«Prometheus» 48, 2022, 35-45

ON THE ALLEGED DATIVUS ETHICUS IN PINDAR

Along with Pind. Is. 5.38-39, Slater 1969, 147 quotes five other instances
of pou as dativus ethicus or sympatheticus (K.-G. I 423.d). Hummel 1993,
132 writes that “[l]e datif y dépend pour ainsi dire non de I’'un de consti-
tuants de la phrase, mais des données incluses dans la situation d’énoncia-
tion” (Schwyzer II 149 “logisch entbehrlich”). The situation is, however,
different. In those five (plus, likely, one) cases the dative in fact has a very
clear and determined syntactic function.

A brief reassessment of the loci Pindarici will clarify my assertion,
whereas Pind. Is. 5.38-39 requires a thorough discussion in order to demon-
strate it.

1) Ol. 6.22-25 dAAd (edéov N pot 6Oévog Hudvey, / & Téyog, & ppa
keAeV0® T €V kabapd / Pdcopev dxvov Tkopai 1€ Tpog AvopdY / Kol YEvog
“But hurry, yoke me the strength of the mules now, as speedily as possible,
in order that we mount the chariot on an illumined' road and I arrive to that
offspring of men”, i.e. “make me the chariot ready”. The dative is required
by the verb (ebyvou (commodi), as in the case of otéAAm (Soph. Aj. 1045):
Schwyzer II 230 “bereit machen™. The syntax recalls the more extensive
construction of Hom. 7l. 145-148 inmwovg 6" Avtopédovra Bodg Levyviuev
voye / [...] 1@ 6¢ xal Avtopédmv Haye {uyov akéag inmovg, “[Patroclus]
commanded Automedon to yoke the horses speedily [...] for him Auto-
medon led the fleet horses beneath the yoke”.

2) 0l.9.35-39 and pot Adyov / Tobtov, 6TOUA, PLyov: / €mel TO Y€ Ao1d0-
pricar Oeovg /€ yOpa copion kol T0 kavydobor mapd Kopdv / pavioowy
vmokpékel. “My mouth, to my benefit throw such a discourse far away,
because reviling the gods is in particular a hateful skill and bragging beyond
due measure sounds in harmony with acts of frenzied madness”. In this
“Abbruchsformel™”, the dative is strongly of interest (commodi)®, since &mod

" Cf. Is. 5.23: the path is “pure” because, along the road towards success and glory, one
encounters no obstacles procured by illicit acts of foolishness (see n. 23 below). On the
“cammino” see D’ Alessio 1995.

% So Gentili 2013, 153, who translates “Ora, Finti, aggioga al pill presto per me la forza
delle mule” (nothing about the dative in Giannini’s [= Gentili 2013] commentary). Adorjini
2014, 162 takes it as a dativus iudicantis (Basile 1998, 280), insofar as it describes the
“Gesichtspunkt des Dichters als Benefiziars” (his translations suggest otherwise: 12 “age
iunge mihi, o Phintis, quam celerius vim mularum”, 15 “Wohlan, schirre mir nun, o Phintis,
schnellstmdglich die Kraft der Miuler”); siler Hutchinson 2001 ad loc.

* Gerber 2002, 40. On the composition of the sentences at 35-40 see the excellent
explanation offered by Gildersleeve 1890, 205.
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is in tmesis with the verb’: the sentence introduced by &nei (37) indicates
why that plea is necessary (insulting the gods is aberration; that is why I
need that you, my mouth, cast this kind of words away).

3) Ol. 10.1-2 tov Olvumiovikay avayvoté pot / ... o0 epevog Eudc yé-
ypantot. “Read the [name of the] winner at Olympia... out to me from the
place where it is written in my mind”. The dative is the indirect object (ter-
mini) of the imperative®.

