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PINDAR’S MATERIAL IMAGINARY: DEDICATION 
AND POLITICS IN OLYMPIAN 7
Leslie Kurke (University of California, Berkeley)

I want to talk about objects—material stuff—in the poetry of the fifth-century BCE 
poet Pindar. For Pindar, the bulk of the poems that survive whole are the epinikia 
or “victory odes”—poems composed on commission to celebrate victors at the great 
Panhellenic Games, performed (probably) by a chorus either at the site of the games 
or on the victor’s return home. And one thing that is very striking is the extraordinary 
prominence of stuff in the poetry of Pindar. We find in Pindar’s poems composed 
for performance constant reference to statues, crowns, altars, dedicatory objects 
like libation-bowls, and various kinds of built monuments, all these both real and 
metaphorical. You might think here of the “treasury of hymns” (ὕμνων θησαυρός) 
in Pythian 6 or the “golden columns” of a megaron of praise that open Olympian 
6. In particular, a lot of this stuff in Pindar is dedicatory and seems to function to 
analogize Pindar’s own poetry as a precious wrought object offered as a dedication. 
This proliferation of stuff is all the more striking in contrast to Pindar’s contemporary 
poet Bacchylides, whose texts have nothing like the density of embedded objects that 
characterize Pindar’s compositions. 

To be sure, scholars have discussed at great length the prominence of objects (especially 
dedicatory objects) in Pindar’s poems.1 These have elicited two main interpretative 
moves. The simpler approach (often that of archaeologists and historians) is to take 
Pindar at his word when he says at the beginning of Nemean 5, 
“I am not a maker of statues…” (οὐκ ἀνδριαντοποιός εἰμ(ί)…), assuming that 
Pindaric epinikion is in direct competition for clients with the newly-booming 
production of life-size bronze victor statues.2 A more sophisticated—and more 

1 For discussions of Pindaric objects and agalmata, see Svenbro 1976, Shapiro 1988, Kurke 1991: 163-94 (= 2013: 
141-68), Steiner 1993, 2001, Ford 2002: 113-130, Loscalzo 2003: 121-60, Day 2010: 107-111, 221-30, Pavlou 2010, 
Power 2011; see also Athanassaki 2011a, 2011b, 2012 for discussion of the dialogue of Pindaric epinikia with temple 
architecture and architectural sculpture.

2 Thus (e.g.) O’Sullivan 2003, 2005, Smith 2007, Thomas 2007.
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literary—approach is to read Pindar’s appropriations of these beautifully-wrought and 
enduring objects as Yeatsian “artifices of eternity”—figures for his own poetry’s claim to 
immortality.3 I have come to be dissatisfied with both these critical models, which seem 
to me not to capture the embeddedness of these objects within a set of ritual practices; 
nor the kind of “forcefields of power” these objects exert within Pindar’s texts. What 
follows here, then, is a first attempt to rethink Pindar’s objects within a phenomenology 
of religious art (in Part I), and then in Part II to offer a case-study of the pragmatic 
functions of this kind of poetic materialization through a reading of one victory ode, 
Olympian 7. 

So let us consider Pindar’s pervasive analogizing of his epinikia to precious wrought 
objects, as well as his frequent recourse to the language of the erection and inscription 
of dedicated monuments for his own poetic activity. This is what I mean to designate 
by my title, Pindar’s “material imaginary.” Both these phenomena are very familiar 
facets of Pindar’s poetics, and have received several excellent discussions recently—I’m 
thinking here particularly of the work of Deborah Steiner, Thomas Hubbard, and Joseph 
Day.4 I would like to build on their treatments in order to move beyond narrowly 
literary or aestheticizing readings of Pindar’s concrete, dedicatory imagery as simply a 
way of asserting the permanent monumental value achieved by his poems—the way 
these images are usually taken; what we might call the Horatian Exegi monumentum 
aere perennius reading. Instead, I want to try to resituate these images within a 
phenomenology of ancient religious art, allowing us to see them as something stranger 
and more culturally specific than that Horatian reading acknowledges.

As I’ve noted, Steiner, Hubbard, and Day have done excellent work recently on the 
overlap and interaction between Pindaric epinikion and the language and imagery 
of dedication and dedicated objects. Specifically, Steiner has focused on inscribed 
dedicatory objects—what she calls “Pindar’s oggetti parlanti”—embedded in and 
mobilized by Pindar’s songs for their own epinikian purposes.5 Thomas Hubbard has 
taken up Steiner’s argument and concretized it further, suggesting that Pindar’s obsessive 
imagery of written inscriptions gestures towards one real-life mode of circulation of the 
epinikia as written texts, disseminated by the victor/patron as “presentation copies” 

3 Thus (e.g.) Steiner 1993, 2001: 251-94, Loscalzo 2003: 121-60, Power 2011. In the use of the resonant Yeatsian phrase 
“artifices of eternity,” I follow Power 2011.

4 Steiner 1993, 2001; Hubbard 2004; Day 1989, 1994, 2010. 
5 Steiner 1993; see also 2001: 251-94.

within networks of xenia and proxeny. In addition, Hubbard notes that inscribed 
dedications are in a sense part of epinikion’s DNA:

[T]he earliest inscribed bases of victory statues and other commemorative 
offerings, such as votive plaques and cauldrons, provide the formulaic 
elements naming the victor, father, city, contest, and divine patron, from 
which elements the genres of epinician epigram and ultimately epinician lyric 
developed. The history of the epinician genre is thus in its origins epigraphic, 
commemorative, dedicatory…6

And Hubbard considers several moments in Pindaric epinikion of complex interaction 
or oscillation between the imagery of written text and full-scale performance. So for 
example Hubbard cites Pindar’s address to Aineas toward the end of Olympian 6:

ἐσσὶ γὰρ ἄγγελλος ὀρθός, 
ἠυκόμων σκυτάλα Μοι- 
 σᾶν, γλυκὺς κρατὴρ ἀγαφθέγκτων ἀοιδᾶν· (O.6.90-91)

For you are an upright messenger, message stick of the beautiful-haired 
Muses, sweet mixing-bowl of loud-sounding songs.7

On this passage, Hubbard observes:

Aeneas is called a σκυτάλα of the Muses, a Laconian message stick around 
which an inscribed tape needs to be wound to be properly deciphered. Again, 
Pindar is acutely aware of the status of his poem as a written document, 
but he implies that its full significance can only be realized when performed 
under the supervision of a skilled chorodidaskalos like Aeneas.8

Notice Hubbard’s unpacking of Pindar’s image here: the physical body of Aineas as 
chorodidaskalos serves as the three-dimensional shape wound around which Pindar’s 
written text becomes fully legible in performance. In fact, we might even say that in 
performance it is the chorus itself that materializes the leather tape with its written 
characters, circling round the chorodidaskalos in the song and dance that make the 
poet’s words legible.9

6 Hubbard 2004: 76.
7 The text of Pindar follows Snell-Maehler 1997 and Maehler 2001, unless otherwise noted. All translations are my own.
8 Hubbard 2004: 91.
9 I owe this point to Richard Neer; for a similar unpacking of the skutalē image, see Mullen 1982: 36.
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There are several other passages where Pindar highlights a similar oscillation, 
combining the imagery of a built monument or precious agalma with the vivid sound 
effects of variegated performance.10 Thus in Nemean 8, the ego offers a “headband” or 
“fillet” of song to the local Aiginetan hero Aiakos:

ἱκέτας Αἰακοῦ
 σεμνῶν γονάτων πόλιός θ’ ὑπὲρ φίλας
ἀστῶν θ’ ὑπὲρ τῶνδ’ ἅπτομαι φέρων
Λυδίαν μίτραν καναχηδὰ πεποικιλμέναν,
Δείνιος δισσῶν σταδίων 
 καὶ πατρὸς Μέγα Νεμεαῖον ἄγαλμα. (N.8.13-16)

As a suppliant, I fasten onto the august knees of Aiakos, on behalf of his 
dear city and these citizens, bearing a resoundingly embroidered Lydian 
headband, the delightful Nemean ornament of the twin stade races of 
Deinias and his father Megas.

Here the adjective πεποικιλμέναν evokes the visual ornamentation of embroidery on 
the proferred fillet, even as the adverb καναχηδά modifying πεποικιλμέναν (“with 
a loud sound, resoundingly”) underscores the metaphoricity of the ego’s mitra with 
its synaesthetic fusion of sight and sound.11 We find a similar effect in a Pindaric 
fragment of a song composed for the Thebans:

κεκρότηται χρυσέα κρηπὶς ἱεραῖσιν ἀοιδαῖς· 
εἶα τειχίζωμεν ἤδη ποικίλον
κόσμον αὐδάεντα λόγων (fr. 194 SM, lines 1-3)

A golden foundation course has been stamped [out/ down] for holy songs. 
Come then: let us now build a variegated, sounding ornament of words.

Here the collocation of κεκρότηται and κρηπίς already highlights the paradox of 
the “foundation” of a building stamped or beaten out by the feet of a chorus moving 
in dance.12 Then the speaker’s conjuration to undertake the second phase of the 

10 For Pindar’s pointedly making such precious dedicatory objects “sonorous,” see Steiner 1993: 176, Ford 2002: 120-27 
(I borrow the adjective “sonorous” from Ford 2002: 127).

11 On this passage in particular, see Kurke 1991: 190-91 (= 2013: 165-66), Steiner 1993: 164-65, 171, 176, Ford 2002: 
120-21, Day 2010: 107-109.

12 For the imagery of this fragment, see Ford 2002: 124-25 (emphasizing the “vociferousness” of Pindar’s “building of 
song”) and Steiner forthcoming (arguing that the dancers are assimilated to the columns of a temple).

building—to erect the walls (τειχίζωμεν)—repeats the paradox, again juxtaposing 
vision and sound in the phrase “a variegated sounding ornament of words.”

Consider also an early fifth-century dedicatory inscription from Halikarnassos, that 
suggests that a version of this play on monument and voice may already have been 
a topos of the dedicatory epigram from which Hubbard derives full-scale epinikion 
performance:

αὐδὴ τεχνήεσσα λίθο, λέγε τίς τόδ’ ἄ[γαλμα] 
 στῆσεν Ἀπόλλωνος βωμὸν ἐπαγλαΐ[σας]. 
Παναμύης υἱὸς Κασβώλλιος, εἴ μ’ ἐπ[οτρύνεις?] 
 ἐξειπε ν, δεκάτην τήνδ’ ἀνέθηκε θε[ῶι]. (CEG 429)

Cunningly-wrought voice of the stone, tell who it was set up this [pleasing 
ornament], thereby adding luster to the altar of Apollo. Panamues, son of 
Kasbollis—if you [urge] me to declare—set up this tithe for the god.

Here notice the wonderful phrase that opens the epigram and initiates the fantasized 
dialogue of monument and viewer—αὐδὴ τεχνήεσσα λίθο, “the cunningly-wrought 
voice of the stone.”13

Finally, Joseph Day has developed a detailed grammar and phenomenology of how 
dedicatory epigrams work in performance—how they recharge or reactivate the 
original ritual occasions when read together with the viewing of dedicated artifacts. 
For Day, in a somewhat different way than for Hubbard, dedicatory epigrams 
and epinikia in performance are kindred forms because they do the same work—
reactivating and making present the original ritual occasion, whether that is prayer 
and offering to a god, or the moment of the victory announcement and coronation of 
the successful athlete. So here, CEG 429, through its imagined dialogue, recharges or 
reactivates the original act of dedication by which Panamues, son of Kasbollis “added 
luster to” the altar of Apollo by setting up a delightful object—an agalma—beside it, 
and the epigram thereby renews his pleasing reciprocal bond with the god.14

13 On this inscription, see Ford 2002: 103-104 and Day 2010: 93-94, 104, 124n. 178. In this last passage, Day notes 
the way in which this epigram “mak[es] explicit writing’s capacity to ‘re-present’…the original rite.” I say “may 
have been a topos” because the phrase “voice of the stone” is unique within the corpus of CEG. On the other hand, 
the occurrence of this phrase suggests that we should read λάβρον (the mss reading) for τ’ ἐλαφρόν (Sandys’ 
emendation, accepted in Snell-Maehler’s Teubner text) at N.8.46-47; cf. Ford 2002: 121 with n. 35.

