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CHRISTOS C. TSAGALIS

POET AND AUDIENCE:
FROM HOMER TO HESIOD

The influence Homeric epic has exercised on its Hesiodic
counterpart has been at the focus of scholarly research for a
number of years. The majority of Hellenists have zoomed their
scientific lens on the treatment of myth,' the language, style
and motifs employed in Homer and Hesiod. This contribution
to the ongoing dialogue concerning the relationship of the two
oldest Greek epic traditions aims otherwise. I will set out to
explore the way the Homeric and Hesiodic epic traditions deal
with matters of poetics, such as poet and audience. By studying
how these two traditions deal with themselves, namely what
they consider themselves to be, we may be able to arrive at a re-
appraisal of their relationship. Rigid genre classification tends to
screen out the evolutionary process of dealing with generic con-
ventions,” which may be altered by the poet or the tradition’
(for those who side with hard-core oralists) in order to create a
special effect on the audience. To this end, I will try to show that
by studying the representations of poet and audience in the Hes-

! For a recent reappraisal of ‘Hesiodic’ mythology with special emphasis on
the WD, see W. BLUMER, I[nterpretation archaischer Dichtung. Die mythologischen
Partien der Erga Hesiods 1-11 (Miinster 2001).

> On the ‘genre’ of didactic poetry and Hesiod as its initiator, see E. MONTA-
NARI, Introduzione a Omero, con un’ appendice su Esiodo (Firenze 1990), 135-137.

? For a detailed presentation of questions dealing with the Hesiodic tradition
from the point of view of oral theory, see R. LAMBERTON, Hesiod (New Haven
and London 1988), 1-37.
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iodic tradition and by comparing them to its Homeric prede-
cessor, one is able to re-determine their relation and arrive at a
better understanding of generic limits, especially if genre-cohe-
sion does not exclude shifts from a traditional model but must
be rather seen as a more fluid framework.

1. The Poet

I will, therefore, first study the representation of the poet in
the Homeric and Hesiodic epic traditions by focusing my inter-
est on the following three aspects: (a) the proems, (b) what the
science of narratology calls “commentary”, i.e. “'speech acts that
go beyond narrating, describing, or identifying’* and which
strongly suggest the implied author’s own persona”,” and (c)
common metaphors used for the poet and his craft.

1.1 The Proems: Beginning a song, introducing a song-tradition

The presence of the Muses in the proem of the 7heogony is
of crucial importance for understanding the aims of Hesiodic
poetry. Addressing the Muse is, needless to say, a typologically
established song-beginning pattern, bearing the trademark of
the two Homeric epics.® A closer look, though, shows that the

4 See S. CHATMAN, Story and Discourse: Narrative Structures in Fiction and
Film (Ithaca, NY 1978), 228.

> K. STODDARD, The Narrative Voice in the Theogony of Hesiod (Leiden-
Boston 2004), 162.

¢ For the proem of the lliad, see J. GRIFFIN, Homer on Life and Death (Oxford
1980), 118 ff.; G.S. Kirk, The Iliad. A Commentary (Cambridge 1985), 51-53;
J. LATACZ, Homer. Der erste Dichter des Abendlands (Miinchen-Ziirich 21997
[1985]), 98-104; Homers llias. Gesamtkommentar 1.1.2 (Miinchen-Leipzig 2000),
11-23. For the proem of the Odyssey, see: S.E. BASSETT, “The Proems of the /liad
and the Odyssey”, in AJPh 44 (1923), 339-348; A. VAN GRONINGEN, “The Proems
of the /liad and the Odyssey”, in Meded. Koninkl. Ned. Akad. van Wetensch. Afd.
Letterkunde N.R. 9.8 (1946), 279-294; K. ROTER, Odysseeinterpretationen. Unter-
suchungen zum ersten Buch und zur Phaiakis (Gottingen 1969), 28-52; A.N. Map-
ONITHE, "Avalityon xai véoros tot Odvecéa. "H dralextiny tijs "Oddooeiag
(ABfva ©1971), 73-91; J.S. CrAY, “The Beginning of the Odyssey”, in A/Ph 97
(1976), 313-326; A. LENZ, Das Proem des friihen griechischen Epos. Ein Beitrag zum
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invocation of the Muses in the proems of the two major Hes-
iodic epics is much more systematically and thoroughly pur-
sued. Whereas the Iliadic and Odyssean proems restrict them-
selves to one (7. 1.1: 6e4) and two (Od. 1.1: Moboa, 1.10: Hed)
references to the Muse respectively, the proems of the 7heogony
and of the WD develop these invocations, the former into a
divine epiphany, the latter into a systematic hymnic invocation.

In the 7heogony proem (1-115), the Muses who inhabit
mount Helicon are presented as dancing around a spring and
the altar of Zeus (3-4). Their carefully described localization is
at odds with their vague invocation in the Iliadic and Odyssean
proems. The plural &pydped’ (75. 1: Movsdwv ‘Exxwviddmy
gpywped getdewv), which is opposed to the present &pyopou
employed in the proem of the Homeric Hymn to Demeter’ (as
well as in the proem of 7 of the shorter Homeric Hymns),®
should not be regarded as grammatical trivia. In /fiad 2.485-
486: Hueic yap Oeal Eote, mhpeoté Te, loTé Te TAvTA, | Huels 32
wAéog olov axodopev, 008¢ tu iBuev, and in Odyssey 1.10: iy
&pbOev ve, Oed, Obyarep Aude, eine xal fulv, where poet and

poetischen Selbstverstindnis (Bonn 1980), 49-64; J.S. CLAY, The Wrath of Athena.
Gods and Men in the Odyssey (Princeton 1983), 9-53; G.E. DIMOCK, The Unity
of the Odyssey (Princeton 1989), 5-12; A. FORD, Homer. The Poetry of the Past
(Ithaca-London 1992), 18-31; V. PEDRICK, “The Muse Corrects: The Opening
of the Odyssey”, in YCS 29 (1992), 39-62; T.R. WALSH, “Odyssey 1.6-9: a Little
more than Kine”, in Mnemosyne 48 (1995), 392-403; P. Puccl, The Song of the
Sirens. Essays on Homer (Lanham-Boulder-New York-Oxford 1998), 11-29; L].E
DE JONG, A Narratological Commentary on the Odyssey (Cambridge 2001), 5-8;
C.C. TsaGALIS, “Detextualizing Homer: Intonation Units, Background Knowl-
edge, and the Proems of the //iad and the Odyssey”, in EEAth 36 (2004-2005),
281-291.

7 Homeric Hymn to Demeter, 2.1: Afunwo’ fixopov oepviy Dedy &oyop detdey.

8 Homeric Hymn to Athena, 11.1: TTodrdd” Abnvainy Eousintohy dpyop deidewy
— Homeric Hymn to Demeter, 13.1: Afunre’ fiixopov oepviy Oeov dpoyon’ deidery
— Homeric Hymn to Asclepius, 16.1: *Intiipa véowy Acxhnridv &pyop deidey —
Homeric Hymn to Poseidon, 22.1: Apgl [loceddwve, péyay Oebv, doyou’ deldewy
— Homeric Hymn to the Muses and Apollo, 25.1: Movsdwv Spyopar Améihwvbc
e Aubg T — Homeric Hymn to Dionysus, 26.1: Kisooxouny Aubvusov €oifpop.ov
doyou’ detdery — Homeric Hymn to Athena, 28.1: Tlaahad Abnvainy, xudpdyv Ozov,
dpyop. deldey.
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audience seem to converge at the end of the proem, the poetic
voice employs the plural ‘we’ in contrast to the plural ‘you'. In
the aforementioned examples from the Homeric epics the plural
highlights the antithesis between human inability and divine
omniscience in respect of poetics. Conversely, in Hesiod the
plural &pywuped’(«) aims at enlarging the proem’s scope by
including both poet and Muses, who initially shared a tutor-stu-
dent relation. Hesiodic song will be verbalized by a common
voice, the voice of the inspired poet who, having received the
gift of song from the Muses, is able to sing with them and
through them. Thus, the plural dpydped’(x), prepares the
ground for a meticulous description of the process of poet-Muse
convergence through the presentation of their meeting in
mount Helicon and the ensuing Dichterweibhe. Under this light,
the plural &pydped’ (o) acquires a secondary, figurative mean-
ing, which becomes all the more important within the frame-
work of a poem like the 7heogony that is especially concerned
with the first beginnings of the world. In this way, the Hes-
iodic tradition emphatically deviates from its Homeric coun-
terpart, not only in respect of the poet-Muse relation but also
in determining the song’s starting point. By making within the
framework of song the beginning of the 7heogony coincide with
the beginnings of the world this epic describes, the Hesiodic
tradition makes a profound statement that distinguishes it from
its Homeric rival, since neither the //iad nor the Odyssey take up
the story ab ovo.

The choice of Helicon for the shepherd’s initiation into
poetry is indicative of the poetic targeting of the theogonic
proem. The non-Olympian localization of the Muses aims at
highlighting their distinction from the well-known Olympian
Muses of Homeric song. The epithet *Orvpmiadec will be later
on employed in the 7heogony (25, 52) but only in retrospect,
within the analeptic reference to the shepherd’s poetic initia-
tion. The first verse of the 7heagony is verbalized by the united
voice of poet and Muses, who acquired their new identity and
are called Heliconian, just as the unknown shepherd has become
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Hesiod, ‘the one who utters or emits song’.” Under this light,
Helicon is not a simple geographical location but a term of Hes-
iodic poetic topography, the birthplace of the Hesiodic tradition,
which needs its own Muses for its own special kind of epic song.

The ensuing activity of the Muses is divided into two songs,
one pre- (2-21) and the other post-initiatory (36-52). This dis-
tinction is narratively underscored by the timelessness of the
first song and the temporal aspect of the second.!® Whereas the
first song is void of temporal references, the second one is replete
with temporal markers placed at marked positions within the
hexameter line (45: é£ dpy¥c ..., 46: of T’ éx TGy éyévovro ...,
47: debrepov adre ..., 48: [dpybueval O ... Myyovsal 7 ...], 50:
adtic). The narrative fissure between the two songs is further
effectuated by the cryptic formula about “the oak and the rock”.
The question-shaped form of this stereotypical expression paves
the way for the temporalization of the second song, which is
made possible only affer and because of the divine epiphany of
the Muses and the Dichterweihe. The words of the Muses are
presented as secondary focalization embedded in direct speech.
This choice increases their special weight as it makes possible the
presentation of the poetic initiation not only from the primary
narrator’s point of view in indirect discourse (30-34) but also
from that of the Muses in direct speech (26-28). In a nutshell,
on the one hand the theogonic proem deliberately encapsulates
the derogatory comments of the Muses against the shepherds,
whereas it downplays on the other their positive advice con-
cerning the poetic inspiration of the initiated shepherd. The rel-
evant passage reads as follows (754. 24-29):

/ / /, \ \ ~ 114
6v3e 8¢ pe mpwTtioTa Deal wpog pibov Eetmov,
~ 3 / ~ \ b /
Moboar "Orvpmiades, xobpar Ao alytoyoto®
“mowéveg &ypaviol, xax ENéyyea, YuoTERES olov,
)’8 l AN \ / 3 7 & Cand
idpev Yeudea TOAAX ASYELY ETOLOLGLY OULOLX,

? See G. NAGY, Greek Mythology and Poetics (Ithaca and London 1990), 47.
On insightful criticism of the use and abuse of the Hesiodic landscape as ‘his-
torical’ reality by the so-called ‘biographists’, see LAMBERTON 1988, 27-37.

19 See STODDARD 2004, 131-133.
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Bpey & edt’ e0éhwpey arnbéa ynpdouchor.”
&g Epacay xobpot peydiov Ao dpTiémeiad.

The repetitive (25 & 29) reference to the divine identity of the
Muses and the underscoring of their origin from Zeus, emphat-
ically placed in the speech introduction and closure, frame their
speech and acquire their full semantical potential only when
compared with the three-colon address to the shepherds
(morpéveg &ypavhot, xdx’ ENéyyea, yaotépes oiov). The plural
used to designate both the Muses, who are considered to be a
unified, single group of divinities, and the shepherds, the
derogatory tone of the Muses’ speech that levels all differences
between humans and the animals they look after by attributing
to them characteristics of these animals (26: yastépec oiov), and
last but not least the antithesis between the Ztuua (27) and the
arnDéa (28), clearly show that the Hesiodic tradition aims at
making the distinction between gods and men the main motif
of the Dichterweibe. This last observation is crucial for the poet-
ics of the 7heogony as illustrated in the programmatic proem of
this epic. The terms #rvpe and aAn0éa designate human and
divine truth respectively, i.e. they refer to two different forms of
truth, human truth (¢rupe), which depends on limited knowl-
edge of physical reality, and divine truth (&An0ée), which is com-
pletely independent from any physical constraints."’ The afore-
mentioned distinction is very different from that between truth
and lies in the Odjssey, since it introduces into the language of
the Theogony a sort of relativism, since human truth (¥tupe) is
presented as something unstable, changing and, therefore, as a

form of falsehood.

"' The term érupa is related to the verb ‘to be’ and, therefore, indicates ‘real’
things, i.e. things perceived as real by humans, whereas dan0éx designate things,
which are deprived of the element of oblivion (A7) and stretch beyond human
knowledge. The Muses are capable not only of saying many lies which are simi-
lar to human truth (¢tupa) but also of uttering, in the form of authority-confer-
ring religious language (ynpdoasar), eternal truth transcending human knowl-
edge, a form of truth immune to deception. For #rupa and dan0éa, see L.H.
PRATT, Lying and Poetry from Homer to Pindar. Falsehood and Deception in Archaic
Greek Poetics (Ann Arbor 1993), 95-113.
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This distinction is reinforced by the use of different verbal
forms in respect to Zrvpa and arnOéa. The verb Aéyewv, which
is used with #rupa, simply refers to the utterance of speech, not
to its evaluation, as is the case with the infinitive ynpdcaco
that belongs to religious language, which is, by definition,
authoritative. In this post-Promethean world, divine speech is
often an unsolvable riddle, a semantical conundrum whose con-
tent humans will always struggle to decypher. Thus, verse 27
(Bpev Yeddea morha Aéyewy Etdpoioiy buoia) despite its dictional
similarities with Od. 19.203 (ioxe $eddea morAd Aywy érdpolety
6uoia), where the external narrator reminds his audience that
Odysseus is capable of employing false or fictional stories (his
famous Zrugrede) to achieve his goal, follows a different orbit
from its Homeric counterpart. Keeping its distance from the
absolute distinction between truth and falsehood the Odyssey is
so fond of, the speech of the Muses indicates that the language
of the Theogony will indeed be a jigsaw puzzle deliberately hard
to solve.!?

It is within this intepretive framework that we must place the
aorist tenses devoted to the Dichterweibe, which are attested in
verses 22-33. The Hesiodic tradition amply uses the aorist, a
pseudo-past tense, in order to point to the performance per se of
the Theogony. Drawing on the powerful insights of Bakker,'” who

12 See PRATT 1993, 110-111, who rightly observes that the slippery and eva-
sive language of the Muses is a riddle the initiated poet needs to solve. The lan-
guage of the Hesiodic Muses reflects the dual nature of poetic speech, whose
enchantment is based on the blurring of truth and fiction. See P. Pucci, Hesiod
and the Language of Poetry (Baltimore and London 1977), 8-16. On the mean-
ing of #tupog, see T. KRISCHER, “ETYMOZX und AAHOHY”, in Philologus 109
(1965), 161-173; H. HOMMEL, “Wahrheit und Gerechtigkeit. Zur Geschichte
und Deutung eines Begriffspaares”, in Antike und Abendland 15 (1969), 159-186;
J.S. CLAY, Hesiod's Cosmos (Cambridge 2003), 60-61, 78.