4) Pyth. 1.58-59 Moioa, xai map Asvopével kehadfjoot / niBed pot mot-
vav tebpinnov. “Muse, indulge me to sing [or: comply me to sing] in the
presence of Deinomenes, too, as a reward for the four-horse chariot”. The
dative is the object of the verb, whereby neiBecBai tivi = “comply”, “indulge
one” or “listen to one” (LSJ s.v. B)". The phrase cannot (homerically!) mean
“sing, Muse, I bid you”g, for it is not the (Homeric) Muse who must sing be-
fore the king, but the lyric I whom she aids (cf. e.g. Ol. 1.112, 3.4-6): this is
confirmed by the accusative mowvav tebpinnmv, which functions as “Satz-
apposition” of kehadficatr (note the “Wortstellung”, with the apposition at
the end of the sentence, see e.g. Aesch. Ag. 46, and both infinitive and appo-
sition at finis periodi) indicating both purpose and result of the song (K.-G. I
284).

5) Parth. fr. 94b.66 M. no[Ox]o viv pot modi oteiywv ayéo. “Now
precede me [= be my leader in the daphnephoric procession] striding with
gentle foot”. The dative is the object required by dayéopor, as in Hom. Od.
23.134.

6) Isthmian 5 is “in easy Greek”, claimed Malcolm M. Willcock in his
brief commentary on the ode’. Not quite so. The textual issue at Is. 5.58

4 Giannini in Gentili 2013, 532 interprets it as a dativus ethicus, as does Gerber 2002, 40:
both refer to Des Places 1947, 8. Gentili 2013, 237 translates: “Getta lontano da me, o mia
bocca, queste parole”.

5 Hummel 1993, 156.

® Race 1997a, 163, preceded by Mezger 1880, 426 “leset mir, wo in meinem Geiste der
Olympiasieger geschrieben steht”; correctly Kromer 1976, 422. Gentili 2013, 263 translates
with a dativus termini “leggetemi il nome” (nothing in Lomiento’s [= Gentili 2013] commen-
tary on the dative, but see the interpretation of the whole passage). Verdenius 1988, 55 does
not comment on the syntax of the dative, but writes that “the imperative is used ‘absolutely’ ”.

’ This exegesis is anticipated by the translation of Gentili 2012, 35: “Musa, esaudiscimi
ora, ch’io innalzi...” (nothing in Cingano’s [= Gentili 2012] commentary).

8 So Slater 1969, 422, Race 1997a, 221, and Pfeijffer 2005, 28 (nothing about the dative
in the following discussion); Burton 1962, 103 also writes that “Pindar asks the Muse to sing
[...] a song”, whereas Farnell 1932, 113 translates “O Muse, hearken to my prayer and [...]
ring out the song...”.

’ Willcock 1978, 38.
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aside'’, there is another passage which merits re-examination: a conundrum
in the midst of the ode — being the mythical Priamel at Is. 5.30-45 " seems,
in fact, to jeopardize the correct understanding of Pindar’s words. Let us
analyse 34-45:"

AL év Oivavg peyodntopeg opyai

35 Alokod waidwv Te* Tol Kol oLV péyog

dic moMv Tpdwv mpdbov Eomduevol

‘Hpoxhéi mpodtepov,

Kol oVv Atpeidarg. Lo vOv pot tedo0ev:

Aéye, tivec Kokvov, tiveg "Extopa mépvov,

40 Kol otpdrapyov Aifidnwv deofov
41 Mépvova yoAikodpov:

41° tig &p’ éoAOV THAEQOV

42 Tpdoev @ dopi Ka-

Tov ap” OyOaig.

rr Toicwv Alyvav mpo@épel GTOUA TATPOV
Sumpenéa vacov- teTeiytotat 88 mhAat
45 TOPYog VYNAMLG apetais avapaivery.

But in Oenona it is the great-hearted spirits of Aeacus and his sons (they twice in
battles destroyed the Trojans’ city, first as followers of Heracles, then with the
Atreids). Drive me now up from the plain'’; tell which men slew Cycnus, which
ones slew Hector and the fearless general of the Aethiopians, Memnon of the bronze
armor? Who then wounded noble Telephus with his spear by the banks of the
Caicus? One’s mouth proclaims Aegina as their homeland, that illustrious island.
From of old has she been built as a bastion for men to scale with lofty achievements.
[transl. by Race 1997b, 178-180].

