STESICHORUS’ GERYONEIS, SLG 15 I-11

The fragments of P. Oxy. 2617, first edited by E. Lobel!, have shed some light
on the poetic profile of Stesichorus, a fountain of inspiration for posterity (PMG
217) but still hidden in the shadow of Time. The recently discovered papyrus
scraps pose numerous problems, out of which those arising from SLG 15. i-ii have
been singled out for examination here:
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1. The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, vol. 32, London 1967; D. L. Page, Lyrica Graeca Selecta,
Oxford 1968. All subsequent references to the Geryoneis in this paper derive from the edition of
D. L. Page, Supplementum Lyricis Graecis, Oxford 1974.
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The above-cited fragments, despite their deplorable state of transmission in
certain places, allow us to reconstruct and envision at least in outline the
confrontation of the two major figures of the story, Heracles and his teratomorphic
opponent Geryon, whom tradition has endowed with three heads (Hes. Theog. 287)
and Stesichorus with six arms, six legs and, most impressively, wings (PMG 186 =
SLG 87). Coping with such an extraordinary situation is not a simple task; it calls
for craft and wile, a quality that the Greek hero possesses in abundance. Heracles
has to act 36hwt or dohiwg (i.3)2. He weighs his alternatives and ponders over the
best course of action (véwt dtére[v],i.5) and seems to him (¢8odsoato (?ot, yap)],
(i.7)3 to be more profitable or advantageous for him (oAb xépdiov elv, 1.7) to fight
secretly, by stealtht presumably &rmi tov xati]évra AdBpat mohepe[iv | TéEwmt
pordrwt te] xpatardit (i.9-10)5. Heracles resolves to fight ebpl (suppl. Barrett),
side-ways, and devises a bitter destruction, that is, death, for Geryon (i.10-11) by
adjusting himself to the demands of this peculiar situation: not only is his opponent

2. 0. Musso, Due note papirologiche, Aegyprus 49 (1969) 72-74: 8érac, 36Awoc; B. Gentili,
1. Poetae Melici Graeci, 2. Lyrica Graeca Selecta, 3. Supplementum Lyricis Graecis, Gnomon 48
(1976) 745-47 with n. 13: 86)w; F. de Martino, La *Aptotela uetd dramg di Eracle [Stesicoro,
fr. 15, 3-4 SLG], Aegyptus 62 (1982) 59-61: Sorwc.

3. So J. Diggle, Notes on Greek Lyric Poets, CR 20 (1970) 5.

4. 2aBpat opposite of dupadév: by stealth, clandestinely, secretly, R. J. Cunliffe, A4 Lexicon
of the Homeric Dialect, Norman: University of Oklahoma, 1963; H. Ebeling, Lexicon Homeri-
cum, 2 vols. Leipzig, 1885: «Gegensatz zum offenen Kampf» (Duentz.), clam, in occulto.

5. So P. Lerza, Note e Discussioni. Nota a Stesicoro, Atene e Roma 24 (1979) 42; id.,
Osservazioni e Congetture alla Gerioneide e alla Iliou Persis di Stesicoro, Maia 33 (1981) 24; id.,
Stesicoro. Tre Studi. Frammenti con traduzione a fronte, Genova 1982, p. 65; the extant text,
however, mentions only the club and arrow.
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of unconventional physical structure but is also well-armed like a hoplite with
shield and helmet, y& pév otépvay Eyev domidx wpdo[0’ (1.12)5. In a way (to be
discussed below) Heracles deprives Geryon of his plumed helmet, which then falls
off his head onto the ground’.

There is a substantial lacuna of thirteen verses at this crucial point in the
narrative only partially eliminated by Lerza with the insertion of SLG 21, which
she supplements as follows:

ep. xal Talv uév [ dajigoveq dinuméraft
pa& ye mxpoy GheBpoly Exoloar
[-v] én[r]aEay éx[i] xBove
Jae. ) xepard yap[
] owa. []e.. [

The swift-flying gods who apportion bitter death make the helmet fall onto the
ground, thus exposing Geryon’s head®. There still remains a lacuna of eight verses
(ep. 6-8, str. 1-5), and when we return to our text we hear of someone or
something that has death about his/its head and is befouled with blood and gall that
has been produced or issued from the pain of manslaying and speckle-necked
Hydra. Then silently and secretly 6 vy’ thrusts Geryon’s forehead and splits his
bones and flesh, as has been decreed by the gods. The arrow goes through Geryon’s
forehead and stops on the very top of his head, staining his chest and gory limbs

6. So D. L. Page, Stesichorus: The Geryoneis, JHS 93 (1973) 151; Lerza, Osservazioni, p.
24, objects to it for metrical reasons, i.e., because of the creation of two initial spondees, a metrical
feature unattested elsewhere in the extant anapaests of the Geryoneis.

7. Cf. T. B. L. Webster, Stesichoros: Geryoneis, Agon 1-3 (1967-69) 6: «he [Heracles] (put
off) his shield against (a rock?); from his head the horse-crested helmet was put on the ground».
There follows a reference 1o Magacleides (PMG 229) and the hypothesis that perhaps in the lost
epode he put on the lionskin and took an arrow from his quiver. See M. Robertson, Geryoneis:
Stesichorus and the Vase-painters, CQ 19 (1969) 211: W. S. Barrett (see the following note)
leaves open the question of «whether these accoutrements belong to the same body as that struck
by the arrow in col. ii, or another», but «is inclined to think it likely that the two columns deal
with a single body».

8. Cf. Webster, p. 9 with n. 13; «xepahayap. Stesichoros used yapua for a-spear shaft
(PMG 267). Tt looks as if xepahd here (fr. 1.1.4) and in fr. 4.11.3 was the head of a weapon». W.
S. Barrett, Stesichorus and the Story of Geryon, a lecture addressed to a meeting of the Hellenic
and Roman societies at Oxford in September 1968, suggests that «Heracles shot an arrow, but the
helmet [kept it away] from his head; [and the arrow fell] on the ground». Page, Stesichorus: The
Geryoneis, p. 151, believes that «the description of a failure sits uncomfortably in this context»
and for this reason he supplements col. .17 & & adté0 pipvev] énl Lamédwy; of. also F. de
Martino, Noterelle alla Gerioneide di Stesicoro, AFLB 25-26 (1982-83) 99-101, who translates
én[.]JeEav «piombarono(?)» and suggests that it is neither the arrow nor the helmet that reaches
the earth, but the x¥jpec themselves.
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with blood. There follows a picturesque simile, whose admirable appropriateness
and realism will be examined below.

In the above-outlined highly vivid death scene there are admittedly quite a few
obscurities which blur the clarity of the picture and hamper our understanding of
the entire episode. Although some of the lacunae can be supplemented with some
confidence, there are others, like the one between columns i and ii in particular,
that cause great confusion and call for further enquiry, since their significance goes
beyond the narrow compass of this specific passage and even of the poem itself and
involves broader issues such as the underlying mythological version and ideological
substratum as well as the relation of Stesichorus with the literary tradition, both
before and after him.

In the first category of lacunae, that can be rather safely supplemented, belong
1.13f., in which Stesichorus specifies what AdBpat fighting consists of: Heracles lies
in ambush, probably hidden behind a boulder?, and evaluates the situation. He
resolves to deprive his opponent of his helmet, since, as a rule, it cannot be pierced
by an arrow. According to Page, Heracles accomplishes this by throwing a rock, 6 8¢
nétpwt] | xpotdpoto xabix]eto, thus excluding the alternative of a club, on the
grounds that a few verses later Heracles acts as an archer, a detail that presupposes
the existence of a great distance between the two combatants!®.

Lerza entertains momentarily the option of rock throwing!!, but in general she
insists on the use of pémadov at this early phase in the battle: therewith Heracles
breaks the leather strap of Geryon’s helmet and knocks the latter down. She
reconstructs the episode by positing the occurrence of a scene comparable to that of
Tliad 16.778-93. Considering 8edtepov (SLG 16) an adverb («per la seconda
volta») Lerza assumes the successive employment of three weapons: club, arrow,
and club again!?,

The above proposal is based on the alleged difficulty created by the «inconci-
liabilita» of fighting AdBpa with the use of the club. However, these two are not

9. See P. Brize, Die Geryoneis des Stesichoros und die friihe griechische Kunst, Beitrige zur
Archiologie, Wiirzburg 1980, p. 47f. and 60: this posture is depicted on a lecythos of ca 500 B.C.
(Ger. 48 Taf. 5): Heracles kneels behind a boulder (?) and lying in ambush aims at Geryon who is
already hit in one of his heads. Brize (p. 60) believes that in this piece of art we may have a
reproduction of the Stesichorean scene; cf. ibid,, p. 50, in the Etruscan crater in Cerveteri there is
a tree which presumably serves as a hiding place for Heracles.

10. Page, Stesichorus: The Geryoneis, p. 151. The verb xaBuvéopar «reach, touch» occurs
only in aor. II figuratively éxi xaxoU in Homer (Od. 1.342, Il. 14.104); later of any down-stroke,
Soph. OT. 809 etc. (see LSJ).

11. Lerza, Osservazioni, p. 24.

12. Lerza, Osservazioni, p. 24 with n. 27, 28; id., Note e Discussioni. Su un Frammento
della Gerioneide, Atene e Roma 23 (1978) 85; id., Nota a Stesicoro, p. 42.
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necessarily mutually exclusive; the £dp]&& illuminates what Aafpar consists of:
Heracles intends to steal the victory emerging out of his ambush «on one side, side
ways» (LSJ, see [l. 11.251, 15.541), presumably when his enemy has slightly
passed him. What seems to be incongruous is the set-up required by these two ways
of fighting: the use of the club implies a combat at close quarters, in contrast to the
arrow-shooting, which presupposes different spatial arrangements. The tidal move-
ment created by the proposed club-arrow-club sequence strains the probability of
the narrated scene. Besides, the adverbial meaning of 8edtepov (SLG 16) cannot be
confirmed in such a mutilated context. It may as well be an adjectival attribute of
xa&pa, for instance, in a passage dealing with the hitting of the remaining heads of
Geryon!3.

