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The Programmatic Message of the “Kings and
Singers” Passage: Hesiod, Theogony 80-103
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sUMMARY: In Hesiod’s Theogony, the “Kings and Singers” passage, lines 80-103,
parallels the poem’s Dichterweihe, lines 22—34, in that both portray contact be-
tween the Muses and mortals on whom they bestow gifts. The gifts granted
Hesiod in the Dichterweihe, a divine voice and a laurel scepter, represent the
persuasive powers of ¢0184¢ and BacAetg as described in Th. 80-103. The lat-
ter passage is thus programmatic for how Hesiod perceives his role as narrator
and how he intends to use the Muses’ gifts for didaxis. The Prometheus and
Hekate passages later in the poem show Hesiod’s didaxis in action.

1. INTRODUCTION

NEAR THE END OF THE PROEM TO THE Theogony, between the famous
Dichterweihe scene in which Hesiod receives a laurel scepter and a divine voice
from the Muses, and the transition to the main body of the Theogony, Hesiod
describes how the Muses inspire “kings” (Ba.ctAfieg; on the meaning of this
term see section 3 below) and singers (Go1d01). Although the remarkable state-
ment on poetics in lines 80-103 occurs in the proem of the Theogony—itself
a poem in which the narrator several times mentions his narrative role—the
self-referential nature and programmatic significance of the “Kings and Sing-
ers” passage has not yet been fully explored.' In this paper I shall argue that
Hesiod uses this passage, in conjunction with the Dichterweihe scene, to de-
scribe his own role in the poem.

! Not only does the narrator give himself a name in this poem (22 ‘Hotodov), he even
participates in the action of the poem (24-34). Other explicit references to the narrator’s
role occur in line 1 (&pydued’), 35 (wot), 36 (&pydueba), and, in the Theogony proper, at
369-70 (tdv Gvop’ apyodéov TavTmv Bpotov Gvdpoa évicnely / ol 8¢ EkaoTol icooy,
doo1 mepvotetdovot). The amount of self-reference in the Theogony is, of course,
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The “Kings and Singers” passage (80-103) follows the description of the
Muses’ song on Olympus (36-76) and is joined to it by a catalogue of the
Muses’ names (77-79):

ot dpa Modoan detdov "OAdumia dopot Exovcar, 75
gvvéo Buyortépec peydhov Atdog Ekyeyonion,

Khewd v Evtépnn 1e Odherd e Meknopévn te

Tepy1xopn v "Epotd te [ToAdpuvid T Obpovin te

KoAidrn 0’ 1 8¢ npopepectdn éotiv dmocénv.

N youp kol Paciiedoy dp’ aidotototy onndel. 80
vtva Tipnoovet Aldg kodpat peydAoto

yewouevov te 1dmot dotpepimv PaciAfwv,

T@ pev €nl yYAwoor yAukephv xelovov épony,

100 & £re’ £k otdpotog pel peiliya - ol 8¢ vu Aaol

névteg £¢ adtov Opdot Srakpivovro Bépiotog 85
Beinot dixnow- 6 8 dopoaréwg dyopebmv

oy Tt Ko uéyol VETKOC EMGTOUEVOS KOTENOWGE -

todvexo yop BociAfieg Exéppoveg, obvexa Aaolg

BAantopévolg dyopfipl uetdtpona Epyo tehedot

pdimg, podlokolot Tapol@AUEVOL EnéEcaLy - 90
gpyduevov & &v’ dydvo Bedv d¢ iIMdoKrovTon

o801 pethiyin, peto 8¢ mpénet drypopévolot.

10in Movcdmv ieph ddo1g dvBpdnoictv.

¢k ydp to1t Movcéwv kol knoiov "AndAAmvog

8vdpec do1doi Eactv éni ¥B6va kol kiboprotad, 95
¢k 8¢ A10¢ Bociifieg- 6 8’ SABroc, Svtiva Modoot

eiAovTol- YAvkepn ol dmd 6TOHOTOg PEEL ordON.

el Yép 116 kol névBog Exmv veoxndél Buud

Glnton kpadinv dkoyAevog, cdTop Go1d0g

Movcdwv Bepdnmv kAelo npotépmv dvBpdrmv 100
duvhoet pdxopdc te Beodc ol “Olvumov €xovoty,

aly’ & ve Sucppocuvéwv EmAiBetat 008¢ TL kNSémvy

péuvntor - Toyéag 8¢ napétpone Sdpo Oedov.

dwarfed by that in the Works and Days, but this is due to the fact that the narrator of the
latter poem is internal, dramatized, and overt, i.e., he plays a role in the story he is narrat-
ing. For the largely external and covert narrator of the Theogony to refer explicitly to his
narrative role, however, runs counter to the tendencies of the Homeric narrator and of-
fers striking evidence of Hesiod’s self-consciousness. For the terms “internal/external” and
“covert/overt” as applied to narrators see de Jong 2001: 5; for the self-consciousness of
the Homeric narrator see de Jong 1987: 42 and 2001: 6.
2 The text cited is that of West.
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These things the Muses who have Olympian homes were singing, 75
nine daughters born of great Zeus,

Kleio and Euterpe and Thaleia and Melpomene

and Terpsichore and Erato and Polymnia and Ourania

and Kalliope, but she is preeminent among them all.

