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Abstract.!

The concept of the daimon (daipmv) in early Greek religious thought
constitutes one of the most complex theological and philosophical problems, insofar
as it concerns the daimon’s relation to the Olympian gods, its essential nature, and
its active role in human life. Despite the depth of the notion, it has received
insufficient scholarly attention: most researchers have limited themselves to noting
the difficulty of fixing its semantic shifts and the impossibility of establishing stable
rules of interpretation even within a single author’s corpus. This study traces the
semantic transformations of the daimon in early texts through an analytical reading
of Homer (‘Ounpoc) (ca. 1-8th century BCE), Hesiod (Hoiodog) (ca. late 8th—early
7th century BCE), and Theognis (®¢oyvig) (ca. 6th century BCE).That early period
is among the most intellectually fertile phases in the history of Greek religion, rich
in religious conceptions and beliefs that were soon displaced or reorganized and
refined in the Classical age, especially by Plato. Whereas the Platonic era witnesses
a demotion of the daimon to an intermediary being inferior to the Olympian gods,
the picture in the early period examined here is markedly different: the daimon often
occupies a higher rank, and in many passages its power even exceeds that of Zeus
and the Olympian deities.

This study argues that, in that period, the daimon’s semantic variability does
not so much indicate functional incoherence as reflect a coherent fatalistic system
operating through a form of divine guidance distinct from the conventional gods.
The argument is developed by analyzing the textual evidence: Homeric passages
distinguish the daimon’s role from that of the Olympian gods and attest to its
authority, which actively participates in human life and governs human destinies.
Hesiod reveals a theological transformation by tracing the origin of daimones to the
beings of the Golden Age, suggesting that the daimon is not an autonomous divinity
but rather an instrument or medium through which the transcendent god’s will is
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effected. Theognis completes the picture by transforming the daimon from an
external force into an internal, fatal principle immanent in the individual, one that
guides ethical action and determines destiny. Thus the daimon emerges as a
transcendent divine power, a supra-Olympian force whose authority can surpass that
of the Olympian gods and which affirms the existence of a higher divine principle
governing the affairs of humans and gods alike. In this framework the daimon is not
an end in itself but an instrument or mediator through which the will of the
transcendent god is manifested in the human world.

Keywords: Daimon, Early Greek Religious Thought, Divine Authority,
Olympian Gods, transcendent deity, Homer, Hesiod, Theognis, fate, Divine
Mediation, Epic poetry, Pre-Platonic religion
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Significance of the Study

This study possesses considerable significance across a wide
spectrum of scholarly disciplines. It transcends the conventional characterization of
the daimon as a subordinate spirit or as a mere synonym for the gods, and instead
reconfigures it as a central and dynamic category within the historical development
of Greek religious thought. By demonstrating that the daimon functioned as the
principal conceptual instrument through which a supra-Olympian, transcendent
divine power was articulated in the pre-philosophical era, the inquiry accomplishes
the following:

1. Reframes the History of Religious Ideas:

It challenges the conventional, The daimdn emerges as the most effective
medium for a transcendent deity: by inhabiting both the interior life of human beings
and the external unfolding of events, it facilitates the realization of divine purposes
while preserving the deity’s impassibility and transcendent nature.

2. Bridges Poetic and Philosophical Traditions: It establishes a
crucial, previously underexplored, conceptual bridge between Homeric/Hesiodic
mythology and later philosophical theology. The daimoén thus emerges as the
"missing link" that facilitated the transition from a polytheistic worldview to one
capable of conceptualizing a unified, transcendent principle.

3. Clarifies a Foundational Western Concept: It offers a coherent
framework for understanding a notoriously ambiguous term, tracing its systematic
evolution and illuminating its role in shaping early Greek understandings of fate,
moral responsibility, and the interface between human agency and divine will.

Research Objectives

The primary aim of this research is to demonstrate that the daimon in early
Greek thought evolved to represent a supra-Olympian transcendent power. This
overarching aim is pursued through the following specific objectives:

1. To analyze the semantic and functional range of the daimon in the
Homeric epics, highlighting its moments of ambiguity, its role as an arbiter of fate,
and its capacity to override or oppose the will of individual Olympian gods.

2. To examine Hesiod's theological innovation in Works and Days,
arguing that his transformation of the Golden Race into pure daimones redefines the
concept as an autonomous, collective embodiment of a higher moral order and
divine justice.

3. To investigate the culmination of this evolution in Theognis's poetry,
where the daimon becomes a fully individuated and internalized force, determining
personal fortune and ethical character from within the human psyche.
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4. To synthesize the insights drawn from these three authors to construct
a coherent narrative of the daimon's conceptual trajectory, establishing it as a
precursor to later philosophical notions of the transcendent.

Research Methodology

This study adopts a qualitative, text-centered methodology grounded in four
complementary approaches:

1. Diachronic Conceptual Analysis: The research traces the evolution
of the daimon across a chronological sequence of key authors (Homer — Hesiod —
Theognis), thereby enabling a systematic observation of conceptual development
through time.

2. Close Textual Analysis (Exegesis): At the core of the methodology
lies a meticulous, line-by-line examination of primary texts in their original Greek
(accompanied by transliteration and translation). This approach emphasizes
contextual meaning, semantic nuance, and literary function.

3. Conceptual-Historical Approach: The study investigates how the
meaning and significance of the term daimon shifted within the changing intellectual
and religious landscape of archaic Greece.

4. Triangulation with Secondary Scholarship: Throughout the analysis,
the research maintains a critical dialogue with existing philological, historical, and
philosophical studies. It identifies not only convergences and continuities, but also
key points of divergence, thereby defining its own distinctive contribution to the
field.

Previous Studies

The research situates itself within a body of existing scholarship,
acknowledging its debts while identifying the limitations it seeks to address:

. De Ruiter (1918) & Darcus (1974): Both are recognized for their
foundational surveys of the daimon in Homer and early poetry. However, the current
study argues their work is either too focused on Homer (De Ruiter) or presents
classifications that are not entirely reliable (Darcus), lacking a sustained argument
on the concept's transcendent nature.

. Dodds (1962): Acknowledged for his seminal work on the irrational,
but critiqued for only addressing the daimon in passing and offering interpretations
of key passages that remain open to contestation.

. Vernant (1965, 2006): Their work is foundational for understanding
the daimon as a psychological force and a category of divine action.
. Timotin (2012): Valued for his systematic classification of pre-

Platonic conceptions of the daimén. The current study uses this framework but
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moves beyond classification to construct an evolutionary narrative of theological
development.

. Muhammad (F.Y) (1999): “The Concept of the Daimon (Daipmv)
among the Greeks: A Study through Greek Sources.” Journal of the Centre for
Papyrological and Epigraphic Studies, Ain Shams University, no. 16. A pioneering
study in which the author treats the etymology and classification of the daimon.

Gap and Contribution

The Gap: Previous scholarship has tended to approach the daimon in a
fragmentary fashion—examining it within the works of individual authors,
interpreting it as a psychological phenomenon, or treating it as merely one divine
agent among many. Yet a significant lacuna remains in synthesizing these disparate
instances into a coherent account that situates the daimon as the central conceptual
instrument for articulating divine transcendence in the archaic period. Moreover,
most studies have failed to underscore the daimon’s consistent supra-Olympian
authority in early texts. The distinctive manner in which this authority diverges from
that of the Olympian gods has often been overlooked. Within this framework, the
daimon is not conceived as an autonomous end, but rather as an instrument or
intermediary through which the will of the transcendent deity is made manifest in
the human world.

The Contribution

This study advances an original contribution to the field by:

l. Providing a Unifying Argument: It constructs a synthesized account
of the daimdn’s evolution, presenting a coherent argument for its role as the
embodiment of transcendent divine power from Homer through Theognis.

2. Establishing  Supra-Olympian Primacy: It demonstrates
systematically that, in its earliest conceptualization, the daimon was not subordinate
to the Olympian gods but rather occupied a higher, supra-Olympian position—a
distinction that was obscured in subsequent periods.

3. Identifying a Conceptual Bridge: It establishes the daimon as the
crucial “missing link” or conceptual bridge between the personal gods of myth and
the transcendent principle of philosophy, thereby addressing a significant
explanatory gap in the intellectual history of Greek religion and thought.

4. Reinterpreting Key Passages: It offers fresh and compelling
readings of pivotal textual moments (e.g., lliad 7.291, Odyssey 3.160—166, Theognis
133-136), reframing them through this new interpretive lens and thereby
challenging established scholarly interpretations.

Introduction:
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The figure of the daimén has received relatively little systematic scholarly
attention. An early exception is De Ruiter (1918), who surveys the usage
of daimon from Homer through the early twentieth century, with particular emphasis
on Homeric diction (pp. 1-20). While valuable, his concentration on Homer leaves
other authors insufficiently treated, which, as I argue, leads to different conclusions.
Darcus (1974) offers an even briefer overview of the daiméon in Homer, Hesiod, the
lyric poets, and the pre-Socratics, focusing especially on Heraclitus, though his
classifications are not always reliable (pp. 394-399). Dodds (1962), in his classic
study of the irrational in Greek thought, addresses the daimon only in passing (pp.
11-13, 153), and his interpretation of several key passages remains open to
contestation. Other scholars—such as Borecky (1965, pp9-10, 22-24, 28, 30.),
Mikalson (1983, p. 65), and Kahn (1979, pp. 182—183)—refer to the daimon only
incidentally. By contrast, personifications such as the Moirai and the Erinyes have
attracted far greater scholarly attention, while figures such as Thanatos and the
Keres remain comparatively neglected. Moreover, the limited studies that do exist
rarely situate these beings within a broader daimonic framework, and when they do,
the treatment is only cursory.

In the pre-Platonic phase, there were many conflicting views that are difficult
to combine into a single system. The complexity of the daimén concept in this
period is most evident in attempts to define its relation to gods or spirits (Burkert,
2011, p. 277, Wilford, 1965, p. 22). For instance, in the //iad, the gods gathered on
Mount Olympus are called daimones (“oduatr’ é aiyiéyoro Aiwog uera daiuovag
dllovg” — :(into the house of aegis-bearing Zeus among the other daimones,)
(Homer. II. 1.222). Venus, guiding Helen, is also described as a daimon (“§pye 6
oaiuwv”’ — and a daimon led the way, (Homer. 1l. 3.420). A hero may rush into
battle “like a daimon,” yet still be given the epithet” i660gog “ “equal to the gods™).

Andrei Timotin (2012, pp. 15-34) summarized this diversity of views and
identified several main tendencies in the pre-Platonic understanding of the daimon:

1. The daimon as a specific god (cf. Tsagarakis 1977; Dietrich 1985).
(e.g., Aphrodite, Apollo, Demeter, or Zeus). In the Homeric Hymns, the
word daimon is freely applied to gods (e.g., Hymn to Demeter 300; Hymn to
Hermes 138; Hymn to Pan 22, 41). (cf. Tsagarakis, 1977; Dietrich, 1974) The
same appears in the Orphic hymns: “Zgdg faciievs, Zevg avtos amavrwy
apyyévebiog. / "Ev kpdro, gic daiuwy yéveto, uéyag apyog amavrwv” —:
(Zeus is king, Zeus himself the origin of all. One power, one daimon came to
be, the great ruler of all,) "fr. 168 = Eusebius, Praep. evang. 111.9). Likewise:
“opBov O' nuetépny yevenv, apiocikere oaipov” —: (Raise up our race, most
glorious daimon — referring to Zeus, fr. 155 = Proclus, In Cratylum 391a).
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2. A second group of scholars interpreted the concept of the daimon as
entirely detached from the Homeric gods, viewing it instead as “an impersonal
force or power; an occult power, responsible for the inexplicable and
unworthy in human lives” (Nilsson, 1964, p. 97; Burkert, 1985, pp. 179-180;
Wilford, 1965, p. 22).

3. In contrast to this and to the view that equates daimon with divinity, a
third, more neutral approach emerged. Scholars such as Brunius-Nilsson
(1955, p. 41) proposed that the term daimon may occasionally resemble the
gods in function or tone, yet remains sharply distinguished from them,
particularly in its association with misfortune or moral ambiguity in Homeric
contexts (Burkert, 1985, p. 180; Brenk, 1986, pp. 21-23). More recently,
Katsae (2014, pp. 45-48) has argued that the daimon in Homer operates as a
polyvalent symbol, resisting fixed classification and often embodying both
divine agency and impersonal causality. Similarly, Fortes and Coelho (2024,
pp. 12—14) emphasize the conceptual tension between the daimon as a guiding
presence and its detachment from Olympian intentionality.

