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Stesikhoros and Helen
By Adrian Kelly, Oxford

Abstract: The famous story of Stesikhoros’ encounter with Helen can be ex-
plained as a biographical derivation from the structure itself of a single ‘hymno-
dic’ poem composed in honour of that figure. Known in antiquity as either the
Helen or the Palinode, this poem employed a persona narrative (probably) in its
first section, and it did so principally in order to establish Stesikhoros’ author-
ity against the background of Homeric and Hesiodic treatments. This episode
then gave rise to stories both about the author (his blindness) and his text (two
compositions, and then even two Palinodes). After considering the evidence for
such encounters in Archaic and Classical Greek poetry and how they might be
reconciled with the fragments and testimonia, the article discusses the problems
with those sources which multiply the Helen / Palinode, and closes with a brief
reconstruction of the poem according to the current hypothesis.

This article attempts to support the argument that Stesikhoros wrote only one
poem devoted to Helen, advancing the hypothesis that his composition con-
sisted of two ‘hymnodic’ segments, one of them containing a narrative in which
the poet himself encountered Helen’s divinity. Accordingly, the famous story of
Stesikhoros’ blinding and recantation is not (i) evidence for multiple poems, nor
(i1) a later biographical rationalisation of that fact, nor (iii) hysterical blindness,
nor (iv) even the metaphorical shortcomings of the singer identifying his errors
in the face of local opposition or criticism;' but the traces of an episode inside

*  Ishould like to thank Bill Allan, Michael Fleming, Sophie Gibson, Gregory Hutchinson, Dirk
Obbink and Anna Taborska for their help on this article. They are not responsible for the argu-
ment and its shortcomings.

1 None of these positions is entirely exclusive of the others. For (i), cf. D. L. Page, Poetae Melici
Graeci (Oxford 1962) and M. Davies, Poetarum Melicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (Oxford
1991); F. Sisti, “Le due Palinodie di Stesicoro”, Studi Urbinati 1 (1965) 301-13; M. Doria, “Le
due Palinodie di Stesicoro”, Parola del Passato 18 (1963) 81-93; P. Leone, “La Palinodia di
Stesicoro”, Annali della Facolta di Lettere e Filosofia dell’ Universita di Napoli 11 (1964-8) 5-28,
esp. 7-11; J. A. Davison, From Archilochus to Pindar (New York 1968) 223; F. De Martino
“Un proemio secondo e le due Palinodie di Stesicoro”, Belfagor 35 (1980) 72-6; E. Cingano,
“Quante testimonianze sulle palinodie di Stesicoro?”, QUCC 10 (1982) 21-33; A. Smotricz,
“Papirus z Oksyrynchos nr 2506: I Palinodia Stezychora”, Meander 20 (1965) 445-50; B. Gen-
tili, Poetry and its Public in Ancient Greece (tr. by T. Cole) (Baltimore 1988) 274-5 n. 27,
K. Bassi, “Helen and the Discourse of Denial in Stesichorus’ Palinode”, Arethusa 26 (1993) 51-75;
G. O. Hutchinson, Greek Lyric Poetry (Oxford 2001) 116-17; (ii) L. Woodbury, “Helen and the
Palinode”, Phoenix 21 (1967) 157-76 (reprinted in: Collected Writings [Atlanta 1991] 168-87),
at 173-5; Leone (op. cit.) 25; M. Lefkowitz, The Lives of the Greek Poets (London 1981) 33-4;
G. Arrighetti, Poeti, eruditi e biografi (Pisa 1987) 58-9; L. Pratt, Lying and Poetry from Homer
to Pindar (Ann Arbor 1993) 132-6; also H. Fraenkel, Dichtung und Philosophie des friihen
Griechentums (2nd ed.) (Munich 1962) 322 n. 7; (iii) A. Farina, Studi Stesicorei: parte prima: il
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2 Adrian Kelly

the poem in which Stesikhoros used epic and hymnodic conventions in order to
construct an authoritative persona.’ I shall begin by illustrating these elements
and relating them to the Palinode’s various reports and fragments; move on to
a discussion of the most important extant witnesses, particularly those which
seem to contradict my hypothesis; and conclude with a brief reconstruction of
the poem according to the preceding argument.

1. Meeting Helen

The proposition of an embedded narrative in which the poet appears as a char-
acter immediately raises the question of the melic ‘I’. The narrator inside the
melic or epic poem is, I would argue, a construction of that text, and the features
associated with this figure are to be interpreted for what they add to the poem
itself, as Griffith has said a propos of Hesiod:’

“.. the techniques of self-reference in Hesiod belong to traditions much older than
Homer himself and shared by other early Greek poets . . Hesiod’s personal and
autobiographical remarks always serve a specific and necessary function within the
contexts in which they occur, and should be viewed in these terms rather than as
gratuitous self-revelation and reminiscence.”

For practical purposes, Hesiod’s apparently ‘biographical’ statements in the
Works and Days all combine to cast him as an authoritative figure to deliver his

mito di Helena (Naples 1968) 12; G. Devereux, “Stesichorus’ Palinodes: two further testimonia
and some comments”, RAM 116 (1973) 206-9; (iv) C. M. Bowra, Greek Lyric Poetry (2nd ed.)
(Oxford 1961) 125; Davison (op. cit.); (with variation) A. Beecroft, ““This is not a true story’:
Stesichorus’ Palinode and the Revenge of the Epichoric”, TAPA 136 (2006) 47-70. M. Wright,
Euripides’ Escape Tragedies (Oxford 2005) 82-112 has very little trust in the evidence for the
Palinode, but he overemphasises minor inconsistences in the sources. For bibliography, cf. esp.
Doria (op. cit.) 82-3 n. 8; D. Sider, “The blinding of Stesichorus”, Hermes 117 (1989) 423-31
423 n. 1; D. Giordano, Chamaeleontis Heracleotae Fragmenta (editio altera) (Bologna 1990)
158-9 n. 245; cf. also M. Davies, “Derivative and Proverbial Testimonia Concerning Stesichorus’
‘Palinode’”, QUCC 10 (1982) 7-16. In this article, Stesikhoros’ restimonia and fragments are
cited according to PMGF, and printed in bold type.

2 Prefigured in the work of many others, the current hypothesis has not to my knowledge been
made in this form. Those close to my position (in several respects) include C. Blomfield, “Stesi-
chorus”, in: T. Gaisford (ed.), Poetae minores Graeci (Leipzig 1823) 3.336-48; R. Kannicht,
Euripides Helena (2 vols.) (Gottingen 1969) 26-41; Sider (above, n. 1); E. Bowie, “Lies, Fiction
and Slander in Early Greek Poetry”, in: C. Gill/T. P. Wiseman (eds.), Lies and Fiction in the
Ancient World (Exeter 1993) 1-37; N. Austin, Helen of Troy and her shameless phantom (Ithaca
1994) ch. 4; B. Graziosi, Inventing Homer: the early reception of epic (Cambridge 2002) 147-50.

3 M. Griffith, “Personality in Hesiod”, CA 2 (1983) 37-65, at 37. For other explorations and an
introduction to this issue, cf. S. R. Slings, “The I in personal archaic lyric: an introduction”,
in: id. (ed.), The Poet’s I in Archaic Greek Lyric: proceedings of a symposium held at the Vrije
Universiteit Amsterdam (Amsterdam 1990) 1-30.
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poem, augmenting his status and importance as a source of poetic wisdom.* For
example, the detail that he competed at funeral games (Op. 650-9) equates him
with epic characters who typically compete in such contests (aside from //. 23,
cf. 5.802-8, 23.629-43, 23.678-80; Od. 8.94-256, 24.85-92; Cypria arg. 22-4), and
Hesiod is therefore an ‘epically’ successful figure in a competition concerned
with poetic excellence. This self-advertisement functions in much the same way
as the Muses’ gift of a staff (Theog. 30-1) is not — as some have taken it — a tacit
admission that Hesiod could not sing, but another claim of authority analogous
to that assumed by the epic hero when he gets up to speak in an agore.’
Hence, my contention of an epiphanic meeting between Stesikhoros and
Helen implies only that, within the poem itself, this narrative would serve to
enhance the poet’s authority to sing such a song. Certainly, an epicising strategy
of this sort would have appealed to Stesikhoros, recognised in antiquity as one
of the most ‘epic’ of melic poets,® and given to the frequent recasting of Homeric
episodes in his own compositions.” But, in fact, encounters between poet and
deity are found throughout early Greek poetry, which is perhaps unsurprising
given the prominence in this body of verse of hymnodic narrative and its kletic
conventions. One of the most obvious of these is invocation, its purpose being

4 cf. Griffith (above, n. 3); W. Thalmann, Conventions of Form and Thought in Early Greek
Poetry (Baltimore 1984) 152-3; E. Stein, AutorbewufStsein in der friihen griechischen Literatur
(Tubingen 1990) 8-12; K. Stoddard, The Narrative Voice in the Theogony of Hesiod (Leiden
2004).

5  cf. M. L. West, Hesiod: Theogony (Oxford 1966) ad loc., 163-4; e.g., 1. 1.234-7,1.245-6,2.100-9,
2.185-6, 18.505-6, 23.566-9; Od. 2.37-8, 2.80-1.

