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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

Homer’s Roads Not Taken

Stories and Storytelling in the Iliad and Odyssey

Craig Morrison Russell
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Los Angeles, 2013

Professor Alex C. Purves, Chair

This dissertation is a consideration of how narratives in the Iliad and Odyssey find their shapes. Applying
insights from scholars working in the fields of narratology and oral poetics, I consider moments in
Homeric epic when characters make stories out of their lives and tell them to each other. My focus is on
the concept of “creativity” — the extent to which the poet and his characters create and alter the reality
in which they live by controlling the shape of the reality they mould in their storytelling.

The first two chapters each examine storytelling by internal characters. In the first chapter I read
Achilles” and Agamemnon’s quarrel as a set of competing attempts to create the authoritative narrative
of the situation the Achaeans find themselves in, and Achilles’ retelling of the quarrel to Thetis as part of
the move towards the acceptance of his version over that of Agamemnon or even the Homeric Narrator

that occurs over the course of the epic. In the second chapter I consider the constant storytelling that
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occurs at the end of the Odyssey as a competition between the families of Odysseus and the suitors to
control the narrative that will be created out of Odysseus’s homecoming. The war that the two sides
begin to fight literalizes the combativeness with which Homeric narratives are created.

The final two chapters consider the process by which the poet(s) of the Iliad and Odyssey have
shaped the epics themselves. With special emphasis on the linear process through which oral poetry is
created, I examine the gods for their role in managing and controlling plot. In the third chapter I
consider ways in which gods represent the voice of the audience, and in which divine intervention allows
the epics to be expanded and modified constantly through the process of composition in performance.
In the fourth chapter, I read Zeus as a stand-in for the poet, and consider his words, actions, and Will as

part of the machinery through which the poet controls the central plot of an epic poem.
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Introduction
This is a dissertation about creativity in Homeric storytelling. I explore moments in Homer when the
multiform that is an unspoken tradition is transformed into the specific set of choices that are the text of
an individual story or poem, such as we have in the Iliad and Odyssey. This consolidation of infinite
possibility into a particular narrative has been described in at least two rather surprisingly
complementary ways by Homerists. First, there is a narratological analysis — as employed in the work of
scholars such as Irene de Jong and Scott Richardson' — which considers the stories presented in our
texts of the Iliad and Odyssey as focalizations of a fabula. The distinction between story and fabula is built
upon the basic concept that behind every narrative one tells is at least the notion of a real or realistic set
of events and characters, of which this particular telling is only one of the countless ways these facts
could potentially be presented. And second, there is what can broadly be termed “oral theory,” inspired
largely by the seminal work of Milman Parry and Albert Lord.”> Their basic argument is that the
formulaic nature of Homer’s language and typical scenes is best explained by comparative evidence from
oral traditions involving composition in performance, where to a certain extent every performance is
unique, dynamically crafted by the singer to present the traditional material in a way best suited for each
audience and setting. Until written texts come to be seen as the authoritative source for a traditional
epic, an oral poem only exists as a notional entity in the minds of singers and audiences, except in the

moments when it is given a particular shape in performance.

! For overviews of the application of narratology to Homer, see Schein (1991), and more generally the three-volume Studies
in Ancient Greek Narrative: de Jong, Niinlist, and Bowie (2004), de Jong and Niinlist (2007), de Jong (2012).

? Oral theory has informed the work of a wide range of scholars; an idea of the range of uses to which it has been put can be
found by comparing e.g. Nagy (1979), Pucci (1987), Foley (1999), Minchin (2001), Scodel (2002), Jensen (2011), Reece
(2011). I discuss these issues further in Chapter Three.

[1]



In the four chapters that follow, I consider the question of Homeric creativity by examining
moments of narrative creation from these two parallel perspectives. In the first two chapters, I take a
view of the text from the inside, considering how characters within the poems create and manipulate
stories based on events that have taken place in their own world — that is, the world that has been
described to us by the Homeric Narrator.? In the final two, I consider the text from the outside, in terms
of its own creation as a probable product of performance in composition by a traditional poet. From
both perspectives, we will locate creativity within a world that is somewhat in flux, that deals in multiple
competing possibilities.

There is a fact about Homeric storytelling that has been voiced in several different contexts: it is
always the exigencies of the present situation that determine what the past seems to have been, even if
this process leads to contradictions with previously established fact. Malcolm Willcock demonstrates
how the mythological stories of the past which characters within the poems tell each other are always
employed as exempla, to make some pertinent point about the present, and how they often seem to take
the liberties with the basic details of the myths for this purpose.* Egbert Bakker describes how the very
language of the poems constructs a past that constantly judges itself from an imagined perspective in the
future — which is a reflection of the true nature of epic poetry, in which a present constantly uses itself
as a standard against which to construct the mythological past.’

Significant for this discussion will be an article by @ivind Andersen which catalogs situations in

the Iliad where characters tell stories whose veracity can be checked against some other part of the

* Throughout this work I use the capitalized designation “(Homeric) Narrator” to refer to the narratological concept of the
“primary external narrator/focalizer” through which the main narratives of the Iliad or Odyssey are focalized. For the Homeric
Narrator as a consistently portrayed “character” within the poems, see Richardson (1990).

*Willcock 1964, 1977.
S Bakker 2005: 92-113.



poem.® For example, at Iliad 17.24-38, Menelaus has been taunted by the Trojan Euphorbus and
responds: your brother Hyperenor taunted me too, right before I killed him. And yet when Menelaus
killed Hyperenor at 14.516-519, it was a brief affair that began with their meeting, ended in death, and
included no taunting. Through a careful reading of this and many other similar examples, Andersen
argues that the text seems not to conceive of Menelaus as lying or misremembering, but of the past itself
as a multiform, as something

open and available for convenient use. The past in the Iliad is heterogeneous and elusive

and contains some mutually exclusive elements, introduced or adapted for different

occasions. Perhaps the concept of an ‘instant past” may convey something of the process

involved.”
This observation will be one to which I return throughout this introduction and this work, as I consider
examples of moments where Homer and his characters make convenient use of this heterogeneous past
for their own creative purposes.

The first chapter centers around a reading of Achilles’ speech to his mother Thetis at Iliad 1.365-
412. This is a fairly momentous speech — it is the longest in Book 1, it is the climax of the poem’s first
episode, and it initiates the request for Zeus to give victory to the Trojans, the catalyst that sets the plot
of the entire Iliad into motion. And yet, in defiance of modern literary expectations, the majority of
Achilles’ 48 lines simply repeat (often in the same words as the Narrator) the plot of the Iliad up to that
moment: Chryses, the plague, Agamemnon, the quarrel, Briseis. This fact by itself offers an example of
Homeric poetry’s continual fixation on the process through which its own its own stories came into

being: Achilles’ speech to Thetis would be the first version of Iliad 1 ever performed for an audience.

Accordingly, I read Achilles” and Agamemnon’s quarrel not as a dispute over women, or even over

¢ Andersen 1990: 28
7 Andersen 1990: 41



abstract notions such as timé or kleos — it is a fight about authority, the ability both to command an
army and to create a narrative. The Homeric hero’s ideal is at one point described as “being a speaker of
words and a doer of deeds” (Iliad 9.443: pvbwv e pryriip’ Epevar Tpnktiipd te Epywv). Warriors’ words in
Homer are more than just talk; the most significant of their speeches are officially recognized
performances before audiences. Well-executed speeches demonstrate the characters’ status as great
heroes as much as do their accomplishments in war.®

Achilles’ re-narration of Iliad 1 to Thetis represents the final entry in a series of reciprocal
attempts, largely by himself and Agamemnon, to control the narrative that will be made out of the
situation they find themselves in. These attempts had begun with the assembly Achilles called at Iliad
1.54, and pervade their entire quarrel, as each man offers a parallel “reading” of the past, present, and
future of their current crisis. By taking the opportunity to make a long speech to a friendly audience (his
mother) with no opposing voice, Achilles is able to assert his own ultimate dominance as both warrior
and narrator.

Much of this first chapter consists of a detailed comparison of Achilles’ and the Narrator’s
tellings of the quarrel with Agamemnon. Achilles’ own version is deceptively simple, summarizing the
confrontation at the assembly itself in a few lines, a single item on his laundry list of plot points that lead
up to his present situation and future request to Zeus:

Ta & éngyeto kiha Oeolo

TAVTY Ava oTpatov e0pdy Axat@v- dupt 8¢ pavtig

e €idwg dyopeve Beompomiag éxdroto.

adTiK’ £y® TpOTOG KEAOUNY OedV INdokeaDat-

Atpeiwva § émerta yohog AdaPev, aiya 8 avaotig

nreidnoev udBov & 81 tetedeopévog éoti-
THV pév yap odv vi ofj éNikwreg Axatol

8 See e.g. Martin (1989), Beck (2012).



¢¢ Xpoonv mépmovoty, dyovot 8¢ d@pa dvaktt.

Vv 8¢ véov khioinOev €Bav krfpukeg dyovreg

ko0pnv Bpiofjog v pot S6cav vieg Ayatdv.

...and the god’s arrows were upon us, all through the Achaeans’ wide camp. A

knowledgeable seer reported a message from far-shooting Apollo to us. Immediately, I

was the first to order that we appease the god. Then anger seized Agamemnon, and at

once he stood up and issued a threatening speech, which has just been carried out. One

girl the sharp-eyed Achaeans are sending to Chryse on a fast ship; the other girl heralds

have just come and taken from my tent — the daughter of Briseus, whom the sons of the

Achaeans gave me. (Iliad 1.383-392)
Building upon past scholarship which has recognized differences in focalization,’ I explore the ways in
which Achilles’ version creates a new story of the quarrel that essentially replaces the Narrator’s version
over the course of the rest of the poem. In his retelling, there is no mention of the fact that the assembly
was instigated by him, or that each of Agamemnon’s statements and threats comes as a response to a
targeted attack on his authority over the army. Achilles does not mention that when he ordered
Agamemnon to appease the god, it was something Agamemnon had already agreed to do. In short,
Agamemnon’s perspective is entirely cropped out of the picture Achilles offers. Simply to present
Agamemnon’s choice as whether he wished to “appease the god” is to elide the fact that he was facing the
same threat that Achilles now finds so intolerable: being ordered to give up his concubine for the good of
the army. Just as a close reading of the speeches of the quarrel themselves reveals the two heroes creating
competing narratives, a comparison of that episode with Achilles’” speech to Thetis shows the triumph of
his own version to the exclusion of that of the now-silenced Agamemnon.

10

Andersen argues for the “primacy of the present”'® as an Iliadic constant: the facts about the past

will be adjusted (within reason) to more accurately accommodate every immediate situation. Perhaps

? e.g. de Jong (1985b), Robbins (1990), Rabel (1997).
19 Andersen 1990: 42.



Achilles” cleverest narrative move in the part of the speech quoted above is to juxtapose his
interpretation of what happened in the quarrel with an equally long description of his present situation:
his geras Briseis has been taken and is in Agamemnon’s possession. The present proves the past, so the
past is shaped to be proof of the present. Agamemnon has Briseis and Agamemnon does not, so
therefore it was Agamemnon who committed the outrage, and Achilles who suffered. Although
Andersen concludes that, in the world of the Iliad, “no need is felt for a definitive version of the past
because no use can be made of it,” Achilles’ and Agamemnon’s readings of the quarrel do not have equal
status as stories. As Achilles gains the upper hand on Agamemnon over the course of the poem,
Agamemnon and the other characters come to speak of the quarrel in terms that match Achilles” one-
sided telling better than the original nuanced clash of perspectives. The overall perspective of the Iliad is
that of Achilles; it is his problems, not Agamemnon’s, that the poem explores.

And yet this does not mean that Agamemnon’s side of the argument is forgotten. The Iliad and
Odyssey are poems that each focus largely on one dominant point of view — Achilles’ young death is a
tragedy; Odysseus’s killing of the suitors is justified. But both poems also include characters with
alternate readings of the heroes and situations. This is particularly true of the Odyssey, whose protagonist
is, almost by definition, a character whose actions and nature can be interpreted multiple ways. In my
second chapter I consider the end of the Odyssey as a part of the poem specifically devoted to the
consideration of its ambiguous hero and the multiple narratives that could be constructed from his
actions.

The ending of the Odyssey has long been deemed an “extended and rather battered engrafted

tail.”"" There is a tradition, perhaps going back to antiquity, that in some sense the poem’s real

1 Ahl and Roisman 1996: 273.



conclusion comes at 23.296, when Odysseus and Penelope retire to bed after he kills the suitors and she
confirms his identity. Interestingly, this shift from “pre-ending” to “post-ending” Odyssey is something
the text itself seems to indicate, with a couplet occurring four lines later:

T & émel 00V PIAOTNTOG ETAPTNTNY €PATELVTG,
TepméaOny pobolot, Tpog AAAAAovG évémovTeg

And then, after the pair had taken pleasure in the delights of lovemaking, they both
began taking pleasure in stories, as they told them to each other... (Odyssey 23.300-301)

The parallelism between action and narration is highlighted by the double use of the verb terpein (“take
pleasure”), which has particular associations in Homer with the enjoyment derived from epic poetry.'
After the two are finished doing, they start narrating, which is precisely the change that occurs in the
Odyssey itself. From this moment on, the story of the Odysseus’s nostos is retold again and again. First,
Penelope and Odysseus fill each other in on what each experienced while the other was away. At the
beginning of the final Book, the suitor Amphimedon gives a long speech (24.125-190) focalizing the
Ithacan part of the Odyssey through the suitors. This finally culminates in the suitors’ families forming an
impromptu mob to challenge Odysseus. The speech offered by Antinous’s father Eupeithes suggests the
possibility of a parallel move back from narration to action:

@ @idot, 7 péya épyov aviyp 88¢ proat’ Axatodg:

TodG P&V oDV VHeooty dywv modéag Te kai éa@Aodg

WOAeoe p&v vijag YAapupdg, 4o 8 dAeoe Aaodg,

Todg 8 ENOwV Exterve Kepaddvwy 8y dpiotovg.

GAN’ dyete, mpiv TovTov A ég [TOAOV dkar ikéoOat

fj kai ¢¢ "HMSa Siav, 86t kpatéovow Emetol,

{opev- fj kai émerta katnQéeg oo0ped” aiel.

AwPn yap tdde v’ €oti kai éooopévorot Tbéabal,

el 1) pf) Taidwv Te KaATIYVATWY TE PoVijag
TeloOped -

12 Ford (1992: 52). In the chapter I discuss multiple ways in which this couplet highlights the notion of duality.

[7]



My friends, it is truly an egregious act this man has plotted against the Achaeans! One

group he led out in ships, many good men; first he lost the hollow ships, and then he lost

the men. Another group he killed upon his return, the best of the Cephallenians by far.

But come on: before he rushes to Pylos or to divine Elis, where the Epeians rule, let’s go.

Otherwise, after he does this, we will be burdened with shame forever. For it will be a

disgrace for future generations to hear this as well, if we do not get our revenge on the

murderers of our sons and brothers. (Odyssey 24.426-435)
The facts about our hero are stacked in such a way as to create an entirely different story from that which
the Odyssey itself largely highlights. By creating a parallel between the deaths of the companions and the
suitors (todg p&v ... todg &), Eupeithes suggests a despicable pattern of behavior: Odysseus has wiped
out an entire generation of young men, the “best of the Cephallenians.” This loss is measured not in
wealth, love, or unborn offspring, but in their standing in a potential future narrative. If Odysseus is
allowed to spread his version abroad, there will be disgrace (16b¢) for the suitors’ families when this story
is one day told.

In fact, the end of the Odyssey depicts the exact process by which Eupeithes’ fears come true.
The men Odysseus spares during his slaughter are specifically those whose function is to propagate a
certain narrative. His bard Phemius, his herald Medon, and his seer Halitherses intervene immediately
after, each using their skills to impose Odysseus’s interpretation upon the audience of Ithacans. Phemius
plays wedding music for passers-by to hear coming through the palace walls, rewriting the slaughter as a
celebration. At the assembly of suitors’ relatives, Medon and Halitherses follow up Eupeithes’ speech
(24.439-462) with counterarguments providing the Odyssean interpretation: Odysseus has the gods on
his side, and it is the suitors who acted wickedly. Their survivors thus have only themselves to blame for
not restraining their outrageous behavior. The Ithacans are brought around to this position by fear

rather than persuasion: half of the mob runs away after the speeches from Odysseus’s herald and the

seer, and the other half relents after their army is defeated by Odysseus and his followers. The two sides

(8]



quickly make peace, bringing the poem to the ending that Zeus has just said (24.484-485) he prefers:
that the suitors’ families “forget” the deaths of their brothers and sons.

All this would seem to be compatible with Andersen’s claim (and extend it to the Odyssey) that
“inside as well as outside of the Iliad, ‘facts’ seem to have been rather fluctuating.”"® Just as the first man
over the wall can be sometimes Hector, sometimes Sarpedon, depending on which is a more useful past
in the moment,'* the Ithacans can remember Odysseus as a righteous avenger or a cold-blooded
murderer, depending on which provides the better back-story for their current relationship. Andersen’s
examples demonstrate that in many cases, this can be shown not to be a matter of characters
misremembering to their own present advantage, “but rather that Homer here presents a slightly
different situation.”™ But as my first two chapters demonstrate, the changing past of the Iliad and
Odyssey is not only a matter of Homer having a different past in mind for different parts of the poem.
Because Homeric characters are shown intentionally altering and controlling the way other characters
remember and interpret the past, it is legitimate to read the poems as intentionally presenting and
suggesting competing versions of their own stories.'® The suitors’ Odyssey and Agamemnon’s Iliad exist

in the background of both poems as silent counterpoints to the Odysseus’s and Achilles” accounts of

3 Andersen 1990: 41.
4 Andersen (1990: 30) lists this as an example: Patroclus remembers a different version from what Homer narrated.
'S Andersen 1990: 31.

' Andersen (1991: 44) takes issue with the statement of Thalmann (1984: 51) that the Iliad “derives wonderful effects from
the resonances that run through it from the whole mass of other poems that must have been in the air...” He argues that, in
an oral performance culture, no poem has any “existence” if it is not in the process of being performed, and thus the poem
being performed has exclusive claim on their attention. I would agree with this statement on the level of text — oral poetry is
less likely to produce specific fixed passages that can be “quoted” unless they are formulaic language not specific to one poem.
But it seems impossible that no performer or audience member in Homer’s oral performance culture would ever notice a
similarity or difference with something they had heard before.

[9]



events. Whether the suitors’ families truly forget the deaths of their sons and brothers or not, the Odyssey
certainly contains multiple takes on the complex character of Odysseus."”

The second half of this dissertation shifts from an internal consideration of how characters
construct narratives within the story-world to an external consideration of how the poems themselves
are constructed as products of oral composition. When Achilles or Odysseus or Amphimedon the suitor
re-narrate events from the poem’s own main narrative, the Narrator’s version provides an external
standard against which to measure the level of creativity in their storytelling. For the Iliad and Odyssey
themselves we do not have previous or alternative versions, although as oral compositions, they were
certainly largely traditional in form and content.'® Just as the creativity of his characters can be located in
the way they manipulate their own past, an oral poet’s creativity can be found in the manipulation, not
invention, of traditional stories. In my final two chapters, I consider divine intervention as a specific
device by which an oral poet could expand and maintain the traditional plot of the poem he is
performing.

The third chapter begins with a consideration of a specific element that is likely to have
influenced the oral composition of the Iliad and Odyssey: time. Roland Barthes argued that from the
point of view of the structural analysis of a narrative, time exists only as an “illusion” created by the text."
However, Genette’s famous discussion of the presentation of time in Proust begins by considering the

interplay of erzdhlte Zeit (to time that passes within the story world) and Erzdhlzeit (the time it takes to

'7 For the multiplicity of Odysseus’s character, see e.g. Stanford (1963), Peradotto (1990), Buchan (2004), Van Nortwick
(2008).

' It is claimed by some that the variant readings found in the earliest Homeric papyri represent legitimate alternatives that
existed within a living performance tradition. Even if this is true, these alternate readings display a miniscule amount of
variation compared to e.g. the Bosnian tradition studied by Parry and Lord. A range of positions can be found in Haslam
(1997), Nagy (2001), Bird (2010), Reece (2011).

19 Barthes 1966: 252.

[10]



narrate the story) which is “a typical characteristic not only of cinematic narrative but also of oral
narrative ... including the fully ‘literary’ level of epic recitation ... ”*° Genette identifies this as a difference
between “oral narrative” and “written narrative,” as the former, as a performance, has an inherent
temporality associated with it, while the latter “has no other temporality than what it borrows,
metonymically, from its own reading.””' Because a performance of an oral poem imposes exact temporal
parameters upon anyone who wishes to access it in its native format (unlike a novel, which can be
enjoyed at leisure), I argue that a composition in performance must simultaneously impose certain
parameters upon its own performer.

To illustrate the difference that this issue of temporality makes in our interpretation, let us
return to Andersen’s argument about how Homer constantly re-invents the past to better explain the
present. In the example I discuss, Menelaus responds to a boast by the Trojan Euphorbus by
remembering a past “made up as a function of the present,” in which Euphorbus’s brother Hyperenor
had also boasted before fighting Menelaus.”” Again, Andersen is clear that it is not a matter of Menelaus
lying or misremembering, but Homer himself installing different pasts behind different moments of the
present:

On the level of fiction, the present, ad hoc version of the past — in this case — is as valid

as the earlier version in the narrative. On the other hand, to say that ‘the poet invented

the story on the spur of the moment’ may seem to make Homer himself rather too

involved in the affair, as if he were in the shoes of Menelaos. The discrepancy is not

caused by a momentary need on the part of Homer. If Homer lets his characters say what

the situation requires at a given moment, that does not mean that Homer himself is

improvising on the spur of the moment.>

2% Genette 1980: 33.
! Genette 1980: 34.
22 Andersen 1991: 29.
2 ibid.



Here Andersen makes a similar assumption to Barthes: that any sense of temporality that is to be found
in the narrative is only a manufactured illusion of a text which exists not temporally but spatially, as
words fixed on a page. But if, as many have argued, the conclusion to be drawn from the observations of
Parry and Lord is that the Iliad and Odyssey are the result of oral dictation without subsequent correction
or editing,** it is not so impossible to imagine that the composer of our texts could in fact make a
storytelling choice because of a “momentary need.” Specifically, such a poet would always be
constrained by everything he has already said, and by the need to produce each new line more or less
immediately after the previous one. With a reference to the image of chess tournaments where players
must chose their moves linearly, and with time limitations, I use the phrase “ticking clock poet” as a
shorthand for a bard composing under these conditions. But, as comparative research in oral
performance traditions has shown us, this does not mean that singers completely improvise on the spur
of the moment. Borrowing the term “mental text” from a researcher of African traditions, Minna Jensen
describes how singers maintain a stable outline of a story in their minds, which is expanded or abridged
in the act of performance — that is, by a ticking clock poet.*

This is the lens through which I consider divine intervention. In the third chapter I go on to
consider divine intervention as a way to expand the plot, with a particular focus on what I identify as one
pivotal moment in the unfolding of the Iliad’s story: the transition between lines 7.16-7.17. This
moment occurs in the context of Hector and Paris’s return from Troy to the battlefield:

"Ev0’” EAétnv 6 pgv viov ApniBooto dvaxtog

Apvy vatetaovta MevéoBiov, ov kopuviTng

yeivat Apnifoog kat Gvdopédovoa Bodmig:
"Extwp § "Hiovija BaN’ éyxei 6§voevtt

2 On the poems as texts dictated in this manner, see A. Parry (1966), Janko (1998), Jensen (2011), Reece (2011).

 Jensen 2011: 110.
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Then one man (Paris) caught the son of Lord Areithous, Menesthius, who lived in Arne,
whom the club-fighter Areithous and cow-eyed Phylomedusa gave birth to, while
Hector hit Eioneus with his sharp spear in the neck, underneath his helmet of good
bronze, and his body went limp. And Glaucus, son of Hippolochus, leader of the men
from Lycia, hit Iphinous son of Dexias with his spear in the violent battle while he was
jumping onto his swift horses and chariot, right in the shoulder. He fell from the chariot
to the ground, and his body went limp.

Then, when the grey-eyed goddess Athena noticed these men killing the Argives in the
violent fight... (Iliad 7.8-18)

This divine intervention provides a sharp contrast with the material that comes before it. For less than
ten lines the Trojans were given victory — a victory very compatible with the overall plan of the Iliad,
the promise that Zeus has made to Achilles and Thetis to have Trojans kill Greeks in Achilles” absence.
But this plan is derailed by Athena and Apollo, who will introduce an indecisive duel between Ajax and
Hector that brings the day to a close, and postpones the incipient Trojan victory until night falls, at
which point the Greeks build their wall. The next day, at the beginning of Book 8, Zeus issues an
injunction against divine intervention, and a similar Trojan surge does lead to Greek retreat as Athena
and Hera are unable to assist in an abbreviated day of fighting (the so called cholos maché, “stubby
battle”) that lasts less than a Book.

Minna Jensen argues that the length and complexity of the Iliad and Odyssey are due to their

nature as large-scale expansions of mental texts; she suggests that a way of identifying which parts are



expansions is to look to the old Analyst tradition of scholarship.”® The interruption represented by
Athena “noticing” (événoe) the Greek loss at 7.17 was taken by the Analysts as an interpolation, yet
another point where one poet’s composition ended and that of another poet began.”” If, as Jensen
suggests, what the Analysts identified were points where the dictating poet expands upon the basic
outline of a mental text by adding additional scenes,* it is significant that this expansion is surrounded
by type scenes featuring divine intervention. In addition to sanctifying and magnifying human action by
the very act of over-determining it with an extra layer of causation other than human intention,”
intervention by the gods offers the singer a convenient tool with which to motivate and shape
expansions upon the core plot of the mental text.

With a series of readings that considers the frequently-cited metaphorical role gods as stand-ins
for the audience,* I argue that the speeches of gods during these divine intervention scenes often serve
as a way to voice the dynamic between singer and audience that shapes an epic performance moment to
moment. Gods not only “notice” human death, but often “pity” (é\énoe) it, and intervene to protect and
to glorify their human favorites.’" In our passage, immediately after the pro-Achaean Athena notices the
three Trojans kills and moves to intervene, she is interrupted by the pro-Trojan Apollo. At this point the
two negotiate an intervention — the duel — that, as Ruth Scodel has argued, is specifically portrayed as

a net gain in total fame and glory for both participants, while still honoring the presumptive victor, the

% Jensen 2011: 257.

¥ See e.g. Kayser (1881: 81-82), West (2011: 58-61).

28 For this interpretation of the Analysts’ findings, see also Fenik (1974: 61-104).
* For “double motivation” by gods and humans, see Lesky (1961).

30 See Griffin (1980).

3! Achilles’ first action in the Iliad (calling the assembly at which he will argue with Agamemnon) is an idea put in his mind by
Hera, “because she was concerned for the Danaans when she saw them dying (1.56: k8eto yap Aava@v, 81t pa Bviokovrag
dparo.)
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Greek Ajax, more than the presumptive loser, the Trojan Hector.* I read the exchange between Athena
and Apollo that both precedes and causes their duel as a way of voicing a likely range of response from
various contingents the audience. Zeus’s promise to Achilles and Thetis creates an overall plot that
involves Achaeans losing rather than winning. Moves throughout the Iliad by the pro-Greek goddesses
such as Athena to momentarily reverse this trend by inserting small episodes of Greek victory suggest
that at least part of the audience is unhappy hearing their heroes lose. Nevertheless, the counter-
argument of Apollo, which complains that Athena’s sympathy is too one-sided, suggests voices in the
audience that show at least some sympathy for the Trojans.

In the fourth and final chapter I continue this examination of the storytelling function of divine
intervention by considering the god with the largest role to play: Zeus himself. If Athena, Apollo, and the
rest of the lower divinities can voice implied responses by the audience, the words and will of the
imperious, all-controlling Zeus serve as a natural place upon which to project the concerns of the author
himself. I argue that not only is Zeus as a character often a metaphorical stand-in for the poet, but, as
many have suggested, the significant and repeated phrase Dios boulé (“will/plan of Zeus”) seems often to
function as “a traditional equivalent to ‘the plot of this epic’.”** I suggest ways in which the presentation
of the Dios boulé can be seen more specifically as a way for the ticking clock poet to specify the main plot
of his mental text and keep this main plot and the various sub-plots organized.

As I discuss in the third chapter, Iliad 8 begins with a divine assembly scene in which Zeus
commands the rest of the gods not to interfere with the battle any longer, as he now intends to fulfill his

promise to Thetis by giving the Trojans victory, and threatens any god who gets in his way with a

32 Scodel 2008: 26-27.
33 Fowler 2004: 230. For other definitions of the Dios boulé, see also e.g. Kullmann (1955), Redfield (1979), Allan (2008).
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suggestion of over-the-top violence. Athena’s (likely formulaic)** response to this threat illustrates how
the interplay of divinities influences the shape of the unfolding story:

@ marep Npétepe Kpovidn dmate kpetdvtwv

€0 v kai fpeig (dpev 6 ToL 09évog ok EmekTOV-
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of kev 1) kakov oitov dvamAfoavrteg SAwvTaL.

AN\’ fitot Tohépov ptv apetdped’ g od keledelg-

BovAny & Apyeiotg DoONooped’ 1] TIg OV oEL,
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Our father, son of Cronus, highest of rulers: while we too are well aware that your might

is unyielding, we do still mourn any Danaan spearmen who fulfill their wicked fate and

die. Anyhow, yes, we will keep away from the war as you command, but we will suggest

to the Argives whatever plan will benefit them, so that they are not all destroyed while

you are angry. (Iliad 8.31-37)
This exchange between Athena and Zeus creates a definite hierarchy, which is absent from the
interaction between Athena and Apollo in Book 7 that I consider in the third chapter. There, neither the
pro-Trojan Apollo nor the pro-Achaean Athena were able to realize their ultimate goal (victory for the
Greeks/Trojans) in the expansion that follows their intervention; therefore they negotiate for a totally
self-contained episode (a non-lethal duel) that entertains without having any affect on the ultimate
outcome of the plot.* In contrast, there is no question but that Athena is completely at the mercy of
Zeus, as she begins by acknowledging. Even her lamentation about the Greeks whose deaths she must

witness as part of Zeus’s plan is couched in language accepting this as a necessity: they are only “fulfilling

their fate” (oftov &vamiioavteg) by dying. She knows she cannot prevent Zeus from enacting this plot,

** This speech is repeated verbatim by Hera at the end of Book 8 (32-37 = 463-468) when Zeus thwarts her attempt to
intervene and save the Greeks.

3 This is a description that can be said of many episodes in the Homeric poems; Scodel (1999: 12, 33, etc.) labels it “local
motivation.”
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and thus asks only to help them endure the onslaught by offering them some vague and unspecified form
of advice.

Both aspects of Athena’s speech — her acceptance and her resistance — are relevant for our
reading of Zeus as a stand-in for the poet. First, there is her acceptance of Zeus’s ultimate authority to
control the universe of the Iliad. Whereas she and the other gods can only “suggest” (9m00no6pcd’) a
plan (Boviv) for the Achaeans, the Narrator makes it clear from the beginning of the Iliad that Zeus’s
plan is being “brought to completion” (1.5: Awg & éreheieto Bovlr}). The threatening speech to which
Athena is responding at the beginning of Iliad 8 contained his command that none of the gods “try to cut
through my story (epos), but all of you approve it together, so that I can bring this work to completion
very quickly” (8.8-9: meipérw Staxépoal éudv Emog, &GN dpa Tavtes | aivelt, dppa TéxioTa TENEVTAOW TESE
gpya), all of which suggests that what is really at stake here is the necessity of moving away from
expansions and sub-plots and getting on with the Dios boulé, the main plot of the Iliad.

I read such statements as part of an overall strategy for managing the plot of an orally performed
epic. Such a performance is only “improvised” on the level of the language which each line is composed
in the moment — this is the sense in which Homer is a ticking clock poet. But the poet is guided in this
process by his “mental text,” which Jensen defines as a “variable template existing in the singer’s mind, to
be abbreviated or expanded according to circumstances and adapted to various modes of
performance.” Throughout the poem, the Dios boulé serves a similar function, unfolding and evolving
to foreshadow the next step of the plot that will be enacted. This process begins at the ending of the

story I discuss in the first chapter: Achilles’ retelling of the quarrel to Thetis in Iliad 1. Once Thetis

% Jensen (2011: 110). On the open-ended nature of this “plan,” see also Minchin (2001) on the “scripts” which research in
cognitive psychology has identified as a basic part of how oral storytellers of all types operate.
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secures Zeus’s assent to Achilles’ request to allow a temporary Trojan victory in order to force
Agamemnon to honor him properly, this becomes the boulé that must be carried out over the protests of
Athena and the other pro-Achaean gods. At 8.370, Athena elaborates that she is forbidden from helping
the Greeks because Zeus has “enacted the plans of Thetis” (@¢t180¢ 8 2fvvoe BovAdg). At the end of
Book 8 (470-483), Zeus re-states his plan for Hera in terms that reveal a bit more of what is to come: the
Trojan victory will not end until Hector kills Patroclus. At the beginning of Book 15 (49-77), he re-states
the plan (and the injunction against divine intervention) with even more specificity: Patroclus’s death
will follow his slaying of Sarpedon, and be followed by Achilles’ slaying of Hector, after which point
nothing will remain to prevent the ultimate Achaean victory in the Trojan War.

This evolving plan of Zeus is often considered in terms of its effect on the audience, creating
suspense through repeated (but incomplete) foreshadowing.*” However, a complementary function of
this structure is its potential use as a kind of beacon for the poet to follow as he structures his live
performance. It has long been noted that, for the first fifteen books of the Iliad, only a small fraction of
the poem has anything to do with this plan — and the parts that do are not spread evenly through these
books, but largely isolated to a few sections (Books 1, 8, 11-12, 15).* In other words, it seems that the
first part of the poem creates a binary opposition: it is either totally devoted to enacting the Dios boulé, or
totally ignores it in favor of self-contained episodes. This is highlighted by Zeus’s ban on divine
intervention (mentioned at the beginnings of Books 8, 11, and 15) as well as the way in which Zeus’s
inattention is marked in sections during which he is not enforcing his will, such as the point at the

beginning of Book 13 where Zeus “turned his bright eyes back away, and looked down upon the land of

%7 See e.g. Duckworth (1966: 54), Macleod (1982: 28), Taplin (1992: 142).

38 Explaining this phenomenon was one of the central focuses of more than a century of Analytic scholarship; see West (2011:
48-68).
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the horse-riding Thracians” (13.3-4: mé\w tpémev dooe pacwd | véopw ¢’ immomdlwy Opnrdv
kabopwpevog alav...) after disabling the main Greek heroes and destroying their wall in 11-12. As the
singer continually updates the plan of Zeus to specify the next major step in the narrative (Trojan
victory, the death of Patroclus, the death of Hector), he creates a system by which the complex structure
of the Iliad’s narrative becomes a series of binary choices. At 7.16 the next step in Zeus’s plan is the
incipient Trojan victory, but this is delayed in favor of the self-contained episodes that fill Book 7, the
duel between Hector and Ajax and the break from battle during which the Achaeans build their wall. So
too at every narrative juncture, the poet makes a specific choice, either to begin narrating the next
announced step of the Dios boulé or to introduce a new expansion, a plan by one of the other characters
which delays the fulfillment of Zeus’s plan without doing anything to negate it.

This is the way in which Athena and the other gods must accept Zeus’s ultimate superiority in
the divine and narrative hierarchy, but there is also the matter of their resistance against him. In the
quote by Athena from Iliad 8 which we consider above, Zeus has promised to upturn the entire universe
if the gods continue delaying his plan by interfering in the war, and yet Athena still feels the freedom to
modify his demand: she will continue helping the Achaeans, but only with advice. This is not how one
might expect the goddess to respond to this most severe threat of violence, and yet Zeus meets her bold
counter-offer with affection rather than anger, smiling (8.38: ¢mpeidfioag) and assuring her “I do not tell
you this with serious intentions, but I want to be kind to you” (8.39-40: ot v 1t Bup@ npd@povt pvbopar,
£0é\w 8¢ Tot fimiog eivar.) In the final part of this chapter, I consider how the all-powerful character of

Zeus is molded through his interactions with the rest of the gods. His demand that they not interfere

begins with a request that they “approve” his actions (8.8-9: dpa mavres | aiveir’), using the language of



epainos that David Elmer identifies as a metapoetic representation of the ways in which variant versions
of myths are accepted by the “approval” of audiences.*

The freedom of Zeus to act is similar to the creativity of storytellers such as Achilles, Odysseus,
and Homer himself. Theoretically, there is nothing to stop them from creating any narrative universe
they wish: humans can say, and Zeus can do, whatever they please. In practice, however, there are always
limitations set upon the material they have to work with. If, as Andersen suggests, Homer’s characters
and Narrator are free in the creativity with which they reshape the past, this freedom is circumscribed by
the requirements of the present — by what internal and external audiences will accept as a back-story
that could have led to the current situation. Therefore Achilles’ and Odysseus’s retellings of their own
stories (in opposition to the versions of Agamemnon and the suitors) are creative not in their invention
of detail, but in their ability to make what is already there into markedly different stories. Just as these
characters’ ability to create is, in practicality, limited by their audiences’ knowledge of their own world,
Zeus’s power seems to be limited by the acceptance of the rest of the gods. In Books 16 and 22, Zeus
considers rescuing heroes that he favors, Sarpedon and Hector. In both cases, a goddess protest that
while Zeus could save a “mortal man” who has been “long fated to his destiny” (16.441 = 22.179: &v8pa
Bvntdv 26vra mdhat mempwpévov aioy)), the rest of the gods would not “approve” this decision (16.443 =
22.181: atap od tot avteg énauvéopey Beol ddot.) Applying the often cited equation that “fate” within
the poems is roughly equivalent to “tradition” for the poet and audience,* one can see how this situation
is equally applicable to an oral poet whose creative composition-in-performance consists of traditional

material. Creating the story-world with only his words, the bard, like Zeus could theoretically say that

% Elmer 2013: 159-162.
* See e.g. Nagy (1979: 265-268).



Sarpedon kills Patroclus and Hector kills Achilles. Their potential creativity is limitless; the actual
creativity of what they do is limited by what his audience is willing to listen to. But even if neither Zeus
nor Homer is willing to defy fate/tradition, perhaps their most creative moves are their willingness to

describe a scenario in which they do.
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Chapter One
Achilles’ and Agamemnon’s Iliad

Why does Achilles’ expository speech to Thetis occupy such a prominent position at the beginning of
the Iliad? After summoning his mother, and before asking her to present his request to Zeus, Achilles
gives a detailed summary of the situation the Achaeans find themselves in: Chryses, Chryseis, the plague,
and the dispute with Agamemnon. A considerable portion of this narrative consists of verbatim
repetition of sections from the Homeric Narrator’s original telling.' At forty-eight lines (Iliad 1.365-
412), it is the longest speech in Book 1, and yet the material it contains seems redundant, offering the
audience of the Iliad little new information. It is easy to find an ironic wink or apology to the audience in
Achilles’ initial response to his mother’s request for the story: “You know! Why should I tell you all of
this when you already know it?” (1.365: olofa- tin Tot Tadta iSvin mdvt’ dyopedw;) So why does Homer
include it in his poem?

Scholarship has long treated this speech as a problem that needs solving. Naturally, the solutions
offered for this problem have tended to align with each critic’s beliefs about the nature of the Iliad.
Those who envision Homer as a singular literary genius have seen fit to mark the passage as inferior
poetry added by a later interpolator; this explanation seems to go back to at least the Alexandrian critic
Aristarchus,* and was a natural fit for the nineteenth century Analysts whose literary interpretation

revolved around isolating multiple levels of authorship that have accrued around a superior core text.?

' eg. lliad 1.171-175 = 1.12-16; 1.376-379 = 1.22-25. For my use of the designations “The (Homeric) Narrator” and
“Homer,” see the Introduction above.

* This is assumed from the fact that lines 1.366-392 are obelized in the Venetus A manuscript, with the accompanying
assertion by the A scholiast on 1.365 that “the following twenty-seven lines are someone else’s (4\Aétptot dpa of émepdpevot
otiyot elkoot éntd). See Kirk (1985: 91).

* For example, Lachmann (1847: 6) calls the entire Thetis episode at 1.349ff. the work of a second poet who “is not entirely
successful at putting himself in unity with the first poet’s way of thinking.”

[22]



Following Milman Parry’s demonstration of the oral nature of the poem’s poetics, more recent
critics have excused the speech’s failure to live up to our literary tastes with an appeal to the storytelling
techniques of a live and extemporaneous performance.* I find both of these explanations, in their own
way, dismissive, offering justification for (essentially) ignoring the passage rather than analyzing it.’ In
this chapter I will argue that there is significance in the very act of repetition: by allowing Achilles to re-
tell the episode, Homer symbolizes the transformation of the dispute with Agamemnon from action to
story. For a significant portion of the poem, the narrative reins are handed over to Achilles, who is
allowed not just to focalize the story, but to remake it. In place of the Narrator’s more even-handed
account, in which both Achilles and Agamemnon act in consistent and logical (if self-serving) ways,
Achilles presents a version of the narrative in which he is clearly in the right and Agamemnon is clearly in
the wrong. What is I find noteworthy is not that Achilles would tell such a story, but that the poem seems
to allow Achilles’ version to crowd out even its own. As I will demonstrate, after the first Book of the
Iliad the characters seem to remember Achilles’ version of the dispute instead of the Narrator’s — that
is, instead of what really happened. Accounting for this fact will lead us to reconsider the kind of effect
“focalization” through a character really has on a narrative.

My reading is built upon the work of recent critics who, influenced by the field of narratology,
have offered interpretations of Achilles’ speech that move beyond an attempt to justify the bare fact of

the repetition of material and examine exactly how this repetition works within the narrative. The first

*In his commentary, Willcock (1970: 25) explains that “the repetition of lines and even passages like this is a natural feature
of oral poetry.” So too Kirk 1985: 90-91. I imagine proponents of the evolutionary model of text formation (see e.g. Nagy
1996) would identify this passage as the kind of expansion individual performers might choose to include or exclude from any
given performance based on the occasion.

31 see this as somewhat analogous to the way in which, immediately following Milman Parry’s description of the formulaic
nature of Homeric epithets, many were ready to deny that there was any value in considering the meaning of these epithets at
all in literary analysis of the poems, on the grounds that metrical considerations “forced” the poet to mindlessly use certain
phrasing in certain situations; see my discussion in Chapter Three.
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recent commentator to offer such an analysis was Irene de Jong, who first identifies Achilles’ speech as
part of a category she call the “mirror story”, reflecting an event previously related in the text, and then
explores subtle ways in which this version is “somewhat more subjective” than that of the Narrator due
to the events being focalized through Achilles.® Thus the repetition serves to characterize Achilles by
illustrating his state of mind. In addition, de Jong examines how the speech functions rhetorically to
persuade Thetis to carry out Achilles’ request, affirming a general principle about narratives focalized
through internal characters: “In the Homeric epics we never find an actor who tells a story without
referring beforehand or afterwards to the actual situation in which he finds himself ... We may conclude
that secondary stories never appear in isolation, but are always told for the argument of the speaker.”
Building upon de Jong, Emmet Robbins offers an interpretation of the speech that highlights a
specific difference in Achilles” and the narrator’s focalization: whereas the Narrator had described
Chryses’ departure as fearful (1.33: #88ci0ev §° ¢ yépwv xai éneifeto pvbw), in Achilles’ telling, he is
“angered” (1.380: ywouevog 8’ ¢ yépwv mdhwy @rxeto).* Achilles’ telling of the story thus demonstrates his

“assimilation of Chryses’ case to his own” as he projects his own reaction onto the priest — and Achilles

adopts as his own model Chryses’ strategy of appealing to a god (Apollo/Zeus) to bring destruction to

¢ de Jong (1985a: 14). This article is noteworthy for being what I believe is the first piece of scholarship devoted exclusively to
the analysis of Homeric epic by narratological methodology (anticipating de Jong’s own more thorough treatment — albeit
not of this passage — in de Jong 1987). On the category of the mirror story (= French récit spéculaire), see Létoublon (1983).
The phrase is also used in a slightly different sense, of mythological paradigms used to reflect the events of the poem on a
thematic level; see Andersen (1987: 8).

7 de Jong (1985a: 9). I should mention that on this point I find de Jong’s argumentation slightly inconsistent: she begins by
dismissing arguments that the speech’s repetition is mere oral/epic convention — i.e. arguments for the external motivation
for the speech — and concludes by determining that the speech is persuasive for Achilles — i.e. an internal motivation. The
question is not whether it is logical for Achilles to make such a speech here, but whether it is logical for Homer to report it
word-for-word in an extended piece of direct speech. This seems to me an elision of a difference de Jong would emphasize in
later work (e.g. de Jong 1997: 309-310), the difference between the “key function” and “argument function” of a speech.

8 Robins (1990:3). De Jong (1985a: 16) had mentioned this contrast between Achilles’ and the narrator’s characterization of
Chryses, but did not attribute to this difference much significance beyond its indication of the difference in focalization.
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the Greeks until the girl is returned. The function of Achilles’ speech within the Iliad, Robbins
concludes, is to establish a series of meaningful parallels between characters — not only Achilles and
Chryses, but Achilles and Agamemnon as well. The reference to the earlier raid on Thebe with which
Achilles begins his story® establishes a contrast (sustained throughout the poem) between Achilles’
normal conduct at war and that of Agamemnon, who regularly refuses ransom requests, and whom
Achilles accuses of not having participated in these earlier raids."

Achilles’ speech is also the subject of an extensive analysis by Robert Rabel, a reading that
contributes to Rabel’s ultimate interpretation of the Iliad as a work in which every character is drawn
with a unique point of view “completely independent of, and often even at odds with, the point of view
of the poem’s narrator.”"! Achilles’ speech is offered as an example. Both Achilles and the Homeric
Narrator set about to narrate the same story, providing an answer to the request set out in the proem: to

tell a story starting at the beginning of his dispute with Agamemnon (Iliad 1.6: £ 00 &) 1& np@Ta

StaotiV épicavte). But, says Rabel, the differences in the way Achilles and the Narrator tell their stories

® This is the raid in which Agamemnon’s slave Chryseis was captured. The bT scholia on Iliad 1.366 mention this as a defense
against Aristarchus’s athetization of this passage: the poet uses the speech to introduce this new piece of information and
expand the scope of the narrative. Modern commenters have often raised the same point, e.g. Kirk (1985: 91), Latacz (2000:
132), West (2011: 93). “Thebe under Mt. Placus” (not to be confused with Greek or Egyptian Thebes) is, as we learn in Iliad
6, the home of Andromache’s father, King Eetion, to whom Achilles gave an honorable funeral; her mother he respectfully
ransomed. This earlier raid is referred to so often in the Iliad that some have adduced a separate “Hypoplacian Thebe” epic,
or at least an independent tradition. See Leaf (1912: 242ff.), Zarker (1965), Taplin (1986). For the suggestion that the
Hypoplacian Thebe material is part of an extended intertextual connection with the (suppressed) rival tradition of material
about Boeotian Thebes, see Tsagalis (2007: 13-22).

12 Robbins (1990: 9-15). Robbins also discusses an interpretational issue with this passage which I will not: the fact that in his
narration Achilles displays knowledge of information that he is not shown learning specifically (i.e. that Chryses prayed to
Apollo to cause the plague). I am not as bothered by this aspect of Homeric storytelling as some have been; on the question,
see Robbins’s discussion on pp. 3ff,, esp. his references to earlier scholarship at fn. 8.

"' Rabel (1997: 20). It must be noted that Rabel’s analysis is founded upon his unusual theory (described in detail at pp. 1-33
of the same work; it is based largely upon a novel reading of statements in Aristotle’s Poetics) in which the voice of the
Narrator is identified literally as the personified Muse(s), and her narration is set at odds with the point of view of the
“implied poet” (i.e. Homer), who is in control of but in competition with the Muses. Homer the implied poet speaks in his
own voice only in the various invocations, although his oppositional presence is apparently felt throughout the poem. While I
am not convinced by this overall theory, I find much value in his readings of individual passages as representing the clash of
distinct and competing points of view, and argue for a similar perspective in this chapter.
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reflect the differences in their points of view: while the Narrator locates the beginning of this dispute at
the arrival of Chryses to ransom his daughter (1.11-12), Achilles identifies as the beginning the Achaean
campaign against Thebe (1.366), which led to the taking of Chryseis (and, in a related raid, Briseis). As
Achilles sees it, this campaign is an example of Agamemnon fighting less and winning more; thus he
chooses it as the beginning of his story of his dispute with Agamemnon as an act of rebellion against the
Narrator.

I would like to explore Achilles’ exercise of narrative control in more detail. Richard Martin has
described how Homeric heroes are performers of speeches which “demand to be treated as ‘poetic’

"2 suggesting a certain kinship between these mythical warriors and an epic poet like

performances,”
Homer himself. By literally becoming a storyteller, presenting such a long and formal version of the
dispute narrative to Thetis, Achilles, like the Homeric Narrator, authors an official version of what has
happened — implicitly claiming the power, authority, and mastery that a narrator has over a story. This
is, I think, at least partially a metapoetic gesture on Homer’s part,' this glimpse of the initial conversion
of the chaotic and infinite happenings of the real world into a finite and ordered narrative, under the

control of a single narrator, who has the power to make his interpretation of what has happened into fact

in the eyes of his audience."* With Achilles’ speech, Homer suggests we are witnessing the very first

12 Martin 1989:89.

" For Homeric poetry as self-aware meditation on poetic creation one generally thinks of the Odyssey, with its multiple
comparisons between Odysseus and a poet, and its inclusion of bards as characters. But there are metapoetic moments to be
found in the Iliad as well — most obviously the famous moment (9.186-189) when Agamemnon’s embassy finds Achilles
“entertaining himself with a sweet-sounding lyre ... and singing the famous deeds of men,” but also (as I mean to demonstrate
in this chapter) the understanding shared by all the characters that their actions will be the subject of future songs. For
readings of the metapoetics of the Iliad and its stance on poetry, see Marg (1957), Frontisi-Ducroux (1986), and Ford
(1992).

'* When I speak of the narrator’s power, I mean it in two distinct senses. First, there is the absolute godlike authority a
narrator has over his or her story. Second, there is the sense in which, for the world of the Iliad and Odyssey, the past can only
be said to exist inasmuch as it is recreated in the present by poets and storytellers. See my discussion in the introduction.
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performance of the same story he himself is telling. Achilles’ actual argument with Agamemnon may be
the beginning of his wrath and their strife, but Achilles’ narration of the story of that argument to Thetis
is the beginning of the poetic process — which continues throughout the poem, as the story of the
dispute is told and retold — that will one day produce the Iliad itself, Homer’s own ultimate retelling of
this story.

But this poetic self-awareness is not the only feature of interest to be found in Achilles” speech.
For one thing, it only operates externally: the metapoetic elements of the speech may have meaning
outside of the poetic world — for Homer and his audience — but not for the characters within the
poem, Achilles and Thetis. If we focus our attention on the level of the characters, we will see that
Achilles’ claim of narrative authority proves extremely significant within the poem as well. Indeed, Rabel
reads the speech as offering a challenge to the narrator of the Iliad itself by constructing an alternate
version of the beginning of the poem, as Homer “sets the major protagonist to work against the narrator
in a dialectical exchange of competing points of view.”'* But the reading that I would like to offer sets
Achilles in competition with a different rival narrator: Agamemnon.

To illustrate how this narrative competition works, I will move back and forth between different
parts of Iliad 1, from the Narrator’s original account of the dispute as it actually unfolded's to Achilles’

later re-narration of it to Thetis. As we will see, the dispute itself and the speeches it consists of can be

'S Rabel 1997:47.

'6 Here I will operate under the assumption that the Narrator’s description of events is, by definition, “true” — i.e. that (as
theorists of narrative have argued), there is an unspoken agreement between storyteller and audience by which, “as a world-
creating utterance, the narrative discourse institutes some raw facts which cannot be called into question, even though the
reader has access to them only through a verbal representation” (Ryan 1985:720-721). Thus I take it for granted that if a
detail from a character’s speech contradicts a statement made by the narrator, we can assume that the character’s story is
deviating from the way things “really happened”. This is contra Rabel, who seems to imply that the reverse could be true:
“The opening movements of the poem cannot adequately be comprehended, even that of the omniscient Muse(s)-narrator.
In this regard, the poet sets the major protagonist to work against the narrator in a dialectical exchange of competing points of
view” (Rabel 1997:47). For a critique of Rabel’s theoretical framework, see Irene de Jong (2001b).
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read as a battle of dueling narrators from the very beginning. Even as they participate in their world as
actors, Achilles and Agamemnon are constantly working to construct and interpret a narrative of what is
going on around them, providing a sort of live commentary on an Iliad in progress.'” At the heart of their
argument are the competing and conflicting readings they offer of the current event — and future poem
— they are participating in. When they part at the end of the dispute, even after mediation by Nestor,
they are still in disagreement about what it meant. By then telling the tale to Thetis, Achilles is able to
privilege his version; in a simultaneous move, Homer privileges Achilles’ version too, by allowing
Achilles this opportunity to take center stage and speak without Agamemnon or anyone else to oppose
him. Over the course of the poem, we will see Achilles’ interpretation become more dominant, until by
the end it is perhaps the only one we, and the internal characters, can remember. But Achilles” account is
not the only possible version of this story, not the only reading of the dispute. Although it is silenced,
Agamemnon’s interpretation of the story of their dispute is still present in the poem, voiced by him at
the beginning and occasionally visible later, between the lines of the largely pro-Achilles narrative.

Let us begin with a brieflook at Achilles’ version of the story. The narrative portion of his speech
(1.366-392) begins with a fairly thorough rehearsal of the antecedents to the dispute, beginning (as
noted above) earlier than the Iliad itself began: he describes the Achaeans capturing Chryseis in a raid on
one of the surrounding towns, Chryses unsuccessfully attempting to ransom his daughter and then
seeking justice from Apollo, and the resulting plague the god sent against the Achaeans. Finally, Achilles
arrives at the dispute itself; I will quote his account of it in full:

dpp 88 pavTig
e €idwg ayopeve Beompomiag Exdroto.

'7 Cf. Martin 1989: 91: “If we stress the role of the performers within the poem, furthermore, and take seriously the speeches
as actual moves in a social game, we can perceive that Homer makes implicit indications regarding heroic status with each
new ‘performance’ he depicts.”
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adTik’ £y® Tp@TOG KEAOUNY BedV iaokeaBat-
Atpeiwva 8 émerta yohog AdPev, alya 8 dvaotdg
fmeiAnoev udBov, 6 &) tetedeapévog €otiv.

A knowledgeable seer reported a message from far-shooting Apollo to us. Immediately, I
was the first to order that we appease the god. Then anger seized Agamemnon, and at
once he stood up and issued a threatening speech, which has now been carried out.
(1.384-388)

I am not the first to notice that this is not in perfect accord with the account we were given earlier in
Book 1."* Achilles describes the conflict as consisting of, essentially, three steps:

A. Calchas reports his interpretation of the cause of the plague.
B. Achilles recommends returning Chryseis to her father.
C. Agamemnon becomes angry and threatens to take away Briseis from Achilles.

But this is not quite what happened, either in terms of the order or the complexity of events. Below I will
examine the individual speeches of the dispute in detail, but here I will provide a brief summary of the
actual dispute as presented by the Narrator at 1.54-303,"° with which we may compare Achilles’ version:

1. Achilles calls an assembly and asks for a seer to interpret Apollo’s anger (54-67)

2. Calchas replies with concern for his own safety (74-83)

3. Achilles promises to protect him (85-91)

4. Calchas reports his interpretation of the cause of the plague (93-100)

S. Agamemnon attacks Calchas, agrees to return Chryseis, demands another prize (106-
120)

6. Achilles tells Agamemnon that there can be no present compensation (122-129)
7. Agamemnon declares he will take someone else’s prize (131-147)

8. Achilles responds in outrage and threatens to return home (149-171)

9. Agamemnon asserts that he will take Briseis from Achilles (173-187)

10. Achilles moves to kill Agamemnon, but is stopped by Athena (188-222)

11. Achilles insults Agamemnon and predicts the Achaeans will regret this (225-244)
12. Nestor intervenes to try to cool both of their anger (246-284)

'8 The scholars I discuss above all comment on the differences to a greater or lesser extent. See especially Rabel (1997: 47)
and the commentary on 1.386 and 1.387 at Latacz (2000: 135).

!9 Cf. Beck (200Sa: 208) for another map and analysis of the speeches in the assembly and dispute, along with a
demonstration of ways in which this assembly deviates from the normal procedures described elsewhere in the Iliad. I must
take issue with her attribution of speaker and addressee in the first four speeches, however; her discussion misses some of the
nuance, I think, in the tension between the person or group nominally being addressed and the person at whom certain
comments are directed, as I describe below.
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13. Agamemnon insults Achilles (286-291)
14. Achilles declares he will withdraw from battle (293-303)

The most obvious difference is that Achilles has greatly simplified the episode, reducing what are (by my
reckoning) fourteen distinct speeches or events to three. This fact alone, however, does not necessarily
mean that Achilles has made a change to the original narrative; it is fundamental to classical narratology
that the focalization introduced by different narrators has the potential of presenting the same events in
the fabula in a version that is longer or shorter — or even one that artfully varies the temporal order —
without necessarily altering their truthfulness.”

But I question whether this is the best model to describe what Achilles is doing here. The notion
of various narrators each offering their own take on a single unified fabula implies a specific definition of
“truthfulness,” which treats the past almost as if it had a kind of concrete and permanent external
existence. As I discuss in my introduction, however, such a model of Truth is precisely what much recent
scholarship on oral poetics and Homeric epic has cautioned us not to assume. If the past can still be said
to exist in the present, there are only a few forms this existence can be said to take: monuments, memory,
and speech. The truthfulness of a speech is contained in the verisimilitude of the performance, in the

ability of the speaker (particularly the professional bard) to create an engrossing world for the

 Indeed, in a sense every act of storytelling involves a selective narrowing (i.e. focalization) of the theoretically infinite detail
of the set of events (i.e. the fabula) that purportedly lie behind it. Achilles’ re-telling of Homer’s story is quite similar to
Plato’s experiment (Republic 392d-394b), much commented on by narrative theorists, in which Socrates re-writes a section of
the Iliad as “simple narrative without mimesis” (394a7-b1: dvev ppfoews amA Stjynots). Genette (1980: 165) describes this
shortening of the text as eliminating “redundant information” as well as “circumstantial and ‘picturesque’ indicators”; the
story is presumably not less “true” for the loss. And yet, he argues, it is (somewhat paradoxically) through the inclusion of this
extraneous “mimetic” material that the narrator gives up control, and “abdicating his function of choosing and directing the
narrative, allows himself to be governed by ‘reality.” Genette goes on (p. 170) to postulate that “we could push further the
reduction of speech to event ... there we would have the pure form of narratized speech.” As this is precisely what Achilles
does in his representation of the dispute with Agamemnon, it is here where he asserts the greatest amount of narrative
control.
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audience.” The classical narratological model sees expansion and contraction through focalization as a
kind of window through which a the fabula can be observed — a window which, depending on the
focalizer, might be made larger or smaller, with glass of varying degrees of opacity, introducing various
tints and distortions to the same underlying reality. But perhaps the better model for Homer is that of a
simple core narrative which can be expanded through the various poetic techniques in the bard’s
toolbox; David Elmer (2010) points to an analogy between elaboration of a narrative and
ornamentation of a set of armor with decorations. Therefore it may be more useful for us to see Achilles’
account not as a re-telling of the “reality” of the fabula — which in his case is represented by the
Narrator’s version of events — but as a fresh expansion of the same simple core narrative (Achilles and
Agamemnon fight over women in a public assembly; in the end Agamemnon takes Achilles’ prize) that
the Narrator had treated earlier.

But even if we can establish that this model of narrative creation is the best to account for the
differing content of Achilles’ speech, it is still not a literary analysis of that speech. Perhaps we should not
expect Achilles’ version to reproduce the facts of the Narrator’s version, but the juxtaposition of them in
such proximity — along with Achilles’ verbatim repetition of some of the Narrator’s lines — does invite
us to compare them. In the following sections I will examine each of the three elements of Achilles’ story
that I identify above, and compare them with the corresponding parts of the original narrative. In our
exploration of the events as the Narrator presented them, we shall see how Achilles’ speech serves to
continue his dispute with Agamemnon — a dispute which, as I argue above, was always about their

differing attempts to control the conversion of reality into a narrative.

*! See e.g. Andersen (1987), Bakker (2005: 92-113), Grethlein (2006).
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A. “A knowledgeable seer reported far-shooting Apollo’s message to us.” (1.384-385)
Achilles’ reference to the speech Calchas gave interpreting Apollo’s wishes (1.93-100; #4 on my list)
does not immediately lead us to suspect him of misrepresentation. True, the mention is brief and
nonspecific, alluding to Apollo’s message without summarizing its contents, but a summary here would
be redundant. The information Calchas relayed is identical to what Achilles has just told Thetis: Apollo
is angry because Agamemnon has dishonored Chryses. But Achilles’ storytelling does manipulate reality
here, perhaps so subtly that we scarcely notice him doing it. The manipulation is to be found in his
framing; observe the narrative context into which Achilles inserts this statement:

T 8’ éngyeto kfAa Beolo
TAVTY Ava oTpatov e0pdy Axat@v- dupt 8¢ pavtig
e €idwg ayopeve Beompomiag Exdroto.

The god’s arrows flew everywhere, all throughout the Achaeans’ wide camp, and a
knowledgeable seer reported a message from far-shooting Apollo to us. (1.383-385)

The transition from Apollo causing the plague to Calchas interpreting Apollo is so smooth it happens in
the middle of a line of hexameter. By offering these events in rapid sequence, Achilles is able to elide a
fact that was apparent in the original narrative: he was the one who prompted Calchas to deliver this
oracle in the assembly, even coaxing him when he was reluctant to speak. In fact, it was Achilles himself
who had called the assembly in the first place, as the Narrator’s version of the transition from Apollo’s
rage to the Achaeans’ response underlines:

Evvipap pev ava oTpatdy Pxeto kiha Oeoto,

0 Sexdty 8 dyoprvSe kahéooato Aadv AxiXAevg:

TQ Yap émi ppeot Ofjke Oed AevkwAevog "Hpr)-

K\ 8eto yap Aavadv, étt pa Bvijoxovrag dparto.