On this issue of what kind of weapon Heracles uses first against Geryon,
Homer proves helpful. The diptych: far-near is never violated; in all typical battle
scenes in which there is a spear-rock or spear-sword sequence, «a fighter can strike
the same opponent first with a spear or rock and then again with a sword (/1. 5.580,
4.517, 527, 20.457, 478). The order is never reversed»!4. The employed weapons
suggest a directional move from afar to near. The use of a stone or a spear to wound
a victim who is then finished off by sword is, according to Fenik,a common pattern
in the liad.

It now remains to be investigated whether Stesichorus complies with the
Homeric conventions or not. In his extant Geryonels, the poet explicitly equips
Heracles with bow and arrows, thus preserving the Homeric tradition (/1. 5.392ff.),
and with the club (SLG 16), a new accoutrement which, together with the attire of
a Anoti¢ in lion-skin, originates with Stesichorus himself, according to Megacleides
(PMG 229, Eust. II. 1279.8)!. In ancient Greek and Etruscan art depictions of

13. So Barrett and Page, Stesichorus: The Geryoneis, p. 153, and Robertson, p. 209, 211,
favor the adjectival function of 8eGtepov. Robertson remarks that in art «the three bodies had to
be dealt with each on its own» (cf. the Chalcidean amphora from Caere, mid-sixth c. B.C.); the
same conclusion is reached through Brize’s (p. 41-51) detailed art descriptions of Geryon’s
death, regardless of the kind of weapon employed; cf. Aesch. Agam. 870-73: tpiodpatos npuav
... dmaf Exdotwt xathavedy popedpaty; F. de Martino, Noterelle alla Gerioneide di Stesicoro, p.
93, translates «per la seconda volta», but recognizes the probability of the view advanced by Page.

14. B. Fenik, Typical Battle Scenes in the lliad [Hermes Einzelschriften, Heft 21], Wiesba-
den 1968, p. 23, 61, 64.

15. The question of whether it is Stesichorus or Peisander (fr. 1 Kinkel) who is the np&Ttog
ebpeThe of this unhomeric image of Heracles is still unsettled. Suda dates Peisander ca. 645 (i.e.,
7th ¢. B.C.), and so does G. Huxley, Greek Epic Poetry from Eumelus to Panyassis, London,
1969, p. 102, n. 2, who categorically discounts the statement of Megacleides as mistaken; see also
B. Gentili, Poesia e pubblico nella Grecia antica da Omero al ¥ secolo, Roma-Bari 1984, p. 161f.
with n. 14; cf., however, U. von Wilamowitz, Euripides Herakles, Berlin 1895, p. 66f., 121, who
dates Peisander in the 6th c. B.C. and makes him younger than Stesichorus; so also C. M. Bowra,
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Geryon’s death these two weapons, arrow and club, are absolutely indispensable,
whereas the spear is depicted as the main weapon of Geryon. On the evidence of art
we may narrow down the spear-stone Homeric alternative with the exclusion of the
spear. The hypothesized use of a rock, also a thrown missile, at this preliminary
phase in the combat gains ground, consequently, not only because it has a
precedent in Homer but also because it accords with the necessary spatial
requirements!®.

It is worth noting that in our extant text there is no mention of Heracles as a
gladiator or swordsman. The use of a sword at such an early phase in the combat
described in SLG 15 would imply a grip at close quarters, a rather inappropriate
and implausible hypothesis, since it violates the distance requirements for the use
of bow and arrow referred to immediately thereafter (col. ii). However, on the
meagre evidence of our Geryoneis we are entitled neither to confirm nor exclude
the role of the sword at a later stage of the fight against Geryon!”. We may give ita
serious thought nonetheless, since Heracles, well-known as an archer in Iliad,
appears in art more frequently fighting with a sword!®. We should not press this
issue further because the help given by art is multifarious: convention and
originality mingle together producing varying pictorial creations'.

On these conditions we may rather safely argue that Heracles hits from the
side (edp]ak) and succeeds in knocking down Geryon’s helmet by breaking the éyedg
that secures the helmet on the head (cf. ZI. 3.369-72). Our i.13f. may then be

supplemented as follows:

Greek Lyric Poetry, 2nd ed., Oxford 1961, p. 91; G. Philipp, Herakles und die friihgriechische
Dichtung, Gymnasium 91 (1984) 335f.; and R. Keydell, Peisandros, RE 19 (1937) 144; id., Die
Dichter mit Namen Peisandros, Hermes 70 (1935) 301-311, Brize, p. 25f., 30 with n. 184-195
and 215-218, correctly observes that the new image of Heracles reflects not necessarily the
innovations of one poet but the ideas of the entire epoch to be duly appreciated by means of a
cultural-historical analysis.

16. For the relation between distance and chosen weapon see also Brize, p. 43, 59f.; Strabo,
Geogr. 10.1. 12-13 (448), relates the various weapons with the kind of fighting.

17. Cf., however, Philipp, p. 336: the new papyrus findings portray the threefold fight with
bow, club and sword.

18. Robertson, p. 213; Brize, p. 41ff.

19. This process of creative freedom is exemplified by the two Chalcidean vases painted by
the same artist: although in both the painter draws upon the Stesichorean conception of winged
Geryon, the weapons depicted differ: the amphora from Vulci equips Heracles (in lion-skin)
exclusively with arrows, whereas the amphora from Caere «shows a different moment —perhaps a
different version— of fight» (Robertson, p. 209; see also Brize, p. 42, Taf. 3.1-2): the quiver of
Heracles (without lion-skin) is to be seen bu* there are no loosed arrows. Two heads of Geryon are
already afflicted and drooping one forward and one backward, while Heracles grabs the middle one
from the helmet-crest and with a sword stabs Geryon’s throat. The sword plays a role but in the
finale of the death scene.
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The assumption that the stone plays an instrumental role at this initial stage in
the fighting (col. i) is bound up with literary criticism: whereas in Homer a helmet
smitten by a stone is only once splintered together with the head?!, in our
Geryoneis the helmet falls intact, as it seems, on the ground. This detail reveals the
perspective of the lyric poet and the limited implications of Adfpat fighting:
Heracles, who elsewhere also waits for the right moment (PMG 207, against
Cycnus), lays the foundation for a potentially successful outcome. A reference to a
broken helmet and head as well would probably have a «scattering» effect: it would
distract one’s attention from the great challenge imposed to Heracles, and the high
suspense that derives from the encounter with a monstrous #ricephalic opponent
would be not highlighted. Although Stesichorus speaks of one head and one neck in
this passage (cf. Hygin Fab. 30.11 Geryonem ... uno telo interfecit) the great
compass of the poem (at least 1300 verses, N stichometric in SLG 27) suggests
that the successive succumbing of the three heads was in all probability painstakingly
described by Stesichorus as well. The detail of the intact helmet falling on the
ground gives us, moreover, an insight into the way Stesichorus takes over
conventional elements and moulds them in such a manner as to serve better his
own imaginative inspiration. It is noteworthy that this specific picture of the
knocked-down helmet has left a permanent mark neither in the extant literary
production nor in art, where Geryon’s dying heads droop while still wearing their
helmets.

In the second category of important «open loops», the presence of which
determines the quality and significance of the poetic web, belongs the lacuna of
eight verses between the epode of column i and the strophe of column ii. The loss of
this part in the narrative raises two interrelated questions: firstly, who is the
«owner» of the xepard (ii.3), and secondly, what is the identity of 6 v’ (i1.6).

In the editio princeps Lobel comments: «l. 3 x]ee]ar]& looks possible but I do
not know that it is wanted». The occurrence of an arrow in 1i.10, however, makes
Lobel «fairly confident that what is referred to here is one of the arrows of Heracles
befouled with the blood and ... gall of the ... Hydra». This is a detail known from
Apollodorus (Bibl. 2.5.2) Pausanias (2.37), Hygin (Fab. 30.3), Diodorus
(4.11.38). «But», Lobel continues, «it must be admitted that é80vasty intrudes
awkwardly into such an interpretation». He identifies 6 ye with Heracles and

20. xata cum acc. LSJ, B.L.: frequent in Homer in describing the place of wound, I. 11.108,
16.465 etc., 5.46, 11.339, 5.537, 615; buvéopar cum acc. LSJ, 2. creach, attain to», in neg., II.
11.352, Od. 19.451.

21. 1 12.378-85; in II. 16.411ff. and 578[. it is not specified whether the helmet is also

smashed or falling down.
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translates «Silently he cunningly stuck it in (his enemy’s) forehead». But there are
oddities here to which, as he himself confesses, he can give no satisfactory
account??. In Lobel’s commentary the participle megopuypévog is certainly asso-
ciated with olotdg, but the syntactical associations of xegaldt mépt are not
specified.

Barrett and Page make a fresh attack on the problems: both recognize a
figurative use of the xepara: «(the arrow) with doom of hateful death about its
head, smeared with blood and with ... gall, agonies of manslaying speckle-necked
Hydra». The general sense is clear, according to Page: the arrow «has doom around
its head»?. However, there is a point of divergence. Barrett and Lobel identify § v’
with Heracles, who is considered the subject of évépetae while oioTds the subject of
€oyroe. By contrast, Page identifies 6 v’ with olotdg, which he takes to be the
subject of both évépetoe, intransitive in this case, and £oyLoe2t.

A. Dale Maingon fully agrees with Page and supplements ii.1: ¢épJuwv otuye[p]ob,
on the pattern of Iliad 9.411 SuyBudiac xFpoc pepépeyv Bavatoro Téhoode?. Page’s
proposals are also approved of by Lerza®e.

