PERFORMING PINDAR’S ODES

ANNE BURNETT

T HAS BEEN SUGGESTED in several places recently that we have been
wrong to suppose a choral production for all of Pindar’s epinician
odes.! One scholar, in fact, now assures us that—barring evidence to
the contrary—we should assume of any Pindaric ode that it was meant
for the solo voice.” Furthermore, “evidence to the contrary is recognized
only if it appears w1th1n the song in question, and it is found to be
v1rtually nonexistent.’ Passages in which Pindar might seem to refer to
the singing of his chorus are explained in two ways: they refer either to
impromptu group activities that were assocnated with, but quite separate
from, the performance of the epmlcmn ode,* or to the behavior of a
group of dancers who participated in the performance but did not sing.’
A chorus of mutes is allowed to appear sometimes, dancing while the
soloist sang; however, if Pindar ever seems to attribute voices to them,
he refers only to some kind of rhythmical sound that they made—a
humming, or the repetition of a nonsense sound.’ This, we are told, will
have been “the most convenient arrangement " but the basis of this
judgment is not revealed. An “arrangement” that set one singer’s voice
against a background of manifold vocal noises might well have seemed
inconvenient, not only to a solmst who wished to be heard but also to a
poet who valued his words.® Surely some quality other than “conve-
nience” will have to be urged before we can accept this as one of
Pindar’s chosen modes.
If we are to appreciate the odes, we need to know what sort of
performance Pindar envisioned as he composed them. Did he expect a

1. See J. Herington, Poetry into Drama: Early Tragedy and the Greek Poetic Tradition (Berkeley
and Los Angeles, 1985), p. 31; M. Lefkowitz, “Pindar’s Pythian V,” in Pindare, Entretiens sur
’antiquité classique vol. 31 (Geneva, 1985), pp. 33-69; ead., “W =+3ang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” AJP
109 (1988): 1- =4 M. Heath, “Receiving the x@pog: The Context and Performance of Epinician,” AJP
109 (1988): 180-95.

2. Lefkowitz, “Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” p. 4.

3. Lefkowitz, “Pindar’s Pythian V,” pp. 47-48.

4. This is the major tenet of Heath, “Receiving the k@pog™; cf. Lefkowitz, “Who Sang Pindar’s
Victory Odes?” pp. 5, 9.

5. Participation as “distinct but related™: Lefkowitz, “Pindar’s Pythian V,” pp. 47-49, 68-69.

6. Ibid., p. 49.

7. Ibid., p. 69.

8. In the complex performance depicted on the Shield of Achilles (//. 18. 603) there is dancing while
the soloist sings, but his voice must compete only with the movements of the chorus and the acrobats,
not with their vocalizing.
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chorus to take part, and if he did, what did he ask it to do?’ Discussion
of performance must now take account of the humming hypothesis, and
so as a preface to a review of Pindar’s own words it should be noted that
the Greeks did indeed recognize the making of nonsense sounds as a
possible human activity. To do so was tepetilev, literally “to twitter
like a swallow,” and anyone who used his voice in this way was apt to
be thought disgraceful or funny (cf. Phryn. 14 K., Euphron 1. 34 K;
cf. adesp. 1162 K., and note Alciphron’s drunken philosophers, 3. 55).
Diogenes, when he could not keep the attention of his audience by
making sense, attracted them by uttering sounds that were not words,
thus confirming their foolishness (Diog. Laert. 6.27; cf. Plut. Mor.
46B6, of the muttering of an impolite audience). Unintelligible gibber
was the mark of someone crude or primitive (Teles p. 7 H.), and the
verbal noun tepétiopa came to be used in denigration of remarks that
were mere twaddle (Zeno 1.23, Arist. An. post. 83a33, Plut. Mor.
1034E8). In a musical context nonsense sounds were even more ob-
jectionable. For Theophrastus, to chirp along with the flute-player was
typical of ugly and boorish behavior (Char. 19. 10), while twaddling an
accompaniment to his own dance was what the late-learner did as he
tried to show off (ibid. 27. 15). The author of the pseudo-Aristotelian
Problems took the trouble to point out that though the human voice,
when it sang words, was sweeter than the lyre or the pipe, it was inferior
to those instruments when it eschewed sense and simply twittered
(917b10, 918a30)."° Most striking is the remark that occurs in Plutarch’s
Table Talk (Mor. 706E3), where the conversation turns on the pos-
sibility of redeeming one whose taste has been debauched by vulgar art.
According to an optimistic speaker, even those who have sunk into such
gibberish and gambolings (v 10ig To100TOLg TEPETioHAOL KAl OKIPTH-
paot) can be led back to the opposite pole, which is represented by the
high art of Menander, Euripides, and Pindar. His Pindar, at any rate,
knew nothing of nonsense sounds, and it is natural to wonder whether
any poet who was bent on solemn praise would have asked for a practice
that carried these low connotations. Or, in reverse, one must wonder

