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THE SWEETNESS OF SPIRIT OR SONG?  

ON PINDAR’S PYTHIAN 6.52-54 

 
Abstract. – The last verse of Pindar’s sixth ode (P. 6.54) has traditionally 

been understood as a praise of Thrasybulus’ generosity, his spirit, which 

surpasses honey in sweetness. Some more recent interpretations disagree, 

arguing that the verb ἀμείβεται cannot mean “surpass,” since there is no 

parallel for this in Greek poetry. Instead, they understand it as “requite” or 

“get in exchange”; this has broader implications: the expression μελισ-

σᾶν… τρητὸν πόνον is thus supposed to denote a poem and refer to the 

ode in which it appears, i.e. P. 6, which the poet dedicates to Thrasybulus 

in gratitude. The traditional understanding, which is said to originate from 

the scholiast’s misunderstanding, is therefore impossible. Although this in-

terpretation is well argued and a new reading is possible, the question re-

mains open. The article presents arguments that the verb ἀμείβεται can 

have the figurative meaning “to surpass” and that the traditional reading 

can therefore still be justified. It also presents possible arguments for the 

scholiast’s reading of the passage, which is not necessarily the result of a 

misunderstanding. If the poem was intended to be performed at a sympo-

sium, this has pragmatic implications for the new reading as well: in frag-

ment 124ab (in a poem, which is probably an erotic encomium, addressed 

to Thrasybulus,) Pindar says that the purpose of his poem is to evoke, in 

synergy with wine, an ecstatic experience for all participants in Thrasybu-

lus’ symposium, which would not be possible without the latter’s hospita-

lity. So even if the last line of P. 6 means that Thrasybulus receives the po-

em as requite, this implies, in close connection with the previous two li-

nes, praise for his exceptional generosity, the sweetness of his spirit (γλυ-

κεῖα φρήν): it is the one that provides the pragmatic context for the perfor-

mance, in which the poem can be fully actualised as a song and prove 

itself to be a honeycomb,  “the perforated labor of bees”. 

 

 
The purpose of this article is quite modest: I wish to offer some ar-

guments in favor of the traditional reading of the conclusion of Pindar’s 

sixth Pythian Ode (Pythian 6.52-54):  
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γλυκεῖα δὲ φρήν 

καὶ συμπόταισιν ὁμιλεῖν 

μελισσᾶν ἀμείβεται τρητὸν πόνον. 

In more recent times, the last verse has become a bone of contenti-

on. According to traditional understanding, the expression μελισσᾶν… 

τρητὸν πόνον is a paraphrase for “honeycomb” or “honey,” while ἀμείβε-

ται means “to surpass”: the verse thus means that the subject of the sen-

tence, the spirit of Thrasybulus, son of the addressee of the epinician, sur-

passes honey in sweetness. Let me illustrate this reading with a few repre-

sentative recent translations in different languages: 

And his sweet spirit, 

in company with his drinking companions, 

surpasses the perforated labor of bees.1 

La sua indole dolce persino nei conviti con gli amici 

sorpassa il lavoro trapunto delle api.2 

Seine süße Umgangsart, auch im Verkehr mit Trinkgefährten, 

übertrifft der Bienen gebohrtes Werk.3 

Et son esprit si doux au fréquenter des commensaux 

vaut l’ouvrage ajouré des abeilles.4 

Decades ago, some scholars understood the phrase μελισσᾶν… 

τρητὸν πόνον as a metaphor for a song and interpreted it as a self-referen-

ce: it was supposed to refer to the song in which it appears, i.e. the epini-

cian Pythian 6.5 However, such a reading also requires a change in the 

meaning of ἀμείβεται; this step was, to my knowledge, first taken by Les-

lie Kurke, who believes that this verb here means “repay, requite”6 and 

translates the passage as: “And his mind, sweet also in keeping company 

with his fellow drinkers, requites this carefully wrought encomium”.7 Such 

a reading, as Kurke says, reverses the epinician convention, according to 

–––––––– 
1 Race 1997a, 318–319. Pindar’s works are cited in the notes and bibliography accor-

