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ABSTRACT
The Machine and its Parts: Political and Aesthetic Value in Early Greek Epic
by
John Andrew Wein
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics
University of California, Berkeley

Professor Leslie Kurke, Chair

This dissertation is a study of the early meaning and epic discourse of the word k6opoc. I argue
that the traditional semantics of the word is flawed and make the case that this error has obscured
a great deal of the work which the word does for the epic tradition, being the one by which it
conceives the whole of its diegetic world. After an introduction in which I contextualize this study
as the first step in a larger genealogy of order as a political and aesthetic value in the Greco-Roman
world, I proceed to make the argument in three chapters, a conclusion, and a fairly technical
appendix.

The first of these chapters takes aim at the consensus view according to which k6cpoc, by the time
of its first appearance in Homer, has already as its basic meaning something so abstract and
universal as our own notion of order. My basic claim is that this view retrojects a way of thinking
that, while deeply familiar to us today, does not find clear expression in the Greek world before
Plato and Aristotle. I argue that the linguistic context in which the word most often appears, the
adverbial phrase kotd ko6cpov, is falsely accommodating of an abstraction like order, and show
how scholars, to account for the handful of cases in which the inadequacy of this translation is
clearest, the cases, that is, in which the word refers unmistakably to something particular and
concrete, import a secondary sense which has no more place in Homer than order: on the
supposition that the Greeks have always thought that order is the cause of a thing’s beauty, they
claim that k6opog comes to be the word for an ornament of one kind or another.

I argue in the second chapter that k6opog, so far from naming anything ideal, is just the word for
a concrete tool or instrument of some complexity, the word for a machine, device, or apparatus
which one or more people assemble and put to use pursuant to some end. In that majority of the
word’s cases, the adverbial ones in which the conduct of characters is said either to accord or not
accord with ko6cpog, the instrument in question, I argue, is none other than the world that Zeus has
made, the great political machine by which he, as lord of all gods and men, goes about the work
of accomplishing his cosmic will.

With the third chapter, I provide a picture of the structure and working of this politico-cosmic
machine, and try to show how it grounds all value in epic: one either does one’s part in the
functioning of the world and is virtuous, or fails to do so and is vicious; there is no system of values



transcending this instrumental principle. Sketching out this picture and arguing this point requires
me to involve myself in one of the oldest and thorniest of Homeric controversies, the issue of his
conception of fate, which he and his characters speak of using words like poipa, pdpog, and aica,
each of which should mean portion, as in a portion of something concrete. Building on the work
of R. B. Onians, I argue that these portions are the portions of a mystical thread by which Zeus is
imagined to bind and yoke his subjects to perform their respective roles in his k6cog; there exists
in epic, in other words, no fate beyond the inevitability of Zeus’s will. This sketch of the world
complete, I conclude the chapter by arguing briefly, taking as my case study an aphorism of
Heraclitus, that the Presocratic philosophers, contrary to the consensus of historians of philosophy,
were not the first to speak of the world as a k6o0g, and do not even conceive of it as such; rather,
when they use this word, they are referring back to the Homeric world-concept and tinkering with
it in order to articulate their own novel theories of reality.

I then consider in the conclusion what surviving epic has to say about the nature of epic. If, as I
maintain, this is a poetic tradition which admits of no values beyond the instrumental ones that
make the world cohere as a k6cpog, what good can there be in epic song? I argue that singers,
working under the Muses, are the part of the kdcpog whose job it is to celebrate the kdopog: the
songs that they sing, these x6opotr of words, are instruments of praise which perform their
celebratory function by recording the past operations of Zeus’s kocog; these songs have value
and are beautiful to the extent that they do this.

Finally, the appendix offers support on verse-technical grounds for a claim I make in the third
chapter, namely, that the portion words usually regarded as terms for fate are in fact part of the
discourse of koopog. I demonstrate that €0 / o0 katé k6cuov and the very similar set of phrases
built around the portion words (kotd poipav, kot aicav, Vep popov, etc.) form a single system
of metrically diverse phrases which the poet can reach for and use interchangeably according to
convenience.