For she also attends reverence-inspiring kings.

Whomever of Zeus-nurtured kings the daughters of great Zeus honor 80
and look upon at birth,

for him they drop sweet dew upon his tongue,

and his words flow sweet from his mouth. And the people, in turn,

all look upon him judging claims

with straight judgments. And he, speaking steadfastly, 85
quickly resolves even a great quarrel expertly.

For this reason kings are reputed wise, because for people

who have been wronged® in their dealings they accomplish restitution
easily, bending them with soft words. 920
And they honor him like a god when he comes into the assembly,

with honey-sweet reverence, and he stands out among the assembled.
Such is the holy gift of the Muses to mankind.

For from the Muses and far-shooting Apollo

are singers upon the earth and lyre-players, 95
but from Zeus are kings. And he is blessed, whomever the Muses

love; a sweet voice flows from his mouth.

For if anyone, possessing grief in his fresh-pained soul,

is withered by the grieving in his heart, yet if the singer,

servant of the Muses, will sing the glories of the men of old 100
and the blessed gods who hold Olympus,

he quickly forgets his sorrows, nor remembers

anything of his griefs; but swiftly the gifts of the goddesses turn him.

After concluding the Muses’ Olympian song (75 1007 d.pa Mobo ot Getdov)
the narrator names the nine Muses (77-79) and moves into the passage un-
der consideration here (80—103) with the observation that Kalliope, last named
of the nine, is “preeminent” (79 npogepectdtn) among the Muses. This ad-
jective is explained in the following line with a reference to her attendance
upon “kings” (80 1) yop ka1 facileboty o’ aidolototv 6nndel), and the rest
of the “Kings and Singers” passage follows naturally from this comment.
The transition from the Muse-catalogue to the “Kings and Singers” pas-
sage is in fact so smooth that some scholars regard the entire passage as a tran-
sitional device designed to transfer the narrative focus from the description
of the Muses’ activities to the poet’s final invocation of the goddesses at the

3 Translation of BAartopévorg suggested by West ad loc.
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end of the proem (104-15).* Other scholars, giving the passage more of the
intense scrutiny that its length and placement demand, have proposed vari-
ous explanations of its content.

West, staunchly biographical as always in his approach to Hesiod’s poetry,
follows van Groningen in arguing that the passage refers to the putative his-
torical occasion of the first performance of the Theogony, namely, the funeral
games of King Amphidamas of Khalkis. The flattering references to kings and
the allusions to the singer’s power to allay the grief of his listeners in this sec-
tion then represent Hesiod’s attempt to ingratiate himself with the grieving
sons of the deceased king, with a view to winning the poetry contest at hand.
Since, however, the biographical details here are unverifiable, this approach
seems of limited use in interpreting the text.

Scholars have also analyzed the “Kings and Singers” passage with atten-
tion to the role it plays in the development of a Hesiodic world view, espe-
cially with regard to the poet’s ideas about justice and political administra-
tion. Havelock believes that Hesiod’s linking of poets with kings is based upon
the king’s need to have poets record his decrees in verse (1963: 108-9). Ex-
panding on this idea, Roth argues that Hesiod mentions kings in connection
with the Muses because of an ancient association between the Muses as daugh-
ters of Mnemosyne and the oral nature of the laws that the judge-kings of
Hesiod’s time had to memorize.® Duban supports the “political” interpreta-
tion of the passage offered by Havelock and Roth, arguing that “Hesiod ... is
but further sanctioning an already traditional relationship between poet and

* Referring to “the long description of the Muses’ relationship to kings and poets” as a
“preparation” for the next ten lines of the proem, Hamilton (14) briefly sums up his view
of the “Kings and Singers” passage thus: “Delight has replaced deceit, and the focus is not
now on the Muses but on the performance of the poet. The transition to the poet invok-
ing the Muses to sing the race of gods could not be made easier.” Solmsen (7) and Have-
lock (111) make the point that Kalliope’s name, through its connection to the voice, helps
Hesiod make the transition from the catalogue of the Muses’ names to the discussion of
eloquence in the “Kings and Singers” passage. Cf. Duban 10-11.

> West 44, van Groningen 260. Wilamowitz-Moellendorf had argued previously (477)
that the remarks about kings in this section indicated that kings formed part of the audi-
ence and that Hesiod was interested in courting their favor.