For nine days the gods’ arrows flew through the camp, but on the tenth Achilles called

the people to an assembly. The pale-armed goddess Hera put this idea in his mind, since
she was worried for the Danaans as she saw them die. (1.53-56)
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As both versions describe Apollo’s attack with the same phrases (dva otpatdv and -¢xeto kfjAa Beoio),
Achilles” omission of himself as instigator is all the more marked. The Narrator is slippery about Achilles’
thought process, shifting the focus to Hera as divine protector and then giving her motivation rather
than his. The principle of “double motivation”* suggests that this prompting by Hera ought not to
prevent us from allowing Achilles his own reasons for his actions, but about these the Narrator is silent.
We may suspect that he was not so moved by concern for the death of his fellow Greeks as Hera,
however, given that a few hundred lines later he is re-telling this story as part of a request to have Zeus
kill them. The narrator’s silence leaves room for a charge that will be implicit throughout Agamemnon’s
speech: that Achilles has choreographed this entire scene from the start with the intention of
undermining Agamemnon’s authority by putting him in an impossible position. Oliver Taplin argues for
a similar interpretation, suggesting that for every question Achilles asks he is perfectly aware of the
answer he will receive.”

Achilles’ framing of this event in his story to Thetis, then, allows him to present his action in this
conflict as reaction rather than instigation. Moreover, if we examine the path through which the Greek
dispute progressed in the Narrator’s version, speech by speech, we will see that Achilles was working to
shape the narrative from the beginning. He initiates the assembly with a brief summary and
interpretation of the situation:

Atpeidn, vov dppe Tahy mhayx0évrag oiw

&\ amovootrioewy, el kev Bdvatdy ye puyorpey,
£l 81} Opod wOAepOG TE Sapd kai Aotpog Ayatodg

*? First articulated by Lesky (1961).
» Taplin 1992: 54.



Son of Atreus, I think that since we have been thwarted, we will go back home to see if

we can escape death, since both war and plague are now overwhelming the Achaeans at

the same time. (Iliad 1.59-61)

By opening with these words, Achilles begins the process of converting their reality into a narrative, and
an ongoing one: here is what happened in the past, and the situation in which we find ourselves at
present; now we must make a decision about the future. Agamemnon and Achilles are immediately set
up as participants in this narrative, both internally as the “we” who will return in defeat and externally as
the narrator and narratee of this speech. Achilles’ language spells this relationship out from the start, as
the pair straddle the first line: Agamemnon is addressed by the vocative Atpeidn at the beginning,
establishing him as (passive) audience, and the first-person “I think” (éiw) at the end, introducing
indirect speech, marks Achilles as storyteller and controller of the narrative. With his next line, “but
come, let us ask some prophet or priest” (1.62: d\\" dye 8#) Tva pavwy épeiopev 7’ iepfja), he transitions
from an attempt to control the narrative of the past to an effort to shape the narrative of the future. While
presumably Agamemnon is part of the “us” in the first person plural “let us ask” (¢peiopev), the fact that it
is Achilles saying this firmly establishes his own authority to lead the group in determining their future
course of action.

There is a link implied here between narrating and commanding, to which we will be paying
careful attention throughout this analysis. There is an inherent analogy between the types of power
exercised in both acts. As a narrator constructs a story, he commands the audience to shape a continually
unfolding reality in their minds. Within the world of the story, the narrator has total power to control
events and create action at his whim, although this is a power that the narrator (qua narrator) can only
exert externally, on the separate reality of his narrative world. It is precisely this same power that military
or political leaders exercise internally, within their own world, using commands to affect people’s

actions. Both storytelling and commanding exercise this power through speech — both involve types of
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public performance. In fact, in his seminal work on performative speech in the Iliad, Richard Martin
identifies remembering and commanding as two of the three types of speech categorized as muthos —
the “genres” that the Iliad treats as significant as part of the hero’s role as performer.”* In this speech
there is a continuity between these two roles Achilles plays, claiming the narrative authority to dictate
the Achaeans’ situation and the political authority to dictate what decisions the Achaeans will make.
After Achilles initiates the assembly and calls for a seer to shed light on Apollo’s reasons for
causing the plague, we are given a speech by Calchas, whose actions also imply a kind of narrative
authority. It is easy for the boundaries between prophet and poet to blur: both claim to be the
mouthpiece of some divine voice, revealing truths about the world to humanity. The line that introduces
Calchas — characterizing him as knowing the present, future, and past (1.70: & €idn &4 v° 26vta 14 T’
¢oodpeva mpd T’ é6vra) — uses phrasing identical to Hesiod’s language describing his own narrator’s
divine poetic inspiration by the Muses.*® And Calchas’s prophesy itself is an act of storytelling, forming a
narrative out of the plague the Achaeans face, imposing a specific interpretation upon their situation —
and one that picks up and continues the narrative Achilles had begun.?® Apollo is not angry about some

improper religious observance, he says, “but it is because of the priest whom Agamemnon dishonored,

** See fn. 17 above. For the delineation of these genres, see Martin (1989: 47 f£.).

** Hesiod Theogony 38 (eipedoat d 1" 26vta 14 v’ 2o00peva mpd 1’ 6vta) uses the same phrase in the narrator’s description of
the Muses; it follows shortly after his statement that the Muses “inspired me with a divine voice, so that I could tell the future
and the past” (31-32: &vémvevoav 8¢ pot addy || Oéomwy, tva kheioyw Té T éoodpeva mpd T° é6vta). Martin West (1966: 166),
after listing similar passages in early Greek poetry, comments how “the phrase expresses the close connexion between poetry
and prophecy which is widespread in early literature.” See also West 2011: 85, where he calls the phrase “an Indo-European
expression of totality, esp. in relation to divine or vatic knowledge.”

*6 The first line of Calchas’s speech, “He does not find fault with a prayer or hecatomb...” (1.93: ot dp 8 7" edywhis
gmpéungetal 008’ EkatduPns) is nearly an exact quotation of one of the last lines of Achilles’ request: “If he finds fault with a
prayer or hecatomb...” (1.65: el Tap 8 Y ebywlfjg émpépnperat f8° éxatépPng). It is also worth mentioning that certain details
that Achilles had taken for granted — that it is Apollo causing the plague, and that he is doing it because of a specific
grievance — are also taken for granted in Calchas’s speech. This is perhaps more remarkable than it may seem at first: do the
Achaeans have any concrete way of knowing these facts? Would they have been taken for granted? See fn. 10 above.
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whose daughter he would not return, whose ransom he would not accept: this is why Apollo has brought
us this pain and will continue to do s0” (1.94-96). In fact, this statement by Calchas that the plague has
come “because of the priest whom Agamemnon dishonored” (94: #vex’ apnrijpos, 8v Atipno’
Ayapéuvwv) is quite reminiscent of one of the narrator’s first lines from the proem, that men died
“because the son of Atreus dishonored the priest Chryses” (11-12: obveka Tov Xpdonv fitipacey dpnrijpa
| Atpeidng). Calchas’s narrative aligns with that of the Homeric Narrator himself. Calchas ends his
speech by looking ahead: Apollo’s wrath will not end “until we give the dark-eyed girl back to her dear
father for no payment, no ransom, and bring a sacred hecatomb to Chryse” (1.98-100).

Together, Achilles and Calchas forge a narrative that claims to define their present (the current
plague is being caused by Apollo), their past (it was prompted by Agamemnon’s disrespect), and their
future (we must return Chryseis and make an offering). This is a provocative move, and one that
threatens Agamemnon — it threatens him because of the narrative and political authority it implies for
Achilles and Calchas, and it is provocative because of its content, because it amounts essentially to a
command, aimed indirectly but unmistakably at Agamemnon. As we saw above, the word with which the
entire assembly begins is the address to Agamemnon at 1.59, Atpeid. As this establishes him as the
audience, it also relegates him to background; after this single vocative Agamemnon neither speaks nor
is specifically addressed for the next four speeches (1.59-100; #1-4 in my chart above). This is hardly a
trivial point — although Achilles and Calchas address their speeches to each other, Agamemnon is the
subject of this conversation that they are carrying on in his presence. Before replying to Achilles’ initial
request, Calchas specifically points to the provocativeness of their construction of this narrative:

@ Axihed, kéleai pe, Suigthe, poboacdat

uivey AéAAwvog éxatnPelétao dvaktog.

Tol Yap £ywv €péw, ob 8¢ ovvOeo kai pot dpoooov

7l Hév poL TPOPpwv Emeaty Kai xepolv aphéety-
7 Yap dlopar &vSpa xodwotpev, 8¢ péya Tavtwy
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Apyeiwv kpatéet kai oi meibovrat Axatoi.
Kpéoowy yap Pactdeds dte ywoeTat avdpl xépni-

“Achilles, dear to Zeus, you are ordering me to tell the anger of Lord Apollo, archer who

shoots from afar. Well, I will tell you. But you must promise and swear to me that you

will be zealous in protecting me with your words and your hands. For I believe I will

anger a man who has great power over all the Argives, and the Achaeans obey him. A

king is greater when he is angry with a lesser man. (1.74-80).
Here the repeated and varied vocabulary of commanding and narrating highlights speaking itself as the
act which will, Calchas says, be taken as hostile, and connects the power of words with the power of
action. Achilles’ speech was a command (xé\eai) for Calchas to speak (pv@roacfar), to provide an
authoritative muthos narrating and prescribing their future course of action. But Calchas recognizes the
provocativeness of the speech he will give, as it will challenge Agamemnon, whose name the prophet
does not yet dare to mention, although his statement that “I believe I will anger a man who has great
power” is itself a miniature piece of narration of how this assembly is going to unfold. What is needed for
Calchas to perform his authoritative act of prophetic speech (£péw) is another speech act by Achilles, a
promise (c0v0eo kai pot Spocoov) that his power is substantial enough that it will combine words with
action (#meowv kai xepoiv). For there is no question that all these speeches, performed before the
assembled Achaeans, call Agamemnon’s power into question. Calchas’s request for assurance from
Achilles is in essence a question: does Agamemnon have legitimate authority over us (or more
specifically, you) or not?

This is not so straightforward an question as it may seem. Oliver Taplin offers an extensive

critique of the assumption that Agamemnon is the unambiguous ruler of the rest of the Achaeans; he

suggests that this authority is not implied by the text, but imposed by later readers (beginning with the
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Classical Greeks) under the influence of the models of leadership with which they are familiar.” I would
not go to Taplin’s extreme in denying that the Iliad recognizes any ultimate leadership position for
Agamemnon,” but clearly the dispute itself demonstrates that this is an issue on which there are differing
opinions — different interpretations of the parameters of the narrative they are in. That Calchas stops to
make this objection suggests that there is one version in which Agamemnon’s power and authority are
indeed the highest. That Achilles is not deterred by this objection suggests that there is another version
in which they are not.

Calchas may speak freely, Achilles responds, without fearing harm from any Greek, “not even if
you mean Agamemnon, who now claims to be the best in the army by far” (1.90-91: 008’ fjv Ayapéuvova
el | 8¢ vOv moXAOV dplotog Axaidy ebxeta eivar.).”” Even before Calchas levels his accusation (in the
form of divination), Achilles has anticipated the direction in which their argument will go by naming
Agamemnon explicitly. Clearly the ad hoc hierarchy of this society formed of local Achaean chiefs and
their followers is based upon claims the various men can make to be “better” than each other in some

sense; Gregory Nagy famously analyzes the centrality of this competition for the title “best of the

27 Taplin 1990.

28 Taplin’s claim (1990: 67) is that “in so far as Agamemnon’s centrality is explained in the poem, it is because he is Menelaus’
elder brother.” But certainly the text recognizes not just centrality, but hierarchical superiority for the character; this is
implied by e.g. Nestor’s statement to Achilles at 1.277-279 that he should not “quarrel violently with a king, since the share of
honor is never equal for a scepter-bearing king to whom Zeus gives glory” (I will return to this passage — which Taplin
quotes but dismisses with little discussion — below). On this question, see Latacz (2000: 82-83) on 1.173-187, with
bibliography.

*» Achilles’ phrase 008’ #{v Ayapépvova einyg could also mean “not even if you say Agamemnon (is responsible for the
plague),” and has occasionally been taken this way, although most understand it as I have translated it: “not even if you mean
(when you say you fear you will anger a king that you will anger) Agamemnon.” See Latacz (2000: 61), who dismisses the
first reading but also suggests that this is the sort of speech where we may find “intentional ambiguity” (gewollter
Zweideutigkeit), contributes to the suppressed alternate reading of the dispute I discuss elsewhere, in which Achilles’ entire
purpose in this assembly is to use this crisis to take down Agamemnon. In either case I think we are justified in reading
combativeness against Agamemnon on Achilles’ part; Griffin (1980: 52) identifies a “special bite” in this particular use of the
phrase; Kirk (1985: 62) calls this couplet “the cumulative addition in which insult lies”).
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Achaeans” to the Greek heroes, particularly Achilles.** Calchas’s cryptic remark about the danger of
challenging some unnamed king who is better/greater/mightier (Kpécwwv) activates this competition,
and Achilles, characteristically loath to mince words, makes his claim explicit: suppose by “the better
king” you mean Agamemnon, who claims to be best — I assert that it is within my power to keep even
this king from harming you.*' And this is what their dispute, for all its quibbling about losing Chryseis or
losing Briseis, really boils down to: whether Achilles has the authority, or ability, or right to keep

Agamemnon from doing what he is inclined to do, and vice versa.

B. “Immediately, I was the first to order that we appease the god.” (1.386)
Let us move on to the next part in Achilles” narrative to Thetis. As we saw in the previous section, the
first point of Achilles’” speech involved, if not a lie, an omission of many important details from the story
he is narrating: Calchas’s proclamation of Apollo’s will did not occur in a vacuum. But with this next
statement, Achilles’ version moves from rhetorically effective framing of the truth to outright
misrepresentation. The Narrator did not show Achilles immediately (avtix’) becoming the first
(np@og) to suggest appeasing Apollo. True, Achilles does urge Agamemnon to return Chryseis at 1.127

(#6 on my list above). Strictly speaking, he is the first other person to do this: after Calchas’s report on

% Nagy (1979: 26-41). For the purposes of my discussion here, I will leave aside completely the question of what precisely
this title means — whether “best” is meant in a moral sense, in terms of martial ability, social status, etc., as indeed this is a
question on which the characters themselves cannot seem to agree, and for which Nagy at least reads the Iliad and Odyssey as
offering competing answers. My analysis rests only on the fact that “best” is a title for which they are in competition. Likewise,
I operate under the assumption that various terms for “good/better/best” (e.g. &yaddg, dpiotos, péprepog, pépratog, péplotog,
kpéoowv), despite their ordinary differences in nuance, can be treated as, if not synonymous, equally able to refer to this
competition (see e.g. Nagy 1979: 27 n. §2.1).

3! Achilles’ use of ebyetar — “Agamemnon claims that he is best” — is often read as an implicit challenge to Agamemnon’s
status (i.e. “the notion that he is the best is nothing more than a claim”), though many temper this with the claim that the verb
superficially indicates “only the statement of a recognized and objective fact” (Latacz 2000: 61, with bibliography). Nagy
(1979: 45) suggests that ebyopat is specifically connected to claims about being “the best”, and ultimately this is how I read
this passage: Achilles draws attention to the fact that he and Agamemnon are making competing claims, telling competing
stories.
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Apollo (#4), no one else speaks to Agamemnon before Achilles. But that Achilles gave this advice
“immediately” is simply not true: the first to respond to Calchas was Agamemnon himself, with a speech
(#5) in which, angry and reluctant though he may be, he agrees to Calchas’s proposal. I will quote this
speech in full, as I believe it requires a careful and detailed reading:

HAVTL KAKWY, 00 TTw TOTE POt TO KPHYVOV Elmag:

aiel Tot T KAk €0l pida ppeot pavreveoDal,
¢0OAOV & 00Té Tl mw elmeg Emog 0T Etédecoag

Kol vOv év Aavaoiot Oeompoméwy dyopevels,

wg 81 T008” évekd oy Exnpodog dhyea tevyel,
obvex’ éyw kovpng XpvoniSog ayAd’ drowva

ovk 0edov §éEacbal, émel ToAd PovAopat adThv
oikot éxetv- kai ydap pa Khvtaunotpng mpopéPovda
Kovp1ding dAdyov, émel ob £0€v éoTi yepeiwv,

o0 Sépag ovde v, o0T” dp ppévag odTé TL épya.
AN kol Og ¢0éAw SOpeval TAALY, €1 T6 Y dpetvov-
Bovdop’ éyw Aadv c6ov Eupevar iy’ drodéaBat.
adTap épol yépag avtiy’ £tolpdoat’, dpa ur) oiog
Apyeiwv dyépactog éw, £mel 00SE Eotkev-

Aebooete Yap TO Ye TAVTEG, & pot Yépag EpxeTat dAAY).

Prophet of evils! You have never yet said anything beneficial to me. These evils are
always pleasing for you to prophesy, but you have never yet said or accomplished a good
word. And now, as you deliver your oracles among the Danaans, you are saying that the
reason why Apollo is making trouble for them is because I refused to accept ransom for
the girl Chryseis, since I would much rather have her at home. And in fact, I do prefer
her to Clytemnestra, my proper wife, since she is not inferior to her in body or physique,
not in her wits or her handiwork. But even so, I am willing to give her back, if this is
better. I for one would rather the people be safe than be destroyed. But prepare a prize
for me immediately, so that I will not be the only one of the Argives with no prize, since
this would not be appropriate. For all of you can see that my prize is going away. (Iliad
106-120)

This speech comes immediately after the efforts by Achilles and Calchas to create and control a
narrative, as I discuss above. In their version of the story, in which the plague has been sent “because of
the priest whom Agamemnon dishonored” (1.94), Agamemnon is an obstacle, the cause of the
Achaeans’ suffering, and they (particularly Achilles) are the saviors. In concert with their defining of the

narrative, the two have laid down a challenge to Agamemnon’s political authority. With this speech,
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Agamemnon attempts to counter these moves, to regain political control by offering his own competing
narrative of the situation.

He begins with a specific challenge to Calchas’s narrative authority. His first several lines are not
simply unfocused personal slander; Agamemnon mounts a sustained attack against the seer’s ability with
words, using a series of nouns and verbs (elnag, pavredeoBay, eineg Emog, dyopevelg) which both underline
the fact that the prophet’s arena is that of speech, and question the validity of the types of speech he
performs. Calchas has said nothing pot 10 kpfjyvov — nothing good, or beneficial, or useful®* to
Agamemnon. This phrase is somewhat ambiguous: it could mean his prophesy does not benefit the war
effort, but it could also mean that it does not paint Agamemnon in a good light. Either way, the rejection
of Calchas’s words is based not on their lack of truth, but on their unpleasantness, and the odious
character that one who revels in saying them is assumed to possess.*® The implication that a seer’s role
should be both to “say a word” (eineg éwog — which in other contexts can be translated “tell a story”)
and “make it happen” (¢té\ecoag) acknowledges the same continuity between storytelling and
commanding, between narrative and political authority, since a prophet’s predictions are not spoken
idly, but influence future action.

Once he is done lambasting Calchas as a speaker, Agamemnon moves on to reiterate what

precisely it is the prophet had said, referencing Calchas’s version of events in order to then contrast it

32 The precise meaning of kpfjyvog is not entirely clear; it is a Homeric hapax and rare in pre-Hellenistic Greek, where it takes
on the additional meaning “false”, presumably based on a misreading of this passage. Here the context indicates that it means
“good” in some sense, but the nuance is lost to us (see LfgrE s.v. kpfjyvog). Many have read in Agamemnon’s anger here an
oblique reference to the tradition in which it was Calchas who delivered the prophesy requiring the Achaeans to sacrifice
Agamemnon’s daughter Iphigenia at the start of the expedition; see e.g. Taplin (1992: 86-87). Can we perhaps read a parallel
between Homer’s allusion to a storyline that he suppresses and Agamemnon’s attempts to suppress this story which does not
suit him?

33 This is not unlike Penelope’s rejection of the “woeful song” (40187 Avypfis) about the returns of the Achaean heroes sung
by the bard Phemius in the first book of the Odyssey (1.340-341).
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with his own: “you are saying (dyopebeig) that the reason why Apollo is making trouble for the Greeks is
because I refused to accept ransom for the girl Chryseis.” It has been noted that Agamemnon’s summary
already contains a significant omission: he neglects to repeat the crucial verb “dishonor” (dtipdw) which
both Chryses (1.94) and the Narrator (1.11) had used for Agamemnon’s rejection of the priest; the
effect is a softening of his own guilt.** Agamemnon then lingers on his fondness for his slave, suggesting
that he likes her even more than his wife, a move which is generally read as indicating Agamemnon’s
grotesque tactlessness.”® But the detail does have an internal rhetorical purpose: the more he praises
Chryseis, the greater his own sacrifice becomes when he chooses to her go. Agamemnon replaces the
story in which he is the villain and Achilles the hero with one in which he is the hero, selflessly giving up
the girl for the greater good. By asserting his willingness to be reasonable and his ultimate concern for
the welfare of the army, Agamemnon continues the process of downplaying his original culpability and
attempts to reclaim the title of savior from Achilles. This is followed directly by a command: “prepare a
prize for me immediately.” Here Agamemnon shifts from asserting his narrative authority to the realm of
the political: whereas Achilles and Calchas’s speeches only commanded Agamemnon to relinquish his
girl indirectly (creating an imperative through their description of the situation), Agamemnon is directly
and bluntly demonstrating his ability to give orders. It is also worth noting how he has expanded the
audience of his speech in a way similar to how Achilles had initially: beginning with an address to a single
person, Calchas (106: pdvtt ... einag), Agamemnon is now addressing the army as a whole with this

second person plural imperative, “prepare” (étowpdoat(c)). Significantly, he neglects to mention Achilles

** De Jong (1987: 176). Her reading of the passage is instructive; she finds that the language indicates “Agamemnon finds it
hard to believe that the misery of all Greeks is caused by his individual behaviour.” Latacz (2000: 67) suggests that by the
elision of his own act of impiety, Agamemnon “reduces the facts to their ‘commercial’ aspect.”

% See e.g. Beck (2005a: 210). The over-the-top praise of his concubine is an example of what Richard Martin (1989: 113 ff.)
dubs Agamemnon’s characteristic “poetics of excess.” On Agamemnon’s character, cf. also Taplin (1990).
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at all, tacitly rejecting the position of leadership the man he considers a subordinate had tried to claim.
So in the end, Agamemnon presents the assembly with a narrative that is quite opposed to that of
Achilles and Calchas, highlighting his own personal sacrifice for the good of the many, and insisting that
the interpretation of this situation should be that he is losing something. His final line, “all of you can see
that my prize is going away,” calls on the assembled Achaeans as witnesses of the veracity of his version.
In the end, these details about how the narrative is framed seem to matter far more to
Agamemnon than whether he gets to enjoy the company of a concubine at night. An upshot of living in
this Homeric world of heroes performing speeches at each other is that they are constantly aware of how
moments in their own lives provide potential material for future stories that will be told and retold
through the generations.*® This is a constant concern for Agamemnon and Achilles during their dispute;
as they offer their competing readings of the situation, they are really providing templates for future
stories, starting with the one that Achilles tells Thetis. And in that story, the move directly from “a
prophet delivered an oracle” to “then I immediately ordered that we appease Apollo,” is exactly what
Agamemnon is afraid of: a version that elides both Agamemnon’s willingness to cooperate and the loss
that he suffers. Just as, during the dispute, Agamemnon’s rephrasing of Calchas’s speech eliminates the
word “dishonored”, the narrative Achilles tells Thetis performs the reverse move. Achilles does not
mention Chryseis by name after she is awarded to Agamemnon after the sack of Thebe (1.369), and
makes practically no reference to her existence at all after Chryses first comes “to ransom his daughter”

(1.372: Avodpevdg e Odyatpa). For the remaining 22 lines of his 28-line narrative, Achilles frames the

3¢ Another noteworthy example of this principle at work comes with the duel between Hector and Ajax in Book 7. After the
fight is stopped with no resolution, Hector exchanges gifts with Ajax and makes a speech (7.301-302) imagining how
“someone” (tig) will remember this battle in the future; Scodel (2008: 35) suggests that “Hector sees this exchange as a way
of influencing how both sides describe the entire encounter; it defines how the duel is to be narrated ... Since Hector was
losing when the heralds intervened, his proposal appears to be a ploy to fix the memory of the event in his favor.” Cf. Nagy
(1979:29-30) for a related observation.
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dispute as a debate over whether the gods should be obeyed, as in the line under discussion,
“Immediately I was the first to order that we appease the god” (1.386). There is no specific reference to
the fact that Agamemnon is being forced to give up his prize and status symbol — the very same
indignity that so enrages Achilles.

The next speech in the Narrator’s version of this episode is the one in which Achilles replies to
Agamemnon (1.122-129, #6 on my list), and it is here where the dispute between the two really begins.
Previously these men have avoided direct interaction, each addressing the assembly over the other’s
shoulder even when making statements that specifically involve the other. Now Achilles engages
Agamemnon directly, with a speech that continues and intensifies the subtly combative tone that has
been simmering beneath the surface of their previous statements:

Atpeidn k0810TE, PIAOKTEAVWTATE TAVTWY,

7RG Tép Tot Swoovat Yépag peyddvpot Axatof;

008¢ ti ov 1Spev §uvia keipeva TOMNG-

GG Ta pey moAiwy eEempabopiev, T S¢Saotar,

Aaodg & ovk éméoike makiNoya Tadt’ Emayeipety.

G\ oD pév vov THvOe Be@ Tpoeg- avTap Ayatol

TPUIA]] TETPamAf) T dmoteioopev, ai ké ol Zebvg

S@at oAy Tpoinv evteixeov egadamatar.

Most glorious son of Atreus, fondest of all men of possessions: how are the great-hearted

Achaeans going to give you a prize? There’s no big stock pile lying around anywhere that

we’re aware of. No, what we pillaged from cities has been distributed, and it would not

be appropriate to gather these things back up again. But you just give this girl to the god,

and the Achaeans will pay you back three or four times, if ever Zeus allows us to sack the

well-walled town of Troy. (Iliad 1.122-129)

I find it rather strange that this speech — which seems to me to drip with sarcasm and contempt — is

read by many commenters as, to quote Kirk, “calmly stated and not overtly provocative.”” We are asked

37 Kirk (1985: 66). Cf. Whitman (1958: 184): “...Achilles mildly points out that he will have to wait till Troy falls,” and Beck
(2005a: 210): “Even now Achilles is not angry, or at least not entirely or uncontrollably angry.”
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to ignore our instincts about how to read the unique adjective “fondest of possessions”
(p\okteavaTate) — seemingly a quite conspicuous insult — as it only seems this way to us because
Homeric society values acquisition differently from ours. Joachim Latacz, for example, uses this
reasoning to conclude that the phrase is “thus not ‘greediest of all: Christian values are far in the
future.”® Others do read the term as ironic — Rainer Friedrich says it “makes a mockery of the regular
honorific form of the address, thereby subverting the respectful Atpeidn k08iote by a heavy dose of
sarcasm.”

But regardless of how one evaluates the introductory epithet, I read the whole speech as quite
combative and provocative indeed, in the way it systematically rejects and replaces the narrative
Agamemnon was working to create. The request for compensation is met with the snide observation
that “there’s no big stockpile lying around anywhere that we’re aware of,” and Agamemnon’s stately
justification that “it would not be appropriate” (119: 008% #owkev) for him to be the only Achaean
without a prize is thrown back in his face with essentially the same phrase: “it would not be appropriate”
(126: obdx éméoike) to repossess anyone else’s prize either. Achilles denies Agamemnon’s tacit
assumption that he has some special status; what is unfair for him is equally unfair for everyone else. But
perhaps the most direct challenge to Agamemnon’s authority is the imperative command with which
Achilles follows this statement: “but you just return her to the god now.” What is offensive about this
from Agamemnon’s point of view is that Achilles is ordering him to do something that he has already

publicly agreed to do. In the two men’s struggle to define how this narrative will later be told, this point

38 Latacz (2000: 71). Similar assessments of the phrase are to be found by Kirk and Beck in the above citations.

% Friedrich 2002: 3. Translators of Homer into English have also regularly seen fit to render the term with overtly negative
language. A sampling: Alexander Pope: “insatiate king”; Samuel Butler: “covetous beyond all mankind”; Richmond
Lattimore: “greediest for gain”; Robert Fagles: “most grasping man alive”; Stanley Lombardo: “greedy glory-hound”; Stephen
Mitchell: “most greedy.”
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is far more significant than whether Agamemnon has his prize or gives it up, or whether he receives
recompense now or in the future. Achilles wants to be able to say what he says to Thetis — “I was the
first to order (xeAdunv) that we appease the god” — and so here during the dispute he ignores
Agamemnon’s offer to return Chryseis, just as he ignores it in his later retelling of the dispute. In this
detail we see once again the connection between narrative and political authority: Achilles is

simultaneously taking control of the story and issuing commands to Agamemnon.

C. “But then anger seized Agamemnon, and at once he stood up and issued a threat, which has

now been carried out.” (1.387-388)
One of the most notable features of Achilles’ entire retelling of the dispute is the suggestion of a simple
and linear chain of action. Achilles would have us (or at least Thetis) think that Agamemnon’s anger was
simply the result of his having to give up Chryseis — or rather, since Agamemnon’s actual loss of
Chryseis is so de-emphasized in Achilles’ version, that the anger is an irrational response to the mere
suggestion that Apollo be propitiated. With this final statement, Achilles implies that Agamemnon
responded directly to Achilles’ bid that things be set right with an angry threat to take away Briseis. But
as we will see, Agamemnon’s threat is neither so immediate nor so specific, and it is not a response of
anger so much as necessity. All of Agamemnon’s moves in this assembly are essentially reactive: backed
into a corner by Achilles, he is forced either to accept a public shaming and loss of status, or to react by
demonstrating the power Achilles is suggesting he does not have. As Agamemnon’s response to Calchas
began with a personal attack on the prophet as a speaker, his immediate response to Achilles (1.131-147;
#7 on my list) starts with a recognition of Achilles” attempts to establish a narrative which Agamemnon
considers false:

ph) & obtwg dyabdg mep éwv Oeoeived” AxAhed
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Godlike Achilles, although you may be valiant do not conceal things in your mind like
this; you will not slip past me or persuade me” (Iliad 1.131-132).

These two lines initiate a response to Achilles on several fronts. First, as Achilles began his previous
speech with a bit of sarcastic praise, calling him “most glorious” and “fondest of possessions” (k08io7e,
@okTeavitate), Agamemnon responds with a little insincere flattery of his own.* But I think the point
is more substantial than retaliatory sarcasm; with the term agathos, Agamemnon contributes to the
undercurrent flowing beneath this entire debate: the question of which of them can claim to be the
“best” (aristos, superlative of agathos). As Achilles had raised the issue in his statement to Calchas
(Agamemnon may claim to be the best, but I can stop him), here Agamemnon’s terminology opposes
Achilles’ previous statement (you may be good, but don’t challenge me, <because I am the best>). Next,
Agamemnon begins his specific characterization of Achilles as deceptive, with the two phrases k\énte
vow and mapadedoeat. The collocation of kleptein and noos here is unique, but implies some trickery or
deception of some sort.* Some commentators have located Achilles’ supposed deception in the specific
act of “cheating” Agamemnon out of Chryseis.*” But I prefer to read this accusation as a more wide-
ranging condemnation of his entire method of argumentation; Achilles is attempting to establish a
narrative that does not, Agamemnon believes, accord with the truth. I find Thomas Jahn’s comments on

this phrase in his study of Homeric language particularly perceptive:

" The insincerity of this praise is an interpretation dating back at least to ancient times, as the bT scholia say that dyafég
replies ironically (&vreipwvedrerat) to Achilles’ (perhaps also ironic) x08iote at 122. Kirk (1985: 67) calls the epithet “not
necessarily flattery”; Latacz (2000: 73) reads Agamemnon as using this term to highlight the discontinuity between Achilles’
noble status and ignoble act of deception.

* LfgrE offers the meaning “beguile, trick” (umgarnen, austricksen).
# e.g. Latacz (2000: 73): “in Achilles’ promise of rich compensation when Troy falls, Agamemnon sees only a duplicitous

attempt to ‘put him off” and thus to take what is rightfully his.”
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...by K\éntery, Agamemnon means nothing other than the (alleged) attempt by Achilles

to ignore the central point of his speech and to deprive him of the basis of his argument

to a certain extent through this cover-up ... Agamemnon accuses Achilles of ‘suppressing’

his central request — the preservation of his honor; of ‘secretly stealing’ his main

argument from him.*
Agamemnon’s language also resonates with the Phaeacian king Alcinous’s praise of Odysseus’s
storytelling, contrasting him with a typical dishonest storyteller:

@ 'Odvoed, To pev od ti 0 Elokopey eicopdwvreg

fmeponia T épev kai émikAomov...

uoBov & wg 87" dotdog émotapévwe katéle§ag

Odysseus, we do not at all judge you to be a swindler or a deceiver ... but you have told
your story knowledgeably, like a bard.” (11.363-4, 368)

We may infer from the shared klep/klop root in Agamemnon and Alcinous’s statements (klepte nodi,
epiklopon) that Achilles’ deception works similarly to that of the false storyteller.** The picture of the
quarreling Agamemnon and Achilles as dueling narrators, competing before the audience of the
Achaeans to have their story judged best, fits naturally into a world in which poetry and storytelling
regularly occur in a competitive context;* Agamemnon’s verb paraleuseai “you will not slip past me” is

also used of competitors in athletic competition.*

% Jahn 1987: 97-98

# Later in the Iliad Hector will use the same epithet of Achilles during their final battle, after Achilles makes his first spear
throw: “You missed! As it turns out, godlike Achilles, you did not learn my fate from Zeus at all, although you said you did.
But you were just some smooth-talker (&ptienrg) deceiving me with stories (&nikhomog p68wv) in order to make me forget my
strength and courage out of fear for you.” (22.278-282).

* See e.g. Martin (1989: 95): “Not only are heroic performers their own ‘authors,” then, but they fill the role of ‘critic’ as well,
since all speech in Homer takes place in an agonistic context.” Cf. also Griffith’s demonstration (1990:188) that “most Greek
poetry, from the time of Homer and Hesiod to that of Euripides, was composed for performance in an explicitly or implicitly
agonistic context.”

* Cf. Iliad 23.34S (used of chariot racing), Odyssey 8.345 (of foot racing); it is also used by Athena (in conjunction with the
klop- root) of Odysseus’s craftiness at Odyssey 13.291-292: “It would be a cunning deceiver (kepSadéog ... kal énikAomog) who
could slip past (napé\fot) you | in all your tricks.” Agamemnon’s comment is of course ironic addressed to swift-footed
Achilles, unsurpassed in his literal ability to “overtake” his enemies; for the thematics of catching up and overtaking in Homer
see Purves (2011).
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Agamemnon then moves to address his specific grievances with Achilles, calling attention to the
impropriety of his speech act by underlining the (perceived) outrageousness of Achilles giving him a
command: “You're ordering (xé\eat) me to give her back?” (1.134). Again, it is dangerous to
Agamemnon’s authority for him to let himself be commanded to do something he has already agreed to
do. Now Agamemnon must re-assert his authority by demonstrating his own ability to issue commands,
which he does by making what is, presumably, the threat that Achilles’ story for Thetis refers to. He will
give Chryseis back, he says, if the Achaeans give him a replacement prize:

el 8¢ ke pn Sdwoty, éyw 8¢ kev avtog Edwpat

1) Tedv A} Alavtog iy yépag, 7 Odvatjog

dEw EAV- 6 8¢ kev kexolwoeTal &V kev Ikwpat.

GAN fitot pév Tadta petappacdpecda kai adTi,

vOv & dye vija pédawvay épvooopey eig dla diav,

¢v § ¢pétag émtndig dyeipopev...

But if they don’t, then I will come choose one myself, either your prize or Ajax’s or

Odysseus’s, take her and lead her away. Whichever man I visit will be angry. But, really,

we can figure all of this out later — for now, come, let us drag a black ship to the shining

sea, let us assemble rowers onboard as needed... (Iliad 1.137-142)

Here again we see Agamemnon creating a narrative, this time a narrative of the future, which he shapes
both with his words and with his authority. But this is not yet the severe and definite threat Achilles later
makes it out to be. First, it is indefinite, referring to no one target specifically but several potential ones
(Achilles, Ajax, Odysseus). Second, the statement that comes immediately after the threat — we can
worry about these details later — suggests his real purpose. Agamemnon’s real intention here is not so
much to secure himself a prize as to maintain his reputation, to leave behind a narrative in which he does
not come out looking weak. What is most important is not actually taking Achilles’, Odysseus’s, or Ajax’s

prizes, but publicly asserting his authority to do so, and his superiority over each of these men. In

addition, the request to worry for the moment about propitiating Apollo rather than quibbling about
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prizes continues his self-presentation as a hero more concerned about his men’s safety than his favorite
concubine.

This plea to let the matter drop is followed directly by an elaborate and definitive exhortation to
the army to return Chryseis to her father: let us prepare to launch a ship. By formulating this command*’
as a detailed list of steps for his men to follow, Agamemnon attempts once again to assert control over
the process of the girl’s return. This point is underlined by the final lines of his instructions:

el 8¢ 16 dpy0g avip BovAngdpog éotw,

1 Alag 7} T8opevedg #j Siog OSvooedg
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Let some advice-giving man be leader, either Ajax or Idomeneus or noble Odysseus —

or you, son of Peleus, most intense of all men, so that you can perform the sacrifice and

propitiate Apollo for us. (1.144-147).

Many commentators read a scarcely concealed insult in the way Achilles is marginalized by being
appended to the end of the list as “an apparent afterthought.”*® It has been noted how closely this list of
possible leaders matches the preceding list (at 1.138) of heroes whose prize Agamemnon might take; I
would add that the salient point here is that, in both cases, Agamemnon is demonstrating his dominance
over the men named. Somewhat paradoxically, by inviting Achilles to lead this mission, Agamemnon is

ensuring the subservience of his position: he may be in charge of this minor mission, but it is from

Agamemnon that he takes his orders. The uncertain epithet with which Agamemnon addresses Achilles

# Technically a series of hortatory subjunctives — he has adopted from Achilles’ opening speech the technique of guiding the
army in the first person plural. Kirk (1985: 67-68) calls this a reversion to “his better kind of royal demeanour” but hears “an
unctuous note” in “the frequent use of the first person plural (‘let’s all do this together...)” I would call this more panicked
desperation, as Agamemnon performs before an audience he is watching be usurped from him. Latacz (2000: 75) emphasizes
his efforts to distract from the embarrassment of the previous dispute.

* Kirk (2009: 68). Here he also calls this “the final sting.” Latacz (2000: 76) suggests that this is essentially Agamemnon
inviting Achilles, who has taken it upon himself to become spokesman for the people in their time of crisis, to “put his money
where his mouth is” and act to protect the army — the implication being that Achilles” objections have been more out of self
interest than concern for the common good.
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at the end (again moving from the general address of the army to the specific), éknayétat(e), which I
have translated “most intense” is likely insulting in and of itself, an ironic counterpart to Achilles’
pokteavitate (“fondest of possessions”) at 1.122.* But what is most provocative about it is that it is a
superlative, but not the one Achilles wants to claim: “best of the Achaeans.”

Agamemnon’s reaction thus rebuffs and attacks Achilles with calculated precision, but he is
neither as stubborn nor as threatening as he is later made out to be. At this moment all Achilles must do
is keep quiet and Apollo will be appeased and the issue of prizes settled at a later time when passions
have cooled. It is only because of his incessant need to agitate — and his refusal to let Agamemnon’s
version of the narrative go unchallenged — that Achilles will lose Briseis. In another speech which plays
no part in the narration to Thetis (1.149-171, #8 on my chart), Achilles moves from irony to open insult,
calling Agamemnon “cloaked in shamelessness” (&veildeinv émewéve) and “profit-minded”
(kepSaledppov) at 1.149. From his earlier indirect challenges to Agamemnon’s authority Achilles now
proceeds to undermine it directly, asking, “How could any of the Achaeans willingly obey your orders, to
take a certain path or fight a violent battle with men?” (1.150-151: n@g tig Tot Tpd@pwv émeow neibnral
Axou@v | i 680v ENOépevar A &v8pdory it pdyeobar;) He proceeds to offer an instantaneous “reading” of

the speech Agamemnon has just made: “And you are actually threatening to take away my prize

yourself.” (1.161: xai 8% pot yépag avtog doatpnoeobat dneeig) This is of course somewhat different

from what Agamemnon has just said (if I don’t receive compensation, I will take someone’s prize, but

*# gxmaylog is generally defined as “violent, terrible” (LSJ) or “vor dem man am meisten erschrecken muf” — “the one people
should fear the most” (Latacz 2000: 76), but Kirk denies this meaning, suggesting a range “from ‘amazing’ to ‘vehement’ to
‘excessive’” and suggest that its other uses in Homer suggest “no particular insult”, but that it is the context here (i.e. a
situation that calls for “a man of counsel”) that makes Agamemnon’s use of it “certainly malicious”. Latacz also suggests the
connection with philokteanotate.
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let’s worry about it later.)*® And yet as tempers continue to rise and the dispute escalates, Achilles’
interpretation is instantaneously converted into fact by Agamemnon, as in the next speech (#9 on my
chart) he restates Achilles’ allegation about his previous statement as the fact it has now become,
borrowing Achilles’ vocabulary:
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I make the following threat against you: Since Phoebus Apollo is taking Chryseis away

from me, I will send her off with my ship and my men. But I will go to your tent myself

and take away the fair-cheeked Briseis, your prize, so that you will understand fully how

much better I am than you, and so that another man will hesitate to say that he is equal

to me or compare himself with me. (Iliad 1.181-187)
The repetition of the same words Achilles had used for “threaten” (&med\jow) and “take away”
(agatpeitar) in such close proximity suggests that Agamemnon’s threat is, in a sense, a “quotation” of
Achilles” speech — of Achilles’ reading of Agamemnon’s previous statement. And in the lines I have
labeled part C of Achilles’ speech to Thetis, he Achilles continues this “quotation” — now totally
stripped of the original context of reciprocal instigation: “anger seized Agamemnon, and at once he
stood up and issued a threat (fjmeinoev).” His version has satisfied most critics over the years as a faithful

as a faithful summary of the Narrator’s account of events, and yet it recasts them radically so that

Agamemnon’s position becomes utterly untenable. In Achilles” simplified narrative, Agamemnon acts

%% Again, what is at stake is not so much the actual possession of the prizes, but the public declaration of one’s ability to do so.
For Agamemnon to be allowed to publicly claim the authority to take Achilles’, Ajax’s, or Odysseus’s prize is essentially the
same as him actually taking the prizes, in terms of what it says about the relative status of these men.
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out of retaliatory anger for having to appease Apollo; Achilles suppresses his own instigations entirely by
representing his role in the dispute as much more passive.*'

Here we must move away from our close analysis of the Narrator’s version of the dispute and
return to our original query. What narratological model best describes the relationship between the
“real” version we heard initially and Achilles’ “mirror story” in which he retells it? We have seen how the
argument function of Achilles’ speech — its purpose within the narrative — is both to heighten
Agamemnon’s culpability and reduce his own. Of the nine speeches we analyzed from the Narrator’s
version of the dispute, four were performed by Achilles (1, 3, 6, 8), and yet his narration of the incident
only mentions one: “immediately I was the first to order that we appease the god.” When Achilles
mentions Agamemnon’s threat, he neglects to refer to Agamemnon’s stated reason for making it: not
because he is angry that he has to lose Chryseis, but so that it will be clear that neither Achilles nor
anyone else has the right to claim that they are better than Agamemnon. Achilles has taken what could
well be read as a dispute about leadership and authority, and reported it as a dispute in which an
irrational and arbitrary king refuses to do right by his army until commanded, and takes his best fighter’s
prize without provocation. But while this new narrative strips away his self-justification, there is reason
to believe that Agamemnon’s words are still ringing in Achilles’ ears. The speech by Agamemnon we
have just discussed was the last thing he said to Achilles directly during the dispute (after this the
argument is performed through the intermediary of Nestor). Amazingly, it is virtually the last thing he

says to Achilles in the entire Iliad.>> So we should not be surprised if Agamemnon’s final statement at

5! Rabel (1997: 51) reads this passage in much the same way.

2 See n. 80 below.
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1.185-187 (I am taking Briseis so you will know that I'm better than you, and so that no man will
challenge me in the future) have special resonance for Achilles, as his speech to Thetis seems to indicate.
He ends the entire speech by asking his mother to have Zeus bring defeat and death to the Achaeans,

Yv@ 8¢ kai Atpeidng edpd kpeiwv Ayapéuvwv
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...so that Agamemnon, the wide-ruling son of Atreus, will also recognize his own insanity
(até), that he failed to honor the best of the Achaeans. (Iliad 1.411-412)

This reads like a response to Agamemnon’s threat. And its inclusion of a new term, até — delusion,
madness, insanity — as we shall see, introduces a theme which will prove significant for the rest of the
poem.

This is the argument function Achilles’ speech, but what about the key function — the role that
it plays in the narrative as a whole?** The traditional narratological model that has usually been applied
calls this secondary focalization of the fabula — a new perspective on the same set of events we heard
earlier in the Narrator’s authoritative version. But I have suggested that we see Achilles not as a
secondary focalizer of the Narrator’s fabula, but as an independent creator of narrative in his own right,
like a bard, can expand or contract a theme®* such as “great warriors quarrel.” As an expert performer of
speeches, he is able to spin this theme into a story that serves his purposes, one that characterizes
Agamemnon and himself exactly as he wants. Achilles’ ties to what “really happened” in his world — the
fabula of the Iliad, represented by the Narrator’s version — are like a bard’s ties to tradition. He cannot
get away with deviating so wildly from the audience’s previous experience with the story that they

question whether it is the same story at all, but he is expected to put his own stamp on the narrative. In

33 For the concepts of key and argument function, see the references atn. 7

5 Lord (1960: 68-98) is the classical text on oral-poetic composition by theme; Jensen (2011: 63-69) discusses controversy
on the subject since then. See also my discussion in Chapter Three.
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fact, it has long been argued that stories characters within the Iliad tell about the past are never neutral,
but rather serve as what Norman Austin calls “rhetorical devices whose intention is always persuasive;
they are either hortatory (or dissuasive) or apologetic.” In other words, stories set in the past are never
about the past, but about the present; fidelity to what really happened — what we would consider
historical accuracy — is not necessarily a primary concern. And like a Homeric bard, if Achilles can tell a
compelling enough version of the story, it has a chance of becoming the authoritative version that
influences how the present remembers the past.

And this is precisely what happens in the rest of the Iliad, as we shall devote the remainder of this
chapter to discussing. While Achilles” act of narration at the end of Book 1 serves, internally, as a private
moment between mother and child, I argue that its key function is to symbolize the establishment of the
dispute between Achilles and Agamemnon as a story characters within the poem tell each other, and the
establishment of Achilles’ version of this story as the authoritative one. It is as though Achilles” act of re-
telling the story to his mother (and Homer’s act of using narrative space in the Iliad to do so) is a kind of
ritual re-focalization of the poem through Achilles — a type of focalization that functions not just on the
level of individual scenes and lines of hexameter, but aligns the overarching perspective and interest of
the whole poem with the viewpoint of Achilles, even as Achilles temporarily withdraws from the poem.
Without him there, the struggles of the other warriors play out like drama on a stage for the hero sulking
and watching from his tent®® — and the next time Achilles appears in the Iliad he is, famously,
strumming his phorminx and singing the famous deeds of men (9.189: &ewde 8° dpa kKAéa av8p@v). Has

Achilles symbolically taken up Homer’s lyre for a few books by replacing the Narrator’s version of the

55 Austin 1966: 300. See also Willcock (1964, 1977), Andersen (1987), Alden (2000) and my discussion in the introduction.

%6 As, for example, we see him do at 11.598-600.
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opening with his own, only to set the lyre back down again when he re-joins the poem? However literally
we want to take the notion of a high-level focalization of the poem through its central character, it is clear
that the version of the dispute the characters tell each other for the rest of the poem bears a strong
resemblance to the story Achilles has just told Thetis.

To illustrate this, let us reexamine the final two lines of Achilles’ speech to Thetis (1.411-412,
quoted above). These lines contain three pieces of information that are fundamental to Achilles’
interpretation of the dispute: (1) Agamemnon has dishonored (008&v #tioev) Achilles; (2) Achilles is
the best of the Achaeans (&piotov Axai@v); (3) Agamemnon’s behavior was dfe. The first two of these
elements were already part of the Narrator’s version of the dispute — in fact, the end of the final line of
Achilles’ speech to Thetis (1.412) is identical to a line-end from one of his speeches to Agamemnon
(1.244, #11 in my list). But the characterization of Agamemnon’s actions as dte is new; the word is not
used in the Iliad before Achilles’ speech to Thetis. I have translated dte as “insanity” above, but the term
implies a very specific interpretation of Agamemnon’s behavior: it suggests damage to the mental
facilities caused by the gods, which leads one to make irrational choices.”” There has been much
scholarly discussion of até in Homer, with Agamemnon’s behavior towards Achilles often used as a key
example, in part because (as we shall see) the characters themselves comment so extensively on its
significance.’® There are differences of opinion on the moral dimension of Agamemnon’s mistake: is he
wrong simply because the path he has followed has proved not to be efficacious to the war effort, or is his

misjudgment evidence of a failure of the “quieter virtues”?* If até implies externally caused madness, is

57 LfgrE s.v. ddtn traces the evolution of the word até, beginning with a posited pre-Homeric meaning of “harm” (Schade) in a
broad sense, and moving to the more specific “harm to the mind” (Schddigung der ppéveg) or “blindness” (Verblendung),
usually thought to be caused by the gods, which we find in Homer.

58 See for example Dodds (1951: 2-8), Padel (1995: 167-187), Finkelberg (1995), Hershkowitz (1998: 125-133.)
% See Adkins (1960: 50-52), Lloyd-Jones (1971:10-27).
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this simply another example of “double motivation” of behavior by both gods and humans, or does it
serve as a defense to deny Agamemnon’s responsibility for his actions? Bryan Hainsworth tells us that
“Akhilleus avoids <the word até> for the same reason as Agamemnon uses it, because it is exculpatory in
a way that éx ppévag eleto Zebg (Iliad 9.377) is not.”!

I disagree with this statement, and not only because I do not understand the distinction it
implies between até and Zeus taking one’s wits. As we have seen, it is Achilles in his speech to Thetis
who introduces the concept of até into the poem in the first place; as we will examine shortly, it is only
after this speech that Agamemnon’s até in the dispute becomes a trope to which many characters return.
The explanation of divinely caused blindness is only exculpatory as a kind of insanity defense if there is
general agreement that Agamemnon’s behavior during the dispute was unjustifiable on its own terms.
Agamemnon’s own confession of his culpability (motivated by até) is so prominent for the rest of the
poem that it is often taken by granted; with reference to the end of Achilles’ speech to Thetis, Debra
Hershkowitz comments:

The fact that this explanation of Agamemnon’s behaviour comes much sooner than

Agamemnon’s own suggests a lack of awareness on Agamemnon’s part of something

about himself or his actions which is patently clear to others, although some are more

ready than others to make this something explicit. Why is it clear to Achilles but not,

initially, to Agamemnon?®
Because by the end of the poem it is “patently clear” both to Achilles and Agamemnon that
Agamemnon’s behavior was delusional, there is little incentive for anyone to question the point. But the

fact that the characters themselves have all come to agree on a single interpretation is not necessarily

evidence that this interpretation is “correct” in some external sense; as Hershkowitz goes on to say, até is

% A possibility raised by Hershkowitz 1998: 131 (with bibliography).
¢! Hainsworth 1993: 73.
62 Hershkowitz 1998: 129-130.



determined based on the results, not the action. “Had the action been successful, the attribution of dtn
to it would not have occurred, suggesting that neither the state of mind of the actor nor some inherent
quality of the action is at issue, but rather the subsequent reception of the action.”® Perhaps, then it is
better to take this as evidence that Achilles’ version of the story is the one that ends up being more useful
for the characters to believe. For if we examine the Narrator’s version of the dispute rather than Achilles’,
we will find reason to conclude that até is in fact a poor description of Agamemnon’s behavior. First, on a
rather literal level, the Narrator’s version shows no sign of the gods interfering with Agamemnon’s
reasoning, despite explicit mentions of other divine intervention in the same passage.’* Second, as I have
demonstrated above, Agamemnon’s actions during the dispute are never merely the result of irrational
anger; each can be interpreted as a reasonable reaction forced by the move Achilles has just made,
necessary to preserve Agamemnon’s public standing. It is fair to describe Agamemnon’s reaction to
Chryses (1.26-32) as rash and ill-advised, but this is a separate incident. During the actual dispute, as we
have seen, even at times when he is angry (such as his response to Calchas’s speech at 1.106-120) he
behaves rationally, looking out both for his own interests and those of the army.

A final piece of evidence that Agamemnon’s behavior during the dispute was not immediately

read as até comes with the intervention of Nestor. At the end of a rather long speech that starts with an

6 Hershkowitz 1998: 132.

¢ During the dispute scene, we see Hera inspire Achilles to call the assembly (1.55) and Athena intervene to prevent Achilles
from killing Agamemnon (1.194 ff.); at the beginning of Book 2 we see Zeus affecting Agamemnon’s judgment by sending a
false dream. This is common enough elsewhere in the poem — e.g. during Glaucus and Diomedes’ famous exchange of
armor, when “Zeus son of Cronus took away Glaucus’s wits” (6.234: Thavxe Kpovidng ppévag éEéleto Zetg). One might
reasonably object that divine motivation is so essential to the Iliad’s conception of human psychology (famously argued in
Lesky 1961; cf. Dodds 1951: 4-5) that it can be assumed to be operative even when not specifically mentioned. Still, I believe
it is worth considering that, whereas the (extremely brief) mentions of the dispute throughout the poem almost invariably
describe Agamemnon as a victim of até, the (extremely thorough) description of the dispute at the beginning of the poem
does not.
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allusion to his own past adventures,* Nestor attempts to reconcile the quarreling heroes by placing the
narratives that they each are attempting to construct side by side, creating a sort of fusion of both
accounts into a single interpretation:
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Although you (Agamemnon) are noble, do not rob him of the girl, but leave her, since

the sons of the Achaeans first gave her to him as a prize. But you, son of Peleus, do not

engage in a violent dispute with a king, since the share of honor is never equal for a

scepter-bearing king to whom Zeus gives glory. Even if you are strong, and the mother

who gave birth to you is a goddess, still he is better, since he rules more people. But you,

son of Atreus, must cool your passion. I beg you to let go of your anger against Achilles,

since he is a great wall of defense against wicked war for the Achaeans. (Iliad 1.275-284)
The subtlety of Nestor’s rhetoric here illustrates his diplomatic finesse. Devoting equal time to both
parties (five lines each), he manages to acknowledge the validity of the competing arguments
simultaneously. But although he admonishes Agamemnon that it is a bad move (tactically, if for no other
reason) to take Achilles’ prize, the version of the story he endorses is ultimately that of Agamemnon. His
only argument in favor of Achilles’ position hinges on a technicality; picking up Achilles’ point from
1.172, he reiterates that the girl was given by the army, not by Agamemnon himself. But Nestor does not

mention what is at the heart of Achilles’ complaint: he does not describe Agamemnon’s behavior as

dishonor, and, most crucially, does not call Achilles the best of the Achaeans. The antithesis with which

6 As with the previous speeches of Achilles and Agamemnon, Nestor’s speech here simultaneously establishes multiple types
of authority for himself: the message of the speech itself is that the superior men of the past respected his advice, while the fact
that he able to refer to this past episode demonstrates his narrative authority as speaker and performer. cf. Martin (1989: 80).
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he compares the two, using a similar sounding (and metrically equivalent) pair of words
(karteros/pherteros), is deceptive. As both words end in the —teros suffix, which is usually comparative,
there is a temptation to see each man as superior to the other in a specific category: Achilles is stronger,
Agamemnon is greater. But although its superficial similarity to a comparative has fooled many
introductory Greek students (and perhaps a few translators®), karteros is merely the positive adjective
“strong,” while only Agamemnon’s comparative pherteros implies superiority over his opponent.
Nestor’s choice of this pair of terms implicitly endorses Agamemnon’s side of the argument by echoing
one of his speeches (#9 on my chart), in which he had conceded to Achilles “if indeed you are very
strong...” (178: &l pdda kaptepdg éoot) but went on to assert his intention to take Briseis so that Achilles
would know “how much better I am than you” (186: 3ccov @éptepds sipt 0¢0ev). Latacz (2009: 109-110)
summarizes Nestor’s overall position: “In this case he admits that Achilles is right; on the ideological
question of whether political power or military ability deserves higher social status, he aligns himself with
the viewpoint of Agamemnon.” That is to say, while he acknowledges that the best choice pragmatically
is to appease Achilles, at the end of the day he recognizes the legitimacy of the social system as
Agamemnon sees it; Agamemnon is the one who deserves the greater share of respect, and Achilles is in

the wrong for challenging his authority.”’

% Richmond Lattimore: “Even though you are the stronger man ... yet is this man greater.” Stanley Lombardo: “You are
stronger... But he is more powerful.” Stephen Mitchell: “You may be the stronger man... Yet Agamemnon is your superior.”

 Taplin (1990:64) comes to the opposite conclusion: “...the points (Nestor) makes are hardly equally balanced. The
objection to Agamemnon — that he is taking away the y¢pag, the special prize, already bestowed by the Achaeans — is more
‘respectable’ than that against Achilles — that Agamemnon rules over more men.” But can we really make such an inference
about Nestor’s belief in the greater “respectability” of Achilles” claim? This seems to fly in the face of what Nestor actually says
— that a man such as Achilles is not “allotted equal honor” (dpoing éupope Tipi|g) to that of Agamemnon, who is given glory
(xd80c) by Zeus. Taplin ignores these appeals to divine endorsement and established social hierarchy, reducing Nestor’s
argument to “if it came to a punch-up Agamemnon’s men would overwhelm Achilles” (p. 65). Perhaps this is what the Iliad’s
ideology of kingship boils down to from our perspective — but is it this transparently hollow from Nestor’s point of view?
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Now let us compare this to Nestor’s characterization of the dispute later in the poem. By Book 9
the Achaeans have begun to feel the pressure of the Trojan success in battle, and Nestor and
Agamemnon revisit the argument with Achilles.® Nestor refers to his previous speech specifically:
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No one else will think (noései) of better advice (noon) than this, which I had in my mind
in the past and still think (10e4) now, from the moment when you, divine king, walked
out of an angered Achilles’ tent after stealing the girl Briseis — not at all following my
advice (noon). I myself made many arguments against it, but you yielded to your own
proud heart, and dishonored the best man, one even the immortals honor, since took his
prize and are still keeping it... (Iliad 1.104-111)

Nestor’s point — highlighted by the insistent repetition of the no- root — is that he has been consistent

in his advice and analysis of the situation: he has been of the same mind in the past (nd\at) and the

%1t is worth noting that these comments by Nestor and Agamemnon take place in a private meeting of the “elders” (yépovrag
— perhaps the sense is closer to “senior officers”) in Agamemnon’s shelter (9.89-90), while the assembly in Book 1 included
the whole army (1.54). (See Beck 2005a: 195-199 for a discussion of the formal differences between these types of meetings.)
This private meeting in Book 9 follows directly upon a public assembly at which Diomedes had harshly criticized
Agamemnon’s leadership and bravery (9.32-49) and Nestor had responded with the subtle strategy of praising Diomedes’
speech (53-59) while requesting deference to his own age and experience (57-58, 60-62), and finally himself deferring to
Agamemnon’s “most kingly” authority (69-70, 73). Clearly Nestor has learned from the dispute in Book 1, and is able to
successfully defuse this potential conflict before it begins (note that Agamemnon is not given a chance to say a word, though
Nestor gives orders on his behalf). Nestor’s change in strategy here is perhaps indicative of his change in opinion — whereas
he had told Achilles that he had to respect Agamemnon’s superior position as king (1.277f.), he responds to Diomedes’
explicit disrespect of Agamemnon’s kingship by saying “you address the Argive kings prudently” (9.58-59), and calls
Diomedes both “strong” (53: kaptepdc) and “best” (54: dpiotog). Hainsworth (1993: 66-67) reads this somewhat differently,
comparing Nestor’s intervention in Book 9 with his attempt at mediation between Achilles and Agamemnon at 1.254-284 as
equally “a masterpiece in the tactful management of impetuous firebrands,” ignoring the fact that the former speech had failed
completely in its persuasive goal. He goes on to suggest (p. 67) that there is a difference between the respectful tone of
Diomedes’ speech and the “insolent and provocative manner favoured by Akhilleus in book 1,” but this is a difference I do not
see.
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present (voéw... #1t kai v©v), and his story will continue to stand up in the future (vorjow).” In other
words, he claims that what he is saying now is the same thing he said in Book 1, a claim critics have
generally accepted.”” But the fact that Nestor said “don’t take Briseis” in Book 1 does not mean that his
analysis of the situation — the narrative by which he justifies this advice — has been consistent. Now
Agamemnon has “dishonored” (étimésas) Achilles; and now, most significantly, Achilles is the “best”
man (110: pheriston).”" This is an incredible contrast to the speech with which Nestor is claiming
consistency, where he used a form of the same adjective to say that Agamemnon was “better” (1.281:
pherteros). In short, Nestor’s memory of the dispute and his role in it seems to have the same relationship
with the Narrator’s original version as Achilles’ story to Thetis, more interested in the relevance of the
dispute to the present than in the facts that happened in the past. Incredibly, the same seems to have
happened to Agamemnon, who responds to Nestor saying:

@ Yépov, o TLedSog pag drag katélebag.
daodpnv, 008" adTog Avaivopat.

Wise old man, your narration of my insanity (até plural) is in no way incorrect. I was
insane (aasamén); I do not deny it myself. (Iliad 1.115-116)

% This is in keeping with his role as the Achaeans’ preeminent wielder of words and keeper of memories — his complete
knowledge of the past, present, and future is thus similar to the d¢ £idn td T° €6vta td T° éo0dpeva 7pd T° é6vta formula I
discuss above with respect to the perfect prophetic/narrative knowledge of Calchas. This insight was offered to me by Brent
Vine in private correspondence.

7 For instance, Hainsworth (1993: 72) argues that “Nestor, who cannot refrain from saying ‘I told you so’ now condemns
Agamemnon’s actions in even plainer terms than he had used in his even-handed intervention in the quarrel in 1.254-84.” See
also e.g. Lloyd-Jones (1971: 14), Taplin (1990: 65-66).