13 See E.J. BAKKER, “Storytelling in the Future: Truth, Time and Tense in
Homeric Epic”, in Whitten Voices, Spoken Signs. Tradition, Performance, and the Epic
Text, ed. by E.J. BAKKER & A. KAHANE (Cambridge, Mass.—London 1997), 11-
36; “Pointing to the Past: Verbal Augment and Temporal Deixis in Homer”, in
Euphrosyne. Studies in Ancient Epic and its Legacy in Honor of Dimitris N. Maroni-
tis, ed. by J.N. Kazazis and A. RENGAKOS (Stuttgart 1999), 50-65; “Similes, Aug-
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has shown that the augment was not a temporal marker but a
deictic prefix designating the act described by the verb in respect
of place, I would like to argue that these aorists are a sophisti-
cated mechanism of creating vividness (évépyeix), the very means
epic poetry amply uses to present past events, as if they are actu-
ally happening in front of the audience’s eyes, at the moment
the bard is singing his song. The alternation between unaug-
mented and augmented past tenses in Homeric poetry is reflected
in their distribution in speeches and main narrative. If we extend
these observations to Hesiodic poetry and in particular to the
proem of the 7Theagony, we can plausibly argue that the aorists
of the Dichterweihe do not simply underline the Muses’ subju-
gation to human temporality, but function as a means of assert-
ing that the 7heogony is the par excellence reenactment of this
divine epiphany. Under this light, the very utterance of this par-
ticular theogonic song acquires an almost ritual-cultic status: the
Hesiodic 7heogony reenacts through its very performance the
divine epiphany of the Muses, which is conjured up from poetic
memory and is ‘reiterated’ in place and time, during the Aic ez
nunc of the performance, in front of a real audience.

The poetic effect of this process is noteworthy. Handling time
becomes the poetic metalanguage of the 7heogony in order to
‘translate’ divine timelessness or extra-timeness into a linear
sequence of genealogies that is about to begin. The transforma-
tion of divine a-temporality into human time, which progresses
in a vertical manner, is facilitated by the use of catalogues orga-
nized according to the model of genealogies, with which the
audience would be familiar enough.

The proem of the WD is much shorter than that of the
Theogony but its poetological interest is undeniable. Its princi-
ple features can be summarized in the following list: two
addressees (the Muses, 1-2 and Zeus, 9-10), emphatic reitera-

ment, and the Language of Immediacy”, in Speaking Volumes. Orality and Liter-
acy in the Ancient Greek and Roman World, ed. by J. WATSON (Leiden 2001), 1-
23. See also STODDARD 2004, 135-136.
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tion of Zeus’ ease to offer justice and punishment, and a remark-
ably clear declaration of the poetic T’ as well as of the internal
addressee of the epic.

Moboar Iliepinbey, dodfjor xhetovoat,
delte, AU gvvémete opétepoy Tatép Luvelovoul,
8v Te due Bpotol &vdpeg Opig dpatol e patol TE
onrol T &ppmrol te Audg peydroto ExyrL.
it \ \ / Cinf \ / /
ofar wev yop Ppaet, féa 0 Pprdovra yoAETTEL,
¢~ 3% AN S ’ oy y /9
octo & aptlnov piviler xal &3mrov &élet,
ST NI L) / X 2 / /
octo 8¢ T L00veL oxoMOY xal &yNvopo xapPEL

\ € i (A} € ’ 7 z
Zebc VYiBpepétng O¢ mEpTata dduato Valet.

~ 3 \ 3 7 14 3 W 7
»xA00 3y awwv te, dixy & Buve Oepiotac
o éyd 8¢ xe Ilépoy érnrupa pubnoatiuny.

These features show that the role of the narrator will be very dif-
ferent from that of the 7heogony. The speaking voice in the WD
is an internal narrator, one who will participate in the epic’s plot
and will relate ‘in his own name’ events directly linked to him.
I will return to this characteristic of the WD, which permeates
the entire poem and finds numerous manifestations in the ‘I-
you’ interaction, in the apostrophes to the narratee, in the sec-
ond person verbal forms and in the stark imperatives employed
throughout this epic. The proem of the WD, despite its limited
length, is programmatic in respect to the role both of the speak-
ing ‘T" and of his internal audience in the poem. Diverging not
only from the Theogony, where the speaking voice disappears
after the lengthy proem but also from the /liad and the Odyssey,
where the T" of the narrator is almost covert as it is just men-
tioned by the datives of the personal pronoun, the proem of the
WD inaugurates a poem characterized by the bold step towards
the creation of an internal narrator.

1.2 ‘Commentary

By ‘commentary’, I designate “speech acts that go beyond
narrating, describing, or identifying”'4 and “strongly suggest the

14 CHATMAN 1978, 228.
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implied author’s own persona”.!® These speech acts take the form
of direct comments offered by the narrator, who is constantly
commenting on his own narrative.'® Stoddard has recently
argued that the narrator of the 7heogony employs ‘commentary’
both on the level of the ‘story’ and on the level of the ‘dis-
course’'” in order to allude to his own persona.'®* When com-
menting on the ‘story’, the narrator pauses only to offer his own
view about his text, by engaging himself in explaining, judging,
or 1nterpret1ng his own words. When commentmg on the ‘dis-
course’, the narrator freely indulges in making “explicit refer-
ence to his activity as narrator”.!? Let us first deal with ‘com-
mentary concerning the szory.

One form of ‘commentary’, happily coined ‘explanatory’,*
used in order to supply the audience with information that the
narrator has acquired through his divine inspiration by the
Muses. Such are the cases of name-etymologizing, which is based
on knowledge that the poet could otherwise not have possibly
possessed. The audience would, at all probability, comprehend
that this etymologizing obsession is a hint offered by the narra-
tor, as textual representative of the poet, showing that he has
been divinely inspired, that he is no longer the ignorant shep-
herd in Helicon but the omniscient mouthpiece of the Muses.
At the same time, etymologies of proper names help the narra-
tor disclose the poetic persona hidding behind him. Etymolo-

gizing®! per se confirms a process of name-memorization, posi-

15 STODDARD 2004, 162.

16 See R. NUNLIST, “Hesiod”, in Narrators, Narratees, and Narratives in Ancient
Greek Literature, ed. by 1.J.E DE JONG, R. NUNLIST & A. BOWIE, Studies in
Ancient Greek Narrative I (Leiden-Boston 2004), 25-34 [29].

I7°S. RICHARDSON, 7The Homeric Narrator (Nashville, Tenn. 1990), 140.

18 STODDARD 2004, 162.

9 STODDARD 2004, 163.

20 RICHARDSON 1990, 141-143.

I On etymologizing in Hesiod, see K.vON FRrITZ, “Das Hesiodische in den
Werken Hesiods”, in Hésiode et son influence, Fondation Hardt, Entretiens sur
antiquité classique 7 (Vandoeuvres-Geneve 1962), 53-58. The impressive den-
sity of etymologies attested in Hesiod cannot, in my opinion, be explained either
through his desire to disclose some hidden reality concerning the nature of the
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tively evaluating catalogs and lists. In oral composition in front
of a real-time audience, names do not simply function as in a
written text. By recalling creatures of the past or summoning
creatures of a non-human time and place in present time and
place, the narrator makes them tangible realities at the very
moment of the performance of his song. Under this scope, ety-
mologizing reinforces their existence in the present of the per-
formance. The singer shows to his audence that ‘his’ theogonic
version of the creation of the divine world is the most authori-
tative, since it does not simply refer to some gods or semi-divine
creatures but revives through language integral parts of their
existence or shape. When the audience hears that the Cyclopes
had acquired their name because of a huge, round eye in their
forehead (75. 144-145: Kixhomeg 8 &vop’ foav émavup.ov,
olver’ &pd cpewy / xuxhotepic 6obalwog eig dvéxerto petwnw),
we can plausibly argue that the singer is showing to his listen-
ers not only his ability to refer to the Cyclopes, but also that he
is aware of the unbreakable link between language and mean-
ing, since the name Cyclops is a dictional icon of an anatomic
characteristic of the Cyclopes, their round eye. Needless to say,
the mental image of a huge giant with a round eye in the fore-
head would easily come to the audience’s mind, who would
appreciate the singer’s ability to make them visualize the content
of his narrative.

Another form of ‘commentary’ is the so-called judgement or
‘critical commentary’.?? In this case, the narrator is not address-
ing directly his audience but employs evaluative language
expressing his view or opinion about a character of the ‘story’.
These narrative tactics are common in the Homeric epics, tak-
ing the form of epithets modifying a character of the plot. In
the Odyssey proem, the evaluative term nepioz (1.8: viimior) may

gods or by his interest in newly invented deities. Etymologizing has to be exam-
ined within a performance-based framework, i.e. as an authority-conferring
process for the singer.

2 RICHARDSON 1990, 158; STODDARD 2004, 167.
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be considered an early case of ‘critical commentary’, which func-
tions like a narrative hybrid, as it is later on constantly employed
throughout the entire epic. In Hesiodic epic, the function of
critical comments of this sort is twofold: first, it is a gesture on
the part of the narrator towards his audience, as he allows him-
self to intrude in the ‘story’ and influence their judgement, and
secondly, it is a sophisticated authority-conferring means to Hes-
iodic song. By fostering a technique of ‘critical commentary’
established by Homeric epic, Hesiodic tradition exploits at full
length the status of its famous predecessor and makes its own
identity recognizable through the usurpation of status-conferring
narrative tactics. The ‘neutral’ name-listing and catalogue-offer-
ing is interrupted by the intrusion of a personal voice, as in the
following example from the 7heogony (950-955):

“HBmv 8 AlepAvng xahhiopdpou &AxLpog viog,
N € ~ / 7 3/
tc ‘Hpaxfog, tehéong orovéevtag abhoug,
Lo \ / \ 14

moda Audg peyaroto xal “Hovng ypvsomediiov,

b ! RS ) > R / .
aidoiny 0T’ dxortiv ev OONpme vipbevT
OABLog, bg peya Epyov év abavartoloy avicoag
valel ATTNLAVTOG Xal AYNPROG TLOLTO TTAVTA.

The mythological item "Hfv in the divine catalogue of the
Theogony is organized, as other mythological items of the same
or equivalent content, on the basis of the marriage of this ‘lem-
matized’ goddess with Heracles, son of Zeus and Alcmene. The
narrator exploits the occasion offered by such a famous hero as
Heracles, a symbol of the world of humans in the 7heogony,
whose special role in the poem the audience is well aware of
due to the narrative digressions concerning the descendants of
Keto and the excursus on Prometheus. By embedding a per-
sonal comment in the item “Hp, which stands outside the lim-
its of the plot, the Hesiodic tradition lets its audience infer that
‘this tradition’ has absolute control of the mythical variants it
avails itself of, that what seems a prima facie mythological com-
panion in verse bears the lasting imprint of a carefully planned
and scrupulously executed personal selection. By using the epi-
thet &APuoc, the Hesiodic song ‘looks in perspective at’ the



POET AND AUDIENCE: FROM HOMER TO HESIOD 91

mythological material it lemmatises, it actually views it back-
wards, from the future, which, needless to say, is possible only
for the external narrator, the textual representative of the poet.
Should we examine the ‘lemmata’ or items devoted to divinities
in this part of the Theogony, we will notice that only in this
‘lemma’ the focus, as it can be inferred from the deification
process, is not on a female figure, but on a male character. The
special emphasis laid on Heracles (further underscored not only
by the critical comment &Afrog but also by the relative expan-
sion 6¢ péya Epyov év dhavdroisiy dvicoag) triggers a personal
comment made by the narrator. This highlighting of Heracles
and his privileging by the narrator must be connected with the
special weight Heracles has as a mediator between the world of
the humans and the world of the immortals, a topic belonging
to the thematic kernel of the 7heogony. By interrupting the
monotonous sequence of lemmatised figures with the insertion
of a critical comment, the Hesiodic song leaves its trademark on
its proposed theogonic version. Placed at the end of the epic, the
Heracles comment allows the Hesiodic tradition to make its
presence strongly felt.

Another form of commentary may be called “interpretive’.
It consists of remarks the narrator makes, aiming at convincing
his audience to adopt his hermeneutical stance. According to
Stoddard,?* the passage devoted to the myth of Typhoeus, fol-
lowed by a description of the disastrous consequences the winds
have for mortal men, is a kind of ‘interpretive’ commentary,
since the narrator attempts to attribute meaning to the present
state of things by using mythical material pertaining to an
immortal-mortal conflict. In 7heogony 869-880, the narrator
embarks on a description of divine activity and continues by an
exposition of its results for both the divine and human worlds.
In this way, he assumes the role of a mediator between the
divine and human spheres, bringing his audience closer to a

23

23 RICHARDSON 1990, 148; STODDARD 2004, 170-176.
24 STODDARD 2004, 171-172.
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world that only ‘he’ of all people is able to know, due to the
mediation of the Muses. What the Muses have offered to him,
he is now offering to his audience.

Narratorial comments on the ‘discourse’ are also attested in
the Hesiodic poems. In his list of direct comments offered by
the narrator, Niinlist?® mentions statements of ‘eternal truths’,
such as maxims and aetiological explanations. Comments of this
kind are regularly found in the Homeric epics, but the extent
of narratorial interruption is much greater in Hesiod, as can be

observed in the following passage (74. 556-557):

3 ~ > 5 / 3 \ A ~a )y ) /
éx 100 & dbavdrorawy et yOovi @UN avbpmmamv
xaiovs” 6oTEx Aeuxa Bunevtwy el Bopdv.

The narrator’s insistence on the continuity of cult practice down
to his own and the audience’s time bridges the gap between the
remote past of the narrative and the ‘present’ of the perfor-
mance. By doing so, the Hesiodic narrator not only intrudes in
the discourse, but also indirectly asserts his own undisputed
command over the entire performance. He implies to his audi-
ence that it is his own 7heogony that explains a reality sur-
rounding them and, therefore, its supremacy is confirmed by
this same reality the audience are aware of. In other words, the
narrator figuratively ‘allows’ the audience to check the accuracy
of his song by connecting it with what is familiar to them.
Like his Homeric counterpart, the Hesiodic narrator marks

the end of a narrative section by offering a short summary.?®
Theogony 362-363 is a typical example:

abtor &p’ "Qxeavol xal TybBdog éEevévovro

mpecBiTatar xobpot' oAl ye pév slot xal &AReL.

If we paraphrase the content of these two verses, then the pur-
pose of the summary becomes obvious: “These were the oldest
daughters born to Oceanos and Tethys; there are, of course,

25 NUONLIST 2004, 29; STODDARD 2004, 54-55.
26 See also Th. 263-264, 362-363, 448-449, 613.
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many others’. By marking the end of a section with such a ‘selec-
tion’- based statement, the narrator indicates to his audience
that it is his own decision to include in his list only a limited
number of Oceanids. His version is selective, bearing the seal of
the tradition he belongs to. Summarizing comments of this kind
are also known from Homer. At the end of the Catalogue of
Ships, by far the longest catalogue in Homeric epic, the narra-
tor marks its closure with the following verse (7. 2.760): obro
&o’ ryepbves Aovaddv xal xoipavor Aoav. The same is the case
with statements indicating that the narrator has offered only a
selection from a much longer list. At the end of the Catalogue
of Nereids in 7/. 18.49, the audience is informed by the narra-
tor that ‘there also were other Nereids at the bottom of the sea’,
but the narrator refrains from mentioning nominatim: &\hai 0’
al xatk Bévbog dhdg Nypnideg Hioav.”’

