The Poet’s Pentathlon:
Genre 1n Pindar’s First Isthmian

Leslie Kurke

each point where we anticipate straightforward praise of the

victor, the poet swerves off to another topic.! This veering
manner produces anything but the conventional epinician Bundy saw
in the poem? and explains why, in his interpretation, most of the text
1s taken as “foil,” to be worked through but ultimately dismissed.3
Thus, why does Pindar begin by alluding to a paean he owes to the
people of Ceos? According to Bundy (36-41), reference to this com-
mission simply acts as “foil” to enhance the prestige of the “business
at hand”—the epinician for the Theban Herodotus. But, as Most
objects (57), this explanation in no way justifies the content of the foil:
why should the poet choose to mention another poetic commission so
explicitly at the opening of his epinician?

Next the poet appears to begin the victory announcement at line 9:

P INDAR’S FIRST Isthmian is a poem of praise by indirection: at

(xopevwy) . . . kat Tav aAepkéa *labuod
detpad’ émeL oTepavovs

€€ @macey Kaduov arpard é£ aébrw,
kaAAlvikov matpid kvdos.

! The following works will be cited by author’s name alone: A. B. DRACHMANN, ed.,
Scholia vetera in Pindari Carmina 1-1I1 (Leipzig 1903); E. L. BuNDY, “Studia Pin-
darica,” CPCP 18 (1962) 1-92; R. HAMILTON, Epinikion, General Form in the Odes of
Pindar (The Hague 1974); G. W. MosT, The Measures of Praise: Structure and
Function in Pindar’s Second Pythian and Seventh Nemean (Gottingen 1985); W. J.
SLATER, Lexicon to Pindar (Berlin 1969); E. THUMMER, ed., Pindar, Die Isthmischen
Gedichte 1-11 (Heidelberg 1969); L. Woodbury, “The Victor’s Virtues: Pindar, Isth.
1.32 ff.,” TAPA 111 (1981) 237-56. Citations from the epinicia are taken from B.
Snell and H. Maehler, edd., Pindari Carmina cum fragmentis? 1 (Leipzig 1980).

2 That Bundy considered it a conventional epinician is clear from his statement of
purpose (36): “Here, then, in examining a second ode, Isthmian 1, on the assumption
that it is an enkomion and adheres to the rules that govern other pieces of the kind, I
shall seek to discover its design, and the place of each several topic in the linear
development of the whole.”

3 On the problems inherent in Bundy’s notion of “linear unity,” see D. C. Young,
“Pindaric Criticism,” in Pindaros und Bakchylides (Wege der Forschung 134 [Darm-
stadt 1970]) 87f, and Most 32f.
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98 THE POET’S PENTATHLON

But instead of completing the victory announcement,* Pindar di-
gresses with a reference to Heracles (12f, introduced by the conven-
tional relative pronoun):’

bl \ \ 2 14 % 14 /
év & kal Tov ddelpavrov > ANkuiva Tékey
~ ~ ’ 4 ~ /
watda, Opacetar Tov wore Inpvova ppifav kvves.

The occurrence of any mythical material in this position is prob-
lematic; as Bundy acknowledges, we expect the naming of the victor
here.6

Problematic too is the specific labor of Heracles Pindar chooses to
mention. Why the “hounds of Geryon”? Bundy’s assertion (43f) that
this labor, because it occurred in Gades, “symbolizes the limit of
human achievement” introduced here in comparison to the six Isth-
mian crowns, does not stand up to close examination. Every parallel
he cites for this motif specifically mentions Heracles’ sailing to the
ends of the earth, or the Pillars he set up there, or both. Without any
geographic marker it is impossible to read the motif of human limita-
tion into the mythic reference here. This brief section remains unex-
plained.

When the poet breaks off at line 14, we again anticipate the naming
and praise of the victor we have expected since line 9. As Thummer
notes, the pattern of aa\’ éyw with a present participle and future
main verb of praising picks up the syntax of lines 6-10 (dudorepar Tot

xapitwy avv feots (evéw Télos . . . xopevwr), and is itself repeated at
lines 32-34 (éyw 3¢ . . . mepLoTéAAWY . . . yapvoouat) and 52-54 (Gum &’
éowxe . . . dpetBopévoars . . . kehadjoar).” Each of these passages is a self-

referential ‘break-off formula’, by which the poet leads us to expect
that he will finally get down to the proper ‘business’ of the epinician—

4 Cf. Hamilton 15, who notes that the two invariable elements of the victory
announcement (what he calls the “Naming Complex™) are (1) the site of the victory
and (2) the victor’s name. Here, we are given the first but not the second.

5 On the convention of using a relative pronoun to introduce the myth see E. Des
Places, Le pronom chez Pindare (Paris 1947) 48-50; Thummer I 131; and D. C.
Young, Pindar Isthmian 7: Myth and Exempla (Leiden 1971) 35 with n.115.

6 Bundy senses that this move is somewhat unconventional, for he can offer no
better explanation for the mythic interlude than “the use of (comparative) irrelevance
as foil” (43): “here, the laudator has every intention of introducing Herodotos, for
whom lines 1-13 are foil, and no intention of wandering off into the legendary glories
of Thebes. Yet he cannot introduce Herodotos at this point without ruining the effect
of the implied series: not Dalos, not Thebes; not Apollo, not the Isthmos; but
Herodotos.” Bundy’s implication that the poet is rejecting the Isthmus as a topic in
favor of the victor is also misleading; as more recent formal studies have shown (see
Hamilton 15), the victory announcement conventionally embraces both the site of the
victory and the name of the victor.

7 Thummer II 12, 15, 20, 30; ¢f Most 52.
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the praise of the victor. And after each of these formulae the poet to
some extent frustrates our expectations, swerving aside from such
straightforward praise of the victor to some indirect means. Here at
line 14, for example, the victor and his event are finally named
(“Hpodorw . . . dpuatt Tebpimmw) but only allotted a complex participial
clause before the poet is off again, singing a hymn to Castor and
Iolaus. Pindar justifies this move as praise of Herodotus’ charioteer-
ing, “for those men were born the best charioteers of the heroes in
Lacedaemon and in Thebes.” But, as Most has emphasized, the inset
hymn that follows (18-32) does not dwell on the chariot exploits of
the two heroes, as one might expect given the poet’s avowed purpose
of glorifying Herodotus by the mythic parallel:® instead, the hymn
lingers over the heroes’ successes in running and throwing spears,
stones, and discus (23-25).