9 A complete overview of paradosis, amendments, and interpretations can be found in
Privitera 2009, 200-201. See Adorjdni 2007 (~ Adorjdni 2011, 140-171) with the review of
Eckerman 2012, Gianotti 1970 with Gerber 1990, 42, and Silk 1998.

" On the Priamel see Dornseiff 1921, 97-99 (“eine Art Einleitung [...] zu dem Haupt-
spruch”) with Bundy 1962, 36-37, Kirby 1984, Race 1982, 1-16, 24-27, 73-81, Race 1990,
115-117, and Faraone 2005.

12 Greek text according to Snell-Maehler’s standard edition; my colometry (I follow the
paradosis).

13 Other translations — the sole variable being the object implied for the verb — are Mezger
1880, 350 “fahre mir nun hin iiber den Grund!”, Werner 1968, 317 “schwing mir jetzt vom
Boden dich auf! Sage mir, wer...”, Thummer 1969, 179 “Heb dich nun vom Boden weg! Sag,
welche...”, Willcock 1978, 43 “Now drive my chariot up from the level ground. Tell who...”,
Burnett 2005, 91 “Leap now, well off the ground! Speak out! Who were...”, Privitera 2009,
83 “Spiccati ora dal suolo! di’ chi uccisero...”, Burnett 2010, 167 “Lift me now, well off the
ground! Speak out! Who were the killers...”. Frinkel 1968, 47 n. 2 paraphrases “nun stindig
weiter auf diesem selben Pfade”.
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A. Structure of the passage. The passage as a whole does not raise serious
exegetical issues, aside from 38-39 &\o vOv pot med60ev, Aéye. Since 10 &
guov, / ovk drtep Alakddv, kéap Huvov yevetal, “not without the Aeacids
my heart savours the hymns” (20-21), Pindar sketches out the myth so as to
offer evidence of Aegina’s ancient glory: every city has its hero (30-33) >
Aegina has the Aeacids, who sacked Troy twice (34-38) > Achilles (38-42).
The climax is shaped by two questions:

a. Who (tivec) killed Cycnus, Hector, and Memnon? The anaphoric
plural form of the interrogative pronoun (39 tivec... tiveg) serves to denote a
group: “who were those who killed” or “which people killed”. It recalls toi
(35) and anticipates toicwv (43).

3. Who (tig) wounded Telephus? (see below).

This suffices to recollect the story — i.e. the Adyog which Aegina’s heroes
gxépdavav (26-27) — to the audience and move forward. The narrator inter-
rupts the myth ex abrupto and resumes the eulogy. Aegina stands (tetei-
xrotar) as a tower of its ancient and contemporary glories. The virtues of its
heroes could climb it. dvaPaivelv is a consecutive infinitive (K.-G. II 500)
describing mopyog: “Aegina has been built up [= stands] as a tower, so that
one can climb it [= dote dvaPaiverv] only by means of his lofty virtues”.
The Pindaric concept develops an inductive reasoning (éraywyn) which is
almost a syllogism: if the Aeacids are Aegina’s heroes (at 43 toicw is
commodi), and if Aegina is a tower which can be climbed only by means of
the highest virtues (at 45 OynAaic dpetaic is dative of instrument), then the
Aeacids do possess the highest virtues. The consequence is immediate: since
Phylacidas (and Pytheas won at the Panhellenic games, they too have
ascended the tower with their prominent virtues, reached its summit and hold
it along with the Aeacids.

B. Syntax and meaning of 38-39. The best explanation of the syntagm
thus far proposed is that &ka... medd0ev represents a variation of the Homeric
genitive “bei Ortsbestimmungen zur Bezeichnung des Bereichs” with
“Verben des Gehens und Bewegung” (K.-G. I 384-385)"; however, the af-
fixed pot and the asyndetically appended Aéye leaves us in doubt.

a. Since antiquity these verses have been controversial and commentators
paraphrased them so that the Muse is required to guide the narrator “on a
plain road and over a level ground” (schol. 48a én’ g0feiog 6300 kal U
opoiod) and to “proclaim in song the praise of these [heroes] from the be-
ginning and tell” (schol. 48a tovt@V &ykmpa... €& apyiic dvouvnoov Kol
Aéye). The lyric I would either ask the Muse to “tell me about them from the
roots” (schol. 48b Aéye pot mepl avToVE, ..., €K PLAV) or “advance [= move