6 cf. TB 5-20 (for the citation conventions in this article, cf. above, n. 1); also M. L. West, “Stesi-
chorus™, CQ 21 (1971) 302-14, at 302; De Martino (above, n. 1) 73 and n. 2. Stesikhoros was
described as Hesiod’s son in several early sources (TA 2-6; cf. TA 7), a phenomenon analogous
to the way in which textual affiliations in early heroic epic were expressed in terms of a gene-
alogical link to Homer; cf. Graziosi (above, n. 2).

7 cf. S 15 and /1. 8.307-8 with A. Maingon, “Epic Convention in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis: SLG
3157, Phoenix 34 (1980) 99-107; 209 and Od. 15.164-8; S 11 and /1. 12.322ff.; S 13 and //. 22.83.
There are several caveats to this statement, including the extent to which Stesikhoros associated
the idea of ‘Homer’ with our /liad and Odyssey, and whether similarities between melic and
epic texts are to be explained as allusions or the inheritance of a common poetic culture; cf.
J. A. Davison, “Quotations and Allusions in Early Greek Literature”, Eranos 53 (1955) 123-40;
R. L. Fowler, The Nature of Early Greek Lyric (Toronto 1987); J. Burgess, The Tradition of
the Trojan War in Homer and the Epic Cycle (Baltimore 2001) 114-31. Though doubtful about
allusion in the seventh century, I think it begins to occur with some frequency in the sixth. For
example, on the way in which Ibykos’ Polykrates ode (S 151 PMGF) explicitly recalls the Nau-
tilia from Hesiod’s Works and Days, cf. esp. J. Barron, “Ibycus: to Polykrates”, BICS 16 (1969)
119-49 134-5, esp. 135: “[t]he purpose of the passage in Hesiod is to provide the poet with an
opportunity of alluding to his own skill: Hesiod only crossed the sea once, to compete at the
funeral games of the Chalcidian Amphidamas, and there he won first prize for his Yuvog. By
recalling these lines, Ibycus sets his own reptutation as a poet more tactfully before his audience.
He too is a champion™; cf. also now D. Steiner, “Nautical matters: Hesiod’s Nautilia and Ibycus
Fragment 282 PMG”, CP 100 (2005) 347-55.
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either to summon the deity to the place of the performance and/or guarantee
their assistance for the poet (//. 2.484-93, Od. 1.1 & 10; Hesiod Theog. 104-15;
Op. 1-2; Hom. Hymns 1.17-21, 2.490-5, 3.545 etc.),’ though the most famous
meeting is Hesiod’s encounter with the Muses on Mt. Helikon as he tends his
sheep (Theog. 22-34), where they not only speak to him but also provide him
with his staff of authority. A similar encounter is related in the Mnesiepes inscrip-
tion about Arkhilokhos, though the absence of any specific quotation covering
the event has led some to doubt whether this was in fact found in his poetry.’

Such meetings are not confined to the Dichterweihe. For example, in Sap-
pho F 1 LP the narrator’s previous encounter with Aphrodite (5-24) is in-
voked within a da ut dedisti prayer framework as a paradigm for the current
request. The connection between Aphrodite’s proven favour and the authority
or success of a love poet is as obvious as the Muses’ favour for a successful
epic poet.!? Similarly, Pindar’s eighth Pyrhian contains a meeting between the
poet and the hero-seer Alkman, son of Amphiaraos, who benefited Pindar
with a display of his mantic powers, probably to be interpreted as a reference
to the future victories of the laudandus (56-60).!"' The episode helps to estab-
lish the relationship between hero (and the heroic more generally), poet and
laudandus which is so central to epinician poetry. Finally, though a much later
case, one may compare the link with Apollo and Asklepios in Isyllos’ Paian
to those deities, where a previous encounter between the narrator-poet and
Asklepios (62-84 F Powell) — in which the god gave him instructions subse-
quently passed on, with good effect, to the Spartans — serves as the previous
instance of a divine favour at whose repetition the poet is aiming in the per-
formative present.'?

Furthermore, consider the positioning of these persona narratives. Hesiod
places his sphragis passage in the Theogony inside the first section of that poem,
during the opening proem-hymn to the Muses; the poet of the Homeric Hymn to
Apollo refers to himself and his presence at the festival being attended by Apollo
at the end of the shorter, Delian section of his poem; Isyllos tells his story in the

8 cf. W. D. Furley & J. M. Bremer, Greek Hymns; Selected Cult Songs from the Archaic to the
Hellenistic Period Volume I: The Texts in Translation (Tibingen 2001) 52-5; D. Frohder, Die
dichterische Form der homerischen Hymnen (Ziirich 1994) 17-35; W. Race, “How Greek poems
begin”, YCS 29 (1992) 13-38.

9 cf, e.g., D. Campbell, The Golden Lyre: the themes of the Greek Lyric Poets (London 1983)
254; also Bowie (above, n. 2) 8 for other meetings in Arkhilokhos’ poetry.

10 For other meetings of this sort in Sappho’s poetry, cf. D. L. Page, Sappho and Alcaeus (Oxford
1955) 41-2; also Stein (above, n. 4) 124-6.

11 cf. R. Burton, Pindar’s Pythian Odes (Oxford 1962) 182-3; also P. van 't Wout, “Amphiaraos
as Alkman: Compositional Strategy and Mythological Innovation in Pindar’s Pythian 8.39-60",
Mnemosyne 59 (2006) 1-18, at 9-14, esp. 11 and n. 18.

12 For other such meetings in general, cf. O. Falter, Der Dichter und sein Gott bei den Griechen
und Romern (Berlin 1934) 79-88. They need not end up positively, as shown by the story of
Thamyris (/7. 2.594-600) or indeed the qualified nature of the Muses’ gifts to Demodokos (Od.
8.62—4); cf. below, n. 25.
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final portion of his hymn; Sappho calls upon and relates a past conversation with
Aphrodite, and Pindar a meeting and continuing relationship with the mantic
figure of Alkman. In other words, each composition is driven by an encounter
in which the poet-narrator appears as a character referring to a (generally) past
episode, but one contained entirely within the current poem.

It is of course one thing to point out that epic and melic poets from the
Archaic through Classical periods and beyond could do this kind of thing, and
another to suggest that Stesikhoros did so in his Palinode. Yet, apart from the de-
monstrable interactions with Homeric poetry in his more substantial fragments,
several sources hint that this composition specifically had an hymnodic quality.
The mythographer Konon (1st c. BC/AD) uses the term ‘hymn’ for the Palin-
ode (TA 41 = FGrH 26 F 1 Ztnoiyopog & avtika vuvovg ‘EAévng ovvtdrter),”
and Isokrates mentions ‘some blasphemy’ at the ‘beginning of the song’ (192
= Helen 64 apyouevog thic ondiig éPAacdnuncé t1) in a manner intimative of
this type of context.!* Hymnos can refer to a wide range of compositions, and
hymnodic conventions are widespread, but one does not need to define the
hymn in a monolithic way to accept that its conventions may appear in, or even
be characteristic of, Stesikhoros’ poem. Certainly the marriage story told in
the extant fragments of the Helen (187, 188, 189, 190 & 223") would well con-
cord with the typical themes addressed in the partes epicae of, e.g., the Ho-
meric Hymns dealing with the major female deities, where the settlement of
the goddess’ sexual status with regard to the hegemony of Zeus is the subject
of the Twun narrative.'® Moreover, the second-person address to Helen herself

13 I shall return to this testimonium and the expression Vupvovg cvvtdttet below, pp. 15-16.
Though it is unlikely that they had independent access to the Palinode, Irenaios and Hippoly-
tos also refer to tog tolvordiog év aig buvnoey avthv; cf. Davies (above, n. 1) ad 193, 180; also
below, n. 55.

14 I refer specifically to the use of the verb &pyw within, and to denote, prooimia; cf., e.g., Od.
8.499; Hom. Hymns 1.17-18, 5293, 9.9, 18.11, 21.4; Theog. 34, 48; 1l. 9.97; Alkman 29 PMGF;
Theognis 1-3 W; Pindar Nemean 2.1-3; cf. Davison (above, n. 1) 218; W. Race, “Aspects of
Rhetoric and Form in Greek Hymns”, GRBS 23 (1982) 5-14.

15 Though not connected with the Helen or Palinode by Page or Davies, this last fragment (= X Eur.
Orestes 249) treats Aphrodite’s hostility towards Tyndareus as the explanation for the sexual incon-
tinence of his daughters, and is often taken (e.g. by J. A. Davison, “Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 25067,
in: Atti del’ XI Congresso Internazionale di Papirologia [Milan 1965] 96-117, at 101) to come from
the Helen. It would be particularly appropriate to an hymnodic narrative about that character; cf.
M. L. West, The Hesiodic Catalogue of Women (Oxford 1985) 133-5; also below, nn. 16-17.

16  The equivalent sections of the hymns devoted to the male deities is their claiming of power,
and acceptance by Zeus. For typical elements in the Homeric Hymns, cf. R. Janko, “The struc-
ture of the Homeric Hymns”, Hermes 109 (1981) 9-24; C. Sowa, Traditional Themes and the
Homeric Hymns (Chicago 1984); Frohder (above, n. 8); also below, n. 17. That Zeus’ sexual
control is an important issue in these (and other early) works is argued convincingly by J. S.
Clay, The Politics of Olympus (Princeton 1989); cf. also Hom. Hymns 2.3—4, 5.45-52.
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(192) would be far from inappropriate in a xoipe transition of the sort commonly
found, again, in the Homeric Hymns."