For my mother, Karen Wein-Gordon
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INTRODUCTION

This dissertation is the start of a genealogy of order as a political and aesthetic value. It is
an attempt to explain from where and in what form there arose the now familiar homology, usually
associated with Plato and Aristotle, that the just community and the successful work of art are each
a whole of well-ordered parts. My claim, to put it first in as few words as possible, is that the origin
of this thinking predates the emergence of the notion of order as a kind of abstract entity; and that
philologists and philosophers alike, by the anachronism of attributing a reified and ideal order to
our earliest sources, have inadvertently obscured the logic by which political and aesthetic value
come to exhibit this curious isomorphism. Underpinning our political and aesthetic wholes, I will
argue, is the logic of a certain discourse which goes back to the epic tradition of Homer and Hesiod,
by which the practitioners of this tradition sought to naturalize and police the culturally dominant
and decidedly authoritarian ideology of archaic Greece. The somewhat paradoxical thing is this:
the very discourse from which these political and aesthetic wholes emerge is one that works by
denying any distinction between political and aesthetic value. How could this be?

Here what we need is a brief outline of the discourse and the work that it does. The key
term in it is k6opog, and this is the one which scholars agree means something like order. We will
see that its meaning comes closer to machine or apparatus, being a word for a concrete tool or
instrument of some complexity, like a bridle or a bow and arrow, to name two conventional ones;
but what is important is what the epic tradition does with the word: it conceives the entire world
of its diegesis, which will turn out to be a fundamentally social world consisting of mortal and
immortal persons, as a single kdouog, the great political apparatus by which Zeus, the father of
gods and men, having long ago assembled it, goes about the work of accomplishing his cosmic
will. Every other whole of parts within this (social) world, whether it be the community under its
king, the household under its patriarch, or even the meal that a household slave prepares for her
charge, is conceived as a further kosmos nested within, and ultimately serving the larger purpose
of, the world-constituting kosmos of Zeus. Every one of these wholes is an instrument which one
or more agents assemble and operate in the act of performing (not always wittingly) their
respective roles under the great god Zeus. Ruler and ruled alike thus find themselves serving the
same instrumental role, distinguished only by the level at which they serve it, as the members of
a single k6opog. This, in sum, is the part we would call political.

Now for the part we would describe as aesthetic.! The epic tradition authorizes itself as a
cultural production by claiming to be a further part of Zeus’s global instrument: its songs are the
koopot of words by which Zeus, working through the Muses and the poets they teach, celebrates
his own machine and memorializes the past occasions on which he has used it to carry out his
will.2 An epic song, by this logic, is an “instrument of words” (kdcpog énémv) assembled to serve
a particular function; it is a tool which has value only to the extent that it serves this function,
accurately representing this cosmic instrument in operation on a specific occasion, with every
player, from god to mortal, and king to commoner, receiving a portion of representation
proportionate to the particular role they play in the mechanism.? This is the representational logic

! It should be clear from what 1 have said so far that I am not, in my use of the word aesthetic, taking it for granted
that the early Greeks had any such word or concept at their disposal; on the issue of which, see Porter 2010: 25-69.

2 On praise (and blame) as the basic function of early Greek poetry, see Detienne 1999 and Nagy 1979: 211-75.

® The phrase k6opog énéwv comes from Solon (fr. 1.2 West; cf. 4.9-10, 32-33, and 13.11-13 for his further uses of
koopog language), who uses it in relation to one of his own songs, but we will see below that he is far from the first



of epic—it is the logic of a politico-cosmic machine translated mimetically into an aesthetic one,
with the latter serving to naturalize the former, such that, wherever one looks, there appears to be
nothing beyond the k6opog of Zeus and its perpetual operation.*

The question then becomes, if you will grant me this much for just a moment, how the
logic of a poetic discourse which effectively denies a distinction between political and aesthetic
value comes nevertheless, as it were, by a kind of mitosis, to be inscribed at the center of our own,
apparently autonomous domains of political and aesthetic value. This is a question that lies
regrettably beyond the scope of the present study, and it is for this reason that I called it above the
start to a genealogy of the well-ordered whole. I manage in the chapters that follow just to put
down the foundation for an answer to that larger question, and so it will be appropriate to say
something here by way of forecast, before returning to the substance of the dissertation.