' Mezger 1880, 350.
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onward] to the days of old starting from farther back and tell from the be-
ginning” (npdaye eig todumpocev ap&apevog dvobey kal €& apyiig Aéye).
Some scholars rely on scholl. 48a and 48b’s idea of an address to the Muse'’;
others see a poet’s address to himself'®. Caution is necessary: “[w]e should
be wary of an interpretation which requires us to supply an important detail
which Pindar omits”"”. Why should Pindar tacitly summon a Muse whom he
had not yet invoked, or even named? Strikingly, neither the Muse nor the
narrator needs to lift up the chariot of poetry to narrate the myth at a higher
level, “in the manner of epic”'®. It seems odd that the narrator’s mouth (43
otoua, picking up 20 duvov, 24 dowdd, 27 Adyov) ought to spread its wings
to deal with greater deeds in a solemn style'”. Those warriors have been
mentioned (38 kai cOv Atpeidaig) and the myth has already begun (34 GAA
év Olvava). A leap into the mythical dimension seems incongruous.

b. Unless we are willing to accept the conspicuously ineffectual meaning
and the faltering syntactic construction, we should proceed ex contrario and
postulate that the Pindaric words conceal a different meaning. Paul Maas
warns that it is irrational to accept the transmitted text (with anomaly) as
long as it makes some sort of sense. I therefore suggest reading 38-39 as fol-
lows (without anomaly, I hope): &\a, vOv pot medoBev / Aéye- Tiveg... yolko-
apav; tic dp’ éorov TRrepov... map’ 6xBaig; “Go ahead, now tell me [their
account (of praise)] from the foundation: which people slew Cycnus, who
slew Hector and the fearless commander of the Aethiopians, bronze-armed
Memnon? Who then wounded noble Telephus on the banks of the Caicus?”.
The argumentation originates from few minor changes in punctuation which
do not alter the paradosis: a short pause after £\a, a break after Aéye instead
of after med60¢ev, two direct questions.

a. &\a is problematic.

i. It does seem an attractive alternative to &ye (Pind. OI. 2.89, 13.68, Pyth.
1.60, Nem. 6.28, Bacch. 5.8) in the function of imperative of Aufmunterung
(K.-G. 1236), i.e. with the function of interjection, but it is hard to ascertain
this correspondence; it must remain a suggestion, albeit a tempting one in the
light of Ngrk. &\a = “vorwirts”, “go ahead” (Schwyzer II 16, 341).

ii. If this seems a hurdle, Lo may be taken conservatively as imperative
stricto sensu: Aesch. TGrF 332 &ha, dloke pn Tt poikiov modi, whereby &l

15 Bury 1892, 98-99, Farnell 1932, 366, Thummer 1969, 91, Race 1997b, 179 n. 2.

16 Privitera 2009, 76 and 196, Burnett 2005, 96.

" Carey 1989, 548.

18 Race 1997b, 179 n. 2.

% Privitera 2009, 76 and 196. The interpretation offered by Burnett 2005, 96 is extra-
vagant: “with a self-imposed ‘leap’ into the mythic dimension, the singers arrive among
warriors of the second Aiakid generation”.
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means either concretely “drive on” (see Eur. Phaet. 168, 176 Diggle) or
metaphorically “push on”, and Eur. Herc. 819 vobég nédaipe kdAOV, €Kmo-
dmv &ha, with the imperative used absolutely as “hurry!” (note that both in-
stances may probably signify “go ahead!”).

iii. The (slightly) shifted meaning of &Aa as “go ahead”, “hurry” in Pind.
Is. 5.38 is perhaps confirmed by schol. 48b quoted above (npoaye &ig Todu-
npochev); interestingly, the lexicographical exegeses of Hesych. € 1835 Lat-
te-Cunningham &a: ... Béoile, Aéye (possibly an interpretamentum of Pind.
Is. 5.38, given the apparently superfluous Aéye, which can hardly be con-
sidered a synonym of &€\a) and Hesych. T 390 Hansen-Cunningham t° &A\o.:
onedde corroborate the suggested assumption.