14 See Day 2010 passim for the model; on this inscription in particular, see 93-94, 104, 124.
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Like these scholars, I consider it far too simple to say that Pindar’s epinikia are “in 
competition” with victor statues as forms of commemoration, and that Pindar as poet 
is “competing” with statue-makers.15 This interpretation is, of course, read directly 
off the famous opening of Nemean 5, “I am not a statue-maker, etc.” and the scholia 
thereon, which preserve the gossip that the victor’s family members approached 
Pindar to commission a victory ode, but, put off by the poet’s exorbitant asking 
price, responded that they’d be better off commissioning a bronze statue for the 
same cost. These potential patrons, we are told, later changed their minds and came 
back to Pindar to commission the ode, whereupon the poet “began the poem thus, 
reproaching them.”16 I have several objections to this kind of reading. In the first place, 
this approach is implicitly predicated on an aestheticizing or history of art perspective 
that segregates out statues as a separate category within Pindar’s self-referential or 
meta-poetic imagery and assumes a fairly simple pragmatic “competition” that is 
limited to epinikion and victor statues as commissioned forms of monumentalization. 
But one of the real benefits of Day’s work is that it allows us to resituate statues as 
just one category of precious dedicatory objects within a whole class of beautifully 
fashioned artifacts, designated in Pindar as in the dedicatory epigrams as agalmata in 
the broader sense—“things that give pleasure or delight.”17 So statues belong together 
with objects fashioned of precious metal—phialai, tripods, golden crowns—elaborately 
worked textiles, weapons, even buildings like treasuries and temples—for all of these 
are dedicatory objects that also figure as images for Pindar’s song. So also—rather 
than an aestheticizing segregation of statues and mimetic images—we need more of 
an anthropological approach to “religious art” that thinks about the social work these 
objects do, as well as a phenomenological approach that takes into account the Greek 
imaginary of magical, numinous objects.18

We need to acknowledge that Pindar is obsessed with precious top-rank artifacts—
things that, in addition to agalma, Pindaric poetry designates as κόσμος, γέρας, ἔργον, 
πόνος, or even that marvellously underdetermined Pindaric word ἄωτος—as images 
for song. There are many more of these, and they figure much more prominently in 

15 Thus (e.g.) O’Sullivan 2003, 2005, Smith 2007, Thomas 2007.
16 Schol. N.5.1a (Drachmann 3: 89); the story is almost certainly a fabrication by the scholiasts, based on the opening lines 

of the poem itself.
17 See Day 2010: 85-129. On this older, broader meaning of agalma, see also Gernet 1981: 115, Steiner 1993: 168-69, 

Keesling 2003: 10. 
18 For such approaches to Greek religious art, see Gordon 1979, Elsner 1996, 2007, Tanner 2006, Platt 2011; in general 

also Gell 1998.

Pindar than in Bacchylides. It is also worth noting that such meta-poetic agalmata 
frequently figure in other genres of Pindaric poetry beyond epinikion, and with other 
kinds of objects than just victor statues. To offer just a few examples among many: 
think of the magical golden Kēlēdones of the eighth Paian;19 the “wagon of lovely 
songs” Pindar offers to Thrasyboulos in the enkomion fr. 124 SM; the imperative to 
“open a pithos of hymns” in fr. 354 SM; or—my favorite—the speaker’s assertion in 
fr. 215a SM that “it is my [task] [to adorn?/to praise?] my ancient fatherland with a 
comb of the Pierides, like the yellow hair of a maiden…”20

So, as opposed to those scholars who take the opening of Nemean 5 at face value and 
assume a pragmatic real-world competition between the poet and the statue-makers 
for commissions, I would follow Deborah Steiner and argue that there is more of an 
alliance between these imagistic monuments and Pindar’s song than a competition.21 
But what I want to add to Steiner goes in two (seemingly opposite) directions. For 
her, the metaphorical inscribed objects and statues embedded in Pindar’s text work 
mainly to support and promote the commemorative and erotic effects achieved 
by Pindaric epinikion. I want to suggest that these Pindaric objects participate 
much more than has been acknowledged in ancient perceptions of the magical or 
talismanic qualities of statues and other forms of “religious art.” Having developed 
this argument in the first half of this essay, I also want to suggest that in one case at 
least—that of Olympian 7—there’s a much more practical, real kind of alliance being 
orchestrated between the poem and practices of dedication than literary scholars 
have generally recognized. For here, we may have a case of a poem commissioned 
and composed with the explicit intention of being set up as a lavish dedicatory 
monument. I will argue that we can track Pindar’s consciousness of such a material, 
dedicatory purpose for this particular epinikion inscribed within the text itself. I will 
then (finally) consider the political implications of such a real-world materialization 
of Pindaric song. 

19 Fr. 52i SM = B2 Rutherford. On the Kēlēdones as a (negative, contrastive) model for Pindar’s own song, see Power 
2011, Weiss 2016.

20 Snell-Maehler categorize fr. 354 among the Fragmenta Dubia, and fr. 215a among the Incertorum Librorum. 
Rutherford 2001: 387-89 suggests that frr. 215a and b may come from a paian (because of the prominence of Apollo 
and Apolline themes), but acknowledges that the imagery better suits a maiden chorus. I wonder if they might not 
derive from a Theban Daphnēphorikon, which would account for Apolline themes, but perhaps make the speaker a 
parthenos for whom the image of a beautifully-wrought hair comb would be particularly appropriate (cf. Alkman fr. 1 
PMGF, ll. 64-69). 

21 See Steiner 1993: 159-64, 2001: 251, 259-65.
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I

As a counter to the aestheticizing framework within which these precious objects 
embedded within Pindar’s poetry are usually read, I’d like to invoke Jaś Elsner’s brilliant 
argument for the coexistence of two very different and distinct “ways of viewing” or 
“modes of visuality” in the ancient world. According to Elsner, there is one mode of 
ancient visuality much more familiar to us, characterized by mimetic naturalism, whose 
products are illusionistic and deceptive, deliberately conjuring a different story-world 
which draws viewers in and seduces them. But this regime of visuality coexists with 
another, “ritual-centered” visuality, which is about identification rather than difference, 
direct reciprocal exchange through the gaze (which means that the statue looks back 
at you as much as you look at it), and visual images experienced as talismanic or 
charismatic sites of power.22 Elsner in his discussion focuses mainly on the Roman 
imperial period, the writings of the Second Sophistic, and on cult statues of divinities, 
but I think there is every reason to accept that these two different modes of viewing 
coexisted from at least the fifth century BCE (when we see the beginnings of illusionistic 
naturalism), and that the ritual-centered visuality he describes extended beyond ancient 
interactions with and perceptions of cult images of the gods.23 Thus, in a detailed 
discussion of this kind of ritual-centered visuality in Pausanias, Elsner includes, but 
hardly limits himself to cult images of divinities. Under this same rubric, he considers 
Pausanias’ treatment of certain altars, wood laid for sacrifice that moves and catches 
fire by itself, a number of dedicatory images, and in one case, an ancient victor statue 
that seems to possess magical powers (that of Theagenes of Thasos).24 What Elsner is 
describing here is a category of “religious art”—special numinous artifacts that function 
as sites of power, with which contact is therefore highly desirable. 

22 Elsner 2007, esp. chs. 1 and 2; see Platt 2011 for a rich and thoughtful expansion and exploration of Elsner’s binary as 
more of a constant and deliberate oscillation within ancient literary and visual representations.

23 We could say that Elsner is arguing for the ongoing persistence of Vernant’s two categories of the “presentification of the 
invisible” and the “imitation of appearance,” rather than a simple one-time teleological development from one to the 
other. See Vernant 1983, 1991; cf. also Mango 1963 for the coexistence of these two ways of seeing in the Byzantine 
reception of ancient art. For critique of Mango’s anachronistic and intellectualist assumptions, see James 1996, but note 
that James does not disagree with Mango’s argument for two coexisting strands in the Byzantine reception of ancient 
art; she simply objects to Mango’s alignment of those two strands with two different classes of viewers in Byzantium (the 
superstitious masses vs. the intellectual elite). Thanks to Robin Cormack for discussion and bibliography on these issues.

24 Elsner 2007: 29-48, citing Paus. 1.24.4-5; 1.26.5; 2.10.1; 3.16.7-11; 5.27.3, 5; 6.11.2-9; 9.19.5; 9.38.5; 10.18.5; 
10.32.6, 13.

In fact, it is important to notice how heterogeneous this category is, and that these 
are not all mimetic objects or images. Thus, in addition to cult statues and dedicatory 
images, Pausanias’ catalogue of magical or talismanic objects includes altars (fashioned 
but not mimetic) and even self-kindling wood. So perhaps Elsner’s “second mode” is 
not so much about “visuality” at all, but rather about the complex deployment of the 
other senses, or of the full sensorium, in interaction with these objects. In particular, 
as we shall see, close physical contact, touch, or the haptic will turn out to be salient in 
relation to these artifacts imbued with power.25

If we try to develop a dossier of what these power-laden or charged objects might be 
from Pindar’s own text, we would come up with a similarly heterogeneous assortment 
of altars, the tombs of ancestors, and of cult heroes—the various built monuments 
which are for Pindar endowed with agency as “witnesses” of the victor’s victory and 
coronation.26 In addition, in Pindar as in Pausanias, this category includes the cult 
images of divinities, whose proximity is highly desirable for significant dedications, as 
we see in a remarkable passage from Pythian 5:

ἀκηράτοις ἁνίαις 
ποδαρκέων δώδεκ’ ἂν δρόμων τέμενος. 
κατέκλασε γὰρ ἐντέων σθένος οὐδέν· ἀλλὰ κρέμαται 
ὁπόσα χεριαρᾶν 
τεκτόνων δαίδαλ’ ἄγων 
Κρισαῖον λόφον 
ἄμειψεν ἐν κοιλόπεδον νάπος 
θεοῦ· τό σφ’ ἔχει κυπαρίσσινον 
μέλαθρον ἀμφ’ ἀνδριάντι σχεδόν, 
Κρῆτες ὃν τοξοφόροι τέγεϊ Παρνασσίῳ 
καθέσσαντο μονόδροπον φυτόν. (P.5.32-42)

…With reins unmixed in the precinct of the twelve swift-footed racing laps. For 
he [Karrhotos] did not at all shatter the strength of his equipment. But it [the 
winning chariot] is hung up—all that elaborate handiwork of skilled craftsmen 

25 Thanks to Nathan Arrington for this point. I have found very little discussion of the haptic in relation to art/fashioned 
artifacts; but on touch/the haptic in general, see Purves 2013.

26 See (e.g.) O.13.106-108, P.9.76-83 (understanding νιν in line 80 as the victor—thus Bundy 1986: 17 with n. 42; Race 
1997.1: 349).
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that he drove past the hill of Krisa on his way to the hollow valley of the god—
which the chamber of cypress-wood holds near the statue, hewn from a single 
trunk, that the bow-bearing Cretans set up in the Parnassian temple.

