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Introduction

INTRODUCTION

In the Iliad and the Odyssey, characters often tell stories of past
events. The materials of these stories range from the deeds of heroes who
belong to generations before the Trojan War, to the past experiences of the
speakers themselves. Thus many mythological tales which do not feature
in the main plot, such as the Meleagros story, the Niobe story, the story of
the Wooden Horse, and the nostoi of various Greek heroes, are
incorporated into the Homeric epics through the speeches of their
characters.

Among the Analysts, the stories told by characters in the Homeric
epics tended to be regarded as faithful summaries of (inevitably
hypothetical) lost ‘sources’.! This tendency among the Analysts was no
doubt influenced by the Quellenforschung of historical sources, but the
inapplicability of this method, which is suitable to the study of written
records, came to be perceived after the general recognition of the oral
nature of the Homeric epics.

Furthermore, critics began to pay attention to the literary function
of these stories in their respective contexts within the epic. R. Oehler
studied the function of those stories which are employed as

paradeigmata .2 Later, M. M. Willcock argued that there are traces of the

1 E.g., Finsler 1914, pp.39-59; Howald 1924; Cantieni 1942.

2 Ochler 1925. We shall define a paradeigma as a story introduced with the
purpose of persuading the addressee (in the direction either of imitation or avoidance of
the story’s conclusion); or of consoling the addressee; or of justifying the speaker’s own
behaviour. In the Homeric scholia, the term mapadeiyua is applied to such stories as
Herakles’ sack of Troy (schol. bT ad E640), the Meleagros story (schol. A ad T 528),

Nestor’s prowess in the Pylian - Epeian War (schol. bT ad A717-8), the death of Herakles
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poet’s manipulation of mythological details to create correspondences with
the context.3 It has also been suggested that the correspondences between
a story and its context are not confined to those enhancing the
appropriateness of the story as a paradeigma, but that they perform other
functions, including prefiguration of future events in the epic.4 As regards
the close connection of the stories with their contexts, those stories which
are repeated in different contexts are illuminating. Stories such as those
of Tydeus (A370-400, E800-813), the murder of Agamemnon (x32-43 , y193-
200, 3512-537, A405-434), and the Wooden Horse (5266-289, 0499-520,
A505-537) retain their basic outline each time they are recounted, but
there are conspicuous variations. Because of these variations, the
Analysts allocated different versions of the same story to different poets
who were utilizing different ‘sources’.® But it has been shown that
peculiar details in one version are often particularly relevant in their own
context.® Thus the variations between different versions of the same story
can be regarded as due to the poet's attempt to present a story with a
particular emphasis to suit its context, not as due to different ‘sources’.
Recent studies, which pay full attention to the close connection

between the stories told by characters and their contexts, presuppose a

(schol. AT ad £117), Zeus’ delusion on the occasion of Herakles’ birth (schol. bT ad T95),

and Nestor’s feats at the funeral games for Amarynkeus (schol. bT ad ¥630).

8 Willcock 1964.
4 Kakridis 1935; Braswell 1971; Andersen 1987.
5 E.g., for the treatment of different versions of the murder of Agamemnon by the

Analysts, cf. Holscher 1967, pp.3-4, who criticizes their postulation of ‘sources’.
6 For the Tydeus story, cf. Andersen 1978, pp.33-43, 78-87 (see Chapter 2); for the
murder of Agamemnon, cf. Holscher 1967 (see Chapter 5); for the Wooden Horse, see

Chapter 6.
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sophisticated technique on the part of the poet.” This sophistication can
be paralleled by analogous techniques employed in the Homeric epics.
Andersen has shown that when Iliadic characters refer to recent events
which happen, or are mentioned, earlier in the epic, representations of
these events sometimes show a notable manipulation of details or shifts of
emphasis which serve particularly well in their new contexts.8 The use of
similes offers another example of a similarly sophisticated technique.
Homeric similes are often linked with their contexts not only by the so-
called tertium comparationis, but by various points of correspondence.®
For example, the brightness of Achilleus’ armour is compared to a star at
X26: moaupoivovd’ K¢ T doTép’ Emeoovuevov medioto. In this simile,
Achilleus’ movement of running across the plain is fused into the image of

the star in the simile.10 Furthermore, some of the animal similes attached

7 The drastic change of attitudes towards storytelling in Homer from the Analysts
to recent scholars may be partly explained as a result of a significant change of attitudes
towards the arts in the 20th century as generalized by John Bayley: “The change could
be defined quite simply as a move away from the idea of the transcendence of art to an
awareness of it as the manipulation of conventions, codes, and illusions. As consumers of
art we are now expected to ask not what it is but how it has been put together”
(Introduction to Edgar Wind, Art and Anarchy3, (1985), p.xii).

8 Andersen 1990. For example, Hyperenor’s taunting words are alleged by
Menelaos (P24-8), but are not mentioned in the narrative (£516-9); Patroklos says that
Sarpedon was the first to scale the Achaian wall (TI558), but it was actually Hektor
(M438). Other instances cited by Andersen include: P125-6 / £174-7; 1 352-4 / O721-3;
®77-9/W744-9.

9 Cf. Edwards 1991, pp.30-4.

10 For this kind of fusion between illustrans and illustrandum in early Greek poetry

(remarkably similar to the interfusion of details between paradeigma and context
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to a hero which involve the death of an animal prefigure the death of the
hero later in the epic.ll These instances of close connection between
similes and their contexts, as well as of manipulation of the recent past,
entitle us to look for the poet’s sophisticated technique in the case also of
the correspondence between events of a remote past narrated in
characters’ stories and their contexts.

In addition to the function of characters’ stories in their immediate
contexts, we should also note their function in the larger context of each
epic. Andersen convincingly showed in his Diomedesgestalt in der Ilias
how closely the stories told in Iliad 4-6 are related to the depiction of the
prowess of Diomedes. These stories can be seen as an important element
in the characterization of Diomedes. The special connection of characters’
storytelling with an important persona can be found in the case of other
heroes of the Iliad. For instance, paradeigmata which are either
presented to Achilleus or spoken by him are particularly conspicuous.
They are located in the context of Achilleus’ quarrel with Agamemnon
(book 1), in the embassy to Achilleus (book 9), in Achilleus’ meeting with
Thetis (book 18), in Agamemnon’s apology to Achilleus (book 19), and in
Achilleus’ meeting with Priam when he gives back Hektor’s corpse (book
24). These are all very important moments within the course of Achilleus’
unvic and its consequences. Nestor is also notable among the heroes of
the Iliad in terms of storytelling. He recounts stories of his youthful
prowess as many as four times (books 1, 7, 11, and 23). There are also a

number of stories concerning past events among the Olympian gods.

postulated for Homer), cf. Davies 1991, ad Soph. Trach. 31ff. and 147 with references to
relevant literature.
11 Kawashima 1965, pp.25-8; Moulton 1977, pp.112-3 with n.63. This point will be

further discussed in the Conclusion.
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These stories are told in connection with important moments in the course
of action among the gods, such as Thetis’ supplication to Zeus (book 1), the
quarrel between Zeus and Hera (book 1), Aphrodite’s injury by Diomedes
(book 5), and Hera’s deception of Zeus (book 14). These stories play an
important part in the representation of the world of the Olympian gods in
the Iliad.

In the Odyssey too, the stories told by characters are arranged in
connection with the design of the whole epic, and are closely related to the
characterization of the principal personae, especially Odysseus. In the
Telemacheia, the story of Orestes’ revenge for Agamemnon’s death is
repeatedly presented as a paradeigma for Telemachos. The story of
Agamemnon’s murder also appears in the two Nekyiai (books 11 and 24).
The story of the Wooden Horse, in which Odysseus plays a leading role, is
told in the Telemacheia by Menelaos (book 4). This story is mentioned
again in the song of Demodokos (book 8), and in the first Nekyia (book 11).
Odysseus’ long story as related at Alkinoos’ court presents numerous
adventures during his own nostos (books 9 to 12). Odysseus’ lying stories,
which are scattered throughout the second half of the Odyssey (books 13,
14, 17, 19, 24), represent an important aspect of the hero of cunning
intelligence. Thus both in the Iliad and the Odyssey, characters’
storytelling can be regarded as an important element of the whole
structure of each epic.

In this thesis, special attention will be paid to the function of
characters’ stories in the wider context of each epic. In order to facilitate
this aim, the stories are classified according to their connections with
principal characters (or groups of characters). In Part 1, the stories in the
Iliad are classified into four groups: the stories recounted to or by
Achilleus (Chapter 1); the stories told in connection with Diomedes’ deeds

in books 4-6 (Chapter 2); the stories narrated by Nestor (Chapter 3); the
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stories about the Olympian gods (Chapter 4). In Part 2, the stories in the
Odyssey are also examined within four categories: the story of
Agamemnon’s murder and the revenge taken by Orestes (Chapter 5); the
stories of the Wooden Horse and other events in the last stage of the
Trojan War (Chapter 6); Odysseus’ long story of his adventures on the
way back from Troy (Chapter 7); Odysseus’ lying stories (Chapter 8).
Though this study does not treat the stories told by characters
exhaustively,12 most of them fall into the above eight categories. After the
examination of each story in Part 1 and Part 2, significant differences
between the Iliad and the Odyssey in terms of characters’ storytelling will

be discussed in the Conclusion.

12 The stories discussed in each chapter are listed in the table of contents. Among
the stories told by characters which do not fall into these eight categories, notable
instances include '204-224 (Odysseus and Menelaos’ visit to Troy as envoys before the

war, also at A138-142) and $295-304 (the Centaur Eurytion’s infatuation).
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Chapter 1

Chapter 1
Paradeigmata pertaining to Achilleus

1 Introduction

In the Iliad, various characters tell stories to Achilleus either as a
paradeigma for Achilleus or for the speaker himself: Nestor tells of his
exploits at the battle of the Centaurs and the Lapiths in book 1; Phoinix
tells the story of Meleagros in book 9; Agamemnon tells the story of Zeus’
delusion at Herakles’ birth in book 19. One might also note that Nestor in
book 23 tells Achilleus of his own feats at the funeral games of
Amarynkeus.! Moreover, Achilleus himself also tells stories as
paradeigmata: he mentions the death of Herakles in book 18, and tells
the story of Niobe in the last book of the poem.

These paradeigmata are scattered throughout the Iliad. In this
respect, they make a contrast to the paradeigmata concerning Diomedes,
which are confined to Iliad 4 to 6. It should be noted that the
paradeigmata pertaining to Achilleus are placed at important points in
the plot of the Iliad. Nestor’s story in book 1 is told in the scene in which
Achilleus conceives his wrath. Phoinix’s story in book 9 is told in the
scene in which Achilleus receives an embassy from Agamemnon
requesting him to return to the battle. Achilleus mentions Herakles’
death in book 18 to explain to Thetis his return to the battle which will
result in his early death. Agamemnon’s story in book 19 is told when

Achilleus, in an assembly of the Greeks, formally renounces his wrath and

1 Nestor’s story of his prowess in the Pylian-Epeian War (book 11) is included in
the message which he asks Patroklos to convey to Achilleus. Patroklos, however, does

not repeat the story to Achilleus. See Chapter 3.
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announces his re-entry into the war. The meeting of Achilleus and Priam
in book 24, in which the Niobe story is told, is the conclusion of the whole
epic. One may say that most of the important moments in Achilleus’
deeds in the Iliad are accompanied by stories presented as paradeigmata.
In this chapter, we will examine the function of the Meleagros story
(I 529-599), the death of Herakles (£117-9), Zeus’ delusion at Herakles’
birth (T95-133), and the Niobe story (2602-617), each in its context.2 The
significance of these stories for the characterization of Achilleus will be

discussed in the conclusion.

2 The Meleagros Paradeigma (1 529-599)
(a) Correspondence with Achilleus’ Situation

In Iliad 9, Odysseus, Phoinix and Aias (and two heralds) are sent as
an embassy to Achilleus to bring him back to battle. Phoinix tells the
story of Meleagros as a paradeigma for Achilleus (I 529-599). In this
story, the Aitolians and the Kouretes are at war. The Aitolians are
oppressed by the enemy because their hero, Meleagros, has retired from
battle after he was enraged by his mother. The Aitolians offer a gift and
supplicate Meleagros to return to battle, but their effort is in vain. At last
his wife, Kleopatra, persuades him to return to battle. Meleagros saves
his compatriots, but cannot receive the gifts formerly promised to him.
Following this story, Phoinix recommends Achilleus not to imitate
Meleagros, but to return to battle while the gifts promised by Agamemnon

are still obtainable.

2 Nestor’s stories of the battle of Centaurs and the Lapiths (A259-273) and of the
funeral games of Amarynkeus (¥629-642), which are related not so much to the
characterization of Achilleus as to that of Nestor himself, will be discussed together with

other stories told by Nestor in Chapter 3.
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There is another version of the story of Meleagros which was wide-
spread and differs from the paradeigma in Iliad 9 in some important
points.3 According to this version, at Meleagros' birth, the Fates foretold
that he would die when a wooden stick, which was in the fireplace, burned
to ashes. Hearing this, his mother Althaia picked up the firebrand and
kept it. Later, when the Kalydonian boar hunt was held, Meleagros killed
the boar, but quarrelled over it with Althaia's brothers (i.e. his uncles) and
killed them. When Althaia heard of the murder, she put the firebrand
upon the fire to avenge them, and Meleagros died. The version in the
Iliad is different in that Meleagros' death is caused by Althaia uttering a
curse. In extant literature, Meleagros' death due to a firebrand is first
found in a fragment of Phrynichos' Pleuroniai.# Bacchylides' Ode 5 (94-
154) recounts the whole story of Meleagros' death due to the burning of a
firebrand. Euripides' lost tragedy Meleagros is also thought to have
adopted the hero's death involving a firebrand, as can be conjectured from
its fragments.> This version was also adopted by later mythographers and

Roman poets.5

3 Cf. RE xv-1, 1931, s.v. ‘Meleagros' (van der Kolf); LIMC, s.v. ‘Meleagros’; Gantz
1993, pp.328-339.

4 Phrynichos fr.6 (Snell). Since lyric metre is used in this fragment, it is believed
that the tragedy itself was not about the death of Meleagros, but that the chorus
incidentally mentioned this myth, which must have been well-known by then. Cf. the
testimonia to this fragment in Snell's edition. Therefore, death by firebrand is unlikely
to be a creation of Phrynichos, but must have been a popular tale in the sixth century
B.C. Cf. RE xv-1, s.v. ‘Meleagros’, col.452.

5 Euripides frr. 515-539 (Nauck). Attempts to restore Euripides' Meleagros can be

found in RE xv-1, coll.453-455 and Page 1937. Meleagros’ love for Atalante, which is a
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On the other hand, there are only a few examples of authors who
adopt the alternative account of Meleagros' death through Althaia's curse,
and, moreover, these were written by later mythographers upon whom
direct or indirect influence from the account in Iliad 9 is likely.” In other
words, as far as extant literature is concerned, Meleagros' death by his
mother's curse is told only in Iliad 9 and later accounts which might have
been influenced by it. As Meleagros' death due to the burning of a
firebrand was popular in Phrynichos’ time and thereafter, in spite of the
Iliad's great influence on Greek literature, it is generally assumed that
the hero's death involving a firebrand was the original version.8

It has been suggested that the change from death due to the
burning of a firebrand to death by curse was necessary in order to bring
into the Meleagros paradeigma a situation similar to that of Achilleus.9
According to the version which recounts Meleagros' death by a firebrand,
he dies immediately after Althaia decides to kill him. Moreover, he does

not even know when he is dying who is the cause of his death.10

major element of the story in Apollodorus and Ovid, first appears in fragments of
Euripides’ Meleagros. Page suggests that this was Euripides' creation.

6 E.g. Ovid's Metamorphoses, VIII 260-525.

7 Diodoros (4, 34, 2-7), Apollodoros (1, 8, 3), and Antoninus Liberalis (2) adopted
Meleagros' death by curse. The first and second of these recount two versions (death

involving a firebrand and death by curse) separately, and the third mixes the two

versions.
8 Cf. Kakridis 1935, pp.2-3.
9 Cf. Willcock 1964, p.152; Voskou 1974.

10 For example, in Bacchylides Ode 5 (144-154), Meleagros is stripping armour from
a fallen enemy on the battle field, and when Althaia throws the stick into the fire, he

suddenly feels his body become weak and dies immediately.

10
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Therefore, if the poet had adopted the version involving a firebrand, there
would have been no room for his wrath, withdrawal from battle, and
supplication by others, all of which produce similarities with Achilleus'
situation. The change from Meleagros' death by the burning of a
firebrand to death by curse introduced an interval between Althaia's
decision to kill her son and his actual death, so that elements such as his
wrath could be incorporated into the story.

One should note that Meleagros’ motive for withdrawing from the
battle is not clear. It is not obvious why he made the whole population of
Kalydon face destruction merely because of his anger towards his mother.
Moreover, she feels sympathy for the Kouretes, the enemy of the Aitolians
(though her relation to the Kouretes is not stated in the Iliad).ll By
contrast, Achilleus has a sufficient motive for retiring from the battle. In
Iliad 1, his value as a warrior is denied by Agamemnon, so he wants his
value to be recognized by causing the Greek side to be defeated for a while
through his absence. He aims to make Agamemnon and others
acknowledge his value as a warrior.12 Since Meleagros' wrath does not
seem to be a sufficient motive for withdrawing from battle, it has been
suggested that the hero's wrath and his refusal to fight were introduced
into Meleagros' story in order to produce similarities with Achilleus'
situation in the Iliad.13

In connection with Meleagros’ wrath, Phoinix’s autobiographical
account (I 447-484) just before the Meleagros paradeigma is notable.
Phoinix’s father, Amyntor, had a concubine and disregarded his wife, who

1 Cf. Willcock p.153. Althaia is a daughter of the king of the Kouretes, Thestios.
Therefore she curses Meleagros in order to avenge the princes of the Kouretes.
12 Achilleus has also been advised by Thetis to stay away from battle (A 421-2).

13 Cf. Reinhardt 1961, p.21; Heubeck 1984, p.132.

11



Chapter 1

asked her son to have sexual intercourse with the concubine, thinking
that she might become disgusted by the old Amyntor after her encounter
with Phoinix. Because of this, Amyntor got angry with Phoinix
(mepixwoaro (I 449), marpoc xwopévoro (I 463)), and uttered a curse that
Phoinix should never have children (I 453-7). Phoinix thought about
killing his father, but a god checked his anger (dAA& T1¢ dBovTwy TODOEY
x6Arov (1 458-9)).14 These repeated mentions of anger in this account
prefigure the motif of anger in the paradeigma (1 558, 565), which forms
an important point of correspondence with Achilleus’ wrath.15

The supplication of Meleagros at I 574-586 is closely related to
Achilleus’ situation in Iliad 9. First the Kalydonian elders supplicate
Meleagros by sending priests with the promise of the gift of an estate (I
574-580). Then Meleagros’ father, Oineus, supplicates his son (I 581-3),
followed by his sisters and mother (I 584-5). Finally Meleagros’ truest and
dearest (kedvotator kai pirtaror) friends supplicate him (I 585-6). It has
been pointed out that the three groups of supplicants (the priests,
Meleagros’ family, his friends) correspond respectively to Odysseus, who
lists Agamemnon’s offerings; Phoinix, who is Achilleus’ father figure; and
Aias, who refers to the qiAdTnC eTaipwv with which he and others

honoured Achilleus (I 630-2).16

14 This detail is reminiscent of a scene in Iliad 1 in which Athene checks Achilleus,
who is about to kill Agamemnon. Cf. Griffin 1995, ad I 458-461. For the question of the
authenticity of T 458-461, cf. Janko 1992, p.28.

15 One should also note that Amyntor’s curse prefigures Althaia’s.

16 Lohmann 1970, pp.258-263. Kakridis 1949, pp.20-5 sees a trace of a traditional
“ascending scale of affection” (friends - parents - (brothers and sisters) - husband or wife)

in the order of the suppliants to Meleagros. Kakridis claims that the position of the

12
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The elaborate correspondence between the paradeigma and the
situation of Achilleus in Iliad 9 has the effect of strengthening Phoinix’s

message to Achilleus, which is based on the story of Meleagros.

(b) The Role of Kleopatra

Kleopatra's role in the Meleagros paradeigma shows conspicuous
similarities to that of Patroklos in the Iliad: Kleopatra stays with
Meleagros while he retires from battle, just as Patroklos stays with
Achilleus when the embassy arrives. Kleopatra's other and more
important role is to entreat Meleagros with tears and persuade him to
return to battle when the city of Kalydon faces serious danger (I 590-6).
This role resembles Patroklos' role later in the Iliad. Both Kleopatra and
Patroklos entreat a hero who retires from battle because of wrath, and
both succeed in persuading him (in Patroklos' case, with the request to
allow him to return to battle instead of Achilleus), and as a result, their
own sides are saved from danger.17

It should be noted that this role of Kleopatra has no place in the
version in which Meleagros is killed by the burning of a firebrand.18
Moreover, if the two elements of the name, Kheowarpn - kAéoc and wotrp -

are inverted, they constitute the name ITérpokroc. Thus it has been

friends was raised to just bbefore Kleopatra, echoing the presence of Achilleus’ friends at
his camp in Iliad 9. |

17 Cf. Schadewaldt 1966, p.149; Lohmann 1970, p.262.

18 Bacchylides does not mention Kleopatra, nor do other fragmentary accounts of
the Meleagros myth before and in the classical period. Her name is mentioned in later
mythographers, Apollodoros and Antoninus Liberalis, both of whom are dependent on the
Iliad. Ovid (Metamorphoses, VIII 521) refers to Meleagros' wife once, but does not give

her a name or a specific role.

13



Chapter 1

suggested that the role of Kleopatra was created to make it correspond to
that of Patroklos.19

The correspondence between Kleopatra’s supplication and that of
Patroklos belongs to a different category from the other points of
correspondence we have seen above: Achilleus’ withdrawal from the
battle because of his wrath is the situation depicted in Iliad 9, but
Patroklos’ supplication occurs considerably later in the epic. If the
Meleagros paradeigma, which Phoinix tells in order to persuade Achilleus,
includes an allusion to Patroklos' future, the function of this story is not
confined to the means of one character’s persuasion of another. Since
neither Phoinix nor Achilleus knows what will happen to Patroklos in the
future, the allusion should be regarded as a message from the poet to the
audience, who were familiar with the later development of the plot and
could recognize the allusion to Patroklos’ future role.20

There are some passages which seem to link the scene of the
embassy to Achilleus (presbeia) with Iliad 16 (Patrokleia). Achilleus
utters the following words in his reply to Patroklos’ supplication at the

beginning of book 16:

nTot Ehnv ye \
oV TTP1V uNviBUOV KaTaTavoéuev, OAA’ OTOT  &v dn
vijog Euac aikntan qutn Te ATOAERSC e (I161-3).

This statement alludes to Achilleus’ own words to Aias in Iliad 9:21

19 Oehler 1925, p.16. The double name of Kleopatra/Alkyone is a further support to
the theory that the name Kleopatra is invented. Schadewaldt 1966, p.140; Hainsworth
1993, ad 1561-3.

20 Andersen 1987, p.5. Morrison 1992, pp.119-124 suggests that the Meleagros
story misdirects the audience as to the moment at which Achilleus (or Patroklos) returns

to the battle.

21 Cf. Scodel 1989, p.91. n.4; Hainsworth 1993, ad 1643-655.
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oD yOup TTp1v TOAELO10 pEdAC OO Ol HATOEVTOC,

TPV Y’ vIOV Ipy o'(uow Eoii(bpovog 'Ekropa Siov
Mupmf)ovwv £ TE K7\101(1Q Ko vn oC 11<8080u
KTEIVOVT Apyaovg KOTQX TE oubd b T[Upl VAioC.

aucbl OE o1 0 e;m 1<7\101r| Kot vm ue)\oavn

“ExTopa kol pepodto péxnc oxrioecbon diw (1650-5).

This statement indicates2?2 that Achilleus has changed his attitude
compared with his reply to Odysseus that he will sail home the next day (I
428-9). The condition of Achilleus’ return to battle in this passage (the
enemy’s invasion of the camp and their setting fire to the ships) seems to
echo the condition in which Kleopatra supplicated Meleagros 23;

Tpiv y’ 07 O Ga}\auog oK aﬁa}\he‘ro TOI O’ Em TOPY WV
ﬁoavov Kovpfiteg xai EvémpnOov usya Qo TVL.

kol TOTe O Meréory pov EVCwvoc TapdKolTic

AMooet’ 0dvpopévn (I 588-591).

Another passage which has a bearing on the link between the
presbeia and the Patrokleia occurs in Zeus’ speech at © 470-483: Zeus
announces that many Greeks will be killed and Hektor will not cease from
killing until Achilleus returns to the battle. In this speech, Zeus refers to
the fate of Patroklos:

ov yap TPLV nokeuov amomraboeTou SPpruoc “Fxtwp,

7rpw op@oa Trapa vou)dn nonKea Hn)\ewova

nuom Tw or v 01 UEV sm TPOUVTIOT POXWVTOL

oTeivel v aavotary mept Harpdxioro Bavévrog (©473-6).

Since the battle depicted in Iliad 8, in which the Greeks are driven back to
the Achaian wall, prepares for the situation in which the embassy is sent
to Achilleus,? the reference to Patroklos’ death in this passage can be
seen as another bridge between the presbeia and the Patrokleia. The

passages discussed above, which link the presbeia and the Patrokleia,

22 Whitman 1958, pp.190-1.
23 Whitman 1958, p.191.

24 Leaf 1900, p.332.
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support the view that Kleopatra’s supplication in the paradeigma is an

allusion to Patroklos’ supplication in Iliad 16.

(¢) The Idas-Marpessa Episode
In connection with the allusion to Patroklos’ role in Iliad 16, the
significance of the following description of Kleopatra’s parents has not
been adequately recognized:

Kovpm Maprmoong Ka)\moq)vpov Evnvwng

10w 0 0¢ Kapnomg smxﬁowwv YEVST ovVOPOV

TOV TOTE" Ko Pt AVOKTOC evownov aharo To‘éov

<I>0160v Arromxwvog Ka}\}uo(bvpov 81V€K(X VO ud)ng

™V Ot TOT &V ney (100101 namp Ko noma um'np

A)\KUOVT]V KOAEEOKOV & smavvuov OUVSK ap OOTAC

unmp oOucvovog nohvrreveeog O1TOV EX0V0 X

kA0l OTe piv ekaepyoc aviprace $oipoc ATérNwY (1 557-564).

This description occupies an important position in the structure of the
Meleagros paradeigma. The paradeigma can be divided into three
sections?5: (1) I 529-549 (episodes preceding the war); (2) 1 550-574
(Meleagros’ wrath); (3) 1 574-599 (supplication and Meleagros’ return to
battle). Ring-composition is employed in the first and second sections.
The account of the Idas-Marpessa story occupies the central position in
the ring composition of the second section, whereas the corresponding
position in the first section is occupied by the account of Artemis’ anger (I
533-7). In contrast to Artemis’ anger, which is the cause of the
Kalydonian boar hunt and the subsequent war, the Idas-Marpessa story
has nothing to do with the plot of the Meleagros story. Thus the account
of Idas and Marpessa was once described as “a digression which

grievously interferes with the narrative.”26

25 For the analysis of the structure of the Meleagros paradeigma, cf. Lohmann 1970,

pPp.254-255.

26 Leaf 1900, ad I 557.
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It should be noted that Apollo's role is conspicuous in the story of
Idas and Marpessa. Idas is said to have taken up his bow and vied with
Apollo for his bride (1 558-560). Marpessa was abducted by Apollo and
cried like an dAkvdv (kingfisher).27 Their daughter, Kleopatra, used to be
called dAkvdvn after her mother’s lament (1 561-4).

This brief account of Kleopatra’s parents does not cover the entire
myth of Idas and Marpessa. The usual account of this story begins with
Idas’ abduction of Marpessa and subsequent pursuit by her father,
Euenos.?® Euenos fails to catch them because swift horses, given by
Poseidon, are pulling Idas’ chariot. Euenos, in despair, drowns himself in
a river, which is named after him. Then comes Apollo’s abduction of
Marpessa and the confrontation between the god and Idas. Finally, Zeus
intervenes in this confrontation and lets Marpessa choose between Apollo
and Idas. She chooses Idas, fearing that Apollo may desert her when she
gets old. Thus, only a portion of the Idas-Marpessa story in which Apollo
features is selected in the account of Kleopatra’s parents, so that the god’s
intervention is overtly emphasized.

It should be noted that Apollo’s intervention also features
prominently in the Patrokleia, to which the role of Kleopatra seems to

allude. After succeeding in driving the Trojans from the Greek camp,

27 In ancient Greece, the alkyon (kingfisher) was thought to cry with a plaintive
note. Cf. D'Arcy W. Thompson 1930, p.47. The bird was also associated with marital
love. This association can be seen in the story of Alcyone, the wife of Keyx. Cf. Forbes
Irving 1990, pp.239-240. Both in the Idas-Marpessa story in the Iliad and in the myth of
Keyx and Alcyone, the plaintive cry of the kingfisher is associated with the cry of a wife
who is separated from her husband. Cf. Wilamowitz 1935, p.131, Anm.2.

28 Accounts of the myth of Idas and Marpessa as a whole can be found in

Apollodoros (1, 7, 8-9) and in schol. bT ad I 557.
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Patroklos approaches the walls of Troy, in spite of Achilleus' instruction
not to do so, and there Apollo intervenes and causes his death. It is also
notable that Patroklos challenges Apollo in the Patrokleia. At IT 702-7 11,
Patroklos tries to scale the Trojan wall three times, but each time Apollo
pushes him back. When Patroklos approaches the wall a fourth time like
a god (daipovt ioog (IT 705)), Apollo warns him that Troy is not destined to
be sacked by him. Then Patroklos retires, avoiding the god’s anger.
Patroklos in this scene resembles Idas in the paradeigma, a figure who
also confronted Apollo.

The Idas-Marpessa story is connected to the Meleagros story
through Kleopatra, who is both the daughter of Idas and Marpessa, and
the wife of Meleagros. It is striking, however, that Kleopatra is a shadowy
figure in the tradition of the Meleagros story independent of the Iliad: as
we have seen above, she may be a creation of the poet of the Iliad.29 One
cannot deny the possibility that the connection of the Idas-Marpessa story
with the Meleagros story was created, together with the character of
Kleopatra, by the poet of the Iliad. The account of the Idas-Marpessa
story, with its emphasis on Apollo’s intervention, strengthens the
correspondence between the role of Kleopatra and that of Patroklos in

Iliad 16.

29 Kleopatra (Alkyone) is an obscure figure in the tradition of the Idas-Marpessa
story as well. There is no mention of a daughter of Idas and Marpessa in Simonides fr.
563 (Page) (= schol. bT ad I 557), nor in Bacchylides, Dithyramb 6 and fr.20 (Snell).
Apollodoros (1, 8, 2) and Pausanias (4, 2, 7), upon whom influence from the account in the

Iliad is perfectly conceivable, record the existence of a daughter named Kleopatra

without giving her any role in the story.
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3 The Death of Herakles (X117-9)

At the meeting of Thetis and Achilleus in Iliad 18, the goddess
reveals that Achilleus will die soon after Hektor is killed (395-6).
Achilleus replies that he prefers to avenge Patroklos’ death by killing
Hektor and to accept his own death if the gods so wish (X98—126). In this
speech, Achilleus cites the death of Herakles (X117-9).

It may be noted that the apotheosis of Herakles after his death is
not mentioned in Achilleus’ speech. A trace of the episode of the
apotheosis, which was to become a major feature in later literary
treatments of the Herakles myth, can be found in Odyssey 11. Odysseus
sees only the €idwiov of Herakles in the underworld, while Herakles
himself lives among the Olympian gods:

TOV Ot pET eioevonoa Pinv Hpakineinv,

ELOWAOV" adTOC Ot PeT” dBavdTo1o1 BE0iot

TEPMETON £V BOAING Ko ExEl KoAAiadvpov "HBnv,

moido Atog peyaroio kol “Hpne xpvoomedirov (A601-4).
An attempt to reconcile the scene of Odysseus’ encounter with Herakles in
the underworld with the widespread episode of his apotheosis can be
discerned in this passage.30 In Iliad 18, on the other hand, a mention of
Herakles’ apotheosis after death would be inappropriate in a paradeigma
cited by Achilleus when he decides to acquire honour by sacrificing his life,
even if the episode of the apotheosis was well-known at the time of

composition. The apotheosis of Herakles is never mentioned in the

Iliad .31

30 Cf. Heubeck’s comment in Heubeck and Hoekstra 1989, ad A601-27. For the later
development of the motif of Herakles’ apotheosis, cf. Holt 1989, pp.69-80; Davies 1991,
p.xx, n.11.

31 Similarly, the immortality allowed to the Dioskouroi is not mentioned at T'236-44,
but is mentioned at A298-304. There are brief references to Tithonos (A1-2 = £1-2) and

Ganymedes (1232-5) as living among the immortal gods. Griffin discusses the scarcity of
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Achilleus ascribes the cause of Herakles’ death to poipa and
apyoréoc x6rog "Hpne (£119). Hera’s hostility to Herakles plays a
prominent role in the Herakles myth, and two instances of her hostile
actions against the hero are referred to in the Iliad: Hera sent Herakles’
ship off course to Kos (5249-56, 024-30) and delayed Herakles’ birth to
make Eurystheus king of the Argives instead of him (T95-133). The
mention of Hera’s anger in Iliad 18 may partly be prompted by such a
hostility of the goddess to the hero, but the expression x6Aoc “Hpnc also
seems to echo Achilleus’ reflection on the nature of x6hoc only a few lines
before:32

wc; aptg £X TE Gawv EK T owOpumu)v oTOAOITO,

1<oa xONoC, OC T E(ben KE TOADPPOVA TTEP X OAETA VL,

og TE TOAD YAUKIWV HEALTOC KO(T(X?\ElﬁO]JEVOlO

owépwv AY omeeoow at€eton fdTE KOTVOC

We EpE VOV EXOAwoev &vak dvdpdv "Ayapéuvev (£107-11).

In this passage, Achilleus connects his general reflection on x6Aoc with his
anger against Agamemnon. Achilleus’ anger has led to his closest friend’s
death, which he laments in this scene. Since Herakles’ death is caused by
Hera’s x6Ao¢, this exemplum provides another instance of the destructive
force of xoAoc.

In the brief three-line reference to Herakles’ death, one line is
devoted to the statement that he was dearest of men to Zeus: dc mep
dirtarog Eoke At Kpoviovt @voktt (2118). One should note the superlative
(diAtaroc) in this line. The use of superlatives is idiomatic in mythological
paradeigmata .33 Since Herakles is presented as a hero who had to die

even though (wep) he was the dearest to Zeus, he is appropriate in a

the motif of bestowal of immortality on human beings in the Homeric epics in contrast to
the Epic Cycle, in which this motif was employed frequently (Griffin 1977, pp.42-3).
82 Cf. Edwards 1991, ad £119-20.

33 E. g., A266-7, H155. Cf. Davies 1985, p.249.
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paradeigma with which Achilleus expresses his determination to face his
own imminent death. This line also provides a link with Achilleus, since
he also is a dear son of a goddess. Furthermore, Herakles had to die
because of a goddess’ anger. Achilleus too says that he will accept death
whenever Zeus and other gods want (£115-6). He cannot specify which
god will bring about his death at this stage, but later in the Iliad, it will be
revealed that Apollo is the relevant deity.3¢ Therefore, this exemplum
offers a close parallel to Achilleus who will suffer death because of divine

enmity even though he is a dear son of a goddess.

4 Zeus’ Delusion at Herakles’ Birth (T95-133)
(a) Combination of Parable and Paradeigma

Following Achilleus’ renunciation of his anger against Agamemnon,
and the announcement of his return to the battle in Iliad 19, Agamemnon
makes a speech containing a parable of Ate and a paradeigma of Zeus’
delusion at Herakles’ birth (T78-144). Agamemnon claims that it is not
himself but Zeus, Moira and the Erinys who were responsible for what he
did to enrage Achilleus (T86-9). To illustrate this claim, Agamemnon
recounts the parable of Ate who smites everyone with blindness of mind
(T91-4). Then Agamemnon gives an instance of Ate’s work: the story of
Zeus being tricked by Hera and failing to make his son, Herakles, king of
the Argives (T95-133).

The significance of this speech in the wider context of the Iliad has
attracted the attention of scholars. The speech looks back at the course of
events since the quarrel in book 1 from Agamemnon’s point of view.35 The

combination of parable and paradeigma in this speech has remarkable

34 $277-8, X358-60.

35 Rabel 1991, pp.103-4.
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parallels in books 9 and 24.36 Furthermore, it has been pointed out that
the overall structure of the exemplum, 1.e. a quarrel in the divine sphere
and its destructive effect on the human sphere, has significant
implications in view of the structure of the first and the last books of the
Iliad, in both of which the continuation and termination of enmity in the
human and divine spheres are central issues.37 These studies amply show
the need to take the wider context of the Iliad into consideration when one
interprets Agamemnon’s speech. In the following discussion too, relevant
passages from other parts of the Iliad will be examined in order to clarify
the function of the storytelling in the scene of the Greek assembly in Iliad
19.

First, we will discuss a peculiar characteristic of this speech: the
combination of parable and paradeigma. As we noted above, other
instances of a similar combination can be seen in Phoenix’s speech at I
434-605 and in Achilleus’ speech at Q518-551. Compared with these two
passages, one can find a distinct feature in the use of the parable and the
paradeigma in Agamemnon’s speech in that they merge together. The
personified Ate, who also features in the parable, enters the narrative of
the paradeigma at T126:

oumKa d en’ Amv KabaAng Mnapom\oxaumo

xwousvog dpeoiv not, ko muoos Kaprepov ODKOV

un TOT £C Ouhuunov TE 1<oa oupavov aorapoavra

oumg s)\euoeoeou Arnv 1 mxvrotg aaroa

¢ amwv appupev o’ oupowou (xorspoavrog

XELPL MEPLOTPEYWAC TAXa O’ TKETO Epy’ AvBpwTwv (T126-31).

Zeus’ punishment of Ate may be felt to be abrupt, since the deity who
deceived Zeus was Hera, not Ate. After Agamemnon’s claim, £y® &' odk
oitiog 1t (T86), the implication of this unexpected punishment seems to

be that Achilleus should likewise not blame Agamemnon who directly

36 Held 1987.

37 Davies 1995.
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enraged him, but the divine powers behind Agamemnon’s act. One should
also note that the description of the punishment of Ate forms a close
connection between the parable at T91-4 and the paradeigma. It not only
continues the depiction of Ate’s physical features (Tf pév 0’ oot T6dec:
oL Yap €T’ 0Bt / mAvaTon, SN dpa i ve kot avdp@v kpdata Paiver (T92—
3); avTikad €1N’ "ATnV kedoA fc Atapomhokduoto (T126)). but also explains
why Ate stays on earth and harms human beings as described at T914: it
was because Zeus swore a solemn oath that Ate should never come back to
the world of gods on Olympus. Thus T126—133 serves both as a conclusion
to the paradeigma and as a continuation of the parable.

Through this connection of parable and paradeigma, Agamemnon’s
situation is closely associated with the paradeigma. Agamemnon’s foolish
action against Achilleus is not only similar to Zeus’ experience in the
paradeigma. The fact that Zeus hurled down and kept Ate on earth
explains why everyone on earth will be harmed by Ate, and ‘everyone’
should, by implication, include Agamemnon. The paradeigma is putin a
quasi-causal relationship with the present situation in the Iliad by means

of the parable.

(b) The Suffering of Herakles
Another structural feature of the exemplum involving Zeus’
delusion is a slight modification in the ways of applying the exemplum to
Agamemnon’s situation at the beginning and the end of the story. At
T88-9, Agamemnon claims that the gods sent a wild &tn upon him at the
assembly in Iliad 1. Then, following the parable of Ate, Agamemnon

states: kot yop dn vO mote ZAv' doaro (T95)38 With kot ydp, a common

38 At T95, Aristarchos’ reading is ‘Zevc which is recorded in schol. A and T ad T95.

It is accepted in Allen’s OCT. The manuscripts, however, read ZAiv' (accepted by van
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expression in the introduction of paradeigmata,3? Zeus is introduced as
one who became a victim of delusion like Agamemnon. At the end of the
story, there is a reference to Zeus’ grief:

rnv (sc Amv) o€l OTavaxsox 00’ £Ov Pirov VIOV OpPRTO
EPYOV GELKEC EXOVTOL VT " EvpvoBfog aéOAwv (T132-3).

Zeus’ grief is explicitly compared to Agamemnon’s in the following lines:

WC Kol aywv oteEd’ omra uayag Kopvﬂouokog “ExTwp
Apyaovc; ONEKETKEV ¢ am npuuvnm VEEOO1V,
oV duvaunv AeAalBécB’ &nc, 1 TP@TOV &GoOnv (T134-6).

The correspondence between the paradeigma and the situation in the
Iliad is not confined to the &tn of which both Zeus and Agamemnon are
victims. Herakles’ labours also correspond to the suffering of the Greeks.
As Zeus grieved over his &t when he saw his son doing shameful labours,
s0 Agamemnon cannot but think of his &rn while the Greeks are being
killed. The references to Eurystheus and Hektor, the individuals who
inflict the sufferings, strengthen the parallel between Herakles and the
Greeks. The exemplum, therefore, which began with one point of
correspondence (Agamemnon-Zeus), acquires other points of
correspondence at the end.40

The sufferings of men in battle are compared to those of Herakles
elsewhere in the Iliad. In book 8, when Zeus forbids other gods to help
either the Greeks or the Trojans, while Athene wants to help the

Thiel and others), taking doato as middle. In the latter case, the subject of the verb is
"Atn supplied from the parable, so the paradeigma and the parable are more closely
united. Cf. Edwards 1991, ad T95-9, p.249.

39 E.g., 0602. Cf. Ed. Fraenkel 1957, pp.185-6.

40 One may see an irony in that the servitude of Herakles to Eurystheus resembles

that of Achilleus to Agamemnon. Cf. Rabel 1991, p.116.
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oppressed Greeks, the goddess refers to her rescue of Herakles (©362—9).41
In book 14, the Trojans are oppressed while Zeus is put to sleep by a crafty
trick of Hera. This portion of the narrative (the A1dc araTn) is surrounded
by two references to a former similar trick on Hera’s part (5249-261, 024
30), in which the one who suffered while Zeus was asleep was Herakles.
The comparison of the sufferings of the Greek army to the sufferings of
Herakles in the speech of Agamemnon can be regarded as a common
pattern in the use of the Herakles myth in the Iliad, but one should note
the effect achieved by the employment of this common pattern at T132-6:
as Ate was the cause of Herakles’ sufferings, so &rn is specifically singled
out as the cause of the sufferings of the Greeks.

This expression of Agamemnon’s view on the cause of the suffering
of the Greeks is significant in the context, since Achilleus too has
expressed his sorrow over the great loss of the Greek army:

A‘rpelﬁn n ap T 1'06 aud)orspoww apmov

ETAETO, 001 KO EUO1, 0 TE VO TEP oo(vuusvw KNp
Bv.uoﬁopw ap161 UEVEAVOUEV EIVSK(X Kovpng,

Tnv ocbek ev vneom Kou'oucTauav ApTe,ulg 10,

nuom Tw OT EYWV skounv Avpvnooov ohsooaq

TO K’ OV 1'00001 Axoam of)oti EAOV (xmrsrov 0VDAC
dLOUEVEWVY VTTO Xepaiv, Eued &mounvioavrog (T56—62).

In this passage, Achilleus singles out a ko¥pn as the cause of the deaths of
so many Greeks. He does not mention the name of the xotpn (Briseis),
nor the fact that the abduction of Briseis by Agamemnon was the cause of
his wrath, though he refers to the wrath at T62. Achilleus tactfully avoids
mentioning these details in his first speech on the occasion of his

reconciliation with Agamemnon.42 On the other hand, Agamemnon

41 The parallel between the Greeks and Herakles is strengthened by their similar
act of calling for help from gods (0346—7 and ©364).

42 Achilleus mentions the abduction later in the assembly at T272-3.
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proposes a different view of the cause of the Greeks’ destruction, ascribing
the cause to &m.

Both Achilleus and Agamemnon reduce the cause of the Greeks’
destruction to a single word. This pattern of thought can be found in the
proem of the Iliad:

unvw ae1de, Bea anma&-:w Ax17\r|og

ov)xouevnv n puopt’ Axoamg ohye’ s@nKs

noMag o} 1¢01uovg wvxag "A1dt npm OYEV

npwwv owrovg O EAWPLX TEDYXE KOVEC TV

OlWVOl0t TE TATT . . . .. (A1-5).
The proem reduces the cause of the deaths of the Greeks to unvig, as
Achilleus and Agamemnon reduce it to kovpn and &rn respectively.43 In
connection with the expression pfiviv . . . odbAopévnv in the proem, one
should note that Agamemnon calls Ate odropévn at T92. Furthermore,
Achilleus’ pfivig is mentioned in the poet’s narrative between the speeches
of Achilleus and Agamemnon: Gc &pa’, 01 8’ Exdpnoav Evkvrmdec "Axonoi/
uAVIV aermévTog peyobipov Tnheiwvoc (T74-5). The expression pf{viv
amermévrog echoes Thetis’ instruction to Achilleus earlier in book 19: A&
0V Y’ €l¢ ayopnv koréoag fipwoag Axoode, / ufiviv &Toei eV "Ayopéuvowi
moipévi Aa®dv (T34-5), and signifies the formal end of Achilleus’ anger
against Agamemnon, reiterating the word pfivic which was used in the

proem.** Tt is significant that reflections on the cause of the Greeks’

destruction — a pattern of thought shared with the proem — are

43 All three nouns are feminine singular. In this connection, one should note that
the cause of the Trojan War is sometimes ascribed in the Homeric epics to one female
figure, Helen (e.g. I'156-160, p118-9).

44 There is only one other instance where ufivicis used for Achilleus’ anger (I1517).
The noun pfivigis never used for mortals except Achilleus in the Iliad, whereas the verb
(Em)unviw is use for other mortals (e.g. A247, N460). Cf. Clay 1983, pp.65-7: Janko 1992

ad N459-61.
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expressed by Achilleus and Agamemnon on the occasion where the
cessation of Achilleus’ ufjvigis marked by the poet.

The last speech at the Greek assembly in Iliad 19 is made by
Achilleus:

Zav JT(XTED 1 HEYGAOC ¢ omxg oprso o1 616010001

ovK av O TOTE Bouov ¢ sv1 omeeoow suoww

Arpafmg copwe Ot oq.mapsg, ODOE KE KOUpl’]V

nyev euav GEKOVTOC AUNXOVOG GAAG ToB1 Zebe

ne'c:?\ Axoaoww Bavatov nokaeom YevéoDon.

viOv O’ Epxec0’ em dEimvov, iva Evvaywpev "Apna (T270-5).

One should note that Achilleus accepts Agamemnon’s explanation of the
Greek destruction. Achilleus admits that Agamemnon’s abduction of
Briseis was caused by the drn which was sent by Zeus. He also admits
that the death of so many Greeks was the will of Zeus.45 Achilleus’
magnanimous acceptance of Agamemnon’s view on the abduction of the
kovpn and the cause of the Greeks’ destruction is appropriate for the last
speech at the assembly where the reconciliation of the two heroes is

publicly announced.

5 The Niobe Paradeigma (602-617)
Achilleus tells the story of Niobe when he exhorts Priam to take
food in Iliad 24. This paradeigma has attracted scholars' attention
because it contains some significant details which cannot be found in

other versions of the Niobe story.

45 In the proem of the Iliad too, the deaths of the Greeks resulting from Achilleus’
pfvig is regarded as Atog Bovrr] (A5). Note the following similarities: cd\& o6 Zevg /
fiBeN’ (T273-4) ~ A1dg B’ Etereieto Bovrr (A5); ’Axaioioiv Odvarov ToAéegat yevéoOon
(T274) ~ moarag O 1dBipovg yoxac "Ad mpoiowev (A3). For the use of mob (T273), it
should be noted that mo6t = mov (cf. LSJ, s.v. 10641, 3)is idiomatic when a mortal refers to

gods’ will (cf. Ed. Fraenkel ad Aisch. Ag. 182f.).
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The story of Niobe as a whole can be found in schol. A ad 0602,
Ovid's Metamorphoses V1 148-312, Apollodoros (3, 5, 6), Hyginus (9, 2-4),
etc. These accounts all tell the following story: Niobe boasted of her many
children in comparison with the goddess Leto who had only two. Leto got
angry with her and the goddess' son and daughter, Apollo and Artemis,
killed Niobe's children in retaliation. Niobe went back to Sipylos, her
home country, and was turned to stone amid the mountains. She can still
be seen shedding tears. Although extant accounts which cover the whole
story, except the one in the Iliad, are later than the classical period, this
story is known to have been taken up by earlier poets.46

Compared to the above account of the story of Niobe, the
paradeigma in the Iliad 24 contains the following peculiar points: (1)Niobe
remembered4? food (Q602, 613); (2) the corpses of Niobe's children were
left on the ground for nine days (Q610); (3) Zeus turned the people to stone
(©611); (4) the gods buried the corpses on the tenth day (Q612).

The reference to Niobe's meal corresponds to Achilleus’ exhortation
to Priam about eating a meal, and it enables this story to function as a

paradeigma 48 The children's corpses correspond to Hektor’s corpse lying

46 E.g., Hesiod, fr. 183 (Merkelbach-West), Sappho, fr. 142 (Lobel-Page), Aischylos,
frr. 154a - 167a (Radt), Sophocles, frr. 441a - 451 (Radt). Furthermore, the Niobe story
is employed as a paradeigma in Sophokles’ Antigone (824-832) and Elektra (150-2). Cf.
Lesky 1936, coll.644-706; Forbes Irving 1990, pp.146-8, 294-7.

47 It may be significant that Niobe is not said to have taken food, but just to have
remembered it. This can be seen as a subtle endeavour to soften the conflict with the
tradition of this myth in which Niobe’s meal after the deaths of her children probably did
not feature.

48 It should also be noted that Achilleus himself has been refraining from taking

food because of sorrow (cf. Q128-30 and T154-354).
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neglected on the ground. Priam has also lost other sons in the Trojan war
(Q253-262, cf. also 0546). The burial of the children by the gods
corresponds to Zeus' intention that Hektor's corpse be returned for its
funeral (Q74-6, Q110-9). So these points contribute to the link between
this paradeigma and Priam's situation in Iliad 24.

The above three points (Niobe’s meal, the exposure of the corpses of
her children, the burial by the gods) are thought to be the poet's addition
to the traditional version of the Niobe story, because these peculiar details
are especially appropriate in a paradeigma for Priam.49

On the other hand, the petrification of the people by Zeus (Q611),
another peculiar detail of the Niobe paradeigma, does not have any direct
correspondence with Priam's situation in the Iliad. It has been suggested
that this detail explains why the corpses of Niobe's children were
neglected for nine days.50 If the people had been able to move freely, they
would naturally have held a funeral for the royal children. So the poet got
rid of them by turning them to stone. Thus this peculiar detail too has
special relevance in a paradeigma for Priam, since it allows one element
(exposure of the corpses), which is parallel to the context, to stand in the
story.

49 Cf. Oehler 1925, pp.6-7; Kakridis 1949, pp.99-102. For a different view, cf.
Potscher 1985-6.

50 Cf. Kakridis 1949, p.101; Willcock 1964, p.141. Schol. A and bT ad Q611
interpret the phrase ‘Aaovg 8 AMiBovg Toinoe’ as meaning ‘made (the hearts of) the people
unsympathetic (acvunddergy. This interpretation was accepted by van der Valk 1963-4,
p.646. But this kind of metaphorical use of AiBovc cannot be found in the Iliad , and the

scholia’s view should be regarded as ‘spiter Rationalismus’ (Lesky 1936, col. 646).
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Thus the motif of petrification was transferred from Niobe to the
people to explain the inactivity of the people.51 One may also note how
the picture of Niobe lamenting among petrified people prefigures her later
lamentation amid the rocks (&v nerpnotv (Q614)) of the lonely mountains
at Sipylos, with herself being turned to stone (Q617).

At the end of the paradeigma, Niobe’s lamentation in the lonely

mountains is described as follows:

VOV B€ ov &v METPR OV, EV 0BPECLY 010TGAOLGLY,

v 1mOAR, 061 paat Bedwv Eppevon eDVAC

yvud)o'(wv, oi T' dud’ "Axerdiov EppWoavTo,

evBa MBog mep Eoboa Bedv £k kndea Téooa (Q614-7).
According to schol. A ad Q614-7, the authenticity of these four lines was
questioned by Alexandrian scholars. One of the reasons for the athetesis
was that “this exhortation is ridiculous: ‘Eat, because Niobe ate and
became a stone.””2 Some modern scholars have agreed with this view,
claiming that the description of a petrified Niobe, which shows a wretched
outcome after she ate, is not suitable to the exhortation.53

On the other hand, some scholars defend 614-7.5¢ Von der Miihll

maintains that the main point of the description at Q614-7 is not Niobe’s

petrification as such, but the continuation of her lament after she took a

meal, and that this passage thus corresponds to Achilleus' mention of

51 Cf. Willcock 1964, pp.141-2, with n.4; Richardson 1993, ad Q614-7.

52 The scholion lists other ‘difficulties' in 614-7, but these cannot be regarded as
serious grounds for deletion. Cf. Leaf 1902, ad Q 614-7.

53 E.g., Lesky 1936, coll. 645-6; Kakridis 1949, pp.96-105; van Thiel 1982, p.609.
Moreover, some think that the position of 0614-7 which seems to interfere with the ring
composition of this story adds to the suspicion. E.g., Lohmann 1970, p.13, Anm 4;
Friedrich 1975, p.187, Anm.203.

54 E.g., Leaf 1902, ad 614-7; von der Miihll 1952, pp.384-5: van der Valk 1963-4,

pp.385-6; Macleod 1982, ad Q 614-7.
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Priam's future lamentation at 2619-20.55 He moreover points out that the
expression kndea wéooer (Q617) is consciously repeated when Priam
describes his grief as xndea pvpia TEoow (639).56

The correspondence between Niobe’s lamentation at Q614-7 and
Achilleus’ mention of Priam’s future lamentation should be examined with
respect to the larger context of Iliad 24. Achilleus’ words before the Niobe
paradeigma should be noted:

0N’ Gye Ony kot ap ECev £m Opdvov, Syea d Eumng

gv Oop® Katoxeiobon Edoousy X VOUEVOL TTEP®

oV Y&p Tic mpA&ic méreTon kpuepoio yooio (0Q522-4).

owoxeo und’ oduaorov ovaeo oov Kara Bouodv:

oV YO Tt 7p1 &ac; oucaxnuavog UIOC anog,

OLOE U1V VO THOELC, TPIV KOl KOKOV GAA0 TaBnoOa

(Q549-551).

Compared with these words, Achilleus' remark at 2619-20 has a different
tone: he first told Priam to stop crying, pointing out its uselessness, but
after the Niobe story he expects Priam to lament.