When considered together, these interpretations reveal a persistent
conceptual gap between the ‘personal’ gods and the ‘impersonal’ force represented
by the daimon. Despite the diversity of approaches, none has fully bridged this
divide, and the continued existence of this tension has prevented the emergence of a
unified interpretation. As Bucci (2025, p. 25) notes, the daimdn remains “a liminal
figure—neither god nor mere force, but a shifting presence that resists theological
closure.”Plato was not the first to use the concept of the daimon in a philosophical
way. Elements of such “philosophization” can already be found in the thought of
Heraclitus, Parmenides, and Empedocles. However, this does not yet mean the
existence of a systematic daimonology. Plato employs the concept of the daimon in
many areas of philosophy, including religion, ethics, cosmology, and psychology
(Timotin, 2012, p. 37).

The Etymological and Philological Background of daipmv

The term “daipwv” (daimodn) is etymologically derived from the Indo-
European root da(i)-, whose fundamental meaning is “to divide, to apportion.” This
root is attested in Greek through the verb “daiopon” (“to divide, to distribute”), as in
the Homeric expression “frop daigtan” (“the heart is divided, torn apart”) (Homer,
Odyssey 1.48-49) (Chantraine, 1999, p. 263). From this same root derives a cluster
of Greek words associated with division and sharing: “éaig” (“portion of food,
meal, sacrifice”), daitn (“banquet, feast”), “dartvg” (“meal”), “SorTOpV”
(“guest”),” dontpoc” (“carver, the one who cuts and distributes, especially meat”),
and “oartpov” (“the allotted share”) (Frisk, 1960, pp. 329-331).
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Comparative evidence from Sanskrit confirms this semantic field. Cognates
in Sanskrit such as dayate (“to divide, to destroy”), daya (“participation,
compassion”), and related forms like danam (“gift, portion”), datu (“that which is
given”), and datar (“giver, distributor”) illustrate the same nexus of meanings
centered on division, allotment, and participation (Beekes, 2010, pp. 297-299;
Walde & Pokorny, 1930, s.v. da[i]). The root also appears in other Indo-European
languages: Latin dare, datus (“to give, given”), Old Church Slavonic dati (“to
give”), and Hittite da- (“to take”) (Benveniste, 1973, pp. 377-382).

From this comparative philological evidence, the original sense of “daipev”
can be reconstructed as “the divider” or “the allotter,” a being responsible for
distributing portions—whether of food, sacrifice, or destiny. This etymological
background explains why, in early Greek usage, “daipwv” often denoted an
anonymous divine power rather than a named god. It also clarifies why later
philosophical traditions, especially in Plato, could reinterpret the daimon as an
intermediary between gods and humans (Symposium 202d-203a).

In Apuleius’ De deo Socratis, this semantic heritage is further transformed:
the daemon is equated with the Roman genius, thereby embedding the Greek notion
of the allotting spirit into a Latin religious and philosophical framework (Dillon,
1996, pp. 128—135; Jaskelevicius, 2015).

Thus, the philological evidence allows us to reconstruct the daimon as:

1. The Divider/Distributor, who apportions shares (daiopat, daic).

2. The Giver/Bestower, who grants gifts or fortunes (dare, datus; danam).

3. The Allotter of Fate, who assigns each person’s lot (dattpov, datar).

4. The Mediator/Participant, who shares in both divine and human realms
(daya).

5. The Hidden Power/Spirit, as in Homer, where daipmv denotes an unnamed

divine force guiding events.

The Daimon in Homer: Between Divine Person and Impersonal Force.

The term daimdon does not possess an unequivocal definition in Greek
literature. In archaic poetry, much like “0€6¢” and “fipwg”, it could designate divine
entities, and the terms are often used almost interchangeably (Vernant,2006,p34).
Sarah Johnston (2004) points to the enduring linkage between gods and daimones,
emphasizing that traditional Greek religious thought never established a clear or
definitive boundary between the two.(408)

From a historical-religious perspective, the daimon in early Greek thought
does not correspond to a deity with a fixed cult, priesthood, or iconography. As
Johnston (2004) and Brisson (2014) emphasize, the Greeks did not possess a
“religion” in the systematic sense, but rather a set of ritual practices and mythic
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narratives. Within this framework, the daimon appears as a category of divine action
rather than a personal god. Luck (1985) notes that no specific cults to daimones are
attested, and Timotin (2012, p. 15) stresses the absence of figurative representations,
unlike the anthropomorphic gods of the pantheon.

-VIn Iliad 1.222 Homer describes Thetis’ ascent to Olympus: “# o’
Otvivumov o¢ Pefijrel / ovouar’ ég aiyioyoro Aiog uera ooaipuovag Giiovg” — :
(“But she had gone up to Olympus, into the halls of aegis-bearing Zeus, among the
other daimones”). Here the plural “daipoveg “clearly designates the Olympian gods
themselves, not some lesser or indeterminate spirits.(Dietrich.1964.47) The
expression “pera daipovag driovg” is functionally equivalent to what elsewhere
would be phrased as “pera Ogovg drrovg”, showing that in Homeric diction
“daipmv” and “0g06c” can be used interchangeably.

A particularly striking case occurs in Odyssey 16.194-198, when
Telemachus, confronted with the sudden reappearance of Odysseus, exclaims: “0d
o0 ¥’ 00v606els 661, TATHP EUOS, Alrd pe daiuwy / Oéiyer...”— : (“You are not
Odysseus, my father, but some daimon is beguiling me...”). He immediately
reasons: “ov ydp mwg av Ovitog avip Tdde unyavéwTo ¢ avtod ye vow, te ui
Ocog avtog Emelbayv pnidiws 05wy Oein véov §e yépovra” — : (“For no mortal
man could contrive such a thing by his own mind, unless a theos himself, arriving
and willing it, made him easily young or old”). In this scene Telemachus
acknowledges divine intervention but cannot identify the precise agent; hence he
employs daimdn as a marker of uncertainty, while contrasting it with theos, which
he reserves for a more concrete divine actor. This illustrates what Dodds (1962, p.
12) describes as the Odyssey’s tendency to attribute both psychological states—such
as bewilderment and disbelief—and extraordinary phenomena to the agency of a
daimon. The oscillation between daimdn as an impersonal, ambiguous force and
0e6g as a specific divine agent underscores the fluidity of early Greek religious
language, where the boundaries between divine will, divine person, and human
perception remain deliberately porous (Nilsson 1964; Burkert 1985; Wilford 1965).

3-In the Iliad and the Odyssey of Homer, for example, daimon is sometimes
employed in reference to specific Olympian gods, such as Aphrodite or Zeus. Thus,
in Iliad 3.18-20 we read: Q¢ épat', &cioev &' Elévy Awog éxyeyavia, Bij o6&
Katacyouévy éave apyfitt pasvé oyij, macas 0& Tpwag Adlev: fpye 0& daiuwv."
— “Thus [Aphrodite] spoke, and Helen, daughter of Zeus, was afraid; she walked
in silence, covering herself in a bright and shining veil, passing unnoticed by all the
Trojan women, for it was the goddess who went ahead.” Here, daimon clearly refers
to Aphrodite, but the poet chooses the more indeterminate term, emphasizing divine
intervention without naming the agent directly.
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In this passage, Homer does not employ the term daipwv as a mere synonym
for “0ea” (“goddess”), but rather as a designation of the functional condition
embodied by Aphrodite within the specific narrative context. The evidence indicates
that the “oaip®v” here does not refer to a divine personality in the Olympian sense,
but instead to a mode of divine agency operative in the moment. Conventionally, the
daimon does not appear as a figure concretely engaged in human activity; rather, it is
conceived as a divine force “dvvamg”’, more closely aligned with an impersonal,
transcendent power than with a personalized deity (Zaidman and Pantel 1992, 178—
179; Brenk 1980, 511; cf. Larson 2007, 1f.). This distinction underscores the
semantic flexibility of daipwv in Homeric diction, where the term frequently marks
the manifestation of divine will or intervention without collapsing into the category
of the Olympian gods themselves. Accordingly, Homer’s use of the title daipwv
functions to explain the mechanism of invisibility: the narrative conveys that the
event occurred not merely because a goddess willed it, but because a divine force
was actively manipulating reality—clouding the perception of the Trojans and
opening a path. In this way, the episode is elevated from a simple act of divine
volition to an instance of mystical exertion, thereby emphasizing the dynamic and
transcendent dimension of divine agency.

Moreover, in this passage the designation daimdn is indeed applied to
Aphrodite, yet it operates as a title that delineates her role and condition at that
precise moment. She is not presented as “Aphrodite, the recognizable Olympian,”
but rather as “the daimdn,” a concealed divine agent orchestrating events from a
non-corporeal position. Homer’s lexical choice here provides an elegant resolution
to the narrative tension concerning how a goddess might guide a mortal through a
crowded city without attracting notice: her operative form is not that of a visible
body, but of a pervasive, unseen divine force. In this way, the term “daipwv”
articulates a mode of divine agency that transcends corporeal presence, highlighting
the subtle yet potent manner in which the divine intervenes in human affairs.

The Supra-Olympian Daimon: Agent of Cosmic Fate in Homeric Poetry.

The Olympian gods did not represent the summit of the divine hierarchy in
early Greek thought. Rather, they were consistently portrayed in Homeric poetry as
subordinate to higher principles of destiny, personified as Alca (Aisa) and Moipo,
(Moira). These supra-Olympian forces determined the limits of both mortal and
immortal existence, setting boundaries that even the most powerful gods could not
transgress. Thus, Poseidon acknowledges his own subjection to Moira (Odyssey
9.528-535), while Zeus, despite his sovereignty over Olympus, cannot prevent the
death of his son Sarpedon, managing only to postpone the fulfillment of his fate
(Iliad 16.431-461). The case of Patroclus further illustrates this structure: his death
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is attributed variously to Zeus, Apollo, the gods collectively, and finally to Moira in
conjunction with Apollo, Euphorbus, and Hector (Iliad 16.252—850). Such shifting
attributions, as Allan (2006, pp. 45—47) and Sarischoulis (2016, pp. 112—-115) have
shown, reflect Homer’s narrative strategy of presenting divine action as always
mediated by an overarching necessity. In this vision, the Olympians are powerful
agents, but their will is ultimately constrained by Aisa and Moira, the true apex of
the cosmic order.

In Homeric poetry, the daimon must be understood in functional relation to
the Moirai. While the Moirai determine the span and destiny of each life before birth
by “spinning” the thread of existence, the daimon acts within the course of life itself,
compelling, seducing, or redirecting human actions toward the fulfillment of that
pre-allotted destiny. Thus, when Eumaeus in Odyssey 16.64 explains Odysseus’
return with the phrase: “dg¢ ydp o0i éméxiwaey ta ye daiuwv” — :(“‘for these are the
things the daimon has spun for him”), the verb “énéxhwoev” recalls the Moirai’s
weaving, yet the agent is not the Fates but the daimon. This suggests a division of
roles: the Moirai establish the pattern of life in advance, while the daimon operates
within time, animating the human psyche and bending it toward the outcome already
inscribed. In this way, the daimon is not merely an external arbiter but the living
force of destiny as it unfolds in the present, mediating between the pre-natal decree
of the Moirai and the lived experience of mortals.

In Homeric poetry, the daimon is frequently associated with an undefined
divinity whose identity escapes mortals, yet which nevertheless possesses the power
to intervene in their lives. Responsibility is often attributed to a daimén for
phenomena beyond human comprehension, whether natural events such as storms,
winds, or volcanic eruptions, or direct influence upon human will, or even cause
death. This usage demonstrates that the semantic range of daipwv is not confined to
an impersonal force or to fate (poipa), but extends to the highest divine beings of
the Homeric pantheon. As De Ruiter (1918, pp. 12—13) and Darcus (1974, pp. 394—
395) have observed, Homer employs “daip®v” both for indeterminate divine will
and for the Olympian gods, while Dodds (1962, pp. 10-11) emphasizes that no
systematic distinction between “daipv” and “0€0¢” is yet drawn in the epic
tradition. Thus, the passage illustrates the fluidity of Homeric religious vocabulary:
daipov can denote fate, divine will, or the gods themselves, depending on context,
and in this case it functions as a direct synonym of “0g6g”. Here daimones clearly
refers to the Olympian gods themselves. Similar usages occur in Iliad and Odyssey'.