Here Pindar makes a point of telling us that Karrhotos dedicated the winning chariot 
near an ancient xoanon of Apollo.27 A little later in the poem, Pindar will register 
Karrhotos’ nearly miraculous feat of guiding his chariot whole through a race in 
which “forty charioteers fell” (P.5.49-51)—a feat already alluded to in the poet’s 
reference to “reins unmixed in the precinct of the racecourses” (P.5.32-33). Thus the 
chariot itself comes to be endowed with potency and a certain kind of agency (“the 
strength of equipment,” P.5.34), and this power is both acknowledged and enhanced 
by its dedication close to an ancient cult image of the god in Delphi.28

To consider just one of these categories in more detail (and to clarify how these 
objects were imagined to work as sites of transferable power), I’d like to focus on an 
odd moment toward the end of the myth of Pindar’s tenth Nemean ode, composed 
possibly in the 460s or 450s for an Argive victor Theaios.29 The myth tells of the fight 
between the Dioskouroi, Kastor and Polydeukes, and the sons of Aphareus, Idas and 
Lynkeus. In this struggle, the Apharetidai swiftly pursue the Dioskouroi, and Idas 
mortally wounds Kastor:

λαιψηροῖς δὲ πόδεσσιν ἄφαρ 
ἐξικέσθαν, καὶ μέγα ἔργον ἐμήσαντ’ ὠκέως 
καὶ πάθον δεινὸν παλάμαις Ἀφαρητί- 
 δαι Διός· αὐτίκα γάρ 
ἦλθε Λήδας παῖς διώκων· τοὶ δ’ ἔναν- 
 τα στάθεν τύμβῳ σχεδὸν πατρωίῳ·

ἔνθεν ἁρπάξαντες ἄγαλμ’ Ἀίδα, ξεστὸν πέτρον, 
ἔμβαλον στέρνῳ Πολυδεύκεος· ἀλλ’ οὔ νιν φλάσαν 
οὐδ’ ἀνέχασσαν· ἐφορμαθεὶς δ’ ἄρ’ ἄκοντι θοῷ, 
ἤλασε Λυγκέος ἐν πλευραῖσι χαλκόν. 

27 See Roux 1962 for full discussion of this passage in P.5, with identification of the cult image of Apollo Pindar 
mentions. 

28 Mario Telò suggests to me that the deliberately contorted syntax of these lines (where it is very difficult to tell what the 
subjects of the various verbs are) contributes to the progressive endowing of agency to Karrhotos’ winning chariot. 

29 On dating: D’Alessio 2004, Kowalzig 2007: 176-77.

Ζεὺς δ’ ἐπ’ Ἴδᾳ πυρφόρον πλᾶξε ψολόεντα κεραυνόν· 
ἅμα δ’ ἐκαίοντ’ ἐρῆμοι. χαλεπὰ δ’ ἔρις ἀνθρώ- 
 ποις ὁμιλεῖν κρεσσόνων. (N.10.63-72)

But they arrived straightaway with swift feet, and swiftly contrived an 
enormous deed and suffered terribly at the hands of Zeus, the Apharetidai. 
For immediately the son of Leda [Polydeukes] came in pursuit; but they took 
their stand opposite, near their father’s tomb. From there having snatched up 
the lovely dedication to Hades, polished stone, they hurled it at the breast of 
Polydeukes. But they did not crush him nor drive him back, but he, having 
rushed up with swift spear, drove the bronze into Lynkeus’ side. And Zeus 
hurled against Idas his fire-bearing, smoking lightning-bolt. And together they 
burned, utterly abandoned. For the quarrel against those who are stronger is 
hard for mortals to keep company with.

The myth goes on for another triad to its redemptive conclusion: Polydeukes, offered the 
choice by his father Zeus, opts to split his immortality and share it out every other day 
with his formerly mortal brother Kastor. But what interests me here is the remarkable 
moment of Idas and Lynkeus tearing up their own father’s grave monument (ἄγαλμ᾿ 
Ἀίδα30) to use it as a weapon against Polydeukes. In the brief resumé of this myth 
preserved in Apollodorus, which may go back to the older epic Cypria version, Lynkeus 
simply takes up “a rock” and hurls it at Polydeukes’ head, knocking him unconscious 
(Apoll. Bibl. 3.11.2). So why has Pindar transformed an ordinary rock into the father’s 
grave monument, if indeed he has? In the first place, we should note that Pindar here 
puns relentlessly on the father’s name Aphareus (“Swifty”)—not just with ἄφαρ (63), 
but also with λαιψηροῖς (63), ὠκέως (64), αὐτίκα (65), and θοῷ (69).31 The point is 
not just that in this fight everything happens very fast, but that the Apharetidai, Idas 
and Lynkeus, inherit their preternatural speed from their father (as his name indicates). 

30 Pindar’s use of the term ἄγαλμα here as a general designation of a tomb monument appears to be unique in archaic 
and classical Greek usage (thanks to Robin Osborne for pointing out to me how unusual the term is in a funerary 
context). Karusos 1961: 28-30 and Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 143-44 assert that the term is conventional for a funerary 
monument, but note that for both scholars, this passage provides their only cited example. Commentators on Pindar 
tend to explain this phrase by analogy to Eur. El. 143-44, μέλος Ἀΐδα and Eur. Suppl. 773, Ἅιδου μολπάς; so something 
like “the tune” or “strains that belong to Hades” as a periphrasis for θρῆνος (thus Bury 1890: 211, citing Dissen). I would 
suggest that the phrase simultaneously contains a pair of puns: we can understand ἄγαλμ᾿ Ἀίδα as “ornament of the 
invisible” (for the same pun on Ἀίδᾳ, see I.1.68) or, with resegmentation, as “ornament of Idas,” collapsing the identity 
of father and son in the tomb monument (with thanks to Andrew Feldherr for the latter suggestion.)

31 Thus already Bury 1890: 210-11.
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Pindar is also, I would argue, playing on the structural opposition of “the quick and 
the dead,” the absolute fixity of the tomb monument contrasted with the lightning 
speed of the actions that take place around it.32 More significantly, their father’s 
tomb should be the best possible place for these brothers, Idas and Lynkeus, to 
take their stand, for it should be a site of power for them, whose proximity infuses 
them with their father’s special strength.33 But instead, these foolhardy brothers 
make the worst possible choice—they obliterate their own father’s grave monument, 
setting it in rapid motion as a weapon.34 By so doing, they have already doomed 
themselves—Polydeukes spears Lynkeus, Zeus smites Idas with his flaming bolt—
for, by the destruction of their father’s tomb, they have made themselves weak and 
utterly vulnerable. This is also the point of the terrible last word of this movement of 
the myth, ἐρῆμοι. Having destroyed their father’s memorial, their own bodies burn 
and disappear out in the wilderness, utterly abandoned. There is no more extreme 
desolation.35 Thus Pindar’s mythic narrative, I would contend, plays on the perceived 
power of the tomb and tomb monument, and the exchange of potency between 
dead and living, ancestors and descendants, the tomb image or stele was imagined to 
enable. It is, however, important to notice that in Pindar’s account, this has nothing 
to do with visual mimesis, for we cannot tell whether this is a funerary sculpture of 
the dead father, or merely a tomb or stele. All Pindar says is “polished” or “worked 
stone,” an agalma belonging to Hades.36Another ancient text that may paradoxically 
suggest that there was a widespread belief in the power to be drawn from contact 

32 For “the quick and the dead,” see Steiner 2001: ch. 3, following Vernant 1983, 1991.
33 For an obvious parallel for children drawing power from proximity to a father’s grave, see Aes. Choe. 315-509. We 

might note as an additional parallel Iliad 11.369-83: Paris hits Diomedes with an arrow, shooting from a position 
“leaning against the stele upon the man-made tomb of Ilos, son of Dardanos, ancient elder of the people” (11.371-
72; note that Ilos is Paris’ great-grandfather in the paternal line, since Ilos was the son of Tros, father of Laomedon 
who was father of Priam).

34 In a sense, their problem is that they are too literal-minded, thinking that the “speed” of Aphareus will make his 
grave monument an effective weapon. Note also a significant contrast between the fathers: Zeus, who cannot die 
or have a tomb, all flashing lightning and speed vs. the inert tomb of Aphareus. And of course Zeus has the power 
to bestow the ultimate “honor” of shared immortality on the Dioskouroi, very much in contrast to the desolate 
extinction of the Apharetidai and their whole house.

35 Indeed, words of the ἐρῆμ- family seem particularly marked in this respect, used in poetic and prose texts for the 
destruction of tombs and temples, and the desolation of houses through the death of kin and heirs; for this, see 
Eur. Troades 15, 26-27, 95-97, Pind. I.4.17-18, Isaios 7.30-31.

36 This same focus on materiality and surface treatment, but not on visual mimesis, characterizes two other passages 
where Pindar speaks of erecting a metaphorical stone monument to commemorate a dead relative of the victor: 
N.4.79-81 (“if you bid me set up a stele whiter than Parian stone for [your] maternal uncle, Kallikles…”) and 
N.8.44-48 (“but [it is possible] for me to set up a sounding stone of the Muses for your homeland and the Chariadai 
thanks to two sets of feet twice glorious”).

with ancestral tombs (at least in certain circles) is a bit of advice toward the end of a 
long sequence of specific ritual prescriptions in Hesiod’s Works and Days, right before 
we get to “the Days” (lines 750-752):

μηδ’ ἐπ’ ἀκινήτοισι καθίζειν, οὐ γὰρ ἄμεινον, 
παῖδα δυωδεκαταῖον, ὅ τ’ ἀνέρ’ ἀνήνορα ποιεῖ, 
μηδὲ δυωδεκάμηνον· ἴσον καὶ τοῦτο τέτυκται.

And do not set [cause to sit] upon the unmoving, for it is not better, a child 
of twelve days, which makes even a grown man unmanly, nor [a child of ] 
twelve months. This too is the same. 

As M. L. West notes on this passage, ἀκίνητοι is a kind of “oracular expression” that 
other ancient authors gloss as “tombs, altars, or herooa”—things unmoving, but also 
things that must not be disturbed. Here, according to the scholia to Hesiod, the poet 
forbids the “custom of setting children on tombs.”37 In his comment on this bizarre bit 
of advice, even the utterly rational M. L. West notes, 

If a reason is required why people should want to seat their children on tombs 
at any time, it might possibly have been to put them in contact with their 
forebears so as to absorb their noble qualities…38

Indeed, West’s suggestion here is supported contrariwise by the poet’s assertion that 
such a practice “makes even a grown man unmanly (ἀνήνορα).” For this qualification 
implies that, for those who thought it was a good idea to seat a child on a tomb, the 
result was to make him more “manly” or potent with his ancestors’ special force. I 
would add just one further speculation to West’s conclusion: given that Hesiod’s advice 
poem generally espouses and represents a middling ideology, it may be that the practice 
of seating children on ancestral tombs to draw their power was particularly an elitist or 
aristocratic one. Hence the poet’s strenuous opposition to it.39 

37 West 1978: 342, citing schol. vet., Proclus, Hesychius, and Zenobius I.55: ἀκίνητα κινεῖν· καθ᾿ ὑπερβολήν, ὅτι μὴ 
δεῖ κινεῖν μήτε βωμοὺς μήτε τάφους μήτε ἡρῷα. For tombs specifically, see Schol. Hesiod Works and Days 750-52 
Pertusi.

38 West 1978: 342; the quotation continues, “as ‘among the Toradjas of Central Celebes, when a youth is being 
circumcised he is made to sit on the skull of a slain foe in order to make him brave in war’.” In fact, this and the 
other parallels for this practice that West cites from other cultures (all drawn from Frazer, The Golden Bough 8.153) 
disappointingly do not really correspond to the physical connection to one’s own dead ancestors that seems to be 
suggested by the Hesiodic passage. So a better parallel might in fact be the N.10 passage I’ve just discussed.