ding to their publishers, as differences between editions and translations are of significant 

importance. 
2 Gentili 1995, 194–195. 
3 Bremer 1992, 180–181. 
4 Savignac 1990, 234–235. 
5 Svenbro 1976, 174–175; Greengard 1980, 84–85.  
6 Svenbro 1976, 175 already understood the passage in the same way as Kurke: “Le 

fils du commanditaire, détenteur d’une αἰτία μελίφρων, doit ‘récompenser’ le travail par 

lequel cette αἰτία a été transformée en ‘rayon de miel’, c’est-à-dire en poème.” He there-

fore translated ἀμείβεται as “récompense”, but did not comment on the traditional transla-

tion (“surpass”). 
7 Kurke 1990, 101–102. 
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which the poet gives the epinikion to the victor as a reward for his πόνος, 

his hard-won success and his hospitality, since here it is precisely the op-

posite: the victor’s xenia rewards the poet’s πόνος. Finally, Chris Ecker-

man upgraded this reading by interpreting ἀμείβεται as “get in exchan-

ge”; in this way, he preserved the metaphorical interpretation of μελισ-

σᾶν… τρητὸν πόνον and the epinician convention: Thrasybulus is the one 

who is rewarded with the song. It was precisely in Kurke’s reversal of 

this convention that he saw the reason why the metaphorical interpretati-

on was not accepted in the translations that appeared after the publication 

of her article. Eckerman is convinced that this question has thus been de-

finitively resolved and that the traditional reading is no longer possible.8  

I think that’s a bit of a stretch. A new, metaphorical interpretation 

is certainly possible and very well argued, especially since Pindar very 

often uses the imagery of bees and honey in relation to song9 and because 

“‘perforated’ (τρητόν) works well as a denotation for the artistic comple-

xity of song,”10 but this does not exclude the possibility of a traditional 

reading. Both Kurke and Eckerman see the origin of the latter in the fact 

that modern scholars followed the ancient scholiast, who understood the 

expression μελισσᾶν… τρητὸν πόνον literally and was therefore forced to 

explain ἀμείβεται as “surpass”:  

ἡ δὲ φρὴν αὐτοῦ κατὰ τὴν πρὸς τοὺς συμπότας ὁμιλίαν γλυκεῖά ἐσ-

τιν, ὥστε τὰ κηρία παραλλάσσειν καὶ παραπορεύεσθαι τῇ γλυκύτη-

τι τῶν φρενῶν· ἀντὶ τοῦ νικᾷ τὸ μέλι.11  

They consider this to be a mistake: the main argument of both 

scholars is that the verb ἀμείβω in the middle nowhere else in Greek means 

“surpass.”12 But is this really the case? 

The basic meaning of the verb ἀμείβω is “to change.” This directly 

transitive verb is also used to denote movement; in this case, it’s basic 

meaning13 is modified or even somewhat figurative: the subject of the 

verb does not change or affect the direct object, but rather changes its 

own position in relation to it. In other words, it replaces the space of its 

location, which is expressed as an object, with another, unexpressed (im-

plied) space. In such cases, the object is implicitly understood as part or 

element of the path taken by the subject. Such an element can also be 
–––––––– 

8 Eckerman 2018, 857. 
9 See e.g. O. 6.21, O. 11.4, P. 10.54, N. 3.4, N. 3.77, N. 7.11, perhaps N. 7.53, N. 

11.18, I. 2.7, I. 2.32, I. 5.54, I. 6.9, Pae. 5.47, Pae. 6.59, fr. 122.14, fr. 246a. Most of these 

are compound adjectives. 
10 Cf. Eckerman 2018, 858, n. 10. 
11 Scholion 49.10, Drachmann 1997, 200. 
12 Kurke 1990, 100–101; Eckerman 2018, 857. 
13 Chantraine 1999, s. v. ἀμείβω lists “changer de lieu” as one of the basic meanings 

for both the active and medial forms, and also “franchir” for the medial form.  
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imagined as an obstacle that the subject “overcomes” on its path.14 In 

such cases, the verb in transitive use can also be understood as an intran-

sitive verb of motion. There is no difference between active and medial 

forms.15 Insofar as the subject implicitly changes its location in relation to 

the object, the medial form seems even more appropriate. Such cases are 

translated into English with  the verbs “pass,”16 “cross,”17 sometimes also 

with “enter,”18 depending on the context: however, they always express 

transcending (in the etymological sense), surpassing, passing over the ob-

ject.  