' Homer.Iliad .3.420; 6.115; 23.595; Odyssey 3.27; 5.421; 10.64; cf. Iliad 5.438, 459, 884; 16.705,
786; 20.447,493; 21.18, 227.
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In Odyssey 11.61, Elpenor explains his death as the result of” daiuovog aica.
Kkakf kai abécparoc oivoc” —: (“an evil lot of daimon and boundless wine
destroyed me”). The collocation Saipovog aica is especially significant. The genitive
construction indicates possession, so that “Aisa”—a portion of destiny—is explicitly
marked as belonging to the daimon. In this way, destiny is not merely an impersonal
allotment but one held and mediated by the daimon. Here “Aisa” denotes a share of
fate that transcends the will of the Olympian gods, a supra-Olympian necessity akin
to moira, which even Zeus cannot overturn. Crucially, this allotment is not attributed
directly to the Moirai themselves but to the daimon, who functions as the agent
through which destiny is enacted in the sphere of human life. The juxtaposition with
wine underscores a dual structure of causality: external circumstance is combined
with the inward compulsion of the daimdn to bring about Elpenor’s downfall. Thus,
the passage illustrates a functional division: the Moirai determine the lot prior to
birth, while the daimdn activates and enforces that lot within lived experience. By
attributing his fate to the daimon, Elpenor’s words reveal the Homeric conception of
the daimon as the possessor and mediator of supra-Olympian necessity—a divine
power greater than the Olympian gods themselves, operating above their partisan
interventions yet within the fragile psychology of mortals.

This analysis demonstrates that the Homeric daimon functions as the active
enforcer and mediator of a supra-Olympian, transcendent necessity, personified in
concepts such as Moira and Aisa. Whereas the Moirai spin the immutable pattern of
destiny, the daimdon operates within the temporal order to secure its realization,
directing human conduct and psychology toward the pre-ordained outcome.
Homeric evidence reinforces this role: Eumaeus’s remark that the daimon has
“spun” Odysseus’s fate adopts the idiom of the Fates, and Elpenor’s attribution of
his death to the “lot of the daimdon” employs a genitive construction that treats
destiny as a possession administered by this force. Accordingly, the daimdn is not
an autonomous deity but the indispensable instrument through which the higher,
impersonal cosmic order—even one to which Zeus is subject—is effectuated in
mortal life.

The interrogative exclamation of Aeolus in Odyssey 10.64, “mnog 1MA0Osc,
‘Odvocei; TIc ToL KaKig ypae daipmv;” —: (“How did you come, Odysseus? What
evil daimon has afflicted you?”), constitutes a sophisticated linguistic and
ideological formulation of divine causality in the Homeric cosmos. A meticulous
grammatical analysis reveals the profundity of this attribution. The verb “ypag”—an
aorist form of “ypaiopo”—is semantically dense, carrying the core meaning of "to
use" or "to make use of," but in this context, it intensifies to signify "to deal with,"
"to overpower," or "to lay hands upon." This specific lexical choice portrays
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Odysseus not merely as a victim of circumstance but as an object actively
manipulated and wielded by a superior, malevolent force. The
adjective “kaxo6c” ("evil," "hateful") pre-modifies “oaip@v”, defining the nature of
this divine agent entirely through its destructive consequences for the human
subject. Crucially, the term “daipmv” itself, employed here without a definite
article, functions as an indeterminate yet totalizing causal principle. It transcends the
role of a mere instrument for a specific Olympian like Poseidon; instead, it
represents the comprehensive manifestation of a hostile cosmic will. This daimon is
credited with complete and final agency over Odysseus's fate—it is the singular
power that make his companions, driven by curiosity and folly, unsealed the bag of
winds, the despair of his crew, and the catastrophic failure of his homecoming at the
very moment of its apparent realization. Aeolus’s question thus acknowledges a
theological framework in which a mortal's destiny can be utterly and decisively
governed by such a daimonic force, an authority so potent that it executes a form of
supra-Olympian will, fully shaping the entirety of the human experience it touches.

In the Odyssey Penelope herself attributes her immeasurable grief not to her
own weakness or to the visible action of an Olympian god, but explicitly to the
intervention of a daimon: adrap éuoi xkai mévlos auétpnyrov mope daiuwv "(Od.
19.512), — :“But to me a daimoéon has given unlimited sorrow.” This poignant
declaration by Penelope, represents a masterful compression of Homeric theology
into a single, the verse's weight rests on the deliberate lexical choice of "apétpnrov
"( "unmeasured," "boundless"). The prefix (a-) (negation) attached to metron
(measure) creates a concept of grief that is fundamentally limitless, defying
quantification and human scale. This is not a temporary misfortune but a sorrow of
cosmic proportions. The verb mépe ("gave,” "granted") is equally significant,
casting the daimon not as a mere inflictor of pain but as a distributive agent, one
who allocates portions of fate.

Here the daimon is not a beneficent guide but the direct agent of suffering,
ironically invoked in the very presence of Odysseus disguised as a stranger. The
force that overwhelms Penelope is not reducible to Athena or to any Olympian deity;
it is the daimon as the bearer of a supra-Olympian necessity, pressing upon her life
from within. By attributing her grief to the daimon, Penelope implicitly
acknowledges that her condition is not contingent upon the will of the Olympians,
who may intervene in human affairs, but upon a higher divine authority that no god
can overturn. Her words reveal an awareness that her destiny is fixed by a power
greater than the Olympian order, a power that governs her life inexorably and
renders her sorrow inescapable.
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As Levaniouk (2014) observes, Penelope’s invocation of the daimdn aligns
with a broader Homeric tendency to use the term in moments of emotional
extremity, where divine causality is felt but not clearly defined. Hauser (2020)
similarly notes that the daimon functions as a narrative device to articulate the
tension between human agency and divine determinism, particularly in scenes of
lamentation and loss. This usage underscores the precarious condition of mortals,
whose lives are subject to unseen and often inscrutable powers. In this way, the
daimon serves both a poetic and philosophical function, marking the limits of human
understanding in the face of suffering and fate.

In our interpretation, the Homeric daimon functions as the embodiment of a
supreme and overarching fate that governs existence simultaneously on the
communal and the profoundly personal levels. On the societal plane, it operates as
an impartial cosmic arbitrator whose judgment possesses the capacity to override the
partisan wills of the Olympian gods in order to bring conflicts to resolution, as
exemplified in the truce of Iliad 7. At the same time, on the human plane, as
illustrated in Penelope’s lament in Odyssey 19.512, the daimon assumes the role of
the inscrutable distributor of personal destiny, directly apportioning to each
individual his or her share of grief or fortune, a function vividly manifested in
Penelope’s boundless sorrow. In this dual capacity, the daimdon emerges as a
transcendent metaphysical authority that not only shapes the broader trajectory of
human events but also penetrates the intimate landscape of personal suffering. It
thereby stands as the ultimate instrument of a destiny that surpasses and transcends
the Olympian order itself, affirming the existence of a higher principle of divine
causality that governs both gods and mortals alike.

The Homeric daimdon emerges as the crucial nexus between the immutable
decrees of cosmic fate and their realization in human experience. While the Moirai
establish destiny's abstract pattern, the daimon operates as its active enforcer -
simultaneously transcendent in its supra-Olympian authority and immanent in its
psychological operation. Through its capacity to manipulate human perception
(deceiving Elpenor), empower action (inspiring Odysseus), and distribute suffering
(afflicting Penelope), the daimdon ensures that both individual lives and cosmic
events align with pre-ordained design. This dual functionality - as both impersonal
cosmic arbitrator and intimate psychological force - explains its unique position in
Homer's theological hierarchy. Neither merely an Olympian deputy nor an abstract
principle, the daimon constitutes the living embodiment of destiny itself, the
indispensable instrument through which the supra-Olympian order imprints itself
upon the fragile medium of mortal existence.
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The Inner Daimon: Psychological Agency and Supra-Olympian
Authority in Homeric Poetry.

In Homeric poetry the daimon’s interventions in human lives and souls are
not motivated in the way Olympian gods’ actions are; unlike the anthropomorphic
Olympians, who act for discernible, often human-like reasons, the daimon acts
without observable motive — bestowing benefits or inflicting harms without giving
any account or explanation. This duality—at once beneficent and potentially
harmful—illustrates the indeterminate status of the daimon. It is not reducible to a
named god (theos), yet it is not merely an impersonal force. Freud (1925, p. 144)
famously described such early notions of “spirits” and “demons” as “the first
theoretical product of humanity,” a way of explaining the unpredictable by positing
an intermediary agency. Modern scholarship (Fortes & Coelho 2024; Sfameni
Gasparro 2016) has reinforced this interpretation, showing that the daimdn occupies
a liminal position between divine and human, external event and inner impulse.

One of the remarkable features that distinguishes the Homeric notion of
daimon from the Olympian gods is the daimon’s capacity to affect the human psyche
— a capacity that strongly supports the paper’s central hypothesis. While such
influence may seem natural in matters of fate, what is striking is that the daimon also
intervenes in apparently trivial affairs.

This conception is echoed in Odyssey 14.475-488, where the disguised
Odysseus fabricates a tale of his supposed time during the Trojan War. In the story,
a companion recalls leaving his cloak behind: “zmapa u’ fjmape daipwv oioyitwv’
Euevor” — ::“a daimon beguiled me to remain lightly clad.” the force of the
statement hinges on the verb" fmage", an aorist, which carries the nuanced
meanings of "to beguile," "to deceive," or "to seduce by trickery." This is not the
authoritative command of "keAhed®" nor the subtle suggestion of "bmwotiOnm ", but
a form of influence that operates through misdirection and the clouding of judgment.
The verb implies a failure of perception on the part of the mortal, who has been led
astray from proper conduct or prudent action. The rhetorical shift from personal
error (“I did not think it would be so cold”) to daimonic deception reflects a broader
Homeric pattern: lapses of judgment are reinterpreted as the work of an inner
daimon. Here the daimdn is not an Olympian god acting openly in the narrative, but
a force of delusion within the subject, a beguiling impulse that clouds foresight and
compels folly. The language of being “beguiled” “#jwape” borders on possession,
suggesting that the speaker was “not in his right mind,” his agency compromised by
the inner daimon.

A comparable dynamic emerges in Odyssey 9.381, where Odysseus recounts
the preparation of the wooden stake against the Cyclops: “adrap 6Oapoog
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évérvevoey uéya daiuwv’ —: “but a daimon breathed great courage into us.” The
imagery of “breathing courage” (évémvevoev) suggests not an external bestowal but
an infusion into the very interior of the warriors, as though the inner daimdn were
animating their resolve from within. Here again, the Olympian gods are absent; what
is emphasized is the daimonic capacity to implant courage directly into the human
chest, bypassing the visible interventions of the Olympians. De Ruiter (1918, p. 20)
interprets this as evidence of the daimon’s active role in shaping inner conditions,
while Dodds (1962, pp. 11-12) emphasizes the Odyssey’s tendency to attribute both
mental and physical phenomena to daimonic intervention. Taken together, these
passages illustrate the distinctive function of the daimon: whereas the Moirai
determine the lot before birth, and the Olympian gods intervene externally in the
narrative, the daimon alone possesses the unique capacity to inhabit the inner life of
mortals, implanting impulses, courage, or delusion, and thereby enacting the
supra-Olympian order of destiny within the very movements of human thought and
desire.