¢ “The Muse who knows Catalogues of Ships and plots of stories seems to be a per-
sonification of the oral tradition, which preserves the people’s knowledge. As such she could
also remember the oral laws. A judge as well as a poet might invoke her to aid his memory”
(Roth 338). Roth’s arguments are flawed, in my opinion, by her failure to note the importance
of persuasion in the passage, ascribing it to what she deems a “misinterpretation” on Hesiod’s
part: “Hesiod himself, however, seems not to have understood the relationship between
kings and Muses, and so has reinterpreted it as the gift of persuasive eloquence” (338).
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king by bringing them both under the Muses) and especially Kalliope’s, pro-
tection” (1980: 11). The link between kings and poets resides in the fact that
the Muses make it possible for the Bacilelg to make “unerring pronounce-
ments” and maintain political stability (19).

Reacting to the arguments of Roth, who sees the link between BociAfjeg
and do1dot as consisting of memory, as well as to those of scholars who view
the BaciAfieg of the Theogony as fundamentally different from the dotdot,
Gagarin points out (65) that Hesiod deliberately makes the two similar: “The
text itself ... provides no grounds for treating the description of the basileus
speech act any differently from that of the poet.” Gagarin argues, rightly in
my opinion, that the passage should be analyzed in terms of the rhetorical
skill, possessed by BaciAetg and doddg alike, that allows them to bend the
minds of their hearers into more productive paths (63). That is, the passage’s
programmatic value for the poem must reflect the parallel that Hesiod draws
between BociAfieg and doidot via the Muses’ common gift of eloquence, and
the statements about the effect of the eloquence of BociAfieg and dotdot, so
prominent by virtue of their placement in the proem, reveal how Hesiod
wishes us to react to his poetry (and to himself as narrator). Gagarin’s argu-
ment represents an improvement upon both the biographical approach of
West and the (equally speculative) socio-political assumptions of Roth and
Duban, and it is his approach that I seek to develop further in this article.

2. STRUCTURE: HEAVEN AND EARTH

An important step in eliciting the programmatic message of the “Kings and
Singers” passage is recognizing the fact that it repeats and expands upon
themes that first occur in the obviously programmatic Dichterweihe passage
(lines 22—34). I argue elsewhere that a principal theme in the Dichterweihe is
the distance separating gods from men, a distance reinforced by both the for-
mal structure of that scene and by the unusually insulting address of the Muses
to their favored poet in it (26-28).® Hesiod’s importance as a poetic “bridge”
between the divine and mortal realms is made the more explicit in the
Dichterweihe by its emphasis on the lowliness of mankind, and throughout
the poem via the narrator’s human orientation in telling of divine events. A
key element in Hesiod’s role as the human mediator between divine and
mortal realms is his 0081 Oéomig, the gift the Muses grant him in lines 31—

7 For other interpretations of this section see Wilamowitz-Moellendorf 474-79,
Sperduti 228-33, Solmsen, Maehler 44-46, Combellack 1974, Thalmann 139—40, Gagarin,
Kirby, and Laks.

8 Stoddard.
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32. As Ford astutely remarks, “ ... if audéis normally the human voice, thespis
audé, ‘divine human voice, approaches oxymoron.” One can take his point
further and observe that the unusual enjambment here—o01v / Oéomiv—
represents the normal separation of the two concepts and hence highlights
their striking combination in the person of the singer: only the inspired poet
possesses a human o087 that is divinely 8éomic.'® The lines that follow the
Dichterweihe, a description of the Muses’ song on Olympus with emphasis
on the goddesses’ ability to give pleasure to their (divine) listeners,'! have their
earthly counterpart in the “Kings and Singers” passage, which emphasizes the
pleasurable effect of the eloquence granted by the Muses to BaciAfieg and
aotdot. In these two parts of the proem, then, the persuasive eloquence of
the Muses is presented in both its divine and its mortal manifestations, on
Olympus and on earth.

The duplication consequent upon the gulf between Olympus and earth is
also evident in the structure of the first part of the proem, where the song of
the Muses praising the divine status quo (11-22)" is followed by a passage
that firmly emphasizes the inferior place of humanity relative to the gods (26—
28). That s, the first part of the proem (1-36) consists of the Muses’ song (rep-
resenting the present state of the divine order) followed by the description
(in the dramatic setting of the Dichterweihe) of the present state of humans,
while the second part (37-103) contains a description of the effect of the
Muses’ song on Olympus followed by a passage describing the Muses’ 8661¢
in the human sphere (the “Kings and Singers” passage). Furthermore, the
proem’s two references to mankind, in addition to articulating the structure,
as we have just seen, also have a thematic connection.