It is quite likely that the scholiast proceeded from such an under-

standing of the verb ἀμείβεται and therefore paraphrased it with the verb 

νικᾷ; this is also indicated by the other two paraphrases: παραλλάσειν and 

παραπορεύεσθαι, which undoubtedly express transcending in space and 

also in a figurative sense.19 Of course, the scholiast’s interpretation of 

Pindar’s verse refers to surpassing in a figurative sense, in terms of quali-

ty or intensity: and what bothers Kurke and Eckerman is obviously the 

fact that ἀμείβομαι does not appear anywhere else in such a figurative 

sense. However, the idea of surpassing is quite clear in it and is easily un-

derstandable (in the context of Pindar’s language, it is actually a very 

simple example of figurative use). The absence of semantic parallels is 

not yet a definitive argument, especially not in the case of a poet who is 

renowned for his linguistic creativity and innovation.20  

Kurke argues that the connection between ἀμείβομαι and ἀμεύομαι 

in P.1.45 is unfounded and that “the LSJ entry for ἀμεύομαι , ‘Doric = 

ἀμείβομαι’ is misleading, since there is no evidence that the two verbs are 

etymologically related.”21 This is a rather risky claim, since this verb is 

interpreted in this way by almost all of the most prominent commentators 

on the Pythian hymns, and moreover, the absence of etymological evi-

dence in reference dictionaries is not in itself a conclusive argument. 

However, it is interesting to compare the two verbs from a semantic point 
–––––––– 

14 Such usage is also known in some modern languages, e.g., in Italian “la strada sor-

passa il fiume”, German “eine Steigung überwinden”; Slovenian “premagati razdaljo”.   
15 Cf. Hutchinson 1985, 189: “But in the field of motion, ἀμείβω and  ἀμείβομαι appe-

ar to be completely synonymous.”  
16 Hom. Il. 9. 409, Od 10.328 (ἀμείψεται); E. IA 144 (ἀμείβων). 
17 A. Pers. 69 (ἀμείψας); A. Choe. 965 (ἀμείψεται); Hes. Th. 749 (ἀμειβόμεναι); Si-

monides 94B (ἀμειψάμενοι). 
18 E. Alc. 752 (ἀμείψασθαι); Hdt. 5.72 (ἀμεῖψαι). 
19 This is especially true for παραλλάσειν: for moving or exceeding in space (“pass”) 

cf. X. HG 5.1.12; Plb. 5.14.3; in time (“pass out”, “exceed in point of time”)  Plu. Cim. 1; 

for exceeding in speed (“move much faster”) cf. Arist. Mete 342a 33. 
20 Just for example: in the Nemean Odes alone, there are 44 hapax legomena (Fowler 

2022, 179; Cannatà Fera 2020, 59), and even more striking is Pindar’s idiosyncratic use of 

words and bold syntactic constructions.  
21 Kurke, 1990, 101. 
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of view. ἀμεύομαι has two very different meanings in the LSJ: 1. “sur-

pass”, “outstrip”; 2. “purchase”, “acquire by exchange”.22 The first mea-

ning is attested in literary usage, the second in non-literary usage.23 How 

can they be connected? If we assume that the verb has the core meaning 

of “change,”24 then we could use an analogy with ἀμείβομαι: the second 

meaning is “to exchange” (échanger) goods, while the first is “to change 

(changer) one’s position in relation to an object,” “to go beyond it,” “to 

surpass it,” and finally “to overcome it.” From this, a usage can then de-

velop that has only a metaphorical connection with movement (as in P. 