7! péplotog is a comparatively rare word (occurring 7x in Homer), obviously related to the more common @éptepog/péptartos,
but more specific in that it is almost exclusively used in direct address of superlative gods and heroes, a usage that, as
comparative linguistics demonstrates, is likely pre-Greek: see Garcia Ramén 2010: 82-84 on Avestan [°]bairita-. Nestor’s
formulation here is all the more marked for being the only use of this word in all of Homer (and one of the only in all of
Greek) in a case other than the vocative; in practically every other instance, it is used in connection with questions about the
identity of people suspected of being gods (see LfgrE s. v. péptepog; the other atypical case is Antilochus using the term to
address his horses at Iliad 23.409).
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Agamemnon’s characterization of his own past actions as até (reinforced by his immediate use of the
verb formed from the same root, aad) is precisely that of Achilles. In the space of a few lines, Nestor and
Agamemnon have affirmed the three details I listed from Achilles’ version of the story that they refused
to acknowledge before (Agamemnon’s behavior as dte; the dishonor of Achilles; Achilles as best of the
Achaeans). Agamemnon’s use of the verb katalegé (“enumerate, narrate in detail and from the
beginning”)” to describe Nestor’s statement underlines the fact that the dispute they are discussing now
exists not as a set of events, but as a narrative of a set of events, which has begun to circulate through the
Achaean world. The version of this story that is being told seems to resemble that of Achilles — a
version Agamemnon now says is “in no way incorrect.”
The Dispute as Story within the Iliad

After Achilles narrates the dispute to Thetis in Book 1, the Iliad offers no other extended telling of this
story. Nevertheless, we can be fairly sure that the story is repeated and interpreted by characters “oft-
stage,” based on oblique references that are made throughout the poem. Probably the most extended re-
visiting of the dispute occurs during Book 19, when Achilles and Agamemnon make amends in an
assembly that, as Deborah Beck argues, serves as a mirror for the assembly in Book 1 at which the
dispute occurred.”” When given a chance to speak at this later assembly, Agamemnon refers to the
original argument in terms that emphasize its status as a story — and, indeed, underlines the narrative
and performative nature of his current speech:

@ idoy, fipweg Aavaoi, Oepamovreg Apno,
£0TAOTOG P&V KAAOY dKovELY, 00dE Eotkey

72 “Auf-, erzihlen (ausfiihrlich und der Reihe nach)” in LfgrE s. v. Méyw II 4: katadéyw.

73 Beck 2005a: 204ff . At 19.35 Thetis tells Achilles to call an assembly “renouncing his wrath” (pijvv dmoeinwv), using the
same noun ménis which was famously used (as the first word of the Iliad) to describe the anger that arises in the first
assembly.
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OPPAANELV- XaAeTOV Yap EmoTapévy TEP EOVTL.

av8p@v 8 &v ToAA® Opadw TG KEV TIg dkodoat

1) elmoy; PAGPetar §& Aryvg mep v dyopnTrg.

TInAeidn ptv éywv évdeifopar avtap oi Aot

o0v0ea®’ Apyeioy, poOov T’ ed yvate €kaoTos.

moAAdkt 8] pot Todtov Axatol pbov éetmov,

Kal T€ pe veikeieokov-

Friends, Danaan warriors, servants of Ares: it is good to listen to a man when he stands;

it is not proper to interrupt him. This makes things difficult even for a knowledgeable

man. How could anyone hear or speak in the loud din of men? Even a clear-voiced

speaker will be drowned out. Now, I will explain myself to the son of Peleus, and all of

the rest of you Argives pay attention; understand my story, each of you. It is a story the

Achaeans have told me and attacked me with quite often... (Iliad 19.78-86)
As we will see in a moment, when Agamemnon finally addresses the dispute itself, he does so in terms
that fully accept Achilles’ version of it; while this assembly may serve as a mirror of the first, Agamemnon
does not rehash his earlier arguments against Achilles. Still, it is impossible to ignore how insistently he
hammers home the possibility of a voice — such as his — being drowned out. No one listened to the
narrative he was trying to create in Book 1, no matter how lucid (ligys) his presentation of it was. But this
is now a lost cause; it is, as he admits, a story that the Achaeans have been telling often, and the version
that gets told, “attacking him” (neikeieskon) is one in which he is the bad guy.

Let us pause for a moment to consider what these other tellings of the story circulating among
the men and attacking Agamemnon might sound like. In fact, the Iliad offers a rather explicit example:
the Thersites episode in Book 2. This brief interlude in which the decidedly un-heroic representative of

the masses challenges Agamemnon has been the subject of much analysis; many have noted the

similarities between Thersites’ and Achilles’ challenges to the king.”* To my knowledge Thersites has not

7 e.g. (all with extensive bibliography) Lohmann (1970:174-178) notes the similarities in their challenges and remarks on
the parallel structures of the two confrontations (Achilles: Agamemnon:: Thersites: Odysseus); Thalmann (1988:19-21)
reads the parallel disputes through the lens of class conflict and social hierarchy; Postlethwaite (1988) interprets the purpose
of the entire episode as indicating support for Achilles’ complaints. The latter two scholars offer summaries of the dominant
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been read as a specific example of the “Achaeans often telling me the story (mython) and attacking
(neikeieskon) me” that Agamemnon refers to in his speech in Book 19, but this is precisely what he is
doing; the text marks this fact with both the beginning (2.224: “He attacked (neikee) Agamemnon with
his account (mythéi)”) and ending (2.243: “So he spoke, attacking (neikeién) Agamemnon...”) of
Thersites” speech, using the same verb neikeé that Agamemnon uses for the verbal assaults at 19.86.7
And while this assault on Agamemnon’s leadership is hardly limited to the argument with Achilles,
Thersites does mention the dispute prominently, referring to it in terms that clearly match Achilles’
version of the story; at 2.239-240 he says that Agamemnon “has just now dishonored (étimésen) Achilles,
a far better (ameinona) man than he is.”

Thersites’ speech, following so soon after the actual argument,”” outlines the kind of chatter
going on behind the scenes as Achilles’ presentation of the dispute narrative begins to inform the stories
the troops are telling each other about it. Perhaps at this early stage of transmission — before the
Achaeans have begun to suffer the heavy losses that drive them to demand Achilles’ return to battle —

this version of the story has not yet met with universal acceptance: Thersites is specifically characterized

view of their predecessors, who have read Thersites as a symbol of Homer’s contempt for the lower classes and endorsement
of aristocratic ideology.

7> It has been noted (e.g. by Edwards 1991: 24S5) that Agamemnon’s “even a clear-voiced speaker” (19.81: Arydg mep 2av
é&yopntis) repeats a phrase that Odysseus used sarcastically in his rebuttal of Thersites at 2.246.

7 On Thersites as a representative of the genre of blame (neikos) poetry, see Nagy (1979: 259-264).

77 Thersites” “just now” (vdv) at 2.239 emphasizes the closeness in time. There is a tension here between the time that has
elapsed in the telling of the narrative and time that has elapsed within the world of the story: although the Thersites episode
follows only a few hundred lines after the dispute, Thetis is not able to approach Zeus until “the twelfth day” (1.493) after the
dispute, and the assembly with Thersites occurs the day after this (2.48) — nearly two weeks the Achaeans have presumably
spent in their camp, with plenty of time to develop this story. Zielinski, however, famously argues (1899-1901:437-439) that
these twelve days are simply a narrative convention used to facilitate the reporting of simultaneous events, and that we are to
understand the night Odysseus spends on Chryse (1.475-476) as the same night on which Agamemnon is sent the dream
from Zeus (2.1-48); by this interpretation, the Thersites episode occurs the day after the dispute, and is as closely linked to it
within the story world as it is in our narrative.
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as a poor speaker, and Odysseus swiftly silences him (to the approval of the masses).” But in the wake of
this charge by Thersites, Agamemnon mentions the dispute to Nestor in terms that suggest that Achilles’
version of the narrative has had an influence on him as well:

GAAG pot aiyioxog Kpovidng Zedg ddye’ édwkev,

8¢ pe pet’ ampriktovg pidag kai veikea PaAAeL.

Kol yap £ywv Axiheds Te payeoodped’ eivexa kovprg

avtifiols éméeoory, £yw 8’ pxov yahemaivwy.

el 8¢ o’ £ ye piav Povedoopey, ovkét’ Emerta

Tpwoiv avaPAnoig kakod ooetat, o0’ fpatdv.

But Zeus, son of Cronus, bearer of the aegis, has given me pains and is driving me into

pointless fights and arguments. For example, Achilles and I fought over a girl with

violent words, and I was the first to get angry. But if our thinking is ever unified, then the

Trojans will no longer have any rest from trouble, not even a small one. (Iliad 2.375-

380)
This speech is generally read as the beginning of a process by which a now cooler-headed Agamemnon
“realizes his mistake” of dishonoring Achilles in the assembly. But perhaps we should see it rather as
Agamemnon reevaluating what position is most useful for him to take. Thersites’ speech is the
culmination of an episode in which the army came close to abandoning the mission against Troy and
returning home. Agamemnon has to realize that, whether each of his actions during the dispute were
logically motivated or not, as Thersites has just demonstrated, the incident is now being read just as
Achilles wanted. Like Achilles, Agamemnon as a narrator takes the initiative to recreate the story anew,
and he will do so in a way that serves his interests in the present, not whatever the facts happened to be

in the past. If the people are going to say he lost his temper first and behaved irrationally, that is what he

will have to work with — but like Achilles, he adopts a strategy of presenting his own role as passive,

78 Thersites is described as a bad speaker by Homer at 2.212-214 (“he bawled with no measure in his words [apetpoemyc]; |
he had many jumbled [&xoopa] words in his mind, | haphazard and with no arrangement [0b katd k6opov]”) and is called
“lacking judgment in speech” (axpirépve) by Odysseus at 2.246. For an analysis of his style, see Martin 1989:109-113. But
Postlethwaite (1988) argues that, even at this point, Thersites does represent the dominant opinion of the masses.
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accepting the até interpretation but with framing that does now make it exculpatory: Zeus gave us these
pains; Zeus drove me into the argument. And the final point in this speech is perhaps a subtle
acknowledgment that this is Agamemnon’s strategy: the only way to defeat the Trojans is if “our
thinking is unified” — literally if “we think towards one <thought>“ (&g ye piav BovAedoopev). In this
phrase is a neat encapsulation of a duality of interpretation needing to be brought together into a single
version. To achieve this vision, Agamemnon will be willing to do what Achilles is not: compromise his
original narrative to accommodate that of Achilles.
This new strategy is in full effect during the reconciliation scene in Book 19, as Agamemnon appeases
Achilles by embracing and even expanding the characterization of his own behavior as dté:
¢yw § ovk aitiog iy,

dAA Zedg kai Moipa kai fepogoitig Epvig,

of ¢ pot eiv dyopi) ppeoiv épPadov dyplov dtnv

fuatt T@, 67" AXIAAfog Yépag avTtdg dnnbdpwy.

aN\G Thkev pegapt; Bedg S TdvTa TeEAeVTY,

npéoPa Awdg Ouydtnp At...

It is not I who am responsible, but Zeus, and Fate, and a Fury that stalks in the dark; they

afflicted my mind with fierce dté in the assembly on that day when I robbed Achilles of

his prize. But what could I do? It is a god who causes everything to happen: Até, the

eldest daughter of Zeus... (Iliad 19.86-91)
Desperate to save face, Agamemnon simultaneously accepts that Achilles’ version of the story is the one
that has prevailed, but denies any personal responsibility by expanding upon the self-characterization as
a helpless victim in the hands of the gods. He goes on to tell a long story (another example of the

“poetics of excess” identified by Richard Martin as characteristic of Agamemnon)” about how Zeus too

was once the victim of Até before ending, in good ring composition, with a reiteration that hammers

7 Cf. n. 35 above. Edwards (1991: 245) puts it nicely: Agamemnon speaks at such length here “partly no doubt because of
the importance of the occasion, partly perhaps ... because in an awkward situation it is best to keep talking.” The point I wish
to emphasize is that Agamemnon’s expansion of the Até story underlines the degree to which he has accepted this element of
Achilles’ story.
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home the point by repeating forms of the dté stem (19.134-137): “So I too ... could not forget Até, by
whom I was first made insane (aasthén). But since I was insane (dasamén) and Zeus took away my
wits...” All of which is to say that he has fulfilled the wish Achilles makes at the end of his speech to
Thetis “that Agamemnon will recognize his dté” (1.411-412). And while Agamemnon remains much the
same person he has been throughout the poem — self-aggrandizing, jealous, indecisive — he is able to
come to terms with Achilles because he has abandoned any hope of his version of the dispute being the
one that will prevail, choosing instead to salvage his reputation with arguments that work within the
framework of Achilles’ version of the story.*

There is a certain irony in the total suppression of Agamemnon’s account of the dispute at this
setting, since the circumstances that have led to this reconciliation — the death of Patroclus and damage
to the Achaean army — are the direct result of the stubborn anger, the deceptiveness, and the lack of
concern for his fellow soldiers that Agamemnon faulted Achilles for during the Narrator’s version of

their argument. Achilles is often praised for his magnanimity towards Agamemnon in the Book 19

8 Taplin (1992: 206) suggests that Agamemnon “is more interested in the picture he presents to the laos as a whole than to
Achilleus.” Most interpreters have found little or no meaningful personal reconciliation between the two in this assembly —
Edwards (1991: 243-245) discusses the possibility that Agamemnon speaks from a seated position, thus showing disrespect,
and calls Agamemnon’s tone “ungracious and jealous”; Rabel (1991) finds elements within the speech that show
Agamemnon’s attempt to proclaim his own point of view of the Iliad (a concept to which I return below); Beck (2005a: 221)
suggests that this is merely “a reconciliation between Agamemnon and Achilles in their public personas,” noting that
Agamemnon never directly addresses Achilles in the Book 19 assembly (the one exception is a few second person singulars at
19.139-144, tucked at the end of a long speech addressed to the army as a whole).

This point can be pressed further. Agamemnon never directly addresses Achilles in the Iliad after his speech at
1.173-187; for the rest of the Book 1 argument, Agamemnon talks at Achilles through Nestor, although Achilles does address
him. Their final encounter in the poem is at the end of Book 23; Agamemnon is about to compete against Meriones in a
spear-throwing competition, but Achilles awards him the prize without a contest, since (23.890-891) “we know how much
you surpass everyone and how much you are the best (&piotog) at strength and throwing.” This would seem to be a tidy
reversal of the original dispute: Achilles willingly gives Agamemnon a prize out of respect for his superior status. But Achilles
concludes with another request (23.894): give Meriones the spear, “because I order it” (ké\opat yap #ywye). Wordlessly,
Agamemnon “did not disobey” (23.89: 008" 4ifnoev), and this is the last we see of him in the poem. (For more on the way
the Iliad ignominiously disposes of Agamemnon, cf. Taplin 1990: 75-78).
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assembly,® and yet, whereas Agamemnon’s speech goes to great pains to accommodate Achilles’ point
of view, the corresponding speech by Achilles does not offer Agamemnon a similar courtesy:

Artpeidn, 1) dp 1L 168 appotépotaty dpetov
g¢mheTo, ool Kai éoi, & Te VOT TEP dxVLpEVW KT)p
BupoPopw EpLdL pevervapey eiveka kodpng;

TV 8QeN’ £V YNEOOL KATAKTAPEY APTEULS i
Apatt @, 61" £ywy EAouny Avpynoodv dAéooag:
T K’ 00 Té000L Ayatol 684§ E\ov domeTov 00Sag
Svopevéwv 0o xepaiv, Euel’ dmopnvicavrog.
“Extopt pev kal Tpwai 10 képStov- avtap Axatovg
I pov s kai ofig €pLdog pvroeadat diw.

G To pev poteTdyOat Edoopey dyvidpevoi mep,
Bopov évi othBeoot pidov Sapdoavreg avayky.
vov & Aot pév £y mavw yoAov- ovdé Ti pe xp)
aokeMéws aiel peveatvépey.

Was this better for the two of us, son of Atreus, you and me? Was it better for the two of
us to rage, both of our hearts full of grief, our souls devoured by discord, because of a
girl? Artemis should have shot and killed her by the ships on that day when I chose her
after sacking Lyrnessus. Then there would not have been so many Achaeans biting the
dust at the hands of our enemies while I continued my wrath — though this was better
for Hector and the Trojans. I think the Achaeans will remember this argument of yours
and mine for a long time. But even though we are in grief, let’s leave this in the past; out
of necessity we must overpower the hearts in our chests. I now end my anger; I must not
rage forever without ending. (Iliad 19.56-68)

Here we come full circle with Achilles and his first person plurals — interspersed in this case both with
duals and with the clarification “you and me” in apposition, both of which make clear that the reference
is to him and Agamemnon as a pair. As we saw in the discussion of the Book 1 assembly, Achilles’ use of
“we” served to blur the lines between commanders and followers, to simultaneously suggest the

possibilities that Achilles shared the leadership with Agamemnon, or that Agamemnon was excluded

8 For example, Edwards (1991: 244) says, “Akhilleus has just shown himself magnanimous enough to admit his mistake
directly to the man who injured him. Agamemnon, characteristically, is not big enough to accept this without mean-spiritied
jibes at the man he hates.” Beck (2005a: 224): “Agamemnon belittles or ignores Achilles on various levels, although Achilles’
courteous address to him would seem to call for a more direct and self-deprecating response ... Unlike Achilles, he does not
repudiate his earlier behavior.”
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from the unified group of Achilles and the rest of the army. Here, Achilles’ linking of himself with
Agamemnon suggests that the wrath that caused so much death and destruction was both of their fault:
“..for the two of us (n6i) to rage, both of our hearts full of grief (achnymend)... though we are in grief
(achnymenoi) let us leave this (edsomen)..” This is as close as Achilles comes to admitting his own
culpability: implicating Agamemnon in his own violent emotional response, he allows blame to full on
both of them. So insistent is Achilles to deflect blame that he actually suggests Briseis might somehow be
at fault for the simple act of existing, as if she were an irresistible enticement that he and Agamemnon
could not help fighting over. The casting of the conflict in this light — that they fought “because of a
girl” (efvexa kobpng) continues the strategy he has engaged in since his original re-telling of the story,
suppressing the fact that Agamemnon lost his prize too; it has been totally forgotten that Agamemnon
was forced to endure the same indignity (of being deprived of a geras).*> Achilles’ statement that “the
Achaeans will remember this argument of yours and mine for a long time” is a very pointed
acknowledgment of the current status of this episode as a story to be transmitted in a certain form — a
form which, of course, Achilles himself has dictated. Of course it goes without saying that he sees this
version of the dispute contains no reference to the fact that all this death was specifically requested from
Zeus by Achilles. This is well illustrated in a remarkable speech with which Achilles ends the assembly:
Zed matep, ) peyddag dtag dvdpeoot Sidoioba.

00K &v 81 mote Bupov évi othBeoowy époioty
Atpeidng dpive Stapmepéc, 000¢ ke kobpNY

~> 21

fyev €pel’ dékovtog, apnxavos. dAAG o6t Zebg
0N’ Axatoioty Odvatov moAéeoot yevéoDat.

Father Zeus, you do indeed give great dté to men. Otherwise Atrides would not have
provoked the heart in my chest so thoroughly, wouldn’t have taken away the girl against

% In fact, the name of Chryseis, along with the fact that Agamemnon was forced to give her up, is never mentioned after
Odysseus returns her in Book 1, despite the fact that Agamemnon’s response of taking Briseis is dwelt on time and again.
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my will. He was helpless. But somehow Zeus wanted death to come to many of the
Achaeans. (Iliad 19.270-274)

Here Achilles repeats the line about Agamemnon’s dté once again, affirming Agamemnon’s claim to have
been a helpless (améchanos) victim of the gods.® But the sheer audacity of his indefinite “somehow”
(pothi), suggesting that he has no idea what would have induced Zeus to cause such death and
devastation, confirms the degree to which Achilles has been able to shape the narrative in whatever
direction he chooses, without concerning himself with fidelity to the truth of what happened. He is a
victim — of Hector, of Agamemnon, of Zeus; the effort he began in his story to Thetis to suppress his
own acts of instigation in the dispute with Agamemnon has been successful. The story will be
remembered as Achilles wants.
Agamemnon’s story

I have undertaken this study of the development of the story of Achilles and Agamemnon’s dispute
throughout the Iliad with the goal of demonstrating how the poem itself conceives of alternate story
possibilities. As we see the disconnect between the event itself and the things people say about it, it
becomes obvious how much more is involved in any one telling of a story than a simple temporal
displacement of events. Narratologists have identified the differences in point of view between tellings of
a story as focalization — implying that the same basic set of events, the same fabula, is simply evaluated
differently by different characters. I prefer a different model. As we witness the story of the dispute
circulating and evolving over time, we can see that this story is no different from other bits of mythology

from the heroic past that characters within the poem narrate: the goal of the telling is not so much

% The sense of ap#jxavog here is disputed. My translation as “helpless” agrees with the ancient interpretation indicated by the
scholiasts, but many modern interpreters prefer to read it as meaning “stubborn”, in line with the majority of other Homeric
uses. See Edwards (1991: 267).
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fidelity to a fixed set of facts from the past, but to the necessities of the present.** What “really happened”
is not the point; the point is what the characters remember having happened, what they can get away with
claiming happened. Achilles’ story is able to become the dominant version because, by the end of the
poem, the rest of the army find themselves in a position where his is the practical point of view to accept.
They need him, and therefore they are willing to let his telling of this story become the Authorized
Version. History is written by the victors.

And yet this is not necessarily how things had to be. From our reading of the dispute itself, we
can tease out an alternate possibility for how the story could have gone — an Iliad as Agamemnon
would have told it. Perhaps Agamemnon’s Iliad would have set up the dispute not by lingering on his
rudeness to Chryses, but by imagining a scene of collusion between Achilles and Calchas: In a time of
plague and crisis, the prophet and the warrior seize the opportunity to undermine Agamemnon’s
authority by staging a pre-planned combination of oracular prediction and demand that Agamemnon
give up his prize — at least one scholar has (disapprovingly) suggested this as a potential interpretation
of our own Iliad.* Even when Agamemnon acquiesces, Achilles continues with his furious attack against
the basic principle of royal authority, insulting the king, openly defying his orders, threatening his life,
and finally refusing to fight, hoping for his fellow soldiers to be killed in order to prove his point. A
selective remembering of the dispute such as this — I have, for example, suppressed Achilles’ loss of

Briseis, just as Achilles suppresses Agamemnon’s loss — is not offered by characters in the Iliad,

% For this point, see the discussion in my Introduction, with bibliography.

8 As part of his analysis of the phrase k¥\énte vow (cf. fn. 41 above), Jahn (1987: 98) reads Agamemnon’s speeches during the
dispute as accusing Achilles of this sort of intention; Jahn even briefly entertains the possibility that this is how Homer means
us to interpret the text as well: “...it seems as though Achilles was actually aiming — in Homer’s representation — to
intentionally bring harm to Agamemnon with his response to his initial speech.” Jahn quickly dismisses this sort of subtle
trickery as incompatible with Achilles’ “fine and noble” (elder und lauterer) character. I do not find Achilles’ character
incompatible with this potential interpretation.
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although I think it is fair to say it is the sort of account that might have been created if it had been
Agamemnon rather than Achilles retelling the story at the end of Book 1. But it is, I think, possible to
detect traces of it — or at least of the type of interpretation that would lead to it — throughout the
poem.

Agamemnon himself, as I have demonstrated, adopts a strategy of basing his memory of the past
upon Achilles’ version of the dispute; by Book 9, he has agreed this his actions were até and that he had
no justification for taking Briseis. However, at the end of the long list of treasure he offers Achilles, he
cannot help but append a slight reiteration of his side of the dispute:

TadTd K of TEMETaLpL peTadlAHEavTL yéloto.

dunOnTw — Aidng tot dpeidiyog 18 aSdpactog:

Tovveka kai te Ppotoiot Oe@v £xOiotog amdvtwy —

Kkai pot voottw, bocov Pacihedtepdg eipt

18’ dooov yevef) mpoyevéoTtepog edyopar elvat.

This is the payment I would give him if he ended his anger. He must be tamed — only

Hades is harsh and untamable; this is why he is the most hateful of all the gods to

mortals — and he must subject himself as far beneath me as I rise above him in

kingliness, as much as I can claim to be superior in ancestry.* (Iliad 9.157-161)

This is not, strictly speaking, a reference to the original dispute; Agamemnon’s complaint is about the
present, not the past, about Achilles’ current unwillingness to be swayed. But, as this was precisely
Agamemnon’s argument during the dispute — that Achilles is acting out of turn, not respecting the

proper hierarchy®” — it is tempting to read this statement as somewhat at odds with his previous mea

culpa.®® Can Agamemnon’s actions have been dté if they were motivated by unreasonable behavior by

8 For yevefj mpoyevéotepog as “superior in ancestry” (rather than as a simple claim of seniority in age that some read) see
Hainsworth 1993: 79-80.

% In the above citation, Hainsworth goes on to say that here “Agamemnon is being made to insist on those claims of rank
which Akhilleus had pointedly flouted during the quarrel.”

% Odysseus famously chooses not to repeat these lines to Achilles after the practically verbatim repetition of the rest of
Agamemnon’s speech (9.264-299~9.122-157).
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Achilles? Recall that a few lines earlier, Agamemnon unequivocally endorsed Nestor’s account: Nestor
had said “you dishonored the best man,” (110-111: &v8pa épioTov ... fitipnoag) to which Agamemnon
replied “your narration ... is in no way incorrect” (9.115: od Tt ed8og ... katé\eéag). Here, by introducing
these comparatives “more kingly” (Baci\ebtepds), and “superior in ancestry” (yevefj npoyevéotepog) in
his own favor, Agamemnon tacitly reverses his assent to the statement that Achilles is “best” and reverts
to the position he took in the dispute. Agamemnon’s insistence that Achilles “must be tamed”
(dméthéto), comparing him to the extreme example of the “untamable” (adamastos) god Hades, is even
echoed by Phoenix, who says as part of his great speech:

AN Axihed Sduacov Bupov péyav- ovdé ti oe xp

vnhegg Top Exewv- oTpemTol 8¢ Te kal Ogol avtoi,

TV ep kal peilwv apeth) Ty te Pin Te.

But, Achilles, tame (damason) your mighty spirit; there is no reason at all for you to

have no pity in your heart. Even the gods themselves can be turned, although their valor

and honor and might is greater. (reference)
While not exactly endorsing Agamemnon’s version of the dispute over Achilles’, Phoenix here suggests
the same characterization of Achilles that Agamemnon found fault with then. There are hints
throughout the poem of this same displeasure with Achilles’ imperiousness, statements from other
members of the Achaean army that mirror Agamemnon’s stance during the dispute. At the end of Book
9, as a capstone to the failed embassy, Diomedes gives voice to this line of thinking:*

Atpeidn k0diote, dvaf avdpav Ayapepvoy,

pf) d@eleg AiooeaBat apdpova Indeiwva

popia S@pa §180v6. 6 §” ayfvwp éoti kal EAAwG-
VOV ad pv ToAd pdAAov dynvopintow évijkag.

% Book 9 also begins with Diomedes voicing his displeasure, in a speech (9.32-49) criticizing the disrespect Agamemnon had
paid to his military service to the army — clearly reminiscent of Achilles’ complaints from the dispute. Thus, Iliad 9 and the
embassy are bookended by a pair of speeches from Diomedes echoing the two different points of view in the dispute; this
symmetry is all the more marked by the fact that both speeches are followed by nearly identical two-line formulas indicating
the audience’s approval (9.50-51 ~ 9.710-711).
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Most glorious son of Atreus, Agamemnon, lord of men: you should not have begged and

offered faultless Achilles infinite gifts. He is arrogant (agéndr) even apart from this, and

now you have just injected him with much greater arrogance (agénorié plural) all over

again. (Iliad 9.697-700)
Here too, Diomedes” words are, strictly speaking, only a discussion of the present situation, only a
current evaluation of Achilles’ behavior. But the criticism is oriented backwards, looking outside the
current situation — “even apart from this” (xai d&Awg); “all over again” (ad) — to what we can
reasonably infer is meant to be the dispute. Agamemnon is addressed with a formula that both
underlines his status as ruler (d&vaf av8p@v) and contains a superlative (k08iote). Achilles is
characterized as possessing the quality of agénorié, which I have translated as “arrogance”, but which is
can also be used positively of the “manly braveness” a warrior exhibits in battle;* Graziosi and Haubold
(2003) describe how agénori¢ is used of an excessive masculinity that overvalues individual
accomplishments at the expense of the group. That Achilles is indeed an outstanding warrior but allows
this quality to drive him to disrespect his superiors is, in essence, Agamemnon’s point during the
dispute.”’ Diomedes suggests that Agamemnon’s strategy of giving in to Achilles and trying to
accommodate his narrative was insufficient, for the very reason that Agamemnon quarreled with him in
the first place: because Achilles is no longer willing to subordinate himself to the rest of the Achaeans’
narrative about kingship. By indulging in his stubbornness, Agamemnon is inviting him to further

question the connected system of heroic values. For the external audience, the speculation about the

ultimate futility of risking one’s life in war for honor and glory in which Achilles has just engaged is what

% A short time later Diomedes himself will praise Odysseus for his “manly spirit” (10.244: fvpdg ayjvwp). Elsewhere it is
undoubtedly negative; cf. the frequent references in the Odyssey to the “arrogant suitors” (pvnotfjpes @yfvopeg), which
occurs 13x in various cases. On the concept, see Graziosi and Haubold (2003).

!l e.g. at 1.290-291: “...if the everliving gods have made him a spearman, does that mean they give him the right to make
insulting speeches?”
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makes the Iliad compelling literature; he imagines a world in which the heroic code does not exist. But
for the internal audience, Achilles’ new view of reality is becoming so unproductive that it will require a
different kind of stimulus for him to return to battle, which will ultimately provided by the death of
Patroclus.

Perhaps the most surprising potential allusion to Agamemnon’s point of view comes from
Patroclus, when he is sent to Nestor’s tent by Achilles to learn the identity of a wounded warrior. In the
face of Nestor’s hospitality, Patroclus responds:

ovy £€00¢ éoi, yepaié Stotpeés, oS¢ pe meioelg.

aidoiog vepeantog, 8 pe poénke Twbéobat,

Ov Tva todTov dyelg PefAnpévov...

VOV 8¢ £m0g épéwy MY dyyehog el AL,

€0 8¢ ov oloBa, yepare Stotpeés, olog ékeivog.

detvdg avhp- Tdxa kev Kai dvaitiov aitidwTo.

Aged sir, bred by Zeus: there is no time to sit; you will not persuade me. I must defer to

the wrathful man who sent me to find out who it is you are carrying back injured ... Now

I will go back, deliver this message and tell Achilles. Aged sir, bred by Zeus: you know

well what he is like. A fearsome man. He would be quick to blame even someone who

was blameless. (Iliad 11.648-654)

In the present investigation we are immediately drawn to the last line: could Patroclus’s concern that
Achilles is capable of bringing accusations against an innocent man be an oblique reference to the
dispute with Agamemnon? Even if this is not Patroclus’s direct and intentional implication, he is still
referring to an Achilles that resembles the one Agamemnon complained about in their argument;
Patroclus’s reference to Nestor’s knowledge (“you know yourself what he is like”) is a nod to past
experience, of which the dispute is the most conspicuous example from within the poem. Nestor’s
response to this speech — “Why in the world is Achilles commiserating with the sons of the Achaeans

like this? ... He may be a great warrior, but Achilles has no concern or pity for the Danaans” (11.656,

664-665: timte Tap G’ Axthedg Gdo@vpetar viag Axat@v ... adtap AxXAedg | 000G v Aavady ov kA deTat
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008 E\eaipet) — suggests that he has the same incident in mind, that he knows exactly what Patroclus is
referring to. Achilles’ rejection of Agamemnon’s kingly authority is inextricably tied to his request to
Thetis to cause the deaths of other Achaeans to prove his point. Again, while within the story Nestor
cannot literally have heard this detail of Achilles’ speech, he seems from the point of view of the audience
to be responding to it.

We get another hint of the same theme from Achilles himself, as he arms his Myrmidons for
battle in Book 16. To rouse the men, he reminds them of the kind of talk he has overheard from them:

kai g’ fridacOe éxaotog:

“oxétAte ITnAéog vié, xOAw dpa o’ Etpege pnnp,

nheég, 8¢ Tapa vvoiv Exetg dékovtag étaipovg.

oikadé mep adv vnol vewpeba Tovtomdpototy

adTig, émel pa Tot MdSe kakodg xoAog Epmeoe Bup.”

And you would each make accusations against me: “Stubborn son of Peleus, your

mother nursed you on bile! You have no pity; you are keeping your men at the ships

against their will. We should go back home with these very seafaring ships, since as we

can see wicked anger has overtaken your heart like this!” (Iliad 16.202-206)
Even in this reflection, filtered through Achilles, of the sorts of complaints his own men would make, we
can again make out a type of characterization consistent with Agamemnon’s during the debate, in which
Achilles’ indulgence in his own anger” causes him to behave unjustly to his fellow soldiers. Achilles’
remarks suggest the type of storytelling community in which stories about him — including the dispute
with Agamemnon? — are told in a variety of versions, perhaps a more complex assortment than simply
Achilles’ story versus Agamemnon’s.

In this lies part of the genius of the Iliad. Through its illustration of the way the story of the

dispute grows and evolves over time, it provides an illustration of how limiting and exclusionary

%2 cf. Agamemnon’s accusation during the dispute at 1.177: “Strife and wars and fighting are always dear to you.”
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storytelling can be, how the choices and biases of individual narrators can distort and reshape a simple
set of events to create tellings that present only one of a number of possible points of view. And yet, at
the same time, the Iliad itself, as a poem, as a piece of narration, moves beyond this model. Even as it
demonstrates Agamemnon’s story being forgotten, the Iliad simultaneously keeps it alive — because
what is the Iliad itself but the final telling of the narrative of the dispute it envisions beginning with
Achilles and his mother on the beach? That the Iliad has managed to present both Achilles’ and
Agamemnon’s separate points of view so fully is demonstrated by the variety of interpretations that have
been offered of their dispute in the poem throughout time; ** it is far from obvious what stance the poem
itself means for us to take on the question of who is right and who is wrong.*

I will end this chapter with a brief look outside of the Iliad, to mention an interesting trend I have
noticed in reception of the poem. I have found that later summaries or reworkings of the Iliad seem often
to mirror the practice of characters within the poem, referring to the dispute with details that match
Achilles’ retelling better than the Narrator’s original telling. In particular, there is a tendency to depict
Agamemnon’s taking of Briseis without mentioning any instigation by Achilles — as an arbitrary move

to re-fill his coffers rather than a specific response to a challenge to his authority. I will close with two

% Anyone who has taught the Iliad to a class of undergraduates will appreciate the range of possible interpretations of the
debate. Compare e.g. Bowra (1930: 194-195), “When the quarrel begins over Briseis, Achilles has some justice on his side ...
but he leaves his friends to be defeated, wounded, and killed because of his refusal to help them. When he goes to his tent, he
is in the wrong, and he does not admit it even to himself,” with Schein (1984: 97) “In Book 1 Achilles’ refusal to fight and
even his request that Zeus aid the Trojans are socially validated, if extreme, responses to Agamemnon’s selfish breach of
decorum.” Redfield (1975:91-98) offers an insightful reading of how the dispute stems from both men’s flaws; the summary
of the various interpretations could continue almost indefinitely.

% Cf. Felson-Rubin (1994: x) on the Odyssey: “An innovation of my study — and one that perhaps calls for further
development — is the emphasis it places on Homer’s playful stance vis-a-vis his audience. I raise the possibility that Homer
first sets forth a rather standard or conventional way of thinking and then undermines or challenges it in subtle ways. Thus he
introduces more than one ‘voice’ on important topics, such as female fidelity, creating a polyphony of contending voices.”
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examples, one quite recent, one quite old. From a New Yorker article by Daniel Mendelsohn,’® which was
published as I was finishing a draft of this chapter:

Agamemnon is compelled to return one of his captured slave girls to her father ... The
Greek commander makes up for this loss of property — and of face — by seizing one of
Achilles’ slave girls. To us, the petty tit-for-tat might savor of the junior-high-school
cafeteria...

And, nearer the other end of the temporal spectrum, here is the dispute as related in the (perhaps) first-
century BC abridged Latin “translation” of the poem known as the Ilias Latina:

dixerat. exarsit subito violentia regis:

Thestoriden dictis primum compellat amaris
mendacemque vocat. tum magnum incusat Achillem
inque vicem ducis invicti convicia suffert.
confremuere omnes. tandem clamore represso
cogitur invitos aeger dimittere amores

intactamque pio reddit Chryseida patri

non tamen Atridae Chryseidis excidit ardor:
maeret et amissos deceptus luget amores.
mox rapta magnum Briseide privat Achillem
solaturque suos alienis ignibus ignes.

(Calchas) had spoken. Suddenly the king’s temper flared. First he accosts the son of
Thestor (Calchas) with bitter words and calls him a liar. Then he finds fault with great
Achilles and in turn receives abuse from the unconquerable hero. The crowd roared.
Finally, once their cries are suppressed, (Agamemnon) is forced against his will to send
his love away, and returns Chryseis, untouched, to her pious father... [Ulysses returns
Chryseis; Apollo is placated]. But nevertheless Atrides’ passion for Chryseis does not
wane: cheated, he mourns and laments his lost love. Then he seizes Briseis and takes her
away from great Achilles, easing his own burning by burning another. (58-64, 70-73)

Much could be said about the ways both versions read the Iliad through the lens of their culture, from
Mendelsohn’s reference to junior high school to the Latin poem’s recasting of the dispute over women

in the language of the burning pangs of elegiac love and loss. But both simplify Agamemnon’s

% “Battle Lines,” a review of Stephen Mitchell’s new translation of the Iliad published in the issue of the New Yorker dated
11/7/2011.
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motivations by omitting any reference to instigations by Achilles; both make Achilles a victim rather
than an instigator, mirroring Achilles’ own simple picture of Agamemnon as an erratic autocrat rather
than the Homeric Narrator’s more nuanced portrait of an insecure commander under pressure. That
readers of the Iliad have often been left with such a picture is indicative of the degree to which Achilles’
version becomes dominant within the poem; that there is another side of the story there to be teased out

is indicative of the multiformity to be found in Homeric storytelling.



Chapter Two
The Suitors’ Odyssey
It has long been felt that there is a problem with the ending' of the Odyssey. It spends too much time on
unnecessary summary and repetition of the rest of the poem; it is inconsistent with the rest of the poem
in its characterization and world-view; it is poorly written and, worst of all for an ending, anticlimactic.
The second visit to the underworld, Odysseus teasing Laertes in his garden, then joining his family and
loyal servants to fight a miniature battle with the remaining Ithacans — all this detracts from the tidy
ending offered by the death of the suitors and reconciliation with Penelope. For these reasons it was,
perhaps from antiquity and until relatively recently, common for Book 24 to be categorized as a later and
inferior addendum to the poem by a different author; judgments of poetic quality and authenticity often
go hand in hand.?* Changes in our understanding of the process by which the Homeric poems were

composed have led to a decline in popularity of the kind of “Analytic” interpretation that detects

! For the purposes of brevity, throughout this discussion I will occasionally use “final book” or “Book 24” as a shorthand for all
that is traditionally challenged at the end of the Odyssey: Book 24 as well as the final 76 lines of Book 23 that follow 23.296.

* Challenges to the authenticity of the final part of the poem may go back as far as the Alexandrians (see below). In modern
scholarship, Wolf’s groundbreaking Prolegomena suggested that our versions of the Iliad and Odyssey represent the expansion
by later poets of original, shorter, more “authentic” poems that lie at the core of both epics. Implicit in this “Analytic” model
of Homeric poetry — which, in various versions, lay at the heart of much of mainstream scholarship for more than a century
— is the assumption that this expansion of the poems was largely a dilution of the original poet’s genius by his banal
successors. Thus, the job of Homeric criticism became the identification of the “authentic” voice of one poet in contrast with
the illegitimate voices of the others. (For a summary of Analytic criticism in general, see Dodds 1968:1-9). In an influential
analysis, Kirchhoff (1879: viii-ix), for example, identifies three primary creators responsible for the Odyssey, in descending
order of poetic inspiration: a primary Dichter (“poet”) who set down the core of the poem, a later Fortsetzer (“continuer”)
who expanded it to its present length, and a Bearbeiter (“editor”) who made a few fussy cosmetic changes to the completed
poem. With regards to the part of the poem after 23.296, Kirchhoff confidently asserts (532-533) “nothing is more certain
than the fact that this ending was first composed as a continuation by the Bearbeiter, who was not satisfied with the original
conclusion to which the old poem brought the narrative ... I feel no hesitation in declaring the contents of the entire piece the
arbitrary invention of its author, without any traditional material at all.” His opinion of the final book was to be embraced by
such influential figures as Wilamowitz-Mollendorf (1927) and Page (1955); for a more recent defense of the position, see
also Oswald (1993).
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multiple strands of authorship in the poems’ inconsistencies and infelicities.* But while the question of
authenticity is no longer the active scholarly battleground it was for previous generations of scholars, the
ending of the Odyssey still carries something of its old stigma, even among those who do not question its
authenticity. There is almost a hint of glee in the derision aimed at the quality of the last book of the
poem by some of its defenders. Ahl and Roisman’s assessments are enlightening:

...some sections of what follows certainly seem like the product of a surrogate muse... but

since the received text does not end at 23.296, even scholars who think it would never

dare omit the remaining book and a third from the printed edition. It is therefore

pointless to argue that the real Odyssey ends at 23.296, however pleasant it would be to

view the epic without its extended and rather battered engrafted tail.*
I began the previous chapter by discussing similar objections raised against Achilles’ seemingly
extraneous speech to Thetis in Iliad 1, reading its depiction of the act of storytelling as part of the Iliad’s
larger interest in demonstrating the transformation of an event people live into a narrative people tell. In

this chapter too, I will suggest a reading of the end of the Odyssey that explains some of its troublesome

features not as anomalies, but as part of a consistent thematic interest that infuses the entire poem, a self-

3 Scholars in the last century such as Stanford (1965b), Erbse (1972), and Wender (1978) produced detailed rebuttals to the
Analysts attacks on the language, coherence, and relevance of Odyssey 24. But scholarly focus on the author’s compositional
process as part of literary analysis has waned in recent years, accompanied by a shift to a focus on text rather than author; for

example, deconstructionists (e.g. Peradotto 1990:4-13) and classical narratologists (e.g. de Jong 1987A: 42) are equally
happy to treat the entire texts of the Iliad and Odyssey as unified narratives equally deserving of their methodology. What
interest remains in the details of the poems’ composition is focused on refining the model of oral-formulaic composition first
proposed by Parry and Lord, often with a focus on continuity of tradition among authors rather than the poetic vision of an
individual (for current approaches, see e.g. Nagy 1996, Foley 1999, Jensen 2011). The related field of “Neoanalysis,” first
proposed by Kakridis (1949), seeks predecessors and influences in a complex unwritten oral tradition. Thus, the current lack
of questioning of the final book’s authenticity by current scholars probably has less to do with an active rejection of the
Analysts’ arguments than with a disinterest in the kind of question they were interested in asking — recently Martin West
(2011:55) accompanies an defense of the Analyst model with the lament that their writings “have long been consigned to
oblivion; they are perished as though they had never been.”

* Ahl and Roismann (1996: 273). Compare the judgment of Stanford, who, despite defending the necessity of the final book
to the structure of the poem (1965b), nevertheless argues (1965a: 406) that “...the great crisis of the poem is past and H. may
have rounded off the story more out of a sense of duty than from eager interest. Or he may simply have been tired, or aging.”
Wender (1978: 63) ends a monograph devoted to defending the authenticity of the ending with a stylistic judgment of its
final part: “The last episode of the Odyssey, then, is said to be lame, hasty, awkward, abrupt. I must admit I agree.”
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reflexive impulse that is not content simply to let a story be told, but always draws our attention to the
act and means of the telling.’ The Alexandrian critics Aristarchus and Aristophanes considered 23.296 to
be the “end” of the Odyssey, a formulation whose significance has been disputed — does it mean this was
the original ending of the poem, that this was the climax, that this was the resolution of the main
conflict? These are the terms in which the question is usually asked, but I would like to propose a
different query: Why should our only two interpretive choices be either to excise the poem’s final book
from our texts or grudgingly accept its authenticity as an unfortunate fact? Even if it is only the
Alexandrians’ aesthetic judgment® that the death of the suitors and reconciliation with Penelope is the
“end” of the poem’s main plot, it is a judgment that has been aligned with that of many readers of the
Odyssey over time, from Aristotle to Frederick Ahl.” Everything that happens after this point feels like it is
happening after the poem’s grand finale.

As I will argue in this chapter, this is a fact that the remaining part of the Odyssey seems to

acknowledge. Some scholars have detected an overall fixation on and anxiety about endings in the

5 One could point to the inclusion of bards (Phemius on Ithaca, Demodocus on Scheria) as characters, as well as Odysseus’s
extended narrative of his travels to the Phaeacians, which is praised by King Alcinous as equal to the song of a bard. But an
interest in storytelling pervades the poem; Ahl and Roisman (1996: 41 f.), for example, read Menelaus and Helen in Odyssey
as competing narrators. See also e.g. Olson (1995) on storytelling in the Odyssey in general, Beck (2005b) for a comparison of
the treatment of bards and other storytellers.

¢ The scholia record this claim in two nearly identical statements, using the words wépag (M. V. Vind. 133) or téhog (H. M.
Q.) for “end.” In the twelfth century AD Eustathius suggested the Alexandrians were “marking everything from here to the
end of the book as spurious” (2.308.26: & £getijg £wg TéAovg Tod BiBAiov vobevovreg), which many once cited as evidence of
familiarity with a manuscript tradition in which the Odyssey ended at 23.296. Less cited are his subsequent comments, which
defend the ending and finally conclude “Thus one might say that the aforementioned Aristarchus and Aristophanes mean
that what ended at that point was not their manuscript (biblion) of the Odyssey, but perhaps its crucial parts (ta kairia)”
(2.308.33-34: etnot &v odv 115, 811 ApioTapyos kai Aplotogdvng ol pndévreg od o Bifiov Tiig Odvooeiag, dAAd iows Té kaipta
Tabtg évradBa ovvretedéoBat gaoiv.) For a detailed reading of Eustathius and the Alexandrian tradition, see Erbse (1972:
166-177).

” For Aristotle, see Poetics 1455a34-b23, in which he proves a point about a story having an essential core (to idion) elaborated
with the parenthetical (epeisodia) by summarizing the essential story of the Odyssey. This summary ends with recognition
scenes, the hero’s own safety, and the slaughter of the suitors — but none of the material from Book 24. “This is what is
essential; the rest is parenthetical” (1455b23: 10 piv odv {810v To070, T8 §” dM\Aa EnetodSia).
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Odyssey, and some have pointed to the tensions in the final book as representative of overall tension.® I
will read Book 24 as a specifically self-aware reconsideration of a poem that views itself as over and yet
keeps going, providing a space for its characters to stand outside the work and offer analysis of what has
just happened, to compete for the right to interpret the newly completed Odyssey In particular, there are
four characters (Penelope, Odysseus, Amphimedon, Eupeithes) who, in this final section, offer speeches
of various lengths and degrees of complexity that look back on, and in various senses re-narrate, the
action of the poem we have just heard. As with Achilles and the dispute in Chapter One, I argue that
these multiple acts of narrative speechmaking imagine the translation of the Odyssey itself from event to
story, and hint at the multiple potential forms this narrative could take. In particular, I will demonstrate
how Homer hints at the possibility of an Odyssey focalized through the suitors — an interpretation of
Odysseus’s actions in which the clever hero becomes the conniving villain, with a pattern of bringing
death upon his fellow Ithacans. Could this widely varying picture of Odysseus have represented
competing portrayals of the character in the poetic world of Homer and his audience, an actual choice
the Odyssey poet was faced with? This can only be speculation, but it does not seem implausible.’

With this picture of multiple interpretations in mind, I read the final confrontation between

Odysseus’s family and the families of the slaughtered suitors as a battle over the interpretation of the

8 For various problems with the Odyssey’s conception of “ending” in general, see e.g. Martin (1993), Purves (2006). For Book
24 specifically, Van Nortwick (2009:32) offers an analysis somewhat similar to the one I will propose, although he sees it less
as a reflection upon and more as a product of the tensions within the poem: “the difficulties of the last book can also be
understood as the result of the conflicting messages within the narrative about the shape of the story and the character of its
hero.” Nagler (1990) also discusses how tensions between Odysseus and his community that have been building throughout
the poem come to a head in this final book.

? 1t is well-known how the post-Homeric character of Odysseus gradually becomes a paradigm of treachery and deception,
which may well be a continuation of extra-Homeric traditions rather than an extrapolation from the characterization within
the Homeric corpus. Pindar’s allusive statement is particularly suggestive: “I imagine that Homer’s sweet poetry has caused
the story of Odysseus to grow beyond what really happened, since there is a certain honor in his lies and his winged
resourcefulness. Intelligence misleads us, cheats us (kleptei) with words” (Pythian 7.18-23: &y& 8¢ mhéov’ é\mopat | Néyov
‘O8vootog i maBav | Sui Tov advenii yevéa® Ounpov- | émel Yeddeoi ol motava <te> paxavd | oepvov éneoti Ti- cogia | 8¢ K\émtet
napdyotoa poboig). See Stanford (1963), Suksi (1999).
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events that have just transpired, a conflict whose outcome will determine whose Odyssey gets to be told.
With Odysseus’s victory over the Ithacans, the poem seems to end with a statement that it is his version
alone that has won the day — but this is undermined by the very existence within in our poem of this
debate with the Ithacans. Our Odyssey is not quite Odysseus’s Odyssey either. To be sure, it is slanted in
his direction, and there are many points where the narrative and Narrator markedly favors Odysseus
over his opponents.'® But just because our Odyssey foregrounds Odysseus’s point of view does not mean
it is the only point of view it acknowledges. Odysseus has long been recognized as a problematic hero;
Mark Buchan has recently called into question the assumption that the “fantasy of social order” that is at
the heart of Odysseus’s point of view is equivalent with the world the Odyssey actually depicts, “for much
of the force of the poem comes from the gap between Odysseus’s own fantasy of Ithaca, on the one
hand, and the world outside that seems to resist it, on the other.”"!

Moreover, our consideration of Odysseus from his victims’ perspective leads us to a basic
question about the nature of his character. Critics have always recognized the Odyssey’s protagonist as
complex, highlighting the inherent instability and duality of a hero whose exploitation of the power of his
own resourceful intelligence (métis) through the employment of tricks (doloi) blends the attributes of
heroic warrior and cunning trickster.'” For the Odyssey, this is neatly encapsulated in the speech with
which Athena first reveals herself to Odysseus on Ithaca: seeing how readily he is able to construct lies to
defend himself, Athena smiles (13.287: peidnoev) and launches into praise of his ruthlessness, addressing
him as “you long-enduring man with many-colored métis, never weary of doloi” (13.293: oyéthi,

notk\opfjta, 86Awv dat’). Following an analysis of the traditionality of these and other epithets from the

' For the general pro-Odysseus slant of the Narrator, see e.g. Clay (1983: 34-38), Ahl and Roisman (1996).
" Buchan 2004: 2.
" See e.g. Cook 2009a.



speech as characteristic of Odysseus, Pietro Pucci concludes “How this trickster can at the same time be
represented as the most lamenting and troubled hero remains an intriguing and difficult problem for the
Odyssey.”® Odysseus is polytropos — a man of many twists and turns, of many natures. Friedrich Ahl and
Hanna Roisman identify “no fewer than five Odysseuses in the Odyssey, corresponding to five aspects or
phases of his life.”’* John Peradotto reads this indeterminacy as the central aspect of Odysseus’s
character, expressed nowhere so clearly as in the famous trick the hero himself plays in his encounter
with Polyphemus, in which the name he gives for himself, “Noman” (Outis) will eventually lead to a pun
based on the similarity between another Greek word for “no man” (mé tis) and Odysseus’s signature
quality of cunning intelligence (métis).' For Peradotto, this is more than just a play on words; the ability
to remake himself through trickery gives the polytropos (“of many twists and turns”) hero the primary
identity of having no primary identity at all:

We have suggested that Odysseus under the name of Outis represents the fundamental

potentiality of the narrative “subject” to take on any attribute, to be linked with any

action. It is therefore associated with métis, that hidden power of cunning intelligence to

find a way (poros) through the problematical, and with polytropos, in its active sense the

attribute to assume any attribute.'¢
Therefore the multitude of narratives we are presented with at the end of the Odyssey can hardly be read
as the poet setting up a straw man to knock down by pitting the suitors’ dishonest assessment against
Odysseus’s more realistic version. In the end, perhaps the conflict that emerges between Odysseus and

the suitors’ families over how to interpret Odysseus and his actions is the best way to encapsulate the

poem’s only interpretation of its protagonist: as a man whose story can be told many ways. For, as we

3 Pucci 1987: 62.

'* Ahl and Roisman 1996: 282 ff.

' Peradotto (1990: 143) explains the play on words in more detail.
'6 Peradotto 1990: 161.
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shall see, any attempt to specify which version of the story the Odyssey favors will be complicated by the
poem’s focus on the act of storytelling itself, the questioning of the truth value of stories people tell, and
the opportunities it offers for competing interpretive voices to speak.
Beginning the Odyssey at the end of the Odyssey
Odysseus concludes his four-book-long narration of his travels at the court of the Phaeacians (Odyssey 9-
12, the so-called Apologoi) by explaining why he will not end with a description of his time on Calypso’s
island:
Ti To1 Tdde pvbodoyedw;

7181 yép ot x018og épvdedyuny évi oikew

ool Te kal ipOipn dAoyw- £xOpov 8¢ poi éotty

adtig aplflwg eipnuéva pobodoyedery.

Why should I tell you this story? I already told it yesterday in your house, to you and

your strong wife — and it is unpleasant for me to retell a story which has already been

told for all to hear. (Odyssey 12.450-453)
The apology he offers — I have already performed this part, and I am loathe to repeat myself — has
meaning on multiple levels. It is, of course, possible to explain his refusal with reference only to facts
within the world of the poem, the argument function: because Alcinous and the Phaeacians had already
heard Odysseus tell the story of his time on and escape from Calypso’s island (at 7.253-296), it would be
redundant for him to include it again in his long narrative in Books 9-12. But there is of course an
external reason, a “key function” of Odysseus’s choice to end his story on Calypso’s island as well: it is
where the narrative of the Odyssey begins, and if Odysseus continues his tale, he risks repeating material

we have heard in the voice of the Narrator. It has been noted'” that Homer is usually reluctant to use the

Narrator’s voice to revisit material or tell it out of order. By choosing to have the end of Odysseus’s story

17 See e.g. Richardson (1990: 95-99).



dovetail with the beginning of the Odyssey, Homer manages to include the entire story of the Odysseus’s
travels, from the end of the Trojan war to the return and slaughter of the suitors, in a complex structure
that defies chronological order while avoiding omission or overlap."* Thus Odysseus’s refusal to
continue past the point where he is stranded on Calypso’s island is a metapoetic nod to the poem Homer
himself is constructing — much like Achilles’ cry to Thetis at Iliad 1.365 (discussed in Chapter One)
“You know! Why should I tell you all of this when you already know it?”
Odysseus and Penelope’s stories

As we are reminded so specifically of the Odyssey’s awareness of what its audience does and does not
already know, the end of the epic may cause us to ask the same question that the beginning of the Iliad
does: why has Homer violated his own principle of avoidance of narrative repetition by choosing to
devote so much narrative space to a summary of what has already happened? The poem signals its own
shift in focus with a pair of lines that follow Odysseus and Penelope’s withdrawal to the bedroom:

T & émel 00V PIAOTNTOG ETAPTNTNY €PATELVTG,
TepméaOny pobolot, Tpog AAAAAoVG évémovTeg

And then, after the pair had taken pleasure in the delights of lovemaking, they began
taking pleasure from stories, which they told to each other... (Odyssey 23.300-301)

The move here from the depiction of action to the depiction of narration mirrors the Odyssey’s increased
preoccupation with the act of story-creation from this point on.” The parallelism of the two lines

suggests a kind of reciprocal equality between doing and telling; the pleasure derived from both is

'8 On the complexity of the ordering of the story of the Odyssey, see Slatkin (1996). De Jong (2001a: 591-593) illustrates how
the Odyssey manages to narrate (or at least mention) practically every significant event that follows the end of the Iliad: the
death of Achilles and the death of Ajax that results from the argument over Achilles’ armor, the Trojan horse and the fall of
Troy, the returns of Agamemnon, Menelaus, and Nestor, as well as the travels of Odysseus. This is entirely accomplished
through character narrative.

' The interaction between Odysseus’s role as doer of deeds and teller of tales in the Odyssey has long been noted; see e.g.
Pucci (1998: 131-177).
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described with the same verb terpein (“please”), and the metrical and sonic similarity of the lines’
beginnings (t6 d’ epei / terpesthein) and endings (erateinés / enepontes) invites us to take them as a
couplet.

In the introduction to this chapter, I discussed the fact that readers from antiquity to the recent
past have called into question the authorship of this final section of the Odyssey, marking this section as a
sort of boundary between the “real” and “false” parts of the poem (the “real” Odyssey supposedly ended
four lines earlier at 23.296). Read in light of this history of suspicion of a doubling of authorship — i.e.
the end of one poet’s poem and the beginning of another’s — it is interesting the degree to which the
poem itself effects a narrative doubling here, as the plot of the poem is told over again with two internal
characters as its double authors; their act of storytelling is described with the verb enepein, which
introduced the Odyssey itself at 1.1. But whereas in the opening line of the poem the Narrator had asked
the Muse to tell the story “to me” (pot #vvene), here Odysseus and Penelope tell the story “to each other”
(npdg @Ahovg évémovteg), each playing the role of both narrator and audience in turn. The prominent
use of the dual number for the husband and wife pair in these lines underlines their duality.*® Penelope
will tell Odysseus the story of her adventures with the suitors, and Odysseus will tell Penelope the story
of his travels — the two halves of the Odyssey, now retold together as a whole.” Penelope’s story of her
life with the suitors, which has been related more recently, is summarized only a few allusive lines
(23.302-305), but Odysseus’s story, while still only elliptically related, is given more space, as lines

23.306-337 revisit all the major episodes of Odysseus’s narrative to the Phaeacians in Books 9-12. His

2 cf. de Jong (2001: 562): “the significant use of the dual underscores the closeness between husband and wife.”

*! We may infer that their storytelling is meant to suggest the Odyssey specifically from the fact that, as Ahl and Roisman
(1996: 273) point out, there is a notable “absence of details about Odysseus’s activities during the Trojan War. His Iliadic
achievements are omitted.”
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act of narration is also presented elliptically, as his speech to Penelope is not quoted but given in indirect
speech” — he tells “how after first defeating the Ciconians, he then came to the fertile land of the Lotus
Eaters” (23.310-311) and so forth.

That this retelling is so indirect and allusive is itself significant. After all, the episodes the Odyssey
revisits here were never given the stamp of authenticity that comes from being told in the Narrator’s
voice; they have only ever been included as a story told by Odysseus to the Phaeacians. This mirror
narrative® in Book 23 thus refers us not to the original events, but to the poem’s earlier retelling of them
— even more shadowy, this copy of a copy is a step further removed from the original events it is
reporting. As with the story Achilles tells Thetis of his dispute with Agamemnon in Iliad 1, we could list
certain significant differences between the travel narratives in Books 9-12 and Book 23 — although here
the difference in focalization is not caused so much by the difference in focalizers (Achilles vs. the
Narrator tells the story), but two different focalizees (Odysseus tells the story to the Phaeacians vs.
Penelope). De Jong observes* that Odysseus’s story to Penelope is related in the singular — as in the
above quote, “he came” (23.311: §\Bev) to the land of the Lotus-Eaters — ignoring the rest of his men
and shifting the emphasis from the group effort to his own personal accomplishments. This move allows

Odysseus, now home in Ithaca, to de-emphasize the unhappy truth that twelve ships full of Ithacans died

*2 For the use of indirect speech in narrative see de Jong (1987a: 114-118), Beck (2009). An extended passage of storytelling
in indirect speech such as this is unusual; in her commentary, de Jong (2001: 562-563) identifies it as the longest example of
indirect speech in Homer.

3 On the mirror narrative in Homer, see Létoublon (1983 ), de Jong (1985b), and my discussion in Chapter One.
** de Jong 2001: 562-563.
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under his watch. Heubeck points out® the bias in Odysseus’s omission of the fact that, in his earlier
telling, the encounter with the Ciconicans ultimately ends in defeat (Odyssey 9.39-66).

Not all interpreters, however, have agreed that this retelling is targeted to its audience. Ahl and
Roisman suggest the opposite:

Defenders of the authenticity of the passage note, with satisfaction, that Odysseus is

honest and ‘up-front’ about his relationships with Circe and Calypso. But an Odysseus

who tells the truth ceases to be Odysseus. Perhaps that is the Muse’s point: Odysseus’s

apparent candor and failure to reshape his narrative are not so much a measure of his

newfound sincerity as of his indifference to Penelope’s reaction...”
But is this a fair assessment of what the text actually says? Here is how the Odyssey summarizes
Odysseus’s narration of his time with the two goddesses:

kai Kipxng katédege S6hov modvpnxaviny te

g 0 tket” Qyvyinv vijoov vopeny te Kadvyw,

1) 81 pv katépuke, Adatopévn oo eivat,

év oméeat YAa@upoiot kai éTpegev 8¢ Epaockey

Onoew abdvatov kai dynpaov fpata Tavra-

dAAd Tod oD ToTe Bupov évi othBeooty EmelBev-

And he narrated Circe’s trickery and total deviousness ... and how he came to the island

of Ogygia and the nymph Calypso, who wanted him to be her husband. And in her

hollow caves she fed him and promised to make him immortal and ageless for his days.

But she could never persuade the heart in his chest. (Odyssey 23.321, 333-336)
As with the entirety of this compressed summary, it is difficult to say definitively what details Odysseus’s
actual narrative includes or leaves out, but I see no specific signs of him being “honest and up front”

about the sexual aspects of their relationships; I would be more inclined to say that he has rather craftily

constructed his account of their interactions both to omit any mention of sex and to make himself a

»* Heubeck (1992: 347). Pucci (1998: 150-154) describes how Odysseus’s original narration in 9-12 was also careful to
deflect blame from himself and onto his men; see n. 28 below.