9. This question seems to be answered at Ol 6. 87-91, where the song, having described its own
composition (86-87), goes on to call attention to its current performance: Aeneas is to urge his fellows
to sing (88 keladfjoat), presumably because he is their trainer and leader. (The command is the
equivalent of “See how Aeneas urges us to sing!™) Lefkowitz, however, supposes that Aeneas is a solo
singer who represents the poet (“Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” pp. 6-7)—in which case he sits
plucking his lyre and exhorting himself by name to do what, exactly? Heath tries to explain (“Receiving
the kdpog,” p. 191) by supposing two songs, both performed at Stymphalus: (1) a solo belonging to
Pindar but sung by Aeneas, and (2) a hymn to Hera sung by a k@pog. Aeneas performs the first, which
is Ol 6, and during the performance he, as Pindar, encourages himself, as Aeneas, to encourage the
hymn-singing, and he also instructs himself to “enquire from the k@pog whether he and Pindar [= we]
have done well”! Heath does not, however, explain why, if the two songs are wholly separate, and if
Aeneas has been dispatched by Pindar as his soloist, the members of the local hymn-singing x@pog,
whether Syracusan or Stymphalian, should be termed the £taipot of Aeneas (or, indeed, what business
he has meddling with their presumably traditional performance). As an alternative, Lefkowitz suggests
(“Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” pp. 6-7) that Aeneas may after all be the leader of an impromptu
and entirely separate kdpog; but in this case why should Pindar have termed him a “messenger” and a
container of “voiced Gpvot™?

10. On this passage, see C. E. Ruelle, “Aristote. Problémes musicaux,” REG 4 (1891): 240, n. 7.
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whether, if Pindar had used voices that did not produce words, the
sound of “twittering” would ever have fallen into such disrepute. Would
it not rather have been established as a respectable form of vocalization?

This, however, is not the way to enter the current discussion of
Pindar’s performances. According to its rules, those who still believe in
singing choruses must bring “direct evidence” in support of their view.
Ancient opinions, and espec1ally the scholia, are not to be trusted, for
they are capable of error.'' Furthermore, we cannot draw conclusions
from undoubtedly choral works like the Pindaric paeans and partheneia,
even though diction, meters, and stanza forms are common to them and
the epinicians. Formal structure, we are told, is no indication of per-
formance mode, for the ancwnts did not recognize generic differences
between choral and solo song.'? Triads, it is now said, could be sung by
a lyre-playing soloist, and therefore no argument can be made from
what had seemed to be choral tradition."> Not one of these negative
assertions is entirely valid, but for the sake of tidiness it may be best to
take up the challenge as it is offered, and to consider only the words of
Pindaric victory odes as we try to decide how Pindar wished them to
be sung.

With all tradition and precedent ruled out, it is reasonable to start
with Pindar’s own models—the divine originals, in the likeness of which
each separate production was formed. Were the heavenly songs that cast
themselves over the minds of praise poets (Ol 1. 8) sung, in Pindar’s
ideal view, by one voice or by many? Were there dancers, and if there
were, what did they do? Three passages provide a single answer to these
questions.

The first is Nemean 5, where the Muses’ praise of the Aeacids becomes
the ode’s own mythic praise of its victor (22-25):

npdepav 8¢ kal keivoig Ge1d’ &v [Takie
Mowsdv 6 kGAAoTOG Y0pOGC, &V OE péoaig
@opuyy “Andrlev Entdylwocov
APLOEQ TAAKTPQ SrdkmV

ayeito navtoiov vopov

Here the work of the divine dancers is to sing; so also that of the mortals
who imitate them, one would suppose.