1.45). This is only a hypothesis, but it is based on the most likely core 

meaning of the verb ἀμεύομαι; the semantic analogy with ἀμείβομαι that 

it offers supports the traditional interpretation of P. 6.52–54 and makes it 

still relevant. 

I would like to add something about the possible stimulus for the 

scholiast’s paraphrase. Although there is no formal comparison (no com-

parative) in the last three lines of P. 6, the idea of comparison is introdu-

ced by the verb ἀμείβεται in the sense of “to exceed” or “to surpass”. 

This refers to the paraphrase for honey, which in the Greek world is the 

standard for sweetness or, by convention, expresses the highest degree of 

sweetness.25 In comparisons that contain such a standard of any property, 

known as comparisons of the type melle dulcior,26 a comparative is used, 

which, despite its morphology, has the meaning of an equivalent accor-

ding to almost unanimous opinion. Comparisons of this type therefore 

correspond semantically to adjectives formed with a noun that denotes 

the standard for a given property. In addition, comparisons of the melle 

dulcior type are also characterized by the fact that “the relationship be-

tween comparee and standard is figurative”.27 Pindar, as is well known, 

uses numerous compound adjectives formed with the noun μέλι to denote 

songs and related concepts, thus attributing to them the highest degree of 

sweetness. Recently, however, some scholars have argued that comparati-

ves in melle dulcior comparisons can also be (depending on the context) 

–––––––– 
22 Cf. Frisk 1960, s. v. ἀμεύσασθαι: “übertreffen”, “überschreiten”; “Handel treiben”. 
23 Inscr. Cret. 4.4.1. 
24 Cf. Chantraine, s. v. ἀμεύσασθαι: « Terme dialectal et dorien dont les emplois se 

trouveraient justifiés si l’on posait le sens originel de « mouvoir, changer, échanger, valoir ». 
25 The entity that represents the standard of comparison is described in various ways 

in scholarly literature: “un stéréotype culturel de la qualité possédée” (Bertocchi and Or-

landini 1996, 210); a “norme immuable” (Benveniste 1948, 135); an “archetypal bearer of 

the quality” (Haug, 2001, 211); an “object which possesses the optimum of a quality”, or 

a “quality-typifying substantive” (Rosén, 1999, 193). 
26 Some of them, e.g., ‘sweeter than honey’ and ‘whiter than snow’ “seem to be com-

mon also in other Indo-European poetic traditions,” De Kreij 2021, 86. Cf. Benveniste 

1948; Berg 1958; Puhvel 1973. 
27 De Kreij 2021, 86. 
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true semantic comparatives.28 They acknowledge that “on a higher level, 

i.e. in terms of pragmatic inference, such constructions can certainly be 

conceived as elatives (or, in other words, ‘unconditioned superlatives’), 

since after all they can indeed be understood as actually expressing a very 

high degree,”29 but nevertheless believe that “all proverbial phrases of the 

melle dulcior type essentially and inherently comprise a hyperbole or exag-

gerated comparison [...]. What they are intended to express is precisely 

that, according to the speaker, the comparee is endowed with more of the 

quality than the entity which is conventionally regarded as having its ma-

ximum degree.”30 

This seems relevant to the scholiast’s understanding of our passa-

ge, according to which μελισσᾶν ἀμείβεται τρητὸν πόνον is used instead 

of νικᾷ τὸ μέλι. Examples of the type melle dulcior are already common 

in Homer31 , and in addition to morphology (adjective in the comparati-

ve), the scholiast may also have been influenced by the fact that they are 

very often used as hyperbole or exaggerated comparisons. And here the 

tone of the diction is certainly hyperbolic. A very interesting example of 

this type can be found in Pindar, frg. 152: 

μελισσοτεύκτων κηρίων ἐμὰ γλυκερώτερος ὀμφά. 

This example undoubtedly refers to song (or its performance), and 

because it contains a similar paraphrase of honey with honeycomb 

(μελισσοτεύκτων) as in P. 6.54, Eckerman believes that “it corroborates 

the suggestion that the honeycomb of P. 6 should be read in relation to 

song.”32 This is an interesting argument, but again not decisive: in frg. 