26 Ahl and Roisman 1996: 273.
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victim (accusing Circe of the kind of “trickery” — dolos — that, as we shall see, the suitors themselves
criticize Odysseus and Penelope for), overpowered but not unfaithful” This seems to me another
example of a narrator taking the narrative initiative to expand or contract a basic set of events into the
story that best the speaker’s present purposes.

Our test case from the Odyssey goes beyond Achilles’ story to Thetis in the Iliad in this respect.
In the previous chapter, we examined how problematic it is to try to account for Achilles’ retelling of the
Narrator’s account of the dispute with reference to differing focalization of a single fabula; I suggested
instead a model by which both Achilles and the Homer are on equal ground as narrators expanding
freely upon a basic theme in a way that fits the present rather than crystallizing the past. An implication
of this observation that remains to be explored is the way in which it calls into question the authority of
the Narrator’s own account — the Iliad itself. In our example from the Odyssey, the problematization of
narrative authority is made even more complex. As we explore how the story of Odysseus’s travels has
been altered to suit the narrative occasion (a performance to Penelope), we inevitably return to the fact
that the only status this “original” that has been altered has ever had in our narrative was as a story, one
told by Odysseus to an audience of Phaeacians for a specific purpose. The lack of an “authentic” original
in the voice of the Homeric Narrator does not change the principle of Homeric storytelling discussed in
the Introduction: in relating his adventures to the Phaeacians, Odysseus’s concern would have been not
what “really happened” in the past, but rather what is most beneficial in his present. For Odysseus’s

Apologoi, this means furthering his ultimate goal of getting into the Phaeacians’ good graces, achieving

% For more on this point, see also de Jong (2001: 563).



glory, and persuading them to carry him home.”® Although the tales of the Lotus Eaters, the Cyclops, the
Sirens, and so on are surely much older than Homer,** the Odyssey is, for us, the authoritative version of
these exploits of Odysseus. Yet the authoritativeness of the version in the Odyssey is undermined by the
fact that the adventures are included only as a re-telling by a character, bringing with them the inherent
problems of bias, invention, and lack of reliability that the poem itself is elsewhere concerned with.*

As we read the Apologoi in this light, we can imagine what details Odysseus may be altering or
fabricating or omitting, and speculate about the infinity of other stories with other narrative purposes
this basic narrative thread could have been elaborated into. In so doing, we will recognize obvious
parallels with Homer’s own situation as a poetic performer: the Odyssey itself is only one of any number
of versions of the return of Odysseus that could be (and surely were) told; any fresh narration of
traditional material invites itself to be compared with every previous version any audience member may
be familiar with, in a neverending competition. Richard Martin has suggested that the original audience
of an orally performed and composed Odyssey would have

the mental equivalent of a CD-Rom player full of phrases and scenes ... Modern hearers

of a traditional epic in cultures where the song making survives are observed to
comment appreciatively on the smallest verbal changes, not in the way a three-year-old

*8 For readings of the practical function of Odysseus’s story, see Ahl and Roisman (1996: 92 ff.), Pucci (1998:145-147), and
Van Nortwick (2008: 25-26), all with bibliography. Van Nortwick denies that Homer is interested in using the Apologoi to
discuss issues of narrative uncertainty.

» The Cyclops story is a well-studied example; its traditional folktale elements were first catalogued by Wilhelm Grimm in
the nineteenth century. Denys Page (1955:1-18) offers an accessible reading of these folktale elements in general; Snodgrass
(1998:89-100) demonstrates how early artistic depictions of this as a tale involving Odysseus are probably not Homeric. See
also Reece (1994). It has been argued that the Iliad, in contrast, takes pains not to include any of the major earlier episodes of
the Trojan war cycle, and inserts itself around the traditional material rather than being a presentation of it. See Dowden
(1996:53-55).

% For example, at 14.122-132, the swineherd Eumaeus suggests to the disguised Odysseus that “wandering men lie and refuse
to tell the truth” (124-125: dv8peg dMfjrar | YedSovr’ 008’ é0élovory dAnbéa pobioacBal), since every vagrant that passes
through Ithaca “comes to my mistress and says deceptive things” (127: é\0av &g Séomoway éuny dnatiha Balet) to which
Penelope is all too receptive. For more on the issue of truth in storytelling, see Pratt (1993), Olson (1995: 13).
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demands the exact words of a bedtime text, but with a full knowledge of the dozens of
ways the teller could have spun out a line at a given point in the narrative.*!

The Odyssey, then, is paradoxically able to attain authority by dispensing with the definiteness implied by
a straightforward telling. From the perspective of the short time period the Narrator relates to us (the
narrative of the Odyssey begins ten years after the end of the Trojan war and encompasses only forty-one
days®) Odysseus’s travels are part of the past, and now exist only in the realm of oral tradition, as stories
to be brought out and told on particular occasions. Homer thus creates a situation in which the internal
characters have (broadly) the same relationship to Odysseus’s most famous adventures as he does: he
has inherited these stories as part of oral tradition, and wields and moulds and alters them for his own
narrative purposes. What better way to present the “truth” of these stories, than to record and
monumentalize them in the Odyssey as what they really are: stories?

Let us return to our consideration of the night Odysseus and Penelope devote to storytelling.
Before Odysseus re-narrates the tales of his Apologoi, Penelope begins by telling the story of the suitors’
assault on Ithaca (Odyssey 23.302-305). Penelope’s overall role as a narrator and plot creator within the
Odyssey is rich and complex, and I will return to it below. In the present context in Book 23, however,
Homer’s summary report of Penelope’s story is too brief for us to make much of an analysis of how it is
focalized through her, as we did with Odysseus. Let us instead consider the subject matter of her story:
the conflict with the suitors is a story-thread that has circulated through the world of the Odyssey over
the course of the poem, a story Telemachus (2.40-79)* Now that this tale has found its ending with the

killing of the suitors, it can begin to circulate as a completed story — one that, as Homer and his listeners

3! Martin (1993: 227). For a challenge to this point of view, see Scodel (2002: 1-41).
32 See de Jong (2001: 588).

33 As I discuss below, this is a story whose telling both Telemachus and the suitors attempt to control in the assembly in Book
2; Nestor (3.212) seems to have heard it already.
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are obviously aware, will eventually become part of the epic canon in the form of the poem they have just
heard. Odysseus himself alludes to the beginning of this process at the end of his night with Penelope:

adTika yap eatig elow ap’ feliy avidvt
av8p@v pynothpwy, odg EktTavov év peydpototy

For as soon as the sun rises, talk of the suitors I killed in my halls will spread at once...
(Odyssey 23.362-363)

Up to this point, the Odyssey has shown a special fascination with the way gossip spreads in parallel with
— or as the seed of? — epic storytelling; S. Douglas Olson examines this alongside his study of the
tendency of the word kleos in the Odyssey to refer to “news” about the recent past.** With Odysseus’s
comment we see the inception of this process, and, indeed, the beginning of the transmission of an
Odyssey complete with its ending: Odysseus returns, slaughters the suitors, regains his estate and
reasserts his leadership. But is this incipient Odyssey our Odyssey? With Odysseus and Penelope’s act of
telling their stories to one another, the poem suggests one reading of their actions, in which the well-
being of their family and property is uniquely important, and their actions to protect themselves and
their wealth over the past ten years are deserving of honor and glory. But as the final book of the Odyssey
unfolds, we can see the possibility of another interpretation emerging, one in which the suitors are the
victims and Odysseus the aggressor, in which his actions are a horrible outrage against his community,
murdering an entire generation of its nobility after losing even more men in his adventures at war and
travels home, enriching himself at the expense of the rest of Ithaca, deserving of scorn rather than glory.
But surely I cannot mean to imply that the Odyssey has any sympathy for the suitors; are they not

the perfect archetype of the loathsome villain, flouting society’s customs and standards of xenia by

3 QOlson 1995: 1-23.
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consuming Odysseus’s wealth unashamedly and irreligiously?** Athena herself, in the guise of Mentes,
suggests the proper response upon seeing their behavior:

¢ Té pot VP pilovreg vmepPLddwg Sokéovat

daivooBat kata S@pa. vepeoooartd Kev avp

afloyea TOA” 6powv, &g TIg TVVTOG Ye peTéNBoL.

How outrageous they seem to me, dining so arrogantly throughout your house! Any

decent man who came along would be offended to see all these disgraces. (Odyssey

1.227-229)
Here Athena’s creation of an imaginary spectator is part of the Homeric technique de Jong has called the
“anonymous focalizer,” which she suggests is a device used by the narrator to suggest the proper reaction
by the audience — she links this technique closely with the one by which Homer attributes an
interpretation to his own listeners, telling them “you would have said” such and such about a situation he
is describing.* It will be relatively uncontroversial, I think, to suggest that in this matter there is a certain
alignment in point of view between the narrator and Athena (which Athena suggests should also be that
of any respectable listener), a point of view which sees the suitors as, in the words of de Jong, the “clear
‘baddies™ of the poem. In her commentary she catalogs the ways in which Homer influences his
audience to have as negative an opinion of the suitors as possible — as they must, in order to condone
the gruesome revenge Odysseus will exact upon them.

But my goal here is not quite to rehabilitate the suitors. It can hardly be argued that they are

analogous to, say, the Trojans in the Iliad, playing the role of antagonist but still deserving of the

% For the religious element in the suitors’ misbehavior (and their killing as a ritual sacrifice), see Nagler (1990).

3 De Jong (1987a: 33-60). This technique is similar to the common Homeric trope of the “potential Tig speech” in which a
character imagines a typical person’s reaction to the hypothetical outcome of a situation (not to events actually happening in
the poem as here) by imagining a speech this typical person might give. See also de Jong (1987b), where she suggests that
these potential tig speeches are used to show the opinion or psychology of the (actual) speaker through their creation of an
(imaginary) character to evaluate a situation; this assessment is certainly applicable to our situation here, where Athena
voices her own opinion by positing an imaginary observer.

¥ De Jong 2001: 28.
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audience’s full sympathy. Rather, I am interested in exploring the degree to which the Odyssey depicts
the suitors as having a consistent and fully fleshed-out point of view; an epic poem could have painted
their slaughter as a tragedy, even if this epic poem largely does not.*® And even this point is debatable;
many recent critics have argued against reading the Odyssey itself as taking an absolute position on the
moral standing of Odysseus and the suitors.** Uvo Holscher suggests that the moral uncertainty arising
from the killing of the suitors comes from the “epicization” (Episierung) of what was originally a fairy-tale
plot, in which the roles of hero and villain are uncomplicated; the slaughter of a hall full of enemies
begging for mercy is unproblematic in the world of fairy tales, but becomes more troubling in the more
realistic world demanded by (Homeric) epic.*

Odysseus himself is portrayed as quite aware of the potential for this alternate interpretation of
his actions, as he acknowledges during his instructions to Telemachus just before his climactic reunion
with Penelope:

fpeis 8¢ ppaloped’, dmwg 8" dplota yévyrat.

Kol ydp Tic 07 Eva p@Ta KatakTeivag évi Spw,

@ pr) Toddoi Ewaty dooontiipeg dmioow,

PevYeL OGS TE TPOMTLY Kal TTaTpiSar yaioy-

fueis 8 éppa wOANog dméxTapey, ol péy’ dplotot

koVpwv eiv 104Ky & 8¢ o€ ppalecBar dvwya.

And let us think about how things can turn out the very best. For even when someone
has killed a single man in his community — a victim without many supporters to defend

3% Intriguingly, there seems to have been an alternate ending to Odysseus’s travels in which Odysseus was tried by
Neoptolemus for the murder of the suitors, found guilty, and exiled from Ithaca. This version is only mentioned in extremely
late sources (e.g. “Apollodorus” Epitome 7.40), but must derive from earlier sources that have been lost.

% In addition to the discussion in the introduction to this chapter, see e.g. Buchan (2004: 10): “The suitors’ relationship to
any moral code of the world of the Odyssey is thus more complex than has been generally recognized.” Cf. the precept voiced
by Nagler (1990: 339): “To understand this action in its proper terms, on the level of myth, it is necessary to suspend
questions with which much of the ancient and modern criticism has been concerned but that are anachronistic or irrelevant
to archaic logic, such as whether the respective groups deserve their punishment, whether we are meant to feel sympathy for
them, and so forth.”

Y Holscher 1989: 259-271.
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him afterwards — even he goes into exile, leaving behind his family and his homeland.

But we have killed the pillars of the town, the very best of the boys in Ithaca. I urge you

to think about this. (Odyssey 23.117-122)

Here Odysseus’s hints of a possible negative reaction to his massacre are buried beneath multiple levels
of obfuscation. First, he creates a hypothetical situation replacing his own crime with a lesser offense by
an anonymous “someone” (1) — a move that repeats both Athena’s narrative technique of anonymous
focalization (discussed above) and the general thematic pattern of disguising Odysseus as a nameless
“No Man.” He then describes the consequences of murdering one’s countryman — being forced into
exile — without being explicit about the reasons for these consequences. But although Odysseus does
not say so, clearly in his hypothetical situation this “someone” must go into exile because of the
condemnation of other members of the community, because his actions are judged as wrong by them.
Odysseus’s reference to these people who would condemn this “someone” is quite oblique as well: if
there are “not many” who would defend the murdered man, presumably there are still a few. When in the
end he shifts from the hypothetical scenario to his own case, Odysseus requires Telemachus (and
Homer requires his audience) to fill in the second half of his comparison by implication rather than
explicitly: we have killed the best young men of this town (and so the entire community outside of our
own family are likely to judge us to be in the wrong and force us into exile).

When Telemachus then asks Odysseus to devise a specific strategy for dealing with the situation,
his response explicitly demonstrates how Odysseus’s interest is now to shape the narrative of the events
that have just occurred, particularly in the face of the potential competing narrative of the suitors’
supporters. Odysseus instructs Telemachus and the others to wash up, put on clean clothing, and have

the household slaves project outward signs of cheer and merriment,

* For the various ways in which the poem suppresses the name of Odysseus, see e.g. Peradotto (1990: 101).
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WG KEV TIG ain yapov Eupeval EKTog dkodwy,

fl &v’ 680V oteixwy ) ol TepvaleTdovat:

pf) Tpoade kKA£og VP POVOL KaATA AoTL YéVNTaL

avdp@v pvnothpwy, Tpiv Y~ fuéag EAOEpey EEw

aypov &g Nuétepov ToALSEVIpeov. év0a 8’ Enerta

ppaccdped’, 8ttt ke képSog Olvpmiog ey yvaiéy.

... so that someone listening from outside — either someone walking down the road or

the people who live around us — would say it was a wedding. Let no word of the

slaughter of the suitors circulate around the town until we go out to our farm filled with

trees. Then we shall think of whatever clever plan Olympian Zeus presents to us.

(Odyssey 23.135-138)
Here even more strongly than in the previous passage, the anonymous passer-by Odysseus conjures up
“walking down the road” hearkens back to Athena’s “any decent man who came along” from Book 1, the
one I referred to as an anonymous focalizer — in fact, I read the poem as creating a meaningful and
perhaps purposeful contrast with these two anonymous focalizers who bookend the Odyssey. Both
represent the voice of the Ithacan community, passing judgment on the house of Odysseus based on an
inspection of its situation from the outside — but whereas the negative judgment of Athena’s
hypothetical onlooker stems from an observation of the true state of things, Odysseus’s observer’s lack of
negative judgment is the result of his inability to see things as they are. Again, we are left to fill in the
unstated implications of his plan: the rest of Ithaca must not learn what has really gone on (because, if
they did, they would condemn us). Since the time of Athena’s statement in Book 1, there has been a shift
in the assumed response of the Ithacans to the conflict with the suitors: previously, they would have
sympathized with Odysseus, but now, in Book 23, they might side with the victims. Odysseus recognizes
that a story relating what has just happened will soon form and spread across the world, and he is keenly
interested in controlling the tenor of this account, fearing the possibility that the version that enters the

canon may be that of the suitors — the one represented by the anonymous Ithacan’s feared reaction —

and not his own.



I am also tempted to read, in Odysseus’s use of the word kleos to describe the “report” of the
killing of the suitors he fears will spread through the town, a nod to his awareness that what has just
happened will not only become well-known, but will one day be the subject of poetry such as the
Odyssey, given the influential (but contested) argument by Gregory Nagy that the word had special and
ancient associations with the deeds of heroes as memorialized in poetry.* But whether or not we are
justified in reading this nuance in every use of the word kleos, I think it is fair to say that, as I argue with
reference to the Iliad in Chapter One, there is at least some metapoetic reflexivity in Odysseus’s
speculation about a future in which people will tell the story of the slaughter of the suitors, presented as
part of a future poem (the Odyssey) which has just told this very story.** Surely there is some symbolic
weight in the fact that it is the bard Phemius whom Odysseus chooses as an instrument to manipulate
the public understanding of what has happened in his house by making it sound as though a wedding,
not a slaughter, has taken place (23.133-134: “Have the divine bard lead a playful dance for you with his
clear-toned lyre”). As Odysseus is interested in literally controlling the community’s reception of his
killing of the suitors with a singer’s performance, so his ultimate goal is to shape the kinds of songs that
bards of the future will sing of the same event.

Amphimedon’s Story
But a point of view sympathetic to the suitors is included in the poem as more than just an alternative
implied by Odysseus’s attempts to shape public opinion. As with Achilles and Agamemnon’s dispute in

the Iliad, the Odyssey includes a retelling of the massacre of the suitors in the voice of one of the

# Nagy (1979:15-25). Since that time there has been rather vigorous debate over Nagy’s contention that kleos aphthiton is an
Indo-European formula also preserved in the Vedic srdvas dksitam, and that the primary sense of kleos has anything to do with
poetic glory. For the state of the question today, see Finkelberg (2007), with bibliography. On kleos in the Odyssey, see also
Segal (1983), Katz (1991).

# For the constant orientation of Homeric poetry as looking ahead to a future when its events will be part of the epic past, see
Bakker (2005: 92-113).
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participants, the suitor Amphimedon, who is killed by Telemachus at 22.284. By giving a voice to one of
the antagonists at the end of the poem, after the main action is completed, the Odyssey hints at a possible
line of interpretation contrary to the one it has championed throughout, an interpretation from the point
of view of the slaughtered suitors, in which Odysseus’s actions are deceitful and outrageous. Although
this is in many ways an inversion of the way Achilles’ re-telling of the quarrel functioned in Iliad 1 —
coming at the end rather than the beginning, offering an interpretation that will ultimately be rejected
rather than endorsed — the effect is similar: to undermine the authority of any one narrative by
suggesting the multiplicity of ways in which the story we have just heard could have been told.
Amphimedon’s ghost is herded into Hades at the beginning of Book 24 along with those of the
rest of the suitors.** There they come upon Achilles and Agamemnon, who happen conveniently to be
discussing death and glory and how they will each be remembered. Though the internal motivation for
this discussion is somewhat dubious,* from an external point of view, the narrative purpose is clear,
providing an ideal setting for a telling of the nostos (“return”) of Odysseus. After talk of the death of
Achilles at Troy, which famously earned him kleos at the expense of nostos (24.37, 94), and of the
murder of Agamemnon upon returning home, spoiling his nostos (24.96), the stage is set to highlight the

fact that Odysseus’s nostos comes not in spite of, but as the source of his glory. Nagy has argued that this

* Hermes’ function as psychopompus for the suitors — unique in Homer, although it surely predates him (see Page 1955:
116-117, Erbse 1972: 234) — perhaps deserves comment. In her defense of the authenticity of this passage, Wender
(1978:21-32) points out, among other things, how the trickster god represents Odysseus’s cleverness and deviousness
(19.396-398). It is appropriate for this aspect of Odysseus’s personality to be highlighted in an episode which, as I will show,
will center around Amphimedon’s negative reading of him as trickster.

* Despite both having been dead for roughly a decade and both having encountered Odysseus in the underworld seven years
earlier in Book 11, Achilles speaks as if he is surprised Agamemnon is dead. The Analysts (e.g. Scheliha 1943: 19) took this as
evidence of multiple authorship of the poem, on the grounds that the composer of Book 24 had not read Book 11. But as
often, internal logic is put aside to serve a narrative purpose; de Jong (2001: 568) rightly compares Priam and Helen’s
Teichoskopia in Iliad 3. See also Kakridis (1949: 3-4).

* The choice is famously laid out at Iliad 9.411-416.
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contrast between different ways of attaining kleos and being the “best of the Achaeans” is one of the
central themes of the Odyssey,”” and it is surely true that part of the function of this strange detour to the
underworld — a narrative digression which in its form is practically unparalleled in Homer* — is to
allow the poem to engage intertextually with the Iliad, as the main characters of the other epic are
brought on stage one last time. But beyond this question of the poem’s intertextual stance regarding
previous epic which has interested previous critics,* I want to focus on the omnipresent feeling of
posthumousness, both literal and symbolic, that infuses this scene, and what it says about the poem’s
stance regarding itself. As I argue above, Book 24 views the Odyssey as a story that is in a sense over, even
as the poet continues singing; now that the main action is finished, the poem is able to consider its own
afterlife, how its story will be told. And what better setting in which for this process to take place than the
literal afterlife, as other epic characters look back at their own stories and speculate about how they will
be interpreted? After telling Achilles the story of his own funeral, Agamemnon ends with a declaration
about Achilles’ place in the future tradition: “Not even in death did you lose your name, but you will
always have good kleos among all people” (24.93-94). Thus, as the Odyssey indulges in the paradox of
allowing an epic hero to achieve an impossible goal he has spent his life obsessed with — learning the
finished version of his own story, including the details of his death and how he will be remembered — it
uses this environment of posthumousness to consider how the poem we have arrived at the end of will

be remembered an interpreted.

# Nagy (1979:35-41); see also Pucci (1987).

* The normal practice in Homer is for changes of scene to be motivated by the movement of a character from the previous
scene. Richardson, at the beginning of his analysis of scene changes in Homer (1990: 110-119), puts it nicely: “Even when
the distance is as great as from Olympos to an earthly setting, [the Homeric narrator’s] habit is not to switch one camera on
and the other off simultaneously, but to attach himself to a god who is making the journey.”

# The Odyssey’s engagement with the Iliad has been conceptualized in various ways over the years; in addition to the
previously mentioned Nagy (1979), see e.g. Bassett (1938: 175ff.), Wender (1978: 38 f£.), Segal (1983), Pucci (1987),
Burkert (1997), Tsagalis (2007).
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Perhaps the most straightforward interpretation of the poem’s choice to juxtapose Odysseus’s
story with those of Achilles and Agamemnon is the type of contrast Nagy suggests: now that their stories
are all complete and eligible to enter the canon, we can compare the different types of kleos and nostos
achieved by these different types of epic heroes. But what the Odyssey attempts here is more complex
than just a simple assertion of the superiority of its own model of heroism. By putting the account of
Odysseus’s return in the mouth of one of the poem’s antagonists, the suitor Amphimedon, Homer
simultaneously celebrates Odysseus’s glory while also suggesting a reading of events counter to the
Odysseus-centric interpretation that our poem generally favors, an alternate Odyssey in which
Odysseus’s killing of the suitors is seen as not a restoration of the proper order, but a massacre of Ithaca’s
nobility. Agamemnon’s initial comment upon seeing the throng of suitors speaks to this point:

Apgipedov, Ti maBdvreg épepviy yaiav €Svte

TAVTEG KEKPLPEVOL Katl OpfiAtkes; 008¢ kev EAAwG

kpvapevos AEarto katd wtéMy dvSpag dpiotovs.

Amphimedon, what was done to you to bring all of you — choice men, and all the same

age — beneath the gloomy earth? One could hardly have chosen any differently to pick

the best men from throughout the city. (Odyssey 24.106-108)

Agamemnon’s statement is an observation of objective fact: here, dead before their time, slaughtered by
Odysseus, are the best men of their generation. As we shall see, Amphimedon’s reply to this query
(24.125-190) re-narrates the entire Ithacan part of the Odyssey. By and large his version is fairly faithful
in replicating the overall plot of the poem as we have just heard it; Simon Goldhill demonstrates how the

differences that do exist in this re-telling of the plot can be reasonably explained as the result of the

focalization through Amphimedon.*® But let us consider exactly what this differing focalization consists

%9 Goldhill (1988: 6-9); see de Jong (2001a: 570-573) for a summary of these differences. Ahl and Roisman (1996: 18) make
a similar argument with reference to characters’ use of material from outside the bounds of the poems: “It is, then, unwise to
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of. The overall impression this suitor’s version gives is of the reasonableness of his own actions — the
suitors were simply courting the wife of a man all reasonable people considered dead — and of the
pattern of treachery that underlies the actions of Odysseus and his family. His introduction highlights
both of these facts:

uvapued’ ‘Odvootjog 81 oixopévoto dapapra-

18 oft’ fpveito oTvYepdV Ydpov odite TeAeTa,

v ppalopévn Bdvatov kal kijpa pédarvay,

dN\& S6Aov TOVS” dXNov évi ppeat pepprpite-

We were courting the wife of Odysseus, who was long gone — but she would neither say

no to a marriage she found hateful nor carry one out, as she was planning the black fate

of death for us. Instead, she devised the following trick in her mind. (Odyssey 24.125-

128)
The justification for the suitors’ behavior is implied in the first line: Odysseus is “long gone.” Here I
translate oichesthai with its literal meaning, but the verb often has the sense of “be dead and gone,” and
indeed, a few lines later Amphimedon has Penelope begin her speech to the suitors by saying, “since
divine Odysseus has died...” (24.131: énei 8dve Siog OSvooetg). Courting the wife of a dead man is not a
crime, but a normal part of how society functions; Marylin Katz has argued in detail how the
presentation of the suitors’ courtship as a crime is part of an “ideology of exclusivity” constructed by
Odysseus and Penelope themselves.*' From the suitors’ point of view, theirs is the attempt to keep
society operating within its normal parameters, and it is the family of Odysseus whose abnormal
behavior is preventing this regular operation. Amphimedon’s version inverts the way we have been

encouraged to read the suitors by showing them in much the same unhappy position as we are used to

thinking of Penelope herself in, frozen in an interminable loop of uncertainty — so beautifully

assume that a myth found in Homer is necessarily represented in its hypothetically ‘original’ form, since the internal narrators
often have reason to inflect tradition to suit their own rhetorical goals.”

S See Katz (1991: 171 ff.)
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symbolized by the woven and unwoven shroud — as the woman they are wooing refuses to tell them
either yes or no. He even goes so far as to suggest that Penelope was intentionally leading the suitors on
from the start, for the sole purpose of ensnaring and killing them, “planning the black fate of death.”
Amphimedon then goes on to relate Penelope’s famous weaving trick. The significance of this
story itself — as a demonstration of Penelope’s métis, as a symbolic representation of her ability to
“weave” plots and affect the action of the poem — has been well discussed, and I will not treat it directly
in the present chapter.> Here I am interested in the context in which Amphimedon introduces the story,
concluding a set of repeated narrations that have run throughout the epic. This is the third time the
weaving trick has been narrated, and in almost precisely the same words, each time by a different internal
character narrator and to a different audience: first by Antinous to Telemachus at 2.89-110, then by
Penelope to the disguised Odysseus at 19.137-156. This is a rather unique case of identical repetition of
an extended passage in Homer: while there are plenty of examples of speeches repeated two or three
times, these usually form a chain of repetitions from one character to the next.”* Here, however, three
characters seem to arrive at nearly the same words independently. Thus several recent critics have read
these three versions of the weaving story alongside each other in an attempt to fit all three into a unified
interpretive framework that accounts for their overall similarity and minor differences.’* Here I will
digress briefly from my analysis of Amphimedon’s speech overall to suggest my own framework within

which to read his version of this story alongside the other two.

52 For interpretations of the weaving story, see e.g. Amory (1963: 101), Katz (1991), Felson-Rubin (1994: 26-28), Clayton
(2004: 23 ff.), Bergren (2008: 221-227), Mueller (2010).

33 For example, in Book 2 of the Iliad, Zeus makes a speech to the anthropomorphized Dream which he sends to
Agamemnon, the Dream repeats the speech to Agamemnon, and Agamemnon repeats it to the Achaeans (2.11-15 ~ 28-32 =
65-69).

*E.g. Heubeck (1985), Goldhill (1988), Katz (1991: 25-26), Krischer (1993), Lowenstam (2000).
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I begin with the first instance, in Book 2, at the Ithacan assembly called by Telemachus. The
narrative function of this assembly is somewhat similar to that of the assembly from Iliad 1, with
characters offering their own opposing interpretations of the same set of events. Telemachus begins by
making his case with an impassioned plea to the people of Ithaca (2.40-79), describing how (from his
point of view) the suitors are devouring his wealth while he stands by powerless to stop them. The
opposition set up in this assembly — Odysseus’s family against the suitors, with the people of Ithaca in
between them — is parallel to the conflict at the end of the poem once the suitors have died and
Odysseus battles their families. So too Antinous’s response to Telemachus’s interpretation of the
situation mirrors the charges Amphimedon will raise against Penelope in Book 24. While Amphimedon
and Antinous tell the story of the weaving trick itself in essentially the same words, the ways in which
they introduce the tale differ. Antinous begins:

TnAépay’ Oyayopy, pévog doyete, Tolov Eetmeg

fuéag aiyovwy, £€0éAotg 8¢ ke pdpov avaya.

001 8’ ob Tt pvnotiipeg Axardv afrioi iotv,

G @iAn prTnp, 1) ToL Epi kéPSea oldev.

781 yap Tpitov éotiv étog, Tdxa &’ eloL TéTapTov,

€€ 00 atépPer Oupdv évi ot Beoory Axyaidv.

mavtag pev P’ €\met, kal vmioxeTat avdpl ékdoTw,

ayyeliag Tpoieioa- voog 8¢ oi dAAa pevorvd.

1] 8¢ S§6Aov T6vS” dXNov évi ppeoi peppnpite-

Telemachus, lofty in speech, irrepressible in passion — what a thing you have said,

attempting to shame us! You would like pin the blame on us, but among the Achaeans it

is not the suitors who are guilty of some charge against you, but your own dear mother,

who knows too many tricks. For this is now the third year (and the fourth is soon to

come) that she has been cheating the hearts within the Achaeans’ breasts. She leads us

all to hope, and makes promises to each man, sending him messages. But she has other

intentions, and devised the following trick in her mind... (Odyssey 2.85-93)

This is a much expanded version of the complaints against Penelope with which Amphimedon

introduces his version of the story (24.125-128, quoted above), but the characterization of her actions in

both suitors” accounts is quite consistent. Antinous begins with an explicit acknowledgement of the
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differences between the suitors’ interpretation and Telemachus’s. That the situation is a travesty in
which there is blame to be assigned is essentially the only point of agreement between the two
interpretations, but it is debatable, says Antinous, who is at fault. By painting Telemachus’s complaints as
an attempt to “pin the blame” (p@pov &véyar)ss on them, he implies that the boy is just as crafty as his
mother, and that it is Telemachus’s argument for the suitors’ guilt that is a reversal of the obvious
position the rest of the Ithacans should take. Like Amphimedon, Antinous lays heavy stress on the
deceitfulness and treachery of Penelope, calling her “excessively knowledgeable of trickery” (mepi képSea
0i8ev), saying that she “cheats” (&téupet) the suitors’ hearts and leads them on by implanting false hopes
in them each individually. At the end of this speech, Antinous will be far more explicit than
Amphimedon in articulating the behavior expected of a woman in Penelope’s situation: she should
return to her father who will make arrangements for a new marriage (2.113 ff.). It is her incongruous
behavior — and Telemachus’s willingness to enable it — that are creating strife for Odysseus’s
household. “She is creating great kleos for herself,” Antinous tells Telemachus, “but for you, loss of much
of your material wealth” (2.125-126: péya v kK\éog adtij | moeit, adtap ooi ye w00y moréog BioToro).
Thus, both at the beginning and at the end of the poem, the suitors present a consistent interpretation of
the situation on Ithaca in which they are the victims of Penelope’s deceitfulness; with the perspective of
hindsight, Amphimedon at the end of the poem is able to add the detail that her motivation all along was
actually to “plan the dark fate of death for us” (24.127: fipiv @palouévn Bdvatov kai kijpa péavay).
Between these two episodes at either end of the Odyssey comes the third telling of this story, by

Penelope to the disguised Odysseus in Book 19. Again, Penelope’s version of the weaving story itself is

351 choose this colloquial translation in an attempt to replicate the dismissive tone of the original Greek; in her commentary
on this line, Stephanie West (1988: 136) notes that mémos “normally refers to comparatively trivial fault-finding, niggling
criticism, malicious gossip; Antinous thus minimizes the gravity of Telemachus’ charge.”
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worded more or less identically to Antinous’s version at the beginning of the poem and Amphimedon’s
at the end — but the similarity of this tale stands in stark contrast with the differences in context and
focalization. Coming out of Penelope’s mouth, these same words reverse their meaning; in her eyes, acts
of deceptive manipulation speak not to her cunning but to her desperation. “They court me against my
will,” she says in her introduction to the weaving story. “But I waste away, my heart melting as I pine for
Odysseus. They urge marriage; I wind up tricks.” (19.133-137: oi p” dexalopévnv pv@vrar ... &XX" ‘O8voij
noBéovoa oy katatkopal fop. | oi 8¢ yapov omedSovory- &yw 8¢ §6Movg Tolmevw). Her use of the
noun dolos (“trick”) in line 137 — which leads directly to the weaving story — echoes the use of the
same noun in the line used by both suitors to introduce the tale (2.93 ~ 24.128), but the difference in
focalization inverts the significance of this trickery: the same action that the suitors read as faithless
treachery, Penelope sees as an act of faithfulness to her husband. And the same feeling of helpless
victimization claimed by the suitors — recall Amphimedon’s “she would neither say no to a marriage she
found hateful or make one happen” at 24.126 — is on display in Penelope’s speech as well, as she feels
she too is a victim of circumstances: “Now I am neither able to escape marriage nor have I yet discovered
any other bit of cunning (métis)” (19.157-158: viv 8" oBt’ ékguyéew Svvapar ydpov obte Tv’ dXAny |
uijtv #0° ebpiokw). From her point of view, it is not she who is trapping the suitors, but the suitors who
are trapping her.

It is this point of view, I suspect, that most readers of the Odyssey will consider the “right” one.
Given the role of the suitors as the villains of the Odyssey, it is easy to see the point of view espoused by
Antinous in Book 2 as a disingenuous pretext for a group of parasitic nobles to drain another man’s
resources; towards the end of the assembly (2.246-251), another suitor, Leiocritus, describes the
situation more bluntly: even if Odysseus were to return home now, he would be overwhelmed by the

suitors’ numbers, unable to fight them off and defend his property. And of course Antinous’s
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protestation “she’s leading us on” is likely to leave a sour taste in the mouth of many a modern reader
wary of the male aggressor’s tactic of blaming his female victim for her own victimization. But my
interest here is not in determining which point of view is “right.” The Odyssey treats the confrontation
between Odysseus’s family and the suitors as a complex situation allowing multiple points of view, and
the reading offered by Antinous and Amphimedon can surely not be dismissed out of hand.*® Indeed,
Penelope’s own point of view is hardly unambiguous; there has been much disagreement among
interpreters on her knowledge and intentions during this meting between her and the disguised
Odysseus in Book 19, with some suggesting that she recognizes her husband and tells the story as a
coded message.”” But whether we accept this interpretation or not — I for one consider the irresolvable
ambiguity of this question to be a central, perhaps intentional, feature of the episode®® — it is difficult to
deny that Penelope’s overall role in the poem is one that admits competing interpretations. In a subtle
and sophisticated reading of Penelope’s character in the poem, Nancy Felson-Rubin offers a complex
picture of a woman playing multiple potential roles simultaneously: the faithful wife and the adulteress

and the tease. In this reading, Penelope’s repeated overtures to the suitors and unwillingness to say no to

%€ Buchan (2004: 9) affirms that the suitors are basically insincere in their courtship, but that “they are curiously obsessed
with justifying their presence in Penelope’s house ... As with Achilles, their world is also one of indecision.” Ultimately, he
argues, we are justified in having a more complex interpretation of their moral standing than the interpretation championed
by Odysseus.

%7 First proposed by Harsh (1950). Bibliography of similar lines of interpretation — including the proposition that Penelope’s
recognition of her husband is subconscious — is summarized by Murnaghan (1987: 137-140), who rejects it as at odds with
the text itself and the poem’s interest in depicting her as a victim of impossible circumstances. Winkler (1990) argues that
Penelope suspects Odysseus’s identity, and acts in a way that is compatible with that possibility, even as she treats it as
uncertain. See also Katz (1991), Clayton (2004).

%8 Winkler (1990: 158) argues that because “the entire telling has been one-sided, slanted in favor of Odysseus and his
enterprises,” we are simply “not given equal access” to Penelope’s point of view, and thus cannot know for sure what the text
implies: that she has been “asking and testing” the identity of the beggar since Book 19. Katz (1991: 10) agrees that this
question is not answerable from the text, arguing that “the interpretive issue in the poem is constituted by the disjunction
between the two conflicting directions of narrative action, and that this discordance itself should be regarded as meaningful.”
Lowenstam (2000: 34S) suggests that because “Homeric style seems too plain, too literal-minded, to contain anything as
intricately embedded in the text” some critics are reluctant to endorse the kind of reading required to accept the legitimate
ambiguity that lies behind episodes such as Odysseus and Penelope’s meeting in Book 19.
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marriage even as she refuses to say yes — mentioned not only by the suitors themselves but by
Telemachus (1.245-251, 16.122-128) and Athena (13.379-381) — indicate a character who is able to
remain loyal to her husband and hate the suitors while simultaneously enjoying the attention of this
house full of nobles and preparing herself for the possibility that she may end up marrying one of them.*
Despite our — and, in general, the Odyssey’s — distaste for the suitors and sympathy for Penelope, their
version of her story is more than just a baseless lie. In the language of classical narratology, it is a
legitimate way to focalize the fabula that lies behind this story; by the interpretative structure I am
suggesting, it is a legitimate way for the suitors as narrators to spin the basic theme of their time on
Ithaca into a narrative.

Consider the scene (18.158ff.) in which, spurred by Athena, Penelope presents herself to the
suitors to arouse their lust and seduce them into giving her gifts. Felson-Rubin finds contradictory
impulses acting upon Penelope here, as her genuine disdain for the suitors mingles with the pleasure she
feels at being courted and desired; Odysseus is pleased at the economic gain to his house, and, as part of
the crowd, becomes a suitor himself, a hunter on the prowl for symbolic re-marriage to his wife.** In
addition to this, I would suggest that in this scene, Penelope gives what can be symbolically read as a
poetic performance, one with two competing audiences each simultaneously engaging in their own
interpretation. This reading is suggested by parallels created by the text, as in several ways this passage
mirrors the scene from the beginning of the epic (Odyssey 1.325-364) in which Phemius gave a literal
poetic performance for the suitors to evaluate. In both cases, Penelope exits her bedroom and descends

the staircase to address the suitors assembled in the courtyard — in fact, several of the lines describing

%% Felson-Rubin (1996). Cf. Murnaghan (1987: 118-147), Katz (1991: 10), Clayton (2004).
% Felson-Rubin (1996: 173-175.)
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her descent are identical.®" At the heart of the earlier passage is a variance in reaction to the bard’s
performance, as different parts of the audience interpret it differently. Phemius is singing the
“homecoming of the Achaeans” (1.326: Axai@v véotov), but Penelope asks him to “stop this sad song,
which always distresses the dear heart in my breast” (1.340-342: Tadtng 8" dmomave’ doidiig | hvypi, | ¢
pot aitv évi othbeaot pilov kfp | Teipet). Telemachus admonishes his mother to let the bard “entertain in
whatever way his mind is driven” (1.347: tépmewv 8nmy oi véog 8pvutar) since “people always have the
most praise for whatever song is the most recent to come to their ears” (1.351-352: tiv yap &oi8iv
paXlov émikeiovs” dvbpwro, | Tig didvreoot vewtdty dugumélnrar.) When he says “people” (&vOpwrot),
Telemachus is presumably alluding to the audience of suitors as a whole, leaving unspoken the real point
of contrast that separates the competing interpretations of the song: the adversity the Achaeans have
suffered in their attempts to come home is a source of pleasure for the suitors, as it has given them this
opportunity to have the run of an absent chief’s home. Here the personal stake each side has in the bard’s
story informs their varying interpretations of it; what is painful for Penelope is joyful for the suitors.®> So
too in Book 18, when the same parties (with the addition of Odysseus, who in the original was
presumably present as a character in the songs) occupy the same space in the same configuration and
Penelope descends the staircase once again, the suitors have one reading of her actions, believing this to
be a flirtatious move in an extended courtship that will eventually end in favor of one of them (as
Antinous says at 18.289), and Odysseus another, as he interprets his wife’s actions as trickery and

believes that she remains loyal to him (18.283: véog 8¢ oi &\\a pevoiva). It is this same trickery which

611.331-335 = 18.207-211.

62 On this scene, see e.g. Pucci (1987: 195 ff.). This dynamic is similar to Demodocus’s performance of Trojan War poetry in
Book 8, which brings pleasure to the Phaeacians and pain to Odysseus; see Biles (2003). At the end of this chapter we will
continue our examination of the same dynamic played out in reverse in the final book of the Odyssey, as Odysseus and the
suitors’ families have different interpretations of the completed story of Odysseus’s homecoming.
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Odysseus watches so approvingly — noting how “she bewitched their minds with her sweet words,”
(18.282-283: Bé\ye 8¢ Bvpodv | pethuxiows” éméecor) — that Amphimedon complains of in his account of
the story to Agamemnon as her “plotting the black fate of death for us.”

Let us return to Amphimedon’s story, the final reference to and repetition of Penelope’s weaving
trick. Although for the most part his wording of the tale is identical to Antinous and Penelope’s tellings,*
only in his version is there a description of the viewing of the finished product: “After weaving and
washing the great fabric, she showed us the shroud; it was like the sun or the moon” (24.147: 1} gapog
E3eitev, vprivaca péyav iotév, | Mbvac’, fedly évaliykiov fE oedjvy). It is fitting that only in this final
book of the Odyssey, in which multiple characters look back at the now-completed action as a full story to
be told, are we finally offered a picture of the fully woven shroud as an object that one can step back and
contemplate.®* Building upon this picture of Penelope as treacherous and manipulative, Amphimedon
gives an account of Odysseus’s return and actions that emphasizes this same quality throughout,
maintaining an interpretation of the Odyssey in which the suitors are the victims of it. Frequent
repetition of kakos (“bad, wicked, evil”) highlights this focalization: Odysseus was brought home by a
“bad divinity” (24.149: kakos daimén); once there, he and Telemachus came to town preparing “bad
death” (24.153: thanaton kakon artunante) for the suitors. Their actions are all deception and
concealment: Odysseus hides his body with “bad clothing” (24.156: kaka ... heimat’) so that “none of us
were able to recognize it was him” (24.159) and then locks away the weaponry (24.165-166). He

instructs Penelope to set up the bow contest “with great wiliness” (24.168: moAvkepSeinorv), at which

5 Again, 2.94-107 ~ 19.139-152 ~ 24.129-142.

# Lowenstam (2000) sees a shift in the metaphorical meaning of the death-shroud, which has gone from symbolizing
Odysseus’s death to that of the suitors (quickly followed by the renewed vitality of Laertes, for whom the shroud was
intended). For other interpretations of the finished shroud, see Clayton (2004: 47ff.), who reads in the comparison to the sun
and the moon resonances with the harmonious houses of Alcinous and Menelaus.
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point the pace of Amphimedon’s story slows to linger on the slaughter, beginning with the death of
Antinous and then moving on to end the entire story with an illustration of the horror of Odysseus’s
crime:

avtap énert’ dXhowo” £piet aTovoevTa Pédepva
dvta TITVoKOpEVOG- TOL 8 dyyLoTivol EmTTov.
Yvwtov 8’ v, & pd tig oL Oewy émtdppobog fev-
adTika yap katd SOpat’ Emomdpevol pével oy
KTEWVOV EMaTPoPadny, T@v 8¢ oTdvog dpvuT’ detkng
KpATWY TUTTOPEVWY, SdTedov 8 dmav aipatt ODev.
g peic, Aydpepvov, anwloped’, dv &t kai vov
owpat’ axndéa ketrat évi peydpots” ‘'Odvonjog-

o0 yap mw ioaot eidot katd Swpad’ ékxdoTov,

ol k” dmoviyavreg péhava Bpotov ¢§ dredéwy
katOépevot yodotev- 6 yap yépag éoti Bavovrwy.

And then he aimed and shot mournful arrows at the other men, and they fell on top of

one another. It was obvious that one of the gods was helping them, as they immediately

began killing in all directions throughout the house, following their bloodlust. A

wretched groan arose from the heads of the slain men, and the whole floor was awash

with blood. This is how we were killed, Agamemnon, and even now our bodies still lie

untended in Odysseus’s hall, since the friends we each have at home do not know yet;

they would wash the black blood from our wounds and lay us out and bewail us. For this

is the honor due the dead. (Odyssey 24.180-190)
This is the ending of Amphimedon’s Odyssey: not the reconciliation of Odysseus and Penelope, but the
desecration of the suitors’ corpses. The same theme of deception and concealment that has run
throughout Amphimedon’s story characterizes this final action as well, as Odysseus conceals the suitors’
own bodies from the world. The impropriety which the suitors complained of at the beginning —
Penelope refusing to respond properly to courtship — is mirrored by Odysseus’s refusal to allow the
suitors’ families the proper funeral rites. Amphimedon’s account is obviously designed to elicit pathos
for the suitors, emphasizing their suffering and selectively omitting details. For example, he plays up their

helplessness by leaving out the fact that the suitors armed themselves and fought back; in fact,

Amphimedon’s assertion that Odysseus and Telemachus locked away the armor and “shut the bolts”

[113]



(24.166: éxiioev Oxijag) specifically conflicts with the detail that the suitors were able to arm
themselves because Telemachus left the door of the armory open (22.155-156).

Such details were once seized upon by the Analysts as evidence of the disunity of the text — in
particular, Amphimedon’s charge that Odysseus colluded with Penelope to set up the bow contest
(24.167-169) was taken as referring to an alternate version of the story in which Odysseus reveals
himself to Penelope earlier, clumsily inserted by a later redactor not familiar with the details of our
Odyssey.®® And indeed this is a different version of the story: one authored by Amphimedon in the
moment, for the purpose of illustrating a unified picture of a malicious and deceptive Odysseus. Here,
Amphimedon, eager to persuade Agamemnon that the act against the suitors was outrageous, continues
to demonstrate the present-centric focus that informs all Homeric storytelling, presenting a version of
events that is less concerned with “what happened” than with elaborating a basic story framework into a
version that suits his rhetorical purposes. Even if it could be proved that his alteration of details matched
some competing external version of the story, I would be more inclined to interpret this as an
intertextual nod to the multiformity of tradition than clumsy storytelling — but internally to the world
of the Odyssey it is a reasonable storytelling move by Amphimedon, serving his overall goal of illustrating
the duplicity of Odysseus. The significant divergence of his Odyssey from ours is not in the incidental
details but in the basic interpretation of the meaning of Odysseus’s acts and character; Amphimedon’s
Odyssey is different from ours.

This multiplicity of interpretative possibilities is underlined by Agamemnon’s reaction to
Amphimedon’s story. After all the pains Amphimedon takes to paint Penelope and Odysseus as

treacherous and impious, Agamemnon — although he had begun by showing sympathy to the crowd of

% See e.g. Page (1955: 122-130).
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slaughtered nobles — responds by addressing not Amphimedon, but the absent Odysseus. Christos
Tsagalos reads this as a metapoetic moment where Agamemnon and Amphimedon are forgotten, and
the (personified) Odyssean tradition addresses the character.® While my reading is more specifically
interested in the specifics of the situation — the clash of point of view between the suitors and Odysseus
— I share the intuition that what is at stake here is the future epic tradition, here imagined as in its
infancy. Agamemnon responds as if the story he had heard was a different Odyssey from the one
Amphimedon told:

SABre Aaéptao mdi, modvpnxav’ ‘Odvooed,

1] dpa oDV peyddy apeti) kT ow AKOLTLY-

wg ayadai ppéveg foav apvpovt Invelomeiy,

ko0py Tkapiov, wg €d pépvyt’ ‘Odvaijo,

av8pog kovpidiov. T@ oi kKAéog o TOT” dAeTTaL

fis apetiig, TevEovot §” émyBoviototy dotdv

aBavatol yapieooav éxéppovt Invelomein

Blessed son of Laertes, much-resourceful Odysseus: it seems you have got a wife with

great virtue indeed. What fine wits faultless Penelope had, the daughter of Icarius; how

well she remembered Odysseus, her proper husband. Thus the kleos of her virtue will

never die; the immortal gods will make for the people on earth a charming song for

Penelope with all her intelligence. (Odyssey 24.192-198)
This shift in focalization is indicated from the full-line address in the beginning, indicating that the
evaluation of the situation is to be from an Odyssean perspective. As Amphimedon had begun with a
detailed critique of Penelope, so Agamemnon focuses on her, but reverses the suitor’s criticism into

praise: in place of the complaints of her treacherous trick (dolos) is a celebration of the loyalty and “fine

wits” of “Penelope with all her intelligence.” Building upon her own act of “remembering” Odysseus

8 Tsagalos (2007: 35): “it is not so much the soul of Agamemnon who speaks, but the tradition of the Odyssey addressing its
main hero, Odysseus .. By addressing Odysseus, the Odyssean tradition ‘erases’ the personae of Agamemnon and
Amphimedon, who are physically present, and summons on stage not the narrative Odysseus, but the Odysseus of all time,
the one who has surpassed the limits of the action and has become the trademark of the collective consciousness of the
tradition.”
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(which we might interpret as “adhering to the interpretation of their marriage and the status of his house
that Odysseus wants remembered during his absence”) Agamemnon proclaims that memory of
Penelope — her fame, the kleos of her areté — will last forever.”” This builds upon a dominant theme of
the underworld passage in Book 24, as I discuss above: Agamemnon has made a similar statement to
Achilles about the secure future of his kleos at 24.93-94. But here Agamemnon is even more explicit in
specifically connecting the memorialization of deeds with bardic performance, calling the activity of
future humans commemorating Penelope a “song” (aoidé), the same noun that has been used for the
performances of the bards Phemius (1.351) and Demodocus (8.44). The future tense verb tevfovor —
the gods “will make” a song — continues the Homeric orientation in which the past looks ahead to
bardic performances such as the Odyssey itself; it also serves as a strong contrast to the story we have just
heard from Amphimedon. If the song commemorating this situation will not created until the future,
then Amphimedon’s version sympathetic to the suitors must not be that song.

But it is too tidy to make a simple equation of our Odyssey with this future song that offers
Penelope unadulterated praise. Strictly speaking, our Odyssey does not include the story of Penelope’s
most renowned trick: as Homer begins the epic after the trick has been uncovered, our poem includes
characters who tell that story, presenting a world, much like ours, in which Penelope’s weaving is a tale
people tell. The Odyssey thus seems to be this poem of praise for Penelope while simultaneously

maintaining a distance, encompassing an alternate point of view about her and Odysseus’s areté by

§7 Because the Greek oi can be masculine or feminine, it is possible to translate the phrase as “the kleos of his areté,” referring
to the glory Odysseus derives from his association with Penelope, a translation proposed by Nagy (1979: 37-38). For a
summary of the debate, see Katz (1991: 21). Although I am inclined to believe that referent is Penelope, given the focus of
the entire passage and the contrast with the “hateful song” that Clytemnestra will be, for my present purposes the
indeterminacy is actually somewhat useful; Odysseus and Penelope’s stories are linked and difficult to separate, as is the
praise for their similar attributes. On the connection between female remembering and epic memorialization with Penelope’s
kleos, see Mueller 2007.
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including it in the voice of the suitors. There is a hint of this in the second half of Agamemnon’s response
to Amphimedon, in which he provides a point of contrast for the positive song that will be written for
Penelope:

ovy wg Tvvdapéov kovpn kakda pyoaro épya,

KoLpiSiov kTeivaca ooy, oTVYEPT) 8¢ T GoLd)

gooet’ ¢’ avBpdmovg, xahemy 8¢ Te PRy dmdoTEL

ONAOTépn ot yovaul, kai fj k* edepydg Enow.

Not so the daughter of Tyndareus (Clytemnestra), who plotted evil deeds and killed her

proper husband. She will be a hateful song among humanity, and she will gave a bad

reputation to the female sex of women, even one who is a doer of good deeds. (Odyssey

24.199-202)
This is the final of a series of references to the “Oresteia” that occur throughout the Odyssey,® the
dysfunctional House of Atreus offering a foil to the ultimately stable family of Odysseus. Many critics
have examined the parallels the Odyssey establishes between the two heroes” homecomings; Marylin
Katz suggests that the Oresteia functions as an authoritative and established exemplar of a nostos towards
which the plot of the Odyssey is pulled, and Douglas Olson suggests that each reference to this other
exemplar manipulates the audience’s expectations about the present poem’s unfolding plot.%”
Agamemnon had made a similar remark about Clytemnestra before, during Odysseus’s first visit to the
underworld in Book 11, when the issue of Penelope’s fidelity was much more uncertain.”” Now that the
plot has come to an end, Agamemnon can compare the two women’s actions with Penelope meriting a

positive assessment; she, it turns out, was faithful to her husband when Clytemnestra was not. But there

is something a bit odd about the placement of this comparison by Agamemnon, coming as a response to

% These references are collected by de Jong (2001: 591).
¥ Katz (1991: 20-53); Olson (1995: 24-42).
7 Some of the lines about Clytemnestra are even repeated nearly verbatim (11.433-434 ~ 24.201-202). Olson (1995: 38-39)

reads the statement from Book 11 as part of the Odyssey’s sustained effort to create uncertainty about Penelope’s fidelity.
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Amphimedon’s story that had the opposite message: women like Penelope cannot be trusted. For if
Agamemnon were to respond to the story Amphimedon had actually told it, the more obvious lines of
similarity might have been between himself and the suitors, and between the treacherous Clytemnestra
and Penelope: both women joined with their concealed lover to cause a surprise slaughter.
Amphimedon’s phrase to describe the slaughter of the suitors — “the whole floor was awash with blood”
(84medov §” dmav aipatt 0Dev) — is used only one other time in the poem, by Agamemnon at 11.420 to
describe the slaughter he and his men suffered at the hands of Aegisthus. In that same passage he calls his
wife Klytaiméstré dolométis, “Clytemnestra clever with tricks” (11.422). This epithet is devoted
exclusively to Clytemnestra and Aegisthus in the Odyssey,”" but it conspicuously combines two terms
dolos and métis that are used throughout the poem as characteristic of Odysseus and Penelope’s
craftiness. The juxtaposition of Clytemnestra and Penelope here highlights the degree to which, as Katz
argues, “the ambiguity of <the qualities of dolos and métis> opens the pathway through which the kleos
of Odysseus and Penelope might become their akleia (“lack of fame”) or dyskleia (“bad fame”).””* The
end of Agamemnon’s speech returns to the notion of reputation sealed with song: Clytemnestra will be
sung of too, but she will be a “hateful song” (stygeré aoidé) which will give all women a bad reputation,
even the good ones. In this suggestion of the power of rumor and reputation to override alternate points
of view — even correct ones — Agamemnon encapsulates the move that will happen at the end of the
Odyssey. The massacred suitors and their survivors have a case to be made, and perhaps it is a legitimate
one. But it seems unlikely that it will be the one that ends up in song.

The Ithacans’ Story

7! In addition to the line cited, the only other uses of dolométis in Homer are to describe Aegisthus at 1.300, 3.198, 250, 308,
4.525.

7> Katz (1991: 24).
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This vacillation between the points of view of the suitors and Odysseus, so clearly on display with
Amphimedon’s story and Agamemnon’s response, continues throughout Book 24, until finally these
alternative readings of events come into direct confrontation with each other, with the struggle for
interpretive authority — the ability to promote one’s own version of a narrative into the canon —
literalized as a battle between the suitors’ families and Odysseus and his followers. Although Odysseus is
in the end victorious, the sinister aspect of his deception and trickery is apparent throughout this final
book; even if in the end Odysseus’s side of the argument seems to have won, the epic ends on a note of
uncertainty that leaves the audience unsure quite what to think of its hero. Throughout this final portion
of the epic there is a continued interest in what memory of these events will be left behind. After having
considered the suitors’ point of view in the underworld, the narrative returns to Ithaca and Odysseus’s
reunification with his family, which culminates in his final revelation of himself to his father Laertes at
24.205-411. This scene serves to reorient our sympathies to Odysseus’s side by demonstrating the
pathetic squalor the old man has fallen into under the suitors and the tenderness of their reunion, but it
also underlines Odysseus’s bottomless capacity for creating narrative, as well as the more sinister,
“trickster” aspect of his character, as his initial strategy of deceiving his destitute father with a false
identity has struck many commentators as malicious and unnecessary.”

After revisiting the Odyssean point of view, the Narrator returns his focus to the families of the

suitors, as we see the very spread of rumors Odysseus had previously (23.362) voiced his interest in

7> Now that athetizing inconvenient passages has fallen out of fashion, critics either read this passage as evidence of
Odysseus’s concern with showing his own cleverness at the expense of his loved ones’ feelings (as I do), or suggest some
framework whereby Odysseus’s actions are not malicious, but serve some useful purpose, such as testing his father’s resolve or
helping him gradually recover from grief and reintegrate himself into society. For bibliography and a summary of opinions,
see Clayton (2004: 78-81), whose own opinion is that this is actually Homer giving a show of his own métis, bringing
Odysseus’s lying tales to a close with an episode that offers a chance for metapoetic reflection on false identities, naming, and
the poetic construction of type scenes.
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controlling:

"Ocoa d’ dp’ dyyedog dka KaTd TTOMY HXETO TAVTY

UvnoThpwy otuyepov Bdvatov kai kijp” évémovoa.

ol &’ dp’ dpwg diovreg époitwy dAA0Bev dAAog

poXpE Te otovaxi) Te Sépwv mpomdpotd’ ‘Odvoijog...

Then swiftly the messenger Rumor moved fast through the town, telling of the suitors’

death and doom. Those who heard all flocked together, each from a different place,

moaning and wailing in front of the house of Odysseus. (Odyssey 24.413-416)
Again, the repetition of the verb ennepein for this gossip about the death of the suitors circulating among
the Ithacans suggests a parallel to the stories Odysseus and Penelope told each other in bed (23.301:
npdg dAMANovg &vémovteg), and to the bard’s divinely inspired act of narrating the Odyssey itself (1.1:
dv8pa pot fvvene Modoa). The personification of the narrator of these vaguely defined accounts of the
slaughter of the suitors as “Rumor” (Ossa), hints at the multiformity of the tradition at this early state,
which is not yet reducible to a single point of view. With the gathering of mourners in front of
Odysseus’s home, there is a literalization of the trope discussed above, the hypothetical “if one of the
Ithacans were to witness this...” employed by Athena at the beginning of the epic (1.277-229) with
regard to the suitors’ bad behavior, and revisited by Odysseus at the end after the slaughter of the suitors
(23.135-138). After this speculation about audience response that has run through our entire poem, the
hypothetical audience becomes real and the Ithacans’ reaction of grief and indignation at the deaths of
the youth of Ithaca runs counter to the interpretation of events the Odyssey itself has often highlighted,
in which Odysseus’s actions are deemed deserving of glory and praise.

After seeing to the burial of the dead, this group of Ithacans convenes for a final assembly, one

which serves in many ways as a mirror of the assembly Telemachus called (2.6 ff.) to discuss the problem
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with the suitors.”* At this final assembly the tension between the competing interpretations of events is
given voice by the character Eupeithes, father of Antinous:

@ @idot, 7 péya épyov aviyp 88¢ proat’ Axatodg:
TodG P&V oDV Veooty dywv moAéag Te kai éaBAodg
WOAeoe p&v vijag YAapupdg, 4o 8 dAeoe Aaodg,
Todg 8 ENOwv Exterve Kepaddvwy 8y dpiotovg.
GAN’ dyete, Tpiv TodTov A ég ITOAOV dkar ikéoOat
1) kai ¢¢ "HMSa Siav, 86t kpatéovow Emetol,
{opev- fj kai émerta katnQéeg oo0ped’ aiel.

AwPn yap tade v’ €oi kai éooopévolot Tbéabal,
el 1) pf) Taidwv Te KaTIYVATWY TE PoVvijag
TeloOped -

My friends, it is truly an egregious act this man has plotted against the Achaeans! One

group he led out in ships, many good men; first he lost the hollow ships, then he lost the

men. Another group he killed upon his return, the best of the Cephallenians by far. But

come: before he rushes to Pylos or to divine Elis, where the Epeians rule, we must go.

Otherwise, after he does this, we will be burdened with shame forever. For it will be a

disgrace for future generations to hear this as well, if we do not get our revenge on the

murderers of our sons and brothers. (Odyssey 24.426-435)
Here again we see a sharp delineation of the two interpretations of the story, as the version sympathetic
to the suitors — previously offered by the now-dead Antinous and Amphimedon — continues to be
circulated in the world of the living by Antinous’s father. The charge that Odysseus “plotted” to kill the
suitors is reminiscent of Amphimedon’s claim that during their courtship Penelope was “planning the
black fate of death for us” (24.127: fiuiv ppalopévn Bavatov xai kijpa péawvav), the implication being
that the suitors were not the recipients of just punishment, but victims lured into Odysseus’s trap. In fact,
Eupeithes’ phrase “plotted ... an egregious act” (péya épyov ... pfjoat’) recalls Agamemnon’s statement a

few hundred lines before, that Clytemnestra “plotted evil acts” (24.199: kaxd pfjoato pya) against him;

as I argue above, Agamemnon’s response to Amphimedon’s speech had implied an equation of the dolos

7 On the relationship between the two assembly scenes, see Heubeck (1954: 39-40).
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and métis of Aegisthus/Clytemnestra and Odysseus/Penelope.” Eupeithes continues the final book’s
trend of looking ahead to a time when the events of the Odyssey have become a story; if Odysseus’s
version is allowed to become the dominant one, future audiences will join him in viewing the suitors and
their families as the villains, “a disgrace for future generations.” The call to action — “let’s go” —
suggests that one of Eupeithes’ disagreements with Odysseus concerns how and when the story of the
Odyssey should end — recall Amphimedon’s account to Agamemnon, which concluded with the suitors’
slaughtered bodies in a heap, unseen and unmourned. Now, faced with the threat of Odysseus rallying
support by spreading his version around the Greek world, Eupeithes aims to combat this trend by not
allowing the narrative to be finished.”® Like Achilles and Agamemnon during their quarrel in the Iliad,
Eupeithes is aware that his words and actions are shaping the future epic tradition. By continuing to act,
he hopes to shape that tradition according to his interpretation. The battle he stages with Odysseus is
thus a battle of competing versions of the story on multiple levels: if Eupeithes’ side is victorious he will
have forged a new ending to the story in which the deceitful Odysseus is punished for his crimes against
Ithaca, and he will have secured for himself a position of authority from which to ensure that it is that
version of the story which is told.