11. Lefkowitz, “Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” p. 6; cf. “Pindar’s Pythian V,” p. 47.

12. =+ M. Davies, “Monody, Choral Lyric, and the Tyranny of the Handbook,” CQ 38 (1988):
52-64.

13. Lefkowitz states that solo performance of triads is proved by the Stesichorean stanzas from the
Lille papyrus (“Pindar’s Pythian V,” p. 69; “Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” pp. 3-4), but there is
nothing in that song that bears in any way on the question of performance, and nothing to suggest a
solo singer (see A. P. Burnett, “Jocasta in the West,” CA 7 [1988]: 107-54). Perhaps she is thinking of
the Geryoneis, and of the remarks made =+ M. L. West, “Stesichorus,” CQ 21 (1971): 302-14, and
M. Davies, “The Paroemiographers,” JHS 102 (1982): 209-10. It has been argued that extended length
is incompatible with performance by a chorus, but the dancers of the Aeschylean Oresteia sang 217
lines as soon as they entered, then continued to perform throughout the rest of the tetralogy. When one
considers the kind of preparation that had to go into any choral performance, it is the short epinician
odes, not the longer, that are hard to explain.
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Again, in Isthmian 8, it is a plurality of Heliconian virgins that pours
forth a Bpfjvog for Achilles, thus providing the pattern for all epinician
Suvot, and specifically for the one now being sung (63-69):

&ALG of mapd te TVpav Tdeov 8” “Edikdviar mapbivor
oTav, £ni Bpijvov te Todbapov Exeav.

£80&” dpa kai GBavdroig,

£0A0V ye pdTa Kol @Bipevov Buvoig Bedv d1dopev.

10 Kai vOv @épet Adyov, Eocutal t€
Motcaiov dppa NikokAiéog
pvipae muypdyov kehadfoot.

Obviously the earthly replica of these maidens is to be found, not in a
single lyre-player, but in the k®dpog so artfully assembled at the beginning
of the ode (8).

A third model performance occurs at the opening of Pythian 1, where
Pindar shows us the ideal that informs all of his songs (1-6):

Xpuota eopuryé, ‘Anordwvog kai ionhokdpwv
obvdikov Moiodv ktéavov' Tig dkovet
v Baoig dyhaiag apyd,
neifovtol & dowdol odpacty
aynoydpov 6TOTAV TPooHinY
apporag tedyng Eherilopéva.
Kai TOV aiypatav kepavvov ofevvielg
aievdov mupdg.

The lyre strikes up the prooemium that leads out the chorus, who, as
singers, obey while their dance-steps commence. Those who would deny
choral performance assert that Pindar here breaks the Muses into two
mutually exclusive groups, so that “the singers do not dance and the
dancers do not sing.”'* This would be to rob each Muse of half her
power, and Pindar in fact does no such thing. What he says is that the
lyre gives the impulse to both rhythm and melody; the distinction is thus
not between dancers and singers, but between the feet and the throats of
performers who answer the lyre’s commands with both.

These, however, are only ideals.”” When the Pindaric odes describe the
actualities of their own celebrations, the noun k&pog, with related verbs
and compounds, makes a frequent appearance. Since a k®dpog is a group
of males who sing and dance, it is natural to suppose that the victory
songs bear witness, with these terms, to the mode of their own per-
formance. Those who believe in solo performance, however, counteract
this easy supposition with the assertion (indemonstrable) that k&poc-
singing could only be impromptu, and that the k@pog thus could not, by

14. Lefkowitz, “Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” p. 3.

15. Heath, “Receiving the x®pog,” p. 185, admits that the Muses of Pyth. 1 are dancing and singing
but sets this passage aside as “generalisation” (the sense of his italics is not clear). To these “generalisa-
tions” one might add the chorus of the Horae at Ol 4. 1-5, who seem to provide a heavenly model for
the present chorus (9 t6vde kdpov).
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definition, sing a formal epinician ode.'® Then, since Pindaric odes can
say “we, or I, will make a x@pog¢” (Isthm. 4. 80; Nem. 9. 1; Pyth. 9. 89),
can speak of the victor as being in the k®pog (Nem. 2. 24; OL. 6. 18, 9. 4;
Pyth. 4. 2), and can point to “this present k@nog” (Ol 4.9, 8. 10, 14. 16;
Pyth. 5. 22), they are forced to argue that the reference in all these cases
is to disorganized bands of revelers who perform in some unrehearsed
and artless fashion, before or after the singing of the proper song of
praise.