But a more powerful suggestion of the poem’s hymnodic character may be
provided by Aelius Aristides 33.2 péteiut 0¢ £’ €1epov TPOOIULOV KOTH ZTNGTYOPOV
(241), linked (originally by Bergk) with Et. Gen. A Ztioiyopog patog einov (and
Et. Gen. B Toiyopoc pdrog einec 257) to form a possible verse from the Palin-
ode (i.e. udtog etndv- puéteyt &’ ¢d” Etepov mpooiutov).'® Whether the reconstruc-
tion or even the association is correct is immaterial; what is important is, firstly,
that Stesikhoros could refer to his own compositions as prooimia, for this was
the generic term applied e.g. by Thucydides to the Homeric Hymn to Apollo
(3.104)." Secondly, and perhaps more significantly, the idea of progressing
e’ €tepov mpooiptov would fit very well with a single poem of two hymnodic seg-
ments, each with its own beginning.”” Two such invocations to the Muse associ-

17 For this convention, cf. Hom. Hymns 1.20-1, 2.490-5, 3.545-6 (also 165-8), 4.579-80, 5.292-3,
6.19-21, 7.58-9, 9.7-9, 10.4-6, 11.5 etc.; also B. A. van Groningen, La Composition littéraire
archaique grecque (Amsterdam 1958) 73-4; Janko (above, n. 16); Frohder (above, n. 8) 57-60;
Furley & Bremer (above, n. 8) 61-2; Davison (above, n. 1) 207-8; Race (above, n. 8); also be-
low, p. 7 with n. 22.

18 cf. Woodbury (above, n. 1) 175; Davison (above, n. 1) 218 n. 1 describes the metre of the
resulting line as “iambic tetrameter acatalectic which has lost its first two syllables”, ad-
ducing Scaliger’s emended version of 245 (Bavévrtog dvdpoc nas’ dndAAlvtol tot’ dvBpdrmy
x&pig) as a complete example (for other reconstructions, cf. Davies (above, n. 1) 224). For
uot— in a similar context (i.e. change of subject matter or direction), cf. Ensemble d 7 M-P of
the new Empedokles fragment (viv 8¢ patn(v év] 1@de vot[ot kotéd]evsa mapetdc), while
d 10 (émB[hooule’v’ avbic) provides a suggestive parallel for pérewur; cf. below, n. 52. pdrag
itself would be an excellent term for Stesikhoros’ story about Helen’s lewd behaviour (and/
or that story), given this rather rare word’s application to sexual transgressions in Aesch.
Supp. 820 (despite £ ad loc.), Cho. 918 and (perhaps) Soph. F 798 (Radt); cf. Zonaras 1338
(s. 257); Page (above, n. 1) 130.

19  cf. Frohder (above, n. 8) 8 and n. 1; also J. S. Clay, “The Homeric Hymns”, in: I. Morris &
B. Powell (eds.), A New Companion to Homer (Leiden 1997) 489-507, at 494-8. For other
kitharoidic prooimia (conventionally ascribed to Terpandros), cf. West (above, n. 6) 307 and
n. 2. This need not have been Stesikhoros’ term, but it is at least evidence that his work could
be viewed in this way, and perhaps even characteristically so.

20 De Martino (above, n. 1) 74-5 argues that the structure of the poem was essentially triadic (i.e.
st proem = strophe; 2nd proem = antistrophe; Palinode = epode) because “il proemio non € un
canto o un inno qualunque, ma il primo di una serie di canti ovvero di inni, cosi come il pro-
logo non ¢ che il logos preliminare.” However, Thucydides uses the term of one of the larger
Homeric Hymns in its entirety (as De Martino [above, n. 1] 74 n. 6 goes on to remark), and his
conception of triadic structure assumes narrative correspondence with (rather large) strophic
and epodic units, which is not found e.g. in the Geryoneis or the Lille papyrus (222b); cf. also
West (above, n. 6) 312-13, who (314) infers from Aelius that Stesikhoros prefaced his large
compositions with smaller prooimia to the gods (“after the prooimion, the main song.”). If so,
the expression would then be even stronger evidence of a two-fold structure in Stesikhoros’
poem, for an audience would expect after the prooimion a ‘main’ song and instead be faced
with another proemic narrative. This must of course be possible, though the tradition that
Terpandros wrote kitharoidic prooimia (above, n. 19) makes it at least as likely that they were
free-standing compositions like the larger Homeric Hymns.
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ated with the Palinode have in fact been preserved by P.Oxy. 2506 (193.9-11 =
Khamaileon F 29 Giordano),*! and the phenomenon can be directly paralleled in
the clearly hymnodic contexts of the Theogony (1-4; 104-15), the Homeric Hymn
to Apollo (1-2 [cf. also 19-20]; 179-81) and Simonides’ Plataia elegy (F 11.19-21
W). In all these cases, the reinvocation is preceded by a yoipe transition (Theog.
104; Hom. Hymn Ap. 165-6; Simon. F 11.19 W) and serves to mark the pro-
gression from one narrative to another, slightly different in focus or tone; in Si-
monides’ case to the story of the battle, in the Theogony to the catalogue proper
and in the Homeric Hymn to the ‘Pythian’ tyun narrative.?” Thus a transition of
this sort in Stesikhoros’s poem could move from his ‘offensive’ narrative about
Helen into the apparently exculpatory one which placed her in Egypt. Given all
this, I propose that the Palinode took the form of a doubled hymn, concerned
with the stories and powers of Helen and containing elements elsewhere associ-
ated with hymnodic narrative.?

This generic context would provide a ready explanation for the encounter
story as a persona narrative like those examined above, which in turn would help
to illumine the substance of the punishment itself, for poetic blindness quickly
associates Stesikhoros’ persona with Homer’s, particularly the way in which De-
modokos seems to have been interpreted “as an autobiographical character”* at
least as early as the poet of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, who advertises himself
in his own sphragis as the Tvdprog avnp from Khios.” Indeed, Plato’s account

21 I shall return to this testimonium and its contention that there were two Palinodes below,
pp. 15-18. For now, I merely note the existence of two invocations linked with this (type of)
composition.

22 D. Obbink, “The Genre of Plataea”, in: D. Boedeker/D. Sider (eds.), The New Simonides (Ox-
ford 1993) 65-85, at 69 n. 12 also points to the transitional function of the Muses’ reinvocation
before the Catalogue of Ships in the /liad, to which I would add that such reinvocations occur
several times in that poem before pivotal events in the narrative (11.218-20; 16.112-13). For
other reinvocations in a variety of sources, including Aristophanes’ Birds 676-736 and Empe-
dokles B 4 DK, cf. Obbink (op. cit.) 70-1; also G. B. Conte, “Proems in the middle”, YCS 29
(1992) 147-60 for Alexandrian and Roman examples. I. Rutherford, “The New Simonides:
Toward a Commentary”, in: Boedeker/Sider (op. cit.) 33-54, at 45-6 and 50 suggests that the
Plataia elegy contained a sphragis, which would render it an even more compelling parallel
for the current hypothesis. Of course, only Hesiod is demonstrably earlier than Stesikhoros
(for the date of the hymn, cf. below, n. 76, and W. Burkert, “Kynaithos, Polykrates, and the
Homeric Hymn to Apollo”, in: G. Bowersock/W. Burkert/M. Putnam [eds.], Arktouros: Hel-
lenic Studies presented to Bernard M. W. Knox on the occasion of his 65th birthday [Berlin
1979] 53-62), but we are searching for generic comparanda, not sources (I am grateful to Dirk
Obbink for drawing my attention to this material).

23 For a more detailed reconstruction of the poem, cf. below, pp. 19-21.

24 Graziosi (above, n. 2) 138 (138-63 for the entire issue); at 147-50 she accepts that Stesikhoros’
story of blindness was directed specifically at the story of Homer’s affliction (cf. also Woodbury
[above, n. 1] 173 & nn. 33-4). While Bassi (above, n. 1) 54-5 n. 6 grants that the theme may be
significant in these terms, she believes that “there is no evidence that the Palinode itself refers
to the poet’s blindness”; cf. Sider (above, n. 1) 424-5.

25 172 oixkel 8¢ Xiot évi nounaroéoont; cf. also Simonides F 19 W Xiog . . avnp. Consider the pun-
ishment inflicted on Thamyris by the Muses for his hubristic competitiveness; cf. S. Grandolini,
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of Stesikhoros’ affliction contrasts him on this very point with Homer, who did
not recognise the source of the trouble and so remained blind.*® A narrative in
which Stesikhoros admits that he was afflicted in this way, and then realised the
reason for it, would place him above the Homeric poet, in terms both of his codia
and his connection with the divine Helen, and in this way would grant him the
poetic authority to offer his own treatment of a character already described by
his authoritative competitor(s).”