The line offers a masterful and concise depiction of the Homeric
understanding of sudden, internal psychological change as a form of divine
intervention. Linguistically, the clause is structured for maximum impact. The verb
"évémvevoey", from "éueued", meaning “to breathe into,” is the semantic core of
the action. This is a profoundly physical and intimate metaphor; courage is not
merely suggested or commanded from without, but is physically infused into the
heroes, as if filling their lungs with air. The direct object of this infusion is
"fapooc... péya'" (“great courage”), a noun denoting boldness, confidence, or a
specific type of martial spirit. This courage is qualified as “great,” emphasizing the
extraordinary and superhuman nature of the impulse required to face the monstrous
Cyclops. The agent of this action is the subject of the clause, “daipwv”, pointedly
used without the definite article. This anarthrous construction is crucial; it presents
the daimon not as a specific, named Olympian deity like Athena (who often aids
Odysseus), but as an indeterminate, anonymous divine force. The word "avtap"
(“but,” “however”) at the beginning of the line sets this divine inspiration in stark
contrast to the preceding context—Iikely the paralyzing fear and hopelessness the
men felt—thereby highlighting the intervention as a decisive turning point. It
demonstrates the functional versatility of the daimon. Unlike the passage in Iliad 17
where the daimon is a hostile force representing a higher will, here it is a beneficent
and empowering one. It shows that the daimon is a neutral term for divine power
that can manifest for good or ill, depending on the context.

As Dodds (1962, p. 10) observes, Homer presents several examples of direct
daimonic influence on human behavior, De Ruiter (1918, p. 9) likewise argues that
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the notion of a personal daimdn—a genius assigned to each mortal from birth—is
absent in Homer. Yet the repeated emphasis on the daimon acting “within the chest”
points precisely to such an internal habitation, even if not yet formalized into the
doctrine of a lifelong attendant spirit. What emerges is not the absence of the daimon
but its distinctive role as the bearer of a higher divine authority, one that surpasses
the Olympian gods and presses directly upon the mortal psyche. The daimon is the
force through which this supra-Olympian power is experienced in human life: it can
appear externally as the “will of heaven,” but it also manifests internally as the
compulsion that shapes thought, desire, and decision.

In Odyssey 4.275, Menelaus recalls Helen’s uncanny impulse during the
Trojan Horse stratagem: “weleveéuevor 0é o’ &Euelle daiuwv, oc Tpweoory
éfovieto Kboog opééar” —: “Some daimon urged you forward, one who wished to
bring glory to the Trojans.” The phrase presents a more direct and potent model of
divine-human interaction than the suggestive prompting seen in the Odyssey.
Stylistically, the core of the clause rests on the verb "keiegveépevan", the future
infinitive of "keiev®" ("to command, to urge"). This lexical choice is significant; it
occupies a middle ground between the subtle hint of vwoTiOnuv ("to suggest") and
the brute force of "@vaykdlm "("to compel"). "kerevo "implies an authoritative
order, a call to action that carries the weight of command, yet it does not entirely
obliterate the recipient's will—it incites and directs it. This command is framed by
the verb "Enelde" ("was about to," "was destined to"), which imbues the entire
action with a sense of impending, fated necessity. The construction does not depict a
spontaneous choice but an event prefigured in the cosmic order, about to be
activated by the daimon. Menelaus interprets her action as divinely prompted, yet in
the absence of any identifiable Olympian agent he attributes it to an unspecified
daimdn. This attribution is not incidental: it reveals that when Homeric poetry
confronts impulses that cannot be traced to a named god, the explanatory category
invoked is the daimon. Read in terms of the inner daimon, Helen’s action appears
less as an external compulsion and more as an inward drive, a psychological urge
that aligns her with the larger designs of Moira. As Darcus (1974, pp. 394-395)
observes, Homer often employs the daimon where divine agency is ambiguous or
unknown; yet this very indeterminacy is what allows the daimon to be understood as
operating within the subject, blurring the line between external command and
inward compulsion. In this way, the daimdn functions as the living activation of a
destiny apportioned in advance, ensuring that the supra-Olympian order is realized
through the interior life of mortals.

In Homeric poetry, the daimon appears not as a subordinate of the Olympian
gods but as an undefined divine force that shapes human destiny. It is invoked in
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contexts of grief, protection, calamity, and judgment, sometimes guiding mortals
against the will of Zeus himself. In Iliad 7.291, the daimon functions as an impartial
arbiter of battle, while in Odyssey 3.160—166 it directs Nestor’s actions contrary to
Zeus’s design. This independence aligns the daimon with the Moirai, who held
authority even over the gods, revealing it as a higher principle of divine causality
mediating between personal deities and impersonal fate. In Homeric poetry the
daimon functions as the primary instrument of a supra-Olympian, transcendent will.
It appears as an indeterminate divine agency invoked to account for inscrutable
occurrences that befall mortals, from Penelope’s profound grief to Telemachus’s
deliverance. Crucially, its operation manifests an authority not necessarily
subordinate to Zeus: Homeric narratives depict the daimdon executing a higher,
inscrutable design by directing human action contrary to Zeus’s expressed intent
(e.g. Nestor’s flight) or by imposing an impartial order where partisan Olympians
cannot (e.g. the truce in Iliad 7). This conceptual autonomy aligns the daimdon with
the Moirai, presenting it not as an autonomous deity but as the active embodiment of
a superior metaphysical principle that governs destiny. Consequently, the Homeric
daimdn serves as a polyvalent emblem of ultimate divine sovereignty—the operative
instrument through which a transcendent will shapes mortal fate beyond the limits of
name, cult, and the conventional Olympian hierarchy. (Borecky, 1965, p30.)

A striking example occurs in Odyssey 16.369—-370, when the suitors plot to
ambush Telemachus: “Tyiduayov Loyowvres, iva pOcicwucv Elovres / avTov: Tov
o' dpa teios amijyayev oikade oaiuwv’. —: “We prepared this ambush for
Telemachus, to seize him and kill him at once. Meanwhile, some daimon led him
safely back home.” This Homeric couplet from the Odyssey (16.369-370)
encapsulates with remarkable precision the epic’s central tension between human
agency and divine providence. The linguistic structure turns upon the particle 6’
"dpa'", which sets in sharp contrast the suitors’ violent intent—articulated through
"hoyomvres" (“lying in ambush”) and" iva @Ocicopev" (“so that we might
destroy”)—with the single, decisive verb “amfyayev “(“led away”). The aorist form
of this verb conveys an action that is both complete and efficacious, its agent veiled
by the indefinite "telog” (“a certain one”) and revealed only as “daipmv”.
Conceptually, the daipmv here operates not merely as a generalized divine force, but
as the precise instrument of a particular, though unstated, divine will. In this way,
the passage resolves the narrative paradox of the failed ambush by attributing its
outcome to transcendent causality, thereby underscoring both the futility of human
schemes and the profound irony of mortal ignorance before a structured cosmic
order. The daip®v thus emerges as a conceptual category for the inscrutable yet
efficacious power that the Greeks understood as continually shaping the limits of
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human fortune and failure. In this passage, the daimdn functions as a protective
force, intervening invisibly to preserve Telemachus’s life. Crucially, the agent of
salvation is not identified as Athena or any Olympian deity, but rather as an
unnamed daimon, emphasizing the felt presence of divine causality without
specifying its source. This anonymity is not incidental; it reflects a broader Homeric
pattern in which the daimon serves as a conceptual placeholder for divine action—
sometimes beneficent, sometimes destructive—marking the limits of human
comprehension and the opacity of divine will.

As Borecky (1965, p28); Dufty (1947, p477) has argued, the daimdn often
signals the collapse of human agency under overpowering external influence, while
Katsae (2014, pp. 45-67) stresses that the term is invoked at moments of existential
crisis, when mortals become aware that their fate is being shaped by forces beyond
their control. From a religious-historical perspective, this usage does not correspond
to a fixed cultic profile: there is no evidence of rituals, sanctuaries, or iconography
dedicated to daimones, unlike the Olympian gods (Luck, 1985: ppl72-174.;
Timotin, 2012, p. 15). This absence reinforces the notion that the daimon is not a
personalized deity but a rather metaphysical principle of intervention. More
significantly, the protective act of the daimdon in saving Telemachus invites
comparison with the death of Sarpedon in Iliad 16.433-461, where Zeus, despite his
paternal grief, is unable to prevent his son’s death. The contrast is striking: while
Zeus, the king of the gods, is bound by the constraints of fate and divine order, the
daimon in the Odyssey operates with a freedom that transcends even Olympian
hierarchy. This suggests that the daimdon represents a higher metaphysical
authority—one not subject to the deliberations or limitations of the Olympian
council. (Borecky,1965, pp9-10, pp22-24,28, 30.) In this light, the daimon emerges
not merely as a divine agent but as a manifestation of the transcendent principle that
governs life and death, beyond the reach of even Zeus himself. It is this supra-
Olympian dimension that gives the daimon its conceptual power: it embodies the
divine will that acts without name, cult, or constraint, and whose decisions—such as
sparing Telemachus—reveal the ultimate sovereignty over mortal fate.

As Dodds (1962, p.11) notes, Homeric occurrences of the term daimon
frequently function less as systematic theological claims than as conventional idioms
for accounting for sudden impulses, irrational lapses, or extraordinary states of
mind. Read, however, through the conceptual frame of an inner daimon, these
passages acquire a greater weight: what Dodds characterizes as “supernatural or
daemonic” can be more profitably understood as the poet’s nomenclature for the
inward compulsion by which destiny imprints itself on lived experience. De Ruiter
(1918, p.20) similarly emphasizes that the daimdon should not be reduced to an
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external allotment; rather, it operates as an active presence that shapes the conditions
of thought and action from within the subject. Schenkeveld (1988, pp. 112-114)
further observes that in many Homeric contexts the daimon effectively converges
with the notion of poipa, yet this poipa is not apprehended as an abstract decree
imposed from a remote throne: it is experienced as an internal force that presses
upon the psyche. Consequently, the episode dramatizes the daimon’s distinctive
function: in contrast to the Olympian gods, who intervene in ways that are external,
visible, and anthropomorphically motivated, the daimdon mediates the
supra-Olympian order of Moira by dwelling within the mortal mind and thereby
ensuring that destiny is enacted through human lapses, impulses, and delusions.

We do not accept Dodds’s implication that such references are merely
rhetorical or psychological shorthand; on the contrary, we contend that the Homeric
daimdn represents a genuinely effective mode of divine intervention. Far from being
an indifferent explanatory trope, the daimon functions as a form of higher godly
agency that acts within human consciousness to bring about outcomes consonant
with the cosmic order.

The strongest proof of Dodds’s failure lies in Homer’s unambiguous
portrayals of the daimdn’s capacity to transform a human life wholesale.

This inward dimension is especially vivid in Iliad 9.600, where Phoenix
pleads with Achilles:” uij mote 6oi Tt daiuwv évi etijscor fdinory / dypiov yrop”
— “let not a daimon ever place within your breast a savage heart.” The exhortation
provides a masterful and concise articulation of the Homeric understanding of
destructive emotions as externally caused, divine phenomena. Stylistically, the
power of the line is concentrated in the verb "Bainow” (an aorist subjunctive of
“Barre", "to throw, to cast, to hit a target"). This is a verb of violent, penetrating
action. It does not describe a gentle persuasion or a subtle influence, but a sudden,
projectile implantation of a state of being directly into the core of a person. The
location of this action is profoundly significant: évi "ot0goo1" ("in the breast"),
the Homeric seat of the" fjtop", the heart as the center of emotion, passion, and
courage. The object being implanted is an "@ypiov frop "("a savage heart" or "a
wild spirit"), a condition of feral rage that obliterates social restraint and rational
thought.

This formulation is foundational to the Homeric psychology of emotion. It
posits that a destructive passion like savage rage is not an organic, internal
development arising from one's own character, but a foreign entity introduced into
the psyche by an external, divine agent—the daimon. The daimdn here acts as the
vector for a pathogenic state of mind. In this capacity, the daimon is the
embodiment of the uncontrollable and often disastrous passions that threaten the
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heroic self from within. It is the cause of the blind rage that makes a warrior forget
strategy, the jealous fury that shatters alliances, or the mad grief that leads to
desecration. Therefore, this line reveals the daimon in its most intimate and
terrifying role: not just as a guide or a trickster, but as a direct, invasive source of the
inner savagery that can undo a hero from the inside out, highlighting the profound
vulnerability of the mortal psyche to divine interference.