The obstacle to any such separation of the Pindaric k®pog from the
Pindaric ode is the fact that the poet’s words again and again announce
the interdependence of k@po¢ and buvog, which is what Pindar calls his
own songs. The oldest example of epinician song is termed £mK®UL0G
uvog at Nemean 8. 50. At Pythian 10. 53, in a metapoetical passage and
so with clear reference to the present song, praise is éykopiov dmtog
Uuvov. At Pythian 4. 1-4, the Muse is asked to rouse up an obpov
Suvov for Arcesilaus in k@poc (2 xopdtovty), and again the self-reference
is clear, since the Muse does not inspire impromptu revels and this wind
of song is to praise Delphi and the children of Leto “today” (1). More-
over, at Olympian 3. 4-6, the Muse inspires the poet to find a new way
of combining the voice that is the glory of the k@pog (or that finds its
glory in the k®poc, the pwvav . . . dyhadkwpov) with the Doric rhythm;
this can only mean that the k®pog sings the poet’s composition (cf. Ol
11. 16, where the Muses are urged to join the k®pog).

At Isthmian 7. 20, the sweetly melodious Opvog is to be the implement

of those who make this present k@duog for Strepsiades: kdpal® Encitev
@dvperel ovv Buve kol Ztpeytadq. And in return, the k@dpog borrows
this same epithet from the Buvog at Pythian 8. 70, where it is itself
advpernc.'” Surely this is worth thinking about. If the melody of the
Kk®poc has precisely the same quality as that of the ode, it cannot be that
Pindar’s x@®pog is using its voice to give out some accompanying whisper
or rhythmic repetition: it is singing the tune that Pindar has composed.'

16. Cf. Lefkowitz, “Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” pp. 5, 9. Heath (“Receiving the k®dpog™)
argues more fully, contending that k@pog and xopdg must be mutually exclusive terms; that Pindar’s
failure to use the latter must be significant; that his use of the former must be the same as the usages of
Plato and Aristophanes. Consequently, what he finds in the odes are references to a group of
unrehearsed young men engaged in “impromptu and informal dancing as an accompaniment to the
song” (p. 186). The “accompaniment” is not, however, simultaneous with the solo rendition of the ode;
it occurs en route to the place of performance, or later, after a feast (p. 193). This statement is elsewhere
modified: “some epinician poems may have been processional and . . . some of these may have been
performed by the x@pog as a whole rather than by a soloist” (p. 192). Nevertheless, Heath’s conclusion
is that the odes of Pindar and Bacchylides “were probably most often performed solo by the poet or his
proxy” (p. 193).

17. Other epithets of the k@pog are pehty@pug (Nem. 3. 4) and €patdg (Isthm. 2. 31). For the former,
cf. Alem. 26. | PMG napoevikai pehtydpoeg iapdgmvor, and the certainly choral voice of Pind. Pae.
5. 47.

18. Cf. the close association of dpvog with émk@uia at Nem. 6. 32-33; also notable is the émkopia
Sy (Pyth. 10. 6) that issues from a plurality of men and gives voice to the ode commissioned by the
victor’s relatives. Cf. the éyxdpiov pérog at OL 2.47 and Nem. 1.7. Bacchylides, at 11.12-13,
announces that véov k@®pot are at this moment (xai viv) engaged in praising the victor with song
(bpvedor).
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So much for the melody of the chorus; now for its verbal equipment.
Nemean 9. 1-3 specifies that words are a part of this choric hymn-
melody:

Kopdoopev tap’ "Andrilwvog Zekvovode, Moioat,
tav veoktiotav &g Aftvav . . .
AL’ Enéov yAukvv Duvov Tpdooete.

“We are going to make a k®po¢ from Sicyon to Etna, so, Muses, . . .
supervise the sweet hymn made of words!” Here the song is directed by
the Muses, and so is related specifically to memory and to sense; it is a
composition, not an on-the-spot pastiche of victory cries. And we find
the chorus handling not just words but grand subjects in Nemean 3
(65-66):

Zed, tedv yap alpa, ofo 8 dydv, tov Duvog EBatev
omi véov Emydplov yapua keradéwv.

