The Dating of Pindaric Odes by
Comparison
Hans A. Pohlsander

HENEVER the lack of external evidence forces scholars to

search for internal evidence of chronology, as is so often

the case, caution must restrain imagination and enthusi-
asm. In the case of Pindar’s Odes we are fortunate to have considerable
external evidence for the dating of Olympians and Pythians. This, alas,
is not true of Nemeans and Isthmians, where we depend entirely on
internal evidence, often of an elusive nature. I wish to examine here
one type of internal evidence that has at times been adduced to estab-
lish a date for a Nemean or Isthmian ode: the comparison of similarities
in diction or thought. The difficulties of this approach to Pindaric
chronology are several:

1. Since only a portion of Pindar’s poems are extant, internal evi-
dence of this type is necessarily incomplete. How can we be sure that a
given expression, now found in only two odes and eagerly seized upon
as a revealing clue, did not occur repeatedly in those poems now lost
tous?

2. When a parallel has been found it may not always be possible to
distinguish between coincidental similarity, unconscious borrowing,
and conscious borrowing.

3. In most cases we lack clear criteria to decide which of two paral-

lels is the original, which the copy.

4. If we have succeeded in determining the original and if the date
of the original is known, we still have only a terminus post quem for the
copy, because we cannot be certain that the borrowing occurred im-
mediately. If the date of the copy is known, we only have a terminus
ante quem for the original.

It is no wonder, then, that this approach has led to widely varying
results. Nevertheless some dates arrived at by this method have found
their way into standard editions and commentaries. This essay will
seek to demonstrate that the commonly accepted date of Nemean 3
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132 THE DATING OF PINDARIC ODES BY COMPARISON

cannot be secure, and that similar attempts to date such other odes
as Nemean 11 and Isthmian 4 from parallels have failed.

The Date of Nemean 3

Let us examine first Nem. 3, which was written in honor of Aristo-
cleides of Aegina, winner in the pancration. Two facts are well known:
the conquest of Aegina by Athens in 458 B.c. and the poet’s fondness
for Aegina. Yet nowhere in the ode does Pindar give us any indication
of the disaster that has befallen his beloved “Doric island of Aegina,
thronged with strangers” (ll. 2-3). Pyth. 8, which was written in
446 B.C., if we may trust the scholiast, and is thus the latest among
Pindar’s dated extant odes, is also for an Aeginetan victor. In this ode,
espedially in its concluding prayer (Il. 98-100), the poet expresses his
hope that somehow the island will regain its former freedom:!
“Aegina, dear mother, guide this city on freedom’s course by the aid
of Zeus, king Aeacus, Peleus, goodly Telamon, and Achilles.” Nem. 3,
significantly, does not express a similar sentiment and therefore, it is
commonly agreed, cannot have been composed after 458 B.c.

Leopold Schmidt? attempted to link Nem. 3 with Pyth. 3 by pointing
to a similarity in thought and dated both poems to OL. 76, 2= 475 B.c.

The date of Pyth. 3 is, however, not by any means firmly estab-
lished, and we may safely say only that it was composed while Hieron
was king of Syracuse (478-467 B.c.). Because of a reference to the king’s
health (I. 73), the later years of his rule seem more likely than the
earlier years; Pyth. 1 of 470 B.c. also informs us of Hieron’s ill
health (1. 50-57). Richmond Lattimore3 feels that Pyth. 3 “reads
like a letter of farewell” and suggests 468 B.c. as a possible date.

More to the point of the present investigation, the similarity in
thought supposedly linking the two odes does not seem to make
necessary the assumption of a common date or even of borrowing.
The similarity, according to Schmidt, is this: In Pyth. 3 Pindar aims
“to lead the thoughts of Hieron from the non-attainable to the
attainable” and counsels him “to be content with the fulfillment of
only a part of his desires.” In Nem. 3 Pindar advises Aristocleides “to
reach only for those things that are according to his own nature and

! In this interpretation I am following John H. Finley, Jr, Pindar and Aeschylus (Cambridge
[Mass.] 1955) 168.

2 Pindar’s Leben und Dichtung (Bonn 1862) 464—465.

3 The Odes of Pindar (Chicago 1947) 154.
4 Loc.cit.



HANS A. POHLSANDER 133

way of life.” We may say that the common themeis moderation, swépo-
ovrn. But Pindar occupies himself with this theme also in Ol 13 and
voices similar warningsin Nem. 11.47-48, Isthm. 7.43-48, and elsewhere.