The phrasing explicitly situates the daimonic within the hero’s chest, not as
an external blow but as an implanted impulse. In the framework of Homeric thought,
this reveals the distinctive role of the daimon: unlike the Olympian gods, who
intervene openly and from without, the daimon operates from within, bending the
psyche toward its destined course. The ambiguity—whether the daimon is an
external divine pressure or an inner compulsion—is precisely the point, for Homer
presents the daimon as both. Yet this duality underscores a functional hierarchy: the
Moirai determine the lot before birth, while the daimon enacts that lot in lived
experience by implanting drives, emotions, and decisions directly into the mortal
heart. Thus, Phoenix’s warning dramatizes the unique capacity of the daimdon—a
capacity unavailable to the Olympian gods—to inhabit the inner life of mortals and
to ensure that the supra-Olympian order of destiny is realized through the very
movements of human thought and desire.

In Homeric poetry, the daimon emerges as a polyvalent force that transcends
the personalized motivations of the Olympian gods, operating instead as an
indeterminate and potent agent of cosmic will. Its interventions—whether deceptive,
empowering, or fateful—consistently target the human psyche, bridging external
divine order and internal human experience. Through linguistic and thematic
analysis, the daimon imprinting onto mortal consciousness through psychological
impulses, delusions, and courage. Unlike the Olympians, it requires no cult or name,
acting as a supreme metaphysical authority that governs the limits of human fortune
and failure. Thus, the Homeric daimdn represents not a passive abstraction but an
active, pervasive force that shapes the heroic narrative by inhabiting the very terrain
of human thought and desire, affirming its role as the ultimate arbiter of a
transcendent, supra-Olympian cosmos.

The Daimon as Divine Executive: Operationalizing Cosmic Order in Homeric
Theology.

The Homeric conception of divinity presents a complex hierarchical structure
wherein the Olympian gods, despite their power, operate within constraints
established by higher cosmic forces. The relationship between the daimon as a
system and the anthropomorphic Olympian gods was not one of perpetual
antagonism; rather, in many instances their interests and ends converged.
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In Odyssey 3.160—166, Nestor recalls the turmoil after Troy’s fall: "Zevg o'
o0 Tw uideto véoTov, oyétiios, 6c p' Epv dpoe Kaxny Em dsvTEPOV ADTIS ...
pedyov, Emel Yivwokov, 0 O Kaka unoeto oaiuwv'.— : “But Zeus did not yet will
our return, harsh god, who raised up evil strife for the second time ... but with my
fleet of ships I fled, for I understood the misfortune that the daimon was devising for
me.”” This poignant lament from the Odyssey offers a sophisticated articulation of
the daimon as the perceived, immediate instrument of a larger, often inscrutable,
divine plan. The speaker’s despair stems from his cognitive realization—
"yvivookov" (“I understood”)—of the malevolent design being woven against him, a
design explicitly attributed to the "oaipwv" through the verb "unoero" (“was
devising”). This key term," pfioero", imbues the daimon with a sense of deliberate,
intelligent forethought, framing its action not as a blind force but as a calculated and
hostile agency. The intellectual brilliance of the passage lies in its nested hierarchy
of divine will: the primary, ultimate cause of the calamity is explicitly identified as
Zevg ("Zeus"), who is accused of instigating the "evil strife." However, the speaker's
direct, harrowing experience is not with the remote Olympian but with the daimon
as the active, operational extension of that will. This constructs a theological model
where Zeus embodies the overarching, cosmic decree, while the daimon functions as
the specific executive power that implements this decree within the human sphere.
Linguistically, the shift from the general accusation against Zeus to the specific, felt
threat of the daimon mirrors the mortal experience of divinity: one may know of the
supreme god's ultimate authority, but one suffers the intricate, malicious plots of the
daimdn. Thus, in this context, the daimon is definitively not an independent entity
but the very mechanism through which a hostile divine purpose is translated from
intention into devastating reality, solidifying its role as the primary agent of
inexplicable misfortune in the human psyche.

In Homeric poetry, the daimdn does not appear as a subordinate agent
of the Olympian gods but rather as belonging to a distinct category of divine power
that transcends their partisan wills. In Odyssey 3.160—166, Nestor explicitly names
Zeus as the instigator of renewed strife, yet attributes the impending disaster to a
daimon, whose counsel leads him to flee in self-preservation. Here the daimon
operates in a direction opposed to the will of Zeus, not by negating it, but by
representing an alternative modality of divine causality that mortals perceive as
decisive for their fate. Similarly, in Iliad 7.291, the suspension of battle is entrusted
not to any Olympian deity—who were themselves divided in their allegiances—but
to the judgment of the daimon, invoked without the article to indicate an indefinite,
overarching power. In both cases, the daimon functions as an arbiter whose authority
is not reducible to the will of Zeus or any other named god. This conceptual
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independence aligns the daimon with the Moirai, the Fates, who in archaic thought
possessed a sovereignty that even Zeus could not overturn. Just as the Moirai
embody an impersonal principle of allotment (poipa) that structures the lives of
gods and men alike, so too the daimon in Homer marks the presence of a higher,
indeterminate agency that directs human destiny beyond the rivalries of the
Olympians. Thus, the Homeric daimon belongs not to the category of the Olympian
gods but to a broader stratum of divine power, one that mediates between the
personal will of the gods and the impersonal necessity of fate.

The Homeric conception of the divine is not monolithic but is structured as a
complex hierarchy, a fact that becomes critically apparent in moments of intense
heroic crisis. A paramount example that illuminates this stratified occurs
in lliad 17.98-104. Following the death of Patroclus, as Hector, buoyed by divine
favor, presses his assault, Menelaus engages in a moment of profound deliberation.
His internal monologue culminates in a gnomic statement that serves as a
theological axiom for the entire epic: “énmét’ aviyp £0éin mpog daipove QoI
pnayxesOon / 6v ke 0g0c Tipd, Taya oi péyo mipe kohicOn” — : (“When a man is
willing, face-to-face with a daimon, to fight another man whom the god honors, then
it becomes certain that a great calamity will roll down upon him”). This passage
transcends its immediate narrative function to articulate a sophisticated model of
divine causality, positioning the daimon as an executive authority that transcends the
partisan will of the Olympian pantheon.

A meticulous linguistic analysis of the verse reveals a deliberate hierarchy
encoded within its syntax. The conditional clause “6mmét’ @vip £0€rn” foregrounds
human agency (£0¢An), establishing mortal will as the catalyst for the ensuing
conflict. This agency, however, is immediately contextualized within a metaphysical
framework by the phrase “mpog daipova”. The absence of the definite article with
daipova is grammatically and theologically significant. As De Ruiter (1912, pp. 12—
13) authoritatively argues, this anarthrous construction does not point to a specific,
personalized spirit but to an impersonal, overarching “will of heaven.” This
interpretation is substantiated by the subsequent line, “ék Og0@iv morepiler” (“he
fights from the gods,” or “in accordance with the gods”), which frames the entire
conflict as operating under generalized divine sanction (De Ruiter, 1912, p. 13).

This "will of heaven" is further qualified by the relative clause “év ke 0g0g
Tip@”. Here, the term "0g0c" (also anarthrous) operates at a different level of the
divine hierarchy. It denotes the specific Olympian deity who actively confers (honor,
status, and protective favor) upon the mortal combatant. The verb Tip@ is crucial; it
signifies a personal relationship and a vested interest. Thus, the grammatical
structure establishes a clear functional distinction: the theos is the bestower of
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partisan honor, while the daimon is the impersonal field of divine power that
actively enforces that honor on the battlefield. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1931, 1,
pp. 358-359) reinforces this reading, interpreting “mpodg daipova” as “against a
higher divine authority,” underscoring that Menelaus is contemplating a
confrontation that surpasses mere opposition to an Olympian god.

The relationship between these terms reveals the daimon as the operational
instrument of a supra-Olympian cosmic system. The episode dramatizes a
confrontation between two distinct orders of divinity: the contingent, often
capricious will of the Olympians, and the transcendent, impartial authority executed
by the daimon. This concept is powerfully compounded by the scholarly
proposition, noted by Darcus (1974, p. 395 n.17), that “mpog daipove” may be
semantically synonymous with “dmep popov” (“beyond fate). While Darcus rightly
advocates for caution, noting the Homeric text's resistance to reductive equations,
the very possibility of this equivalence positions the daimon not merely as a divine
agent, but as a force aligned with, or identical to, the ultimate, binding principle of
the cosmos—moira. The daimon, in this light, becomes the active mechanism that
ensures the decrees of fate are fulfilled, even when they run contrary to the desires
of individual Olympians.

This interpretation is supported by the phenomenon of layered causality, a
hallmark of Homeric thought. As E.R. Dodds (1962, pp. 7-8) elucidates in The
Greeks and the Irrational, the archaic Greek mind could hold multiple, simultaneous
explanations for a single event without perceiving contradiction. A prime example is
Patroclus’s death (/liad 16.849—854), which he attributes to the mortal Euphorbus
(the immediate cause), the god Apollo (the stripping him of his arms), and a
nebulous third agent that Dodds identifies as the “subjective cause” or a higher
divine necessity (1962, p. 8). This necessity, we argue, is the daimon in its supra-
Olympian function—not an abstract fate, but an active, enforcing power that
orchestrates events to align with a cosmic plan beyond the petty squabbles of the
gods.

Menelaus’s hesitation is not merely a narrative device but a profound
psychological portrait of a hero’s internal recognition of this higher authority.
The daimon is experienced not solely as an external prohibition but as an internal,
psychological force that shapes his deliberation and resolve. This aligns with the
argument of Jasper Griffin (1980, pp. 73—75) that divine influence in Homer often
manifests as internal stirrings—sudden influxes of courage, fear, or, as here, prudent
hesitation. The daimon thus operates in what Jean-Pierre Vernant (2006, p. 127)
terms the “intersection point” between external cosmic structure and internal human
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experience. It is the liminal force that mediates between divine ordinance and human
psychology, embodying the fundamental ambiguity of Homeric causality.

This psychological dimension lends deeper significance to Menelaus’s
subsequent remark that, had Ajax been present, they might have fought “even
against daimon” (Iliad 17.104). This is not simple bravado but a recognition of the
dynamic nature of this cosmic force. It suggests that the daimon’s power, while
immense, can be contested by figures of exceptional "Bin" (force), introducing a
crucial element of tension between predetermined cosmic order and the potential for
supreme heroic agency.

In conclusion, the passage in Iliad 17 presents a coherent, hierarchical model
of divine power. The Olympian gods (0got) represent a personalized, partisan level
of intervention. The daimon , however, functions as the impersonal, executive
authority that transcends them, acting as the enforcement mechanism of a cosmic
order that can be synonymous with fate itself. Menelaus’s deliberation provides a
psychological window into how this hierarchy is internalized by mortals. The “great
calamity” (péya mijpa) is therefore the inevitable result of violating this stratified
system—it is the cosmic order reasserting itself through the operative power of
the daimon. This analysis affirms that within the Homeric worldview, human
existence is ultimately governed by a divine authority beyond Olympus, and
the daimon is the indispensable medium through which that supreme authority is
enacted both in the world and within the soul.

In Homeric epic the daimdn frequently emerges as a subtle yet decisive force
shaping the inner life of mortals. A particularly revealing passage occurs when
Athena addresses Telemachus: “Tyiéuay’, diia usv avtog évi ppeoi cijol voicelg,
dila 0¢ Kal oaiuwv dmobicetar: o yap Oiw 00 e Oedv askntt yevécOor te
papiucy te” (Odyssey 3.25-28). —: “Telemachus, some things you will think of
yourself, in your own mind, but other things a daimon will suggest; for I do not
think you were born and raised without the will of the gods.”

The pronouncement made by Mentor (Athena) to Telemachus in Odyssey
3.25-28 presents a sophisticated model of divine-human interaction, one that
carefully negotiates the boundary between external influence and internal agency.
Stylistically, the verse is structured around a deliberate antithesis, established by the
parallel clauses "dAda uév... diia oé.." ("some things on the one hand... but other
things on the other..."). This balanced structure creates a conceptual division of labor
within the realm of thought and decision-making. On one side is Telemachus's own
mind ("adzog évi ppeai aijor"), the seat of his personal reasoning and autonomy. On
the other is the daipwv, introduced as an external source of inspiration. The key to
understanding their relationship lies in the specific verb chosen for the daimon's

62




Mahmoud Hanafy L

action: “vmoOfceran” ("will suggest," from drotiOnpur). Unlike more coercive verbs
such as avaykalm (to force) or even “kered®” (to command), “OmoTiOnuL” carries
the nuanced meanings of "to prompt," "to advise," or "to put an idea into one's
mind." It implies a subtle, suggestive influence that operates beneath the surface of
conscious thought, an inspiration that is planted rather than imposed.