The Upvog tosses Zeus’ contest to the young men’s voices as the object of
their praise. They could not be said to “sing an &yav” if their song was
limited to rhythmical backup sounds uttered when the soloist paused.

At the beginning of Nemean 3 the victory ode explicitly assigns itself
for performance to a chorus of young men. Here the audience is taken
backstage, the fiction being that we have caught the production while it
is still in preparation (cf. Isthm. 8). The performers who will make up
the k@pog are ready and waiting at some Aeginetan Asopus-place, but
they have not yet received their “voice,” which is to come to them from
the Muse, by way of the poet’s cleverness. Once the Muse has given him
his start, the poet scores a song for the voices of these youths and for an
accompanying lyre (1-12):

"Q nétvia Moioa, pdtep dpetépa, Aicoopat,
tav mohvEévav v iepounvig Nepeddr

ikeo Awpida vicov Aiywvav: Bdatt yap
pévovt’ ¢n’ "Acwnie peliyapdov téktoveg
Kdpwv veaviat, oébev dma pardpevot.

Sdwyf) 8¢ mpdyog GAlo pév dAlov,
deBhovikia 68 pdAiiot’ Gowdav @Lhei,
otepdvov dpetdv te defwtdtav Onadov:

18 dpboviav drale pntiog dpdg Gro

Gpye 8, ovpavod mohvvepéry kpéovtt Bbyatep,
Sokpov Buvov' Eyd 8¢ keivov € viv ddpotg
AOpq T€ Kotvdoopat.

The song’s depiction of itself as it comes into being is a choral practice
known from Alcman, but we have been disallowed that sort of observa-
tion. The points to be noticed are more minute, but they are telling.
First, this x®uog sings, since its epithet is peAiydpug. Next, its voice is
the sort that comes from a Muse, and so it deals with sense, not non-
sense. This is a song (7 &owdn) that praises virtue, not a “rhythmic
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accompaniment” or an informal jubilee. It is provided to the young men
from the poet’s mind and so it is Pindar’s composition, and it is
allocated for performance to two parties, not to three. The Buvog is
made the common property of a plurality of human voices (11 dGpoig)
and a single musical instrument (12 AVpa 1€)."” Nothing suggests that it
is portioned out among solo singer, instrument, and wordless, murmur-
ing dancers.

As evidence that the chorus does not sing words, the term dapog has
been emphasized; we are told that it “does not denote a singing voice but
rather the sound of quiet conversatlon and that it consequently indi-
cates whispered background sounds.?’ This conclusion, however, is in-
validated by Pindar’s own usage, for the same word appears at Nemean
7. 69, where it represents the song claimed by the ode’s first-person
singer—the lone singer, by the anti-choral hypothesis! It also appears at
the end of Pythian 1, where it is part of a generic description of praise
performance. Pindar is there establishing a model: €0 dxoveuv at its most
desirable, the sort of praise that the victor is at this moment receiving,
but that Phalaris did not (97-98):

008¢ Viv @OpuLyYeS DTwPOQPLaL Kowvaviay
porBakav maidov ddpoiot dékovrat.

In this paradigm, praise is the sweet common possession of lyre and of
soft voices of boys; there is no other vocal element, and so, if these boys
could only murmur nonsense, this perfect song would have no power
over fame.”

The important fact about the word dapog (strongly associated with
lovers” whisperings and so with voices that are youthful and dulcet) is
that it does denote communication by means of words. Thus Jason’s
highly rhetorical speech can be called npalc Sapog (Pyth. 4. 137-38)
because it was spoken in a winning voice and by a young man. Here, in

19. Heath, “Receiving the k@pog,” p. 187, has the opening lines of Nem. 3 describe disengaged
x@poc-members standing about longing to hear the Muse’s voice as it will sound from the solo
performer of this ode. This involves a contorted reading of line 12, however, where the solo singer must
somehow make his song the common property of his instrument and these young men’s past songs.
How can komast voices that have stopped singing share a {pvog with a presently sounding lyre?