But even within the text of the Odyssey, we are warned almost immediately that Eupeithes’
opinion is in the minority. He has scarcely finished voicing it when the assembly is overrun with

partisans of Odysseus’s point of view: the herald Medon, the seer Halitherses, and the bard Phemius.

7 In fact, of the ten other uses of this conjugated form (¢)pfoat(o) in the Odyssey, seven refer to Aegisthus and
Clytemnestra’s plotting against Agamemnon (3.194, 249, 261, 303, 11.429, 24.96, 199). In one of these cases (3.261) the
verb is used with the same object péya #pyov (“egregious act”) that Eupeithes uses here in the case of Odysseus.

78 In this sense, the situation Eupeithes faces in Book 24 is a microcosm of Odysseus’s situation for most of the Odyssey itself.
As Van Nortwick (2008: 9) argues, the Odyssey presents a world in which many characters (e.g. Nestor, Menelaus, Helen, as
well as Agamemnon and Achilles in the underworld) consider their active participation in the world of epic to have ended
with the Trojan war; their engagement with the world of epic now consists of sitting back and remembering. “Odysseus, by
contrast, fights on. For him, the war is not yet over.”
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Each of them have specifically demonstrated their allegiance to Odysseus in the poem: Halitherses (like
his fellow seer Calchas in Iliad 1) warns the suitors of the impiety of their actions at 2.157 ff,, and is twice
numbered among the “longtime friends of <Telemachus’s> father” (2.254 = 17.69: of ¢ oi & apyfis
natpdiol ... taipot), and Medon and Phemius are specifically spared by Odysseus and his followers at
22.330-380. It has been argued that Phemius is spared because Homeric society accepts his “plea of force
majeure” at 22.350-353 — the suitors used their superior strength to compel him to sing and associate
with them — is an reasonable justification for performing “an action which one would not, of one’s own
accord, choose to do.””” But then what are we to do with the suitor/priest Leodes, whose claim (22.312-
317) that he is not only innocent, but in fact attempted to curb the other suitors’ bad behavior is actually
corroborated by the Narrator?”® Leodes is slaughtered without mercy; Odysseus explains that if he is a
priest, he must at some point have made prayers against him, and kills him before the discussion can go
any further (22.321-329). The difference between Leodes, on the one hand, and Phemius and Medon,
on the other, has to do with their relationships to narrative. It is no coincidence that that Odysseus cuts
off his head as the priest is attempting to talk (22.329: ¢Beyyopévov 8 dpa oD ye kdpn kovinow Euixdn),
for Leodes’ explanation of his past behavior undermines Odysseus’s black and white picture of uniformly
evil suitors, and replaces it with a more nuanced sketch of human beings doing their best given their
circumstances. The priest’s final words are telling: “there is no thanks for past good deeds” (22.319: odx

oL xdpig petémod’ edepyéwv). What matters is not what actually happened in the past, but the story that

77 Teffeteller 2003: 19.

’® When Leodes has his turn at the bow contest, the Narrator introduces him with the detail that “only to him were the
suitors’ outrages hateful, and he was angry with all of them” (21.146-147: drac@aliat 8¢ oi ol | &xBpal Eoav, Taow ¢ vepéooa
pvnotpecory). On Leodes’ innocence, see Allan (2006: 24).
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gets told in the future, and this is quite explicitly the reason Phemius and Medon are spared, as Odysseus
himself tells Medon:

Odpoel, émel 81 0 oDTOG €pvoato kai éodwaey,

dppa Yvis katd Bupov, atap elmnoda kal &y,

WG KaKoepYing evepyeoin péy’ apeivwy.

Cheer up, for <Telemachus> here has indeed defended and saved you; this is so that you

will know in your heart — and tell others as well — how much better doing good is than

doing bad. (Odyssey 22.372-374)
There is an echo of Leodes’ “there is no thanks for past good deeds (euergea)” in this claim that “doing
good (euergesi¢) is better than doing bad,” as Odysseus reverses the moral that the priest had wanted to
attach to the narrative of the slaughter of the suitors. Leodes had to be killed because both his life and his
words had stood in opposition to the story Odysseus wants to tell “the suitors were all evil, and so I was
justified in killing them.”

So too Phemius’s request for leniency opens not with a “plea of force majeure” concerning what
happened in the past, but with a nod to the bard’s future utility:

av T TotL peTdmod’ dxog éooetal, i kev dotdov

TEQVNS, O¢ Te Oeoiot kai dvOpwmototy deidw.

avTodiSaktog 8 eipi, 0eog 8¢ pot év ppeaty oipag

navroiag évépuoev- éotka 8¢ Tol Tapaeidetv

g Te Oe@®- T® pn pe MAaieo Setpotopnoat.

You will have grief in the future yourself if you kill a bard like me, who sings to gods and

men. I am self-taught; a god has implanted all kinds of songs in my mind. When I sing at

your side it seems as though it is to a god. So don’t be so eager to cut my throat.
(Odyssey 22.345-349)
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These lines have received no end of commentary, particularly on the rare word autodidaktos, and what it
might mean to be both self-taught and taught by the gods.” The metapoetic implications of this meeting
of poet and protagonist are irresistible; Pietro Pucci highlights the contrast between the sad songs of
painful nostoi that Phemius sang at the beginning of the Odyssey and the happy song of victory — i.e. an
Odyssey — which he promises here; Zachary Biles evokes “the traditional idea that without a singer the
final transformation of Odysseus’ experiences into poetic glory cannot be achieved.** But this is not only
a celebration of a bard like Homer’s unique ability to award undying fame;*" Phemius also has a slightly
more immediate future in mind. Having a bard with a wide audience “sing at your side” is a good way to
promote one’s own ideology during one’s own life, to make one “seem like a god.” With the provocative
comment that he can produce “all kinds of songs,” Phemius perhaps suggests his ability to tell
Odysseus’s story however he wants it told. And indeed, as we have already seen, Odysseus utilizes his
ability to construct a narrative immediately. It is Phemius who plays the wedding song for the
anonymous audience of Ithacans to hear coming out of the palace, rewriting reality so that, for the
moment, this slaughter is “read” as a celebration. This is certainly how Odysseus reads it.

If we return to the meeting of the suitors’ relatives in Book 24, we will see that the only men from
his house Odysseus has allowed to remain alive to join this assembly — the singer, the herald, the
prophet — are those whose function is to communicate messages to the public. Thus, we are justified in
viewing these three characters’ appearance to counter Eupeithes’ call to arms at the Ithacan assembly at

24.439 ff. as a continuation of the struggle between Odysseus (now represented by his emissaries) and

7 While the passage was once read as delineating the separate roles of divine inspiration and individual talent in a poet’s
ability to compose and perform, many would now see the two as inseparable in Homeric thought. For summaries of opinions
(with bibliography), see e.g. Thalmann (1984: 126-129). Ford (1992: 33), Hummel (1999).

8 Pucci (1987: 228-235); Biles (2003: 206).

81 Cf. Stanford (1965a: 296), “H. misses no good opportunity of glorifying his own profession.”
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the suitors (now represented by their families) to control what narrative — what Odyssey —will be made
out of what has happened. After the intervention by these partisans of Odysseus, Eupeithes’ viewpoint
remains in the minority. “More than half” (24.464: fjpioccwv mheiovg) applaud the advice of Medon and
Halitherses to forget the killing of their sons and brothers — or in fact, to consider themselves responsible
for the deaths of their loved ones® because they were not quicker to subscribe to the Odyssean
viewpoint and oppose the suitors’ courtship of Penelope even when it seemed likely her husband was
dead. As Odysseus has now demonstrated through his show of force, the narrative authority of the
version of the story that he and his representatives are propagating is aligned with his military authority.
His ability to control action in his storytelling and in his world are interconnected. The fact that the
Ithacans’ acquiescence is more the product of coercion by force than persuasion by reason is hinted in
the Ithacans’ response to Medon’s speech: “all were caught in the grip of yellow fear” (450: todg 8" dpa
mdvtag 0md YAwpdv Séog fipet). In contrast, the only tool left for the suitors’ families to employ is
persuasion, a point highlighted by the “Significant Name” of their spokesman, Eupeithes (“Well-
Persuasive”).*> Thus, even though “more than half” of the Ithacans are content to allow Odysseus’s
interpretation of events to go unchallenged, there are still “crowds” (464: a@pédot) remaining who,
Homer as tells us, “were not pleased with this story (mythos) in their hearts” (465: 0 yap o@w &8¢ pfog

évi peoitv) and are willing to fight to keep their version from disappearing. This sets the stage for the

82 Halitherses tells them, “It was through your own evil that this deed was done, my friends” (24.455: dpetépy xaxdtTy, pidoy,
148¢ #pya yévovro). For more on the assignment of responsibility of the suitors’ deaths, as well as the significance of
forgetting, see my discussion at the conclusion of the present chapter.

% The phrase “Significant Name” for the Odyssey’s multitude of names which are transparently constructed of parts that in
some way define their characters was coined by Stanford (1959). The text even makes a pun on the significance of the name
by affirming that those who did go on to fight for the suitors’ point of view were “persuaded by Persuasive” (465-466:
Evmeifel | mei@ovt’). De Jong’s interpretation (2001a: 584) that this wordplay “is inserted by the narrator to explain implicitly
why so many listened to Eupeithes, who was wrong, rather than Halitherses, who was right” is not satisfying to me; in what
objective sense is Eupeithes’ account of events “wrong”? For names in the Odyssey in general, see e.g. Austin (1972),
Peradotto (1990: 94-119).
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final conflict of the poem, a confrontation that does not so much pit Odysseus against the Ithacans as it
does his version of the Odyssey against theirs.

To catch another glimpse of this Ithacan perspective, let us briefly revisit the Ithacan assembly
that occupies much of Book 2, in which Telemachus and Alcinous (the sons of the two competing
parties in the final book, Odysseus and Eupeithes) delineate their competing interpretations of the
situation on Ithaca. Here I will consider a small detail from the beginning of the poem whose
significance is only fully realized, I argue, when read against the poem’s conclusion. Towards the end of
his speech, Telemachus had made a direct plea to the Ithacan people (a group presumably similar in
composition to that which Eupeithes addresses in Book 24%*) in an attempt to shame them for their
inaction in the face of the suitors’ attack on his house:

oxéo0e, pidot, kaip’ olov édoate mévOei Aoyp@

TelpeaB’, el pr) o0 TL TaTh)p Epog £0OA0g Odvooedg

Svopevéwy kak” Epekev ébkviudag Axatovg,

TOV U dmotetvdpevol kaka pélete Svopevéovte,

TOUTOVG OTPUVOVTES.

Stop, friends, and leave me alone to be ground down by painful grief — unless perhaps

my father, good Odysseus, had some ill will toward the Achaeans in their fine greaves

and did them some harm, and as revenge for this you have ill will toward me and are

doing me harm by encouraging these men (the suitors). (Odyssey 2.70-74)

Presumably Telemachus offers this suggestion sarcastically, considering the notion that the Ithacans
have some actual motivation for allowing this assault against his home to be absurd — and yet it exactly
foreshadows Eupeithes’ complaint (24.426) that Odysseus “plotted an egregious act against the

Achaeans.” But even within the setting of Book 2, the exact context of Telemachus’s speech is significant.

Although Telemachus is the one who called this assembly, its opening speech had been made by an

% As Telemachus says in his first statement to the assembly, the suitors are “the dear sons of the best men who are here”
(2.51: t@v av8p@v pilot vieg of £v04Se v’ eioty dpioTot).
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Ithacan named Aegyptius, to which Telemachus’s speech is a response. After introducing Aegyptius
(who here makes his only appearance in Homer) and characterizing him as a wise old man, the Narrator
offers the following information about him:

Kol yop Tod pidog vidg ap’ avtiBéw ‘Odvai)i

"Thov eig ebmwdov €Pn kolAno” évivnooty,

AvTiQog aiyunthg- Tov 8’ dyplog éxtave Koxkdwy

v omii YAagup@, mopatov §” dmiicoato 36pmov.

Tpeig 8¢ ot dAAoL Eoav, kal 6 p&v pvnotiipowy opilel,

Evpivopos...

And in fact (Aegyptius’s) dear son had joined godlike Odysseus in his hollow ships to

travel to Troy, rich in horses. This was the spearman Antiphus, and the savage Cyclops

had killed him in his vaulted cave, the last man he made into a meal. But he (Aegyptius)

had three other sons, one of whom hung around with the suitors: Eurynomus... (Odyssey

2.17-22)
Why are these details included? De Jong names as the “primary function” the pathos in the juxtaposition
of the old man’s hopes for the return of Odysseus’s army and the reality that they have all been
destroyed.** To this I would add the observation that this father at home worrying over a son who has
died in combat is an interesting (and typically Odyssean®*) reversal of perspective on the familiar Iliadic
trope in which the Narrator eulogizes a dying warrior on the battlefield by offering a brief biographical
sketch of his family and home life; here family and home life is the main focus, and it is the death of the
absent warrior to which the Narrator makes a brief allusion. Such is the Odyssey. But the larger
significance of the figure of Aegyptius is his function as a symbol of the connection between Odysseus’s

companions and the suitors as part of the same group, the prominent youth of Ithaca, whose familial ties

to men like Aegyptius make their loss just as much a source of personal grief as the presumed loss of

% De Jong 2001a: 47.

81 find this similar to the feature of the Odyssey Helene Foley (1978: 8) has labeled the “reverse simile,” in which imagery
that reassigns the expected relationships — e.g. when Odysseus, weeping in response to Demodocus’s Trojan war song
(8.523-31) is said to cry like a woman whose husband has been killed in war — seems “to suggest both a sense of identity
between people in different social and sexual roles and a loss of stability, an inversion of the normal.”
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Odysseus had been to Telemachus.”’

Homer has chosen the identity of Aegyptius’s sons carefully. This Antiphus is mentioned by name
nowhere else in the Odyssey, but if he was the final man eaten by Polyphemus, he is presumably one of
the companions who, as Odysseus tells us, begged him to steal provisions from the Cyclops’s cave and
sail away before he returned, “but,” Odysseus narrates, “I did not listen — how much better it would
have been if I had!” (9.228: 6A\" ¢y& 00 mBouny — 7| T &v moAd képSiov fev).* And of Aegyptius’s son
Eurynomus who “hung around with the suitors” we have only one other piece of information: he is
mentioned at 22.242 as part of a group of suitors who are about to be killed by Odysseus. Interestingly,
in this passage from Book 22 he is named alongside Amphimedon, the suitor who will narrate
Odysseus’s return in Book 24. Like Amphimedon, Eurynomus’s only contribution to the poem’s Ithacan
narrative is to fight and die as part of the mass of suitors; we are not given any specific information about
their behavior toward Odysseus or his household. Therefore they are presented to us entirely in their
capacity as victims, as are Odysseus’s men in the cave of the Cyclops, a focalization which amplifies and
legitimizes the grief of a representative of the Ithacan elders like Aegyptius. Telemachus’s sarcastic
challenge to Aegyptius at 2.71-72 — “unless perhaps my father, good Odysseus, did the well-armored

Achaeans some harm with ill intentions” — is more significant than he realizes.

%7 See also Nagler (1990: 343) for the suggestion that “Aegyptius’s grief implicitly blames Odysseus, a mere hint of the
resentment against war leaders felt but often suppressed by relatives of the slain ... This sentiment thus prepares for the
reaction of the suitors’ kin.”

8 This is a formulaic line which also occurs twice in the Iliad (5.201, 22.103). The latter occasion is extremely memorable:
Hector chastizes himself for not following the advice of Polydamas and bringing the Trojans into the city, and then follows
the “I didn’t listen, but that would have been much better” line directly with the statement, “but now, since I have destroyed
my people by my own wickedness (atasthaliéisin)...” (22.104: vbv §" énel dheoa hadv dracdadinow épfjorv). Could this
collocation of lines be a traditional pairing, which Odysseus’s words would suggest to the audience? The speech of
Odysseus’s companion Eurylochus at 10.435 ff. suggests that there is some feeling among the men themselves that those
eaten by the Cyclops died “by this man’s (Odysseus’s) wickedness (atasthali¢isin)” (10.437: to6tov ... dtacBadinow). See
Buchan (2004: 163 ff.) and my discussion below.
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Before moving on to the end of the epic and this chapter, I wish to return to Eupeithes’ speech in
order to consider one further aspect of his accusation against Odysseus. I repeat his opening lines:

@ @idot, 7 péya épyov aviyp 88¢ proat’ Axatodg:

TodG P&V oDV Veooty dywv moAéag Te kai éaBAodg

WOAeoe p&v vijag YAapupdg, 4o 8 dAeoe Aaodg,

Todg 8 ENOwv Exterve Kepaddvwy 8y dpiotovg.

My friends, it is truly an egregious act this man has plotted against the Achaeans! One

group he led out in ships, many good men; he lost the hollow ships and he lost the men.

Another group he killed upon his return, the best of the Cephallenians by far. (Odyssey

24.426-429)
From the beginning, Eupeithes takes pains to emphasize that the targets of Odysseus’s crimes have been
his own fellow countrymen. By establishing this connection between the companions Odysseus lost during
his travels with the suitors he slaughtered upon his return home (todg ptv ... Todg §), Eupeithes suggests
a certain continuity in Odysseus’s behavior, a pattern which transcends whatever defense he might raise
about the improper courtship of his wife and consumption of his property in this particular case.
Odysseus is a source of death for his entire community. He has destroyed the best men of a generation, a
fact underlined both in the case of his companions (“many good men”) and the suitors (“the best of the
Cephallenians by far”).*” In contrast to the Odyssean perspective dominant for so much of the epic,
Eupeithes, like Aegyptius, offers the perspective of the Ithacan people, for whom the companions and

suitors are valued members of the community, linked by virtue of the grief their losses have caused to

their loved ones. Their Odysseus quite resembles Mark Buchan’s assessment of the character as, “a kind

% Recall Agamemnon’s initial impression of the suitors, upon seeing them enter Hades, as “choice men, and all the same age”
(24.107: mavreg kexppévol kai dpfilkeg), whom anyone would classify as the “best men from throughout the city” (108: xata
nTéMy dvSpag dpioTovg)
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of monster of metis, a quasi-human figure whose cunning can seem to evade the boundaries that
constitute mortal human life.”

The relationship between Odysseus and his fellow Ithacans has been made an issue from the
very beginning of the Odyssey. In the proem to the epic, their dynamic is introduced as part of the initial
sketch of the hero’s struggles to return home:

oA 8" 8 7 év movTw Tabev dhyea 6v katd Bupdv,

dpvbuevog v te Yuxnv kai vootov Etaipwv.

GAN 008’ g ETdpoug Eppvoarto, iEpevog mep-

adT@V yap opetépnoy dracBalinow Sdovro,

vATioL

And he suffered many pains in his heart at sea, trying to win his own life and a

homecoming (nostos) for his companions. But even so, he could not save his

companions, although he wanted to. They died by their own wickedness (atasthaliai),

the poor fools... (Odyssey 1.4-8)

Here we more or less are explicitly told what to think about Odysseus and his men: he suffered, he tried
his hardest, they died, it was their fault. This perspective is certainly aligned with Odysseus’s implicit
defense of himself in Books 9-12, and here receives an endorsement by the authoritative voice of the
Narrator. But, as recent commentators have increasingly realized, the Odyssey and its proem do not
construct this relationship to be unproblematic. Ahl and Roisman have even suggested that the poem’s
narrative voice should literally be read as containing a tension between multiple perspectives. We begin
with “a voice, usually identified with that of the poet” who gives the Muse instructions on how to begin

the poem and has in mind an Odysseus who is “a much less culpable figure than the one who emerges in

the Muse’s account” — specifically, he has more to do with the deaths of his men, the majority of whom

% Buchan (2004: 100).
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were dead long before they came upon the cattle of Helios.”" As Michael Nagler has suggested,” at a
certain point this continual condemnation of the companions begins to feel like a rationalization, a
defense which by its very existence suggests the opposing position it is employed to confront: Odysseus
left for Troy with twelve ships of men under his command, and he has now returned with all of them
dead. This is a fact suspicious in and of itself, and one that naturally demands an explanation. Mark
Buchan’s analysis deserves to be quoted at length:

Eupeithes’ speech may very well be an example of a narrator encouraging us to cast a

skeptical eye on what seems, with hindsight, to be the narrator’s own unreliability in the

proem ... But even this is not enough. It too easily separates ideology from reality, and it

fails to see the way that the poem lays before us the success of a certain kind of fantasy of

Odysseus. If the poem ends in a perturbing manner, it does so because the power of

Odysseus’s ideological vision for his homeland brooks no human resistance at all. Any

opponents who do not play the proper role in restoring his vision of paternal power on

Ithaca ... are on the point of being obliterated. So if there is something shocking at the

poem’s end, it is not so much that O nearly fails but that he comes all too close to

succeeding. The gap between the “world of Odysseus” and the world as such is nearly

closed by the almost total destruction of that world.”
As Eupeithes brings his charges against Odysseus, perhaps we should be less surprised that he would
think to link the deaths of the suitors with those of the companions, and more that the loss of the
companions has gone totally unmentioned from the moment of Odysseus’s return to Ithaca. Surely this
loss itself would have been at least as devastating to the Ithacan community (represented in Book 2 by

the character Aegyptius) as the loss of the suitors, and yet the Odyssey’s foregrounding of the heroism of

Odysseus focalizes events in such a way that this loss can be ignored. As we examined in the first chapter

°! Ahl and Roisman (1996: 23-24). Rabel (1997) suggests a similar dichotomy between authorial voice and narrating Muse
for the Iliad.

°> Nagler 1990: 338-339.

% Buchan (2004: 4). See also his reading (pp. 155 ff.) of all the companions as Odysseus’s victims, as their destruction occurs
within the overall context of his absolute position of dominance over them. Because of the capacity of the cunning Odysseus
to assert his will in every situation, Buchan argues that we may interpret even the men’s seeming acts of disobedience — such
as their devouring of the Cattle of the Sun — as under his control.

[132]



with Achilles in the Iliad, the poem’s macro-focalization through the interests and perspective of a single
hero is accompanied by the quiet but persistent voice of the antagonists, who have been given coherent
points of view which could have been (even if here they are not) expanded into quite different versions
of “the same” story.
Coming to an Ending

As the final spokesman for this Ithacan version of events, Eupeithes rallies troops and prepares to face
Odysseus and his supporters in the final battle of the poem. As he makes his preparations, the Narrator
juxtaposes the character’s hopes for the future with an assurance that this final holdout in championing
the anti-Odyssean ideology is dooming himself to the fate of Odysseus’s other opponents at the same
time as he takes up their narrative:

toiow & Evmeibng fjynoato vyménot

o7 & & ye teioeoBaL TS Og povov, 008" dp’ EpeAdev

&V amovoothioewy, AN adToD TOTHOV EPEVELY.

Eupeithes commanded these men in his foolishness (népieai). He thought that he would

avenge the murder of his son; as it turned out, he was never to return home

(aponostésein) again, but would meet his fate there. (Odyssey 24.469-471)
Clearly the use of the verb aponosteein (“to return home”) here evokes the central Odyssean theme of
nostos,”* but in so doing it highlights Odysseus’s complicated relationship with this theme: we saw above
how the hero’s own successful homecoming is contrasted with the failed “nostos of his companions” as
early as the fifth line of the poem. So too the narrator’s reference to the népieai (“foolishness”) of
Eupeithes’ quest reminds us of the epithet népios (“poor fool”), which the Narrator also uses with

reference to the companions in the proem (1.8), and the suitors in their final moments before they are

killed by Odysseus (22.32), locked in his home and prevented from returning to their own. Like them,

% On nostos as a genre and a concept, see e.g. Bonifazi (2009).
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Eupeithes is robbed of his homecoming when he dies in the battle at 24.520-525, and if the battle had
been allowed to continue, the Narrator tells us, Odysseus and his followers “would surely have killed
them all and made them all homecomingless (anostoi)” (24.528: ke &) mdvtag S\ecav kai Ofjkav
avéotovg). This adjective a-nostos (“without homecoming”) is noteworthy, extremely rare in Greek
literature overall and used by Homer only here. It serves — as does this counterfactual statement as a
whole — to align these Ithacans with the rest of Odysseus’s victims, to suggest the extent of the loss of
life our hero is obligated (and willing) to create in order for his version of his own story to prevail.

In addition to its resonance within the Odyssey, this proleptic revelation that Eupeithes “was
never to return home again” engages with a common Iliadic formulation as well, which I wish to discuss
briefly. The verb aponosteein is used in only one other passage in the Odyssey, with reference to
Odysseus’s own homecoming,” but it is used several times in the Iliad, always in this same line-initial
formula (&} dnovootnoewv).” In fact, as we shall see, in Homeric poetry aponosteein is always used in
conjunction with a prediction of how the narrative of the poem will move forward, whether in the
uncertain voice of a character or the omniscient voice of the Narrator; the concrete act of traveling home
represents a possible trajectory along which the plot might, or will, or could never proceed.” Our
characters’ ability to imagine endings for their own stories is contrasted with the Narrator’s (and thus the

poet’s) absolute mastery of this material. Several of the uses of aponosteein involve the unhappy death of

% In a speech by Alcinous to Odysseus at 13.5-6: “I think you will return home again without being driven back at all” (¢’ o Tt
T mhayx0évta y’ diw | &Y drovoothoew).

% In addition to the passages I will discuss here, the Iliadic uses of the verb are 1.60 (Achilles predicts the Achaeans will be
forced to return home, a passage I discuss in Chapter One) and 8.499 (Hector suggests that after their success in battle the
Trojans should camp out on the plain rather than returning home).

%7 Alex Purves (2010: 65 ff.) demonstrates how the Odyssey follows other early Greek poetry in conceptualizing poetic plots
spatially as journeys; this is highlighted by the use of the word oimai (“paths”) to indicate the different songs a bard has
mastery over — cf. my discussion above about Phemius’s ability to sing “all kinds of songs” (pantaiai oimai). See also Clay
(2011).
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a warrior at the hands of his enemies, and are similar enough to our Eupeithes passage to warrant
comparison. In one passage, the narrator comments on Achilles’ inability to predict the death of
Patroclus:
16 v o wote Edreto Bvpd
te@vapev, AANX (wov EvixpiueOévta moAnowv

&y dmovooThoeLy,

(Achilles) never imagined that he (Patroclus) was dead, but thought that he would
come back home (aponostésein) again alive after reaching the gates. (17.404-406)

Here Achilles’ loss of Patroclus — surely one of Homeric epic’s fullest explorations of the grief that
comes from a loved one robbed of his homecoming by an enemy combatant — suggests the scope of the
pathos resulting from the Ithacans’ loss of their friends and family members, a pathos that is increased by
the juxtaposition of the expected outcomes (Patroclus will return victorious; Eupeithes will avenge his
son) with the actual ones (both men will soon die). In another Iliadic passage, the narrator comments on
the Trojan Asius’s choice not to dismount and fight on foot with the rest of his companions:

VATog, 008" dp’ EueXhe kakdg O1d kijpag dAvEag

inmotow kai Sxeo@Lv dyaAAdpevog Tapa vn@v

&y amovoortiioew mpoti Thov fjvepdeooay-

The poor fool (népios), strutting around with his horses and chariot by the ships. As it

turns out, he would not escape his wicked fate; he was never to return home

(aponostésein) to windy Ilium again. (Odyssey 12.113-115)
Here there are several striking similarities with the Narrator’s comment about Eupeithes at Odyssey
24.469-471. In addition to the repetition of & dmovoortrioew, we find in both passages the népi- root
discussed above (Eupeithes led his followers with népieai, “foolishness”), as well as the “inferential
particle” ara (“as it turns out”) and the “probability verb” mellein (“be likely to, be going to, be destined

to”) in the phrase 008" dp” #uele (Il 12.113, Od. 24.470). Egbert Bakker discusses all three of these

features as part of the way in which epic poets construct the relationship between their own present and
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the epic past in which their poems are set. Characters within the poems commonly use ara and mellein to
present the past from a present-centric point of view, to show what “as it turns out” from present
evidence, “was going to happen” in the past. This paradigm, Bakker argues, replicates the Narrator’s
relationship to the material he narrates from the epic past, and offers a different perspective from which
to view the problematic question of “fate” or “destiny” in Homer: “The destiny of a hero is his tradition:
if the memory of the tradition says that so and so happened, then it had to be that way.””® When Homer
calls characters népios, Bakker tells us, he does not mean that they could be thought “foolish” from their
own perspective, but that their knowledge of the future — i.e. of the plot of the poem they are in — is
deficient compared to that of the poet; the characters’ future is the poet’s present, and the characters’
present is the poet’s past. *°

This is all particularly poignant in the case of Eupeithes. As we have seen, his ultimate goal is not
only to win a battle but also to control a narrative, working towards a future in which Odysseus’s killing
of his fellow Ithacans is described as a despicable act that was punished in the end. Homer knows, as do
we, that Eupeithes must fail, at least inasmuch as the ending he has in mind is not part of the epic
tradition we are familiar with. But as the Narrator interrupts Eupeithes’ attempts to promote this
alternate story with his blunt juxtaposition of the “real” ending — i.e. the ending of the version of this
story, the Odyssey, that we are currently listening to — he brings the spotlight onto not only the futility
of Eupeithes’ mission, but also the metapoetic concerns I have centered this chapter around. I have read
Book 24 as a struggle between different characters to narrate and interpret the Odyssey as they each

understand it, to continue past the point at which the poem and its action “ended” in Book 23 (with the

% Bakker 2005: 109.
% Bakker 2005: 112-113.
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death of the suitors and the reconciliation of Penelope and Odysseus) so that they can examine, discuss,
and perhaps correct this ending. So how does this extended meditation on the ending end? With the
sudden insertion of Zeus and Athena, apparently as perturbed as Aristarchus and the Analysts, who
quickly decide to what conclusion they will bring this encounter (and the Odyssey). Zeus listens
bemusedly to Athena’s concerns about the continuation of the action, and then quickly composes an
ending:
¢péw 8¢ ToL g éméoikev.

émel 81 pvnotipag €teioato Siog Odvooen,

dpxia moTh TapdvTeg 6 ptv Pactlevétw aiel,

1ueis & ad maidwy Te KaAoIyVATWY TE POVOLO

gxhnoty Béwpev- Toi §” GAAAAovg PAedVTWY

WG TO TAPOG, TAODTOG 8¢ Kai eiptvn dhig EoTw.

Let me tell you what would be best. Now that noble Odysseus has gotten his revenge on

the suitors, let them strike a faithful treaty: let him be king forever, and let us create a

forgetting (eklésis) of the murder of their sons and brothers. And let them be friends with

each other as they were before, and let there be plenty of wealth and peace. (24.481-

486)
Zeus’s deus ex machina conclusion — which Athena faithfully carries out by appearing on the battlefield
just after Eupeithes is struck down by Laertes’ spear — insists on its own ability to tie off every loose
end, to leave no animosity among the Ithacans for their murdered relatives, no question about the
legitimacy of Odysseus’s rule. And it has always seemed, as we discussed in the opening of this chapter, a
profoundly unsatisfying ending. Even Dorothea Wender’s monograph defending the final book ends
with a lamentation about this section, about what seems like an inappropriate “tone of exhaustion, of

getting the whole thing over with,” about which she can muster no better defense than that “the ancient

audience, not expecting a grand finale, may not have minded in the least,” and confesses her private
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fantasy of this being a scene which she would like to imagine “the dying poet entrusting to his dutiful but
prosaic son, with instructions about necessary contents, but none, alas, about style.”*

But what if this is the point? What if we have been given an ending so shallow that our only
choice is to reject it? Let us consider this eklésis that Zeus promises. Based upon our reading of two
competing narratives, we might expect this “forgetting” to signal the death of the Ithacans’ version of this
story, the opposite fate of the “remembering” that characterizes memorialization in epic poetry, which
Agamemnon spent the beginning of Book 24 speaking about at great length. But such a suggestion
ignores the fact that this poem we are listening to (or reading), which contains this consistent
counterproposal to Odysseus’s own ideology, is the memorialization. Returning to the formulation of
Holscher which we discussed above, the Odyssey may present itself as having a simple, fairy tale, “happily
ever after” ending, but the naturalistic tone that the events leading up to it have taken makes this an
impossibility. The truth is suggested in the way events play out for the two parties. Athena appears to the
battling Ithacans, issues her proclamation from heaven, and:

Tobg 8¢ YAwpdv d£0g elle-

OV & dpa Setodvtwy éx Xelp®v émTato Tebye,

navta 8 émi xOovi mimre, Oedg dma pwynodong:

7pOG 8¢ O TpWI@VTO AMAatdpevot BroToto.

They were seized by yellow fear. In their terror the weapons all fluttered out of their

hands and fell to the ground, when the goddess spoke aloud. They turned toward the

city, eager to get away with their lives. (Odyssey 24.533-536)

This is the last we see of the Ithacans, a reaction that clearly recalls the ending of the final assembly, in

which the suitors families “all were caught in the grip of yellow fear” (24.450: Todg 8" dpa mdvtag vmd

Y\wpov 8éog fipet) by the threats from Odysseus that his emissaries deliver. It is only from a show of force

100 Wender 1978: 64.
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and their own fear for their lives that the Ithacans abandon their position; this does not mean they have
forgotten it. By contrast, Odysseus’s final act in the poem is to disobey an order from the gods and incur
the potential wrath of Zeus; unlike the rest of the Ithacans, he has to be warned twice to avoid angering
the gods:

opepdadéov & ¢fonoe moAvtAag Siog Odvooevs,

oipunoev 8¢ dheig g T aietdg OV imeTHELG.

Kkai tote 81 Kpovidng dpiet Yyoloevta kepavvodv,

ka8 & émeoe mpdabde yAavkwmidog 6P prpomdtprg.

Divine, long-suffering Odysseus let out a terrible roar, reared back and pounced like a

soaring eagle. And then Zeus, son of Cronus sent down a smoking thunderbolt, which

landed in front of the mighty father’s grey-eyed daughter. (Odyssey 24.537-540)
It is only after this thunderbolt — and another admonition from Athena — that Odysseus yields. And
so, despite the fact that we are told by the Narrator that the two sides came together to form a truce
accepting the legitimacy of Odysseus’s rule, the Odyssey’s final image is of the Ithacans running in terror
and Odysseus behaving like a wild animal, getting away with a final act of defiance against the gods. Is
this Odysseus as he would portray himself, or as the suitors would portray him? Perhaps the same
Odysseus who would risk invoking the wrath of Zeus is the one the Ithacans rose up against for

presuming to claim the power of life and death over their families. But how can there be a “forgetting” of

their version of the story if we have just finished hearing it as the conclusion of the Odyssey?
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Chapter Three
The Gods’ Interruptions

In the next two chapters our focus will shift from the modification of stories by characters within the
poems to the same action by their poet himself. Thus I will consider a different aspect of the poems from
the stories by the human characters, one which is almost exclusively present in the voice of the Homeric
Narrator: expansion of the plot through divine intervention. The machinery through which Zeus and the
Olympians are brought into both the Iliad and the Odyssey — the so-called Goétterapparat' — is regular
and formulaic, integrated into both poems from beginning to end, and it operates in a very peculiar and
idiosyncratic way that has received much commentary. Divine intervention is so frequent that the lack of
interference by gods in Odysseus’s apologoi at Odyssey 9-12 was once taken as evidence of their separate
authorship, until Jorgensen’s demonstration that character speech consistently and formulaicly obscures
divine intervention by stating it in generic terms (“some god”).? Lesky’s seminal work describes the
constant “double motivation” found in Homer, a principle whereby both a divine cause and a human
cause are given for many major and minor events. He argued that this does not relieve humans of their
responsibility, but rather amplifies the significance of their actions.’

In his well-known treatment of Homer’s gods, Jasper Griffin takes issue with James Redfield’s
assertion that Homer’s epics contain “literary gods” who should be taken as conceptually different from

the divinities the poet and audience worshipped in their everyday life.* These gods are majestic and

! The term used by e.g. Kullman in his book-length study (1956) of the “divine machinery “in the Iliad from a neo-Analytic
perspective. He suggests that the thoroughgoing intermingling of gods in human affairs is a Homeric innovation; as I argue in
the following two chapters, it seems rather more likely that Homer is following traditional storytelling patterns.

*Jorgensen 1904: 363 ff.
3 Lesky (1961). See also Willcock (1970)
* Griffin (1980: 146 ff.) on Redfield (1975).
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terrifying to the human characters, Griffin argues; their constant juxtaposition of their power and easy
living with the grim reality of human life and death is a defining thematic feature of the Homeric world-
view. This is surely true, and I would imagine that if we had fuller knowledge of the poems’ original
contexts, we would see more parallels between myth and religious practice. For example, in this chapter I
will discuss the role of Apollo as a supporter of the Trojans and an enemy of the Greeks purely in terms
of its effects on the plot of the Iliad. But as Gregory Nagy has argued, Apollo’s association with Achilles
can be plausibly connected to their ritual opposition as rivals in hero cult; it is hard to imagine that
Homer would have imposed a meticulous separation between such external facts and his poetry.® At the
same time, his poetry is surely informed by the traditional rules and customs for narrative treatment of
the gods that would have developed over centuries of practice as a familiar trait of oral epic. One well-
known example is the long-standing difficulty in assigning a coherent or defensible notion of justice or
morality to the actions of the gods in Homer, despite assumptions of such a notion by the poems” human
characters, as I discuss further in the following chapter.® My interest here is in reading the narrative
handling of the gods from the perspective of a poet who performs (or dictates) a poem while
simultaneously composing it. This allows regular interventions by the gods to be considered in terms of
their function as storytelling tools. The gods are specifically employed by the poet to control the speed
and direction of the narrative, to restate or predict story details from the past or future, and, I believe, to
introduce innovation. At times the use of the gods for these purposes is so blatant that in them we can
essentially see the composing poet showing us his work, as he keeps the plot of his ongoing story

organized.

*Nagy (1979: 121 ff.)

¢ Van Erp Taalman Kip (2000) persuasively illustrates the inconsistency between Homeric characters’ beliefs and divine
action; this is a problem which (as she notes) has been commented upon since antiquity.

[141]



This chapter’s study of narrative expansion centers around a reading of one extremely specific
and crucial storytelling moment: Iliad 7.16. At the beginning of Book 7, Hector and Paris re-enter the
war after each spending all or part of Books 3-6 inside Troy, and the opening lines make it clear that the
addition of these two men to the Trojan side could make enough difference to tip the tide of battle. The
pair returns to the troops like a wind sent by the gods to answer the prayers of sore-armed oarsmen (7.4-
7), and immediately the Trojans start making kills: Paris slays Menesthius (7.8-10), and Hector slays
Eioneus (7.11-12), which seems to set off a chain reaction: next the Trojan ally Glaucus kills Iphinous
(7.13-16), which brings us to the crucial moment. If this trend continues, it seems inevitable that
Achilles” wish to Zeus will be granted: the Trojans will kill enough Greeks to send the rest running to
Achilles with their tails between their legs. What prevents this from happening immediately after 7.16 is
the intervention of the gods. Athena and Apollo suddenly and rather arbitrarily decide to stop the war
and stage a duel between Ajax and Hector, which will last until sundown (7.282), meaning the first day
of fighting is almost entirely a day of Achaean victory, beginning and ending with duels that, while
indecisive, clearly project Greek winners in both cases, and punctuated by Diomedes’ aristeia. The three
kills by Hector, Paris, and Glaucus narrated at 7.1-16 seem to have no significance to the overall story at
all.

Now we will consider this moment of Trojan victory at the beginning of Iliad 7 and read its
storytelling from the perspective of the oralist. If we consider our poems the products of composition in
performance, then we can see this moment at 7.16 (along with many like it) as an open-ended hub

offering the singer has a binary storytelling choice.” Suppose he feels that a meandering series of battles

7 Scodel (1999: 33 and passim) discusses the phenomenon of “local motivation,” calling its prevalence “perhaps the most
characteristic features of Homeric narrative.” See further in Chapter 4.
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and duels is tedious for this audience; they seem hungry for resolution on Zeus’s promise to Achilles. All
he would have to do is skip directly to (what we have as) Book 11.84, in which the main Greek warriors
are all wounded and Patroclus visits Nestor and learns of the direness of the situation, and from there to
our Book 16, which begins with Achilles sending Patroclus (now sympathetic to the Achaeans) into
battle, and thus leads to the poem’s conclusion. The coherence of the Iliad from Book 16 to the end
would, in fact, be virtually unaffected by the removal of these eight books of the Iliad (7-10, 12-15) — a
basic point which has been at the heart of more than a century of Homeric scholarship.® Therefore the
poet’s decision at this moment not to short-circuit the Iliad’s potentially long plot must be a viewed as a
purposeful choice, an expansion, one that has been made for the benefit an audience that is not tired of
endless battles. One imagines a paying patron who has asked a singer to dictate “the full version” of the
Wrath of Achilles song to a scribe might be an example of such an audience.’ In the final part of the
present chapter I will suggest a more specific motivation for stopping the battle, but it seems likely that

71 made lengthening the performance of the poem its own reward,

Homer’s “expansion aesthetic
provided that there is time to be filled and the expansion is satisfying to the audience.

In any event, for a true composer-in-performance, the factor I invoke in both scenarios — that is,
the desires, expectations, and understanding of the audience — will almost always inform the decision to

make one narrative choice over the other. As we will see, when the poet introduces the gods at this

moment in the poem to retard the Trojan progress, they are described in terms that strongly suggest the

8 The detachability of so much of the Iliad with little affect on the rest of the poem is one of the main reasons the Analysts
argued for multiple authorship, a phenomenon I discuss below.

? For the affect of transcription on the shape of an epic performance in living traditions, see e.g. Scodel (2002: 48) on the
phenomenon of “notional epic” and “induced epic,” and Jensen (2011, esp. pp. 256-257).

1 Martin (1989) passim.
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relationship between an audience and a performance. As the three aforementioned warriors on the
Trojan sides make their kills, they are noticed by Athena:

Todg &’ (g 0DV évonoe Bed yAavk@mig ABAvn

Apyeiovg O ékovTag €vi kpatepf] Dopivy,

B7 pa kat’ OvAdumol0 Kapvwy difaca

"Thov eig iepfv- i) § dvtiog dpvut’ A6 WY

Iepydpov éxxatidwv, Tpweoot §& PovAeto vikny-

dAAAotat 8¢ T ye ovvavtéaOny mapd ey @.

Then, when the grey-eyed goddess Athena noticed these men killing the Argives in the

violent fight, she went leaping down from the peaks of Olympus to holy Ilium. Apollo

rushed up to meet her as he was looking down and watching from Pergamum — he

wanted victory for the Trojans. The two met with each other beside an oak tree. (Iliad

7.17-22)
Despite their difference in location, both gods are doing what gods do, which is the same thing audiences
do: watch human life as a show. Athena “notices” the thrust of the plot; Apollo “looks down and
watches” from the periphery of the action. The poems’ metaphorical equation of god with audience has
been famously demonstrated by Jasper Griffin, who highlights the symbolic power of the Iliad’s
reduction of human tragedy to the status of divine entertainment."’ In her book on the narrative
management of space in Greek literature, Alex Purves collects similar passages of divine spectatorship,

finding the ultimate extension of the gods-as-audience metaphor in the image of Zeus

... eloopowv Tpdowv Te TOAY Kai vijag Axaidv
— XoAKOD Te 0TEPOTNV, OANDVTAG T" OAALUEVOG TE.

...watching the town of the Trojans and the ships of the Achaeans — the flash of
bronze, the killed and the killers. (11.82-83)

Purves finds in the limitlessness of Zeus’s perspective a metaphor for his relationship to the potentially

“eusynoptic” plot of the poem — he can comprehend it all at once, and he can exert his influence upon

! Griffin 1980: 167-171, 179 ff.
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it."> The role of Zeus in this metaphor is a question that we will consider in more detail in the following
chapter; in the context of Iliad 7, Jenny Strauss Clay finds the same gods-as-audience metaphor at play in
immediate sequel to this scene. After plans for the duel have been set into motion, Athena and Apollo
assume the form of vultures and sit in the branches of an oak tree of Zeus, “taking pleasure in the men”
(7.62: av8pdot tepmdpevor). The language recalls the passage we examined in the previous chapter, when
Penelope and Odysseus “took pleasure in stories” (23.301: tepméofnv poboiot) while re-narrating the
Odyssey to one another.

Clay comments on the separation between man and divinity which is inherent in the two gods
“impassively enjoying the spectacle” as “from their respective grandstands, the gods ... cheer on their
favorites or fear for their safety.”’* However, just as with audiences in real-world oral performances, the
gods play a significant role in shaping their own entertainment: the scene that Athena and Apollo
impassively watch is one they have personally set into motion. As we shall see, it is, in fact, the result of a
careful negotiation of the same partisanship that causes them to cheer or feel fear for their favorites. The
familiar partisan alignment of the gods naturally extends to their roles as audience members: Athena is
concerned about Greek deaths, Apollo hopes for Trojan victory. In the absence of any consensus about
the original intended performance context of the Iliad, one cannot say whether the balance of pro-Greek
and pro-Trojan sympathies represented dynamics at play in the real-world audience, but the idea is not
impossible. The special mention made of the descendents of Aeneas as future rulers of Troy (20.307-

308) has often been taken as a nod to some contemporary ruling family in Asia Minor, for example."*

12 Purves (2010: 33). Clay (2011: 4) makes a similar point independently.
B Clay (2011: 3-4).

'* For a survey of opinions on this topic see Faulkner (2008), who affirms the hypothesis that the poem (along with the
Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite) honored contemporary Aeneidae.
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More broadly, early audiences surely included individuals who, just like the gods, considered certain
heroes their own personal relatives, and were thus just as personally invested in the outcome of this or
that battle. More broadly still, the audience is clearly supposed to feel some measure of sympathy for the
Trojans; this is why Hector has just had a tender moment with his wife and child."* There is a broad
spectrum of ways in which the individual gods’ consistent identity as pro-Greek or pro-Trojan allows
them to be assigned to and voice the conflicting pressures influencing the poet’s narrative at any given
moment.

Apollo begins the divine conversation by explicitly naming Athena’s likely motivation for
interrupting the conflict:

Timre od § ad pepavia Awdg Bvyatep peyddoto

NABeg am” OvAvpmoto, péyag 8¢ oe Bupog dvijkev;

7 tva 81 Aavaotot pdxng étepadkéa vikny

3@g; émel of Tt Tpdag drmolvpévoug éleaipelg.

Daughter of great Zeus, why in the world is it this time that you have come from

Olympus so eagerly, with your great heart compelling you? Was it so that you could give

the Danaans the other side’s victory in battle? Because you never feel a bit of pity for the

Trojans! (Iliad 7.24-27)
The memorable epithet-noun combination heteralkea nikén (“the other side’s victory”) recurs several
times in the Iliad; ancient commentators pointed out that “it appears when the side that was formerly
winning suffers a loss due to the introduction of some change of power.”"® In fact, Athena will

immediately (7.34-35) acknowledge that Apollo has her right. She has indeed come down to sway the

course of the battle for her own viewing pleasure: it is not pleasant for her to watch Greeks die, but she

* William Sale (1987) puts forward a sophisticated argument, based on the presence/absence of formulas describing
movement to/from Troy, that scenes set within Troy are a Homeric innovation rather than traditional.

'6 This is the formulation of the b family of scholia on 7.26 (<<érepalkéa:>> énifetov Todto Tfg vikng. yiverar 82 dtav of
npdTEpOV VK oavteg £ ErepoSuvapiag Tvog TapetoPadovong frtnB@ciy.); the A and T scholia make similar comments.

[146]



does not mind seeing Trojans die. Through the language surrounding Athena’s intercession, the poet
voices an inherent challenge in the presentation of this particular story to pro-Greek audiences. The
basic plot of the Iliad is set into motion by Zeus’s agreement to grant Achilles’ request: allow Trojans to
kill the Greeks. From a eusynoptic perspective, the death of Greeks is all the Iliad’s plot requires until the
death of Patroclus in Book 16 puts an end to Achilles” absence. But for the Athenas in the audience, this
means the first half of the poem will be full of the unpleasant spectacle of Trojans killing Greeks. Kirk
reads Apollo’s particle combination 8 + ad as emphasizing the god’s frustration at the iterative nature of
pro-Greek divine intervention — why are you interfering this time — offering an apt parallel in Sappho
1.15 ff." Divine intervention is often either explicitly or implicitly motivated by the gods’ distress at the
Greeks’ predicament of the moment. We can, in fact, observe that the lines which introduced this divine
intervention are a formula; the poet has already used them in Book S:
Tovg & wg odv gvonoe Bea AevkwAevog "Hpn Tovg & wg odv £vonoe Bea yAavk@mg ABrvy
Apyeiovg OAéxovTag €vi kpatepi] Dopivy, Apyeiovg OAéxovTag €vi kpatepf] Dopivy,
avtik’ AOnvainy énea wrepdevta Tpoonvda- B7 pa xat’ OvAdpmoto kapvwy difaca

"Thov eig iepfv- i) § dvtiog dpvut’ A6 AwY
Then, when the white-armed goddess Hera Then, when the grey-eyed goddess Athena noticed
noticed these men killing the Argives in the these men killing the Argives in the violent fight, she
violent fight, she quickly addressed winged went leaping down from the peaks of Olympus to holy
words to Athena... (Iliad 5.711-713) Ilium. Apollo rushed up to meet her... (Iliad 7.17-20)
This scene in Book S comes as part of complex chain of divine intervention — in fact, I could just as
easily have chosen 5.1 rather than 7.16 as the pivotal moment on which to focus, because here too, the

poet seems to choose to put off the Trojan victory for the purpose of celebrating Greek glory. There at

the beginning of Book 5, towards the beginning of the first day of battle, Athena interferes with the

17 Kirk (1990: 224). While Sappho’s repeated use of Sndte is also connected with the regularity divine intervention, it is a neat
inversion to put the words in the mouth of the intervening god to comment upon the frequency of the human “typical scene”
of the spurned lover.
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human action to give Diomedes an aristeia “so that he would be conspicuous to all the Argives and win
great fame” (5.2-3: iv’ &x8nhog petd maow | Apyeiotot yévorro i8¢ kK\éog €060V dporro), a phrase which
combines and elides the difference between him as a man in a battle and him as a character in a story. It
is his and the Greeks’ glory, not the plot, that motivate this expansion. Athena then convinces Ares to
leave the battle so that the humans can fight on their own. Diomedes is victorious until he confronts
Aeneas, at which point Aphrodite (unsuccessfully) and Apollo (successfully) intervene to save the
Trojan. Apollo appeals to Ares to re-enter the battle, which he does, taking Hector’s side and shifting the
direction of the conflict to be in the Trojans’ favor. This brings us to the quoted passage, which will soon
lead to Hera’s intervention to Zeus on the Achaeans’ behalf:

Zeb martep ov vepeoily Apy tade kaptepa Epya

000aTIOV T Kai olov dmwAeoe Aady Axatdv

ey &tap od katd kdopov époi & dxog, oi 8¢ éknlot
tépmovral Kompig e xai dpyvpoTtofog AnéAwy

dppova TodTov Avéveg, ¢ od Tva 0ide OépioTa;

Father Zeus, are you not offended at Ares for these violent deeds of his, and the number
and quality of the men of the Achaeans he has killed, with no thought, and not in the
right order? It is a pain for me, but there they are worry-free, <Aphrodite> of Cyprus and
Apollo with his silver bow, taking pleasure in unleashing this mindless fool who knows
no law. (Iliad 5.575-763)

Again the objection can be read as a commentary on the admixture of elements in the plot at this point.
The concern that the indiscriminate killing of Greeks might cause nemesis (“righteous indignation”) may
more than a purely aesthetic concern for the poet, but it is the pleasure or pain of the audience that Hera
invokes in her (persuasive) request to allow Ares to be removed from battle. Again we encounter the
verb terpein to describe the enjoyment of an audience. Andrew Ford defines the pleasure represented by

this verb as “the one goal of poetry that Homer mentions, a dozen times at least” about which “there is
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no doubt among commentators,”® citing the familiar statement by Hesiod at Theogony 96-103 about the
ability of heroic epic (100: ¥\eia mpotépwy dvBpdmwv) to relieve pain and grief. The Odyssey contains
three examples of characters feeling pain rather than pleasure during bard’s performance.'” In all three
cases, it is because the audience member has a close connection to a figure within the bard’s story; in all
three cases, a request is made to the bard to change his topic. Ruth Scodel surveys comparative evidence
from living oral traditions, demonstrating the real potential for epic performances to fail and be
abandoned by their listeners, in order to illustrate the bard’s constant need to account for his audience’s
reaction.”

But the strongest connection between Hera’s statement and the world of poetic composition is
the phrase pay dtap od xata xéopov (“with no thought, and not in order”). Ford also identifies the
phrase kata kosmon (“in order”) as a quasi-technical term that describes the correctness of a poetic
performance in terms of the vividness caused by its arrangement and ornamentation. This, for example,
is what Odysseus means when he tells Demodocus that he sings the fall of Troy kata kosmon: the story is
clearly true, because it is correctly structured and vivid.*! David Elmer draws a connection with a similar
term from Parry and Lord’s collection of Slavic oral poetry, kita. Both words can have a literal meaning
of “decoration” or “ornamentation,” and this is often the sense in which kita is used, describing the

pieces of decoration on a hero’s panoply, for example. But because extra pieces of armor are extra lines of

'8 Ford (1992: 52).

' Penelope complains of the Ithacan bard Phemius’s song of the returns of the Greek heroes (1.328-364); Odysseus cries at
the Phaeacian bard Demodocus’s performances of songs about a quarrel between Odysseus and Achilles (8.73-103) and the
Trojan Horse (8.492-541), and on both occasions Alcinous interrupts the song. On the juxtaposition of pleasure and pain in
song, see Nagy (1979: 97-101), Biles (2003).

2 Scodel (2002: 7 ff.)
2 Ford (1992: 118-125).
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poetry, the term shades over into a general description of poetic expansion.”> Elmer speaks of the
tendency for oral epic towards “hypertrophy” — the development of a style that favors expansion
because it equates truth with vividness by accumulation of detail. What I am arguing is for the same
process, but on the macro-level, with the poet decorating the plot with extra episodes in the same way he
decorates armor with extra lines of description.”® For an expansion of the plot to be kata kosmon, then, it
must add these episodes in the right proportion. Hera’s complaint is that Ares’ unmitigated killing of
Greeks is not kata kosmon — an episode that causes the audience pain rather than pleasure. Zeus on
Ares? Interestingly, after Diomedes then stabs Ares and sends him bleeding off the battlefield, War will
soon depart from the plot as well. After only 65 more lines of fighting (6.1-65), Book 6 shifts its attention
to speeches (6.66-116), a confrontation between Glaucus and Diomedes that ends in a recitation of
genealogy and an affirmation of friendship (6.117-236), and a reunion between Hector and his family
(6.237-529) before he returns to battle with Paris. This brings us to our pivotal moment in Book 7. Now
that Diomedes’ aristeia is over and the Trojans are back on the field, it seems it is finally time for the
Trojan victory to begin, until we get this new intervention.

As a visible part of the storytelling machinery of Homeric epic, constant divine intervention by
the gods is thus an integral and familiar part of all the traditional stories, to which Apollo’s “this time” is a
nod. He then goes on to suggest an alternative:

GAN €l poi T wiBoto T6 kev wOAD képSiov eln-

VOV pév Tadowpey TOAepoV kal SioTiTa

ofjpepov- Dotepov adte payfoovt’ eig 8 ke Tékpwp
Thiov edpwoty, émel dg pidov émheto Bvpud

22 Elmer 2010.

2 Cedric Whitman (1958) and Keith Stanley (1993) both draw parallels between the intricacy of construction of the Iliad’s
plot and visual art. Stanley’s analogy of the plot with the shield of Achilles in Iliad 18 neatly illustrates how expansion of the
plot by visual description and the addition of episodes can be one and the same thing.

[150]



vptv aBavaryol, Stampadéery T6de dotv.

But why don’t you listen to me about what would be the very smartest thing: first, let’s

now stop the war and the battle for today. Later they will fight again until they reach

their goal of Ilium, since this is what pleases the hearts of you immortal goddesses, to

destroy this city. (Iliad 7.28-31)
Irrespective of the alignment of Apollo’s pro-Trojan perspective with any audience sympathies, it is
unquestionably aligned with the plot requirements of Zeus’s assent to Achilles’ request. Athena’s
ultimate aim (Greek victory) is aligned with the ultimate conclusion of the Trojan war saga (Troy falls),
and probably also with the sympathies of a large portion of the audience, but it is an impossible “goal”
(tekmor) for the poem when the Achilles plot is in motion. But at this storytelling moment of 7.16, the
Achilles plot itself is now put on hold as well by Athena, for this new intervention that will lead to the
duel between Hector and Ajax. Apollo makes the same distinction between the present storytelling
moment — the “now” (nyn), the “today” (sémeron) — and the saga’s eventual conclusion — the “later”
(hysteron), the “again” (aute) — in his proposal to negotiate a compromise between their two goals, by
putting them both on hold. By stopping both the war (polemon), which Athena’s Greeks will win, and
the battle (déiotéta), which Apollo’s Trojans will win, the poet creates a new storytelling space, a “Now”
beyond the broad context of the Trojan war and the immediate context of the wrath of Achilles. In this
storytelling space, duels between Ajax and Hector or Paris and Menelaus can exist as spectacles with no
permanent consequences to the plot or characters, since they are conveniently ended before anyone is
killed.

But before we continue with our consideration of the poet’s use of the gods to introduce
expansions into his plot, it will be useful to explore the implications behind my identification of this
Auerbachian Now, this constantly available present in which stories independent of other ongoing plots

can occur. In the following section we will consider how the poems’ oral-poetic context provides a

crucial component in the poet’s use of the gods as storytelling devices.
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The ticking clock poet

James Notopolous famously claimed that Parry’s demonstration of an oral-formulaic Homer would have
to mean an entirely new set of principles of literary criticism.”* Whether or not this is true, it seems clear
that scholarship written from an oralist perspective is interested in a different set of issues, which it talks
about it in a different way. One difference that is key to my decision to adopt a more oralist perspective
for the final two chapters is that, in contrast with the narratological perspective of my first two, the study
of oral poetics has more room for the concept of author.”® The present chapter considers ways in which
oral poets expand their songs. Implicit in this project is the notion that what happens inside the poet’s
head is both significant and knowable — that it is possible to get some sense of what Homer was
thinking after he composed Iliad 7.16. In living traditions, of course, this is literally possible, because the
singers can be interviewed and asked about their process. Ruth Scodel quotes a dhalang — one of the
“composers-in-performance on the Parry-Lord model” who perform in the Javanese wayang kulit, or
shadow-puppet theater — who describes how he might respond if asked to perform a piece (Sang Sang
Anting Retno) he has never heard:

“Well, Sang Sang Anting Retno, what could that story be? Then suddenly I get some

ideas. Since these people like fancy puppet movements and clown scenes, I'll use a story

that highlights those things. Therefore the result is like this. I took a Mask Play story but

I changed the name of the boon. It’s just a starting point. In the first scene, if I'm not

mistaken, there’s the visitor to the kingdom, but maybe I'll change it to another. That’s

how it’s done in the performances. Most puppeteers who create stories take things from
their own imaginations.”

* Notopoulos (1949)

5 The structuralist tradition of narratology that informs the scholarship of e.g. de Jong and Richardson is more interested in
describing the text and its internal concepts such as the Narrator (i.e. the primary external focalizer) than the author; see e.g.
Bal (2009: 15). In response to a work that attempts to combine narratology with the notion of the “implied author,” Irene de
Jong (2001b: 22) confesses that she is “personally not a great fan” of the latter concept.

26 Scodel 2002: 34-35.
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Here poetic “imaginations” operate by analogy and imitation, riffing on old formulas and type scenes
rather than creating new ones. In Homeric epic too, to be ostentatiously novel would be to violate what
Ruth Scodel calls the “rhetoric of traditionality.””” We will notice too that the dhalang explicitly invokes
the consideration we have been discussing — the audience — as the factor influencing this process.

It is the consistent formulaic structure underlying oral composition which makes it plausible to
speculate about what thoughts or pressures led a singer to make a specific choice at a specific moment.
Milman Parry’s analysis of Homeric verse sometimes reads something like a commentary on a chess
match.®® By this I mean that he demonstrates almost mathematically how Homer’s Kunstsprache
constructs a significant proportion of its lines of poetry according to a set of definable and demonstrable
formulaic rules. He points, for example, to a common pattern in a which sentence ends with a hero’s
name filling out the end of a line. If Homer has 2.5 feet (the space after the hepthemimeral caesura:
“|77|7") to fill with the name ‘Odysseus’, he will always and exclusively be completed with the name-
epithet combination polymétis Odysseus (“Odysseus with all his cunning”) — unless the final word ends
with a short vowel, in which case Odysseus’s epithet will need to begin with two consonants to lengthen
the preceding syllable, and he will always and exclusively be ptoliporthos Odysseus (“Odysseus, sacker of
cities”).” And so forth. The equivalent to this in the chess analogy would be the “rules” players can
invariably be seen following — a rook moves straight; a bishop moves diagonally. But a master chess
player also knows strategies for how she may employ these rules most successfully, and thus the

knowledgeable commentator may comment on both the rules and the strategies constraining or

*7 Scodel 2002 (passim).
28 For a somewhat different use of the chess metaphor to represent the “endgame” of Homeric epic, see Wong (2002: 14-16).

¥ Parry 1971: 51.
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encouraging that player at each moment of the unfolding game — which moves are allowable and which
are advisable.