This change of tone in Achilleus' words should be interpreted with
reference to the composition of the whole scene of his meeting with Priam.
This meeting is interrupted when Achilleus goes out to prepare Hektor’s
corpse for return (2572-595), and the meeting is then resumed. Before
the interruption, there is a moment when Achilleus shows a severe
attitude towards Priam. When Achilleus tries to make Priam take a seat
by pointing out the uselessness of wailing, as quoted above, Priam refuses
and urges Achilleus to return Hektor's body immediately (2552-8).
Achilleus shows discontent (VrOdpa 10wv (Q559)), and sternly commands
Priam not to make him angry (2560-70). Priam is frightened by his words

(£dde10ev O O yépwv ko €neifero pvbw (Q571)). Furthermore, the way

55 Von der Miihll 1952, p.385.

56 Ibid., Anm 65.
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Achilleus rushes out of the door is described with the simile of a lion
(Q572), which reveals his ferocity.57

In the subsequent scene, Achilleus prepares for the returning of
Hektor's body. Achilleus’ comrades take the ransom from Priam’s chariot,
but it is remarkable that they leave two cloths (300 ¢papea) and an
undergarment (x176¢v) to wrap Hektor's corpse (2580-1). Then Achilleus
puts Hektor's body, which has been washed and anointed, on the bier
(Aextwv (Q589)). Thus Achilleus symbolically begins funeral rites for
Hector?8. In Q591ff., Achilleus calls out Patroklos' name and reports to
him that he has returned Hektor's body and received the ransom for it. At
this point, his revenge on Hector seems truly to have come to an end.
Achilleus' words and action after he comes back to Priam show that he has
become more sympathetic towards Priam. By telling the Niobe
paradeigma, he invites Priam to share his meal. Since it is explicitly
stated that Achilleus has just finished his meal when Priam appears
(Q475), his invitation comes purely from his feelings of hospitality. It
should also be noted that Priam and Achilleus marvel at each other after
the meal (Q629-32). Then, after Achilleus has ordered his retainers to
prepare Priam's bed and made a generous proposal to postpone the
resumption of the battle during Hektor's funeral, he takes Priam's right
hand to make him feel at ease (Q671-2). This gesture makes a clear
contrast with Achilleus’ former attitude to Priam, which made the latter
fear him (QQ571).

In the course of the scene, when Achilleus becomes more

sympathetic towards Priam after he has finished the preparation of

57 Achilles' savage and unyielding mind is compared to a lion by Apollo (Q41-3).
Cf. Macleod 1982, ad Q572.

58 Macleod 1982, ad Q587-9.
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Hektor's body, the words at Q619-20 concerning Priam's future
lamentation have the important function of indicating the change in
Achilleus’ attitude. Since Achilleus' remark at Q619-20 plays an
important part in the composition of the whole scene, it is understandable
that these lines are anticipated and emphasized by the description of the
petrified Niobe which corresponds to Priam’s lamentation.

The phrase Oe@v ek kndea tEooer (Q617) has attracted the attention
of those who oppose the deletion of Q2614-7. The meaning of the verb
TE0Ow ranges from ‘to ripen (fruits) (n117), ‘to bake’ to ‘to digest’, but it is
used in figurative senses in the Iliad:5° In B237, it means ‘to devour, or
be greedy over a vépag'. In other cases, it means ‘to keep something
painful in oneself: anger (A513, I 565), pain of wounds (©513), or grief
(Q617,639).60 Of these occurrences of the verb, only Q0617 and 0639 take
kndex as object. The rarity of the phrase xndea méoow, together with the
close succession of the two occurrences, seems to support von der Miihll's
view that the double use of the phrase at Q0617 and Q639 is deliberate.

It should be noted that Q617 emphasizes at the very end of the
paradeigma the fact that Niobe's misfortune was sent from the gods (Be®v
£x).61 The idea that gods are the source of misfortune for mortals has
been expressed in Achilleus' speech at 518-551. Achilleus says that the
gods have destined mortals to live in misery, contrasting wretched men

with the gods, who have no sorrows:

59 Cf. Chantraine 1984-1990, s.v. ‘nté00 .

60 Cf. Kirk 1985, ad A512-3.

61 Leaf 1902, ad Q614-7 comments that Niobe was turned into stone ‘by the favour
of the gods’, and that her petrification was a sign of the gods' recognition of ‘her faithful

sorrow’. There is, however, no indication in the text of Q614-7 that the petrification of

Niobe was a sign of the gods’ favour .
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e yap enekkwoowro 6501 6817\0101 [’)poroun
Cwerv dxvopévoue adtol O T akndéec eral (2525-6).

In the following parable of the jars (2527-533), he says that Zeus gives a
mixture of the contents of the jar of evils and the jar of blessings to some,
but only evils to others. To illustrate this parable, Achilleus mentions
Peleus, who has been given both fortune and misfortune (Q0534-542), and
also Priam, who once surpassed others in wealth and number of children,
but has now been given suffering (rfijpa) from the gods (Q2543-549). Thus
the end of the Niobe paradeigma and Achilleus' speech at Q518-551 state

similar views about the relationship between men and the gods.52

6 Conclusion

In the paradeigmata examined in this chapter, we have noted the
emphasis placed on strong emotions: Meleagros’ wrath, Hera’s anger
towards Herakles, Zeus’ grief as he looks at Herakles’ labour, Niobe’s
wailing, and Marpessa’s lamentation. We have also noted that, together
with these strong emotions, various sufferings are mentioned: the
description of the possible suffering of the Aitolians in Kleopatra’s
supplication, the death of Herakles, Herakles’ labours, and Niobe’s loss of
her children. These emphases on emotions and sufferings seem to be
closely related to the characterization of Achilleus.

It scarcely needs saying that wrath is an important aspect of
Achilleus’ characterization. It should also be noted that his attitude
towards others’ sufferings plays an important part in his characterization

throughout the Iliad.63 In his plea to Thetis in Iliad 1, Achilleus mentions

62 One should recall that Achilleus, too, will be sent suffering (death) by a god in the
near future, and that he is well aware of it. Cf. T408-423, $108-113, X356-366.

63 Whitman 1958, pp.181-220 traces the different stages of the ‘evolution’ of

Achilleus in the Iliad.

34



Chapter 1

the suffering of the Greeks which will be caused by his absence from the
battle:

ol KE‘,V TG eﬂshnow Eml Tpooeoow apn ’g'oa
TOVC Ot Komx Trpvuvac; TE Koa aucb OO EAO O "AX 00D
KTEIVOUEVOLC, TV TAVTEG EmatdpwvTon Paoiifioc (A408-410).

In this passage, the deaths of the Greeks are for Achilleus no more than a
means to restore his honour. Meleagros’ wrath in the paradeigma in book
9 corresponds to the state of Achilleus, who is wholly preoccupied with his
anger. Achilleus first claims to the embassy that he will depart from Troy
on the next morning (1427-9). He softens his attitude in his reply to Aias,
but it will only be after Hektor kills the Argives and sets fire to their ships
that he will perhaps return to battle (I 650-5). At the beginning of book
16, Patroklos expresses his concern for the afflictions of the Greeks. He
lists the main heroes on the Greek side who have been injured (I121-9),
and criticizes Achilleus’ anger (I129-35). It is to be noted that Patroklos’
concern is anticipated in Achilleus’ question as to why Patroklos is
weeping:

ne oB vy’ "Apyeiwv droddpean, W OAEKOVTO
vnuotiv em yhadophiorv trepPacing eiveka opic (IT17-8).

In this passage, the suffering of the Greeks is attributed to ‘their
presumptuousness’. Like Patroklos, Kleopatra in the Meleagros
paradeigma pleads in tears, pointing out the destruction resulting from
the hero’s absence from the battle (I 591-4). Meleagros was moved by
Kleopatra’s words (I 595) and returned to battle. Achilleus, on the other
hand, sends Patroklos as his surrogate. When Thetis visits Achilleus, who
is grieving for Patroklos’ death, she refers to Achilleus’ wish uttered in
book 1:
wg apa 611 Tplv y euxso XELPOC owaoxwv

mxvrag EMm npvuvn o1V 01 Hevo u1ag Axoacov
oed emdevouévovg, mabeev T’ aekiha Epya (E75-7).
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Later in the same scene, Achilleus expresses his regret at not having been
able to aid Patroklos and his ETOAPOL:

OVJE T1 Ha‘rpo@\w yavounv (baog ovd’ erapowt
TO1G BANOIC, O BT TOAEEC DAUEY "Extop1 diw (£102-3).

The etoipor, who are juxtaposed with Patroklos in this passage, may be
regarded as a reference to Patroklos’ comrades, i.e. the Myrmidons. But
one may also discern an echo of Patroklos’ wish to aid the Greeks in his
plea to Achilleus in book 16: v mod 11 dpSwe Aavacior yéveua (T139).
Patroklos wanted to be the light of salvation (Powc) for the afflicted
Greeks. If one notices the similarity of these two passages, the word
€Toipot, which primarily means the Myrmidons, bears the overtone of ‘the
Greeks in general’. The paradeigma of Herakles (X117 -9) echoes
Achilleus’ reflection on the destructive nature of strife and anger (xOAoQ)
as we noted above. It also indicates Achilleus’ recognition of the misery of
human beings who cannot escape death, not even Herakles, the dearest of
men to Zeus. From this paradeigma, Achilleus concludes that he should
acquire kAfog by Killing the enemy (¥121-6). When Achilleus renounces
his anger towards Agamemnon in the assembly in book 19, he shows his
regret for the loss of the Greeks in general who were killed while he was
away in his anger:

T® K’ 0D rooom Axoam 060(5 EAOV aone‘rov 00dAC
duoUEVEWY UTTO XEPOLV, Eued dmmounvio avtoc (T61-2).

It is this affliction of the Greeks, as we have seen above, which
corresponds to the suffering of Herakles in the paradeigma told by
Agamemnon.

Achilleus’ attitude towards the suffering of the Trojans should also
be noted. When Achilleus turns down Lykaon’s pleading for his life in
book 21, he mentions Patroklos’ death and his own imminent doom (®107-
113), just as he cited the death of Herakles when he expressed his decision
to face his death (X117-9). Achilleus’ words to Lykaon dAA& diroc, Bcve
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ko g¥ (9107), in which Lykaon’s fate is juxtaposed with those of
Patroklos and Achilleus (ko o¥), is based on his recognition of the
common human lot. Thus Lykaon is called ¢irog, even though he is a
Trojan. This recognition of a common human misery is also the basis of
Achilleus’ understanding of the suffering of Priam, whose fate Achilleus
compares to that of his father, Peleus (2534-548). This notion of common
human misery is emphasized, as we have seen above, in the parable of the
two jars (Q527-533), and in the Niobe paradeigma, both of which
represent human misery as sent from gods.

The paradeigmata discussed in this chapter are closely connected
with the depiction of Achilleus’ anger and his attitude towards the
sufferings of others. The emphasis on anger and suffering in these
paradeigmata articulates this important aspect of Achilleus’

characterization in the Iliad.

37



Chapter 2

Chapter 2

Paradeigmata in the Diomedeia

1 Introduction

Iliad 5 is largely devoted to the description of Diomedes’ prowess on
the battle-field. This is the first of the series of aristeiai of Greek heroes in
the Iliad, and in length and elaboration next only to that of Achilleus in
books 20-22, the last aristeia in the poem. Diomedes’ prowess in book 5 is
prepared for in the scene of epipolesis in book 4, in which Agamemnon visits
several Greek chieftains (the last of whom is Diomedes), and rouses them to
battle. The encounter of Diomedes and Glaukos in the first half of book 6
serves as the conclusion of Diomedes’ feats. The portion of the Iliad from
the epipolesis to Diomedes’ encounter with Glaukos forms a fairly
independent unit, which we shall call the Diomedeia.

It is notable that mythological exempla cluster closely together in the
Diomedeia. At A370-400, Agamemnon, rebuking Diomedes for his
inactivity, recounts the feats of his father, Tydeus, at Thebes. Diomedes is
roused to fight by this rebuke, so the story of Tydeus sets an example of
heroic achievement, and prepares for his aristeia in book 5. (Tydeus’ valour
is repeatedly recalled in book 5 (E125-6, 800-813).) Dione mentions three
gods who have suffered at human hands, in order to console her daughter
Aphrodite, who has been injured by Diomedes (E382-415). At E633-646,
Tlepolemos recounts the story of Herakles’ sack of Troy. At E800-813,
Athene again mentions the feats of Tydeus at Thebes. Finally, the stories
of Lykourgos and Bellerophontes are told by Diomedes and Glaukos when

they encounter each other in book 6.
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The concentration of paradeigmata concerning Diomedes in books 4-
6 makes a contrast to the location of paradeigmata concerning Achilleus,
which are scattered throughout the Iliad.! In this connection, it should be
noted that Diomedes’ role complements that of Achilleus, since Diomedes’
main actions are generally restricted to the scenes in which Achilleus is
absent from the battle.2 Both Diomedes and Achilleus are young, and both
are preeminent in attack. In this respect, they jointly make a contrast
with Aias, since some of the latter’s most memorable actions belong to his
defensive valour.3 Both Diomedes and Achilleus confront gods in their
aristeiai.* Furthermore, correspondence of minor details links the two
heroes, e.g., both express the fanciful idea of taking Troy with the aid of only
one close friend®; both fight Aineias, who is rescued by a deity5; a simile
involving the star Sirius is attached alone in the poem to these two heroes.”
It may even be the case that Diomedes is wounded in his foot by Paris’
arrow (A375-8) because Achilleus’ eventual death by Paris’ shot is foretold
in the Iliad (X359-360) and the arrow is traditionally said to have hit

1 See p. 7 above.

2 For the comparison of Diomedes and Achilleus in the Iliad, cf. Whitman 1958,
pp. 167-9; Andersen 1978, pp.9-11.

3 E.g., A544-595, 0415-564, 11102-123, P128-139, P715-753. Aias’ towering
shield (cdxoc AiTe mépyov (H219, A485, P128)) symbolizes this defensive aspect of his

characterization. Cf. von der Miihll 1976, p.443f.

4 E330-340, E855-861; ®233-283.

5 147-9; T197-100. Cf. Macleod 1982, p.25, n.1.

6 F434-8; Y156-339.

7 F5-6; X25-31. For the variation between these two similes, cf. Whitman 1958,
pp.143, 167.

39



Chapter 2

Achilleus’heel.® In spite of the numerous common motifs employed in the
depiction of the two heroes, however, the readers of the Iliad cannot fail to
notice that Diomedes lacks those qualities of Achilleus which make him a
tragic hero.9 Comparison between the two heroes will be an important
aspect as we consider the function of the stories within the Diomedeia in
the light of their contribution to the characterization of Diomedes.

In this chapter, two paradeigmata involving Tydeus (A370-400,
E800-813), the story of Herakles’ sack of Troy (E633-646, 648-654), the
stories told by Diomedes and Glaukos in Iliad 6 (the Lykourgos paradeigma
(Z123-143) and the story of Bellerophontes (Z145-211)) will be examined
with regard to their function within the context of the Diomedeia.l9 These
stories’ contribution to the characterization of Diomedes will be further

discussed in the conclusion of this chapter.

2 The Tydeus Paradeigma
(a) Agamemnon’s rebuke of Diomedes (A370-400)
Diomedes is closely associated with his father through repeated
references to Tydeus’ deeds in the Diomedeia and thereafter.ll Especially,

two paradeigmata of Tydeus, one narrated by Agamemnon in book 4 and

8 E.g., Apollodoros, Epitome 5.3; Quintus Smyrnaeus 3.60-2. Schoeck 1961,
pp.76-7.
9 Willcock 1973, p.3: “The essential about Diomedes is that he is a natural

winner. He has none of the self-questioning of Achilles, but a great deal of Achilles’
brilliance and flair”; Andersen 1978, p.10: “Diomedes hat nicht die Schwere und Tiefe
eines Achilleus, nicht das Tragische und Schicksalhafte, das den Peliden auszeichnet.”
10 Dione’s story of gods’ sufferings (E382-415) will be discussed in chapter 4.

n A370-400, E125-6, 800-812, 7222-3, K285-290, £119-125.
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the other by Athene in book 5, are closely related to Diomedes’
characterization.

Agamemnon begins his speech with a rebuke of Diomedes for his
inactivity (A370-1), unfavourably comparing him with Tydeus, and
concluding that Diomedes is inferior to his father in battle, if better in
speech (A399-400). Thus Tydeus is presented as a model whom Diomedes
should imitate, but fails to. This combination of rebuke (veikoc) for
inactivity or cowardice and a paradeigma, can be seen in Athene’s rebuke of
Diomedes in book 5, as well as in Tlepolemos’ speech to Sarpedon (E633-
646) and Nestor’s speech in book 7 (H124-160).12

The account of the paradeigma begins with Tydeus and Polyneikes’
visit to Mykenai for recruitment (A376-381). The fact that Tydeus visited
Mykenai before Agamemnon’s reign seems to explain why the latter heard
about Tydeus, but did not himself see him.13 It should be noted that this
episode, the visit of the attackers of Thebes to the city of the main
commander of the expedition against Troy in the previous generation,
creates a slight point of contact between the Theban War and the Trojan
War, which belonged to different legends.14 Thus this episode strengthens
the link between the two legends which is already established by the very
presence of Diomedes, one of the Epigonoi, in the Iliad.'> Furthermore,
Andersen points out that a detail in the description of Tydeus and

Polyneikes’ visit can be seen as an implied exemplum for Diomedes.1® The

12 Lohmann 1970, p.27 with n. 37.

13 Cf. de Jong 1987, pp.161-2 with n.29.

14 Cf. Willcock 1978, ad I 377.

15 For the problem of the inclusion of Diomedes in the Iliad, cf. Andersen 1978,
pp.14-5.

16 Andersen 1978, p.35.
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Mykenaians are said to have been willing to send a contingent to the war,
though they changed their mind when Zeus sent an unfavourable omen
(A381). This initial readiness of the Mykenaians to involve themselves in a
war led by Argives can be seen as a positive model for Diomedes, an Argive
hero, in the expedition led by the Mykenaian Agamemnon. 17

After the visit to Mykenai, Tydeus was sent to Thebes alone as an
envoy. He is said to have challenged the Thebans, who were feasting, to
compete in various feats, in all of which he easily defeated his opponents
(A385-390). Tydeus’ victory is attributed to the aid given by Athene: Toin
o1 émippoBoc Aev 'ABrHvn (A390). The Thebans, enraged by the defeat,
sent fifty men in an ambush against Tydeus on his way back (A391-5).18
Tydeus, however, killed all but one of the ambushers. The reason for
Tydeus’ sparing of one of them is attributed to his obedience to the portents
sent by the gods: Oedv Tepacoor mOnoac (A398).19

Tydeus’ victory over many opponents both in the feats in Thebes and
in the ambush on the way back foreshadows Diomedes’ valour in the battle
which is described in book 5. Note also that Athene’s aid to Tydeus and the
latter’s obedience to divine will corresponds to the relationship between

Diomedes and Athene in the coming battle-scene.

17 Agamemnon’s expedition to Troy has been supported by an (ultimately)
favourable omen, cf. B308-320.

18 The name of one of the leaders of the ambush, Avkodpdving (vulg.: Tlorvddvng
A and Aristarchos), son of Avtoddvoc, may be an invented name for this ambush in
which a mass killing by Tydeus takes place. Cf. Willcock 1964, pp.144-5; Andersen
1978, pp.44-5, n.11.

19 Tydeus’ obedience to the gods’ tépata is prefigured by the Mykenaians’

obedience to Zeus’ orjuato (A381).
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Diomedes does not reply to Agamemnon, but Sthenelos does respond
to the rebuke (A404-410). Sthenelos claims that Agamemnon’s accusation
is false because the Epigonoi (including Diomedes and Sthenelos) are far
superior to the Seven (including Tydeus, and Sthenelos’ father, Kapaneus),
referring to the two sieges of Thebes. The Epigonoi succeeded in taking the
city, while the Seven failed to do so. It should be noted that Sthenelos refers
to the Epigonoi’s obedience to the gods’ t€épata and Zeus’ aid to them:
nelB@duevor tepdeool Bedv ko Znvog dpwyfn (A408). This claim echoes
Agamemnon’s mention of Athene’s aid to Tydeus (A390) and his obedience
to the gods’ tépata (A398). Furthermore, Sthenelos’ reference to the
ataoBorion of the Seven as the cause of their destruction (A409) implies
a refutation of Agamemnon’s claim concerning Tydeus’ obedience to divine
will.

In the Theban legend, the leaders of the besieging army, except the
prophet Amphiaraos, are conceived as savage and brutal. For Tydeus too,
an act of extreme savagery is reported in the Cyclic Thebais (fr. 5 Davies
EGF / fr.9 Bernabé PEG). Tydeus was mortally wounded by Melanippos.
Amphiaraos killed Melanippos in revenge, and gave his head to Tydeus.
Tydeus, in his rage, devoured Melanippos’ brain. Athene was going to confer
immortality upon Tydeus, but changed her mind when she saw this
detestable act. It should be noted that in the paradeigmata told by
Agamemnon and Athene, the prowess of Tydeus is represented not by his
deeds in the war itself, but by his actions before it. It is conceivable that
Tydeus’ deeds in the war, which include his eating of his enemy’s brain
depicted in the Thebais or some similar impious acts, were intentionally

suppressed in these paradeigmata, in order to present Tydeus as a positive

43



Chapter 2

model for Diomedes.20 This suppression is remarkable since the
paradeigma in book 4 is preceded by the following description of Tydeus:
o0 utv Tudél vy Ode Ppirov TTwokaléuev nNev,
GAAQ TOAD PO PiAwv ETApwvY dniotol paxecOot
(A372-3).

These lines would serve perfectly as an introduction to an account of

Tydeus’ prowess in battle.

(b) Athene’s rebuke of Diomedes (E800-813)

Athene rebukes Diomedes when he is resting because of the wound
inflicted by Pandaros’ arrow. In her rebuke, the goddess refers to the feats
of Tydeus when he went to Thebes as an envoy, which detail was also
mentioned in the paradeigma told by Agamemnon in book 4. The
paradeigma told by Athene is a shortened version of the paradeigma in
book 4, since it concentrates on Tydeus’ feats in Thebes, whereas
Agamemnon also refers to the visit to Mykenai and the ambush on the way
back from Thebes. It should be noted, however, that a few details in the
paradeigma in book 5 are not included in the previous one.

Firstly, Athene states that Tydeus was small in stature: Tvdevc 1ol
uikpoc pev énv déuag (E801). This detail renders Tydeus’ prowess as a
fighter (GArG paxntrc (E801)) more impressive. Andersen suggests?!
that this otherwise unknown physical feature of Tydeus is an ad hoc
invention, and cites Pindar’s Isth. 3-4 as a similar instance, in which
Herakles is said to have been short in stature (uopdav Bpoaxvcg (71)), but
unflinching in his soul (yoxav & dkapntog (71b)). This curious reference
to the short stature of Herakles, who is generally represented as huge,

echoes a description of Melissos, whose victory is praised in this ode, as not

20 Griffin 1977, pp.46-7, with n.46a; Andersen 1978, p.17.

21 Andersen 1978, p.78 with n.60.
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possessing the huge stature of an Orion: 0o9% yap ¢pvoiv 'Qaprwveiov
Ehaxev (67)).22 Given the correspondence between Melissos’ stature and
the curious representation of Herakles’ small size in Isth. 3-4, one may
wonder whether the short stature of Tydeus mentioned in the paradeigma
inIliad 5 has any relevance to the context. In this respect, one should note
that Diomedes fights not only with humans, but that he is also brought into
conflict with the gods, i.e. the confrontation of Athene with Aphrodite and
Ares. The gods in the Iliad are conceived as larger in stature than men.
Thus, when Athene, instead of Sthenelos, mounts the chariot beside
Diomedes, the axle creaks loudly because of the weight: péya & €Ppoxe
drivivoc afwv / Bp1Boodvn: derviv yap dyev Bedv &vdpa T’ ApiroTov
(E838-9). When Ares is injured by Diomedes’ spear, the god shouts in pain
as loudly as the battle cries of nine or ten thousand men (E859-961).23 1t
may be possible to see the curious detail of Tydeus’ small stature in the
paradeigma as a reflection of Diomedes’ participation in the fight between
gods, who are far larger than men.

Another detail which does not appear in Agamemnon’s version of
Tydeus’ paradeigma is Athene’s injunction not to fight or display his
prowess during his mission (E802-4). More precisely, Athene tells Tydeus
to feast in the halls in peace (E805). In spite of this injunction, Tydeus
challenges the Thebans at the feast.2¢4 This detail of Athene’s prohibition

22 Ibid. n.60.

23 When Ares is knocked down by Athene in book 21, his huge size (seven méAefpa)
is mentioned (®407).

24 Andersen 1978, p.79 suggests that the episode of ambush is suppressed in the
paradeigma told by Athene, because the account of ambush in the paradeigma in book 4
mentions Tydeus’ obedience to the gods’ t€parta (A398): this does not suit the emphasis

placed on Tydeus’ will to show his prowess even in disobedience of a divine injunction.
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may be more appropriate in the paradeigma told by the goddess herself,
since it is a personal matter between Tydeus and Athene. Moreover, this
detail has relevance in its context within the Diomedeia: Tydeus’ showing of
his prowess despite Athene's prohibition makes a contrast with Diomedes’
inactivity in spite of the goddess’ encouragement to fight mentioned at
E810-2. In this passage, the goddess refers to her earlier injunction to
Diomedes at E124-6.

In his reply to Athene’s rebuke, Diomedes defends his inactivity
(E815-824). He reminds Athene that the goddess herself told him not to
fight against immortal gods except Aphrodite (E819-821). This is a
reference to Athene’s injunction at E129-132. Since Diomedes sees Ares
fighting on the battlefield (E824), his temporary withdrawal from the battle
is in accordance with Athene’s order. It should be noted that Diomedes’
wound, which is another cause for his inactivity (E794-5), is not mentioned
in this speech.25 By this suppression, Diomedes explains his inactivity
solely on the basis of his meticulous observance of the goddess’ injunction.
This speech renders Diomedes more obedient to Athene than Tydeus in the
paradeigma, who displayed his prowess by neglecting the goddess’
prohibition.

In her reply to Diomedes (E826-834), Athene tells him not to fear
Ares or any other gods, and bids him fight Ares. Athene’s promise of aid to
Diomedes (toin tot éywv eémtappoBdoc eipr (E828)) echoes her aid to
Tydeus in the paradeigma (toin ot &ywdv émtdppobog na (E808)).26 It
should be noted that this injunction again reveals Diomedes as more

obedient to Athene than was Tydeus, since Diomedes is told by Athene to

25 Andersen 1978, p.78.

26 Andersen 1978, p.80.
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ignore her former injunction, whereas Tydeus breached the goddess’

injunction without being told to do so.

3 Herakles’ Sack of Troy (E633-646, 648-654)
(a) The Exchange between Tlepolemos and Sarpedon
In his speech to Sarpedon (E633-646), Tlepolemos narrates how

Herakles, his father, once sacked Troy. In this speech, Tlepolemos taunts
Sarpedon with cowardice and openly doubts the rumour that Sarpedon is a
son of Zeus. Tlepolemos further states that Sarpedon is far inferior to other
sons of Zeus and mentions the exploits of Herakles, another son of Zeus, at
Troy. He says that Herakles came to Troy because of Laomedon’s
horses.2” He led only six ships and “fewer men’?8, but sacked the city of
Troy and ‘emptied the streets’.2? The emphasis in Tlepolemos’ account is
clearly placed upon the extraordinary prowess of Herakles. Following the
reference to Herakles’ sack of Troy, Tlepolemos again rebukes Sarpedon:

001 dt Koucog HEV vaog anocl)ﬂwvﬁovm Ot Aaoi
0vd¢ Ti o Tpeoov dlopon drkap £oecBon (E643—4).

The use of the pronoun coi, with an adversative particle 8¢ at the
beginning of E643, indicates the contrast between Sarpedon and Herakles.

Sarpedon refers to the same exploits of Herakles in his reply to
Tlepolemos:

Tknnokeu ATo1 szog andreoev "TAtov 1pfHv

avepoc; a¢pa6m0w AYGVOD Aaoue@ovrog,

0C pa u1v €0 sp&avra Koucw NviToe uvbw,

ovd’ amedwy’ inmovg, dv iveka TNAGOev AAOE (E648—51).

21 The horses of Laomedon are already mentioned at F266-9.

28 avdpaol movpotépoiov at E641 probably means ‘fewer than the men
participating in the present Trojan war’.

29 Kirk 1990, ad E640-2, p.124 comments that xfipwoe & dyvidc (E642) is “a

powerful phrase unparalleled in the epic”.
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He admits that Herakles sacked Troy. What Sarpedon adds to Tlepolemos’
account of the story is a fuller description of the cause of the sack, i.e.
Laomedon’s folly (appadion E649): Laomedon addressed Herakles, who had
rendered him a good service (0 €pEavta), with abusive words (kaxk® . . .
uvbw), and did not give the horses for which Herakles came from afar. It is
to be noted that Laomedon’s responsibility for the destruction of Troy is
given emphasis in Sarpedon’s account of the story.

The reason for the emphasis on Laomedon’s responsibility is not
explicitly stated. A scholion detects an implied contrast between Herakles
and Tlepolemos: Herakles’ sack of Troy is justified because Laomedon did
him wrong. Tlepolemos’ attempt to sack Troy, on the other hand, is unjust
(from Sarpedon’s viewpoint), so he will not succeed.30

The implied contrast between Herakles and Tlepolemos, which the
scholion suggests, seems to be confirmed by the structure of Sarpedon’s
speech. He talks in the first half of his speech (F648-51) about Laomedon’s
folly, which led to Herakles’ sack of Troy. In the latter half, he declares
that he will kill Tlepolemos:

got 3’ gyw evOade Pnui Pévov kol kApa puéAavay

€€ euébev teveobon, Eu® O VWO dovpt dapévia

EVX0C Euoi ddoery, yoxnv d "Ad kAvTomdrw (E652—4).
Herakles’ success in taking Troy is juxtaposed with the prediction of
Tlepolemos’ failure at the same place. The transition from the mention of
Herakles’ sack to the threat to Tlepolemos is marked by a personal
pronoun coi and an adversative particle ¢ at the beginning of E652. It

should be noted that the same combination co1 3¢ indicates a contrast

30 Schol.bT ad E648-54. This view is approved by Kirk 1990, ad E649-54,p.124.
One should, however, note that, though Tlepolemos does not have any personal enmity
against the Trojans, the Greeks’ expedition as a whole has a good reason, i.e. the

punishment for Paris’ abduction of Helen.

48



Chapter 2

between Herakles and Sarpedon in the preceding speech of Tlepolemos
(E643).

Sarpedon takes over the reference to Herakles’ sack of Troy from
Tlepolemos’ speech, but, by emphasizing Laomedon’s injustice, he turns the
unfavourable comparison with Herakles, which has been used against
himself, back against his opponent. This ingenious shift in the use of an
exemplum facilitates the comparison between a son (Tlepolemos) and a
father (Herakles). The importance of the motif of the father-son

comparison in the larger context will be discussed later.

(b) Similarity with the Exchange between
Agamemnon and Sthenelos (A370-410)

It has been pointed out that the speeches of Tlepolemos and
Sarpedon in Iliad 5 show structures similar to those of Agamemnon and
Sthenelos in Iliad 4.3 Both Agamemnon’s speech in Iliad 4 and
Tlepolemos’ speech in Iliad 5 are examples of reproach (veikoc) containing
a reference to a former hero’s deed as an exemplum. The replies to these
two speeches are also similar, since both Sthenelos and Sarpedon refute the
reproaches with reference to the same past events (the Seven’s siege of
Thebes, Herakles’ sack of Troy).

Similar expressions are employed in these two exchanges. Both
Agamemnon and Tlepolemos’ reproaches contain the verb ntwooeiv in a
rhetorical question (11 mrdooeic . . . ; (A371), Tic TO1 AVAYKN TTWOOELV
.. .; (E633—4)).32 The similarity between the following two lines should also
be noted:

31 Fenik 1968, p.66-7; Kirk 1990, ad F634-7, p.123.
32 Similar expressions can be found in other veixog-speeches. E.g. tovg vov el

nrdocgovtog V¢ “Extopt mavrac axovoar H129. Cf. Fenik 1968, pp.66-7.
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TOVPOTEPOV AxOV AyayovD’ T TEiX0C dpelov (A407)

€€ oing obdv vnuotl kol &avdpao mavpotéporory  (E641).

The comparatives in these two lines are both employed in order to indicate
the difference between two sieges of the same cities, Thebes and Troy.33 At
the same time, one should note a variation in the use of comparatives:
A407 is putin the reply of Sthenelos who claims that the second expedition
to Thebes (by the Epigonoi) was with a smaller army. On the other hand,
E641 is spoken by Tlepolemos in his veixo¢ (not in Sarpedon’s reply), and
he says that the first expedition to Troy (by Herakles) involved a smaller
army.

These two exchanges contain another notable parallel with each
other. Sthenelos says that the first attackers against Thebes (the Seven)
perished because of their ‘reckless folly: «xeivor d¢ odetépnorv
ataoBorinotv 6hovto (A409). Sarpedon also attributes the cause of
Herakles’ sack of Troy to Laomedon’s folly: ... fitol xgivoc dndAeoev
"Thov 1pnv /avépog abpadinorv ayavod Acopédovrtog (E648—9). Thus
the emphasis on folly (atacBoarion, adpadicr) as the cause of the
destruction of one party (the aggressors at Thebes, the defenders at Troy)

is common to both accounts.

33 aperov should mean ‘stronger than the former Theban wall (in the time of the
siege by the Seven) despite Schol. A ad A407 which sees a comparison between the
Theban wall and the Trojan wall. Cf. Kirk 1985, ad A407, p.374. It should be noted
that the comparison between the Seven and the Epigonoi prevails in the exchange of

Agamemnon and Sthenelos. Cf. xépeia (A400) and apeivoveg (A405).
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Some of the verbal echoes we have seen above may be ascribed to
the use of typical motifs, but on the whole the similarity between these two
pairs of speeches is striking.34

The link between the Agamemnon-Sthenelos scene and the
Tlepolemos-Sarpedon scene seems to be, at least partly, influenced by the
association of the two great wars in the Greek epic tradition. The Theban
War and the Trojan War are linked in the account of the ‘Five Ages’ in
Hesiod’s Works and Days:

Kou rovg uev nohsuog TE KOKOC KOl q)u)\omg a1V
roug uev v’ smomukw @nﬁn Ka6un161 yain,

w?xaos .uapva.uevoug un)\wv SVE‘,K Ownmédao,

rovg OE Kal EV vnsoow mrep ueya 7\(XIT]J(X Baraoonc
ec Tpoinv dyaywv ‘Erévnc évex’ noxouoio (W&D 161-5).

These two wars are said to be the places where the fighters in the ‘Heroic
Age’ perished. The wars at Thebes and Troy also dominate the scheme of
the Epic Cycle, which is made up of three epics concerning wars at Thebes
(Oidipodeia, Thebais, Epigonoi) and eight concerning the Trojan war and its
aftermath (Kypria, Iliad, Aithiopis, Ilias Mikra, Iliou Persis, Nostoi,
Odyssey, Telegonia). Though the Cyclic epics were probably composed later

34 In the lliad, a veixog-speech is usually spoken by one’s ally (like Agamemnon to
Diomedes in book 4), not by one’s enemy (like Tlepolemos to Sarpedon in book 5). Fenik
1968, p.66 remarks that if a fighter meets his enemy on the battlefield, “normally the
one fighter asks how his opponent dare face him, or praises his boldness but urges him
to withdraw before it is too late (cf. Z125-7,P16-7,P30-2,Y178,®150-1). But Tlepolemos
asks Sarpedon why he is staying away from the fight - a surprising reversal after F471”.
This variation on the typical veixoc-speech facilitates the similarity between the

Agamemnon-Sthenelos scene and the Tlepolemos-Sarpedon scene.
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than the Iliad, Thebes and Troy had no doubt been established as ‘“focal
points of epic war’ in the Greek epic tradition by the time of the Iliad .35

(c) Father-Son Comparison: the Tlepolemos-Sarpedon Scene
in the Diomedeia

The motif of the father-son comparison in the Tlepolemos-Sarpedon
scene seems to be prompted by the prevalent juxtaposition of Tydeus and
Diomedes in the Diomedeia, and especially by the resemblance of this scene
to the exchange between Agamemnon and Sthenelos in Iliad 4.

A remarkably similar contrast of father and son appears in
Sophocles’ Aias:

51'00 mxrﬁp UEV ‘rﬁoé’ o’ur ’Iéaiag x00ovoc

T npwra KOAALOTEL apmrevoac; oTpa‘rov

npog ou<ov n)\Bs naoav suxhaav (bepwv

gyw O’ 0 Keivov nalg, TOV QOTOV €C TOTOV

Tpolac ereABwv ovx EAdooovi 0Bévet,

o000’ Epya UEIW XEIPOC APKETOC EUTic,

&Tipog 'Apyeiototy wd’ amérrvpon (Aias 434-440).
Aias’ father, Telamon, was with Herakles at the first sack of Troy. Aias
here contrasts the fairest prize (koAA101€1’) and honour (e¥xAgiav) of

Telamon with his own present misery in which he is deprived of honour

(&tipog).36

35 West 1978, p.191. Janko 1992 ad N663-670 suggests that material of Theban
saga is adapted to the Trojan war at B830-4.

36 Sophocles’ Aias abounds in allusions to the Iliad. Cf. Garner 1990, pp.51-64. At
Aias 434-440, too, Sophokles might have been inspired by the juxtaposition of the two
Trojan wars (in which father and son respectively participate) in the Tlepolemos-
Sarpedon scene in Iliad 5 (and possibly by the comparison of the two Theban wars in the

Agamemnon-Sthenelos scene in liad 4). (Garner does not mention this point.) Note the

use of comparatives in these three passages: . . . émeA@wv ovk EAdogovi oBéver,
o0d €pya peiw xepoc apxécac eufng (Ai. 438-9); delp’ EAOWV . . . avdpdot
ravpotéporary (E640-1); nueic tot Tatépwv uéy’ QuUEivoveg . . . TALPOTEPOV AAOV
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Similarly, Tlepolemos has to die before the fall of Troy, so he cannot
acquire the same honour as could his father in the first campaign against
the same city. By the reference to the first sack of Troy set in the mouth of
Tlepolemos, his inferiority to his father is accentuated. In this respect,
Tlepolemos’ relationship to Herakles makes a contrast with Diomedes’
relationship to Tydeus. While Diomedes, with other Epigonoi, proved to be
better than their fathers at Thebes and is showing prowess equal to his
father in the Iliad, Tlepolemos will prove to be inferior to his father at Troy.
Thus the Tlepolemos-Sarpedon scene with the mythological references

provides a foil to Diomedes.37

4 Stories told by Diomedes and Glaukos in Iliad 6

Diomedes faces Glaukos at Z119-236. The exchange between them is
particularly interesting as regards the use of characters’ storytelling. In
Diomedes’ speech, the story of Lykourgos (Z130-140) occupies the central
part. In answer to Diomedes’ question as to who his opponent is, Glaukos
recounts the genealogy of his family, in which the story of Bellerophontes is
narrated in great detail (Z145-211). Thus in this exchange, one character’s
storytelling is balanced by another’s. Moreover, the two stories show a
common feature in that both Lykourgos and Bellerophontes incurred divine

hatred and met with a miserable end.

dyayove’ oo Teixog dpeiov (A405-7). Other instances of the linking of the two
Trojan wars appear in Pindar, Ol. 8.31-46, Isth. 5.35-8; Sophokles, Philoctetes1439-40;
Isocrates, Or. 5.111-2; Propertius 3.1. 32; Ovid, Met. 9.232-3.

37 Andersen 1978, p.74 remarks: “Das Entscheidende ist m. E,, dass Tlepolemos

ein Heldensohn ist, der die hohen Erwartungen, die seine Abstammung erweckt, nicht

erfiillt”.
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(a) The Lykourgos paradeigma (Z130-140)

Diomedes faces Glaukos on the battle-field and expresses
unwillingness to fight if his opponent is a god, citing the story of Lykourgos.
Analysts once claimed that Diomedes’ unwillingness to fight against a god
was not compatible with Diomedes’ battle against Aphrodite and Ares in
book 5.38 But on closer scrutiny, one can see that his unwillingness does
not necessarily contradict his previous deeds.39 It is true that Diomedes
wounds Aphrodite and Ares, but he does so under Athene’s special
injunction to fight these two gods (E131-2, E829-830). One should also
recall that there are several passages in book 5 which seem to prepare for
Diomedes’ reluctance: Athene prohibits Diomedes from fighting against
gods (other than Aphrodite ) at E130-1; Diomedes is given another warning
about rivalry with gods by Apollo at E440-2. Moreover, when Diomedes
finds Ares helping Hektor, he commands his comrades to retreat (E603-6),
and he himself refrains from fighting. At E818-21, Diomedes quotes the
previous command of Athene not to fight against gods, when he is rebuked
by the same goddess for his inactivity. Through these passages, especially
after Apollo’s admonition, Diomedes’ hesitation over fighting against gods,
except when he is specifically commanded to do so by Athene, is clearly
indicated. So Diomedes’ unwillingness to fight against gods as expressed in
his speech to Glaukos is actually in keeping with the depiction of Diomedes
in book 5.

Diomedes’ speech to Glaukos also echoes the deeds of the hero in the

Diomedeia in a different way. In his speech to Glaukos, Diomedes seems to

38 For Leaf 1900, p.256, Diomedes' words at Z123-43 and his victories over gods in
book 5 constitute a contradiction which is "perhaps the most patent in the Iliad, and one
which can in no way be palliated.”

39 Andersen 1978, p.98.
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be assuming that he will win the battle whether the opponent is a man or a
god, and he is only afraid that, if the opponent is a god, he may suffer
later.40 This unusual confidence is appropriate for Diomedes only after his
victory over two gods in book 5.

The story of Lykourgos belongs to a group of legends about futile
attempts to reject the Dionysiac religion.4! In Diomedes’ account of the
story, the mention of Dionysos’ i0fvon (Z132) and 0¥60Aa (Z134), which
the nurses of Dionysos carried, may be a hint at the Dionysiac rites.42 The
motif of a male’s pursuit of female followers of the god recurs in Dionysiac
legends and rituals.43

This ritualistic significance, however, is not emphasized in Diomedes’
account of the story. The main emphasis is on the consequences of
Lykourgos’ violent action against Dionysos. It is remarkable how easy it
was for Lykourgos to drive away Dionysos and his nurses. The nurses are
scattered, and there are no signs of resistance by Dionysos, who is
implicitly envisaged as a little child. The god simply flees from Lykourgos’

attack into the sea and is received by Thetis in the folds of her robe.44

40 Andersen 1978, p.99.

41 Cf. Dodds 1960, pp.xxv-xxvi; Nilsson 1967, p.565.

42 Homeric Hymn xxvi tells of the infant Dionysos being brought up by nymphs on
Mt. Nysa (11.3-4). The same hymn tells how the 110f4vou later became followers of
Dionysos (11.8-10). 80poog (a wand carried by the devotees of Dionysos) is suggested by
E. Benveniste as the etymology of the word 8900Aa (Z134) (= Bvpo — Bra). Cf. LfigE
s.v. ‘DvoOr’.

43 Dodds 1960, p.xxvii.

4 At ¥395-405, Thetis (with Eurynome) is said to have sheltered Hephaistos when

the god fell from Olympos. See Chapter 4.
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Dionysos’ fear is repeatedly indicated: ¢opnBeic (Z135), deidiota (Z137),
KPATEPOC ... TpOpoc (Z137).

The complete ease with which Lykourgos attacks Dionysos makes a
sharp contrast with his later misery caused by the gods. Lykourgos did not
live long after his attack on Dionysos and his nurses. The motif of
Lykourgos’ short life is stated twice. At the beginning of the story (Z130-1),
Diomedes refers to the early death of Lykourgos, and his misery is described
again at the end of the story:

TQ pev Emert’ 0dvoavto Oeot peia {Wovrec,

kol piv Tvprov €0nke Kpdvov moig: ovd’ dp €11 dnv

nv, énel abavatoiowv annxdeto maor Beoiowy (Z138-40).
One should note the emphasis on the gods’ hatred towards Lykourgos. This
hatred is mentioned twice at Z138 (6dV%ocavto) and Z140 (aanx0eto), the
latter of which employs a very strong expression: he was hated by all the
gods.45 The blinding of Liykourgos by Zeus (Z139) increases his misery.

The cause of Lykourgos’ early death is clear: his offence against a god
caused his misery. The overall structure of the Lykourgos story

emphasizes this logic. Each of the two mentions of Lykourgos’ short life,

which form the outer ring of the story, is accompanied by a subordinate

clause.
00Ot yap ovdEE6 Apvavtog v1d¢, KpATEPOS AVKOOPYOC,
\ ) (74 [4 ~ s ’ v
dnv Nv, 0¢ pa Beoiorv emovpaviolgv Epilev(Z130-1).
................ ovd’ dp’ ET1 dNV
fv, ¢mel abavaroiov_anixfeto w&or Oeoiorv(Z139-140).
45 The phrase &nrixBeto m&or Beoiowv recurs only once in the Homeric epics at

Z200. The significance of this repetition will be discussed at §4(c) below.

46 For the expression o0de yap ovdE, see n.84 below.
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At 131, the relative clause introduces Lykourgos as a theomachos, and the
gmel clause at 140 cites hatred by the gods as the reason for his short life.47
This subtle variation in the two clauses placed at the start and at the end of
the story makes the causal relationship clear: he fought gods (131),
incurring their hatred (140), and therefore he could not live long.

(b) The Bellerophontes Story (Z145-211)

Glaukos takes Diomedes’ question Ti¢ d& 0¥ £oo1, pépiroTe,
katabvnTOVv avBpwdrwyv; (Z123) as an inquiry about his genealogy. Thus he
begins his reply with a question Tvdeidn peydOvpe, Tin yevenv £peeivelc;
(Z145), but nevertheless gives a long account of his genealogy.

It seems striking that Glaukos does not give his name. One
explanation could be that parentage may suffice as identification of a hero.
Asteropaios too does not tell his name when Achilleus asks him “ri¢c m60ev
g1c avdpwdv, 0 pev ETANC avtiog eABeiv;” (®150). To this question,
Asteropaios replies “IInieidn ueyaboue, tin vyevenv épeeivei;” (#153) and
simply gives his homeland and his genealogy. Another explanation could be
that, since Glaukos’ name is mentioned at Z119 inthe poet’s narrative, and
the audience knows who the opponent of Diomedes is, the poet was not too
concerned about stating the name in Glaukos’ own words.4® But one should
note that the emphasis of Diomedes’ question “ti¢ d¢ oV €o0t;” shifts from
“Who are you among men (xota@vntedv avipwrwyv (Z123))?” to “Are you a

man or a god?” as Diomedes goes on to express his unwillingness to fight

47 For the ring-composition in Diomedes’ speech at Z123-143, cf. Lohmann 1970,

pp.12-3.

48 Cf. K447 where Diomedes knows Dolon’s name without being told it. See Taplin

1992, p.150, n.4. For comparable phenomena in Greek tragedy, cf. Davies 1991, ad

Soph. Trach. 872, 934.
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against gods and tries to justify his claim by the exemplum of Lykourgos.49
Because what Diomedes is inquiring about is not so much his opponent’s
name as whether he is a man or a god, Glaukos’ account of his human
descent serves as an answer to Diomedes.

Before the account of his genealogy, Glaukos employs the simile of
leaves to illustrate the transience of human beings (Z146-9). A notable shift
in the meaning of yeven is involved in this simile.50 The word yeverj at 145
means ‘a particular family, race or descendants’, whereas the same word in
the simile (Z146) means ‘each generation (of leaves). After the simile,
avdp@dv yeven (Z149) means not a ‘genealogy’ of a particular family, but
each ‘generation’ of men, i.e. human beings in general. This ingenious shift
introduces a reflection on the common human condition. The
Bellerophontes story later in the same speech will add an example to this
general reflection on human transience.

A conspicuous motif in the Bellerophontes story as told by Glaukos is
the gods’ favour towards the hero. First, at Z156-7, it is said that the gods
(beo1) endowed Bellerophontes with xaAAoc¢ and fivopén épateivy .5l
Then at Z171, Bellerophontes is said to have reached Lykia under the gods’
guidance (Bedv v’ aubpovi mound). Again at Z183, when he killed the
Chimaira, he followed the gods’ portents (Bsdv Tepaeool mBRoac).

In other accounts of the story, Bellerophontes slays the Chimaira
with the assistance of the winged horse, Pegasos. At Hesiod, Theogony 325,

49 The question “tric 3¢ oV €001, Ppéprate;” occurs twice elsewhere in the Iliad
(0247, ©387). On both of these occasions, a mortal man asks this question of a god
(Hector of Apollo in O, Priam of Hermes disguised as a young Myrmidon in Q).

50 H. Frankel 1921, pp.40-1.

51 The gift of physical beauty from the gods also prepares for the theme of Anteia’s

love for Bellerophontes (Z160-2). Cf. Kirk 1990, ad Z156-7,p.179.
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the slaughter of the Chimaira is a joint achievement by Pegasos and
Bellerophontes. Pegasos’ collaboration seems to be mentioned in a
fragment of the Hesiodic Ehoiai.52 In Pindar’s Olympian 13,
Bellerophontes was on Pegasos’ back when he conquered the Amazons and
the Solymoi as well as the Chimaira.53 The Chimaira-Pegasos-
Bellerophontes scene appears in proto-Corinthian vase paintings and Attic
blackfigure vase paintings in the seventh century B.C.54¢ Because of these
early attestations of Pegasos’ participation at the slaying of the Chimaira,
scholars have assumed that Pegasos had been an established element of
the story but was suppressed in the account of Bellerophontes’ victory over
the monster at Z179-183.55 Instead of a reference to Pegasos, the
expression Oewv tepdecor mOnoac appears at Z183. The expression
Be@dv O auvuowvi mounf) at Z171 also seems to be employed as a
substitute for a reference to Bellerophontes’ journey on the winged horse’s
back. These expressions have been regarded merely as traces of
abbreviation of fuller versions of the story.56 But one should also note their
positive function in Glaukos’ account of the story. These two phrases

reiterate the motif of the gods’ goodwill towards Bellerophontes, which has

52 Hes. fr. 43a (Merkelbach-West), 84-7.

53 Ol. 13.86-90.

54 Cf. Schmitt 1966.

55 E.g., Murray 1934, p.175, n.2, who comments: “Pegasus is omitted by Homer as
a monster. ... The Chimaera, a savage monster in remote lands, is obviously less
incredible than the tame Pegasus in a stable in Corinth.” For other cases of the
supression of the marvellous in Homeric poems, cf. Griffin 1977, pp.40-2.

56 Murray 1934, p.175. Kirk 1962, p.166 regards these expressions as typical

examples of what he calls ‘the abbreviated reference style’. Andersen 1990, pp.44-5,

however, criticizes this sort of approach.
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already been referred to in connection with the hero’s physical beauty and
manliness at Z156—7. Cumulatively, the motif of the gods’ favour and
guidance is emphasized,57 which will produce a sharp contrast to the
attitude of the gods in Bellerophontes’ later life. The expressions
substituted for the mention of Pegasos contribute to this cumulative effect.
Bellerophontes achieves great success in Lykia. After the hero has
accomplished three exploits and has even repelled an ambush, the Lykian
king is said to have recognized that Bellerophontes was son of a god (Bgo®
yovov (Z191)). In fact, there are other versions of the Bellerophontes
story in which the hero’s father is said to be Poseidon.58 At Z155, however,
it is clearly stated that Bellerophontes’ father was Glaukos (the speaker’s
great-grandfather), and there is no hint of divine parentage. Gaisser
suggests that Bellerophontes’ divine parentage was carelessly disclosed at
Z191, whereas it is suppressed elsewhere in Glaukos’ speech.5? But the
expression yivwoke 0e0b yévov Adv E6vta (Z191) can be interpreted as
indicating merely that the Lykian king infers, from his admiration for
Bellerophontes’ extraordinary achievements, that the hero is of outstanding
lineage.50 While the possibility that the expression at Z191 is a vestige of a
tradition which tells of Bellerophontes’ divine parentage cannot be excluded,

57 Zeus’ intervention is mentioned at Z158-9: 6¢ p’ €x drpov EAacoev, ETEL TOAD
d€pTepog Nev, /'Apyeiwv: Zebg ydp ol OmO okAntpw £ddpocoe. It is not clear
whether the object of the verb édduaocace is Bellerophontes or the people of Argos. Ifit is
Bellerophontes, this may be another instance of divine guidance for the hero. But b10
okfirTpwt seems to indicate ‘kingly rule in general rather than power over a single man’
(Monro 1906, ad Z159, p.312).

58 Hes. fr. 43a (Merkelbach-West), 81-3; Pindar OI. 13.69.

59 Gaisser 1969b, p.173.

60 de Jong 1987, p.166; Kirk 1990, ad Z191, p.185.
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the hero is presented as son of an ordinary human being in Glaukos’
account of the story.

A series of gifts to Bellerophontes is enumerated at Z192-5. The king
gave his daughter to Bellerophontes as his wife (Z192). The king also
offered half of his entire faciAnic niur (Z193).61 The Lykian people also
granted private land (téuevocg) to the hero (Z194-5). The account of
Bellerophontes’ bliss in Lykia culminates in the reference to his children at
£196-199. Bellerophontes begot three children.62 His daughter Laodameia
was loved by Zeus and bore the god’s son, Sarpedon.

Despite the favour of the gods towards Bellerophontes, and his
prosperity in Lykia, he was hated by the gods and lived in utter misery in
later life:

aAA’ O1e 1 ko kEIvoc amrixBeto w&or Oeoicy,

fTol 0 kam mediov 10 "AAAIOV 010C GAGTO

ov Bouov katédwv, TdTov avBpdTwV dregivwy (Z200-2).
The word-play at Z201-2 strengthens the image of his lonely wandering: the

plain where Bellerophontes wandered (aX&to) avoiding (dAeeivwv) human

61 For BaoiAnic Tiur, cf. Benveniste 1974, pp.52-3.

62 It is notable that the number three plays a prominent role in the composition of
the Bellerophontes story in Iliad 6. Bellerophontes had to conquer three enemies: the
Chimaira (which was a monstrous conglomeration of three animals), the Solymoi, and
the Amazons (cf. TpdTOV pEV (Z179), devtepov ab (Z184), 10 Tpitov ad (Z186)). The
gifts he received at Lykia were threefold and they are enumerated in a tricolon
crescendo: the king’s daughter as wife (Z192: half a line), the royal power (Z193: a whole
line), the private estate (Z194-5: two lines). Finally, he had three children. The motif of
‘three times’ (tpic) plays an important role in the composition of Homeric narrative, as
Bannert 1988, pp.40-57 points out. For the recurrence of the motif ‘three’ in folk tales,

cf. Stith Thompson 1955-8, s.v. ‘Three’ in the index; M.A.Grant, Folktales and Hero-Tale

Motifin the Odes of Pindar (1967), p.12 etc.
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footsteps is called 'AAR10v.63 A similar image of lonely wandering recurs in
the description of the jars of Zeus:

W1 D€ KE TOV AvypdV dWT, AwPnToVv £0MKE,

kod € kokn PovPpwotic em x0O0va diav eAavver,

poitd &' oUte Beoior TeTipuévog oUTE PpoToiotv

(Q531-533).64
This is the fate of a man who is given only misfortunes from the jars. The
image of solitary wandering separated from both human society and divine
favour represents the most extreme state of human misery. The account of
the death of Bellerophontes’ two children (Z203—5) follows the description of
his wandering. Both Isandros and Laodameia are said to have been killed
by gods (Ares and Artemis). The enmity of the gods against Bellerophontes’
two children reflects the hatred of ‘all the gods’ against Bellerophontes
himself.65
Through the above analysis of the Bellerophontes story, it is obvious

that the description of Bellerophontes’ fortune after he became hated by
the gods (Z200ff.) makes a sharp contrast with the description of his earlier
life up to the point when he achieved his great success in Lykia through the
gods’ favour. Moreover, the reversal of the gods’ attitude towards him
appears to have occurred suddenly and unexpectedly, since the cause of

their hatred toward him is not mentioned. Other accounts of the

Bellerophontes story tell how the hero incurred it. Pindar mentions the

63 Von der Miihll 1952, p.117; Rank 1951, pp.37-8. Scholia A & bT ad 7201
suggest that 'AAfiov is etymologically related to dAn (noun derivative of aixdopar). A
plain called ’AAfiov is reported either in Lykia or Kilikia (Herodotus 6.95, etc.), cf.
LfgrE s.v. “Arfiov (mediov).