. vOv pot medobev Aéye is syntactically more fluent than the vulgate con-
struction: “now tell me pedothen” forms a syntagm.

i. By contrast with the enclitic vov, vbv has no fixed position in the sen-
tence (I[. 8.187, Ar. Eq. 637) and need not necessarily to be taken with &\a.
Coming after the “Aufmunterung”, it is linked to the deferred imperative Aéye.

ii. pot is more naturally and conveniently understood as indirect object
(dativus termini) of Aéye (Od. 11.374, see also 1.174) — as paraphrased by
schol. 48b Aéye pot — rather than as a dativus ethicus dependent on &lo and
expressing the Teilnahme des Redenden (K.-G. 1 423 offers obvious ex-
amples of such use). In Is. 5.38 the lyric persona’s emotional involvement
seems absent.

iii. ed00ev is murky and the principal cause of the exegetical obstacle.
Scholl. 48a and 48b quoted above bind it to Aéye. The literal interpretation of
ned60ev as “from the nédov”* may at first sight appear out of place”'. A use-
ful parallel seems Od. 13.295 pobwv... of to1 meddbev @ikol giciv, where
nmedd0ev is used metaphorically. The translation commonly runs as “deceitful
tales... which you love from the bottom of your heart’* or the like: the
notion “from the deep” might be misleading. Schol. Od. 13.295 (11 572 Din-
dorf) reads olov ék pilne, &k yevetfic, Amd LTGV: §| Gmd TOD TOVG YEVV®-
pévoug &v 1@ médw matelv, “just as ‘from the root’, ‘from the (hour of the)
birth’, ‘from the offspring’, or ‘from the fact that those who are born walk on
the ground’ ”, perhaps hinting at an inborn quality, at something innate and
pertaining to the essence of that man.

? 1ed60ev means “from the ground” (Eur. Tro. 98), “from the seabed” (Pind. Ol. 7.62; see
nédov in the same sense in Pae. A1.16 Ruth.), “from the foundation/base/foot [of the mount]”
(Hes. Th. 680; see médov in the same sense in Pind. Pyth. 1.28); in Bacch. 9.5 nédov should
mean “plain”. See LfgrE 111 1086-1089 (nediov), 1089-1090 (nédov neddev).

2 See Frinkel 1968, 47 n. 2.

?2 Thus, for instance, Dimock 1995, 23. See LfgrE 111 1090 (2) “metaph. ‘from the ground
up’, from the depths of one’s nature”.
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Y. Tivec... Tivec... Tig:
i. The construction of Aéyw + indirect question would be hapax in Pindar;
conversely, the direct object of Aéym can be easily inferred from 26-29 «kai

LTS

yop Npowv dyadol torepotal / Adyov éképdavav: kKhéovtal / & &v 1€ op-
piyyeoowv €v adA®V 1€ TOUE®VOLG OUOKAMLS / popiov ypovov: pelétav o€
copotais / Awdg €katt mpoésParov oefilduevol. “for even those heroes who
were brave warriors gained account [of praise] and are celebrated on lyres
and in full range of pipe’s harmonies for time beyond measure, and, thanks
to Zeus, they provided a topic for wise poets and are revered” [transl. by
Race 1997b 178, adapt.]* (for the figura etymologica see K.-G. 1 304-305,
Schwyzer II 74-75). This is already implied in peyoarnropeg opyai / Aiarxod
naidwv te <AOyov éképdavav and perétav 6& copiotaig TpdsPaiov>.

ii. The questions are more incisive if stated in the direct form (Ol. 2.1, 89-
90, Is. 7.1). Noteworthily, &p(a) emphasizes the “Lebhaftigkeit” (K.-G. II
222-223), brings the speech to its peak, and furnishes the necessary rhetori-
cal surprise which “forecasts the enlightenment” of the answer (GP 39-40),