152, the honeycomb means honey, i.e. the standard of sweetness which a 

certain voice (most likely Pindar’s) exceeds. The traditional reading of 

our passage therefore remains possible and the question open. For this 

reason, I would like to conclude by dwelling on a new reading that under-

stands the phrase μελισσᾶν… τρητὸν πόνον as a periphrasis for song. 

The proposed metaphorical reading can be understood in two 

ways: as a self-reference, i.e. as referring to the epinicion at the end of 

which the verse stands; or as depicting Thrasybulus’ symposia in general. 

In the first case, only the previous two verses describe Thrasybulus’ usual 

hospitality, while in the latter, Pindar says that Thrasybulus either requi-

tes the poet’s efforts,33 or receives this epinicion, Pythian 6, (which may 

–––––––– 
28 Ittzés 2021, de Kreij 2021.  
29Ittzés 2021, 237.  
3030 Ittzés 2021, 246. 
31 Il. 1.249, 3.10-1, 4.277-8, 10.436; 13.817-9, 18.109-10, 18.610; 19.436; Od. 16.216-9, 

18.195-6, 23.103. 
32 Eckerman 2018, 857 n.10. 
33 Kurke, 1990, 101. 
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not have been performed at the symposium) as a token of appreciation 

and gratitude.34 Scholars who advocate one of the variants of this reading 

support it with the argument of the epinician’s elaborate structure: the so-

phisticated metaphor μελισσᾶν…τρητὸν πόνον “is presumably meant to 

evoke an association with the proem’s metaphorical image for the epini-

cian as a small but well-built architectural structure.”35   

The problem with this reading is that the expression μελισ-

σᾶν…τρητὸν πόνον is used as a synonym for song without an article; the 

generality of the metaphorical expression without an article suggests that 

the direct object of ἀμείβεται is all the songs performed at Thrasybulus’ 

symposia.36 With this understanding, the phrase has an important implica-

tion. Thrasybulus’ “sweet” spirit (γλυκεῖα φρήν) is rewarded directly with 

(Pindar’s) songs, which corresponds to the usual economy of the relation-

ship between the addressee (although Thrasybulus is not the direct ad-

dressee) of the epinicion and the poet (see note 34). Here, in addition to 

the question of the setting of the performance, the question of the genre 

of P. 6 also arises; scholars interpret the poem very differently: “At one 

end of the spectrum, the poem has been viewed as an erotic encomium 

that Pindar composed gratis, as a result of the strong attraction he felt for 

the young Thrasybulus. At the other end, the poem is an epinician and the 

erotic relationship is a metaphor whereby the cash relationship is concea-

led in the guise of a pederastic one.”37 This question must remain unan-

swered for now. However, in any case, P. 6 has more elements in com-

mon with fragment 124ab, which is classified as an (erotic) encomium:38 

the addressee Thrasybulus, the symposial atmosphere, erotic themes, and 

the theme of sweetness.39 The fragment particularly emphasizes the prag-
–––––––– 

34 Eckerman 2018, 85 8: “At the end of P. 6, Thrasyboulos’ mind, which manifests it-

self in the gathering of friends around him in the here and now of performance, gets the 

current song of Pindar in exchange for being sweet to the gathered symposiasts. Thus, 

Pindar requites Thrasyboulos, and the dynamics of reciprocity in this ode are in line with 

the dynamics of reciprocity, between poet and patron, exhibited elsewhere in epinician 

discourse.” The question of the place of the performance of this epinician is the subject of 

a very long discussion, cf. see Boeckh 1821: II.2 297 and 300;  Clay 1999, 30–31; Carey 

2001, 22 n.20; Morrison 2007, 43; Eckerman 2011, Eckerman 2012; Athanassaki 2012; 

cf. Smith 2017, 72. 
35 Greengard 1980, 84. Kurke 1990, 101: “The image in πόνος – “a work produced by 

labor” – picks up the metaphor of the poem as artifact from the proem’s ὕμνων θησαυ-