An allusive antagonism of this sort could also explain the testimony of the melic
commentator in P.Oxy. 2506 (193.2-7) that Stesikhoros péudeton both Homer and
Hesiod in his poem(s). It has been argued from this testimonium that he must have
referred to them both by name,” though the presence of these two figures may
reflect no more than the fact (misunderstood by the commentator or his source)
that they were considered the authoritative sources of more or less all the stories
told about Helen — ergo a new version must by definition be critical of them.”
Of course direct mention of either epic poet need not have been out of place in
Stesikhoros (despite some limited evidence that Hesiod used the £idwAov),* but
the hypothesis that the blindness story was part of a persona narrative would permit
the more economical conclusion that this papyrus reflects someone’s understanding

Canti e aedi nei poemi omerici (Pisa 1996) 48-50; also R. Buxton, “Blindness and its limits:
Sophokles and the logic of myth”, JHS 100 (1980) 22-37, at 30-2, esp. 32: “the essentials of the
infringement-and-punishment sequence in the Stesichoros-Helen myth show strong similari-
ties to the structures already familiar to us.”

26 Phdr. 243a o0k fyvénoev wonep “Ounpog; cf. also TA 42 (= Hermias ad Phdr. 243a). The sixth
Homeric Vita contains a very similar story (51-7 Allen): &AAot 8¢ doct ToDT0 0rdTOV HemovBévor
810 piviy ‘EAévng dpyioBeiong odtdt S161t elney adthy xortoheAotmévor pev Tov TpdTepov dvdpoa,
nrorovBnkévar 8 AreEdvdpwt: obtmg Yodv — 811 kol mopéotn adTdt, dnoiv, voxtdg 7 woxh ThHe
NPOIVNG TaPaIVOVGH KOO TEG TONGELS aOTOD . . TOV 8¢ un dvacyésBot motficor todto.

27 cf., in general, W. Burkert, “The Making of Homer in the Sixth Century BC: Rhapsodes versus
Stesichorus”, in: Papers on the Amasis Painter and his World (Malibu 1987) 43-62. The range
of interpretations of Stesikhoros’ blindness is great, as Sider (above, n. 1) 424-5 notes, but the
fact itself is usually considered to be somewhat remote from the poetry.

28 cf, e.g., Bowie (above, n. 2) 24-5. He further contends from the papyrus’ reference to €v te
th étépon (6) that Homer was mentioned in one segment, Hesiod the other; cf. also Smotricz
(above, n. 1). It is of course possible that the contrast with Homer was more marked at the
end of the first hymnic segment, whilst in the second Stesikhoros may (e.g.) have disagreed in
some way with Hesiod’s story of the eldwhAov (F 358 MW) or even retold the tale of Helen’s
marriage (187) (cf. below, pp. 19-21 for my reconstruction). Nonetheless, Kannicht (above,
n. 2) 39 plausibly argues that Khamaileon was the first to bring out the names explicitly, that
Stesikhoros himself only dealt with the poyAoctvn theme from Hesiod F 176 MW (and in the
‘schmédhender Teil’ of the Helen), and so it is an attractive conclusion that the schematism
represents a scholarly misunderstanding of Stesikhoros’ poem similar to those proposed in the
next section (below, pp. 11-19, esp. 15f. for discussion of the papyrus).

29 cf. West (above, n. 15) 133-4. Indeed, the same commentator, in the very next column of the
papyrus (P.Oxy. 2506 F 26 col. ii. = 217.1-7), explicitly acknowledges Stesikhoros as of primary
importance after Homer and Hesiod for later mythographers.

30 Hesiod F 358 MW; also F 23(a) with J. March, “Clytemnestra and the Oresteia Legend”, in: The
Creative Poet (BICS Supplement 49) (London 1987) 79-118, at 88-9.
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of Stesikhoros’ allusion to the Homeric and Hesiodic personae — the former in the
story of the blindness, the latter in the meeting with the divinity.*!

The details of the encounter itself are of course difficult to recapture. One
scholar focuses on the verb avéotn in Isokrates’ account describing Stesikhoros
getting up to find himself blind, and suggests that this refers to the way in which
the blind Demodokos is presented as a seated figure when he performs his first
and third songs (Od. 8.65-6, 472-3).> This is indeed plausible, though the Suda
(TA 19) suggests that Stesikhoros was informed of Helen’s displeasure in a
dream (€€ oveipov), and so dvéotn could refer to the poet waking to find him-
self blind, after being told in the dream both the deity’s intention to inflict the
punishment on him and the reason for it.*

Dreams are widespread in Homeric epic (/1. 2.6-35, 23.65-101, 24.679-89;
also 10.496-7,22.199-201; Od. 4.795-841, 6.15-49, 15.9-45, 19.535-53, 20.30-55;
also 14.495) and a typical locus for a meeting between gods and mortals (e.g., /.
2.6-35,24.679-89; Od. 6.15-49, 15.9-45).>* It may therefore be significant not only
that the Odyssey poet has an €idwAov formed and sent by Athene to Penelope to
have a lengthy conversation with her in a dream-episode (4.795-841), but also
that Penelope narrates one of her past dreams to the disguised Odysseus and
invites his interpretation of it (19.535-58).%° A typically Stesichorean reconfigu-
ration of, and allusion to, these two Homeric passages would have been of con-
siderable significance for his tale through the association of Penelope and Helen;
while the Odyssey uses their relationship primarily for contrast, Stesikhoros’
story would cast them both as complementary illustrations of fidelity.*® I suggest
that these two scenes were in fact one of the major reasons behind Stesikhoros’
choice of the eidwAov device (for the other, cf. below).

31 cf. above, n. 7, for the analogous way in which Ibykos specifically appropriates elements of
the Hesiodic persona in his ode to Polykrates (S 151 PMGF). A later parallel for an agonistic
persona discourse may be observed in Pindar Paian 7(b).18-20 (C2 Rutherford) tvpAai yop
avdpdv dpévec, | dotic dvevd’ ‘Elkwviddwy | Bobetay . . épevvar codiog 686v. This statement
serves to point out the insufficiency of the Homeric poet, whose ‘well-worn path’ Pindar has
just explicitly deprecated at v. 11, and it does so by implying that Homer failed to have the sup-
port of the Helikonian, i.e. Hesiodic, Muses. Pindar thus claims support from one great poetic
authority in order to compete with another, an obvious desideratum in a song covering a topic
famously (cf. Thucydides 3.104) treated in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo; cf. Kannicht (above,
n. 2) 29; 1. Rutherford, Pindar’s Paeans (Oxford 2001) 247-9, esp. 247 n. 7, though he does not
use verses 18-20 in support of his argument for an allusion to the Homeric Hymn.

32 Sider (above, n. 1); Davison (above, n. 1) 206.

33 cf. Bowie (above, n. 2) 27. For other epiphanic narratives linked with dreams, cf. Falter (above,
n. 12) esp. 81.

34 cf. C. Walde, Die Traumdarstellungen in der griechisch-romischen Dichtung (Leipzig 2001)
19-72.

35 cf. Sappho F 134 LP Lo . . ¢éhe&duav ovap Kurpoyévna with Stein (above, n. 4) 125, esp. n. 159.

36 cf. Od. 23.218-24 for Penelope’s own attempt to exonerate or mitigate Helen’s offence; also
Austin (above, n. 2) ch. 4, esp. 114-15.
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There are therefore several indications, from several sources, that the story
about Stesikhoros’ blindness and recantation was a narrative inside the Palinode
itself, and its purpose was to bolster its author’s claim on his audience and their
attention. The resulting persona is constructed from recognisably Homeric and
Hesiodic elements, their conventions appropriated to authenticate a competi-
tor’s song. This is not just a younger poet’s playful irony, but an essential strategy
for challenging one’s predecessors: if the new is to be believable, it must still be
clothed in familiar dress.”’

But Stesikhoros’ relationship with these poets may go even further, and con-
cern the most famously Stesichorean element of the Palinode — the ‘correction’
itself. Correction arises naturally from the competitive culture of archaic po-
etry,® and an author could of course refer to an external composition of his own
in this way, as Hesiod seems to do with his admission that there are two Erides
(Op. 11-12).,* or perhaps Pindar in his seventh Nemean (102—4 10 &’ £uov o? mote
daoet kéap | atponorot Neontohepov eélkvoot | €neot) with regard to his depiction
of Neoptolemos in the sixth Paian.*” But corrections are not confined to external
references; in Stesikhoros’ own lifetime, for example, Ibykos (S 166 PMGF)
uses an Abbruchsformel to change direction from a Trojan war narrative to turn
towards “praises of a handsome addressee” and then “a general encomium of
Sparta” in terms which naturally suggest the current impropriety of the previous
subject matter (22 kot t0] pev o0 dpatov €éotv).! In the next century, Pindar’s first
Olympian also breaks off after embarking on what would have proven an inap-
propriate path (52 éuol 8 Gmopo YLoTPIHOPYOV LOKAP®OV TV eIRETV* AdloTopon),
as again does the ninth Olympian (3540 ar6 potr Adyov | tobtov, otdua,
plyov- | énel 10 ye Aowdopricat Beotc | €xBpd codio, kol 10 kowydcBat mapd
KopoOv | povionoty brokpeket: | umn vov Aaddyet o totod (o) ).+

37 Consider the way in which Pindar’s new myth of the Pelops story in Olympian 1 sticks closely
to the original story; cf. also A. Kelly, “Neoanalysis and the Nestorbedringnis: a test case”,
Hermes 134 (2006) 1-25, esp. 19-22, on the relationship between Pythian 6, Iliad 8 and the
Aithiopis.