One last category of ‘commentary’” on the level of ‘discourse’
occurs when the narrator makes direct references to the very act
of poetic composition and performance of his song. A locus com-

munis is 1hH. 369-370:

Led 2 3 3 J / \ b b o~
TV Bvop. spyohéoy TavTwY BpoTov &vdpa EvioTely,
/ !

ol 0 ExacToL LouoLy, HGOL TTEPLVULETAOUGL.

In these two verses, the narrator makes his presence strongly
felt. His inability to recall all the names of the rivers constitutes
a typologically established technique of epic poetry, whose
Homeric echoes are easily discernible (Z/. 2.489-490: 038 &f
not déxo pev yAdoour, déxa 3¢ otopat’ elev, / pwvy & &pprnx-
T0G, YdAxeov 3¢ wot fitop évetn). This narrative technique does
not only aim at an implicit recognition of the importance

of the Muses’ gift but also at evaluating the act of narrative
itself.?8

7 T have deliberately excluded from my study introductory statements because
they are all attested in the WD, where there is an internal narrator, ‘Hesiod’, who
according to my non-autobiographical reading of the Hesiodic poems is distinct
from the poet or the tradition he represents.

28 NUNLIST 2004, 29.
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The above examination of several categories of ‘commentary’
both on the level of the ‘story’ and on the level of ‘discourse’
shows that the Hesiodic narrator, with greater intensity and,
sometimes, different focus, avails himself of narrative techniques
Homeric epic occasionally employs. These techniques are per-
haps more crucial to the 7heogony than to the Homeric poems.
This is due to the fact that the 7heogony is practically deprived
of an internal audience in the form of narratee or narratees. One
needs only to bring in mind the multiple internal audiences the
lliad and the Odyssey dispose of to comprehend the difference.
Lack of narratees necessarily robs the 7heogony of alternate
means through which the Homeric narrator makes his presence
felt: presentation through negation (7%. 488, 529, 687) is less
frequent than in Homer, an ‘if-not situation’ occurs only once
(7h. 836-838), temporal anachronies are basically excluded
because of the strictly genealogical and chronological blueprint
the Theogony follows.” Despite all these narrative deficiencies,
the Hesiodic tradition has taken great pains to build upon a
solid genealogical scaffolding an epic composition of consider-
able merit.

1.3 Common metaphors for poet and poetry: the poet as farmer
and seafarer’®

One of the most noteworthy forms of metaphor in epic
poetry is the one concerned with the presentation of the poet
as a skilled artisan. Scholars, like Schmitt®! and Campanile have
convincingly shown that this attitude towards poetry reflects,
in fact, an old indoeuropean tradition. The poet is a téxtwy
émav and his activity is equal to that of a professional.

29 See NUNLIST 2004, 28.

3 See X.K. Tzarraaung, “Hoinon xor morprind) 6To noédeto corpus’, in
Movoawy Apydusba: o Hoiodog xar n apyaix i) moinon, ed. by N.I1. Mue-
ZANTAKOE & X.K. Tzarraauz (Ab#ve 2006), 139-255.

31 R. SCHMITT, Dichtung und Dichtersprache in indogermanischer Zeit (Wies-
baden 1967), 295-306; E. CAMPANILE, Ricerche di cultura poetica indoeuropea (Pisa
1977), 35-54.
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Hesiodic poetry, especially in the WD, consistently shows a
certain poetological concern, mainly through metaphors con-
cerning two of its core sections, the ‘Agriculture’ and the ‘Nau-
tilia’. The ‘Agriculture’ section (383-617) contains such an exten-
sive network of similarities between the lives of farmer and poet,
that certain scholars have suggested a figurative reading of this
entire part of the WD.?? By presenting the specialized knowledge
the farmer possesses as analogous to that of the poet and by
connecting the skills of both these craftsmen to Zeus, the guid-
ing principle permeating the entire poem, the Hesiodic tradition
is able to introduce itself in stark manner, assimilating the poet
to a craftsman whose work is familiar to the audience.

The ‘labor and beggary’ sub-section (383-404) begins by
determining the right season for undertaking farming activities,
such as ploughing and harvesting. The initial phrase [TAnug8wy
Arhyevéwy Emitelopevamy / &oyest) quntov, dpdToto 3¢ Suco-
nevawy (383-384) contains the verb &pyouar and therefore
recalls its programmatic use at the proem of the 7heogony and
the proems of the Homeric Hymns.> The poetological function
of &pyopar is guaranteed by its traditional referentiality, its
metonymic use in epic poetry. Thus, the ‘Agriculture’ section
begins in the same way as Hesiodic poetry, an observation that
plausibly points to the ‘farmer-poet” scenario. Moreover, the dis-
appearance of the Pleiads in the sky for a period of fourty days
and nights must be interpreted by the means of the Hesiodic
poetic metalanguage, as indicating a negative condition the
farmer has to endure until he is allowed to begin cultivating the
land and living a prosperous life. The appearance of the Pleiads
in the sky (WD 387: gaivovrar) is expressed in terms analogous

32 New studies have deepened our knowledge of the importance of the ‘Agri-
culture’ section for Hesiodic poetry. See D.W. TANDY & W.C. NEALE, Hesiod's
Works and Days. A Translation and Commentary for the Social Sciences (Berkeley
1996); S. NELSON, God and the Land. The Metaphysics of Farming in Hesiod and
Vergil, with a translation of Hesiod’s Works and Days by D. GRENE (New
York—Oxford 1998).

33 See section 1.1.
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to the appearance of the Muses in mount Helicon at the
moment of Hesiod’s Dichterweihe. The farmer is advised to
plough the land after the rise of the Pleiads in the sky, just as
the poet Hesiod begins his song only after the divine epiphany
of the Muses in Helicon.

The analogy between farming and poetry is also implied by
the expressions obtég Tor mwedtwv médetor vépoc (388) and
dypciog & Eorar éméwv voube (403).34 Of these two verses the
former determines how agriculture is practiced, whereas the lat-
ter refers to Perses’ ‘meadow of words’, which will be completely
useless when he (Perses) asks for his neighbours’ assistance. In
other words, Hesiodic tradition sets land cultivation (denoted
by the former expression) on the antipods of beggary (delin-
eated by the latter). At the same time the semantical and aural
interplay, within this limited space of a few verses, between
vopog and vopég ‘legitimizes’ the metaphorical interpretation of
the aforementioned passage. The language of Perses, his érea,
being that of beggary will be rejected both by his brother Hes-
iod (396-397: ... éyd 3¢ o odx émddow / 0dd émipetoNow

..)>> and by his neighbours. Being &ypcioc, the ‘meadow of
words’ Perses is using will not yield any products, whereas the
undertaking of agricultural work at the right season (394: &pv’
acfnrar), which the internal narrator’s voice suggests, will even-
tually lead to a decent life. Extending this figurative antithesis

3% See Hesiod. Works and Days, ed. with Prolegomena and Commentary by
M.L. WEsT (Oxford 1978), 259, who offers the following parallel passages: 7/
20.248-249: srpenti) 8¢ YAGo6 ot Ppotdvy, mokéeg & Ew wibol / wavtoiol, énéwmy
8¢ wohbg vouog Evo xal Ev0a, Hom. Hymn to Apollo 3.20-21: mévry yép wor, Doife,
vopog BeBMatar G87g, / Auev &v’ fimerpov mopTiTpbgoy B dva vicoug, PIND. Nem.
3.82: xpayéran 3¢ xohotol Tamevi vépovtar, AESCHYL. Ag. 685: yAdiocav év thya
vépwv. Agriculture is used as a metaphor for poetry not only in Greek but also
in Vedic tradition. See R. NUNLIST, Poetologische Bildersprache in der friibgriechi-
schen Dichtung (Stuttgart-Leipzig 1998), 135, who refers to ploughing, sowing
(Rigveda 10.101.3-4) and pasturing (Rigveda 1.114.9) as metaphors for the lan-
guage of poetry.

3 See WD 648: Sclfw 8% 7ot pétpa mohvghroicBolo Dardoone & WD 694:

/ !
uétpa puiacceshar.
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further, one may plausibly argue that the wediwv vépog in the
‘Agriculture’ section is a trace of the poetological dialect of the
WD in epic and didactic disguise. By inventing a language
which befits work instead of beggary, the Hesiodic tradition
shows that it is only this poetical dialect that is able to create
an analogy between farmer and poet, and is, therefore, entitled
to expect, farmer-like, a rich harvest from its own metaphori-
cal meadow of song.¢

Another aspect of the analogy between farming and poetry is
the meticulous description of making a ploughshare. The insis-
tence of the Hesiodic text on the importance for the farmer of
selecting the right material in given quantities is so typical, that
it has been interpreted as a ‘working’ analogy for the process of
selecting the right dictional material (words, expressions etc.)
by the poet.”

36 Apart from the ‘meadow of words’, archaic epic employs two other ‘agri-
cultural” metaphors for poetic speech, that of xapméc (a) and that of ploughing,
sowing or pasturing (b). See NUNLIST 1998, 135-141 and 214, who offers the fol-
lowing examples: (a) PIND. OL 7.7-8: xadi syco vax‘rocp xutov, Mowsay Sbou,
gebhopbporg / avdpdoy méumwy, yYAurdy xopmoy opevéc, PIND. Isthm. 8.46-46a:
¢néwy 3¢ xapmbs / ob xatéplive; (b) PRATINAS, PMG 710: ob yav adrweiopévey /
ap@v, GAN doxapov patedwy, PRATINAS, PMG 712a: phre cbvtovov dlwxe / phre
oy dverpévay [[Taoti]] / podoay, drid tav péoay / vedv dpovpay albile T wéker,
Mel. Adesp. 923.4: éxnotploic & od piyvutar polboav dpodpars, Mel. Adesp. 947a
(= Simonides?): & Moboa Y& 0dx &mdpwe yedel T6 Topdv wbvov GAN EmépyeTal
navto Oeplopéva, PIND. OL 9.25-26: et odv mive powpidie mohdpe / 2Eatpetov
Xapitwv vépopor x&mov, PIND. O 11.8-9: & pév dpetépa / yAdooa molpaivery
¢0éxer, PIND. Pyth. 6.1-3: Axodoat’ 7 v Ehxamdos Agpoditac / &povpav 1)
Xopttwy / dvamortlopey ..., PIND. Nem. 1.13: orelpé vov dyhatay - Twvé vdce ...,
PIND. Nem. 6.31-33: Basoidatowy & v 00 oraviler, mahaloatog yeved, / B vou-
otoléovteg ém-nmpta, [Tiepldwv dpbrong / Suvatol mapéyety oAby Huvov dyepwywy
doypdrtwy, PIND. Nem. 7.104-105: tadtd 8¢ Tl tetpant T qumoleiv / dmopta
teréler, Ténvor-oty dre padurdxag “Avdg Képwbog”, PIND. Nem. 8.37-39:.
xevodv ebyov-tot, medtov 8 Erepor / dmépavtoy, Eyd § dotols adcv xal yOovi yuln
xohdeu, / alvémv alvntd, popeay & émiemeipwy dhitpoig, PIND. Nem. 10.25-26:
éxpdtnoe 8¢ xal wol "EXa-va otpatov [Tuddwe, thya te woray / xal tov "ToOuol
xol Nepéo otépavoy, Mot-const ©° E8ws” apboa.

37 See M.S. MARSILIO, Farming and Poetry in Hesiods Works and Days (Lan-
ham-New York 2000), 15-21.
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WD 422-436:

THLOG &p’ DAOTOWUELY LEUVNLEVOG, (PLoV EpYOV.
OOV Uev ToLtddmy Tapvely, Brepov 8 TelmyY,
&Eover 8 EmTamodny: wdhe yap vO Tot dppevoy olTw’
el 0€ xev oxTamddny, Ao xol GPlEAY KE TAWLOLO.
totorciBopoy 8 &y Tapvery Sexaddpw apdd

iy 4 o 5 Hosy).

4 3y / ~ / A {4 [\ o
TOAN ETTULURUTIOAX HAAX" PEQELY de YUYV 0T &V €LEYG
elg olxov, xat 8pog dulnuevos 7 xat &povpav,
mplvivov' 8¢ yap Bovsly dpoly GyvpwTatdg EGTLY,

oA T 5 ’ \ ) N 1 ’
e0T &v AbBnvaineg Spwog év ENdpatt mThgeg
YOULPOLGLY TEEAAGUG TePOGAPTPETL LoTOBOTL.
dow 3¢ Oéobot &potpa moVnodpEVOE XATA OIXOY,
AVTOYLOV Xl TNKTOV, ETEL TTOAL Aoy oltw:

3 > o b o / 2 3 b \ 7
el x Erepov &Eag, Erepby %’ éml Bousl BdAoto.
dapvrg 7 TTEAEYS axtwTatol Llotofoties,

\ > 3/ ¥ A ’
dpudg <8> Elvpa, Tpivou 8& yYing ...

The most impressive feature of the above passage is neither
knowledge nor accuracy of information but rather the empha-
sis on the importance of selecting and measuring the proper
wood. Marsilio®® has convincingly argued that the poet chooses
for himself those mythical versions he is going to employ in his
song. Like the farmer who selects the appropriate material in
order to make a ploughshare, the singer, having at his disposal
a wealth of mythical variants whose authority is undisputed,
must select the material that is appropriate to his own song in
order to meet the needs of his audience.

The study of Hesiodic language® has shown that the most
‘innovative’ or ‘neoteristic’ part in the entire Hesiodic corpus are
verses 401-600 of the WD, which represent a significant part of
the Agriculture’ section. In particular, verses 421-430 offer
impressive examples of the way Hesiodic poetry reshapes tradi-
tional material also attested in Homeric poetry. The words 8auov
(423), émrtamddny (424), véuoorow (431) are also attested in

38 MARSILIO 2000, 18-19.
9 G.P. EDWARDS, The Language of Hesiod in its Traditional Context (Oxford
1971), 30-39; see also MARSILIO 2000, 19.
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Homer, where they occupy exactly the same part of the verse.

Edwards has shown that this is the case not only with identical
but also with similar words or expressions attested in Homer and
Hesiod. A good example is that of the forms Orotépor (/L.
23.123) and brotbpoug (2L 23.114), which correspond to ‘Hes-
iodic’ HYrotopeiv (WD 422) and are placed between positions 3-
5 in the dactylic hexameter, i.e. they occupy the entire second
foot down to the penthemimeral caesura. According to Edwards,
Homeric and Hesiodic language place the same or similar dic-
tional forms, more or less, in the same verse-position. These
observations are very crucial for the following reason. Despite
the fact that the ‘Agriculture’ section contains subject matter that
is not appropriate to the Homeric epics due to thematical restric-
tions, it nevertheless draws, whenever possible, dictional mater-
ial attested in Homer and uses it in more or less the same met-
rical manner. Sometimes, it makes bold new steps deviating from
its Homeric counterpart. Verse 427 offers a remarkable example
of such differentiation. I"dnv and &1’ &v are placed in such a way
that they ignore Hermann’s bridge by creating a trochaic caesura
in the fourth foot of the hexameter line. By placing the word
yomv in this particular slot, the Hesiodic tradition highlights its
use for the narrative to follow. In fact, yine¢ will become an
important thematic element in the ensuing verses.*!