At the same time Schmidt believed that he had found further evi-
dence for his chronology in verbal parallels between Nem. 3 on one
hand and Pyth. 2, OL. 2, Ol. 3, and Pyth. 3 on the other.

This approach to Pindaric chronology was more fully explored by
another scholar, to whom we shall turn presently.

Wilhelm von Chri:t5 called attention to several points of resem-
blance between Nem. 3 and the “Sicilian Odes”, i.e. OL 1, 2, 3, Pyth. 2,
and Nem. 9, and concluded that Nem. 3 must have been written at a
time later than these, namely in 469. I repeat here Christ’s list:®

1. Nem. 3.21-22: odxért mporépw | afdrav dla wkidvwyv vmép ‘Hpardéos
TEPEY €Dpapés.

Ol 3.43-45: Onpwv aperatow ixdvwv dmreroar | oikofev Hpardéos |
oTaAdy" 70 mépow & €oTL codols &Patov | kaodpors.

2. Nem. 3.29: émetou 8¢ Adyw S8ikas dwros éaAos (yp. éoAdv) aiveiv.

Nem. 9.6-7: éari 8¢ Tis Adyos avbpdimwy TeTedeouévov €oAdv [ pr yopel
ovyd kaAvibal.

3. Nem. 3.41-42: 65 8¢ 0u8dkr éxel, Pedewwos avp dAdor’ &Aa mvéwy ov
mot’ arpenéi | koaréBa modi.

Ibid. 80-82: éori &8 aleros WkVs év moTawols, [ 6s édafev alpo, TnAdle
perauoidpevos, dadowov &ypav mooly' | kpayérar 8¢ kolowol Tamewe véuovtar.

Ol. 2.86-88: gogds 6 mode. eldws Pva: pabdvres 8¢ AdBpo | mayyAwaoaiy
Kopokes s axpavta yopverov [ Aios mpos Spviyo Betov.

4. Nem. 3.65: Zeb, Teov yap alpc, oéo 8 aydv, Tov Juvos éBodev.

Ol 2.89-90: émexe viv okomd Téfov &ye, Ovué Tlva PdMopev [ éx
peAbaxds adre dpevos edrdéas dioTods Lévtes;

5. Nem. 3.76: 7év oVk dmeoar xeipe, $idos.”

Pyth. 2.65-67: BovAdai 8¢ mpeoPirepor [ ... oé morl mavre Adyov [
émouvely mopéxovTy xoipe.

6. Nem. 3.83-84: d&efloddpov Mjuaros évexev | Nepéas ’Embavpdbev +°
émo rai Meydpwy 8éboprev ddos.

Ol 1.93-95: 70 8¢ kAéos | TyAdfev 8édopke Tav *OAvumadwy év Spduois |
ITéoros.

While Christ was also aware of the resemblance between Nem. 3.72
and Pyth. 4.281-282, he overruled Giuseppi Fraccaroli’s® objection

& Sitz. Miinchen 1889, pp. 52-54.

¢ The line numbers in this and subsequent lists have been changed to reflect C. M.
Bowra’s OCT, 2nd ed.

7 &mreau codd.

8 Le Odi di Pindaro dichiarate e tradotte (Verona 1894) 548, n.2.
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with the remark that this single instance does not carry the same force
as a number of them.?

Camille Gaspar?® used Christ’s list to fix the date of Nem. 3 at 475.
This date, or one close to it, has been accepted, if tentatively, by
Wilamowitz,1! Aimé Puech,'2 Lewis Richard Farnell,’® Alexander
Turyn,'* and Bruno Snell.15

The first pair of parallel passages in Christ’s list does much to point
out the weakness of the method. While the similarity of the two pas-
sages cannot be denied, an even closer parallel to OL 3 is found in
Isthm. 4.11-13:1% qropéus & éoydrouow [ oikofev orddoucy amrovl’
'Hpak)\e[w.g, / Kol [.L’T]Ké’ﬂ. ,uou(po're'pow omeddew o’zpero?v. Some similarity
in thought, if not in diction, can be discerned also in Nem. 4.69-70:
I'adelpwv 76 mpos (Sdov od mepardv: amdrpeme [ adris Edpdmov moti
xépoov évrea vads.