38 cf. M. Griffith, “Contest and Contradiction in early Greek poetry”, in id./D. Mastronarde
(eds.), Cabinet of the Muses: Essays on Classical and Comparative Literature in Honor of
Thomas G. Rosenmayer (Atlanta 1990) 185-208.

39 M. L. West, Hesiod: Works and Days (Oxford 1978) ad loc., 143. However, R. Scodel, “Self-
Correction, Spontaneity, and Orality in Archaic Poetry”, in: I. Worthington (ed.), Voice into
Text: Orality and Literacy in Ancient Greece (Leiden 1996) 59-80, at 74—6 well points out that
Hesiod could be referring not to the Theogony but to the passage in the Works and Days itself
(656-9) in which his persona narrative, specifically his victory at the funeral games of Am-
phidamas, exemplifies the existence and operation of the good Eris.

40 cf. G. Most, The Measures of Praise (Gottingen 1985) 207-10; Arrighetti (above, n. 1) 85-6;
B. Currie, Pindar and the Cult of Heroes (Oxford 2005) 321-40.

41 M. L. West, “Stesichorus Redivivus”, ZPE 4 (1969) 135-49, at 147 (his supplements), though
he ascribes this fragment to Stesikhoros.

42 cf. H. Pelliccia, “Pindarus Homericus: Pythian 3.1-80”, HSCP 91 (1987) 39-63, at 46-8, esp. 47
n. 20.
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Yet, much earlier than any of these examples, and of potentially fundamental
significance for the Palinode, both Homer and Hesiod employed an eldwAov in
precisely this way, the former with regard to the story of Herakles in the under-
world (Od. 11.601-8) and the latter in the sacrifice of Iphigeneia (F 23(a).13-26
MW).** On each occasion the character is located firmly in an action or circum-
stance which is then applied instead to his/her eidwAov.* So the phenomenon in
general provides good precedent for self-correction within a poem, but the two
epic examples of Herakles and Iphigeneia also contain even the very substance
of Stesikhoros’ correction.® It would seem that his famous Helen-phantom was
simply the deliberate application of existing epic material and convention to a
new circumstance.

To conclude this section: the evidence hitherto considered is either sugges-
tive of, or not inconsistent with, the hypothesis that Stesikhoros’ meeting with
Helen was a persona narrative within the Palinode. Not only was such an episode
a well-known poetic convention, and highly suitable for the type of composi-
tion proposed here, but it would have granted Stesikhoros the authority in his
audience’s eyes to compete with his Homeric and Hesiodic predecessors, even
as he appropriated their stories to do so.

2. One Palinode or two?

Many of the sources for the Palinode have already been explored, but along the
way several references seemed to suggest there might be more than one such
composition.*® In this section I will propose that these statements are not in fact
inconsistent with my hypothesis; some of the sources usually cited as evidence for
these multiple poems do not in fact say this, while those which do may be explained
as a biographical interpretation of the doubled poem proposed above. Let us be-
gin with the two earliest — and emphatic — references to one composition, Plato
Phaedrus 243a and Isokrates Helen 64 (192), set out here in that order:

43 cf. Griffith (above, n. 38) 197. The Catalogue of Women is of unknown date, but its composition
is usually placed in the middle third of the sixth century; cf. West (above, n. 15) 130-7. Whether
Hesiod was the author of this poem or not is immaterial, for it was commonly ascribed to him
in antiquity; cf. West (op. cit.) 127.

44 For other examples of self-correction, cf. Scodel (above, n. 39). For other £{dwAa in Homer-
ic poetry, cf., e.g., Il. 5.449-53; compare also 21.597-601; Kannicht (above, n. 2) 33-8. West
(above, n. 15) 134-5 unconvincingly argues for Stesikhoros’ priority over the passage from
I1. 5, which he deems an interpolation (similar arguments against the authenticity of the nekuia
passage are also unpersuasive; cf. A. Heubeck, in: id./A. Hoekstra, A Commentary on Homer’s
Odyssey; Volume 11: Books 1X-XVI [Oxford 1989] ad loc., 114).

45 For other examples of Stesikhoros’ allusive recasting of Homeric passages, cf. above, n. 7. Per-
haps this combination of Homeric and Hesiodic precedent lies behind the statement of P.Oxy.
2506 (above, p. 7 and nn. 28-30).

46 cf. above, n. 1, esp. position (i).
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goTwv O 1olg Guaptavovst tept pobBoloyiov kabopuodg dpyaiog, ov “Ounpoc
uev ovx NioBeto, Ttnoiyopog 8. 1@V Yop dupdtov otepnBeic d1d ty ‘EAévnc
Kok yoplow ovk fyvoncev donep “Ounpoc, dAL’ &1e Hovo1KOC BV Eyve Thv
aitioy, kol molel evBog —

ovx €01’ Etvpog Adyog odToC,
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0008’ Txeo Iépyapo Tpolog:
Kol mowmoog on maocov v korovuévny Ilolvoidiov mopoyphuo &v-
ePArevey.

gvedeiloto 8¢ kol Ztnoydpmt Tdv TomTht TV E0vThc ddvoty - Ste Yop dpyd-
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Both authors refer to tnv xolovpévnv Ialivmidiov, which is not a mere reflec-
tion of uncertainty over the poem’s title.*” Note, firstly, Plato’s phrasing: kol
romoog On naocov My kalovuévny Moiwvmdiov topoypfuo avéBreyey. The
qualification macav is most unusual, for it implies that the story of the blind-
ing, or at least the advertisement of the previous story’s falsity, was part of an
incomplete or larger work (i.e. ‘and when he had composed the whole so-called
Palinode immediately he regained his sight’).* Thus the participle xohovuévny
reflects the fact that, at least from Plato’s perspective (and probably Isokrates’ as
well), [Tolvoidiav does not describe the poem’s contents in an entirely accurate
manner.* Such an intimation would certainly fit a two-segment hypothesis, for
only the second could with justice be called a [ToAvoidio.

47 I assume that ‘Palinode’ was indeed a title for the poem (below, n. 49), though this is not es-
sential to the following argument. For the issue in general, cf. below, nn. 52-3.

48 cf. Leone (above, n. 1) 6-7; Kannicht (above, n. 2) 30-1; Sider (above, n. 1) 426 n. 14; contra
Doria (above, n. 1) 87 n. 25; Sisti (above, n. 1) 303. I do not believe that Plato simply meant
‘when he had finished the so-called Palinode’, for that would render naoav superfluous; the ad-
jective here has almost the force of ‘the rest of’. One could argue that naocov need only refer to
the rest of the song as opposed to the three verses just quoted; yet it is known that the poem(s)
(and/or each of its sections) began with an invocation (193.9-11). Plato cannot, therefore, be
quoting the beginning of the poem, and so something else before those verses must be consid-
ered within the ambit of naoav. It is unlikely that this comprised the re-invocation, for Plato’s
emphasis on the fact that Stesikhoros generated the tpia énn immediately upon his realisation
(§yvw v aitioy xod motel evBic) would intimate that the story of the blindness and his decision
to recant were a part of the first section; the substance of that recantation was then the subject
of the second.

49  Sider (above, n. 1) 426 n. 14 points out that Plato never uses this participle with other titles.
However, he certainly does use it (1) with notions generally defined or apprehended (e.g.,
Phd. 112e7 6 xahovpevog Qxeavog; Soph. 228d7 10 uév movnpia xadlodpevov Vo TdV TOAADVY;
Resp. 544c4 xolovuévn & olyapyio), and (2) where those terms or conceptions are incor-
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An immediate counterargument is that, given independent evidence about
the existence of a poem called the Helen, it is more natural to interpret the Pal-
inode as a separate poem subsequent to the original one.”® Yet it is noticeable
that neither of the two later sources who refer to the Helen by name (Athenaios
and the author of the argumentum to Theokritos 18) ever cite the Palinode, and
the same is true mutatis mutandis of the very much larger group of authors who
cite the Palinode but not the Helen. This may admittedly only prove that each
author in the two groups never had occasion to refer to the other poem, and one
should never push an argument from silence too far. Nonetheless, even with that
caveat, it is surely remarkable that Athenaios only refers to the Helen, though he
makes extensive use elsewhere of the Peripatetic Khamaileon,” who did explic-
itly cite the Palinode.

This exclusivity would be well explained by the simple hypothesis of two
titles for the same work, a hypothesis certainly not inconsistent with the v
xkoAovpévny IMoivoidiay of Plato and Isokrates, and hardly without general
precedent.” The choice between Helen and Palinode in any given case, at least

rect or inaccurate; cf., e.g., Phd. 64d3 tag ndovag kodovpévag tag towdode (cf. Resp. 442a8);
73b5 1) kakovpévn uédbnoig (cf. Meno 81e4); 86d3 év 1@ xarovpévor Bavdrm (also 95d4); Soph.
242d6 og évog Gvtog TV navtwv koAovpévoyv (from the perspective of the Eleatics); Prm. 135d5
KoAoVHEVC VIO TV TOAADY ddoreoyiag; Grg. 448d9 v kahovuévny pntopikny; Resp. 511c6
V10 1@V teYvdY Kahovpévav; 518d9 ai ugv toivuv dAAa dpetol kehoOueval wuxic; 550a3 tovg
uev T aOTAV TpditTovTog év Tht moAet AMBlovg te kahovpévoug kol v opikpdL Adywt Gvtog. Iso-
krates too has several instances of both the former (cf. Paneg. 84.5 101¢ éx t@v Bedv yeyovoov
xod xalovpévorg nuibéorg; 179.5 kot thg pev Actoag, the 6 Evponng xadovuévng; Areop. 64.4
ToU¢ HEV dnpotikdug xolovpévovg; Phil. 112.9 tag omhag tag Hpaxhéovg xalovpuévog) and
latter usages (C. soph. 19.5 to¢ xalovpévag téxvag; De pace 94.6 Ty xaAovpévny Hev apynv,
ovoov 8¢ cuppopdy; 270.6 Thy kolovpuévny Do TVEY drhocodioy ovk eival dnut; 313.2 todg pév
xalovpévoug codiotag). Given these two frequently related senses, the participle would be
appropriate for a title which was both generally accepted as well as not entirely apposite.