After the conventional hymnic closure, xaiper’ at 32, the poet turns
again to a new topic. Again we anticipate the standard, direct praise of
the victor, and again we are disappointed. After a buildup of two
lines, Pindar finally mentions the victor, in a prominent position
directly following the main verb in 34. But it becomes clear almost
immediately that Herodotus is not himself the object of the verb
yapvaoopar (32-34):

xaiper’ éyw b€ [ooedawmt *lobud Te {abéa
bl / ’ y ../ ! 2 \
Oyxnoriatow 7’ aioveoow meploTeAAwy aotday
~ \ ~ 14 \
yapiaouar To0d” avdpos év Tiuatow ayakéa Tay
<
> AcwTodwpov TaTpos aloav.

Pindar goes on to describe the “lot” of the victor’s father, returning to
the victor himself at 39f:

~ 5
vov 8’ ad7is dpxalas éméBace [loTuos
\ ’
ovyyevns edaueplas.

A linking gnome then leads to a generalizing ei clause that explains
why the victor deserves the poet’s unstinting praise (41-45). Pindar
heightens the buildup to that praise by adding that it is “an easy gift
for one who is wise in exchange for all sorts of toils” (45f). But the

8 Most (50-52, 56f) poses the problem more convincingly than he solves it (56): “It
was Pindar’s desire for symmetry that led him to create a catalogue of the events in
which Castor and Iolaus won victories to balance the catalogue of games in which
Herodotus had been successful.” Most himself acknowledges that strict symmetry
would have required two catalogues of games, but he offers two reasons for Pindar’s
avoiding this: pedantry and wowidia (57). One cannot help feeling that this purely
formal explanation is somewhat arbitrary; if variation of symmetry were the poet’s
only concern, he could just as easily have narrated the mythic exploits of the heroes.
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poet goes on to fill out the triad not with praise of Herodotus, but
rather, as Woodbury has observed (251, ¢f. 252), with the “praise of
praise itself . . . as the highest profit.”

dupme 8(€) at 52 marks another transition to a new topic, and at this
point we are certain that the victory catalogue must follow. Woodbury
(252) lucidly describes the strength (and source) of our expectations:
“the occasion is the celebration of a victory, the genre is epinician,
and the victories, for which we have been preparing since 43, must be
given due prominence, and a list of them accordingly follows.” In-
deed, that 52-62 constitute the victory catalogue is clear from ap-
parwy irmodpowov (54) and év yvapmrois dpopots (57), but from nothing
else until we reach lines 60-62. At that point, Pindar breaks off the
catalogue with the plea that it is impossible to enumerate all the
equestrian victories Hermes Agonios has bestowed on Herodotus.
Thus, although the position in the ode and our own expectations
make it clear that, from 52 on, we have a victory catalogue, it is an
anomalous catalogue: it appears to be a list of gods and heroes and
their cult centers, whom the poet “addresses” or “greets” (wpooeimeiv)
with no direct mention of the victor until line 61. To be sure, there are
other catalogues in which the patron gods and heroes of the various
games are highlighted, but in all these it is explicitly said that the god
or hero “bestows” or “witnesses” the victor’s achievement.®

Furthermore, the direct address to heroes or mythical figures with-
out explicit connection to the victories celebrated is completely un-
paralleled in the odes. Bundy, after asserting that the catalogue in
Isthmian 1 is “completely conventional,” himself admits (69f), “Oth-
er than this [1.1.55-59], I find no more than two passages in which the
god or hero honored by the games is addressed in a catalogue: P.6.50
(riv) and P.8.62 (7v). . . .” Of Bundy’s two parallels, the address to
Poseidon in Pythian 6 is not part of a victory catalogue,!® while the

SCf. Ol 6.72-81, 7.80-87, 9.98f, 13.107-12, Pyth. 8.61-66, 9.79f, Nem. 5.44,
6.39-46, Isthm. 2.12-29. In these cases the poet establishes a direct link between the
divinity or the place and the victor. What is so striking about the catalogue of
Isthmian 1 is that the victor does not appear until the breakoff formula, where we
find the conventional “Hermes gave victory to Herodotus.” For a useful summary of
various types of victory catalogues see Thummer I 29f, but note that the catalogue of
Isthmian 1 fits into none of his categories.

10 The address occurs in the last four lines of the poem (50-53):

Tiv 7, ENéAiyOov, &pxeis Os immav éoddwy,
ndAa adovre véew, Iooedav, mpooéxerat.
YAvketa d¢ Ppy kat cvuméTALOW OpAELY
peNocoay duelBeral TpnTOY TéVOY.

Thrasybulus’ devotion to Poseidon has nothing to do with the victory catalogue, but
together with the last two lines explicates the poet’s claim that the young man “guides
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address to Apollo in Pythian 8 introduces mention of Aristomenes’
victories (61-66):

\ 14
70 d°, “ExaraBole, mavdokov
\ I3 /
vaov ebkAéa daveuwy
Mvdvos év yvalos,
TO pew péyiorov 760 xappbrwy
3/ b \ 4 [ / 14
wmaoas, otkot ¢ mpoalev apmaléay doow
/ \ ~ ~
mevTaedAiov avv éoprals Vuals émayayes!!

All this suggests that, although we finally get a victory catalogue, even
this conventional portion of the ode exemplifies the technique of
praise by indirection we have noted throughout the poem.

I have gone through the poem in this way in order to point out the
problems glossed over by Bundy in asserting the ode’s complete con-
ventionality. The exploration of the formal conventions and parame-
ters of the epinician initiated by Bundy is extremely valuable, but we
should not allow our quest for conventionality to blind us to what is
crucially unconventional. Indeed, once we are familiar with the con-
ventions of the victory ode, we find that Isthmian 1 controverts our
expectations at every turn. And the question of expectations is ulti-
mately the question of genre; as Woodbury observes (252), “the
occasion is the celebration of a victory, the genre is epinician,” there-
fore we expect a victory catalogue. It seems that in playing with our
expectations, the poet is in some sense playing with genre.!2

If we look at what Pindar tells us about his own poetic activity with-
in the poem, we find that he is quite explicitly playing with occasions
and thus with genres.!> He opens with a reference to a paean he is

wealth with intelligence” (46). That is, he spends his money on hospitality and raising
horses.