Furthermore, the ‘Agriculture’ section displays a special inter-
est in creating an analogy between the literal storing of the har-
vest by the farmer and the metaphorical ‘storing’ of Hesiod’s
advice in Perses’ mind. This analogy is exemplified by the use
of the following terms:

(a) the verb @pdlesOo is employed both for the advice given
to Perses (404: ppdlechat yperddv te Mow hpod v dhewprv) and

40 71 11.147: 8xpov 8 d¢ Eoosve xurivdeshar 8t buirov; I 15.729: Bpijvuy £¢’
nranddny, Ame & ixpra vnog élong; Od. 5.248: ybpgoiowy 8 &pa v ye xol
ouovinowy dpasaev. See MARSILIO 2000, 19, 74, ft. 90.

41" See EDWARDS 1971, 35; B. PEABODY, The Winged Word (Albany, NY 1975),
183; WEST 1978, 266.

A (N~
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for the advice offered to the farmer (448: ppdleclor & i1’ &v
YEP&VOU WAV ETax0)GELS);

(b) the apostrophe vAmie/péyo vimie is employed both for
Perses (286: ool & éyo éc0ha voéwv épéw, péya vame 1lépar,
396-397:... éyd 3¢ toL odx emdwow / 00 EmpeTeNiow: Epydleo,
vAme [lépom, 633: d¢ mep Eudg e Tathp xal 6dg péya vimLe
[Tépomn) and for the farmer (456: vimiog, 0088 o oi8™ ...);%?

(c) the verb tifepon is employed not only in respect to Perses
(27: & Mépom, ab 3¢ Tabta ted) évindtleo Oupd) but also in ref-
erence to storing at home what is needed for building a carriage
(456-457: vnmiog, o0dE 1O 0ld’" éxatdv 8¢ te Sodpat’ audéng. /
e mpbolev pehétny éyéuev olxnfa 0écbon);

(d) the underscoring of the importance of reciprocity in farm-
ing activities (349-350: b pev petpeichor mapd yeitovog, € &
amodobva, / adté T6 wétew, xal Aatov, af xe Svvnar) as well as
in recognizing Hesiod’s debt to the Muses (656-659: 30%’ €coay
moideg peyalftopos” Evld pé onut / buve vixnoavta pépety Tpt-
mod dtwevta. [ tov pev éyo Mobone ‘Eixoviddecs avébnxa, /
Ev0d pe 16 TpdTOV Aiyvpig éméBnoay &otdic).

The metaphorical overtones of the ‘Agriculture” section can be
also seen through the highlighting of Zeus. He is responsible
for raining (415-416, 488), it is he to whom the farmer must
address his prayers (465), he will offer abundance of goods (474)
but also hardships to mortal men (483), such as the winter sea-
son (565). Zeus is then presented in the ‘Agriculture’ section as
both the cause of both benefaction and hardships for mankind.
Given that this ability of the supreme deity has been program-
matically underscored in the proem, where one encounters sim-
ilar vocabulary concerning the activity of Zeus, who is able to
increase and let grow the good man and destroy the arrogant
one, we are entitled to believe that the WD use Zeus as a link

42 On the address viimioc, vimie, péya vime in Hesiodic poetry, see J.S. CLay,
“The Education of Perses: From ‘Mega Nepios' to ‘Dion Genos' and Back”, in
Mega Nepios: il destinatario nell’ epos didascalico, ed. by A. SCHIESARO, Ph. MIT-
s1s, J.S. Cray, in MD 31 (Pisa 1993), 23-33.
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between the poetological connotations of the proem and the
‘Agriculture’ section. In fact, as Marsilio® has rightly observed,
the verbs pwilw, dé€w (WD 6) and xdppw (WD 7) belong to
farming vocabulary and are found in the ‘Agriculture’ section,
in verses 409, 394, and 575 respectively. Under this light, one
can see that agricultural vocabulary has been deliberately
employed in the proem, where the Hesiodic tradition presents
itself before it leaves the floor to Hesiod, the internal narrator
of the WD. In other words, the farming metaphor of the proem
is rounded off by its literal use in the ‘Agriculture’ section, 4
making Zeus the link between the narrative agenda presented in
the proem and its practical manifestation in the farming sec-
tion.

Finally, another aspect of the poetological connotations of
the Agriculture’ is the cicada imagery (582-584), which employs
poetical vocabulary to suggest a two-edged analogy, the positive
side of which refers to the Hesiodic poet, the negative side to
Perses. The relevant verses run as follows:

3

7Log 88 oxdhupéc T avlel xal Nyéta téTTIE
Sevdpéw €pelbpevog Aiyupny xatayedet &oLdny
TLUXYOY UTTO TTEplY WY Opeog xapatwdeog dHpn

Both intratextual associations such as (1: &otdfjor xAelovoor —
583: &owd?v, 583: Myvprv xatoyedetr aodv — 659: EvOd pe o
Tp®TOV ALyveic eméPrnoay dowdrc, 383: devdpém Epelopevog —
593: év owujj €Cbuevov) and intertextual analogies such as (582:
Ayxéra térmE — Archilochus 223 W: téttiyog é3pdéw mrepod,
Callimachus, fr. 1.29-30 Pfeiffer: ¢ m06pxn]v: évi toic yap dei-
Sowmev of Myby #yov / téttiyos, 0]6puBov 8 odx épidncay Evwv)
clearly show the metaphorical connection between poet and
cicada.® Petropoulos has even suggested that this analogy may

4 MARSILIO 2000, 25-27.

“ MARSILIO 2000, 26. It is noteworthy that Perses is apostrophized as 3iov
vévoc (299), in contrast to the internal aarrator and the farmer who are closer to
Zeus as they obey his orders. See MARSILIO 2000, 76-77, ft. 111.

© See G. NAGY, The Best of the Achaeans. Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek
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be alluding through the notorious laziness and lack of prudence
of the cicada to a negative comment concerning Perses.4®

The cicada passage leads to further considerations concern-
ing the poetics of the Agriculture’ section. Ornithological (yépo-
vog, x6uxvk) or insecticidal (térmif) imagery is used as an indi-
cation of seasonal change: the crane (448-452) is associated with
winter, the cuckoo (486-490) with spring, and the cicada (582-
596) with summer time. In addition to the mechanisms used to
link these three examples of ornithological or entomological
imagery found in the ‘Agriculture’ section, the activity of these
three birds ‘replays’ on the level of poetics what happens in
respect of farming as seasons change. Beginning with the win-
ter and the crane, moving on to the cuckoo and the spring, the
internal narrator is clearly heading towards the summer and the
cicada being the only bird its activity he is willing to assimilate
to that of the singer. The selection of the summer is not a ran-
dom choice. It functions as a proleptic advance mention of the
analogy that will be suggested in the ensuing ‘Nautilia’ section
between the literal sea journey and the metaphorical sailing at
the sea of poetry, activities which must take place at summer
time. If we press the point a bit more, following the steps of
Rosen, who drew an analogy between bad weather-good weather
on the one hand and poetical immaturity and maturity on the
other in the ‘Nautilia’ section, we can then interpret Hesiodic
preference for summer time not in terms of working advice but
of poetic metaphor.

All the above observations show that the WD exploit a thick
web of associations between farming and poetry, which the
Homeric poems are unaware of. Before drawing any more thor-
ough conclusions, we need to turn our attention to the ‘Nau-
tilia’ section.

Poetry (Baltimore-London 1979), 302 ft. 11; R. ROSEN, “Poetry and Sailing in
Hesiod’s Works and Days”, in Classical Antiguity 9 (1990), 99-113 [107-109];
MARSILIO 2000, 77, ft. 113.

46 See J.C.B. PETROPOULOS, Heat and Lust. Hesiod’s Midsummer Festival Scene
Revisited (Lanham 1994), 77, ft. 29.
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The ‘Nautilia’ (618-694) contains in its larger part advice
concerning the time and means that Perses, Hesiod’s alleged
brother, should use in order to gain profit from seafaring. How-
ever, the ‘Nautilia’ has gained its own poetic profit because of a
famous self-referential statement of poetics made by ‘Hesiod’
himself, a statement directly linked to his receiving a poetic
award, which virtually amounts to a remarkable acknowledg-
ment of his poetic skills. In particular, ‘Hesiod” explicitly refers
to a song-contest he participated and won in Chalkis, in the
funeral games of Amphidamas. He amply states that this was the
only time he traveled by sea and that after winning this contest
by singing a hymn (657: Suve vixoovta), he dedicated his
prize, a tripod, to the Heliconian Muses. The brief reference to
his short journey over a limited stretch of water from Aulis to
Chalkis becomes the stepping stone to a daring poetological
leap: the bay of Aulis is explicitly connected to the sailing out
of the Achaean army for Troy and implicitly to those epic poems
dealing with the Trojan War.

This poetological reading of the aforementioned section was
first proposed by Nagy?” but it was systematically pursued by
Rosen,*® who convincingly showed that the ‘Nautilia’ functions
as a “pictorial triptych”, where the first and the third part refer
literaly to commercial activity at sea, whereas the second parrt,
the centrally located sphragis, explains through an effective poetic
metaphor the other two parts.

47 G. NaGY, “Hesiod”, in Ancient Writers. Greece and Rome, ed. by T.]J. LUCE
(New York 1982), I 43-73 [66]. R. HAMILTON, The Architecture of Hesiodic Poetry
(Baltimore—~London 1989), 69 argues that the reference to the Trojan expedition
in the Nautilia’ section must be linked to the passage dealing with the heroes in
the Myth of Races. I do not agree with W. NICOLAL, Hesiods Erga. Beobachtungen
zum Aufbau (Heidelberg 1964), 126-127, who has argued that verses 631-662
form a coherent unit, since the very text of Hesiod employs specific and clear-cut
ways in order to separate the first part of the ‘Nautilia’ (618-645) from the sec-
ond, i.e. the self-referential sphragis, and from the third (663-694). See HAMIL-
TON 1989, 68. WEST’s view (1978, 55) that the sphragis has been composed as
an alternative proem to the ‘Nautilia’ seems far-fetched, but is useful in the sense
that it, too, underscores the programmatic style of verses 646-662.

8 ROSEN 1990, 99-113.
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Rosen® plausibly argued that expressions like voutining Sus-
nepoéhov fuepog alpet (618), vnog wrepd movtomdporo (628),
uétoa molvgroisBoro Oardoomne (648) - uérpa guidcsesbor
(694), Zovwy pepvnuévog elvor / dpatwy mévtowv (641-642), obté
7L YauTthing cecogiopévog obté L vy (649), téocby Tor vy
ve memetpnpat moivydupwy (660), Ayvernyv xatoyedet doldAy
(583) - Ayueic éméBnoay dodic (659), the interrelation between

4 WD 624-628: vije & e’ fAmeipov Zpdoar muxdoat te Mooty / mavroley,
8op’ loyws’ dvépwy pévoc Hypdv dévtwy, / yetpapov eiepboug, tve uh iy Audg
8uBpoc. | émha & émdpueva mavta ted Eyxdtheo oixe, / edxbouwe ororicug vnoe
mrepd movrombowo. For the figurative wings of poetry, see ROSEN (1990, 109),
who brings attention to verse 237-254 from the Corpus Theognideum: ool psv
gy mrép’ Edwna, oy olg ém’ dmelpova wovtov / TwThGN %ol YV TGy detpdusvog
! onidtws Botvig 8¢ %ol elhamivior mapéoont / &v oo, TOAGY xetuevog v 6Té-
paoty, | xat o obv adiioxoiot Ayvobdyyore véor &vdpec / edxdopwe dpatol xahd
e ol hyéo / drosovron. xal brav dvopepiig Ho xedleot yaing / Bijig modvxwndToug
elc Aidoo d6poug, / 0ddémot odde Ouviyv amorels xAéog, aARY perfoerg / &pbitov
avbparmorg aldv Exwv tvopa [ Kipve, xal)’ Errddo yiv stpwpdpevos 78 dva vicoug
[ xOuvbevta mepdv mhvrov én’ atpdyetov,/ ody immwy vdTolowy E@uevoc, dAAL e
méuder [ dydad Movcdwv ddpa logregdvwy: / mict & Bootor péumhe xol
¢cscopévolowy qowdh / oo bube, bop’ dv vi Te xal Aéhog [ adthp Eymv SAlYmg
mapd oeb o) TuYYdve aidols, / AN domep pixpdy Tadlda Abyoig W dmatar,g. For
the same metaphor, see also NUNLIST 1998, 277-283, whence the followings
examples: ANACREON, PMG 376: gobeic 3057 dmd Aeuxddog / mérpng é¢ moAtdy
xpa xorvpfd pebdbwv £pwti, ANACREON, PMG 378: avamétopar 84 mpoc
"Oupov Trepbyeaat xobenis / ik tov "Epwt’: 0 yap ol < - v > Bérer suvyBay,
TELESTES, PMG 805b: dMh& péroav dybpeutog &de patarordywy / gduo mpocén-
7o EXndda povsomdhwv/ cogic exigbovov Beotoic téyvac veidoc, mel. adesp.,
PMG 954b: pérea pehintépowra Mousiy, PIND. OL 9.11-12: mrepbevra 8 fet
Y)\um')v [ TTub@vad’ brotév: ofitoy xauams*céwv N’)Y(ov é(po'(LL'-"ou, PIND. Pyth. 5.114-
115: &v te Motoowot moTavde dmd LLO(.“L'pOg @L?\a.,, / necpow‘ma i apu,oc'rq?\a‘raq cocpog,
PIND. Pyth. 8.32-34:... w6 & &v moot pot tpdyov / itew tedy Xpsog, & oL, vewTo-
Tov xaA&v, [ $ud motavoy duel poyavd, PIND. Nem. 6.48-49: mérazon & éni 1e
106va xal S Oardooas Tnaélev / vuy’ adtdyv, PIND. Nem. 7.20-23:... ¢yo 3¢
mAéov Eamopan [ Abyov 'O8uccéoc #) mdbay - Sid tov &dvent yevéa® "Ounpov / érel
Yeddeot of moTavd <te> poayovi | ceuvdv Emeati ti, PIND. Ithm. 1.64-66° cin vy
ed@dvwy Trepbyesowy depbéve’ dyhaais / [liepiSwy, &1t %ol [Tu-0@0ev *Orvpmiddwy
v ¢Eanpérorg / Adgeod Epveot ppdfat yeipa, PIND. Iithm. 5.63: xal mrepbevta véov
copmepdov Suvov, PIND. fr. 227:... véwv 3¢ pépruvar adv évorg eihioobpevar /
36Zav ebpioxovr: Adumer 8¢ ypbdve / Epyo wet” aibép’ <dep>0évra, BACCH. fr. 20B.
3-5:... bppaive T méum[ewv / ypdgeov Mouvcav AreEavdpw nr&:gt’)v [ xal
cuu.ﬂ:ocr[irxa]cw dyonp’ [év] sExo’chc[cw, PRATINAS, PMG 708.3-5:... éy.é det
nehadely, epe det matoryely / &v’ Bpex cOuevoy petd Nacthwv / old te wduvov &yovra
TOLXLAOTTTEQOY (LENOG.
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literal poverty and poetic destitution (WD 20-26) and the
metaphor of the ship and wings (624-629) amply show that the
entire ‘Nautilia' section should be interpreted as a bold mani-
festation of Hesiodic poetics.