64 Schol. bT ad Q 532 compares this passage with the wandering of Bellerophontes
at Z201-2. Cf. Richardson 1993, ad (2527-33.

65  The motif of the bereaved father appears repeatedly in the Iliad, culminating in

Priam and Peleus. Cf. Griffin 1980, pp.123-8.

62



Chapter 2

episode of Bellerophontes’ flight up to heaven in Isthmian 7 as an example
of the attempt to transcend human limitation:

..... Ta paxkpa d' €l TIg
TONTALVEL, ﬁpaxvg aimeoﬂm xaknone@ov Oewv
£dpav: O To1 mepoeu; appuue IMayoaoog

{)a(morav EOENOVT £C oVpavoDd oTaBuovg

eEADEIV ped’ opayvprv Bearepodpovrav

Znvog. 10 Bt mop dikav

YAVKD mxpotata péver tercvTta (1. 7.43-8).
According to a later account of the story, Zeus got angry with
Bellerophontes’ audacious flight, and made Pegasos fling Bellerophontes off
his back by sending a gadfly.66 Pindar also implies Bellerophontes’
wretched end in Olympian 13 after the description of his exploits:
draowraoopod o1 pdpov £yw (01.13.91). Pindar certainly had the episode
of Bellerophontes’ flight in mind, and assumed that it was well known to the
audience.67 Since the episode of Bellerophontes’ flight to heaven was well-
known by the time of Pindar and, as mentioned above, Pegasos already
appears in Hesiod’s Theogony and visual art of the archaic period, it is a fair
assumption that the episode of the flight was deliberately suppressed in the
Iliad’s account of the Bellerophontes story.68 If this is the case, the

vagueness over the cause of the divine hatred for Bellerophontes results

from conscious omission of a detail of the story.

66 Schol. A ad Z155 (= Asclepiades of Tragilos, Jacoby FGrHist 12F13). Cf. RE iii
(1899), s.v. ‘Bellerophon’ (Behte), col.249.

67 In Olympian 13, which was composed for a Corinthian victor, Bellerophontes is
presented as a great hero of the same city. Pindar needed to pass over the episode of the
flight because it would have undermined Bellerophontes’ glory. Cf. Thummer 1969,

pp.123-4.

68 Andersen 1978, p.109, n.11. Cf. n.55 above.
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(¢) Correspondence between the Two Stories:
The Motif of the Gods’ Hatred for Men

General similarities in the stories of Lykourgos and Bellerophontes
are obvious. Both heroes were hated by all the gods. Analysis of the two
stories has also revealed that both of them are so composed that the earlier
prosperity of the hero makes a sharp contrast to his later misery.
Furthermore, one should note the force of xai at Z200. It has been
suggested that this xai links Bellerophontes’ misery with that of
Lykourgos.89 This interpretation is based on the resemblance of Z140 and
Z2200:

.. . &mel aBavdartotowvy amfixOeto maor Ogoiov (Z140).
GAN’ OTe BN ko xEivog amfxBeto waor Beoiov (Z2200).
The wording after the feminine caesura is identical, and never recurs
elsewhere in the Iliad or the Odyssey. This verbal echo underlines the
similarity of the two hero’s lives, i.e. a hero falls into misery in his later life.
The other interpretation of xai xegivog is ‘even he whom the gods had
formerly loved and protected’.’® This suggestion is attractive, since the
motif of divine favour and protection appears again and again (Z156-7, 171,
183).71

For the proper interpretation of the force of xai at Z200, one should
also consider the difference of the two heroes as regards their relationship
with gods. Bellerophontes achieved success under the gods’ guidance (cf.
Z171, 183). In contrast, Lykourgos attacked a god and his attendants. The
surprise implied by xai at Z200, therefore, results not only from the

contrast to the gods’ previous favour toward Bellerophontes, but also from

69 Ameis-Hentze (I-2), ad Z200, p.116 ; Andersen 1978, p.104.
70 Monro 1906, ad 7200, p.313.

71 de Jong 1987, pp.278-9, n.39.
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the contrast with the impious Lykourgos, i.e., ‘not only the impious
Lykourgos, but also even Bellerophontes whom the gods favoured.” The
xai, therefore, links Bellerophontes with Lykourgos (‘Bellerophontes, too’)
and, at the same time, implies a climax (‘even Bellerophontes’).”? In this
manner, the two stories are closely connected by the expression at Z200.

A common feature of Lykourgos and Bellerophontes in the legends is
that both of them challenged gods. Lykourgos literally fought against
Dionysos. He is one of the familiar theomachoi.’”® Bellerophontes, on the
other hand, tried to reach the abode of the Olympian gods. In the Iliad, we
encounter several other stories of theomachoi or challengers of the gods.
Dione lists those gods who suffered at human hands (E385-402). Ares was
confined in a brazen jar by Otos and Ephialtes. Hera and Hades were shot
by Herakles. The destinies of these theomachoi are not specifically detailed,
but Dione says in general terms that one who fights against the gods
cannot live long (E407).74 In addition to those who openly fought against
gods, a series of human beings who somehow offended gods and suffered
punishment are mentioned elsewhere in the poem. Thamyris boasted that
he would win a singing contest against the Muses (B594-600). The goddesses
became angry, and made him mnpd¢ (‘maimed’ or blind’), and deprived him
of his musical skill. Oineus neglected to make an offering to Artemis, so the
goddess sent the monstrous boar to Kalydon (I 533-540). Niobe, in

72 Denniston 1954, p.293: “... when the addition is surprising, or difficult of
acceptance, and when a sense of climax is present, ‘also’ becomes ‘even’. (Greek does
not, like English, express the distinction between these two ideas.).”

13 Lykourgos is referred to as a theomachos in a mythological exemplum in
Sophocles' Antigone 955-65. For his role in Aeschylus’ lost trilogy Lykourgeia, cf. West
1990, pp.26ff.

74 Cf. Andersen 1978, pp.99-100.
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Achilleus’ speech to Priam, lost her twelve children, who were shot by Apollo
and Artemis (Q602—17). It is clearly indicated that Niobe’s boast against
Leto concerning the number of her children caused the divine anger. In all
these cases, it is either indicated or implied that someone who commits an
offence against the gods is punished. The Lykourgos story in Iliad 6 also
shows this pattern of offence and punishment.75

In the Bellerophontes story too, the poet could have followed the
established pattern of challenge and punishment, since the episode of the
audacious flight seems to have been already established in the legend. But
the poet abandons this pattern, and leaves the cause of divine enmity open.
Since the cause of Bellerophontes’ misery is not stated, the gods’ enmity
against him appears to be groundless, and Bellerophontes’ disaster appears
to be caused by the gods’ arbitrary will. This point is accentuated by the
link between this story and the Lykourgos story, in which the cause of
divine anger is, by contrast, clearly indicated.

Diomedes’ speech, together with the Lykourgos story, reveals his
assumption that a man can evade the gods’ enmity by refraining from
offence against them. He says he will not fight if his opponent is a god, in
order to avoid a miserable end like Lykourgos’. Glaukos seems to counter
Diomedes’ argument by narrating his version of the Bellerophontes story:
the gods can inflict arbitrary sufferings on those who do not seem to have

committed any offence.”® The simile of the leaves at the beginning of

75 It should be noted that none of these theomachoi or offenders against gods who
receive punishment are characters in the main plot of the Iliad. They are mentioned in
speeches, except Thamyris, who is mentioned in a digression in the Catalogue of Ships.
Blasphemous human beings, like the Seven against Thebes in the Cyclic Thebais, are
absent from the main plot of the Homeric epics, as pointed out by Griffin 1977, pp.46-7.

76 Gaisser 1969b, p.175.
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Glaukos’ speech, which underlines the transience of human beings,
anticipates and gives extra emphasis to the arbitrary dispensation of
misery by the gods in the Bellerophontes story.?”

Moreover, Glaukos seems to prove his argument when he and
Diomedes exchange their armour. The poet tells us that Zeus deprived
Glaukos of his sound mind, so that he gave his precious golden armour in
exchange for Diomedes’ far cheaper bronze armour. Scholars have found it
hard to explain why Zeus had to inflict this infatuation, since he seems to
have no reason to be hostile to Glaukos. It has been suggested that Zeus’
intervention in the exchange of presents ironically proves the arbitrariness
of the gods which Glaukos suggested in his speech.”® The contrast between
the two different views on human misery seems to be underlined by the

composition of the Diomedes-Glaukos scene as a whole.

5 Conclusion

To put the function of the stories discussed in this chapter in a wider
perspective, it is necessary to locate them in the context of the whole epic.
In this respect, the comparison of Diomedes’ characterization as it has
emerged from the above examination with the characterization of Achilleus
will be fruitful, as has been suggested at the beginning of this chapter.

Diomedes’ attitude towards Agamemnon’s rebuke in book 4 makes
an interesting parallel to Achilleus’ response to Agamemnon’s insult in book
1. Diomedes remains silent, respecting the reproof of the reverend king:
aideoBeic PooiARoc EvimAv waidoiorto (A402). He also criticizes
Sthenelos for his objection to Agamemnon’s rebuke (A412-8), and
recommends him to turn his thoughts to prowess in the battle: aAMX’ dye

7 Macleod 1982, p.12.

78 Andersen 1978, p.106; Scodel 1992, p.82.

67



Chapter 2

On ki vt pedWpeda Bovpidog arxfic (A418). In Iliad 9, Diomedes
recalls Agamemnon’s rebuke in book 4: GAKNV p€v potr Tp@ToV GVEIdLoQC
eV Aavooiot, / dac Euev ATTOAEMOV Kol AvAAKida (I 34-5). This
remark reveals that, although Diomedes refrained at the time from
protesting to Agamemnon, he was nevertheless sensitive to the insult.
Since this remark is uttered in a scene preceding the embassy to Achilleus,
in which his lingering anger towards Agamemnon is depicted, a contrast
between Diomedes and Achilleus can be discerned. Both Achilleus in book 1
and Diomedes in book 4 were insulted by Agamemnon. Achilleus, on the one
hand, was enraged by the insult and retired from the battle. Diomedes, on
the other, restrained himself and exhibited his prowess in the battle.79

In addition to Diomedes and Achilleus’ attitudes towards
Agamemnon, their attitudes towards the gods and fate make a notable
contrast.

The two Tydeus paradeigmata not only establish the link between
Diomedes and his father,80 but also reflect the relationship between
Diomedes and his protectress, Athene: the hero’s loyal obedience to the
goddess and the goddess’ reliable aid to the hero.

The special relationship between the goddess and the hero leads

Diomedes to victories over Aphrodite and Ares, which seem to blur the

79 In book 9 (I 34-6), Diomedes complains about Agamemnon’s rebuke in book 4.
Griffin 1995, ad T 34ff. suggests that Diomedes who “is not prepared to be slighted
without reply, but (...) is prepared to wait for satisfaction” presents “a counter model of

heroism to that of Achilleus.”

80 The father - son relationship is also emphasized in the story of Herakles’ sack of

Troy. See pp.50-1 above.
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normal boundary between gods and men.8! Even Achilleus is later almost
overpowered by a river god, and has to be saved by Hephaistos ($233-382).
An impressive sign of the blurring of the usual border line between gods and
men in the Diomedeia is Diomedes’ special sight, which enables him to see
gods who come down to earth. Athene says to Diomedes:

ax?wv O’ ow TOl our ocbeooxuwv e)\ov N Tpiv EMREV,
odp’ €0 Nvdokoic Nuev Beov nde ko avdpo (E127-8).

Because Athene removed the dxAV¥¢ from Diomedes’ eyes, he could
recognize Aphrodite (E330-3), Apollo (E433), and Ares (E592-6, cf. E824) on
the battlefield. The word axAd¥c is especially associated with hindrance to
sight,82 but nowhere else does the removing of dxAvc bring about special
sight which enables a human being to recognize a god.83

This exceptional clarity of the gods’ action in book 5 is echoed by
Diomedes’ assumption in the Lykourgos paradeigma that he can avoid
divine enmity by refraining from offending a god. It is interesting to
compare this paradeigma with the brief paradeigma of Herakles uttered by
Achilleus in Iliad 18. The Herakles paradeigma is introduced by a

formulaic expression 00dg yop o0dE:84

81 However, Diomedes does not transcend the boundary between men and gods in
the real sense. It is actually the goddess Athene, not Diomedes, who defeats Aphrodite
and Ares. Diomedes acts merely as a tool, and Apollo reminds him of his human
limitations (E440-2). Cf. Macleod 1982, pp.12-3: “So the hero’s (sc. Diomedes’) aristeia is
ultimately designed to remind him and us that men are less than the gods, and that
divine favour, whatever glory it may give to an individual, never removes him from the
common condition.”

82 LfgrE, s.v. ‘ax\ ¢, B.

83 Fenik 1968, p.22; Kirk 1990, ad E127-30, p.69; LfgrE, s.v. ‘axAvc, Blaa.

84 o0dt yap ovd(€) recurs at E22, Z130, N269, =33, 032, k327 always at the

beginning of a verse. This phrase serves as a negative (and emphatic) counterpart of
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obde yop ovde Pin HpakAfioc diye kfipa
0¢ mep PiAtatoc Eoke Al Kpoviovi dvokTt
GAAG € poip’ EdAUAOOE KOl KPYOAE0C XOAOC “Hpnc
(Z117).
This expression is also employed to introduce the Lykourgos paradeigma:

o?&éAydp ovdE Apdavtog vidg kpaTepoc Avkdopyoc,
dnv nv, 6¢ pa Beoioiv Emovpavioiowy Epilev (Z130-1).

Both Achilleus and Diomedes cite a previous hero’s death caused by divine
enmity as a paradeigma introduced by the same formula. Considering
these similarities, it is notable that the exempla of Liykourgos and Herakles
are employed with almost opposite logic. Diomedes employs the story of
Lykourgos’ early death as an excuse for his not fighting (if the opponent is a
god) in order to avoid early death, whereas Achilleus justifies his
determination to go back to the battle and accept his imminent death
caused by gods (cf. £115-6) by referring to Herakles’ death. One can catch
a glimpse of the essential difference between the two foremost Greek
fighters, tragic Achilleus and untragic Diomedes, in the use of these two
mythological exempla.

Although Dione implies Diomedes’ early death at E412-5, there is no
other reference to his imminent death in the Iliad. Tradition holds that
Diomedes returned safely home after the war.85 Dione’s remark should be
regarded as “describing what can happen to those who attack the gods, not
what will happen to Diomedes.” By contrast, it is firmly established in

the Iliad that Achilleus will be killed in the near future by Paris and

kai ydp which is idiomatic in the introduction of exempla. Cf. Ed. Fraenkel 1957,
pp.185-6.

85 y180-2; Proklos’ summary of the Nostoi (Davies EGF, p.67, 11.7-8 / Bernabé
PEG, p.5, 1.5).

86 Willcock 1978, ad F412-5.
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Apollo.87 Later accounts tell us that the murder of Troilos by Achilleus at a
sanctuary of Apollo was the cause of the god’s anger towards Achilleus.
This episode seems to have been established at an early period since it
featured in the Kypria, and depictions of the scene appears in vase
paintings of the archaic period.88 In the Iliad, however, this episode is not
mentioned, in spite of the predictions of Achilleus’ death caused by Apollo
and the depictions of Apollo’s enmity towards Achilleus ($596-X20, Q32-
54). As regards the reason for the omission of the episode in the Iliad, it
has been suggested that the murder of Troilos, as represented in later
literature and visual art, contains details which are not compatible with the
heroic atmosphere of the Iliad, such as an ambush by Achilleus, his love for
Polyxena, or his homosexual desire for Troilos.89

One can find a similar incomprehensibility concerning the gods’ anger
in the case of divine enmity against Troy. The principal Olympian gods who
are against Troy are Hera, Poseidon and Athene.?0 For the two goddesses,

the cause of their anger is the Judgement of Paris mentioned at Q25-30.

87 Cf. 296, T416-7 , #2778, X358-60. The actual death of Achilleus was described in
the Aithiopis (Davies EGF, p.47, 11.20-1 / Bernabé PEG, p.69, 11.15-6).

88  Cf. Proklos’ summary of the Kypria (Davies EGF p.32, 11.81-2 / Bernabé PEG,
p42, 1.63); Kullmann 1960, pp.272-3, n.3. For visual representations, cf. LIMC s.v.
‘Achilleus’, nr.206-388. The earliest possible representation of the episode goes back to
ca. 700 B.C. (nr.332a). In the Iliad, Troilos’ name is mentioned only at Q257 as one of
Priam’s sons who were killed. There is no mention of the significance of Troilos’ murder
in this passage. It is, however, possible that Troilos’ epithet at Q257, irmoxdpunc,
may be a slight hint at the scene of Troilos’ murder, in which he tries to escape from
Achilleus either on a horse or a chariot. Cf. Richardson 1993, ad 0257, p.299-300.

89 Davies 1989, p.49.

90 Cf. Irmscher 1950, pp.40-6.
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Yet there are passages earlier in the epic in which Hera and Athene’s
hatred towards Troy is described without any reference to the Judgement
(A20-72, E418-425, Y313-7, $419-433).91 Reinhardt suggests that the
episode of the Judgement of Paris does not suit the heroic atmosphere of
the Iliad .92 Because of this omission, the two goddesses’ hostility towards
Troy is left inexplicable.93 The cause of Poseidon’s enmity against Troy, on
the other hand, is the deception of the god by Laomedon, the previous king
of Troy, mentioned at $441-457 .94

The episodes of the Judgement of Paris and Laomedon’s earlier
deception surely form the background to the choice of the three anti-Trojan
god and goddesses. Yet, since these episodes are revealed towards the end
of the epic, earlier passages concerning divine hatred towards Troy remain
without any indication of the causes. Moreover, it should be noted that,
when human beings refer to the doom of Troy, the pattern of offence
against gods and punishment by them is not mentioned. For example, when

Hector envisages the destruction of Troy at Z447-465, there is no mention

91 On E422-5, Kirk 1990, p.105 comments: “Behind all lies the Judgement of
Paris, specifically mentioned only at 24.28-30 but underlying the whole relationship
between Paris and Aphrodite and the hostility towards Helen of Here and Athene.”

92 Reinhardt 1960, pp.16-36.

93 For the question why the episode of the Judgement was finally mentioned in
book 24, cf. Davies 1981; Macleod 1982, ad Q25-30.

94 It should be noted that, when Poseidon rescues Aineias in book 20, he refers to
Zeus’ hatred towards the offspring of Priam (Y306), the reason for which is not stated.
Cf. Edwards 1991, ad Y306. Menelaos accuses the Aipn of the Trojans (implying Paris’
abduction of Helen) in his prayer to Zeus at N620-639 (cf. Janko 1992, ad loc.). Note
also that Zeus’ wrath towards injustice of humans features in a simile of a storm (I1384-

392) which is applied to the flitht of the Trojans. Cf. Janko 1992, ad 11384-393.

72



Chapter 2

of this pattern. At (0518-51, Achilleus expresses his views on the present
hardship of Priam in terms of human suffering in general. He tells the
parable of the two jars, which illustrates Zeus’ dispensation of prosperity
and misery to human beings. Zeus gives a mixture of evils and blessings to
some, and only evils to others. Therefore, according to this parable, human
beings cannot exclusively obtain blessings, but must all suffer hardship at
least sometimes.%5 Moreover, since there is no explanation as to why one
mortal has to suffer more and another less, Zeus’ dispensation appears to
be entirely arbitrary. As an illustration, Achilleus refers to the blessings
and miseries given to Peleus by the gods: he was rich and had power, and
even obtained a goddess as his wife, but he is destined to lose his only son
(Q0534-42). Then Achilleus contrasts Priam’s former prosperity with the woe
which now surrounds Troy (2543-8). He attributes the misery of the Trojan
war to the heavenly gods:

avTop EMEl Tol THpO TOd fAyayov Ovpoaviwvec,
alel Tol WEPT AOTL pdxor T dvdpoktaoion e (Q547-8).

Achilleus puts the war within the framework of the gods’ arbitrary
dispensation of fortune. One should note that Achilleus’ view on the misery
of human beings in general expressed in this scene is particularly
appropriate for the consolation of Priam.

Achilleus’ view of the gods’ arbitrary dispensation of hardship to
human beings as well as his determination to accept the imminent death
earned by inexplicable divine enmity make a contrast to Diomedes’
optimistic assumption of the possibility of avoiding gods’ hatred expressed
in the Lykourgos paradeigma. It is remarkable that a similar contrast

exists between the Lykourgos paradeigma and the Bellerophontes story.%

95 Cf. Macleod 1982, ad Q527-33.
96 Cf. Gaisser 1969b, p.175: “Diomedes’ outlook is closely bound up with his own

character and fate; that of Glaukos informs the poem as a whole.”
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Chapter 3
NESTOR'S STORIES

1 Introduction

Nestor shows a conspicuous inclination to tell lengthy stories. At
the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilleus in Iliad 1, Nestor tells the
story of his participation in the fight between the Centaurs and the
Lapiths. When Hektor challenges the Achaian leaders to single combat in
book 7, Nestor recounts the story of his single combat against Ereuthalion.
In book 11, Nestor tells Patroklos a long story of his own youthful valour
in the Pylian-Epeian war. Finally, at the funeral games for Patroklos in
book 23, he tells the story of his feats at the funeral games for
Amarynkeus.!

Compared to the stories which we have discussed in chapters 1 and
2, a conspicuous feature of Nestor’s storytelling is that he repeatedly tells
of his own experiences. Thus mythological materials connected with the
north-western Peloponnese (Pylos, Elis, Arcadia), together with the
Thessalian myth of the battle between the Centaurs and the Lapiths, are
incorporated into the Iliad in Nestor’s mouth. It should be noted that all
four stories of Nestor represent his military or athletic prowess.

In this chapter, we shall discuss how the stories of Nestor are
employed in each context. We shall also assess the heroism of Nestor as
represented in these stories in comparison with the characterization of

other heroes in the main plot of the Iliad.

1 Nestor's inclination for storytelling also featured in the Kypria. Cf. Proklos'

summary (Davies, EGF p.31, 11.36-9 / Bernabé PEG, p.40, 11.27-9).
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2 The Battle of the Centaurs and the Lapiths (A260-273)

As an exemplum for Agamemnon and Achilleus, Nestor recounts
how his counsel was respected at the assembly of the Lapiths. It has been
suggested that Nestor's participation was probably an invention of the
poet of the Iliad, since Nestor does not appear in other versions of the
story.?2 One should further note that another change was introduced into
the story along with the participation of Nestor. In the usual accounts of
the story, the fight between the Lapiths and the Centaurs oceurs at a
wedding. The Centaurs get drunk and try to carry away the bride, and a
brawl breaks out as the Lapiths try to stop them. In Nestor's account in
Iliad 1, on the other hand, he came from remote Pylos to join the Lapiths
because they summoned him (A269-270). This statement seems to imply
the Lapiths' recruitment of Nestor as their ally.3 The mere brawl was
thus turned into a full-scale war.4 By means of this alteration of the
original myth, a military assembly, in which Nestor enjoys the attention of
the great Lapiths, is introduced, and the poet could, therefore, use this
story as a relevant mythological exemplum set in the mouth of Nestor at

the scene of the assembly of the Greeks.

2 Cf. Miilder 1910, p.47; von der Miihll 1952, p. 24, n.29; Willcock 1964, p.143.

3 It is unlikely that A270 refers to an invitation to the wedding. As examples of
military recruitment, one should recall Tydeus and Polyneikes’ visit to Mykenai (A376-
381), and Nestor and Odysseus’ visit to Phthia (A765-770).

4 Van Wees 1992, pp.191-2. Tbid., pp.192-3 points out that a similar instance of
transformation from a brawl to a war can be seen in the story of Meleagros in lliad 9.
Another similar instance is the death of Agamemnon depicted in Odyssey 4 and 11 (3512-
537, A405-434). According to these two accounts, Agamemnon was killed while fighting
heroically together with his men against Aigisthos’ men. In other accounts of the story,

however, he was killed while taking a bath. See Chapter 5.
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The Lapiths’ superiority to the present heroes in the Trojan War is

mentioned in the story:

0}’) Yap W TOi,OUC ’iBoY (ivégag oVdE 1dwpa,

otov [IerpiBodv e ApOaVTA TE TOLUEVOL AQGV,

Konvéa T BEEaddv te kou avrifeov IToaddnuov (A262-4).
The use of superlatives at A266-7 (KApTIOTO1, KAPTIOTOL, KAPTIOTOLG),
which is idiomatic in mythological exempla,5 enhances the superiority of
the Lapiths. These details strengthen the persuasiveness of Nestor's
story: since far better heroes listened to Nestor’s advice, Achilleus and
Agamemnon should likewise accept Nestor’s counsel.

In addition to his advice to the Lapiths, Nestor mentions his own

military prowess:

Kol poxouny kot gn’ adTOV YW KEIvolol &' av o TIC
~ e\ ~ / 2 2 4 /
TV, 01 VOV BpoTol e1o1v EmyBovior, uaxéorto (A271-2).

Although the exact meaning of xat’ €y’ adtov (on my own’) is ambiguous,®
this phrase implies that Nestor fought against the formidable enemies as
a worthy ally of the Lapiths. The adversative particle 3 (271) makes a
contrast between Nestor, who once could fight the Centaurs, and the
present men who would not be able to do so. In this connection, a
seemingly trivial expression in the mythological exemplum is significant.
At A260, Nestor tells Agamemnon and Achilleus that the Lapiths were
‘greater even than you’ (apeioo1v né mep Ouiv). The reading vulv is attested
by the majority of the manuscripts and was supported by Zenodotos, but
Aristarchos supported a different reading nuiv. The reason for this
suggestion, as schol. A ad A260 reports, is that vuiv is an ‘insulting’

(2p0Pproc) expression compared to muiv with which Nestor includes

5 Davies 1985, p.249.
6 Kirk 1985, ad A271 suggests that this expression signifies that Nestor fought
without a chariot, and cites A720 as a parallel. Alternatively, it may mean that he

fought in front of the rank of his peers as a TPOUOOC.
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himself in the company of Agamemnon and Achilleus. Kirk suggests that
line 262 (“For I have never seen and never will see such men") may
support the reading ‘nuiv.? But, since Nestor establishes himself in the
story as a worthy ally of the Lapiths, the reading vuiv is more

appropriate.8

3 Nestor’s Single Combat with Ereuthalion (H132-157)

In Iliad 7, Hektor challenges the Greek heroes to single combat.
The Greeks hesitate to accept the challenge, except Menelaos who stands
up after a while to face Hektor but is checked by Agamemnon because his
potential opponent is a much better man. In this situation, Nestor
rebukes the cowardice of the Greeks,? and tells a story of his single
combat with Ereuthalion.10 Nestor begins the account of his prowess with
an expression of regret for his lost youth (H132-3, 157). This is a common
feature in his speeches in Iliad 11 (A670) and 23 (W¥629). In all of these
three speeches by Nestor, the logic is that he himself would be able to
perform deeds of valour if he were young.

Nestor's story of his single combat in his youth corresponds very
well to this situation. The background situation of the story is a war
between the Pylians and the Arcadians. One of the enemies, Ereuthalion,

challenged the Pylians to single combat. The Pylians were afraid and no

7 Kirk 1985, ad A260.

8 Leaf 1900, ad A260 suggests that Nestor is represented as a ‘peer of better men
than those he is advising.’

9 The form of véikoc-speech is common to the speeches of Agamemnon and Athene
to Diomedes (A370-400, E800-813). See Chapter 2.

10 Nestor refers to the same single combat at A318-9, but does not narrate the

details as he does in book 7.
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one dared to accept the challenge. Then Nestor accepted it, and won the
combat against his enemy. Within this framework, Nestor's acceptance of
the challenge is clearly presented as an exemplum which the present
Greek heroes should follow. His speech proves to be effective: nine men
volunteer for the fight.

Nestor claims that, though he was the youngest among the Pylian
fighters, his enduring heart (Bupoc TOALTARHWY) and his courage (Bdpoet
w) prompted him to fight (H152-3). The fact that Nestor accepted the
challenge even though he was the youngest shows his courage. He also
emphasizes Ereuthalion’s size and strength:

TOV 63\1 UNKIOTOV KOl KAPTIOTOV KTGVOV dvdpar
TOAROG YO TiG EKELTO TapHopoc EvBo kot EvOo (H155-6).

These two lines, with superlatives idiomatic in mythological exempla,
render Nestor’s enemy extremely formidable. These details enhance
Nestor’s prowess.

Within the story of Nestor's single combat, there is a notably ample
description of the history of the iron mace which Ereuthalion carried
(H137-149). The original holder of the iron mace was Areithoos, whose
fame (cf. his nickname xopvvrtnc) and military achievement are
emphasized at H138-141.11 Then follows an account of the combat
between Areithoos and Lykourgos on a narrow path (H142-146). Thus,
within the story of Nestor's single combat, the digression on the history of
the armour contains another duel. It should be noted that Lykourgos, who

fought in a place where Areithoos could not use his famous weapon, won

11 Areithoos is briefly mentioned as the father of Menesthios, who is killed by Paris
at the beginning of book 7 (H8-10). His nickname KOpLVATING is also mentioned there, but
without any explanation. Nestor's speech later in the same book supplies the reason why
he acquired this nickname. Note also that the name "ApniBooc (swift in battle) is

etymologically significant. Cf. Rank 1951, p.109.
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his victory by cunning, not by physical strength (d36hw, 0¥ T xpdtel ye
(H142)).12 By introducing this contrast into the story, Nestor's strength is

overtly emphasized. This again contributes to the paradigmatic effect of
the story.

4 The Pylian-Epeian War (A670-761)

The long speech of Nestor in Iliad 11 begins with complaints
against Achilleus (A656-667), which include a list of those leading Greek
heroes who have been wounded (A660-4). He then recounts the story of
his cattle raid and his prowess in the war, which continues for about
ninety lines. This part begins with his usual regret for his lost youth
(A670) and ends in a contrast between Nestor and Achilleus:

WG €ov, €l TOT' ENV YE, UET AVOPAO1IV. adTHP AXIAAEDC
o10¢ TAC APeTHc amovnoeTon (A762-3).

An implicit paradigmatic message can be discerned in this contrast:
Achilleus should follow the exemplum of Nestor who used his prowess for
the benefit of his people.!3 After the account of his prowess in the war,
Nestor turns to a reminiscence of his visit to Phthia (A765-790). Finally,
Nestor instructs Patroklos to try to persuade Achilleus to join the battle,
and, if he stays back because of some divine prophecy, to send Patroklos
instead, in Achilleus’ armour (A790-803).

In the story of Nestor's exploits, the cattle raid is extensively
described (A672-707). This raid was the cause of the war between the
Pylians and the Epeians (cf. A671-2). But the long account of the raid also

contains some details which are relevant in the context. Firstly, the

12 Cunning and strength are the two main modes of warfare. For example, Troy is
taken as a result of Achilleus’ xparoc and Odysseus’ d6rhoc. For the contrast between

Achilleus and Odysseus, see Chapter 6.

13 Cf. Schadewaldt 1966, pp.84-5.
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important motif of a father-son relationship is introduced in the account
of the raid: Nestor gave joy to his father Neleus when he brought back the
booty (A683-4), from which Neleus greatly profited (A696-704). The motif
of the father-son relationship occurs in the account of the Pylian-Epeian
war (A717-9, see below), and is prominent in the reminiscence of the scene
at Phthia.

Another detail which has a special relevance to the context is the
loss of Neleus' sons (A692-3). Of the twelve sons of Neleus, only Nestor
was alive, since the others had been killed by Herakles. The names of
Neleus’ sons who were killed by Herakles are listed in Hesiod fr.33a, 11.9-
12 (Merkelbach-West).1¢ This fragment describes in detail the special
ability of one of the sons, Periklymenos, who can change his shape, and
also his combat with Herakles (11.13-36). But the Iliad does not name any
of the sons, and Herakles’ attack on Pylos is only briefly mentioned at
A690-1. Thus Nestor, who alone is named among Neleus’ sons, receives
exclusive attention. Nestor’s status as the only son of Neleus is close to
that of Achilleus who is also the only son of Peleus. Furthermore, the loss
of Neleus’ sons creates a parallel with the situation of the Greeks whose
principal heroes have been wounded, as Nestor enumerates the names of
the injured heroes earlier in the same speech (A660-4). Since Achilleus is
the only principal hero who is neither wounded nor tired, his position is
analogous to that of Nestor in the story, who could only perform deeds of
prowess after the deaths of his brothers. The setting of Thryoessa (A711-
3) also resembles that of the Greek camp. As Thryoessa is surrounded by
the enemy and needs help from the Pylians, so the Greek camp is hard
pressed by the Trojans and is seeking help from the Myrmidons.

14 Cf. A286.
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In the battle around Thryoessa, Nestor fought without his chariot,
since Neleus had hidden his horses, thinking that the young Nestor was
not yet experienced in war:

0065 pe Nnievg
aa Bwpnoosoeou oorekpmpev o€ por 1AmovS
oV Yop T T p’ #n 1duev moreuiia Epya (A717-9).

Despite his father’s prohibition, Nestor entered the battle and displayed
conspicuous prowess. This detail sharpens the contrast between the
young Nestor and Achilleus. As Nestor recalls later in the same speech,
Peleus ordered his son to display his valour all the time:

ansvg UEV w T[(I1§1 yepwv sn’srsm A)(l?\ﬂl
C0EV APLOTEVEIV KO LIEIPOYOV Eppevon SAAWY (AT783-4).

Thus Achilleus remains inactive despite his father’s injunction to fight,
whereas Nestor fought despite his father’s prohibition. 15

As to the composition of the long account of the Pylian-Epeian war,
it has been suggested that the typical form of an aristeia is employed in
this account.16 For example, elements such as the routing of the enemies
by killing their leader (A738-746),17 divine help (A721),18 and divine
rescue of enemy heroes (A750-2)19 recur in the aristeiai of the Greek
heroes in the Iliad. At the end, Nestor accomplishes a complete victory
over the enemy, which his fellow Greek heroes do not achieve in the
Iliad.?% 1In this sense, Nestor’s prowess in his story excels the aristeiai in

the main plot of the Iliad. This is in accordance with the logic of exempla

15 This is similar to the contrast between Tydeus and his son Diomedes in Athene’s
speech at E800-813. See Chapter 2.

16 Pedrick 1983, pp.63-5.

17 Cf. F27-9, T1290-1, 659-660, ®206-8.

18 Cf. Hiad 5 passim, X226-277.

19 Cf. E22-4, 311-8, Y290-325, 443-4, $597-8.

20 Pedrick 1983, p.64.
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in general: the individuals who are cited as exempla in various ways go
beyond the characters to whom persuasion or consolation is directed.
Nestor asks Patroklos to convey his message to Achilleus:
0N’ €11 Ko vOv

TaDT eImo1g "A)aA i daidpovt, of ke mOnTon.

Ti¢ d 010’ &l kév o1 oLV dadpowvt Bopov dpivauc

TOPELTWOV; Oy ol O Tapaidaoic Eomiv etadpov (A790-3).
When Patroklos returns to Achilleus’ hut in Iliad 16, he repeats the
beginning (the plight of the Greeks including the list of the injured heroes:
A659-665 = 1123-9) and the end (A794-803 = [136-45) of Nestor’s long
speech.2l It should be noted that Patroklos omits the entire account of
Nestor’s prowess in his youth, which includes numerous details which
would have a paradigmatic effect on Achilleus, and the reminiscence of
Nestor’s visit to Phthia, which contains Peleus’ instruction to his son
(A783-4). Furthermore, Patroklos does not positively attempt to persuade
Achilleus to return to battle, though that is what Nestor was asking (cf.
A792-3, esp. tapaidaoic eTaipov). Instead, he merely criticizes Achilleus’
inactivity (I130-5), and asks for permission to go himself to battle in
Achilleus’ armour (Il36-45), repeating Nestor’s counsel, which was
originally intended only as the second-best plan. Thus the comparison of
Nestor’s speech in Iliad 11 and Patroklos’ report in Iliad 16 reveals that
Nestor’s story had the effect of encouraging Patroklos to enter the battle
himself, rather than persuade Achilleus to do so0.22 In this connection, it
should be noted that the Nestor-Patroklos scene in Iliad 11 is explicitly

connected with the Patrokleia in Iliad 16. The expression apxn Koxob at

A604 alludes to Patroklos' fate. Moreover, it has been suggested that one

21 Cf. von Scheliha 1943, pp.255-9.

22 Cf. Pedrick 1983, p.67-8.
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of the functions of this scene in the whole structure of the Iliad is to bring
Patroklos on the stage and prepare for the Patrokleia.23
In view of the grave effect of Nestor’s speech on Patroklos, a

geographical detail in the story may be significant. Nestor pursued the
enemy as far as Bouprasion and then turned back:

Té(bpa Yap odv EnéuecBa & 'domdéoc medioro,

Eranfoy‘rég T aTOUG AVG T° EvTEd KOA (X Ay OVTEC,

oc,bp’ em Bovmpaoiov mohvmdpov Bricauev ixmouc

TETPNG T’ ’Q)\sving. ko 'AAeroiov EvBa koAddvVN

KEKANTON" 00ev a0 TIG OméTpante Aadv "ABTvn.

g\v@lé’w&pa KTElvag Topatov Mmov: adTdp "Axonot

onyr amo Bovmpaoioro IMoAovd Exov wréag immovc,

TavTes O’ ebXETOWVTO Beddv At NéoTopt T° Gvdpdv (A754-761).
Thus the point where Nestor and the Pylians turned back receives ample
attention. In this connection, it may be significant that the spot where
Patroklos, the addressee of Nestor’s story, should have stopped his pursuit
of the enemy receives special attention in Iliad 16. First, Achilleus tells
Patroklos not to approach the walls of Troy, but to turn back after he has
driven the enemy away (I191-6). Then, after the battle over Sarpedon's
corpse, the poet explicitly states that if Patroklos had recalled Achilleus'
injunction and abandoned his pursuit, he could have avoided his death
(11684-8). The spot on the Trojan plain where Patroklos slew Sarpedon is
deemed to be the point from which he should have turned back. Thus the
special attention to the point where the pursuit of the fleeing enemy was
(or should have been) stopped is common to the story of Nestor’s prowess
and the Patrokleia. A notable difference between Patroklos and Nestor is
that the latter stopped the chase at Bouprasion and turned back, whereas

the former chases the Trojans too far and gets killed.

23 Schadewaldt 1966, p.88.
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5 The Funeral Games for Amarynkeus (¥629-642)

At the funeral games for Patroklos in Iliad 23, Achilleus proposes
to give an honorary prize to Nestor after he has distributed prizes to the
participants in the chariot race. Achilleus says that Nestor should keep
the prize, since he cannot perform in the games any more (¥618-623).
Nestor replies with a story of his exploits at the funeral games for
Amarynkeus held at Bouprasion.2¢ The story of Nestor's success in his
younger days sounds like an attempt to prove himself entitled to receive a
prize at the present funeral games.

Nestor tells Achilleus and others that he won at boxing, wrestling,
the foot race, and the spear throw (¥634-7). These four events exactly
correspond to the events listed by Achilleus which Nestor cannot perform
any more (W¥621-3). Nestor’s victory in all the games but one is a special
feat which the participants of the present funeral games for Patroklos
cannot achieve. Nestor’s achievement is comparable to Tydeus’ feat at
Thebes when he was sent there as an envoy ((A389-390, F806-8).

The only event in which Nestor did not win was the chariot race for
which the biggest prize was set (¥638-42). It is notable that the
description of the chariot race occupies five lines in Nestor's speech, while
the other events take only one line each. The opponents of Nestor, the
Aktorione, won the race by “running ahead of him by their (superiority in)
number" (mAn10e1 mpocBe Pordvtec (W639)). This elliptical expression is
explained at W641-2: they were twins, and the one continuously drove
with the reins while the other urged the horses with the whip. It has been
suggested that the Aktorione are envisaged as Siamese twins (even

though the poet does not specifically state so) because they are allowed to

24 It is significant that Bouprasion, which features prominently in Nestor’s story in

Iliad 11, is here named as the location of the funeral games for Amarynkeus.
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get on the chariot together in the race which is normally an event for
single competitors.25 The emphasis is clearly on the unfairness of the
Aktorione's driving. The use of epanalepsis at W641-2 (0 pev Eumedov
NVidxevev,/ Eumedov fividyev’) seems to express Nestor's emotional protest
against the unfair race.26

In the main narrative of Iliad 23, Antilochos' unfair way of driving
is described in detail (W418-441): he tries to pass Menelaos' chariot at a
point where the road is narrow. Because of this dangerous driving,
Menelaos has to slow down to avoid collision: thus Antilochos finishes
second, and Menelaos third. After the race, Menelaos complains about
Antilochos' unfair way of driving and claims that he should get the second
prize instead of Antilochos (¥570-85). It has been suggested that the
emphasis on the Aktorione's unfair driving in the chariot race is a
reflection of Antilochos' reckless driving in the main narrative. 27

The emphasis on the Aktorione’s unfairness seems to enhance
Nestor’s justification for receiving the honorary prize for the chariot race:
since Nestor once missed the prize for this event because of the unfair
driving by the Aktorione, he should receive compensation in the present

funeral games. One should also recall that Nestor’s knowledge of chariot

25 Cf. Wilamowitz 1922, p.514. The Aktorione were conceived as Siamese twins in
Hesiod fr.18 (Merkelbach-West), and in Ibykos fr.285 (Davies PMGF). There are some
16 instances of visual representations of Siamese twins on geometric vases which are
supposed to represent the Aktorione. Cf. s.v. ‘Aktorione’, LIMC 1.1, pp.472-6.

26 A similar epanalepsis occurs at Y371-2 and X127-8. Cf. Richardson 1993, ad

V641-2.

27 Cf. Richardson 1993, ad W499-652 .
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racing is revealed in his advice to Antilochos at W¥306-348, and that his

expertise in chariot warfare is mentioned elsewhere in the Iliad .28

6 Conclusion

The representation of Nestor in his stories contains features which
are common to the characterization of Achilleus and Diomedes in the
Iliad. Not only was Nestor the foremost fighter, but he is also said to have
been young compared to others in his camp (H153, A717-9), like Achilleus
and Diomedes among the Greek heroes. One should also note that the
special support from Athene (H154, A7 21, cf. A714-5, 758) is common to
Diomedes?? and Achilleus.30 Yet one should note that the young Nestor
lacks the tragic dilemma which Achilleus faces in the Iliad. He is simply
a young brilliant hero who constantly achieves victory. In this sense, the
same contrast between Achilleus and Diomedes, as we observed in
Chapter 2, can be seen between Achilleus and the young Nestor.

Another notable feature of the stories of Nestor’s earlier prowess is
the repeated emphasis on the chronological distance between the days of
his heroic deeds and the present generation. The repeated expressions of
regret for his lost youth in his stories in books 7, 11, and 23 cumulatively
lay stress upon the fact that the days of his brilliant valour belong to the
distant past. Although Nestor is unique in telling his own deeds
repeatedly, the chronological distance (between the events described in

the stories and the present situation of the Trojan War) is common to the

28 B553-6, A322-3, A738-46 (in Nestor’s story to Patroklos). Cf. Kirk 1985, ad A318-
25; Griffin 1995, ad I 52.
29 Iliad 5 passim.

30 A194-222  X226-277.
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other stories we have seen in Chapters 1 and 2, whose mythological

materials belong to the generations before the heroes of the Iliad.
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Chapter 4
Stories about the Olympian Gods

1 Introduction

The Iliad abounds in descriptions of the Olympian gods. The
picture of their activities presented in the Iliad is far richer and livelier
than in the Odyssey. In addition to these activities depicted in the main
narrative, their past activities are recalled frequently by the gods
themselves.] These stories often describe conflicts among gods or between
gods and men. The past activities of gods form the background to their
present activities in the main plot of the Iliad.

To appreciate the stories of the Olympian gods, it is important to
take into account the general picture of the relationship between gods and
human beings in the Iliad. The activities of gods are parallel to human
activities in many respects. As the Greeks and the Trojans fight on the
Trojan plain, so the gods are divided into two sides, pro-Greek and pro-
Trojan. There are many scenes in which divine actions and human
actions parallel each other.2 Yet the crucial difference between the
immortal gods and the mortal men is amply emphasized. With this
general picture in mind, one should ask how the former deeds of gods

presented in stories differ from their deeds in the main plot of the epic,

1 The account of the Judgement of Paris at Q25-30 is exceptional in that it is not
put in the mouth of a god, but in the main narrative of the epic.

2 E.g. the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilleus on the one hand and the
quarrel between Zeus and Hera on the other in Iliad 1. In books 5 and 21, conflicts

among the gods are depicted along with the battles of men.
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and what sort of relationship, both among gods and between gods and
men, emerges from these stories.

In this chapter, five major stories told by gods are examined from
the point of view of their functions in the context of the Iliad. These major
stories are: (1) Thetis’s rescue of Zeus when Hera, Poseidon and Athene
revolted against him (A396-406); (2) the sufferings of Ares, Hera and
Hades at the hands of men (E382-402); (3) Hera’s plot to put Zeus to sleep
with the help of Hypnos (£243-262, 018-30); (4) Thetis and Eurynome’s
protection of Hephaistos (X394-405); (5) Poseidon and Apollo’s servitude to
Laomedon (®441-457). Some other, shorter, accounts of former deeds of

gods will be briefly discussed in connection with these major accounts.3

2 Thetis’ Rescue of Zeus (A396-406)
(a) Hera, Poseidon and Athene’s revolt against Zeus

In the Thetis-Achilleus scene of Iliad 1, Achilleus tells the story of
his mother’s rescue of Zeus. Achilleus urges her to recount it to Zeus and
to ask him to help the Trojans so that the Greeks realize the value of
Achilleus’ prowess. In a later scene (A493-530), Thetis supplicates Zeus as
asked by Achilleus, but, tactfully, she does not repeat the story in front of
him.4 Nevertheless, Thetis implies the story by the following expression:

Zed ndtep, €1 mote dn o€ pet’ abavaToloy Gvnoo
1l &mer 1) Epyw, TODE pot kprinvov eEAdwp (A503-4).

A similar expression was used by Achilleus in his speech to Thetis:

€1 TOTEON T

3 E.g. Hephaistos’ fall from heaven (A590-4), the story of Okeanos and Tethys’
quarrel (£198-210), and the list of Zeus’ lovers (£313-328).

4 Aristotle comments that a great-souled man (ueyordyvxoc) does not like to be
reminded of help which he has received, and that this is why Thetis does not repeat the

story to Zeus (Ethica Nicomachea 1124b13-16). Cf. Kuch 1973, p.207, n.11.
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fi Emer cvnoog kpodinv A1oc Ne xot Epyw (A394-5).

With this general expression concerning Thetis’ former aid to Zeus,
Achilleus has in mind her rescue of Zeus, which he recounts following
these two lines. When Zeus hears a similar expression from Thetis, we
are meant to assume that Thetis implies the same incident, though she
does not tell the story.> Thus, though the story of Thetis’ rescue of Zeus is
not narrated in the Zeus-Thetis scene, it provides the reason for Zeus to
accept Thetis’ supplication, which will inevitably invite opposition from
Hera and the other pro-Greek gods.

The episode of Hera, Poseidon and Athene’s revolt against Zeus
presented mythological difficulties to ancient scholars,® and Zenodotos
athetized A396-406.7 A scholion preserves Zenodotos’ reading: xai ®oifog
"AnOMwv, instead of kot TTodAac 'AORvn at A400.8 This shows that the
revolt of Hera, Poseidon and Athene was not an established episode for
the Alexandrians.

On the other hand, the three rebellious gods in the story coincide
with the chief pro-Greek gods in the Iliad. At Q25-6, these three deities
are listed together as the gods who persistently hated the Trojans.
Therefore, it has been suggested that the three gods’ role in the story was
invented by the poet.® The three gods’ rebellion suits the context of
Thetis’ supplication particularly well, since it shows not only that Thetis
once rescued Zeus from his plight, but also that the plight was caused by

5 Slatkin 1991, pp.64-5. Kuch 1993, pp. 205 and 208 points out this and other

verbal echoes between the Thetis-Achilleus and Zeus-Thetis scenes.

6 Cf. Schol. bT ad A399-406.

7 Schol. A ad A396. For this athetesis, cf. Kirk 1985, ad A396-406.
8 Schol. A ad A400. See n.50 below.

9 C.J.Carter’s suggestion in Willcock 1964, p.144, n.1.
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the same gods who would most likely oppose the fulfillment of Thetis’

wish.

(b) Briareos as an ally of Zeus

Another noteworthy feature of the story of Thetis’ rescue of Zeus is
the role of Briareos. This monster is introduced with an elaborate
description at A402-4. He is a hekatoncheir, who is called Briareos by
gods, but Aigaion by men. The latter name seems to be echoed in the next
line: ‘Alyaiwv’ ... kOd&i yoiwv (A404-5).10 Briareos is also said to be
stronger than his father (A404).11

Despite this elaborate introduction and its emphasis upon his
strength, Briareos’ actual role in the rescue of Zeus is not described,
except that he sat beside Zeus after the rescue (A405). The presence of
Briareos in this story should probably be explained by reference to his
significant role in the war between the Titans and the Olympian gods.
According to Hesiod’s Theogony, Briareos and two other hekatoncheires
were crucial supporters of Zeus in the Olympian gods’ battle against the

Titans.12 The battle continued indecisively for ten years (Theog. 635-8),

10 Rank 1951, pp.35-73 lists this and other instances of assonance involving proper
names.

11 Briareos’ father is not specified in the Iliad. In Hesiod’s Theogony, Briareos is a
son of Uranos and Gaia (147-9), and has a daughter of Poseidon as his wife (817-9). If the
father of Briareos should be assumed to be Poseidon in Iliad 1, as Schol. AT ad A404
suggests, the statement that he is stronger than his father provides a reason why the
rebellious gods, the strongest of whom is Poseidon, feared him (A406). Cf. Kirk 1985, ad
A403-4; Slatkin 1991, p.70, n.17.

12 Note, however, that Briareos seems to be on the Titans’ side in the Cyclic

Titanomachia (fr.3 Davies EGF / fr.3 Bernabé PEG).
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until Zeus brought the three hekatoncheires to his side (Theog. 639-665).
The hekatoncheires, Kottos, Briareos and Gyges, fought in the front line,
throwing three hundred rocks at a time (Theog. 713-7). And it was they
who finally defeated the Titans and sent them down to Tartaros (Theog.
717-721). The hekatoncheires are now living at the gate of Tartaros as
trusty guards (¢pOAakec motol) of Zeus, watching over the Titans (Theog.
734-5). One may assume that a similar account of the war of the Titans
and the Olympian gods was known to the poet of the Iliad, and the role of
Briareos in the story of Thetis’ rescue of Zeus reflects the roles of the
hekatoncheires as crucial allies of Zeus and as trusty guards against his
enemies in the myth of the battle against the Titans.13

In this connection, it is notable that the motif of binding appears in
the Theogony too. The account of the battle with the Titans begins with
this motif.14 Uranos hated the hekatoncheires at first, and kept them in
bonds (Theog. 617-620). Later, at the end of the war, they bound the
defeated Titans in Tartaros (Theog. 717-8). In Iliad 1, the three rebellious
gods’ attempt to bind Zeus is repeatedly mentioned. They wanted to bind
Zeus (uiv Euvdficon fi0erov (A399)). Thetis rescued Zeus from bonds
(vmervoao deopu®v (A401)), which seems to imply that Zeus was actually
bound. At the end of the story, it is stated that they did not bind Zeus,
fearing Briareos (Tov kot vTEDDEIC v udkapeg B0t 00 T Ednoov (A406)).

b4 b ]

There is a variant interpretation o0d’ €t’ €dnoav (‘from then on they did

13 Slatkin 1991, p.69.
14 In Hesiod’s Theogony, as West 1966, ad Theog. 617-8 points out, the motif of
bondage forms a bridge between the account of Prometheus and the account of the battle

against the Titans.
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not bind’) at A406.15 If the reading ovde T €dnoav should be taken, the
connection with the fact that they once bound Zeus may seem slightly
awkward.16 We should note, however, that this repetition of the notion of
binding puts a particular emphasis on the motif of bondage. Since the role
of the hekatoncheires in the account of the Titanomachy in the Theogony is
closely associated with the notion of binding, the emphasis upon the same
motif in the story of the revolt in Iliad 1 may be seen as another allusion
to the battle against the Titans.17 Moreover, we will see that the motif of
bondage is employed again and again in stories told by gods in the Iliad.
Briareos brings an association with the battle against the Titans
into the story of the revolt of Hera, Poseidon and Athene against Zeus.
This association heightens the seriousness of the rebellion. On the other
hand, Briareos, who brought victory to Zeus in the Titanomachia myth,
can be seen as a symbol of the establishment of the rule of Zeus.18 In
early Greek poety, deities who represent aspects of Zeus’ power and

functions are often depicted as sitting beside him.!® Briareos, who sits

15 For the force of ovd €t’, cf. Griffin 1995, ad 128. For other instances of textual
variation between ov3t T and o0d’ €7, cf. Ruijgh (1971), pp.706-7. It has also been
suggested that A406 conceals an older expression o003 F(g) £dnoav. Cf. Leaf 1900, ad
A406.

16 Alternatively, one might interpret deop®v (A401) as ‘the danger of bonds’, but
that would be a very strained expression.

17 Slatkin 1991, p. 69. However, it should be noted that the notion of deities in
bondage is a recurrent motif in Greek myths and rituals, cf. Meuli 1975, pp.1035-1081.

18 Slatkin 1991, p.69.

19 E.g. Aixn (W&D 259, Soph. 0.C. 1381-2), ©¢uic (Homeric Hymn 23 (to Zeus),

Pind. O!. 8. 21-3), Aiduwc (Soph. O.C. 1267-8), Bia and Kpatoc (Theog. 385-8). The last
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beside Zeus (A405), similarly represents Zeus’ authority and confirms his

rule in the world after the failure of the three gods’ attempt at revolt.

(¢) Zeus’ Indebtedness to Thetis

We have seen above that Briareos is said to be stronger than his
father (A404). One should note that the whole succession myth, which
includes the Titanomachy, presents a series of sons who defeat their
fathers. Furthermore, a possible threat to Zeus’ rule from his son is
mentioned in Hesiod’s Theogony. After Zeus secured his authority as the
new ruler of the world, he took Metis as his first wife (Theog. 886-7). But
Gaia and Uranos advised him to swallow Metis, because she would bear a
son who would become the next king of gods and men (Theog. 897-8). A
similar story about Zeus’ love which would have led to the birth of a son
stronger than him can be found 20 in Pindar’s Isthmian 8:

stg oT aud)l ®énioc (xy)\aog T éproav [Tooerdav Yo,

a)\oxov 808168(1 Gekmv EKATEPOC

EQV auusv epwg YOp exev

00\7\ ol odrv auﬁporm Tskaoav govoy Be@dv erocm&sg

sm Bsodatwv <en>m<01>o<xv eime o’ evﬁov)\og gv u€ooiol Oépic,
ewsncsv nsnpmuevov v, PEPTEPOV TATEPOC

owcxxm yovov TSKEIV

TOVTLOV Oeov 0C Kepomvou TE KDEOOOV OAMO BENOC

6103681 )(Epl Tploéovrog T aquoapakéTov, Znvi pioyouévoy

f Avog ap’ aderdeoiorv (Isth. 8. 27-35).

may be closest to Briareos, symbolizing force and power. West 1978, ad W&D 259 lists
further occurrences of similar motifs.