A reasonable parallel can be drawn between this and Lord’s analysis of the experiment
mentioned above, in which Parry has the master singer Avdo Mededovi¢ perform another singer’s song,
Beciragi¢ Meho, after hearing it only once. The differences and similarities between Avdo’s performance
and that of the other singer (Mumin), says Lord, tell us something important about their process.
Because Avdo is a master guslar, he was able to hear Mumin’s song as a string of type-scenes (such as
“messenger arrives at a meeting of local chiefs at a tavern with news for the hero”), which Lord calls
“themes.” ** Each type scene a common element of their shared oral tradition, found in many songs
known by both singers. Rather than attempting to reconstruct Mumin’s lines, Avdo must have simply
noted the significant elements in each theme — that is, the ways in which it differs from a hypothetical
“normal” version of the type-scene — and recreated Mumin’s song using his own versions of the themes.
Implicit in Lord’s argument is that a knowledgeable critic of oral epic can, like a chess commentator,
comment on the singer’s thought process by reconstructing the position he is in at any moment of his
performance, and explaining his choices based on the rules of the overall system of oral poetics in which
he is participating. Consider Lord’s explanation for why Avdo’s song draws particular attention to a
seemingly unremarkable fact — that the hero (Meho) is not in disguise during a certain part of the story:

There was something also in the story of Meho’s capture of Nikola Vodogazovid ... that

surprised Avdo. He tells us that he was surprised; that is to say, he underlines the fact

that Meho went to Janok, not in disguise, but in the clothes of a Turkish border warrior.

(...) Avdo underlines this lack of disguise, because expeditions to Janok are generally for

rescue, not for capture, and they are accomplished in disguise. ... Everything in Avdo’s
experience of the tradition at this point indicates that the hero should be in disguise, and

% That the Iliad and Odyssey are composed largely of such type scenes was established independently of Parry by his
contemporary Arend (1933); see the discussion below on Elizabeth Minchin’s “scripts.”
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Avdo must restrain himself from disguising him. He indicates his problem and his
feeling about it; yet he follows his model.*!

The better acquainted listeners are with the various rules and strategies of the game, the more they will
appreciate the nuances of what makes good performers or players good, as well as what makes them each
individual and unique.*

But the marriage of literary interpretation and mindreading can be tricky business. One aspect
of Parry’s attempt to see inside Homer’s mind that has probably received as much attention and
criticism as anything he wrote is a particular assertion about the implications of his research. He believed
he had demonstrated that any time Homer employs a specific type of fixed epithet, including the
aforementioned polymétis Odysseus, the choice has been forced upon him by the rules of the system;
frequent repetition has numbed him and the audience to these epithets’ specific meaning.** A generation
of scholarship carefully demonstrated both that the system was not as perfectly thrifty as Parry
believed,** but also, and perhaps more importantly, that the system is a tool used by the singer, not the
singer by the system.* Just because we can demonstrate that the poet of the Iliad and Odyssey composed

using an explainable system does not mean he is an automaton whose thought and artistry is equally

3! Lord (1960: 103)

32 For varying views on the competence of Homer’s audience, see Martin (1993) and the first chapter of Scodel (2002). For
speculation on the nature of the audience in general, see e.g. Dalby (1995), Murray (2008).

3 Parry (1972: 21-23, 118-145). In the latter citation, Parry himself points out that the issue goes back to antiquity: the
scholia regularly invoke the example of 8.555, a simile where stars appear “around the bright moon” (actviv aupi oehjvny),
despite the fact that the brightness of the moon makes stars invisible. The A scholiast (probably quoting Aristarchus) argues
that this describes the moon “not at that moment, but in general” (o tiv téte odoav, d\A& tiv kabddov), and the scholiasts
refer to this passage in their explanations of similar cruces regarding inappropriately used epithets at Iliad 18.349, 21.218,
Odyssey 6.58, 6.74. On the last point, see especially his discussion of audience “indifference” at 129-130.

** e.g. Shive (1987) demonstrates that the name-epithet system for Achilles does not have perfect thrift if patronymics and
pronouns are taken into account.

3 Norman Austin (1975: 1-81) re-examines the formulas used in speech-introduction lines to demonstrate that choice of
epithet is governed by context as well as meter; Lowenstam (1981) demonstrates how, contra Parry, the poet of the Iliad and
Odyssey seems to strive specifically to avoid allowing formulaic epithets to contradict context.
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simplistic. If a line ends with ptoliporthos Odysseus, is it not just as possible that Homer has chosen the
structure of the whole line in order to give himself the opportunity to use that epithet, instead of
composing the beginning with no thought of the end, pay drap od kata kdéopov? How can one continue
to justify scholarship through mind-reading?

In his reading of the opening lines of the Iliad, James Redfield disagrees strongly with Parry’s
conclusions about the validity of explaining away a traditional phrase’s special meaning in a particular
context by demonstrating its formularity. With a nod to Borges” “Pierre Menard, author of the Quixote,”
he insists on the ability of a poem as a whole to create meaning even if, as seems to be the case of the first
line of the poem, the rules of the system seem to restrict the poet’s choices for every single word. Even if
the particular meaning of an epithet gets blunted by its regular employment in a formulaic phrase, the
singer’s manipulation of context always has the potential to reactivate the full force of the meaning.*
And yet Redfield has no qualms about analyzing the poetry in terms that recreate the poet’s mental state
upon composing. With reference to Parry’s observation about the regularity with which certain name-
epithet combinations (such as polymétis Odysseus) are invariably used to end lines in certain metrical
slots, he invokes

... the familiar rule that hexameters become more formulaic towards the end. We hear

the line as composed from left to right. The poet, having set himself a metrical problem

in the first part of his line, solves it with an item from his formulaic repertoire.”’

Redfield’s statement essentially shares Parry’s assumption about the poet’s perspective, but draws a

different conclusion about how that perspective would have felt. We hear the lines “as composed, left to

36 Redfield (1979: 99). Adam Parry (1966: 199-200, esp. n. 45) makes a similar argument in favor of crediting the individual
poet who created our text of the Iliad with the nuance of meaning created by Helen’s employment of the fixed formula
“kynodpidos (“dog-faced”) to describe herself at Iliad 3.180, even though it could be argued that the choice was determined by
the system.

¥ Redfield 1979: 100.
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right,” the implication being that the creation of our texts operated like a performance; the poet did not
go back and revise.*® What is common to Redfield, Parry, and anyone who believes that Homer
composed orally, then, is the assumption that our texts of the Iliad and Odyssey, like the record of a chess
match, may be considered from the specific perspective of a bard creating it. That is, he is forced to make
each move, compose each line, from the exact perspective of having made all the previous ones and not
being able to change them. Every new move is circumscribed by those that have come before, while
looking ahead to those that will come next.

Thus I will evoke an image for my chess metaphor to stand for this concept: the familiar clock at
the side of the table, whose incessant ticking reminds players and audience that every irreversible choice
is made under the pressure of limited time. The fact that the poet who used our system was what I will
call a “ticking clock poet” is just as important as the fact that he used the system at all. Underlying
Redfield’s metaphor of “solving a metrical problem” is that the formulaic system was created by poets,
for poets, to solve the kind of problems they would run into during the act of composing a poem in a
performance. The reason why poets would develop a system favoring line-ending formulas could be
restated in the following way: having expended mental energy on the task of composing a line, the
familiar traditional phrase rolling effortlessly off the tongue for the final several feet gives the singer a
mental break to think about the next line.** Because oral poets are always under tremendous pressure to
produce an endless stream of language, without ever stopping or telling a story that is in any way

inconsistent or unsatisfactory, it makes sense that the traditional system they develop would be designed

38 At the beginning of the article (1979: 95) Redfield asserts his belief that the Iliad “is, or at the very least is like, oral poetry,
poetry created in performance by the rapid and relatively unreflective mobilization of traditional means.”

¥ Redfield (1979: 95) argues that these line-ending epithet/noun combinations were “relatively lexicalized units” — i.e. that
they would essentially be stored and accessed by the poet as a single “word.”
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to offer them solutions to the kinds of problems they regularly faced. What I am arguing in these final
chapters is that the gods are a storytelling device of a similar sort, operating on the level of adding or
finishing an episode rather than a line.
Homer’s Written and Mental Text

At this point in the discussion it will be important to raise a distinction over which there has been much
contention since Parry — that between “oral” and “oral-derived” poetry. The Iliad and Odyssey we have
are not oral performances; they are strings of letters printed on paper. And yet they rely upon a system of
formulaic language that was most likely developed for oral composition in performance. It seems
improbable in the extreme that ancient technology would allow a stenographer to transcribe the poems
during their normal performances conditions, which means that the text must have been created during
an abnormal performance. Perhaps Milman Parry’s archaic Greek counterpart convinced a bard to
dictate slowly for a scribe; perhaps an oral singer learned to write and composed his own manuscript as
an experiment in the possibilities offered by the new form. With either scenario, it seems hard to imagine
that the conditions under which the texts were created could not have eased or eliminated any real
influence from the ticking clock, as the poet could have gone back and altered the text later if he chose.*
Is it not thus misguided to speak of the texts of the Iliad and Odyssey as if they were true spontaneous
oral performances?

To this objection I would offer two responses. First, it seems that although either scenario for

recording the text in writing could have allowed the singer an opportunity to improvise and edit himself

* To return to the contrast between narratology and oral poetics, Barthes’s comments (1966: 252) deserve comparison:
“From the point of view of narrative, what we call time does not exist, or at least it only exists functionally, as an element of a
semiotic system: time does not belong to discourse proper, but to the referent. Both narrative and language can only refer to
semiological time; ‘true’ time is only a referential illusion, ‘realistic,’ as Propp’s commentary shows. It is in this respect only
that structural description can presume to come to terms with it.” Genette’s (1980) narrative theory describes the internal
workings of this illusion of time in detail.
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in ways impossible in live performance, there is in fact some agreement that, at least to a certain extent,
the singer(s) of the Iliad and Odyssey did not take this opportunity — which is consistent with the
practice of the singers Parry and Lord worked with.* The reason involves a set of idiosyncratic features
of the texts that have been commented upon since antiquity, and which once played a major role in the
tradition of Analyst scholarship that argued for multiple authorship. These can be broadly defined as
faults with the language and problems with the story details — but one of the advantages of oral theory is
that it allows us to describe these aspects of the poems not as “faults” but simply regular features of oral
composition.” There are, for example, a fair number of “unmetrical” lines such as Odyssey 13.194:

Tobvek’ dp’ &Nhoerdéa pavéokero mavra dvakte (T77| T[T T )

In an oral performance, meter is a matter of rhythm and sound; the kind of long and short syllable
counting that has led various modern editors to propose emendations of this line is a product of freezing
poetry in writing where it can be scrutinized and corrected — concepts which would have no meaning
to a bard whose method of creating poetry is to perform it to the ticking clock.

More problematic still for the concept of a writing and editing editing poet are minor plot
inconsistencies.* At Iliad 13.410-417 the minor Trojan character Hypsenor is killed in battle; a few lines
later his comrades carry him off the field “groaning heavily” (13.423: fapéa otevayovta). The same four
line-passage that includes the formulaic phrase “groaning heavily” had already been used to describe the

same two comrades Mecisteus and Alastor carrying off a man who was merely wounded (8.331-334 =

* Lord (1960: 128) makes this point specifically.

* For the looseness in meter caused by adherence to the formulaic system rather than our definition of metricality, see Parry
(1972: 197-221)

* Cited by Reece (2011: 317), where he cites Odyssey 7.89 as another example.
* These examples are commonly cited; for a fuller version of the argument see e.g. Janko (1998), Reece (2011), Jensen

(2011).

[159]



13.420-423); it is reasonable to suggest the poet simply mixed up the two contexts in the moment. In
Odyssey 20, Odysseus prays for an omen and Zeus send thunder. The formulaic lines have the god
rumble “from high up in the clouds” (104: Hy60ev ¢k vepéwv), and then immediately a slave recognizes
the omen and explains her reasons for taking it as such: she hears thunder “and there is not a cloud
anywhere” (114: 008¢ 7ot vépog ¢oti). Examples could be multiplied, each of which can, of course,
potentially be solved with a clever interpretation. There is, for instance, the familiar issue with the
ambassadors who negotiate with Achilles in Iliad 9. Agamemnon sends three men (Odysseus, Phoenix,
Ajax), but on several occasions the Narrator refers to them with verb and pronoun forms in the duel
number (such as 9.182: 1o 8¢ Batnv napa Oiva... ), otherwise used exclusively to refer to pairs of two.
Perhaps this too is Homer nodding — the poet adds Phoenix as a third member to an embassy scene
that he regularly sings with with two, and neglects to change these lines to better suit the new context.
On the other hand, many since antiquity have sought solutions in the text as it stands, generally
suggesting that the duels refer to Ajax and Odysseus as the only members of the embassy who count.®
Gregory Nagy’s ingenious reading finds in the use of language to exclude one member of the group a
reference to traditional tension between Achilles and Odysseus.*® At any rate, this argument does not
depend on any one problematic passage, but all of their aggregate affect on the poems’ texture.

These idiosyncratic problematic passages have been offered by scholars such as Jensen and
Janko as the main piece of positive evidence that the poems are most likely unedited transcriptions of

single performances by individual poets at particular times and places. Indeed, it is difficult to imagine

* Page (1959: 298) pithily states the problem: “...from the moment of his appointment to the leadership of the embassay
onwards, Phoenix mislaid himself” and summarizes Unitarian solutions such as the one I name (found in many of the scholia)
before affirming his own adherence the Analyst solution: this is a combination of two incompatible texts.

* Nagy (1979: 49-58).
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how so many minor details of the texts that have struck readers as so problematic for millennia could
have been preserved as part of any tradition in which they were ever subject to a process of oral
transmission involving re-composition for each performance.”” But it is easy to picture these types of
mistakes produced during any one performance. Once the text is frozen as a written transcript, and once
future performers and critics begin to consider that transcript an individually composed poem and not
merely one iteration of a multiform oral song, what had been equivalent to “typos” in the oral
performance become canonized, and rise to the level of cruxes. In addition, Janko’s sophisticated
comparative analysis of the language of early Greek hexameter poetry suggests that the formulaic system
recorded in our texts of the Iliad and Odyssey was frozen at an earlier stage in its evolution than either the
poetry of Hesiod or the Homeric Hymns, which is hard to imagine unless each text was fixed in writing
at a different point in the Archaic period.” Parry himself confesses his romantic sense that he was
witnessing a re-staging of the creation of the original text of the Iliad as the guslars dictated for his scribe,
“watching the motion of Nikola’s hand across the empty page, when it will tell them it is the instant to
speak the next verse.”*

It should also be noted that several scholars have productively applied the insights of fields
outside Classics to the texts of Homer based on the assumption that the texts are records of more or less
authentically produced speech. Egbert Bakker has described the tendency for Homeric verse to be

composed paratactically by the half-line in terms of the linguistic phenomenon of the tendency of

# This has been raised as an objection to Nagy’s “evolutionary model” of text fixation: see Janko (1998), Reece (2011), and
response by Nagy (2003: 49 ff.).

* Janko (1982,2012).
# Parry (1971: 451), quoted by (Janko 1998:1) in the same context.
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speakers to produce language in “chunks.”® Elizabeth Minchin applies descriptions of the memory by
cognitive psychology to refine the idea of a “type scene” as an example of the “scripts” in which we
encode our memory and understanding of the ritual processes of life.”' None of this works if the singers
are consciously editing and altering their language beyond what they naturally produce as part of a
performance.

But there is a broader response I would offer to the objection that the composer of our texts of
the Iliad and Odyssey would not have been affected by the normal pressure to compose lines quickly
during performance. It will take the form of a more general consideration of what it means to “compose”
an oral poem in the first place. Ticking clock or no, composed in performance or not, the Homeric
poems were certainly not “improvised” in the broadest sense. “Every performance is a rehearsal for the
next,” as Janko puts it,** which implies that every performance by a skilled bard has been well-rehearsed.
In her comparative study of documented attempts to record oral traditions, Minna Jensen considers
Lauri Honko’s extensive report on the performance, transcription, and recording of the traditional Siri
Epic in the Tulu Nadu region of India, from whom she borrows the term “mental text.” Jensen defines
this as:

a variable template existing in the singer’s mind, to be abbreviated or expanded

according to circumstances and adapted to various modes of performance. Even this

mental text does not retain a fixed form but is altered and developed during the career of

a bard. Hanko also speaks of mental editing: if a singer performs his text frequently, he

will be continually revising his mental text on the basis of his experience of audience
reactions.®

39 Bakker 1993: 6.

$! Minchin (2001), esp. the first chapter.
32 Janko 1990: 327.

%3 Jensen 2011: 110.
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Jensen uses this concept of the mental text to explain how Homer can achieve a level of
structural complexity that has been argued impossible for the poet who does not write. The Iliad and
Odyssey, she says, are expansions of basic mental texts that the poet normally performed in a single sitting
in a much shorter version. A good singer has the ability to expand or contract a mental text to fill as much
time as there is on the ticking clock: Jensen quotes the research of John Johnson, who works on living
African epic and “speaks of an ‘accordion effect,’ the apparently unproblematic swelling and shrinking of
mental texts,” and suggests that this accordion effect is in play with the expansion of Homer.>* This is
essentially the same concept Elmer identifies as “hypertrophy” — the poems show evidence of an
aesthetic sense in which their own truth is demonstrated by accumulation of detail. Minchin uses
comparative evidence from cognitive psychology to argue that the way a story is stored and accessed in
memory is more like an open-ended process than “text” in the first place:

...stories are versatile. When the time comes to tell a tale he has learned from another

source, there is no compulsion on the storyteller to reproduce it word for word. He may

collapse or expand event sequences, omit details, or incorporate new episodes. He may

make any or all of these changes, intentionally or unintentionally; but as long as he

leaves undisturbed the causal chain which is at the heart of the narrative, his listeners will

recognize it as the same tale.”’

This editing process can happen both on the level of the mental text, and on the level of the ticking clock.
Lord reports the recollections of a singer named Se¢o Koli¢ about memorizing his first poem as a boy —
practicing in the fields for an audience of sheep, adjusting the arrangement of plot and episodes until it

suited him.* In this way we can imagine the master bard at home polishing the rough edges of his mental

text, always fine-tuning it for the next performance. But alterations will also happen in the moment to

**Jensen 2011: 128-129.
3 Minchin 2001: 42.
56 Lord 1960: 21.
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moment business of performance, as the poet intentionally or accidentally deviates from the established
norm of his own mental text.

One of the simplest ways in which the gods function as a storytelling device must be seen from
the perspective of a text created by a poet converting the ethereal, open-ended set of possibilities of the
mental text into a concrete performance. When something new is added, this expansion must begin and
end with something, and if the poet needs a moment to think, it will be handy if expansions begin with a
script (to apply Minchin’s terminology to the regular storytelling device of divine intervention) whose
unfolding facilitates the invention and creation of detail. Because divine intervention passages occur so
frequently, and use such formulaic language, they are not taxing for the poet to compose — a useful
feature for a poet who needs a moment to plan his next scene. In this way, my interpretation of the
passage runs in parallel to my interpretation of Redfield’s comment about line ending formulas as a
puzzle the poet gives himself and solves.”” By ending a line with a formulaic noun-epithet combination
such as polymétis Odysseus which he has said countless times before, the poet relieves his mind from the
task of versification for a moment, which is useful if he is trying to plan the next line. In the same way,
repetitive divine interventions are scenes whose dialog and action are, by evidence of their frequency,
familiar territory for the poet. Thus they will be useful if the poet needs a moment to plan an expansion
onto his mental text.

Now we will return to the text at the crucial moment of 7.16, when Athena and Apollo interrupt
the incipient Trojan victory to insert a duel between Ajax and Hector, and consider this moment from
the perspective of a ticking clock poet about to expand his mental text. If I am correct about this

scenario, the books that will follow offer the purest glimpse into the way Homer’s imagination really

%7 Redfield 1979: 100.

[164]



works, because he will be composing new material on the spot to delay the fulfillment of the Wrath of
Achilles plot. But of course, like the dhalang asked to perform Sang Sang Anting Retno extemporaneously,
Homer’s imagination is likely to work by analogy — Jensen, for example, suggests the duel between
Hector and Ajax that the poet will introduce at the beginning of Book 7 is motivated as a doublet of the
earlier duel between Paris and Menelaus from Book 3.*® But in the same discussion, during a broader
statement about the poet’s methodology for expanding of his mental text, Jensen suggests a source for
information about how that process actually operated: the Analyst tradition of scholarship.

While the details of the various Analyst schemata of multiple layers of authorship differed, there
was broad agreement on principles for more than a century. The Iliad and Odyssey give the appearance
of having had extra material grafted onto a coherent Wrath of Achilles poem. The nineteenth century
Analyst K. L. Kayser was the first to suggest that much of Books 7-8 after 7.16 was an expansion of
“Homer’s” poem by a later poet,”” and the suggestion was adopted into the schema of much later
scholarship with an Analytic perspective, up to and including that of Martin West. What Analysts
explained as extra layers of authorship, Jensen sees as expansions upon the mental text. This is similar to
the insight of Fenik, who, although he does not speak in terms of a mental text or ticking clock, reads
what Analysts had interpreted as interpolations in the Odyssey as “interruptions” created through
traditional processes of ring composition.”” Jensen engages specifically with West, who believes the
expansions the Analysts identified were made by the original poet, but in writing, as he spent a lifetime

literally pasting extra sections into a manuscript (but rarely crossing any words out or removing any

%% Jesnen 2011: 257.
3% Kayser 1881: 81-82.
% Fenik 1974: 61-104.
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lines). As Jensen argues, this model makes as much or more sense as a description of a poet expanding
his mental text.*'

West believes what happened after 7.16 is that the poet cut through his manuscript for the
purpose of gluing in the new lines he had written, which are now 7.17-8.1 (he would then add more
expansions to this in the future.)® The reason was to insert the newly contrived obstacle of the Greek
wall, which is suddenly introduced at the end of Book 7 with no real motivation: as discussed earlier in
the present chapter, divine intervention has ensured that the first day of battle has gone largely the
Achaeans’ way; why build a defensive wall now, when they have apparently sat for the last several weeks
on the beach with nothing to do? To transfer the insight of West and the Analysts to the mental text
model, it is easy to imagine a defensive wall as the kind of expansion a ticking clock poet might come up
with to draw out the middle section of his poem and give the Greeks and Trojans something to fight
over. The advantage of picturing what comes after 7.16 as an expansion can be seen from a hypothetical
reconstruction. Let us imagine that most of Books 7 and 8 are an extemporaneous expansion upon the
mental text for the purpose of inserting a wall — how did the pieces originally connect? To illustrate
this, I have divided the two books into their constituent episodes. Scenes focusing on the gods are
indented and italicized:

Book 7
4 Hector and Paris return to battle and begin killing (7.1-16)

— PROPOSED POINT OF DEPARTURE FROM ORIGINAL MENTAL TEXT —

o Athena and Apollo decide to stop the battle. (7.17-43)
. Hector and Ajax duel until nightfall. (7.44-312)

¢! Jensen 2011: 257.
2 West 2011: 58-61
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4 Temporary truce: Greeks collect their dead and build the wall. (7.313-442)
o Poseidon complains to Zeus about the wall. (7. 443-466)
. Evening rituals; Day 1 of fighting ends (7. 466-482)

Book 8

o Day 2 begins; Zeus warns the Olympians not to interfere. (8.1-77)
. Trojans force Greeks back. Diomedes almost fights Hector. (8.78-197)
o Hera and Poseidon discuss their distress at seeing Greeks die. Zeus allows Agamemnon to rally
the Greeks, endorsing this with an omen. (8.198-252)
. Teucer has an aristeia; the Trojans are pushed back. (8.253-334)

— PROPOSED POINT OF RETURN TO MENTAL TEXT —

. The tide turns again; the Trojans push the Greeks behind their wall. (8.335-349)
O Hera and Athena try to interfere, but Zeus stops them. (8.349-488)
. Nightfall; Trojans camp on the plain. Day 2 of fighting ends (8.489-565)

It was noticed in antiquity that the day of battle in Iliad 8 is uniquely short (it was called the kolos mache,
or “stubby battle”®), and it is difficult to find much of any significance to the greater plot other than the
wall. Hector and Ajax have an indecisive duel; the wall is built; fighting is resumed, but the day’s only
purpose seems to be hurrying ahead to the nightfall at the same point of immanent Trojan victory the
poem had reached at 7.16. Therefore the immediately obvious change to the plot that would result from
excising this section is that there is one less day of fighting: the memorable scene at the end of Book 8
with Hector and the Trojans camping on the plain, capped by a simile comparing their campfires to stars
in the night sky, becomes the end of the first day of battle. If we were to remove this expansion to
reconstruct a hypothetical outline of the earlier conception of the mental text, the Iliad would then

narrate only three days of battle, each corresponding with the one of the three major movements the

8 Eustathius, Commentary on the Iliad, 2.509.9
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poem is often said to be divided into.%* This new version’s the first day will begin with Greek victory and
end with defeat and the embassy to Achilles, the second day will begin with the wounding of the major
warriors and end with Achilles retrieving Patroclus’s corpse, and the third day will be Achilles’ rampage.

Nevertheless, while our ticking clock poet cannot create an expansion that fits as neatly into the
plot as the version he has spent a lifetime developing as a mental text, due to the fact that he expands
using the regular principles of his system, his expansion will be well integrated into the poem. Hector’s
duel with Ajax that Athena and Apollo introduce can now specifically be seen as a choice to end the day
quickly so the wall can be put up. But the duel also ends the day in ring composition with the
Paris/Menelaus duel it began with, and the show fight between Hector and Ajax anticipates their real
fight over the ships later in the poem after the wall is breached. This is why ultimately it has never made
sense to write off Books 7 and 8 as interpolations, even though they have often been interpreted as
clumsy and meandering. West, for example, renders his judgment on the quality of what he believes to
have been a later expansion by “P” (as he designates the poet of the Iliad), suggesting that many
elements of the scene following directly after 7.16

give a strong impression of hasty composition, and <Iliad 7> in particular falls below the

standard of excellence that has been generally maintained up to this point. Some scenes

are compressed and perfunctory, and it is often observable that P has re-used or adapted

lines and passages that have already appeared in other contexts, in a manner that

suggests economizing on effort rather than the ordinary operation of oral composition

technique.®
This illustrates the problem with West’s pen and paper Homer — why would a poet economizing on

effort bother to write a whole extra book of the Iliad rather than simply adding a few lines after 1.12 to

say that when Chryses arrived at the Greek camp, he came “through the wall that they had built to

% See e.g. Taplin (1992), Louden (2006)
6 West 2011: 187.
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protect themselves in case the Trojans should ever press them back against their ships”? But if the idea to
insert a wall as a new way of delaying the fulfillment of the main plot were to occur to the poet
composing as the clock ticks, the only time he can add it is in that moment, from the perspective of
whatever narrative corner he has painted himself into. Because this expansion is not part of the original
mental text, it exhibits more of the idiosyncricies of the ticking clock poet, who is creating the structure
as he adds it. But because that ticking clock poet is still, for lack of a better word, Homer, the expansion
will still be well integrated into what comes before and after, as scholarship with a Unitarian perspective
has always maintained. Erwin Cook sums up criticism against Book 8 and defends it as not only well-
balanced and well-fit into its context, but an integral part of the poet’s plan from the beginning of the
poem.® This is not incompatible with my argument. I suggest that the building of the Greek wall was an
expansion onto the mental text he had created through past performances, but this does not mean that
the poet did not plan it from the first moment he began reciting our Iliad.

The combination of the ticking clock and the mental text work extremely well to explain the
strange combination of features found in Homer. On the one hand, the overall plot unquestionably is
“eusynoptic” — several scholars have carefully mapped the intricate unity of its overall structure.” On
the other hand, it is full of the kinds of inconsistencies that forced Analysts to invent a sublimely stupid
interpolator messing up Homer’s masterpiece. But every poet is a potentially stupid interpolator when
the clock is ticking. Auerbach’s famous reading of the digression explaining Odysseus’s scar in Odyssey

19 suggests that Homer’s mode of narration is all surface with no background, vividly realizing the

% Cook 2009: 158.
%7 e.g. Whitman (1958), Taplin (1992), Stanley (1993), Louden (2006).
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details of the moment with no thought of anything that has become before and after.*® The justification
for this claim runs along much the same line as that of the Analysts: this digression is strangely
motivated, and interrupts a passage that would otherwise fit neatly together. Various scholars have
responded to Auerbach’s claim by demonstrating how the themes of the scar digression and its
integration into the surrounding context are not in fact so poorly motivated: Irene de Jong argues that
the passage is “free indirect speech” focalized through the maid Eurycleia;* Adolph Kéhnken finds it
compatible with the kind of story presentation necessary for oral rather than written performance.” I
would simply point out that the Auerbach seems to be describing the permanent perspective of the
ticking clock poet. While his mental text gives him an outline to follow, his attention at any given
moment is constructing one line in such a way that it follows logically from the last and leads logically to
the next. His attention is, in a way, always on the foreground, because he is always in the process of
composing it. But because he has a mental text to orient him, he in fact never loses sight of the
background.”
Iliad 7.16 and the ticking clock

To conclude this chapter we will re-read Athena and Apollo’s intervention after 7.16 as the work
of a ticking clock poet expanding by adding sections that are not in his mental text. Earlier we saw how
the interaction between Athena and Apollo at the beginning of Iliad 7 voices the various audience and
storytelling pressures that will influence the form this retarding element (which ends up being the duel

between Hector and Ajax) will take. Reconsidering this passage from the point of view of the ticking

8 Auerbach 1953: 3-23.
¢ de Jong 1985a.
70 Kshnken 2009.

7! For a somewhat different assessment of Auerbach in light of oral poetics, see Bakker (1999).
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clock poet, we will notice that 21 lines pass (7.17-37) before it is decided what the delay will be: Athena
rushes down from Olympus. Apollo stops her with a question: “Are you going to change the course of

» «

battle? Why don’t we stop the war instead? We can resume where we left off later.” “Yes,” she replies,
“that is why I have come. How did you have in mind to stop the war?” If we imagine a divine
intervention scene as a kind of “panic button” for the composing poet, a way of putting the brakes on his
narrative and pausing to figure out how to proceed, we can observe that it is not necessary for the poet to
have decided what form the intervention will take yet; all that has been decided in these 21 lines is that
they will stop the war for the rest of the day (which is precisely what the poet needs, so he can put up his
wall.)

The decision to have the expansion be a duel between Hector and Ajax is introduced into the
narrative slowly. Apollo’s suggestion to Athena is simply:

"Extopog dpowpev kpatepov pévog immodapoto,

v Tvd Tov Aava®y wpokadéooetat 0idBev olog

avtifrov paxéoacal év aivi) dnioti,

ol 8¢ K’ dyacodpevol yodkokviudeg Axatol
olov éndpoetav mohepilewy "Extopt Siw.

Let us rouse the strong courage of Hector, breaker of horses, to see if he might summon
one of the Danaans to match force and fight in terrible combat. Then the Achaeans in

their greaves of bronze will be stunned, and send someone to fight against noble Hector.
(Iliad 7.38-42)

Now Hector has been chosen, but the Greek challenger is left unnamed. Now the divine scene is over;
the gods slip their plan into the mind of the Trojan Helenus (7.44-45), Helenus suggests the idea of a
duel to Hector, which he accepts, and from there the rest of the day (7.46-312) is spent on this
competition, which is described in much detail.

But it is quite plausible to imagine the poet inventing all of this extemporaneously. Once the

poet has used the gods to establish the basic parameters of the scene he is about to narrate (duel with
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Hector as challenger), the process of describing that duel will be fairly automatic. Elizabeth Minchin
includes Hector and Ajax’s duel (7.54-305) among a list of examples of passages adhering to what she
calls the “contest script” — she demonstrates how this duel unfolds in a highly structured sequence of
events that can also be found in the duel in Iliad 3 and each of the various events of the funeral games in
Iliad 23.” This duel also displays many specific similarities with the earlier one between Menelaus and
Paris in Book 3; much of the language in Book 7 consists of entire lines he has already used for the first
duel.” The underlined portion of Apollo’s proposal, for example, closely resemble the following lines in
the voice of the Narrator, from the beginning of the Paris/Menelaus duel:

M wv Apyeiwy mpokalileto mavrag dpiotovg
— avtifov payéoacat év aivy) SniotiTL.

...shaking (his spears, Paris) summoned all the best of the Argives to match force and
fight in terrible combat (3.19-20)

Eleven lines after Apollo says this to Athena, Helenus repeats a similar phrase to Hector:

avtog 8¢ mpokdheooat Axa@v 6g Tig &ptaTog
avtifrov paxéoacal £v aivi) dniotiTt:

.. and you yourself summon whichever of the Achaeans is the best to match force and
fight in terrible combat. (5.50-51)

There are many similar correspondences in language throughout the length of the Paris/Menelaus and
Hector/Ajax duels, which is to be expected, as both are following the same contest script.
At this point Ajax has still not been chosen as the competitor; the process by which he is chosen

suggests how the ticking clock poet’s compositional system serves him. One of the steps in the contest

72 The basic sequence of events Minchin identifies (2001: 43-44) as common to these passages is: The prizes are set up — A
challenge is announced — Competitors come forward — Preparations for the competition are made by: (drawing of lots, taking
one’s mark, judge/witness approved) — The Contest takes place (engagement, peformance, reaction of spectators, the end of the
contest, identification of victor) — Collection of prizes.

73 For the well-recognized structural parallels between the two duels see also e.g. Heiden (2008: 98-99), Camerotto (2007).
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script is “casting of lots,” and a comparison of this detail in the two episodes is instructive. In the Book 7
duel, this is the technique through which Ajax is chosen as Hector’s competitor, in a lengthy scene
lasting more than 100 lines (7.92-199). During this Menelaus volunteers and is rejected as not on
Hector’s level, and then nine candidates step forward one by one, each makes his mark on a lot, and
throws it into a helmet. If the poet had need to go through and mentally weigh potential opponents for
Hector, the script provides him a convenient opportunity. But if Homer is buying himself time to think
here, he is doing it in a traditional way that has the simultaneous effect of creating tension and suspense
for the audience. The naming of nine warriors is a way for Homer to consider his options, but it is also a
way of celebrating the heroes by putting their names and epithets on display for seven lines (7.162-168).
One element of the casting lots part of the script appears to be a prayer by a member of the audience that
chance will choose the right person:

ol 8¢ kAfjpov éanpurvavro ékaoTo,

£v & €Palov kuvén Ayapépvovog Atpeidao.

Aaoi & fipricavto, Oeolot 8¢ xelpag avéoyov-
8¢ 8¢ Tig eimeokev 8wV eig 0Dpavov edpHV-

Zeb matep 1) Alavta Aaxely, fj Tvdéog vidv,
7 adtov Baciiija ToAvypvooto MukAvy.

They each made their mark on a lot and threw it into the helmet of Agamemnon, son of
Atreus, and the army prayed, and raised their hands to the gods. Here is what someone

would say while looking into the wide sky: “Father Zeus, have either Ajax chosen, or the
son of Tydeus, or the king of golden Mycenae himself.” (Iliad 7.175-180)

Perhaps this is Homer’s “shortlist” of candidates, or perhaps it is simply a further way of celebrating the
best of the Achaeans and building suspense by delaying the revelation of what name is picked. This is
heightened by the process: because every man marks his lot with a symbol only he can recognize, the
chosen one must be handed around until Ajax claims it as his; But the practical usefulness of this script

and its creation of suspense are not mutually exclusive functions; I would certainly not wish to suggest

that my description of Homer’s process of composition is the key to understanding the significance of the
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poetry. Commentary on a chess match can explain why a player’s moves or more or less successful at
achieving her ultimate goal of winning, but this does not explain what the game or moves mean to her or
the audience. The script provides a structure that would support a poet who is truly not sure what he is
going to sing next, but just because a performer works with a safety net does not mean he regularly needs
it. And if the poet is unsure about his next direction, this script allows him to transfer that into a moment
of narrative uncertainty at which both his characters and his audience share the stress of not knowing
what will happen next.

Paris and Menelaus’s battle also begins with a casting of lots, although in comparison with
Hector and Ajax’s lengthy ordeal that went on over a hundred lines, the earlier scene lasts a rather stubby

eight, in which I have underlined the similarities with the lot casting in the other duel.

KANpOVG £V KVVEN XaAKY pei TAANOY EAGVTES,
ommoTepog 81 Tpdobev dgein xdhkeov €yxos.
Aaoi & fipriocavto, Oeolot 8¢ yelpag avéayov,
8¢ &¢ Tig eimeokev Axauwv te Tpidwv Te-

Zed matep "I8nOev pedéwv kddiote péytote
ommoTepog Tade Epya pet augotépoloty €0k,
1OV 806 dmopBipevov Stvar S6pov Aidog elow,
Ay 8 ad pAdTHTa kal SpKia ToTd YevéoDar

They took lots and shook them in a bronze helmet to see which one would throw his
bronze spear first, and the army prayed, and raised their hands to the gods. Here is what
one of the Achaeans or Trojans would say: “Father Zeus, greatest and most glorious
ruler of Ida: whichever man set up all this labor for both sides, let that man wither away
and sink down to the house of Hades, and let us have friendship and a treaty of trust
again.” (Iliad 3.316-323)

It is not a regular feature of Homeric battles for lots to be cast to decide who throws his spear first, but as
Minchin points out, this element of the contest script can also be found in the funeral games.”* Kirk

suggests that the unnecessary lot casting in the Paris/Menelaus duel is the poet searching for “concrete

74 Minchin 2001: 43.
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detail” to narrate, but it seems more likely that he feels obligated to include vestigial versions of elements
of the script that are not strictly necessary on this particular instance. Because casting lots is a useful
ritual for a ticking clock poet to employ to choose the competitors in a contest, it has become an
obligatory part of the script. The same is true for the prayer of the army, which is introduced by more or
less the same formula in both passages. Both prayers have more or less the same sense, which probably
highlights the significance of lot casting in the first place: it is yet another way of turning the decision
over to the gods, whom they can only pray will make the right decision. It is of course the irony of this
passage that the gods’ true intentions are, as we have seen, to expand the fighting in a way that creates
both glory and destruction for both sides.

Albert Lord offers an intriguing parallel for this tendency of typical scenes to contain vestigial
versions of details that are important in some contexts but not others. In the experiment we discussed
earlier in this chapter, in which Parry had the master singer Avdo Mededovi¢ perform Beciragi¢ Meho, a
song he had only heard once, Lord describes how he Avdo “tells us he was surprised” by a scene in which
the hero Meho is not disguised in a context where this tradition usually has heroes in disguise.”” He goes
on to describe how the regular payoff for the disguise scene Avdo was expecting would be a recognition
scene. In the South Slavic tradition, Lord tells us, recognition scenes regularly take place with a woman
at a tavern; this song does contain such a scene, but without the disguise, “Meho simply tells her who he
is,” since there is nothing to keep her from knowing him:

Yet one of the elements of recognition, one of those artifacts that constitute stage

properties for such scenes, the musical instrument, together with a song, is present in
Avdo’s tale. Oddly enough, the instrument is in the hands of the maid, not of the hero;

73 Lord 1960: 103.
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the significant fact is that both it and the song are present at this moment in the tale.
There were not in Avdo’s model but have been added by him to the song as he heard it.”®

I would suggest that the casting lots scene in the duel between Paris and Menelaus can be explained as a
similar artifact. But that is not to say that these are phantom elements that are somehow illegitimate in
our texts, as if they are “accidents” that the poet regrets. Minchin’s proposed script for the contest scene
would mean that the act of casting lots was simply part of the proper ritual by which such scenes
unfolded, even if it is an element that is vestigial rather than functional in this particular case. In any case,
even if it were an accident, being a ticking clock poet means working with the rule that every word one
utters becomes a part of the story-world created in the ether between live performer and audience.
Horace’s words from (a slightly different context in) Ars Poetica have been invoked: nescit vox missa
reverti (“a word sent out cannot be recalled”).”

Although the battle of Hector and Ajax is advertised as potentially deadly, it must end without a
kill, since both heroes have famous deaths on the horizon. Ruth Scodel’s reading’® of this conclusion to
the duel highlights aspects highly relevant to my argument. The Trojan herald Idaeus intervenes to stop
the fight,” pointing out that Zeus loves both heroes. Ajax acknowledges that he is winning by forcing
Hector to be the one who agrees to stop the duel. Hector’s response is to propose that he and Ajax trade
gifts to celebrate their encounter — another way in which this duel matches the “contest script” used for
the funeral games, which end with prizes. But Scodel reads Hector’s response as essentially an effort to

control the narrative that will be told about this battle; his proposal initiates a ritual in which “all

7€ Lord 1960: 104

77 Janko 1998: 7.

78 Scodel 2008: 26-27.

7 A neat little example of chiastic ring composition: the earlier duel is initiated by humans and ended by gods; the later one is

initiated by gods and ended by human.
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speakers treat the duel as having contributed to the immediate honor of both sides, while the gift-
exchange clearly seeks to transform the resultant timé into kleos.” The statement follows Scodel’s
definition of timé as “zero-sum” honor that one character wins by taking it from another before the eyes
of their peers; this is what is at stake in the quarrel if Achilles allows Agamemnon to be seen taking his
prize. But while timé changes from one moment to the next, as one hero’s loss of honor is another’s gain,
kleos is the immortal fame humans build throughout their lives.*® It is the good reputation that outlasts
them after they die, and is thus not zero-sum. As in this battle, two characters can both come away with
their status improved if this is acknowledged with permanent signs such as gifts. Thus, Scodel
hypothesizes, Hector’s suggestion may be a way of saving face, of rewriting a losing battle so it is
recorded as a draw.

This is exactly as Athena and Apollo planned it. She was distressed seeing Greeks die; he was
hoping for Trojan victory, and upset that her interventions never show any pity for his side. Therefore
they negotiate an intervention — and the poet plans an expansion — that entertains the audience and
increases the glory of Greeks and Trojans without derailing the poem’s main plot. The battle between
Ajax and Hector functions perfectly as a ticking clock solution to the problem of how to end the first day
so the wall can be built.

Pivotal Contrafactuals and Diomedes’ Magical Horses
Above I discuss how the two duels in the early Books of the Iliad feature a kind of chiastic symmetry of
motivation: the Menelaus/Paris battle in Iliad 3 has a human initiation and a divine ending, while the
Ajax/Hector battle in Iliad 7 is started by gods and ended by humans. Just as with much of Homer’s

divine machinery, the intervention that ends Paris and Menelaus’s duel is an example of a motif that

8 Scodel 2008: 16-24.
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recurs throughout the poem, in which an endangered hero is snatched from the jaws of death at the last
moment by a god:

... kai émat€ag kopvbog Adpev inmoSaceing,
E\ke & émotpéVag pet ébkvAudag Ayatodg
dyxe 8¢ pv ohbkeaTog ipag amaliy 0mo Setpryy,
8¢ oi U1’ avBepe@vog Oxeds TETATO TPLPAAEiNG.
xai vo kev elpvooév e kal domeTov fjpato kDo,
el un dp’ 08D vonoe Aidg Buydtnp Appodit,

fj oi prigev ipdvrta Podg It kTapévoto-

Kewh) 8¢ Tpupdlela dy’ éometo Xetpl Tayeiy.

TV pev émeld’ fpwg pet’ Ebkviudag Axatodg
pry” Emdvroag, koptoav & épinpeg Etaipot
avtap 0 &y ¢nOPOVOE KATAKTAUEVAL PEVEATVWY
Eyxel xohkelw- Tov 8 ¢€fpmal’ Appodity

peta PaX’ g e Bedg, éxalvye 8 dp’ NépL ToAAY),
ka8 8 €lo” év Oaldpw evel knwevTt.

...and (Menelaus) attacked and grabbed onto (Paris’s) helmet with its horse-hair crest.
He twisted around and dragged him toward the Achaeans in their fine greaves; under his
tender throat, the much-stitched strap choked him — the helmet’s fastener, pulled tight
under his chin. And at this point (Menelaus) would have dragged him and won

immeasurable glory, if Zeus’s daughter Aphrodite had not taken sharp notice. She broke
his strap, made from a bull killed by force; empty, the helmet followed (Menelaus’s)
heavy hand away. The hero then spun around and hurled it towards the Achaeans in

their fine greaves, and his trusty companions carried it off. Then he made another attack,

eager to kill with his bronze spear. But Aphrodite snatched (Paris) away — very easily,

since she was a god — covered him up with a great amount of fog, and sat him down in

his bedroom, which was well-perfumed with incense. (3.373-382)
Aphrodite’s intervention here is similar to that of Athena and Apollo at 7.17, in that it interrupts a scene
in progress specifically to replace one outcome with another, completely different one.* Just as the
Trojan surge at the beginning of Iliad 7 seemed likely to initiate the promised Achaean defeat before

Athena notices it, the mismatched fight between Paris and Menelaus would have ended in the death of

the former if it had been allowed to play out on the human level. While the scene from Iliad 7 does not

81 As Fenik (1968: 154) puts it, “it is a regular stylistic feature for a dangerous situation to be carried to the extreme, and the
inevitable consequences then averted only by some intervention.”
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overtly advertise the three kills by Hector, Paris, and Glaucus as the potential beginning of Zeus’s
promised Trojan victory, this passage from Book 3 is unambiguous about what outcome the duel would
have had without Aphrodite’s meddling. As Paris’s situation becomes increasingly grim, the focus of the
scene shrinks to a single element, the strap on Paris’s helmet: its stitching, its function, the softness of the
throat it digs into. Then suddenly, with Aphrodite’s unannounced appearance at 3.378, everything
changes, and all the detail and tension of this careful setup collapse, negated by her divine ability to
completely change the equation, as the focus broadens again to see Paris and Menelaus as chess pieces
that can be taken off the board.

De Jong names this passage as an example of the “gods as audience” metaphor, based on features
we have seen before.® The verb (e)noése (“noticed”) appears here just as at 7.17 — in the same position
in the line, and also with a god as its subject. In both cases, the sudden reminder that the gods are
watching the action is the catalyst for an abrupt shift in narrative direction. The sudden insertion of
Aphrodite as “the one who sees” may retroactively focalize the scene through her — perhaps it was she
through whom we were perceiving the chin strap strangling Paris in such detail.*® It is certainly her
displeasure about the outcome towards which this duel is aimed that causes her to interrupt the episode
that has been unfolding for over 350 lines (3.15-376) and rob it of its natural ending. Yet for a single line
(3.377) there is a kind of ghostly afterimage of that unrealized ending, as if the momentum of the duel is
enough to keep propel the story momentarily into the alternative world in which it is allowed to
conclude — just as Menelaus stumbles forward under the momentum of the force he had been using on

his enemy. After the raw specificity of Paris being strangled by his own helmet strap, however, the

¥ De Jong 1987a: 70.

8 Compare de Jong’s comments on implicit and explicit embedded focalization (1987a: 102 f.).
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alternative ending of the story is sketched broadly (“Menelaus would have dragged him and won
immeasurable glory”) as it dissipates into unreality. This is a euphemistic version of the grizzly execution
that most likely would have been described if the battle had been capped with a typical Homeric
description of battle death, but the elided violence is hinted at in the unique description of the leather
the strap is made of — from “a bull killed by force.”* In any event, this story almost had an unthinkable
outcome: the Trojan war is settled as a private affair between two husbands, allowing both armies to go
home without having to fight a war.

The underlined phrases in the passage introduce a formulaic type of passage that Bruce Louden
has dubbed the “pivotal contrafactual,” noting specifically for its use for altering the direction of the
narrative.® This formula has been well studied®® and is well attested in the Homeric corpus: the Iliad and
Odyssey contain sixty examples of kai ny ke(n) or entha ke(n) (“and at that point ... would have...”)
introducing an alternate outcome that is avoided, all of which operate in much the same way as this
passage. The first line is the apodosis of a contrafactual condition: it tells what would have happened if
some intervention had not taken place. This intervention is then named in the protasis, which is often, as
here, introduced by a line beginning with ei mé (if ... not). James Morrison’s study of pivotal
contrafactuals draws attention to their tendency to hypothesize story outcomes that are markedly

different from tradition, which he argues is their point: they declare the poet’s narrative independence by

8 Kirk (1990: 320) calls this epithet “conventional,” but there are no other Homeric examples of iphi (“by force”) modifying
a form of the verb kteinein (“kill”). The closest parallel is probably Odyssey 22.363, where Odysseus’s herald Medon hides
under a chair during the slaughter of the suitors, “and there was the freshly skinned hide of a bull around him” (22.362-363:
auei 8¢ Séppa | £oro Podg vedSapTov).

% Louden (1993: 183) calls this “the pivotal contrafactual most often remembered, and that typifies the construction.”
8 de Jong (1987a: 68-81) offers a complete list and analysis of Iliadic examples, with previous bibliography; see also Lang
(1989), Morrison (1992).
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demonstrating his ability to construct alternative versions of the myth.*” I would modify this to
emphasize that it is not only the kai ny ke(n)/entha ke(n) line that contains an alternate story, but the
whole passage it comes at the end of that has aimed the epic in this trajectory.

Here this is certainly the case, as the entire scenario Aphrodite interrupts seemed destined for an
untraditional outcome, whether Paris killed Menelaus or Menelaus killed Paris. Robert Rabel reads the
human characters in the early books of the Iliad as followers of a different plotline from both the
Narrator and Achilles®® — they essentially try to hijack the plot of the poem and replace it with a more
logical, human solution to the problem involving a treaty and a duel rather than a mythologically
significant massacre. Read through the lens of the ticking clock poet constructing his poem line-by-line,
we see that the human characters have been used to give the plot the trajectory of this untraditional
outcome (peace), and the divine characters are now being used to reorient it in a more traditional, more
martial direction. This is accomplished first by Aphrodite saving Paris, and then, in Book 4, by Athena
provoking Pandarus to shoot Menelaus with his bow. The pivotal contrafactual functions as a kind of
escape hatch that can be used at any time in order to abandon a story trajectory that cannot be allowed
to continue on to its natural conclusion. Simultaneously, as Morrison and Louden both suggest, the
frequently recurring formula comes to mark the abandoned storyline as a partial foray into the
untraditional — “to stress incidents that are, in fact, outside Homer’s tradition, events that could not

have happened.”®

87 Morrison 1992.

8 Rabel (1997: 61) describes the repeated pattern wherein “a willful cast of characters, acting out of the tedium engendered
by a conflict of nine years, artfully works against the attempts of the narrator to bring its energies into accord with the dictates
of a plot that is only commencing.”

% Louden 1993: 186.
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Morrison categorizes pivotal contrafactuals in the Iliad into three categories, with respect to the
scope of the traditional event they threaten to undo. Examples such as Aphrodite’s rescue of Paris belong
in the first category, in which it is the integrity of the entire Trojan War story that would be threatened if
an event had not occurred.” Both contestants in the Iliad 3 duel have unfinished mythological business
in this point in the meganarrative of the war: Paris will later kill Achilles, and Menelaus will take Helen
from Troy’s ruins. Therefore for either one to be killed as an outcome of this episode would put the Iliad
itself out of continuity with the basic facts about the Trojan War myth. The second category of pivotal
contrafactual is one in which it is not the integrity of that larger myth, but simply the internal plot
concerns of the poem, which are threatened. Among Morrison’s examples is this moment from the
Achaeans’ struggle to protect Patroclus’s corpse before Achilles re-enters the battle:

"Ev0d kev adte Tpweg dpnipwy O’ Axaidv

"Thov eioavéPnoav avatkeinot Sapévres,

Apryeiot 8¢ ke kDO0g MoV kai vTep Awdg aloay

KApTel kal 00€vel opeTépw- GAN avTdg ATTOAA WY

Aiveiav tpove dépag Ilepipavrt okas...

At that point the Trojans would have been forced back into Ilium by the warloving

Achaeans, overwhelmed by their own cowardice, and the Argives would have won great

glory, even beyond Zeus’s allotment, for their strength and bravery. But Apollo himself

roused Aeneas, looking like Periphas in form... (Iliad 17.319-323)

Although the story requires the Achaeans to be losing this battle in order to create the need for Achilles
to return, the blow-by-blow description of the fighting had suddenly begun to favor the Greeks; Apollo
intervenes to set things straight. The reference to this alternative outcome being “beyond Zeus’s

allotment” touches on a set of issues I discuss in Chapter Four — Zeus often functions as a stand-in for

the singer himself in his ultimate concern with protecting the poem’s own narrative integrity. The

% Morrison 1992: 63.
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speech Apollo is about to make will rouse Aeneas by affirming (in the voice of the Trojan Periphas) that
“Zeus wants victory for us much more than for the Danaans” (17.331-332: fjpiv 8¢ Zedg pév moAd
Bovhetar ff Aavaoiot | viknv), essentially informing the characters that they are not living up to the
expectations of the plot they are in. Viewed from the perspective of the ticking clock poet, the constantly
changes of fortune in battle mean that sometimes the plot is momentarily oriented in a direction that will
not lead to the correct outcome. A pivotal contrafactual, especially when coupled with divine
intervention, is a specific device that can be used to reorient the plot in the proper direction.

Morrison’s third and final category is pivotal contrafactuals that avoid “less momentous
events,”" when the flow of the plot is changed, but was not in the first place aimed in a direction that
seems problematic from a storytelling point of view. It is with an extended consideration of one of these
examples that I will end this chapter: Diomedes in the chariot race in Iliad 23. Here I will argue that the
shift in action that is marked by a kai ny ken formula is, in fact, quite significant for the plot of the Iliad as
a whole, as it ties in to a set of story manipulations through divine intervention that have rippled
throughout the poem. This passage comes in the context of Diomedes’ close contest with Eumelus for
first place in the chariot race. The two are neck and neck when the divine intervention comes:

Kai vO kev | Tapéhaco’ | aueriplotov £0nkev,

el pr Tvdéog vii kotéooato Doifog AmoAAwY,

8¢ pa oi éx xelp@v EPadev pAoTLYd QAEVAY.

T0i0 & &1’ 6@Oalu@y yOTo Sdkpva ywopévoto,

obveka Tag p&v dpa £t kai ToAd pdAdov iovoag,

ol 8¢ oi ¢pAapOnoav dvev kévrpoto Béovreg.

008’ &p’ ABnvainv éAepnpdpevog Ad0” AéAAwv

Todeidnv, pdda & dxa petéoovto ToLéva Aa@v,
dwke 8¢ of pdotrya, pévog 8 inmoloty €vijkey-

I Morrison 1992: 65
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And at this point (Diomedes) would have passed (Eumelus) or made it a close call, if
Phoebus Apollo hadn’t been angry with the son of Tydeus, and knocked the bright whip
out of his hands. Tears of anger poured from his eyes when he saw (Eumelus’s horses)

pulling even further ahead, while his own were hindered by racing without anything to

spur them. But Athena did not miss the fact that Apollo had cheated (Diomedes) the

son of Tydeus; she rushed up to this shepherd of men with great speed and gave him the

whip, and infused his horses with vigor. (Iliad 23.382-390)
Here the pivotal contrafactual and divine intervention by Apollo interfere with the outcome of the race,
a move which is itself immediately undone by a competing divine intervention by Athena, replicating the
sudden changes of fortune in the race: even the gods favor different heroes at different moments. Here
there is so little characterization of the gods that their interventions seem more nakedly to represent
direct meddling with the flow of the plot by the poet. Even this meddling seems strangely purposeless,
however, as it has no effect: Diomedes does go on to win the race.

But we cannot be so certain that this is an event whose outcome is insignificant for the tradition.
The chariot race in the funeral games for Patroclus is, in fact, one of the only episodes from the Iliad for
which there is specific early evidence of alternate version, in the form of two vase paintings from the
early sixth century both of which seem to feature someone other than Diomedes as the winner: the
Frangois vase has him coming third to Odysseus’s first place, and a sherd from a pot by Sophilus
featuring this scene seems to depict a winner whose name ends in —os. Many recent scholars have
suggested that this may indicated alternate versions of the story; the fact that there are multiple surviving
artistic depictions of this particular episode from an era when any depictions of specifically Homeric
scenes are rare suggests that it was an episode that played a more central role in the tradition than is clear

from the internal evidence of the Iliad.”> Moreover, as Douglas Frame notes, “Apollodorus” Epitome 5.5

names Eumelus the winner of the chariot race in Achilles’ funeral games, of which Patroclus’s games in

%2 See e.g. Lowenstam (1992), Snodgrass (1998: 119-120), Burgess (2001: 81-82).
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Iliad 23 are often taken as an echo.”® Therefore it is plausible that this kai ny ken contrafactual might in
fact mark a specific brush with alternate versions of the tradition.

If we consider the claim that pivotal contrafactuals are indeed frequently used to mark potential
plot outcomes as untraditional, it is interesting that the ending that this passage marks this way —
Diomedes passes Eumelus — is what actually ends up happening. But this scene need not only be read
with reference to the external tradition. The funeral games are generally read as an occasion to revisit
characters and issues from throughout the poem for a final time as it draws nearer to its conclusion.”
Elizabeth Minchin argues that the characters’ performance in the various events mirrors their
performance in the poem, and that Diomedes’ victory can be explained because he is “the hero who wins
any contest.” This is true, but in this case for an even more specific reason. Diomedes’ victory over
Eumelus is the result of a series of events that practically run the whole course of the Iliad, which will
demonstrate how divine intervention and pivotal contrafactuals are a constant tool used both to adjust
the direction of the plot and to expand it through the addition of new episodes.

Whatever the external tradition about the winner of this race, the Narrator of the Iliad has
prepared the audience specifically for Eumelus’s victory during the official ranking of horses that occurs
toward the end of the Catalog of Ships in Book 2:

Tig Tap TV 8 dptoTog ENv ob pot Evvere Moboa

adt@v Y trmwv, ol dy’ Atpeidyoty émovro.

“Tremow pév péy’ dplotat éoav Gnpntiadao,

tag Edpunlog Elavve modwkeag dpviBag dg
dtpuyag oiéteag oTavAy i voTov éicag:

% Frame 2009: 171 n. 69.
% See e.g. Willcock (1973), Hinckley (1986).

% Minchin (2001: 55); compare Willcock’s analysis (1973: 3-4) of the character of the “natural winner” Diomedes. Minchin
goes on (56-58) to examine the race between Diomedes and Eumelus as the intersection of a “contest script” and “divine
interference script.”
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So then you tell me, Muse, which of them was the very best — which of the men and

which of the horses who followed along with the sons of Atreus? As for the horses, the

best by far belonged to the grandson of Pheres: driven by Eumelus, they were swift as

birds, the same in their hair, the same in their age, level to the measuring line in the

height of their backs. Apollo of the silver bow raised the pair in Pereia, both female; they

bring around Ares’ son Panic. And then by far the best of the men was Ajax, son of

Telamon — for as long as Achilles was wrathful, since it was actually he who was the

very best, as well as the horses that carried the faultless son of Peleus. (Iliad 2.761-770)
As Ruth Scodel has pointed out, Homer’s nod to the fact that Eumelus’s horses were raised by Apollo
suggests a motivation for his intervention to help Eumelus in the chariot race, but because this
connection is not made explicit in Book 23, “this is surely a case where the narrator exploits a tradition
that could be important in a different narrative for local purposes.”® Be that as it may, the narrative treats
it as a simple fact that Eumelus’s horses are the best — except for those of Achilles. This qualification,
introduced by an ophra (“as long as”) temporal clause expressing duration, suggests that the ranking
process is dynamic and changing, and can be affected by changes to the story. The clause’s imperfect
verb ménien (“was wrathful”) echoes the first word of the poem ménin (“wrath”), suggesting the duration
of the main plot of the Iliad itself.

As he sets out the prizes for the chariot race, Achilles himself affirms that the outcome of the race
at the funeral games will also be affected by his own non-participation:

el pév vov émi @A\ deblevopev Ayatol

N7 &v £y® ta Tp@Ta AaPav KAoiny 8¢ pepoipnv.

{ote yap 6ooov épol apeti) Teptpaddetoy inmot-
aBdvaroi te yap eiot, [Tooedawy §& wop” avrodg

% Scodel (1999: 37). Apollo’s service to Eumelus’s father Admetus is a central plot element of Euripides’ Alcestis.
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Now, if the Achaeans were competing at another man’s funeral, then I myself would

surely win first prize and take it back to my tent. Well, you all know how far superior my

horses are in virtue, since they are immortal, and Poseidon gave them to my father

Peleus, who then turned them over to me. But I am in fact going to stay out of it myself,

along with my single-hoofed horses, since they have lost the good fame of such a great

charioteer, a kind man, who would very often pour smooth olive oil down their manes

after washing them with clean water. They both mourn him, standing, and their manes

are resting on the ground, and they both stand, grieving in their hearts. (23.274-280)
Although not with a formulaic kai ny ke(n) or entha ke(n) construction, Achilles ponders a contrafactual
situation himself — the alternate version of this race he would win would be epi alléi, at a funeral “for
another man” at which Achilles would not serve as host and could compete. Of course, if this were
another man’s funeral, than perhaps Patroclus would still be alive to drive and care for the horses as he
did in the past. Achilles’ description of the grieving horses not only honors his friend by remembering his
service in the past, but suggests an alternate picture of the present as it would be if Patroclus were alive to
ready the horses for a parallel version of this competition. This is not stated explicitly, but then again,
neither is Patroclus’s identity as the “gentle charioteer” that the horses have lost.

Achilles’ divine horses appear at several points throughout the poem, but these two places — the

Catalog of Ships and the Funeral Games, which Cedric Whitman reads as a counterbalancing pair — are

the only mentions of Eumelus in the Iliad.”” Achilles’ mention of the superiority of his own horses to

%7 As part of the “geometric” structure he identifies for the Iliad, Whitman (1958: 262) sees the second and second-to-last
Books of the epic as opportunities for the poet to provide a “panorama” of the Greek forces at either end of the poem’s grand
structure.
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those of the other heroes is likely meant to evoke the Narrator’s comment from Book 2, especially as it is
followed immediately by the re-introduction of Eumelus into the poem after a nineteen-book absence:

@©pTo oA TPp@TOG PEV dvak avdpdv Ebpniog
ASprrov pidog vidg, b immoavvy ékékaato-

By far the first to rise was the lord of men Eumelus, Admetus’s beloved son, who excelled
in horsemanship. (23.288-289)

That Eumelus is “by far the first” (poly prétos) to volunteer is perhaps a further hint that he should be
expected to win first place in this competition, as is the reference to his superior horsemanship. The
reason he will not is explained at once by the second man to enter the race:

1@ & émi Tv8eidng dpto kpatepdg Atoprdng,

tnmovg 8¢ Tpwodg dmaye Quydv, obg mot” dnnvpa

Alveiav, dtap avtov dnetecdwoey Ao wy.