> This passage (26-29) is parallel to the gnome at 12-16. As for the former (12-16): both
pdteve and £xelg are customarily understood as generalizing second persons referring to an
unidentified “you”, be this the present/future audience or a canonical Everyman (Privitera
2009, 191); after the first gnome at 12-13 — where ToL carries no emphatic force, but rather
serves to grab the audience’s and the narratee’s attention (GP 537, 542.9 “hark!”, whereby
“the appeal is to the mind”’) — Phylacidas learns that the two gnomai apply to himself as soon as
he hears (15) tobtov (Race 1989, 192 n. 5 states that “Pindar is fond of stating the general case
in a gnome (or gnomic exhortation) before applying it to the occasion at hand”). The demon-
strative looks back (K.-G. I 646-647) to the aforementioned blessings (12-13) and marks the
transition from a universal (13) to a personal perspective: it is Phylacidas who is especially con-
cerned with the poipa kaA®dv just expounded — I wonder whether the final gnome at 16, rather
than a serving as a mere customized warning (Phylacidas must not go beyond the mortal limits,
but as a man has to strive for goods appropriate to his condition), might more strikingly point
out the fact that Phylacidas has reached the apex of prosperity allowed to mortal beings —; the
8¢ at 17 (GP 169) fastens the preceding gnome (14-16) to the tiv-Phylacidas and provides de-
tails of tovtv poip(a)... koA@dv (this back-tracing function of the syntagm tiv 8¢ + vocative
marks the definitive transition from the universal to the personal sphere already anticipated at
14-15). As for the latter passage (26-29): songs are required (19-20), but they will not be suf-
ficient for the Aeginetan Psalychiads unless they mention the Aeacids (20), to whose city of
Aegina the narrator has come (21-22); at 26 xoai yép (GP 108) introduces a series of state-
ments which connect the current events to the ancient history and myth: »at is emphatic
(“even”) and elevates the topic of awarding the kopmov tov owcdt ... avti TdOvov, the “praise,
that which is fitting as a reward of the toils” (24-25), to a global dimension, the mythical past
summarized by the partitive genitive (26 jpdw®v); yap explains (GP 58) that phrase at 24-25
by touching upon something universally known; a train of thoughts follows illustrating the
warrior’s kélevBog to immortality (deeds > fame > poems/ song > immortality (see Is. 5.22-
25); note the participle cefilopevor at 29, on which Pindar concentrates the climax of his ex-
planation: “they are revered having provided a topic for wise poets”.
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which is left unuttered (see n. 27 below). The particle is even more vivid be-
cause the answer is only hinted and the dialogue only half-expressed:

— Tell me, what people slew Cicnus, Hector and Memnon?

— [The Aeacids of Aegina, of course!]

— And who wounded Telephus, then?

— &1 &% @V Aioxidav, Indeed one of them!] (schol. 48b).

The syntax now appears more natural, fluent, and expressive. As intimat-
ed, its compliance with scholl. 48a (mpdaye... kai... Aéye > &ha, ... Aéye),
48b (Aéye pot + €k piidv / ap&apevog dvmbev kal €& dpyiic > pot meddbev
Aéye) may support its accuracy (see B.a above). The “Abbruchsformel” at 38
steers the myth toward its conclusion®. As for the structure, compare Ol.
2.89 &nexe vdv okon® toO&ov, dye Bopé: tiva... “Now bend the bow toward
the target, come on my heart: whom...?”, with asyndefon + imperative
(8meye ~ Aéye) + temporal adverb stressing the interruption of the previous
action (vOv ~ vdv) + Aufmunterung (8ye ~ €ha) + direct rhapsodic questions
(tiva ~ tiveg/tic). &la is explained by schol. 48a (mpdaye) and Hesychius
(Badwle, omedde) and strengthens the break-off.

C. Concatenation of thoughts. The Alaxiddv dmynoig might last a time.
The story (27 Adyov, 28 perétav) was, however, very well-known to any
Aeginetan from the Cyclic Epics and from local traditions (in Is. 6.19-21 dp-
He... Alakidat, / T€0pov pot eapl cagéotatov Eppey / ... povéueyv gbAoyiag,
“I declare that I have a most clear duty, o Aeacids, to besprinkle you with
words of eulogy”, the superlative coapéotatov indicates that the most ob-
vious subject when praising an Aeginetan is in fact the gvAoyia of the
Aeacids)”. The narrator pretends to narrate the full story: despite leaving it
formally untold, he nevertheless recalls it to the audience and the laudan-

* This case is a slight variation on the examples described by Race 1989, 208: “a forceful
word or phrase denoting death or suffering [...] prepares for the poet’s intrusion into the
poem” and “Pindar is turning from some painful aspect of existence to praise of positive
achievement; each marks a major turning-point in its ode”. In the case of Is. 5.38-45 the “in-
trusion” of the narrator (38) seems to be wanted to defer the pivotal “praise of positive
achievement” (43-45) after a brief reminder of the mythical events.