3. THEME: THE ROLE OF THE POET

In the Dichterweihe Hesiod receives two gifts from the Muses: an o081 Oéomig
(31-32) and a laurel oxfintpov (30). Hesiod’s o001 has been discussed briefly
and will receive more attention below. But first, the scepter.

° Ford 173. See also Clay 1974: 129-36, arguing that a007 denotes a specifically human
voice.

10 Ford 180. For more on éom1ig see n. 18 below.

' Unlike the report of the Muses’ first song, which stresses content (11-21), the de-
scription here focuses on reception in Olympus: 37 Téprovct uéyav voov, 3940 tadv &
dxdporog péet addn / Ek otopdtav Ndela, 40 yedd 8¢ te ddporta notpds, 51 téprovot
A10g voov. The Muses’” power to give pleasure to listeners is stressed again later in the
proem: 65 ¢pathv 8¢ 81 oTop0 Socay ieloat, 67 énfpatov Socay ieloat, 69-70 Tepl
& Togxe yolo pédaava / buvedooug, £patog 88 Toddv Hro dodmog dpmpet.

12 For the “reverse order” of the Muses’ first song see Hamilton 12—14 and Clay 1988: 326.
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The nature of the scepter given to Hesiod has long been a matter of de-
bate. West, following an ancient tradition preserved in Pausanias (9.30.3),
believes it to be that of the rhapsode, and maintains that it was intended to
signify that Hesiod could not play the lyre."* As Nagy following @sterud and
others points out, however, this identification misses the point. Nagy succinctly
summarizes the uses of the scepter as revealed in archaic poetry:

The skeptron is a staff held by kings (Iliad 1.279, 2.86), by Chryses as priest of
Apollo (Iliad 1.15, 28), by Teiresias as prophet (Odyssey 9.90), by kerukes ‘her-
alds’ (Iliad 7.277), or generally by one who stands up to speak in the agora ‘as-
sembly’ (Iliad 3.218, 23.568)."

He concludes (53) that the model for Hesiod’s scepter is the scepter of the
elders depicted on the Shield of Achilles (I 18.497), who wait their turn to
hold the scepter and utter their judgments. Thus in his view Hesiod’s scepter
indicates a man who utters dikm and other forms of authoritative speech. Kirby
agrees, noting that the scepter represents “the rhetorical warrant for Hesiod’s
subsequent utterance,” and that its possession indicates that he is “entitled to
address members of his polis in formal civic discourse, and to have them pay
attention to what he says.”'> The scepter thus represents not so much a badge
of office as the authority to speak and be heard. By representing the Muses as
giving him the scepter, Hesiod clearly adopts the role of BociAedg as well as
¢0180¢ in this scene.

A general misunderstanding of the dual role that Hesiod attributes to him-
self in this passage has arisen from confusion over the term Bocidelg. As
Gagarin notes (63),

... [E]ven though everyone recognizes that for Hesiod basileus does not desig-
nate a ‘king’ in the sense of an absolute monarch with full executive powers,
scholars continue to use this translation. This immediately makes one think of
all the various duties and functions of a king, whereas the role of the basilées or

3 West ad 30. West provides the other ancient sources for the idea of Hesiod-as-
rhapsode.

' Nagy 52. Cf. also West ad loc., who makes a similar observation. @sterud states that
the question of whether the scepter was an indicator of Hesiod’s lack of lyre-playing abil-
ity is “preposterous.” He continues (27), “Surely the staff is chosen because it is the sym-
bol of ‘power-possessing’ persons and so anticipates the association of poets with kings
in 80-103. In other words we may perhaps regard the staff as emblematic of the civilizing
and educational duties which are imposed on poets as well as kings.”

15 Kirby 41. See also Combellack, who argues (1948: 215) that the scepter in Homer is
used to denote an utterance of “special significance and solemnity,” and Svenbro, who
finds (127) that the scepter of Agamemnon “symbolise le pouvoir royal exceptionnel.”



8 Kathryn B. Stoddard

‘lords’ in Hesiod’s society is much more restricted ... . There is no indication,
in other words, that in Hesiod’s time the basilées have any other public func-
tion than that of judging.

If we interpret, with Svenbro, the laurel scepter as an emblem of royal pre-
rogative, it becomes difficult to understand how Hesiod, who has just been
emphasizing the lowliness of his status in 26-28, could presume to appropri-
ate such an exalted symbol for himself. If, however, we regard the scepter not
as the symbol of supreme authority but as the gavel of a judge, we can better
understand the role that Hesiod assigns to himself: the Muses have bestowed
upon him not only the “divine voice” of an inspired poet, but the authority—
in particular, as we shall see, the conflict-resolving capacity—of a judge.'®

What, then, of the other gift to Hesiod? The 081 Oéomig is granted to him
for the purpose of “bringing glory to the things that will be and were before”
(32 vo khelot ta 1’ éoc0peva Tpd T €6via), i.e., divine matters.”” Through
the use of his “godlike voice” the poet will glorify (kAeiw) the divine events
of the Theogony.'® If he is not merely to recount these events but to glorify
them, it follows that the a)d1 Béomic must possess the quality of persuasive
eloquence, for in order to make a thing appear glorious one must convince
others that it is so. In other words, kA€og (cognate with kA0® and meaning
“that which is heard”) is dependent upon the perception of others: glory only
exists as a reaction of others to a deed or account thereof which is brought to
their attention. Thus if Hesiod is granted the o081 Béom1¢ to glorify the ac-
tions of the gods, this “divine voice” must be divine particularly in terms of
its ability to move and give pleasure to listeners.