11 For Pythian 8 Bundy can only claim that Apollo is addressed within a victory
catalogue by maintaining that the catalogue extends from line 36 to line 84 with “two
interruptions” (Bundy 69). But what Bundy terms an interruption in the catalogue
(39-55) is actually the myth of the poem, introduced quite conventionally by the
relative 7év in 39 (on this section as myth see Hamilton 60). Thus the address to
Apollo provides a partial parallel to the celebration of Poseidon that opens the
victory catalogue of Isthmian 1 (but note that Poseidon’s bestowal of victory is not
explicit: it is only alluded to in edepyérav apudarwy inmodpduor). This leaves us without
a single parallel for direct address within a victory catalogue. Thummer II 31f
acknowledges that the choice of verbs and the use of apostrophe here are not found
elsewhere; he attributes these anomalies to the poet’s striving for variety of expression.

12 Bundy himself ended his study of Isthmian 1 with the assertion, “The study of
Pindar must become a study of genre” (92). We need only add that unconventionality
within one genre may represent the trace of another.

13 On the importance of occasion for genre in the archaic period, see C. Calame,
“Réfléxions sur les genres littéraires en Gréce archaique,” QUCC 17 (1974) 118, 124f,
127, and J. Herington, Poetry into Drama. Early Tragedy and the Greek Poetic
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working on for the men of Ceos, and after requesting Delos, the
subject of the paean, to “yield,” he asserts confidently (6-10):

~ \ ~ 7
audorepar Tot xapitwy avw Beots (evéw Télos,
\ \ 14 ~
Kkat Tov axepoexopay dotBov yopedwy
év Kéw auipira avv movriows
bl / \ \ [+ / k] ~
avdpaow, kat Tav alepkea lobuod
delpad’™

The poet will yoke the réXos of the two yapires—the two gifts of song
commissioned for two different occasions!'* —in a single ode for
Herodotus. As Bundy notes, the “yoking” is accomplished by the very
words; the poet need say no more to evoke the paean or to incorporate
it within his epinician.!’ Pindar uses yoking imagery again when he
introduces another distinct genre, the carefully articulated inset hymn
to Castor and Iolaus (14-16):

4
aAX’ éye “Hpodorw Tebywv 10 pev dppart refpinrmo yépas,
[ 14 9 ! kd \ I LI Y. V4
avia 7’ aAloTpiats ov X€pot vopacart €fedw
A 7 A 9 I 2 14 ¢/

7 Kaoropeiw 1 *ToAaod’ évappofar puv tpve.

évappofar picks up the image of (evéw; appropriately, given the victor’s
own charioteering and the heroes’ equestrian proclivities, the poet
will “fit him into a Castoreion or a hymn of Iolaos.”16

Tradition (Berkeley/Los Angeles 1985) 5. On the centrality of performance, see
Herington 3-99.

14 For yapes (in the plural) designating the poet’s song, see Slater s.v. xdpis 1.b.8.

15 Bundy makes the observation about the Castor/Iolaus hymn, but the point ap-
plies also to the paean (45): “The use of the future indicative and of é6érw with the
infinitive, in which a promise is regarded as fulfilled the moment it is uttered, is a
conventional mannerism of hymnal poetry.” See also Bundy 21 on Ol 11.14; “The
laudator’s use of the future indicative in the first person . . . is, in fact, a conventional
element of the enkomiastic style. It never points beyond the ode itself, and its
promise is often fulfilled by the mere pronunciation of the word.”

16 Most notes (evfw and évapudfar and on the basis of this imagery develops the
thesis that the whole of Isthmian 1 is organized as a “yoking” of the divine and the
human (the poem falling neatly into a divine and a human half, each with two parts
that correspond to each other [Most 57-59]). This is an elegant solution, but there are
problems. First, Most appears to take ovv f¢ots in line 6 with (evéw (i.e. “I will yoke
the end of both graces together with the gods™ [57]), whereas the evidence of Pindaric
usage makes it much more likely that it is an independent phrase, i.e. “With the help
of the gods I will yoke . .. ” (see Ol 8.14, Nem. 8.17, Isthm. 4.5; the opposite is dvev
feod, as at Ol 9.103). Second, in order to make a neat scheme, Most argues that the
entire second half of the poem is “occupied with men and what happens to them.”
This interpretation does not take into account the anomalous catalogue of 52-63. In
fact, just the opposite; Most is forced to gloss over the preponderance of divinities
that makes the catalogue so odd (53): “When in this second half of the poem gods or
heroes are mentioned by name (Poseidon 32 and 52, Amphitryon 55, Minyas 56,
Demeter 57, Protesilaos 58, [Hermes 60]), it is only because it is at their games that
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But I would suggest that this is not the only image Pindar offers us
for his poetic activity in the first half of the ode. In the middle of his
inset Castor or Iolaus hymn, after pointedly describing the heroes’
non-chariot victories, the poet pauses to observe (26f),

0D yap Ny wevTaéAbiov, AN’ é¢’ éxdoTw

épyuart ketro Téos.
Why does Pindar insert this antiquarian detail here? Commentators
ignore this line or dismiss it as a “pedantic footnote” (Most 57). But I
would take rélos here as a deliberate echo of the poet’s boast at line 6.
There he had claimed that he could yoke the réxos of two different
genres for the exceptional praise of the victor. Here, in the midst of
his third genre, each one appropriate to a different occasion, the poet
seems to set himself up against the athletes of old, demonstrating his
poetic prowess by the number of different genres or occasional songs
he can embrace within the ambit of an epinician. Thus I am suggest-
ing that the reason for the poet’s focusing on the heroes’ non-chariot
victories is at least partly to introduce the theme of the pentathlon for
his own poetic endeavor.!” Then, “there was no pentathlon, but the
Télos lay upon each event.” Now, the laudator seems to be signalling,
he himself has embarked on a poetic pentathlon—a ‘pentathlon of
genres’ in praise of the victor.