2. Audience

2.1 Creating an internal audience (Phaeacians-Perses)

The Odpyssey and the WD insist on poetological signs, as one
can infer from the special concern they show in respect of cre-
ating a chief internal narrator and a main internal addressee.
Homeric epic is characterized by the presence of an omniscient
external narrator who controls the action and decides about the
rhythm and deployment of the plot. Various characters func-
tion as secondary narrators-focalizers (to employ the apt narra-
tological term of de Jong), who have their own internal audi-
ences. But the Odyssey despite this rather strict narratological
framework, makes a daring step of unprecedented size and
weight by creating a chief internal narrator, the poem’s princi-
pal hero, Odysseus, who relates to an internal audience, the
Phaeacians, his own version of his wanderings, from his depar-
ture from Troy to his arrival at the island of Calypso. This is
effectuated through the so-called ‘Apologoi’, his extensive
embedded narrative in Books 9-12. Mutatis mutandis, the WD
show a similar concern with poetics which, with the exception
of the proem, is absent from the 7heogony. Moreover, the WD
exploit Odyssean concerns about poetics, especially in the
sphragis (646-662), the most heavy loaded with poetological
overtones passage of the entire epic.

In the light of the multiple poetical strands of this section, let
us now turn to the sphragis (646-662) and compare it with a dic-
tionally relevant passage from the Odyssey (8.159-164). The
sphragis constitutes an ‘autobiographical” section within a poem,
voiced in a distinct narrative tone, signaling through self-refer-
ential statements the author’s (if we are dealing with a histori-
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cal author) or the tradition’s personal trademark. Given the
strictly determined narrative agenda of the sphragis, it is worth
considering the diction of this personally charged sub-section,
the more so since it shares certain features with the way the
Odyssey depicts Alcinous’ sponsoring of the games in Scheria,
which included athletic and musical contests.”®

WD 646-662 (sphragis):

S T s \ | 3 3 3 2 4 > / /
edT Qv & eumopiny Tpdac aecippova HBupdy
BodAno ypéo TE TEOPUYELY Xal ALLOV GTEPTTEX,
Seifw 3N 7ot uétpa mohugrotsBolo Oardoorg,
oUTE TL VRUTIALYG GEGCOPLOIEVOG OUTE TL VNGV’
00 Y&E T TOTE VL Y ETETAQY EVPEX TTOVTOY,
el w é¢ EbBotav €€ AdAidog, ) mot’ Ayoectol
LELVOVTEG YELLGVE TTOADY GUY A0V &YELPOY
Ernddog € ieptic Tooinv &g xoadybvatna.
¥ b AR ! \ 3 - o o, 3 ’
Evlo & eyov e’ &ebha datppovog ApeLddpoavtog
Xahxida T° elg Emépnon’ To 8¢ TpomeEPPadLEve TTOAL
3 3 ¥ o~ L et ) / ’
&ON E0eoav maidec peyoarnropog Ev0L pe nut

¢ / ]
DUV VIXNGoUVTO PERELY TPLTTOS MTWEVTA.

\ \ d \ 2 € ! S 14
Tov wev eym Moveyg ‘Elxwviddess” avébnna,
Evhd pe to TpdTov Aiyvptic EméBnoay &oLdic.
TOGGOV TOL VNV Ye TeTelpnal TOAYOULPWY
A& %ol G¢ Epéw Zmvog voov alyiéyoLo”
Moo yap @ 3idatav abéspatov Guvov acidery.

Odyssey 8.159-164:

44 3 / 3 3 / o~ 4 A3

ol Y&p 6 00, Eelve, Sanuovt QwTl Eloxw

2 & \ 3 -3 / /.
&Ohwv, ol te woAAa pet’ avbpwmoiot TEROVTAL,
ahh T6 b 0 dpo vyt morv AL Oapilowy,

3 \ [ L o~ 3
&EYOG VauTdwy of Te TEeMxTpes Eaat,
POPTOL TE UVNILWY ol ETTLoXOTOG ALY H3almV
’ gie ’ AL ~ P »

xepdewy B apmoréwy 00 &bAntroL Zotxac.

In the Odyssey (8.159-164), the &0ra/dcOra refer to athletic
contests, while Odysseus is compared to a man of the sea who
cares about his cargo and aims at acquiring profit greedily. In

50" See R. SCODEL, Listening to Homer. Tradition, Narrative, and Audience (Ann
Arbor 2002), 178.
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like manner, Perses must turn his mind to seafaring (WD 642-
643) taking care of his cargo. In contrast to this initial analogy,
Perses” cargo soon becomes figurative, as it designates Hesiodic
poetry and, likewise, the &0ha/&ebra do not indicate martial or
athletic events but poetical contests (654-655: &v0a 8 &y ér’
&ebho Satopovos Apordapavroc [/ Xaxida 1 elg émépnox) and
prizes (655-656: t& 8¢ mpomeppaduéva worhd [/ &ON EDecov
ratdes peyoarnropoc). Unlike the Odyssey, the WD present a
framework of contest and rivalry which is colored neither by
the aristocratic ideal of reciprocity nor the beguiling greed of
deceit, but rather by the cogia and knowledge of commercial
antagonism, which necessitates the opening up of Hesiodic song
to a larger audience, no more in miserable Ascra, but in Chalkis,
the metaphorical gateway to poetical recognition and fame. The
poetical contest in which Hesiod excels and the prize of his vic-
torious performance presuppose the ruseful mind of the travel-
ing merchant, who knows the metra of the turbulent sea, i.e. the
rules of poetry, and is able to escape poetical isolation. In this
way, Hesiodic poetry introduces for the first time in ancient
Greek literature a new, complex but fascinating definition of a
poetry-prize. Exploiting at length the figurative aspect of xép-
doc, Hesiodic song redefines poetic xiéog, evaluating it not
through Homeric standards but by means of a metaphor taken
from the world of economic and commercial activity.

The Odyssean presentation of sea-trade and the general tenor
of the Hesiodic ‘Nautilia’ set the tone for elaborating the afore-
mentioned comparison even further. The Odyssey capitalizes on
the emphatically stressed polarity between two versions of sea-
trade activity, narratively epitomized in two distinct seafaring
communities, the Phaeacians and the Phoenicians. Dougherty
has carefully presented the two communities, which share cer-
tain common features, such as possession of wealth, excellence
in weaving, and, most importantly, ships and sailing.”! At the

>l C. DOUGHERTY, The Raft of Odysseus. The Ethnographic Imagination of
Homers Odyssey (Oxford 2001), 102-121 and, in particular, 112.
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same time, the two peoples are strongly differentiated in respect
to the manner they perform trade. In fact, the Odyssey depicts
Phaeacians and Phoenicians as belonging to opposite ends of
the spectrum: the former do not engage in profit-bringing activ-
ities, despite their excellence in seafaring, whereas the latter are
famous traders, merchants, and overseas sailors. Phaeacian pro-
ficiency in ships is reflected in their very names, which are
derived from the world of the sea, whereas Phoenician talent is
deflected in their manipulative greed for profit at all expense.
Conducting an almost altruistic guift exchange, the Phaeacians
inhabit an ideal world of unceasing agricultural productivity,
while the Phoenicians seem to have turned themselves to sea-
faring activities because of the pressure of dire necessity.
Dougherty has convincingly shown that the Odyssey “attempts
to carve out a position for the Greeks somewhere between the
idealized model of gift exchange represented by the Phaeacians
and the negative image of trade as a kind of piracy projected by
the Phoenicians”.”? Setting the Hesiodic picture of seafaring
activity next to this Odyssean tableau, one can see that the WD
negotiate for the same middle ground between the two extremes.
This time however, the middle ground is defined in terms of a
personalized conflict between two brothers, Hesiod and Perses.
Whereas the Odyssey fuses Phaeacian and Phoenician elements
in the amalgamated personality of the epic’s principal hero,
Odysseus, the WD consciously indulge in highlighting a
dynamic tension between productive labor and carefully planned
seafaring activity on the one hand, and idleness and risky, profit-
yielding sailing undertakings on the other. What is more, the
WD exploit this motif even further, as they use it as a pretext
for poetical considerations lying at the heart of the poem’s recon-
ceptualization of a rival Odyssean tradition.

This line of interpretation is decisively reinforced by the ref-
erence to Hesiod’s victory in verses 656-659. In an athletic con-
test, the victor used to dedicate the laurel-crown of his athletic

2. DOUGHERTY 2001, 112.
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triumph to his own city, as a sign of recognition of the city’s par-
ticipation in his victory but also as a kind of protection, an
almost magical zegis fending off any sort of danger. In Hesiodic
poetry, the dedication of the tripod the poet won at the funeral
games of Amphidamas in Chalkis to the Heliconian Muses is
also a symbolic acknowledgment of his debt to them, who first
taught him the art of song. Kurke®® has plausibly argued that the
epinician poetry of Pindar and Bacchylides has reappropriated
and adjusted Homeric xAéoc to the political framework of »530¢
by substituting the Homeric king with the city, which does not
only receive but also shares the victor’s fame.>* Under this light,
the use of athletic terminology (&0no/8eOna, vix#oavra), the ded-
ication of the victor’s prize, the tripod, to the Heliconian Muses,
and last but not least, the framework of commodity trade by sea,
which the ‘Nautilia' successfully advertizes, are harmoniously
orchestrated in order to promote a symbolic economy of Hesiodic
¥Aéoc.

Seafaring trade, profit-gaining commercial antagonism, cargo-
carrying ships, choosing a season suitable for sailing enterprises,
all these issues allude to poetical value.” Hesiodic poetry in its

» L. KURKE, “The Economy of Kudos”, in Cultural Poetics in Archaic Greece.
Cult, Performance, Politics, ed. by C. DOUGHERTY & L. KURKE (Cambridge 1993),
131-163 [137-138].

% See PIND. O/ 5.1-8: Ymhav dperdy xal otepdvov &otov yAuxdy / tév
Odrupmig, "Queavod Obyarep, xopdig yeravel / dxopavtémodds ©° dmivog déxey
Waburbg te ddpa: [ bg tav aov wohw abbwv, Kapdowe, Axotpbpoy, / Bwpods &
3i30p.oug eyépapev Eoptais Oedv peyiotars / bmd Povbusiong aébrwy e Tepmapépors
dpiihane, / Irmorg Hutbvorg te povapmoxia te. Tiv 8¢ xbdog &Bobv / vixdoac avélnxe,
xatl By mwatép’ A-xpwv éxdpule xal tiv véorxov E3pav.

> A.T. EDWARDS, Hesiod’s Ascra (Berkeley—Los Angeles—London 2004), 44-
62 offers a detailed economic analysis of Hesiod’s presentation of trade and xép-
doc. He maintains (61) that “Hesiod expresses an ambivalent attitude towards
trade”. The author is certainly right when he argues that “[t]he possibility of &er-
dos is offset by the risks presented by sea-voyaging to life and goods” (61). Accord-
ing to my argument, this analysis should be placed within the context of poeti-
cal references ‘Hesiod’ makes in the ‘Nautilia. The “continuity between trading
and farming and the subordination of both to the self-sufficiency of the oikos”,
as EDWARDS 2004, 61 has argued, does not only refer to the interrelation between
trading and farming for the community of Ascra, but it also connotes the conti-
nuity of Hesiodic song.
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struggle to utter its own, distinct and identifiable voice, to sing
its own song, constructs a metapoetic language aiming at being
both traditional and innovative. In this respect, the metaphor of
the right season for sailing is useful and instructive. Hesiod
argues that one should not start his poetic career on the figura-
tive wings of epic poetry, but should wait for the dpatog Thdog,
the period of fruitful inspiration, after having mastered the tech-
nique of sailing. Under this scope, singing the 7heogony, which
at all probability lies under the general term Spvoc (657) Hes-
iod employed to refer to his song in Chalkis, is a much more
prudent choice than the risky business of singing a long and
demanding epic poem, in the manner of the Homeric epics.
Appropriating imagery stemming from the world of economic
activity may seem strange, to say the least, but in fact its func-
tion has to be conceived in relation to the position Hesiodic
poetry ambitiously claims for itself.

The &0na/&e0ha stand both for the song contest and for the
victor’s poetic prize, and in that way, the funeral games in honor
of Amphidamas in Chalkis consitute an excellent opportunity
for Hesiod to make his song known to a larger audience. Clay*®
has rightly emphasized the fact that the autobiographical refer-
ences to ‘Hesiod’ throughout the WD have a metaphorical,
rather than a literal meaning. Even the mentioning of Cyme as
the birthplace of Hesiod’s father may be concealing an allusion
to the common origin of Homer (according to the Herodotean
life of Homer)*” and Hesiod, as well as to their ensuing poetic
differentiation. Extending Clay’s argument further, one may
argue that the negative portrait of Ascra as a miserable dwelling
place throughout the entire year must not be interpreted in
terms of geographical and historical accuracy but as a poetic
metaphor. By mapping out the perils of poetic isolation, Hes-
iodic poetry attempts to trace its opening towards a larger audi-

56 CLAy 2003, 181.
7 Cf. 1-3. See also Homeric Hymns, Homeric Apocrypha, Lives of Homer, ed.
and transl. by M.L. WEsT (Cambridge, Mass.—London 2003), 371, ft. 21.
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ence. It is not inferior to Homeric poetry, only to its widespread
fame. Ascra and Chalkis, poetic isolation and advertisement
respectively, constitute the two poles of Hesiodic poetic topo-
graphy. The journey from Ascra to Chalkis is therefore a
metaphorical 7zer to poetic fame, a transition from the local,
epichoric community of Ascra to a pan-Hellenic®® audience in
Chalkis. Hesiodic song is equally well equiped with its famous
Homeric rival, as it also knows of well-bolted ships (660: té556v
ToL V&V Ye memetonuat Tohuybpeny) and the measures of the
loud-roaring sea (648: 3cifw 8% tor pérpa mohvgloicPoro
Dardoonc), and is able to sail successtully to the sea of archaic
Greek epic.

In respect to Perses as internal addressee of the WD, the fol-
lowing observations should be made. Obbink has argued that
“in the archaic and early classsical period such extreme
sphragidization, which we may define as the embedded asser-
tion of the identity of the poet with his narrative persona,
betrays anxieties over the ownership of poetry and its status as
property. The introduction of addressee(s) is one way in which
the relationship between the poet and his audience may be artic-
ulated or negotiated, in such a way that the poet nominally
retains control over the poem as created artifact, but initiates
its transfer to a general audience through the mediation of an
elite, exclusive addressee”. The ‘obsession’ of the WD with a dis-
pute between Hesiod and Perses over property issues should be
seen in a double perspective: the tradition our poem belongs to
aims both at consolidating its status and identity and also at
addressing a larger audience. The property quarrel should be

%% The pan-Hellenic scope of the WD can be seen in the themes this epic
develops. One, often neglected theme, is its very sub)ect matter and, in particu-
lar, the emphasis laid on the o7kos as the only remaining community, now that
polis and periphery are not operating by the old set of rules. This ‘social” aspect
of the poem is applicable to all peripheral communities experiencing tensions
with the polis-center and so its applicability dovetails well with the pan-Hellenic
aim of Hesiodic song. See D.W. TANDY, Warriors into Traders. The Power of the
Market in Early Greece (Berkeley—Los Angeles—London 1997), 214-215.
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interpreted in similar manner to Hesiod and Perses, who are fic-
tive characters of the plot, mere masks under which the Hesiodic
tradition of didactic poetry, usurping the epic and lyric con-
straints of its age, carefully discloses its face, its addressees, and
its aims. The property dispute between the two brothers is not
textually asserted autobiographical trivia, at least not more than
Hesiod himself and Perses. By “inventing” the property dispute
with its special addressee, Perses, the Hesiodic tradition of didac-
tic epic mirrors on the level of the plot a typical poetic strategy.
The fraternal relation between Hesiod and Perses is, in fact, an
effective way to represent the audience on the level of the plot.
By creating a fictive addressee, Perses,”® to whom a fictive poet,
Hesiod, addresses his advisory song, the tradition of didactic
poetry, which we may call Hesiodic, is able to make its message
successful and much more effective.