39 For Hesiod’s Works and Days espousing “middling ideology,” see Morris 1996: 28-31, 2000: 163-69. 
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Finally, I would add one more category of monument into this set: I have argued 
elsewhere that athletic victor statues too participate in this category of numinous 
representations, embedded within a set of ritual practices that enable the transfer 
of kudos—talismanic power—through the circulation of the victor’s crown.40 Here 
I would suggest that victor statues in this respect function like aristocratic tomb 
monuments as sources or conduits for ancestral talismanic power, but that with 
victor statues we see a generalization of that power to the whole civic community.41

Thus far, I’ve been looking at real monuments or agalmata referenced in Pindar and 
other literary sources. But I want to suggest that these same kinds of associations—
the aura of the magical—extends also to the figurative agalmata Pindar so frequently 
deploys as images for his own song. Thus this whole category of images might be 
thought to partake of this numinous or talismanic quality, and to be embedded in 
his song for that very purpose. So, in addition to the more familiar commemorative 
reading of Pindar’s imagery of precious objects as mainly aimed toward the future 
(again, what I’ve called the Exegi monumentum aere reading), we should perhaps 
think of all sorts of figurative agalmata in Pindar—including dedications, ancestral 
tomb monuments, and victor statues—as also oriented toward the past, as material 
congeries of time, that make available and channel in the present the power and 
prestige of gods and ancestors. 

40 See Kurke 1998.
41 For these additional points, see Kurke forthcoming.

II

Let me turn to Olympian 7 for the second part of my argument. This part will be 
more political than religious—or rather, will play out the political implications of 
these kinds of religiously-charged objects and their mobilization within epinikion. 
Olympian 7 is a poem composed for the fantastically successful boxer Diagoras 
of Rhodes. It is traditionally dated to 464 BCE (the date of Diagoras’ Olympic 
victory), but Bruno Currie has recently argued that we should treat that date simply 
as a terminus post quem. Currie suggests that the poem was actually commissioned 
to celebrate Diagoras’ entire athletic career, so it could have been composed and 
performed at any point after 464 until the death of Diagoras himself.42 I would start 
by noting that even within Pindar’s rich and variegated “material imaginary,” this ode 
stands out. For Olympian 7 is marked by a pervasive and insistent “thingliness”—
studded with evocations of precious top-rank, even magically animated, objects. Thus 
the ode begins with a phiale, “all-golden peak of possessions,” whose description 
frames the elaborate opening conceit of the wedding or egguē ceremony as a parallel 
for the precious gift of the ode exchanged between poet and victor within a lavish 
charis-imbued occasion (lines 1-6).43 There is also (as scholars have noted) Pindar’s 
description of the birth of Athena as a work of craft and craftsmanship (lines 35-37).44 
From there, Pindar proceeds to narrate the “founding of a conspicuous altar” for 
Athena and a “sacred grove on the akropolis” by the Heliadai (κτίσαιεν βωμὸν 

42 Currie 2011: 271n. 9, 287n. 75; note that we have no secure date for the death of Diagoras. Nicholson forthcoming 
follows Currie, and suggests a terminus ante quem of 452 BCE for O.7. This is the date for the first Olympic victory 
won by one of Diagoras’ sons, Damagetos (see Moretti 1957, no. 287); Nicholson reasons that, if Damagetos had 
already won this victory, it would certainly have been mentioned somewhere in our ode.

 In addition, Currie (2011: 286-88) accepts the argument of Poullioux 1970 that the Kallianax mentioned at O.7.92 
should be identified with Pausanias’ Kallianax who was a son-in-law of Diagoras (Paus. 6.6.2, 7.2), rather than 
following the scholia who claim that Kallianax was “a distinguished ancestor of the victor” (Schol. to O.7.170c, 
Drachmann 1: 234). Currie then extends Poullioux’s argument to contend that the Eratidai of O.7.92 are the family 
of Kallianax, the in-laws of Diagoras, and that they commissioned the ode shortly after the wedding of Diagoras’s 
daughter Kallipateira to Kallianax. I do not find Currie’s extension of Poullioux’s argument convincing; note that he 
is forced to take the second-person imperative μὴ κρύπτε κτλ. as the poet’s self-address, rather than as a continuation 
of the prayer to Zeus. As for Poullioux’s original argument, Bresson 1979: 169, 173n. 33 considers it a reasonable 
possibility, while Cairns 2005: 66-68 argues for it strenuously and Nicholson forthcoming accepts it. But, although 
I find Poullioux’s prosopographical suggestion very appealing, I cannot see how to reconcile it with the particular 
syntax and run of thought of lines 92-94, specifically the asyndeton μὴ κρύπτε κτλ.; cf. Verdenius 1987: 86.

43 On this elaborate opening simile, see Young 1968: 69-74, Brown 1984, Stoddart 1990: 50-57, Kurke 1991: 118-25 
(= 2013: 104-109), Heiny 1994.

44 Thus Bresson 1979: 62-68, Syfoeras 1993: 14-17 for O.7 in particular; Detienne and Vernant 1978: 183, Steiner 2001: 
187 for the artisanal qualities of the myth of Athena’s birth in general. 
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ἐναργέα; τεῦξαν δ’… ἄλσος ἐν ἀκρόπολει, lines 42, 48-49), and the newborn 
goddess’ reciprocal gift to them of magical technē and sophia, so that the roads of the 
island “used to bear works (ἔργα) that were like living and moving [creatures]” (lines 
50-52).45

Scholars have noted all these precious or magical objects embedded in Olympian 
7, though they have rarely put them all together.46 What to my knowledge has 
never been noted is the way in which the victory catalogue of this poem continues 
the theme of precious objects or agalmata by foregrounding the material prizes 
and records of Diagoras’ athletic successes. Thus, after mentioning that Diagoras 
was crowned twice at the Tlapolemeia, four times at the Isthmos, at two successive 
Nemean Games, and in Athens, Pindar concludes the victory catalogue (lines 83-87):

ὅ τ᾿ ἐν Ἄργει χαλκὸς ἔγνω νιν, τά τ᾿ ἐν Ἀρκαδίᾳ
ἔργα καὶ Θήβαις, ἀγῶνές τ᾿ ἔννομοι
Βοιωτίων,
Πελλανά τ᾿ Αἰγίνα τε νικῶνθ᾿
 ἑξάκις· ἐν Μεγάροισίν τ’ οὐχ ἕτερον λιθίνα
ψᾶφος ἔχει λόγον. (O.7.83-87)

And the bronze in Argos knew him, and the works in Arkadia and in 
Thebes, and the local contests of the Boiotians, and Pellana, and Aigina 
[knew/recognized him] winning six times. And in Megara, the stone 
counter has no other tale to tell.47

The emphasis on prizes here is in fact not that common in Pindaric victory 
catalogues, which usually focus more on crowns and on places or their patron deities 

45 For discussion of exactly what the Heliadai do (and don’t do) on the akropolis and Zeus’ and Athena’s reciprocating 
gifts, see Bresson 1979: 43-59, Syfoeras 1993: 5-16, Cairns 2005: 73-76. For the complexity of this aetiology of apura 
hiera, see Kowalzig 2007: 227-38.

46 These different magical objects are cited piecemeal in (e.g.) Steiner 2001, O’Sullivan 2005, Power 2011. In contrast, 
Bresson 1979: 43-134 is much more sensitive to the thematic prevalence of craft and precious objects/gold within 
the poem, but for him it all participates in a set of structuralist oppositions between aristocratic landholding vs. craft/ 
technology, and nature vs. culture (part of his Marxian reading of social contradictions both revealed and occluded by 
mythic discourse).

47 I diverge here from Snell-Maehler’s Teubner text, reading Αἰγίνα (nominative with an unusual long final -α) rather 
than Αἰγίνᾳ (dative), following Willcock 1995: 131 and Race 1997.1: 130. These are both effectively interpretations 
of one ms reading, which offers Αἰγίνα with acute accent on the penult. Thanks to Donald Mastronarde for 
discussion of this textual issue.

as givers or witnesses of victory. Even when we find prominent mention of prizes 
and specific objects—as we do in a few other odes—it is very rare for these objects to 
serve as the subjects of clauses or sentences detailing victories.48 But here “the bronze 
(χαλκὸς) in Argos knew him, and the works (ἔργα) in Arkadia and Thebes …. And 
in Megara, the stone counter (λιθίνα ψᾶφος) has no other tale to tell.” The weird 
progressive “animation” of material prizes and records in Olympian 7 is unparalleled 
(and I’ll return to it later to consider its thematic significance within the poem).

It is this pervasive “thingliness” that leads me to suspect that Pindar may have 
composed Olympian 7 fully conscious of the distinctive material, dedicatory purpose 
for which it was intended from the outset. For a scholiast to Olympian 7 tells us:

Ταύτην τὴν ᾠδὴν ἀνακεῖσθαί φησι Γόργων ἐν τῷ τῆς Λινδίας Ἀθηναίας 
ἱερῷ χρυσοῖς γράμμασιν. (Schol. O.7, inscr., Drachmann 1: 195 = 515 
F18 FGrH)

Gorgon says that this ode is dedicated in the temple of Athena Lindia in 
letters of gold.

Gorgon was a local Rhodian chronicler or periegete. We do not have a firm date for 
him—just a terminus post quem of 306/5 BCE (if we can rely on an emended passage 
in Athenaeus).49 This scholion is frequently cited in discussions of Pindaric objects, 
dedications, and the role of writing in the transmission of the odes, but literary 
scholars almost universally assume that Gorgon here records a much later dedication 
of Olympian 7 by unnamed Rhodians (or perhaps the Rhodian state?)—presumably 
because the poem was perceived to be such an effective set of founding myths and 
panegyric for the (unified) Rhodes of the Hellenistic and Roman periods.50

48 For examples of other victory catalogues that foreground prizes/objects, see O.9.82-99, N.10.35-36, 43-48, I.1.18-
22 (within inset “hymn to Kastor and Iolaos”). Occasionally, one item in such a list will serve as subject—but noth-
ing like this string of quasi-personified objects in Olympian 7.

49 Gorgon 515 F19 FGrH = Athen. 15.696f-697a, citing a text Περὶ τῶν ἐν Ῥόδῳ θυσιῶν. The mss of Athenaeus 
actually read γεωργος, but Causabon emended to Γόργων because a similar title (in the short form Περὶ θυσιῶν) 
is attributed to Γόργων in Hesychius, s.v. καταραπτίτης (= 515 F20 FGrH). Jacoby FGrH vol. IIIb: 428-29 (notes 
on nos. 509-22 FGrH) accepts the emended text of Athenaeus, and notes that this establishes a terminus post 
quem of 323/285 BCE, “or better” 306/5 BCE for Gorgon. Jacoby himself is inclined to date Gorgon to the second 
half or last third of the second century BCE, and therefore to conclude that Gorgon is the latest writer cited in the 
Lindian Chronicle. 

50 For citation of the scholion in scholarly discussions of O.7, Pindaric objects, dedications, writing, etc. see (e.g.) 
Young 1968: 97n. 2, Defradas 1974: 49, Nagy 1990: 162, 174-75, Kurke 1991: 5 (= 2013: 4-5), Syfoeras 1993: 1, 
Steiner 2001: 265n. 52, Hornblower 2004: 133, Hubbard 2004: 91-92, Kowalzig 2007: 224-25, Day 2010: 31. 
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ἐθελήσω τοῖσιν ἐξ ἀρχᾶς ἀπὸ Τλαπολέμου
ξυνὸν ἀγγέλλων διορθῶσαι λόγον,
Ἡρακλέος
εὐρυσθενεῖ γέννᾳ.