This construction is profoundly significant. It refutes a model of mere divine
puppetry and instead posits a collaborative psychology. The daimdon does not
override Telemachus's "v6og" (mind); it supplements it. The human faculty of
judgment remains intact and primary for a set of concerns, while the divine
intervenes to provide guidance for others. This preserves Telemachus's moral and
intellectual responsibility—he must still process, accept, and act upon these
suggestions. The final clause, "0d yap diw / o0 oe Ocidv aéxnnt yevéelou te
papiuey te"—: ("for I do not think you were born and raised without the will of
the gods"), serves as the theological foundation for this entire process. It frames the
daimon's internal prompting not as a violation of his nature, but as a fulfillment of it.
His very existence is rooted in divine will, making the ongoing, subtle guidance of
the daimon a natural extension of his destiny.

The contrast is striking. Athena, the Olympian goddess, speaks here as a
concrete divine agent, yet she explicitly acknowledges that she herself cannot
implant thoughts within Telemachus’ mind. Instead, she distinguishes between what
he will conceive “in his own heart” and what “a daimdon will suggest.” This
distinction demonstrates that the daimon is neither reducible to a named Olympian
deity like Athena nor to the general category of theos responsible for Telemachus’
birth and nurture. Rather, it functions as an intermediary principle, a distributor of
impulses and insights, recalling the etymology of daimon from daiomai (“to divide,
to apportion”), and thus as a power that apportions human destiny from within.

Unlike the Olympian gods, who act openly in the narrative and intervene as
partisan agents in human affairs, the daimon is perceived by mortals as the hidden
cause of unexpected shifts of thought or desire, beyond the reach of ordinary human
wisdom. As Vernant (1991, pp.186-190) has argued, this usage reflects the
psychological dimension of the daimon as a way of explaining sudden changes of
mind, while Katsae (201¢, pp.45-67) emphasizes its role at the moment when
human intention falters under an overpowering drive. Fortes and Coelho (2024,
pp. 118—122) further highlight its mediating function between external divine
agency and inner human impulse, and Mikalson (2021, pp.63—66) situates this
ambiguity within the broader framework of Greek religion, where the daimon
embodies indeterminate divine will. Pirenne-Delforge (2017) likewise underscores
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its status as a modality of divine action distinct from, yet parallel to, the Olympian
gods.

The passage (Odyssey 3.25-28) thus makes clear that Athena, despite her
Olympian authority, cannot directly implant thoughts in Telemachus’ mind, whereas
the daimon possesses precisely this capacity. It is this unique power of inward
suggestion—unavailable to the Olympian gods—that marks the daimon as a
category of divine force operating at a level beyond their reach, and therefore not
subordinate to them.

In Iliad 7.291, Homer writes: ” viov uév maveouccOo udyns Kai éniotijrog /
crjuspov: otepov avte paynodusl’ cic & ke daipuwv / duue dwakpivy, ooy o’
étépoiaci ye vikwv” — :(“Let us now cease from battle and strife for this day;
hereafter shall we fight again until the daimon judge between us, and give victory to
one side or the other”). It is our view that The absence of the article with “daimon”
indicates that the term does not designate a particular spirit but rather a generalized
divine force, a usage that parallels the indefinite theos, which in Homer often
denotes “a god” or “the divine will” without specification. When Homer refers to the
daimdn as the arbiter of what is to come in a war where the Olympian gods
themselves participate as allies on either side (Borecky,1965, pp9-10), the
implication is that the daimon here expresses a will higher than that of the
Olympians, who are themselves parties to the conflict. The use of daimon without
the definite article thus constitutes a clear indication that the term does not belong to
any particular or recognizable deity, but rather signifies a transcendent principle of
divine agency. In this context, the daimdon functions as the manifestation of a
superior divine will that surpasses the Olympian gods, situating it as the operative
force through which the cosmic order determines the outcome of human affairs. This
linguistic and theological nuance underscores Homer’s capacity to distinguish
between the personalized gods of the pantheon and the impersonal, supra-Olympian
power of the daimdn, thereby reinforcing the epic’s vision of a structured hierarchy
in which even the Olympians are subject to a higher, inscrutable causality. The
judicial verb" dwaxpivy"(“to decide, to judge”) casts the daiméon in the role of
arbiter, a role elsewhere frequently attributed higher theos than the Olympian gods
in Homeric diction. The semantic overlap is further reinforced by the phrase “dan
0’ étépoiai ye viknv” —: (“and give victory to one side or the other”), which echoes
Homeric descriptions of theos as the one who bestows or withholds success in battle.
In agreement with Wilamowitz (1931, I, pp. 358-359) suggested, expressions such
as “mpog daiuova” may even be synonymous with “dmep uopov’ —: (“beyond
fate”), aligning daimon with moira while still functioning like “theos” as the
immediate giver of victory. Thus, in this passage, “daimon’ operates as a polyvalent
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category that can signify fate “moira”, divine will “boulé”, or the gods themselves,
(Garland,2001, 97; Morrison,1997, p278, 288-289) demonstrating that in Homeric
diction the boundaries between these terms are fluid rather than fixed.
Here daimon functions as an impersonal arbiter of fate, a generalized divine will
rather than a specific deity. This usage recurs frequently.

The Homeric daimon emerges as a sophisticated theological construct that
operates at the intersection of multiple divine hierarchies. It functions
simultaneously as the executive instrument of Olympian will, the enforcer of supra-
Olympian fate, and a psychological force that shapes human thought and action from
within. The daimén's unique capacity for subtle psychological influence
“drotiOnuy”’ distinguishes it from the overt interventions of Olympian deities, while
its judicial authority “dwaxpivn” positions it as an impartial arbiter surpassing
partisan divine interests. This dual functionality—as both transcendent cosmic
principle and immanent psychological force—explains the daimon's fundamental
ambiguity in Homeric poetry. Rather than representing a separate deity,
the daimon constitutes the operative modality through which the cosmic order
imprints itself upon human experience, mediating between the decrees of Moira, the
wills of the Olympians, and the fragile autonomy of mortal agents. Through its
capacity to operate across these domains, the daimon embodies the complex, layered
understanding of causality that characterizes the Homeric worldview, serving as the
indispensable medium through which supreme divine authority is actualized in both
the external world and the human soul.

Hesiod's Theological Innovation: The Daimon as Supra-Olympian Guardian.

Hesiod offers a decisive theological innovation in the conception of the
daimdn when he locates their origin in the Golden Age ,In Works and Days 122—
125, Hesiod offers a decisive innovation in the conception of the daimon, describing
the fate of the golden race after their death: “adrap éxei on todTo yévog Kara yai’
éxdioye,— / Toi uév daiuoves ayvoi émyfovior kaiéovrar / é66lol, alelixarxol,
pVlakes OvyTdy avlpomwy, / of po pvidceoveiv te dikag Kal cyétila Epya / Répa
é66auEVOL TAVTY POITAVTES ¢’ alav, / Tovtoddtar...” — : (“But when the earth
had covered this generation, they are called pure daimones dwelling upon the earth,
noble, averters of evil, guardians of mortal men, who watch over judgments and
harsh deeds,; clothed in mist they roam everywhere upon the earth, givers of
wealth”). Unlike Homer, where daimon often denotes an ambiguous explanatory
force—fate (Aloa), divine will, or an impulse “&vi o6Tii@co61”—Hesiod stabilizes
the category by presenting the daimon not simply as the heroic dead transfigured
into protective spirits, but as a manifestation of divine power itself, a force that
embodies a will higher than that of the Olympian gods. Their description as "éyvoi"
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(“pure”), "aielikakor" (“warders off of evil”), and "pdlaxes Ovyrdv
avlporwv'—: (“guardians of mortals”) underscores their supra-Olympian
authority: they are not subordinate agents of Zeus but autonomous executors of a
divine order that transcends Olympian partisanship. Their cloaking in mist (Répa
éocdpevor) situates them in a liminal realm between life and death, but this
liminality should be read not as a sign of ghostly survival but as a marker of their
elevation into a higher stratum of divine causality, recalling the imagery of Thanatos
and other personifications of necessity (Vermeule, 1979, pp. 37-41).

Hesiod’s depiction of the postmortem transformation of the Golden Race in
Works and Days (121-126) constitutes a stylistically sophisticated and theologically
revolutionary passage. The poet employs an accumulative syntactic architecture,
unfolding through a sequence of epithets—"odaipoveg ayvoi, £é60hoi, arelikakor,
@VOlokeg"—that collectively construct a functional taxonomy of daimonic roles.
This paratactic structure, marked by rhythmic precision and semantic layering,
evokes the formulaic solemnity of cultic invocation. It does not merely enumerate
attributes but systematically expands the conceptual field of daimonic authority,
transforming the passage into a liturgical matrix of divine functions.

The lexical selections are not incidental but reflect a deliberate theological
program. The designation “daipoveg @yvoi” (‘pure daimones’) foregrounds their
ritual sanctity, while “&my@6vior” (‘earth-dwelling’) signals a radical relocation of
divine agency from the Olympian sphere to the human realm. The triadic epithet
sequence—“£60Lhoi” (noble), “arelikaxor” (averters of evil), and “@OAakeg BvnTdV
avOporwv” (guardians of mortal men)—builds toward a climactic identification:
“mhovtoddTan” (givers of wealth). This rhetorical crescendo enacts a systematic
transference of core Olympian prerogatives—moral oversight, protective
intervention, and economic dispensation—to these newly constituted divine
intermediaries.

From an ideological perspective, the passage performs what Jean-Pierre
Vernant (2006, pp. 120-122) has termed a ‘“theological reorganization of the
pantheon.” Hesiod executes three decisive operations. First, he establishes a
genealogical reconfiguration that situates the daimones not within the Olympian
lineage but as emanations of humanity’s primordial apex, thereby inverting the
traditional divine genealogy. Second, he assigns them universal jurisdiction—
“mavtn Qovtdvreg ém’ aiov’—which transcends the spatial limitations of localized
cults and polis-based deities. Third, and most significantly, he entrusts them with
juridical and ethical surveillance—“@uvAdocovciv Te dikag Kai oyétTha Epya”—
thus positioning them as executors of a cosmic moral order that operates beyond the
reach of Olympian arbitration.
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Within the framework of our research, this passage marks the inaugural
formulation of the daimon as a “transcendent instrumental complex.” The Hesiodic
daimones function as a distributed network through which a supra-Olympian
sovereignty administers justice and allocates prosperity. Their mist-cloaked
mobility—“népa &oodpevor”—symbolizes their ontological liminality: they are
neither fully celestial nor strictly chthonic, but rather permeate the interstitial
domain between divine volition and human experience. In this capacity, they
mediate the flow of cosmic governance, embodying a metaphysical infrastructure
that links the moral economy of the divine with the lived reality of mortals.

This conception marks a decisive departure from Homeric theology in three
crucial aspects: it systematizes what was previously ambiguous, moralizes what was
arbitrary, and democratizes divine oversight through universal guardianship. The
passage thus establishes the theological foundation for the subsequent internalization
of daimonic authority we observe in Theognis, while simultaneously providing the
conceptual architecture for Plato's daimonic psychology. Hesiod's daimones emerge
not merely as transformed ghosts but as the operational instruments of a
transcendent ethical order that surpasses Olympian caprice.

This reading suggests that Hesiod’s determination of the daimdn’s origin in
the Golden Age should not be understood as granting them independent divine
status, but rather as situating them as instruments of a higher transcendent will. By
tracing their genesis to a bygone race of mortals, Hesiod emphasizes that the
daimones are not autonomous entities but reconfigured beings, repurposed to serve
the needs of human life under divine supervision. Their role as guardians,
wealth-givers, and warders off of evil underscores their function as mediating agents
through which the supreme divine order operates. Thus, Hesiod’s innovation lies not
in elevating the daimdn to the level of sovereign deity, but in redefining them as
vehicles of a supra-Olympian authority—creatures of another age transformed into
instruments for the governance and moral regulation of mortals.