The above survey has shown that, despite disagreements as to who the § v’ is.
there is a consensus as to whose xepald is the one referred to in ii.3: it is not
Geryon's head, as it was the one figuring a few verses above (SLG 21.4), but it is
the apex of the arrow, which thus dominates the picture with its bold imagistic
personification. An animated deadly weapon stained with the blood and gall that has
issued from Hydra’s death pangs, becomes the center of the narrative, exactly like
the poyhd¢ that blinds Cyclops in Odyssey 9.

The above-outlined interpretation is very imaginative, indeed, and would do
justice to a poet of the caliber of Stesichorus. But before endorsing it, we should
examine its premises. We have to prove, for instance, that the word xe@a)?, is used
metaphorically at this early period. The argument that 6 ye «implies a continuation,
not a change of subject»?” has also to be explored, as well as the assumption that

22. Lobel, P. Oxy., vol. 32, p. 6.

23. Page, Stesichorus: The Geryoneis, p. 152; id., Lyrica Graeca Selecta. p. 268: «megopu-
yiévog: scil. olatdg vel ide, itaque fortasse xepakdit mépl = ‘circum sagittae apicem’».

24. Lobel (p. 7) translates: «it cut through the fleshy.

25. A. Dale Maingon, Stesichorus and the Epic Tradition, Diss. The University of British
Columbia 1978, p. 196-98, 201; id., Epic Convention in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis: SLG S15,
Phoenix 34 (1980) 99-107, esp. 101-102.

26. lerza, Osservazioni, p. 25: in this passage we have a strongly personified arrow, the
action of which is characterized by the adverbs ouy&: and esp. émuchond8av, a hgpax that derives
from the Homeric éwixhomog which always refers to human beings (I 22.281, 0d. 13.291,
21.397). Musso, Due note papirologiche, p. 74, associates mepopuyuévog with the arrow.
Similarly F. Bornmann, Note a Stesicoro, SCO 28 (1978) 149.

27. Page, Stesichorus: The Geryoneis, p. 152.
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&évépeloev is intransitive, since our unique precedent for the use of this verbal form
is Odyssey 9.382, where, again with dative, it is undoubtedly used as transitive.
The picture becomes more confused if we take into consideration the existence of a
spacious gap of eight verses at this crucial point in the narrative as well as the
special demands raised by Geryon’s teratomorphy. Since our link is unfortunately
lost in these eight verses we may get some help by applying strictly philological
criteria and by examining the specific way in which the key words of our text, that
is, oloTée, xeparn and mepopuymévoc, are used in literary tradition.

In Homer the word olstdc is qualified by the epithets nrepbeie, Tayde, mxpde,
8EuBers, otovdels, and morlsTovos. The synonyms Béhog and Lo¢ are accompa-
nied by the same attributes to which we can add tapgéec (iol), dxduopog,
yohxoBapric, yahxhprne, éxemeundg, 6Ed¢. The arrow-tip is qualified by the
adjectives yorxfipne (tipped with bronze), TptyAdytc (three-barbed), Tavuyidiyic
(with long barb), or by the substantive dxwx, the extremity of the spear being an
aiypn?®. With some additions or variations the same epithets occur in post-Homeric
literature?®. Later on the arrow-tip is called dxig®.

Although arrows and spears are often personified?!, they are never said to have
a xepohf. The word xepoady in pre-classic literature has a very concrete range of
meanings. By contrast to its synonyms xdaprvov and xdpa, which are used
metaphorically of mountain peaks and towns, the word xepa)3, is used of animate
beings such as common people, deities or animals. Only once is it employed of an
inanimate being, in Hiad 11.72 {ouc 8’ bopivy xepurag Exev, to signify that the
inimical forces are lsomalels or iodppomor’?, At any rate, the reading of the verse is

28. See G. L. Prendergast, 4 Complete Concordance to the lliad of Homer, new ed. rev. by
B. Marzullo, Hildesheim 1962; H. Ebeling, Lexicon Homericum; H. Dunbar, A Complete
Concordance to the Odyssey of Homer, new ed. rev. by B. Marzullo, Hildesheim 1962.

29. toudayi Sim. PMG 636; teayde Bacch. 5.82; dvapoiog PMG 922 (a) 2; metaphori-
cally of a poem, Pi O/ 9.12, 2.90; Saxpudevra . Mimn. 14.8; tupra B. Bacch. 5.132; &3woic B.
SLG 167.8, xouhmg Soph. Trach. 567, yodxedupavoc Bacch. 5.74 ete. (see LSJT).

30. Plu. Dem. 20: of 3¢ <@&v ldpBwv Puocthely Eozpvivovto Tdg dnidag Tév Berdv
yeapdtrovreg adtol xal mapafyovres; with respect to Heracles’ arrows: Diod. 4.11.6 eic miv
xornv améBarnte tag dxidac, iva 6 Banbiv Bérog Exyn v éx THic axidoc mhnyv dviatov; Paus.
2.37.4 dmed THig yohfig abTob [Tob Gnpiov] Tag duidag papuaxebonr tév diordv; without specific
reference to the tip: Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.2, 76 8¢ c@ua ¢ "Ydpag dvacyicas T xoAfi Tode
otetobe EBadev; Similarly Zenobius Cenruria 6, Hygin Fab. 30 et eius felle sagittas suas tinxit.

3. &xro 87 6. Il 4.125; éméypade 4.139; Entaro 5.99, 13.587, 592; daudscato o.
5.278 cf. 11.478; Bpcdoxovrac 15.470.

32. Ebeling, xepadd: (a) de capite hominum, (b) de Jove, Ate, (c) de animalibus, (d) de
Gorgone, de Scylla, e translate douivy (1l 11.72); saepe de toto homine or pro wuyac or in
periphrasis piin kepaln etc.; de iurantibus per caput, de vita napBépevor xeparas Od. 2.237 ete.
In the sense of head of a man or animal or periphrastically for a person is the word also used in
Lyric Poetry: Archil. (West) 9.10; Praxilla PMG 754.2; Alcaeus (Lobel and Page) B 18.1, prob. D
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uncertain3 and it would probably be worth remembering that * Youivn personified
occurs in Hesiod (Theog. 228). From the first quarter of the fifth century
downwards, the word xe@ad, is used figuratively of things to denote «extremity» in
botany, anatomy, architecture34. Most of the so-characterized objects have a round
shape. This would hardly fit a piercing, lacerating weapon, the potency and efficacy
of which depends on the sharpness of its tip, unless we keep insisting on the bold
personification of a headed arrow, for which there is no precedent. In such cases
ancient literature testifies to a preference for using compound epithets in -x&pavog
or -xpavog and -képalrog. .

A large number of epithets in -xpavog, -xapavog, -xapmvog3s characterizes
both animate and inanimate beings, such as 3ixpavo¢ of mortals (Parm. 6.5),
Exaroyx(a)pavog of Typho (Aes. Pr. 353, Pi. P. 8.16), dupixpavos = dupixdpmnvos
(Eur. HF 1274) and pvpwéxpavog of Hydra (Eur. HF 419), who is elsewhere called
rohvdetpds (Q.S. 6.212) and morvadyevoe (Apl. 4.92)%. Inanimate objects are
similarly qualified: Sopixpavog of the Adyym (Aesch. Pers. 148), auoixpavos of
Hermes' wand (Soph. Fr. 701), pafdxpavos of xopdva (AP 6.35 [Leon.]),
dpB6xpavog of the funeral mound (Soph. Ant. 1203) and last but not least
yoxAxedupavog of the arrow (Bacch. 5.74).

The compound epithets in -xéparoc’” not only outnumber those in -xpavog
but also have a much richer range of use, a full reference to which would make too
long a list. For the present it would suffice to summarize and classify the evidence
into categories: the adjectives in -xépahog qualify human beings, fabulous creatu-
res, plants (ptloxéparog, Theophr. CP 1.5; povoxépadrog of oxdpdov Dse. 2.152),

16.3,Z 42, Z 20.2, Z 23 (a) 4f., Z 34.4, Z 35.2 etc.; Theognis (West) 447, 503, 535, 9771,
1012, 1022 (= Mimn. fr. 5.6), 1260; Tyrtaeus (West) 11.26, 20.14; Sim. PMG 567.2, Pi. P.
11.35, 203; P. 9.31, 80f., Ol 6.60, Ol 7.67, Isth. 8.9; Bacch. 10.16; 27.35, 5.91; fr. 20 A 12
etc.; Pi. P. 12.9, 12.23 xepordiv morrdv véuov, «many-headed tune» (Loeb transl.), because it
imitates the hisses of many serpents entwined in the Gorgon’s hair; cf. vépo¢ morvxéparog Plu.
2.1133d (LSJ).

33. See H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem, vol. 3, Berlin 1973, p. 138 on Il
11.72a-c.

34. See LSJ, II a-e, III-V.

35. See C. D. Buck and W. Petersen, 4 Reverse Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives,
Chicago 1945, p. 266; the epithets in -wpavo, first attested in Aesch. Pers. 148, derive from
xpaviov (I 8.84 of horses; of men Pi. Isth. 4.59, Eur. Cyc. 683, Crat. 71, Pl. Euthd. 299 etc.).
See P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire Etymologique de la Langue Greque, Paris 1968, 5.v. xpaviov; as
second compound it is found in technical and mostly medical terms.

36. See also odroxdprvos of Eurybates (Od. 19.246), taupoxagnvog of the elephants
(Nonn. Dion. 26.317), taupéxpavos of Ocean (Eur. Or. 1378), ypucoxdgnvos of the golden-
horned hind (Eur. HF 375), éAa@dxpavos of horses (Str. 15.1.56), mordxpavos of serpents (Eur.
Ba. 1017) and paxecinpavos of a hoopoe (Hsch.).