I am eager, by announcing for those from the beginning from Tlapolemos, to 
set up/erect a common account, for the lineage of Herakles broad in strength.

One popular modern interpretation of διορθῶσαι is to understand it in terms of the 
later technical term διόρθωσις as editorial “correction”; on this reading, Pindar declares 
his intention to “edit” or “correct” the “common account” (usually taken to be the 
Homeric version) of Tlepolemus and the founding of Rhodes.54 But other scholars 
have dissented from this interpretation, with its fussy, editorial Pindar, suggesting that 
διορθῶσαι here is equivalent to ὀρθόω elsewhere in Pindar, meaning, like the simplex, 
“raise up, erect” or “exalt.”55 I would like to follow these scholars and suggest that 
ξυνὸν…διορθῶσαι λόγον evokes the concrete “erection” or “dedication” of Pindar’s ode 
as an account “common” to all the Rhodians.56 

We might note several parallels in Pindar’s diction for such concrete dedicatory 
language.57 Thus, for example, the opening of Olympian 3:

Τυνδαρίδαις τε φιλοξείνοις ἁδεῖν 
 καλλιπλοκάμῳ θ’ Ἑλένᾳ 
κλεινὰν Ἀκράγαντα γεραίρων εὔχομαι, 
Θήρωνος Ὀλυμπιονίκαν 
 

54 Thus Norwood 1945: 258n. 3 (for “edit”), Defradas 1974: 38-50, Verdenius 1987: 56-57, Dougherty 1993: 123-25, 
etc. Note that for Defradas, the leading modern proponent of this interpretation, such “correction” is all about Pindar 
as a moralizing “propagandist” for Delphic ideology. Defradas’s reading is Christianizing and ultimately irrelevant to the 
specific motivations of the poem—hence the objections to it of Young 1987: 157 with n. 22.

55 Thus Young 1968: 78n. 2, Maehler 1970: 445, cf. Willcock 1995: 119: “We should not put too much weight on the 
word διορθῶσαι.” Scholars have also noted as a serious problem with the “correction” interpretation that it is not clear 
what the “corrections” of Pindar’s version are supposed to be. According to the traditional account, Pindar is mainly 
“correcting” the story offered in Iliad 2.661-70 by the addition of χολωθείς, which supposedly palliates Tlepolemos’ 
killing of his uncle, and the inclusion of the Delphic oracle in the foundation story, but (as Kowalzig 2007: 239-40 
notes), what is striking is how similar Pindar’s version is to Homer’s. In addition, I would note that this interpretation 
of διορθῶσαι does not account at all for ἀγγέλλων in this passage—why is it here? For a different interpretation, see 
discussion in text below.

56 For this meaning of λόγος for an account inscribed on stone, cf. O.7.87 (quoted above, p. 16).
57 Young (1968: 78n. 2) cites O.3.3b and I.1.46 as parallels, although he offers a somewhat different interpretation of the 

meaning of ὀρθόω in these passages than that offered here; Maehler 1970: 445 adds references to O.6.1-4 and fr. 194 
SM (both images of the erection of dedicatory monuments).

In this respect, the remarks of David Young usefully reveal the common assumptions:

There is clear testimony of the high esteem…the island has enjoyed because 
of the popularity of the poem: Gorgon’s frequently quoted statement 
(Drachmann I, 195) that the Rhodians later dedicated the poem written in 
gold letters to Athena in her temple at Lindos…51

Note two key elements that Young has tacitly added to the minimalist report of the 
scholion: “the Rhodians” and “later.” But in fact the scholion (and perhaps its source, 
Gorgon himself ) supplies neither piece of information; there is no specification of who 
dedicated the poem, or when. (I’ll return later to the issue of what Gorgon might have 
recorded about the dedication, and why.) Intriguingly, a very different assumption 
prevails among historians: thus Felix Jacoby suggested in his notes to the fragments of 
Gorgon that the poem was perhaps the dedication of the victor Diagoras himself, and 
this suggestion has been taken up—even taken for granted—by more recent historians 
writing on the Diagorids and Rhodian history.52 

Given this alternative modern assumption and the under-specification of our scholion, 
I would like to follow Jacoby and suggest not only that Diagoras himself (or some close 
relation–perhaps father or son?) dedicated the poem set up in letters of gold in the temple 
of Athena at Lindos, but also that Pindar was fully aware of this plan for dedication when 
he composed Olympian 7.53 This is suggested (as I’ve noted) by the pervasive “thingliness” 
of the poem in general, but in particular by the language of lines 20-23:

51 Young 1968: 97n. 2. Cf. Wilamowitz 1922: 362 (“die Lindier”), Farnell 1932: 50 (“the men of Lindos”), Defradas 1974: 
49 (“plus tard”), Hornblower 2004: 133 (“continuing collective pride”), Kowalzig 2007: 225 (“later times”), Smith 2007: 
99 (“the ode was later made permanent”). Significant exceptions are Bowra 1964: 147 (“Pindar’s poem was inscribed in 
golden letters in the temple of Athene at Lindos…, and this may even have been done at this time”); Nagy 1990: 162, 
174-75 (attributing the dedication to the family of Diagoras: “The public sharing through the medium of public choral 
performance was in this case reinforced by another stage of public sharing, that is, public display through the medium of 
a lavish inscription, comparable to the public displays of inscribed poetry self-attributed to Hipparkhos, tyrant of Athens” 
[quote p. 175]); and Carey 2007: 201n.13 (“But it is equally possible that Diagoras made a dedicatory gift of the ode to 
the temple analogous to the setting up of a statue…”).

52 See Jacoby FGrH vol. IIIb: 429 (notes to Gorgon 515 F 18 FGrH): “Wahrscheinlich weihung des siegers, die in das 
buch Περί Ῥόδου gehört.” Jacoby’s suggestion seems to be accepted by Duplouy 2006: 72 (with n. 105), and even taken 
for granted by Levi 1971.2: 305n. 53, Gabrielsen 2000: 182 (“according to a scholiast on Pindar, Ol. 7, a copy of that 
work, inscribed in golden letters, had been dedicated in the sanctuary of Athena Lindia—a dedication made by an 
Ialysian” [= Diagoras?]). 

53 Although Hubbard himself does not make this argument explicitly in relation to this tradition of the inscription of 
O.7, his general observation (2004: 82-86) that the athletic victor/patron or someone connected with him is the most 
logical—because the most interested—party to transcribe and disseminate the poem commissioned in his honor is very 
relevant to this question of who is most likely to have dedicated O.7.
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ὕμνον ὀρθώσαις ἀκαμντοπόδων 
ἵππων ἄωτον. (O.3.1-4)

I pray to be pleasing to the hospitable Tyndaridai and to beautiful-haired Helen 
by honoring glorious Akragas, having set up an Olympic victory hymn of 
Theron as glory of his untiring-footed horses.

Joseph Day’s extensive analysis allows us to see how many terms and themes these lines 
share with dedicatory and agonistic inscribed epigrams. Thus, the first lines suggest 
a charis-filled dedicatory offering, designed to please the Tyndaridai and Helen (and 
perhaps to commemorate a lavish festival occasion like the Theoxeny).58 Then, with 
the ὀρθώσαις clause, this dedication comes into focus as a victory monument for 
Theron, whose words (like an agonistic epigram) recapitulate the terms of the victory 
announcement—Theron with horses at Olympia. 

Consider also the metaphorical erection of a victory monument that is at once a civic or 
“common benefaction” at Isthmian 1, lines 45-46:59

 ἐπεὶ κούφα δόσις ἀνδρὶ σοφῷ 
ἀντὶ μόχθων παντοδαπῶν ἔπος εἰ- 
 πόντ’ ἀγαθὸν ξυνὸν ὀρθῶσαι καλόν. (I.1.45-46)

Since it is a light gift for a man who is wise in exchange for all sorts of toils, by 
speaking a good word to set up/erect a common beautiful thing.

ξυνὸν ὀρθῶσαι καλόν here corresponds to ξυνὸν…διορθῶσαι λόγον at O.7.21, while 
ἔπος εἰπόντ᾿ ἀγαθόν integrates the spoken word into the metaphorical monument in 
just the way ἀγγέλλων does in Olympian 7.60 Indeed, we have seen this same dialectic 
of voice and inscribed monument in the passages I considered earlier (Nemean 8, fr. 194 
SM, and CEG 429).61 Here in Olympian 7, I am suggesting, we might take Pindar’s 

58 Day 2010; cf. Steiner 1993: 172. For the possible Theoxeny festival context of O.3, Schol. O.3 inscr. (Drachmann 1: 105), 
Krummen 1990: 235-36.

59 On the concrete dedicatory/building imagery here, as well as at I.1.14-16, and I.1. 66-67 in the context of public 
benefaction or “adorning the city,” see Kurke 1991: 188-89 (= 2013: 164), followed by Steiner 2001: 272-73.

60 For ξυνὸν…καλόν/ ξυνὸν…λόγον, cf. also I.6.69: ξυνὸν ἄστει κόσμον ἑῷ προσάγων ([Lampon] “leading forth a 
common ornament for his city”); this parallel also cited by Gilderseeve 1890: 187, Willcock 1995: 118.

61 See also CEG 360, 815, and 823 for agonistic epigrams that incorporate forms of the verb ἀγγέλλω into the inscription; on 
these formulae, see Day 2010: 213-14. Given this pattern of wedding or interweaving voice and written text, I am tempted to 
suggest that we should perhaps take the δι- prefix of διορθῶσαι as “transferred from” or properly belonging to ἀγγέλλων—
cf. Pindar’s use of διαγγέλλοισ’ in the victory announcement at the opening of N.5 (N.5.3). This line would then mean 
something like, “I wish…by disseminating the announcement to set up a common acccount [for the Rhodians].” 

stated wish to “set up a common account” as an anticipation of the actual material 
dedication of the poem intended to follow its lavish public performance.

And with this possibility of Pindar’s consciousness of dedication in mind, we might 
return to φιάλαν as the first word of the poem. For a phiale was, of course, a very 
common dedicatory object. For this, we might look at the so-called “Lindian 
Chronicle,” the monumental inventory of no longer surviving dedications (both 
mythical and historical) set up in the temple of Athena of Lindos in 99 BCE.62 In the 
Lindian Chronicle, for example, Lindos, Tlapolemos, and Telephos are credited with 
dedicating phialai: 

B

τοίδε ἀνέθηκαν τᾶι Ἀθάναι·

I

Λίνδος φιάλαν, ἃν οὐδεὶς ἐδύνατο γνώμειν 
ἐκ τίνος ἐστί, ἐφ’ ἇς ἐπεγέγραπτο· “Λίνδος 
Ἀθάναι Πολιάδι καὶ Διὶ Πολιεῖ”, ὡ[ς] ἱστορεῖ Γόρ- 
γων ἐν τᾶι Λ τᾶν περὶ Ῥόδου, Γορ[γ]οσθένης ὁ ἰε- 5 
ρεὺς τᾶς Ἀθάνας ἐν τᾶι ποτὶ τὰν βουλὰν ἐπι- 
[στ]ολᾶι, Ἰερόβουλος ἰερεὺς καὶ αὐτὸς ὑπάρ- 
χω[ν] ἐν τᾶι ποτὶ τοὺς μαστροὺς ἐπιστολᾶι. 
_______

 VI

 Τλαπόλεμος φιάλαν, ἐφ’ ἇς ἐπεγέγραπτο· 
“Τλαπόλεμος Ἀθάναι Πολιάδι καὶ Διὶ Πολιεῖ 
εὐχάν”, ὥς φατι Γόργων ἐν τᾶι Α τᾶν περὶ 
Ῥόδου, Γοργοσθένης ἐν τᾶι ἐπιστολᾶι,  40 
[Ἰ]ερόβουλος ἐν τᾶι ἐπιστολᾶι. 
________