Could not Nem. 3 have borrowed from Isthm. 4 just as well as from
Ol. 3? Are we to claim that all four odes were written within a short
time of each other, or are we to admit that such borrowing, if borrow-
ing indeed it is, may have occurred over a number of years?

The gnomic character of these passages must not be overlooked.
Pindar here expresses the common Greek ideal of cwdpooiy, to
which, as we have seen, he returns frequently. It lies in the very nature
of gnomes to repeat themselves.

The two passages of the second comparison are likewise gnomic;
the same gnome is found also in Pyth. 9.93-94: 76 y’ év éuv® memovn-
pévov €d [ wy Adyov PBAdmrwy adioto yépovros kpumrérw. Nem. 3.41-42,
in Christ’s third comparison, will be more complete if we include
line 40: ovyyevet 8¢ 1is eddoéie uéya Bpller.

The whole passage, lines 40-42, again gnomic, bears resemblance
not only to Ol. 2.86-88, but also to the following:

Ol 9.100-104: 76 8¢ ¢v@& kpdarioTov dmav: moAloi 8¢ Siubaxtals | av-
Opddmwv aperais kdéos | dpovaav dpéobor- [ dvev 8¢ Oeod ceovyapévov |
oV okaudTepov Xpiu’ €xaoTov:

Ol 13.13 : duayov 8¢ kptifon 76 ouyyevés ffos.

® Pindari Carmina (Leipzig 1896) 249.

10 Essai de chronologie Pindarique (Brussels 1900) 104-107.

11 Pindaros (Berlin 1922) 276.

12 Pindare, III1%: Néméennes (Paris 1958) 39.

13 The Works of Pindar, I (London 1932) 254.

14 pPindari Carmina (Oxford 1952) 153.

15 Pindari Carmina, I3 (Leipzig 1959) 128.
18 Al] citations are from C. M. Bowra’s OCT, 2nd ed.
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Pyth. 8.44-45: ¢vé 76 yevvaiov émmpémer | €k maTépwy maiol Adjue.

Since Ol 9 was written about 466 B.c., Ol. 13 in 464, and Pyth. 8, as
mentioned above, probably in 446, we must either dismiss the idea of
borrowing or allow for its occurrence over as many as thirty years.
In either case we can say nothing about the date of Nem. 3.

The simile of the crows and the eagle, which made Christ link
Nem. 3.80-82 with Ol. 2.86-88, is not at all peculiar to Pindar but is
found in similar form in Greek literature both before and after Pin-
dar, namely in Homer (Il. 16.582f and 17.755ff), Sophocles (4j. 167-
171), and Theocritus (7.47f). In comparisons 4, 5 and 6, no longer
gnomic, the similarity is much less pronounced.

My own examination of Nem. 3 has yielded some additional words
or phrases which might be thought to have been taken from the
“Sicilian Odes.”

1. Nem 3.2: év iepounvie Nepedde
Ol 3.19-20: dudunwis . . . [ . . . Mijve
2. Nem. 3.2-3: rov modvéévaw . . . [ . . . v@oov Alywar:
Ol. 1.93: moAvéevwrdrw mapd Pwud:
moAd€evos occurs elsewhere in Pindar only in Fr. 107.1.
3. Nem. 3.5: pouduevor, and ibid. 81: perapaiduevos
Ol 1.46: padpevor
Elsewhere in Pindar this verb occurs only in Pyth. 11.51 and OL 8.5.
4. Nem. 3.14: modaidatov elpav (ayopav codd.)
Ol 2.39-40: ypnobév | madaidaTov
madaiparos is found elsewhere in Pindar only in Nem. 2.16 and ibid. 6.31.
5. Nem. 3.41: arpexei [ . . . mod(
Ol 3.12: arpexns ‘EXavodikas
arpexijs elsewhere in Pindar is limited to Nem. 5.17 and Pyth. 8.7.
6. Nem. 3.44: Qapva
Ol 1.53: fapwda
Pindar normally uses fepc.
7. Nem. 3.84: Nepéas *Emdavpdfev 7° dmo kol Meydpwy 8éBoprev daos.
This resembles not only Ol 1.93-95 (see above), but also Nem. 9.41-42:
8édoprev | maubi 1008’ “Aynaddaupov déyyos
Pindar uses 8¢8opke in the meaning “to shine” only in the three passages
here cited.