37. Buck and Petersen, p. 359.
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all kinds of animals, and finally are used metaphorically with Adyog, uSbog
(catéparog, Pl. Phaedr. 264c, Laws 752a, Luec. Scyth. 9), of objects (opbpa), of
verses {mpoxépahos Ps. Plu. Metr. 2) or véuog (moruxéparog, Plu. 2.1133d).
Despite the occasional figurative use of the -xéparoc adjectives attested as early as
Plato, the great majority of the occurrences demonstrate a concrete and literal use
of mainly animate beings and herewith we confirm our similar observation with
regard to the substantive xepai”: with the exception of bouivy (1. 11.72; cf. Hes.
Theog. 228), the noun xepady, is always used of animate beings.

Of the above-mentioned occurrences one, Bacchylides’ yaAxedxpavov idv
(5.74), deserves a closer look, since it refers to Heracles’ arrow and may furnish the
closest parallel to the alleged Stesichorean conception of a «headed» arrow. In the
adjective yaAxebrpavag, «bronze-tipped», (LSJ), or more precisely «bronze-headed»,
of Bacchylides as well as in the yahxoxpag of Timotheus (Persae 30, bronze-
headed, i.e. bronze-tipped, of missiles) the implications of the imaginative human or
animate characteristics contained in the second part (xpaviov-xdpa) are narrowed
down and specified by the first compound yaixeo-: the head is not that of an
animate being but is made of bronze; it is the «head» of an arrow or spear. The first
part of the compound epithet helps bridle our imagination. In the case of
yohxebxrpavov, both compounds impart the idea of sturdiness and strength, since
the xpaviov is also used of the skull, the hard part of the head. This compound
adjective, consequently, aims at emphasizing the relentless, unyielding force of the
strong arrows of Heracles, matching thus the endurance and strength of the hero.
The arrows thus become the concrete external insignium of a hero of whom his son
Tlepolemus says, «Binv *Hpadelny, ... éudv matépa Opacupéuvova Buporéovrar
(Zl. 5.638-39).

A comparably restrained personification of a piece of armor is achieved with
similar compound epithets, such as yaAxo-yAdytc, «with point or barbs of bronze»
(LSJ, perin Il. 22.225), yarxo-mapnos, «with cheeks or sides of bronze», epithet
of helmets (I1. 12.183,17.294,20.397, Od. 24.523) or of javelins (Pi. P. 1.44, N.
7.71), and yorxd-yevug (dyxvpa, Pi. P. 4.24). In the above examples the bold
personification of inanimate objects is checked with the use of compound adjectival
attributes, the first part of which constrains the connotations of the second. In the
extant Stesichorean Geryoneis restrictive adjectives or genitives that would define
the kind or owner of the xegadd) are absent. This fact, taken together with the
observation that in early Greek literature the noun xeqoi3 has a literal meaning,
that is, specifies a concrete anatomical part of a living being, with the questionable
and unique exception of bouivy), makes it rather difficult to associate xepara (ii.3)
with otlatde (ii.10).

This skepticism seems, moreover, to be reinforced by the specific way
meQopLYEVOS is used. TEQopuyUEvag, the passive perfect participle of opdsow,
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does not occur in Homer, where we find instead the form megupuévog of @lpw as
well as some other forms®® without an essential difference in meaning, since both
verbs are, according to Eustathius®®, probably synonymous and etymologically akin.
They mean: affect by admixture, moisten, sully, mar, stain, mix up, defile (Cunliffe
and LSJ). The form mepopuypévog figures in much later writers such as Nicander,
Oppian and Quintus Smyrnaeus®.

It should be noted that the above-mentioned verbal forms and especially the
participle megopuyuévog figure in a context in which the presence of moisture is
unmistakable; they are used especially of fresh blood and tears, once of a semi-wet
substance (A& Nic. Ther. 203), and seldom of a dry substance (Eur. Hec. 496).
The meqopuyuévos has a conspicuous immediacy about it; it is mostly employed of
the very moment someone or something is being moistened and befouled with
liquid. The wooden bar that blinds Cyclops, for instance, is all dripping with fresh
warm blood, not merely contaminated with but megupuévov afpatt woArg (Od.
9.397, ib. 388, cf. 18.336 popdéac alpatt TOAAG).

The idea of immediacy of moisture conveyed by mepopuyuévog can be
discerned in the Stesichorean narrative (ii. 3-4); the participle evokes liquid
imagery rather inappropriate to an arrow dipped in the bile of Hydra a long time
ago. A more realistic allusion to the natural process of blood congelation is
attempted by Sophocles (Trach. 572ff) when he speaks of the aueiBpemrov,
clotted, blood of Nessus which he urges Deianeira to take «fj pehayydhoug| ZBadev
lobe Opéppa Acpvaiog G8pact!. By contrast, Stesichorus’ imagination seems to be

38. gopioow, only in aor. participle and infinitive; Od. 18.336 gopbiac alpatt; cf. Nic.
Ther. 203 éqopbato yuia mnA@; Opp. Hal 5.269f. xbua 8 &rwav Adfpoto goploseton
Exyupévolo dtethals Shofiot; Hp. Mul 1.74 S8are goptfay, id. Ster. 221. gpopbvw, Od. 22.21
MBpew Epopiveta yaia; cf. Q.S. 2.356 MiBpew 87 EpopiveTo yaia SAupévav Aavadiv, 3.604 aupl
3 hadv pupopévv Saxpdolot gopliveto tebyea. pipw, Il 24.162 Saxpuow elpat’ Epupov; Od.
18.21 pi# oe otifoc pipow afparog; mepupuivog -n, Od. 9.397 mequppévov afpart, 17.103
Saxpuot wepuppévy, 18.173 Saxplotar mepuppévy, 19.596 Saxpus’ duolorl mepupuévy; cf. Eur.
El 1173 8ppa Saxpbow mequppévor, ib., 11711, untpdc év alpaot mequppévar; Xen. Ages. 2.14
¥¥ afpatt mepuppévn; also of dry substances Eur. Hec. 496 xdvet @ipovoa xdpo.

39. Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam, 1849.16 (cf. 1917.42) t6 8¢ gopbEac
afpatt Tadtov @ plpoas, b Tpovéypamtar. Towe 8¢ xal mpwTédTuTov Excivou. Qopd Yap poplew,
¢k of mapdywyov TO poplocw. To 8¢ gopdw cuyromhy mabov xal petatediv plpw Yiveta; cf.
Apoll. Soph. Lex. Homericum, gopbEag cuupipas; Hesychius Lexicon ed. M. Schmidt, vol. III-1V,
p- 255.95 and 800: all the forms of goplve and popioow are translated pokdvew and ovyyéw.
Suda 621, goplvew = pordvo.

40. Nic. Ther. 301f. olpa Sidx pvév Te xad adytvos N3 xal @ty mddetan yordevtt véov
Tepopuypévov i63; cf. schol. on 302d mepopuypévoy 8¢ Fyouv peporuopévov, 8 oty avapeptyé-
vov xal ouyxerpapévov TG yohodet i@; Oppian Cyn 1.381f. efwpt pév yordevrog Exig
Tegopuywévog Lol Txto Aéyog ... ardyoto; Q.S. 12.549-51 ix’ ebhamivy &' dheyewdi| Satvuod’
Gotata Sépma nand mepopuypéva Albpw.

41. «Just where Hydra, Lerna’s monstrous breed, has tinged the barbed arrow with her gall»
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captured by the sight of gushing, running blood, which is vividly visualized by
means of his habitual alliteration. He artistically insinuates the image of flowing
liquid, lethal or nourishing, with the repetition of liquid and labial sounds: as in &t
3t Spdxwv &8éumoe pohelv udpa PBeBpotwuévos dxpov (PMG 219), so in his
Geryoneis the sounds u-8, m-¢ coupled with the p sound and its audio-visual
connotations of gushing liquid, namely, blood drawn violently, underline a scene of
bloodshed*? and death: x]eg[ar]@ wépt [xfipag] Exwv, mepopu|yuévog afpat(t
nixpotdtalt e yoA&L and Eulawe &’ &p’ aluatt moppluptwt | Bdpaxd e xot
Bootdevt[o péreor (SLG 15. ii.3ff., 12f.). In the same context the repetition of
liquid and nasal sounds ok, po, vo in éiecavopog xiohode[ip]ov 68bvoraty “Tpag
(i1.5f.) evoke the watery abode of the serpent. Elsewhere in the poem (PMG 184 =
SLG 7) the labial and liquid sounds imitate in diction the sound of the lifegiving
running water of the river Tartessus.

The emphasis on liquid imagery in the Geryoneis is not accidental. In fact it
forms part of Geryon’s «biography». He is the son of Chrysaor and Callirhoe, both
associated with water. Chrysaor is begotten by the god of the sea, Poseidon, on
Medusa, whose lineage is also watery since it goes back to Pontus through Ceto and
Phorcys and Nereus and Gaia (Hes. Theog. 233-38, 270-94). Chrysaor begets
Geryon puyBeic Kadpdy xodpn xiuvtod ’Qxeavolo (Hes. Theog. 288, cf. ibid.,
979-83), that is, with an Oceanid of a descriptive name: Callirhoe, Beautiful-
flowing. In Geryon’s genealogy water and blood are closely related with life and
death: Chrysaor and Pegasus are brought to life springing from the severed neck of
Medusa. The watery connexions of Geryon are, moreover, confirmed by his
association with the hot springs of Himera%.

(Loeb transl.). LSJ: «in periphrasis, 38pac 8péuua, for U8pa S. Trach 574». But since Opéupa
also means «nursling, creature», I take the gall of Hydra to be her nursling. A comparable
ambiguity is observed in the use of ¢38ivw, B¥8lc and 689wy, cf. Od. 9.415 B8lvawv 68ivyot of
Cyclops and esp. II. 11.269-72. Unfortunately the ancient Greek pronunciation is lost for us and a
possible pun on &8iveosi-68ivaioy (SLG 15. ii. 6) cannot be confirmed apart from metrical
considerations. The oxymoron of life created in death is conspicuous also in Soph. Trach. 833-34:
{00, | &v Téxeto Bavatog, Etpepe 8 atdhog Spaxwv. On a mythological level Chrysaor and Pegasus
spring from the neck of Medusa upon her death.