62 SIG3 725 = 532 FGrH. For the “Lindian Chronicle,” see Blinkenberg 1912, 1915, 1941; Higbie 2003 (with the crucial 
corrections of Bresson 2006); Shaya 2005; Platt 2011: 161-69. I am indebted to Athena Kirk for first drawing my 
attention to the Lindian Chronicle; see Kirk 2011.
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VIII

[Τήλ]εφος φιάλαν χρυσόμφαλον, ἐφ’ ἇς ἐπεγέ- 
[γρ]απτο· “Τήλεφος Ἀθάναι ἱλατή[ρι]ον, ὡς ὁ Λύκιος 
Ἀπόλλων εἶπε”. περὶ τούτων ἱστ[ορ]εῖ Ξεναγόρας 50 
ἐν τᾶι Α τᾶς χρονικᾶς συντάξιος, Γόργων 
ἐν τᾶι Α τᾶν περὶ Ῥόδου, Γοργοσθένης ἐν τᾶι ἐ- 
πιστολᾶι, Ἰερόβουλος ἐν τᾶι ἐπ[ιστολᾶι].63 

The following dedicated to Athena: [I] Lindos, a phiale, which no one could 
determine what it was made of, on which had been inscribed, “Lindos to 
Athena Polias and Zeus Polieus,” as Gorgon reports in the eleventh book of 
his work About Rhodes, Gorgosthenes the priest of Athena in his letter to the 
boule, Hieroboulos himself also a priest in his letter to the mastroi…. [VI] 
Tlapolemos, a phiale, on which had been inscribed, “Tlapolemos to Athena 
Polias and Zeus Polieus [in fulfillment of ] a vow,” as Gorgon states in the first 
book of his work About Rhodes, Gorgosthenes in his letter, Hieroboulos in 
his letter…. [VIII] Telephos, a phiale with a golden boss, on which had been 
inscribed, “Telephos as a propitiatory offering to Athena, as Lykian Apollo 
told [him].” Concerning these things, Xenagoras reports in the first book of 
his Annalistic Account, Gorgon in the first book of his work About Rhodes, 
Gorgosthenes in his letter, Hieroboulos in his letter.

Notice that Telephos is specifically said to dedicate “a phiale with a golden boss” 
(φιάλαν χρυσόμφαλον, LC B line 48). More to the point—since almost certainly 
actually visible in the temple in the fifth century BCE—was the pharaoh Amasis’ 
dedication of ten phialai (together with the famous linen corselet and other valuable 
items, LC XXIX, C lines 36-55).64 

63 The Greek text is that of Higbie 2003, which closely follows Blinkenberg 1941. Divisions of the text (B for this portion of the 
text, and roman numerals for each separate entry) follow Blinkenberg.

64 Defradas 1974: 35-36 also associates the φιάλαν of O.7.1 with Tlapolemos’ dedication of a phiale as recorded in the Lindian 
Chronicle (although he does not connect this explicitly with the scholiast’s report from Gorgon). It is not impossible that 
the phialai supposedly dedicated by Lindos, Tlapolemos, and Telephos were already on display in the temple in the fifth c. 
BCE; after all, Herodotus saw tripods supposedly dedicated by Amphitryon and other figures of the heroic age in the Theban 
Ismenion (Hdt. 5.57). The problem is that the dedicatory formula given for the phialai of Lindos and Tlapolemos—“to Athena 
Polias and Zeus Polieus”—would have been anachronistic in the fifth century; see Higbie 2003: 13, 65. On Amasis’ dedications, 
see Francis and Vickers 1984; note that Francis and Vickers oddly use the phiale in the simile opening O.7 as a kind of model 
for what Amasis would have understood a phiale dedication to symbolize. This seems a weird kind of historical hysteron proteron; 
I would suggest conversely that Pindar may have been inspired to put the phiale into his poem by the visible dedications of 
Amasis (and others) in the temple of Athena at Lindos.

But we can now see a couple of other things if we imagine Pindar composing this 
poem for performance and then inscription/dedication. Thus we might note that 
such a noun designating an object as the first word of the poem is unique in the 
corpus of Pindaric and Bacchylidean epinikia. Such poems usually begin with an 
invocation (of a god, the city or a city-nymph, or the Muse); an imperative or a 
verb of praying; or the name of a place. In fact, the closest parallels to be found 
for φιάλαν as the first word of a poem are Pythian 1, line 1, χρυσέα φόρμιγξ, 
and Olympian 6, lines 1-2, χρυσέας…κίονας—both designating lavish top-rank 
objects (the latter dedicatory), but both (unlike Olympian 7) beginning with 
the precious material, the gold, of which they are made. Second, we might think 
about the care with which Pindar constructs a composite image for his poem 
in performance—the phiale “plashing within with the dew of the grape” (line 
2) or, in the even more exalted version that links poet and victor in the second 
half of this elaborate simile, with “poured out nectar, sweet fruit of mind” (lines 
7-8). We might then imagine the golden phiale, now emptied of its flashing, 
scintillating, sounding liquid as the dedicated material residue or container—
the written words without the performance—and, as such, akin to Aineas as 
σκυτάλα of the Muses in Hubbard’s reading of that image (see above, p. 3). 
Indeed, this parallel in Olympian 6 turns out to be even closer, since in addition 
to being compared to a “Lakonian message-stick,” Aineas is also characterized 
in the same verse of Olympian 6 as “a sweet mixing-bowl of resounding songs” 
(γλυκὺς κρατὴρ ἀγαφθέγκτων ἀοιδᾶν, O.6.91). Thus in Olympian 7, both the 
combination and the disaggregation of the discrete parts of the opening image 
serve to figure the poem’s double afterlife: the full-scale performance of the ode 
is the golden cup filled with νέκταρ χυτόν given by the Muses, including the 
accompaniment of musical instruments and the vivid grace of the occasion. But 
even without all these elements, the material phiale itself as dedicated object 
(together with or as a written text) enables the reenactment of this fabulous 
χάρις-imbued occasion.65

If the poem was commissioned to be inscribed by Diagoras or a member of his 
family, this would make it probably the earliest example of a complete poem set 
up in inscribed form; most of the preserved poems on stone we possess are 

65 For the charis of the original occasion which the dedicated object then reactivates, see Day 2010: ch. 6, citing 
Od. 8.430-32; see also Heiny 1994 on charis in O.7.
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substantially shorter and date from the early fourth century or later.66 In addition, 
unlike all these other poems preserved on stone, Olympian 7 is not a cult hymn 
to a god67, but instead more like a tremendous expansion of a dedicatory epigram. 
And here we should note the verb used in the scholiast’s citation of Gorgon: 
ἀνακεῖσθαί, the technical term for setting up a dedication (here in the passive 
voice).68 It may also be significant that our scholiast uses a present infinitive: 
“Gorgon says that this ode is dedicated in the temple of Athena Lindia in letters of 
gold.” After all, the Lindian Chronicle shows great care and precision in the tense 
of the verbs of inscription deployed in its separate entries: the perfect ἐπιγέγραπται 
(“has been inscribed”) is used for inscribed objects that still survive, while the 
pluperfect ἐπεγέγραπτο (“had been inscribed”) signifies those objects lost or 
destroyed in the course of time.69 Are we then licensed to understand the present-
tense infinitive of the scholiast’s note to mean that, in Gorgon’s time, the text of 
Olympian 7 was still there to be read in letters of gold in the temple of Athena 
Lindia?70

66 Thanks to Ewen Bowie for this point. If we accept the arguments of Currie 2011: 271n. 9, 287n. 75 and Nicholson 
forthcoming (cited above, n. 42), that the poem commemorates Diagoras’ entire career and that therefore 464 BCE 
is simply a terminus post quem, the poem could have been composed as late as the mid- to late 450s. As a parallel 
for the inscription of an entire Pindaric composition in a temple, note the suggestion of Rutherford 2001: 177, 214 
that Pindar’s eighth Paian, with its lengthy account of the sequence of Delphic temples, might have been inscribed 
at Delphi. For other, late-classical inscribed poems, see the recent discussion of LeVen 2014: 283-329.

67 Thus LeVen 2014: 285.
68 LSJ, s.v., ἀνατίθημι ΙΙ; ἀνάκειμαι Ι.
69 See Higbie 2003: 65, 257-58; cf. Bresson 2006: 546-47. As Higbie notes, aside from three objects that seem not 

to have borne inscriptions (III, XXV, XXIX), the pluperfect ἐπεγέγραπτο is used for all the earlier recorded 
dedications, while the perfect ἐπιγέγραπται occurs in entry XXXVII (C 101) and consistently thereafter.

70 Of course, since the date of Gorgon himself is uncertain (see Jacoby FGrH vol. IIIb: 428-29 [notes on nos. 
509-522 FGrH] and n. 49 above), this may not help us very much. In addition, it may be partly because of the 
present-tense infinitive that so many scholars tend to assume that the poem was set up much later (see n. 50 above), 
especially since there is evidence of a fire in the temple in 392/1 BCE that destroyed “most of the dedications” (LC 
D lines 38-42), as well as likely destruction again in 305/4 BCE, when Demetrios Poliorketes besieged the city of 
Rhodes and wrought havoc throughout the island (on which, see Berthold 1984: 67-80). But here we should note 
several points: (1) It is unclear from the scholiast’s report whether O.7 was inscribed on a wall of the temple itself 
or set up as a separate stele; (2) Scholars disagree about the extent of the damage caused by the 392/1 fire in the 
temple. Higbie 2003: 256-58 follows Blinkenberg in assuming a catastrophic event, but Lippolis 1988-89: 116-33 
notes that the temple seems to have continued in use for almost a century after the 392/1 fire, until it was rebuilt 
(presumably after destruction by the army of Demetrios Poliorketes) ca. 300-295 BCE (cf. Bresson 2006: 543-44); 
(3) Finally, we cannot assume that O.7 could not have been inscribed before 306/5 BCE because, if it had, it would 
have been destroyed either by the fire of 392/1 or destruction in 305/4 and therefore not available to be seen by 
Gorgon (accepting Jacoby’s terminus post quem). The poem could imaginably have been set up in the fifth century 
and re-inscribed when the temple was restored after its damage/destruction by the army of Demetrios Poliorketes.

However this may be, I would like to try the thought experiment of imagining that 
Pindar composed Olympian 7 fully conscious of its intended dedicatory purpose. 
Thus, rather than reading the poem’s artful oscillation of song in performance and 
song inscribed simply as Pindar’s metapoetic affirmation of the enduring power of 
his art, I want instead to explore the political implications of the poem’s intended 
inscription and its insistent thingliness. For this, a little historical background: Alain 
Bresson and Barbara Kowalzig have emphasized how much Olympian 7 works to 
forge a pan-Rhodian ideology, approximately fifty years before the official synoikism 
of Rhodes’ three cities, Ialysos, Lindos, and Kamiros, between 411 and 408/7 BCE.71 
For Kowalzig, the integration of the three cities of Rhodes is importantly about 
maritime connectivity in the Eastern Mediterranean and resistance to the Athenian 
empire, which carefully split up the three Rhodian cities, imposing on each its 
own separate tribute assessment. Historians have also recognized that the family of 
Diagoras, extremely prominent in their own city of Ialysos, and connected by descent 
with Aristomenes of Messenia and possibly also the ancient kings of Argos, played 
an active role in resisting Athenian domination and (probably) also in catalyzing 
Rhodian synoikism.72 This is most obvious in the case of Diagoras’ youngest son 
Dorieus, a three-time Olympic pankration victor, who was exiled from Rhodes at 
some point and became a citizen of Thourioi. Several times toward the end of the 
Peloponnesian War, Dorieus joined Spartan naval expeditions against the Athenian 
fleet in the Eastern Mediterranean—according to Pausanias (6.7.4) supplying 
his own ships—and seems to have been instrumental in Rhodes’ Spartan-backed 
rebellion against Athens in 411 and synoikism of 408-7.73

71 Bresson 1979: 155-57, Kowalzig 2007: 224-66; cf. Cairns 2005. Kowalzig’s “good half century” (2007: 225) accepts 
the traditional date of Olympian 7 as 464 BCE, but cf. Currie 2011: 271n. 9, 287n. 75 (cited above, n. 42) for the 
idea that the poem covers the whole career of Diagoras and is therefore likely to be a special commission. On this 
theory, 464 is simply a terminus post quem for the poem. 