On the other hand it is possible to point to much in the diction and
thought of Nem. 3 that is similar to Pyth. 4.

1. Nem. 3.11-12: éyw 8¢ kelvwy Té viv ddpots [ AVpq Te kowdoopal.
Pyth. 4.136-137: mpaiv 8 "lacwv [ . . . moTioTalwv Sepov
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Pindar uses dapos in only two other passages, Pyth. 1.98 and Nem. 7.69.
2. Nem. 3.15-16: éAeyxéecow . . . [ éuiave
Pyth. 4.99-100: Jevbeow | kaTapiavars
Neither pialivw nor kerepalve is used elsewhere in Pindar.
3. Nem. 3.26-27: 7iva mpos aAdodamay | dxpov
Pyth. 4.50: aModamdy . . . yovauk@v
Ibid. 254-255: év aModamais [ . . . apovpais
Elsewhere in Pindar ¢Ao8amds occurs only in Nem. 1.22.
4. Nem. 3.33: yéyale
Pyth. 4.122: yafnoev
Pindar does not use this verb elsewhere.
5. Nem. 3.53-54: Bafvuijra Xipwv Tpdde Albivw | *Idoov’ évdov Téyel
Pyth. 4.102-103: éavrpdfe yop véopor [ . .., wa Kevravpov pe kobpor
Opéfov cyval (scil. Jason).
6. Nem. 3.55: 1ov ¢appdrwv 8idate poalarxdyepa vopov:
Pyth. 4.271: xpn podakav xépa mpooBdlovra Tpduay €Axeos audumodeiv.
This bears a less pronounced resemblance to Pyth. 3.51: tods pev podo-
kals émaobais aupémwy
7. Nem. 3.61-62: éyxeoddpois émpueifas | Aibidmeoar yeipas
Pyth. 4.212-213: kedawdmesor KéAyowow Biav | petbav
8. Nem. 3.63: avefnds
Pyth. 4.127 : aveudy
This word occurs nowhere else in Pindar.
9. Nem. 3.72: év wouoi véoior mais, év avdpaaw avrip
Pyth. 4.281-282: keivos yop év mawoiv véos [ év 8¢ Povlals mpéaPus
éyxipoais éxarovraerel PoTd
This resemblance was noticed by both Christ and Fraccaroli (see above).

My findings may be summarized quantitatively in the following

table.

VERBAL PARALLELS IN Nem. 3

Similarities Ad- Additional
Ode Length duced by Christ Similarities Total
oL 1 116 1 3 4
olL2 100 2 1 3
OL3 45 1 2 3
Pyth. 2 97 1 — 1
Nem. 9 55 1 1 2
Total 413 6 7 13¢
Pyth. 4 299 1 8 9

% Nem. 3.84, 8édopxev ¢dos, is counted twice in this total, since it resembles both
Ol. 1.93-95 and Nem. 9.41-42.
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Theforegoing table reveals that both the “Sicilian Odes” and Pyth. 4
contributed similarities to Nem. 3 at a rate of roughly three for each
100 lines of their own length.

Ol 1-3 are now firmly dated to 476, while Pyth. 2 and Nem. 9 are
usually attributed to approximately the same period. Pyth. 4 was
written in 462.

Whether Nem. 3 repeats Pyth. 4, or vice versa, since it also repeats the
“Sicilian Odes,” it is again apparent that such repetition can occur in
Pindar over a considerable number of years. We must, therefore,
reject Gaspar’s specific date of 475 for Nem. 3 and once more be con-
tent with merely a terminus ante quem of 458 B.c.

The Date of Nemean 11

Christ'? employed the same method in an effort to fix the date of
Nem. 11. He lists the following parallels:

1. Nem. 11.8-9: kaui éeviov Aios aoretron Béuis alevaors | év Tpamelous:

Ol 8.21-22: &ba Zdrewa Aiwds Eeviov | mdpedpos doreirar Oéuis.
(460 B.C.)
2. Nem. 11.28-29: avdnodauevds Te kopav év mopdupéots | épveoiv.
Isthm. 1.28-29: 7&v abpdos cwdnoduevor OBaudris | épvesww xaitos.
(ca 458 B.C.?)