ρός.” 
36 “If the phrase μελισσᾶν…τρητὸν πόνον is a metaphor, there is also the possibility 

of a general reference that includes but is not necessarily restricted to Pythian 6. By this 

account, the reference encompasses all artful songs whose performance Thrasybulus en-

joys in his symposia”, Athanassaki 2012, p , p. 150. 
37 Athanassaki 2012, 135, where the main representatives of opposing views are also 

listed. 
38 Maehler 1989, 109–110. 
39 Athanassaki 2016, 99. 
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matic context of the symposium, which essentially determines the functi-

on of the poem, or rather, the song:  

Ὦ Θρασύβουλ᾿, ἐρατᾶν ὄχημ᾿ ἀοιδᾶν   Str. 1 

τοῦτό <τοι> πέμπω μεταδόρπιον. ἐν ξυνῷ κεν εἴη 

συμπόταισίν τε γλυκερὸν καὶ Διωνύσοιο καρπῷ 

καὶ κυλίκεσσιν Ἀθαναίασι κέντρον·   Str. 2 

ἁνίκ᾿ ἀνθρώπων καμτώδεες οἵχονται μέριμναι 5 

στηθέων ἔξω· πελάγει δ᾿ ἐν πολυχρύσοιο 

πλούτου 

πάντες ἴσᾳ νέομεν ψευδῆ πρὸς ἀκτάν·   Str. 3 

ὃς μὲν ἀχρήμων, ἀφνεὸς τότε, τοὶ δ᾿ αὖ 

πλουτέοντες 

. . . . . 

. . .       Page 4 

<-> ἀέξονται φρένας ἀμπελίνοις τόξοις δαμέντες 11 

 

O Thrasybulus, I am sending you this chariot of lovely songs for 

after dinner. Amid the company may it be a sweet goad for your 

drinking companions, for the fruit of Dionysus, and for the Atheni-

an drinking cups, when men’s wearisome cares vanish from their 

breasts, and on a sea of golden wealth we all alike sail to an illuso-

ry shore; then the pauper is rich, while the wealthy . . . increase in 

their minds, overcome by the arrows of the vine.40 

Pindar sends these verses to Thrasybulus as “this chariot of lovely 

songs” (the expression with the demonstrative pronoun is undoubtedly 

self-referential) and with the wish that “may it be a sweet goad for his 

drinking companions.” The combined, synergistic effect of song and wine, 

the fruit of Dionysus, is described as a kind of ecstasy, an escape from the 

wearying reality into the illusory reality of golden abundance.41 It is parti-

cularly emphasized that the song is intended for all drinking companions 

(ἐν ξυνῷ κεν εἴη / συμπόταισίν) and that all participants in the symposi-

um experience the ecstasy equally (πάντες ἴσᾳ νέομεν). Just like Thrasy-

bulus’ hospitality, γλυκερὸν κέντρον, the sweet goad of Pindar’s song, is 

intended for everyone; and although the contributions of the other sympo-

sium participants to the creation of the ecstatic experience are not mentio-

ned, their presence and goodwill are essential conditions for the symposi-

–––––––– 
40 Race 1997b, 354–355. 
41 Cf.  commentary in Athen. 11.782D:  αὔξει γὰρ καὶ τρέφει μεγαλύνει τε τὴν ψυχὴν 

ἡ ἐν τοῖς πότοις διατριβή, ἀναζωπυροῦσα καὶ ἀνεγείρουσα μετὰ φρονήσεως τὸν ἑκάστου 

νοῦν, ὥς φησιν ὁ Πίνδαρος· ἁνίκ᾿[m-dash]πλουτέοντες, εἶτ᾿ ἐπάγει· ἀέξονται δαμέντες. 
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um event. And thus also for the poem to become a song and to fully actu-

alize its sweetness.  

In this sense, μελισσᾶν…τρητὸν πόνον, as a metaphor for the 

songs at the symposium, could also imply the favorable presence of fel-

low drinkers and the “honeyed atmosphere” of the symposium as a whole. 