72 For the connection with Aristomenes, see Paus. 4.24.1-3 with Bresson 1979: 149-51; for the possible connection 
with the royal line in Argos, see Wilamowitz 1922: 361n. 2, Bresson 1979: 150-52 (based on Pausanias’ reference to 
Eratos as an ancient king of Argos [Paus. 2.36.4]). For detailed discussion of the role of the Diagorids in resistance to 
Athenian empire and Rhodian synoikism, see Bresson 1979: 153-57, Hornblower 1982: 81-86, 104, 2004: 134-42, 
Berthold 1984: 20-22, Gehrke 1985: 134-40, Kowalzig 2007: 226, 250-57. 

73 For ancient sources on Dorieus and his activities in the Peloponnesian War, see Thuc. 3.8.1, 8.35.1, 8.44; Xen. Hell. 
1.5.19, D.S. 13.38.5, 13.45.1, Paus. 6.7.1, 4-7; for the Diagoreioi as “tyrants” overthrown by the popular party 
in Rhodes in 395/4, see Hist. Oxy. 15.2 Bartoletti. In fact, while Dorieus’ pro-Spartan, anti-Athenian activities are 
very clear in the ancient sources, his (and/or the family’s) involvement in Rhodian synoikism is more of a modern 
historical inference; for the complexities of the ancient sources and how we might piece them together, see esp. 
Hornblower 2004: 134-42.
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For these proleptic elements of pan-Rhodian ideology in Olympian 7, historians 
have pointed out how Diagoras and his family are consistently identified in the 
poem simply with Rhodes, rather than with his individual city of Ialysos74; how 
the poem gives special prominence to Helios, who was to become the patron god 
of the unified Rhodes, and to Zeus on Mt. Atabyrion—again, a pan-Rhodian cult 
shared by the three cities and located on the island’s central mountain peak.75 And, 
of course, scholars have long recognized how fully and consistently Olympian 7 
merges or fuses praise of Diagoras and his family with that of Rhodes as a whole: 
for this, we might look at lines 13-17 (the transition from the opening simile to the 
victory announcement), or lines 93-95 (where it is not even clear to which of the 
three Rhodian cities πόλις is meant to refer).76 And for those historians who take it 
for granted that Diagoras himself or a member of his family would have been the one 
who set up the poem in letters of gold in the temple of Athena, it is also significant 
for this project of unification that a citizen of Ialysos should have chosen to make this 
dedication in the temple of Athena at Lindos, rather than the Athena temple in his 
own hometown.77

I agree with all this, but I think we can push this political reading of the poem in 
its context still further. And here I return to Deborah Steiner’s idea of a kind of 
“alliance” between epinikion and victor monuments in order to suggest that in the 
case of Olympian 7 that alliance is a very practical one, orchestrated by the Diagorids 
with real political consequences. Indeed, we might think about this as a two-stage or 
two-pronged process, with the earlier erection of the victory ode at home on Rhodes, 
paired with the later dedication of the massive Diagorid statue group at Olympia. 
This is a statue group we know of from several ancient sources (including Pausanias), 
and the German excavators actually discovered several of the statue bases for these 
monuments in the nineteenth century. The monumental Diagorid Group consisted 

74 For this, cf. already Young 1968: 97n. 3. Note that this is the norm for off-island references, but distinctly odd for 
performance on Rhodes itself; on such patterns of usage, cf. Reger 1997, Gabrielson 2000.

75 Bresson 1979: 156-57, Hornblower 2004: 132-34, Cairns 2005: 78-79, Kowalzig 2007: 257-63. Note that Mt. 
Atabyrion is actually confined to the territory of Lindos and Kamiros, so it is particularly striking that Pindar invokes 
Zeus Atabyrios as “Zeus Father” for a citizen of Ialysos.

76 Thus Dougherty 1993: 122, Hornblower 2004: 132-33, Cairns 2005: 88, Kowalzig 2007: 257-58 (all noting the 
ambiguity of polis at O.7.94).

77 Thus Gabrielson 2000: 182.

ultimately of life-size or slightly over life-size statues of Diagoras himself, his 
three sons, and two grandsons, all victors in the heavy contests of boxing and 
pankration.78  We might think about both of these monuments working together 
as focal points for the assertion of pan-Rhodian identity and civic pride. 

Finally, I’d like to end with a brief consideration of Pindar’s careful negotiation 
within Olympian 7 of the status of Diagoras and his family in relation to this 
movement toward Rhodian unification. Because, after all, even if the Diagorids 
were prime movers in this pan-Rhodian unification movement (as historians tend 
to think), they still had to persuade the other elites and the citizens of all three 
cities, Ialysos, Lindos, and Kamiros, that such unification was a good thing. As 
Gary Reger notes,

In 408 BC the Rhodians founded Rhodos, the new capital of a united 
Rhodian state, at the island’s northern tip on territory that used to 
belong to Ialysos. The impetus behind this unification was certainly 
resistance to Athens, but just as certainly it could not have occurred and 
would not have persisted without the general support of a broad range of 
Rhodians... 79

Indeed, we might connect this need to persuade all the Rhodians with the name 
given to one of Diagoras’ grandsons (himself also an Olympic victor in 395)—
Peisirrhodos. Perhaps his name commemorates what the Diagorids regarded as 
an important familial achievement, or perhaps better (given when he would have 
been born)—a familial aspiration: “persuading the Rhodians.”80 

78 See Schol. O.7.inscr. c, Drachmann 1: 197-98, Pausanias. 6.7.1-2, Dittenberger and Purgold 1896: nos. 151, 152, 
159 with Rausa 1994: 44-46, Löhr 2000: 61-64 (no. 68), Hölscher 2002: 340. For other family statue groups, see 
Rausa 1994: 46-48, Smith 2007: 99, Scott 2010: 176-79, 197-201.

79 Reger 1997: 476. Reger’s point about the need to persuade the Rhodian citizen base looks to be an implicit 
response to the extreme position of Hornblower 1982: 104, describing Dorieus as “the Rhodian Mausolus.” The 
need to foster broad political “buy-in” would have been especially urgent if we accept the arguments of Gabrielsen 
2000, that this was a much longer, slower process more akin to the formation of a federal state than to a physical 
and political synoikism located at a precise moment in time. 

80 On this as possibly a redende Name with political implications, see Bresson 1979: 161n. 50. For Greek naming 
practices commemorating or anticipating a significant family achievement, see Proclus, In Platonis Cratylum 
Comm. 47 (88 Pasquali): οἱ μὲν γὰρ πατέρες πρὸς μνήμην ἢ ἐλπίδα ἤ τι τοιοῦτο ὀνόματα τίθενται τοῖς παισίν.
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And here I want to suggest that the ultimate embedded talismanic object by which 
Olympian 7 achieves this negotiation is the victor himself and his bodily praxis, so that 
we might even say that the poem, once inscribed in the temple of Athena Lindia, stands 
in for the victor statue that might traditionally have been set up in the victor’s home 
city.81 To demonstrate this, let me start with the victory announcement (lines 13-17): 

καί νυν ὑπ’ ἀμφοτέρων σὺν 
  Διαγόρᾳ κατέβαν, τὰν ποντίαν
ὑμνέων, παῖδ’ Ἀφροδίτας
  Ἀελίοιό τε νύμφαν, Ῥόδον,
εὐθυμάχαν ὄφρα πελώριον ἄνδρα παρ’ Ἀλ- 15
  φειῷ στεφανωσάμενον
αἰνέσω πυγμᾶς ἄποινα
καὶ παρὰ Κασταλίᾳ, πα-
  τέρα τε Δαμάγητον ἁδόντα Δίκᾳ,

And now, to the accompaniment of both [lyre and pipes], I have disembarked 
with the help of Diagoras, hymning the sea-y one, child of Aphrodite and 
bride of Helios, Rhodes, in order to praise [a] straight-fighting giant of a man 
crowned beside Alpheios and beside Kastalia as recompense for boxing, and 
his father Damagetos pleasing to justice…

Based on Pindar’s linkage of Diagoras and Damagetos here in the victory 
announcement, many scholars have assumed that Olympian 7 was a father-son 
commission, and some have suggested that the phrase “pleasing to justice” signifies that 
Damagetos was actually a holder of office in Ialysos at the time of the commission.82 In 
addition to all this, I would note the way in which the emphatic epithet εὐθυμάχαν, 
fronted out of the purpose clause, makes Diagoras literally body forth his father’s 
political virtue: Damagetos (with his significant name) “pleasing to justice.”83 

81 For the same suggestion, cf. Carey 2007: 201n. 13.
82 For O.7 as a father-son joint commission, see Hamilton 1974: 104-106, Bresson 1979: 151. The idea that Damagetos 

may have held office at the time of the poem’s commission and performance goes back to Boeckh; see Glidersleeve 1890: 
186, Farnell 1932: 51, Verdenius 1987: 54. 

83 And notice also that because of its weird position fronted out of the purpose clause, εὐθυμάχαν initially seems to be 
an epithet of Ῥόδον (since as a compound, it should be two termination)—thus for a moment the mighty Diagoras 
and the island of Rhodes merge completely as “straight-fighters.” For “straight-fighting” as a particular style of 
boxing, see Ebert no. 55 (= CEG 827, ca. 300 BCE), [the victor] “leaned on four boys from the islands with straight 
battle” (εὐθείᾳ…μάχᾳ).

This εὐθυ- is of course important in a poem obsessed with the imagery of “going 
straight” and being knocked astray: ἀμπλακίαι (24); παρέπλαγξαν (31); Tlapolemos, 
with the Delphic Oracle’s guidance, set back on the “straight” path to Rhodes (εὐθύν, 
33); παρέλκει πραγμάτων ὀρθὰν ὁδόν (46); μὴ παρφάμεν (66).

There is also the poem’s obsession with τέχνη and σοφία, skilled crafting in all 
its manifold forms. Through the poet’s nicely ambiguous formulations, the victor 
himself seems to participate in the special skill set of the Heliadai, the island’s original 
autochthonous inhabitants in Pindar’s version. And here I build on the argument 
of Lucia Athanassaki, that the rhetoric of Pindar’s mythic narratives deftly merges 
Rhodes’ Dorian colonists with the pre-colonial population of Heliadai to produce an 
illusion of perfect continuity of settlement.84 So consider lines 50-53:

  αὐτὰ δέ σφισιν ὤπασε τέχναν
πᾶσαν ἐπιχθονίων Γλαυκ-
  ῶπις ἀριστοπόνοις χερσὶ κρατεῖν.
ἔργα δὲ ζωοῖσιν ἑρπόν-
  τεσσί θ’ ὁμοῖα κέλευθοι φέρον·
ἦν δὲ κλέος βαθύ. δαέντι δὲ καὶ σοφία 
  μείζων ἄδολος τελέθει. (Ο.7.50-53)

And she herself, the Grey-eyed one, bestowed on them every technē, to conquer 
men upon the earth with best-toiling hands. And the ways were bearing works 
(ἔργα) like to those who lived and moved, and their fame was deep. Since for 
the one who has been trained even native sophia is greater in the end.