16 Nagy 53: “In sum, the skeptron given to Hesiod by the Muses indicates that he will
speak with the authority of a king.”

17 Clay (1988: 330) suggests that what the Muses instruct Hesiod to sing (32 té ©°
éooopeva tpd T éovto “the things that will be and were before”) differs from what they
themselves sing on Olympus (38 16 1" é6vta 16 T éocduevo npd T €6vta “the things
that are and the things that will be and were before”). She considers (correctly, in my opin-
ion) the content of Hesiod’s song to be “eternal things,” and the content of the Muses’
song to be “both mortal and eternal things.”

18 Ford 180 observes that Hesiod restricts the use of a0d1 Béomic to poets, using the
term €nea “words” (Th. 84) when referring to the non-poetic eloquence of kings. Even
given a specialized meaning for a08m Béomic, however, it is likely that Hesiod intends us
to compare the king’s Muse-granted eloquence with the poet’s Muse-granted “divine
voice.” Koller argues unconvincingly (277-80) that 8écmig originally meant “prophetic.”
Sellschopp believes (48) that Oéomig here means “divine” in the sense that the Muses have
literally given Hesiod their voice, “denn er singt ja dasselbe wie sie.” Verdenius, however,
objects to this reading, on the grounds (238) that “Béomig does not denote something
divine but something coming from the gods.”
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If the oxfintpov of line 30 signifies “authority to speak in judgment” and
the o0dm B€omig of 31-32 a “voice with godlike powers of persuasion,” the
association of faciAfieg!® with do1doi so prominent in the “Kings and Sing-
ers” passage is already established in the Dichterweihe, and this association is
embodied in the person of the narrator himself. In effect, Hesiod claims for
himself by this association the right to compose authoritative poetry, a song
that not only pleases, but also persuades (or instructs; see section 5 below) its
audience.

Of course where the Dichterweihe has one recipient, Hesiod, for two gifts,
the “Kings and Singers” passage seems to have one gift, eloquence, for two
recipients, a factAedg (lines 80-92) and an Go186¢ (95-103). But verbal ech-
oes and situational parallels reveal an equivalence between the two recipients.
Both ¢.0180¢ and Bocidetg are held in esteern by the goddesses (81 tiunocovot,
97 ¢lAwvton), who grant them sweet voices (83 éni yYAdoon YAUKEPV . . .
ééponv, 97 yYAvkepn . . . avdn) which flow or flow sweetly (84 pel peihyo, 97
yAvkepn . .. péet). Both singer and king receive gifts from the Muses (93 8601,
103 ddpa), by means of which each can resolve an unpleasant situation (87
uéyo velkog, 98-99 mévBoc Exwv . . . kpadinv dcoynuevoc) quickly (87 alya,
102-3 aly’ . . . taxéwg) by diverting the minds of his listeners (90
Topotpauevol, 103 topétpane).?’ Furthermore, just as kA€og (which, as 1
argue above, only exists if the poet can convince his hearers that a deed is glo-
rious) arises as a reaction of the audience to a poet’s voice, dixm can be said
to arise as a reaction of the litigants to the king’s voice. That is to say, justice
is not justice unless people recognize it as such. Hence both poet and king
use their persuasive voices to manifest an attribute of a god among men:
d.o1dot use their Muse-granted eloquence to bring kA¢og from the Muses in
the form of song, while Bac1Afieg use their Muse-granted eloquence to bring
dixn from Zeus in the form of “straight judgments” (85). Thus the language
of the two halves of the “Kings and Singers” passage emphatically links
BooiAfieg to dotdol by means of their relationship to the Muses, their per-
suasive eloquence, and the effect that their voices have upon the listener.

19 Although I agree with Gagarin in that I interpret the function of the facidevg in
this poem to be primarily judicial, I do not think that it is necessary to use the translation
“judge” in rendering Bosilede. The Queen of England today is still called a “Queen” de-
spite the great difference between the English monarch’s present and former power. Schol-
ars must simply bear in mind that a “king” in Hesiod’s day had different duties than one
in Agamemnon’s.