42. See Maingon, Epic Convention in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, p. 103: the epithet mopgipeoc
generally associated with mévroc, introduces «connotations of vastness and the profusion of blood
flowing from the wound».

43. See Brize, p. 51, 64f. with n. 358: Geryon is a chthonic daemon associated with Himera’s
hot springs, whence the suggestion that Stesichorus and the Chalcidean art have taken over the
detail of winged Geryon from the local cults of Himera. Bowra, p. 92: «Geryon may once have
been a god of death and the underworld». W. Burkert, Le mythe de Géryon: Perspectives
préhistoriques et tradition rituelle, /I mito greco: Atti del Convegno Internazionale, Urbino 1973
(Roma 1977), p. 273-83, traces the origin of the myth into prehistoric times in a hunting society.
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It is concluded, therefore, that the alliteration in Stesichorus has a functional
and almost factual role. In a context where the flow of blood is unmistakable, the
liquid sounds have an evocative power: they allude to Geryon’s watery lineage and
Hydra’s water associations. In such a context the megopuypévoc should be
associated with a major figure, Geryon, rather than the arrow. This interpretation
seems to be supported by the ambiguity of afpat[t mxpordtal Te yorar. It is not
specified whose blood is referred to, especially since there are two traditions:
Heracles dipped his arrows in Hydra’s blood or in her gall**. This blending of vital
liquids creates an ambiguity, intentional in my opinion*s. Blood and bile blend with
each other destroying life. Geryon and Hydra have a common fate: they both die in
the hands of Zeus’ son, who cleans the world from monsters. In this case he turns
the one against this other. Dead Hydra kills living Geryon, an image so familiar
from the Oresteia (PMG 219, cf. Aesch. Choe. 886).

Finally, the identity of & ¥" enters the picture as long as it has a bearing on the
question of whose xepaha Stesichorus is referring to. O ye can certainly suggest a
continuation, as Page argues, and thus be the subject of both the preceding and
succeeding action, but it can also signal a change of subject, as it does indeed* in
the narrative of fliad 9.205f. We are not obliged, consequently, to associate & v’
with olotog and specify the xepaid as the arrow-tip. Such an interpretation would
inevitably justify Quintilian’s redundat atque effunditur (Instit. 10.1.62). Yet the
precedent of Hiad 9.205f. may support the proposal of Lobel and Barrett: § ¥’ can
very well be Heracles himself. His action is emphasized with a possible udetermina-
tive and intensive» ye which in Homer quite often follows «a pronoun preceded by
a particle or particles»*. Yet the quasi-connective function of ye here in the place
of yolv or yap is very tempting because it may explain Geryon’s being megopuypé-
voc. The particle 8¢ seems to be continuative in this case and somehow makes up for
the absence of a copulative conjunction te or xai expected between the two adverbs
owydt and émwAormadav (cf. ii. 4, 8, 13). The Homeric influence on this

Its three basic themes (a) journey to «l’au-dela» through the way of sun, (b) combat with a
monster, and (c) reward, recur in shamanistic rituals. In the person of Heracles survives the old
shaman while Geryon and his cattle are figures of Hades; cf. W. H. Smyth, Greek Melic Poets,
New York 1963, p. 260: the name (cf. Ynpdwv) points to a personification of the giant power of
the storm.

44, See Sittig, s.v. Hydra, RE 17 (1914) 46.61ff.

45. A comparable ambiguity is observed in PMG 219. The well-known crux of who the Plei-
sthenidas basileus is, suggests the imaginative elusiveness of our poet.

46. Cf. Hes. Theog. 621, Op. 206; change of subjects also occurs in II. 1.280f., 342, Od.
6.120, all three being speeches where a distinction between persons is required.

47. 1. D. Denniston, The Greek Particles, 2nd ed., Oxford 1950, p. 119, 121f (quoting
Neil), 144, 155 (ii).
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juxtaposition of particles, with the resulting paratactic style of narrative which has
a rather marching effect, may strengthen the proposal that Stesichorus does not
necessarily brood over the description of a single object, the arrow itself, but moves
on to the successive stages of the described battle scene®®.

These reservations may be reinforced by the observation of the Stesichorean
technique as displayed in i. 13 f.: if only two verses are sufficient for the almost
epigrammatic description of how Heracles deprives his opponent of his helmet, we
may quite legitimately assume that the lacuna of eight verses is equally, if not more,
sufficient for the introduction of a fresh attack, with arrow this time. This shooting
would be timely, indeed, since the xepar& of Geryon (SLG 21 transposed between
SLG 151 and ii) has already been exposed, as if waiting for the fatal blow ordained
by the gods. Why should our poet follow an anticlimactic course by making
Heracles delay, and thus postpone, a death, the premises and causation of which
have been so carefully laid out? In fact, it is very likely that in the crucial lacuna of
col. i (ep. 6-8, str. 1-5) Stesichorus mentions the fatal attack on one of Geryon’s
heads: Heracles aims at his opponent and lets his poisoned arrow go. It hits Geryon,
who then stands, perhaps with a statement of programmatic value (ii. 1-4):

nuy v otuye[plod
Bavatoro wfmpac]
x]eplar]an mépy [xFjpac] Exov, meqopu-
v]uévog adpar(t TepotaTall TE yOAZL

According to this interpretative approach it is Geryon who arrives at the end of
hated death and who is smeared with blood and the gall of Hydra. For 8 y’, namely
Heracles, silently and secretly stuck [it = the arrow] in his forehead. The active
évéperoe with local dative, here without the expected object in accusative, has a
close parallel in Od. 9.382 f., where the object is present: ol piv woydév ...
dpbar evéperoav. Although the verb «thrust in», sounds strange for a thrown
missile$?, yet this is Stesichorus’ choice and a respectable one because of this. The
absence of a new subject in this sequence of events suggests that it is not the arrow

48. Gentili, Poesia e pubblico nella Grecia antica, p. 163 with n. 19 speaks of a narrative
characterized by temporal linearity also witnessed in Bacchylides 5.

49. Cf. Od. 17.476 " Avrivoov mpd yauoto téhog Bavaroro xuyein; Il 11.451 b7 oe térog
Bavatoto wyApevoy, I 9.416 oV8¢ xf p’ dxa Téhog Bavartoo weyetn; of. I 3.291, 11.441,
22.303, 17.478, 672, 22.436 etc.; Orph. Arg. 103 8ppa Téhog Buvatoro xiyw: the participle
wywv in Od. 15.157; in this passage the participle épénwy could also very well fit, cf. Il 2.359;
15.495; 20.337, 6.412, 22.39, 7.52, 21°100 (égénwy in the sense of coming upon, encountering,
facing); Od. 2.250, 4.196, 4.562, 5.308, 12.342, 14.274, 24.31, etc. Vv. 2-3 have heen
supplemented by Page, LGS, p. 268, and v. 4 by lerta.

50. See Lobel, p. 6.
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but Heracles again who cleaved, £oytoe, the flesh and bones of Geryon. It is only
after the clausula of ii. 9 that the poet explicitly moves on to the arrow.

The above-proposed scheme can possibly give us some hints about the
Stesichorean narrative technique. The occasional reduplication of themes and
expressions (SLG 11.8-10, 16-19, SLG 15i.3 So[Mw¢], 8 Aabpar, ii. Of.
¢muchontddav) in Stesichorus’ adept hands becomes not a vitium but a vehicle for
throwing in relief the ethos of his heroes. In fact the Geryoneis presents a wide
scope of personalities: next to the highly emotional and disturbed pathos of a
female, Callirhoe, stands out the square logic and determination of the two major
male ;Sersonages whose crucial dilemmas and decisions are laid out in an orderly
and almost geometrical pattern. To the rational evaluation of Geron’s alternatives,
introduced by him in direct speech with of pév ... «i 8° (SLG 11.8, 16)
respectively, corresponds the narrative part, in which Heracles’ dilemma over the
choice of the most advantageous course of action is indirectly mediated to us by the
poet. Both the argument of Geryon and the scheme of Heracles are clear and neat.
To focus on Heracles’ actions, they have a remarkable linearity in their completion.
The Geryonic dilemma «if, on the one hand», and «f, on the other», is matched by
another dilemma in Heracles’ conduct: a preparatory and a finishing stage, either
one of which reveals a further inner stratification. The first, the preparatory stage,
for example, may be broken down into three subdivisions: (a) method of fighting
—with stone very probably; (b) result —blow and knocking down of helmet, and
(c) ultimate divine causation in a very emphatic manner (SLG 21). The second,
and finishing, stage is structured on a similar pattern: (a) method of fighting
—with an arrow; (b) result: deadly blow on the head, and (c) causation: Heracles in
the foreground as the agent of his divine accomplices.

This bipartite structure seems to be formally capped with the catalectic
anapaestic clausula of ii. 9 (3at)|wovog afoat (= str. 5). Herein we may observe the
Stesichorean articulating habit in which the end of a syntactic unit coincides with
period-end®!. From this point downward the focus shifts to the deadly weapon and
the dying monster, who bends his neck sidewise, «shedding» his head as the delicate
poppy sheds its petals bringing shame to its tender body.

In the foregoing section of this survey Homer has been a permanent point of
reference as he is bound to be, since he is the fountain-head of all poetry. The

51. For the coincidence of metrical and semantic marking-off see M. Haslam, Stesichorean
Metre, QUCC 17-18 (1974) 15-24, confirmed in id., The Versification of the Lille Stesichorus
(P. Lille 76 abc), GRBS 19 (1978) 29-57 esp. 45ff. For the meter see also Lobel, p. 2; Page,
Lyrica Graeca Selecta, p. 263f., and id, SLG, p. 5; R. Fiihrer, Die metrische Struktur von
Stesichoros 'npuovts, Hermes 96 (1968) 675-84; B. Snell, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri Part 32,
Gnomon 40 (1968) 116-120 esp. 17 with n. 3, scans the poem as «steigende Daktylen».
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reliance of our poet on the epic poetry is well known (Quint. Insz. Or. 10.1.62) and
Stesichorean studies inevitably turn out to be a «Homerica Interpretatio»®?, to a
certain degree, of course. The remaining part of this study will focus on this specific
issue, namely, the extent of Stesichorus’ indebtedness to, or deviation from, the
epos and his own influence on later poetry as well with respect to Geryon’s story.
Every new discovery of Stesichorean fragments is bound to revive the claim, so
often heard, about the link position of Stesichorus in our literary tradition. The
validity of this contention can now be explored through a comparison of the
Odyssean episode of Cyclops’ blinding with the Geryoneis.

