
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.2 Furthermore, "evidence to the contrary" is recognized 
only if it appears within the song in question, and it is found to be 
virtually nonexistent.3 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 associated with, but quite separate 
from, the performance of the epinician ode,4 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.6 This, we are told, will 
have been "the most convenient arrangement,"7 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 soloist who wished to be heard but also to a 
poet who valued his words.8 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 
l'antiquit6 classique vol. 31 (Geneva, 1985), pp. 33-69; ead., "Who Sang Pindar's Victory Odes?" AJP 
109 (1988): 1-11; M. Heath, "Receiving the KCLPog: 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 Klpogo"; 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 (II. 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?9 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 TEpeztitv, 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 TEptitoja 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).'0 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 (Ev oig -otoUrotq TepcTiopaot Kcai •Ktpcfi- 
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 KXchasfoat), 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 KCpogo," 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 KO0pog. Aeneas performs the first, which 
is 01. 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 KOCpog 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 K4poq, 
whether Syracusan or Stymphalian, should be termed the iTaipot 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 K~Cjaog; but in this case why should Pindar have termed him a "messenger" and a 
container of "voiced 6iOvot"? 

10. On this passage, see C. E. Ruelle, "Aristote. Problemes 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 especially 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 ancients did not recognize generic differences 
between choral and solo song.12 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.13 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 (01. 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): 

tp6O(ppo)v s ' Kai Keivot; EtS"' v Hatcp 
Motoyv 6b Kt iXtoXog op6q, ?v 6i; CPoati 
p6pptyy' 'An6XXCov aCrndyo7oooov 

XpUoGUO lQ'KTz p 8t0)Kov 

&yeio inavroiov v6p(o)v 

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. Cf. 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 by 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 Opf-vog for Achilles, thus providing the pattern for all epinician 
ipvot, and specifically for the one now being sung (63-69): 

&XX•6 of iRap6d it tup&v tadpov 0' 'EtKcivthat napO0vot 
Sdv, i7ni pflv6v te nok65cpov xEcav. 
806o' &pa Kai a0av6totg, 

Co26v ye cp(Tra Kai D cp0ijvov 61Pvotg 
OEiv 

86t66•v. 

To Kai v6v •P•pat k6yov, EtooUai re 
Motoaiov lipta NtKOKicog 
jAvagda nuy7idZou Oea8fioaot. 

Obviously the earthly replica of these maidens is to be found, not in a 
single lyre-player, but in the K wpo1 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): 

Xpoouta p6pplpty, 'An06kXkovoq Kai iotnkocidpov 
ocvutov Motoyv KTIvov- g I•Ko6eCt 

lifv p6atqn &y7kacaq PX6, 
neti0ovzat ' 6otioi odtCaotv 
&ynoty6pcv 6bt6tav ipootgijyv 

IPP•goh, 
zT&UXJ? kt?Ot•opIva. Kai TOv aitXpa&v K•pauvbO 

o PEvvU6tg 
aievdou nup6g. 

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."'4 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 K00pog, with related verbs 
and compounds, makes a frequent appearance. Since a 

K•bCpog 
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 

Kjmpog- 
singing could only be impromptu, and that the Kcao g thus could not, by 

14. Lefkowitz, "Who Sang Pindar's Victory Odes?" p. 3. 
15. Heath, "Receiving the KOjpoq," p. 185, admits that the Muses of Pyth. I 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 01. 4. 1-5, who seem to provide a heavenly model for 
the present chorus (9 t6vhc 

K•ipov). 



PERFORMING PINDAR'S ODES 287 

definition, sing a formal epinician ode.16 Then, since Pindaric odes can 
say "we, or I, will make a KiApoq" (Isthm. 4. 80; Nem. 9. 1; Pyth. 9. 89), 
can speak of the victor as being in the Kj1Aog (Nem. 2. 24; 0l. 6. 18, 9. 4; 
Pyth. 4. 2), and can point to "this present icj1pog" (01. 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 AKWioq from the 
Pindaric ode is the fact that the poet's words again and again announce 
the interdependence of Kmpo and ui5Ovoq, which is what Pindar calls his 
own songs. The oldest example of epinician song is termed i~tK6ptog 
i•tvo; 

at Nemean 8. 50. At Pythian 10. 53, in a metapoetical passage and 
so with clear reference to the present song, praise is 

'y•ctOli0Ov iTrogq 

61tvov. 
At Pythian 4. 1-4, the Muse is asked to rouse up an o6pov 

igavtov for Arcesilaus in K(CSOg (2 KOmla•tovrt), 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 KrCapoq (or that finds its 
glory in the 

K•0Iog, 
the padovtv ... y~ka6oClKov) with the Doric rhythm; 

this can only mean that the K&Caog sings the poet's composition (cf. 0l. 
11. 16, where the Muses are urged to join the KO4aog). 