This transformation is not reincarnation but the re-location of human destiny
into the hands of daimones who now function as agents of a supra-Olympian will.
Elsewhere in Hesiod, the semantic range of daimon remains fluid: in the Shield of
Heracles (94) it appears in the sense of “fate” or “heaven’s will,” much as in Homer,
while in Theogony 656 Cottus addresses Zeus as "oarpdévi", a form that may be read
as a vocative equivalent of " @gbg " but more likely reflects conventional address.
Yet the Works and Days passage marks a decisive theological innovation: the
daimon is no longer only an explanatory category or a heroic remnant, but a divine
force that embodies and enacts a will higher than the Olympians themselves.
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Modern scholarship has emphasized the significance of this Hesiodic move.
Darcus (1974, p.395) and de Ruiter (1918, pp. 16, 18, 20) note that Hesiod
integrates the daimdn into a proto-theological framework; Vernant (2006, p. 100)
stresses their function as mediators between gods and men, but this mediation can
now be seen as the channeling of a supra-Olympian necessity; Burkert (1985,
pp. 180—182) highlights their role as “moral overseers,” anticipating later ideas of
conscience and inner guidance, which in this reading reflects their higher authority
over Olympian arbitrariness; Nilsson (1964, pp.164-166) argues that, the term
daimon retains its archaic function as an impersonal and anonymous manifestation
of supernatural power. has drawn upon this usage to advance the interpretation of
the daimdn as an “impersonal force” devoid of genuine individuality Within this
framework, the daimdn is consistently positioned in opposition to 8gdg, which
designates the “personal and individuated” divine agent. Within this framework, the
daimén is consistently positioned in opposition to 0gd6g, which designates the
“personal and individuated” divine agent; Mikalson (1983, pp19,59.) underlines
their function as “proto-guardian spirits,” but their role as “@¥ioxkeg OvnrdV “
implies not only moral surveillance but the enforcement of a higher cosmic order;
Clay (2003, pp.112-115) emphasizes their role as “mAovroddtan” (“‘givers of
wealth”), linking them directly to the structuring of human destiny under divine
necessity; Pucci (2007, pp.89-92) situates them within the moral economy of
Hesiod’s cosmos, which in this interpretation is governed by supra-Olympian will;
Stoddard (2017, pp. 64—70) shows how they anticipate the Platonic conception of the
daimdn as mediator of divine order; and Graf (2009, pp. 25-28) situates them within
the broader Greek tradition of the dead as continuing presences, though Hesiod’s
innovation is to elevate them into the rank of divine forces.

Taken together, these perspectives confirm that Hesiod’s daimones are not
abstract metaphors or merely heroic shades, but divine powers embodying a will
greater than that of the Olympian gods, guardian presences that inhabit the moral
and existential life of mortals and lay the conceptual groundwork for later
philosophical elaborations in Heraclitus, Plato, and the Stoics. A further
development of the Hesiodic conception of the daimon appears in Works and Days
313: “Oaipovt 8’ olog &éncla, to épyalecOor duewvov...”—: (“Whatever your
daimon, working is better...””). This brief but dense formulation is striking in its
semantic ambiguity. On one level, the phrase “daipovi &’ olog #no0a” may be read
in continuity with Homeric diction, where daimon frequently denotes “lot” or
“destiny.” Thus, in Iliad 8.166 “mdpog tot daipova dwew,” — “I will give you your
doom”) and Odyssey 11.61 “acé ue dainovog aica kaxi kai dOécparog oivog”, —
: “an evil lot of daimon and boundless wine destroyed me”), the term functions as an
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impersonal designation for the portion allotted to mortals. In this sense, Hesiod’s
exhortation could be understood as a pragmatic reminder: regardless of the destiny
assigned, labor “t0 ¢pydleoOar” remains the superior path.

Yet the Hesiodic formulation goes further. By placing the exhortation in the
second person—"“whatever your daimon”—Hesiod implicitly acknowledges the
human capacity to recognize and respond to one’s destiny. The daimdon may embody
a supra-Olympian will, but the mortal is not reduced to passive submission: through
work, one actively shapes the way that destiny unfolds. Otto (1923, pp39-41)
emphasizes that Hesiod’s daimones anticipate the later philosophical notion of a
personal spiritual presence; in this light, Works and Days 313 suggests that the
mortal must cooperate with this divine allotment through labor.

We, however, see in Hesiod’s verse a more radical theological claim: the
daimdn embodies a supra-Olympian destiny from which mortals cannot escape, yet
within this framework human beings retain both the vision and the responsibility to
act. Labor is not merely an externally imposed burden but the privileged means by
which mortals align themselves with this higher divine order. In this respect, Hesiod
does not simply foreshadow Platonic or Stoic developments but already articulates
the fundamental tension between fate and freedom, a tension later crystallized in
Heraclitus® dictum that “)foc av@pdne daipwyv “(DK 22B119), —: “character is
daimon” and in the philosophical elaborations of the inner daimonion.

Thus, Works and Days 313 illustrates the transitional logic of Hesiod’s
thought. The daimdn is no longer to be understood merely as an inner presence or
subjective impulse, but as a divine power of supra-Olympian rank, capable of
working directly within the human soul. It both constrains mortal life under an order
higher than the Olympian gods and simultaneously enables action within that
framework. By insisting that “working is better,” Hesiod affirms that, whatever
daimon governs one’s destiny, mortals retain the responsibility to act, to labor, and
to shape their lives in accordance with this higher will. In this way, Hesiod
transforms the Homeric ambiguity of the daimdon—sometimes fate (Aisa),
sometimes divine impulse “évi 6Ti|@go0o1”—into a theological principle: the daimon
is the channel of a divine necessity greater than Zeus and the Olympians, a power
that alone can implant drives and orientations within the human psyche. This
conception not only clarifies the limits of Olympian intervention but also lays the
foundation for later philosophical and religious traditions, in which the daimon
emerges as the supreme mediator between the human and the divine, the inner site
where transcendent will becomes operative in mortal existence.

Hesiod introduces a decisive theological innovation in the conception of the
daimdn in Works and Days (122-125), fundamentally redefining their nature by
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tracing their origin to the Golden Race. Unlike the ambiguous Homeric daimon,
Hesiod transforms them into stable, supra-Olympian divine forces—pure guardians
of humanity, givers of wealth, and averters of evil. Their attributes of purity,
protection, and moral oversight establish them within a higher divine stratum than
the Olympian gods, operating as autonomous executors of a cosmic order beyond
Zeus's partisanship. While modern scholarship emphasizes their mediating role
between gods and men, a closer reading reveals they function primarily as
instruments of a transcendent will, reconfigured from mortal beings into active
channels of divine necessity. This conceptual evolution is further refined in Works
and Days 313, where the phrase "whatever your daimon" acknowledges human
agency within this supra-Olympian framework, presenting labor as the privileged
means for mortals to align themselves with higher divine order. Through this
theological synargument , Hesiod establishes the daimdon not merely as an
explanatory concept but as a fundamental theological principle—the operative
channel through which transcendent divine will manifests within human existence,
thereby laying the essential foundation for subsequent philosophical developments
in Heraclitus, Plato, and Stoic thought regarding the relationship between fate,
divinity, and human responsibility.

The Daimon as Inner Principle: Theognis’ Transformation of Divine
Causation.

If Hesiod represents the decisive theological moment in which the daimon
emerges as a supra-Olympian force capable of shaping human destiny from within,
Theognis offers the next crucial stage in the evolution of this concept. In his elegiac
poetry, the daimdn is no longer a collective guardian of the moral order, as in Works
and Days, but becomes an individuated power, intimately bound to the fate of each
person. Theognis’ verses dramatize the tension between human counsel and divine
allotment, showing how the daimon can override even the wisest intentions or
redeem the most foolish impulses. It is within this poetic context that the daimon
assumes its most paradoxical role: at once the agent of supra-Olympian necessity
and the determinant of individual fortune, a divine force that both limits and enables
human agency.

Theognis provides one of the most explicit testimonies to the individuated
daimon and its intimate relation to human agency. In Elegies 133—136 he writes:

“Toiiol To1 ypdvral ds1lais ppeai, daiuovi 0’ E6OLD,

0lc 10 KaKov dokéov yiyveral gig ayalov:

gloly 0’ ot fovljj T’ ayalij kai daiuovi dE1ld

noyOiovaot, télos o0’ Epyuacty ovy Ererar’.
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— (“Many men have wretched minds, but are possessed of a good daimon,
and for these men what seems evil turns to good,; and there are those who toil with
good counsel but are possessed of a miserable daimon, and the end does not follow
from their works.”)

Theognis here employs a masterful antithetical structure that articulates a
sophisticated theology of divine agency. The couplet manifests perfect diptych form,
with each half presenting a case study in the paradoxical relationship between
human capacity and daimonic influence. The poet establishes four crucial
variables—"@peoi" (minds), "Povii}"(counsel), "daipovi £60AD" (good daimon),
and "odaipovt deM®" (wretched daimon)—then systematically demonstrates their
complex interplay.

Stylistically, the passage achieves remarkable conceptual density through its
chiastic arrangement. The first case presents the inverse relationship between
internal poverty (d&1haig @peoi) and external divine favor (daipovi £é60A®), while
the second inverts this pattern with internal wisdom (BovAf} T° éya01)) thwarted by
malevolent divine influence (daipovi d€h@®). This mirror structure serves to
highlight the fundamental theological principle: the daimdn possesses ultimate veto
power over human endeavor. The verb "ypdvron'("are possessed/use") is
particularly significant, suggesting both instrumental usage and ontological
possession—the daimon simultaneously serves as the agent through which destiny
operates and the force that inhabits human existence.

Ideologically, this represents a radical development beyond earlier
conceptions. While Homeric theology acknowledged the daimon's power over
external events, Theognis extends its jurisdiction to the epistemological realm—the
very perception of reality (T0 kokOv oJokéov yiyvetor egig ayo0ov). The
transformation of apparent evil into actual good through daimonic intervention
suggests a supra-rational divine wisdom that transcends human understanding.
Conversely, the failure of "téhoc" (end/purpose) to follow from human works
(¢pypaowv) constitutes a profound critique of instrumental rationality and the
principle of merit.

This fragment offers critical evidence for the daimon’s evolution into what
may be termed a “metaphysical override mechanism.” It functions as the supreme
instrument of transcendent will, capable of performing three decisive operations:-
(1) transmuting ontological categories—effecting a reversal from evil to good; (2)
nullifying human intention even when grounded in proper deliberation; and (3)
asserting the ultimate priority of divine teleology over human téyvn. Through this
schema, the poet establishes a theological hierarchy in which the daimon emerges as
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the final arbiter of existential outcomes, rendering human virtue and rational
calculation contingent upon its benevolent or malevolent intervention.

This conceptualization marks a significant departure from Hesiod’s model of
guardian daimones, advancing toward a more psychologically penetrating paradigm
in which the daimdn not only interacts with but ultimately determines the efficacy of
human cognitive and moral faculties. The fragment thus constitutes a pivotal
moment in the internalization of divine causality, anticipating the Socratic
daimonion while preserving the archaic notion of cosmic allotment that underpins
supra-Olympian sovereignty.

The theological implications of this development are profound. In Works and
Days (122-126), Hesiod presents the daimones of the Golden Race as a collective
postmortem body, overseeing justice from a distance. Theognis, by contrast,
internalizes and individuates the concept, transforming the daimon from an external,
communal observer into an immanent and personal principle—ontologically
inseparable from the individual’s existential and ethical experience. As Darcus
(1974, p.396) and Edmonds (1931, n.47) observe, the passage exemplifies the
individuated daimon as a personal spiritual force capable of overriding human
intention. Vernant (2006, pp. 365-366) interprets this as indicative of the daimon’s
emergent psychological dimension, wherein divine agency is no longer merely
external but embedded within the structures of human thought and action.

The passage demonstrates Theognis's transformation of the daimdn concept
from Hesiod's external collective guardians into an individualized, internalized
psychological force. Through the Elegies 133-136, Theognis establishes a
fundamental paradox where the daimon can override human rationality and
intention, functioning both as active divine agent and personal destiny. The language
of possession indicates a deep psychological internalization, marking a significant
theological development where divine necessity operates from within the human
soul rather than through external intervention. This conceptual shift anticipates later
philosophical developments while maintaining the daimon's character as a supra-
Olympian force that transcends traditional divine hierarchies.