If this is the case, can we detect here traces of any other genres or
occasional poems? Indeed, a multiplicity of embedded genres may
solve the problems of irrelevance and indirection noted for different
sections of the ode.!® Consider first lines 12f, where the words xaA-
Aivikov matpidt kdos cause the poet to veer to a miniature myth of
Heracles where we expect the naming of the victor. The linking of the
epithet kaAlivicor with the mythical adventures of Heracles may
remind us of the kallinikos strain of Archilochus. Pindar mentions
this song explicitly at the opening of Olympian 9, conjuring it up in

Herodotus has won his victories.” This will not do as an explanation, for we know
from other odes that Pindar could have constructed a catalogue without specifically
naming all these patron divinities.

17 For parallels for the poet representing his poetic activity as athletic competition,
see M. Lefkowitz, “The Poet as Athlete,” St/t SEr. III 2 (1984) 5-12.

18R, P. Martin, “Hesiod, Odysseus, and the Instruction of Princes,” TAPA 114
(1984) 29-48, is essential to my thinking on ‘embedded genres’, as well as the
occasional nature of genre in archaic Greek poetry. Martin’s use of Todorov’s
concept of ‘genres of discourse’ defined by their social context (30f) differs sig-
nificantly from conventional treatments of genre. Thus, by a more traditional
conception, both paean and Castoreion might be categorized as hymns, whereas I
consider them different genres because they would have been composed for and
performed at different occasions.
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order to reject it in favor of the highly-wrought, personalized epi-
nician he provides the victor (1-4):

70 pev ~ ApxtAdxov puéos
powvaer >Olvumia, kaAAivikos 6 TpLwAdos kexAadws
dpreae Kpoviov wap’ 8xbov ayepovedoar
I ’ > ’ \ [ /
kwpalovrt pitrows *Edapuoote ovv éraipots.

The scholia to these lines tell us that Archilochus, when he came to
Olympia, composed a hymn for Heracles and that its refrain was

TveAa kaAAivike X atpe dvaf ‘HpaxAes,

kd 4 \ 9 14 bl \ /
adTés Te kat 16Aaos, alyunra ddo.
TveAda kaAAvike xatpe dvaf ‘HpaxAews.!®

This song (or at least its refrain) appears to have been sung for all
athletic victors at the immediate celebration of victory.20

There is also evidence to suggest that Archilochus’ kallinikos song
may have included the exploits of Heracles.?! In a famous passage of
Euripides’ Heracles, the hero bitterly takes leave of his labors (575,
578-82):

! /
XatpovTwy mwovoul

A ’ ’ \

1 TL P oTOopEY KAAOY
</ \ 2 ~ 2 14 /
Opa pev €AOety €s pax My Aeovte Te

19 Drachmann I 266.

20 According to the scholiast, kexpdrnxker odv éxt mdvrov viknddpwy map’ adTov 1OV
kaipov rijs vikns émddeadar 7o xéupa (Drachmann I 267). His assertion is supported not
only by Olympian 9, but also by Nem. 3.17f, xaparwdéwv d¢ mAayav dros dyinpov év
Babvmediw Nepéa T0 kadAivicov ¢péper. The evidence of Attic tragedy and comedy shows
the familiarity and universal application of Archilochus’ song. The dramatists trans-
fer it from the sphere of athletic victories to that of successes in myth or fantasy, but
it remains the emblem of the immediate celebration of victory. See Eur. HF 179f
(Heracles, together with the gods, celebrates the defeat of the giants; see U. von
Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Euripides, Herakles [Berlin 1895] ad loc.); El. 862-65 (the
Chorus urges Electra to celebrate Orestes’ killing of Aegisthus); Phoen. 1728-31
(Oedipus celebrates his victory over the Sphinx); Ar. Av. 1764 (Chorus hails Pis-
thetaerus as king of the universe); Ach. 1227f (Dicaeopolis gloats over Lamachus’
wounding and celebrates his own komos).

21 On this point the scholia to Ol 9 are confused. They chronicle scholarly dispute
about whether Archilochus’ song is an epinician or a hymn (Drachmann I 268), and
whether Pindar’s epithet triploos means that the song had three strophes, or that the
refrain was thrice repeated (Drachmann I 268f). This confusion suggests that there
was little evidence available to the Hellenistic scholars beyond the refrain of
Archilochus’ song and the literary references to it, so we cannot expect them to be of
much help on the content of the kallinikos song. For an independent argument that
Archilochus’ song included narration of the exploits of Heracles, see M. Simpson,
“Pindar’s Ninth Olympian,” GRBS 10 (1969) 113-24.
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k) / ~ ~ ~ ’
Evpvobéws moumaiol, Tdv & éudv Téxvwy
kd b 4 14 kd 3 9 ¢ ~
ovk ékmovnow favarov; ovk ap’ “HpakAns

4 / e /4 !
0 kaAAwikos ws wapotfe Aéfopad.

The most obvious meaning in context is that Heracles would no
longer be considered “the victorious one,” should he allow his child-
ren to be murdered by the tyrant Lycus. But these words also link the
title “HpakA7s 6 xaAAivicos with a recollection of the hero’s labors
(note especially ¢noouer, Aéfopar) in what may be an allusion to
Archilochus’ well-known song.

Later in the play, the chorus affirms its continued commitment to
celebratory song (673f, 680-86):

3 / A /
0V Tavooual Tas Xapiras
/
Moveais cvykaraperyvis,

ére rav “HpaxAéovs
KaAA(vikov Geldw
mapa e Bpoptov oivodérav
mapd Te X €Avos EMTATOVOV
poAmar kat AiBvy adov
0UTw KATATAVCOMEY
Movaas, ai i’ éxdpevaav.