» These parallels are all noted by Gagarin 64, Maehler 44—45, Verdenius 257, and Duban
13. Several of them are also mentioned by Frinkel 150, Detienne 49-51, Puelma 94 n. 38,
and Pucci 18.
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Although Hesiod thus links the Ba.ciAetg of 80-92 to the Go1ddg of 95—
103 by means of these striking verbal and situational parallels, the y&p-clause
that introduces the section on singers is, as scholars have long noted, not at
all smooth.?! It has been suggested to me that the abruptness of yap in line
94 might be ameliorated by the following paraphrase of lines 93—-96: “Such is
the gift of the Muses to men (who are kings). For singers come from the Muses
and Apollo, and kings come from Zeus (the father of the Muses and Apollo)”*
Even this interpretation, however, involves a rather abrupt change of topic.
That is, if we take the dvBpdnoisiv of 93 to refer only to kings instead of to
humans generally, the transition from 93 to 94 seems illogical: “Such is the
gift of the Muses to Ba.ciAfiec. For singers come from the Muses and Apollo,
while BaciAfieg come from their father, Zeus.” If 93 refers to what the Muses
give to BaciAfieg in particular, by what logical process does Hesiod then re-
vert to the idea that BaoiAfjeg are less closely connected to the Muses than
singers are? It seems to make more sense to take the toin of 93 to point ahead
to 94—103 rather than as summarizing 80-92, as West, for example, takes it.”?
The dvBpdroioty of line 93 can then be taken as referring to the human race
generally, and the yép of 94 as a response to the toin of 93. The toin (and its
“answering” yap-clause) then introduce 95-103, in which kings and singers,
who collectively represent the gift-receiving &vBpwnot of 93, are treated to-
gether as the recipients of divine eloquence: “Of such a sort (as [ am now going
to relate) is the gift of the Muses to mankind. For while singers are from the
Muses, BoociAfieg come from Zeus.” This paraphrase does not remove the
abruptness of the transition from 93 to 94, but perhaps Hesiod intended it to

21 As with the transition from the Muse-catalogue to the beginning of the “Kings and
Singers” passage, lines 79-80, the movement from one train of thought to another in this
passage is somewhat abruptly accomplished by means of an explanatory yép-clause. The
second yap of the Kings and Singers passage (94) is less abrupt than the first (80), but
both introduce new subjects with little warning.

2 This paraphrase, offered by an anonymous referee for TAPA, differs slightly from
that provided by West ad 94-97: “The Muses bestow all these benefits upon a king (93).
For (although) singers are from the Muses, and kings are (not from the Muses but) from
Zeus: nevertheless the Muses’ favour is always beneficial (even to a king), and the words
flow sweet from the recipient’s lips” (emphasis mine). I do not find adequate justifica-
tion in the text for West’s insertion of “although” and “and,” so I do not agree with his
rendering of &’ as “nevertheless.”

2 West ad loc. The three other uses of pronominal tolog in Th. all refer to what pre-
cedes rather than to what follows (615, 703, 805). It seems not unlikely that Hesiod in-
tends the listener to assume at first that the toin of line 93 has a preceding referent, only
to reinterpret it in light of the following lines. I am indebted to an anonymous referee for
this suggestion.



Programmatic Message of the “Kings and Singers” Passage 11

be abrupt: BociAfieg are like dotdot with respect to their persuasive ability,
but they are not quite identical. The difference lies in what the ¢0186¢ and
the Bao1Aetg bring about or manifest by means of their eloquence.

. THE GODDESSES’ GIFTS
THE GO SSES

As scholars have long noted, the “persuasive” power ascribed by Hesiod to both
poets and kings constitutes the power to “deflect” the mind of the listener or
even deceive it by causing it to forget its present troubles, whether emotional
or litigious.** Surprisingly, however, the formula by which Hesiod indicates
the power of the Muses to induce forgetfulness, 102-3 émiAn0eton 008 .../
péuvnto, is a reversal of that used elsewhere by hymn poets to describe their
performance, as in the first line of the Homeric Hymn to Apollo: pvficopat
008¢ AdBwpo "AmdAlwvog ekdroto. Indeed, it seems as if Hesiod is delib-
erately saying something paradoxical about the Muses’ function relative to
“memory” both here and in lines 53—55, in both of which passages he implies
that the Muses, while representing “memory,” also grant “forgetfulness” of
evils.” In fact, the Muses are not only the paradoxical givers of both memory
and forgetfulness, but they actually employ “memory” in the form of song to
cause this forgetfulness. As Bakker argues convincingly for the Hymmn to Apollo,
when an archaic poet sings “I shall remember” a god, he refers not to memory
as we know it, a process by which we “retrieve” knowledge that our minds
stored in the past, but rather to his poetic reenactment in the present of the
events that he is relating.?® For the archaic Greek poet, as well as for the
Homeric warrior who “remembers” battle, “[r]emembering an event from the
past is bringing it to the mind’s eye, seeing it, and describing it as if it were
happening before one’s eyes.”*