This conception is reinforced in Theognis 165-166:

“ovoceis avOpamwy 00T’ 6Af10g 0bTe mEVIYPOS

00TE KAKOG VOGPIY 0aiuovog 00T’ ayalfog”.

— (“No man is rich or poor, neither bad nor good, apart from daimon.”)

Theognis’ fragment (I1l. 157-158) displays a highly disciplined stylistic
architecture that reinforces its substantive ideological claim. Formally, the verse
deploys a systematic negative construction—"0vV0&lg AvOPOTOY ... 0VT ... OVTE ...
ovt ”—whose paired antonyms “OAProg / meviypog; kakog / aya06g” effect a
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comprehensive denial of human autonomy across both material and moral registers.
This quadripartite negation establishes a classificatory frame that subsumes
economic condition and ethical character alike under the dominion of the daipovog.
The chiastic ordering of the attributes intensifies the totalizing claim of the line,
braiding together external fortune and internal virtue into a single tissue of daimonic
determination.

Conceptually, the verse represents a decisive advance beyond the Homeric
paradigm in which the daimon primarily accounts for the allotment of fortune. By
introducing the preposition “véc@iv’— “apart from” — the passage consigns every
conceivable human condition to daimonic mediation: separation from the daimon is
posited as an ontologically inadmissible state. Read in light of our research
hypothesis, the line therefore articulates a theological determinism according to
which what is ordinarily apprehended as personal character or acquired status is in
fact the manifestation of a supra-human agency.

The fragment is significant because it collapses the analytic distinction
between the moral and the amoral dimensions of fate. By subsuming economic
prosperity and penury together with moral goodness and badness under a single
deterministic schema, Theognis advances a unitary theory of divine causation that
governs both outward circumstance and inward disposition. This synthesis
prefigures later developments that construe the daimon as an indwelling ethical
principle—most notably tendencies in the Presocratics and Heraclitean thought that
equate character with daimon—while nonetheless preserving the archaic notion of
divine allotment.

Within the theoretical framework that treats the daimon as the instrument of
a transcendent divine will, the passage furnishes compelling textual evidence for the
internalization of supra-Olympian authority. Here the daimdon does not merely
dispense fortunes at the periphery of life; it constitutes the very substance of human
identity, functioning as the immanent executor of a higher necessity that precedes
and conditions all material and ethical manifestations of the self.

From the analytical standpoint of the present argument, this passage
elucidates a decisive theological evolution in the conception of the daimon. It
transcends its earlier role as a mere distributor of external circumstances to emerge
as a fully realized supra-Olympian power that permeates the foundational structures
of moral consciousness. By positing both virtue and vice as contingent upon the
inherent quality of the individual's daimon, Theognis advances the proposition that
this divine force operates immanently within the human psyche. Its function is
thereby expanded from influencing tangible outcomes to actively shaping the very
core of ethical orientation and character.
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This formulation decisively corroborates the paper’s central claim that the
daimon and the self are mutually interpenetrative. The passage substantiates the
view that human agency is never an autonomous faculty but is always-already
conditioned and mediated by a higher, divine necessity. In a critical divergence from
the operational mode of the Olympian gods, whose interventions are
characteristically external, episodic, and partisan, the daimon functions as an
indwelling, continuous determinant. It governs not only material fortune but also the
constitution of virtue itself, thereby instrumentally embodying a transcendent divine
will whose authority and scope fundamentally surpass those of the Olympian
pantheon. This analysis firmly establishes the Theognidean daimon as the
hermeneutic key for understanding the internalization of supra-Olympian
sovereignty as the ultimate condition of possibility for human ethical life.

Taken together, these perspectives confirm that Theognis universalizes and
radicalizes the Hesiodic conception: the daimon is not only the arbiter of external
destiny but the divine force that defines the very categories of human existence. In
this way, the poet advances the theological trajectory from Homeric ambiguity to
Hesiodic stabilization and finally to an explicit recognition of the daimdon as a
supra-Olympian power that fuses with the human psyche, ensuring that both fortune
and morality are inseparable from divine necessity.

Theognis himself acknowledges the apparent overlap between daimon and
theos in 171-172:

“Ocoig ebyov: Ocoig éoty Em KpdTog: obtol drep Oy yiveronr avOpamoig
o0t ayadl’ obte kakxa”.

—: (“Pray to the gods; the gods hold power, indeed without the gods
nothing good or bad happens to men.”).

In Theognis, the daimdn is articulated as a supreme mediating force between
divine will and human freedom—a personal and internalized power that governs
both external fortune and the moral quality of life, while still preserving the sphere
of human agency within the framework of divine necessity. Unlike the Olympian
gods, who exercise cosmic authority “Kparog” in a visible and external manner, the
daimon functions as an individuated destiny-spirit that mediates divine will within
the intimate sphere of human existence. This conception constitutes a theological
innovation, for the daimon embodies a paradoxical capacity: it can override human
reasoning and impose impulses, yet without erasing the possibility of choice,
thereby creating a productive tension at the heart of its role. Modern scholarship
(Dodds, Vernant, Burkert, among others) has emphasized this dual nature of the
daimon as both innate personal fortune and internal moral presence, though its
supra-Olympian significance is often underestimated. Theognis’s vision thus marks
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a decisive development beyond Hesiod’s collective daimones, presenting instead a
fully individuated power inhabiting the human soul and anticipating later
philosophical elaborations in Heraclitus and Plato. At the core of this conception lies
the unresolved paradox between divine necessity and human responsibility, where
mortal decisions retain their meaning even under the pervasive influence of the
daimon.

The personal dimension of the daimdn becomes explicit in Theognis 341—
350, where the poet frames his prayer to Zeus but concludes by invoking a
benevolent daimon:

“aAra Zed téleoov uor Oidumie Kaipiov vynpy,

00¢ 0¢ uot avti kak®v kai Tt Talbeiv ayaldov...

. TOV iy pélav alpa meiv, éni T’ 6010G Gpoito

oaiuwv, 0g Kat’ Euov vodv telécele Tdoe”.

— (“But Olympian Zeus, fulfill my timely prayer, and grant me to endure
something good instead of evils... and may a good daimon arise, who will bring
these things about in accordance with my desire.”)

This supplication from Theognis provides a consummate linguistic and
conceptual crystallization: the daimon's evolution into a supra-Olympian mediator
internal to the human psyche. Linguistically, the prayer's structure is profoundly
significant, opening with a conventional invocation to the transcendent Olympian,
Zeus, using the imperative "télesév" ("fulfill"). However, the crucial theological
shift occurs in the final line, where the active role is transferred to the "&o0A0g
daipov" ("good daimon”). The verb attached to the daimon, "rehéoere" ("will bring
to fulfillment"), is a future optative of the same root as Zeus's command ("téAeodv
"), creating a powerful lexical parallel that elevates the daimon to a functionally
equivalent, yet distinct, executive level. The defining clause "kat’ £nov voov'" ("in
accordance with my mind/desire") is the conceptual apex of this internalization. It
positions the daimdn not as an arbitrary external force, but as a divine power whose
operation is specifically harmonized with the internal faculty of human intention and
intellect (vodg). This aligns perfectly with the paper's argument that in Theognis, the
daimon fuses with the soul, transforming from an external distributor of fate into the
very instrument through which a transcendent divine will becomes immanent in
personal ethical life. Thus, the daimon here fulfills its etymological role as the
"allotter" (daipwv from daiopon, to divide) in its most sophisticated form: it
apportions destiny by operating within the mortal sphere, seamlessly uniting divine
necessity with human desire in a way the external, anthropomorphic Olympians like
Zeus cannot.
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At the same time, Theognis dramatizes the ambivalent power of this inner
mediator: as earlier verses (133—136, 165—-166) and the present set (341-350) show,
the daimon can thwart human counsel—making good intentions fruitless or
transforming folly into success—so that the poet’s prayer to Zeus functions both as
an acknowledgment of overarching divine sovereignty and as an invocation of a
personal mediator who will translate that sovereignty into the concrete terms of his
life.

Modern scholarship has emphasized the importance of this development,
though often without fully recognizing its supra-Olympian implications. Dodds
(1962, p. 42) interprets the lyric daimon as “part of a man’s natal endowment, like
beauty or talent,” an innate and personal fortune inseparable from the individual. De
Ruiter (1918, pp. 7-10) notes that while daimon can function as a synonym for
theos, Theognis’ usage suggests a more individuated and personal force
transforming the daimon into an inner presence that shapes destiny from within,
while Otto (1923, p40) highlights its role as one of the earliest formulations of a
personal spiritual presence. Dodds (1973, p192) underlines its function as a
“proto-guardian spirit,” and Clay (2003, pp. 112—115) emphasizes its distributive
role in structuring human fortune. Pucci (2007, pp. 89-92) situates the daimdn
within the moral economy of archaic poetry, while Stoddard (2017, pp.64—70)
shows how the lyric conception anticipates the Platonic daimonion. Graf (2009,
pp. 25-28) situates it within the broader Greek tradition of the dead as continuing
presences, but in Theognis this tradition is radicalized: the daimon is no longer
simply the heroic dead or a shadow of divine will, but a living, personal force that
fuses with the psyche.

Conclusion

This study has undertaken a detailed religious and conceptual analysis of the
daimon in the early Greek texts of Homer, Hesiod, and Theognis, tracing its
semantic evolution from an external, often supra-Olympian force to an internalized
principle of individual fate. The investigation reveals that the apparent variability in
the term's usage is not a sign of incoherence but rather the reflection of a
sophisticated and evolving religious framework in which the daimon functions as
the primary mediator of a transcendent divine will.

1. A Supreme Cosmic Authority, Not an Olympian

Subject: In the early Greek thought exemplified by Homer, the daiman is

not a subordinate deity but a manifestation of a transcendent, supra-

Olympian power. Its authority can exceed that of Zeus and the pantheon,

acting as the executive force of a higher cosmic order (Moira/Aisa) that even

the gods must obey.

76




Mahmoud Hanafy L

2. The Dual Modality of Divine Intervention: The
Homeric daimdn operates with a unique duality. It functions both as
an external, impersonal arbiter (e.g., judging battles in //iad 7) and as
an immanent, psychological force that directly influences human thought,
emotion, and perception (e.g., implanting courage, delusion, or grief). This
distinguishes it from the Olympians, who typically intervene in visible,
anthropomorphic ways.

3. The Functional Executor of Fate: While the Moirai spin the
abstract pattern of destiny, the daimon is the active agent that ensures its
realization within human life. It is the "allotter" in action, bridging the gap
between pre-ordained fate and lived experience by guiding, compelling, or
deceiving mortals toward their destined ends.

4. Systematic Theological Evolution in Hesiod: Hesiod marks
a pivotal shift by systematizing the daimon within a structured theodicy. By
deriving daimones from the Golden Race, he transforms them into a
collective of watchful spirits, effectively making them instruments of Zeus's
justice. This represents a demotion from a supreme force to a mediating class
of beings, laying the groundwork for later philosophical interpretations.

5. Internalization and Synthesis in Theognis: Theognis
represents the culmination of the conceptual trajectory by synthesizing the
external and internal functions of the daimon. He does not merely replace its
external role but integrates it, transforming the daimon into an innate,
personal principle—one's inherent character and ethical fortune. However,
this internal "fate" continues to operate as a manifestation of a transcendent,
external divine will. Thus, Theognis achieves a crucial synthesis: the divine
will becomes immanent within the individual, governing their actions and
destiny from within the soul, while still retaining its authority as an external,
overarching power that apportions one's lot in life.

6. A Coherent Conceptual Trajectory: The semantic
variability of the daimdn across Homer, Hesiod, and Theognis does not
indicate confusion but a coherent evolution. The concept moves from a
transcendent enforcer of cosmic order (Homer), to a systematic class of
divine mediators (Hesiod), and finally to an internalized principle of
individual fate (Theognis).

7. The Primacy of Mediation: Throughout its evolution, the
core function of the daimon remains mediation. It is the essential link and
operative instrument through which the will of a transcendent, often
inscrutable, divine principle is manifested and actualized in the human
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world, governing both cosmic events and the intimate landscape of the
human soul.
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