The thing to keep in mind, pursuant to that forecast, is the central place of Homer and
Hesiod in the culture of archaic and classical Greece. The tendency nowadays is to think of these
names as poetic personas, as characters which the earliest practitioners of epic would play in their
performances, but the Greeks of recorded history always took them for the names of historical
persons: these personae become for them the fathers and face of the entire tradition, the pair behind
the oldest and greatest of its crystalized productions, the poems that did so much to construct for
the Greeks both a Panhellenic identity and a coherent vision of the world they inhabited.’ This is
how Xenophanes, who seems to have spent his sixth and fifth-century life traveling from one Greek
city to the next, working as a professional bard, can say that “all men from the beginning have
learned according to Homer” (€€ apyfig ka®  ‘Ounpov...pepadnrkact mévteg, B 10); and likewise
how Heraclitus, a generation or so later, can say that “Hesiod is the teacher of most men”
(818dokarog 8¢ mheiotwv Hoiodog, B 57).6

But it is with the fifth-century Herodotus, in a famous discussion from the second book of
his Histories, that the major contribution of these educators is first unpacked for us. He tells us
that the earliest Greeks did not yet know the names of the different gods, and so could only address
them corporately, calling them Beot—something like the Arrangers—from what was most obvious
and most important about them: “that they, having arranged in a kosmic way all of the doings and
all distributions, were holding them that way” (6t Kdopu® BEvieg 0 mTAVTO TPYHOTO KOl TACOG
voudig eiyov, 2.52).7 It was clear to these earliest Greeks, in other words, that there existed some

of our sources to call a song a k6cL0g. Homer, for instance, does this already at Od. 8.492; on which, see the conclusion
to this dissertation.

4 My focus on the aesthetic side of things is accordingly fairly narrow. Being concerned here only with the logic of
epic representation, I will not, for instance, have much to say about the beauty of this kind of song, or about the
pleasures of experiencing it sung. On these issues, see Peponi 2012.

5 On Homer and Hesiod as Panhellenic, see Nagy 1990a: 36-82 and 1990b: 52-81. On the idea of Homer as a person,
see West 1999, Graziosi 2002, Lefkowitz 2012: 14-29, and Porter 2021. For the ancient reception of the two
monumental epics, see Hunter 2018.

® For the fragments of Xenophanes, with detailed commentary, see Lesher 1992. Fragments B 11 and 12 make it plain
that the context for what he says above was critique; but see also B 14, 15, 16, 23, 24, 25, and 26, where, despite the
poets not being named, he is clearly responding to views about the gods represented by them. For the fragments of
Heraclitus, also with detailed commentary, see Kahn 1979 and Robinson 1987. He makes the above claim, like
Xenophanes, in the service of a critique: he goes on to say that Hesiod, despite being the person whom most agree
knew the most, nevertheless errs in distinguishing night from day, since these are in fact one thing. For other fragments
like this, see A 22, B 40, 42, 56, 104, and 105.

7 Note that the collocation of Ti@evar with adverbial k6o is nof a common one. I have not encountered it outside of
Herodotus, and he elsewhere uses it just once, though in a very telling context: his procedural description of the
manufacture of the Persian pontoon bridges, that marvel of an apparatus by which Xerxes led his immense army across
the Hellespont (7.35). For another ancient etymology of 8g6c, this time from 6éetv, meaning “to run,” see Plato, Cra.



other and superhuman persons, individuals who had long ago come to some agreement about what
things needed doing and who it was that would do each thing; and they believed this kosmic
arrangement explained the world of their daily experience, but knew nothing more about it. And
things went on like this for a long time, until eventually they learned from the Egyptians the names
of the gods, a big thing because it allowed them to single each of them out for prayer and sacrifice;
but they were still in the dark about the nature of the gods and the specifics of their working
arrangement. This, the story goes, was the dim situation of the Greeks prior to the arrival of Homer
and Hesiod (2.53):

&vOev 8¢ dyéveto Exaotoc @V Oedv, gite aigl Noav mavteg, Okolol Té TIveg o £1dea,
00K AMoTENTO péXPL OO TpdNV TE Kol YOEc G simelv Adyw. ‘Hoiodov yap kai
‘Ounpov NAkinv teTpakociolst £Tect 0KEM PV TPEGPLTEPOLG Kol 00 TAEOOTL.
obtol 8¢ giot ol mowcavieg Beoyoviny “EAAnct kol toict Ogoiot tdg dmmvopiag
dovTEC Kol TIAG TE Kol TEYVAG SIEAOVTES Kol EI0€0 VTMV CNUVOVTEG.