Greek and Roman poetry make ample use of fictive addressees,
somehow related to the speaking T, such as Cyrnos in the Cor-
pus Theognideum, Pausanias in Empedocles, Theodoros in
Dionysius Chalkous, Moschos in Archestratus of Gela, Mem-
mius in Lucretius’ De Rerum Natura. In contrast to Eastern tra-
ditions, where the addressee is often the son of the man who
advises, the aforementioned examples indicate that an addressee
‘socially equivalent’ to the master or wise advisor is of prime
importance for the effectiveness of the poem’s didache. In fact,
Hesiod’s superficially distinct personae as mouthpiece of the
Muses in the 7heogony and as counselor in the WD are interre-
lated through the appropriation of a seemingly autobiographi-
cal detail, namely his status as a metanastes. Martin® has rightly

> See scholia vetera [PERTUSI], Prolegomena, B 9-16: Meta tiyv fpwixny
Yeveaxhoylay xal ToUg xatahdyous enelnTnoe xaLvovpyiicut Tahy etépay Holeaty:
xol 3% xotoypnobévrav Tév el morépoug xal pdyag, xol Thg Yewpytog diduoraioy
elogepel xal TOV HUEPGY THY XPAGLY, TEOGWTOY GVaTALGHS %ol TapaAaBhv <TO>
7ol adehgob [lépcou, eite nat’ arfleiay, eite xata 6 edmpbowmov xal appblov 7
€ /4 < N \ 4 W \ o / ) ” ~ \ LY 3 \
ooléoetl, g dv wi) Suompdcwmov ein xal iva 865y EE Eptdog THg xatd TOV AdeAQOY
el TobTo ehnAubiva,

60 R.P. MARTIN, “Hesiod’s Metanastic Poetics”, in Ramus 21 (1992), 11-33.
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argued that certain features of the WD, such as (a) autobio-
graphical information concerning Hesiod, his brother, and their
father, (b) certain acolisms popping up in ‘Hesiodic’ dialect, (c)
incorporation of verse-long maxims in the text, and finally (d)
preference for rare dictional coins instead of more common ones
(&vboteog, pepéoixoc), must be reevaluated in relation to the
audience this song is addressed to. By presenting himself as the
son of an immigrant from Asia Minor, Hesiod assumes the per-
sona of a foreigner, a metanastes, aiming at making his advice
more persuasive to his audience. The authority of didactic epic
is considerably strengthened, as Hesiod presents himself speak-
ing as some ‘other’, who, by extension, holds a superior position
to those he is advising. A good analogy is that of Phoenix in the
lliad, who arrives at Phthia as a metanastes, only to become at
a later stage the educator of Achilles. Concocting specific ‘plot-
conditions’ for transmitting a didactic message constitutes an
indispensable and well established method used by a poetic tra-
dition, in order to create the necessary framework for express-
ing its didache. Under this scope, Perses as Hesiod’s brother is a
much more effective choice than the invention of, say, a hypo-
thetical son. Perses has the advantage of belonging to the same
generation with Hesiod and so his brother’s cogta need not be
presented as belonging to an older and more experienced per-
son. This strategy would have been completely incompatible
with the position of metanastes Hesiod desires to assume. Hes-
iodic poetry boldly replaces the typical didactic pair of master-
student, father-son, old-young, for it aims at emitting its mes-
sage from the position of a metanastes, an outsider, a wandering
bard, not from the point of view of a wise old man. By foster-
ing the cogta of a metanastes, Hesiodic poetry is able to put its
lasting mark on its didactic song and claim future success by
addressing different and varied audiences. To accomplish this
goal, it needs a song wider in scope, a pan-Hellenic didactic
epic, whose didache will not be limited in miserable Ascra but
will address, traveling as a meranastes, an itinerant bard, the

whole of Hellas.
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2.2 The pan-Hellenic scope of Hesiodic poetry

The pan-Hellenic perspective of Hesiodic poetry can be best
exemplified in the way this epic deals with mythical variants. I
have selected the so-called ‘Hymn to Hecate’, a passage which
has attracted time and again scholarly interest. Hellenists have
focused their attention on the following topics: (a) the size of
the ‘hymn’, (b) its insertion in the midst of genealogical cata-
logues, and (c) its peculiar encomiastic tone for a ‘second-cate-
gory deity, such as Hecate. I begin by offering a brief presen-
tation of the various theories proposed:

(1) The analytical theory: its supporters have argued that
the ‘Hymn to Hecate’ is an interpolation, a later addition to
the main body of an Ur-Theogonie (like the Ur-Ilias), which
would bear the undisputed trademark of one and single poet,
the historically determined Boeotian poet Hesiod. The argu-
ments of the analysts are of two kinds: dictional eccentricities
or deviations from Hesiodic diction or Hesiodic semantics
showing that the hymn may have been added later to the main
body of the Theogony either by propounders of orphism®! or by
someone who was familiar with such a tradition from the area
of Eastern Asia Minor (this is the place Hesiod’s father came
from).?? Sellschopp®® has argued that the word wwp is twice
attested in the ‘Hymn to Hecate’ with a meaning that deviates
from regular practice. In verses 414 (v) 3¢ xal dotepdevrog &
obpavod Eupope Tieg) and 418 (... wol t¢ of Eometo TLUY),
the word wip¥) does not designate Hecate’s position in divine
hierarchy but the special place she occupied for mortal men.
Most of this argumentation has been successfully dealt with
already in the 19th century,®® and West in his commentated

1 A. FICK, Hesiods Gedichte (Gottingen 1887), 17.

62 U. VON WILAMOWITZ-MOELLENDORFF, Der Glaube der Hellenen 1 (Berlin
1931), 169 ff.

83 1. SELLSCHOPP, Stilistische Untersuchungen zu Hesiod (Hamburgl1934), 52,
ft. 83.

% See Hesiod. Theogony, edited with Prolegomena and Commentary by M.L.
WEST (Oxford 1966), 278.
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edition of the 7heogony® removes once and for all the suspicions
raised by Kirk®® concerning the authenticity of this passage. In
this case, a general observation concerning the use of stylistic
criteria for deciding about the genuiness of a given passage in
Hesiodic poetry might be expressed in the following way:
determining Hesiodic style is extremely hard and the limits of
‘normality’ or ‘regularity’ in respect to vocabulary, syntax, and
semantics are a slippery concept. Moreover, if any deviation
from regular use is considered the privileged ground of an imi-
tator or some sort of Hesiodic Bearbeiter, then it is clear that
we are following the wrong path. The chimaeric search for dic-
tional uniformity may end up in an obsessive linguistic deter-
minism, which is at odds with the very nature of oral poetry
such as Hesiodic song.

(2) The ‘biographical” theory: according to the scholars who
have fostered this interpretation, the ‘Hymn to Hecate’
reflects, through the emphasis it places on certain elements
pertaining to the actual cult of this goddess, Hesiod’s personal
connection with her. Aly has argued that the hymn shows that
Hecate belonged to an unofficial private cult.” Along these
lines, Pfister®® has even maintained that the Hesiodic Theogony
devotes considerable space to a lesser deity belonging to the
lower classes because, contrary to the Homeric epics, it does
not address aristocratic circles but the lower peasantry. The
social dimension of Hesiodic poetry has been interpreted by
the biographists as indicating the social reality a historical Hes-
iod belonged to. The biographists do not simply believe in a
historical poet, creator of the Theogony and the WD, but they
also take for granted the convergence of physical and poetical

5 WEST 1966, 276-280.

66 G.S. Kirg, “The Structure and Aim of the Theogony”, in Hésiode et son
influence, Entretiens Hardt 7 (Vandoeuvres-Geneve 1962), 63-107 [80].

67 W. Ary, “Hesiodos von Askra und der Verfasser der 7heogonie”, in Hesiod,
ed. by E. HEITSCH, Wege der Forschung 44 (Darmstadt 1966), 65, ft. 23.

68 F. PrISTER, “Die Hekate-Episode in Hesiods Theogonie”, in Philologus 84
(1928), 1-15 [8].
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reality. What the school of Neoanalysis has succesfully done in
the case of Homeric poetry by drawing the line between phys-
ical and poetical reality, the supporters of the ‘biographical’
theory in Hesiodic poetry have failed even to comprehend.
And what is even worse, this 2 priori belief has led them to
argue that Hesiodic poetry is the degraded counterpart of
Homeric epic, the poetry of the poor and the socially weak.
West has claimed that the use of the same name, Perses, both
for Hesiod’s brother and for Hecate’s father is not a coinci-
dence but must be interpreted in biographical terms, since it
shows the special importance the goddess Hecate had for Hes-
iod’s family.®” Despite the fact that this view does not end up
in the textual dissecting of the analysts, it virtually endorses
their pattern of reasoning, i.e. that the ‘Hymn to Hecate’ bears
a close relation to the personal life of Hesiod. Mazon has,
more or less on the same tone, maintained that the 7heogony
has been composed for some festival in honor of Hecate, who
must have been worshipped in Ascra as a local variant of the
métvia Ompddv.”? The same view has been also adopted by Van
Groningen, who has thus attempted to cater for the privileged
place Hecate occupies within the 7heogony.”! Inextricably
linked to Hesiod, his personality, his family, his place of
origin or, last, the cultic practice of his region, the ‘Hymn
to Hecate’ became for the supporters of the ‘biographical’
theory the /ydian stone for a historically-based interpretation
of Hesiodic poetry, an interpretation which is nothing more
than a predicted reshuffling of the cards of historical deter-
minism.

(3) The ‘religious’ theory: the definite advantage of this the-
ory is the use of interpretive criteria which are not historically

9 WEST 1966, 276-280.

0 Hésiode. Théogonie, les Travaux et les Jours, le Bouclier. Texte établi et traduit
par P. MAZON (Paris 1928), 5.

71 B.A.vAN GRONINGEN, La composition littéraire archaique grecque (Amster-
dam 1958), 269-270.
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determined. Judet de la Combe’? and Wismann”? think that

Hecate is representing chthonic powers, whose ultimate origin
is Gaia. Therefore, Hecate is a relic from the older generation
of the Titans, but nevertheless is part of the world of Zeus,
whose kingdom the 7heogony celebrates. Boedeker’* underlines
the tri-functionalism of Hecate (authority, power, productivity)
that virtually reflects the three basic functions of the proto-
indoeuropean religious world and the proto-indoeuropean
heroic pantheon. According to Boedeker,”” Hecate is the trans-
formation of an older indoeuropean divinity, the female equi-
valent of Zeus, who is, of course, the par excellence representa-
tive of tri-functionalism.

(4) The ‘gender-oriented’ theory: Zeitlin”® has argued that
the principal feature of the ‘Hymn to Hecate’ is its opposition
to the myth of Pandora, which will soon follow as the 7heagony
goes on. The ‘Hymn to Hecate’ must be seen as the positive
side within a series of negative female creatures of the 7heogony,
Pandora being the most negative example. From a purely struc-
tural point of view, this theory is corrroborated by the fact the
Hecate and Pandora frame the passage devoted to the birth of
Zeus, the key figure in the entire epic.

(5) The ‘textual’ theory: the main supporter of this theory is
Clay’” who has laid emphasis on the ‘wilfullness’ of Hecate, her

72 P. JUDET DE LA COMBE, “La derniére ruse: Pandore dans la 7héogonie”, in
Les métiers du mythe. Lectures d’Hésiode, ed. by F. BLAISE, P. JUDET DE LA COMBE,
Ph. Rousseau (Villeneuve d’ Ascq 1996), 263-299.

73 H. WISMANN, “Propositions pour une lecture d’ Hésiode”, in Les métiers du
mythe. Lectures d’ Hésiode, ed. by E BLAISE, P. JUDET DE LA COMBE, Ph. ROUSSEAU
(Villeneuve d” Ascq 1996), 15-24 [21].

74 D. BOEDEKER, “Hecate: A Transfunctional Goddess in the Theogony?”, in
TAPhA 113 (1983), 79-93 [85].

7> BOEDEKER 1983, 92.

76 E ZEITLIN, “Signifying Difference: The Case of Hesiod’s Pandora”, in Play-
ing the Other. Gender and Society in Classical Greek Society (Chicago 1996), 53-
86.

77 1.S. CLay, “The Hecate of the Theogony”, in GRBS 25 (1984), 27-38 [34-
37
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mediating ability between mortals and immortals, so that the
former may receive from the latter what they ask during the rit-
ual sacrifice. Clay’s analysis is heavily text-based but at the same
time she makes good use of certain aspects of the ‘religious’ the-
ory of Judet de la Combe and Wismann, who also see Hecate
as a bridge between the human and divine worlds. In fact, this
function of Hecate must be textually linked to the episodes of
Prometheus and Pandora that follow. Rudhardt’s analysis is also
textually oriented despite the fact that it is heavily depended on
the religious aspect of Hecate.”® According to this view, Hecate
owes her privileged treatment in the 7heogony to her ability to
benefit and harm at the same time.

(6) The poetological theory: the principal supporters of this
theory are Griffith and Nagy. Griffith has convincingly argued
that Hecate stands for the transition from an older state of the
world to the new one, which the Hesiodic 7heogony strongly
promotes. Hecate’s role should be seen, according to Griffith, as
poetical, not as biographical reflection of a historical poet in the
text. According to Nagy, Hecate is a ‘synthetic’ deity with a pan-
Hellenic scope. Her presence in the Hesiodic 7heogony, which
Nagy believes was performed in a pan-Hellenic festival, is con-
sonant with the deliberate effort on the part of the Hesiodic
tradition to reach out to a wider audience interested in a song
of pan-Hellenic range. The same view is accepted by Stoddard,”
who oscillates between the poetological and the textual theory.
This balance between these two aforementioned theories is prob-
ably the most crucial contribution to decyphering the function
of this riddling hymn.