20 Slatkin 1991, pp.70-3. Slatkin shows the importance of the allusion to this myth
for the ir(ixterpretation of the role of Thetis in the Iliad. The same myth is a background
to the Prometheus Bound, cf. Slatkin 1991, pp.74-6. For other occurrences of the motif of

a son stronger than Zeus, cf. West 1966, ad Theog. 886-900.
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It has been pointed out that the motif of ‘a son stronger than his father’
was transferred from Zeus’ would-be son in this myth to Briareos in the
story told by Achilleus in Iliad 1.21

It should be noted that the episode in Isth. 8, like the three gods’
revolt in Iliad 1, concerns a possible challenge to Zeus’ authority. Themis
suggests that Thetis be betrothed to a mortal man, Peleus, so that the
birth of a son to Zeus, who will defeat his father and become the next
ruler, is prevented (Isth. 8. 35a-40). Thus Thetis’ marriage to Peleus may
be said to have removed the danger of the overthrow of Zeus’ rule. In this
sense, Zeus owes to Thetis the continuation of his rule. 22 Together with
the allusion to the myth of the Titanomachy, the allusion to the myth of
Thetis’ offspring emphasizes the seriousness of the threat to the authority
of Zeus. This allusion also underlines Zeus’ special indebtedness to

Thetis.

21 Willcock 1964, p.144, with n.2. There is no mention in Hesiod’s Theogony of
Briareos as stronger than his father. It is also notable that Poseidon, one of the three
rebellious gods in the story in Iliad 1, is the rival of Zeus for Thetis’ hand in the myth
mentioned in Isth. 8.

22 Cf. Thetis’ complaints about her union with a mortal man, e.g. ¥429-435. Thetis’
mortal son, in Agamemnon’s words, wants to be the ruler of all (A287-9). In a fragment
of the Kypria (fr.2 Davies EGF / fr.2 Bernabé PEG), Thetis is said to have gratified Hera
by shunning marriage with Zeus ("Hpa xapilopévnv dedyetv adtiv 1OV yduov Aiéc). As
regards the future security of his rule, Zeus too would have reason to be grateful to

Thetis.
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3 Sufferings of Gods at the Hands of Men (E382-402)
(a) Emphasis upon the Severity of Sufferings

Dione consoles her daughter Aphrodite, injured by Diomedes, by
citing other instances of gods’ sufferings at the hands of mortal men. (i)
Ares had to endure extreme hardship inflicted by Otos and Ephialtes, the
sons of Aloeus.?23 They bound Ares (dfjcav xpartep® &vi deou@) and
confined him in a bronze jar for thirteen months (E386-7). When Hermes
finally rescued Ares, he was exhausted since the hard bondage had
subdued him (xoremog d€ £ deopoc edauva (E391)). A surprising comment
is added: Ares would have perished, if he had not been rescued by Hermes
at the request of Eeriboia, the stepmother of the sons of Aloeus (E388-
390).2¢ (ii) Hera was injured by Herakles in her right breast with a three-
barbed arrow (E393-4). She is said to have endured intolerable pain
(avikeaTtov dhyoc (E394)). (iii) Hades was also shot by Herakles, this time
at Pylos.25 His pain is described at E399-400 (xfip dxéwv, 0dVvnaoty

TETOPUEVOC . . . KNOE OE Bupudv).

23 Otos and Ephialtes are represented as challengers to gods in the Odyssey also
(A305-320). It should be noted that Otos and Ephialtes’ real father is said to be Poseidon
in Odyssey 11, but this fact is not mentioned in Iliad 5. This suppression makes the story
of Ares’ affliction suitable for the context of gods’ sufferings at the hands of mortals, as
Andersen 1978, p.64 points out.

24 This mention of the possible death of Ares will be discussed below. Eeriboia’s
hostility to her stepsons can be seen as a bridge to the conflict between Hera and
Herakles, the illegitimate son of Zeus. Hera’s malice to Herakles appears elsewhere at
T95-129 (Herakles’ birth), 2256-6 and 024-30 (Herakles’ drift to Kos).

25 Schol. bT ad E392-4 record two suggestions: that Hera was also injured in
Herakles’ war against the Pylians (which is mentioned at A690-3, cf. schol. A ad A690),

and, on the other hand, that Herakles shot Hera in revenge for her refusal to suckle him
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The emphasis upon severe suffering is common to the accounts of
the three incidents, and it contributes to the effect of consolation, since
Aphrodite’s injury to her hand (E335-7) is lighter than those of the three

gods mentioned by Dione.26

(b) Correspondence to Diomedes’ Wounding of gods in Iliad 5

It has been suggested that the details of the story of the three gods’
sufferings correspond to some events in the main plot of Iliad 5. Ares’
suffering in the story foreshadows the same god’s injury later in the main
narrative.?” In this connection, it should be noted that Ares’ suffering in
the main plot is considerably lighter than his hardship in the story. When
he was afflicted by Otos and Ephialtes, he had to endure confinement for
thirteen months, whereas his wound is instantly healed on Olympos in the
main narrative (E899-906).28 This process of healing is foreshadowed by

when he was a baby (for this myth, cf. Lycophron, 1327-8 and LIMC, s.v. ‘Herakles’
3344). Moreover, schol. T ad E397 records a reading of Aristarchos, moag for TToAw with
the sense ‘the gates of Hades’. The diversity of interpretations suggests that Herakles’
attack on Hera and Hades was not an established myth. Herakles’ wounding of Ares at
Pylos is mentioned in the Shield of Herakles (11.359-367). Cf. Janko 1986, p.49.

26 Schol. b and T ad E392-4 point out that Aphrodite is consoled by the stories of the
sufferings of gods who are greater than she.

27 Ares’ remark to Zeus “n 1€ xe dnpov / adtod mApar Emaoyov Ev aivioiv
vekadeaaiv (E885-6)” may be seen as a reflection of the long confinement he endured at
the hands of Otos and Ephialtes. Cf. Andersen 1978, p. 64.

28 The simile of the curdling of milk (E902-4) underlines the quickness of the

healing.
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Hades’ healing in the story.2® Further echoes of the preceding scene in the
Ares episode told by Dione have been pointed out. Ares’ rescue verbally
resembles the rescue of Aphrodite from the battle. Both are exhausted
(terpduevov (E391), teipero (E352)) and rescued (8&éxAswev (E390), E€ay’
(E353)) by a messenger god (Hermes, Iris).30 Also the surprising mention
of the possible death of Ares (xad vi kev EvO’ daréAor1To "Apng &Tog TOAELO10,
/€1 un untpuin . . . (E388-9)) echoes the mention of Aineias’ possible death
in the main narrative (xod vi kev &vO’ dméro1To Gval avdpdv Alvetog, / €l
un ap 0EL vonoe Atog Buyarnp "Adpoditn (E311-2).31

Along with these specific instances of foreshadowing and echo,
general correspondences between Dione’s story and the main narrative in
Iliad 5 should be noted. In Chapter 2, we saw that Diomedes’ wounding of
Aphrodite and Ares seems to blur the boundary between gods and men,
but, on closer scrutiny, Diomedes is employed merely as an instrument by
Athene and the boundary is confirmed by Apollo’s warning to Diomedes
(F440-2) and the latter’s words to Glaukos (Z123-143). A similar concept
of the relationship between gods and men can be seen in Dione’s story.
The three injuries inflicted by mortal men, and especially the mention of
Ares’ ‘mortality’, seem to undermine the boundary between men and gods.
But the description of Hades’ healing at the end of the account of the three
gods’ sufferings contains an assertion of the immortality of Hades: o0 pev

vyap Tt katodvntéc v’ etéTukTo (E402). The same expression is repeated, as

29 F401-2=F900-1. Also Ares’ words cited in n.27 above reflect Hades’ suffering in
the story (&v vexdeoot parwv 0ddvnotv Edwkev (E397)). Cf. Andersen 1978, p.64. Ibid.
pp.66-7 suggests that, since Hades’ natural abode is the nether world, his healing at
Olympos is unusual.

30 Andersen 1978, p.65.

31 Andersen 1978, pp.64-5; Andersen 1981, p.326.
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we noted above (n.29), in the description of Ares’ healing (F901), and
cancels the mention of Ares’ ‘mortality’ in Dione’s story. The mention of
the corpses at Pylos (év vexteoot (E397)) subtly suggests a contrast
between the immortal god and mortal men: the injured Hades goes up to
Olympos and is quickly healed, while the dead bodies of men lie on the
battlefield.

4 Zeus’ Punishment of Hera’s Conspiracy with Hypnos
(a) Exchange of Favours between Hera and Hypnos (5243-262)

Hera’s plot to put Zeus to sleep with the help of Hypnos (in order to
prevent Herakles’ voyage home from Troy) is told by Hypnos in book 14
and by Zeus in book 15. These two accounts of Hera’s former plot against
Zeus enclose the Aioc ’'Andrn of Iliad 14.32

Hera asks Hypnos to put Zeus to sleep, mentioning the former
occasion when he fulfilled her request (£233-7), and promises a gift of a
golden throne and a foot-stool (£238-241). Hypnos, on the other hand,
refuses to fulfill Hera’s plea, and recalls the dire consequences of the
former occasion. Zeus got angry when he woke up to find that his son was
drifting off his course, and flung gods about in his palace while looking for
Hypnos. He would have been thrown down to the sea by Zeus if Nyx had

32 Other stories told by gods in Iliad 14 also reflect the A1d¢ 'AwdTn in the main
narrative. Hera’s story of Okeanos and Tethys’ quarrel (£198-210) can be seen as a
reflection of the conflict between Zeus and Hera since Thetis’ supplication in book 1. The
list of Zeus’ lovers (£315-328) reveals his proneness to succumb to sexual attraction. Cf.
Lang 1983, p.157. This list also enumerates Zeus’ illegitimate sons. Hera’s malignant

plot against one of these sons, Herakles (£324), is the subject of the story of Hera’s plot.
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not protected him (£256-261). This story provides a reason for the
refusal. 33

At this refusal, Hera promises to give Pasithea, one of the Xapitec,
to Hypnos as his bride (£267-9). It is to be noted that the word yapic and
its cognates are often used in contexts of returning a favour,34 and in this
passage, the goddess Xdpic is promised as a reward for Hypnos’ service to
Hera. Furthermore, some expressions employed in this scene seem to
underline the reciprocal relationship between Hera and Hypnos. In her
first plea to Hypnos, Hera says that, if he fulfills her wish, she will owe
thanks to him all the days to come: &yo 3 xé To1 18w xdp1v Apata Tavra
(E235). Then Hera promises to give him Pasithea, as though the word
xapic which she has used is turned into a personified Xapic.35 The
expression fuara mdvra is repeated in Hera’s offer of Pasithea as Hypnos’
bride: n¢ odev 1peipecn Auara Tévra (5269). And the same expression
appears in Hypnos’ request for Hera to take an oath: fi¢ T° abtoc £éAdouau
fuoara avra (£276). The duration of Hera’s gratitude for Hypnos’ service
corresponds to the duration of Hypnos’ desire for his bride promised by
Hera as a reward.3¢ Thus the story told by Hypnos is embedded in the

context of his reciprocal relationship with Hera.37

33 Braswell 1971, p.22 suggests that the role of Hypnos in the story is the poet’s own
addition to the story of Herakles’ sack of Troy.

34 For the concept of xapic in general, cf. MacLachlan 1993.

35 Janko 1992, ad £233-241.

36 MacLachlan 1993, p.6.

37 A reciprocal obligation can be found in the story of Okeanos and Tethys (5198-

210). Hera was raised by this couple (£202-4), so her service is a return for their former

favour.
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(b) Zeus’ Punishment of Hera (018-30)

Zeus wakes to discover Hera’s scheme. He threatens her with
physical punishment and tells the story of (apparently) the same occasion
mentioned by Hypnos, but he does not mention the role of Hypnos at all.
Zeus concentrates on an account of his punishment of Hera.38 The
punishment is described in detail (018-21). Two anvils were attached to
Hera’s feet.39 A gold chain was attached to her hands, and she was hung
in the middle of the sky.40 One should note that this story presents an
interesting correspondence with the story of the revolt of Hera, Poseidon
and Athene against Zeus in Iliad 1. In both stories, a god is bound (Hera,
Zeus), and other gods are looking on. However, in the revolt against Zeus,
the on-looking gods wanted to bind Zeus but could not do so after Thetis’
intervention, whereas the on-looking gods in the story of the punishment
wanted to untie Hera but could not do so.4! Another connection with a
story told in Iliad 1 can be found in Zeus’ statement that he hurled down
to earth those gods who tried to release Hera (021-4). At A590-4,
Hephaistos says that he once tried to help Hera, but was thrown down to
Lemnos. 42

The consequence of Hera’s trick on Zeus in the story makes a

contrast with the outcome of Hera’s similar trick in the main narrative of

38 Cf. Lang 1983, pp.161-2.

39 For the mythological background of the anvils, cf. Whitman 1970.

40 A similar notion of suspension of gods by a gold chain appears at ©19-27.

41 Considering this correspondence between the stories told in books 1 and 15, the
reference to Zeus’ acceptance of Thetis’ supplication at O75-7 is significant.

42 There are verbal echoes between the two passages: pintacxov Tetaywv émd fnrod
(023), piye modog TeTaywv amd Prrod (A591); dhynmeréwv (024), driyoc d €T Bopdg Eviey

(A593). Whitman 1970, p.37.
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the Iliad. While Hera was severely punished in the story, in the narrative
she is merely threatened with flogging (016-7). Zeus then smiles when he
hears Hera’s apology (047). Zeus’ relationship with gods other than Hera
in the story and in the main narrative should also be noted. In the story,
Zeus flung gods around in his palace in anger (2256-7), and, as Hera was
punished, the other gods got angry with Zeus (AA&oteov 5 Beof (021)), but
Zeus threw down to earth anyone who tried to release her (022-4). In the
main narrative, on the other hand, Zeus sends Hera to the assembly of
other gods to relay his orders: to send Iris to check Poseidon who is
helping the Greeks, and to send Apollo to Hektor to urge him to return to
battle (055-61). Zeus also announces that he prohibits gods from aiding
the Greeks until Achilleus’ wish is fulfilled (072-4). As she arrives at
Olympos where other gods are gathering, Hera urges them not to try to
thwart Zeus’ will and confirms his authority (0104-112). Ares, who tries
to act against Zeus’ will, is instantly checked by Athene (0123-142).43 The
violent picture of the relationship between Zeus and other gods in the
story contrasts sharply with the civilized and orderly settlement of the

conflict following Hera’s deceit in the main narrative.

5 Thetis and Eurynome’s Protection of
Hephaistos (£394-405)

In Iliad 18, Hephaistos tells a story of the protection which he
received from Eurynome and Thetis when he was thrown down to earth by

Hera.#4¢ Thetis is now visiting Hephaistos’ house to ask him to forge

43 The possibility of Zeus’ violence against the other gods, which is reminiscent of
his flinging about of other gods in the story, is mentioned by Athene in her warning to

Ares (0136-7).
44 It seems to be easier to imagine Hera flinging Hephaistos when he was an infant

than when he has grown up. Cf. Binder 1964, pp.128-9.
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armour for Achilleus. It should be noted that, though the story provides
Hephaistos’ motivation for granting Thetis’ request, he does not directly
tell it to Thetis. This may remind us of the earlier scene of Thetis’
supplication of Zeus in which she does not speak directly of her former
service to Zeus. Perhaps it is thought more refined not to mention in
Thetis’ presence the former service in return for which Hephaistos will
fulfill her request. It should also be noted that Hephaistos’ wife (to whom
he tells the story) is one of the Xdpitec (unnamed).45 One should further
recall that her sister, Pasithea, is mentioned by Hera as a promised gift to
Hypnos in a context where the notion of reciprocal favour (xapic) is
prominent (above pp.97-8).

Certain motifs in this story can be seen elsewhere in the Iliad.
Hephaistos’ fall from heaven also features in a story told by him in Iliad 1
(A590-4). As for Thetis’ role, she also protects Dionysos in a story told by
Diomedes in Iliad 6 (Z135-7).46 It has been suggested that these two
motifs were combined in order to explain Hephaistos’ indebtedness to
Thetis. 47

In his words to his wife, Xd&pic, Hephaistos makes clear his
obligation to fulfil Thetis’ request:

TQ UE HOA A XPEW
movTo OETL KaAAmAOK AP Cwdypta Tivery (£406-7).

He owes {waypia (a reward for saving his life) to Thetis. The mention of
the other protectress of Hephaistos, Eurynome, at ¥398-9 may not be
without significance in view of the emphasis on Hephaistos’ indebtedness

to his protectresses. According to Hesiod’s Theogony (907-9), Eurynome is

45 At Theog. 945-6, his wife is Aglaia, the youngest of the Xdpitec.
46 Note the use of the same expression used in Thetis’ protection both of Hephaistos
and Dionysos: ®¢nig 0’ (or &) vmedé€aro kAT (398, 7136).

47 Braswell, 1971, p.21; Lang 1983, p.161.
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the mother of the Xdapitec. If one can assume that this genealogy was
known to the poet of the Iliad, the mention of Eurynome puts a special
emphasis on the presence of her daughter in this scene. Moreover, the
sequence of events (the rescue of Hephaistos by Eurynome and Thetis,
Hephaistos’ production of ornaments for the goddesses (¥400-1), and
Hephaistos’ marriage with a daughter of Eurynome) would suggest a
process of mutual return of favour.

The emphasis upon Hephaistos’ obligation to Thetis may throw
light on a curious expression in this scene. When Hephaistos agrees to
forge a new set of armour, he wishes he could thereby save Achilleus from
his destined death:

ol yop v Bavarom Buonxaoc; 0OE 6uvou unv
voodrv caroxkpdyan, OTe v udpoc civog ikdvor (464-5).

The expression ‘Oavaroio . . . voodv dorokpdyea’ is “an unusual way to say
‘save from death’.”#® The notion of hiding appears in the story of the
protection of Hephaistos. It was because Hera wanted to hide (xpOyon)
her lame son that she hurled him down (£395-7). Then Eurynome and
Thetis hid him in a cave for nine years, unknown to gods or to mortal men:
00JE TIC GAAOC / Tideev o¥TE Be@v oUTe OvnTdV AvBpmwv (2403-4). Since
Eurynome and Thetis’ service to Hephaistos consisted in ‘concealing’ him,
and the new set of armour of Achilleus is a return for Thetis’ former
favour, it is possible that the use of the expression ‘Oavaroio . . . véodprv
amoxpoyon’ is a reflection of Hephaistos’ wish to do an analogous service of

‘concealment’ for Thetis’ son.

48 Edwards 1991, ad 3463-7, who mentions N.J.Richardson’s suggestion that this
expression is reminiscent of the episode of Achilleus’ being carried off by Thetis to the
White Island. Cf. Proclus’ summary of the Aithiopis (Davies EGF, p.47, 11.27-8 / Bernabé

PEG, p.69, 11.20-22).
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The description of Hephaistos’ production of ornaments for
Eurynome and Thetis in the cave (£400-2) is significant in relation to the
following scene of the omhomoiia,49 since it is an anticipation of
Hephaistos’ forging of artefacts for Thetis. Yet the nature of the products
on these two occasions makes a contrast. In the story, Hephaistos was
making female ornaments of various kinds: brooches (moprac), spiral
ornaments (yvopuntag akoac), rosette-shaped ornaments (kaavkog), and
necklaces (0ppovc), whereas what he is now going to produce is designed
for a man to use in war. In this connection, one should notice that a
similar contrast of peace and war appears on the design of the shield in

the description of two cities at Y490-540.

6 Poseidon and Apollo’s Servitude to Laomedon (9441-457)
(a) Laomedon’s Perjury

In Iliad 21, a series of conflicts between gods is depicted ($330-
514): Skamandros (Xanthos) against Hephaistos; Ares and Aphrodite
against Athene; Poseidon against Apollo; Artemis against Hera; Leto
against Hermes. In the encounter of Poseidon and Apollo, Poseidon first
censures his adversary, who is on the Trojan side, by telling the story of
their joint servitude to Laomedon in which the Trojan king deceived them.
The expression ‘wap Aiog ENBGvTeC’ at D444 suggests that Zeus ordered
Poseidon and Apollo to serve Laomedon, but the reason for this injunction

1S not stated.50

49 The description of Hephaistos’ production of ornaments occupies the central
position in the ring composition of the story. Cf. the diagram in Edwards 1991, ad £394-
409.

50 Schol. T ad $444 records various views of the purpose of this servitude. One view

holds that it is a punishment for the revolt against Zeus mentioned at A396-406.
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Laomedon did not give the promised payment to the gods after a
year’s service (®450-7),51 but sent back the gods with a threat:
oOV pEV Oy ATEIANOE TOdOC KAl XE pag Lepbe
dRoELv, Kot TEpdoy VO WV EM TNAEDOTAWV"
o1edT0 O’ 6 v’ qudotépwv damorewéuey ovatTo XoAK® (P453-5).
The act of binding appears repeatedly in other stories in the present
chapter. Laomedon’s threat to bind the two gods associates him with Otos
and Ephialtes who bound Ares. The idea of the exportation of slaves is
repeatedly employed in the scene of Achilleus and Lykaon’s encounter
earlier in the same book ($34-135).52 It is quite common for captives to be
sold abroad, but the notion of a mortal man exporting the venerable gods
as slaves is unique. The idea of severing ears is an extreme humiliation
never otherwise heard of in the Iliad.53 These extreme - even absurd -
ideas in Laomedon’s threat place a special stress on his haughty attitude
towards the gods.
Upon hearing the insolent words of Laomedon, Poseidon and Apollo
were angry, but they went back empty-handed (©456-7). There is no

mention of the gods’ retaliation against Laomedon. It should be noted,

Zenodotos’ reading ®oipoc 'AnéArwv for TaArag 'ABrvny at A400 (see n.8 above) is
connected with this view. Another view maintains that the two gods were sent (in
disguise as men) to test Laomedon. Cf. Mercury and Jupiter in Ovid’s story of Philemon
and Baucis (Metamorphoses Vviii).

51 As we have seen in Chapter 2, Laomedon later repeated the act of perjury against
Herakles.

52 ®35-44, 57-9, 77-9, 102. The experience of being exported as a slave recurs in
stories told in the Odyssey. Cf. Chapter 8.

53 Mutilation of extremities of body while the victim is alive occurs in the Odyssey at
X 474-7 (Melanthios), and is mentioned in a story at ¢ 299-301 (Eurytion the Centaur)

and at 085-7 (King Echetos). Cf. Davies 1994.
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however, that an episode which would serve perfectly as Poseidon’s
retaliation is told elsewhere in the Iliad. At Y145-8, there is a mention of
a sea monster (xfitog) which attacked Troy and was warded off by
Herakles.5* Though it is not stated who sent this sea monster, it would
naturally be imagined that Poseidon dispatched it to Troy in retaliation
for Laomedon’s insolent perjury.5® Suppression of this episode in
Poseidon’s story in Iliad 21 suits the lingering wrath of Poseidon against
Troy. It should be noted that the picture of two venerable gods returning
home empty-handed under Laomedon’s threat without immediate
retaliation differs from the usual picture of gods’ authority over mortal

men.

(b) Apollo’s Reply (9462-7)
In his reply to Poseidon’s challenge, Apollo refuses to fight against
him for the sake of mortal men. He, instead, suggests that they let the
human beings fight each other:

OAAQL TO(LOTAL
Tovwueo o paxne: o1 d' avTol dnpradobwv (P466-7).

This indifference to human affairs makes a contrast with Poseidon’s
attitude, since he is still emotionally involved with his past maltreatment
by Laomedon. Apollo’s indifference echoes Hera’s words to Hephaistos:

i 0V YOP EO1KEV
abavatov Beov wde PpoT®V Evexa oTuderilarv (9379-380).56

54 Herakles’ service to Laomedon, for which the latter promised his horses as
reward, is mentioned at E648-651. This service undoubtedly refers to the protection from
the kftoc.

55 Lang 1983, p.150.

56 Cf. also Hephaistos’ words to Hera in Iliad 1 (A573-6).
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Moreover, Apollo’s reply represents the general attitude of the Olympian
gods towards the Trojan war. Although the gods are divided into pro-
Greek and pro-Trojan sides, and there is the occasional exchange of blows
between them (in Iliad 5 and 21), essentially they are not deeply involved
participants, but rather an audience of the war.57 Similarly, the scene of
theomachia in Iliad 21 itself is presented as an amusement for Zeus:58
e 3 Zevg

fiuevoc OOAGuTW" EyEAaoaE B o1 Gpirov ATOp

ynBoovvn, 60’ 6parto Beovg Epdr Eovidvrag (©388-390).

Apollo’s reply also gives an antidote to the picture of the two gods’
humiliation as told by Poseidon. In the story, the relationship of the gods
and Laomedon seems to blur the usual boundary between gods and men.
Apollo, on the other hand, confirms the difference between immortal gods
and the mortal men by comparing men to leaves:
01 GOANO101V E01KOTEC GANOTE PEV TE

Cadreyéec TEAEDOVO1V, ApoPNG KOPTOV EDOVTEG,

GAroTE Ot PB1vibovorv axnpiot (9464-6).
Another simile of leaves is employed in Glaukos’ speech to Diomedes to
point to the crucial boundary between immortal gods and mortal men
(Z146-9).59 In Iliad 21, Apollo, who is a regular exponent of this

boundary,80 seems to correct the picture of the relationship between men

and gods in Poseidon’s story.

57 Griffin 1980, pp.179-204.
58 Clay 1989, p.11,
59 Cf. Chapter 2.

60 Cf. Apollo’s warnings to various heroes: F431-444 (Diomedes), T1698-711

(Patroklos), X8-9 (Achilleus).
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7 Conclusion

Compared with the stories told by humans, one of the conspicuous
characteristics of the stories told by gods is that they are often connected
somehow with reciprocal obligations.6! Both Thetis’ rescue of Zeus (A)
and her (and Eurynome’s) protection of Hephaistos (¥) indicate her former
favours (to Zeus and Hephaistos), in return for which her present wish
should be granted, though neither story is mentioned in the actual scenes
of her requests. Hypnos’ story (Z) is told in order to refuse the plea of
Hera, who appeals to a former instance of fulfilment of a similar request.
It then elicits Hera’s promise of the gift of a Xdpic as a reward for his
service. Poseidon and Apollo’s service (®) shows Laomedon’s failure to
fulfil a promised reward, which has caused Poseidon’s lasting hostility to
Troy. Direct involvement of the speakers or the listeners in the events
told in these stories constitutes a major difference from the stories told by
human characters, since the subjects of the latter are not generally
directly connected with the speakers and the listeners. 62

Another feature which characterizes the stories told by gods is the
apparent connections between them. Zeus speaks of his hurling gods
down to earth without naming any (022-4), but one of them seems to have
been Hephaistos who tells his experience of being thrown down (A590-4).63
Poseidon, who was one of the gods rebelling against Zeus (A), is perhaps
punished by him through servitude to Laomedon (®). It is notable that
another rebel, Hera, receives punishment from Zeus (O), though the cause

of this punishment is not the revolt. Moreover, the stories of gods are

61 Braswell 1971 (passim ) shows that ‘the principle of do ut des’ pervades the stories

of past events among the gods in the Illiad .

62 Phoinix’s brief mention of his fostering of Achilleus (I 485-495) is an exception.

63 Cf. n.42 above.
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linked with each other by the use of recurring motifs. Most notably, the
motif of binding occur repeatedly in the stories of gods. Furthermore,
Zeus’ hurling about of gods, Hephaistos’ fall from heaven, Thetis’
protection are repeatedly mentioned. These connections give the
impression that the relevant events constitute vaguely integrated
backgrounds to the gods’ actions in the main plot of the Iliad. In
particular, the scenes of conflict between Zeus and pro-Greek gods in the
stories provide an anticipation of the opposition between them in the main
plot of the Iliad.

Crude violence and disorder characterize the conflict of gods in the
stories. The three gods’ attempt to bind Zeus, associated with the image of
the battle against the Titans, is an open challenge to Zeus’ rule. And the
severity of Zeus’ punishments of gods with binding and hurling should
likewise be noted. Compared with these violent quarrels, the conflicts of
gods in the main narrative are nothing but light-hearted. Though
complaints about Zeus’ behaviour are occasionally uttered, his authority
among the gods is never questioned. And physical clashes of the gods are
confined to almost comical brawls with no serious consequences. The
picture of violent strife among gods in the past constitutes a foil to the
present order of Zeus’ rule among the Olympians.

In addition to strife among gods, conflict between gods and men also
appears in stories. The stories of Dione (E) and of Poseidon (®), together
with the story about Lykourgos’ mistreatment of Dionysos told by
Diomedes (Z), present gods who are humiliated by mortal men either by
physical force or insolent words. The picture of these cruder relationships
of gods and men in the past again makes a marked contrast with the
emphasis of the boundary between the immortals and the mortals in the

main plot of the Iliad.
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Chapter 5

Agamemnon’s Nostos

1 Introduction

The Odyssey is primarily an epic about Odysseus’ return from Troy
and events preceding and following his arrival in his homeland. But
stories of other Greek heroes’ returns (nostoi) are also incorporated into
the Odyssey. Among such nostoi, the story of Agamemnon’s return is the
most conspicuous. The story of the murder of Agamemnon on his arrival
in his homeland, and the subsequent revenge taken by his son, Orestes, is
recounted (or briefly referred to) by such various characters as Zeus, the
disguised Athene, Nestor, Menelaos, Odysseus, and the ghost of
Agamemnon himself.

The importance of the story of Agamemnon’s nostos to the Odyssey
consists not only in the fact that it is repeatedly mentioned, but also that
it provides ample points of correspondence to the main plot of the epic:
the murderer of Agamemnon, Aigisthos, who committed adultery with
Klytaimestra, corresponds to the suitors of Penelope; the murder of
Agamemnon corresponds to the possible danger awaiting Odysseus on
Ithaka; and the revenge taken by Orestes corresponds to the revenge on
the suitors. The characters in the story of Agamemnon’s nostos are
compared to the characters in the Odyssey from various viewpoints.

It should be noted that there are considerable variations in the
details between different accounts of the story of Agamemnon’s nostos in
the Odyssey. For example, in some accounts, the revenge taken by
Orestes is the main object of attention, whereas it is not mentioned at all
in others. The representation of Klytaimestra also varies between

different accounts. It has been suggested that these variations are due to
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the poet’s attempt to present the story in a form appropriate to the need in
each of its contexts in the epic.!

The distribution of the accounts of the story of Agamemnon within
the whole plot of the Odyssey is notable. Apart from brief references to
this story,2 longer accounts are found in three different sections in the
epic: (1) the assembly of gods in book 1, (2) Telemachos’ visit to Pylos and
Sparta in books 3 and 4, and (3) the two Nekyiai in books 11 and 24.

In this chapter, we shall consider the function of five major versions
of the story of Agamemnon’s nostos. These are told by Zeus (a32-43),
Nestor (y193-200), Menelaos (3512-547 ), and the ghost of Agamenon
(A405-434, ©199-202). Special attention will be paid to the details and
emphases peculiar to each version, and to their significance for their

respective contexts.

2 Zeus’ Speech at a32-43
Zeus’ speech at 032-43 begins with a refutation of men’s accusation
against the gods that evils come from the gods. Zeus points out that there
are cases in which men themselves are by their outrageous acts
responsible for their excessive sufferings: oi 3 xoi odTOl / ooty
aracBoinowv omEp uépov drye’ Exovorv (a33—4). This sentence presents a
remarkable similarity with the comment on the destruction of Odysseus’

companions in the proem: adTGV yap oderépnov dracBarinoiv Shovio

(a7). This echoing of the proem, together with the fact that it is the first
direct speech in the Odyssey and that its speaker is the highest god

1 Holscher 1967; Olson 1995, p.24, with n.2.

2 E.g., a 298-300, v 383-4.

112



Chapter 5

himself, adds to the importance of the pronouncement on human morality
at 032—43.3

atacOaiin and its cognates (adj. drdoOoroc, verb dracB@Aw) are
key words in the Odyssey. They are most frequently associated with the
suitors’ outrageous acts.# The application of the word draoBarion to
Odysseus’ companions in the proem establishes a thematic link between
the companions and the suitors to whom dracBoiin and its cognate words
will be applied repeatedly throughout the Odyssey. The implication of
araoBoiion as the cause of destruction of both Odysseus’ companions and
Penelope’s suitors will be discussed in Chapter 7.

Zeus tells how the gods sent Hermes to Aigisthos (a38). Curiously,
Hermes as a messenger to Aigisthos never appears in other works of
literature and visual art which deal with the Oresteia story.5 It has been
pointed out that the role of Hermes is probably an ad hoc invention. By
this incorporation of Hermes as a messenger, the motif of forewarning
becomes prominent in the story told by Zeus.? The content of the message
18 told in three lines:

UAT adTOV KTElvelv puite uvdaaBon Groitiv:
ek yap Opéotao Tio1¢ é00eTon "ATpeidao,

3 Cf. Riiter 1969, p.71, n.29.

4 dracBoiin and its cognates are employed 16 times in reference to the suitors’
reckless deeds (y207, 786, 93, p588, 06143, v170, 370, 146, x47, 314,317, 416, w67, w282, 352.
458, cf. 657). Other people to whom these words are applied include the companions of
Odysseus (a7, 300), Odysseus (k437, cf. 8693, 0139), the maidservants at Odysseus’ house
(88), Euryalos (0166), Eurymedon’s people (n60), human beings in general (a34). Cf.

Fisher 1992, pp.156-178.

S Prag 1985, p.68.
6 S. West ad o37ff. in Heubeck, West and Hainsworth 1988.
7 np6 at 37 has a temporal meaning ‘beforehand’, cf. Chantraine, G.H. 1, §188.
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omdT &v RPAon TE kot N 1peipeton aing (a39-41).
Line 39 is put in indirect speech using infinitives (kteivelv, uvaoc8an), but
the construction abruptly changes to direct speech at lines 40-41 with a
finite verb. This change, by making the content of Hermes’ speech so
much more vivid, underlines the importance of the message in lines 40-1,
i.e. the consequence of the outrageous acts of Aigisthos.

Athene begins her speech at 045 with a reference to Aigisthos, who
was mentioned in the previous speech of Zeus.8 She comments that
Aigisthos has suffered destruction as befits him (Eo1kdTt x€iton OAEOPW
(046)). Athene adds a general remark: ¢ @méro1To Ko GAAOC OTLC
Tor1odTQ YE pECO (047)). A scholion comments that this remark refers to
the suitors.® Athene maintains the moralistic tone of the speech of Zeus.

At 048, Athene changes the subject of her speech from Aigisthos to
Odysseus:

CAAG pot qud’ 'Odvo it doiddpovi daxieTon RTOP,

dvoudpw, 0¢ dn dnba Pihwv Gmo TARATH TAOXEL

viiow &v audipvTy, 061 T’ Opboroc o Boaoong. (ad8-50).
At line 48, which begins with an adversative conjunction dAA&, Odysseus
is introduced in contrast to Aigisthos and those who commit similar
outrageous acts. Odysseus is presented as suffering hardship
undeservedly, unlike Aigisthos. He is said to be suffering because of his
companions (c49). Athene’s view of Odysseus as an innocent leader who
is suffering the consequences of his companions’ outrageous acts, is

analogous to the presentation of Odysseus as a caring leader in the proem.

8 A verbal echo at a4l and 59 strengthens the link between the two speeches.
9 Schol. HV ad ad7: tudaiver Todg pvnotipoc. This view is supported by S. West

ad loc. in Heubeck, West and Hainsworth 1988.
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3 The Oresteia Story in the Telemacheia

In the first four books of the Odyssey, the story of the death of
Agamemnon and Orestes’ revenge is repeatedly told to Telemachos by
various speakers. In book 1, Athene-Mentes briefly refers to the famous
deeds of Orestes and encourages Telemachos to attain comparable fame:

1 obx dieig, olov kAéoc EALaPe Biog 'Opéotnc

TAVTOG €N &vBpWmove, EMeL EKTOvE roatpodovio

A’{yl abov §0A6 TV, 6}9 o1 Fgr{spa K7\12T6V %K/‘l'(x;

KO OV, PIAOG, HOAXLYAP 0 6pOw KOAGV TE UEYQV TE,

CAK1p0G €00, Tva Tic 08 Kot dy1ydvev £ eimn (a298-302).
This exemplum is presented at the moment when Telemachos is about to
leave childhood (cf. a296-7: 00% 1 oc X0 / vnmaag oxéerv), and begins to
fulfil his responsibilities as the heir of Odysseus. Just as the fate of
Aigisthos, as reported by Zeus, sets the moral tone of the whole epic, the
achievement of Orestes sets the standard which Telemachos should try to
reach. Moreover, during his visit to Pylos and Sparta, Telemachos is
reminded of Orestes’ revenge first by Nestor at Pylos and then by
Menelaos at Sparta.

As we examine Telemachos’ experiences at Pylos and Sparta, it is
important to remember that his journey foreshadows Odysseus’ return in
various ways. It is a journey to the world of the Trojan heroes and back to
the Island of Ithaka, a small scale nostos. Also, various stories of Greek
heroes’ returns are told during Telemachos’ stay at Pylos and Sparta, and
these show distinct similarities with Odysseus’ experiences in his
wanderings. In this sense, Telemachos’ journey is a compressed version of
the Odyssey .10

In the following sections, we will discuss the use of the Oresteig

story in the scenes of Telemachos’ encounters with Nestor and Menelaos,

with regard to the context of the Telemacheia and the whole Odyssey .

10 Cf. Clarke 1967, p.41.
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(a) Nestor’s Speech at y103-200
In reply to Telemachos’ request for information about Odysseus
(y79-101), Nestor tells a long story of his own return and the fates of other
heroes (y103-200). At the end of this speech, Nestor mentions the death of
Agamemnon and the revenge taken by Orestes as an exemplum to
Telemachos:

Arpaf)nv 6(-: Koa avTOL oucovere voodrv EGVTEC,

mc; T nM) wg T Awweog aunoaro )\vypov ONeBpoV.

00\7\ n'rm szog UEV ETLO uvyepmg OTETIOEV.

cog orya@ov K(Xl mnf)a Karacbﬂt névoro MréoBon

owépog ETMEL KO szog eno aTO narpod)ovna

AIYI oeov doAdunTLV, og o1 Jroa'ep(x KALTOV € EXTOL.

Kot o0, c])17\og uoO\a yapo’ opow Koo\ov TE ueyow TE,
GAKLpOC £00°, Tva TiC OE KO OYtyOvwy £ eimn (y193-200).

Nestor draws a lesson from the exemplum of Orestes in the last two lines
of this quotation. These two lines are identical to x301-2 quoted above. In
book 1, this lesson does not seem to have any notable impact on
Telemachos (cf. ®307-313), but it elicits the following reply from him in
book 3:

) Neorop Nnhmotén ueya Kuﬁog Axouwv

Koa ANV szog uev snoaro Kou o1 Axoum

mooum K)\EOC EVPL KO ECCOPEVOLOTY RO1DAV.

€1 YOp EpoL Tooonvﬁe Beo1 dvvoury 7rep1681ev

noaoﬂoa uvnornpag vnepﬁotomg a)\syewng,

ol TE pot uﬁmCovrsg atdobora unxavowvrou

N’ ou uor rmourov snexhwoocv Beoi o}\ﬁov

TOTPL T €U Ko Epol” viv Ot xpn TeETAGuev Eumng (y202-9).

He acknowledges the glorious deed of Orestes using the expression o
Ainv, and wishes he also could achieve an equivalent deed, repeating the
same verb (Ericaro (203), TioacBbon (206)). But Telemachos immediately
denies the possibility that the gods will grant the same sort of fortune
(208-9). One can compare this denial with Athene’s reply to Zeus at a45-
62. Zeus points out human beings’ own responsibility for their sufferings

and cites the case of Aigisthos. Athene uses the same expression ko Ainv
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(x46) to maintain that the case of Odysseus is different from that of
Aigisthos.

In reply to Telemachos’ pessimistic view of the possibility of revenge
on the suitors, Nestor mentions the possibility of Odysseus’ return:

Tic D' 018’ € k€ moté odn Blac dmotioeTon EAOGY,
1 O YE HODVOG EWV Tj Kot oVumavTee "Axouot; (y216-7).

According to the above text, the subject of the verb dmotioeron is Odysseus
and the pronoun 6 also refers to him. But Nestor speaks of Telemachos’,
not Odysseus’, revenge on the suitors in the following seven lines (y218-
224). This abrupt change of subject seems to have prompted Zenodotos’
reading amoticeon for &motiogeron, and ob for & at y216-7.11 According to
this interpretation, Nestor is talking only about Telemachos’ revenge in
his speech at y211-224. However, the manuscript reading should be
preferred to Zenodotos’ reading, given that Athene-Mentor’s words at y231
presuppose that the return of Odysseus has been discussed, and also that
Telemachos spoke of the gods’ dispensation of fortune both to himself and
to Odysseus (y209 matpl 1" £u® ko euot) just before Nestor’s speech.

The abruptness of the mention of Odysseus at y216-7 may reflect
the ambiguity of Nestor’s view about Odysseus’ return. Nestor mentions
the possibility of Odysseus’ return and revenge at y216-7, but in the
following lines speaks only of Telemachos’ revenge, since he is not at all
sure about Odysseus’ return. It should be noted that the expression tic &’
01d’ &l k€ moté . . .; (“Who knows whether he will come back and take
vengeance (or not) 7”) is not an affirmative suggestion of Odysseus’
return. By the phrasing at y216-224, whether Nestor imagines the
revenge on the suitors as a joint enterprise of Odysseus and Telemachos or

as Telemachos’ solitary act is left ambiguous. This uncertainty about

11 Schol. H ad y217.
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Odysseus’ participation in the revenge on the suitors has a bearing on
Nestor’s long account of Menelaos’ return at y254-328.

At v226-8, Telemachos rejects Nestor's suggestion and utters
slightly impious words: ovx av £uotye / EAmopévw T& yévort', o0d €l B0t G
e0Eroev (y227-8). This statement elicits a protest from Athene-Mentor at
y230-8, which includes a brief reference to Agamemnon’s death:

Tn)\suaxa JTOlOV (o} E‘JTOQ d)uyev EPKOC 060v1wv
peEia BeoC Y eﬂe)\wv Kot m)&o@ev avdpa oawoou
6ov7\01unv S o symye K(Xl OAyeEQ 7T07\.7\(1 HOYT0OC
ou<a65 T e)\esuevoa Ko vooTi Hov 1 pop 10e00m,

n e)\ﬂwv ourokso()ou sd)ecnog wg Ay OUEP VOV
WOAED’ DT’ Aly100010 DOAW kAt NS dAdxoro (Y230-5),

In this brief mention of the story of Agamemnon’s death, it should be
noted that Klytaimestra’s involvement in the murder is mentioned.

Her role in the murder of Agamemnon is not generally mentioned
when the Oresteia story is told in the Telemacheia (x298-300, y193-4,
y303-5, 8529-537, cf. also a35-6), and Orestes’ revenge on Aigisthos is
emphasized. By contrast, when the ghost of Agamemnon speaks of his
own death in the two Nekyiai, Klytaimestra’s role is mentioned with
emphasis (A410, A422-430, ©w199-200), but Orestes’ revenge is left
unmentioned.? Of these two distinct types of presentation of the story of
Agamemnon’s death, the type common to the Nekyiai is employed in
Athene-Mentor’s speech at y230-7, with a mention of Klytaimestra’s
involvement and without a mention of Orestes’ revenge. The reason for
choosing this version of the story in this particular speech seems to be
that Athene-Mentor is making a contrast between the late but safe return
of Odysseus and the quick but disastrous return of Agamemnon. Since
Agamemnon’s misery needs to be underlined, the poet employed at v230-5

the version used in the Nekyiai, which emphasizes the misery of

12 Holscher 1988, pp.301-2.
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Agamemnon, who was killed by his wife and does not yet know of Orestes’
revenge, which would be a consolation to him.

This flexible use of the two versions of the Oresteia story shows that
it is not necessary to postulate two separate authors who utilized two
different ‘sources’ of the myth: on the one hand, the poet emphasized
Orestes’ achievement and usually suppressed Klytaimestra in the
Telemacheia where Orestes is presented as a positive exemplum for
Telemachos; on the other hand he emphasized Klytaimestra’s role and
suppressed Orestes’ revenge in the Nekyiai, since this latter version
effectively underlines Agamemnon’s misery. But even in the Telemacheia,
the poet is ready to use the version employed in the Nekyiai when the
need to underline Agamemnon’s misery arises in a particular context. A
similar use of the Nekyia-version of the story can be seen at d 91-2: TELWC
uot GdeAdeOV GANog Emedve, / AdBpr, GvuroTi, OOAw ovAopEvnc GAGX010.
Here Menelaos expresses his unhappiness in spite of his great wealth. He
is not happy because his brother was murdered while he himself was
accumulating wealth away from his homeland. Since the misery of
Agamemnon which caused Menelaos sadness needs to be emphasized in
the context, the version of the Nekyiai is employed.13

At y243-252, Telemachos asks how Agamemnon was killed and
where Menelaos was at the time of the murder. Telemachos supposes that
Menelaos would have avenged Agamemnon if he had been in his
homeland. Prompted by this question, Nestor tells a long tale, in which

the Oresteia story is combined closely with Menelaos’ nostos (y254-328).

13 It should also be noted that in both passages in the Telemacheia where the
Nekyia-type of presentation is found (y230-5, 391-2), the reference to Klytaimestra is not
by name, but by the word dAoxog alone, and her involvement in the murder is expressed

by the word doroc.
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After a remark about what Menelaos would have done if he had
come home while Aigisthos was alive (y254-261), Nestor narrates in detail
how Aigisthos succeeded in seducing Klytaimestra (y263-275). At first,
Klytaimestra refused Aigisthos’ seduction. This stage corresponds to
Penelope’s present situation on Ithaka. Penelope is surrounded by her
suitors, but is refusing to get married. A reference to Klytaimestra’s
discretion (ppeci yop kéxpnt ayadfor (y266)) reminds the audience of
Penelope’s repeated epithets, mepigppwv and Exéppwv. But later, when the
gods’ doom (poipa Bedv (y269)) forced Klytaimestra to submit and a
singerl4 whom Agamemnon left with her as her guardian was removed,
she consented to Aigisthos’ proposal. Klytaimestra was now willing
(EB6érovoav (¥272)) to commit adultery, which makes a contrast with her
earlier discretion. This stage represents a possible danger which could
happen to Penelope.

Nestor turns the subject of his story to the wanderings of Menelaos

(Y276-302), and then comes back to the events in Agamemnon’s homeland:

14 This unparalleled role of a singer as a guardian has long been a puzzle for
scholars. Cf. Page 1972 and Scully 1981. Andersen 1992 suggests that the removal of
Agamemnon’s singer symbolizes the discontinuation of a song about Agamemnon, which
makes a contrast to the continuation of a song about Odysseus, i.e. the Odyssey itself.
Another possible reason for the choice of a singer as Klytaimestra’s guardian is the
association of songs or stories with the power of 0é\yeiv. Phemios’ repertoire of songs is
called BeaxTripra (2337). Sirens are said to enchant (Béhyovotv (u40)) all people. Eumaios
is enchanted by the disguised Odysseus’ stories (8éAyoi76 ... ¢idov fitop (p514), EpE KEIvOC
€0enye (p521)). Aigisthos kept trying to seduce (8éayeoxev (y264)) Klytaimestra, but

while a singer who had the power to enchant (8Ayeiv) was with her, he could not

succeed.
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the death of Agamemnon, Orestes’ revenge, and Menelaos’ return (y303-
312).

At y307-8, Orestes is said to have returned from Athens.15 It
should be noted that Nestor’s account contains two figures returning
home: Orestes, who has just come of age (dnméT’ &iv npnon ko ncipeiperon
aing (x41)), comes home from within Greece; and Menelaos, a hero at the
Trojan war, comes home from Troy after many years of wanderings. This
combination of two returns corresponds to the situation in the main plot of
the Odyssey: Telemachos, who has just reached the threshold of
adulthood, is now visiting the Peloponnese and will shortly come home,
while Odysseus is still wandering far away but Athene has already
persuaded Zeus to send him home.16 Moreover, Nestor’s speech at y254-
328 has a structure as a whole analogous to that of the Odyssey. Nestor’s
account begins in Agamemnon’s homeland, moves to Menelaos’
wanderings, and comes back to the homeland; while in the Odyssey a

description of the situation on Ithaka (books 1-2) is followed by Odysseus’

15 Ancient commentators were puzzled by the designation of the place of Orestes’
exile as Athens, since later poets unanimously testify that he stayed at Phokis. So
Zenodotos conjectured oy dmrd Pwrrwv for dy &’ "ABnvdwy (y307). S. West 1988, ad v307
speculates that Zenodotos’ reading was derived from lost manuscripts. cf. ibid. p.43.
Aristarchos’ reading is ty dmr’ ABnvaing. This can mean either ‘from Athens’ or possibly
‘(Orestes came) back (dy) prompted by (éx6) the goddess Athene’. Cf. van der Valk 1949,
p.153. If the reading of the manuscripts is correct, could the poet’s choice of Athens, a
favourite city of the goddess Athene, as the place of Orestes’ stay, be influenced by the
motif of the same goddess’ protection of Telemachos which is the centre of attention in

the context of the Odyssey? For the special relationship between Athens and Athene in
Homer, cf. n78-81 and B546-9.

16 Cf. Klingner 1947, p.50.

121



Chapter 5

wanderings (books 5-12), and the latter half of the epic is occupied by the
events on Ithaka. Thus Nestor’s speech is a miniature version of the
Odyssey in terms not only of the roles of the main characters but also of
the spatial settings of the narrative. The ingenious combination of the
Oresteia story with Menelaos’ nostos makes Nestor’s speech exhibit these
remarkable similarities to the whole Odyssey .17

After Orestes killed Aigisthos, he is said to have held a funeral feast
to commemorate the deaths of his mother and Aigisthos:

11701 0 TOV KTelvag dadvy Tddov 'Apyeioiot
UNTPOC TE OTLYEPAC KAl vahkidoc AlyiaOoto (y309-10).

How Klytaimestra died is not mentioned either in this speech of Nestor or
in any other passage in the Odyssey where the Oresteia story is told. But
in the later version of the story commonly found in the three tragedians,
Orestes kills Klytaimestra as well as Aigisthos. Orestes’ matricide
featured already in the Cyclic Nost0il8 and the Hesiodic Catalogue of
Women.19 Considering that the matricide was already part of the Oresteia
story in the early Greek epic tradition, and that, in the passage quoted
above, Klytaimestra is said to have been buried at the same time as
Aigisthos, it is likely that the poet of the Odyssey consciously suppressed
Orestes’ matricide.20 By the suppression of this negative aspect of
Orestes, he is presented as an appropriate exemplum for Telemachos. 2!
The motif of the funeral has appeared twice earlier in the same

speech of Nestor. At the beginning of the speech, Nestor surmises that if

17 Cf. Holscher 1988, p.96.

18 Davies EGF p.67, 11.25-7/ Bernabé PEG, p.95, 1.17-9.

19 Fr.23a (Merkelbach-West), 1.30.

20 Cf. Schol. EQV ad y310: ¢eideran S Tob1wv 10D 'Opéotov. TO pEv yap
ebdnuéTepov einev 6T EBoye THV PN TéPQL, TOV 8t BAvaTOV TAPESTOTNTEY.

21 Holscher 1988, p.303.
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Menelaos had come home and found Aigisthos alive, he would not only
have killed the murderer of Agamemnon, but have also refused to give a
funeral and exposed the corpse for dogs and birds to devour (y255-61).
Then Nestor reports that the same Menelaos had given a proper funeral
for one of his companions, Phrontis (v278-285), even though he was in a
hurry on his way home (Eneiyduevéc mep 68010 (y284)). The contrast
between Menelaos’ hypothetical maltreatment of Aigisthos’ corpse and his
actual care for Phrontis’ body underlines Menelaos’ anger against
Aigisthos. Orestes, on the other hand, did perform a funeral rite for his
mother and Aigisthos, though the former was hateful and the latter
cowardly (unTpog Te oTUYEPAC KOt Avdhkidoc AlyioBoio (y309)).22 Unlike
Menelaos’ hypothetical refusal of a funeral, Orestes is shown as
performing the obligations for the dead, especially for his mother.23 Thus
the mention of the funeral held by Orestes may be ascribed to the wider
intentions of the poet, who suppressed the matricide and aimed at

presenting Telemachos in a favourable light.

22 Note that the adjective otvyepfic makes a contrast to the favourable description of
Klytaimestra at y266. For Aigisthos, another epithet qutuovoc is used at 29 in the
same metrical position. Thus avaixkidog here is an exception to the principle of formulaic
economy. Cf. S. West, ad y 309-10 in Heubeck, West and Hainsworth 1988. dubpovog
with a following proper name in the same metrical position is a repeated traditional
phrase (4x II., 5% Od.), while the combination of Gvdrxidoc and a proper name does not
recur in the Homeric epics. One can assume that the choice of the epithet at v309 is
intentional.

23 Jebb 1907, p.xi, n.3 comments: “The fact that the funeral feast was given ‘to the
Argives’ implies that they welcomed Orestes as a deliverer, and also that (whatever had
been the manner of his mother’s death) they did not regard him as resting under any

defilement which incapacitated him for religious acts.”
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At y 311-2, Nestor says that Menelaos returned on the day of the
funeral. There follows an instruction to Telemachos:

1<ou ov, ¢1)\og un Bnea OOpWV ¢ ouro ‘m?x 00\00\1100
KTnuocTa TE npo)\mwv avZ‘)po«; 1' £V 00101 douo101v

ovrw LITEPPLOAOVC, U TO1 KOTO JTO(VTO( d)aywm

KTAUATA dXOT ApEVOL, oL Ot TNHOINV OdOV gNOnc (y313-6).

The same expression ko1 o0 marked an instruction to Telemachos
following an account of the Oresteia story at a 301 and y199. In both
passages, the instruction was that Telemachos should follow the
exemplum of Orestes’ glorious act. But here, the point is that Telemachos
should not make the same mistake as Menelaos, who returned home too
late for revenge. The motif of Telemachos’ need to return early recurs in
book 4, and the importance of this motif in the Telemacheia will be

discussed later.

(b) Menelaos’ Speech at 5333-592

Telemachos and Nestor’s son, Peisistratos, arrive at Sparta and are
welcomed by Menelaos and Helen. Early next morning, Telemachos asks
Menelaos if he knows whether Odysseus is dead or alive (3316-331). In
reply, Menelaos tells a long story of his own wanderings (3333-592), in
which an account of the Oresteia story, as well as information about
Odysseus, is included.