50 Davies (above, n. 1) lists 187-191 under the EAENH, though neither 190 nor 191 mention any title.

51 Athenaios even cites Khamaileon’s nept Ztnoiyopov (Khamaileon F 27 Giordano); for his gen-
eral familiarity with the Peripatetic, cf. F 3, 4, 7-12, 23-5, 27, 30, 31, 33-6, 39-44. This very
fragmentary author never mentions the Helen; cf. below, pp. 15-18.

52 cf. E. Nachmanson, Der griechische Buchtitel (Goteborg 1941) esp. 1-10, 49-52; also Kannicht
(above,n.2) 29 n. 7. The same conclusion has been suggested with regard to Stesikhoros’ Wood-
en Horse and Sack of Troy, separated by Page (S 133—47 SLG) but not by Davies; cf. D. L. Page,
“Stesichorus: the ‘Sack of Troy’ and ‘The Wooden Horse’”, PCPS 19 (1973) 47-65 at 64-5;
M. L. West, “Stesichorus’ Horse”, ZPE 48 (1982) 86; E. Robbins, “Stesichorus”, in: D. Gerber
(ed.), A Companion to the Greek Lyric Poets (Leiden 1997) 232-42, at 238-9. Indeed, the new
Empedokles fragment (P Stras. 1665-6) provides a good parallel for the current argument for,
until its publication in A. Martin/O. Primavesi, L’Empédocle de Strasbourg (P. Strasb. gr. Inv.
1665-6): Introduction, édition et commentaire (Berlin 1999), scholars commonly assumed that
Empedokles’ Physics and Purifications were two separate poems. The new fragment adds pow-
erfully to the argument that there was just one poem with two titles (perhaps one for each part),
since Ensemble d 7-11 M-P links the ‘demonological’ aspect of Strife with its ‘physical” aspect,
material hitherto often adjudged mutually exclusive and so appropriate only to one or the other
work: [vOv 8]¢ udm[v év] 1®18e vét[mt xatéd] evoa mapetde | [£€ik]voiue[Ba yolp morvPevB]Ea
Atvov?], olm, | [uvpia? 1(e) ovk] é8éhovct mapéoce[tar drylea Buudt | [dvBpdmorg-? f]uelg d¢
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in the early period, would depend on what type of story the author was trying
to adduce: the wedding or betrayal of Menelaos would suggest the former title,
while stories of Stesikhoros’ recantation, the eidwAov or Helen’s detention in
Egypt would more readily attract the latter. At a later stage, this plurality would
naturally encourage scholarly biographism by conveniently providing names for
these now separate poems.*

Yet, another objection to the single poem theory is that the expression ex
100 TpwTov Ltnoiyopov ‘EAévng (189 = arg. Theokritos 18) implies not only that
the Helen existed, but that it had been divided into two poems, as Davies ten-
tatively proposes in his apparatus (“= ‘EAévng o' ?”). Leaving aside alternative
explanations,* this testimonium cannot be earlier than the Alexandrian period,
when the work of previous ages was being gathered, sifted and divided; one only
needs to consider the Homeric book-divisions to realise that such a process might
have little to do with an original construction or intention. Moreover, whether
this note reflects direct knowledge of the poem or not, the type of composition
suggested in the last section could easily be read in the light of influential pas-
sages like those in Plato and Isokrates. Their emphasis on the temporal sequence
could readily be interpreted as a series of discrete events occurring over a period
of time, dovetailing nicely with the apparently separable structure of the poem
itself.” In short, neither of the sources who name the Helen need be inconsistent
with the argument for an originally unified or single poem known by two titles.

Aoyov (7)) émiB[hooule’v’ adbic | [xelvaov: onmdtle 8N ovverdyyave o[Aoy]uog dtepig KTA.;
cf. S. Trépanier, Empedocles: an Interpretation (New York 2004) esp. ch. 1 (I am indebted to
Gregory Hutchinson for drawing my attention to this parallel).

53 Kannicht (above, n. 2) 29 argues that the work’s title was in fact Helen, and that ralivoidio
was “nicht ein genuiner Titel, sondern, wie xaAovpévn zeigt, nur die Bezeichnung”; cf. above,
nn. 47 & 49. For parallels in the citation of Hesiod’s Works and Days, cf. West (above, n. 39)
136; for Empedokles, cf. Trépanier (above, n. 52) 29.

54  e.g., Wright (above, n. 1) 89-90 n. 90: “the start of Stesikhoros’ poem of Helen.” I wonder wheth-
er it might reflect the internal division proposed here, sc. something like Duvov or momuotoc.

55 Later authors almost universally reflect this progression or division; Dio Chrysostom 11.41
speaks of the recantation coming év it Yotepov widit, while Maximus of Tyre 21.1 refers to v
éunpocBev mdnv, and Philostratos Vita Apoll. 6.11 to t@ npotépwt Adywt (all under 192; cf. also
TA 40-2). These phrases “do not necessarily refer to a distinct earlier poem” (Wright (above,
n. 1) 91) and the chance that any of them are independent witnesses is, according to Kannicht
(above, n. 2) 27-9, very small. For Stesikhoros’ reputation and availability in the Sth century,
cf. Eupolis F 148 KA with Aristophanes Frogs 1355-8 (though cf. Peace 775-80, 796-801); also
I. Storey, Eupolis, Poet of Old Comedy (Oxford 2003) 373. The Oxyrhynkhos papyri show that
his work survived into the Roman period and beyond, but it is remarkable that almost no an-
cient author quotes from this most famous of Stesikhoros’ poems, all those later than Plato and
Isokrates confining themselves either to the blindness story and/or the details of the recanta-
tion (possibly not uninfluenced by elements from Herodotos and Euripides). One may doubt
whether the separatist case was always based on a direct and independent reading of the poem;
Austin (above, n. 2) 96 goes so far as to say that “the Palinode was more talked of than read,
if indeed it was read at all after the time of Plato.” One quotation is, however, found in P.Oxy.
2506 (1st/2nd c. AD; cf. below, p. 15f.), but that commentator cites Khamaileon for the quoted
verses (11-12 éog | avéypaye Xapoud[éo]v), though in the next column of the same papyrus frag-
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However, some of the other sources for Stesikhoros’ Palinode explicitly say
that there were two such poems. The most important of these is preserved on
P.Oxy. 2506, a 1st/2nd cent. AD text of a melic commentary drawing on a range
of sources and works.’® During his discussion, the anonymous author delivers
himself of the following information (193.2-12 = P.Oxy. 2506 F 26 col. 1 = Kha-
maileon F 29 Giordano):

[uéu-
deto Tov “Ounpolv o1t ‘E-
Aélvny énoinoev év T[poiat
Kol 0V 10 €1dwAov avti[c, &v
e T[] €t€pa Tov Hotlod[ov
péu[det]or- dirtal yap elot To-
Avotd{io dto)AAdtTtovoot, Kol -
otV (D{C) uev (M) dpyn - dedp’ arvd-
1e Bed prAdpoATE, Thc Sé-
xpvoontepe napOéve mg
aveypoye XououA[em]v. av-
10[¢ 8]€ dnofiv 0] Zmoiyxopolg
70 pev e[{1dmwAo]v éABe[v éc
Tpotawv v &’ ‘EAévnv rw[apa
ot Ipwtel xatopeivot ete.

This has, not unreasonably, caused a great stir, for it seems to state that Kha-
maileon knew of two poems he called Palinodes, the opening phrases from which
he was able to quote. Those convinced by this statement point to corroborating
references to plural songs, specifically the 1st cent. BC/AD mythographer Konon
(TA 41) and the Christian authors Hippolytos (Adv. Haer. 6.19.3) and Irenaios
(Adv. Haer. 1 F 12).57

However, the first of these supplementary sources does not actually refer to
two Palinodes. Konon’s story of Stesikhoros’ blinding occurs within a wider tale
concerning a war between the Locrians and Crotoniates, in which a wounded
soldier travelled to an island with an oracle of Akhilleus to seek treatment.
Whilst there, he apparently met and had a chat with Helen herself, x&xeiBev

ment (F 26 col. ii = 217) he quotes directly nrapa Zmoy[opw]t (21). However widely available
was the Palinode itself, it is obvious that the biographical tradition has become tremendously
influential. Once the story had been analysed in those terms, the nature and structure of the
poem proposed in the first section would have aided anyone so inclined to separate them into
two compositions; cf. below, pp. 17-18, for examples.