» On the Pindaric use of superlatives see Tibiletti 2021. Kurke 1991, 200 notes that
foundation myths such as that of the Aeacids “transform an entire polis into a single family
descended from a common mythic ancestor. Their purpose is to unify the city”. In Isthmian 5
the Aeacid myth is confined in the succinct space of an epode (35-42); however, if Morrison
2011a, 248-249 (quoted above) is right, the re-performance of Nemean 5 (and possibly that of
Bacchylides’ Epinician 13) might have supplied the audience with a more extensive narration.
Morrison 2011b, 318 n. 32 also envisages a re-performance of Isthmian 6, which served to
illustrate the laudandus’ matpa.
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dus™. The absence of any answer to the questions at 39-42 is perspicuous in
the light of the audience’s knowledge; one surely thought or whispered “No
doubt Achilles, one of the Aeacids!” (see B.b.y). By doing this the promise
that the hymns will feature the Aeacids (20-21) is fulfilled*’. Who is the ad-
dressee of &€La, vOv pot medoBev / Aéye? 1 would tentatively answer: no Muse,
no mouth, no heart — Everyman! Or even: the audience, and the laudandus in
the first place.

Furthermore: med60ev could also pave the way to the following Afyi-
vav... teteiyiotal... mopyog. The foundations of the tower of Oenona/Aegina
are the Aeacids’ dpyai, in particular Achilles’ deeds of prowess (see Nem.
4.11-13); Achilles is the hero who laid the foundations of the island, the
foundations for Aegina’s glory (compare Nem. 3.64 TnAavyéc dpape @Eyyog
Aloxidav avtobev, “the far-shining light of the Aecids is fixed from here
[Aegina]”)*®*. Such connexions (34-35 &v Oivédva peyaiqtopeg opyai Aiaxod
noidwv 1€ > 38-39 medobev Aéye- tivec... > 44-45 Swumpenéa vacov: TeTEl-
yotal 0 mwidat THpyog) are built through non-intolerable hyperbaton, since
the sentence 7ol kai... koi ovv Atpeidoig is likely to be perceived as an
informative parenthesis/appendix, as the relative/demonstrative pronoun may
suggest (K.-G. II 353-354, Schwyzer II 705-706 with Nem. 10.11, an ex-
planatory addition by asyndeton to Nem. 10.10).

If my examination of these six loci Pindarici proves acceptable, we can
definitively exclude that Pindar employed the rhetoric artifice of the dativus
ethicus.

University of Bern ANTONIO TIBILETTI

% Carey 2001, 26 (tempo-acceleration to reach the apex and to bring the narration to con-
clusion).

7 Carey 2001, 15 (the poet invites the audience to complete his narration), 16 (the poet is
free to vary the conventional elements of the epinician ode by the power of his genius and
unpredictability; convention nurtures the audience’s expectations, the poet’s creativity may
satisfy or frustrate them).

2 Schadewaldt 1928, 55 n. 2.
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ABSTRACT:

The article deals with six Pindaric passages where a dativus ethicus is supposed to be used by
the poet. After a brief re-examination of Pind. Ol. 6.22-25, 9.35-39, 10.1-2, Pyth. 1.59, and
Parth. fr. 94b.66 M., and on the grounds of a more detailed analysis and reconsideration of
the traditional exegesis of Is. 5.38-39 it may be concluded that such rhetorical device never
occurs; by contrast, the dative in these passages rather fulfills the common and specific syn-
tactic function of either commodi, termini, or object.
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Pindar, dativus ethicus, syntax, rhetoric, style.