24 Solmsen 7, Pucci 17-29, Lamberton 68.

% 53-55 106 (sc. Movoog) ...téke ... / MvnuooOvn ... /AncpocOvny 1e Kokdv
Gunoopd te pepunpdwv. See Pucci 22-24 and Duban 17. Pucci notes, with West ad loc.,
that the juxtaposition of Mynuoctvn and AnopocOvny at the beginnings of lines 54—55
is “conscious and purposeful.” Pucci focuses on the contradictory nature of the images in
the “Kings and Singers” passage as well, observing (18) the contradiction implicit in the
“straight” speech of the good kings, which “leads astray” the minds of the people it per-
suades. The speech of poets is similarly paradoxical: “For, like honey, the poetic logos
implies at once the contradictory presence of divine truth and the simulation of truth,
the straightness of discourse that goes directly to ‘things as they are’ and the deflecting,
intoxicating power of the word” (19).

26 Bakker 2002: 67—69.

7 Bakker 2002: 74. For examples of warriors “remembering” battle, Bakker (2002: 70
n. 11) cites Il. 6.112, 8.174, 11.287, 13.48, 15.477, 15.487, 15.734, 16.270, 17.103, 17.185,
and 19.148. For more on évépyeto in Homer see Bakker 2001 and 1999.
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This process of “poetic reenactment,” or évapyeia, is precisely what Hesiod
means when he states that the Muses bring “forgetfulness of evils” by their
song, and when he describes the gifts of the Muses to BociAfieg and dodot
in terms of persuasive ability. The Muses grant poets the ability to make events
seem to happen again before the eyes of the audience, hence these events are
“persuasive,” i.e., they appear real and make the hearer forget about every-
thing else for as long as the song lasts. Similarly, when a Muse-blessed
Boothevg speaks to the litigants of a court case, he, too, employs évépyeto:
he makes the path of justice “appear,” in a sense, before the eyes of his listen-
ers by persuading the aggrieved party to accept a settlement. The persuasive
power of the fa.ctdetg is such that he can divert the angry minds of furious
contestants into paths of justice, and can do this “easily” (90 pnidiwg). His
gvapyelo is similar to the poet’s in that it easily makes what the speaker ut-
ters seem more valid than the private concerns that currently engross the lis-
tener, but the two types of persuasive speech are not the same. “For singers
and lyre-players,” Hesiod tells us, “are from the Muses and far-shooting
Apollo,” whereas “BaciAfieg are from Zeus” (94-96): what BociAfieg “reen-
act” through their persuasive (i.e., enargeic) speech is not the tépy1g of song
but the 8ikm of Zeus.?®

Because the Muse-blessed poet, like the poet of the Hymmn to Apollo, “re-
members and does not forget” the matter of his song, the listener “forgets and
does not remember” his sorrows (102-3). The poet, through the gift of the
Muses, has the power to make divine dAn0éo more present to the listener than
the mundane €rvpo that surround his daily existence (27-28). Similarly the
Booiheve, if he is beloved by the Muses, has the power to make the just course
more vivid, more present to the eyes of the litigants than the courses of nar-
row self-interest that brought them into conflict in the first place. Thus
through the mediating function of the Muses, who allow the “divine human
voice” (Ford’s “oxymoronic” o081 Oéomic) to become divinely persuasive via
évapyera, the poet can accomplish upon earth the presence of Apollo, or po-
etry/music; and the Bacidetg can accomplish the presence of Zeus, or jus-

28 Cf. Brillante, who finds in the “Kings and Singers” passage a statement that the Muses
guarantee the truth of the words spoken under their influence. For ¢o1do1, this means
that the Muses enable their words to embody poetic truth (18): “Nel poeta ispirato
Pefficacia della parola trova riscontro nella ‘verita’ degli eventi narrati (cosmogonia,
genealogie eroiche e divine) e in genere nell’attendibilita dei contenuti (poesia gnomica
e didascalica).” For BootAfjeg, it means that their words are “true” in that they embody
the justice of Zeus (18-19): “Nel caso de re lefficacia della parola si esercita nei giudizi
che essi sono chiamati a pronunciare ... . Ristabilendo un equilibrio turbato dall’offesa,
i re contribuiscono a realizzare quella giustizia divina che regola il cosmo.”
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tice.?? Both the poet’s a08m Béomic, which allows him to sing of divine or oth-
erwise unknowable events, and the scepter of the BosiAetg, which grants him
the right to be heard when passing judgment, are intimately connected with
the enargeic power of speech, that is, with the “mind-bending” power of the
Muses; the difference between them lies in what this persuasive capability can
bring about.