With ér. and o?v7w, the Chorus implies that it has been singing and
will continue to sing “the kallinikos song of Heracles.” In fact the
choral ode that precedes this affirmation (HF 348-50) is an extended
hymn (durioar, 355) describing the twelve labors of Heracles. I sug-
gest that we should take this chorus as Euripides’ own version of the
kallinikos song, recognizable to his audience as an adaptation of the
Archilochean original.22 And we should note that in Euripides’ ver-
sion Heracles’ confrontation with Geryon figures as the eleventh of

22 Wilamowitz’s observations (supra n.20: 80-82) on the formal structure of this
chorus may be significant in this context. He notes that the form (three strophes and
antistrophes, separated by a rhythmic refrain, or ephAymnion) was probably not
invented by Euripides, for exactly the same formal pattern underlies the “feierliches
segenslied fiir Argos” in Aeschylus’ Supp. (630-709) and the “danklied” for the fall of
Troy sung by the Chorus at 4g. 367-488. Lines of a similar metrical shape occur in
the third stasimon of Euripides’ Bacchae (877-81, 897-901). Wilamowitz 81, H.
Meyer, Hymnische Stilelemente (Wiirzburg 1933) 2, and E. R. Dodds, Euripides,
Bacchae (Oxford 1960) xxxviii, 183, agree that the rhythmic refrain marks a kind of
cult hymn, a category that could include Archilochus’ ‘hymn’ to Heracles. Note that
Aristarchus, quoted by the Pindar scholia (Drachmann I 269), contended that the
kallinikos song was tristrophos; and that all the parallels from tragedy are celebratory
songs.
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the twelve labors (HF 422-24).23 Thus it seems possible to take
Isthmian 1.12f as a brief allusion to Archilochus’ kallinikos song.

This would explain the placement of these lines immediately after
the actual crowning at the Isthmus, for this is exactly the context in
which the kallinikos song would have been sung for the victor. Such
an allusion might also explain the particular details Pindar chooses to
narrate. It seems that he has drawn one vignette from the beginning of
Heracles’ saga (his birth) and another from the end (the cattle of
Geryon, a relatively late labor), perhaps drawing together the two
ends of Archilochus’ song to evoke the whole.2* Finally, the possibility
of an allusion here would make the poet’s break-off formula at 14ff
more pointed. With éyw 8¢ the poet turns away from a simple, spon-
taneous celebration of victory and immediately mentions the victor,
“Hpoddrw, for the fault of the kallinikos song, as Pindar expresses it in
Olympian 9, is its generic quality. It applies to every victor in every
context. In contrast, Pindar emphasizes the making of his own song
(revxwv) and its special aptness for Herodotus’ victory (avia 7’ &Ao-
Tplais od xepot vwpacavt’). The poet has simply allowed a few notes of
the kallinikos song to sound, effecting a momentary mimesis of the
immediate victory celebration within his epinician.2’

Can we find still other genres in Pindar’s ‘pentathlon’ ? If we look
closely at the texture of the language, we note several anomalies in
lines 47-49:

peafos yap &ANots GANos én’ épypaow avbpomows yAvkds,
pnAoBoTa T’ dpoTa T’ Spyix0AOXw TE KAl OV WOVTOS TpAeEL.
yaaTpL € was Tis Gudvey Aoy alavi TéTaTar

The notion of praise as wage and the priamel form are certainly at
home in epinician, but the content of the priamel—the specific occu-
pations described, the threat of famine, to be fended off from the
belly—have no parallels in the corpus of epinicia. Fraenkel notes the
uniqueness of theme and diction here, when he asserts, “We virtually
never hear in Pindar of men working hard for their daily bread or of
working for a living at all.” He is immediately forced to qualify this
statement, “The one exception, I think, is Isthm. 1,47ff., where the

23 The literary evidence suggests that, even before the canon of twelve labors was
fixed, Geryon was established as an adversary of Heracles: see Hes. Theog. 287-94
and Stesichorus’ Geryoneis.

24 Note also the double use of pronouns to introduce the two mythic episodes in 12f
(év & xat Tov adelpavrov *AAkpijva Téxev maida, Opaceial Tov wore I'npvova Ppifav xbves).
Could the second pronoun reflect the embedding of a song within a song?

25 For a parallel to this imitation of the events at the actual moment of victory, see
F. J. Nisetich, “Olympian 1.8-11: An Epinician Metaphor,” HSCP 79 (1975) 55-68.
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tone is contemptuous, as the coarse expression yaorzp shows.”26
Fraenkel is quite right to perceive a different level of diction in these
lines. It is possible, however, to interpret this ‘coarseness’ of diction
as evidence of a different genre, rather than as the expression of the
poet’s contempt. The works of men and the fending off of starvation
are crucially the concerns of didactic epic, as exemplified by Hesiod’s
Works and Days.?’

Indeed, there is more in this passage that seems to have been drawn
from a didactic tradition. Woodbury has recently discussed at some
length the gnomic transition ¢ wovijoais de véw kat mpouabetav ¢épet
(40). He notes that the idea of acquiring forethought from experience
runs counter to the traditional Greek wisdom, wafwv 3¢ Te vijmios éyvw
(Hes. Op. 218).28 But his gloss for this gnome as it applies to the victor
sounds surprisingly Hesiodic: “It is voos that generates mpoudfeia by
directing attention to the goal of xépdos” (243). In this context, it is
worth quoting at length from Hesiod’s advice to his brother Perses
(Op. 293-302, 306-13):

0DTOS eV TAVAPLOTOS, Os AVTP TAVTA VOT)TEL
<
Ppacaduevos Ta K’ émeira kat és Télos oL duelvw’
pl \ b il pd ~ a s bl 14 /
€o0Aos 3’ av kaketvos 0s €V elmovTL MONYTAL
[} / /9 k] ~ / !9 2 /
0§ 0€ K€ uNT AVT® VOEN UNT AAAOV AKOVWY
9 ~ ! A e 5 9 / 2 /
€v Buu® BaiinTat, 0 8’ avT’ apxnios avip.
2 \ / ¢ / / N 2 ~
AAANQ OV Y TUETEPNS UEMLVTILEVOS ALEV EPETHTS
2 / 7 ~ ’ ) A\
épyalev, Ilépan, dtov yevos, 6ppa ae Ayuos
/ 14
éxbaipn, pirén 3¢ o’ évaTédavos Anuijrnp
2 ’ ’ \ \ ~ ’

aidotn, BLoTov O€ TeNY MUTANOL KAV

~ /
Aysds yap TolL maumav depyd audopos avdpl:

\ s ’y 9 / ~
o0L 0" €pya PLA’ €0TW ETPLA KOTMELD,
134 ! ¢ ’ ! / ’
ws k€ ToL wpatov Brotov TANBwot kaAiat.
é£ épywr &’ dvdpes moAbunol T’ ddveol Te
\ L) ! \ 14 pi !
kat 7’ épyalouevos moAv ptATepos abavarotaw.