56 cf. D. L. Page, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri Part XX1X (London 1963); Davison (above, n. 15).
Text as Giordano (above, n. 1), set out as Davies (above, n. 1) 193; for Lobel’s (t)fi(c) (line 9),
cf. below, n. 82 (I am particularly grateful to Dirk Obbink for showing me this papyrus and
discussing its readings).

57 cf. Davies (n 1) ad 193, 180.
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g€1ovto amoryyéAhety adtov Znoiydpmt ‘EAEvn kedevel thy el oadtnv dery, el
DAL T0g Oyelg, ToAvoldiay. TInoiyxopog &’ avtike Vuvovg ‘EAévng cuvvtattet
kot v oy avoxopileton. Here Konon equates Stesikhoros’ poetic activity
(Vuvovug cvvratter) with the instruction to sing ‘the Palinode’ (1hv moAtvandiav),
and without feeling any contradiction between these two sentences. The verb
ocvvtacow can of course refer to composition in a literary context (cf. LSJ
s.v.)” and so one might argue that Stesikhoros sang two Palinodes in response
to Helen’s injunction, thus confirming the multiple-poem hypothesis. Yet this
does not explain the definite article in the previous sentence, and thus an inter-
nal difficulty remains.

Perhaps the answer is to be sought in the interpretation of cuvvtattet, for
this verb can also mean ‘compile’, i.e. work with existing compositions, as in the
hypothesis to the scholia on Pindar’s Olympian odes (Drachmann p. 7, 14-15)
TPOTETOKTOL VIO 10V A plotoddvoug tod cvviagavtog ta [Tivdapikd and, with
slightly more room for addition or fresh composition, in Plut. Brut. 4.4 ovtog
G pt g Eomepag Eypad e cvviattav énttouny [oAvBiov. In these terms, Konon’s
Yuvovg ovvtattet could indeed describe a single but two-fold Palinode, reflecting
both the priority of the first segment and its persona narrative, and the nature of
the composition as a whole. This would combine the two ‘literary’ meanings of
ocuvtaoom above, in that Stesikhoros composed and then added v roAwvioidioy
to the earlier song so as to make his poem, the Helen, which could with justice
be described as Yuvot cvvroybévtec.”’

If, then, it is not certain that Konon believed in two Palinodes, did Kha-
maileon? In fact, one should first ask if that opinion was even held by the com-
mentator — or the scribe — of P.Oxy. 2506. Though it has been universally as-
sumed that the papyrus states a belief in two poems, the case is not quite so
clear-cut. Firstly, its crucial portion in line 8 is actually missing, and in line 6 it
speaks of ‘the other’ £v 1e 11 étépan, presumably matching ‘one’ in the lost sec-
tion preceding the quotation. What noun is referred to? Scholars have assumed
that it must be a singular form of the subsequent nominative plural ToAtvwidiot
reconstructed by Lobel in line 8. This supplement would indeed supply a plural
subject for dittat eiot, but Euripides Hippolytos 385-6 a1dmg te* dioc01 & eloty,
N pev oo koxn, I 8 dxBog olxwv makes it clear that d1tto¢ in the plural can re-
fer to a singular substantive from a previous sentence.” I would, consequently,

58 A TLG search revealed only one parallel for the current collocation before the Christian pe-
riod, Josephus Ant. 7.305 Vuvovg cvvetd&oto (of David).

59 It is noticeable that Cingano (above, n. 1) 31 n. 41, who argues for two Palinodes, actually
leaves this possibility open. There is of course another explanation — that Konon did believe
in two Palinodes but was wrong to do so, and misled by the kind of scholarly activity evident
in the work of Khamaileon and the author of the anonymous commentary. In any event, this
passage is not good evidence for two Palinodes.

60 For plural duttdg referring to a plural noun in a preceding sentence, cf. Hippoc. Morb. 2.4.1.22;
also De Oss. Nat. 10.22.
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suggest that the referent noun in the earlier missing portion was odn (the term
used for the offending [part of the] composition by Isokrates),®! and that either
a genitive taAvodiog or a (palaeographically better) dative mroAwvoidion should
be restored in the papyrus at line 8. The sentence would then read ‘for twofold
were the different® [songs] of the Palinode, and of the first the beginning was
.. and of the second’ etc.

Of course, the papyrus may in fact mean to say that there were two Palin-
odes. In that case, it must be remembered that a doubled hymnody could lend
itself to separation,” while it is even possible that the commentator may not
have had direct access to a text of the Palinode on this point, for he cites Kha-
maileon for the two invocations.* Furthermore, Konon antedates the papyrus,
making it conceivable that the author of the latter has misunderstood Konon'’s
language in the light of Khamaileon’s observations, not to mention those of
Plato and Isokrates, and so come up with the two-poem hypothesis. That is, the
commentator was faced with an apparent report of two compositions involved
with a story about appeasing Helen, which (with or without consulting the poem
itself) could easily be combined in the biographical manner typical of ancient
scholarship.®

A similar range of options must be applied to Khamaileon himself, the origi-
nal authority for the commentator’s assertions. Ewen Bowie has proposed that
“what Chamaeleon said . . was not that Stesichorus composed two Palinodes,
but that the Palinode had two beginnings (archai), or, as Aristides 33.2 puts it,
a second prelude (prooemion)” * a statement which was both misunderstood

61 Helen 64 (192); cf. above, pp. 11-13; also LSJ s. v. For @101 and the ¢pyn quotation formula
in the work of commentators/scholiasts, cf. Alkaios Z 36 LP (359 PLF) (= Athenaios 3.85f.;
[Dikaiarkhos F 99.2 Wehrli]) KaAAiog 8 6 MutiAnvaiog év tdt mepi Thig mop’ Alkoimt Aenddog
ropd T Adkaiot pnotv eivor didhy ¢ 1y épxn; Solon F 1 West (= Plutarch Solon 8.2.3) 8xAov
8¢ morlhod cvvdpapudvroc, dvaBac €nt tov 10D kfpukog Abov, v didit S1eEfADe Thv éAeyeiav fic
¢otwv apyn (not quite the same sense for ®1dn); Ion F 6 Page (745 PMG) (=X RV ad Ar. Peace
834ff.) "lwv 6 Xlog . . émoince 8¢ adnyv Ag N dpyh; Didymus Caecus Ad Zacchariam 2.305.3
(4th c. AD) xatd v thig 018fg apynv (and then quite often in Christian texts). Though I have
not found a direct parallel for mdn denoting parts of a single poem, its frequent collocation
with the quotation formula suggests that it could readily have been understood from its previ-
ous use in the missing portion of the papyrus, viz. ‘[in one @1dn] he finds fault with Homer . .
and in the other (sc. ®dn) with Hesiod; for there were two different (018ait) in/to the Palinode;
the beginning of one etc.” Indeed, étépat seems to be an unexpected development, as one can
see from the yap clause, so that an initial singular 1 would be quite in keeping with the
rhetoric of the commentator’s statement.

62 dwirattovoor, which need not imply that they were independent or belonged to a different
poem, but simply contrasted in content and style; cf. LSJ s. dteAroyn II 2, s. Staddoom 11 4 b,
I11, 1V; also Kannicht (above, n. 2) 30 for other interpretations.

63 cf. below, pp. 18-19.

64 cf. above, n. 55.

65 cf. Lefkowitz (above, n. 1); Arrighetti (above, n. 1). For Konon’s importance in the subsequent
transmission of this story, cf. Sider (above, n. 1) 425-6 n. 11.

66 Bowie (above, n. 2) 24.
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and embellished by the commentator, and perhaps conflated with other sources
somewhat along the lines suggested above.?” Certainly, my earlier conjecture
about the phraseology of the papyrus could be ascribed to Khamaileon as well as,
or even instead of, the commentator. On the other hand, of course, Khamaileon
could have believed in the existence of two poems by interpreting the reinvoca-
tion as the beginning of a new composition. If he did, there is good reason not
to place too much faith in this opinion, for the biographical nature of his inter-
pretative method is clear from his surviving fragments.® Indeed, he may well
have been the first critic to separate the hymnody for biographical reasons, but
he was not necessarily right to do so.”

It is particularly necessary to exercise caution about the interpretation or
authority of this papyrus, and the stories of the Palinode’s multiplication more
generally, because controversy over the divisions between and within poetic
works 1s characteristic of ancient and modern scholarly activity. The Pergamene
Krates, for example, athetised the proems to both Hesiodic poems because they
seemed transferable and not particularly relevant to the following works,” and
in fact the opening hymn to Zeus was actually missing from some manuscripts of
the Works and Days™ —surely a more than suggestive parallel for the present hy-
pothesis. It is easy to imagine that the melic poets would have presented particu-
lar difficulties in this regard until Aristophanes of Byzantium divided their con-
tinuously written compositions into cola;”? indeed, there is ancient evidence that
the third triad of Pindar’s sixth Paian had a separate existence as a prosodion,”
while some modern scholars are inclined to join his third and fourth Isthmian
odes, principally because they are metrically identical.”* But a salutary warning
about modern judgements is provided by the new Empedokles fragment, which
couples material previously felt to belong either to the Physics or the Purifica-
tions, and so adds to the argument for a unified poem with two titles.” Consider

67 cf. above, n. 28.