Menelaos’ wanderings contain numerous similarities to various
parts of Odysseus’ wanderings which are to be told later in the Odyssey.24
Menelaos is forced to stay on the island of Pharos (8351-362), while
Odysseus too is detained by Kalypso on the island of Ogygia. Odysseus’

unwilling stay on the island is mentioned later in the same speech (3556-

24 Cf. Plass 1969, pp.104-8.
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60).25 Menelaos is instructed by Eidothea to consult Proteus about how to
return home. Likewise Odysseus is instructed by Circe to consult
Teiresias (x488-95).26 In order to acquire information from Proteus,
Menelaos has to overcome the sea-god’s powers of transformation.
Eidothea tells him how to ambush and catch Proteus, and provides seal
skins and ambrosia for him and his companions. Odysseus also overcomes
Circe’s magical powers of transforming men into animals with the help of
Hermes (x281-306). Menelaos and his companions hide under seal-skins.
This reminds us of Odysseus and his companions’ hiding under sheep
when they escape from Polyphemos’ cave (1424-467 ). In this connection, it
is noteworthy that both Proteus and Polyphemos live in a cave, and that
Proteus is compared to a herdsman among sheep (vo UEVC WOC TWEOTT URAWY
(©413)). Thus elements of Odysseus’ various adventures are concentrated
in Menelaos’ Proteus adventure.

In his interview with Proteus, Menelaos asks about other Greek
heroes’ fates after he has been told about his own homecoming (3485-490).
In reply, Proteus focuses his attention on three of the Greek leaders (8496-
8): two heroes who perished during their homecoming (Lokrian Aias and
Agamemnon) and one hero who is still being held on the sea (Odysseus).

Proteus’ account of Lokrian Aias’ fate (3499-511) contains a motif
which also plays an important role in Odysseus’ wanderings. Poseidon
first drove Aias against the rocks of Gyrai, but spared his life. At this

moment, Aias uttered impious words: ¢ p’ aéxnmi Bedv Pvyéeiv péya

25 The same picture of Odysseus pining for home appears at the beginning of the
epic (a13-5, 48-59) and in book 5 where Odysseus comes into the main plot for the first
time in the Odyssey (€149-58). Cf. Holscher 1988, pp.87-93.

26 For further correspondences between Menelaos’ Proteus-adventure and Odysseus’

visit to the land of the dead, cf. Hansen 1972, pp.8-19.
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AdiTua Bonaoonc (8504). If he had not uttered this boast, Aias might have
escaped death. But because of these words, he incurred Poseidon’s anger,
who this time actually dashed Aias’ ship against the rock and drowned
him. Odysseus also boasted when he escaped from Polyphemos onto open
sea (1475-9, 502-5, 523-5). In response to these words, Polyphemos threw
a rock twice at Odysseus’ ship and both times he missed the ship just by a
little (1481-3, 537-40). Furthermore, because Odysseus revealed his name
in these taunting words, the Cyclops invoked Poseidon (5528-35) and
incurred the god’s lasting anger against Odysseus. So Odysseus almost
perished because of boastful words, like Lokrian Aias, and incurred the
anger of the same god as actually killed Aias.

In Proteus’ account of the death of Agamemnon (5512-37), the
descriptions of the watchman (5524-8) and of the ambush (3529-37) are
prominent. The motif of ambush has already appeared earlier in the
description of Menelaos’ encounter with Eidothea and Proteus. But the
tones of these two ambushes are quite different. Menelaos ambushed the
self-transforming sea god among the stench of seals merely to acquire
information, whereas the ambush planned by Aigisthos brought death to
Menelaos’ brother. The motif of ambush appears again shortly after the
scene of the conversation between Telemachos and Menelaos. At d 669-
672, Antinoos proposes a plan to ambush Telemachos, and the suitors
approve it. This plan is reported to Penelope by a messenger (5 697-702).
The emphasis on the ambush in Menelaos’ speech foreshadows the suitors’

plan to ambush Telemachos in the following scene.27

27 For the importance of the motif of Adxogin the Odyssey as a whole, cf. A. T.

Edwards 1985, pp.27-41.
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On hearing Proteus’ account of Agamemnon’s death, Menelaos sits
down on the sand and cries. Proteus urges Menelaos to stop crying and to
go back to his homeland as soon as possible:

umcsn ATpSO(; vla nokvv XpOvov amcskag ovrw
K7\(Xl 571'51 OvK ocvumv Tiva Bnousv aM(x TOX10TA
mztp(x OTWC KEV dM onv 7['0(‘['[)16(1 yodoviknon.
n yap uty Cwdv ye lenoeou 1 KeV Opeorng
KTeivev UmodBapevog, od 8 kev Tadov avtifoAncoac
(D 543-7).

One should recall that Nestor also instructed Telemachos not to tarry
away from home after he told the story of Agamemnon’s death (y 313-6).
Nestor used Menelaos, who returned too late for revenge, as a negative
exemplum whose mistake Telemachos should avoid. Proteus mentions
both possibilities, Menelaos’ being in time for revenge and Orestes’ having
killed the murderer before Menelaos’ return, in connection with his
recommendation to Menelaos to try to return home early.

This repetition of the motif of the need to return early is
remarkable, since at the end of his long speech Menelaos asks Telemachos
to delay his departure from Sparta:

OAA’ dye vDV ETipEI VOV EVI uayapmow EUOLOTV,
ocbpa KEV evéexarn 1€ dvwdekatn Te yévnton
Kol TOTE 0 €V TEpWw (B 587-9).

In response, Telemachos expresses the need to return home immediately,
while he acknowledges the danger of forgetting about his house and
parents if he is detained at Menelaos’ palace:

Arpaén un 6n UE 7r07\uv xpovov sv6a6 apUKe

K(Xl YOp ' €IC ev1 avrov EYW TOPX gO1 Y’ owsxm unv

7 uevog, OVOE KE u’ omou s)\m 7r000<; 0065 roxnwv

ovee yop pobototy Ereool T 00101V AKOVWV

TEpmopon: 0N’ fdN por cvialovoty ETAipot

gv [TOAw nyaBén- ov OE pe xpdvov evBad’ epdkeic (D 594-9).

Moreover, the motif of the need to return early is employed

repeatedly in Odyssey 15, where Telemachos’ departure from Sparta is
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depicted.28 At dawn, Athene visits Telemachos to remind him of the need
to return home (01-3), and tells him to urge Menelaos to send him home as
soon as possible (014-5).29 Telemachos tells Menelaos that he wants to
return home, and is granted his departure together with gifts (064-129).
Moreover, Telemachos asks Peisistratos not to take him to Nestor at
Pylos, since Nestor may detain him:

un HE nape& ocye via, 6lorpe¢eg, aMa )mr avTOD,
un u' o yépwv asKovra Karaoxn W EVi 01K
1Epevoc piréerv: EuE Bt xpew OaoTov 1xéoBon (0199- 201).

In this decision to avoid seeing Nestor, Telemachos shows full acceptance

of Nestor’s earlier instruction to him in Odyssey 3.

(c) Telemachos’ Identity as Odysseus’ Son

Nestor gives two instructions to Telemachos in book 3, both times
drawing on the Oresteia story as an exemplum. Both instructions
recommend Telemachos to take responsibility as a son whose father is
absent from his homeland. The first instruction (y199-200) urges
Telemachos to emulate Orestes who avenged his father. The second
instruction (y313-6) forbids him to tarry away from home like Menelaos
while Odysseus’ property is being wasted by the suitors.

28 It is not specified how long Telemachos and Peisistratos have stayed at Menelaos’
palace since the scene in d. By calculation, the intervening description of Odysseus’
homecoming from Ogygia (e-£) takes about a month. Cf. Stanford 1959, vol.I, pp. x-xii;
Reece 1993, pp.71-5. The poet may have intentionally left the duration of Telemachos’
stay at Sparta vague by not mentioning either the number of days or any event during
this period.

29 Reece 1993, p.91 points out that Athene’s command (010-3) echoes Nestor’s

warning to Telemachos at y313-6.
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Telemachos’ reaction to these two instructions should be examined
in connection with the gradual process of Telemachos’ establishment of his
identity as the son of Odysseus throughout the Telemacheia. When
Telemachos sees Athene-Mentes in Odyssey 1, he expresses uncertainty
about his own identity as Odysseus’ son and wishes that his father were
someone else more fortunate than Odysseus:

unTnp pév € pe Ppnoi tod G.e. 'Odvoofoc) i-iuusvou
ADTAP EYWYE
OUK 016 ov yap W TG aov yovov owrog (xvava
wg 611 eywy od)e)\ov uou«xpog vO TEV suusvoa V10C
owspog, ov Krsomsoow emg Em yRpoc ararue

viv )’ og ouroworarog yevaro anrwv avepwmov
ToD u’ £x pot yevéoBou, £meEl 00 ue To0T Epegiverc (a215-220).

Arriving at Pylos, Telemachos says to Athene-Mentor that he does not
know what to say to Nestor. This lack of confidence in his own power of
speech echoes his poor performance at the assembly in Odyssey 2, where
he failed to persuade the Ithakans to drive the suitors out of his house.
But after Athene-Mentor has given him encouragement, Telemachos
speaks to Nestor (y79-101), and Nestor pays him a compliment that his
speech resembles his father’s speech and is appropriate (y124-5). After
Telemachos has refused Nestor’s first instruction expressing his lack of
confidence in the gods’ support (y202-9), Nestor refers to Athene’s
protection of Odysseus at Troy:

El yap 0 ¢ E0ENO1 PiAésrv yAowkGmic "AOhvn,

we TOT Oﬁuoonog m:pmnéero Kvéahumo

611 He £V prwv oo Traoxousv a}\ya "Axouol —

ov yap W 100V WOE Gsovg avoporvOn d)l)\EUVT(XQ,

wg Kaww avad)ow()a TOPLOTATO Hmag ‘ABrvny —

go’ ov‘rwf; 5857\01 cbﬁ\aaw KNdo11o 1€ Bvuw
TR KEV TIC KELVWV YE Kot EKAEAGBOLTO yduoio (Y218-24).

Nestor imagines that if Athene supports Telemachos as she supported
Odysseus, he will succeed in taking vengeance on the suitors. This
reference to Athene’s protection is important in the larger context of the

Pylos scene, because Athene-Mentor later transforms herself into a bird
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and flies away (y371-2), and Nestor rightly recognizes that it was Athene.
When Athene-Mentes similarly flew away in the shape of a bird back on
Ithaka (0319-323), Telemachos did not know which divinity it was, but
this time he is told that the same goddess who protected Odysseus is now
assisting him.30

At Sparta, before Telemachos reveals his identity, Helen and
Menelaos infer from his physical features that he is Odysseus’ son (ke1vov
YOp TO101de TODEC TOLOADE TE XELpeC / OPOCAUDY Te BoAan keporn) T’ EPVTEPOE
e xoaton (3149-150)). Later, when Menelaos offers three horses and a
chariot together with a silver cup (8589-592), he requests other gifts which
can be stored up (keipna) instead, because horses are not suitable for the
geographical conditions of Ithaka (8600-8). This sensible request elicits
Menelaos’ compliment: oipoatdg eic dyaboio, dirov Tékoc, oi &yopedeic (5
611). Now Menelaos recognizes Telemachos’ noble birth by his thoughtful
speech.31

As outlined above, throughout Telemachos’ journey it is gradually
revealed that he possesses ability in rhetoric, quick intelligence, and
protection provided by Athene. All these are characteristic virtues of
Odysseus. Telemachos’ responses to Nestor’s two instructions relating to
the Oresteia story reflect this process of Telemachos’ discovering his
possession of virtues which are shared with Odysseus and thus
establishing his identity as Odysseus’ son. Telemachos’ refusal of Nestor’s
first instruction is in keeping with his initial uncertainty about his
identity as Odysseus’ son. On the other hand, his gradual acceptance of
Nestor’s second instruction, i.e. his growing recognition of the need to

return home early and to face the plight of his house, reflects Telemachos’

30 Klingner 1947, p.47.

31 Cf. Reece 1993, pp.89-90.
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determination to assume responsibility as the heir of Odysseus. In this
way, the Oresteia story is closely interwoven with the characterization of

Telemachos in the Telemacheia .32

4 The Story of Agamemnon’s Nostos in the two Nekyiai

(a) The Encounter of Odysseus and Agamemnon
in the First Nekyia (A385-466)

In Odyssey 11, Odysseus recounts his experiences in the land of the
dead. The description of his encounter with Agamemnon’s shade comes
after a short break at A333-76 in the long story which occupies books 9-12.
In this intermission, Alkinoos asks Odysseus whether he saw any of the
heroes who fought at Troy (A370-2). Responding to this request, Odysseus
first relates his encounter with Agamemnon. By means of this break,
Odysseus’ encounter with Agamemnon is given special prominence among
the other encounters.33

Odysseus asks the ghost of Agamemnon how he died (A397-403) and
the latter recounts how he was murdered by Aigisthos and Klytaimestra
(A405-434). Compared to other accounts of Agamemnon’s murder in the
Odyssey, the most obvious characteristic of this account is the prominence
of Klytaimestra’s role. Agamemnon’s account of the murder is introduced
by the statement that it was Aigisthos, in collaboration with Klytaimestra,
who brought about his death:

OAAG pot Aly100o0c¢ TevEac Bavatdv Te popov Te
gxTo oDV 0DAopEVT AAOXW 01KGVIE KOAETO G,
de1Tvio o ac, WG Tig Te KaTékTove Podv em dpatvny (A409-11).
The subject of the verb £xta is Aigisthos, and this gives the impression

that he is envisaged as the main culprit in the murder, and Klytaimestra

32 For the maturation of Telemachos, cf. Olson 1995, pp.65-90.

33 Holscher 1988, p.303.
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as a mere helper. At the end of the account of the murder, however, the
tone is different:

010V df) KOt KEIVN EuRoaTO £pYOV AELKEC,
kovpdiw tevEaoa Téoer pdovov. .. (A429-30).

This time, Aigisthos is not mentioned, and Klytaimestra is treated as
mainly responsible for Agamemnon’s murder. This transfer of emphasis is
in accordance with the attention paid to Klytaimestra’s role in the latter
half of the account of Agamemnon’s death (A421-6): she killed Kassandra
(A421-3), and refused to close Agamemnon’s eyes and mouth (A 424-6).
Klytaimestra is said to have turned away ‘voodicar’ ’ (A425) from the
dying Agamemnon. The same verb has been used earlier in Odyssey 11 in
the speech of Elpenor’s shade. When Odysseus departed from Circe’s
island, he had to leave his dead companion Elpenor behind for a while,
because he was facing a difficult journey to the land of the dead (A53-4).
The shade of Elpenor entreats Odysseus not to turn away ‘voodioBeic
(A73) from him and leave behind his corpse without proper funeral rites:
pn p’ akiovtov &Bamrtov 10v 6mbev katoreinerv / voodiaBeic (A72-3).
Odysseus assures Elpenor that he will perform the funeral rites (A80).34
In contrast, Agamemnon’s ghost has been left disconsolate, because his
wife actually turned her back on him, and refused to show at least the last
respect of closing his eyes and mouth when he died.

As noted above, Odysseus’ account of his experiences in the land of
the dead is divided into two parts by an intermission at A333-76. In the
first half, his encounters with the souls of Elpenor, Teiresias, and
Antikleia are narrated, and then comes a series of encounters with the
souls of famous women. Odysseus names as many as fourteen female

figures, and he adds brief accounts of their stories. The obvious emphasis

34 At u8-15, Odysseus tells how he actually buried Elpenor and built a mound for

him.
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on Klytaimestra’s role after the intermission maintains the attention to
various women’s deeds and fates established in the catalogue of women
before the intermission. The relationship between the account of
Klytaimestra’s deeds and the catalogue of women is worth closer
examination.

The catalogue begins with three women who were loved by gods and
bore glorious children. Tyro (A235-259) was loved by Poseidon, who
disguised himself as the river Enipeus. She bore him Pelias and Neleus.
Antiope (A260-5) slept with Zeus and bore him Amphion and Zethos.
Alkmene (A266-8) also bore Zeus’ son, Herakles. Herakles’ wife, Megara
(A269-70), is mentioned following Alkmene’s account. These children
occupy particularly important places in Greek mythology. One might
notice that no gloomy episodes are mentioned in Odysseus’ accounts of
these women.

The tone changes with the account of the next figure, Oidipus’
mother, Epikaste (A271-80). She unknowingly married her son, who had
killed his own father. After this abominable marriage became publicly
known, Epikaste hanged herself and left many sorrows to Oidipus: 1@ &’
OAYEQ KOAMT OMO0W® / TOAE udA’, 000a TE UNTPOC EPIVVEC EXTEAEOVOT
(A279-80). The word gpiviec in this passage means ‘curses’ which
Epikaste uttered against Oidipus as she killed herself.35

In Odysseus’ next story (A281-297), an episode involving Chloris’
daughter Pero is narrated. The narrative of this episode (A\287-297) is
highly elliptical, but it is possible to grasp the general outline of the story
by combining this passage with 0228-238 where the same story is told in
greater detail. Pero was wooed by all the neighbouring princes, but her

father Neleus would only give his daughter to whoever could drive

35 Heubeck in Heubeck and Hoekstra 1989, ad A279-80.
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Iphikles’ cattle from Phylake to Pylos. Melampus (who is not named in
book 11 but only called pavtic qudpwv at A291) promised to do the task in
order to win Pero’s hand for his brother.36 The difficulty of this task is
emphasized in the Nekyia’s account. The cattle are described as ‘grievous’
(apyoreag (A291)). Melampus suffered because of a hard destiny sent by a
god (xoAemn Oeod poipa), being imprisoned in painful bonds (Beopot
apyoréol) by herdsmen (A292-3). It was not until a year later (o
mepLTEAAONEVOD ETeog kol EmiAvBov @pon (A295)) that Melampus was
liberated, by telling Iphikles a prophecy. Since the narrative stops there
and does not explain how he drove back the cattle and succeeded in the
task, the emphasis remains upon the hardship of Melampus’ painful and
long imprisonment which was caused by Chloris’ daughter, Pero.37

The description of the next encounter with Leda (2298-304)
contains an account of her two sons, Kastor and Polydeukes. They are
said to have been buried under the earth ‘alive’: Ttovc &udw Lwodg kaTéxer
dvoilooc cia (A301). In the following two lines, it is said that Zeus
granted them the privilege to live alternately, but the wording at A301-2
may imply that they both had to remain in the nether world.38

In the description of his next encounter with Iphimedeia (A305-20),
Odysseus narrates the story of her two sons, Otos and Ephialtes, begotten
by Poseidon. These monstrously huge and strong children had to die

young. They challenged the Olympian gods and tried to reach the heavens

36 Cf. 0237-8.
37 0 8 THog i peyapoig PvAaxoro /deaud v apyoéw IEDETO, KPATEP' OAYEQ TATKWV

/ eivexa NnAfoc xovpnc amng te papeing (0231-3) . For the motif of a woman as the cause

of a great trouble, see n.42 below and above Chapter 1, n.43.

38 Cf. Ameis-Hentze-Cauer, ad loc.

134



Chapter 5

by piling up mountains. Zeus, who was angered by this audacious
challenge, killed them.

In contrast with the first three women (Tyro, Antiope, Alkmene), it
is noticeable that suffering and misery pervade the stories concerning the
next four women (Epikaste, Chloris, Leda, Iphimedeia) and their
offspring. The children of these women either suffered themselves
(Oidipus, Kastor and Polydeukes, Otos and Ephialtes) or became a cause
of someone else’s suffering (Pero).

After the accounts of the above women, Odysseus mentions two sets
of three women at A321 (Phaidra, Prokris, Ariadne) and at A326 (Maira,
Klymene, Eriphyle). Only the last women of these two sets (Ariadne,
Eriphyle) are presented with stories. Ariadne, whom Theseus was
bringing from Crete to Athens, died on the island of Dia and could not
enjoy any profit from having rescued Theseus. The story concerning
Eriphyle, the last women in the catalogue, is told in only one line:
Xxpvoov dpirov avdpoc £dEEato Tiufevia (A327). Later versions of the
story39 tell how Eriphyle was bribed either by Polyneikes or Adrastos, and
revealed the hiding place of her husband who was not willing to join the
expedition against Thebes. Because of his wife’s betrayal, Amphiaraos
had to join the expedition and met his end. In these two stories, Ariadne
and Eriphyle themselves, not their children, either suffered or caused
misery.

The above analysis reveals the predominance of a gloomy tone in
the latter part of the catalogue. And it is significant that the catalogue
ends with Eriphyle whose deed has a marked similarity to Klytaimestra’s

39 Pindar Nem . 9. 30; Apollod. 3. 6. 2, etc.
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in that they both betrayed their husbands.40 The change of tone in the
catalogue, and in particular the figure of Eriphyle, seem to prefigure
Klytaimestra, who participated in the actual murder of her husband. In
this sense, Klytaimestra can be regarded as a continuation and climax of
the catalogue of women.4!

Some passages in the description of Odysseus’ encounter with the
shade of Agamemnon contribute to this link between Klytaimestra and
the catalogue of women. After the intermission, Odyssseus announces
that he is going to tell of the sufferings of his comrades at Troy who
survived the war but perished on the way home through a vile woman’s
will: xoxfg 10Tt yovaukdc (A384). In this expression, Odysseus must
have Klytaimestra in mind, because he will shortly tell the story of
Agamemnon’s murder. But, since he has not revealed which story comes
first, the expression is ambiguous to the ears of the audience who may
think of Helen, the cause of the entire war.42 At the same time, the
expression Kaxn¢14TnTt yovoakdg continues the negative attention paid to
female figures in the catalogue of women and reminds the audience in
particular of the last of the women to be mentioned, Eriphyle, who

accepted a bribe for the betrayal of her husband. One should also note

40 Heubeck in Heubeck and Hoekstra 1989, ad 2326-7. Eustathios (1697, 41) notes
a further similarity between Alkmaion, the son of Amphiaraos, and Orestes: "AAkpoiwv O
€€ "Audndpew kot EpidAng, v pnrépa ktavev x6Aw @ diEp Tod marpde duoiwe ‘OptaTn.
41 Hoélscher 1988, p.303.

42 Cf. Eustathios (1691, 37-8): xaxfic d 16TnTa yovoukog Aéyer fj THV THC APXEKAKOV
Exévng, &1’ fv Ta ey dh o koK, NG GTGAOVTO Eiveka ToAAOL, § THY THS KAvTonpviiotpag
0cov &m TQ avdpt kai Toi¢ kar adTév, and schol. BTV ad 2384, which also suggests less

plausibly that Kassandra may be meant. Cf. also Stanford 1959, ad A381.
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that after his description of Klytaimestra’s deeds, Agamemnon’s ghost
refers to womankind in a generalized tone:

wg ovK oavompov K(Xl varspov GAAO YOVOLKOC,
n ¢ O Towwra usra (bpsow Epya ﬁa)\nrou
010V dM) KOl KELv sunoaro EPYOV QEIKEC,
koupdiw TevEaoa mooel povov (A427-30).

In the first two lines (A427-8), Agamemnon states that there is nothing
more dreadful and shameless than a woman who devises such deeds. This
general statement is applied to the specific case of Klytaimestra in the
next line: “That woman too (xoi keivn) devised such (olov) a disgraceful
deed.” The generalized tone in this passage functions as a reminder of the
series of gloomy stories concerning women in the latter part of the
catalogue and especially of the deed of Eriphyle. Furthermore,
Agamemnon refers to the whole of womankind at the end of his speech
(A433-4). Odysseus’ reply to Agamemnon at A436-9 maintains this
attention to women. He attributes the hardships of Menelaos and
Agamemnon to two women:

O oMo, 1§ uAA L DTy YOvov 'Atpéoc edpdoma Zevg

EXTOYAWC RXONPE Yyovon kel ac diax POVAGC

g€ apxfic "EAEvnc puev amwAoued’ elvexa moAAo1,

oot 3 Khvtonuvnotpn dorov fiptve THAGO e6vnt (A436-9).
By combining the hardships of the two sons of Atreus, the poet reviews the
entire Trojan war in terms of the sufferings caused by women.

The attention to unfaithful women who betrayed their husbands
(Eriphyle, Klytaimestra, Helen) has a further echo in the description of
Odysseus’ next encounter with Achilleus. Odysseus mentions Eurypylos
as one of the heroes on the Trojan side whom Neoptolemos killed in the
battle:

am 010V TOV Tn)\abtf)nv Karevnparo )(OO\K(.D
Apw Eupmrvhov 71‘07\7\01 o} aucb aDTOV ETOIAPOL
KrTeLo1 KTELVOVTO yovodwv eivexa dwpwv (A519-521).

The deaths of Eurypylos and many of his Keteian contingent were caused

by ybvoua d@dpa. Later versions of Eurypylos’ story tell how Priam
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succeeded in recruiting Eurypylos by giving his mother, Astyoche, a
golden vine as a bribe.43 yoOvona d®pa refers to this bribe (“presents to a
woman”). In fact, the same expression yvvaiwv eivexa dwpwv is used for
the bribe to Eriphyle at 0247. Astyoche and Eriphyle are remarkably
similar in that both were bribed and forced a male (son or husband) to go
to a war in which he met his end.44 These two similar episodes of
unfaithful women are placed before and after the story of Klytaimestra so
that the one (Eriphyle) prefigures and the other (the mother of Eurypylos)
echoes the still more unfaithful woman.

After Odysseus’ brief reply (A436-9), Agamemnon makes his second
speech (A441-61), in which he praises Penelope in contrast to
Klytaimestra. Agamemnon begins by advising Odysseus to be cautious of
his wife and not to tell the whole story (A441-3), but he then denies the
possibility of Penelope’s devising Odysseus’ murder, and praises her
prudence:

GAN 00 ool y’, ‘Odvoed, Ppévoc EcoeTon £k ye yovonkoc

ATV yap mvoTh TE Ko €0 dpeot undea 01de

xovpn Txapioro, repibpwv [Inverdmeia (A444-6).
Then Agamemnon recalls the scene in Ithaka when he and Odysseus left
Penclope with the baby Telemachos (A447-8). He says that Telemachos
and Odysseus will see each other again (A450-1). With this mention of

Telemachos and Odysseus’ reunion, Agamemnon’s thoughts revert to

Klytaimestra who prevented him from seeing his son, Orestes (A52-3).

43 Cf. Akusilaos, FGrHist 2F40 (=schol. Q.V. ad A520). The golden vine was
mentioned in the Ilias Parva (fr. 6 Davies EGF / fr.29 Bernabé PEG).

44 Eustathios (1697, 39-40) noted this similarity: 1otéov € 6Tt 00 uévov €m tH
dednAwpévn "AcTtodyn ddpov ioxvoe katadirov Tandog, GANG kot €M Epipdiy xard

avdpdc Tod KahoD "Apudrapew.
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Thus the contrast between the prudence of Penelope and the
unfaithfulness of Klytaimestra is sharply presented.

The following advice, however, contains a difficulty:

OANO D€ Tot apsw oV O &Vt <bp501 [500\)\80 onot

vaBZSnv un6 ava¢av6a d)l)\nv €C 71'(1‘['[)16(1 yoioav

VIO KATLOXEUEVON , ETTEL OVKETL MOT yovouliv (A454-6).
This advice for a secret homecoming, with the comment that there is no
trustworthiness in women, undermines Agamemnon’s statement only ten
lines before that there will not be a murder-plot by Penelope. Scholars
have therefore doubted the authenticity of these lines.45 But one can
retain them, perhaps, by arguing that after the open admiration of
Penelope’s prudence, Agamemnon’s advice returns to the cautious tone
with which he began this speech.46 Even though he praises Penelope’s
prudence, the memory of his wife’s unfaithfulness makes him add the
advice of a cautious homecoming. The implication of this curious reversal
in Agamemnon’s tone should be considered within the wider context of the
Odyssey as a whole.

Agamemnon’s advice to make a secret return prefigures Odysseus’
homecoming, since he lands on Ithaka unrecognized by anybody except
the goddess Athene, and comes to his house in disguise.47 Moreover, when
Athene advises Odysseus to consider how to take vengeance on the suitors

and informs him of the situation of the suitors and Penelope, he exclaims:

45 Schol. H ad A452: 00dt obTO1 &PépovTo &v Toic mAeioTOIC, WC HOXOMEVOL TOIC
mpoxeipévoic. (This scholion refers to A454-6, cf. Bolling 1925, p.242.) But all the extant
manuscripts contain these lines. Whereas these lines are bracketed by e.g. Ameis-
Hentze-Cauer, Merry and Riddell, and von der Miihll, they are retained by e.g. Allen and
van Thiel.

46 Cf. the interpretation of Agamemnon’s speeches in A by Olson 1995, pp.37-8.

47 Heubeck in Heubeck and Hoekstra 1989, ad 2454-6.
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O Towo1, N uoO\a Brl Ayaueuvovoc; Arpetﬁao
(belosoﬁoa KO(KOV O1TOV EVi usvapm olv suek)\ov
€1 Uf o1 oL EKaoTA, B, KATX uoipav germec (v383-5).

Odysseus is relieved that he landed secretly and could grasp the situation
of the enemies at his home, otherwise he would have followed the same
path to destruction as Agamemnon. One should also note Odysseus’
attitude to Penelope after he returns to his home in disguise. Before he
enters his home, Odysseus has already revealed his identity to
Telemachos (7186-9), but it is only after the vengeance on the suitors that
he very slowly and cautiously reveals his identity to Penelope. Even in
book 19, where the disguised Odysseus has an intimate conversation with
Penelope, he keeps his identity secret from her48, though he is accidentally
recognized by Eurykleia (1467-475). Considering that Athene has told him
of Penelope’s longing for his return (v379), and he himself has heard
Penelope’s reluctance in having to remarry (6271-3), Odysseus’ attitude in
book 19 seems extremely cautious.

This cautious attitude of Odysseus towards Penelope corresponds to
the cautious tone of Agamemnon who recognizes and praises Penelope’s
prudence, but remains suspicious of womankind and advises a secret
homecoming. Thus Agamemnon’s advice at AM54-6 prefigures Odysseus’
activity on Ithaka not only in terms of his secret homecoming, but also of
his cautious attitude towards Penelope.

On the other hand, whether Penelope remains faithful to Odysseus
until his homecoming is until book 11 not yet certain. The possibility of

Penelope’s remarriage to one of the suitors has been mentioned repeatedly

48 Some scholars assume that Penelope recognized Odysseus in book 19. The
difficulty of this interpretation is her prayer to Artemis at v61-82, and her response to
the report that Odysseus has returned in book 23 (y11-24, 59-68), as Rutherford 1992,

pp.34-5 remarks. Cf. Murnaghan 1987, p.137.
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in earlier books.4® After her trick of the web has been discovered,
Penelope does not have any means to delay the marriage. Therefore in
book 18 Penelope announces that she will marry one of the suitors, albeit
reluctantly (0251-80). If she marries one of the suitors, the situation in
Ithaka will resemble that in Mykenai when Agamemnon returned,
although Penelope would remarry reluctantly while Klytaimestra
commited adultery with Aigisthos willingly (y272). So at the stage when
Odysseus is in the land of the dead, the danger of Penelope’s falling into
the hands of Odysseus’ enemies is very real to the audience who know the
situation in Ithaka. As we have seen above, Nestor told Telemachos that
Klytaimestra too was prudent at first, but eventually she was seduced
(v265-272). Agamemnon’s return to a cautious tone in his advice
regarding a secret homecoming (A454-6) corresponds, then, to the
suspense concerning Penelope’s situation in Ithaka. Agamemnon leaves

the final assessment of Penelope’s trustworthiness open.

(b) Agamemnon’s Praise of Penelope
in the Second Nekyia (0192-202)

In the second Nekyia, Agamemnon finds Amphimedon among the
souls of the suitors led by Hermes to the nether world (©v102-4), and asks
him how he and the other young men died (0106-119). Amphimedon
describes what happened in Ithaka (w121-190). Hearing this report,
Agamemnon praises Odysseus and Penelope:

07\[311-: AaspTao o, noxvunxow 061)00513

n ApoL oLV usva)m ozpem exrnow AKOITLV*

we ocyaeoa <bpsvz—:g noav auuuow [Inveromein,
KovpT) ’IKaptou W €D ueuvnr O@ucnoc;,
av?)pog 1<01>p161013 TG 01 KAEOC O TOT OAEITCR
n¢ apsrng, Tev’éovm o} smxeowomw am?mv
aBavaror xopieooav exedpovt [leveromeln.

49 E.g. 0275-8 (Athene-Mentes’ advice to Telemachos), $113-4 (Antinoos), 016-9 (a

dream sent to Telemachos by Athene).
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ovY wc_; Tvvf)apeov KOUpT] KOKQ unoaro epya
Kovp1610v KTELVOO &t TOOLV owyspn O T’ a016n

Eooetr &’ avBpwmrovc, xoo\evmv OE TE d)n UtV OO0
OnAvtépnot yovan &, xon 1 k" edepydc gnowv (w192-202).

Here again, Agamemnon utters praise of Penelope in contrast to
Klytaimestra, but this time he does not add any of the reservations which
we saw in his advice to Odysseus in the first Nekyia.

Since this praise of Penelope is a reaction to Amphimedon’s
preceding speech, it should be seen in connection with the description of
her deeds by Amphimedon. Amphimedon begins his speech with an
account of Penelope’s trick involving the web (1129-148), and goes on to
describe events in Ithaka after Odysseus’ arrival which led to the murder
of the suitors (w149-190).

Notably, Amphimedon states at the beginning of his account of the
events in Ithaka that Penelope devised death for the suitors:

n 0’ oUT NpVEITO oruyepov yauov oUTE TEAEDTAL,
muv d)paCousvn Bowou'ov Kou KNpO uEA Cavery,
OAA G BOAOV TEVD HANOV EVI dpeot pepunpife (w126-8).

Amphimedon thinks that while Penelope’s expressed attitude towards her
remarriage was indeterminate, she was actually contemplating the
murder of the suitors.50 He goes on to state that in addition to this
indeterminate attitude, Penelope devised another trick (86hov T6vd &AooV
(w128)). This second d6roc refers to the trick involving the web which
Amphimedon is going to recount ( w129fF.).

A similar expression was used when Antinoos described the same
trick in book 2:

Jmtvrag HEV P’ EATEL Kou umo)(sroa avOpL EKACTW,
ayyz—:)uag erouswa voog 6& ot A QL usvowa
1 O dOAOV TOVD' GANOV EVi dpeot pepuripiée (B91-3).

The first two lines refer to Penelope’s indeterminacy about her

remarriage: her false promises which kept the suitors hopeful while she

50 Cf. Felson-Rubin 1994, pp.104-7.
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had other intentions. The third line is almost identical to w128 except for
the beginning of the verse (fj 8 — dAAQ), and the same expression d6Aov
TOVd' &Ahov refers to the trick of the web. Comparison between the above
two passages makes it clear that Amphimedon’s view of Penelope’s
indeterminacy is different from Antinoos’ view in that he now, after the
massacre of the suitors, sees a murderous intention behind Penelope’s
attitude which Antinoos did not perceive. As we will see below,
Amphimedon’s view of Penelope is reflected in his following account of the
events on Ithaka.

There are two other accounts of Penelope’s weaving trick in the
Odyssey. One is told by Antinoos (f93-110), and the other by Penelope
herself (1139-156). It has been pointed out that some minor differences
between the three accounts reflect the intentions of each speaker to justify
himself or herself.51 Amphimedon’s version of the story contains a
peculiar detail about the completed web not found in the other two
accounts:

evd’ N dapog Ede1ev, brivaca péyav 10TV,
n}\uvao 1187\10) EVOALYKIOV na cehnvn,

Kou rore 611 p’ Oéucma KakO¢ mobev Ayaye dodpwv
aypod en’ Eoxan v, 6t dpara voie ocvpubtne (w147-150).

With this description of the splendid web, the moment of its completion is
emphasized. It was a crucial moment for the fate of the suitors, since at
this very moment Odysseus, the bringer of death to them, landed on the
island of Ithaka. The impressive description of the completed web
accentuates the significance of the moment.

The synchronism of the completion of the web and Odysseus’
landing is one of the points which are criticized by those who think the
last part of the Odyssey is a later addition by a different poet.52 They

51 Heubeck in Russo, Ferndndez-Galiano and Heubeck 1992, ad w128-46.

52 E.g. Page 1955, pp.120-1.
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claim that the completion of the web is regarded as occurring some time
before the point of time at which the Odyssey starts. Wender, however,
observes53 that the period during which the suitors have courted Penelope
is at B89-90 said to be three years, which coincides with the period of
Penelope’s weaving stated at »v140-2. So there is not necessarily a real
contradiction: the number of days since the meeting of the Olympian gods
in book 1 may be negligible compared to three years. One should,
however, note that the simultaneity of the completion of the web and
Odysseus’ return is not emphasized elsewhere in the epic.54
In Amphimedon’s description of events after Odysseus’ return

(w149-190), there is another peculiar detail. Amphimedon says that
Odysseus ordered Penelope to set up the contest of the bow to occasion the
massacre of the suitors:

QUTAP O TV GAOXOV TOAVKEPDI NV Gvwye

T0&0V pvnoTipecct Bépev moAdy Te Gidnpov,

MV odvopdporotv aEBAa kol pSvov dpxiv (wl67-9).
This assumption of a plan shared between Odysseus and Penelope to
massacre the suitors obviously contradicts the actual course of events in
the Odyssey, because Penelope has not yet recognized her husband at the
time of the contest.55 In the Odyssey, the murder of the suitors at the
contest of the bow was planned and carried out exclusively by Odysseus,
Telemachos, Eumaios, and Philoitios. Penelope has not been told

anything about the plan to massacre the suitors. Amphimedon, however,

53 Wender 1978, p.34.

54 It may be possible that there was a version of the story of Odysseus in which the
hero returns at the same time as Penelope completes the web, as Woodhouse 1930, pp.66-
71 suggests. The poet may have utilized this version in Amphimedon’s speech to achieve
the effect which we will discuss below.

55 For the view that Penelope recognized Odysseus in book 19, see note 48 above.
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sees things differently. For him, Penelope knowingly participated in the
massacre by setting up the archery contest.56

Amphimedon’s assumption of a consultation between Penelope and
Odysseus about the massacre before the contest accords with his
statement earlier in the same speech that Penelope was devising death for
the suitors (w127). One should also note that Amphimedon’s emphasis on
the simultaneity of the completion of the web and Odysseus’ return
contributes further to the characterization of Penelope as a contriver of
the suitor’s deaths. According to Amphimedon’s view of the course of
events, Penelope’s 30Ao¢ concerning the web and the return of Odysseus
are chronologically juxtaposed. The implication of this chronology is that
the d0Aog is seen as a means of prolonging the courtship of the suitors
until the killer arrives in Ithaka. Thus, for Amphimedon, the trick of the
web was part of Penelope’s scheme to achieve the massacre of the suitors.
Thus Amphimedon depicts Penelope as a woman of extreme cunning, and
narrates the events in Ithaka according to this view.

As we have seen above, Agamemnon’s praise of Penelope (10192-202)
is uttered in response to Amphimedon’s depiction of Penelope as a woman
of supreme d6rog. It should be noted that Klytaimestra too is associated
with 30Aog in the Odyssey.57 Thus Agamemnon makes a contrast between
two women, both of whom are associated with déroc. Klytaimestra and
Penelope (at least in the report of Amphimedon) are similar in that both
contrived murder, but there is a crucial difference between them: Penelope
used her d0Aoc against her husband’s enemies, while Klytaimestra used

her d6ho¢ against her own husband. This difference in the use of d6Aoc

56 Felson-Rubin 1994, p.105, with p.175, n.23.
57 Y 234-5 ¢ Ayapéuvov / wAed’ b’ AlyioBoio d6Aw kot fig dAGxot10. ; B 91-2 TELWG

uor aderdeov GAANoG Emedve, / AaBpn), avwroTi, BGAw ovropévng drdxoto.
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reflects the fact that Penelope remained on the side of her husband even
though he had not returned ten years after the war, while Klytaimestra
shifted her loyalty to the side of her husband’s enemy though he returned
immediately after the war. This crucial difference between the two
women of d0Aoc is stressed in Agamemnon’s speech: Penelope
remembered her husband (¢ €0 péuvnt’ 'Odvofoc, / &vdpdC KOVPLSiOV
(0195-6)), but Klytaimestra killed hers (xovpidiov x1eivao o 76o1v (0200)).
The use of the word xoVp1dioc twice in close succession brings out the

difference in the two women’s allegiance to their husbands.

5 Conclusion

Agamemnon’s praise of Penelope is his final judgement on her
merit, which he left open in the first Nekyia.58 In book 11, Agamemnon
was aware of the danger that even the prudent Penelope might betray her
husband. In book 24, he discovers that Penelope did not become like
Klytaimestra. This development in the comparisons of Penelope and
Klytaimestra in the two Nekyiai should be seen in the light of the use of
the Oresteia story through the Odyssey.

Similarity between the Oresteia story and the Odyssey is
emphasized in the first half of the epic. When the Oresteia story is
alluded to by Zeus in the first scene after the proem of the Odyssey, the
god presents Orestes’ vengeance on Aigisthos as a common pattern of the
destruction of human beings through their own folly. Throughout the
Telemacheia, Orestes is presented as the model of a virtuous son whom
Telemachos should emulate. Various correspondences between the
Oresteia story and the present situation in Ithaka are pointed out in the

speeches of Nestor and Menelaos. In the first Nekyia, Agamemnon’s

58 Wender 1978, p.41.
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advice to Odysseus shows that there is a danger of Odysseus’ meeting his
end on his return home like Agamemnon. On the other hand, the second
half of the Odyssey shows a movement away from the pattern of the
Oresteia story. When Odysseus realizes that he has landed on Ithaka and
has the goddess Athene as his protector, he utters a speech of relief that
he avoided the initial danger of death, exactly like Agamemnon who did
not know of the presence of his enemies and was killed immediately after
his homecoming. But the danger for Odysseus still remains. Books 13-22
describes how Odysseus eliminates his enemies and reestablishes himself
in his home country, which Agamemnon signally failed to do. This process
is reported to Agamemnon by Amphimedon, who adds his own view
regarding Penelope’s role. This account elicits Agamemnon’s praise of
Penelope which confirms that she turned out to be the opposite of
Klytaimestra. With this praise of Penelope, the Odyssey’s movement away
from the pattern of the Oresteia story is complete.

In this context, Agamemnon’s reference to songs in his comparison
of Penelope and Klytaimestra is significant. He says that Penelope’s fame
will never cease and the immortals will make a delightful song for her:

i TG 01 KAEOG O MOT' OAEITCA

nc &pethc, TevEovor d' emxBoviotarv aodnv

aBavaror xapieooav exéppovi [Inveromein (w196-8).
In contrast, Klytaimestra’s song will be a hateful one which will continue
to bring ill repute to womenkind in general:

oTLYEPT OE T (O1dN

E00eT £ @vOpWIOLC, XOAERTV OE TE PRULY OTACTEL

OnAvtépnot yovaa i, kot 1 k' gvepyog énotv (w200-2).
The present Odyssey is, of course, an example of song concerning
Penelope. The Odyssey starts off as a story in many respects similar to
the story of Agamemnon’s return, but in crucial aspects it diverts its

course from the pattern of the Mykenaian story. The returning hero is not

killed, but he behaves cautiously in his homeland and successfully kills
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his enemies. The son of the hero accomplishes the act of vengeance not for
the dead father, but in collaboration with him. And above all, the wife
remains faithful to her husband until his return (and, in Amphimedon’s
view, she devises the 86Ao¢ of death against her husband’s enemies, not
against her husband). These crucial divergences make the Odyssey a
great epic in contrast to the famous story about Agamemnon’s family. The
poet’s own commendation of the Odyssey is pronounced through

Agamemnon’s mention of the future songs about the two women.
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Chapter 6

THE WOODEN HORSE AND
OTHER EVENTS IN THE TROJAN WAR

1 Introduction

In the last chapter, we discussed the use of the stories of the Greek
heroes’ nostoi from Troy, especially the story of Agamemnon’s home-
coming. The characters of the Odyssey also tell stories of events in the
Trojan War itself. The subjects of these stories include the Wooden Horse,
Odysseus’ spying mission to Troy, the quarrel between Odysseus and
Achilleus, the death of Ajax, and the death and burial of Achilleus.

These events, except for the quarrel between Odysseus and
Achilleus, belong to the last stage of the Trojan War, after the narrative of
the Iliad ends. It is noteworthy that the Odyssey never explicitly refers to
the events narrated in the Iliad. It has therefore been suggested that the
poet of the Odyssey had the intention of avoiding overlapping with the
Iliad in its references to the war, even though one can find numerous
instances of subtle allusions to the Iliad.! Thus, by incorporating stories of
the events of the last stage of the Trojan War, the Odyssey supplements
the Iliad’s account of the war without any overlapping.

It should also be noted that the position of the stories of the events
of the Trojan war within the structure of the Odyssey shows a similar
pattern to that of the stories of the nostoi. As the story of the revenge
taken by Orestes is repeatedly told before and during Telemachos’ journey
to the Peloponnese, and stories of other heroes’ return are also told at
Pylos and Sparta, the stories of Odysseus’ spying mission to Troy and of

the Wooden Horse are told when Telemachos visits Sparta. In the two

1 Cf, Monro 1901, p.325.
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Nekyiai (A, w), where the story of Agamemnon’s death is told by the shade
of Agamemnon himself (AM05-461, ©199-202), the episodes of the Wooden
Horse (A505-537), Ajax’s death (A543-565), and Achilleus’ death (w36-94)
are mentioned. Only in 6, where the story of Odysseus’ quarrel with
Achilleus and the story of the Wooden Horse are sung by Demodokos, is
there no mention of Agamemnon’s nostos. But one should note that the
songs of Demodokos precede Odysseus’ long account of the adventures
within his own nostos. Telemachos’ journey to the Peloponnese, where he
meets the heroes who came back from Troy and are still living, the two
Nekyiai, where the words of the shades of the deceased heroes are
recounted, and the scene in Alkinoos’ palace where stories are told by
Demodokos and Odysseus, are the passages in the Odyssey which look
back to past events in the Trojan war and its aftermath.

Since, as we have seen in the previous chapter, the stories of the
nostoi of Agamemnon and other heroes fulfil important functions in each
context within the structure of the Odyssey, we should also pay attention
to the function of the stories of the Wooden Horse and other episodes from
the Trojan War, with regard not only to their immediate contexts but also

to the structure of the epic.

2 Helen and Menelaos’ Stories at Sparta
(a) Odysseus’ Spying Mission to Troy (0244-264)

Helen’s account of Odysseus’ spying mission to Troy begins with a
detailed description of his disguise (3244-250). Odysseus changed his
appearance by flogging himself (or having himself flogged), and putting
rags around his shoulders (5244-5). Furthermore, he behaved like a

150



Chapter 6

beggar (8€x1nc).2 This initial emphasis on Odysseus’ disguise leads to the
scene of Helen’s encounter with Odysseus (08250-6). He deceived all the
Trojans, and Helen alone recognized Odysseus’ true identity despite his
disguise.3

Andersen points out that Helen’s report of her encounter with
Odysseus resembles the situation in Ithaka.4 Odysseus is also disguised
as a beggar in Ithaka. More specifically, Helen’s act of washing Odysseus
(0252) reminds us of Eurykleia’s act of washing Odysseus’ feet (1386-392,
467-475). It is at this moment that Eurykleia recognizes Odysseus’ true
identity. Moreover, Helen’s interview with Odysseus and his cunning
escape from answering the questions (5251) corresponds to the meeting of
Penelope and Odysseus in book 19, where Penelope suspects that the
stranger might be her husband, but Odysseus avoids the revelation of his

identity by telling a false story.

2 The word 3x1ng, which is not attested elsewhere, is regarded as a derivative of
déxouan (Ion., Aeol., Cret. déxopon) meaning ‘a beggar’, cf. LfrgE, s.v. d¥éxtng, AéxTng.
Schol. HMQT ad 5248 report that Aristarchos took this view. But the same scholia state
that a certain Aéxtng appears in the Epic Cycle (Davies, EGF, p.76, fr.7). Thus some
modern scholars (including von der Miihll) deem the word a proper noun. But if it is a
proper noun, the following relative clause (6c . . . 'Axat@v) is difficult to understand, cf. S.
West 1988, ad loc. Stanford 1959, ad 5245 claims that oikfji ‘slave’ (3245) is incompatible
with %«xtn. But the expression o0ikfi €é01ku) is a comparison applied to the physical
appearance of the flogged skin and the tattered clothes, whereas déxtn refers to the act of
begging in Troy.

3 Toiov €0vro (3250) means ‘even though he was in such a disguise’, cf. Ameis-
Hentze, ad 5250.

4 Andersen 1977, p.9.
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Helen ends her account with a favourable presentation of her past
actions. Odysseus killed many Trojans before he went back to the Greek
camp with much information (8257-8). So all the other Trojan women
wailed, but Helen was glad in her heart because she was looking forward
to returning home (3259-261). The antithesis between Helen and the other
Trojans also appears at 5249-250. In that passage, the keen eyes of Helen,
who perceived Odysseus’ identity despite his disguise, are emphasized in
contrast with the Trojans who were deceived. The antithesis between the
sorrow of the Trojan women and the joy of Helen at 5259-261 emphasizes
that Helen did not have sympathy for the Trojans, but was already hoping
to return home. She further claims that she lamented the &rn which
Aphrodite sent upon her when she left her family.5 She adds at the end
that her husband lacks nothing in respect of both mind and appearance:
oV TEL devouevov, oUT ap Ppévag ovte T €1d0¢ (3264). Thus Helen claims
towards the end of her speech that she wanted to come home, regretted
her elopement, which she claims to have been prompted by a goddess, and

that she admires her husband.

(b) The Wooden Horse (8266-289)

Following Helen’s account of Odysseus’ prowess when he secretly
entered Troy, Menelaos tells the story of another deed of prowess on
Odysseus’ part: the Wooden Horse.

He begins his speech with the comment that Helen’s account was
seemly, ‘kata poipav’ (8266). It should be noted that Menelaos repeatedly
uses the second person singular referring to Helen throughout his story:

Eermec (266), AAOec . . . oV . .. 0 (274), mepiomi&ac (277), ovopalec (278),

5 Likewise Agamemnon blames the gods (Zeus, Moira, and Erinys) who sent atn to

him when he expresses his regret over his folly in taking away Achilleus’ yépag (T86-9).
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efonoag (281), of (286), oe (289). Thus Menelaos’ speech is formally
directed to Helen.

Helen also features prominently in the story. She came to the
Wooden Horse in which Odysseus, Menelaos, Diomedes and other Greek
heroes were hiding. She called the names of the Greek soldiers, imitating
their wives’ voices (3278-9). By so doing, Helen endangered the lives of the
Greek men inside the Wooden Horse, because an impulse either to go out
or to answer the call of Helen seized Diomedes and Menelaos. They were
checked by Odysseus, and the other Greeks also kept silence. Only
Antiklos was about to respond to Helen’s call, so that Odysseus had to put
a hand over his mouth to prevent him (3286-9). If Odysseus had not
prevented these men from responding to Helen, the presence of the Greek
soldiers in the Wooden Horse would have been revealed to Deiphobos who
was following Helen (3276), and all of them would have been killed.

Menelaos surmises that Helen received a command from a dot pwv,
who wished to give glory to the Trojans, when she visited the Wooden
Horse (3274-5).6 He is apparently unable to understand why Helen acted
in such a way as to endanger the Greeks in the Wooden Horse. Helen said
that Odysseus told her the whole plan of the Achaians: UOL TAVTO VOOV
Karerelev 'Axon®dv” (8256). So it is quite likely that she knew of the ruse
of the Wooden Horse. Did she intentionally try to reveal the presence of
the Greek soldiers to Deiphobos? Even if it were possible to suppose that
Helen did not recognize the presence of Deiphobos or of any other
Trojans,” still her act is extremely dangerous to the Greeks. The picture of
a Helen who behaved irrationally and endangered the Greek soldiers

undermines Helen’s favourable depiction of herself as a woman who kept

6 ‘ EueAne’ (3274) expresses a probability in the past, ¢f. LSJ, s.v. ‘UMW’ I, b.

7 Erbse 1995, pp.5-6.
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the secret of Odysseus’ identity and whose sympathy was already on the
Greek side. Menelaos’ conjecture of the workings of a daipwv behind
Helen’s inscrutable behaviour may be an ironical echo of Helen’s
attribution of the cause of her elopement to Aphrodite at 5261-2.8

The mention of Deiphobos’ name at 9276 is an obvious correction of
Helen’s too favourable self-portrait.9 In her speech, she perhaps tactfully
avoids mentioning the name of Paris, the man with whom she fell in love,
when she speaks of her departure from home (38262-4), nor does she
mention her marital status after Paris’ death. But in the Little Iliad, she
became Deiphobos’ wife after Paris’ death.10 If this tradition was known
at the time of the Odyssey 11 the reference to Deiphobos’ name reminds
the audience that Helen in fact married again after the death of her lover.

Let us turn to the depiction of Odysseus in Menelaos’ account of the
Wooden Horse. Odysseus steadfastly resisted the temptation to respond to
Helen’s mimicry of the voices of the wives of the Greeks, while others were
easily tempted. This steadfastness of Odysseus is vividly emphasized by
the description of his seizing Antiklos’ mouth. Andersen again points out
that the supposed wives’ voices calling to their husbands hiding in the
Wooden Horse foreshadow Penelope’s interview with the disguised
Odysseus.12 The disguised Odysseus steadfastly refrains from revealing
his identity in front of his wife in book 19. Andersen also points out that

8 Schmiel 1972, p.469.

9 Olson 1989, p.393.

10 Proclus’ summary of the Little Iliad (Davies EGF', p.52,1.11/ Bernabé PEG, p.74,
1.10).

11 Cf. S.West ad 5276 and Hainsworth ad 6517 in Heubeck, West & Hainsworth
1988.

12 Andersen 1977, pp.10-11.
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Odysseus’ act of seizing Antiklos’ mouth foreshadows his act of seizing
Eurykleia’s mouth when she recognizes his scar and is about to reveal his

identity to Penelope (1476-481).13

(¢c) The Function of the Two Stories

The similarities of Helen’s story and Menelaos’ story are
conspicuous. Odysseus’ concealment of his identity is the central theme in
both stories: he conceals his identity by disguise in Helen’s story (cf.
KkatoxkpvnTwy (0247) ) and he is literally concealed in the Wooden Horse
with others. It should also be noted that Helen plays prominent roles in
both stories, and her roles in them are similar in that she tries to reveal
the hidden man (or men). Thus both of these two stories have two foci:
Odysseus and Helen.

In respect of the representation of Helen in these stories, the story
of Menelaos seems to be a subtle and masked counter-argument to Helen’s
self-portrait, as we have seen above. In her own story, Helen was glad to
see the success of Odysseus’ mission. She further claims that, already
before the sack of Troy, she was repentant of her former folly and was
hoping to return to Menelaos. Menelaos, on the other hand, reveals the
mysterious act on her part which nearly jeopardized the ruse of the
Wooden Horse. He may also be hinting at Helen’s second marriage in Troy
in spite of her alleged repentance. One should also recall that Menelaos
uses second person singular references to Helen throughout his story,
which may well be embarrassing for her to listen to.