Stesichorus’ loans are not merely verbal, that is, restricted to mwepopuyuévoc
and évéperoev. The qualifications of Heracles’ scheming —36Awt (or SoAine), véwt
Suéhev, E8odcoato (? ol, yap)] worl wépdiov elv, AdbBpat, xateppaleto, ouyal, éme-
whomadav-— echoe both verbally and conceptually Odysseus’ superb show of cunning
and guile®. Exactly because they are like-minded, the two Greek heroes respond to
the peculiar needs of the time making the best out of the situation. Odysseus, on
the one hand, being imprisoned in the cave of a man-eating monster, is rendered
unable to use his martial skills; thence he relies on his craft ¢5¢ e mept Quy¥ic: péya
v&p xoaxdyv &yyilev fiev (9.422(.). Heracles, on the other, #ipEato yelpdiv adixwmy,
whence his 86ho¢ operates on a different level, and is complementary to the
aggressive violence of which his «hands» are an emblem®.

The reliance of our lyric poet on the epos and the modelling of his Heracles on
Odysseus is suggested by the use of the adverb émudonddav, a derivative of
énihorrac. The adjective is used by Hector of Achilles (Z. 22.281), a tragic irony,
indeed, and three times of Odysseus (Od. 11.364, 13.291,21.397). The passage of
13.290-310 is of special value, since the émixiomoc is used in a context where the
»épdag, xepdoalvy;, amaty and 86hoc of both Odysseus and his divine protectress,
Athena, are strongly stressed’. We should not forget that both Odysseus and
Heracles enjoy the championship of Athena (cf. SLG 14) and fight descendants of
Poseidon.

52. C. Meillier, Stésichore, P.L. 76a (+P.L. 73), Quelques Conjectures possibles, SCO 28
{1978) 35. This fundamental and often repeated idea underlies also the study of F. Maltomini,
Due Note Stesicoree, SCO 34 (1984) 67-70, espec. 69 n. 13: in his Geryoneis (SLG 11)
Stesichorus uses structural elements typical in Homeric monologs and his Geryon is modelled on
the epic heroes.

53. 0d. 9.228 5 ©° &v mokb xépdrov Fev, 282 Sorioc (éméeoat); cf. vv. 316-18, 406 86w
e Bingt, 422 mdvrag 3éhovg xal ufitv Spawvov, 424 etc.

54. See F. de Martino, Le mani di Eracle e P'effimero Gerione (Stes. fr. S11), devum 56
(1982) 21-24.

55. See Od. 13.255 véov mohuxepdéa vwudv; Athena to Odysseus: xepdaréog x* ein xal
émixhorrog 8¢ ae mapéAbor | év mdvresor 86rotor (2911), of. 293-99.
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The possession of poisoned arrows by Odysseus and Heracles enhances the
concept of 86io¢ that underlines the personality of both. By contrast to Odysseus,
who leaves pdppaxov avSpopdvoy Siluevog, Bppu of el | tolc ypleabar yahxipeac
{Od. 1.260-62) (although it is unknown if he ever used them), Heracles’ arrows
dipped in the poisonous bile éAesdvopog “YBpag are an indispensable element in
his legend. Whether this detail originates with Stesichorus is hard to tell, but
Homer certainly does not say anything about them, and Hesiod (Scut. 129-34, cf.
Theog. 313-18) does not explicitly mention them as suchs6. Heracles complements
his 86Ao¢ by using the gall of another treacherous creature that even gives rise to
the proverb "Y8png mouuidrepoc (Herod. 3.89, cf. Diogen. 7.69 é&ri tév
Sohepidv). But the primitive law of an eye for an eye works in Heracles’ case. The
primeval monsters which he so diligently endeavors to extinguish take revenge on
him. The maig Audg eventually succumbs to the cunning of a monster that proves
more than his match: Nessus brings about Heracles’ death with the Opéppoa of
Hydra which he deceptively calls xnintvptov, charm, spell, a philter of death
disguised as philter of love and seduction (Soph. Trach. 575): charm, treachery,
36hog, are key words to a new conception of Heracles and his adversaries, and
introduces us to a new era.

Both Odysseus and Heracles follow a course of action well attested in Greek
literature. When Heracles lies in ambush, he behaves no differently from Cronus,
eloe 8¢ (sc. ala) wiv xpiaca Abyw... 36hov 8 Imebixato mavra (Hes. Theog.
174f.); or from the Cadmeian leaders who lie in ambush for Tydeus, wuxwév Aéyov
eloav &yovreg (Il 4.392); or from the dpiotor of the Greeks who enter the
Wooden Horse (Od. 4.277ff., 8.51 wxoihov Adyov éxmpohmévreg); or from
Menelaus attacking Dolops, 617} 8 edpaf oiv Soupt Aabv, Bare 8 Guov 8miabev
(1. 15.541) and from Coon attacking Agamemnon, 677 8~ edpak aOv Soupl Aubav
"Avyapépvovae Stov (Il 11.251)7; or from Paris, who shoots Diomedes and

56. 3dxpuot ubpov Hes. Scut. 132; cf. LSJ: «they trickled with tears, of poisoned arrows».
However, Hesiod may have simply characterized the death dealing capability of the arrows
(Bavaroro AabhpBdyyoto Sotipes) that depends on their tip (mpéodev piv Bdvatov ° elyov). But
the late date of the Scutum (see J. A. Davison, Quotations and Allusions in Early Greek Literature,
Eranos 53 (1955) 125-40, esp. 137f.) may not exclude «Hesiod's» knowledge of the poisoned
arrows,

57. See Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem, vol. 3, p. 171, on Il 11.251: dvdyxactat
utv S 1o mabog Tol &dehpob maposvduvedetv, ob ToApd 8¢, AME KAémTEL THV WYV
Aehnfétamg obv atuyiag, odx avavdptag éywodel T¢ " Ayapéuvow dpiotebwy yolv OTé Tivog
edTedaDg éx mhaylov TiTpwoxetat, Emetta THe oixelag Y SusTuxidg EméBy (cf. 3. 521-35).
Mevéhaog 8¢ Todvavriov cparfoxdon uiv cabyuntion (P. 588) &ihwg 88 poxdproc. Siddoxst obv
6 moThG ¢ Téheta T phung dua nal toyme; Eust. 1030.47: Eyew 8¢ dmoplav, wég 6 £x mheupol
otag duov Badde éxbBpol 6d¢ xat arépvou Siehdoar T alyuhv. Aaete 87 &v Tig T dropov eimadv
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then, boasting, éx Adyov aumidnoe (fl. 11.379). It seems that this way of fighting
in which deception and craft are miraculously combined with arete is of almost
divine sanction traced as far back as the first order of Gods.

However, scholiasts and modern scholars tend to overrate other models of the
heroic world, considering them an unviolable norm. The stout resolution, for
instance, of Hector not to fight Ajax A&lpy émiretong aAr’ aupaddv (11, 7.243),
xaitor TavTa Tpémov payne eldMe’ V) Y&p peTa daTy dptoTeix aioypd (Schol. on
Il. 7.242-3), has been considered the epic norm of fighting and has given cause for
Heracles’ denigration. Eustathius’ verdict that behaving otherwise would constitute
a xAot of victory8 sets the modern criticism in motion: Heracles’ fighting A&0pat
(cf. 1. 11.251, 15.541 2aBav) is anti-lliadic and equivalent to a conscipus stealing
of victory. Heracles is a homicide despite his absolution by Peisander, Sixatotatou
goviiog (fr. 10 Kinkel)ss.

This absolute and categorical condemnation of Heracles fails to take into
consideration the acknowledgment of Eustathius himself (1030-45 on 1I. 15.541-
42), 8t elpnrar xavtailla 3érog ot Yextds ola oTpatiwTindc®, Two other factors
are, moreover, neglected. Firsily, the nature of the enemies of Heracles, which does
not warrant the transfer of high heroic standards into a different context. By
contrast to Hector or Achilles, the exemplary figures of the aristocratic military
society of Iliad, Heracles and Odysseus encounter creatures of supernatural
strength and stature that can only be subdued by a combination of craft and might
(cf. Od. 9.406 56wt A& Bivewy). Secondly, the special freedom of action enjoyed by
archers such as Heracles and the practical needs of their profession. The scenes
described in ffiad 4.112-25 and 8.266-72 have a paradigmatic value and will help
us justify Heracles’ lying in ambush, for instance, presumably behind a boulder.
Pandarus is covered behind the shields of his comrades while drawing his bow and
getting ready for shooting. So is Teucer (II. 8.267f.), who delivers his shoot and
then abtic iy maig B¢ Umd unTépa Sdoxev | el Alavd’ - & 8¢ wv caxel xpdmTaoke
gpaetvey (271f.). Such a stance and characterization in no way entails disgrace,
aischos, for the archer. Athena, in disguise, arouses Pandarus saying to him, wdot

¢ Theupdlev oTag 6 Mevéhaog xad dpeic Tov ExBpdv mpoffivan xai véita Setban el8’ oltwe EBake
xat’” Exsivou. See also ib., vol. 4, p. 118 on I 15.541.