3. Nem. 11.46: mwpopcfeias 8 amdrewrar poodl.
Isthm. 1.40: 6 movjoats 8¢ véw kal mpoudBeioaw Pépet.

4. Nem. 11.37-42: oapyaior & aperal [ aupépovr’ aracoduevar yeveois
avdpdv obévos' | év oxepd & ovr’ v uélawar kapmov Edwkev dpovpat, |
8évdpec 77 ok €0éler mdoous éréwv mepddois | dvbos evddes Pépewv mAovTw
ioov, | aAX’ év aueifovt.

Nem. 6.9-11: air’ aueiBduevar | Téxa pév dv Plov avdpdow émmeravov €k
mediwv €dooav, [ Téka 8 adr’ avamovaduevar afévos éuappov. (465 or 463 B.C.7)

On the basis of these parallels and the reference in lines 33-34 to
friendship between Sparta and Athens, Christ concluded that Nem. 11
was written approximately at the time of the battle of Tanagra
(458 B.c.). I know of no one who has accepted Christ’s suggestion; a
much later date, 446 B.c., is generally preferred. John H. Finley,!® for
instance, repeatedly remarks that Nem. 11 is close in mood to Pyth. 8
and probably contemporary with it.

17 Sitz. Miinchen 1889, pp. 54-56.
18 Op.cit. 36, 73, 129, and 219.
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The first comparison on Christ’s list is convincing; one can hardly
escape the impression that borrowing, conscious or unconscious, has
occurred.

In comparison 2 the similarity of the two passages is admittedly
close. Considering, however, the occasion for Pindar’s Epinicians and
the repeated occurrence of both dvedéw and &wos elsewhere in
Pindar, this similarity is not necessarily the result of borrowing.
Furthermore Nem. 11.28-29 is equally close to Pyth. 10.40: Sdgve Te
Xpvoée kduas avadioavres (498 B.C.).

In comparison 3 the similarity of the two passages is limited to the
word mpopdfeie. The fact that the line from Isthm. 1 stands at the
beginning of a long gnomic passage further detracts from the validity
of this comparison.

As for comparison 4, Finley? has pointed out that Nem. 11 is marked
by a much darker tone than Nem. 6.

Thus the evidence for Nem. 11 is, at best, controversial.

Ol. 13, firmly dated to 46429, contains several phrases echoing odes
of the year 476, including two of Christ’s “Sicilian Odes.”

1. Ol 13.13: duoyov 8¢ kptifor 70 auyyevés Tifos.
Ol. 11.19-20: 70 yop éudvés ovr” . . . [od7 . .. S dafawr’ dv ffos.
2. Ol. 13.45-46b: s pav cadés [ odx dv eibeiny Aéyew [ movridy Pddwv
apifudv.
Ol. 2.98: émel Ppdppos aplbuov mepimépevyev (476)
3. Ol. 13.88: aifépos . . . épripov
Ol 1.6: éprjpas 8 aiflépos (476)
4. Ol 13.93-95: éué & edbov andvrwv [ idvra péufov mopa okomov od
XP7) | T& moMa BéXex kapTivew xepoiv.
Ol 1.111-112: éuoi pév dv | Moioa kaprepditaTov Bélos dAkd Tpédet.
Ol 2.83-85: moMd pot 7’ ayrdvos dréa Bédn [ &vdov évri dapérpas [
dwvdevra ovverolow:

Pyth. 4 repeats phrases and words not only from Nem. 3, as pointed
out above, but from other earlier odes as well. A few examples will
suffice.

1. Pyth. 4.5: odx amodduov *AméAwvos TuxdvTos
Pyth. 10.37: Moica 6’ ovk amodouet (498)
Neither dmodauéw nor dmédapos is encountered elsewhere in Pindar.

% Op.cit. 76-77.
20 The scholiast’s date is confirmed by Diod. Sic. 11.70, Dion. Hal., Ant. Rom. 9.61, and
Paus. 4.24.5.