The gifts that the Muses give Hesiod in the Dichterweihe, the laurel scepter
and the divine voice, thus anticipate and help to explain the association, made
in lines 80-103, between kings and singers as beneficiaries of the Muses. In
effect, what Hesiod has done in these two passages of the proem of his
Theogony is to establish for himself a double legitimacy. Both self-referential
statements are designed to instruct us how to respond to Hesiod’s poetic per-
sona in the rest of the poem.

5. DIDAXIS

While the post-proemic Theogony is replete with evidence of how Hesiod
persuades, or rather teaches us of the true nature of the cosmos and god’s
relation to man (for every word he utters is knowledge that we mortals lack,
and is therefore to be considered a form of teaching), the most salient examples
of his teaching are the Prometheus and Hekate passages, lines 521-616 and
411-52 respectively. In the Prometheus passage he shows why humans have
been made to suffer the ills of mortal existence, while the Hekate passage re-
veals how we can to some extent alleviate our misfortunes by winning the favor
of this willful goddess.

In these two passages Hesiod utilizes the persuasive teaching of a
Baoilebg—PooiAfieg being wise because with their eloquence they can settle
disputes and convince aggrieved litigants (89 BAamtopévoig) to accept fair
terms—by explaining how and why the mortal condition came to be the way
it is. That is, Hesiod explains why it is that mortals do not dwell on Olympus
(hence are drypavdot, “field-dwelling”), why it is that they are base (kéx’
¢Léyyea), and why they are “nothing but stomachs” (ya.ctépec oiov).* In the
Prometheus passage Hesiod teaches us the reason why all these unfortunate
descriptors (from line 26) now apply to the human condition, showing that

» Cf. Bakker 2002: 79: “The poet is capable ... of ‘remembering’ the god, which im-
plies both seeing him and accomplishing his presence.”

T argue elsewhere (forthcoming) that the Muses’ insults in the Dichterweihe passage
are meant to be applied not to “shepherds” per se but to the entire human race, of which
the shepherd, who holds the middle position between the gods and the sheep he pastures,
is an appropriate symbolic representative. Cf. Vernant (discussed in note below).
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Prometheus was the ultimate cause of why humans live apart from the gods,
why we merited punishment, and why we are so shamelessly the slaves of our
stomachs.?!

The wretched lot of mortals, who may with some justification regard our-
selves as BAomtopevor by the actions of Prometheus and the baleful punish-
ment that they brought down upon us, is nevertheless vastly improved by the
intercession of the goddess Hekate. Hesiod employs his divinely persuasive
voice in the Hekate passage to convince—or teach—the audience that this
benevolent goddess is able, when she wishes, to counteract, to some degree at
least, the ill effects that resulted from the Prometheus incident. Hesiod, while
informing us how the cosmos came to be in its present shape, thus both teaches
us why we are so far below the gods and uses his eloquence to try to convince
us to accept the mediation of Hekate as a “just settlement” for our collective
grievance. The beautiful poetry in which Hesiod persuades us of this funda-
mental truth “delights” us, while the settlement that he induces us to accept
(i.e., our present unhappy-but-alleviated-by-Hekate mortal status in return
for the crime of Prometheus) strikes us as wise and just. Thus Hesiod, with
his o0dM Béomic and his oxfintpov, embodies the persuasive functions of both
c01d6¢ and Pocihetg as he describes them in the “Kings and Singers” pas-
sage.

6. CONCLUSION

In his presentation in the “Kings and Singers” passage of how BaciAfjeg and
ao1dot perform their functions, Hesiod manipulates our evaluation of each
group. In dwelling upon the veneration in which the BooiAetg is held by the
people, and the depth of the pain from which the ¢.0180¢ can free suffering
humanity, Hesiod evokes in us the desired reaction: we, too, are invited to
regard the Boc1Aetg and the 6.0186¢ as awesome manifestations of the Muses’
power. If, then, the purpose of this passage is to ascribe both judicial and poetic
powers of persuasion to the narrator, it is appropriate that it be presented in
a section in which the narrator refers to his own narrative role and offers an
explanation of his own text (94 y&p). For in convincing us of the validity of
his judgment that BociAfieg and doidot are divinely eloquent, he has him-
self employed powerfully persuasive speech. A poet instructs his audience, just
as aking instructs the litigants in a court case, by persuading them of the truth
(or justice, in the case of the BootAetc) of his words. In revealing that he con-

31 See Vernant for an excellent discussion of the Prometheus passage and how the re-
lated functions of eating and sacrifice become at once a defining difference between gods
and humans and the only means by which they can henceforth communicate.
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siders his own poetic responsibilities to include not only the delectation but
also the instruction of his audience, Hesiod employs the very persuasive force
that makes possible that delectation and instruction.*
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