And after him rose mighty Diomedes, son of Tydeus, and the horses he brought under

his yoke were Trojan, the ones he had once stolen from Aeneas, although Apollo had

saved the man himself. (Iliad 23.290-292)
Like Achilles’ absence, the presence of Diomedes’ new horses represent another change in the status of
the heroes that will affect the outcome of the race — in Book 2 they still belonged to Aeneas, and thus
would not have been considered in the rankings at the end of the Catalog of ships. One suspects that if
these rankings had been announced at a later point in the poem, the ticking clock poet would have
updated the list of best horses to reflect the change that his own storytelling has made to the state of
things.”® Perhaps the chariot race serves as a way of doing exactly this.

As we follow these horses through the Iliad, we will see that their every appearance is

accompanied by a pivotal contrafactual and an encounter with an alternate storytelling possibility.

% Latacz (2003: 248) reads Eumelus’s horses as a foil for those of Achilles: the praise of the former magnifies the latter still
more in their absence. It seems that Homer utilizes them for the same purpose when they are pitted against Diomedes.
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Diomedes steals them during his aristeia in Book 5, when Athena has made him powerful enough to
fight the gods themselves. There he explains to his fellow Argive leader Sthenelus his reasons for wanting
these particular mares:

TG Ydp Tot yeveiis g Tpwi mep edphoma Zevg
3wy’ viog wowviv TavopnSeog, obvex” dpiotot
irnwv dooot Eaoy O’ (@ T HEMOV Te,

Tijg Yeverg ExheVev dvak avSpav Ayyiong

AaBpy AaopéSovrog drooxwv Oheag trmovg-

TV oi £ yévovTo évi peydpotat yeveOn.

Tobg UtV Téooapag avtdg Exwy ATitaAN émi paTvy,
T 8¢ 80 Aiveiq dwkev protwpe popoto.

el To0Tw ke AdPotpey, apoipedd ke kKAEog ¢aOAHV.

...because they are of the same breed that far-thundering Zeus gave to Tros as

compensation for his son Ganymede, because they are the best of all the horses there are

under the dawn and the sun, a breed from which the lord of men Anchises stole, by

breeding mares with them without the knowledge of Laomedon. He had six of their

offspring born to him in his home, of which he kept four to rear himself at his own

trough, while to Aeneas he gave two — instigators of panic. If we were to take this pair,

we would win great fame. (Iliad 5.265-273)
This explication of the horses’ lineage is surely part of the reason that Diomedes is able to offer such stiff
competition to the fastest horses and best charioteer in the Achaean army. As the pivotal contrafactual
that precedes the intervention of first Apollo and then Athena in the race tells us, Diomedes would also
have won (or at least tied Eumelus) if the gods had not interfered with the contest.

Diomedes’ account of the horses” background also suggests that surreptitiousness and sudden
reversals of fortune are part of their pedigree. The divine breed came into human hands as payment for

the abduction of Ganymede — one crossing of the boundary between mortal and immortal is repaid

with another. Aeneas has them because of his father Anchises’” crime against the former king of Troy,
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Priam’s father Laomedon.”” Now Diomedes steals them in a scenario that closely parallels the fight
between Menelaus and Paris. Aeneas is sorely mismatched with Diomedes, who, supercharged by
Athena, incapacitates the Trojan warrior by crushing him with an impossibly heavy boulder. Just as
when Menelaus caught Paris by the helmet, Diomedes has Aeneas completely at his mercy:
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...and the hero (Aeneas) stood with one knee on the ground and rested his heavy hand
against the earth. Dark night covered his eyes all around. And at that point the lord of
men Aeneas would have died right there if Aphrodite the daughter of Zeus had not taken
sharp notice; she was his mother, who was impregnated with him by Anchises when he

was taking care of cattle. She slid her white arms around her beloved son, and covered
him in front with the folds of her brilliant peplos, so it would be a shield against
projectiles, so that none of the Danaans with their swift horses could hit him in the chest
with bronze and take away his life. While she carried her beloved son out of the war,
<Sthenelus> the son of Capaneus did not forget the orders given by Diomedes, great at
the war cry, but he held his own single-hoofed horses back and away from the chaos,
tightening the reins against the chariot rail. Rushing at Aeneas’s horses with their lovely
manes, he drove them away from the Trojans and towards the Achaeans. (Iliad 5.308-
324)

% According to the genealogy Aeneas gives for himself at Iliad 20.215-241, Anchises is a generation younger than Anchises.
Their two families represent two lines of descent from the founder-figure Tros: Aeneas and Anchises are descendents of
Tros’s son Ilus, while Priam and Laomedon are descendents of Tros’s son Assaracus.
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We recognize the familiar features of the pivotal contrafactual'® from the closely parallel scene in which
Aphrodite rescues Paris: kai ny ken, the one-line glimpse of the potential untraditional ending in which
Aeneas dies, Aphrodite “noticing” the scene with a form of the verb noein, and the sudden widening of
the focus from the small details such as knees and hands and throats and helmet straps to the wider
divine view of the narrative that sees the characters as items to be manipulated. Like Paris, Aeneas is
bluntly subtracted from the situation as a way of undoing the Gordian knot of a plotline in which two
warriors with mythologically secure futures are pitted against each other in a battle to the death.

The problematic nature of these scenarios is spelled out more clearly in yet another doublet
(triplet?) of this divine rescue scene in Book 20, in which Poseidon rescues Aeneas from the rampaging
Achilles:
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But come, let us take him away from death ourselves, for fear that the son of Cronus
might even become angry if Achilles kills this man. It is fated for him to escape, so that
his family will not die off and disappear without issue — the family of Dardanus, whom
the son of Cronus loved more than all the children who were born to him by mortal
women. For now the son of Cronus hates Priam’s family. Now the might of Aeneas will
rule over the Trojans, and his children’s children who are born in the future. (Iliad
20.300-308)

1% Fenik (1968: 36) compares these two divine rescue scenes as part of a general consideraton of the nature of “typical
scenes” and their interrelationship with each other and the shared epic tradition and language.
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Poseidon’s words have been read as a reference to some contemporary ruling family in the Troad who
called themselves Aeneidae, although our lack of knowledge about the context for the Iliad’s
composition makes this speculative.'”" It certainly feels as if this is a reference that would have meant
something more specific to some early audience than it does to us. In this respect, it is interesting to note
that, in keeping with the metaphor of gods as the voice of the audience, Poseidon’s is a dissenting voice
of sympathy for the Trojans among the pro-Greek divinities. Whatever the case may be, his speech uses
the language of what is “fated” (morsimon) to identify a fact that also defines the shape of “tradition” for
poet and audience, a metaphor that I discuss further in Chapter Four, along with Zeus’s role as a stand-in
for the poet, occupying the top position in the narrative hierarchy. This is a metaphor that can be
employed when it is convenient — Zeus’s anger often seems to be directed at characters who are not
cooperating with his storytelling goals — but it is only one aspect of his complex character. Zeus’s
alignment with Aeneas here seems connected to his mythological and political role as stabilizer of
monarchies and their lines of succession.'”

At any rate, Poseidon’s speech is a rare occasion when the motivation for a divine intervention is
spelled out specifically. His words are followed by the divine rescue scene that replicates Aeneas’s rescue

from Diomedes in Book S. Louden argues that the poem intentionally marks the two passages as a pair

191 Faulkner (2008: 2-3, with bibliography) collects opinions on both sides of the issue, which essentially comes down to a
series of interpretations of a small amount of data: statements about the future of the sons of Aeneas in Iliad 20 and the
Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite, along with a handful of references to real-world Aeneidae in later historians. I concur with
Faulkner’s response (p. 16) to critics who argue that the passages from the Iliad and the hymn should be read for their
literary, not historical, effect: “these literary themes, no matter how one chooses to rate their prominence, should be
understood as working alongside the concentrated attention given to Aineias and his descendents in the poem rather than as
competing interpretations.”

12 For Zeus’s constant battle against potential instability in the divine order, see e.g. Clay (1989), Slatkin (1991), Elmer
(2013).
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through the extensive parallels which, in his opinion, go beyond what can be explained by separate
instantiations of a type scene:

Both passages occur in dpioteial, the two most extensive, as well as the first and the last,

in the poem. Each encounter is preceded by what Fenik has termed a “consultation

pattern.” Each consultant is an archer, Pandaros in Book S, Apollo in Book 20.32 The

climax of each encounter is Aineias’s rescue, divine intervention expressed in a pivotal

contrafactual. Only on these two occasions is Aineias so rescued. As noted before, <a

three-line repeated sequence in one warrior picks up an impossibly heavy rock> occurs only

in these two passages, immediately preceding the two pivotal contrafactuals. '
I think Louden is correct in his identification of a specific connection between the two scenes. Here, as
often in the poem, the function of Diomedes seems to be as a stand-in for Achilles, a kind of blank hero
upon whom many of the absent protagonist’s motifs and actions are projected during his absence,
culminating in his removal from battle by being shot in the foot by Paris in Book 11.'** The Diomedes
who takes the reins of these magical Trojan horses seems already to stand with one foot inside and one
outside the boundaries of the Iliad itself. Some of the episodes he recreates, such as the fight with
Aeneas, are a part of the poem’s main plot, but he also recreates scenes (such as a version of the
“Achilles’ heel” motif) from parts of the Trojan War megamyth that the Iliad itself does not cover. With
reference to the chariot race in Iliad 23, Douglas Frame finds in the prominent role of Nestor and
Antilochus a reference to a tale from Nestor’s own youth, in which he loses a chariot race to the twin
Molione, and detects echoes of this episode in Diomedes’ competition with Eumelus.'®

Another instance where Diomedes’ actions seem to recreate an episode from outside the Iliad is

the next appearance of the hero’s newly acquired horses, in Book 8, during the period when Zeus has

forbidden the gods to interfere with the human action so that he can begin granting Achilles’ wish for

163 Louden 1993: 191.
1% See e.g. Alden (2000: 173 ff.), Burgess (2009: 63 f£.) for a summary of the correspondences and associated scholarship.
1% Frame (2009: 140-149).
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Achean defeat. Once the Achaeans realize that they have lost the support of the gods, their main heroes
retreat one by one, leaving behind Nestor:

"Ev0’ ot IS opevedg TAR pipvery odt’ Ayapépvawy,
otte 80" Alavteg pevétny Oepamovreg Apnog-
Néotwp oiog Eupve I'epnviog 0dpog Axatv

oD Tt £kv, GAN trmog €teipeto, TOV Padev i@

8tog ANéEavdpog EAévng mootg fiképoto

dxpnv kak kopu@Hv, 601 Te Tp@TAL TPixES INTWY
Kpavie Epme@vact, pdAiota 8¢ Kaiplov éoTwy.
dAyfoag 8 avémadto, Bédog & eig éyképadov 8D,
odv &’ tmovg étdpate kuMvSopevos Tepl YaAK Y.
dpp’ 0 YépwV tmmolo Taphopiag améTapve
pacyavw dicowv, To@p’ "‘Extopog wkéeg inmot
AABov av’ iwxpov Bpacdv fjvioyov popéovreg
“Extopa- kai v0 kev §v0’ 6 yépwv amd Bupdv Shecoey

gl un dp’ 68 vonoe Pory dyabog Atopndne-

Then neither Idomeneus nor Agamemnon dared to remain, and the two Ajaxes, servants
of Ares, did not remain either. The only one to remain was Nestor the Gerenian,
watchman of the Achaeans. This was not intentional, but his horse was disturbed; noble
Alexander, husband of Helen with her fair hair, shot it with an arrow right down the top
of the skull, where the first hairs grow out of of horses” heads, which is the most critical
place. It convulsed in pain, and the arrow went into its brain, and it spooked the other
horses as it spun around the bronze. While the old man was cutting the trace-horse
straps, attacking them with his sword, the whole time Hector’s quick horses came
through the wild turmoil bringing their charioteer: Hector. And at that point the old
man would have lost his life right there, if Diomedes, great at the war cry, had not taken

sharp notice. (Iliad 5.78-91)

Here we see the same pattern as the divine rescue, with Diomedes replacing the other gods and
goddesses who “take sharp notice” of the human predicaments. From the small but crucial details
around which life-and-death situations pivot (here a wounded trace horse whose reins must be severed)
the focus of the scene widens, as it shifts to the perspective of a focalizer who assesses the situation as a
whole and intervenes to change it. While Diomedes is not the only human character to intervene in a

pivotal contrafactual, divine intervention is by far the more frequent technique — especially when the
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intervention is to avert an outcome that would violate tradition.' An example'”” from Morrison’s third
category of changes that make little difference to the plot or the tradition — the only category in which
human intervention is more common than divine — will demonstrate the difference:

&v0’ 8 ye Koipavov efhev Addoropd e Xpopiov te

Ahkavdpov 0" ANov e Norjpova te Ilpdraviv te.

kai v0 ¥’ &t mAéovag Avkiwv ktdve Stog Odvooedg
el uf) dp” 08D vonoe péyag kopvbaiolog Extwp-

Then (Odysseus) killed Coeranus and Alastor and Chromius and Alcander and Halius
and Noemon and Prytanis. And at that point divine Odysseus would have killed more of
the Lycians if great Hector of the gleaming helmet had not taken sharp notice... (Iliad
5.677-680)

Here too a pivotal contrafactual with a human interloper is employed in a formally similar way to reverse
a plot trajectory that cannot be sustained forever, but there is neither the tension nor the mythological
significance found in the passages we have examined featuring the sudden rescue of characters such as
Aeneas, Nestor, or Paris.

It is, of course, necessary for this intervention to be human rather than divine, because this is
during the period when Zeus has forbidden the other gods to interfere. But what allows Diomedes to
effect this rescue is not only his status as a stand-in for Achilles, but, as he tells Nestor himself, his
magical horses:

QAN &y’ Epav oxéwv émPrioeo, dppa idnat

olot Tpwiot inmot émotapevor edioto

kpauva pal’ Ev0a kal EvBa Swképev 78¢ péPecdal,

obg ot an’ Aiveiay ENopuny pfotwpe poPoto.

ToUTWw pev Oepdmovte Kopeitwy, Twde 8¢ vl
Tpwoiv £¢” imnoSaporg iBvvopev, dpa kai “Extwp

1% Morrison (1992: 66) gives the statistics for the three categories into which he divides pivotal contrafactuals: divine
intervention occurs in seven out of nine passages where the Trojan War tradition is threatened, seven out of ten in passages
where the plot of the Iliad is threatened, and four out of fourteen in cases where neither is threatened.

197 Morrison 1992: 65.
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eloetat ei kai épov 86pv paivetal év Takdpyoty.

...but come, step into my chariot, so that you can see how these Trojan horses that

know the terrain are at chasing and fleeing very quickly, this way and that — the ones I

once took from Aeneas, instigators of panic. Have servants transport those away, and

let’s both aim this pair at the horse-taming Trojans, so that even Hector will know if my

spear still rages in my hands. (Iliad 8.105-111)

Here, as in the Book 23 chariot race, the narrative reminds us that these are the same horses Diomedes
acquired in Book S without repeating the detail of their supernatural genealogy. However, in both cases
it is a reasonable inference that it is precisely this quality that allows Diomedes to perform feats that no
one else can. Much has been made of Odysseus’s cowardly retreat (8.97-98) after Diomedes asks for his
help, but Nestor’s stranding also comes in the wake of the desertion of Agamemnon, Idomeneus, and the
two Ajaxes, after Zeus signals his allegiance to the Trojans by striking the ground in front of the
Achaeans with lightning. These magical horses are like a purloined bit of the divine magic that allows
gods to adjust the course of the narrative.

This is particularly true given that the situation with Hector and Nestor’s wounded horses that
Diomedes interrupts has been examined extensively by the Neoanalysts for its parallels with a plausible
reconstruction of a scene from the Cyclic Aethiopis featuring the death of Antilochus.'”® Proclus’s
summary of the Aethiopis describes the scene in the broadest possible terms: Thetis delivers to Achilles
some unspecified prophesy about Memnon, Memnon kills Antilochus, Achilles kills Memnon (kai @étig
¢ i Ta kata Tov Mépvova mpoAéyel. kai cvpPodiic yevopévng Avtidoyog vmd Mépvovo dvaipeitat,
gnerra Ax\edg Mépvova kreiver). The Neoanalytic argument supplements this description with a

reference in Pindar’s Sixth Pythian Ode to Antilochus, who is supposed to have died “standing up to the

1% Willcock (1997: 179 ff.) summarizes bibliography of Neoanalyst readings; Kullmann (2005) discusses his own Neoanalyst
position in light of recent scholarship.
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man-slaying Memnon, commander of the Aethipians, since Nestor’s chariot was impeded by his horse,
which was shot by arrows from Paris.” (6.30-33: évapiuBpotov| dvapeivaig otpdtapyov Aibidmwy |
Mépvova. Neotdpetov yap inmog dpy’ énéda | Tldprog éx PeNéwv SaixPeis.) By facing the superior warrior
Memnon, Nestor’s son Antilochus “purchased a rescue for his father with his death” (39: mpiato ptv
Bavatolo koudav matpdg). The close parallels between the situations have led to the Neoanalytic
argument that this ultimately inconsequential Iliadic scene is a reworking of a more pivotal scene from
the Aethiopis, in which the death of Antilochus, like that of Patroclus in the Iliad, is the catalyst for
Achilles’ return to battle to fight the main antagonist.

More recently scholars such as Martin West Adrian Kelly have voiced uneasiness with the
circularity in the logic that allows the plot of the lost poem to be simultaneously reconstructed from and
compared with surviving works.'” Burgess points out that it is entirely speculation that the Aethiopis or
any other early poem depicted Achilles’ slaying of Memnon as an act of reciprocal vengeance for the
killing of Antilochus — but even if it was,

the motif of vengeance for a fallen friend is a typical motif, not a specific one. It could

readily arise in any poetry about battle. We find it constantly in the battle scenes of the

Iliad, and this suggests that the motif was common in the epic tradition that the poet of
110

the Iliad knew, not simply in one story that the poet knew.
Burgess does not seek to overturn the Neoanalytic reading of Diomedes’ rescue of Nestor, however, but
merely to qualify the specificity of the allusion to take account of the kind of multiformity one finds in an

oral tradition: “I am inclined to agree, with reservations, that the Iliad scene may at least partially

19 West (2003) argues that the Aethiopis was written as a response to “death of Achilles” storyline left unfinished by the Iliad;
Kullmann (2005) responds to his objections against the Neoanalytic reading. Kelly (2006) argues that Pythian 6 displays so
many linguistic echoes with the passage from Iliad 8 that the Iliadic passage must have exerted some direct influence on
Pindar’s composition, but agrees that Homer could also have been familiar with a version of the Aethiopis that included some
version of this scene.

"9 Burgess 1997: 10.
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correspond to an episode in the fabula of the death of Achilles that usually belonged there.”"'' Perhaps
the situation that Diomedes’ pivotal contrafactual interrupts, with Nestor stranded in a chariot rendered
inoperable because of a wounded trace horse and Hector racing in to kill him, would have felt familiar to
the audience in a general way as the kind of sequence that preceded the return of a hero such as Achilles,
rather than as a specific reference to a fixed poem such as the Aethiopis.

The Neoanalysts point out that the “wounded trace horse” motif is mirrored in Iliad 16, when
Patroclus loses his own trace horse while taking the place of Achilles in battle; these are the only two
mentions of “trace horses” in the entire Iliad.'""> This scene in Iliad 16 precedes the encounter with
Sarpedon that is his final moment of glory before being slain by Hector. Could it be that, like the casting
of lots in the contest script (or the presence of an unused musical instrument in Avdo’s disguiseless
recognition scene), the injured trace horse was an automatic part of the oral storytelling pattern in which
the death of a hero’s friend precedes his killing of the responsible enemy?'"* If so, then I would argue that
Nestor’s wounded trace horse in Iliad 8 functions not only to incorporate that external scene into the
Iliad, but simultaneously to lead certain savvy members of the audience to expect that the sequence that
will bring Achilles back to the battle has just been initiated.'** Perhaps they specifically expected the
Antilochus scene from Pythian 6, or perhaps Antilochus and Patroclus are simply the only two examples

of a much more diverse story pattern that happened to survive the transition to writing. At any rate, the

! Burgess 2009: 74.

' Neoanalytic arguments centering around the presence or absence of the wounded trace horse are summarized by Kelly
(2006: 6-12).

'3 This is not to say that the injured horses are not well-motivated in each case, causing Nestor’s predicament in Book 8, and
serving a symbolic function in Iliad 16, where the killing of the mortal horse that is paired with Achilles’ divine team
foreshadows the deaths of both the half-divine Achilles and his stand-in Patroclus.

1* As I discuss in Chapter Four, the Iliad does not overtly predict or foreshadow the death of Patroclus until Zeus explains the
Dios boulé to Hera at the end of Iliad 8 — i.e. directly after this rescue of Nestor by Diomedes.
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demand that Zeus has just made to the gods is to avoid intervening so that he can get “this work” (tade
erga) done as quickly as possible (¢pa téxioTa TeAevTHOoW T4SE Epya), a reference that, as we will discuss
in the final chapter, seems to refer to his promise to Achilles to allow Trojan victory, and thus
simultaneously to the main plot of the Iliad, with the twist that Achilles’ victory will come at the price of
a death of a friend. To an audience listening to a poet composing and performing linearly, as the clock
ticks, rather than reading a book where the number of pages remaining is obvious, there would be no
reason not to expect this to be what is happening in Book 8.

Diomedes, however, is able to use the wild card of magical horses to put a stop to the sequence
before anyone gets killed. He then turns the horses against Hector and attacks him (8.118 ff.), disabling
Hector’s charioteer and forcing him to fall back. It would seem that Diomedes is even able to undo
Zeus’s own plan for Trojan victory, as we are told by another pivotal contrafactual:

"Ev0d ke Aoryodg €nv kai apfxava épya yévovro,

kai vo ke ofikacBev kata Thiov fiite dpve,

el ) dp” 08D vonoe mati)p av8p@v Te Bedv Te-

Bpovthoag & dpa Sewvov aiik’ &pyfTa Kepavvov,

kad 8¢ Tp6od’ tnmwy Atoprideog fixe xapdade-

Sewvny 8t AOE WpTo Begiov katopévoto,
T & innw Seicavte katamtATy O SxeoQL:

At that point there would have been havoc and the work would have become
unmanageable, and at that point they would have been penned up in Ilium like sheep, if
the father of gods and men had not taken sharp notice. Thundering terribly he sent
down a flash of lightning, and threw it down to the ground in front of Diomedes’ horses.
A terrible flame arose from the burning sulfur, and the two horses got scared and fled
beneath the chariot. (Iliad 8.130-136)
This passage is heavily marked by the presence of both versions of the pivotal contrafactual formula in a
row, first entha ke and then kai ny ke, to suggest the kind of chaos that might be found in a plot where a

rogue Diomedes is allowed to go unchecked. The “work” (erga) that threatens to become unmanageable

echoes the plot erga that Zeus has just declared his intention to carry out quickly. Interestingly, Zeus’s
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“sharp notice” seems to be directed toward the divine animals at least as much as it is toward the human
hero: his lightning strikes in front of the horses and is specifically described as causing them fear and
making them relent. These are magical horses, with the gods” own power to alter plotlines in progress.

My reading of this passage is again complementary to that of Douglas Frame, who sees a
different intersection between Iliad 8 and 22 in which both allude to Nestor’s loss in a chariot race in
funeral games as a young man due to a lack of restraint that causes his chariot to be damaged.'”* The
qualities that we see in Nestor and Antilochus in both books, Frame argues, mirror those that led to the
death of Patroclus. This is yet another aspect of Diomedes’ function as a point of intersection with other
parts of the larger mythological tradition. The appearance of his horses in Iliad S and 8 both involve
episodes that consciously rewrite scenes or motifs from elsewhere in the epic tradition, and both
instances are marked by pivotal contrafactual formulas and clashes with the gods. At the same time, even
as the ticking clock poet constantly introduces self-contained episodes to defer or alter the plot, he is
keeping tabs on any loose plot threads that these self-contained episodes may have left behind, such as
Diomedes’ acquisition of these new horses. Whatever the external resonances, the very fact that the
Catalog in Book 2 concludes with the question “whose horses were fastest” suggests that this is itself a
question with intrinsic interest for audiences. Therefore we ought also to notice the internal resonance
of this episode from Book 8. The horses involved in this scene will all race in Book 23 (excluding, one
assumes, Nestor’s horse which is shot in the brain), and the team that is here disabled comes in second
to the team that is here required to save the day.

I have argued that there is a greater significance behind the pivotal contrafactual at 23.382-383

with which we began this discussion. Apollo’s intervention to try to help Eumelus win the race functions

15 Erame 2009: 207 ff.
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not to change the results, but to mark the outcome as an alternative to tradition — and in this case,
version marked as “alternative” is the one that will come true in the Iliad. In addition to the external
evidence of alternate versions of the tradition with alternate winners in the race, the outcome is a hotly
contested event within the poem, beginning with an argument between Idomeneus and Oilean Ajax over
whether the runner they see in the lead is, in fact, Eumelus or Diomedes (23.450-487). Frame describes
how even Idomeneus’s correct proposition (that Diomedes is in the lead) imagines a different version of
Eumelus’s crash, a “virtual race” that he reads as yet another nod to Nestor’s long-ago loss against the
Molion twins."® Thus we may suspect the collision of not one but two alternate versions of this race:
Ajax’s prediction (in which Eumelus wins) and Idomeneus’s prediction (in which Eumelus loses and
recreates Nestor’s loss).

Although we will never be able to detect the entire web of resonance with other parts of the
multiform oral tradition that lie behind this episode, it seems extremely likely that the chariot race was
both popular and variable for early audiences. I argue that Diomedes’ victory is one of the likeliest
candidates for being the particular invention of the poet dictating our Iliad. He has used Diomedes and
his horses throughout the first half of the poem both as a tool to manage the plot and as a window into
the rest of the myth and alternate storytelling possibilities. Having them win the chariot race at the end
functions as a sort of signature, marking and acknowledging that this has been their role in the particular
performance that led to our text. “In the Games themselves, and in the behaviour of the characters,”
Willcock tells us, the technique of the poet is that “he is exercising his creative invention, but along lines

laid down by his previous poetic experience (or memory).”""” With this detail we see that the poet’s use

116 Erame 2009: 142.
W7Willcock 1973: 3
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of the divine to expand and correct the plot is at times inextricable from his use of the gods to build and
maintain the main story of the poem. These issues will be the focus of the final chapter, as I examine
Zeus as both a metapoetic stand-in for the author and a central hub through which epic storytelling is

routed.
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Chapter Four
Zeus’s and Thetis’s Iliad
Viewing the Iliad and Odyssey as presentations of a mental text by a ticking clock poet, as I have
suggested in the previous chapter, is a perspective that well explains many of the poems’ long-noted
idiosyncrasies. In her book examining literary strategies for creating verisimilitude, Ruth Scodel
contrasts Homeric epic with the modern novel. Scodel identifies one of the “most characteristic features
of Homeric narrative” as “local motivation,” which she defines as “an expository element or plot device
that is introduced only at the moment it is needed and is not developed as the narrative proceeds. It has
little or no value for its own sake, but serves to support some other action.”" This is surely an accurate
description of how much of Homeric epic unfolds. Many entire episodes such as the duel of Ajax and
Hector in Iliad 7 (as I discuss in Chapter Three above) are introduced more or less completely out of the
blue, and have no obvious long-term consequences for the plot. Smaller details too are only mentioned
at the precise moment they are needed: Hermes arrives to provide Odysseus with the protective herb
moly only moments before he faces Circe in Odyssey 10, for example. While a modern novel’s
verisimilitude might be damaged if too many of its scenes had such a tenuous relationship with each
other and the rest of the story, Scodel sees local motivation in Homer as a kind of apology to increase
believability, allowing for the smooth transition from one type of traditional and typical scene to the
next. One of the commonest sources of local motivation is, of course, the gods, “in a specialization of

their function of filling in the gaps of the explicable.”

' Scodel 1999: 33, 12.
2Scodel 1999: 36.
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Local motivation is exactly the sort of tool a ticking clock poet needs if he is to expand his
traditional poem through the addition of traditional scenes.’ But clearly not all motivation in Homer is
local. Expansions must have a base to expand upon, and the basic overall unity of the plot of the Iliad and
Odyssey have been identified as key features of the poems since Aristotle.* Even the Analysts tended to
see the poems as accretions of material attached to a basic core rather than an anthology of unrelated
tales. In the case of the Iliad, this meant an “Achilleis” containing the crucial events of the plot: Achilles’
withdrawal from battle (largely confined to Book 1), the Achaeans’ resulting losses (largely confined to
Book 11), and the substitution and death of Patroclus (largely confined to Books 11 and 16) that
motivates Achilles’ return to battle. As we saw in the previous chapter, Minna Jensen has suggested that
what the Analysts identified as the core layer of composition by the earliest author was, in fact, the stable
core of the poet’s mental text.* While the episodes that make up this main plot are, like the expansions,
mostly self-contained, the motivation is far from local. In this chapter we will examine the ticking clock
poet’s technique for managing the “wrath of Achilles” plot that unites the poem from its beginning to
end. Just as we saw in Chapter Three that divine intervention functions as of the poet’s main tools for
expanding his mental text, this chapter will examine how Zeus serves as a storytelling tool that helps him
keep the main points of the mental text organized as they unfold. Specifically, I will consider him as a

stand-in for the poet himself, just as the minor gods can represent the audience. This “author as God”

3 It has been argued that many of these expansions are borrowed from other epics to which they are better suited — Iliad 3
offers good examples with both the duel of Menelaus and Paris and the “teichoscopeia” in which Helen identifies the major
Greek heroes for Priam, both of which seem more appropriate to the first year of the war than the last; the methodology of
Neoanalysis has largely been built upon such inferences (Kakridis 1949: 8). If, however, we understand such instances of
“scripts” or “type scenes” that are the common property of all epic, the concept of an “original” context for any given episode
becomes difficult to delineate, particularly in a world of oral rather than written presentation. Adam Parry (1966: 189-201)
offers a sensitive reading of how the language of the episodes I mention is carefully crafted for its setting.

* Poetics 1451a:22-30
* Jensen 2011: 256-257.
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metaphor functions not just in the characterization of Zeus himself, but as an explanation for his
function as, “the most influential agent in the Iliad, the hub around which the whole action turns.”

I begin with a consideration of one of the most controversial Homeric phrases, the “will” or
“plan” of Zeus (Dios boulé), which first appears in the fifth line of the Iliad and recurs throughout both
poems. Scholars have offered various specific interpretations of the phrase in particular contexts, but it
seems that on at least some occasions it serves as “a traditional equivalent to ‘the plot of this epic’.”
Using the Iliad as my main example, but offering evidence from both poems, I will demonstrate how the
Dios boulé functions throughout each work as a kind of beacon for the performing poet to follow. As a
constantly changing variable, the Will of Zeus both forecasts the major plot points (“Hector and the
Trojans will achieve victory over the Greeks”; “Achilles will not return to battle until after the death of
Patroclus”) and allows them to loom temporarily on the horizon as known entities which other
characters and gods may attempt to change or delay. This structure simplifies the task of the ticking
clock poet as he composes the poem he is performing line by line, because it allows him to consider
every decision as a binary set of choices: either continue the process of enacting the Will of Zeus, or
delay it with a locally motivated and self-contained expansion, which, when completed, will leave him
with the same choice again. This is precisely the situation at Iliad 7.16, as we examined in the previous
chapter.

Over the course of my consideration of the Dios boulé as a storytelling device, I will return to

scenes and issues explored in the first half of this dissertation. Previously, the argument between Achilles

and Agamemnon was considered in terms of its internal storytelling, as the two characters compete to

¢ Heiden 2008: 29.
7 Fowler 2004: 230. See the discussion below for further bibliography.
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control an authoritative narrative of the situation they find themselves in. Here I will consider how the
episode works from a poet’s-eye point of view. As well shall see, Achilles” speech re-narrating Iliad 1 to
Thetis not only serves to establish the interpretation of Achilles’ and Agamemnon’s actions on the
human level, but also transfers the story to the divine level. When Thetis secures Zeus’s agreement to
grant Achilles’ prayer and kill Achaeans to bring him honor, she assigns the variable Dios boulé its initial
value for the Iliad, while also linking the narrative authority Achilles claims in the human world with that
of Zeus in the divine world. The “plan” that the great god enacts to create the plot of the poem is a
response to the story the great hero tells to summarize the plot of the beginning. Not only does Zeus’s
momentous nod to Thetis lock in the course of the plot for the rest of the poem, but it lends authority to
the narrative upon which Achilles predicated his request.

At the same time, Zeus’s own authority is itself an issue under constant negotiation throughout
the Iliad, and one subject to a set of concerns similar to those we examined previously in the human
negotiations of Achilles and Agamemnon, or the families of the suitors and Odysseus. As is true for the
heroes, so too for Zeus: the authority to act is intimately tied to the authority to narrate. Just as human
authority is constantly tested and affirmed through the heroes’ interactions with each other, so Zeus’s
authority is defined and explored through his interactions both with the other gods and with the ill-
defined power of fate. As with the gods, “fate” (moira, aisa) in Homer has been read as a more literary
than religious notion: for epic heroes, “what is going to happen” in their lives is fate; for later epic
audiences, “what is going to happen” in the story is tradition.® By considering the character of Zeus from

the perspective of his function as an organizer and manager of the plot, I will read many of his key

8 The perspective is described by Bakker (2005: 109 ff.). The notion of Homeric fate as purely literary concept is given an
extensive treatment in a mongraph by Eberhard (1923); see also e.g. Nagy (1979: 265-268), Wong (2002), Sarischoulis
(2008).
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statements and actions in the poems as reflections the powers and limitations of a creative poet working
with traditional material. In particular, I identify “narrative teases” — moments at which both Zeus and
the poet of the Iliad define the extent of their power to create by advertising their ability to use it in
irresponsible (or untraditional) ways.
The injustice of Zeus and the Cyclops’s Odyssey

I will begin my consideration of Zeus’s role in the management of the main plot of the Iliad with a
comparative example from the Odyssey, one that illustrates the complexity of Homeric plot management
technique in action: Polyphemus’s prayer to Poseidon at Odyssey 9.528-535. The set of issues that critics
have raised in the interpretation of this passage will require a brief consideration of the problem of divine
justice. In my opinion, reading Zeus, the gods, and fate as a system designed to facilitate storytelling is
useful if only because it allows the interpreter to sidestep the many difficulties that arise in the attempt to
discover a coherent (let alone just) religious worldview in the poems. Critics of Homer since at least
Xenophanes have complained that the gods’ actions are petty and inconsistent. There is, for example,
the matter of Zeus’s response to Odysseus’s prayer at the end of Odyssey 9. Throughout the ninth book,
Odysseus is markedly observant of ritual toward Zeus,’ specifically invoking the god in his capacity as
the avenging Zeus Xeinios in his plea that the Cyclops provide his men with hospitality (9.269-271), to
which Polyphemus replies that “since Cyclopes don’t care about Zeus the Aegis-bearer,” (9.275: o0 yap
Kokdwmeg Awdg aiytdxov ddéyovow) he would not spare Odysseus or his crew in deference to him, and
proceeds to eat six of the men over the course of the next day. As Odysseus is sailing away after blinding
the Cyclops, he points to this blasphemous act as the cause of the monster’s downfall as he is crowing

about his victory: “this is why Zeus and the rest of the gods have punished you” (9.479: 1@ ot Zebg

® For the just Zeus Odysseus believes in, see Lloyd-Jones (1983: 30).
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teioarto kai Beol @Aot), which angers Polyphemus and causes him to pray to Poseidon, as we shall see.
Odysseus’s final action in the Cyclops episode before his fleet sails away is to make an offering of the ram
underneath which he escaped from the cave:

Tov & émi Ol

Znvi kedawvepéi Kpovidy, 6¢ naowv avaooet,

peac unpl’ Exatov- 6 8 ovk épmaleto ipwv,

AN & ye peppnpilev, dmwg dmoloiato Taoal

vijeg ébooelpot kai épol €pinpeg étaipot.

And he sacrificed it and burned its bones for Zeus, son of Cronus, god of dark clouds,

who rules over all. He did not care for the sacrifice, but plotted how all of my well-

decked ships and trusty companions could be destroyed. (Odyssey 9.551-555)
It might seem that a just Zeus would have sided with Odysseus rather than the Cyclops; the fact that he
does not calls into question the existence of a consistent theodicy in the poems. There are essentially two
lines of interpretation that have been applied to the problem. Perhaps, as has been argued influentially
by Bernard Fenik,' this is yet another example of the sort of inconsistency one finds in oral poetry,
where the stacking of traditional scenes and motifs occasionally brings together two incongruent
elements. But perhaps there is an explanation to be found in the text — Karl Reinhardt suggests that
Odysseus’s claim (cited above) to be able to punish in the name of Zeus is hubris, which drew the god’s

wrath,'' and Rainier Friedrich sees this as part of a larger pattern of hubristic behavior on the part of

Odysseus."? Christopher Brown identifies the problem as Odysseus’s failure to recognize that Cyclopes

10 Fenik (1974: 218 ff.) Louden (1999: 69-103) delineates a specific narrative pattern that underlies all the scenes of divine
wrath in the poem. Page’s influential reading (1955: 1-20) of the depiction of Polyphemus in Odyssey 9 finds an amalgam of
the mythological Cyclopes described in e.g. Hesiod’s Theogony with a more generalized ogre figure appropriate to this
common folktale plot, offering a more specific reason for the incongruities in particular elements: for recent takes on this, see
Nieto Hernandez (2000), Alwine (2009).

1 Reinhardt 1960: 64 ff.
12 Friedrich 1991.
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occupy a separate category from human beings, and that the practice of human nomoi should not be
expected of them."

The narratological solution to this problem places emphasis on the fact that all of Book 9, as part
of Odysseus’s apologoi, is focalized through this human storyteller, an internal secondary
narrator/focalizer. Irene de Jong comments on an earlier passage in which Odysseus blames Zeus for his
losses in battle (9.52-3)

...although he had previously blamed his companions, now — like all Homeric

characters — Odysseus also ascribes to a (malevolent) god the course of events. There

are also other places in his narrative where he detects the hand of a god in the course of

events, both negative (9.67, 553-5; 12.295, 313, 338, 371-3) and positive (9.142, 154,

158; 10.141, 157; 12.169, 445, 448). It is important to realize that we are dealing here

not with facts, but with Odysseus’ interpretations.'

In fact, the groundwork for both a narratological reading was laid over a century ago (thus predating
Narratology itself) in a seminal article by Ove Jérgensen.'S Confronting a tradition of Analyst
scholarship that found multiple authorship in the Odyssey’s inconsistent treatment of the gods,
Jorgensen demonstrated that the poems are both quite consistent in their practice of limiting the ability
of their internal, human narrators to describe divine action when narrating their own lives. Through a
survey of Odysseus’s language in the apologoi, he finds that, aside from a very few rule-proving
exceptions, Odysseus uses just four words to name the divine agents that constantly interfere in his
travels: daimén (“a divinity”), theos (“a god”), theoi ("the gods”), and Zeus. The first two are often found

with tis (“some divinity”, “some god”), creating an indefiniteness which highlights the reality of what

Jorgensen demonstrates is behind this phenomenon: “these are, however, just four expressions for the

3 Brown 1996.
'*de Jong 1992: 2.
' Jorgensen 1904.
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same thing in the poet’s conventional language.”'¢ Here Jorgensen neatly anticipates the next century’s
insights in both Narratology and Oral Poetics to describe how the careful restriction of this “thrifty” set
of formulaic expressions to character speech creates a tangible difference in focalization as compared
with the speech of the Homeric Narrator.

While later scholarship has added nuance and limitations to what is sometimes referred to as

»17

“Jorgensen’s Law,”"” it is difficult to deny its explanatory power in many passages where characters

specifically re-narrate events that had been told from the perspective of the Narrator. Take for example
Odyssey S, in which the Narrator describes Poseidon’s realization that Odysseus has built a raft to escape
the island of Calypso:

TOv & ¢§ AiB1omwv aviwy kpeiwy évooixBwy
AOOev €k ZoAdpwv dpéwv 18ev- eloato yap ol
noVTOV émmeiwy. 0 8 éxdaato knpddL paXdov,
kwhoag 8¢ kdpn wpoti 6v pvdfoato Bupdv-

“@ womot, 7 péda 8y petePovdevoav Beol EAAwg
ape’ Odvaiii épeio pet’ Aibdmeooty €6vtog:
kol 81 Pajkwv yaing oxedov, Evla oi aioa
EKQUYEELY péya meipap 600G, ) piv ikaveL.
GAN €T péy piv et ddnv éddav kaxkdtnrog.”
&g elmwy odvayev vepélag, Etdpate 8¢ movToy
xepoi Tpiavav ENdv-

As King <Poseidon> the earth shaker was coming back from the Aethiopians, he
watched from the far-away mountains of the Solymoi and saw (Odysseus), who was
visible to him as he sailed over the sea. <Poseidon> got angrier in his heart, and shook
his head and said to his own mind: “Oh no, it seems the gods have in fact completely
changed their minds about Odysseus while I was with the Aethiopians! He is actually
quite close to the land of the Phaeacians, where it is his fate to escape the large measure
of sorrow that is coming to him. But I still think I can throw him enough trouble.” When
he said this he brought together the clouds and shook up the sea as he picked up his
trident in his hands... (Odyssey 5.582-592)

'6 “Das sind aber in der contenionellen Sprache des Dichters nur vier Namen fiir dasselbe.” (Jorgensen 1904: 363)

'7e.g. Friedrich (1991: 16); Brown (1996: 2).
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There is much in this passage to which we will return below, as Poseidon describes his own hierarchical
relationship with both “the gods” (theoi) and “fate” (aisa), which defines and limits his ability to affect
human action. But for the moment I wish simply to demonstrate the contrast Jorgensen highlights
between this description and Odysseus’s immediate re-narration of the beginning of this storm in a
soliloquy immediately after it has threatened the vessel he is sailing on:

deidw pr) 81 mavrta Oeq vypeptéa elmev,

W pat’ év movtw, Tpiv atpida yaiav ikéoBal,

dAye avamifoety- Ta 8¢ 81 vOv mdvta TedetTal.

ololo1y VeEQéeoot TEPLOTEPEL OVDPAVOY EDPLV

Zevg, ¢tépate 8¢ mévTov, émonépyovot 8 deNha

TAVToiwy Qvépwy- Vv pot 0®g aimdg SAedpog.

I am afraid that everything the goddess (Calypso) told me was infallible — she said I

would have my fill of pain on the sea before returning to the land of my fathers. And in

fact this has all now been fulfilled. Zeus is twisting the wide sky around with his clouds;

he has disturbed the sea, and storms are coming with all sorts of winds. Utter destruction

is now certain for me. (Odyssey 5.300-305)
Even in a passage that repeats some of the language of the immediately preceding description of
Poseidon verbatim (5.291/304: ¢tapate 8¢ novrov), Odysseus uses the name “Zeus” to describe the god
whom the Narrator has unambiguously identified as Poseidon. According to Jorgensen’s explanation,
Odysseus (perhaps in an imitation of everyday speech) uses “Zeus” as a generic label for “some divine
power about which I have no further information.” This is only one of many examples offered of
character speech re-labeling what had been a specific divinity in Narrator speech as “Zeus” or one of the
three other generic titles.'®

This illustration of “Jérgensen’s Law” in action suggests two points relevant to the present study.

First, it seems to be literally encoded into the traditional language of epic that the ability to know and

' Jorgensen 1904: 366-368.
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narrate the actions of the gods is a special property of the narrator. The difference in usage that
Jorgensen demonstrates creates a distinction between the language of (Muse-inspired) poetry and
regular language, and also (as I suggest in Chapter One) associates it with the language of divinely
inspired prophets and seers."” If, as I argue, one of the regular functions of divine intervention in
Homeric epic is as a tool for the ticking clock poet to facilitate storytelling, it is especially appropriate
that this tool is encoded in a traditional type of language and description that is treated as the exclusive
property of poets telling stories. The second point is that the inclusion of “Zeus” on the list of generic
terms suggests there is something so transcendent about this highest god that he is an exception to this
rule: human narrators feel no compunction against attaching responsibility for natural phenomena to his
name. In Jorgensen’s view, this is because Homer uses the name in two senses: there is the specific king
“Zeus” of Olympus, husband of Hera, father of gods and men whom the Narrator describes, and the
fuzzy common noun “zeus” which in character language is merely a synonym for “some god” or “the
gods.”?® But as Christopher Brown argues, even if we accept this bifurcation of meaning, Jérgensen’s law
applies only to the language used for divine intervention; if Odysseus says he made an offering to Zeus,
this cannot mean the indefinite “zeus.””" Brown’s analysis implies that, because Odysseus occasionally
exhibits greater than human knowledge in his apologoi, it is essentially impossible to read his statement
that Zeus “plotted how all of my well-decked ships and trusty companions could be destroyed” as an

inference based on the later outcome rather than a straightforward description.

' See my discussion in the first chapter. For a consideration of this distinction as a traditional strategy to create poetic
authority, see e.g. Scodel (2002: 79).

2% The choice to illustrate the distinction with capital and lower case Zeus/zeus is my own, not that of Jorgensen (in whose
German it would, of course, be meaningless).

! Brown 1996: 2, fn. 2.
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I would agree with the first of Brown’s points but hesitate on the second. I too cannot read
Odyssey 9.551-553 to mean anything other than that Odysseus made an offering to Zeus specifically, but
I find it reasonable to suspect that “Zeus refused the offering and started planning trouble for my crew
and ships” is meant to elide a more complex divine interaction involving other gods (such as those at
12.374-388 or 13.125-158). The ultimate question that Brown, Jorgensen, and many of the other
scholars I cite above are concerned with is about the justice of Zeus, as I describe above: why would a
just Zeus reward Odysseus’s studious piety by plotting his destruction? The answer I have alluded to is
that one of the main concerns guiding Zeus’s words and actions in Homeric epic is his function as a
manager of the main plot. Jorgensen’s “zeus” is generally used by characters for the specific purpose of
being assigned responsibility for the major events in their own plots and lives. When Odysseus first tells
Polyphemus about having been blown off course and forced to wander the sea, the ends with a
parenthetical “I guess that’s how Zeus decided to plan it” (9.262: otitw mov Zedg #0ele unricacdar). 1
would argue that, rather than discovering in Jérgensen’s observation a bifurcated use of the name “Zeus,”
we should see in the human characters’ indefinite “zeus” a muted version of this prominent feature of the
detailed Zeus whom the Narrator describes on Olympus. Zeus is, in fact, rather unlike the other gods in
this respect. He generally does not act on personal, locally motivated whims, but invokes the lofty
sounding concept of “fate” as justification for the lines of action he endorses and enacts, even if (as in the
case of his son Sarpedon or Hector) he does not personally like it.

Another motivation for action by Zeus will be a main focus of the next section of this chapter: his
intervention in response to prayers or requests. As we will see, a prayer or request to Zeus is the specific
way in which the main plot of both the Iliad and Odyssey are initiated. As a model for the way in which
this process works, let us now consider Polyphemus’s prayer, which directly precedes Odysseus’s failed

sacrifice to Zeus in Odyssey 9:
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KAD0, ITooeidaov yajoxe kvavoyaita-

el é1edv ye 0g eip, Tathp & £pog ebyeat eivay,

30¢ pf) Odvooija wrodmdpBiov oikad” ikéoBal,

viov Aaéptew, T0dxy &vi oiki” €xovra.

GAN €l oi poip” ¢oti pidovg T idéerv kal ikéoBa

olkov ébktipevov kai &y &g Tatpida yaiav,

oV kakwg &MBot, OAéoag dro Tdvtag étaipovg,

VNog é aAAotping, ebpot & v mpata oikey.’

Hear me Poseidon, blue-haired holder of the earth! Do not allow Odysseus the city

destroyer, [son of Laertes, who has his home on Ithaca,] to return home. But if it is his

fate to see his loved ones and return to his well-crafted house and to the land of his

fathers, have him come late and badly, after losing all of his companions, on someone

else’s ship, and have him find pain in his home. (9.528-535)
The Cyclops’s speech begins with the three standard components of Homeric prayers — invocation of
the god; justification for request based on past service or official ties of affection; statement of request™
— but then appends a footnote in the event that his request goes against “fate” (moira). In this case, he
asks for the request to be transferred into a secondary category of fulfilled wish. Although it will be
subordinated to fate and thus unable to supersede it, at the same time, this new request (suffering) will
precede the fated event (homecoming) and thus delay it. At this point it is necessary re-introduce a
notion I suggested at the beginning of this chapter — that terms for “fate” in Homer such as moira or
aisa frequently have a metapoetic sense, identifying as “fate” from the point of view of the characters
what is “tradition” from the point of view of the audience.”® Edwin Wong argues that, just as “fate” is

essentially a poetic device within the poems, the opposing concept of “free well” may co-exist alongside

it, but equally as a literary device: fate is what is going to happen, and free will is the ability to delay it,

*2 The regular structure of Homeric prayer has been well studied; see e.g. Morrison (1991).

* For the interchangeability of moira and aisa in the epic language, and their use in this sense, see e.g. Nagy (1979: 265-268).
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providing the Hitchcockian suspense that keeps the audience in anticipation about when and how the
promised outcome will occur.**

This delay of the traditional fate of Odysseus’s homecoming is exactly what Polyphemus’s prayer
requests. But from the point of view of the ticking clock poet, this hierarchical stacking of fates is a
convenient way to keep a plot organized while composing line by line in performance. The overall moira
that Polyphemus names — that Odysseus will return to his home and his loved ones — is both his fate
and his tradition; it is what must happen eventually. But once this sequence actually begins, with the
return of Odysseus to Ithaca in Odyssey 13, the poem takes on a markedly more linear narrative structure
than the complex wanderings of the first half. Books 13-24 are almost entirely concerned with narrating
Odysseus’s straightforward movement from the shore of Ithaca to the inner sanctum of his house, killing
the suitors, and reintegrating himself into home and family — what Schadewaldt calls the move from the
“external homecoming” (Guflere Heimkehr) to the “internal homecoming” (innere Heimkehr).2> Once this
internal homecoming sequence has been initiated, there are no more of the first half’s exotic adventures
or visits to other heroes (with the slight exception of Telemachus’s departure from Sparta and a few brief
interludes in divine settings). Therefore we can imagine that having the moira “come late and badly”
(0VE xaxdg #E\Bot) — that is, after many complications and setbacks — is in fact a useful organizing
principle for the ticking clock poet as well. To specify future events by codifying them as “fate” or the
fulfillment of a prayer is to give those plot points an identity and a name, allowing them to be easily

indexed and referenced by the characters or Narrator, to be promised but delayed by Zeus. The

**Wong 2002.
%5 Schadewaldt 1970: 57.
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Cyclops’s definition of “badly” is essentially a laundry list of excuses for expanding the plot: there are
crew members to be killed, ships to be destroyed, pain to be suffered.

In fact, Polyphemus’s speculation about Odysseus’s moira repeats almost verbatim the two lines
with which Zeus had defined it earlier in the poem (5.41-42 ~ 9.532-533), in his speech instructing
Hermes to have Calypso release Odysseus from her island:

“Eppeia- o0 yap adrte T4 T dAha wep dyyerdg oot
VOuQY EbmAokapw eimely vpepTéa_ovAny,
véotov ‘Odvooijog Tadacippovog, Mg ke vénat,
otte Oewv mopmf) obre OvnTv avlpwmwy-

GAN’ 6y’ émi oxeding modvSéopov Tpata Taoywy
fuatt eikoot® Xyepinv £pifwlov ikotro,

Qaifkwy ég yaiav, ol ayxifeot yeydaotv-

of kév v Tept kfjpt Oedv Mg TipRooLOL,

mépyovoy 8 év vii piny ég matpida yatav,
XAk Te Xpvody Te LG £007Td TE SOVTES,

7OAN, 60" &v 08¢ ote Tpoing ¢&fpatr’ Odvooevg,
el wep ampwv AABe, Aaxwv amo Anidog aloav.

g yap oi poip’ éoti pidovg T idéery kai ikéoBat
olkov &g MY 6poov?S kai &Ny &g matpiSa yaiav.”

Hermes — well, now you will be a messenger again, for different news: tell my infallible
will (boulé) to the nymph with beautiful hair: a homecoming for Odysseus, who suffers
in his heart — for him to come home without the escort of gods or mortal human
beings; instead, after suffering pain on a boat bound with many fastenings, on the
twentieth day he will come to Scheria, rich with fertile soil, to the land of the Phaeacians,
who were born next to the gods. They will honor him like a god with all of their hearts,
and send him on a ship to his beloved fatherland, giving him plenty of bronze and gold
and clothing — so many things, Odysseus never would have won as much if he had
returned from Troy without pain, taking his share (aisa) of the plunder. For this is his
fate (moira): to see his loved ones and return to his high-roofed house and to his

fatherland. (Odyssey 5.29-42)

26 Polyphemus’s curse in Book 9 differs from Zeus’s speech in Book § in this adjective: while Zeus had said it is Odysseus’s
fate to return to his “high-roofed” house (oikon es hypsorophon), Polyphemus says “well-crafted house” (oikon ejiktimenon) in
an otherwise verbatim repetition; the difference cannot be explained by the necessities of the meter. Could this be a subtle
example of the delicacy of Homeric focalization? The Cyclopes as a race are specifically described as living in caves (9.113-
114) and ignorant of building technology (9.125-127), and thus one can imagine “roof” being considered a technical term
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This speech has thus already served to define as “moira” the “internal homecoming” that will end the
Odyssey; Polyphemus’s mention of it is thus (from the point of view of the ticking clock poet composing
line by line, if not the internal chronology of the fabula) taking advantage of the ability I suggest above to
index and define plot events once they have been defined as “fate.” But Zeus’s presentation of the future
conceptualizes the effects of delay more optimistically. Where Polyphemus’s “late and badly”
emphasizes the suffering that typically happens during the type of epic expansions that retard the
progression of the plot, Zeus highlights the increased timé (“honor”) that is to be had in the end.”” In the
previous chapter, we saw how David Elmer has suggested that epic’s “expansion aesthetic”
conceptualizes the glory that is to be had from lengthening a poem in terms of the actual extra
decorations or treasures that are added to descriptions of armor.*® Here Zeus employs aisa in its literal
meaning of “share” or “portion” of treasure alongside its formulaic synonym moira in the figurative sense
of “fate,” suggesting a kind of rough equivalence: there is a larger share of treasure and honor for the man
who suffers a longer delay before receiving his share of fate.

Zeus ends his speech with talk of fate; he began by calling the fated event in question
(Odysseus’s nostos, “homecoming”) his boulé (“will” or “plan”). As I suggest at the beginning of the
present chapter, boulé is a frequently occurring term to denote the plans of the gods and Zeus in
particular, and often seems virtually synonymous with “the plot of this epic.” In his reading of fate in
Homer as a purely poetic concept, Eberhard equates fate with the Dios boulé, and argues that this plan of
Zeus — whose three-stage description is distributed symmetrically in the first main section, and in a

form that increases emotionally in terms of content — is clearly the plan of the poet. It contains the basic

% The epic connection of pain and suffering with glory and honor is of course a major theme of both works, as has often been
discussed; see e.g. Nagy (1979), Pucci (1987), Segal (1994: 25-30).

28 Elmer 2010.
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structure (Grundlinien) of the entire epic and is decisive and crucial for the course of the narrative
action.”” Such a reading is quite compatible with the model of oral poetics I argue for. Particularly in the
Iliad, where Zeus’s plan is specifically elaborated in more detail on several key occasions over the course
of the poem (as we shall see in more detail below), boulé seems often used almost as a technical term in
the epic poetic vocabulary that describes the same concept as Jensen’s “mental text.” It is a way for the
poet to vocalize the sense in which his poem is an enactment of a careful schema he has worked out
rather than a total improvisation.

This boulé in the Odyssey may be traced to its very inception, when it is instigated by Athena’s
request to Zeus during the divine council at the beginning of the poem (1.45-95; the term boulé is first
found at 1.86). If, as I argue, there is a constantly available metaphor equating Zeus’s control over the
characters’ living world with a poet’s control over his story in progress, then Athena seems to have
caught the father of gods and men at the end of his previous gig: performing the Oresteia. Apropos of
nothing, Zeus “began the mythoi for them” (1.28: toior 8¢ poOwv fipxe) and utters the first word of
character speech in the Odyssey, describing Aegisthus’s murder of Agamemnon upon returning home for
the Trojan war, and prescribing revenge in the form of Orestes. As has often been noted, this Oresteia
story is invoked throughout the Odyssey as a counterexample to the action; it is as if Zeus the narrator
comes into this poem with the last one in the back of his mind, and thus introduces it as a topic

appropriate for reference by the other characters.’® The topic of Odysseus is only introduced when

*? Eberhard (1923: 37-38): “Dieser Plan des Zeus, dessen dreimalige Erwihnung sich symmetrisch auf den ersten Hauptteil
verteilt und zwar in inhaltlich wie gefilhlsmiBig gesteigerter Form, ist offenbar der Plan des Dichters. Er enthilt die vom
Dichter konstruierten Grundlinien des ganzen Epos und is bestimmend und ausschlaggebend fiir den Verlauf der Handlung.”
Heiden (2008: 36), in the context of a detailed analysis of the plot structure of the Iliad which finds Zeus at the center, calls
his plan “an overarching event trajectory in which the central agency of Zeus creates or addresses all the dilemma-situations in
which the other characters deliberate, plan, and ac.t”

39 On the Oresteia story as a backdrop and exemplary pattern for the Odyssey, see e.g. Olson (1995).
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Athena makes an indirect request of him with a question: why are you keeping Odysseus away from
home? Zeus’s response specifically mentions the wrath of Poseidon and names the blinding of
Polyphemus as the cause:

¢k Tod 81 Odvonja ITooedawv évooiyBuwv

o Tt katakTeivel, TAalet & dmo matpiSog aing.

AN dyed’ 1peis oide meprppalopeda mavreg

véotov, 8w EAONot- TTooelddwv 8¢ pedroet

8v x0Aov- ob pév ydp Tt Suvioetat dvtia TAVTWY

aBavatwy déknt Oe®v épdarvépev olog.

It is from this (sc. the blinding of Polyphemus) that Poseidon does what he does to

Odysseus — not quite kill him, but keep him wandering away from the land of his

fathers. But come, let’s all of us here figure out his homecoming — how he will go.

Poseidon will calm his anger, since he will not be able to argue against everyone, all by

himself, against the wishes of the immortal gods. (Odyssey 1.74-79)
The Zeus of the Odyssey is more democratic and less hands-on than his Iliadic counterpart, describing
this “homecoming” (nostos) as the decision of the community of gods rather than his individual plan,
and generally delegating his role as monitor of the plot to Athena. This democratic view of divine control
over the world is similar to what we saw above in Poseidon’s speech in Book S: “the gods have changed
their minds about Odysseus” (5.586-587: petefodlevoav Beoi dNhws | dpe’ ‘O8voiji).*! There too,
Poseidon called it his “fate” (5.588: aioa) as well as the will of the gods to come home and escape his
“large measure of sorrow” (589: péya neipap 6ilbog), but contrasts with this the immediate opportunity
to inflict a satisfying amount of kakotés (590) — literally “badness,” which echoes kakds (9.534) in
Polyphemus’s prayer that Odysseus’s fate “come late and badly.” The Iliad and Odyssey have different

narrative structures, and employ the gods differently in the realization of these structures, but both

' 1 think it is worth considering that in this passage Jorgensen’s law might apply to Poseidon’s speech — because he,
returning from the land of the Aethiopians, is describing the divine machinery through inference rather than specific
knowledge, it is possible his speech here is governed by the same rules as a human character’s, and that “the gods” has the
same indefinite sense. For the much-debated issue of whether the Iliad and Odyssey differ in their theodicy, see Allan (2006,
with bibliography).
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poems do so by means of a similar hierarchical stacking of plans. The boulé that Zeus enforces is not
some whim of his, but something that is “submitted” to him externally: by a god, by a prayer, by fate.
When Polyphemus prays to Poseidon to curse Odysseus, he submits a shorter term plan that delays the
longer term one. The reason there is no scholarly consensus about why Zeus allows this delay is that the
text specifically avoids providing one thanks to the device of focalizing the narrative through the human
Odysseus. There are hints elsewhere in the Odyssey of what the divine negotiation between Poseidon
and Zeus might have looked like — in addition to the exchange between Zeus and Athena in the first
book, there is the interaction between Zeus and Helios over the slaughter of the cattle at 12.374-388,
and between Zeus and Poseidon over the Phaeacians at 13.125-158. Nevertheless, by leaving the set of
events that result in Zeus refusing the sacrifice unclear, Odyssey 9 characterizes the divine world with a
Jobian sense of unknowability — the dimly imagined “zeus” of character speech is inherently more
frightening than any particularized Zeus the Narrator might depict, and perhaps in a certain sense, a
more satisfying account of real-world divine justice.”
The Wills of Thetis and Zeus

William Allan’s recent survey* of scholarly opinion on the significance of the recurring phrase Dios boulé
(“will/plan of Zeus”) in the Iliad will provide a convenient starting point for the present consideration of
the phrase in the Iliad. Assuming that the prominently placed statement at the beginning of the poem

“and the boulé of Zeus was being carried out” (1.5 Atdg § ételeieto fovly) is not simply a nonspecific

32 This indefinite “zeus” of character speech is similar to Achilles’ famous parable (Iliad 24.527-533) about Zeus handing out
human “gifts” from an optional jar of good and a non-optional jar of evil, with no deeper significance offered or implied, on
which Colin MacLeod (1982: 133) remarks: “Plato (Rep. 379d) objected to this passage that it makes evil come from the
gods. Whatever be thought of it as theology, it contains a moral idea of some substance. Men must accept their own suffering
and pity others’, as Achilles is doing, because they are all alike weaker than the gods, who send it on them.” The same could be
said of Zeus’s refusal of Odysseus’s sacrifice in Odyssey 9.