At Isthmian 7. 20, the sweetly melodious 
61tlvog 

is to be the implement 
of those who make this present K&VoO for Strepsiades: K('6la' tECetCEV 
&86uth E•l obv ii4ve KOai tpsExtq8a. And in return, the K64toq borrows 
this same epithet from the i5ivoq at Pythian 8. 70, where it is itself 

&•6up•hi•c.17 
Surely this is worth thinking about. If the melody of the 

KcCog•l has precisely the same quality as that of the ode, it cannot be that 
Pindar's K4laot 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&)5toq") 
argues more fully, contending that 

K•gaIoq 
and Xop6q 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 

K•6aoq 
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~cpoq are scXktysipuo (Nem. 3. 4) and Epar66 (Isthm. 2. 31). For the former, 
cf. Alcm. 26. 1 PMG nrapoevtKai ps•htypusq icap6pposvot, and the certainly choral voice of Pind. Pae. 
5. 47. 

18. Cf. the close association of 
itpvog 

with tntKdcpta at Nem. 6. 32-33; also notable is the 
iC?nrKo•ia 

6Ny (Pyth. 10. 6) that issues from a plurality of men and gives voice to the ode commissioned by the 
victor's relatives. Cf. the 

FyK6•p1tov Lkoq at 01. 2.47 and Nem. 1. 7. Bacchylides, at 11. 12-13, 
announces that vkov Kapot are at this moment (Kai viv) engaged in praising the victor with song 
(Ulv•v6ot). 
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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: 

Kcogpoopev ap' 'An6Xkkovog E2imoov60c, Moirat, 
ty vwsorriotarav gI Atvav ... 
k ' Shtcv ykUhIbv Uipvov pp6oods. 

"We are going to make a Kpogo 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): 

ZE, tbv '. y&p alga, oo 6' dyc'v, tY v ijipvoq E'pakev 
6Oi v90)v ?nt~ldptov X6ppa Klcka8Lov. 

The i4pvog tosses Zeus' contest to the young men's voices as the object of 
their praise. They could not be said to "sing an aydbv" 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•iAog 
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): 

'n In6Tvta Motoa, C PTdp &jsperpa, Xioooaoat, 

t&v noku4vav 9v ispoVpTvit Nspei6t 
tcwo Aopi6a vodov At'ytvav- i58a-t yhp 
Aivovt' 9r' 'Aaln'itp PsktcyapPOV TEKTOVESg 

C6pyov veaviat, oY Ev 6 rta iat6pEvot. 
6tu8 

" 
65 npayo7g qio piv ikkoou, 

&dOkovtKia ~ I pdktot' dot06v pitki, 
azsTr6vEv 6pscav sa 6Tseiora• btna66v" 

ra&g dpoviav 61na0a a •fitog hpaq aino& 
apXe 8', o)pavo ~nokluvC(E k• KpSovU1t 06ya-rp, 
866Ktov U 

(Cvov" Ai0 6 KteivOV t a vw 66potq 
16p U Kotv6aoopIat. 

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 KpogN sings, since its epithet is pXity~ipog. 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 ot86fi1) 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 6jivog is 
made the common property of a plurality of human voices (11 dpotg) 
and a single musical instrument (12 k6pa E).'9 Nothing suggests that it 
is portioned out among solo singer, instrument, and wordless, murmur- 
ing dancers.20 

As evidence that the chorus does not sing words, the term 6apog has 
been emphasized; we are told that it "does not denote a singing voice but 
rather the sound of quiet conversation," and that it consequently indi- 
cates whispered background sounds.21 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: FUb KOEtyV at its most 
desirable, the sort of praise that the victor is at this moment receiving, 
but that Phalaris did not (97-98): 

oU6C vtv tp6ppltyysq inop6~ptat KoLvaviav 

pakc0aca&v 1a&omv 6dpotot 86iovTat. 

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 6apo; (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 tpabi 6capog (Pyth. 4. 137-38) 
because it was spoken in a winning voice and by a young man. Here, in 

19. Heath, "Receiving the K(~aog," p. 187, has the opening lines of Nem. 3 describe disengaged 
KdAigog-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 ipivo; with a presently sounding lyre? 

20. Cf. the similar analysis of the elements of performance at 01. 10. 79, 84-85: IKai vuv... 
KE1c&6rlo61las0o ....)t&8oa S eLo'in& n pOb K6aXlo4IOV vrt 

it PXU5XOv, / T tnapr"' iK•kt Aipcq Xp6vq 

gtv <pdvsv ("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 Lpoknd (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; 6apo; 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 Uipvog 
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 861ctgog; iivog-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 
listen23 and understand with their entombed minds, as the 

KW:iog sprinkles family deeds with the sweet dew of song (96-101, reading 
K•)catO)V 

in 100, with the manuscripts, Snell, et al., rather than Bowra's 

•ier~pO 
6 Rp068b (61oav E ~pot 

.aX6vteg 
di•av 

3paotekSg iepoi 

~wvi, psyd6kav 6' &psetv 

bavOeioav K6ipa rx6 e16paotv 
d~KOUovTi not Oovia cppevi.... 

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 KackivtKog-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): 

.. 'ApKaoia" -b6v 'v d6ot6~ v0v 
TIpkitet puadopa IDoTlov d6x6Etv, 

EXovTa I-uov6o8v 
tz Ka•LtivtKov u?tilptov 6taxvaviv 
Pitkog Icapiev. 