58. Eustathius 679.39 on X 7.242: ’Iotéov 8t xai 81t 16 i) é0éhewy shémTew Thv vhaopy €8
“Opfipov 6 Maxeduv " AreEavdpog poabav Exipdnoe mihdoavroc tév "Extopa.

59. So F. de Martino, Lla 'Aptotela peta dndamg, p. 61; similarly id., Noterelle alla
Gerioneide di Stesicoro, p. 75, 93; Kinkel, E.G.F.,, fr. 10 dwaotdtou poviieg Eni y&p
xabapédmra pévoug énoter.

60. See also Eustathii Commentarii ad Homeri Iiadem Pertinentes, ed. M. van der Valk, vol.
2, Leiden 1976, p. XC, note 2: the guile was allowed to the leaders of the army; dyaBbc et xaxdc
862oc Eust. 404.24f., 480.29f. 86ho¢ éni xodd 1002.39f.; cf. also ib., vol. I, p. CXVIII with n. 4.
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8¢ xe Tpwesot yapw xal xG8og &poto (I1. 4.95), while Agamemnon, delighted with
Teucer’s success, urges him on (II. 8.278-91) to become a dlight» for the Danaans
and his father Telamon. Agamemnon crowns his praise and encouragement with an
admonition of high emotional force, tév (sc. Tehaudva) xal ™A’ Eévra
glxheing eniBroov (285). This exhortation is finally capped with the promise of
additional material Ty (286-90).

To sum up, unless we surmise the application of double standards in the
appraisal of heroic deeds, the above examples suggest that there is no moral blemish
attached to an archer for his specific way of operating: in the world of Iliad it is
presupposed and expected®!. For Stesichorus’ world things are not that simple, as
we will see below.

However, by contrast to the remarkable congeniality of character between the
two Greek heroes (a congeniality which is repeatedly underlined with verbal and
conceptual reminiscences), the juxtaposition of Odyssey 9 and the Geryoneis
reveals an unequal treatment of their extraordinary and physically unconventional
opponents. The epic poet broods over the monstrosity, the hideous manners and
looks of Cyclops who lives a solitary, unsociable and unjust life, draveubev £@v
dBepiotia 1i0n (189, cf. 428). His stature is huge, OxOpa ététuxto meddptov, he
looks like pley GAfevte| GdmAdv dpewv (190ff., 257) and eats people raw (287ff.)
¢ Te Mwv bpeaitpogoc (292). His monstrous appearance is a perfect match for
his character. A striking feature of Cyclops is his unique eye, which becomes
Odysseus’ target. It is blinded by one huge émarov (319) that resembles the mast
of a ship 9 77 éxmepda péya Aaitpo (323), thus nicely foreshadowing the
successful outcome of the enterprise. When the natural pémahov is turned into a
uoyAds by human techne, it wreaks vengeance upon Cyclops, blinding his unique
eye with brutal violence. The insistence of the poet on the working of the poyAdg
(375-94) has a psychological motivation: it reveals his inner need to have the
emblem of uncultured, brutal life and insolence®? punished by an object of equal
cruelty: justice triumphs at last in violence.

However, in the Geryoneis the opponent of Heracles is only externally
monstrous. The three-headed and winged creature hides a noble and heroic heart
under his deformity. The detail of turning the head side-ways® reflects the gulf

61. Cf. Maingon, Epic Convention in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, p. 101 with n. 8: «ccombat with
bow and arrow ... appears to have been considered an inferior means of proving one’s valour».

62. For the Cyclopes see G. S. Kirk, Myth. Its Meaning and Functions in ancient and other
Cultures [Sather Classical Lectures, vol. 40], Berkeley and Los Angeles 1970, p. 162-71.

63. émwapoiog LSJ: «cross-wise at an angle», but «in Od. 9.70 ai pdv [vieg] Enert’ épé-
povro émwdapaotat either (éri xap), plunging, cf. Eust. ad loc., or (as Sch.) = mhdyiat, i.e. making
leeway, drifting». In Homer turning the head to the side is a typical posture in death scenes: &té-

pwoe xdpn Pakev Il 8.306, cf. Od 22.17; mapnépln 8¢ napn IL 16.341.
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separating the two monsters: Cyclops goes to sleep dmodoyuwong moydv adyéva
(372) vomiting human flesh, in contrast to Geryon, who goes to death turning his
adyéva ... émndpotov (SLG 151i.14f) like a delicate field flower. Geryon’s
preeminent feature that attracts the attention of the lyric poet is revealed through
the repetition of the words 105 3~ drd xpatds, xepard (SLG 21 and SLG 15),
petdmwt, &’ dxpotatav xopupav, alyéva. It is Geryon’s head, then, that
Stesichorus focuses on. Although different artists have different predilections and
portray Geryon hit in the eve, nose, throat chest or somewhere in the head®,
Stesichorus carefully specifies: petonwt oyxébev oi[c]tds &n’ dxpordtay xopu-
@avss, One may entertain the idea that Stesichorus proceeds with a well-planned
design: he does not localize the wound in the eye in order to avoid evoking the
blinding of Cyclops, with whom his Geryon shares nothing but the external
deformity and enormity, and to a much greater degree at that.

The specific way Stesichorus moulds the epic material so as to serve his own
inspiration and goals is, moreover, suggested by the poppy simile, the prototype of
which is to be found in Iiad 8.306-308. Teucer, an archer like Heracles, shoots
Gorgythion, who «turned his head to the side like a poppy heavy with fruit and
spring showers. So his head bent under the weight of the helmet»%. Although
Gorgythion is smitten in the chest, the epic poet is fascinated by the sight of his
head drooping under the pressure of the heavy helmet and this picture triggers the
simile. The inclusion of fruit and spring showers conveys the image of abrupt,
sudden death of a man in full bloom, right in prime of youth.

With an admirable sense of reality and sensibility Stesichorus adjusts the
Homeric simile to Geryon’s physical peculiarity and his heroic temper and
nobleness: the «shedding» of his head(s) is imaginatively likened to the shedding of
the petals of the poppy, a most frail field flower. The poppy represents natural,
uncultured but gentle and tender life; in effect it represents one side of Geryon’s
character.

The participle xataioydvotsa used in the simile of vv. 15ff. meaningfully
concludes Geryon’s heroic resistance. The choice of the verb xataisybve, first
attested in the Odyssey (16.293, 19.12, 24.508), mostly with the particular
meaning of bringing shame to one’s own genos (cf. aicyivew in Il. 6.209, 22.75,
24.418), has an air of macabre finality about it since it echoes Geryon'’s fatal
resolution to suffer what is morsimon immediately rather than committ deeds

shameful to his genos (SLG 11.20-24).

64. See Brize, p. 41, 44, 46f., 60.

65. See Maingon, Epic Convention in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, p. 103; the word xopuey) is
employed «in its less common sense in order to magnify the dimensions of the monster».

66. whxwy 8’ ¢ Etépwae xdpn Bddev, | T’ vl winw, | xapng Betbopéwn votinet e
elapwvioy, | d¢ étépwa’ fiuvee wdpn mikma Bapuvdév.
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viv pot oAb xd[AAtév éctt wabijv 20
&1t pépeifov
ant. xal Sveide[
xod ol yé[vet
émicew Xpuc[ao]po[c u]idy

The point of contact between the poppy and Geryon which has triggered the
simile is to be found in the participle xatotoydvolon, and its connotations of
insults, afoyea, suffereds”. The poet seems to envision the poppy trampled
shamefully®® down just as Geryon is on a figurative plane. With remarkable
sensibility and sympathy Stesichorus transfers the humiliating and ignominious
suffering of afoyex to the delicate poppy, thus saving Geryon from the utmost
disgrace. The motivation for this imaginative conceptual hypallage (I would dare
call it}, that is, the transfer of afoyea to another recipient and the resulting skilful
aposiopesis of a disagreeable outcome, is worth exploring.

It is undeniable that Stesichorus gives Geryon a protagonistic role of tragic
dimension. Geryon behaves like a typical Homeric ayaBéc, when he consciously
and firmly rejects the option of fleeing before his opponent. In a well-balanced and
well-articulated argument (SLG 11) he frustrates the salutary efforts of both his
mother (SLG 12, 13) and Menoites (SLG 10)%. This scene reminds us of Hector’s
stance when confronted with a comparable vital dilemma and the supplication of his
parents (Il. 22.37-91). Both Geryon and Hector are surrounded by friends and
family by contrast to the son of Zeus who travels alone™, a solitary figure whose

67. See A. W. H. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility, Oxford 1960, p. 40ff., 171 (note 15).

68. Cf. Maingon, Epic Convention in Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, p. 106: the poppy loses its
petals «whether in a storm or at the end ot its cycle in late summer». The poppy is a short-lived
flower that blooms in spring and disappears around the end of May the latest, at least in the Greek
countryside. )

69. B. Gentili, Gnomon 48 (1976) 747, assumes that Heracles is the interlocutor of Geryon
in SLG 11.16, but in his Poesia e pubblico nella Grecia Antica, p. 163 n. 20, he correctly adopts
Barrett’s identification of & gi[Ae with Menoites. Gentili justifies the length of Geryon's speech
using the scholium on Hom. Il. 21 = PMG 273: Geryon is a makrolégos, like all those who are
about to die. Such a speculation, however, fails to take into consideration, first, the very fact that
Geryon does not know whether or not he is mortal; second, the ethos of Geryon who, unlike
Lycaon, did not n3&nxev ... T 8énaw like all the perhoBdvaror who act so, 8mwe Tooob]tév ye
xpbvo[v xepdaivwor —on the contrary, he chooses immediate and unashamed death; and third,
the fact that Geryon does not speak to his would-be killer, as Lycaon does.