3 Allan 2008: 204-207.
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affirmation of Zeus’s power over all things, many scholars have, as Allan notes, tried to find a kind of
silver bullet interpretation that will account for every occurrence of the phrase. The “plan of Zeus” that
appears most prominently in the Iliad is his promise to Thetis to bring glory to Achilles by allowing
Trojans to kill Greeks, and as we shall see, it is undeniable that Dios boulé is sometimes used to refer
directly to this in the poem. But as James Redfield points out, if Zeus’s plan is something that was carried
out “from the very first moment this pair argued and separated: Atrides, lord of men, and noble Achilles”
(1.6-7: ¢ ob 81 & Tp@Ta SraotTNY éploavte | Atpeidng te dvaf avSpdv kal Stog AxiAevs), then it is
difficult to take it as specifically referring to a promise that was only made after that time.** Other
interpretations have sought a specific reference outside the text of the Iliad; from his Neoanalytic stance,
Wolfgang Kullmann detects a specific allusion to the same statement from a fragment of the lost Trojan
War poem from the Epic Cycle Cypria, involving a plan to ease the burden of the personified Earth by
thinning the human population through war.**

But Allan argues that, as a part of the shared pool of traditional epic diction, Dios boulé is a
concept that will be defined sometimes broadly, sometimes narrowly, within the text of a single poem.*
To be sure, the phrase is often equivalent to “the plot of this epic,” but we find it with this meaning
throughout the Iliad and Odyssey, and potentially in a fragment of the Cypria that happens to survive;
this suggests a ubiquity that would make it difficult for the phrase acquire any permanent specific
reference. Because each particular passage mentioning the Dios boulé refers to (and is simultaneously a

part of) its omnipresence in traditional poetry, the poet may employ it to create greater authority. At the

3 Redfield (1979: 106) argues convincingly against the interpretation that £ o0 81 ... refers back to pfjvtv deiSe in the first line
(i.e. “sing the wrath of Achilles ... from the very first moment this pair argued...” rather than “the Will of Zeus was carried
out from the very first moment...”)

35 Kullmann 1955.
36 Allan 2008: 212-213.
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same time it emphasizes his own bardic access to Zeus and the divine, and integrates the plot of any one
poem into the larger Trojan War meganarrative, or the even larger tapestry of interconnected Greek
mythological tales. Finally, Allan detects a specific statement about Zeus’s relationship with the cosmos:

... the Dios boulé is supreme and cannot be deflected, even by other gods (though it can

be delayed). Of course, the other gods’ interests are legitimate expressions of their place

within the divine hierarchy, but their schemes are always subservient to Zeus’s larger

plan. This emerges most clearly when one considers that phrases of the Dios boulé type

have a wide range of reference in early Greek epic, but always come back to Zeus and his

control over the world.””

The Zeus of the Dios boulé thus sounds a bit like Jérgensen’s indefinite “zeus” found in character speech
— a name to which responsibility for everything that happens in the plot can be assigned, since he is
understood in a general way to be responsible for everything that happens in the universe.

Now let us apply this reading of “plan of Zeus” as an evolving variable whose value is constantly
updated over the course of the poem to the model of a ticking clock poet composing his poem line by
line. The Iliad depicts a specific moment when this variable is first assigned a value: Thetis’s request to
Zeus at the end of the first book. As I demonstrate in the first chapter of the present work, Iliad 1 uses
Achilles’ long speech to his mother to mark the transformation of the quarrel with Agamemnon from
event that happens to narrative that is told within the story world. After re-narrating the beginning of the
Iliad, Achilles signals that it is time for a further transformation of this story he has just told to a new
event that will happen, asking Thetis to ask Zeus

ol kév wg £0€Anow émt Tpweoory aphigar,

Tobg 8¢ Katd TpvUvag T Kal ape’ dAa Ehaat Axatodg

KTEWVOUEVOVG, Iva TAvTES mavpwvTatl BactAiog,

Yv@ 8¢ kai Atpeidng edpd kpeiwv Ayapépuvwv
fjv &y 6 7" dprotov Axai@v 00d¢v ETioey.

37 Allan 2008: 213.
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...if he might be willing to give aid to the Trojans and close in the others, the Achaeans,
at the sterns of their ships by the sea as they are slaughtered, so they can all enjoy a share
of their king’s dividends, and so that even far-ruling Agamemnon will recognize his
madness: he did not honor the best of the Achaeans. (Iliad 1.408-412)

In the first two chapters we saw the close connection between political authority and narrative authority
in the world of Homeric epic: the power to author an authoritative narrative of what has happened is
closely linked to the power to author an authoritative command about what will happen. As we saw,
Achilles’ narrative seems to set the tone for the way the rest of the Iliad’s human characters describe the
quarrel, sympathizing with his perspective over Agamemnon’s; the repeated characterization of the
king’s behavior as até¢ (“madness”), which Achilles first introduces here, is evidence of this phenomenon.
But this request is also the first voicing of what will become the Dios boulé — have Trojans kill Achaeans
until Agamemnon honors Achilles. Achilles’ storytelling is aimed in both directions: he is interested in
controlling how both humans and gods interpret his situation.

When Thetis “submits” this potential plot to Zeus, she re-narrates the beginning of the Iliad for a
third time:

Zed matep €l mote 81 o€ pet’ aBavdartotoy Svnoa

1) émet A} €pyw, TO8e pot kprvoy E€ASwp-

Tipnodv pot vidv 8¢ WKLo PWTATOG EAAWY

EmheT’- dTdp pv vov ye dvak avSpav Ayapspvwy

fipnoev- EAwv yap éxet yépag avtog dmodpag.

dAA ov Tép v Ticov OApmie punrieta Zed-

To¢pa d émi Tpaeoo Tibel kpdtog Sgp” dv Axatol

VIOV £poV Tiowaty 0QENAWOTY T € Tipf).

Father Zeus, if I have ever been of any assistance to you among the immortals with my
words or my actions, grant me this wish. Bring honor to my son, who has a very quick

fate in comparison with the rest, and now lord of men Agamemnon has dishonored him,
since he is keeping the prize that he stole himself. But now you, Olympian Counsellor

Zeus, honor him greatly. Place power upon the Trojans for as long as it takes for the
Achaeans to honor my son and magnify him with honor. (Iliad 1.503-510)
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Like Russian nesting dolls, the quarrel narrative becomes smaller each time it is told: as Achilles had
condensed the Narrator’s full version for Thetis, now she too condenses it still further for Zeus, to less
than two lines (1.506-507). Significantly, her version continues the trend of obscuring Achilles’ potential
culpability by eliding any mention of his own role as an instigator of the argument, or of the loss in
tangible honor Agamemnon suffered in giving up Chryseis. One armed only with this description would
have difficulty seeing why it should be characterized as a “quarrel,” as Achilles himself is depicted as
having done nothing but suffer injustice (beginning with the cosmic injustice of being fated to die
young). Thetis juxtaposes this highly distilled narrative of conflict in Iliad 1 with her repetition of the
request to bring her son honor,* making what will become the Dios boulé flow directly from the quarrel
narrative as told by Achilles.

Robert Rabel argues that Achilles is inspired by Chryses’ successful appeal to Apollo to redress
the loss of his girl, and asks Thetis to appeal to Zeus in imitation. Rabel sees Achilles and the Homeric
Narrator as competitors: Achilles has one idea of how the “Trojans killing Greeks” storyline will end up,
based on his model Chryses, which does not involve the crucial detail of the loss of Patroclus.*” But in
fact, what I call Achilles” “submission” of a new plot to Zeus is also quite similar to Polyphemus’s
submission of the plot to Poseidon in Odyssey 9 in several ways. Both requests serve the function I
outline in the previous section of identifying and naming plot elements and assigning them a hierarchy
that allows for the introduction of sub-plots while the main plot is delayed. In the case of Poseidon and

Polyphemus in the Odyssey, the prayer instigates a long series of self-contained episodes that makes the

¥ In Chapter One we saw how the charge that Agamemnon “dishonored” (étimésen) Achilles is another detail first introduced
into the narrative in Achilles’ speech. The theme could scarcely have been highlighted more conspicuously in Thetis’s
request, which employs the #i(m)- root five times in eight lines.

¥ Rabel 1997: 38 ff.
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main homecoming — which is described as both moira and boulé, both fate and plot, for Odysseus —
come “late and badly.” In the case of the Iliad, the boulé requested by Achilles and Thetis (“Trojans kill
Greeks”) delays the ultimate traditional outcome of the war (“Greeks destroy Troy”), placing the entire
Iliad in the position of “sub-plot.” In this sense, the entire Wrath of Achilles plot is essentially a locally
motivated expansion instigated by a conflict that is resolved by the end of the poem. Thus the main plot
of the Iliad has the same tangential relationship with the larger Trojan War meganarrative that the
poem’s own subplots have with its main one* — or, indeed, that the plot initiated by Polyphemus’s
prayer (“adventures abroad”) has with the main boulé of the Odyssey and ultimate moira of Odysseus
(“long-gone husband returns to reclaim his wife”), which was initiated by Athena’s request to Zeus. The
temporal parameters for the plot are defined by tophra ... ophra (“for this long ... as long as”), a
bounded period of time during which Achilles will be honored by the plan of Zeus — and the ticking
clock poet.

James Morrison demonstrates that all prayers to the gods are examples of a type scene that
follow a particular “script,” (as Minchin would doubtless label it).* Thus structural similarities between
the speeches are to be expected, but there is a rather surprising level of overlap in detail as well in our two
cases of Achilles/Polyphemus appealing to Thetis/Poseidon: a semidivine human complains to a divine

parent about his mistreatment at the hands of an Achaean hero, and the parent responds by directing

41t is a very strange fact that the Iliad, despite its current, incredibly longstanding position as the canonical example of Trojan
war epic (as well as Greek epic poem, epic poem, Greek poem, and poem) seems studiously to avoid narrating any of the
war’s major incidents, focusing instead on a few days of battle that results only in the death of characters (Sarpedon,
Patroclus, Hector) who play no major role in other episodes (Dowden 1996). The poem seems to stand outside the Trojan
War tradition, while simultaneously standing for the entirety of that tradition through its constant evocation of the beginning
and end of the war. Scodel’s discussion (2002: 48-49) of living oral traditions that present themselves as small chapters of a
larger “notional epic” is useful; there she comments that “the Iliad obviously wants to be the Trojan epic, even though it tells a
section of the Troy story that could easily disappear completely without serious consequences for the tale of Troy as a whole.”

# Morrison (1991); see my discussion of Minchin (2001) in the previous chapter.
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divine wrath against that hero.* Morrison also argues that that the function of these prayers is largely
narrative.” As we saw above with Wong’s analysis of the interaction of fate and free will in the poems,
Morrison reads this function in terms of the audience, and the suspense that is created by their
(imperfect) foreknowledge of events. I would argue that this is a complementary function to a
storytelling device that facilitates the process of composition by the ticking clock poet. At the beginning
of the present chapter I describe the Dios boulé as a “beacon” for the poet composing in performance to
follow. As we shall see, Zeus’s evolving Plan is presented as a series of storytelling goals for the poet to
accomplish — this is why I argue that it is a way for the ticking clock poet to lay out and the basic
components of his mental text before he puts them into action.* Once the next step of the main plot has
been named and reified as the Dios boulé, it too can be set aside in favor of locally motivated
expansions. The poet essentially sets up for himself a potentially endless series of binary choices such as
the one we examined at Iliad 7.16 in the previous chapter. Initiating the plot by the use of the “divine
prayer” type scene is a convenient way to assign the variable Dios boulé its initial value, or to introduce a
subordinate plot.
The (narrative) power of Zeus

As we saw in the previous chapter, Zeus’s Plan is put on hold for most of Iliad 2-7, both to allow for the
introduction of expansions (the duels of Paris/Menelaus and Hector/Ajax, Diomedes’ aristeia, Hector’s

visit to Troy) and to allow the Achaean Wall to be, in the words of Martin West, “built to be fought over”

# The similarities increase if we imagine that the human narration of Odyssey 9 prevents the narration of the interaction
between Zeus and Poseidon that would have followed

4 Morrison 1991: 149.

* Heiden’s analysis (2008: 24) of the Iliad’s plot into a set of moves, “like moves on a board game,” recognizes the centrality
of Zeus as a figure that initiates the action of the plot using regular type scenes, beginning in the divine assembly at Book 8
which I discuss below.
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in the middle part of the poem.* There I argued that the partisanship and intervention of the various
lower gods is a way for the poet to vocalize the expectations and pressures and tastes of the audience and
allow them to inform the nature of the locally motivated expansions. It is only in Book 8, at the
beginning of the “stubby battle” day, that the Dios boulé will stop acting as a beacon in the distance and
be enacted as plot by Zeus. It has often been pointed out that the divine council scene at the beginning
of the book goes out of its way to mark the initiation of the Will of Zeus.* Here Zeus’s enactment of his
boulé is depicted as a conflict with the other gods that recalls the conflicts between Achilles and
Agamemnon or Odysseus and the suitors’ families, as I discuss in the first chapter. Zeus’s statements
about himself and his intentions function symbolically as assertions of the ticking clock poet’s ultimate
allegiance to the main plot, the backbone of his mental text, which the Dios boulé represents. Zeus
begins:

KéKATE pev Tdvtég e Beol maoai e Ofava,

dp’ elmw Td pe Bupog évi ot Beoot kedevel.

unTé T1g 00V BrAeta Bedg TO Ye P TE TIg AponY

TELPATW Staképoat £uov €mog, AN dpa TavTeg

aivelt, dQpa TaLoTa TEAEVTHOW TAdE £pya.

Listen to me, all of you gods and all of you goddesses, so that I can say what the heart in

my chest commands. Now let no female god and no male attempt to cut through my

talk, but all of you approve it together, so that I can complete these actions very quickly.

(Tliad 8.5-9)
Zeus’s words suggest a poet under particular pressure from the ticking clock — one who wants to
forestall the possibility of the parade of expansive episodes causing his main plot to become forgotten.

His specific command to the rest of the gods is not to “cut through my epos.” Richard Martin’s study of

the word epos in the Iliad argues that, while the term does not necessarily carry the specific meaning of

* West 2001: 60.
* See e.g. Taplin (1992: 137-143), Willcock (1995), Heiden (2008: 161 ff.)
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an authoritative speech act that mythos does, epos can refer “to speech as an utterance, as thing heard and
transmitted, as an item of exchange that is at the same time a physical object, like a weapon.”” Martin
also ponders whether hints of the sense “hexameter poetry” which later becomes the primary meaning of
epos might already be present in Homer; it is already found in Hesiod.* In any case, it is not difficult to
interpret Zeus’s prohibition against cutting through his epos as a metapoetic statement, along with the
goal of “finishing his work” (tekevtiow T48e Epya).

Continuing the metaphor of gods as audience, David Elmer suggests that the common Iliadic
use of the verb (ep)ainein for the “approval” of a speech by a crowd evokes the process by which orally
performed epic would be under a constant process of refinement to please local audiences.” It seems
Zeus needs the other gods’ approval; his ability to assert (narrative) authority over the rest of the gods is
clearly not as straightforward as the hostility of the next porition of his speech would imply:

ov & &v éywv amavevOe Oewv 0éAovTa vorow

ENOOVT f) Tpweoowv apnyépev ff Aavaoiot

TANYeig 00 Kata koopov édevoetat ObAvpmovde.

f pv EAwv piyw &g Taptapov fepdevta

ThAe pal’, Axt PaBiotov 0md xBovog ot Bépebdpov,

&vOa 018 petai e TOAat kai xdAkeog 006,

16000V €vep0’ Aidew do0v ovpavog 0T dmd yaing

Yvaoet Eneld’ doov eipi Oedv kApTIOTOG ATAVTWY.

Anyone I notice intentionally going away from the gods to assist either the Trojans or

the Danaans will come back to Olympus struck down disproportionately — or I will
throw him down to murky Tartarus, far away, where the deepest hole beneath the

ground is, where the gates are iron and the floor is bronze, as far beneath Hades as the
sky is from the earth. Then <that god> will know by how far I am the mightiest of all the
gods. (Iliad 8.10-17)

47 Martin 1989: 30
4 Martin 1989: 13.
4 Elmer 2013: 113 ff.
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In the previous chapter we saw how the verb noein (“notice”) is often used as an instigator of divine
intervention. If we apply this to the metaphor of gods as audience, it is as if these expansions are
motivated by the audience “noticing” that the early part of the plot does not inherently contain pro-
Greek material. Now Zeus threatens to use his own power of “noticing” to curtail the ticking clock poet’s
own tendency toward expansion. This raises a question: if Zeus represents the poet, and the assembly of
gods the audience, are we to take this as the performer lashing out in anger at his customers? I would say
rather that the metaphorical value of the Zeus/gods relationship is more open ended. The lower gods
represent the narrower perspectives and concerns that motivate individual episodes or heroes; Zeus

represents the overall “eusynoptic”

vision of the Iliad’s main plot. One might say that they thus
represent two aspects of the oral singer: the assembly of gods are the ticking clock poet, and Zeus is the
mental text poet. He represents the many years the young shepherd spent arranging and practicing the
song to create his mental text;*' they represent the constant fiddling with the plot that a singer does
during any performance, especially during times when he is looking to expand.**

The phrase ou kata kosmon (“disproportionately,” literally “not in order”) as we saw in the
previous chapter, has strong metapoetic undertones. David Elmer suggests that kosmos in the sense of
“decoration,” might serve as a metaphor for the process by which epic is magnified and beautified

through proper expansion.” Here, Zeus’s ou kata kosmon may even be a sort of pun on this sense of the

word, operating on several levels. Zeus’s urgency suggests a poet who feels he has spent enough time at

%9 The term eusynoptic (“good at being seen all at once”) is from Purves (2011) who borrows it from Aristotle to describe the
Iliad’s notion of its own plot’s comprehensibility; see discussion in Chapter Three.

*! The image, as discussed in Chapter Three of the present work, is from Lord (1960), a Slavic guslar describing the process of
learning his first song.

32 See discussion in Chapter Three of the present work.

33 Elmer 2010.
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the beginning of this poem using divine intervention to put off the fulfillment of Zeus’s promise to
Achilles. Now that his goal is to enact that main plot — the Dios boulé — further interference by the
gods to introduce new episodes would not be “in order.” Then again, as we saw in the previous chapter,
the “stubby battle” day in Book 8 has been felt since antiquity to be a bit incongruous in the flow of the
Iliad’s story. Perhaps Zeus’s threat to strike down interfering gods ou kata kosmon is rather an apology
for his own disproportionateness in the hurried day of battle that is to follow (the first day of battle had
occupied practically all of Books 2-7; this one, merely Book 8). To indulge the tendency to “let the gods
interfere” — that is, expand the plot — would itself be out of proportion with the present need to begin
carrying out the Dios boulé.

To return to the passage at hand, Zeus’s threat to keep the other gods in line gives him an
opportunity to sketch a map of the universe as he understands it, a kind of cosmology. I would suggest
that this adds another layer of meaning to the aforementioned pun; his threat is to act ou kata kosmon by
throwing a god down the cosmos. As Jasper Griffin suggests,* the numerous Iliadic passages that recall
or threaten incidents of divine violence must have tapped into a genre of “deadly serious poems about
War in Heaven” of which Hesiod’s Theogony was only one example. Griffin has also influentially argued
that Homeric epic has a tendency to acknowledge but suppress more over-the-top or supernatural
elements that seem to have been more at home in other contemporary poetry.”® I read Zeus’s
threatening claim as a demonstration by the poet of his own unlimited power to create and describe the
universe with his words — a power that he or other poets exploit more fully in performances of different

material. Much of the Theogony is distilled into line 8.16, for example, which sketches a universe

3* Griffin 1980: 18S.

5 Griffin (1977). For more on Homeric interaction with divine myth, see e.g. Slatkin (1991); for a critique of Griffin’s
characterization of the poems of the epic cycle, see Burgess (2001: 158).
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featuring Hades, Uranus, Gaia (t6000v #vep8’ AiSew 600v odpavdg 0T’ dnd yaing.) for the offending god

to be flung through. As Zeus is about to assert the supremacy of his Will, so the poet is about to redirect
his plot toward the series of events, beginning with the wounding of the major Greek heroes, that are
needed to resolve the Wrath of Achilles. As Zeus begins with a threat of his power, so the singer
advertises the ability of his poetry to see from the top of the universe to the bottom and create and
destroy its gods, as well as explore the psychology of a single human soldier. Here is how Zeus defines his
own power:

el § &dye mepfoacde Oeol iva eidete maveg-

oelpi|v xpvoeiny € odpavobev kpepdoavteg

navtég T E€amteaOe Ocol maoai T Oéavat.

&N\ ovk &v ¢pvoart’ £ 0vpavdBev mediovde

v’ dmatov pfiotwp’, 008’ el pdda TOAG KapoLTe.
GAN Gte O1) kai éyw TpOPpwy £0éNotu épooat,
adTfj kev yain épvoay’ adti] te Oaddooy-

oelph)v pév kev Emerta mept piov OvAdpIoLo
Moaipny, Ta 8¢ k” adte pethopa Tavta yévorro.
o000V ¢Yw epi T eipi Oe@v epi T elp’ avBpdmwv.

Come on, gods, test me, so you can all know! Hang a golden rope down from the sky,

and all of you gods and goddesses attach yourselves to it, and you would not be able to

pull Zeus the Supreme Counselor out of the sky to the ground, not even if you all tried

with all your might. But the moment I decided to set my mind to pulling, I could pull it

up along with the very earth and the very sea itself. Then I could tie the rope around the

peak of Olympus, and then everything would be up in the air. That is how much I

surpass the gods and how much I surpass the human race. (Iliad 8.18-27)
As is always true with storytelling bluffs, to threaten to narrate a thing is to narrate it — the impossible
image of Zeus somehow hanging the earth and the sea from the peak of Olympus has been imposed
upon the audience’s minds as surely as if it had been told in the voice of the Narrator. Here the poet’s
demonstration of the range of his poetic ability is presented in a markedly destructive form: his claim is

not to be able to create universes, but to destroy them. Perhaps this is an appropriate message given the

likely poetic goals of the composer of the Iliad, what Pietro Pucci calls “the poem of total expenditure of
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life.”*® But there is something playful about this over-the-top threat, which is highlighted by Athena’s
immediate reaction. After a period of silence she asks Zeus if it is all right if they help the Achaeans just a
little bit, by offering them advice (1.36: boulén), at which Zeus completely reverses his threat:

Bdpoel Tprroyévewa pidov tékog: od v Tt Bopd
wpo@povt pobéopat, £06Mw 8¢ tot fmiog elval.

Cheer up, Tritogeneia, dear child. My mind is not at all serious as I speak; I want to be
kind to you. (Iliad 8.39-40)

As I explore further below in the present chapter, these moments where Zeus comments on his own
control of the plot frequently take the form of narrative “teases” — demonstrations of power potentially
available to the poet. Zeus is, in fact, rather tolerant of divine misbehavior; toward the end of Book 8,
Hera arms her chariot and prepares to intervene in the battle, and Zeus responds again with the threat of
violence rather than actual violence.
And the will of Zeus was carried out...

Athena and Hera’s thwarted intervention at Iliad 8.350-488 is one of the scenes from Book 8 that have
been condemned as meandering and pointless. Lasting for more than one hundred lines of this already
“stubby” day of battle, the scene consists of Hera noticing the Greeks struggling, planning with Athena
to intervene, elaborately preparing a chariot and setting out, and being noticed by Zeus and prevented
from leaving when he sends Iris down with a warning. So much of the episode is a verbatim repetition of
lines from the pair’s successful intervention to aid Diomedes in his assault on Ares beginning at Iliad
5.711, that the Analysts saw the need to propose various theories about which passage had been copied

from the other and why.”” The necessity of Book 8 for the structure of the Iliad’s plot has recently been

6 Pucci 1998: 15.
57 West 2001: 167.
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argued by several studies, including a commentary by Adrian Kelly exploring the kinds of resonance
found in type scenes composed of formulaic pieces in oral poetry.*®

In fact, the repetition of these similar scenes of divine interference provide a good yardstick for
the progression of the ongoing Plan of Zeus in the early part of the poem.* In Book S, Zeus allows an
identical divine interference scene creating an expansion that delays the Dios boulé; in the Book 8 he
does not. At Iliad 7.16 Athena and Apollo had interrupted the incipient Trojan victory just before
nightfall to end the first day of battle with an episode that glorified both Achaeans and Trojans.® Hera’s
thwarted attempt to bring the Greeks a bit of victory in Book 8 comes just before nightfall as well, but
now instead of an inconsequential show fight, the day ends with the Trojans camping threateningly on
the plain. We may compare Hera’s failed attempt in Book 8 to the set of formulaic divine intervention

introductions we examined in the previous chapter — again, as a response to her noticing Greek deaths:

Tobdg & wg odv évonoe Bea AevkwAevog "Hpn
Apyeiovg dAékovTag £vi kpatepfj Dopivy,
avtik’ ABnvainy érea Trepoevta Tpoonvda-

Then, when the white-armed goddess Hera
noticed these men killing the Argives in the
violent fight, she quickly addressed winged
words to Athena:
(Iliad 5.711-713)

Tobdg & wg 0dv évonoe Bed Yhavkamg ABAwn
Apyeiovg dAékovTag £vi kpatepfj Dopivy,

B7 pa xat’ OvAdpmolo kapfvwy difaca
"Thov eig iepryv- ) § avtiog Spvut’ Am6AAwy

Then, when the grey-eyed goddess Athena
noticed these men killing the Argives in the
violent fight, she went leaping down from
the peaks of Olympus to holy Ilium. Apollo
rushed up to meet her...

(Iliad 7.17-20)

Tobg 8¢ idobo” é\énoe Bea Aevkwlevog "Hp,
aitya & ABnvainv énea Trepodevra npoonvda-

And the white-armed goddess Hera saw
and pitied them, and quickly addressed
winged words to Athena:

(Iliad 8.350-351)

Hera’s current speech declares her intention to stop Hector’s onslaught, which allows Athena an

opportunity to define the difference between this situation and the previous ones:

S8 Willcock (1995), Kelly (2007), Cook (2009b).

%% Although Kirk (1990: 327) insists on the inelegance of the “many repeated v(erses) and half v(erses) and its sometimes
spasmodic construction” of Book 8 in general he identifies as the “literary and dramatic point for such an inconclusive
episode” as Hera’s failed intervention “final confirmation of the Book’s central theme, namely that Zeus’s will is paramount,
that the other gods cannot frustrate it, and that it points toward Trojan dominance and Achaean crisis until Akhilleus’ wrath is
assuaged.”

% For the “pivotal moment” at 7.16, see Chapter Three of the present work.
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Kol Ainy o0tég e pévog Bupov T’ dAéoete
xepoiv v’ Apyeiwv pOipevog év matpidt yain-
GANG TTaTi)p 0DpOG Ppeat paivetat ook dyadfjor
oxéTMOG, aitv AAITPOG, EUDY HEVEWY ATEPWEDG:

vov § éut pv otvyéer, Oéndog § EEfvuoe Bovddc,
] ol yovvat' Ekvooe kai EXAafe xeipl yeveiov,
Aooopévn Tipfoat AxAAfa wrodimopOov.

gotar pav 6T av adte @il ylavkwmda iny.

Even that man (Hector) would surely lose his strength and his life, ruined at the hands
of the Achaeans in his own fatherland, except that my father is raging in his unkind heart
— the monster, always cruel, thwarting my intentions ... Now he hates me, and he has
approved the plans of Thetis, who kissed his knees, held his chin in her hand, and prayed
that he honor Achilles the destroyer of towns. But there will come a day when he calls
me his beloved Grey-Eyes again. (Iliad 8.358-360, 370-373)

Although the minor gods are no longer allowed to intervene to delay the realization of the Dios boulé,
their use as a storytelling device through which the poet can give voice to the likely audience response
remains prominent. There is no reason that Hector should not be killed by any of the main Achaeans,
except that Zeus’s plan prevents it; Erwin Cook argues that “the entire narrative of Book 8 is designed to
produce a sense of indignant outrage in the audience, a feeling that ‘this should not be happening! The
Akhaians should be winning.””*" Athena’s speech acknowledges this potential complaint while specifying
the reason: what I have called the “variable” of the Dios boulé has been defined as the Thetidos boulai
(“plans of Thetis”), thanks to the request Achilles’ mother made in Book 1. Like Polyphemus’s prayer, it
is a seconary element which temporarily delays the proper outcome of the war for the purpose of
honoring Achilles. Oliver Taplin notes that Athena’s wish for Zeus to call her glauképis (“grey-eyed”)
does not actually correspond to the poem’s regular practice (when he is happy with her he calls her

Tritogeneia), and suggests that the point is to provide an ironic contrast for Zeus’s upcoming implied

1 Cook 2009b: 144.
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threat of force “so that glaukdpis will see what it means to fight with her father” (8.406: 3ppa i87)
YAavk@mg 81 &v @ matpi pdyntar), which is then followed by the only time Athena is ever addressed as
glauképis in the vocative: when Iris delivers Zeus’s threat (8.420).°> Alongside this persuasive
interpretation, I would read Zeus’s statement as metapoetic. While the god never actually addresses her
as glaukopis, the epithet is extremely common in the language of the Narrator narrating her participation
in the poems.® Particularly given the metaphorical equivalence of Zeus with poet that I argue for, and
the present context of his injunction against divine interference, I suggest the statement “one day Zeus
will call me glaukdpis again” may be taken to mean “one day I will be allowed to participate in an epic
poem again, which is the arena in which I am called glauképis.”

Again, we may read the hierarchy of plot outcomes as a convenient system allowing a ticking
clock poet to manage his composition in performance. The highest level Plan is “Achaeans destroy
Troy,” which has been delayed by the particular Plan of the whole Iliad, “Trojans kill Achaeans,” which
has been delayed by the particular, individually motivated Plans of individual gods and humans in the
first several Books of the poem. Hera’s thwarted attempt at an intervention signals the end of the first
period of narrative expansion and the beginning of the realization of the “Trojans kill Achaeans” plan, as
Zeus himself indicates with a speech to Hera that ends the divine interlude in Book 8:

1jodg 81 kal padov dmepuevéa Kpoviwva

dVeay, ai k” €0€Ana0a, Powmig motvia "Hpn

OMOVT Apyeiwv TOvADY 0TPATOV aiXunTawy-

o0 yap Tpiv oAépov aromadoetat 8Ppipog "Extwp
wpiv pOat mapa vadet modwkea IInheiwva,

51

Auatt T@ 6T &v ol pev émi TpOpVY ot pdxwvTaL

6 Taplin 1992: 142.

6 An electronic search of the texts of the Iliad and Odyssey in the online TLG database (www.tlg.uci.edu) reveals that the
formula yAavk@mg ABrvy ends 78 lines in the two poems, of which I count 76 instances occurring in the voice of the
Narrator, as compared with only two in character speech. It may also be found in Hesiod (Theogony 573, Works and Days 72,
Shield of Heracles 343, 455, 470).
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oteivel €v aivotdtw mept ITatpdxdoto Bavévrog:
g yap Oéopatov éoti-

Right at dawn it will be an even more outrageous son of Cronus that you see (if you care

to, Lady Hera, with eyes like a cow) destroying a large army of Argive spearmen. For

mighty Hector will not leave the war until he rouses the quick-footed son of Peleus by

the ships, on whatever day they fight by their sterns in a most horrible crush around

Patroclus when he dies. For this is the way it is divinely decreed. (Iliad 8.470-477)
It has been widely recognized that here Zeus gives a sense of the shape of his overall plan for the first
time. The effect has been generally considered from the perspective of the audience; in his classic
monograph on foreshadowing and suspense in epic, George Duckworth speaks of the revelation of
Zeus’s will as “a long series of forebodings and foreshadowings which have held the interest of the reader
up to this point through a gradual development from vague foreboding to direct prophesy. The reader’s
knowledge of the plan of Zeus in like manner undergoes a development.”®* But as always, the same
phenomenon may be considered from the perspective of oral composition. Now that the “Trojans kill
Achaeans” plot element has been enacted, the Dios boulé must be refined if it is to continue acting as a
beacon on the horizon for him to follow. The ticking clock poet thus updates Zeus’s Plan by mentioning
for the first time the crucial detail that it will be Patroclus’s death that brings Achilles back to the war. For
the narrative space of Iliad 8-15, this will be the distant target at which the plot as aimed — or from
which it will deviate.

Zeus significantly ends his speech with a claim that the plan he will enact is fated — but the

literal etymological sense of the term he uses to make this claim (thesphaton = “spoken by a god”)

highlights the Euthyphronian interpretive problem with “fate” in Homer: are the events of the Iliad fated

% Duckworth (1966: 54). Compare the comments of Taplin (1992: 142), that Zeus’s “brief revelations” in Book 8 “do not
exactly correspond to the full narrative when it unfolds. Even more, they do not in any way convey the human struggle and
suffering which will fulfil them.” He cites the opinion of Macleod (1982: 28) that “the detail of what is to come is not dully
pre-empted, and that also faithfully represents the interplay of destiny and decision in human affairs.”
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because they are the Will of Zeus, or is it the Will of Zeus because it is fated? Positions have been taken
on both sides,* which leads one to suspect that it was not the poet’s goal to promote a coherent system
meant to be applied to anything beyond poetic plots. Eberhard reads the present passage as evidence
that the Dios boulé and “fate” are essentially the same concept, arguing that “Homer, however, explicitly
justifies this plan with “fate” by having Zeus say &g yap 0éopatév éotwv at 8.477. The poetic idea is thus
encapsulated in this fate.”* Scodel counts fate among the most frequent “apologetic” devices with which

t.% As I argue in the final section of this chapter, the common

the poet justifies the swings of his plo
equivalence of “fate” with “tradition” is a useful way of making sense of the at times contradictory
character of Zeus as a stand-in for the poet.

The next several books are characterized by the absence of divine intervention that Zeus
demands in Book 8. Whereas in Book 8 their “absence” consists of scenes in which the minor gods
feature but are prevented from affecting the action, Iliad 9-12 contains scarcely a mention of gods other
than Zeus. The Narrator himself notes this difference at the beginning of the long day of battle that
begins in Iliad 11:

"Epig & dp’ éxaipe moAdoTOVOG ElTOpOWOA-

oin yap pa Oedv Tapetoyyave papvapévoroty,

ol & &\\ot o opv dpeaav Beoi, GAAG Eknhot

o@oioty évi peydpotot kadhato, fixt kdoty

Swparta kakd TéTokTo Kata wroyag OvAvpmoto.

navteg & Prdwvro kedawvepéa Kpoviwva

otvex’ dpa Tpdeaory ¢BodAeto kBdog dpéfat.
TOV pev dp’ odk aAéyile mathp- 6 8¢ vooL Aaobeig

% Sarischoulis (2008) summarizes scholarship on both sides of the debate; his own conclusion, after an analysis of the poems’
terminology, is that “fate” is a concept the poet is aware of but does not believe in or show to have an effect on human or
divine action.

% Eberhard (1923: 38): “Homer aber begriindet diesen Plan ausdriicklich mit dem ,Schicksal”, indem er Zeus © 477 sagen
lasst &g yap 0éo@atdv éotw. In diesem Schicksal konzentriert sich demnach die poetische Idee.”

7 Scodel 1999: 55.
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TV AN\ wv amdvevde kabéleto kOSel yaiwv

eicopdwy Tpawv te TOMY Kal vijag Ayatdv

XoAkoD Te oTeEpOTHV, ONNOVTAG T OAALpEVOUG TE.

Then Eris, goddess of many groans, was enjoying watching. In fact, she was the only one
of the gods who appeared alongside the men in battle; the rest of the gods were not
nearby, but sat far away in their homes, where they each had beautiful houses built down
the folds of Olympus. They all complained about the son of Cronus, god of dark clouds,
because he planned to extend glory to the Trojans. But they did not concern their father;
he went away and sat apart from the rest of them, reveling in glory as he watched the

town of the Trojans and the ships of the Achaeans — the flash of bronze, the killers and
the killed. (Iliad 11.73-83)

I consider the final lines of this passage in the third chapter of the present work as well, as a passage
frequently cited to illustrate the Homeric equation of gods with audience. But as the larger context
illustrates, this is presented as a somewhat atypical moment in the poem. The absence of the other gods
is a lack that must be explained. Martin West argues that, in fact, the presence or absence of divine
intervention is one of the indicators of different strata of composition, as the poet’s “art may be seen to
evolve also in regard to his treatment of the gods and their involvement in the war.”*® But as opposed to
West’s picture of a poet who wrote Iliad 1, 11, and 16 early in his life and pasted in the intervening
sections in a later revision, when his style happened to have changed to favor more divine intervention
by minor gods, I would attribute this difference to the situation of the ticking clock poet. If the most
central parts of his mental text are the ones described as Dios boulé, then it stands to reason that his
actual narration of these segments employs Zeus as the sole controlling deity. Simultaneously, by
disassociating Zeus from all but the central plot of the Iliad, the poet “saves” Zeus for its most important
events, allowing mentions of the Dios boulé within this poem to refer specifically to the main plot rather

than the divinely initiated, locally motivated, subplots. The image in this passage does place Zeus in the

% West (2011: 66), where as with much of his argumentation about the making of the Iliad, West bases his observations upon
the work of the Analysts, who considered the presence or absence of divine intervention a sign of varying authorship.

[238]



symbolic role of audience of the action, but without diminishing his ability to stand for the power to
create and destroy worlds through poetic performance. “Going away and sitting apart from the others
reveling in glory” would seem to describe a poet at least as well as an audience. In a way, a poet sticking
directly to his mental text without expanding upon it is his own audience. By refusing to address the
other gods’ protests about the unpleasantness of killing Greeks, Zeus has become like Lord’s young
shepherd honing the mental text of his first song in the pasture — playing for a hypothetical audience
that in actuality consists only of himself. Both roles can be seen simultaneously in, for example, an aside
during the battle in Book 11, where Odysseus and Diomedes are engaged in a hopeless fight that will
inevitably end in their wounding:

"Ev0d opuv katd loa pdxnv étdvvooe Kpoviwv
¢£ I8 kaBop@v- Tol & dAAAovg évapilov.

Then the son of Cronus pulled their fight to an equal strain on both sides as he looked
down from Ida, and they kept slaying one another. (Iliad 11.336-337)

Here Zeus is both an audience to the action and its instigator. His control over the plot is so effortless
that there is no need to specify exactly how it is he is stretching the fight; it is simply a given that he can.
All this is commented upon by the human characters as well — for example, several lines earlier in the
same scene, when Odysseus calls to Diomedes for help against the rampaging Hector:

“Tv8¢idn ti TaBovre AehdopeBa Bovpidog dhkig;
QAN dye Sedpo mémov, map” £y’ lotao- 87 yap Eleyxog
¢ooetal el kev vijag €Ay kopvBaiodog "Extwp.”

Tov § dmapepopevog mpooéen kpatepdg Atoprdng-
“Arot éy® pevéw kal TAfoopat: GAAG pivovla

fuéwv éooetal o, émel vepeAnyepéta Zedg
Tpwoiv 87 foAetat Sodvat kpdtog Hé mep Aiv.”

“Son of Tydeus, what has happened to the two of us to make us forget our wild courage?
Well, come here, my dear friend. Stand beside me, since it would be a disgrace if Hector
with his gleaming helmet were to capture our ships.” And strong Diomedes said to him
in response, “Well I for one will certainly stay and endure, but our enjoyment will be
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short-lived, since Zeus the gatherer of clouds clearly wants to give strength to the
Trojans rather than us.” (Iliad 11.313-319)

This is another case where it is difficult to distinguish between J6rgensen’s indefinite “zeus” and the
particularized character. The Narrator’s Zeus is here indistinguishable from the characters’ zeus, as
divine will, fate, and interference are all collectively and loosely assigned to a single name by both. The
personified power blamed for all the happenings of the world is, as in Odysseus’s apologoi, made more
frightening by his simultaneous single-mindedness, inexplicability, and invincibility. Even if Diomedes
uses Zeus’s name in an indefinite sense that is equivalent to “the gods” or “some daimén, he is correct in
his recognition that the winds are blowing in the Trojans’ direction, and there is nothing the Achaeans
can do about it.

But neither the generality of certain descriptions of Zeus’s control over the plot, nor the absence
of interventions by other gods, should be taken to mean that the action of this section is not micro-
managed. Of particular interest is the way Zeus repeatedly steers Hector out of harm’s way during his
own victory. Poor Hector is, in the words of James Redfield, “a hero of illusions” who is “finally trapped
between a failed illusion and his own incapacity of disillusionment.”” He may fancy himself a great
enough hero to take on Achilles, but he must in fact be kept out of the way of the lesser Achaean heroes
for much of Book 11 so that he is not injured during the bursts of glory that precede their woundings,
beginning with a couplet that deserves to be quoted if only for its sonic qualities:

"Extopa 8 éx Bedéwy Bmaye Zebg £k Te koving
€k T avdpoktaocing £k 0" alpartog &k te kvdopod-

Zeus brought Hector out from under the arrows, out from the dust, out from the man-
killing, out from the blood, out from the roar. (11.163-164)

¥ Redfield 1975: 28.
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The lines begin with Hector’s name (Hektora) and then proceed to repeat its first syllable five times with
five prepositional phrases beginning with ek (“out of”),” four of which (like Hector’s name) fall on the
metrical ictus, and four of which are followed by te, replicating the -ekt- element in his name:

Héktora d’

ék beledn ...

ék te konies

ék t’ androktasiés
ek t’ haimatos

ék te kudoimou™

His name is turned into a mocking chant (hekt, ek, ekt, ekt, ekt, ekt, “out, out, out, out, out”) on the
occasion of his departure from the field. Zeus must remove him from battle for the duration of
Agamemnon’s aristeia — yet another miniature sub-plot briefly deferring the Dios boulé, although
introduced without the aid of additional gods. But Zeus’s actual intervention will take the regular form of
a message delivered by Iris (11.185-215) commanding him to sit on the sidelines until Agamemnon is
done winning. When Hector returns to battle he is soon hit in the head by Diomedes (11.349-356), and
retreats behind the front lines as black night covers his eyes (11.356: augi 8 do0e kehawvi) Vo xdlvev).
When the Achaeans are losing, it is because Zeus has “bewitched the minds of the Achaeans, and given
glory to the Trojans and Hector” (12.254-255: abtap Axai@v | 0évye véov, Tpwoiv 8¢ kai "Extopt kd80g
dnale). Ajax will point this out to Hector himself in the thick of the battle — it is not that the Greeks are
inferior at war, “but we Achaeans have been tamed by the whip of Zeus” (13.812: 6\\& A1dg pdoTiyt kaxi
£8apnuev Axatot). Ajax’s point is proved correct when Zeus is seduced by Hera in Book 14 (the so-called

Dios apaté) giving the Achaeans a chance to regroup. Just as with their duel in Book 7, in the fight

7% Although the scholia on 11.163-164 do not note the repeated preposition or its effect following Hector’s name, they do
note that the expected preposition in the first two phrases would be ektos (A scholia) or exd (b scholia) rather than ek.

! To better demonstrate the basic rhythm, the acute accent is used only to mark only each foot’s metrical ictus in this
transliteration.
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between Ajax and Hector that occurs during the Dios apaté, Ajax is unquestionably the superior fighter,
and incapacitates the Trojan leader with another rock to the head (14.402-439).

Hector is aware that he is blessed by Zeus during the enactment of the Dios boulé, and refuses to
imagine that he need worry about anything else, including the contradictory omens interpreted by
Polydamas (11.195-250). This is, in Redfield’s words, “the beginning of Hector’s error,” causing him to
become increasingly “incapable of retreat.””> The Trojan hero does not understand that the shifting
value of the variable “Will of Zeus” is only assigned temporarily. It refers to the plot of this epic, not
necessarily the ultimate outcome of the war. This can be seen, for instance, in the moment where the
Trojans finally break through the wall:

g pev TV émi loa pdaxn TéTato TTOAEPOS Te,

nptv Y’ bte 81 Zedg kdSog vméptepov "Extopt Sdke

Iplapidy, 8¢ Tp@Tog £0NAaTo TEIXOG AYaUDdV.

So the fight and the war had been pulled to an equal strain on both sides, until the

moment Zeus gave greater glory to Hector, son of Priam, who was the first to penetrate

the Achaeans’ wall. (12.436-438)

Beginning with a description of the naturally evenly matched armies,” the Narrator describes Hector’s
glorious victory as a gift from Zeus. But this causes Hector to overestimates the specialness of his
relationship with Zeus, unaware that he is being moved like a chess piece. Bruce Heiden analyzes the
plot of the Iliad based on Thomas Pavel’s model of narrative “moves,” demonstrating how the

“problems” Zeus places in Hector’s way string him along to his own death. According to Heiden, it is

because Hector consistently and predictably misinterprets the truth of his situation that Zeus is able to

7> Redfield 1975: 145, 150.

7 Compare the similar language of the Narrator’s statement above at 11.336, where Zeus also “pulled the fight to an equal
strain on both sides “ (xatd loa péynv érdvvooe). The verb teinein (“pull, stretch, strain”) simultaneously evokes the pressure
faced by the men on the ground and the sense in which even here during the execution of the Dios boulé, the ticking clock
poet’s “expansion aesthetic” causes him to lengthen the performance. In the moments where the battle is equal on both sides,
there can be no progression towards either side’s victory; thus the poem itself is “stretched.”
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manipulate him in this way.”* Unlike the expansions introduced by other divine interventions, the
episodes of the Dios boulé are not locally motivated, but form a chain of causality. It is not that Hector is
incorrect about Zeus glorifying him; it is that he does not realize it is on an ad hoc basis, and that it is in
fact through his attempt to achieve glory that he will die. This is a good illustration of how the
phenomenon Albin Lesky observed as “double motivation™” allows the plot to be tightly controlled by
the gods while still allowing the human players to be characterized in a consistent and realistic manner.
Zeus as poet and the narrative tease

Zeus himself is a rather strange character. On the one hand, he is passionate and emotional in the
enforcement of his Will — above we examined Athena’s complaint to Hera accusing the head god of
raging in his unkind heart (8.360: ¢peci paivetar ovk dyadfjor), of hating her (8.370: viv § &ut piv
otvyéer). This begins the moment Hera questions his acceptance of the Thetidos boulé (1.540: tig 8 ad
ot Sohopfjta Oe@v ovpugpdooato Bovddg;), which leads Zeus to make the first of his frequent threats of
physical violence against other gods (1.565-567). This emotion cannot be written off as annoyance at
any challenge to his will — twice Athena justifies to Zeus her intent to thwart him by offering her own
boulé to the Greeks “so that they are not all destroyed while you are angry” (8.36-37 = 8.467-468: BovAiy
§ Apyeiotg vmoBnodued’ #f Tig dvoe | bg p) mhvreg Shwvtar d8vooapévolo teoio). On the other hand,
Zeus seems willing to enforce the requirements of plots even when they go against his own inclinations.
As I discuss in the beginning of the present chapter, Zeus’s boulai are not his own in either the Iliad or
the Odyssey; they are “submitted” to him by goddesses. The Thetidos boulé becomes the Dios boulé. Zeus

is at first reluctant to accept Thetis’s pro-Trojan plan in Iliad 1, because he believes (correctly) that it

7 Heiden 2008: 32-33.
75 Lesky 1961.
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will cause dissension among the gods (1.518-527). After using Hector and the Trojans to wound
Achaean leaders such as Agamemnon, Diomedes, and Odysseus in Book 11, and to punch through the
Achaean wall in Book 12, the execution of the Dios boulé is once again delayed as Zeus’s attention
suddenly wanders:

Zevg & émei o0v Tpwdg te kai "Extopa vivol médaooe,

TOUG p&v éa Tapa Tfot TOVov T Exépey kal OTGLV

VwAepEwS, adTOG 8E TAALY TpéTey Bo0E Qagvw

Voo €@’ immomédwv O pykdv kabopwpevog alav...

Then, after Zeus had brought the Trojans and Hector close to the ships, he mercilessly

left those people by those things to endure labor and pain, while (Zeus) himself turned

his bright eyes back away, and looked down upon the land of the horse-riding

Thracians... (Iliad 13.1-4)
Jasper Griffin aptly points out how here, as generally, the “god as audience” image allows the poet to
demonstrate “the unperturbed superiority of the gods ‘who live at ease’, in contrast with the suffering of
earth.””® Zeus’s shift from anger to disinterest fits into a general Iliadic theme of divine fickleness and
unpredictability.

But simultaneously, as Richard Janko argues, having Zeus look away is a “neat trick” by which
“the poet gives the panic-stricken Greeks ample scope for valour.””” The opening created by Zeus’s
inattention leads to Poseidon rallying the Achaean troops, which is followed by the “brilliant but
detachable episode” of Zeus’s seduction by Hera, the Dios apaté, whose “ultimate function” is “retarding

the relentless Trojan advance.””® The Dios boulé now recedes into the distance as a beacon again, as it

can, having been re-defined in Book 8 to include the next step, the death of Patroclus. When the

76 Griffin 1980: 131.
77 Janko 1994: 39.
78 Janko 1994: 149.
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beguiled Zeus re-awakens in Iliad 15, he repeats his actions from Book 87: threatening physical violence
against the gods, removing a rogue divinity from the battlefield, making a new prediction that redefines
the Dios boulé (15.12-77). This new, most complete version of his Will contains the detail of the death of
Hector at the hands of Achilles (15.68), after which this plan (and the plot of the Iliad) will be over,
leaving the Achaean defeat of Troy as the only beacon on the horizon (15.69-71). “But before then I will
not stop my anger,” Zeus claims (15.72: 10 piv § od7" dp’ ¢yd mabdw x6Mov), which suggests that from
this point on, the Iliad will focus mainly on the Dios boulé (its main plot), with less room for expansion
through locally motivated episodes, which is, indeed, what happens in the final third of the poem. The
return of Achilles to battle and the deaths of Sarpedon, Patroclus, and Hector unfold in a string of
causality that has just been forecast by this fullest presentation of the Zeus’s plan.

Here again we are faced with a schizophrenic Zeus. He is emotionally involved, yet easily
distracted. This is his plan because Thetis talked him into accepting it against his will, and this is his plan
because of his “anger” at the Achaeans. It is a contradictory bundle of passion and dispassion that, in fact,
mirrors the position of the poet himself. The bard Demodocus, for example, is first mentioned in the
Odyssey by the Phaeacian king Alcinous:

koAéoacOe 8¢ Ociov doidov,

Anpddoxkov- 1@ ydp pa Bedg mepi Swkev qotdv

Tépmety, dmmy Bupog émoTpvvyoty deidery.

And have the divine bard Demodocus brought in, since a god has given him a great

ability to entertain with song, in whichever direction his heart spurs him to sing.
(Odyssey 8.43-45)

As Andrew Ford demonstrates, the selection of the “topics” and boundaries for a given poetic

performance is commonly depicted as the singer’s personal choice. But for Demodocus’s final

7 Heiden (2008: 162 ff.) discusses the structural similarities and similar placement within the course of the unfolding plot.
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performance, he is given a specific request by Odysseus (8.492) for the story of the Trojan horse, with
which the bard readily complies.*® This submission of topic to singer by audience member is analogous
to the way in which, as we have seen, the plot of both the Iliad and the Odyssey are “submitted” to Zeus
as requests by goddesses at the beginning of each poem. Strictly speaking, there is no contradiction
within the Odyssey: Demodocus personally chooses the first topic, and performs the last by request. But
the broader point is that, as a poet who performs material “whose fame had already reached the broad
sky in those days” (8.74: Tfjg 16T dpa Khéog oDpavdv evpdv ikave), Demodocus neither claims nor
receives credit for his creativity, because the stories he tells are treated as both traditional and true.® The
plan behind them, like the Dios boulé, is imposed externally, which means that the singer might well
dislike some of what happens in his own songs, as Phemius is made to perform for the suitors “by force”
(Odyssey 1.154: avéyxy). But this does not mean he can afford not to invest himself emotionally in their
performance, as Plato’s rhapsode Ion memorably affirms of his own experience performing Homer:

£Y® yap Otav EAevov TL Aéyw, Sakpvwy Eumipmhavtal pov oi dpBadpoi- dtav e poPepov A
detvdv, opOai ai tpiyes iotavratl vmo eoPov kai 1) kapdia 7nda.

“Well in my case, whenever I sing something sad, my eyes fill with tears; if it's something
scary or disturbing, my hair stands up straight from fear and my heart races.” (Plato Ion
535c5-8)%2

Ion goes on to hope for the same reaction in his audience, which Phemius certainly achieves with his

own (compulsory) performance in Odyssey 1, bringing Penelope to tears by singing nostoi.

% On the poetic language used to describe selection of topics, see Ford (1992: 43).

8 For discussion of the related question of whether Demodocus’s songs already had a traditional history for the poet of the
Odyssey himself, see e.g. Nagy (1979: 26-64), Scodel (2002: 152-154), with bibliography.

82 It should of course be noted that Plato’s Ion describes a later context, and depicts a rhapsode performing fixed (i.e. treated
as a “script”) material, not a poet composing — although one of Socrates’s arguments in the Ion is that precisely the same sort
of (divine) inspiration is involved in composing and performing. For opinions on the use of Plato’s Ion in conjunction, see
discussion at Jensen (2011: 161-166, with bibliography).
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I will end this chapter and this work by examining a several moments in the Iliad where Zeus’s
interaction with his own plan and with fate demonstrate the same types of tension faced by a poet
working with traditional material. I detect in all these passages a tone that I can only describe as
“teasing.” We have already considered one of these narrative teases: the divine council at the beginning
of Iliad 8, where Zeus is so annoyed with divine intervention delaying his boulé that he boasts of his
potential to destroy the universe. At the assembly beginning Iliad 4, he threatens a different type of end
of the world. Despite the fact that neither Menelaus nor Paris were killed in their duel, the result was
clearly in Menelaus’s favor, and it is now logical that the two sides should abide by the treaty they have
all agreed to rather than fight the war that will cause both sides so much misery. Of course, what is more
desirable for the human characters is less so for the audience who came to hear a war poem, and when
Zeus starts the assembly by suggesting this peaceful solution, it is marked as a tease:

O1 8¢ Beol ap Znvi kabfpevot Ayopdwvto

Xpvotw év Samédy, petda 8¢ opiot moTvia "Hpn

vEKTap £01vOXOEL Tol 8& Xpuotolg Semdeaat

dedéyat’ dAAAAovg, Tpwwv moA eicopdwvTeg:

avtik' énetpdto Kpovidng épeBilépev "Hpnv

kepTopiols éméeaat TapaBARdny dyopedwy-

And as they sat in Zeus’s home on the golden floor, the gods held an assembly. Among

them Lady Hebe acted as wine pourer with the nectar, and they toasted each other with

golden cups as they watched the city of the Trojans. At once the son of Cronus tried to

start an argument with Hera, speaking deviously with jeering words. (Iliad 4.1-6)

The symbolism of gods standing for audience is particularly marked here, as they not only watch the
human action but do so while drinking wine — compare Odysseus’s statement to Alcinous and the

Phaeacians that there is nothing “more lovely” (Odyssey 9.5: yapiéotepov) than when “dinner guests

listen to a bard all through the house” (9.7: Sautvpdveg §' ava Swpat' dxovdlwvrar dodod) at the same
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time as “a wine-pourer draws off wine from the bowl and carries it around and pours it in cups” (9.9-10:
uébv §' & kpnTipog dpvoowy | oivoxdog popénot kai éyxeln Semdecat).*

In this environment, Zeus’s suggestion to Hera that they allow the humans to live their lives in
peace is the ultimate storytelling tease. What could be more offensive to an audience qua audience than
the threat of withholding the end of the story? (Or the beginning: blood is not drawn in the Iliad until
Athena is sent to rouse Pandarus as a result of this assembly.) The Narrator makes this abundantly clear
with the lines introducing Zeus’s speech: he is trying to start a fight, speaking with kertomiois (“jeering”,
“challenging”, “provocative”) words. Zeus presents the storytelling choice as a binary set of options:

et 8¢ ppaloped’ dnwg Eotar tade Epya,

7] p' adTig TOAEUOV TE KaKOV Kai QUAOTILY aivi|v
dpoopev, 1| IAOTNTA peT APPOTépOLOL PANWHEY.

Let us think about how we want these events to go: whether we should start the evil war
and terrible battle back up, or throw peace between them both. (Iliad 4.14-16)

Here the poet teases the audience even as Zeus teases the gods: will we get to see more fighting or not?
David Elmer names this as a passage in which the “less than fully evident”* how what he sees as the
regular metapoetic function of these scenes in which the gods discuss changing fate. Surely there could
never have been an alternate version in which there was no Trojan War?

But the threat here is not so much the creation of an untraditional story as the lack of a story at
all, the popping of the narrative balloon before it can be allowed to inflate fully. This is perhaps a more
real possibility for the singer than the god. Real-world performances fail all the time — as we have

discussed previously, three of the four performances by bards described in the Odyssey are depicted as

8 Osway Murray (2008) suggests that, for the Odyssey at least, the text itself indicates an early version of a sympotic

performance context.

84 Elmer 2013: 151.
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being interrupted by a displeased audience member, always due to his or her personal connection with
the material.*® The response by the gods to Zeus comes in a formula that we will examine momentarily
when we see it again in response to Zeus’s complaint about the impending death of Sarpedon:

@ pot £ywv, 6 Té pot Zapmndova pidtatov avSpav

poip’ vmd ITatpoxdoio Mevortiadao Sapfvat.

dtxOa 8¢ pot kpadin pépove ppeoiv oppaivovtt,

i pwv Lwdv €0vta pdxng dmo Sakpvoéootg

Oeiw avapmdtag Avking év niovi Srpew,

7] /81 070 xepoi Mevortiadao Sapdoow.

Ah me, the fact that it is the fate of Sarpedon, the dearest of all men to me, to be defeated

by Patroclus Menoetiades! As I consider the matter in my mind, my heart is aimed in

two directions. Either I snatch him up while he’s still alive and put him away from the

tear-soaked battle among the rich populace of Lycia, or I now defeat him by the hands of

Menoetiades. (16.433-438)
Here Zeus’s own language follows that of the Narrator and characters: Zeus is ultimately responsible for
everything that happens. If Patroclus kills Sarpedon, this means that Zeus (like Homer) is using
Patroclus to kill Sarpedon.®® This has been read as a key passage in the discussion of the Homeric
conception of fate, because here Zeus specifically names moira as a separate entity whose will is separate
from his own. What is problematic, then, is Zeus’s stance with relation to fate: if it is above him, why can
he overturn it? If it is not above him, why does he not? William Allan, seeking a coherent picture of

divine justice in Homer, considers this scene (along with its doublet in Iliad 22 when Zeus considers

saving Hector) to be a key moment in the Iliad’s illustration of the divine hierarchy. The potential for

% In addition to the aforementioned interruption of Phemius’s performance by Penelope, Odysseus’s tears interrupt
Demodocus’s first and third performance in Odyssey 8. Scodel (2002: 7 ff.) describes a singer’s failed performance of an
Indian epic poem. The failure is attributed to the performer’s misunderstanding of what the audience would be interested in
hearing.

8 The phrasing is repeated in the parallel passage where Zeus weighs intervening against fate to save Hector from Achilles,
inviting the rest of the gods to consider “whether we should save him (Hector) from death, or whether, even though he is
good, we should defeat him using Achilles Peleides.” (22.175-176: A¢ ww éx Bavéroto cadoopev, Aé uv 48y | TInetdy Axii
Sapdooopey EoOAov 6vta.)

[249]



Zeus to change Sarpedon’s fate against both “fate” and the will of the other gods represents the potential
for divine quarreling to upset the balance of the cosmos; the fact that he could but does not affirms that
balance.®’

But here the equation of moira with tradition and Zeus with the poet allows us to consider the
passage as a commentary on the experience of performing.*® I have described the Dios boulé as a stand-in
for the mental text, a beacon in the distance, always providing a binary decision for the poet: should I
move on to the next step of the main plot, or have the gods intervene to introduce a locally motivated
expansion? But there is always also the third option of saying something so perversely untraditional that
it will create a truly new story in which different people live and die than are supposed to. In the cases of
both Sarpedon and Hector, Hera and Athena (respectively) respond with an identical run of lines:

dv8pa BvnTov £6vTa mahat Tempwpévov aio

&y ¢0€\erg Bavatolo Svonyéog éavalboal;

g€pd’- atap od Tot wavteg émarvéopey Oeot dANoL.

Even though this man is a mortal, and has long been fated to his destiny, you want to

untie him from the awful noise of death? Do it, but not all of the rest of us gods will give

you our approval. (Iliad 16.441-443 =22.179-181)

The final line appears a third time in the Iliad: as part of Hera’s outraged response to Zeus’s suggestion
that they let the Trojan War go unfought:

aivotate Kpovidn moiov tov poov ermeg-

n@g £0€Aerg Aoy Oeivat wévov 7' dtédeotov,

i8p@ 0" 6v (Spwoa pdyw, kapétnv 8¢ pot tmot

Aaodv ayetpovoy), Ipiapw kakd 016 Te TaLoiv.
g€pd'- atap ob Tor mdvreg Emawvéopev Beol Aot

87Allan 2006.

8 Eberhard (1923) reads this as part of the Iliad’s general use of “fate” as a storytelling device, but sees little significance here;
moira is merely a pretext for the poet to compel Zeus to allow a plot element he does not care for.
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Most dreadful son of Cronus, what a speech this is you have made! How can you be

willing to make our labor pointless and unfinished, as well as the sweat I sweated in toil

while my horses worked so hard as I gathered the army — trouble for Priam and his

sons. Do it, but not all of the rest of us gods will give you our approval.

Iliad (4.25-29)
All these scenes feature in David Elmer’s discussion of the verb epainein (“praise, approve”) as a
metapoetic term representing local audiences “approval” of variant versions of myths.* With emphasis
on the phrasing of this response as both a negative and a qualified statement (not all of the gods will
approve) he suggests that Zeus’s divided heart represents the partisan audience divided by their
Greek/Trojan favoritism. The poem’s failure to actually illustrate that division of opinion in the
audience in either passage, however, suggests to me that it is in fact a generalized conception of the
“approval” of the divine audience that defines what the moira is in the first place. It is not that the
audience necessarily want Sarpedon or Hector to die; it is that they, like Zeus, recognize it to be their
fate/tradition to die, and they would not consider a poem where this happened to sound traditional.”
The Dios boulé, then, is a different thing from moira, but it also must in practice conform itself to moira if
it is not going to cause problems. In the same way, the mental text that a poet develops for a particular
story is his own idiosyncratic creation, but it must conform to tradition if it is to be accepted. Creativity
is allowed — through expansion, through arrangement, through the ways in which the traditional events
unfold — but only to a point. Of course, the poet could at any point say anything he wanted; it does not
require ten tongues, ten mouths, an unbreakable voice, or a heart of bronze to say “Hector killed

Achilles” instead of “Achilles killed Hector,” and the Muses would not rush down from the sky and

clamp their hands over the singer’s mouth if he tried. But the danger is that the audience could simply

8 Elmer 2013: 152-159.

% Scodel (2002: 1-41) discusses how “tradition” in general is as much a rhetorical position based on the belief of
communities as it is a historical fact about the same stories or practices been passed from one generation to the next.
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reject the poem as incorrect and untraditional, and stop listening — give up on the performance and the
world it has created before the poet uses up the time on his ticking clock by bringing his poem to an

ending.
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