20. Cf. the similar analysis of the elements of performance at OL 10.79, 84-85: xai vuv...
xehadnoodpeba. . . .yMddoa 8¢ podnd mpdg kdhapov dvtidéer peréwy, [ ta map’ edkAél Aipkq xpove
uév @dvev (“We will sing. . . . And a danced song that has a luxury of melodies—melodies that thus late
appear by Dirce—will encounter the pipe”). There is no word for the chorus here, but the plural verb,
the term poAnd (properly, danced song), and the presence of the pipe all make this an occasion on
which dance and song were the mingled responsibility of a group of performers who rendered Pindar’s
composition.

21. Lefkowitz, “Pindar’s Pythian V,” p. 49; dapog seems to be understood differently at “Who Sang
Pindar’s Victory Odes?” pp. 9-10, where the situation is taken to be much as Heath imagines (see
above, n. 19): today’s soloist (Pindar) stands at Aegina, singing in such a way as to make his Ouvog
belong both to his lyre and to komasts who have just performed an impromptu song called “con-
versation.”

22. Lefkowitz, “Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?” p. 10, takes these boys to be actually conversing
at banquet tables while the soloist sings. It is hard to see, however, how such (impolite) conversation
would fix good fame, how it could be shared with a musical instrument, and what these boys are doing
at the tables among the men.
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Nemean 3, the term adds a whiff of erotic charm to the poem’s descrip-
tion of itself as a 6xipog Buvogc—a song made of words, time-tested
and traditional in its form.

The fact that the chorus not only sings, but sings sense and sings the
present ode, is once again made clear in Pythian 5, where buried kings
listen” and understand with their entombed minds, as the k@®pog
sprinkles family deeds with the sweet dew of song (96-101, reading
kopov in 100, with the manuscripts, Snell, et al., rather than Bowra’s
Dpuvov):

dtepBe 88 PO Swudtov ETepol Aayovieg didav
Baciréeg iepoi

évti, peydhav & dpetav

dpoéow parBaki

pavbeicav kopwv HTO YedHACLY

dxovovti mot yBovia @pevi. . . .

In the lines that follow, Pythian 5 is even more directly self-described as
voiced by a group of young singers. Arcesilaus has commissioned it
because, having received the kalAivikog-song at Delphi, he ought prop-
erly to repay Apollo in kind—that is, with expression of honor in
another song performed by young men (103-7):

... Apkeoihg' TOV &v 4013d véov
npénel ypvodopa Goifov dmdetv,

gyovta ITuBwvobev
10 kaAhivikov Avtiiplov damaviv
péhog Kapiev.

That the present ode is what is meant by this doida véwv is indicated by
a phrase that came earlier, at lines 22-23, where the visible chorus is
described as Apollo’s delight: tovde xdpov avépov, |/ Anoirdviov
G6vppa.

At the end of Nemean 2, the members of a citizen chorus are asked to
use their sweetly melodious voices as they lead out a victory celebration
in Acharnia (24-25):

6V, ® moAital, kopdéate Tyodd-
R obv eOKAET VOOTO.
adupekei 8 EEGpyete povi.

In this case we cannot be absolutely sure that the ode is describing its
own performance,’* but the current song is safely placed in the mouths

23. Cf. Ol 14.15-16 ( . .. ¢nakooite viv, ... | ... idoloa tOvde kdpov), where Aglaia, Euphro-
syne, and Thalia are asked to hear and see the k@®pog.

24. This monostrophic ode might have served as a curtain-raiser for another performance to follow;
and if there was a second song, it might have been a popular k@pog number, rather than a formally
composed ode. Another possibility was proposed by H. Frénkel, Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy
(New York, 1975), p. 429, n. 6: Nem. 2 itself may have been repeated over and over again so as to make
a long processional song. Either proposal, however, builds on the future at line 24 (kopd€ate), which is
more probably used as a part of this ode’s self-description: on such futures see E. L. Bundy, Studia
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of another such chorus by the phrasing of Pythian 10. Those who
commissioned the ode wished to lead out the x@pog-voice of a plurality
of men (5-6 6élovtec | dyayelv émkopiav avépdv kivtav Oma). The
voice of the ode thus issues from multiple performers, but it is at the
same time the voice of Pindar himself—his composition—as the song
soon makes plain (55-59):

EAnopar 8’ "Egupaiov
On’ apei IInveidv yhukeiav mpoyedviav Epav
tov ‘InnokAéav £t kai pdAlov obv dowdaig
£katt 6TEQGVEV BamTov &V dAt-

&L Onoéuev v xal molartépotg,
véaioiv 1€ Tapbévorot pénpa.