70. The painting by Oltos who provides Heracles with the assistance of Iolaus and
three warriors is unique; see Robertson, p. 218f. The plural dgixovtro (SLG 8) has
been considered a key to this issue. Barrett: the plural might represent Heracles and
the cattle; Webster, p. 4: Iolaus and Heracles; F. de Martino, La dptorela peta aneg, p. 60, n.
3: Heracles and Athena; cf. id., Noterelle alla Gerioneide di Stesicoro, p. 79-80: Heracles did not
travel alone but with company: the proposal of Robertson is nonetheless favorably looked upon;
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loneliness and furtive way of acting are subtly insinuated by Stesichorus. The sun
retrieves his cup and continues his journey to his mother, wedded wife and dear
children, while the son of Zeus enters alone a grove shaded with laurels (SLG 17 =
PMG 185). The alliteration of sibilant sounds (vv. 8-9) conveys a complex set of
ideas: the silence, the hush that reigns in this natural shelter, Heracles’ loneliness
(cf. pévov meptopeudpevoy PMG 229) and his furtiveness when slyly, like a snake
or a whistling arrow, otydt 8' 8 v’ [he] ... Six 3’ Eoyioe capua [xai] d[oT]éa
Sat|povog aloat (SLG 15, ii. 6f.).

Stesichorus, who is fond of speeches™, in our extant text, at least, handles the
doings of the Greek hero in a narrative part. This style gives him the freedom to
impart his message and comment on the situation in a more or less allusive and
elusive manner. His comments are, indeed, so different from those of Peisander,
who absolves Heracles of all guilt and moral responsibility, using for him the
superlative of an adjective with judicial overtones: dwatotatov govijos. The
Geryoneis even in its present fragmentary state, heralds the dawn of a new era
whose representative is Stesichorus among others. The challenge of old values, the
critical attitude towards the traditional beliefs can be detected behind the artful
strokes with which Stesichorus draws the portrait of his two heroes. Stesichorus
seems to pave the way for Pindar’s rather ambiguous expression (fr. 81 Maehler):

ot 8’ éyd mapd viv'2
alvéw pév, Dapudva, 16 88 uy At
PIATEPOY GLYGILL TTRUTTOY.

Pindar praises Geryon but at the same time he decides to pass in silence, i.e., to
keep secret, something that displeases Zeus. The cause of Zeus’ presumable offence
is not specified” but, judging from a similar way of handling Bellerophon’s fate,

Robertson, p. 215f. and 216, Page, Stesichorus: The Geryoneis, p. 148, Brize, p. 33: Eurytion,
Geryon’s herdsman, and his mother Frytheia. The version followed by Pindar (fr. 169[a]. 44-48
Sn.-M.) also makes Heracles go alone: X0evého[t]é pev | uide xé[A]evoe<v> pévov | dveu
ou[pplaxiag fpev | xat "Iéhaolg élv Emramidowot pévw[v te fag etc.

71. D. Auger, Discours et récit chez Stésichore, CRIPEL 4 (1976) 335-37.

72. On v cf. Schol. Aristid. ii.409: mop’ adtdv tov "Hpoxhéa. H. Lloyd-Jones, Pindar Fr.
169, HSCP 76 (1972) 56: «l praise you in comparison with him, Geryones». nap& cum acc. is
used, of course, of comparison, see LSJ, C.7: «alongside of, compared with, usu. implying
superiority [...], sometimes inferiority or defect». It may be preferable to translate alongside of,
i.e., next to him, beside him, in fear that otherwise Pindar may appear to exalt Geryon over
Heracles, and this would run counter to the claims about Pindar’s piety and silent approval of
divine order and his honor of Heracles.

73. W. Theiler, Népog 6 mavrwy Bactieds, Mus. Helv. 22 (1965) 74: the praise to Geryon
displeases Zeus. Gentili, Poesia e pubblico nella Grecia antica, p. 179, speaks of an dpeth
exemplified in the person of Geryon and Diomedes, which is displeasing to the god. He admits an
incoherence in the ethics of Pindar and makes a distinction between arete accompanied by divine
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Sixswmasopat ol wépov éyw (0L 13.91), we may assume that Pindar hints herein
at the treacherous death of Geryon in Heracles’ hands dei auxilio. He decides not to
elaborate on this issue further and breaks off at this point™. In his well-known
nomos-poem?™, puzzled with the ethical and religious question of how most unjust
and violent deeds can be justified, Pindar, obviously dissatisfied with inadequate
aphorisms of the type of Suxarotdtou @ovijos, attempts to give an answer by
subordinating all human and divine action to a nomos™ which is the basileus of all,
both mortal and immortal, and &yet Siteatdv T6 ProatdTatov bmeprata xetpl. Pindar
adduces his mythological exemplum for this kind of justice™, Texpaipopat Epyoroty
‘Hpaxréoc (4f.), picking out two of Heracles’ labors because they apparently
illustrate best the working of the véuog postulated by him: the theft of Geryon’s
cattle and of Diomedes’ horses (vv. 6-8):

énel 'mpudva Bdacg

Kuxhdmetov émt mpéBupov Edpusbeog

avatel Te xal ampldTag Elacev.

There follows a detailed and shuddering description of Heracles’ attack upon
Diomedes. The scene strongly reminds us of the Stesichorean Geryoneis: Heracles
follows the same tactics and enters the house of Diomedes (18f.) by using stealth,
xpVBdav (suppl. Page) or xpupd (Snell) or Ad&fpa (Gentili). Not unlike Geryon,
Diomedes resists (vv. 15-17):

ol xb]pwt &AN dpeTdL
xpésoov y]dp dpmalouévwy tebvavar
Tpd yenlatwy B xoxdy Eupevar.

succour and arete negative, topd xopév. Lloyd-Jones, p. 56, argues that Heracles acts justly «for
in attacking these common enemies of gods and men Heracles was carrying out the will of Zeus
[...]. Fr. 81 [..] seems to provide an exact parallel». But if this were so, Pindar must have
committed a religious offence by praising the 85uax —an enemy of gods and men— side by side
with the 69mc.

74. See also G. Philipp, p. 338f.; Sophocles will later declare that Zeus punishes Eurytus
because he hates death 36iq (Trach. 274ff).

75. P. Oxy. 2450 fr. 1, E. Lobel; see also D. L. Page, Pindar: P. Oxy. 2450, fr. 1, Proc.
Camb. Philol. Soc. N.S. 8 (1962) 49-51; fr. 169a Maehler.

76. For the meaning of véuoc see M. Treu, Népoc Baauredc: alte und neue Probleme, RA.
Mus. 106 (1963) 193-214; C. O. Pavese, The New Heracles Poem of Pindar, HSCP 72 (1967)
47-88; M. Ostwald, Pindar, Nomos. and Heracles, HSCP 69 (1965) 109-38; E. R. Dodds, Plato,
Gorgias, Oxford, 1959, p. 270f.; B. Gentili, Poesia e pubblico nella Grecia antica, p. 181f.;
Llovd-Jones, p. 45-56.

77. The motif of justice figures in Aeschylus, Heracleidae fr. 74 Radt: Botfipag ddixouc; it is
worth noticing the correspondence of '(xeavdy nepasag (v. 3) with 8’ *(eavolo nepasatg
(SLG 17.3 = PMG 185); cf., however, O. Musso, Esiodo e Stesicoro nel fr. 109 M (= 74N2) degli
"Eraclidi* di Eschilo, devum 41 (1967) 507f.. Aeschylus draws upon Hes. Theog. 292 Suxfdg

L, p
mépov ~xeavoio.



Stesichorus’ Geryoneis, SLG 15 [-II 31

In these three verses (15-17 suppl. Page) Pindar encapsulates a dilemma so similar
to that of Geryon in the Stesichorean formulation of the story (SLG 11.11ff.):
xpéooov| &[Méyyea 3 (11f.); viv pot mohd wa[ANiév ot mabiv | 8 T wéporp[ov
(20f.)"8. Pindar’s focusing on the labors of Heracles «from the standpoint of the
hero’s victims to show a less attractive side of what were normally looked upon as
glorious exploits»™, is now less peculiar and inexplicable: Stesichorus broke ground
on this issue by allowing Geryon to fully unfold his feelings and thoughts.
The above survey has reconfirmed two truths known of old: Stesichorus is
familiar with the epic poetry, and he is marked by a distinct innovating spirit (PMG
193) which is mirrored in the way he uses his mythological stock and moulds his
characters so as to serve his own inspiration and intellectual needs. With the
transformation of a monster into an exemplary type of ayaBoc he purports to
convey the message of a new sense of heroism: the two aspects that heroic
excellence consists of, namely, physical beauty and martial prowess, are cleaved.
Handsomeness is no longer considered an indispensable requirement for the
appropriation of the title of &yafdc. The dissociation of the two virtues ushers in a
new era in which psychic qualities such as courage, bravery and nobleness are
praised independently of physical attractiveness. Stesichorus’ poetry becomes a
vehicle for insinuating a new ethical code, for hinting at a reality that his Parian
fellow poet Archilochus had so poignantly and tersely summarized (fr. 114W.).

o0 phém péyav oTpatrydv o8¢ StamemArypévov
o008t Bostpiyotot yalpov 008’ brefupnuévoy,
ANG pot oppds Tig eln xal wepl wvApag idelv
powde, aoparéwe Pefruag mooot, xapdivg TAéwe.

In contrast to Archilochus’ epigrammatic and caustic manner, Stesichorus
skilfully weaves into his grand poetry moral issues which suggest his critical,
though partly concealed, attitude toward the values of the old heroic world, thus
revealing an outlook that may deserve the characterization «break of expectancy»,
not with respect to the use of the formula this time but to the challenge of
traditional heroic values and conventional labelling. The way for the «rationalists»
of the sixth century has opened up*.
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78. For the similarities between Pindar and Stesichorus see also F. Bornmann, Zur
Geryoneis des Stesichoros und Pindars Herakles-Dithyrambos, ZPE 31 (1978) 33-35.

79. Ostwald, p. 126.

* I regret being unable to consult the article of M. Davies, Stesichorus’ Geryoneis and its
Folk-tale Origins, CQ 38 (1988) 277-90, which appeared after I had submitted my manuscript
for publication.