HANS A. POHLSANDER 139

2. Pyth. 4.65: mouot TovTol 8ydoov . . . pépos *Apkeaidas:
Pyth. 12.11: 7pirov . . . kaowyvnTéy pépos (490)
3. Pyth. 4.76-77: és evdeiedov | xova poAy
Ol. 1.111: map’ eddeledov éNdwv Kpdviov. (476)
eddeledos does not occur elsewhere in Pindar, while €28/« is found only in
Pyth. 5.10, Ol. 1.98, and Isthm. 7.38.
4. Pyth. 4.137: parfaxd pwva
Nem. 9.49: uaMfoxd . . . ovv aodgq" (after 476)
5. Pyth. 4.138: BaAdeto kpnmibo coddv éméwv
Pyth. 7.3 kpnymid® aoddy . . . Baréobar. (486)
6. Pyth. 4.232: &s &p’ adddoavros
Nem. 10.89: &s &p’ adddoavros (date uncertain).

There can be no more doubt now that Pindaric odes widely sepa-
rated by time can show considerable similarities of thought or diction.
Thus we must reject the comparison of parallels within Pindar not
only as a means of dating Nem. 3 and Nem. 11 but as an approach to
Pindaric chronology generally.

Isthmian 4 and Bacchylides 5

Camille Gaspar?! dated Isthm. 4 to 476 B.c. and based this date in
part on the resemblance between Isthm. 4.11-13 and OLl. 3.43-45. We
have seen above in our discussion of Nem. 3.21-22 that this resemblance
is far from being reliable evidence for any chronological relationship.

More significant in this case is a resemblance between Pindar and
Bacchylides.

Isthm. 4.1-3: "Eor. pov fedv éxari pupie mevt@ wédevlos, [ . . ., [
dpeTépas aperas Uuvw Sidkew.

Bacch. 5.31-33: 7ws viv kol éuol pvpla mavre kédevfos | Suerépov
aperov | Suveiv.

Bacch. 5 was written for Hieron of Syracuse in 476; efforts have been
made to associate Isthm. 3/4 with it in date. Since Isthm. 4.15-18 is best
taken as a reference to the battle of Plataea, we have a probable
terminus post quem of 479 B.c., which does not conflict with such associa-
tion.

I agree with Gilbert Norwood?? that the near identity of the two
phrases points to conscious borrowing. Otto Schroeder?? and Sir John

21 Op.cit. 85.

22 Pindar (Berkeley 1945) 269270, n.49.
2 PLGS 1, pp. 71-72.
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Sandys24 thought that Bacchylides borrowed from Pindar. Schroeder
later, apparently, reversed himself.2> Farnell?¢ pointed out that it is
by no means certain who borrowed from whom, but was inclined to
think that, if there was borrowing, Pindar borrowed from Bacchy-
lides. The latter view is held also by Alexander Turyn,?” who also
approves of Gaspar’s conclusions (see above). Before Farnell and
Turyn, Wilamowitz?® already had placed Bacch. 5 before Isthm. 4.

Norwood,?® in my opinion, settled the matter by pointing to two
other passages:

Bacch. 9(8).47-50: orelyer 8¢’ edpeias xeledbov | pvple movre ddrs |
ads yeveds Aimopo- | {dvwy Quyarplv.

Bacch. 19(18).1-4: Ildpeor. pvpie xélevbos | auBpociwv peXéwv, [ 6s
&v mapa [Tiep8wv Aa- | xnou 8&pa Movoaw.

Unless we wish to claim that Bacchylides thrice borrowed from
Pindar, we must admit borrowing on the part of Pindar3? and date
Isthm. 3/4 after 476; how much after 476 must be left open to question.

The pitfalls of the method, even when a parallel outside Pindar is
available, again become apparent. It is only a fortunate circumstance
which in this one case allows a more definite conclusion. If some
characteristic accident of papyri had preserved only Bacch. 5 and not
Bacch. 8 and 18, should we not then have thought with Schroeder and
Sandys that Bacchylides borrowed from Pindar?

The three Bacchylides passages quoted above certainly tell us
nothing about the dates of Bacch. 8 and 18. It seems likely that the
attempt to establish the chronology of other classical authors by a
comparison of verbal parallels may call for equal caution.

StaTE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT ALBANY
March, 1963

24 The Odes of Pindar (London 1930) 455.

25 Pindari Carmina (Leipzig 1930) viii and ix.

2 Op cit. 347.

27 Op.cit. 203.

28 Op.cit. 336f.

29 Loc.cit.

30 Norwood denied the authenticity of Isthm. 3/4 and referred to its author as “the

Anonymous.” This, it seems to me, does not affect our present argument about the
chronological relationship of the two odes.