That the present ode is what is meant by this &otai& vcov is indicated by 
a phrase that came earlier, at lines 22-23, where the visible chorus is 
described as Apollo's delight: T6v6M KlAov dvepyov, /'Ano••1vtov 

fiOupla. 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): 

t6v, W 
iRoi•at, 

cowst4arTc Ttoo6a6- 
LS oU• 

V 
UK•C•Ei" v6oTW. 

a6ugkE.) i 6' k'61PXEpE (pwva. 

In this case we cannot be absolutely sure that the ode is describing its 
own performance,24 but the current song is safely placed in the mouths 

23. Cf. 01 14. 15-16 (. . .. cascooir vv,.... / ... i6oiooa t6v6F K&)pov), where Aglaia, Euphro- 
syne, and Thalia are asked to hear and see the Kc6)tog. 

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 Kclpog number, rather than a formally 
composed ode. Another possibility was proposed by H. Frankel, 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 

(icoL•dta~r), 
which is 

more probably used as a part of this ode's self-description: on such futures see E. L. Bundy, Studia 



PERFORMING PINDAR'S ODES 291 

of another such chorus by the phrasing of Pythian 10. Those who 
commissioned the ode wished to lead out the 

K•cApo-voice 
of a plurality 

of men (5-6 Okkovre / &yayiv IFl)tictai v &v pTv KXcLkr• i6na). 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): 

'tocnat 8' 'Etqupaitov 
6n' •a•pPi TIrvesbv 7y•KeLdv npoE6vuov Aldtv 
Tbv 'IntMnoKhav Ezt Kal ptULov obv dot6aig 
SKaTt o~Tedv(vov OaITrbv &v ikt- 

?t 0r0l7oev iv Kai naIatX?tpot(, 
viatoiv 

1e nTapftvotot pIltlla. 

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

The future, 0rl7c1ptv, probably belongs to the class identified by 
Bundy and Slater as describing what will be done before this perfor- 
mance comes to its close.25 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, depends upon men 
who "pour out" his voice, just as the Muses "poured out" the Opfjvog of 
Achilles that gave the victory ode its ideal form.26 

There is one more passage wherein the epinician purpose is clearly 
identified with a KoitAOq 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 (p06voq be avoided. Pythian 8, however, proceeds with 

Pindarica (Berkeley, 1962; repr. 1986), p. 21, and 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." 



292 ANNE BURNETT 

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): Kt.t'q) 
piv a68ouket / 

A1iKa 
nptpoTaKfe.27 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.21 

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 (866ctpog), 
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 (.pvou t C0p6g, 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. 01. 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. 01. 3. 4 Mooa ... napCota glot. Notice, too, how the first-person statements in this passage 
of Pyth. 8 (67 e5tXogat, 72 ai-r•C) encompass and include the reference to the K aJog (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): Xfl0ov, d Motoa, Taliag /I ... 

K(•OgoV. 
Here again the 

KGCLoq 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 
lrtKtrcoiav dv6pdvIv KhutX•v itna (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.29 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 

X,0paq •iyata 
(Nem. 3. 13).30 

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 68tuptoyevci &yakhpa nappiSoq), or Iphigeneia to her 
father's house (Aesch. Ag. 208 86p6ov iyalpa). As such, its members perform the hymn-task (12 
Xapievra 

rt6vov) 
that the poet assigns to them; later, specifically defined as vtot (66), they will apply 

their voices to the same hymn, now called rsntcdbptov ydppa. For this understanding of Nem. 3. 12-13, 
see U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Pindaros (Berlin, 1922), p. 277, n. 13: "xdpa; !,yax•la 

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. 


	Article Contents
	p. 283
	p. 284
	p. 285
	p. 286
	p. 287
	p. 288
	p. 289
	p. 290
	p. 291
	p. 292
	p. 293

	Issue Table of Contents
	Classical Philology, Vol. 84, No. 4 (Oct., 1989), pp. i-vi+283-368
	Front Matter [pp. i-vi]
	Performing Pindar's Odes [pp. 283-293]
	Clay Hardens and Wax Melts: Magical Role-Reversal in Vergil's Eighth Eclogue [pp. 294-300]
	Notes and Discussions
	Gold Armor for Bronze and Homer's Use of Compensatory TIMH [pp. 301-305]
	Asconius 14-15 Clark and the Date of Q. Mucius Scaevola's Command in Asia [pp. 305-312]
	Forms of Literary Criticims in Catullus: Polymetric vs. Epigram [pp. 312-319]
	Sum: Further Thoughts [pp. 319-321]

	Review: Review Article: The Nature of Athenian Democracy [pp. 322-334]
	Book Reviews
	Review: untitled [pp. 335-342]
	Review: untitled [pp. 342-345]
	Review: untitled [pp. 346-349]
	Review: untitled [pp. 349-354]
	Review: untitled [pp. 354-358]
	Review: untitled [pp. 358-362]

	Books Received [pp. 363-368]
	Back Matter