My own contribution to this ongoing dialogue concerning the
‘Hymn to Hecate’ attempts to put into good use most of the
aforementioned analyses with the exception of the ‘analytical’
and ‘biographical’ theories. I would like to make it clear that the

78 J. RUDHARDT, “A propos de 'Hécate hésiodique”, in MH 50 (1993), 204-
213 [211-213].
72 STODDARD 2004, 7-11.
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poetological aspect of the ‘Hymn to Hecate’ is, in fact, consonant
both with the ‘textual’ theory, which explains the placement of
the hymn, and with the ‘gender-oriented” and ‘religious’ theories,
which underscore the hymn’s relation to Zeus. On the other
hand, none of these theories is able to explain the size or the
structure of the ‘Hymn to Hecate'. Given the pan-Hellenic scope
of the Theogony, we should ‘read’” the hymn as an effort made by
the tradition this epic represents to become ‘recognizable’ as a tra-
dition trying to reach a pan-Hellenic audience. The hymn is, in
my view, an early form of sphragidization, which 1 define as an
internal indication that this specific 7heogony, is the Hesiodic
Theogony, the most authoritative version among other rival
theogonies. This argument is based on the following: (a) The so-
called ‘rhetorical” features of the ‘Hymn to Hecate’ (noticed by
Friedlinder®® and Solmsen®') may be seen as an effort (also
observable at the proem of the WD) to make this passage ‘Hes-
iodic’, as a trademark of its authenticity and personal character;
(b) by inserting a hymn of such length within the rather monot-
onous genealogical lists, the 7heogony shows considerable matu-
rity in dealing with traditional material, which it is able to appro-
priate to its own purpose; (c) the use of the name Perses both for
Hesiod’s brother and for Hecate’s father shows that if Hesiod
and Perses represent the chief internal narrator and internal
addressee respectively, then the ‘Hymn to Hecate’ may well stand
for another poetological strategy of the Hesiodic tradition to cre-
ate for its audience recognizable links between its subject matter
and its own performance conditions. In other words, it would
have been a very effective policy of poetic promotion to address
the advice contained in the poem to a fictive addressee, Perses,
whom the song itself would ‘introduce’ to its audience by a name
that the father of a pan-Hellenic deity, Hecate, also bears. To
ensure that the connection between the two is made, the Hes-

80 P FRIEDLANDER, “Das prooen.ium der Theogonie”, in Hermes 49 (1914),
1-16 (= Hesiod, ed. by E. HEITSCH, WdF 44 [Darmstadt 1966], 277-294).
81 E SOLMSEN, Hesiod and Aeschylus (Ithaca, NY 1949), 51£, ft. 169.
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iodic tradition would have taken great pains to offer this infor-
mation to its audience, by inserting it in the ‘Hymn to Hecate’;
(d) the reference to &eOra (7h. 435-438: é6Ony) & «bO’ 6méT
&vdpeg delredwa’ &v dydve, / Ev0a Oed xal Tolg mapayiveTar RS
dvivnot, / vixfhoug 8¢ Bin xal xdprer, xahdv &ebrov / delo péper
yatpwy te, Toxebot 8¢ xB8o¢ énaler) indicates the existence of an
agonistic context, pointing to that of the ‘Nautilia’, where Hes-
iod refers to his victory in the poetic contest in Chalkis. The
analogy is remarkable: as the Muses through their divine
epiphany inspired Hesiod and made possible, in the long run, his
distinguished performance in the funeral games for Amphidamas,
so Hecate stands by those who participate in contests and helps
them win; (e) the use of diction which is employed in poeto-
logically colored passages: Susmépperog (7h. 440) — (WD 618),
bt (Th. 419, 438, 443), pmdlewe (Th. 442) — péo | peio (WD
5, 6), drpuyéroro Dordaarne (Th. 413) — mohveroisPolo Durdoorg
(WD 648). Needless to say, I am not arguing for any poetolog-
ical connotations inherent in the aforementioned diction. I am
simply highlighting the fact that passages of poetological color-
ing display, on a secondary level, equivalent dictional features,
triggered by the analogous function of these passages; (f) the
honor (tww#) Zeus has bestowed to Hecate may be seen as an
internally expressed encomium to that poetic tradition which
treated this divinity in such a privileged manner. A great theogo-
nic poem needs great deities, identifiable by all audiences, stand-
ing beyond the borders occupied by local gods and goddesses.
The ‘Hymn to Hecate’ may be seen as the trademark of Hesiodic
poetic credo, which desires to surpass the limits of Boeotia and
become the par excellence theogonic song of the Greek world.

2.3 Epic rivalry

One of the basic tenets of oral poetics is that poetic traditions
tend to shape themselves through a dynamic process, namely
through their acquisition of a recognizable identity that would
differentiate them from other traditions belonging to the same
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genre. Stability is thus acquired through a process of ‘marking’
certain features, passages, characters with a personal poetic
stamp that would at once make them identifiable as belonging
to this and no other poetic tradition. This dynamic, ‘synthetic’
process leading to an obsession with surpassing rival epic tradi-
tions extends to other song-traditions (external) but also involves
epics belonging to the same tradition (internal). I will first deal
with external epic rivalry, i.e. with cases where the Hesiodic tra-
dition ‘confronts’ its Homeric counterpart.

2.3.1 External epic rivalry

The ‘Nautilia’ section has been recognized as the locus classi-
cus for this sort of epic rivalry. The Hesiodic tradition employs
the well-known reference to the sailing of the Greek fleet from
Aulis to Troy as the ‘Homerically colored’, mythical catch-
episode, and turns it into a background reference to an epic tra-
dition from which it deviates. What is of particular interest and
has not been, to my knowledge, carefully studied, is ‘how’ this
reference is treated by the Hesiodic tradition. This would, of
coutse, lead to another, equally important question: does Hes-
iodic tradition treat references to rival traditions in the same
way Homeric tradition deals with references to other, say Cyclic,
traditions? An interesting case-study is that of the second
‘Nekyia' in Odyssey 24 and especially the speech of Agamem-
non to Amphimedon in verses 192-202:

“EABre AaépTao T, morvpnyay’ "Odvsced,

7 &por GLY EYAAY) XPETY] EXTNCL EXOLTLY'

o¢ dyabal poévee Hioav dudpove IInveromeiy,
»ovpy, “Ixaplov: @g ed péuvyt "Odusiog,
avBpog xovELdiov. TG ol xA€og ol ToT' GAeiToL
Mg &petiig, Tevtovot 8 emiyfoviotoy Gotdny
aldvaror yaptesoav Exéppove [Inveromely,
oby ¢ Tuvdapéov xobpy xaxd phcato Epya,
®ovptdLov xtelvaca THGLY, 6TUYERY 8 T AoLdY)
¢ocet’ e’ avbpmoug, yahemiy 3¢ Te QUL GTTAGGEL
OnAutéonar yuvauki, xal § »* edepyog Enow.”
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As I have extensively argued elsewhere®? this “highly sophisti-
cated passage (24. 192-202) has a special importance for the
poetics of the Odyssey, since it deals with xAéog which ‘entails not
only a relationship between heroes, but one between poems as
well’”.# In this passage, it becomes clear that “Penelope is not
simply the model of the loyal wife, the good queen who waits
for Odysseus to come home; she is the vehicle that redefines
wAéog in such a way that it becomes a condition for the creation
of the poem’s own subject-matter. As a result, in this highly
sophisticated passage Penelope emerges in a metapoetic cloth
becoming the emblem of the poetics of the Odyssean ) éog”.%4
This example shows that the Odyssey inscribes the contrast
between Penelope and Clytaemestra and, in consequence,
between Odysseus and Agamemnon within a framework of epic
rivalry, of contrasting its song with other epic songs, in this case
with the Nostoi. The supremacy of the Odyssey is thus estab-
lished through a process not of ‘condemning’ other rival tradi-
tions to silence but by hinting, en passant, to them, only to cer-
tify its own poetic supremacy.

Revisiting the Hesiodic epic of the WD, one can detect a
truly remarkable analogy between the Hesiodic expression xép-
dog &pnor and its Homeric equivalent xiéoc dpéofat,® as well as
its formulaic allomorphs edy0c/%580¢ dpéshut.8¢ In the ‘Nautilia’

82 C.C. TsAGALIS, “Odyssey 24, 191-202: A Reconsideration”, in WS 116
(2003), 43-56 [54].

8 AT. EDWARDS, Achilles in the Odyssey. Ideologies of Hercism in the Home-
ric Efz'c (Meisenheim am Glan 1985), 90.

8 TsagaLis 2003, 53-54.

8 See C.C. TsaGALIS, “The Metaphor of Sailing and the Athlon of Song:
Reconsidering the ‘Nautilia’ in Hesiod’s Works and Days”, in A02a xar 'Enafia
ota Ounowxd "Enn, Mpoxtixa tov 10° Aebvodg Opnpixod Zuvedplov (106, 16-
18 Zemrepfplov 2004), forthcoming.

86 Kaéog, edyog, xb8oc dpéolar / Il 7.203: Soc vixyy Alavrt xal dyrady ebyoc
dpécba / 11 12.407: yaler’, émel of Qupdg Eérmeto xU80g apéabor / 71 16.88: Sy
xb8oc_apécbllon Epiydoumog mboig “Hong / Il 17.16: 1dd pe Ea uhéog écOAdv évi
Tedeoowy apeclor / Il. 17.287: &atu mbrL cpérepov 2pdewy xal xB80g doéolar/ 11
17.419: &otv mérL spérepov Eptioar wal xB80g doéalar 11 20.502:... b 3¢ leto xBoc
dpéalay 71 21.297:... 3idopev 3¢ 7oL edyoc doéobar / 7l 21.543:... pevéauve 3¢
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section, the expression »xépdoc &pmo (WD 632) is directly linked
to the metaphorical use of cargo (WD 631-632: xal téte vijx
Oonv drad’ elxépev, év 8¢ te @bprtov / &ppevov évtivaclar, v’
oixade xépdog &pvar), which has been regarded as a disguised
formula pointing to poetics.’” Once we have established a fig-
urative use of cargo, then it is much easier to understand that
the ‘cargo-dependent’ formula %épdoc &pnou alludes to poetical
profit. According to the findings of historical linguistics, the
connection between x¢pdog and a poet’s profession was initially
selt-evident. The pathbreaking studies of Watkins®® and Cam-
panile®” in Celtic and Welsh traditions have amply shown that
cerdd, the equivalent of Greek »¢p30c, was the standard form
expressing not only the idea of ‘job’, ‘profession’, but, specifically,
a poet’s profession’, ‘poetry’, and ‘music’. “It is obvious”, as
Campanile rightly argues,” that “initially poetry was conceived

under the light of a professional activity, as profit bringing
labor”.

In fact, the dictional convergence between Hesiodic »xépSoc
gonor and Homeric xhéog &péslar may be interpreted as a read-

%

wdoc apéabar / 7. 21.596:... 008’ &1” Eucev Améihwy xU8oc apéoblar / O4. 22.253:
3y "Odvooija Prjobor xal x5doc dpéolor Theog. 628: obv xelvoig vixny e xal
ayhadv ebyoc dpéalan / Se. 107: odag éc yelpag &yovoty, fva xhéoc eclhdv dpna /
fr. 75.19 Merkelbach-West (Catalogue of Women sive Ehoiai): vixion. xal of S
Zebc] xbdoc dpéaba.

8 See B. GENTILI, Poetry and its Public in Ancient Greece. From Homer to the
Fifth Century (Baltimore—London 1988 [transl. by A.Th. COLE]), 64, who, set-
ting performance poetry in its social context, rightly remarks: “What is involved
is a different perspective on reality, and a new measure of man, more suited to
the changed political conditions of Greek society and to the continuing develop-
ment of the new exchange economy that had replaced the landed wealth (plo-
tos) of the past with a new wealth derived from colonial expansion and business
(kérdos). In many cases the prerogatives to be claimed on the basis of inherited,
inalienable power, capacity, and wealth were diminished or profoundly altered.
The new plutocratic agathoi, unlike the aristocratic agathoi of an earlier age, could
only boast the unstable wealth acquired through the toils and risks of trade”.

8 C. WATKINS, How to Kill a Dragon. Aspects of Indo-European Poetics (Oxford
1995), 76.

89 CAMPANILE 1977 (note 31 above), 37.

% CAMPANILE 1977, 37.
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ing-guide for Hesiodic poetics. In this way, a clear authorial voice
begins to be heard, aiming at promoting a new form of poeti-
cal profit: not Homeric xiéog, x080¢, edyoc &péslar any more,
but an equally inspired Hesiodic xAéoc.

The Hesiodic tradition employs in the ‘Nautilia’ section the
same rival tactics as its Homeric counterpart. It does not ‘con-
demn’ the Homeric tradition to silence but uses it as the nec-
essary background against which it will “issue’ its poetical man-
ifesto. The fact that both traditions, Homeric and Hesiodic, deal
in the same way with matters of external epic rivalry is very
important. By using either an episode (the sailing from Aulis)
or a character of the plot (Penelope and Clytaemestra) as a
means to allude to an epic tradition, the Homeric and Hesiodic
songs offer an internal testimony about the way we should treat
them. This sort of allusion shows that an ancient audience
would identify the sailing to Aulis with the tradition of the Tro-
jan War , while the reference to Clytaemestra would point to the
direction of the Nostoi. This common way of creating intertex-
tual allusion is a sophisticated means of epic indexing and may
well be regarded as a trademark of the genre of Archaic Greek
song.

2.3.2 Internal epic rivalry

The Theogony and the WD show traces of a deliberate tradi-
tion-internal rivalry, as it is also the case with the //iad and the
Odlyssey. Pucci has shown that the Odyssey employs in the song
of the Sirens lliadic diction and formulas in order to make the
Sirens’ call to Odysseus not only literal but also figurative.”! By
refusing to set foot on their island and by rejecting the content
of their song, Odysseus rejects the Iliadic tradition and decides
to stay on his Odyssean ship and remain the hero of the Odjssey.

L P. Pucct, The Song of the Sirens. Essays on Homer (Lanham—Boulder—New
York—Oxford 1998), 1-9 (= “The Song of the Sirens”, in Arethusa 12 [1979],
121-132).



POET AND AUDIENCE: FROM HOMER TO HESIOD 125

Likewise, Segal has convincingly argued that in the Cyclops’
episode in Od. 9, Odysseus alters Iliadic formulas designating
xiéog in order to define, his own, new, Odyssean »)éoc.”?
Odysseus and, through him, the Odyssean tradition even com-
ments on Iliadic xAéoc, by implying that it is problematic in the
world of the Odjssey, since by acting as an Iliadic warrior and
killing the Cyclops, Odysseus will find himself trapped in the
giant’s cave, as nobody is able to remove the huge rock from
the cave’s entrance. By reshaping the xhéoc-formulas, Odysseus
denotes a different kind of xAéoc, not one depending on mar-
tial power as propagated by the //iad, but one of wit, 36rog, and,
most of all, of cunning intelligence (u#j7ic) the Odyssey has pro-
fusely bestowed its principal hero with.

Hesiodic tradition displays the same kind of internal rivalry
between the 7heogony and the WD. The Prometheus and Pan-
dora digressions are good examples concerning the way the WD
considerably deviate from the treatment of the same myths by
the Theogony.

In the 7heogony, the Prometheus myth is extensively narrated
and is followed by a rather brief reference to Pandora. In the
WD, it is limited in size but still anticipates the Pandora digres-
sion. In the 7Theogony, the Prometheus myth interrupts the
sequence of the genealogically organized catalogues letting the
audience infer that it is the Hesiodic tradition which is in con-
trol of the mythical apparatus it refers to, that what seems a
prima facie lemmatized mythological companion bears its own
lasting imprint. The Prometheus myth functions like an aizion
in the 7heogony, in order to create a link between the divine
and human worlds: offering sacrifices to the gods, stealing the
fire, Pandora the first woman, all these features show that this
epic aims not at mythologizing history but at historicizing myth.