Notice that the first sentence here also applies to the technē of athletes, especially 
to boxers with its reference to “best-toiling hands” and use of the verb κρατεῖν (a 
verb which Pindar deploys ten times elsewhere in athletic contexts, as opposed to 
only two other non-athletic uses).85 Thus Diagoras in his victorious career as a boxer 
is implicitly the inheritor of Athena’s gift to the island’s autochthonous Heliadai. 

84 Athanassaki 2003: 108-13; this argument is elaborated further by Kowalzig 2007: 257-66, who sees the performing 
chorus actually “turning into…Heliadai.”

85 Athanassaki 2003: 110, and Nicholson 2016 also note the relevance of these lines to the victor. For κρατεῖν in 
athletic contexts: O.8.20, O.10.100 (with hands), P.2.5, P.10.23 (with hands), N.3.52, N.6.35 (with hands), I.3.13, 
O.9.84. N.10.25, N.5.45; for κρατεῖν in non-athletic contexs: P.4.245, N.4.50. Note that, as Gildersleeve (1890: 189) 
acknowledged, O.7 is the only occurrence in P. where κρατεῖν governs a genitive (vs. acc. or absolute). For the technē 
of heavy athletes, see Pindar I.4.45-48, Ebert no. 34 (388 BCE or shortly thereafter).
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Likewise the famously opaque gnome that ends this sequence—which I have followed 
David Young in translating, “for the one who has been trained, even native sophia 
ends up greater”86—applies equally well to the boxer Diagoras. This is especially 
true if we give full value to the adjective ἄδολος—not just “native” or “innate” but 
“without trickery”—which recalls Pindar’s emphatic opening description of Diagoras 
as εὐθυμάχαν. Thus Diagoras’ athletic prowess becomes another form of hereditary 
sophia or skilled crafting, enhanced by god-given technē. These connections, I would 
suggest, are picked up and activated in the victory catalogue of lines 83-87 with 
which I began this section: for these verses demonstrate that Diagoras shares the 
quasi-magical power of the Heliadai in his ability progressively to animate ἔργα (here 
athletic prizes; O.7.84, cf. 52).

But even all this does not capture the full range of meanings of sophia in the poem; for 
this, we need to attend to the last occurrence of the σοφ- root in Olympian 7: 

  ἔνθα Ῥόδῳ ποτὲ μιχθεὶς τέκεν 
ἑπτὰ σοφώτατα νοήματ’ ἐπὶ προτέρων 
 ἀνδρῶν παραδεξαμένους 
παῖδας, ὧν εἷς μὲν Κάμιρον 
πρεσβύτατόν τε Ἰάλυ- 
 σον ἔτεκεν Λίνδον τ’· ἀπάτερθε δ’ ἔχον 
διὰ γαῖαν τρίχα δασσάμενοι πατρωΐαν 
ἀστέων μοίρας, κέκληνται δέ σφιν ἕδραι. (Ο.7.71-76)

Where [Helios] once, mingled with Rhodes, produced seven sons who 
inherited the wisest thoughts at the time of former men, one of whom begat 
Kamiros and the eldest Ialysos and Lindos. And they, having divided up their 
ancestral land three ways, held apart the shares of cities, and the seats are 
named for them.

The seven Heliadai inherit their “wisest thoughts” (σοφώτατα νοήματ[α]) from their 
father, the Sun god, and this makes good sense in terms of the traditional meaning of 
sophia as a kind of magical skilled crafting. For sophia is the power that brings things 
to light; that knows and reveals that which is hidden in darkness.87 

86 Young 1987.
87 For this traditional meaning of sophia, see Bollack 1968, Kerferd 1976, Kurke 2011: 95-102, drawing on Helms 1993.

And as the narrative of the birth of Rhodes (54-71) has just demonstrated, Helios 
himself has sophia in abundance, and uses it to discover Rhodes “hidden in the salt 
depths” (56-57), when she is invisible even to the other gods. In fact, the sophia 
of the Heliadai in Pindar’s rendering encompasses the traditional forms of “skilled 
crafting” Richard Martin has identified for the Seven Sages—from their father, they 
receive prophetic foreknowledge (after all, they know in advance about the birth of 
Athena) and sacrificial expertise. And, if we can judge by what they pass on to their 
sons in turn, their sophia also includes political know-how—the equitable division 
of territory and the founding of cities.88

Finally, all these themes of straightness, sophia, and political virtue converge in 
Pindar’s praise of the victor Diagoras embedded in the closing prayer to Zeus:89

    τίμα μὲν ὕμνου τεθμὸν Ὀλυμπιονίκαν,

ἄνδρα τε πὺξ ἀρετὰν εὑ- 
 ρόντα. δίδοι τέ οἱ αἰδοίαν χάριν 
καὶ ποτ’ ἀστῶν καὶ ποτὶ ξεί- 
 νων. ἐπεὶ ὕβριος ἐχθρὰν ὁδόν 
εὐθυπορεῖ, σάφα δαεὶς ἅ τε οἱ πατέρων 
 ὀρθαὶ φρένες ἐξ ἀγαθῶν 
ἔχρεον. (Ο.7.88-92)

Honor the Olympic-victory rule of the hymn and [honor] the man who 
has found achievement in boxing. And grant to him respectful grace both 
from citizens and from strangers. Since he goes straight along the road 
that is the enemy of hubris, having learned clearly what things upright wits 
from good fathers were prophesying to him.

Notice first σάφα δαείς. It recalls the gnome of line 53, δαέντι δὲ καὶ σοφία μείζων 
ἄδολος τελέθει, but also, I would suggest, plays on a common folk etymology that 
derives sophia from the root σαφ-, as that which makes clear or brings to light.90 

88 See Martin 1998, arguing that the sophia of the Seven Sages was traditionally conceived as a combination of political 
know-how, religious expertise (especially in the domains of sacrifice and seercraft), and verbal—especially poetic—
skills.

89 Cf. Young 1968: 94, noting how these lines draw together much of the significant language and imagery of the ode. 
90  For this etymology, see Philoponus Commentary on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics 1.1 (= Aristotle On Philosophy fr. 8 

Ross), with translation and discussion in Kurke 2011: 95-98.
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In the victory catalogue just ended, we have seen Diagoras’ power to animate 
objects; now Pindar again links Diagoras closely with the Heliadai through inherited 
sophia that is also somehow prophetic by his bold metaphorical use of the verb 
ἔχρεον.91 But most important here are the political aspects of the victor’s sophia, 
since this is the focus of Pindar’s praise. Because of the “upright wits” Diagoras 
has inherited from good fathers, he avoids hubris—that is, arrogance and political 
overreaching within the city. He’s a virtuous and respectful citizen, and so deserves 
αἰδοία χάρις from his fellow citizens in return.92 Pindar’s language here echoes that 
of other epinikia for very powerful, very successful victors, who clearly wanted to 
represent themselves as moderate, respectful citizens within their cities or broader 
political units.93 And here we get back to the imagery of straightness, not just in 
ὀρθαὶ φρένες, but also in the significantly placed εὐθυπορεῖ of line 91. εὐθυπορεῖ 
in fact stands in exactly the same metrical position within the last epode that the 
adjective εὐθυμάχαν occupied in the first epode. This perfect metrical responsion 
completes the process of symbolization by which the victor’s bodily praxis—his style 
of boxing—comes to signify or stand in for the family’s political virtue.94

91 Cf. the observation of Gildersleeve (1890: 191) on these lines: “The oracle of Diagoras is the wisdom of his 
ancestors, which is personated in him”; see also Young 1968: 94 and Verdenius 1987: 85 for the oracular 
connotation of this verb. But whose are the ὀρθαὶ φρένες—Diagoras’ or his ancestors? Here, I agree with Young 
1968: 94n. 1, that we really can’t be sure either way, and that it doesn’t much matter. Indeed, the point is the 
complete fusion or merging of Diagoras with his ancestors in this representation.

92 I would argue that, in spite of the universalizing doublet “citizens and strangers,” the real focus of these lines is the 
first term of the doublet—Diagoras’ fellow citizens and his good, non-hubristic relations with them. For a similar 
universalizing doublet with political emphasis on the first term (“citizens”), see I.1.50-51 and discussion of both 
passages in Kurke 1991: 209-11 (= 2013: 180-83).

93 Cf. P.11.50-58, N.8.35-39, I.2.37, I.4.25-27. I.2 is a particularly telling parallel here—after the fall of the 
Emmenidai from tyranny, when Pindar has to refashion the dead Xenokrates in retrospect as a good moderate 
citizen (cf. Kurke 1991: 222-24 = 2013: 192-93). I.4 is also a significant parallel, since the language suggests that 
Pindar is praising the family for promoting Boiotia-wide connections (which would lead eventually to the formation 
of the Boiotian koinon); in this sense, similar to the work toward Rhodian synoikism or federation in which 
historians have assumed Diagoras and his family were very involved. (On Pindar’s praise in various Theban odes of 
Theban families who seem to have been promoting Boiotia-wide connections, see Kurke 2007: 94-97.) 

94 Also in a way Diagoras’ bodily hexis—his sheer size (note πελώριον, l. 15). Note that the entire ancient tradition 
seems to be obsessed with the sheer size of Diagoras and his descendants; thus a very similar process of symbolization 
informs Pausanias’ account of Dorieus captured and brought before the Athenian Assembly toward the end of the 
fifth century (Paus. 6.7.5). Whatever the strategic reality of the Athenians’ decision to pardon Dorieus (on which see 
Bresson 1979: 154-55), note that the ideology is all about his magnificent bodily hexis and Olympic victory.

This is then a deliberately modest and moderate conclusion, carried through to the 
closing gnome on the mutability of fortune—appropriate, we might think, for an 
extremely prominent and powerful family that aimed to catalyze broad support for 
pan-Rhodian unification.95 And this reading of the political rhetoric of the poem’s 
close leads me finally back to Gorgon and his report of the poem’s dedication in the 
temple of Athena at Lindos. Perhaps it was Gorgon himself who failed to record 
who dedicated the text of Olympian 7 for the simple reason that the dedicator 
did not attach his name to his magnificent offering. On this reading, in an act of 
political modesty akin to the close of Olympian 7, Diagoras—or perhaps his father 
Damagetos, or one of his sons—set up the poem to do its ideological work without 
linking it explicitly at beginning or end with the name of a single individual. Indeed, 
if we look back at the poem’s opening and compare it to the entries in the Lindian 
Chronicle, φιάλαν is precisely what we might expect the first word of (at least a 
prose) dedicatory inscription to be if the dedicator’s name in the nominative were 
omitted from what Joseph Day calls the inscription’s “core syntax.”96 The political 
modesty of the family’s gesture here perhaps enabled the easier and more effective 
extension of the talismanic power of Pindar’s inscribed monument to the entire 
demos of Rhodes.

95 This interpretation of the closing gnome follows Bresson 1979: 169-70; cf. Young 1968: 97-99. Wilamowitz (1922: 
361-62) long ago emphasized the notable “Zurückhaltung” of the poem’s praise of Diagoras and his family, given 
their dazzling ancestry and remarkable athletic accomplishments. He attributed this to the family’s need for caution 
under what he assumed was an Athenian-backed democratic regime at the time. I would agree with Wilamowitz’s 
observation about the rhetoric of the poem, but not necessarily his explanation for it.

96 On the “core syntax” of dedicatory inscriptions (which almost invariably puts the dedicator’s name first, and then 
often τόδ’ ἄγαλμα vel sim.), see Day 2010: 94-99; cf. 7n. 26.
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