68 cf. esp. Arrighetti (above, n. 1) 141-60.

69  Similar judgements about Khamaileon’s procedure are to be found in Woodbury (above, n. 1)
160-2; Arrighetti (above, n. 1) 58-9 n. 75, 85-6; Sider (above, n. 1) 423-4 n. 3; contra Gentili
(above, n. 1) 274-5 n. 7. It is of course possible that separation had occurred earlier than him,
but Plato and Isokrates are not good evidence for it.

70  cf. X ad Dionysium Periegetem 55-66 (F. Riihl, “Dionysios Periegetes”, RhM 29 [1874] 81-7, at
83); also X ad Op. Proleg. Ac (A. Pertusi, Scholia vetera in Hesiodi Opera et Dies [Milan 1955]
2-3).

71 cf. West (above, n. 39) 136-7.

72 cf. R. Pfeiffer, A History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of the Hel-
lenistic Age (Oxford 1968) 183-8; also M. L. West, Greek Metre (Oxford 1982) 47 for a possible
analogy in Hephaistion’s statement that Alkman (161{a] PMG =TB 13 PMGF) wrote a poem
“in which seven strophes in one metre were followed by seven in another; we should need the
text in order to be sure that it was not really two separate poems.”

73 cf. Rutherford (above, n. 31) 329-38 (I owe this reference to Gregory Hutchinson).

74 cf. M. M. Willcock, Pindar: Victory Odes (Cambridge 1995) 69-71 for a recent assessment.

75 cf. above, n. 52.
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also the joining of the Delian and Pythian ‘halves’ of the Homeric Hymn to
Apollo® or the Catalogue of Women and the Theogony, the Ornithomanteia
and the Works and Days, and the Iliad and Aithiopis.”” One might in addition
reflect on the interpolation of other elegiac poetry into the Theognidea,”™ while
the debate over the origin and appropriateness of the Homeric book-divisions
shows no sign of abating.” Whatever the truth in any of these cases, together they
show that the extended process of transmitting, collecting and sorting these early
poetic works was not without its ramifications for the integrity of those texts. It
demands no great leap of imagination to see this state of affairs producing the
type of separative judgements applied to the Palinode.

Regardless of its origin, of course, it is certainly true that by the time of
Irenaios and Hippolytos the story is established that there were two Palinodes.
Through an examination of the chief early witnesses to this composition, I have
tried to show in this section that the shortcomings of ancient scholarship and
its methods, faced with the type of poem along the lines suggested in the first
section, well explains the emergence of this story. At every stage in the process
of interpreting and illuminating the text of Stesikhoros, there were more than
enough opportunities, and no little reason, for these scholars to get it wrong.

Conclusion

The famous story of Stesikhoros’ blinding and recantation can, I suggest, be
explained as the traces of a persona narrative within a single poem devoted
to Helen. When one considers the vicissitudes of textual transmission in the
ancient world, it is not suprising that the Palinode / Helen should have been
described in the ways it was. Nonetheless, hidden beneath this edifice of biog-
raphy and multiplication — indeed its ultimate cause — is an episode in which
Stesikhoros established a poetic authority to challenge Hesiod and Homer,
and so to sing a new song. Most of the early fragments and festimonia can be
accommodated within this hypothesis; those which cannot are open to ques-
tion on other grounds.

76 cf., e.g., R. Janko, Homer, Hesiod and the Hymns (Cambridge 1982) 99-132; contra A. Miller,
“The ‘Address to the Delian Maidens’ in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo: Epilogue or Transi-
tion”, TAPA 109 (1979) 173-86; also above, n. 22.

77 For the lliad and Aithiopis, cf. £ T ad 24.804 (with H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca ad Homeri Iliadem
(scholia vetera) V: Y — Q [Berlin 1977] ad loc., 642); A. Bernabé, Poetarum Epicorum Graeco-
rum Testimonia et Fragmenta: Pars I (Leipzig 1987) ad Aithiopis F 1, 69-70; Burgess (above,
n. 7) 140-2; for the Theogony and Catalogue (Theog. 1021-2 = Cat. F 1.1-2 MW), cf. J. S. Clay,
Hesiod’s Cosmos (Cambridge 2003) 162—4; for the Ornithomanteia and Works and Days, cf. X
vet. ad 828a; also F 312 & 355 MW; West (above, n. 39) ad Op. 828, 364-5.

78 cf. M. L. West, Studies in Greek Elegy and lambus (Berlin 1974) 40-61.

79 cf., e.g., O. Taplin, Homeric Soundings (Oxford 1992) 285-6; B. Heiden, “The Placement of the
Book-Divisions in the Iliad”, JHS 118 (1998) 68-8.
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I close by venturing some comments about the structure and content of this
poem:* known variously as either Helen or Palinode, it had a two-fold (d1ttad
193.7) hymnodic structure (Vuvovg TA 41) concerned with the life and deeds of
Helen.®! Introduced by the invocation ypvcontepe napBéve (Moiow) (193.10-
11),% its first segment told a ‘conventional’ story of Tyndareus’ daughter, focus-
ing (inter alia?) on her marriage (187, 188, 189, 223) and betrayal of Menelaos
(190 & 191).% At the end of the first hymnody, the poet constructed an epis-
ode in which he narrated an encounter with Helen very probably in a dream
(TA 19), after which he may have awoken blind. Then, within a transitional
xalpe address to Helen,* he generated the famous three verses ovx €61’ £tvpog
Adyog oDtog | 008" #Bag év vusiv éuscéduotg | 008’ Tkeo népyapo Tpoiag (192)
and, moving ¢’ €tepov mpooiptov (241), the ‘new’ invocation | §edp’ adte Oet
drhopoAne (193.9-10) heralding the ‘palinodic’ segment of the poem.®> As to the
subject matter and course of that segment, the surviving evidence enables us to
say only that it involved Egypt and an eidwAov transported in Helen’s place to

80 cf. Kannicht (above, n. 2) 38-41.

81 On metrical grounds all the actual fragments (i.e. 187, 188, 192, 193, 223) could be ascribed to
the same poem (on the metre of 257 + 241, cf. above, n. 18), which would belong to the first
category of Stesikhoros’ work in West (above, n. 72) 49, in which “iambo-trochaic elements
were also present (sc. in addition to the dactylic cola), mainly at the ends of periods.” The two
verses quoted by Khamaileon (193) respond to ovx #ot’ étupog Adyog ovtog (192.1) as — D —;
192.2 (008’ €Bog €v vuoiv évocéhpolg) e — D (with resolution; for the transmitted edcéAuorc,
cf. West [op. cit.] 53, who interprets [k — —; also C. W. Willink, “The Metre of Stesichorus PMG
15/192”, Mnemosyne 55 [2002] 709-11 for other interpretations); 192.3 (008’ xeo mépyopia
Tpotag) =D —; 187.1 (moAro pév Kvdavia paia moteppintovy moti didpov &vaxti) tr D — D
— (Haslam [1974] 43 ¢ « D — D —; Page would delete pév, giving D> — D -); 187.2 (noAld 8¢
wopowva pvARa) D —; 187.3 (xoi podivovg oteddvong v te kopavidag ovrag) D v D — 188
(AMBapyvpeov modavintiipa) « D —x; 223.1 (oVveka Tovddpeoc) D; 223.2 (péLwv mokd nict Beoig
uovog AdBet’ Amieddpov) — D v D —; 223.3 (KOnpidog- xeiva 8¢ Tuvdapéov kdpac) E ia (Ik ia acc.
to West [op. cit.] 49 n. 50; cf. M. Haslam, “Stesichorean Metre”, QUCC 17 [1974] 7-57 at 38
for a different reading and interpretation of 3 & 4; also 44 n. 84); 223.4 (yoAwcopéve dryduoug
1€ Kol Tprydpovg €1ibet) v D v D; 223.5 (xoi Anecdvopag) D ? (incomplete); cf. Haslam (op.
cit.) esp. 43-4.

82 suppl. West (above, n. 41) 137 n. 3, adducing Empedokles 3.3 Aevkoieve nopBive Modoa. For
the epithet, cf. Alkman S1 PMGF ypucdxopa ¢ildopoine (addressed apparently to Apollo)
and Stesikhoros’ own second invocation from the Helen / Palinode 8edp’ avte Bedt drddpodre.
Though I have inverted the order in which the invocations appear in P.Oxy. 2506, one could
retain the papyrus’ order (cf. Sappho F 1 LP) and so render Lobel’s reconstruction (t)fi(c)
(line 9) unnecessary.

83 190 might lead one to conclude that a larger story may have been told in the first segment.

84 cf. above, n. 17.

85 This second invocation could have come before the three verses, though cf. above, n. 46. The
Homeric Hymn to Dionysos (1) opens with a priamel detailing false stories of Dionysos’ birth-
place (1-6) before the poet introduces his own with the typical €11 8¢ T1¢ introduction (8); cf.
A. Hoekstra, in: A. Heubeck/A. Hoekstra, A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey; Volume II:
Books 1X-XVI (Oxford 1989) ad Od. 13.92, 169-70; also I. de Jong, A Narratological Com-
mentary on the Odyssey (Cambridge 2001) ad Od. 3.293-6, 83.
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Troy (192, 193.13-16), but more detailed discussion of this issue is beyond the
scope of the current article.
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