The composition of the Spartan scene should be taken into account
in connection with Menelaos’ implied criticism of Helen. The scene begins

with the double wedding feast of Menelaos’ son and daughter (52-14). The

13 Andersen 1977, p.12.
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son, Megapenthes, was not born of Helen, but of a slave woman, because
the gods did not allow children to Helen after she bore Hermione (311-4).
This detail may remind the audience of the long separation of Helen from
Menelaos. The name MeyoamévBnc (Great-Grief) seems to be a ‘speaking
name’ pointing to his father’s grief.14 Menelaos incidentally mentions the
hardships during his journey home in his words to Eteoneus:

1 HEV 3N va Egrviia TOAA O daty GVTEC

AWV avOpwTTwy dedp’ 1x0ued’, off k€ Mot Zevc

g€omow mep Tavon nivog (333-5).
When Menelaos mentions Odysseus’ hardships and deplores the fact that
his whereabouts are unknown (0104-112), Telemachos utters a lament
(3114-6). After Helen enters the scene (8121-137) and Telemachos’ identity
is revealed (3156-167), Helen, Telemachos, Menelaos and Peisistratos
lament together (0183-8). Peisistratos’ speech at ©190-202 includes a
reference to the death of Antilochos (08199-202). This accumulation of
references to hardship and grief sets the tone of the Sparta scene which is
very different from that of the Pylos scene.1® This accumulation is all the
more remarkable if one recalls that the cause of all the woes, Helen, is
present in this scene.

Helen dispels the grief with a magic drug (8219-233). By doing so,
she tries to cheer up the gloomy atmosphere at the meal. But at the same
time she drives away the sorrow caused by the memory of hardships of
which she herself was the ultimate cause. It is true that Helen expresses

her regret at her former misconduct (3 261), but one should note that the

14 Other ‘speaking names’ referring to one’s father include Tnie-uoyog (far-fighter),

‘Aotv—avaf (King of the city, cf. Z403), Evpv-ooaxng (Broad-Shield). For further

instances, cf. von Kamptz 1982, pp.31-2.

15 For similarity and contrast between the Pylos scene and the Sparta scene, cf.

Dimock 1989, p.46-7.

156



Chapter 6

tone is very different from the expression of her regret in Iliad 3. There
she says to Priam:

w¢ dderev BavoaTdc por adelv xaxoc, OTroTE dedpo

V1€l 0 ETOuNV, OGA oV yvwtovg TE Moo ™

TOADA Te TNAVYETNV KA1 OUNALKINY EPATEIVAV.

OAAAL TAL Y OUK EYEVOVTO® TO KO kAodovoa tétnka ([173-6).
And it is Priam who blames the gods, instead of Helen, for the war

surrounding Troy:

oV 11 pot catin €0ot, Oeol vO por ciTiol €io1v,
o1 pot epwpuno oy TOAEHoV TOAVdaKpLV Axou®dv (I'164-5).

In Odyssey 4, on the other hand, Helen herself puts the blame for her
elopement on a goddess (8261-2). This excuse for her own past folly after
the accumulation of references to the sufferings of the Trojan war seems to
prepare for the masked criticism of Helen in Menelaos’ story.

Let us turn to the representation of Odysseus, the other focus of the
stories told by Helen and Menelaos. Telemachos sets out on a journey to
Pylos and Sparta to hear news about Odysseus. These two stories are, in
fact, the only accounts of Odysseus’ heroic actions during the Trojan war
which Telemachos hears during his journey. After the two stories about
his father, Telemachos comments:

'ATpeidn Mevérae droTpedec, OpXOWUE AaDV,

dAyiov: oD yap ot T1 TO y' fipkede Avypov OAeBpov,

o0d’ €1 o1 kpodin ye c1dnpén Evdodev nev (B3 291-3).
This comment reveals that Telemachos discerns certain qualities of his
father (16 (3292)) or the great steadfastness of his spirit (kpadin 01dnpén
(5293) ) in the stories. Odysseus’ prowess as revealed in the two stories
includes the typical heroic behaviour of harming enemies (3 257) and

helping friends (d 288), but the most emphasized quality of Odysseus in

both stories is his ability to survive dangerous situations by concealing his

identity.
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Odysseus’ secret identity is an important and recurring motif in the
Odyssey .16 ITn Polyphemos’ cave, Odysseus tells his false name Ovticto the
Cyclops, concealing his true identity (1 366). On the island of Ogygie,
Odysseus is concealed from the world for many years by Kalypso
(Concealer). After Odysseus returns to Ithaka, he disguises himself as a
wandering beggar. Thus this motif plays an important role in both
Odysseus’ nostos and his revenge, two of the three main component parts
of the Odyssey. Through the use of the motif of the concealment of
Odysseus’ identity in the stories told by Helen and Menelaos in Odyssey 4,
a foreshadowing of this important motif is incorporated in the other main
component part of the epic, the Telemacheia. Moreover, it is not, perhaps,
a mere coincidence that the specific prefigurations of the scenes in Ithaka
(the questioning and washing of the disguised Odysseus, Odysseus’ seizing
of someone else’s mouth) are included in the stories told to Telemachos,
who confirms his identity as the son of Odysseus during his journey to the
Peloponnese and prepares himself for facing the troubles at home. The
image of the disguised Odysseus impressed on Telemachos through the
stories of Helen and Menelaos during this journey, foreshadows the
disguised figure of Odysseus with whom Telemachos collaborates against

the suitors.

38 Demodokos’ Songs in 0
Demodokos performs three songs in book 8. The subjects of the first
and the third songs are taken from the Trojan War, and Odysseus
features prominently in both. The subject of the second song, on the other
hand, is a comical scene among the Olympian gods. Odysseus’ reactions to

the three songs are carefully described. He cries after listening to the first

16 Cf. Murnaghan 1987, pp.3-19.
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and the third songs but enjoys the second, whereas the Phaiakians enjoy
all three of them. Thus Demodokos’ songs are directly connected to the
portrayal of Odysseus in book 8.

It should be noted that Odysseus’ identity receives special attention
in books 7 and 8. At the beginning of book 7, where Odysseus is about to
enter the city of King Alkinoos, Athene pours mist around him so that no
one scoffs at him or asks who he is (£€epém0’ 6Ticein (n17)). At n199-206,
Alkinoos wonders whether the stranger (Odysseus) is a god or a man.17 In
reply, Odysseus states only that he is a mortal man, not at all like an
immortal god, without revealing his identity (n208-214). Odysseus
himself poses the question “Are you a goddess or a mortal?” (Bedc vO TIC A
Bpotéc Eoor; ({149)) to Nausikaa in book 6. In her reply, Nausikaa states
that she is a daughter of King Alkinoos (6196), which shows that she is
not a goddess. Likewise, when Glaukos is asked whether he is a god or a
man in Iliad 6 (Z123-143), he understands that the question is about his
yever; (tin yevenv epeeiveig; (Z145)), and lists his forefathers, starting from
Sisyphos and continuing on to Hippolochos who begot Glaukos himself

17 Alkinoos refers to the stranger’s homeland at n193-6, and to his birth at n198.
Besslich 1966, pp.42-3 rightly sees in this speech an implied interest in the stranger’s
homeland and identity. What hinders Alkinoos from asking the stranger’s identity
directly is perhaps the consideration that a host should not ask an unknown guest’s
name until a meal is finished (The meal finishes at n228-232). Cf. vbv BN KAAAOV E0TL
LETOAAfoou Kol EpéaBan / Eeivoug, of TIvEG ELaTY, gnet Tapmnoav edwdAg (y 69-70); oitov 6
SmrrecBov kol Yaipetov: avtap Emeita/ deimvov Taoo auévw e1pnooued’ ol Tivég EaTov /

Svdpav (B 60-2), also a123-4 and £45-7. Cf. Garvie 1994, ad n 166.
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(£152-211).18 But in Odyssey 7, instead of revealing his parents or his
genealogy, Odysseus refers to his miserable suffering to show that he is
not an immortal god. He claims that in respect of his hardship he is
comparable to those who suffered most among mortal men (n211-4). He
also states that all his hardship was caused by the will of the gods (Be®v
16T (n214)).19 After the meal is finished (n232), Arete, who has noticed
that the clothes the stranger is wearing are the ones Arete herself made
with her maids (n234-5), asks at n237-9 who he is:

EElve, TO UEV OE TPRTOV EYWV e1priooucn avTh”

TI¢ TO0EV €1¢ avdp@V; TiC TO1 TGDE ElpaT’ EDWKEV;

oV dn dN¢ em TOVTOV OAWUEVOC EVOED 1x€cOcu;
But surprisingly, Odysseus does not reveal his identity. Arete is asking
him three questions: (1) Who are you and where are you from? (2) Who

gave these clothes to you?20 (3) Did you come here wandering over the

sea??l In his reply to these questions, Odysseus first describes his

18 See Chapter 2. In the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite, Aphrodite, who is disguised
as a mortal girl, is asked a similar question and names Otreus as her father in order to
prove that she is not a goddess (11. 108-112).

19 QOdysseus entreats Alkinoos in the latter part of his speech to give him a meal and to
send him back to his homeland (n215-225). In this part, too, Odysseus’ hardship and
sorrow are frequently referred to: xndouevov (215), mévBog (219), 600’ Emadov (221),
dvotnvov (223), modha maBovra (224).

20 Tic T6Bev ic avdp&v occurs once in the Iliad ($150) and seven times in the
Odyssey (0170, n238, k325, £187, 0268, 71105, w298). In the Odyssey, this expression is
always followed by w661 To1 méAig e Tokfiec, except here (n238). Arete’s motherly care
for the clothes is expressed by this modification of the formulaic line.

21 ¢ric (present) is preferable to another MS reading ¢fi¢ (imperfect), because
Odysseus has not yet mentioned his wanderings over the sea. At 1152, he has only said

that he is away from his ¢iror. Cf. Garvie 1994, ad n239.
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wanderings from the island of Kalypso to Scheria (n241-289). This
confirms Arete’s assumption that he has arrived at Scheria after
wandering over the sea. At the end of this account, he tells how he met
Nausikaa, who gave him the clothes. Thus Odysseus’ speech contains
answers to Arete’s questions (3) and (2). Then Odysseus ends his speech
with this remark: Tadtd 101, dyxvouevog mep, cAnBeinv katéreia (1297),22
leaving the first question of Arete unanswered.23 At the beginning of book
8, we are reminded of the fact that Odysseus’ identity and homeland have
not been revealed by Alkinoos’ speech to the Phaiakians who gather at the
King’s palace next morning24:

Eewog 06 OUK 016 oc TiG, OADUEVOCTKET EHOV DD,
ne npog nouov il eomptwv ow()pwarwv
Toumnv O’ OTPVVEL KAl Mioageton Eumedov eivar (028-30).

The suspense about the stranger’s identity is enhanced by the mention of
woumn, because Alkinoos needs to know his guest’s homeland in order to
send him there.
At the end of book 8, Alkinoos inquires about Odysseus’ name and

his homeland:

T vOV undE v keDOE voruaot KepdoAEoratv,

OTT1 k€ 0’ elpwpon’ $aoBou O o KAAMOY EOTIV.

gim’ ovou’, 0TTL 0€ KEIO KAAEOV PATNP TE TATAP TE,

OAAO1 0 01 KATOL AOTL KOl Ol TEPIVAIETAOVO1V.

OV UEV YO TIC TAUTOV OVWOVOUOC ECT avOpwiwv,

0V KKOC OUOE HEV E0ONAC, EMNV TX TPRT YEVNTA,

22 A similar expression (TadT& TO1 dxvouévn mep aAnBEa Tavt’ ayopedw) ends a
speech at Homeric Hymn to Demeter 433.

23 Besslich 1966, pp.62-3 observes that the situation is not appropriate for Odysseus
to tell his identity: (1) Arete is suspicious of Odysseus’ possession of the clothes she is
familiar with, and (2) there is nothing which would prove or suggest that he is a famous
hero who fought at Troy. If he says ‘eip’ 'Odvoevg AaepTiadnc in this situation, there is a
danger that he be taken for a liar or a megalomaniac.

24 Cf. Besslich 1966, p.67.
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OAN’ Em WAoo TiBevTon, EEL KE TEKWO1, TOKNEG.

§ur2-: BE pot yoli &v te TENV dARUOV TE TOALV TE,

Oppa 0 TH TEUTWO1 TITVOKONEVOL Ppeat vieg (0548-556).
The expression “So this time (vbv), do not conceal anything with your
cunning intentions (548)” shows that, in Alkinoos’ view, the stranger has
so far cunningly evaded disclosure of his identity.25 This time, however,

Odysseus is willing to reveal who he is:

ety 'Odvoedg AcepTIAdNC, 0C TRO1 DOAOLO1V
avOpwmo101 UEAW, Kod HEL KAEOC oVpavov 1ket (119-20).

And he goes on to tell a long tale of his adventures that occupies books 9 to
12. With this long awaited revelation, the recurring motif of his concealed
identity finally comes to an end.

Not only the length of time during which Odysseus remains
nameless, but the recurrent expressions of interest (by Alkinoos and
Arete) in Odysseus’ identity, and his apparent efforts to evade the
question, give this scene a conspicuous position among other scenes where
unknown guests are received in the Odyssey.26 The postponement of the
revelation of Odysseus’ identity is an important structural element of the
Scheria scene. As we examine the function of Demodokos’ songs,
therefore, it is necessary to bear in mind that the performances of these
songs, together with other events in book 8, are placed in a context where

the question of Odysseus’ identity receives special attention.

25 Besslich 1966, pp.67-8.

26 At 1115-8, the disguised Odysseus refuses to answer Penelope’s question about
his identity (t104-5). But Penelope asks the question again at 1162, and Odysseus tells a
lying tale (1165-202), so his identity is kept in suspense for just a short period. In this
passage, Odysseus’ initial show of reluctance to reveal his identity enhances the

semblance of trustworthiness of the following tale. Cf. Besslich 1966, pp.68-9; Reece

1993, p.171.

162



Chapter 6

(a) The First Song (075-82)

The subject of the first song of Demodokos is a quarrel between
Odysseus and Achilleus. The contents of the song are summarized at 0
75-82. Though it is stated at line 74 that this episode was very popular,
there is no certain mention of the episode independent of this passage.27
Many scholars believe that it may have been invented for the context of
Odyssey 8.28 The occasion of the quarrel, 6e®v &v douti Borein (076), is
verbally echoed by dontog . . . glong/ ... doati . .. Borein (098-9). It is to be
noted that the two antagonists in this quarrel are the central heroes of the
Iliad and the Odyssey respectively. In this connection, it is significant
that this passage shows a similarity to the proem of the Iliad. Both
mention a quarrel between two eminent Greek heroes. Both refer to the
plan of Zeus, by which great sufferings were inflicted upon human beings.

Moreover, expressions like Ato¢ peydrov diax fovrag (082, cf. A5), dva€ d’

21 Von der Miihll 1976, pp.148-154 suggests that this episode was taken from the
story of a quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilleus on the island of Tenedos. This
story featured in the Kypria (Davies EGF, p.32, 11.64-7 / Bernabé PEG, p.41, 11.50-2) and
was perhaps taken up again in Sophokles’ Syndeipnoi (TrGF, frr.562-571). It is also
mentioned by Aristotle (Rhet. I1I, 1401b17-9) and others. Cf. TrGF iv, pp.425-6. Though
the quarrel is basically between Agamemnon and Achilleus, a fragment of the Syndeipnoi
(fr. 566) is from the scene of a quarrel between Achilleus and Odysseus, who supports
Agamemnon. But the difficulty of this view is that the joy of Agamemnon (077-8) seems
odd if he is personally involved in the quarrel. Cf. Marg 1956, p.19. If the song of
Demodokos was based on this story, one has to assume that Agamemnon’s involvement
in the quarrel was suppressed, perhaps in order to facilitate the detail of his joy. Nagy
1979, pp.15-65 assumes that this song refers to a lost tradition about the Trojan War in

which a rivalry between Odysseus and Achilleus was the central theme.

28 E.g. Marg 1956, Finkelberg 1987.
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avdp®v "Ayauéuvev (877, cf. A7), and InAeidew ‘Axidfoc (075, cf. AT)
resemble wordings in the proem of the Iliad.29

The cause of the quarrel between Achilleus and Odysseus is not
mentioned. But it is reasonable to assume that the basic difference of
these two heroes lies at the heart of this quarrel: Achilleus is pre-
eminently a hero of physical force, Bin or kpdroc. Odysseus, on the other
hand, is a hero of d6Aoc par excellence 30 The antithesis of d6Aoc and
kpatog (or Bin)is a recurrent motif in the Homeric epics.3!

The summary of Demodokos’ first song ends with a reference to the
suffering of the war:

TOTE YAP Pt KUALVIETO TAUATOC &PXT
Tpwoi 1e ka1 Aavaoiot A1o¢ peydrov didx Povrdc (681-2).

The particle yap at 81 indicates that this sentence explains why
Agamemnon consulted the oracle of Apollo.32 It was because the Trojan
War was about to begin. The word wfijpa is used with the verb xvAivdw
three times elsewhere in the Homeric epics.33 Here, it is mijuatoc dpxn
‘the beginning of the misery’ that was ‘rolling on’.3¢ It should also be
noted that this suffering is conceived as inflicted on both sides, Tpwoi 1e

kot Aovaoiot (082).35

29 Cf. Taplin 1990a.

30 Riiter 1969, pp.249-250 points out that the basic difference between the two
heroes can be discerned in the Iliad at I 308-313, 346-7, T216-220.

31 Cf. H142, 1408, A120.

32 Garvie 1994, ad 681-2.

33 1347, P688, f163.

34 For the use of apxn as beginning’ or ‘origin’ of suffering, cf. xaxod & dpa 01 TéreV
apxr (A604), vijog . . . apxekakovg (E62-3), 1 T’ EmAeTo veikeog apxr (X116).

35 The Sirens also sum up the whole Trojan War as toils inflicted upon both the

Greeks and the Trojans by the will of the gods (u189-90).
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The joy of Agamemnon at lines 77-8 makes a contrast with this
emphasis on suffering.36 At lines 78-80, the content of the oracle is not
given, but it seems likely that the oracle stated that when the best of the
Achaians (a&piotor 'Axon@dv) quarrelled, the Greek army would win the
war. It has been suggested that the motif of the misunderstood oracle is
employed here, i.e. the quarrel of the best of the Achaians in the oracle
refers to the quarrel between Agamemnon himself and Achilleus depicted
in the Iliad.3"7 If so, Agamemnon’s joy at the quarrel between Achilleus
and Odysseus was a vain joy. In fact he was destined to suffer with other
Greeks in consequence of his quarrel with Achilleus.

Listening to this story, Odysseus cries. His reaction is described at
lines 83-92. At 90-92, the Phaiakians’ enjoyment of the song makes a
sharp contrast with Odysseus’ sorrow. One should note the grammatical
construction employed in the two sentences at lines 87-92: 61e Afjfetev . . .,
ENEOKE KOl OMEIOQOKE. OT ... APYOLTO KO OTpOVEIQY . .. ,yodaokev. Both
of these sentences consist of a temporal clause with optative verb(s) and a
main clause with verb(s) in iterative form (-ok-). Thus Demodokos pauses
not only once but several times during his performance, and Odysseus
begins to cry and hide his face each time the singer resumes the
performance. By representing Odysseus’ act of crying in this way, the
contrast between the Phaiakians’ enjoyment and Odysseus’ sorrow is
greatly emphasized. Furthermore, the sorrow of Odysseus and the light-
heartedness of the Phaiakians are repeatedly mentioned later in this

book.38

36 Marg 1956, p.24.
37 Calhoun 1939, p.11, n.25; Marg 1956, p.24.
38 References to Odysseus’ suffering and sorrow: e.g. 0137-9 (Laodamas), 149

(Laodamas), 154-5 (Odysseus), 182-4 (Odysseus), 231-3 (Odysseus). References to the
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In connection with the first song, Odysseus’ quarrel with Euryalos
should be noted. Alkinoos, having observed his guest secretly shedding
tears (694-5), suggests to the Phaiakians that they should hold a sports
contest outside (096-103). After several events, Laodamas, a son of
Alkinoos, urges the stranger to participate in the contest (6145-151), but
Odysseus refuses (0153-7). Then Euryalos rebukes Odysseus, claiming
that he does not seem like anyone who is familiar with sports, but is
rather like a travelling trader (60159-164). Angered by these words (0178-
9, 185), Odysseus reviles Euryalos. Thus, as Odysseus quarrelled with
Achilleus in the first song of Demodokos, he is involved in a quarrel in the
land of the Phaiakians. Odysseus’ quarrel with Euryalos can be seen as a
re-enactment of his heroic past on a smaller scale.

Odysseus’ exchange with Euryalos is an important moment in book
8, because it drives Odysseus into participating in the contest, though he
was initially unwilling (6153-7). This quarrel leads to the scene in which
Odysseus proves his superiority in a sports contest (discus throw), which
is an important step before the full revelation of his identity.39 Firstly,
Odysseus’ victory in the discus throw proves that he belongs to the class of
nobles, who alone can be familiar with sports. One can discern this
recognition of Odysseus’ noble birth in Euryalos’ conciliatory gift to him
(0400-411) after the discus throw. He previously compared Odysseus to a
trader, but now gives him a precious sword, a gift suitable for a hero.40
Thus Odysseus’ victory allows a glimpse of his status. Secondly, in his

words following the discus throw, Odysseus mentions in passing his

Phaiakians’ joy and light-heartedness: e.g. 0131, 248-9 (the Phaiakians’ delight in feasts,

music, dance, clothes, warm bath and bed).

39 Odysseus’ participation in the contest is hinted at in 622-3.

40 Hohendahl-Zoetelief 1980, p.6.
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presence at the Trojan War. He boasts about his skill in archery, and
claims that only Philoktetes surpassed him in archery at Troy (6 219-220).

Odysseus’ remark on his skill in archery is further elaborated by a
reference to two eminent archers of a past generation: Herakles and
Eurytos (0223-8). Both of these two men are said to have challenged
immortal gods in archery (6225), and Eurytos’ premature death because of
divine anger is mentioned (0226-8). The death of Eurytos has a bearing on
Odysseus’ archery, because, according to the poet’s comment on Odysseus’
bow at the beginning of Odyssey 21, Eurytos bequeathed his bow to his
son, Iphitos, at his death, and later Iphitos gave it to Odysseus (¢31-3).
The detail about Eurytos connects Odysseus’ boast among the Phaiakians
to the bow he left at Ithaka, and thus Odysseus’ future activity with his

bow is foreshadowed.41

(b) The Second Song (0266-366)

In his second performance, Demodokos sings a song about Ares and
Aphrodite’s adultery and their ensuing punishment by Hephaistos (6266-
366).42 It should be noted that this sort of comical scene among the
Olympian gods is absent elsewhere from the Odyssey, whereas such
depiction of the gods is characteristic of the Iliad, for instance, the
laughter of the gods in book 1, Hera and Zeus’ bed scene in book 14, and
exchanges among gods in the Theomachia in book 21.43 Thus one catches

a glimpse of the Iliadic world of the Olympian gods in this song.

41 Clay 1983, pp.89-92.

42 Like the first song of Demodokos, there is no early Greek attestation of this story

independent of this passage.

43 Burkert 1960, pp.134-9.
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On the other hand, the subject of this song, seduction and adultery,
1s a major motif in the Odyssey.#4 The adultery of Aigisthos and
Klytaimestra is repeatedly mentioned as a sort of foil to the happier
marriage of Odysseus and Penelope. This adultery led to the murder of
Agamemnon, subsequently avenged by Orestes. At Ithaka, the suitors are
courting Penelope, and she is on the verge of accepting her new marriage
unwillingly, after means of postponing the decision have been exhausted.
The suitors will be punished with death by Odysseus and his helpers.
Paris’ seduction of Helen is also mentioned (y218-224). This adultery had
the dire consequence of the Trojan War. Thus the second song of
Demodokos takes up a serious motif in the Odyssey. At the same time, the
outcome of the adultery of Ares and Aphrodite makes a sharp contrast to
the grievous consequences of seduction and adultery in the human world.
The divine adulterers are simply freed. Ares goes to Thrace and
Aphrodite goes to Paphos (0359-363). A scene of the goddess’ adornment
and dressing concludes the song (6363-6). It has been noted that such
echoes of serious human affairs in light tones are characteristic of the
depiction of the world of gods in the Iliad 45

Another aspect of this song which is significant in the context of the
Odyssey is the emphasis on té€xvn and d0roc. In the description of the
production and setting-up of the binding threads46 (6273-282), the device
is called doAog twice (276, 282). The adulterers are caught in these

44 Marg 1956, p.22.

45 Macleod 1982, p.3.

46 Invisible binding threads also feature in the story of Hephaistos’ return to
Olympus, in which the god binds Hera on a throne with invisible threads. Alcaeus fr.349
(Lobel-Page), Plato Resp. 378d, etc. Visual representations: LIMC, s.v. ‘Hephaistos’ 113-

128. Cf. Page 1955a, pp. 258-261; Janko 1992, ad Z256-61.
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‘skilfully-made bonds’ deopoi texvrievrec (0296-7). Later Hephaistos
himself calls the device ddroc kot deoudc (0 317). Thus Hephaistos
triumphs over the adulterers with his d6Aoc and téxvn. One of the gods
who are looking at the trapped adulterers remarks that “the slow one has
overtaken the swift one, as now slow Hephaistos has caught Ares, the
swiftest of all the gods on Olympos, though he is lame, by his skills
(1Exvn01)” (0329-332). One can find a parallelism between the antagonism
of Hephaistos and Ares (and Aphrodite) and that of Odysseus and
Euryalos.4” Odysseus comments that Euryalos’ physical appearance is
distinguished, but his intellect is weak (0176-7). This reflects Hephaistos’
comments on the physical beauty of Ares (6 310) and on Aphrodite’s
physical beauty and thoughtlessness (6 320). Odysseus’ concern about his
running ability (0 230-3) echoes Hephaistos’ lameness. One may also
discern in the antagonism between Ares and Hephaistos a subtle echo of
the theme of the first song, the antagonism between the hero of xpdroc

and the hero of doAroc.

(c) The Third Song (6499-520)

Unlike the first and the second songs, Odysseus himself requests
the subject of the third song (0487-498). In his request for a new song,
Odysseus summarizes the first song of Demodokos as 'Axou®v oitov . .
600’ EpEav 1’ EmaBoV TE xou 000’ eudynoav ‘the fate of the Achaians . .
what they did, suffered and toiled’ (0489-490). Then Odysseus urges
Demodokos ‘to pass over’ (uetapnt) from the song full of sufferings to a
new topic, the Wooden Horse. He designates the subject of the next song
succinctly as inmov kdouov ... dovparéov (0492-3). The word kdopoc

seems to be employed here with a variety of connotations. The primary

47 Braswell 1982, pp.131-2.
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meaning of k0ouo¢ can be rendered as ‘the orderly or beautiful shape’ of
the Wooden Horse.48 At the same time, considering the mention of the
construction of the Horse in the following relative clause (10v 'Emei10¢
émoinoev odv "ABrvn (0493)), xéouoc may also imply the process of its
building.#® Furthermore, another relative clause attached to imrov
follows:

E:)v TOT & AKPOTOALY DOAOV iy arye Bioc ‘OdvooeDC
avdp®v eumifioog, ot p' "Iatov EEcrdmraEay (0494-5).

Here Odysseus proudly adds that he led the Wooden Horse, the d6Aoc, to
the Trojan acropolis. By this second relative clause, x6ouoc at 6492 is
given another connotation, the ‘stratagem’ of the Wooden Horse.50 From
his leading role in the enterprise of the Wooden Horse, Odysseus can be
called ‘the sacker of Troy’.51 The wording of Odysseus’ request, with its
ambiguous use of xoouoc, seems to indicate Odysseus’ desire to hear a
song concentrating on the various aspects of the Wooden Horse, especially
his own brilliant prowess as the leader of the enterprise of the Horse,
which finally brought about the destruction of Troy.

A summary of Demodokos’ song (0 499-520) follows Odysseus’
request. There are two other accounts of the Wooden Horse in the
Odyssey, one by Menelaos in book 4 (3 266-289) and the other by Odysseus
himself in the first Nekyia in book 11 (A 523-532). These two accounts
describe only the inside of the Wooden Horse. This is natural, because
both speakers, Menelaos and Odysseus, were actually hiding in the Horse.

The story of Demodokos also mentions the presence of Odysseus and other

48 Cf. LSJ, s.v. ‘kéouoc, 1, 3.
49 Cf. the use of xoopg€iv in the sense of ‘to prepare’, e.g. dépmov exdopet (n13).

50 koop€lv is regularly used in the sense of ‘marshalling’ a troop, and kooufTwp

means ‘a commander’.

51 Cf. a 2, x 230, and Odysseus’ epithet mToAimopboc.
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Greeks in the Horse (0502-3), but it mainly describes what was happening
outside the Wooden Horse while the Greek heroes were hiding in it.52 The
Trojans decided to let the Wooden Horse in as an offering to the gods,
rather than to cut it open or drop it over a cliff (6504-9). And the comment
is added: ‘because it was fate that Troy be destroyed’ (cioco ydp fv
arnoréaOou (0511)). By thus putting more weight on the description of
events outside the Wooden Horse, Demodokos’ song places a special
emphasis on the doom of the Trojans. Then Demodokos sings of the final
battle of the Trojan war (6514-520). Odysseus’ prowess is mentioned. He,
together with Menelaos, is said to have fought and won the most dreadful
fight cavotarov morepov (6519) around Deiphobos’ house.

It should be noted that a shift of emphasis is discernible between
Odysseus’ request and the actual content of the song. Odysseus asked
Demodokos to sing of ‘the xdopoc of the Wooden Horse, . . . which godlike
Odysseus led to the acropolis as a doro¢’ (6494-5). But in Demodokos’
song, it was the Trojans themselves who brought it to the acropolis (6504),
and the description of the discussion outside the Horse shows that it was
the fatal decision of the Trojans, rather than the leadership of Odysseus,
that led to the doom of Troy. Demodokos’ song places emphasis on the
suffering of the war, especially on the Trojan side. It is also to be noted
that Odysseus’ prowess in the battle around Deiphobos’ house is
associated with great hardship, as implied in the expression civérarov
mOAepov (0519).

After this song, Odysseus cries even more than he did after the
first. This time, he is said to have melted (tAixeto (0522)) in tears. And he
does not try to hide his tears. An extended simile of a captive war widow

is attached (0523-530). In this simile, the woman’s city has just been

52 Andersen 1977, p.7.
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taken by the enemies, and she is prostrate in tears on the body of her
husband who was killed defending his city and people. But the enemy
soldiers push her with spears and take her away. This is a good example
of a characteristically Odyssean use of similes.53 1In the Iliad, the
materials of similes are taken from the everyday world which has little to
do with the war depicted in the main narrative. But in this simile, the
material (the misery of a conquered city) coincides with the topic of
Demodokos’ song. In particular, the emphasis on the doom on the Trojan
side in Demodokos’ song, as we have seen above, corresponds to the
misery of the vanquished in the simile. In fact, the lamentation of the
woman in the simile represents the sorrow of the Trojan women.54

By applying this simile to describe the way in which Odysseus is
shedding tears, the lamentation of the vanquished in the Trojan war is
juxtaposed with the lamentation of the victor, who also had to suffer in
consequence of the war. In so doing, the poet indicates the vast extent of
the misery of the war which affected both sides. One should recall that
the first song of Demodokos includes an adumbration of the misery (mfjuao)
of the Trojan War at a stage even before the first actual battle began (0 81-
2). There too, the misery of the war is conceived as affecting both sides (6
82). The third song, with the simile of a captive war widow, presents a
concrete picture of the misery of the war at its culmination, which was

merely hinted at in the first song.

(d) The Significance of Demodokos’ Songs within the Odyssey
Odysseus’ identity is concealed from the Phaiakians throughout

book 8, but some hints about his heroic stature are gradually revealed to

53 Podlecki 1971; Foley 1978.

54 Macleod 1982, p.4-5.
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them, especially to Alkinoos. Odysseus’ reactions to the first and the third
songs of Demodokos hint at his personal involvement in the Trojan War.
Odysseus’ crying at the song about the Wooden Horse triggers Alkinoos’
question about his still nameless guest’s identity. By the time Alkinoos
asks this question, he has seen his guest cry during the first song, which
is also about the Trojan War, and he has heard in passing that his guest
fought at Troy (6219-220). Odysseus’ tears at the first and the third songs
show his emotional involvement in the Trojan War, and the reference to
Odysseus’ presence at the war hints at direct personal involvement.
These hints naturally lead to Alkinoos’ speculation, stated at the end of
his question about his guest’s identity:

g1me O’ O T1 KAGIELC KO o@upaou sv6061 Bvuw

Apyawv Aowamv nd’ IAiov oitov &xovwv.

1oV Ot Bg01 uav ‘rsviow enSKAmo avto O OAebpov
owepum'mg wa nm KOl E000UEVOIOTV amZ‘)n

n TiC TOU K(Xl MOC oured)()lro TA100 7rpo

E00NOC EWV, youBpoc 1 nsvﬂspog, 01 TE ua?aora
Kn6101'01 TFJ\E@OUGI ue@ oa UQ TE KO ysvoc; ADTAV,

n 7iC mov Koa aroapog avnp staploueva E10WC,

8007\0(;, E‘HEl ou uev ! Kamyvnrmo xapawv

yiveton, O¢ Kev ETALPOC Ewv memvLuéva e1df] (0577-586).

Alkinoos asks whether one of the stranger’s relatives by marriage
(youPpdc i mevBepdc) or an intimate comrade (Etaipoc) was killed at Troy.
The reference to eToipog, which is commonly applied to a comrade in the
war in the Homeric epics and especially to Odysseus’ companions in the
Odyssey 55 shows that Alkinoos is by now made to suppose that his guest
was himself at the war and had bitter experience of it. In this sense, the
third song forms a crucial step towards the revelation of Odysseus’
identity. In contrast with the occasion of Arete’s questions about his

identity at n237-9, the accumulation of hints about the stranger's status

55 Odysseus himself refers to his graipot at Troy as he passingly reveals his

participation in the Trojan War in his boast after the discus throw (6217).
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suggests that he is a man of noble birth who fought at Troy. This
situation facilitates the Phaiakians’ acceptance of Odysseus’ revelation.

In addition to this process, which leads to the revelation of
Odysseus’ identity to Alkinoos and other Phaiakians, one can discern a
process of gradual disclosure of Odysseus’ qualities at another level.56
The poet reveals various characteristics of Odysseus to the audience of the
Odyssey in book 8.

The emphasis on Odysseus’ skill in archery at 6 215-228 reveals a
distinctive feature of Odysseus’ role in Ithaka, i.e. his victory in the
contest of the bow and the ensuing slaughter of the suitors with the same
bow. In this respect, it is remarkable that Odysseus is not particularly a
hero of archery in the Iliad,57 even though he claims that he surpassed all
the Greeks at Troy except Philoktetes (0 219-220). It is symbolic that
Odysseus did not bring to Troy the bow which he had been given by
Iphitos.58 This characterization of Odysseus as a supreme archer is not
Iliadic, but particularly suits his role in the Odyssey.

d6roc is a common motif which runs through the three songs of
Demodokos. In the first song, Odysseus’ quality as a hero of d0Aoc is
hinted at in contrast to Achilleus, the hero of physical force. In the second
song, Hephaistos’ triumph over Ares, the god of superior physical force, by
means of his d6Aog, continues the motif of rivalry between a hero of doroc
and a hero of Pin in the first song. The subject of the third song is the
doroc of Odysseus which directly brought about the sack of Troy. In this

sense, too, the rivalry between Odysseus and Achilleus is relevant, since

56 Cf. Murnaghan 1987, pp.170-2.

57 Teukros and Pandaros are the heroes who are mainly associated with skill in

archery in the Iliad.

58 Cf. $38-41.
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Achilleus is conceived as the main force against the Trojans in the Iliad
whose presence is essential for the Greek side.59 Moreover, the death of
Hector at Achilleus’ hand is symbolically equated with the destruction of
Troy.50 Thus the Wooden Horse, the d0ro¢ which Odysseus led to the
Trojan acropolis (0494), shows the distinct manner in which Odysseus
conquered Troy in contrast to the manner of Achilleus, whose antagonism
towards Odysseus is mentioned in the first song.

When Odysseus finally reveals his name to the Phaiakians, he
names his d6Ao1 as the quality by which he is famous among men (119-20).
One should note that ddAoc also characterizes his future role in the
Odyssey, i.e. his disguise as a beggar and his cunning way of trapping and
killing the suitors. We have seen above that Hephaistos’ punishment of
his wife’s seducer in Demodokos’ second song shows a thematic affinity
with Odysseus’ revenge on the suitors. Moreover, the motif of d0Ao¢ in the
three songs of Demodokos, together with his claim to supreme skill in
archery (6215-8), foreshadows the role he plays in his homeland. In this
sense, not only the second song, but all three songs, prefigure Odysseus’
triumph over the suitors.

In our analysis of the three songs of Demodokos, we have also noted

another aspect of Odysseus, i.e. his suffering. Odysseus emphasizes his

59 Cf.1351-5.

60 The epithet mroAimopBoc is applied to Achilleus in the Iliad (8372, 077, $550,
0108). Cf. Shive 1987, pp.77-8, 99-100. Oka 1990 shows that the application of this
epithet to Achilleus reflects the general tone of the Iliad, in which Hektor is regarded as
the sole defender of Troy (B412-7, Z402-3, X506-7, Q725-730, etc.), therefore Achilleus,
who killed him, is seen as the conqueror of Troy. One should, however note that
Achilleus had already sacked other cities. Cf. Taplin 1986, and Proclus’ summary of the

Kypria (Davies EGF, p.32 / Bernabé PEG, p.42,1.58).
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suffering in his conversation with Alkinoos and Arete in book 7. In book 8,
the first song of Demodokos reminds Odysseus of his bitter quarrel with
Achilleus, which makes him shed tears in secret. Odysseus’ sorrow is
further emphasized in contrast to the light-heartedness of the Phaiakians.
This song also includes a foreshadowing of the suffering in the war at the
very opening stage of the Greek expedition to Troy. The third song depicts
the doom of Troy, which is the culmination of the misery of war on the
Trojan side. The simile of a captive war widow attaches a picture of the
severe fate of the vanquished side to the victor, who also had to suffer in
consequence of the war. By thus equating the misery of the vanquished
and the victor, the poet presents Odysseus as an embodiment of the total
misery of the war.

On the other hand, the comical sketch of the punishment inflicted
upon seduction and adultery among the Olympian gods presented in the
second song allows us to see human misery in the wider (Iliadic)
perspective of the contrast between gods and human beings. References to
the gods’ involvement in the misery of the Trojan War in the first and the
third songs (A10¢ peydrov dax Bovrag (082), da peyaBopov "ABnvnv (0520),
cf. also 6493) also point to this contrast. In this respect, too, the three
songs have a unified effect.

This repeated attention to human misery also seems to have a
wider implication in the Odyssey. It certainly prepares for Odysseus’
apologoi (1—11) in which his numerous hardships are recounted, but also it
foreshadows an important aspect of Odysseus’ behaviour on Ithaka. The
disguised Odysseus repeatedly tells false stories, in which he claims that
he was formerly prosperous in one way or other but has now become a
miserable wandering beggar through a change of fortune. Odysseus’
testing of the suitors and the members of his household is a process of

finding out whether any of them can show respect and sympathy to a
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person who is a victim of the transience of fortune. In this sense, he
shows distinct consciousness of the transience of human fate. This aspect
of Odysseus’ behaviour at Ithaka is prefigured by the references to the
suffering of the Trojan War, which is presented in the wider context of
human misery in general in the songs of Demodokos.

Thus, Odyssey 8, in which suspense as to Odysseus’ identity is an
important structural element, presents distinct qualities of his future role
in the Odyssey, along with the process of the gradual disclosure of his
heroic status to the Phaiakians. Odysseus is absent from the main
narrative of the first four books, so his qualities can only be hinted at
through brief references to his former deeds.61 After the description of
Odysseus’ preparation for departure from Ogygie and his subsequent
shipwreck in book 5, the poet finds an occasion to present the main hero of
the epic more fully to his audience in the Scheria scene. Odysseus’ skill in
speech is amply shown in his speech to Nausikaa ({149-185). In book 8,
he is presented as a hero of d0Aog and a supreme archer. His keen
awareness of human misery is also presented. The figure of Odysseus
with emphasis on these qualities is quite different from the figure of
Odysseus in the Iliad. In this sense, the portrayal of Odysseus in book 8
presents a particularly Odyssean Odysseus to the audience of the epic.
And the three songs of Demodokos make, each in its way, essential

contributions to illustrate these qualities of the hero of the Odyssey.

61 Cf. o 253-266 (Odysseus as an archer), 8106-7 (his suffering), y121-2 (his d6Ao1).

For the first passage, cf. Dirlmeier 1966.
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4 Stories of the Trojan War in the two Nekyiai
(a) The Exploits of Neoptolemos (A505-537)

In the first Nekyia, Odysseus describes to the shade of Achilleus the
exploits of Neoptolemos in the Trojan War. This account includes the
episode of the Wooden Horse (71523-532). One should note that the Nekyia
in Odyssey 11 is part of Odysseus’ apologoi (1—p), which are addressed to
King Alkinoos and the Phaiakians following Demodokos’ third song (6499-
520), the subject of which is also the Wooden Horse. Thus two accounts of
the same episode are presented to the same audience on the same
occasion, first by Demodokos and then by Odysseus. Though a long
stretch of Odysseus’ story of his adventures intervenes between the two
accounts of the Wooden Horse, the fact that the apologoi are addressed to
the Phaiakians at the court of Alkinoos has been brought back to our
attention by the intermission in Odysseus’ narrative at A333-376. It is
notable that Alkinoos, who has heard two songs of Demodokos on the
Trojan War, specifically requests Odysseus to tell him about his encounter
with those who fought and died at Troy (A370-2). This request creates a
thematic bridge between the songs of Demodokos and Odysseus’ encounter
with the shades of Greek heroes who participated in the Trojan War. In
this connection, it may be significant that Alkinoos compares Odysseus to
a singer (@0100¢) as he praises Odysseus’ storytelling:

ool O &m uev popdn EnEwv, Evi de Pppéveg 0O A,

1DBov &’ we 6T’ o1dOC EMOTANEVWS KATEAEEXC,

TavTwv ‘Apyeiwv géo T adToD kndea Avypa (A367-9) 62
Odysseus’ Apologoi as a whole rivals the songs of Demodokos, and he

includes in the scene of the Underworld his own account of the story of the

Wooden Horse which was previously sung by Demodokos.

62 Heubeck in Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989, ad A368-9 notes a similarity between this

praise of Odysseus’ storytelling and Odysseus’ praise of Demodokos’ song at 68487-98.
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Odysseus’ account of the Wooden Horse and Neoptolemos’ prowess
is a reply to Achilleus’ question about his son and his father (21492-503).63
Agamemnon’s shade also inquires about his son at A457-461. Though
Odysseus does not know anything about Orestes (A505), the audience of
the epic know that Orestes proved himself a worthy son of Agamemnon by
avenging his father’s murder.4 Odysseus can give an answer, however, to
Achilleus’ inquiry about Neoptolemos.

Neoptolemos is highly praised in Odysseus’ reply. His competence
in speech at assemblies is mentioned at A510-2, and his prowess in battle
is described in detail at A513-537. Excellence both in speech and in
fighting is the ideal virtue of a hero.%%

The description of Neoptolemos’ exploits begins with a comment on
his vigorous manner of fighting:

avTap 0T &v mediw Tpwwv papvoiped’ 'Axauot,

o0 o1’ gvi TANOLL pévev avdp@v ovd’ Ev OpiAW,

OO TOAD TpoBEETkeE, TO OV uévoc ovdeVi eikwv (A513-5).
This passage echoes Achilleus’ question at A493: fj €met’ € TOAEPOV TPOUOG
gupevan ne kol ovki b6 Achilleus himself was a leading fighter (mpduoc

avrip) who fought in front of the line of the Greek soldiers as depicted in

63 Achilleus’ inquiry about Peleus (A494-503) occupies more lines than his inquiry
about Neoptolemos (2492-3). Achilleus expresses similar concern about his old father left
at home in Iliad 24 (Q540-2, cf. also T334-7). It is notable that possible mistreatment of
the aged Peleus by the people around him (21496-503) is also mentioned in that scene by
Priam ((488-9). Cf. A. T. Edwards 1985, pp.53-4.

64  Cf o 35-43, 298-300, y 193-8, 5 546-1.

65 In Iliad 9, Phoinix says that he was sent to Troy to teach the young Achilleus to
be “utBwv Te pnThp’ Eusvon mpnkrhipd Te Epywv (I 443).” Cf. Heubeck in Heubeck &
Hoekstra 1989, ad A511-6.

66 Cf. Heubeck in Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989, ad 7A514-5.
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the Iliad, and asks if his son fulfilled the same role. There is another echo
of Achilleus’ words in Odysseus’ reply. Achilleus says of himself: mépvov
A0V dproTov, qubvwv ‘Apyeiotorv (A500). A similar expression is used
when Odysseus says that he cannot list all the foes who were killed by
Neoptolemos: dooov Aaov Emepvev auvvwyv 'Apyeiotoiv (A518). The
correspondence of these two lines underlines the similarity of the roles
which the father and the son played among the Greeks.67

The reference to Eurypylos (A519-522) provides a further link
between Achilleus and Neoptolemos. Eurypylos is the only hero named
among the enemies whom Neoptolemos killed. Eurypylos’ father was
Telephos (519), a king of Teuthrania, whom Achilleus once wounded
according to the tradition.68 Furthermore, Odysseus adds a comment that
Eurypylos was the most beautiful hero after Memnon (A522). Since
Memnon is the last major hero whom Achilleus killed,5° Odysseus’
comment links Neoptolemos’ exploits with his father’s.

In the description of the Wooden Horse, Neoptolemos’ courage is
emphasized in contrast to the cowardice of other Greeks who were
shedding tears and trembling for fear (A526-530).70 Odysseus concludes
his speech by stating that Neoptolemos acquired a fair share of the booty
after the sack of Troy and that he returned home safely (A533-7).

67 Heubeck in Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989, ad A518. The expression auovwv
'Apyeiotorv appears only at 2500 and 2518 in the Homeric epics.

68 The Greeks’ expedition to Teuthrania and Telephos’ wound at Achilleus’ hands
featured in the Kypria (Proclus’ summary, Davies EGF, p.32, 11.47-9 / Bernabé PEG,
pp.40-1, 11.36-8). Cf. Kullmann 1960, pp.189-203.

69 This episode was included in the Aithiopis (Proclus’ summary, Davies EGF, p.47,
11.14-9/ Bernabé PEG, p.68, 11.10-2).

0 Kakridis 1971, p.48, n.55.
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Odysseus represents Neoptolemos as a distinguished warrior who
inherited his father’s qualities, and who, unlike his father, lived to see the
end of the war and returned safely with much booty. The shade of
Achilleus rejoices, because he has been told that his son was pre-eminent
(0 o1 o10v Ebnv apideikerov elvan (A540)). Achilleus’ joy at hearing of the
prowess and safe return home of his son matches the hatred of death
which he expressed earlier (A 488-491). Odysseus’ story reveals that
Achilleus’ heroic qualities were inherited by Neoptolemos and continued to
live in him.

Odysseus’ account of Neoptolemos’ exploits also contains references
to Odysseus himself. It was Odysseus who fetched Neoptolemos from the
island of Skyros to Troy (A508-9). Odysseus mentions that only Nestor
and himself were superior to Neoptolemos in speech at assemblies (A512).
More notably, Odysseus features prominently in the description of events
inside of the Wooden Horse. Odysseus claims that everything was
entrusted to himself:

..... EUOL O’ EM TAVT ETETOATO,
AUEV AVOKATVOL TUKIVOV Adxov RO’ emOgivon (A524-5).

We have seen above that Odysseus, still a nameless stranger, showed an
interest in his own leading role as he requested Demodokos to sing of the
Wooden Horse (6494), but the singer’s actual song, as summarized at
0499-520, concentrated on the events outside the Horse rather than
Odysseus’ role inside the Horse. Thus this mention of Odysseus’ key role
in the Horse subtly complements Demodokos’ account of the story. An
expression similar to the passage quoted above (A524-5) can be found
twice in the Iliad:

aurouoa'ou Ot 7rv7\oa umcov ovpowou ac Exov "Qpam,

(g1l EMTETPOTTTON LEY oG ovpavog Ouhvunog TE,

AuEV dvakAivon Tokivov védog nd’ emBeivon
(E749-751=0 393-5).
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Just as the Seasons ("Qpou) are responsible for the timely opening and
closing of the gate of heaven and Olympos, Odysseus was responsible for
opening the Wooden Horse at the right moment for the attack, and for
keeping it closed until then. In this respect, Neoptolemos makes a
contrast to Odysseus, for he repeatedly entreats Odysseus to let him get
out of the Horse (A530-2).71 Neoptolemos’ impatience serves as a foil to
Odysseus’ patience and caution.

Odysseus’ ability to wait patiently until the right moment arrives
plays a key role in his behaviour at Ithaka in the latter half of the epic. In
this passage, it is notable that this quality is delineated in contrast to
Neoptolemos, who inherited the impetuous valour of his father, Achilleus.
Therefore, we have in this passage a contrast between the qualities of
Odysseus and the qualities of Achilleus, the two heroes whose opposition
to each other was the subject of Demodokos’ first song. And this contrast
emphasizes an aspect of Odysseus’ qualities which characterize his deeds

in Ithaka later in the epic.

(b) Achilleus’ Death and Funeral (136-97)

In the second Nekyia, Agamemnon’s shade meets Achilleus’ shade,
and they hold a conversation. First, Achilleus addresses Agamemnon
(w24-34). Achilleus begins his speech with praise of Agamemnon’s vast
political power while he lived (w24-7), but then turns to Agamemnon’s
death (w28-34). He comments that Agamemnon should have died at Troy
while enjoying his tiun, so that the Greeks would have built a tomb for
him and he would have acquired a great xA€o¢ for his son (030-3). At the

7 Neoptolemos is characterized by swiftness both in speech (aiel mpitoc épale

(A\511)) and in fighting (moAD 7poBéeoke (A515)). This matches his impatience in the

Wooden Horse.
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end of the speech, Achilleus states that Agamemnon had to meet the most
pitiable death (oixtiotw Bavarw (w34)). Achilleus’ address makes it clear
that Agamemnon lacked the honourable death and funeral which would
have provided great fame for his offspring.

In his reply, Agamemnon recounts the death of Achilleus and the
subsequent battle around his body (w37-42), and describes the funeral, the
building of the tomb, and the funeral games in great detail (w43-92). The
presence of Thetis, her sister goddesses, and the Muses as mourners (w47-
64) endows the funeral with unusual dignity. The tomb of Achilleus,
which the 1epo¢ o1patdc? of the Greeks built on a promontory, is said to
be conspicuous from far away on the sea to those who live now and those
who will be born (w83-4). Achilleus’ tomb will spread his fame both
geographically and chronologically. As for the funeral games in honour of
Achilleus (085-92), Agamemnon emphasizes the unusually valuable prizes
(reprkoAAE’ GeOA (085, 91)) which Thetis procured from other gods. Then
he comments: porax yap diroc noda Beoiorv (w92). This phrase recalls
Achilleus’ earlier remark to Agamemnon: 'ATpeidn, mept uEv o€ Ppauev Ar
Tepmkepadvw / &vdpdv Npwdwv ¢Pirov Eupevon Apata mavra (w24-5).
Achilleus and other Greeks thought (pauev)’3 that Agamemnon was
favoured by Zeus always (fuata mavta), but it turned out that he had to
die most pitiably without xAfoc. Agamemnon, in return, says that
Achilleus was truly the beloved of the gods. Agamemnon continues:

wg ov usv ovf)s Bavav ovou w)xsoag, OMG TO1 (el
Jrowrag e1r (xvf)pumouc_, Kheoc; £00eTon E0ONOV, 'AXIAED:
avrap sum i 760’ Rdoc, & EJTEI n'ohauov TOAVTEVO QL

&V vOoTWw Yap pot Zevg uUro oo Avypov 6AeBpov

72 The exact meaning of 1epdg 0Tpatdc (w81) is disputed. Cf. LfgrE, s.v. ‘tepdc’ (M.
Schmidt), B, I, 1. Schmidt accepts the view that 1epdc in this passage signifies the

assistance of gods.

3 Cf Ameis-Hentze-Cauer, ad w24.
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Aly1000v D70 XEPO1 Kl ODAOUEVNC dAdY010 (w93-7).

Thus Agamemnon concludes his account of Achilleus’ death and funeral by
contrasting Achilleus, whose name will not be forgotten and whose xAéoc
€g0A0v will be among all men forever, with himself, for whom Zeus
devised a miserable death at the hands of Aigisthos and his own wife.74
What Agamemnon describes in this speech (honourable death and funeral)
were exactly what Achilleus told him that he failed to obtain. Thus, the
speeches of these two heroes are so composed that the contrast between
the two is underlined.

It should be noted that Achilleus and Agamemnon are adversaries
of each other in the Iliad: their quarrel at the beginning is the cause of the
miseries described in the epic. One detail in the speech of Agamemnon’s
shade is thought to refer to a passage in the Iliad:

..... OKE OE pniINnp
xpﬁoaov étu(btd)opﬁa' Awviooro B ddpov
(bamc susvou epyov '3 TEPIKALTOD H(batormo
gV TQ TO1 KEITAN AEVK’ 00 TEQ, (ba161 i’ "AXIAAED,
uw6a Ot Ha‘rpokao Mavom adoto Bavovrog,
)(03[)1(; o’ Avn)\oxow TOV aioxa TEC AUTAVTWV
TOV AN WV ETAPpwVY PeTq TTATpoxAOV ve Barvovra (w73-9).

Achilleus’ bones were put in a gold urn together with Patroklos’ bones.
This is a realization of the wish uttered by Patroklos’ shade in Iliad 23: Gx
& kol 00TéEQR VALY Outy 00po¢ auptkorvmror (P91). 75 The building of
Achilleus’ sepulchral mound is also mentioned at ¥245-8. These are rare
examples of references in the Odyssey to events mentioned in the Iliad,

since events described in the Iliad are generally avoided when episodes of

T4 The reference to Zeus’ plan (Zevg unoaro (096)) looks back to the Greeks’ opinion

mentioned by Achilleus at w24-5 that Agamemnon was a ¢irog of Zeus.

75 Cf Heubeck in Russo, Fernandez-Galliano & Heubeck 1992, ad »w76-9. W92
(xpboeoc udidopedc, Tév Tor Tope TOTVIA ufTNP) is regarded as spurious. Cf. Janko 1992,

p.26.
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the Trojan War are referred to in the Odyssey.® Yet the references to the
burial of Achilleus and Patroklos’ bones together in an urn and the
building of the tomb may not be exceptions to this principle, since these
events do not actually happen in the Iliad, but are only promised. In this
connection, one should note that Achilleus’ premature death itself is
repeatedly anticipated in the Iliad.”” In Iliad 9, Achilleus mentions the
two possible fates predicted by Thetis:

uUnTNP vap 1€ pe ot Betx Oénic apdpvpdmelo

drxBadiac kfpag pepéuev OavaToro TEAOTDE"

€1 uEv K’ avb1 pEvwv Tpwwv TOAMY dudn pdgrewnon,

WAETO UEV BO1 VOO TOG, ATOp kAE0C Gphtov EoTon-

aﬁ OE KEV 01K 0D Tk wut PIATY £C TATPIdA YA v,

WAETO uO1 KAEOC EGOAOV, EML dnpoV DE po1 cawv

£00€TON, OVOE KE 1 WK TéAoC Baxvdroto kixein (1410-6).
It is the first of the two fates that Achilleus chooses in the course of the
Iliad, i.e. a premature death at Troy which is accompanies by xAéoc
apbitov. Agamemnon’s shade in Odyssey 24 describes the realization of

what is promised or predicted in the Iliad, utilizing traditional material

on Achilleus’ death.78

76 Monro 1901, p.325.

7 E.g. £96, T416-7, $277-8, X358-360.

78 Achilleus’ death and funeral were described in the Aithiopis (Proclus’ summary,
Davies EGF, p.47, 11.20-8 / Bernabé PEG, p.69, 11.15-22), in which Achilleus’ death was
preceded by Thetis’ warning concerning Memnon (presumably that Achilleus will meet a
premature death if he kills Memnon), Antilochos’ death at the hand of Memnon, and
Achilleus’ revenge on Memnon for Antilochos’ death (Proclus’ summary, Davies EGF,
p.47, 11.14-19 / Bernabé PEG, pp.68-9, 11.10-15). Neoanalytic studies on the Iliad have
suggested that traditional (pre-Aithiopis ) material influenced the similar course of events
in the Iliad (with Patroklos and Hektor taking the roles of Antilochos and Memnon

respectively). Cf. Pestalozzi 1945, pp.44-5; Kakridis 1949, pp.65-95; Schoeck 1961,

pp.20-31.
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Agamemnon begins his speech with a vocative OAPie:

oAPie [InAgoc vIE, Beoic Emeikel’ "AIAAeD (W36).