“I hope, while by the Peneus Ephyracan men pour out my sweet voice,
to make Hippocleas yet more famous with my songs. . . .”

The future, Onoépev, probably belongs to the class identified by
Bundy and Slater as descrlbmg what will be done before this perfor-
mance comes to its close.”” It occurs at the end of a sequence of
metapoetical statements: I stop my mythic narration (51-52) because
praise demands that an ode touch on several subjects (53-54), and it is
time now to celebrate the victor directly—I will now make him yet more
famous (55-59). However, even if this were a reference to a future
measured in years—an example of the “hope for future victory” motif—
the relation of ode to chorus would remain the same. Pindar says that
his expectation of epinician success, now or later, dcpends upon men
who “pour out” his voice, just as the Muses * poured out” the 6pfivog of
Achilles that gave the victory ode its ideal form.**

There is one more passage wherein the epinician purpose is clearly
identified with a x®dpog that acts as its vehicle. At Pythian 8. 67-71, the
ode, having finished its mythic account, is making its way back to the
topic of the victor. There has been a brief prayer to Apollo, followed, as
is often the case at this point, by a metapoetical discussion. Before
closing, the ode must list the victor’s past triumphs, fully but without
ostentation, and this is the most dangerous part of the song. In the
present case, indeed, this duty of boasting is peculiarly tricky because
there is going to be a rare reference to defeated opponents, thrown by
the boy wrestler. The song must validate its version of these events, and
only if it strikes the right balance between the boy’s achievement and the
gods’ aid can @06vo¢ be avoided. Pythian 8, however, proceeds with

Pindarica (Berkeley, 1962; repr. 1986), p. 21, =+ W. J. Slater, “Futures in Pindar,” CQ 19 (1969):
91-99.

25. See above, n. 24.

26. Of Pyth. 10. 55-59 Lefkowitz remarks (“Pindar’s Pythian V,” p. 49): “Pindar says that he hopes
to make the victor admired because of his success when the Ephyraeans in Thessaly ‘pour forth’ his
voice and in his songs, as if he were speaking of two different types of song”; she does not explain the
distinction emphasized by her italics. The translation offered later (“Who Sang Pindar’s Victory Odes?”
p. 5) is equally puzzling: “I hope, as the citizens of Ephyra pour forth my sweet voice, and with my
songs to make the victor still more admired.”
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confidence because Dike has stood beside it in its making and its
performance. Her presence inspires its continuation at this point. And
how does Pindar make this all-important claim? He says (70-71): xbpo
uév Gduperel / Aika mapéotoke.”’ He cannot mean that Justice took
part in some disorderly revel that has preceded the singing of his ode,
for that would be both irrelevant and absurd. He can mean only that the
justice-based validity of his epinician praise is located physically in a
group of singing men—in a chorus, in other words.?®

In summary, then, we can say first that there is no trace of twittering
or humming in the Pindaric odes. They frequently refer to a present
group of young men, directly involved in their own performances, and
the sound made by this group is described as the sound of song: a
melodic enunciation of words, with instrumental guidance. Furthermore,
Pindar specifies himself as the source from which this group takes its
song, though the Muse stands behind all. It is thus plain that in many
cases Pindar’s odes were meant to be sung and danced by choruses, just
as the scholars of antiquity supposed. Nevertheless, someone might still
ask whether there may not have been other cases in which Pindar
expected a solo singer to perform, with or without a chorus of mutes.
Since there is no evidence of any such practice, I shall attempt only the
briefest and most speculative answer to this question.