26 H. Fraenkel, Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy, tr. M. Hadas and J. Willis (New
York 1973) 490 with n.8.

27 The evidence of diction is most telling for Awds, which occurs seven times in the
Works and Days (230, 243, 299, 302, 363, 404, 647), and plowing, referred to nine
times (384, 405, 432, 439, 450, 458, 460, 467, 616). The theme of the demands of the
belly occurs more frequently in the Odyssey (7.216-18, 15.343-45, 17.223-28, 473,
18.53f, 357-364), but it can be argued that these are the occasions on which
characters are using the discourse of didactic poetry (see G. Nagy, “Hesiod,” in
Ancient Writers: Greece and Rome [New York 1982] 62).

28 Woodbury 242. Note how Pindar’s gnome to some extent mirrors the structure of
Hesiod’s: 6 movjoats ~madav, kat mpopdetay ~ vijmeos, pépet~éyvw.
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3 b k) \ b4 bl / ! v
€pyov &’ ovdev oveldos, aepyin b€ T° oveLdos.
9 / 2 / 14 ’ 2 )
€t O¢ kev épyaln, Taxa o€ (NAwoeL Gepyos
~ . / 9 \ \ ~ ? ~ 29
TAOVTEVVTA” TAOVTW O apeT) Kat kVOOS OTTOEL.

The main themes in this passage relevant for Isthmian 1 are (1) the
gnomic opening endorsing forethought or at least compliance with
another’s good advice (292-98), (2) the injunction to work (299, 306)
(3) in order to fend off Aiwas (299f, 302) and ultimately (4) to acquire a
surplus and possess wealth “on which dper7n and «vdos attend” (300f,
307-13).

If we consider Isthm. 1.40-51 in the light of Hesiod’s lines, we note
striking resemblances of theme and diction:

[4 I4 \ / \ ’ 14
0 wovroats d€ vow kat wpopaldeiav Peper
€l d’ aperd kaTakelTaL Taoay dpyav,
aupoTepor dawavais T€ kat TovoLs,
XP1 Vv €0pOVTETTW dydvopa KOUTOY
\ ~ I4
11 PpOovepatot pepeww
’ k] \ / 4 )] \ ~
Yyvouats. €met kovpa doats avdpt codpw
avri poxbwv mavrodamwdy émos eimovt’
bl \ \ % ~ 4
ayabov fvvor 6pbdaar kaov.

\ \ / / / ! /
pta@os yap dAdots @Aos én’ épypaocw avbpwmows yAvks,
unAoBora v’ &4pdTa T’ dpvixOAGX W T€ Kal Ov wOVTOS TPAdEL.
yaoTpL 8¢ was Tis Gudvey Apdy alavij TéTaTar
s 8’ aug’ aéOrots 1) moreuilwr dpnTar kvdos aBpov,

’ ~
evayopnbets képdos VyioTov dékeTat, moAtarav
kat vy yAodoaas dwTov.

In this passage, Pindar appears to have adapted a number of ele-
ments of didactic poetry to suit the epinician context. As Woodbury
cogently argues (241-44), the gnome of line 40 points forward as well
as back, praising the foresight of the victor that inspires him to “spend
himself utterly” for the ultimate achievement of the “highest profit.”
Thus the victor is like Hesiod’s mwavapioros, who “understands all
things for himself,” and the gnome represents a positive, epinician
version of Hesiod’s repeated injunctions to Perses to “pay attention”
and “remember” the advice the poet gives him. And, allowing for the
frame of epinician, that advice is very similar: as Hesiod urges his

291 have omitted line 310, following Solmsen and West. I am not suggesting that
Pindar’s lines are a direct quotation or allusion to Hesiod: rather that both share
traditional diction and themes which are generically marked for advice or didactic
poetry. I select this passage because it seems to reflect many of the same themes in
the same sequence as Pindar’s lines. Other Hesiodic passages might be cited—for
example, Op. 362f, 381f, 403f.
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brother to “work, and pile work upon work” if he desires wealth (Op.
299 or 381f), Pindar conjures the victor to “expend himself utterly”
to earn the payment of a “lordly boast.” Pindar then repeats the
advice in lines 46-51 (as Hesiod does in 293-313) in Hesiodic terms.
We can recognize Hesiod’s progression from work as a means of
survival (299, 302) to the accumulation of wealth with its attendant
kvdos and apern (307-13) in modified form in Pindar’s version.
Whereas Hesiod’s model is a continuum, the epinician poet sets up a
contrast between labor which merely fends off starvation (47-49) and
the winning of xvdos and a glorious reputation (50f).

The epinician poet has a specific purpose in adapting Hesiodic
diction here: beginning with the gnome of line 40, this is the most
explicitly didactic section of the poem,3° and it endorses a model of
behavior which we might describe as anti-Hesiodic. Hesiod’s fre-
quently reiterated goal in the Works and Days is the stockpiling of
grain, of livelihood, and of wealth (e.g. Op. 21-24, 301, 307f, 341,
376f, 632, 689f). But what is crucially required for athletic victory, as
Pindar emphasizes (41f), is lavish public expenditure. In order to
encourage his aristocratic audience to engage in such expenditure,
Pindar has appropriated and transformed Hesiodic categories of work
and profit. Thus, the poet’s climactic assertion that public praise is
“the highest profit” (51) is paradoxical in Hesiodic terms, for that
praise is bought by unstinting, unrecompensed expenditure.