In the WD, scholars have argued that the Pandora myth has
been embedded in the plot as an aition for the pithos, which is

2 C. SEGAL, “Kleos and Its Ironies in the Odyssey”, in LAntiquité Classique 52
(1983), 22-47.
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absent from the 7heogony but is of crucial importance for the
WD, as it is inextricably linked to Elpis remaining at the bot-
tom of the jar.”> My own approach aims at highlighting the con-
nection between the Prometheus and Pandora digressions in the
WD, which is fundamental to the theme of internal epic rivalry.

Despite the fact that the myth of Prometheus anticipates that
of Pandora in the WD, as in the 7heagony, the son of lapetos
plays an indirect role in the Pandora myth, since his advice to
Epimetheus not to accept any gift from Zeus is not followed.
Mutatis mutandis, Prometheus acts very differently in the Zeus
and Pandora episodes: in the former he deceives, in the latter
he is, even indirectly, deceived. The emphasis lies in both cases
on the motif of deception, which is of fundamental importance
for the WD, since it underscores the strife between Hesiod and
his brother Perses from the beginning of the poem. Under this
light, one can see that the digressive function of the Prometheus-
Pandora myths in the WD systematically promotes speech as
the means through which deception is effectuated: Zeus offers
Pandora the gift of human voice (61), Peitho participates in
Pandora’s preparation (73-74), Hermes ‘translates’ Zeus’ advice
to give Pandora »xdvedv te vbov xal Enixhomov #0og (67) into
Jedded 07 aipvriovg te Adyoug xal émixhomov Hog (78). This
insistence on the importance of speech as a means of deceit is
not only an effort to connect the main theme of the epic with
the Prometheus-Pandora digressions, but also a poetological ges-
ture on the part of Hesiodic song, an implied self-referential
statement concerning the very subject-matter of the epic. This
observation is reinforced by the fact that Zeus advice is
expressed in indirect discourse, against the traditional epic prac-
tice of giving orders or advice in direct speech.”® This narrative
trick is in stark contrast to the Prometheus episode, which is

% 1. MUSAUS, Der Pandoramythos bei Hesiod und seine Rezeption bis Erasmus
von Rotterdam (Géttingen 2004), 51. For the Pandora myth as a whole, see
MUSAUS 2004, 13-66.

% Puccl 1977, 87-88.



POET AND AUDIENCE: FROM HOMER TO HESIOD 127

expressed in the form of a symmetrically balanced dialogue
between Zeus and Prometheus. The antithetical juxtaposition
of the two myths in terms of syntactical techniques points both
to the devaluation of Zeus’ role in the Pandora myth and to a
significant promotion of Pandora. The use of indirect discourse
decreases the authority of Zeus, distributing his orders to vari-
ous gods who interpret them at will. But if Pandora is the myth-
ical paragon of deceit through speech, then this may well be a
self-referential statement concerning the WD at large, the more
so since this epic is programmatically and systematically con-
cerned with speech, it is after all a didactic epic. What is the
value of Hesiod’s advice to Perses in a poem, where mortals hear
that speech can both persuade and deceive, argue and seduce?
These highly sophisticated digressions delineate the framework
within which the self-conscious didactic tradition of Hesiodic
song places itself. By making such a daring statement of poet-
ics, the WD allude to the 7heogony, where the same myths were
employed as a trademark of supremacy against other rival
theogonic traditions.” Internal epic rivalry acquires here an
extremely revealing aspect, since the poem of the WD uses mate-
rial familiar to the 7heogony not to propagate its supremacy, as
is the case with the Odyssey vs. Iliad rivalry, but to disclose a
self-conscious, almost ironical glance at its own subject-matter,
the true mark of all great poetry.

Concluding remarks

Hesiodic poetry has often been regarded as ‘secondary-level’
poetry, whose belonging to the same genre with its Homeric

% See G.W. MosT, “Hesiod and the Textualization of Personal Temporality”,
in La componente autobiografica nella poesia greca e latina fra realti e artificio let-
terario, ed. by G. ARRIGHETTI & E MONTANARI (Pisa 1993), 73-92. MosT (91)
argues that “Hesiodic autobiography not only represents the self textually: it con-
structs the self intertextually”. He thus interprets autobiographical elements in
the two major Hesiodic poems as a revision and correction on the part of the WD
of material treated in the Theogony.
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counterpart must be based purely on employing the same meter,
the dactylic hexameter. Oral Poetics have opened the door to a
new world, that of oral or oral-based cultures and have subse-
quently paved the way for understanding and appreciating a
new form of Poetics, long needed, in order to disclose the fas-
cinating world of Archaic Greek Epic. Under this scope, Hes-
iodic poetry is representing a tradition of epic song, which has
been crystallized in the course of the Archaic Period in a corpus
of given texts, which we call Hesiodic. The profound analysis of
Homeric epic under the light of Oral Poetics allows for an
extended comparison between the two traditions, Homeric and
Hesiodic, in matters of poetics. As far as the figure of the poet
is concerned, Hesiodic song shows a deeper interest in present-
ing the process of acquiring authority to sing. The detailed
description of the Dichterweibe in the Theogony is unprecedented
and bears fruitful narrative results. The obsession with the ‘first
beginnings’ of things is reflected in the narrative trick of mak-
ing the beginning of the world and the beginning of song con-
verge. By adopting the focus of a mortal man who is narratively
‘glancing at’ the world of the immortals, the Hesiodic tradition
diverges from its Homeric rival, declaring that linearity and
genealogical taxonomy will become its principal guiding strate-
gies. The proem of the WD diverges not only from the
Theogony, where the speaking voice disappears after the lengthy
proem but also from the //iad and the Odyssey, where the ‘T’ of
the narrator is almost covert as it is only mentioned by the
datives of the personal pronoun. The proem of the WD inau-
gurates a poem stamped by the bold step towards the creation
of an internal narrator, a preoccupation the Odyssey has mas-
terly directed towards transforming its main hero, Odysseus,
into an authoritative internal narrator of only part of the plot,
the famous ‘Apologoi’. In respect to what we have called ‘com-
mentary , the Hesiodic narrator employs with greater intensity
and, sometimes, different focus narrative techniques Homeric
epic is aware of. These techniques are perhaps more crucial to
the 7heogony than to the Homeric poems. This is due to the fact
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that the 7heogony is practically deprived of a narratee or narra-
tees, an internal audience. One needs only to bring in mind the
multiple internal audiences the //iad and the Odyssey dispose of
to comprehend the difference. Lack of narratees necessarily robs
the 7heogony of alternate means through which the Homeric
narrator makes his presence felt: presentation through negation
(7Th. 488, 529, 687) is less frequent than Homer, an ‘if-not sit-
uation’ occurs only once (75. 836-838), temporal anachronies
are basically excluded because of the strictly genealogical and
chronological blueprint the 7heogony follows. Despite all these
narrative deficiencies, the Hesiodic tradition has taken great
pains to build upon a solid genealogical scaffolding an epic com-
position of considerable merit. Hesiodic song uses a thick web
of associations between farming and poetry the Homeric poems
are unaware of. This is not the case with metaphors concerning
the analogy between sailor and poet, which both the Odyssey
and the ‘Nautilia’ section in the WD exploit at great length.
In respect to the audience, both the Odyssey and the WD
show consistent interest in creating internal audiences, the
Phaeacians and Perses respectively. This is not the case with the
lliad and the Theogony. Like the Homeric poems, Hesiodic tra-
dition aims at a pan-Hellenic audience. The ‘Hymn to Hecate’
may be seen as the trademark of Hesiodic poetic credo, which
desires to surpass the limits of Boeotia and become the par excel-
lence theogonic song of the Greek world. Hesiodic and Home-
ric poetry show the same preoccupation either externally with
other rival epic traditions or internally between the poems
belonging to a given tradition. Through my analysis I have made
two new suggestions: (a) that the WD show significant similar-
ities with the Odyssey in respect to several issues: an internal nar-
rator, an internal audience, common metaphors for the sailor-
poet, the postponing of the internal narrator’s coming into the
plot (Hesiod begins to offer his advice to Perses, only after the
mythological part, just as the Odlyssey ‘allows’ Odysseus to nar-
rate his tales to the Phaeacian audience only in Book 9); (b) in
many respects the WD are to the 7heogony what the Odyssey is
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to the lliad. In both cases the later epic, even if this is a belief
of historical positivism refuted by oral poetics, seems to rival
the older one in a way that makes one think about the coinci-
dence of this analogy, which may be explained as the by-prod-
uct of genre-internal transformation, from martial (//iad,

Theogony) to non-martial epic (Odyssey, Works and Days).



DISCUSSION

E.]. Bakker : You argue that the WD in its poetological stance
adopts a strategy different from the Homeric poems, in equal-
ing poetry with the ruseful mind of the traveling merchant. But
isn’t that rather Odyssean? I'm thinking of Odysseus second
speech on his gaster in which he states that the gaster, called
odhopév just as Achilles’ pijvic, is what drives people to piracy
and risky commercial adventures.

Chr. Tsagalis : Building on the foundations of Dougherty’s
work on the Greeks standing somewhere between the Phaea-
cians idyllic world and the Phoenicians’ greed for profit, I
argued that the WD try to carve out an analogous place for the
poem’s 318ayy, i.e., between productive labor and carefully
planned seafaring activity on the one hand, and idleness and
risky, profit-yielding sailing undertakings on the other. I agree
with Edwards who expresses the view that Hesiod has an
ambivalent attitude towards trade.

M. Fusillo : 1 would have a question regarding the category
of commentary on the ‘story’. Your use of this narratological
concept is absolutely correct, and the results are certainly stim-
ulating. But I think that it would be maybe better to distin-
guish between various degrees of this notion. The examples of
Greek archaic epic seem in fact still embryonic: a kind of micro-
level of commentary, especially if we compare them with the
praxis of Hellenistic poetry. Apollonius, for example, clearly
comments his own narration, expressing his personal vision of
the events (e.g. on the death of Apsyrtus or on the magical elim-
ination of Talos), and fully exploiting what Genette calls the
“ideological” (or “interpretative”) function of the narrator.
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Moreover, | do not see a clear connection between the
“greater intensity” and “different focus”, employed by the Hes-
iodic narrator in comparison to Homeric narrative techniques,
and the lack of a internal audience in the 7heogony. Could you
please explain a little bit more this point?

E.J. Bakker : In the case of this etymologizing ‘comment’,
there may also be a polemic involved, an explanation of a ‘dif-
ficult word integrated within the poetic text. Modern linguists
at least do not take Hesiod’s Koxh-w{ (wheel-eye) for granted,
thinking instead of an ancient and original »v-xAw{. Would
Hesiod’s comment reflect this semantic issue?

Chr. Tsagalis : You are very right to draw my attention on the
various degrees of commentary ‘in the story’. We should see this
narratorial intervention working vertically, not only horizon-
tally. Of course, when the comparison is made in reference to
Hellenistic epic, all this seems embryonic.

In respect to your question concerning the connection
between “greater intensity” and “different focus” or rather
“greater focus” because of the lack of an internal narrator in the
Theogony, 1 was simply wondering what means the narrator of
the Theogony would employ to make his presence felt, now that
he cannot address an internal audience.

A. Sens : Can I ask you to expand a bit on your observation
that the WD, like the Od., is concerned with “poetological signs”
inasmuch as it creates an internal audience. It seems to me that
the presence of an internal narrator is not ipso facto necessarily
a mark of poetic self-reflexivity. When Odysseus delivers a mini-
epic narrative in Books 9-12, I can see that that might call atten-
tion to the performance of epic as a genre. But can the same
thing be said about the very fact that Hesiod addresses himself
to Perses?

A propos of &rupa v. dhndige it strikes me that the real oppo-
sition is between the infinitives, that is between those who speak
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ordinary things (Aéyewv) and privileged poets like Hesiod who
will be able to deliver a marked type of poetry (ynpicacbar).
Also, a point of clarification. Can I ask about whether it is
really possible to speak about ‘timelessness’ in reference to the
gods of the epic world? After all, the poetry we have places them

exclusively in a markedly temporal framework.

G. Danek : Ich glaube nicht, dass fiir die Aussage der Musen
in 7h. 27f. der Gegensatz zwischen #rupog und &Ang ent-
scheidend ist, sondern der zwischen Jeudvc und &inbnc. Wenn
wir die Wortbildung von &-an0vc als “nicht-verbergend” verste-
hen, so lautet die Aussage der Musen: “Wir kénnen viele Dinge
sagen, die betriigerisch sind ({eddex) und den realen Dingen
dhnlich sind; wir kdnnen aber auch, wenn wir wollen, Dinge
verkiinden, die nicht-verbergend (dAn0éx) sind”.

E.J. Bakker: Aéyew in the first colon deserves more attention
than it has received so far. The term does not, I think, designate
¢ Y . . . . . - .

a ‘generic’ sense of speaking; it is in fact highly marked in epic
diction, and is not one of the usual verbs for speaking. It denotes
speaking as “merely speaking”, “just words”, without substance,
which in fact makes the deceptive nature of even érbupoisy 6p.ota
more remarkable.

Chr. Tsagalis : The Odyssey is the only archaic epic where an
internal narrator is privileged in such a way. The fact that
Odysseus tells his Phaeacian audience (Books 9-12) all his
adventures from Troy to the island of Calypso and — moreover
— the fact that he is also the central hero of the poem, the prin-
cipal plot agent is, in my view, a profound poetic statement. By
endowing its hero with exceptional poetic abilities, the Odyssey
or the tradition it represents, displays its special concern about
these issues. The Works and Days, in opposition to the Theogony,
have a main internal addressee, Perses: My analogy has to be
seen in the light of the antithesis these ‘later’ epics show in
respect to their ‘earlier predecessors, the /liad and the Theogony
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respectively. The Odyssey is clearly more interested in poetolog-
ical issues (there are two bards, Demodocus in Scheria and
Phemius in Ithaca ) than the //7ad. Mutatis mutandis the anal-
ogy is valid for the Works and Days in respect to the Theogony,
where there is not an internal narratee.

In respect to the &rvpa/arndéo antithesis that was also sup-
ported by Bakker’s comments but refuted by Danek’s argumenta-
tion, I would like to say that (1) the words are not synonymous,
(2) that the fact that they are placed in two continuous verses may
be indicative of the poem’s will to draw a semantical line between
them, (3) that they are accompanied by Aéyewv and ynpdcacbo,
different (in fact very different) ‘speaking’ verbs. Bakker is very
right to underscore the fact that Aéyew is a highly marked verb in
epic diction, it means ‘just uttering words' (note the adjective
ToAM& in moA& Aéyesw), whereas ynpdoacshour is imbued with
authoritative force as it is employed in religious language.

Finally, in respect to the question of ‘timelessness’. Translat-
ing divine into human time is one of the aims of the 7heogony.
The genealogical organization of the past is the standard way to
‘historicize’ myth.

E.J. Bakker : You observe that the 7heogony is more con-
cerned than the Homeric poems with ‘starting point
(Geywped). I don’t deny of course that the 7heogony with its
interest in ‘birth’ and ‘origins’ is different from Homer, but a fac-
tor seems to me also that the beginnings of the 7heogony and
of the //iad are typologically different: the one is a hymn, to the
Muses, and should as such be compared to the Homeric Hymns
(that are concerned with ‘starting from the God’, just as the
Theogony) and that served as ‘proems’ to an epic performance.

Chr. Tsagalis - 1 fully agree with your point. Further study on
the Theogony’s relation to the Homeric Hymns would be very
interesting. Let me just remark that the 7heogony is a collective
presentation of the divine word, which has embedded and re-
shaped a great amount of hymnic material (Hecate, Zeus etc.).
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