An epinician ode was paid for, and the buyer got his money’s worth
only when the song was produced. Performance was everything, and con-
sequently the modes of performance were determined by socio-economic
factors as well as by poetic convention. Above all, each new example of
praise had to be recognizable as being of its kind and worthy (86kwpoc),
for otherwise it would not serve its status-making purpose. And this
means that, though the scale might change, we should expect the form
of an epinician production to remain stable. Expenditure was a prime
virtue in the patron of a victory ode, as Pindar often remarks, but a
particular man could clearly surpass others only by doing again, more
magnificently, just what they had already done. He would not want a
different sort of performance; he would want the Spuvov teBudg, with its
traditional guarantee of fame. The music was expected to be properly
identifiable as one of the ancient modes, and a “new fashion” meant only
a more elegant manipulation of the dancers’ voices (cf. Ol 3.4-6).
Victors wanted songs that seemed to “luxuriate” in their performances,
as Pindar promised that his ode for Hagesidamus would do (Ol 10. 84),
but this did not mean innovation, it meant adding instruments, using
pipe as well as lyre, or increasing length. Another sort of richness could

27. Cf. Ol. 3. 4 Moioa . . . napéota pot. Notice, too, how the first-person statements in this passage
of Pyth. 8 (67 ebyopa, 72 aitéw) encompass and include the reference to the k@dpog (70).

28. Cf. Isthm. 6. 56-58, where again the song is preparing a list, and the situation is one of embarrass-
ment of riches, some of which must be left unspent. That the ode will be sparing of its potential wealth of
subject matter is expressed in this way (57-58): iA8ov, & Moioa, tapiag / . . . kdpav. Here again the
k@®pog is inextricably bound up in the ode’s progress through its program of subject matter.
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be conveyed if a number of odes were presented in the course of a single
celebration, as seems to have been the case with Isthmian 3 and 4. And
of course, the patron’s open hand could be most spectacularly shown in
choruses wherein the performers were unusually numerous or their dress
was strikingly ornate.

Given this context of lavish conventionality, it is hard to see why a
patron should ever have wanted his victory ode to be sung by just one
stationary voice, if he had the option of a chorus. Nevertheless, let us
suppose for the sake of argument that some victor did ask for just such a
reduction in spectacle and sound. He surely would not have asked that
his single performer should do, alone, what many voices did at other
celebrations, for that could only seem thin by comparison with the
gmkopiav dvdpdv kAvtav 6ma (Pyth. 10. 6). He would have insisted
instead on a solo song of the showiest and most professional kind; one
that made a musical display of a sort that only the trained citharode
could provide. All of which means that, had it ever developed, the
commissioned solo epinician would in all likelihood have sparkled with
the endlessly varying melodies that were later the glory of the lyre-song
(cf. [Arist.] Pr. 12. 918b). It would almost certainly not have retained the
potentially tedious repetitions of the strophic system, whose function
was to get a multiplicity of amateur performers through the difficulties
of memorization.” And since all of Pindar’s epinicians show the strophes
or triads that eased the work of a chorus but were alien to the citharodic
art, there is no reason to think that any of them were meant for a solo
voice. There is every reason, on the other hand, to assume that each was
intended for a band of boys or men who represented the victor’s class
and his community, a group that Pindar could, with a kind of pun, term
yhpag dyarpa (Nem. 3. 13).°

The University of Chicago

29. These suppositions do not apply to amateur songs of praise, which would conform rather to the
traditions of the solo banquet-song; and of course, an amateur lyre-player might choose to repeat the
words and melody of an epinician originally made for a chorus, if the occasion seemed appropriate:
thus, the father of Timasarchus might have repeated Nem. 4, had he lived to see and hear it performed
(Nem. 4. 13-17).

30. In this passage the chorus is a decoration and source of pride to Aegina, just as Castor and
Pollux were to their native land (Eur. Hel. 206 8idupoyeveg dyaipa motpidog), or Iphigeneia to her
father’s house (Aesch. Ag. 208 36pwv dyoiua). As such, its members perform the hymn-task (12
Yapievia novov) that the poet assigns to them,; later, specifically defined as véou (66), they will apply
their voices to the same hymn, now called émiydprov xappa. For this understanding of Nem. 3. 12-13,
see U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Pindaros (Berlin, 1922), p. 277, n. 13: “y&pag Gyorua ist die
Jugend, welche singen soll, der Schmuck des Landes.” It only remains to note that these young men,
the flower of Aegina, are by proximity compared to a similar, earlier group, the Myrmidons who
appear in the next line.
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