It is for this reason that Pindar has transformed Hesiod’s con-
tinuum into a contrast. Since Hesiod’s aim is literal profit, the same
work which “fends off starvation” will ultimately win wealth. For the
epinician poet, there is a qualitative difference between those activi-
ties which guarantee a man his livelihood and those which earn him
“the highest profit” of universal praise. We can read Pindar’s ex-
tended meditation on expenditure and its rewards as a recasting of the
Hesiodic dictum that “apers and «vdos attend upon wealth” (Op. 313).
By his adaptation of the didactic tradition, Pindar attempts to per-

3P, W. Rose, “The Myth of Pindar’s First Nemean: Sportsmen, Poetry, and Pai-
deia,” HSCP 78 (1974) 145-75, rightly emphasizes the paideutic element in Pindar’s
odes. Rose points out that Pindar has to appeal to a broad aristocratic audience
(149f), and many of his observations on the didactic function of the myth could be
extended to other elements of epinician. He notes, for example, “the consistent
generalizing cast of Pindar’s language” (154) as a strategy for making the victor’s
achievements emblematic of aristocratic excellence in the broadest terms. So here, by
the use of gnomic statements and two generalizing conditions, Pindar praises
Herodotus’ past effort and expenditure, spurs him on to future achievement, and
holds up his behavior as a model for his entire social group.
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suade his audience that, on the contrary, wealth properly used should
attend upon apern (41f) and xddos (50).3!

Finally, the conceit of a ‘pentathlon of genres’ may help explain the
peculiarities noted in the ode’s victory catalogue. After another
strongly marked transition (dume &, 52), Pindar asserts that it is
“fitting to celebrate in song” Poseidon and to “address” or “greet by
name” a series of heroes and cult places (52-59):

dppe 8 €owce Kpovov aewaixfov’ viov

yeiTov’ duetBopevors edepyéray

appatwy irmodpduioy kehadioar,

xai cébev, * AudLrpiov,

waldas mpooeLmely Tov Mwva Te pvyov

kai 70 Adpatpos kAvrov dAoos *Elevaiva
xat ESBowav év yvaumrols Spopots:

[pwredila, T0 Teov 8’ &vdpadv > Axaidy

év dvlaxqa Téuevos cupuBaiiopad.

We should look carefully at the verbs by which the poet charac-
terizes his own activities here, for they may give us a clue to the
context appropriate to these lines. xeAadéw appears nowhere else in the
epinicia in a victory catalogue. Where the verb does appear, the
objects for “celebration in song” are divided between deities and the
victor or his victory in a general way.32 Whenever the object of the
verb is a god, the context seems to be hymnal in its narrow sense.
Thus in three of the four Pindaric uses of keAadéw with a god as object,
the verb occurs relatively early in the poem, honoring the god at
whose festival the victory was won (Ol 1.9, 2.2) or celebrated (Pyth.
11.10). Ol 6.88 is the poet’s injunction to Aeneas to celebrate Hera
Parthenia when he arrives in Syracuse. This injunction introduces a
whole string of gods and cult places native to Syracuse, whom the
poet’s representative or Hieron honors. This combined list of gods
and cult places is very similar to the victory catalogue of Isthmian 1,
but its purpose is purely celebratory—both of the local gods and of
Hieron’s piety.33

311t is not possible here to consider at length Pindar’s economics or his paideia. 1
have discussed these topics in my thesis, Pindar’'s OIKONOMIA: the House as
Organizing Metaphor in the Odes of Pindar (Princeton 1988) 125-209, and with
specific reference to Isthmian 1, 186-90.

32 edadéw with gods or heroes as objects: Ol 1.9, 2.2, 6.88, Pyth. 11.10, Isthm.
5.46-48 (so also Bacchyl. 14.19-22, 16.10-12). keXadéw with victor/victory as the
object (generally referring to the whole poem): Ol 10.79, 11.14, Pyth. 1.58, 2.63,
Nem. 3.66, 4.16, 9.54, Isthm. 8.62. Of celebration in general: Pyth. 2.15 (cf. the
remarks of Most: 74, 97f).

33 We need to be very clear on these distinctions: Pindar frequently celebrates the
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mpoceiwely appears nowhere else in Pindar, but we find a striking
parallel for the diction here in Aeschylus’ Agamemnon. Agamemnon’s
first words in the play are addressed in thanks to the gods of Argos
(810-13):

~ \ > \ \ bl /
TpWTOV pev ~ Apyos kat Beovs éyxwptovs
/ \ bl \ !
dikn wpooevmety, Tovs €Ol (LETALTLOVS
/ / » ° b / ’
voorov dikatwy 8’ wv émpafauny woAw

[Mpiapov:

These lines in fact provide a surprisingly close parallel for Isthmian
1.52-56: not only does Agamemnon “greet” or “address” the local
gods and the place, but he asserts that it is “right” to do so, just as
Pindar does (3ikn mpoceimetv~éoike . . . mpooermetv). It is ‘right’ in the
context of Agamemnon’s victory and safe return.34 A similar address
to the gods occurs in Euripides’ Heracles, when Amphitryon bids
Heracles, newly returned from the underworld (599f):

\ ~ / ! ny ¢ /
mapeAbwv vov wpoceme 6 éoTiav
\ \ ! / \ b4 L] ~
kat 80s TaTPpWoLs dwpacty ooy opp’ Ldety.

Heracles approves of Amphitryon’s suggestion and repeats the for-
mula (607-09):

I3 \ ’ ~
XPovw &’ aveABwy é£ dvnAivy pvxdy
Y Awdov Kopns <7> éveplev, odk dripdow
n s o
\ ~ ~ \ /
Beovs TpoTeLTELlY TPOTA TOVS KATA TTEYaS.

These two parallels reflect very clearly the context appropriate for
such an address to the gods and the place: one’s safe return home after
long absence.3® Considering Isthmian 1.52-59 in the light of these
parallels, we notice, first, that the poet has gone to some trouble to
identify Poseidon as “neighbor”3¢ and, second, that he then immedi-
ately addresses Amphitryon and his “children,” epichoric heroes of

god at whose games the victor won (on two occasions with the verb xeladéw), but that
celebration nowhere else occurs in the victory catalogue. The purpose of the victory
catalogue, generally speaking, is not to glorify the gods, but to honor and com-
memorate the achievements of the victor and his family.