The idea of reciprocity is also emphasized in P. 6 with the expressions 

συμπόταισιν ὁμιλεῖν and ἀμείβεται (if we understand it as “get in exchan-

ge”); mutual affection is in fact crucial for the friendship of the symposi-

um participants, and an essential feature for establishing this affection is 

Thrasybulus’ good behavior toward guests, which is celebrated in the 

conclusion of Pythian 6.  This also applies to the functioning of the song: 

the host’s affection is a pragmatic condition for its proper functioning, a 

condition for its own sweetness to be actualized, for it to truly prove itself 

to be what it is: honeycomb, “the perforated labor of bees.” It is not, the-

refore, merely a matter of conventional reciprocity between poet and pat-

ron: the song is not only a means of payment, but together with Thrasybu-

lus’ sweet spirit, it creates the “honeyed” atmosphere of the symposium. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Aeschylus. 2008. Oresteia. Edited by Alan H. Sommerstein. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Uni-

versity Press. 

Aristotle. 1963. Meteorologica. Aristotle, et al. Aristotle. Cambridge, MA: Heinemann, Har-

vard University Press. 

Athanassaki, Lucia. 2012. “Performance and Reperformance. The Siphnian Treasury Evo-

ked.” In: Peter Agócs, Chris Carey and Richard Rawles, eds., Reading the Victory Ode, 

Cambridge; Cambridge University Press, 134–157. 

Athanassaki, L. (2016). “The Symposion as Theme and Performance Context in Pindar’s 

Epinicians.” In: Vanessa Cazzato, Dirk Obbink and Enrico E. Prodi, eds., The Cup of 

Song. Studies on Poetry and the Symposion. Oxford, 85–112. 

Benveniste, Émile. 1948: Noms d’agent et noms d’action en indo-européen, Paris, Maison-

neuve. 

Berg, Nils. 1958. “Einige Betrachtungen über den indogermanischen Komparationskasus.” 

Norsk Tidsskrift for Sprogvidenskap 18: 202–230. 

Bertocchi, Alessandra, Orlandini, Anna 1996: “Quelques aspects de lacomparaison en latin.” 

Indogermanische Forschungen 101: 195-232. 

Boeckh, August. 1811–21. Πινδάρου τὰ σωζόμενα. Pindari opera quae supersunt. (2 vols.) 

Leipzig (= id. [1821] vol. ii.2 Pindari epiniciorum interpretatio latina cum commentario 

perpetuo, reprinted Hildesheim [1963]. 



14 B. Senegačnik, The sweetness of spirit..., ŽAnt 75 (2025) 5–16 

 

 

Bremer, Dieter, ed. 1992. Pindar. Siegeslieder. Munich: Artemis & Wikler. 

Cannatà Fera, Maria. 2020. Pindaro. Le Nemee. Milan: Mondadori. 

Cary, Chris. 2001. “Poesia pubblica in performance.” In: l lirici greci, ed. M. Cannata Fera. 

Messina, 11–26. 

Chantraine, Pierre. 1999. Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque: Histoire des 

mots. Paris: Klincksieck. 

Clay, Jennifer S. 1999. “Pindar’s sympotic epinicia.” QUCC 62: 25–34. 

De Kreij, Nina. 2021. Homer’s Comparisons. Types, patterns, and effects. Thesis submitted 

for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Classical Languages and Literature. 12 Febru-

ary 2021. https://ora.ox.ac.uk/objects/uuid:ae64a4d1-109c-49cc-a8e8-664cc47edca1/fi-

les/dcf95jb81v 

Dimock, George E., Augustus T. Murray, trans. 2014. Homer: Odyssey 1–12. Cambridge, 

MA: Harvard University Press. 

Drachmann, Anders B., ed. 1997 (=1910). Scholia vetera in Pindari carmina II: Scholia in 

Pythionicas. Stuttgart and Leipzig: Teubner. 

Eckerman, Chris. 2011. “Pindar’s Pythian 6. On the Place of Performance and an Interpreti-

ve Crux.” RhM 153: 1–8. 