It is noteworthy that he begins the praise of Odysseus after
Amphimedon’s account of the mnesterophonia with the same word:

OAPre AaEpToo o, moAvunxoy’ ‘Odvooed (0192).79
Furthermore, it should be noted that Agamemnon praises Odysseus and
his faithful wife’s glorious deeds in contrast to his own miserable fate, in
particular, the wickedness of his wife. Thus Agamemnon’s miserable end
serves as a foil both to the kA£oc of Achilleus and to the kAéoc of Odysseus
and Penelope (©0196).80 As Agamemnon praises Penelope, he predicts that
the immortals will produce a pleasing song (&o1dnv xapiecoav) for
Penelope (w197-8), and contrasts this with the hateful song (oTvyepn
ao1dn) about Klytaimestra’s deeds (0199-201). In the last chapter, we
have seen that this song about the faithful wife of Odysseus can be seen as
a self-reference to the Odyssey. Through the parallelism of Agamemnon’s
praise of Achilleus and his praise of Odysseus, then, the xAfo¢ sung of in
the Odyssey is given a comparable status to the kA€o¢ of Achilleus, who is

the main hero of the Iliad.8!

5 Conclusion
Each of the three accounts of the Wooden Horse depicts different
aspects of the episode. Menelaos’ description of Helen’s illogical behaviour
outside the Horse, which endangered the Greek men inside (5266-289),
functions as a retort to Helen’s self-defence in her previous speech (5235-

264). The depiction of the events outside the Horse in the third song of

79 The form SAPie occurs only in these two places (w36, 192) in the Homeric epics.

80 Wender 1978, p.42.

81 Cf. Holscher 1988, pp.307-8.
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Demodokos (0499-520) puts emphasis on the misery of the war on the
Trojan side, which is echoed in a simile (0523-530) attached to Odysseus’
lament after hearing the song. The description of Neoptolemos’ courage
within the Horse in the first Nekyia (A505-537) fits well in Odysseus’
speech to Achilleus’ shade, which as a whole praises the heroic quality of
Neoptolemos. This account is similar to Menelaos’ account in that both
describe the behaviour of the Greek men inside the Horse, but the
difference is notable. Menelaos in book 4 describes the susceptibility of
the Greeks to the temptation of Helen’s voice, which makes a contrast
with the steadfastness of Odysseus. Odysseus in the first Nekyia
describes the fear of the Greeks, which serves as a foil to Neoptolemos’
courage. Thus the three representations of the Wooden Horse reflect the
different functions which these accounts fulfil in each context.

We have also noticed that the three accounts of the Wooden Horse
throw light on different aspects of the qualities of Odysseus. Menelaos’
account of the Wooden Horse (3), together with Helen’s preceding account
of Odysseus’ spying mission to Troy, reveals Odysseus’ ability to remain
unrecognized among the enemies and to resist the temptation of revealing
his identity. In book 8, the Wooden Horse highlights the ddAo¢ of
Odysseus (0494). This aspect of Odysseus is also hinted at by the second
song of Demodokos which depicts the d6Aoc of Hephaistos, whose situation
is similar to that of Odysseus. Also the third song of Demodokos, together
with the following simile, presents Odysseus as an embodiment of the
entire misery of the Trojan War. Odysseus’ account of the Wooden Horse
in the first Nekyia shows his patience, in contrast to Neoptolemos’
impatient desire to fight. All these aspects of Odysseus foreshadow his
behaviour and attitude in his homeland. In this respect, the following
words of Athene-Mentor at the mnesterophonia are significant:

ovkéT ool v, 'Odvoed, uévog Eumedov 0DOE TIC OAKT,
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oin 01 aud’ EAEVH AEVKWAEVW EVTATEPELT

EIVOETEC TPWEG OV EPAPVAO VIOAEUEC CUEL,

ToAAOUC O’ avdpaG Emedve; Ev cavi doTHTL,

o1 8" NAw PovAq Iptapov oA evpvayvra (}226-230).
The goddess reminds Odysseus of his former prowess in the Trojan War,
especially of the ruse of the Wooden Horse (01 ... fovAf)). As the Wooden
Horse and other stories of the Trojan War in the first half of the Odyssey
foreshadow Odysseus’ activities at Ithaka, the goddess’ reminder points
back to the Trojan War at the moment when Odysseus’ activities at Ithaka
culminate in the revenge on the suitors.82

We have also noticed that the comparison of Odysseus with
Achilleus is a recurrent motif in the Odyssey. The quarrel of the two
heroes in the first song of Demodokos (6 72-82) hints at the basic
difference between the two. Achilleus is a hero of pin, whereas Odysseus
is a hero of d0roc. The opposition of these two types is illustrated by
Hephaistos’ revenge on Ares in the second song of Demodokos, in which
Hephaistos’ d0ho¢ overcomes Ares’ fin. In the first Nekyia, Odysseus
encounters the shade of Achilleus, and Odysseus’ story of Neoptolemos’
prowess includes a reference to the basic difference between himself and
Neoptolemos (who inherited Achilleus’ heroic qualities). In this story, one
should note, the impetuous Neoptolemos is put under the control of the
patient Odysseus who holds the ultimate authority in the Wooden Horse.
In the second Nekyia, the kAéoc of Achilleus and the xAgoc of Odysseus
(with the help of faithful Penelope) are praised equally by the shade of
Agamemnon. And the kA&og of Odysseus perhaps receives more emphasis,
since it is praised after the xAgoc of Achilleus.
In the last chapter, we saw that in the first half of the Odyssey

Agamemnon’s fate is repeatedly compared with the danger impending for

Odysseus, but his success in overcoming the danger at Ithaka is

82 Andersen 1977, p.15.
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underlined by the statement of the shade of Agamemnon in the second
Nekyia that Odysseus’ fate turned out to be quite the opposite to his own
(w192-202). In a somewhat similar manner, the comparison with
Achilleus also serves to define Odysseus’ achievement depicted in the
Odyssey. Achilleus is the most glorious example of one type of hero, while
Odysseus exemplifies another type. The references to the difference
between these two types in the first half of the Odyssey (0, A) shows
Odysseus as a rival to the Achilleus-type. And the pronouncement of the
shade of Agamemnon in the second Nekyia confirms that Odysseus’

achievement is no less glorious than, or even surpasses, the kAéoc of

Achilleus.
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Chapter 7

ODYSSEUS APOLOGOI,
with Special Reference to the Thrinakia Episode

1 Introduction

Odysseus narrates his adventures to the Phaiakians in books 9-12
of the Odyssey. Many episodes in this account contain traces of their
folktale origins.! These adventures contain a great variety of marvellous
encounters, and each episode is fascinating in its own right. On the other
hand, scholars have also noticed a skilful design in the arrangement of
these episodes.

K. Meuli suggested that the course of Odysseus’ and his
companions’ wanderings was influenced by the route which the Argonauts
took in a pre-Homeric Argonautica story.2 Furthermore, Reinhardt
showed that the adventures of Odysseus were so arranged that they fitted
the special situation of Odysseus, who was a commander with a fleet at
his departure from Troy but eventually reduced to a lone wanderer when
he reached his homeland.3 G. W. Most has recently argued that Odysseus’
apologoi are integrated into the context of the Phaiakian scene through
his message to the Phaiakians implied in the account of his adventures.
He suggests that the apologoi are designed to define the proper duties of
hospitality (i.e. to entertain a stranger with feasts and to send him home
promptly) with various negative examples,? and that the apologoi are

designed to support Odysseus’ request to the Phaiakians to send him

1 Cf, Page 1973.

2 Meuli 1921. Cf. Crane 1988, pp.135-156.

3 Reinhardt 1960, pp.47-124.

4 Most 1989, p.25. Cf. Reece 1993, pp.203-4.
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home without delay.5 In connection with the last point, one should add to
Most’s observations the fact that Odysseus’ strong wish to return home (1
21-36) directly precedes the account of his adventures, and that a
reference to the Phaiakians as escorting Odysseus home (A332) ends the
first half of the apologoi before the intermission in book 11.

A clue to another aspect of the integration of the apologoi into the
fabric of the Odyssey seems to be given by the proem of the epic. At a 7-9,
the fact that Odysseus’ companions ate the cattle of Helios is mentioned in
the form of a reference to the reckless deeds (&racBorion) which caused
their destruction. Thus, out of the twelve or so adventures which occurred
during Odysseus’ wanderings, only the Thrinakia episode is mentioned in
the proem.

Some scholars think that the proem misrepresents the whole course
of the adventures of Odysseus by singling out the Thrinakia episode and
by disregarding other episodes.6 In fact, those companions who perished
because of the slaughter of Helios’ cattle were the crew of one ship only.
The other eleven ships were destroyed by the Laistrygonians, and some of
the companions were killed by the Kikonians, the Cyclops, and Skylla.
Elpenor died because of his own mistake on Aiaia. Yet the proem proceeds
as though all the companions of Odysseus were destroyed because of their
deeds of araoBorica at Thrinakia. The special attention paid to this
episode in the proem seems to be an attempt to emphasize its importance
to the Odyssey as a whole. In order to judge the validity of the
representation of the Thrinakia episode in the proem, it is necessary, on

the one hand, to examine how crucial this episode is in the apologoi, and,

5 Most 1989, p.30.

6 There is a recent and useful survey of this question in Walsh 1995, pp.385-392.

191



Chapter 7

on the other, to assess its relevance to the structure of the Odyssey as a

whole.

2 The Thrinakia Episode within the Composition
of the Apologoi

Reinhardt suggests that the adventures of Odysseus can be divided
into three stages in respect of the number of ships, i.e. (1) Odysseus with
his fleet, (2) Odysseus with his surviving ship, and (3) Odysseus with no
ship.”

The first stage consists of the episodes of the Kikonians, the Lotus-
Eaters, the Cyclops, Aiolos, and the Laistrygonians. Odysseus was
commander of a fleet consisting of twelve ships at the beginning of this
stage. That the number of ships was twelve is incidentally revealed at
1159. The same number of ships are attributed to Odysseus’ contingent in
the catalogue of ships in Iliad 2 (B 637). At the end of this stage, eleven
ships are destroyed, and only Odysseus’ own ship survives into the next
stage.

The second stage consists of the episodes of Circe, the Nekyia, the
Sirens, Skylla, Charybdis, and Thrinakia. The storm after the Thrinakia
episode destroys the ship and its crew, except Odysseus. The third stage,
which includes the episodes of Kalypso and the Phaiakians, is not part of
Odysseus’ speech, but falls within the main narrative of the poet (books 5-
13).

It should be noted that the first and second stages abound in
magical and monstrous elements, for example, the lotus fruits, the
Cyclopes, the bag of winds, the Laistrygonians, Circe’s magic, the song of
the Sirens, Skylla and Charybdis. The third stage, on the other hand,

presents hardly any of these elements. Kalypso does not perform any

7 Reinhardt 1960, p. 57.

192



Chapter 7

Odysseus from home for a long time as already revealed in Zeus’ speech in
Odyssey 1 (a68-75, cf. ®20-1). Since Poseidon’s anger is the cause of
Odysseus’ long wandering, it is appropriate for the Cyclops episode, which
prompted the anger, to be placed earlier in the adventures.

It should be noted that Odysseus and his companions repeatedly
remind themselves of the danger they encountered in the cave of the
Cyclops.ll The encounter with the Cyclops earlier in their adventures
gives an example of an extreme danger to which the others they face later
are compared.

One should also note the correspondence between Polyphemos’
curse and the warnings of Teiresias and Circe later in the apologoi.
Polyphemos, now blinded, prays to his father, Poseidon:

doc un ‘Odvoona wroATopbiov oikod’ 1kEcBoa,

viov AagpTtew, 10akn évi oiki’ £xovTa.

GAX" €1 01 poip’ €0Ti pirovg T 10€e1v Katt 1keoBon

01KOV EVKTILEVOV KQ1 £V £C TOTPLOA Yol av,

OWE KaKAC EADOT, OAEC O AITO TAVTOG ETAI POUC,

vnoc &’ dArotping, ebpor d' &v mipara oikw (1530-5).
Polyphemos asks Poseidon to prevent Odysseus’ homecoming, or, if he is
predestined to return home, to allow it to him only after long delay,
deprived of his companions and his ship, and, in addition, to make him
find difficulties at home. The latter option in this prayer, i.e. Odysseus’
delayed homecoming after the loss of his companions and his ship,
establishes the outcome of the apologoi. But in this prayer, there is no
mention of the cattle of Helios, the slaughter of which, as the proem of the
Odyssey announces, finally caused the destruction of all the companions
who had survived previous dangers. The detail of the cattle is supplied

and linked with the destruction of the companions in Teiresias’ prophecy

in the first Nekyia:

11 x198-220, x435-7, u209-212. Odysseus also reminds himself of this experience

afler he returns home at v18-21. Cf. J. Finley, Jr. 1978, pp.131-2.
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00\7\ £T1 UEV KE Ko K¢, KaKa TEP Jr(xoxovreg 1x0100€,
ou K eﬁe?xgg o0V Bouov ¢ apunoucaaw KXl ETALPWY,
oOToTE ON npmrov TEAAOTC EVEPYEX vna

Oprvakin vnow Trpocbvvwv 1081560( TOVTOV,
Booxousvag 6 avpnrs ﬁoag Kou 1([)1(1 un?xa

’Hahou 0¢ navr aq)opa Ko nowr EMOKOVEL.

Tag 3| uev K aowsag EA0C voorov TE NEdN O,

Kou KEV sr EIC IOaKnv KOKQ TEP naoxovrsg,mmo()*a'
£l 65 KE own o, TOTE TO1 Tsxuoupou OAeOpov

vm TE KX ercxpmg owroc; 6 el m:p KEV a)xuing,

ows Kang VELOL, OAEOGC ouro TI'(XVTO(Q ET(XI POV,

vnog em’ a)xhorpmg dnerg d’ év myuata oikw (A104-115).

Teiresias warns Odysseus that, if the cattle of Helios at Thrinakia are
harmed, his companions will be lost. It should be noted that the two lines
from Polyphemos’ curse (1534-5) which express the Cyclops’ wish for
Odysseus’ delayed homecoming together with the loss of his companions
and ship and the troubles at home, are repeated in Teiresias’ prophecy
(A114-5) with only the necessary adjustment of verbs added. The same
warning about the cattle of Helios is repeated by Circe with more details
at u127-141, in which one line is again repeated from Polyphemos’ curse (1
534 ~ pl41). These two prophecies supplement the framework of the
apologoi established in the previous curse by adding the details about the
cattle of Helios.12 At the same time, by presenting the destruction of the
companions as a possibility which may be avoided, these prophecies point
to the crucial importance of the companions’ choice at Thrinakia. The
effective arrangement of these passages in the course of the apologoi
should be noted. The outcome of the apologoi is indicated in Polyphemos’
curse, which is placed near the beginning of the first stage of the
adventures, and the two prophecies at the middle add the detail of the
cattle of Helios to the preceding curse and reveal the importance of the

Thrinakia episode which, with its sequel, the destructive storm, occupies

the last part of the apologoi.

12 Heubeck ad A104-115 in Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989.
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The Aiolos episode also contains details which would suit the second
stage of adventures better than the first.13 Odysseus says that he himself
controlled the sails and did not entrust this task to anybody else all
through the voyage from the island of Aiolos for nine days in order to
reach home faster (x 32-3). This special care on Odysseus’ part does not
apply to the whole fleet, but only to the ship in which Odysseus was
sailing. When Odysseus fell asleep, the crew on his ship opened the bag
given by Aiolos and consequently the whole fleet was driven back to the
island whence they had started (x 34-55). This error on his companions’
part is anticipated at x 27: oOTAV yop anwhoued’ appadinotv. This
expression attributes the responsibility for the destruction to Odysseus’
companions in general. This causes a slight discrepancy with the actual
event, because the crew members of one ship only are responsible for
opening the bag of winds. The presence of those who were sailing on other
ships does not seem to be considered in this passage.

As for the expression at x 27, one should note its similarity to a 7:
adTOV yop odetépnoly atacBorinotv 6Aovro.l4 In both cases, the
companions’ destruction is attributed to their wrong deeds (abpadinorv
and araoBoiinoiv) which strictly belong to the crew of only one ship.

It should also be noted that the Aiolos episode shows further
correspondences with the Thrinakia episode. In both, the companions
make irretrievable mistakes while Odysseus is asleep. Also, in terms of
the structure of the whole adventure of Odysseus, these two stories are

located directly before catastrophes at the end of the first and the second

13 Reinhardt 1960, pp.54-5.

14 Heubeck ad x26-7 in Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989.
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stages. The attribution of responsibility for the destruction to the
companions themselves underlines this parallelism.15

The above observations, based on the insights of Reinhardt, show
the importance of the Thrinakia episode in the structure of the apologoi.
The significance of the events at Thrinakia is marked by the echo of
Polyphemos’ curse in the warnings of Teiresias and Circe, as well as by
the correspondence of the appadion and the aracBorion of the companions
as the causes of the disasters at the end of the first and the second stages.
Bearing the importance of this episode in mind, we shall examine the
description of the ataoBoiion of the companions at Thrinakia closely, and

consider its significance in the larger context of the Odyssey.

3 The aracBorion of the Companions in the Odyssey
(a) Parallelism between the Companions, Aigisthos, and the Suitors

The word aracBoiion, which is employed in reference to the
slaughter of the cattle of Helios in the proem (a 7), is again used in
reference to the same slaughter in Odysseus’ warning to his companions.
Odysseus made them swear not to kill the cattle of Helios: un mo¥ 1ig
&racBorinot xaxforv / fj Podv fé Tt pfRrov doroktavn (u300-1). The use of
the word &toacBoiion at the point when Odysseus and his companions
were about to embark on the island of Thrinakia reinforces the connection
of the companions’ aracBoiion with their destruction announced in the
proem of the epic.

Not long after the proem, the word araoBaiicn is repeated in Zeus’
speech:

& émot, otov dn vv Beoe PPOTOl CATIOWVTAL.

£ quéwv yop doot kdxk' Euuevon” o1 O in avTOl
adfiorv &raoBorinoy LmEP uépov Grye’ Exovorv (a32-4).

15 Reinhardt 1960, p.57.
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As in the proem (a7), a possessive adjective indicates that the
responsibility for the miseries rests on those who suffered them.® Zeus
mentions the case of Aigisthos as an example of this general condition
(x35-43). Thus the destruction of the companions is linked with that of
Aigisthos through the use of the key word &racOoiion. As the companions
were destroyed because of their own araocBoion, so Aigisthos too suffered
the revenge of Orestes because of his own &roao®orion of seducing
Klytaimestra and killing Agamemnon.

As we have seen in Chapter 5, the story of Agamemnon's
homecoming is repeatedly compared to Odysseus’. In this comparison,
Aigisthos corresponds to the suitors of Penelope. Thus Zeus’ speech in
Odyssey 1 with its exemplum of Aigisthos, forms a link between the
companions and the suitors. In this connection, it is remarkable that the
deeds of the suitors too are repeatedly called dracOariocn in the Odyssey.l7
Since the story of Agamemnon’s homecoming functions as an exemplum,
one may assume that the destruction of Odysseus’ companions through
their draoborion foreshadows the death of the suitors through an
analogous cause.

Some scholars, however, disagree over this parallelism between the
companions on the one hand, and Aigisthos and the suitors on the other.18
They argue that the companions’ &ragOarion cannot be called their own,
since the gods forced them to slaughter the cattle of Helios. This view has
been rebutted by other scholars who point out that there was alternative

food (fish and birds) available at Thrinakia (u330-2), and that Odysseus

16 At a7, the use of a genitive pronoun (oadT®v) reinforces the possessive adjective

(odetepnorv).
17 Cf. Ch. 5, n.4 above.

18 E.g., Fenik 1974, p.216.
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survived without eating the meat of the slaughtered cattle.1® Thus the
choice which the companions faced at Thrinakia was not so much whether
to eat the cattle or to die of starvation, as whether to endure hunger by
eating only meagre food or to yield to the temptation of eating the
delicious and abundant but forbidden meat.20 In this sense, the
companions’ slaughter of the cattle at Thrinakia can be called their own
araoBorion. They committed this reckless act because they could not
resist their desire to eat beef.

In this connection, it should be noted that the companions’ failure to
resist their desire is a recurrent motif in the apologoi. In the land of the
Kikonians, the companions indulged themselves in a feast after the initial
victory over the enemy, in spite of Odysseus’ urge to leave the place as
soon as possible:

sve nTo1 usv syw Btspw 7ot cbevysuev NHENC
nvmysa 101 Ot peya vnmm ovk enmibovto.

EvOa OE 7107\7\0\/ UgV usev TIVETO, TOMOL OE UAAX
godalov mopd Biva kot elhimodag EAKag fode (143-6).

The delay caused by this sumptuous feast (cf. esp. TOANOV UEOD, TOAACL
ufho kot Enkag Pode) led to their defeat by the Kikonians who came back
with increased forces (147-61). In the Aiolos episode, the companions
opened the bag of winds because they thought that what Odysseus was
concealing in the bag were gifts of gold and silver (k34-47 ). This giving in
to the desire to see the contents of the bag, which was rooted in their
desire for material gain, prevented their homecoming, and they had to
encounter destruction in the land of the Laistrygonians. These two
episodes present a pattern analogous to the Thrinakia episode: the

companions fail to resist their desire and have to face destruction as a

19 E.g. Friedrich (1987), p.391. Menelaos and his companions survived on the

island of Pharos by fishing (3 368-9).

20 Friedrich (1987), p.391.
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consequence. Thus these two episodes foreshadow their similar behaviour
at Thrinakia. Furthermore, the phrasing of Teiresias’ prophecy in the
Nekyia emphasizes the importance of Odysseus and his companions’
restraint at Thrinakia for their homecoming:

00\7\ ET1 UEV KE KA (OC, KAK AL TEP TAOXOVTEC, 1k0100¢,
ol k €0EANG oov Buuov epukakéay kot eTaipwv (A104-5).

This passage also prepares for the crucial choice of the companions at
Thrinakia.

Another motif closely connected with that of the companions’ giving
in to temptation is their insubordination. In the Kikonian episode, they
ignored Odysseus’ order and satisfied their appetite for food and drink. In
the Aiolos episode, their desire led them to open the bag which was given
to Odysseus by Aiolos. It should be noted that no leader of the
insubordination is specified in these two episodes, except that, in the
latter case, Odysseus quotes the words with which the companions
instigated each other (x38-45). The leader of the companions’
insubordination at Thrinakia, Eurylochos, is first singled out among the
companions in the Circe episode. Most notably, when Odysseus came back
from Circe’s house to fetch his companions, who were waiting for him at
the ships, Eurylochos alone opposed Odysseus and tried to discourage
other companions from following Odysseus to Circe’s house (k429). Thus
the leader of the insubordination at Thrinakia is prepared for in the Circe
episode.

The companions of Odysseus failed, then, to restrain their desire at
Thrinakia, as in the earlier episodes in the apologoi, even though they
could have chosen to do so. In this sense, the companions’ aracBoAion can
be called their own as in the proem, so one need not dismiss the validity of

the parallelism as regards aragboiion between the companions, the

suitors and Aigisthos.
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In Chapter 5, we have seen how the story of Agamemnon’s
homecoming functions as an exemplum at various levels in the course of
the Odyssey. We shall now compare the &raoBaiion of the companions
with those of the suitors in order to assess the function of the apologoi in

the context of the whole Odyssey.

(b) Odysseus’ Warnings to the Companions

The possibility of danger on Thrinakia is frequently repeated in the
apologoi. Apart from the prophecies of Teiresias and Circe, Odysseus
warns his companions of this danger three times (u271-6, u297-302, n320-
3). This repetition underlines the crucial importance of the incident on
Thrinakia.

It has been pointed out that in Odysseus’ threefold warnings to his
companions, information about the cattle of Helios is partially and
gradually disclosed.2! In the first warning (u271-6), Odysseus indicates
the source of the information (uavrma Teipeoiao / Kipxng v° Ataing (272-
3)) but does not mention the presence of the cattle on the island. He only
reveals that the island belongs to Helios and that oavétatov kokodv is
waiting for them there. As Odysseus is trying to dissuade his companions
from landing on the island, this vague indication of the danger is enough
for his purpose. Another curious feature is Circe’s warning to avoid the
island: Kipxnc T’ Alaing, fi pot udho 10AN" EmeTeAre / vijoov drevaoBon
tepyiuPpérov Herioto (u273-4), but Circe does not give this advice in her
words concerning Thrinakia as reported by Odysseus (u127-141). In the
speeches of Circe (and of Teiresias), Odysseus’ arrival at Thrinakia seems
to be taken for granted (@pivaxinv d’ & vijoov adifeon (u127), cf. A105-9).

This manipulation of detail in Circe’s advice is also appropriate for the

21 Andersen 1973, pp.13-4.
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purpose of Odysseus who tries to persuade his companions not to land on
this island.?2 In the second warning (u297-302), Odysseus mentions the
presence of the cattle. Since he has reluctantly consented to land on the
island of Thrinakia, he reveals that his men should not kill the cattle, and
makes them take oaths. After the landing, Odysseus summons a meeting
(Gyopnv Beuevoc (u319)), and issues his third warning (u320-3). This time,
Odysseus specifies that the cattle belong to Helios, a dreadful god (de1vo?v .
. . BeoV) who sees and hears everything. This gradual revelation of
information in the three warnings, together with the oaths and the
summoning of an ayopn,23 creates the effect of crescendo, and emphasizes
the seriousness of the danger.

This partial or gradual revelation of truth is a characteristic
manner of Odysseus. When Odysseus’ ship approaches Skylla and
Charybdis, he deliberately avoids mentioning the danger waiting for
them:

YKUAANY O’ oDKET EpvOeduUNY, GrpnNKTOV GVinY,

Ut} TG pot JeLo avTEG ATOAANEELV ETHPOL

g1proing, evrog de mukaloiev o¢éag avtovg (1223-5).
One should recall that partial revelation of truth is part of the advice
which the shade of Agamemnon gives to Odysseus in the Nekyia:

& VBV uf moTe kol oL yuvanki Tep AMog elvaa,

und’ o1 pbdBov &mavra mpovokéuey, Ov k' €V E1dfg,
AN TO pEV PdoBon, TO BE kot kekpoupévov etvon (A441-3).

22 Odysseus also manipulates a detail of Circe’s instruction concerning the Sirens.
Circe says to Odysseus, “If you yourself want to hear (arap adT0¢ axovépev ai x’
#éAnoBa), let the companions bind you . . . ” (u49-50). But Odysseus claims to his
companions that Circe ordered him and him alone to hear the song (olov &u’ fvddyer 6%’
axovéuev (1160)). Cf. Dawe 1993, ad p160.

23 For the significance of &yopn, cf. Andersen 1973, p.13 with n.14.
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Heeding this advice, Odysseus reveals his true identity only gradually at
Ithaka. Thus the gradual revelation of truth, which was advised by
Agamemnon, and consciously exercised by Odysseus in his warnings to his
companions, foreshadows his behaviour on Ithaka.

A forewarning was also issued in Aigisthos’ case. In the Olympian
scene in book 1, Zeus claims that the gods sent Hermes to warn him (a37-
), and quotes the message:

UAT oOTOV KTEIVELV UATE pvdooOon dkorTiv:

ex yop ‘Opéotao Tio1c E00eTon "ATpPeidao,

OTOT GV NPAROT Te Kot NC Ul peTon oling.

¢ &dad’ ‘Epueiog (a39-42).
The suitors are also forewarned of their destruction. At the assembly in
Odyssey 2, Halitherses interprets the omen of the two eagles sent by Zeus
and prophesies the homecoming of Odysseus and his revenge on the
suitors (f161-176). On the very day of the mnesterophonia, Theoklymenos
also reveals to the suitors his vision of their death (v351-7). Thus the
motif of forewarning links Aigisthos and the suitors with the companions
of Odysseus. It should be noted that the sources of all these forewarnings
are either the gods or prophets who can foretell the will of the gods. The
elaborate repetition of the forewarnings about the danger on Thrinakia
contributes to this link.

The three parties also correspond to each other in that they neglect
these warnings. In the apologoi, the danger of neglecting a warning is
prefigured in the Kikonian episode, in which the companions’ neglect of
Odysseus’ order resulted in their defeat. Odysseus himself also neglected
his companions’ plea in the cave of the Cyclops to leave before anyone

came back (1224-230).2¢ In his warnings about the Sirens, Odysseus

mentions a choice one faces when a divine forewarning has been revealed:

24 Odysseus further neglected the plea of his companions not to call to the Cyclops

from his ship (1492-505).
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GO EpEw UEV EYWOV, TvaL e1DOTEC 1) ke Odvwuev

fj kev GAevGuevor Bavatov kat kApa poyoruev (u156-7).
Informed of the danger, one may still die by neglecting the warning, or one
can evade the death by heeding it. The companions heeded the warning at
the island of the Sirens, but they did not do so on Thrinakia, though they
had been told of the divine warning.25 The phrasing at u156-7, especially
the participle €1d01e¢, is reminiscent of Zeus’ comment on Aigisthos’
neglect of divine forewarning in book 1: Aigisthos seduced Klytaimestra
and murdered Agamemnon, though he knew the destruction (g1duw¢ cimvv
dreBpov (a37)) which was awaiting him. The companions at Thrinakia
and Aigisthos knew their destruction in the sense that they had been
given the divine forewarnings. The same applies to the suitors, since they

are told by prophets of the consequence of their reckless behaviour.

(¢) Slaughter of the Cattle
When Eurylochos proposed the slaughter of the cattle of Helios
while Odysseus was absent, he claimed that the slaughter was to be a
sacrifice to the gods:

SN &yet’, Heaioro Po@dv EAGOaVTEG APIOTOG
péEopev AOAVATOL01, TO1 ODPAVOV EVPLV EXOVOLV (u343-4).

But the companions could not follow the proper ritual procedure of
sacrifice. Instead of sprinkling barley (xpi),26 they pelted the cows with
leaves (u357-8). Also they poured water instead of wine over the meat
(1362-3). While the use of leaves and water instead of barley and wine
indicates the lack of provision, this deviation from the customary ritual

process of sacrifice also ingeniously reveals the impiousness of their intent

% Cf. Heubeck ad p156-7 in Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989.

26 For the rite involved, cf. Burkert 1983, pp.4-5.
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in spite of the semblance of piety.2?” The causal relationship of this
impious act with the storm which destroyed the companions is vividly
expressed by the description of Helios’ anger in the Olympian scene at
u374-390.28

The lavishness of the slaughter of the cattle ordered by the suitors
is mentioned again and again. Already, when the suitors’ presence at
Odysseus’ house is first mentioned in the Odyssey (in Athene’ s speech at
a 90-2), and when they are first introduced in the poet’s narrative, they
are associated with the slaughter of Odysseus’ cattle (c106-8). In various
passages, the suitors are said to be ‘eating up (xotédovo1) Odysseus’
property (Biotov),29 or simply ‘eating his house (0ixov).30 When Odysseus
lists his charges against the suitors in the scene of the mnesterophonia
(x35-41), he mentions their consumption of his ‘house’ first: 0Tt pot
kotekeipete oikov (x36). The suitors’ lavish slaughter of Odysseus’ cattle
forms an important part of their aracBoiion .31

Considering this close association of the companions and the suitors
with slaughter of cattle, it is interesting that Aigisthos’ murder of
Agamemnon is compared to a slaughter of a bull in two passages. First,
Menelaos tells Telemachos that Aigisthos invited Agamemnon to his place
and killed him at a meal just as someone kills a bull at a manger: &g Tig

Te kKaTéxTOvE Bodv em darvn (0535). The same simile recurs in the speech

21 Andersen 1973, p.19, with n.10.

28 Friedrich 1987, p.388.

29 A116, v396, v428, 032, p378, and cf. 1534.

30 p237-8, $332.

31 At 6143-5 and «458-460, the suitors’ consumption of Odysseus’ property, together

with their disrespect for Penelope, is called ardofBora (0143) and arocBorion (w458).

The dracBorio of the suitors will be further discussed later.
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of the shade of Agamemnon (A411), who also compares his companions’
death to slaughter of pigs (A413-5). Since slaughter of cattle is associated
with the araoOaiicn of both the companions of Odysseus and the suitors,
these similes which compare Aigisthos’ araoBoricn to the slaughter of

cattle strengthen the parallelism between the three parties.

(d) Feasting
After the Olympian scene (u374-390), in which the rage of Helios is
described, Odysseus mentions the eerie omens (tépaa) of the slaughtered
COWS:

rmow o} oumK evrsur(x Beol TEpaa erovd)oavov
apnov LEV pwm era O audy’ oﬁs)\mg S}JS}JUKSI
OTTOMEQ TE KO WU Podv O’ B¢ yiveto Pwvn (1394-6).

One might think that these omens would have deterred the companions
from slaughtering more cows.32 On the contrary, they kept on
slaughtering, and continued their feast for six days until finally the
favourable wind blew on the seventh day and enabled them to depart the
island:

gENUOP UEV ETEITA EUOL apm PEC ETOﬂpOI
doavuovt Herioro Podv EAbwvTeS apioTac (u397-8).

The continuation of the feast confirms that the slaughter was not a
necessity to avoid starvation, since, if so, the number of cows slaughtered
would have been kept to a minimum. The continuation of the slaughter
reveals the companions’ greed.33 The eerie omen of the carcasses of the
cows, together with the defective ritual process of the sacrifice (1356-365),

emphasizes the impiousness of the companions’ feast.

32 Cf Van der Valk 1949, p.224. One should perhaps compare these omens with
Theoklymenos’ eerie vision at v351-7. This vision is ignored by the suitors, as the eerie
omens on Thrinakia are ignored by the companions.

38 ook 1995, pp.119-120.
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There are various scenes of eating in the apologoi. Apart from the
ordinary meals of the crews,34 there are, on the one hand, everlasting
feasts at Aiolos’ palace (xk8-11) and the feast at Circe’s house which lasted
a year (x452-477); and at the other extreme, there are cannibalistic feasts
upon some of the companions (Polyphemos, Antiphates the king of the
Laistrygonians, Skylla). Within this wide range of eating scenes, there is
a series of meals which preceded disasters: the feast at the land of the
Kikonians (145-6); the lotus fruits which some of the companions ate so
that they lost their will to return home (193-7); the cheese which Odysseus
and his twelve chosen men ate while waiting for the return of the Cyclops
(1231-3); and the meal which Circe offered when the companions first
arrived at her house, after which they were turned to animals (x233-240).
The impious feast at Thrinakia, which preceded Zeus’ storm, forms the
culmination of this series of dangerous meals.

The suitors are constantly feasting at Odysseus’ house. Their
wicked behaviour at the feast is emphatically described in the Odyssey.
Athene-Mentes comments on the haughtiness of the suitors feasting in
Odysseus’ house:

¢ € pnor vPpilovrec vIEPL AAWG dOKEO VL

daivvoBon KOTA dPUA. VEUEGONOTO KEV OVIP

oloxeat TOAN Opdwv, 8¢ Ti¢ MvLTOC ye neTéADot (227-9).
In the latter half of the epic, the haughtiness of the suitors at the feast is
impressively presented in their repeated abuse of Odysseus disguised as a
beggar.35 In book 17, Antinoos throws a footstool (Bpfivug) at Odysseus (p
462-5). In book 18, Eurymachos makes fun of Odysseus’ baldness (0349-
355). In book 20, Ktesippos throws a cow’s foot at Odysseus (v 299-302).

34 Eg. 185-6,1161-2, 1556-7, k57, x181-4, u29-30.

35 Slater 1990, p.217; Reece 1993, pp.198-9. See Chapter 8.
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The suitors’ haughty attitude towards the wandering beggar is reflected in
Odysseus’ comment upon the divine wrath that awaits them:

rouof)e 63 ump s6auaooe Bedv ko oxerha epyo

ov TIvaL yap neoxov emx()owwv ochpumwv

oV KaKov OVOE UEV 5087\0\2 ong od)sag atoo((bucono

O Kol araOOa}\ln OV QelkEn TOTUOV EMEoTOV (X413-6).

The suitors’ haughty behaviour at the feast forms another part of their
aracBoion.

During his journey to the Peloponnese, Telemachos attends feasts
at Pylos and Sparta. The presence of the proper hosts in these feasts
makes a contrast with the feast of the suitors who are consuming the
property of Odysseus in his absence. Likewise, the feast at Scheria, which
Odysseus praises highly (12-11), makes a sharp contrast with the suitors’
feast which he will find back at home. These feasts function as positive
foils to emphasize the wickedness of the suitors’ feast. Examples of
wicked behaviour at feasts other than those of the suitors are also
mentioned in the Ithakan scene. At the beginning of book 21, Herakles’
murder of Iphitos is related in connection with the origins of Odysseus’
bow (¢ 22-30). As the suitors are said to abuse anyone who visits them
(0tic odéac eroadikoito (x415)) and thus invite the gods’ anger, so
Herakles killed Iphitos who visited him (adixero (p 25)), and paid no
respect to the wrath of the gods or the meal which he provided:

oxerhoc;, oOE DDV ¢ omv NdEcar’ oDOE TpomsCow
v fiv o1 Topédnkev: Emerta de médve kon adTOV (B 28-9).

Another example of bad behaviour at feasts is the episode of Eurytion the
Centaur which Antinoos tells to the disguised Odysseus (§$295-304).
Eurytion got drunk and wreaked havoc with the feast at Peirithoos’ house:
uonvduevoc kdk’ Epete déuov kara MeipiBooro (¢ 298). The Lapiths got
angry at his behaviour, so they cut off his ears and nose, and sent him
away (¢ 299-302). Antinoos tells this story to discourage the beggar from

trying the bow, but Antinoos and the other suitors are in fact the ones who
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have indulged in haughty behaviour.36 Furthermore, the consequence of
Eurytion’s drunken behaviour prefigures the punishment which will be
inflicted on Melanthios (x 474-7),37 who works for the suitors. Thus, as in
the case of the companions’ feast on Thrinakia, the suitors’ feast should be
seen in relation to other feasts, which, by contrast or similarity, underline
the wickedness of the suitors’ behaviour at the feast.

The episode of Herakles’ impious entertainment of Iphitos is similar
to Aigisthos’ murder of Agamemnon. Aigisthos too invited Agamemnon
and his companions to his house, and killed them while entertaining them
at a feast (deimviooag, cf. d 534-5, A409-411). Agamemnon’s shade vividly
describes how he and his companions were slain among wine-bowls and
loaded tables (A419-420). The motif of an impious feast again strengthens
the parallelism between the companions of Odysseus, the suitors, and

Aigisthos.

4 Conclusion

Considering the elaborate correspondences which we have traced
between the companions of Odysseus, the suitors and Aigisthos, one can
say that the destruction of the companions foreshadows the death of the
suitors as it is also foreshadowed by the death of Aigisthos.

The link between the companions of Odysseus and the suitors is
strengthened by some passages in which these two parties are mentioned
together. In the assembly of the Ithakans in book 2, Halitherses warns
the suitors that Odysseus is now contemplating how to kill them:

To101v yap péyo TALo KVAIVOETON™ 0D Yap ’9600 OEVC
BV drdvevBe Gidwv wv E0oETOn, GAAG TOL BN

EyyDC Ewv Toiodeo o1 GOvov kot KfpoPuTEDEL
wavreoorv ($163-6).

36 Slater 1990, p.216 with n.40.

8T Cf. Davies 1994, p.535.
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In the same speech, he mentions the prophecy which he uttered when

Odysseus left for Troy:

bfiv KOKQ 7r0,7\7\(‘x TaB0VT’, OAEC VT’ (o TAVTOG ETCH POVC,

AYVWOTOV TAVIEGO1V EEIKOC TR EVIAUTH

oikad erevoecBon ($174-6).
This juxtaposition of the deaths of the companions and the suitors may
seem a mere coincidence, but they are linked together closely in the
following passage, in which Eupeithes, a father of one of the suitors,

accuses Odysseus:

‘(;Of)g u‘sxf oLV VIECO1V Jywv TOAEQC TE KOt EGOAOVC

BAEOE UEV vAag YAadv PAC, a0 O’ WAETE AODVC,

ToU¢ O’ eAOwV ExtErve KeporAivwv O aptotoug (w 427-9).
Eupeithes juxtaposes the deaths of the companions and the suitors in the
accusation which he levels against Odysseus. In view of this accusation,
the proem (& 6-9) and the apologoi as a whole defend Odysseus regarding
the death of his companions, while the description of the suitors’
dracBorion defends Odysseus’ revenge on the suitors. In the first Nekyia,
Teiresias mentions both the companions and the suitors in his prophecy:

g1 O€ ke olvna, TOTE TO1 Tekpggipou’ 6?\5,6va

vni TE KA1 ETAPOLS. ODTOG D €l Tr,ép KEV (17\,1)61:]@,

OWE KAK®OC VELOU, OAEC G é’urq TAVTOG ETOLPODE,

VNOg &1’ GAhoTPinG OMelg d' eV IMUATAX 01K,

Gvdpac dEpdLEAOLE, Ot Tol PLOTOV KATEDOLAL

3

uvduevor avTiOénv Ghoxov kot Edva hdovreg (A112-7).
In this passage, the logic is that the slaughter of the cattle of Helios (g1 d¢
ke oivnon) leads to the loss of Odysseus’ companions and ship, and to the
troubles on Ithaka, i.e. the suitors who eat up (xatedovor) Odysseus’
property.38 Considering these links between the companions and the

suitors, it may not be a mere coincidence that sulphur (6eeiov) which is

38 Cook 1995, p.120.
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used to purify the scene of the mnesterophonia (y 481-2, 3 493-4, ¢ 50) is
also mentioned in the storm which destroyed the companions (u 417).39

In order to clarify the effect of the correspondence of the araocOoiion
of Odysseus’ companions with that of the suitors, it is necessary to
examine the guilt of the suitors.4® The suitors’ guilt, which Odysseus
requites by killing them, is not so straightforward as in the case of
Orestes’ revenge on Aigisthos. The suitors have not killed anyone whom
Odysseus would have to avenge, nor would the mere act of wooing itself
deserve death as a punishment.

It is to be noted that the revenge on the suitors is ordered by
Athene (o 293-6, v 375-8), and revealed in a prophecy as a predestined
course of events (A115-120). This may reflect the fact that the
mnesterophonia was an element which the poet inherited from the
tradition. It is quite likely that the mnesterophonia was a deeply rooted
element in the pre-Homeric story of a husband who returned home after
many years of wandering. When the poet took up this story to compose a
whole-scale epic, one of his tasks might well have been to specify the guilt
for which the suitors were killed.

The charges against the suitors are summed up in Odysseus’ words
to them at x 35-41. In this speech, the lavish consumption of Odysseus’
property, the suitors’ sexual relationships with the slave women, and the
wooing during Odysseus’ lifetime are mentioned. In his reply to the
speech, Eurymachos accepts these charges, but lays all the blame upon
Antinoos, who has just been killed by Odysseus. He also lays against

39 J. Finley, Jr. 1978, p.136. The only other mention of sulphur in the Odyssey is in

one of Odysseus’ lying tales (£307).

40 For a detailed account of the guilt of the suitors, cf. Erbse 1972, pp.113-142.
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Antinoos another charge, that he tried to kill Telemachos and be king
himself (x 51-3).

As we have seen above, the lavish consumption of Odysseus’ cattle
is repeatedly mentioned, and forms a part of the suitors’ aragBoiion.41
The plan to kill Telemachos is also repeatedly mentioned,#2 and on one
occasion Leiokritos reveals his intention to kill Odysseus if he returns and
tries to drive out the suitors.43 The suitors’ intended usurpation of the
house of Odysseus, together with the kingship, puts Odysseus in a
position in which, if he returns to his house as its master and does not kill
the suitors, he will be in danger of being killed by them.44 The suitors’
sexual relationship with the slave women can also be considered an
offence to the house of Odysseus, since they belong to Odysseus.4?

Another aspect of the suitors’ aracBoiion is their haughty
behaviour at the feasts in Odysseus’ house and, in particular, their abuse
of the disguised Odysseus. This charge is expressed in Odysseus’ words to
Eurykleia quoted above () 413-6).

These several aspects of the suitors’ aracOorion are repeatedly
described in the Ithakan scenes, and, through this accumulation, the poet
establishes the wickedness of the suitors.

It should be noted that Aigisthos attempted and for a while

succeeded in usurping the house of Agamemnon by seducing the queen

4 Olson 1995, p.202, n.58 underrates this aspect of the suitors’ araoBaiio.

42 5663-72, 5842-7, 7 371-386, v241-6, v273-4. Olson 1995, pp.195-6 minimizes the
suitors’ intention of usurping either the property of Odysseus’ household or the kingship.
43 B246-251.

4 Yamagata 1994, p.31.

45 (Cf Yamagata 1994, pp.28-9.
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and killing the returning king. The correspondence of the suitors with
Aigisthos throws light on the similar intention of the suitors, i.e. their
usurpation of the house of Odysseus by killing Telemachos, and possibly
also Odysseus if he returns. Thus this correspondence contributes to the
emphasis upon one aspect of the suitors’ atacBoiion.

To sum up, on the one hand, the dracBoiion of the companions at
Thrinakia form a climax of the course of events in the apologoi, especially
regarding the behaviour and destiny of the companions of Odysseus, and,
on the other hand, contribute to the unity of the Odyssey through their
correspondence with the dracBoion of the suitors and Aigisthos. In this
sense, one can reasonably assert that the Thrinakia episode connects the

apologoi to the main body of the Odyssey.
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Chapter 8
Odysseus’ Lying Stories

1 Introduction

After Odysseus returns to Ithaka in book 13, he tells a series of
false tales about his origin and about how he came to the island. These
tales constitute the main examples of characters’ storytelling in the last
half of the Odyssey. In this chapter, we will examine five of these stories!:
(1) the story told to the disguised Athene (v256-286); (2) the story told to
Eumaios (£192-359); (3) the story told to Antinoos (p415-444); (4) the story
told to Penelope (1165-202, 221-248, 262-307); (5) the story told to Laertes
(0 303-314).

Some common elements can be found among these lying stories.
The disguised Odysseus often claims to be a Cretan.?2 The Trojan War is
mentioned in some of the stories, along with the name of the Cretan hero
Idomeneus. The Phoenicians, Thesprotia, an expedition to Egypt,
Odysseus’ consultation of an oracle at Dodona, appear in more than one of
these stories. Furthermore, motifs similar to those mentioned above can

be found in the stories Odysseus tells on various occasions in Phaiakia.3

1 There are other, shorter, accounts of the disguised Odysseus’ false identity, e.g.

0138-140, 1 75-80.

2 Odysseus stands in the tradition of lying Cretans. Cf. Richardson 1974 ad
Homeric Hymn to Demeter 123-4, and Pfeiffer’s testimonia ad Kallimachos Aymn 1.8.
Reece 1994 speculates that a ‘Cretan Odyssey’, in which Telemachos meets Odysseus in

Crete, existed and influeced the composition of the Odyssey.

8 The elements common to Odysseus’ stories at Phaiakia and Ithaka are

conveniently listed in a chart by Alden 1992, p.10.
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Despite these common elements, however, the lying stories of Odysseus
differ considerably from each other. Scholars have realized that the
autobiographies in these stories differ according to the situation in which
the disguised Odysseus finds himself.4

In this chapter, remarkable features of each of the lying stories will
be examined with respect to their significance within their context.
Special attention will be paid to how the composition of each story reflects
the message of Odysseus to each addressee. A few general points arising

from the examination of each story will be discussed in the conclusion.

2 The Story told to Athene (v256-286)

The Phaiakians bring Odysseus on their ship to Ithaka, and put
him, still asleep, on the coast, together with their gifts (v113-125). When
Odysseus wakes up, he finds himself left alone with his possessions in a
land which he does not yet recognize as his native soil (v187-199). In his
first utterance after he wakes up (v200-216), he deliberates about where
he should bring his possessions as well as where he himself should go (7
3 xpruoro oA G GEpw TADE; T TE Koi awTog/ TAdyEouon (v203-4)), and he
checks whether any of his gifts have been lost (v 215-8). When Athene,
disguised as a young man, approaches Odysseus, he implores her to save
his possessions and himself: A& 0Gw pev TadTR, 06w O gué (v230). Thus
Odysseus’ concern about his possessions is repeatedly mentioned in the

scene preceding his lying tale to the disguised Athene.

4 E.g. Walcot 1977, p.1; Emlyn-Jones 1986, p.3.
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Odysseus’ lying tale explains why he is left alone with his great
possessions: he tells how he committed a murder and fled Crete,5 escorted
by the Phoenicians, who departed while he was asleep, leaving his
possessions with him. This lying story also strengthens his plea to the
disguised Athene to save his possessions (GAAX odw pev TadTa (v 230)).
Firstly, the story includes an account of the outcome of Orsilochos’
attempt at theft. Odysseus claims that he killed Orsilochos in ambush®6 on
a dark night, without being known to anybody (v 267-270). The account of
the death of Orsilochos serves as an implicit warning to the young man
(the disguised Athene) not to try to take the possessions away.” Secondly,
the story aiso includes an account of the Phoenicians’ treatment of the
speaker and his possessions. They tried to escort the speaker to Pylos or
Elis, but were prevented by a storm. Their unwillingness to leave the
course, which would have led to the destination wished by the speaker, is
stated: wOAA™ aexalouevovg, ovd’ fbsrov e€amarfoon (v 277). After they
landed on Ithaka, the Phoenicians lay down on the ground, exhausted by
their effort to bring their ship to harbour, but while the speaker was
sleeping, they took his possessions out of the ship and departed. The
description of the Phoenicians’ manner of departure aimost reproduces the
departure of the Phaiakians depicted previously in the main narrative (v

113-125).

5 An exile who has committed a murder is a frequent motif in the Odyssey: e. g. €
379-81 (an Aitolian), 0 223-5 (Theoklymenos), y118-122, v42-3 (Odysseus himself). Cf.
Janko 1992, ad N694-7.

6 Walcot 1977, p.10 suggests that the name ‘Opoiroyo¢ (‘Ambush-arouser’) can be
seen as an allusion to the ambush (cf. Aoxnoduevog (v268)) by which he was kilied.

7 Moreover, Trahan 1952, p. 36 comments that the mention of the speaker’s

children (v258) implies that they may avenge their father if he is harmed.
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It should be noted that in reality Odysseus first thought that he had
been tricked by the Phaiakian sailors. He thought he had been left in a
strange land. Odysseus invokes Zeus and asks him to avenge this wicked
act (v 213-4). Odysseus’ checking of the possessions after this utterance
shows his suspicion of the Phaiakians (cf. v 217-8). Later, however, it
turns out from the disguised Athene’s words that the Phaiakians have,
after all, brought him to Ithaka. The sincerity of the Phaiakian sailors,
which Odysseus has just realized, is transferred to the Phoenician sailors
in the story.® The Phoenicians’ treatment of the possessions serves as a
positive model which the young man, to whom the story is told, should
follow.? Thus, even though the story itseif is not introduced as a
paradeigma, it contains both a negative model and a positive model for
the listener, and strengthens Odysseus’ appeal to the disguised Athene to

protect his possessions.

3 The Story toid to Eumaios (£192-359)
(a) Odysseus’ Return

In the hut of Eumaios, Odysseus, disguised as a beggar, is asked
about his identity by the swineherd (£185-190). In reply, he tells a long
story of his origin and adventures.

In the exchange between Eumaios and the beggar preceding this
lying tale, the prospect of Odysseus’ return is discussed. Eumaios says
that there have been liars who fabricated stories about Odysseus (E122-
130), and he expresses his conviction of Odysseus’ death (€133-8). The

8 The assertion that the Phoenicians did not mean to deceive (0vd’ fBeroV

tEomarRoo (v277)) seems to reflect the fact that the Phaiakians, whom Odysseus
suspected of deceiving him, were found not to have done so.

9 Trahan, 1952, p.36.
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beggar, on the other hand, asserts that Odysseus will return (£149-164).
He even claims that he hates those who tell deceitful tales as much as he
hates the gates of Hades (£156-7),10 and swears by Zeus, the hospitable
table, and Odysseus’ hearth, that Odysseus will return within a month
and take vengeance on the suitors (£158-164). Eumaios still dismisses the
beggar’s claim (£166-170). Given that the prospect of Odysseus’ return is
the centre of attention in this exchange, it seems no coincidence that
towards the end the long lying story contains a report of Odysseus’
preparations for return (£321-333). Odysseus is said to have gone to
Dodona to consult an oracle concerning whether he should return home
openly or secretly (£327-330). This implies the possibility that Odysseus
will return (or is already in Ithaka) incognito.ll It should also be noted
that this passage mentions the Thesprotian king’s oath:

Buooe B¢ Tpog EU’ ADTOV, ATOCTEVOWY EVI 01KW,

vijo koTelpBoBon ko ETaPTERS EUPEV ETOIPOVG,

o1 O v méuyovor Piany ¢ rarpida yaiav (€331-3).
It may not be clear why the king had to swear with a libation to the
speaker, but this detail does echo the stranger’s earlier oath about the
prospect of Odysseus’ return at £158-164. Thus the story is meant not
only to provide information about the beggar, but also to convince
Eumaios of Odysseus’ impending return.

Following his assertion that he hates liars (€156-7) and Eumaios’
demand for the truth (£186), the stranger claims at the very beginning
that his story is to be ‘very precise’ (LOA’ arpexéwc (£192)). The wealth of
details in this story, which is by far the longest of Odysseus’ lying tales,

contributes to the credibility of the account.

10 Cf. Achilleus’ words at I 312-3.

11 Halitherses mentions his prophecy, which he uttered at Odysseus’ departure for

Troy, that he will return incognito in the twentieth year (3174-6).
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After the stranger’s tale, Eumaios replies that his heart was stirred
by all the details of the story concerning his sufferings and wanderings
(£361-2), but that the account concerning Odysseus was not convincing
(£363-5). The stranger still insists on Odysseus’ likely return in his reply
to Eumaios (£391-400), and proposes a deal: if Odysseus comes back,
Eumaios should give him clothes and send him to Doulichion, but if
Odysseus does not return, he, the speaker, can be thrown down from a cliff
(E395-400). But Eumaios brushes aside the beggar’s proposal (£402-8),
and turns to the preparation of a meal.

Throughout the long exchange between Eumaios and the stranger,
the latter tries to convince Eumaios of the prospect of Odysseus’ return by
various means: an oath, a long, vivid autobiographical tale, and the
proposal of a deal. Though Eumaios never says that he has altered his
attitude, it has been suggested that there is a hint of a slight change.1?
When Eumaios performs a sacrifice, he prays to the gods for Odysseus’
return:

Ko EMEVLXETO OOt Oeoiatv
vootfioon ‘Odvofia morbdpove 6ve douovde (£423-4).