34 Whatever we think of Agamemnon’s perairiovs, insofar as it acknowledges divine
help, it is equivalent to edepyérav at Isthm. 1.53.

35 See G. W. Bond, Euripides, Heracles (Oxford 1981) ad loc. For other parallels see
Aesch. Ag. 514 (with E. Fraenkel, Aeschylus, Agamemnon [Oxford 1950] ad loc.); Eur.
Phoen. 633; Ar. Ach. 266, Pax 557.

36 As Thummer observes (II 31), it seems probable that Pindar is here thanking
Poseidon of Onchestus (as “neighbor” to Thebes) for the Isthmian victory. It is not
immediately apparent why he should wish to do so until we recognize the convention
within which the poet is working. Thus Pindar’s use of yelror’ here parallels
Aeschylus’ feovs éyxwplovs.
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Thebes.3” The poet’s next ‘address’ is to the “hollow of Minyas” (i.e.
Orchomenus)—another neighbor to Thebes. From Orchomenus, the
poet must move on to sites more distant geographically, but with
mention of Poseidon of Onchestus and the heroes of Thebes and
Orchomenus he has already established a strong sense of place. Thus,
it appears that Pindar has framed his victory catalogue to evoke the
victor’s own prayer of thanksgiving on his return to Thebes.3? By this
evocation, the poem enacts the victor’s trajectory home from the
games, for it moves from the victor’s immediate celebration of the
kallinikos song (12f) to his homecoming prayer of thanksgiving to the
local gods and heroes (52-56).

By this point, the poet has completed his ‘pentathlon of genres’. He
has sounded a few notes in turn of paean, kallinikos song, Castoreion,
didactic poetry, and homecoming invocation.3? But it is not enough to
show how Pindar has appropriated each of these genres to praise the
victor. We must ask the more basic question, why has he chosen this
format at all? Again it may help to consider the images the poet
himself offers for his poetic activity. Within the poem, he uses the
image of “yoking” two different occasions (thus poet as charioteer)
and poetry as payment or profit—and perhaps (implicitly) the image
of the poem as pentathlon. What these three images share is that they
match exactly the victor’s own expenditures of wévoi and dawdvar, as
the poet himself characterizes them (41-45):

~ 4 ~ /
€l O’ apera karakeirar maoav 6pyav,
\ ’
du¢oTepor damavais Te kat wovots,

37 Thummer (II 31) takes this reference to Amphitryon’s children loosely as a
designation of his “Nachkommen” in general, since we know that Iolaus and the sons
of Heracles enjoyed heroic cult and athletic contests in Thebes (see Ol 9.98f, Pyth.
9.79f, and Isthm. 3/4.79-86). As a parallel for the address to local heroes, see Ag.
516-19, where the returning herald “addresses” (mposavd®, 514) not only the gods,
but also “the heroes who sent us forth” (fjpws e Tovs wéuypavras, 516).

38 We should perhaps not discount the possibility (favored by Woodbury, 240, and
Most, 54) that Herodotus’ father Asopodorus is identical with the medizing cavalry
officer of Herodotus 9.69. As Most points out, this would make the entire gnomic
sequence (40-51) applicable to father as well as to son (note especially woAeuilwr, 50).
If this is the case, the address to local gods and heroes can also be read from the point
of view of Asopodorus, newly rescued from “shipwreck” and settled at Orchomenus.
This ambiguity of reference might then explain Pindar’s unparalleled failure to name
the victor within the victory catalogue.

3 That Pindar refers to and manipulates genres self-consciously is well known; see
L. Woodbury, “Pindar and the Mercenary Muse: Isthm. 2.1-13,” TAP4 99 (1968)
533-42, and Most 122-27, 130, 218. Other examples of generic self-consciousness are
Ol. 9.1-4 (reference to kallinikos), Ol 13.18f (reference to dithyramb), Pyth. 6.20-22
(allusion to Hypothekai), Isthm. 6.66-68 (allusion to Hesiod’s Works and Days), and
the remarkable fragment 128c S./M., which lists five different genres in the space of
ten lines.
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XPT) VW €VPOVTETTIY &yavopa KOOV

p1) pbovepaio pépery

yvouats.
On these lines Bundy observes (58), “4yavopa xdumov is a ‘lordly’
vaunt to match ‘lordly’ deeds. The epithet obeys that common enko-
miastic imperative ‘to match the deed in words.”” We can go further
and suggest that ‘praise to match’ is not merely the motif embodied
by these lines, but the very foundation of the poem, programmatic for
its form and content.

To match the victor’s skill in driving his own chariot (15), the poet
himself becomes a charioteer, expertly maneuvering his song from
genre to genre. The pattern we noted of indirection or veering from
the expected topic throughout the poem is the mark of the adept
charioteer, and the words with which Pindar characterizes the victor’s
event towards the end of the poem apply equally to his own poetic
activity: the poem itself travels év yvaumnrots dpouos (57). The poet’s
‘pentathlon of genres,” his ability to include and guide to a single
Télos SO many compositions for different occasions, matches the mévor
the victor has endured in athletic training and competition. And
finally the monetary image: the poet matches the victor’s lavish ex-
penditures with the abundance of poetic riches he lays out for him,
demonstrating his poetic edmopia by the number of different genres he
draws from his store to glorify the victor. This image gives added
point to the poem’s final lines (67f):

bl 4 3 / ~ ~
€L 0€ Tis €vOov veueL TAOVTOY KpVPatov,
~ / 14
dAota 3’ éuminmTv yeAd, Yuxav *Aida Teléwy
k) 14 4 3
0V ¢ppalerar dofas dvevlev.

No more than the victor does the poet hoard his wealth “within”—
rather, he expends it, publicly, brilliantly—and he can be as confident
as the victor that he will earn undying dofa by this poetic tour de
force.*0

HARVARD UNIVERSITY
July, 1988

40 This reading suggests that we should add the end of Isthmian 1 to the passages in
which the poet links his own kleos to that of his patron at the close of a poem. It
would thus be analogous to the end of Ibycus fr.282a PMG, Bacchyl. 3, and Pindar’s
own Olympian 1.
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