Eckerman, C. (2012). “Was Epinician Poetry Performed at Panhellenic Sanctuaries?” GRBS 

52: 338–360. 

Eckerman, Chris. 2018. “Thrasyboulos and the Perforated Labor of Bees.” Mnemosyne 71. 

5: 856–860. 

Euripides. 2015. Cyclops ; Alcestis ; Medea. Edited by David Kovacs. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press. 

Fowler, Robert L. 2022. Pindar and the sublime : Greek myth, reception, and lyric experien-

ce. London, New York: Bloomsbury Academic. 

Frisk, Hjalmar. 1960. Greek Etymological Dictionary I. Heidelberg: Carl Winter Universi-

tätsverlag.  

Gentili, Bruno, et al., ed. 1995. Le Pitiche. Milan: Mondadori. 

Greengard, Carola. 1980. The Structure of Pindar’s Epinician Odes. Amsterdam: Hakkert. 

Haug, Dag 2001: “Nils Berg (15.10.1930–16.10.2000) in memoriam.” Symbolae Osloenses 

76, 211–213. 

Hesiod. Hesiod. Edited by Glenn W. Most, Revised.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press, 2018. 

Hutchinson, Gregory O., ed. 1985. Aeschylus. Septem contra Thebas. Oxford: Clarendon 

Press. 

Ittzés, Máté. 2021. “Melle dulcior: equative or comparative?” In: Rodríguez, Antonio M. 

M., ed. Linguisticae Dissertationes. Current Perspectives on Latin Grammar, Lexicon 

and Pragmatics. Selected Papers from the 20th International Colloquium on Latin Lin-

guistics (Las Palmas de Gran Canaria, Spain, June 17-21, 2019). 

Kurke, Leslie. 1990. “Pindar’s Sixth Pythian and the Tradition of Advice Poetry.” TAPhA 

120, 85–107. 

Maehler,  Hervicus. Pindari carmina cum fragmentis II (fragmenta, indices). Lipsiae: Teub-

ner, 1989. 

Morrison, Andrew D. 2007. Performances and Audiences in Pindar’s Sicilian Victory Odes. 

London: Institute of Classical Studies, School of Advanced Study, University of London. 

Plutarch. Lives. 1914. Translated by Bernadotte Perrin. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 

Press.  

Polybius. Polybius. The Histories, III : Books 5-8. Translated by W. R. Paton. Cambridge, 

MA:  Harvard University Press. 



B. Senegačnik, The sweetness of spirit..., ŽAnt 75 (2025) 5–16 15 

 

 

Puhvel, Jaan. 1973. “Nature and means of comparison in Proto-Indo-European grammar.” 

Journal of Indo-European Studies 1.2: 145–154. 

Race, William. 1997a. Pindar. Olympian Odes, Pythian Odes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard 

University Press.  

Race, William. 1997b. Pindar. Nemean Odes, Isthmian Odes, Fragments. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press.  

Rosén, Hannah. 1999. Latine loqui. Trends and Directions in the Crystallization of Classical 

Latin. Munich: Fink. 

Savignac, Jean-Paul, trans. 1990. Pindare. Oeuvre complètes. Paris: La Différence.  

Schein, Seth L. 1987. “Unity and Meaning in Pindar’s Sixth Pythian Ode.” Mètis 2: 235–

247. 

Sider, David, ed. 2020. Simonides. Epigrams and Elegies. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Smith, T. 2017. “The Performance of Pindar’s Pythian 6 and its Akragantine Audience.” In: 

Heather Reid, Davide Tanasi, and Susi Kimbell, eds., Politics and Performance in Wes-

tern Greece. Essays on the Hellenic Heritage of Sicily and Southern Italy, Sioux City, 

IA, 71–81. 

Svenbro, Jesper. 1976. La parole et le marbre. Aux origines de la poétique grecque. Lund: 

Studentlitteratur. 

Wyat, William F., Augustus T. Murray, trans. 20032 . Homer: Iliad 1–12. Cambridge, MA: 

Harvard University Press. 

Xenophon. 1968.  Hellenica : In Two Volumes.  Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

 