This prayer makes a contrast with the conviction as to Odysseus’ death

expressed before the stranger’s long tale (especially at £133-8).13

(b) Treatment of a Stranger
As details of the lying story in book 13 reflect Odysseus’ message to
the disguised Athene, the lying story in book 138 also contains details
related to the disguised Odysseus’ message to Eumaios. The story

contains an account of a raid on the Egyptians (£244-284). When the

12 Rose 1980, pp.290-2.

13 In book 17, Eumaios again prays for Odysseus’ return (p 240-6). Rose 1980,

p.292.
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stranger’s companions, after initial success, were defeated by the
Egyptians, he claims that he supplicated the Egyptian king (£276-9).14
The king pardoned the speaker and took him on his chariot, though many
Egyptians wanted to kill him (£279-282). The stranger comments on the
Egyptian king’s awe of Zeus Xeinios!5:

o , A1o¢ &’ wnileto pAwviv
EEIVIOV, OC TE HAMOTO VEUECO OTOn KoK Epyox (E283-4).

The king’s attitude towards the suppliant based on his awe towards Zeus
Xeinios serves as a positive model for Eumaios in his treatment of the
helpless stranger.

After seven years’ stay in Egypt, the stranger claims that he met a
wicked Phoenician, who tricked him and tried to sell him as a slave (£288-
298). But the Phoenician’s ship met a storm, which was sent by Zeus.
The ship was struck by Zeus’ lightning bolt, and only the stranger
survived (£299-309). The Phoenician’s evil treatment of the stranger,
which was eventually punished by Zeus, makes a contrast to the Egyptian
King’s hospitality. The Phoenician’s ill-treatment of the stranger can be
seen as a negative model for Eumaios in his treatment of the stranger,
and the punishment inflicted by Zeus on the Phoenician serves as a

warning.

14 Emlyn-Jones 1986, pp.5-7 compares the account of this raid with the description
of the raid on the Kikonians in book 9 and points out a remarkable difference: in book 9,
Odysseus behaves as a military commander of his companions, whereas the stranger
describes himself as critical of his companions’ act of raiding. It should be noted that the
speaker makes a sympathetic comment on the suffering of the victims of the raid (¢« 8¢
yovaikog dyov kot vima tékva (£264)). This detachment of the speaker from the raid in
the lying story suits the act of surrender and supplication better than Odysseus’ attitude
in the Kikonian episode. For supplication-scenes in Homer, cf. Crotty 1994.

15 For Zeus Xeinios, cf. Reece 1993, pp.64-5.
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It should be noted that the sequence of positive model of benevolent
king and negative example of wicked trader is repeated in the tales of the
Thesprotian king, Pheidon (£316-337) and the Thesprotian sailors (£337-
359). After the thunderstorm which destroyed the ship of the wicked
Phoenician, the speaker drifted nine days, clinging on the ship’s mast, and
reached Thesprotia (8310-315). The king’s son took the stranger to his
house, where the king received him ‘without asking for any recompense
(amprarny (£317)).16 The stranger also adds that the Thesprotian king
was entertaining Odysseus, who went off to Dodona, temporarily leaving
great possessions at the king’s palace (£321-330). Moreover, the king
ordered Thesprotian sailors to take the stranger to Doulichion. In
contrast to the Thesprotian king’s hospitality to the stranger, the
Thesprotian sailors, like the wicked Phoenician, intended to sell him as a
slave (£341-3). When they reached Ithaka, they bound and left him in the
ship, while they landed and prepared their meal (£344-7).

The repetition of the motif of a king who receives a stranger kindly,
and the motif of wicked traders, may be compared to the use of ‘doublets’
in Odysseus’ apologoi in books 9-12, e.g. Circe and Kalypso; the Cyclops
and the Laistrygonian king; and the two storms caused by Helios and

Poseidon.17 The repetition of the sequence of benevolent kings and wicked

16 For the usage and meaning of this word, cf. Leumann 1950, p.167; Hoekstra in
Heubeck and Hoekstra 1989, ad £317.

17 However, note also that so called ‘doublets’ are not necessarily treated with equal
weight. For example, the Circe adventure is far more vivid than Odysseus’ stay with
Kalypso; the Cyclops adventure is far fuller in detail than the description of the
encounter with the Laistrygonian king. Likewise, the first instance of each motif
receives fuller treatment in the story told to Eumaios: the description of the expedition

to Egypt is far more vivid than that of the stranger’s stay at Thesprotia which is
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traders in the story told to Eumaios strengthens its paradigmatic message
concerning the treatment of a helpless stranger.

Frequent mentions of the gods’ intervention are also a notable
feature of the lying story told to Eumaios. As the stranger recounts his
former military prowess, he says that Ares and Athene gave him 6apoog
and pné&nvopin (£216-7). He attributes his liking for voyage and war to a
god (£224-7). After the Trojan War, a god scattered the returning Greeks
(£242), and Zeus devised evil fortune for him (&243). In the expedition to
Egypt, Zeus is said to have caused panic among the speaker’s companions
(£268-9). And the same god put in the stranger’s mind the idea of
surrender and supplication to the Egyptian king (£273-4). Then again,
Zeus is said to have caused the destruction of the ship of the wicked
Phoenician (£300), by rousing a thunderstorm (£303-7). Thus the god took
away the Phoenician sailors’ home-coming (£309, where 0e6¢ apparently
refers to Zeus). The same god, on the other hand, spared the stranger’s
life by providing him with a mast to cling to (£310-2). Then, the gods are
said to have released the stranger from his bondage in the wicked
Thesprotian sailors’ ship (£348-9), and the story ends with the comment
that the gods hid him from the searching Thesprotians and led him to
Eumaios’ hut (£ 357-9). Thus most of the events recounted in the story are
attributed to the will of the gods, especially of Zeus.'® The accumulation
of divine interventions seems to have relevance to the stranger’s message
to Eumaios, since it adds weight to the mention of the Egyptian king’s awe

of Zeus Xeinios (£283-4). Eumaios should show hospitality not only

dominated by the report of Odysseus’ whereabouts, and the description of the
Phoenician’s actions which ends with a thunderstorm sent by Zeus is more drastic than
the Thesprotian traders’ treatment of the stranger and his escape from them.

18 Note that Odysseus is said to have gone to Dodona to hear Ao fourn (€ 328).
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because it is the general law of Zeus Xeinios to do so, but also because the
stranger went through hardships and was eventually sent to him by the
will of Zeus and other gods.

Eumaios understands the message of the story. He echoes the
divine interventions in the story by saying that a god has brought the
stranger to him (£nel € yor fiyaye dadpwyv (£386)). He also expresses his
awe of Zeus Xeinios:

913 yfxp }'oiS\,/eK’ ,EYU/),O, o1dEgooum 0vde MANOw,
AN Al o EEviov deloac anTOV T  EAecd pwv (£388-9).

In this connection, one should recall Eumaios’ words earlier in book 14:
EE1v', 0¥ pot BEpic €01, oY’ €1 kaxkiwy o£bev EnBot,
E€ivov aniufoan” Tpoc yop ALO¢ EL01V OTRVTEG
Egivol te mrwyol 16 (E56-8).
These words show that Eumaios was ready to accept the message inherent
in the story concerning the treatment of needy strangers.

It has been pointed out that Eumaios’ response to the stranger’s
autobiographical story is also represented by the meal with which he
entertains the stranger.l® When the stranger was first led into Eumaios’
hut, the swineherd cooked two young pigs for the stranger. Eumaios says
that he can only offer young pigs to his guests because the fat pigs are
consumed by the suitors (£80-2). After the stranger’s long tale, Eumaios
orders that the best of the pigs be brought for the stranger (£414-5), and
honours him by giving him a long chine. The stranger is pleased (£438),
and wishes that Eumaios may receive Zeus’ favour (§440-1).

Another indication of Eumaios’ attitude towards the stranger can be

found in the use of the motif of clothes.20 The motif of giving clothes to

strangers appears repeatedly in the conversation between Eumaios and

19 Rose 1980, p.290. Contra Olson 1995, pp.124-5. For the composition of the scene
of Eumaios’ entertainment of Odysseus, cf. Reece 1993, pp.145-164.

20 Rose 1980, pp.292-3.
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the disguised Odysseus. First, Eumaios suspects that the stranger would
readily fabricate a story about Odysseus in order to obtain clothes:

o’t,’up,d KE KO 00, yepoué, ETOC TOPATEKT VIO,
€1 TIC TO1L XAOVaY TE ATOVA Te etpata doin (E131-2).

In his reply, the stranger proposes that xAciva and x11év should be given
him only when Odysseus actually returns (£153-4). In the lying story,
Pheidon, the Thesprotian king, is said to have given xAciva and x176v to
the stranger (£320), but the wicked Thesprotian traders robbed him of
these clothes and gave him rags (£341-3). Thus the motif of giving clothes
contributes to the contrast between the benevolent king and the wicked
traders. Later, to test Eumaios and see whether he provides him with a
cloak (&459-461), the stranger tells a story of Odysseus’ cunning which
provided a cloak for the stranger on the Trojan plain (§462-506). Eumaios
understands the point of the story, and offers to lend a cloak for the night,
though he cannot afford to give one. Then he adds the prospect of
Telemachos’ giving clothes to the stranger:

avtap emnv EABnotv 'OdvooRog g)ikog v10c,
avTOC TO1 YA VAV TE X1 TOVA TE Elpota dwoel (£515-6).

This expression is devoid of the suspicion which was present at {131-2
quoted above. The change of tone between these two passages illustrates
Eumaios’ growing regard for the stranger, and the accumulation of the

clothing motif in between attracts attention to this development.

(c) Correspondence with Eumaios’ Autobiographical Story (0 390-484)
In Odyssey 15, Eumaios tells an autobiographical story, which
contains details similar to those of Odysseus’ lying story in book 14. Both
the stranger in the lying story and Eumaios were the sons of prosperous
fathers. The stranger claims that his father Kastor was honoured for his

wealth and for his glorious sons on the island of Crete ( 205-6), whereas
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Eumaios’ father, Ktesios,2! was a king over two cities on the island of
Syrie (0403-414). Eumaios was taken away on a Phoenician traders’ ship
and they sold him as a slave. The slave woman who took Eumaios out of
his parents’ house was also a Phoenician. These wicked Phoenicians in
FEumaios’ tale correspond to the Phoenician trader in the lying story who
tricked the stranger and intended to sell him (£288-309).22 This
correspondence is remarkable because the Phoenician traders are
represented as benevolent in the lying story told to the disguised Athene
in book 13. Furthermore, Eumaios’ words preceding his autobiographical
story reveals that after he was bought by Laertes, his wife treated him
and her youngest daughter equally while he was a boy (o 363-5). This
reminds us of a detail in the lying story: though the stranger was an
illegitimate son, born of a bought concubine (dvnTn TohAokig), his father
treated him and his legitimate sons equally (£ 202-3).

Considering that Eumaios was raised together with Odysseus’
younger sister, it is reasonable that Odysseus should know Eumaios’
experience.23 It should also be noted that Odysseus asks Eumaios
whether his city was plundered, or if he was taken away on a ship, when
he was alone among cattle, and sold (o 384-8). The second suppostition,
which, with variation of details, roughly corresponds to what happened,
paves the way for Eumaios to speak. Thus the similarities between

Odysseus’ lying tale and Eumaios’ autobiographical story should be seen

21 The name KtAouog (related to kTAO1G, xtdopan) is a significant name: Hoekstra in
Heubeck and Hoekstra 1989, ad 0414.

22 Trahan 1952, p.39. The word 1pwTkng (TpdxTon) applied to the Phoenicians in
Odysseus’ lying story in book 14 (£289) and Eumaios’ tale (0416) does not recur in the
Homeric epics. Cf. Rutherford 1992, pp.71-2.

23 Rose 1980, p.287.
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as due to Odysseus’ intention to present his own experience as analogous
to that of Eumaios, thus to gain sympathy from him.

Eumaios’ sympathy towards the stranger is discernible in his reply
to the lying story:

& derhe Eetvav, n pot péAo Bopov dpvag
TaDTA EKAOTO AEYWV, 0o O TaBec 1D 60 arnbng (£361-2).

It should be noted that the stranger replies to Eumaios’ autobiographical

tale with similar words:

Edpoa’, fj poA 31} pot £Vt dpeat Bu 1oV 6p1vag
TODTX EKAOTO AEYwV, 00 dn TdBec dryea Bove (0486-7).

The stranger and Eumaios stirred each other’s hearts with their stories.
These comments on each other’s stories underline the similarity of their
experiences.24 The introduction of Eumaios’ autobiographical tale (o 390-
402) also reveals Eumaios’ sympathy towards the stranger. Eumaios
suggests that others may sleep but that he and the stranger should enjoy
recalling each other’s hardships:

v B EVL KA101T) TIIVOVTE TE DO VUPEVW TE

KHOEOTV GAANAWY TEPTWHEDX AEVYOAEOLTT, |

UVWOUEVE™ HETQ YA TE Kt GAYECT TEPTETAL VNP,

6c T1C ON uGAot TOAAG TAON kot TOAA' EmohnB7) (0398-401).
The use of (first person) dual forms (v, mivovTe, ot vuHEVW, HVWOUEV®)
effectively conveys Eumaios’ sense of “shared sufferings and mutual
understanding.” 25

As regards the sense of “shared sufferings”, it is notable that

another example appears in a vignette of the life story of the Phoenician
slave woman who took Eumaios away (0425-9).26 She was taken away by

Taphian pirates from her rich family and sold as a slave. The life story of

the Phoenician woman closely corresponds to Eumaios’ experience. The

4 Cf, Rutherford 1992, p.70.
25 Rose 1980, p.292.

26 Cf. Minchin 1992, p.261.
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accumulation of similar sufferings in Odysseus’ and Eumaios’ stories
seems to point to the instability of human fortune. 27

We have noted above that the intervention of the gods is repeatedly
mentioned in Odysseus’ lying story to Eumaios. This is also a feature of
Eumaios’ story in book 15. First, with a conventional expression, the
inhabitants of the island of Syrie are said to meet their death through the
‘gentle arrows of Apolio and Artemis’ (0410-1). After Eumaios was
abducted, Zeus sent favourable winds to the ship for six days (0475). On
the seventh day, the Phoenician woman was suddenly slain by Artemis
(0478). Moreover, the stranger comments on Eumaios’ story that it was by
Zeus’ will that Eumaios came to the house of a kind master after all his
hardships (0488-492). Even though most of these expressions are
conventional (death by Apollo and Artemis’ arrows, a god bringing about a
dawn or sending wind), the accumulation does convey a sense of frequent
divine intervention in Eumaios’ hardships. Thus a sense of the insecurity
of the human lot is combined with the notion of divine intervention in both
Odysseus’ lying story and Eumaios’ autobiographical story. It is
important to note that this sense of human instability caused by gods

forms the background of Eumaios’ hospitality to the stranger.28

27 The disguised Odysseus points out the instability of human fortune to
Amphinomos ( 5130-7).

28 The same sense is expressed in a remark of Philoitios, another servant who is
loyal to Odysseus, when he first sees his disguised master:

dbapopoc, 1 Te Eotke dpog Pagtifit AvoKTL
GO Og0t DvdWTT TOAVTAGYKTOVS avOpwIovC,

omréTe Kot pagiredoty EmrAwowvrar 01{vv (V194-6).
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4 The Story told to Antinoos (p 419-444)

Odysseus, disguised as a beggar, begs Antinoos for food, and tells a
lying story about himself. This story contains a repetition of the account
of the raid in Egypt given in the story told to Eumaios (p427-441 = £ 258-
272), but there are a number of differences in these two stories, apart from
the fact that the story told to Antinoos is considerably shorter.

The first notable difference can be seen in the description of the
speaker’s home in his native land. In the story told to Eumaios, the
disguised Odysseus starts with an account of his alleged father Kastor’s
prosperity (£199-208), but in the story to Antinoos, he begins with his own
prosperity (p 419-423). In this connection, one should note that the
description of the beggar’s own former prosperity is particularly
appropriate to the context of this story in which Antinoos is begged for
food:

KOl YOp €Y@ TOTE O1KOV EV avOpwmoLo1V Evanov

EAB1OC ADVEIOV Kol TOAAGKT DOOKOV GATTY)

Tolw, OToi0¢ E01 KOl OTEL KEXPNUEVOC EADOL (p419-421).
The beggar’s former treatment of strangers who visited his house, as
mentioned in this passage, does not appear in the story to Eumaios in
book 14. The verb ddoxov (p420) echoes the beggar’s request to Antinoos
which precedes the story (36¢ (p415), xpn douevan (p417)). Thus the
opening lines of the story present a former deed of the beggar as a
paradeigma which Antinoos should follow. 29

The end of the story presents a major alteration: in the story told to
Antinoos, the disguised Odysseus claims that he went from Egypt to
Cyprus, from where he came to Ithaka (p442-4). The story told to
Eumaios, however, contains no mention of Cyprus, and it is Thesprotia

where he is said to have stayed before he reached Ithaka. This

29 The lines p419-424 are repeated in the beggar’s speech to Melantho (775-80).
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discrepancy seems remarkabie, considering that Eumaios is present when
the beggar tells the story to Antinoos.3® One possible reason for the
substitution of Cyprus for Thesprotia is Odysseus’ connection with
Thesprotia. In the story told to Eumaios, Odysseus’ information is placed
within the account of the speaker’s stay at Thesprotia. Also, in the lying
story to Penelope in book 19, the disguised husband claims that he heard
information about Odysseus from the Thesprotian king (t 270-290). While
it is appropriate to tell the alleged information about Odysseus to
Eumaios and Penelope, there is no point in telling the suitors about
Odysseus’ prospect of return and giving them a chance to prepare for it.3!

One should also note that the Egyptians are said to have given
(d0oav) the beggar to a guest-friend (&elvw), Dmetor, the king of Cyprus (p
442-3), so the beggar himself became a ‘present’. Thus the end of the story
echoes the motif of the generous gift which appeared at the beginning.

The main body of the story told to Antinoos concentrates on the raid
upon Egypt. All the other elements of the story told to Eumaios (e.g., the
Trojan War, the wicked Phoenician, the Thesprotian king, and the wicked
Thesprotian traders) are omitted. One should note that the beggar’s
critical attitude towards the act of raiding receives more emphasis, since
the beggar’s companions are called ‘pirates’ (A\matfipot (p 425)) in this
story, though they are called avriBéoic etapoiorv (£247) and pinpeg
eroipot (£249) in the story told to Eumaios. Another difference from the
account of the raid in the story as told to Eumaios is the omission of the

Egyptian king’s mercy to the speaker.

30 Cf. Schol. ad p422.

31 Concerning the substitution of Cyprus for Thesprotia, Trahan 1952, pp.40-1

suggests that, if Eumaios notices the substitution, he would think that the beggar is

intentionally deceiving the suitors.
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These differences in the accounts of the raid seem to make the
latter version more appropriate as a message to Antinoos and the other
suitors. By omitting other major episodes present in the longer version
recounted to Eumaios, the beggar highlights the act of raiding, which
corresponds to the suitors’ consumption of Odysseus’ property.32 The
emphasis on the speaker’s critical attitude towards the raid corresponds to
the condemnation of the suitors’ haughty behaviour. Lastly, by the
omission of the Egyptian king’s act of mercy, the retaliation for the raid is
presented as ruthless, which would serve as a warning to the suitors. 33

Considering that the story told by the beggar contains not only a
paradeigma for liberality, but also a warning about the suitors’ arrogance,
it is notable that mentions of Antinoos’ violent act frame this story. Just
before the beggar begins, Antinoos seizes a footstool from under the table
(p 409-410), and, after a short exchange following the story, he throws the
footstool and strikes the beggar’s shoulder (p462-3). This violent act
makes a contrast with the reaction of Eumaios, who understands the

message of the story told to him in Odyssey 14.

5 The Story told to Penelope (1165-202, 221-248, 262-307)
At the end of Penelope’s account of her trick with the web (1124-
163), she questions the disguised Odysseus about his identity. In reply, he
tells a lying story in which he proclaims himself as a Cretan named

Aithon (cf. 7183).34 At the beginning of the story, the beggar promises to

32 For the emphasis upon the extravagance of the suitors’ consumption of Odysseus’

property, cf. Chapter 7.

33 Emlyn-Jones 1986, p.7.

34 In the lying stories told to Athene, Eumaios, and Antinoos, Odysseus does not

give any false name.
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tell of numerous hardships he suffered (1165-171), but the following
account contains no such episodes.35 Instead, the story presents Aithon’s
origin (1172-184), his entertainment of Odysseus in Crete (1185-202),
Odysseus’ appearance on that occasion (1221-248), and the news about
Odysseus which he heard at Thesprotia (1262-307).

Aithon is represented as a son of Deukalion, the previous king of
Crete, and a brother of Idomeneus, the present king (1181). Thus the
disguised Odysseus claims to have had a higher social status than in the
other stories in which he claims to be a Cretan. In both the story told to
Athene and that told to Eumaios, he claims to have himself participated in
the Trojan War along with Idomeneus (v 262-6, £ 235-242), but he does not
claim to be a brother of Idomeneus.36 Aithon’s high social status as a
member of the royal family renders him an appropriate person to give
luxurious entertainment to Odysseus.

Odysseus’ visit to Crete is another unique feature of the story told
to Penelope among the Cretan tales. Odysseus intended to visit
Idomeneus, with whom he claimed guest-friendship (cf. &ivov (1191)). but
Idomeneus had departed for Troy, so Aithon entertained Odysseus while
he stayed in Crete because of adverse winds. The detailed description of
Aithon’s hospitality to Odysseus and his companions (1194-8) establishes
his guest-friendship (Eevia) with Odysseus (cf. Eeivia doka (T185), €v

e€eivicoa (1194)).37

35 Holscher 1988, p.212.

36 The story told to Antinoos in book 17 does not include any account of his family
background.

37 In book 17, Eumaios says to Penelope that the beggar claims to be a Egivoc
matpdroc of Odysseus (p 522). It is to be noted that the lying story told to Eumaios in

book 14 does not relate the beggar’s entertainment of Odysseus, so that this
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Aithon’s account of Odysseus’ stay in Crete touches Penelope’s
heart and she weeps (7204). Her weeping is compared in a simile to snow
thawing on lofty mountains (t 205-7).38 Penelope then prompts the beggar
to tell her more about Odysseus and his companions to test whether he
really entertained (e€eivioag) them or not (7215-9). The beggar describes
in detail Odysseus’ cloak with a brooch and his tunic (1 225-235). He also
describes Odysseus’ honoured herald, Eurybates (t 244-8). It is to be
noted that the beggar inserts a mention of his precious presents to
Odysseus in this account (1 241-3).

Penelope is further touched and recognizes the authenticity of the
description of her husband (T 249-250). She promises more hospitable
treatment of the beggar (1 253-4). In this connection, it should be noted
that Aithon’s entertainment of Odysseus in the story has an exemplary
force. As Aithon entertained Odysseus instead of the absent Idomeneus,
so Penelope should likewise entertain Aithon, instead of her absent
husband, who was once sumptuously entertained by Aithon.

Penelope’s promise of hospitality to the beggar is followed by her
confirmation that she herself prepared Odysseus’ clothes, as correctly
described by the beggar (1 255-7). Then she expresses her pessimistic
view of the prospects of her husband’s returning (1257-260). To this last
point, the beggar replies with an account of the news about Odysseus

which he heard from the Thesprotian king, Pheidon (1262-299).

representation of the beggar seems to be influenced by the story told to Penelope in book

19. Cf. Stanford 1958, ad p522.

38 Dimock notes the significance of the name AiOwv (‘Blazing’) for the story’s effect
on Penelope, whose weeping is compared to a thaw. Murray-Dimock 1995, vol.2, p.249,

note a.

232



Chapter 8

We have seen that the information as to Odysseus’ whereabouts
acquired at Thesprotia is also included in the lying story told to Eumaios.
The news about Odysseus in the story told to Penelope, however, is much
more elaborate than in the story to Eumaios. The information about
Odysseus in book 19 is preceded by an account of part of Odysseus’ real
wanderings: the loss of his companions at sea off the island of Thrinakia
(t 273-7) and the Phaiakians’ hospitality to him (1278-282). In this
connection, the omission of Kalypso’s island, where Odysseus arrived after
the storm off Thrinakia, is notable. It has been suggested that by this
tactful suppression, the disguised Odysseus avoids mentioning his sojourn
with the beautiful goddess.3® By incorporation of details of the real
wanderings, the news about Odysseus acquires fuller and more vivid
details. The beggar even mentions the Phaiakians’ offer to send Odysseus
to Ithaka, but at this point he deviates from the truth:

Kol 01 TOAA O D00 &xv wEUTELY TE U1V fbehov avTol

olkad arAuavToV. Kol Kev mahou evOad’ 'Odvooevg

Anv: AN dpa o1 TO ye KEpdiov eicato Boud,

xpnuat’ dyvptalery TOAANY m yodov 10vT (T 281-4).
Thus the true return of Odysseus on a Phaiakian ship is mentioned as an
unreal possibility. His desire to obtain more possessions is said to be the
reason why he did not accept the Phaiakians’ offer to escort him to his
native land. One should also note that details which suggest Odysseus’
imminent return in the story told to Eumaios are repeated. Odysseus’

inquiry at Dodona (1 296-9 = £ 327-330) again implies the possibility of

Odysseus returning incognito. Pheidon’s oath on the readiness of a ship

39 Russo, ad 7271-87 in Russo, Ferndndez-Galiano, and Heubeck, 1992. This
suppression may be compared to the replacement of Kalypso by savage and rough men
who are keeping an unwilling Odysseus on an island in Athene-Mentes’ speech to

Telemachos (198-9). As Odysseus tells his adventure to Penelope in book 23, however,

Kalypso’s island is not omitted (y333-7).
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for the escort of Odysseus to Ithaka (1 288-290 =~ £ 331-3) prefigures the
beggar’s oath at the end of his story (t 303-7 = £ 158-162).

While it is important for Odysseus to convince Eumaios (his
potential ally in the fight against the suitors) of his master’s return, it is
essential to convince Penelope, since she is on the verge of remarrying.
One should note that Penelope states how the pressure on her to remarry
comes not only from the suitors, but also from her parents and her son
(t157-161). The urgent need to convince Penelope of Odysseus’ imminent
return seems to be the reason for the expansion of the recent news about
Odysseus, which has already appeared in the story to Eumaios, by
additional details which contribute to increasing the credibility of the

story.

6 The Story told to Laertes (w265-279, 303-314).

In book 24, when Odysseus visits Laertes, he deliberates whether
he should kiss and embrace his father revealing who he is, or test him
first by asking questions (w 235-8). The second option seems better to
Odysseus and he tells a false story claiming to be Eperitos from Arybas (w
304-6). The story causes Laertes to cry (w 315-7). It is difficult to
understand the necessity for Odysseus telling a lie to his father at this
stage, since the suitors have already been killed.40 But, as has been
pointed out, this apparently unnecessary testing of Laertes illustrates an

aspect of Odysseus’ nature, i.e. cautious concealment of his true identity,

40 One should, however, remember that Odysseus’ authority in Ithaka has not been
securely established, since revenge by the suitors’ relatives is foreseeable. It might be
the case that, before he reveals his identity, Odysseus wants to be absolutely sure about

the attitude of Laertes, who is likely to be his ally in the fight against the avengers of the

suitors.
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which he has repeatedly shown in the second half of the Odyssey 41 One
should also note that Odysseus’ decision to test Laertes is parallel to
Penelope’s similar decision when she sees her husband after the
mnesterophonia. She deliberates whether she should stand aloof and
question her husband or kiss him and clasp his hands (y85-7), but she
decides to test him (y173-181).

The lying story which reduces Laertes to tears seems not only
unnecessary but cruel. On this point, it should be noted that Laertes’ grief
over the absence of Odysseus is repeatedly mentioned throughout the
Odyssey 42 Laertes’ act of lamention at hearing the false story can be seen
as an enactment of his repeatedly mentioned grief for his son. One should
also note that tears at hearing an account of Odysseus’ former deeds are a
part of a recognition scene in the case of Telemachos at Sparta (5113-6)
and Odysseus at Phaiakia (0 83-95, 6 521-534). In both cases, the weeping
of a still unknown guest prompts the host (Menelaos and Helen in 0,
Alkinoos in 0) to ask his identity.43 In book 24, the tears of Laertes
prompt Odysseus to reveal his true identity.

Like the story told to Penelope, the story told to Laertes contains a
description of the relationship between Eperitos and Odysseus. At w 263,
the expression Eeivw u® (my guest-friend) is applied to Odysseus. At
266-8, Eperitos is said to have entertained (eEeiviooa) Odysseus, who was
the most welcome among his guest-friends, and the gifts of friendship
ddpa Egrvin o) which Eperitos gave to Odysseus are listed at w273-9. In
reply, Laertes comments that the gifts Eperitos gave to Odysseus proved

to be futile (ddpa d tviora TadTa Xxpileo), since Odysseus is not present

41 Wender 1978, pp.56-7.

42 E.g., 5110-1, A187-196, 0353-5. Cf. Wender 1978, pp.58-9; Heubeck 1984, p.155.

43 Cf. Richardson 1984, pp.224-5.
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to give gifts to him in return (w 283-6). Finally, Odysseus ends his false
account with a statement that Eperitos and Odysseus both hoped to give
glorious gifts to each other in the future (ayrad ddpa Mdwoerv (w314)).
The accumulation of the motif of gifts in this exchange between Odysseus
and Laertes is notable.

After Laertes weeps, pouring dust over his head (w315-7), Odysseus’
heart is stirred and he reveals his true identity (w321-6). Following
Laertes’ demand for a sure sign of identity (w328-9), Odysseus mentions
the scar on his leg and the trees Laertes gave to him when he was a boy
(w331-344). It may not be without significance that the motif of gifts
receives emphasis also in the explanation of the two proofs of Odysseus’
identity. The account of the scar (w 331-5) is an abridgement of the fuller
version in book 19 (1 393-466). It should be noted that the shortened
version in book 24 ends with a mention of the gifts promised by Autolykos,
for which Odysseus went to visit him: 6¢p’ av eroiunv / ddpa, Ta dedPO
LOAGV pol DITEOXETO Ko katévevoev (w334-5). This mention of promised
gifts serves as a bridge to the second proof: the gift of trees promised by
Laertes (w 336-344). Odysseus enumerates the trees which once Laertes
promised to give him (& poi 7ot €dwkag (w337)): Laertes gave thirteen
pear trees, ten apple trees, and forty fig trees (w340-1). He also promised
to give fifty rows of vines (w341-2). Thus the motif of gifts runs through
the lying story and the two proofs of Odysseus’ identity. It should also be
noted that Odysseus’ very first words to Laertes are about his good care of
the trees in his orchard (w244-7). The mention of trees at the beginning of
the exchange between the father and the son and at the presentation of
the proof of identity frames the false account of Eperitos’ gift to Odysseus.

In the scene of Penelope’s recognition of Odysseus, double proofs of
identification are also presented: Odysseus’ scar (y73-7) and the secret of

the marriage bed, which is made of an olive tree still rooted in the ground
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(y183-204). Thus the double proofs of the two recognition scenes
correspond to each other not only because the first proof (the scar)
coincides, but also because the second proof consists of a tree (or trees) in
both cases. It should also be noted that the proof of tree(s) in both cases
represents the relationship between Odysseus and the one who recognizes
him. Whereas in Penelope’s recognition of Odysseus, the bed made of an
olive tree symbolizes their marital relationship, the trees as inheritance
indicate Odysseus’ role as the successor of Laertes.44 Since Laertes’ heir
has returned, the promise of the gift of trees did not prove futile. This
makes a contrast with the gifts mentioned in the false story, which are

described by Laertes as etwota (0283).

7 Conclusion

In Chapters 5, 6, and 7, we have seen that stories about former
deeds of Odysseus are recounted by various people (Nestor, Menelaos,
Helen, Agamemnon, Demodokos, and Odysseus himself), and that these
stories reveal different aspects of Odysseus’ nature. To this rule, the lying
stories which we have discussed in this chapter are not exceptions. The
poet’s comment before the story told to Athene seems to sum up the
aspects of the hero’s nature which are revealed in the lying stories:

oD’ 6y’ dAnBéa eime, Ty D' 6 ye Adleto uvbov,
aiel EVi 0TRBECTT VooV ToAUKePDED viou®v (v 254-5).

Firstly, Odysseus keeps back the truth when he tells false stories, even to
Laertes, when there seems to be no necessity to do so. This aspect of his
nature is prefigured in the Cyclops episode in which Odysseus gives a
false name, Ov11¢ (1364-7). Secondly, in telling the lying tales, he exhibits
his cunning intelligence (vOov TOAVKEPDER), especially where gain (k€pdog)

is concerned. His lying tale to Athene reveals his intention of preserving

44 Wender 1978, pp.61-2.
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his possessions. His stories told to Eumaios, Antinoos, and Penelope
imply the message that they should give him protection and/or gifts. The
reports about Odysseus contained in the stories told to Eumaios and
Penelope refer to his accumulation of gifts (e.g., € 323-6, 1 241-3, 1 281, T
283-6, T 293-5). And one should recall that the recognition scene in book
24, which contains Odysseus’ lying tale to Laertes, puts special emphasis
on the motif of gifts.

Another feature which is common to most of the lying stories
(except the story told to Laertes) is the pattern that the speaker was once
prosperous, but through some drastic change of fortune, has been reduced
to the humble condition of a helpless wanderer. The motif of change of
fortune also recurs outside the lying stories in the Odyssey. We have seen
above that Eumaios’ story (0403-484) presents a change of fortune similar
to that in the story which Odysseus tells him. This story also contains a
reference to a Phoenician slave woman who had an experience similar to
Eumaios (0425-9). Both the Aitolian mentioned by Eumaios (€ 379-381)
and Theoklymenos (0272-8) committed a murder and became exiles as in
Odysseus’ self-portrait in the story told to Athene. Furthermore,
Odysseus’ long absence from home caused misery not only to his wife, but
also to his father, Laertes, as we have seen above, and to his mother,
Antikleia, who died of sorrow for her absent son (A197-203, 0358-360).
Odysseus’ favourite dog, Argos, was also reduced to a miserable condition
after its master departed (p290-323). The occurrence of this pattern in the
lying stories, together with other mentions of such instances, strengthens
this sense of the insecurity of fortune in the second half of the Odyssey. It
should be noted that those lying stories which show such a pattern in
change of fortune are all told to encourage a favour from the addressees.
Athene, Eumaios, and Penelope offer support in response to the stories,

but Antinoos disregards the message of the story: he seizes a foot-stool
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and throws it at the beggar (p 409-410, p 462-3). Though this outrageous
act is criticised by other suitors on the spot (p 481-7), similar violent
treatment of the beggar is repeated by the suitors: Eurymachos makes
fun of the beggar’s bald head (0351-5) and throws a foot-stool at him
(0394-8). Then Ktesippos throws an ox’s hoof at the beggar (v299-302).45
Thus Antinoos’ violence towards the beggar does represent a prominent
aspect of the suitors’ attitude. Furthermore, those slaves of Odysseus’
household who willingly serve the suitors, Melanthios (p 217-235, v178-
182) and Melantho (6327-336, T 66-9), abuse the beggar.

These instances of abuse of the beggar are linked with the later
killing of the suitors and the disloyal slaves. When Melanthios kicks
Odysseus, he considers killing him right away, but restrains himself (p
233-8).46 When Antinoos throws a foot-stool at Odysseus (p462-3), the
latter shakes his head, pondering evil against him: A’ ax€wv kivnoe
xapn, kokd pvooodoucdwy (p 465). In this scene, the same line is applied
to Telemachos pondering evil against Antinoos (p 491). After Melantho’s
harsh words to Odysseus (T 66-9), he warns her that she may be punished
by Telemachos, if not by Odysseus (1 71-88). Odysseus ponders evil
against Melanthios (v184) after the latter’s abusive words (v178-182).
When Ktesippos throws an ox’s hoof at the beggar, but misses the target,
Telemachos remarks that he would have killed Ktesippos if the ox’s hoof
had hit the beggar (v304-8). When Philoitios kills Ktesippos in the
mnesterophonia, he remarks with irony that the death is a guest-present

in return for the hoof which he gave to Odysseus:

45 For this sequence of three suitors throwing objects at Odysseus, cf. Fenik 1974,

pp.180-4.

46 Later Melanthios is humiliated by the cutting off of his body’s extremities (x474-

7). Cf. Davies 1994.
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TODTO TO1 CvTl TOJOG EE1VIIOV, OV TTOT EDWKAC
GvriBéw 'Odvatit dopov kat dantevovn (3} 290-1).
In the passages mentioned above, the revenge upon the suitors and the
slaves on their side is conceived as a retaliation for their arrogant
treatment of the disguised Odysseus.

It should be noted that the suitors’ ill-treatment of the beggar is
linked with the mnesterophonia at a level different from direct personal
revenge for their arrogance towards Odysseus: i.e. at the level of divine
punishment. When Odysseus expresses his concern about the aftermath
of the mnesterophonia to Athene, he betrays a notion that the killing is
Zeus and Athene’s will: € wep yop xteivonpt Aid¢ e 0€0ev 1e Eknmi (v 42).
Replying to Eumaios’ question about the suitors’ treatment of the beggar,
he states his wish that the gods should take vengeance on their outrage
(v169-171). When Eurykleia is about to boast aloud as she sees the
corpses of the suitors (x 401-8), Odysseus checks her and says that it was
the fate ordained by the gods which destroyed them:

1010 3¢ noip’ EdAUAO0E OE@V Kol OXETAIOL EpY QL

o8 Tiva yap Tieokov EmyBoviwv avlpumwv,

0V KOKOV ODOE LEV £00A0V, OTIC 0dEag EloodiKo1TO!

T} kot draoOoAinoLV GEIKEX TOTUOV enéomov (x 413-7).
In book 23, Eurykleia tells Penelope of Odysseus’ vengeance upon the
suitors. Penelope answers that it was not Odysseus, but one of the
immortal gods who killed the suitors (y 63-4), and adds a comment on the
suitors’ reckless deeds almost identical to that quoted just above:

ot Tiva yap Tieokov EmxBoviwy avBpwmwy,

oD xakOV OLOE UEV E0OAOV, OTIC OPENS E1C XPIKOLTO"

16 &' dracBoniog Emadov kakov . ... (y 65-7).
Both Odysseus in book 22 and Penelope in book 23 see the suitors’ ill-
treatment of those who came to them, represented by their arrogant
treatment of the disguised Odysseus, as the cause of the divine

punishment. Since the mnesterophonia is represented as a divine

punishment in the passages listed above, Odysseus’ role bears the
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significance of an agent of the divine will.4” In this sense, a remark by the
suitors after Antinoos has thrown the footstool at the beggar (the
miserable wanderer might be a god (p483-7)) ironically prefigures
Odysseus’ role as an agent of the gods which he assumes in the
mnesterophonia. In this connection, it should be noted that Eumaios’ awe
towards Zeus Xeinios (emphasized in book 14) makes a contrast with the
suitors’ ungodly treatment of the wandering beggar.48

In Chapter 7, we have seen that the poet needed to emphasize the
wickedness of the suitors to make the mnesterophonia an appropriate
punishment for them, and that the suitors’ extravagant consumption of
Odysseus’ property, especially of his cattle, constitutes one aspect of their
wickedness. This aspect is stressed through the analogy of their
dracOorion with the droaoOorion of Odysseus’ companions, which
consisted of their consumption of the cattle of Helios. Another aspect of
the wickedness of the suitors which is emphasized by the poet is their ill-
treatment of the wandering beggar. The difference between Antinoos’
response to Odysseus’ lying tales, which is a primary example of the
suitors’ ill-treatment of the wandering beggar, and other characters’
supportive responses to the lying tales, helps to emphasize this aspect of

the suitors’ drocBoAio.

47 Cf. Rutherford 1986, p.160; Reece 1993, pp.181-7; Olson 1995, pp.205-223.
48 An instance of ungodly ill-treatment of a guest can be seen in the account of

Herakles’ murder of Iphitos (¢ 24-30). Cf. Chapter 7, §3(d) above.
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CONCLUSION

1 Relationship between Stories and Epic Plot

In the preceding chapters, we have examined the links between the
stories told by characters and the main plot of each Homeric epic. Not
only is each story closely connected with its immediate context, but also
the stories are effectively employed at appropriate points in the overall
design of each epic. At the same time, there are remarkable differences
between the two epics in the use to which stories are put. In this
concluding chapter, we will pay attention to these differences in order to
clarify the general characteristics of the use of stories in each epic.

One notable difference between the Iliad and the Odyssey is the
way in which the stories are introduced. In the Iliad, most of the stories
are introduced as paradeigmata, as rhetorical devices for persuasion or
consolation. In the Odyssey too, some stories, notably that of
Agamemnon's’ homecoming, are employed as paradeigmata; but the
majority of stories are not explicitly introduced as paradeigmata A

Those stories introduced as paradeigmata into the Iliad contain
rich correspondences with the epic plot which establish the similarity
between the situations in which the Iliadic heroes stand and the
situations of the paradeigmata. These correspondences increase the
applicability of the paradeigmata. But we have also observed that some
stories in the Iliad contain details which prefigure future actions. Since
the mortal characters are not aware of the later development of the epic

plot, these prefigurations are not connected with the issue of persuasion.

1 Note, however, that some of the lying tales of Odysseus contain positive or

negative models for the listeners, as we have seen in Chapter 8.
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Characters in the Odyssey often tell stories in reply to a request for
information. In the case of the story of Agamemnon’s homecoming, one
can find abundant points of correspondence with the epic plot which
contribute to the purpose of persuasion. But other stories, which are not
connected with any purpose of persuasion, generally lack this sort of
correspondence with the immediate epic context, a correspondence which
is peculiar to paradeigmata. In this sense, one may say that the stories in
the Odyssey are more detached from the epic plot than those in the Iliad.2
On the other hand, we have nevertheless found a different sort of
correspondence. Menelaos’ story of his adventures during his return from
Troy contains features remarkably similar to Odysseus’ adventures as
recounted later in the epic. Three accounts of the story of the Wooden
Horse narrated by different characters in the first half of the Odyssey
present or prefigure various characteristics of Odysseus which he displays
in the second half. We have also traced the elaborate correspondences as
regards their araoboiion between Odysseus’ companions in the apologoi
and the suitors of Penelope. These stories are connected with the plot of
the epic by means of prefigurations of future events, a technique which we
have also found in stories within the Iliad.

These prefigurations of later events embedded in stories should be
seen in conjunction with the technique of announcement of the future in
Iliad and Odyssey.3 Both epics open with a prologue which vaguely
announces the subject. An exchange between Zeus and a goddess (Thetis

in the Iliad, Athene in the Odyssey) in the first book of both epics indicates

2 Hebel 1970, p.222.

3 For the foreshadowing of the future in Homer, see Wieniewsky 1924; Duckworth

1933; Morrison 1992. For this phenomena in other genres, esp. in Greek tragedy, cf.

Davies 1989a.
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what is to happen in each epic (defeat of the Greek side until Agamemnon
requites Achilleus’ damaged honour; Odysseus’ homecoming and
Telemachos’ summoning of an assembly and his journey to the
Peloponnese). Thereafter, various passages (such as gods’ or seers’
prophecies, the poet’s predictions, and similes) scattered through both
epics, announce the future course of events. Mortal characters express
their attitudes to future events in the form of fear, wish, threat, etc.,
which heighten the suspense concerning what is to come.

Scholars have detected a comparable anticipation of the future in
Homeric similes. First, there is a number of similes which anticipate
actions which follow immediately.4 Along with similes with short-range
anticipation, there are similes which anticipate epic actions at longer
ranges. Most notably, a series of animal similes which include a mention
of the animal’s death foreshadow the death of the heroes to whom these
similes are applied.> For example, the simile of a lion applied to Patroklos
at [1752-3 contains a mention of the animal’s death. This detail, together
with other predictions of Patroklos’ destiny (©473-6, A602-4, T146-7),
prefigures the hero’s death later in book 16. Likewise, similes at M41-8
and Y171-5 prefigure the deaths of Hektor and Achilleus respectively.
These and other instances of anticipation in similes are instructive, since
the prefigurations of the future embedded in characters’ storytelling are

equally implicit.6 The network of anticipations of the future in Iliad and

4 E.g., 0379-384 (cf. Janko 1992, ad 0381-4). For other examples, cf. Edwards
1991, p.32.
5 For this series of animal similes, cf. Kawashima 1965, pp.25-8; Moulton 1977,

pp.112-3, with n.63.

6 For other similes which contain long-range anticipation, cf. Edwards 1991, pp.30-

34 and ad P736-41.
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Odyssey, especially the existence of long range anticipation in similes,
entitles us to see the prefigurations in characters’ stories not as a mere
coincidence but as a part of the technique of anticipation of the future in
both epics.

The stories in the Odyssey are often not closely linked with the
immediate context by a paradeigmatic purpose, and are generally longer
and more diffuse; but it is important to note that they also contain details
which foreshadow future actions in the epic, and are thus connected to the

epic plot, as is also the case with stories in the Iliad.

2 Representation of the Past

Another noticeable difference between the two Homeric epics that
affects the characters’ storytelling lies in the choice of material for the
stories. In the Iliad, the subjects of the stories are usually taken from
outside the myth of the Trojan War. In the Odyssey, on the other hand,
most of the stories are about the Trojan War and its aftermath. Even
some of Odysseus’ lying tales are connected with the expedition to Troy.
In other words, the Odyssey generally presents its characters’ past in
stories, whereas the Iliad usually presents various myths unconnected to
its characters’ past. It should be noted that the fiiad and Odyssey have
different ways of representing the past. To be brief, the narrative of the
Iliad concentrates on the present action, while the narrative of the
Odyssey is full of reminiscences of the past.” We shall examine this basic
difference to see its bearing on the different choice of materials for the
characters’ storytelling in the two epics.

The main plot of the Iliad depicts the tenth year of the Trojan War,

but some events which would naturally belong to the beginning of the war

f Hebel 1970, p.222.
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Conclusion

myth of the war at Thebes which took place one generation before the
Trojan War. Nestor presents stories from the Peloponnese in the days of
his youth, i.e. two generations earlier. These and other stories of the
deeds of past heroes and heroines in characters’ speeches in the Iliad
present events that are distant from the present war in terms of time
and/or place. The stories about the Olympian gods, which concern their
own past deeds, are not directly related to the Trojan War. 11

The distance between the Trojan War in the main narrative and the
events in the stories is often emphasized. Nestor, quite exceptionally, tells
of his own experiences, but, as we have seen in Chapter 3, his futile
formulaic regret for his lost youth (H132-3, 157, A 670-1, ¥ 629-630)
underlines the chronological difference between the present war at Troy
and his exploits in the Peloponnese. When Agamemnon recounts the story
of Tydeus to Diomedes, he makes it clear that he himself did not see
Tydeus (A374-5).12

It should be noted that the stories generally present a cruder world
than that of the main narrative. Monstrous or fantastic beings like
Briareos-Aigaion (A403-5), the Chimaira (Z179-183)13, the Aktorione
(A709-710, 750, W638-642), the Amazons (T 188-9, Z 186) are mentioned in

the stories, but are entirely absent from the actions of the main plot of the

11 One notable exception is the mention of the J udgement of Paris (Q27-30), but it is
not told by a character but set in the main narrative.

12 As another instance of this tendency to distance the stories from the characters of
the Iliad, one might cite the brief description of the Kalydonian boar hunt (I 538-546) in
which the participation of Peleus, Achilleus’ father, is not mentioned, although he is
treated as one of the principal participants in this hunt both in literary and iconographic

traditions.

13 The Chimaira is also mentioned at IT328-9.
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Iliad.}* The world of the gods in the stories is also subtly different from
that of the main narrative, as we have seen in Chapter 4. In the
consolatory speech of Dione to Aphrodite (E382-415), the former speaks of
the colossal brothers, Otos and Ephiaites, and of Herakles fighting and
defeating gods. Furthermore, this speech includes a mention of the
possible death of a god (E388-391).15 These stories of the sufferings of
gods make a sharp contrast with the main narrative of the Iliad, in which
the crucial difference between Ovntor avOpwror and abdvaror Oeoi is
repeatedly emphasized. The actions of the Olympian gods towards each
other as depicted in these stories are also crude and violent. Achilleus
reminds Thetis of the gods’ attempted revolt against Zeus (A 396-406).
Zeus once inflicted physical punishment on Hera (018-22). Hephaistos
tells a story of his being thrown down to earth by Zeus (A 590-4). He also
telis Thetis a story in which he was thrown down by Hera (X 395-9). In
contrast to such serious strife and violence among the Olympian gods as
narrated in speeches, the gods in the actual narrative only quarrel
verbally except for very rare brawls (Athene against Ares and Aphrodite
in books 5 and 21, Hera against Artemis in book 21).

As we have seen in Chapter 2, the explanation of the cause of divine
enmity towards humans presents a distinct difference between the main
plot and the stories in the Iliad: while a mythological background to
divine hatred often remains unspecified in the main plot (to produce an
impression of inexplicable fate), the causal relationship between offence
against gods and punishment inflicted upon the offender is frequently
indicated in stories narrated by characters. It is also notable that in the

stories told by Sthenelos (A 404-410) and by Sarpedon (E 648-654), the

14 Griffin 1977, pp.40-1,

15 Cf. Andersen 1981.
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defeats of the Seven against Thebes and Laomedon are ascribed to their
arooBonion (A 409) and appadion (E 649) respectively. In this respect, the
Odyssey presents a striking contrast, since, as we have seen in Chapter 7,
both the destruction of the suitors in the actual main plot and that of
Odysseus’ companions in the apologoi are ascribed, with emphasis, to
their araoBoion, which incurred divine punishment.

In the Odyssey, on the other hand, the way in which the past is
represented, either in the main narrative or in characters’ stories, is quite
different from the Iliad. The main plot of the Odyssey is full of
reminiscences of past events in the Trojan War and its aftermath.
Telemachos visits the Peloponnese in quest for information about his
father, and the stories told by Nestor, Helen and Menelaos concerning
Odysseus thus constitute the main action at Pylos and Sparta. In the
Phaiakia too, Demodokos’ three songs and Odysseus’ apologoi constitute
the principal actions in books 8-12. In contrast to the Iliad, in which
previous events are taken over into the main plot as present actions, the
dominance of reminiscences of past events characterizes the actions in the
first half of the Odyssey .

In the Iliad, Helen says that she and Paris will be the subject of
songs (&oidipo1) among future generations (Z 357-8). In the Odyssey,
precisely such songs about the Trojan War are sung by Phemios and
Demodokos16. A consolation for the heroes suffering and dying in the
Iliad is that they will be remembered by later generations (e.g. H 87-91).
This consolation is also referred to in the Odyssey (e.g. w 433), but another
consolation is mentioned, the joy of recounting one’s hardship after it has

gone:

v & eVt K7\101T] TIVOVTE TE 6ouvvuz-:vw TE
KAdECTY CAAAWY TEpTWUEDX AEVYOAEOLTT

16 Finley, Jr. 1978, pp.91-2.
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UVWOUEVEW' UETAYAP TE Kot JAYEOT TEPTETON GVAP,
0¢ Tic On HOAG TOAA O TGO Kot TOAA' EmoAn0f (0398-401).
The motif of recalling or telling one’s experience appears repeatedly in the
Odyssey 1T The Odyssean characters’ stories of their experiences at Troy
and during their return journey reflect this joy.

It is also a notable characteristic of the Odyssey that the same event
is narrated by more than one character.1® The story of the murder of
Agamemnon is told by the shade of Agamemnon himself (A409-434) and by
Menelaos (d 519-549), as well as by Zeus (« 35-43), Athene-Mentes (o 298-
300), and Nestor (y255-275, 304-310). Penelope’s trick of the web is told
by Penelope herself (1137-156) and two other suitors, Antinoos ($93-110),
and Amphimedon (w123-150). The story of the Wooden Horse is told by
two of the heroes who were actually in it, Menelaos (8 271-289) and
Odysseus (7A523-532), as well as by Demodokos (6 499-520). These events
are recounted with different points of emphasis according to the different
viewpoints of those who actually experienced them and of those who did
not. The Odyssey’s characteristic interest in past experiences (one’s own
and others’) can be seen here too.

Since the characters of the Odyssey tell of their own experiences or
at least of events of their own generation, the distance between the stories
and the actual narrative is smaller than in the Iliad. Nestor does not use
the formulaic regret for his lost youth in the Odyssey as he tells his story
to Telemachos (y103-200), since the Trojan War does not belong to his
youth of two generations ago, but to the present generation. In the case of

Odysseus’ adventures, monstrous or magical elements tend to be

17 E.g. 5592, 6101-3, 241-5, 251-3, 461-2, A223-4, p212.
18 In the lliad, Tydeus’ feats at Thebes (A370-400, E800-813) and Zeus’ punishment

of the conspiracy between Hera and Hypnos (£249-261, 018-30) are the only stories

which are narrated more than once.
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presented in Odysseus’ speech rather than in the main narrative, as we
saw in Chapter 7. It should, however, be noted that these elements belong
to Odysseus’ own experience, not to the heroes of past generations as in
the case of the Iliad. The difference in world picture between the stories
and the main narrative which we perceived in the Iliad is smaller in the

Odyssey .19

19 One may compare the difference between the Iliad and the Odyssey in terms of
the representation of the past in characters’ storytelling with the difference between the
two epics in terms of the relationship between similes and narrative. The realm of
everyday activities such as herding or farming depicted in similes makes a clear contrast
with the depiction of the war in the narrative of the Iliad, while these activities actually
occur in the narrative of the Odyssey. Furthermore, there are similes peculiar to the
Odyssey which involve such subjects as the father-son relationship (a 306-8, € 394-8, m17-
21, p109-113), the landing of shipwrecked sailors (y133-8), and the wailing of a war

widow (0 523-530, cf. Chapter 6), which touch on the actual experiences of principal

characters of the epic.
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ABSTRACT

Characters’ Storytelling in the Homeric Epics
by Yoshinori Sano, St. John’s College, Oxford,
submitted for the degree of D.Phil. in Hilary Term, 1997

This thesis is a study of the stories told by characters in the Iliad and the
Odyssey. Recent studies have revealed that these stories, which were once
generally regarded as mere summaries of lost ‘sources’, contain various
correspondences to their respective contexts, and are thereby integrated
into the main narrative of each epic. These stories also contribute to the
characterization of principal figures. Thus characters’ storytelling should
be regarded as an important component of the composition of the Homeric
epics.

In Part 1, the stories told by characters in the Iliad are divided into
four categories: Paradeigmata pertaining to Achilleus (Chapter 1),
Paradeigmata in the Diomedeia (Chapter 2), Nestor’s stories (Chapter 3),
and stories about the Olympian gods (Chapter 4). In Part 2, the stories in
the Odyssey are likewise divided into four categories: Agamemnon’s
nostos (Chapter 5), the Wooden Horse and other events in the Trojan War
(Chapter 6), Odysseus’ apologoi (Chapter 7), and Odysseus’ lying stories
(Chapter 8). Under these eight headings, the function of each story is
examined in terms of its rhetorical effect, echo of the events in the main
narrative, foreshadowing of future events, contribution to the
characterization of principal figures, etc. These examinations show that
the stories told by characters are closely connected with the main plot of
each epic.

Interesting differences between the two epics in respect of their use
of characters’ storytelling emerge from the above examinations. Notably,
the Tliadic characters tell stories about heroes of previous generations,
whereas the Odyssean characters often tell stories of their own
experiences. This is related to the difference between the Iliad and the
Odyssey as regards the representation of the past. This and other issues

are discussed in the Conclusion.