But from where each of the gods came to exist, or whether they were all always
existing, and what they were like with respect to their forms, the Greeks did not
know until yesterday or the day before it, so to speak. For I believe that Hesiod and
Homer are older than me in age by four-hundred years and no more. And it was
these who made a theogony for the Greeks, gave to the gods their titles, distributed
[to them] their honors and crafts, and gave description to their forms.

It was Homer and Hesiod, then, which is to say, the poetic tradition they were made to represent,
who finally gave definition to the world and its ways; they put faces to the names of the gods, and
they explained what it is that each of them does, the particular role that each of them plays, in the
cooperative work of creating and maintaining an environment that is hospitable (or at the very
least life-sustaining) to us mortals.

I have already provided a basic sketch of the nature and structure of this social world above,
and I will have much more to say about it later; I go through all of this now just to underscore the
point that the world of epic, this social world of gods and men structured as a political machine, is
for the Greeks the orthodox conception of reality; it is the view of the dominant culture. And so
anything that is new in the world, anything that is heterodox, will naturally take some position,
critical or otherwise, relative to this picture and its established, widely understood language and
categories. This goes for Xenophanes and Heraclitus above, who refer to Homer and Hesiod
invariably to critique, each in his own way, some aspect of the traditional worldview; and it
likewise goes for Plato and Aristotle, who have a rather more complicated relationship with epic,
being the philosophers with whom that mitotic split would seem to take place.® The long and the

397c4-d7; and for the modern view, see Beekes 2010: 540 s.v. 8go6c. Finally, I recognize that “in a kosmic way” is a
somewhat clumsy and only partial translation of k6opw, but it avoids the complication of a linguistic issue that would
only derail us here at the start of things. The short of it is that translations like “with order” or “in order” make it seem
as though a reified and ideal kind of entity is being invoked.

8 I come close here in several respects to the now-classic work of Havelock 1969, from whom I have learned a great
deal. He argues that epic poetry, despite being an entirely oral medium, served the early Greeks as a kind of “social
encylopedia” (31) and “compendium of inherited lore” (66), taking this to be the reason why Plato, in the work of
introducing a new and revolutionary mode of thought called philosophy, is so critical of Homer and the traditional
technology of epic. The similarities, I take it, will be obvious enough from what follows, but a couple of the differences
are important and worth stressing here. The first of them is that Havelock emphasizes the break between what he calls



short of it is that the pair adopt the instrumental core of the traditional picture, insofar as their
worlds remain thoroughly organic in structure—the Socrates of the Republic can say, for example,
that “the excellence (dpetn), beauty (kdArog), and correctness (dpBOTNG) of every implement,
living thing, and action has nothing to do with anything other than the use (v ypeiav) for which
each has been made or grown” (601d); and Aristotle will take it for granted at the outset of his
Nicomachean Ethics that human beings qua human beings, like every other natural thing, have a
particular function in the world (10 €pyov tod avBpdmov, 1097b24), a single job, like lyre playing
for the lyre player, by the virtuous execution of which we thrive as human beings—but they
repackage this instrumental outlook in new and far more abstract and analytical terms, ones that
are no longer overtly political.

Of the pair, it is Plato who remains more faithful to the terms of the epic discourse. The
world of our experience is for him still a k6cpog, but it is no longer a fundamentally political
instrument, one by the operation of which a supreme god executes his policy and plans as king,
showing little concern for the situation and suffering of most mortals. It is now instead a mimetic
KOopog: it is the product—an intelligent and living thing with a body and soul, but no less an
artifact—of a divine craftsman, the dnpovpyog dyabo6g who at some point endeavored to produce
from chaotic and recalcitrant matter the image of another reality beyond time and space: an
altogether abstract reality of essences like Justice, Beauty, and Good, the very things behind these
words, to which we are always referring whenever we speak of persons or things or actions as
being just or beautiful or good.” In other words, to give the instrumental world a non-political
principle, to make it something that is structured, not according to the expedience, advantage, and
will of an operator, but according to what is really and truly to the benefit of everyone, Plato
demotes it to the status of a representation: the world becomes the physical image, an gik@v, of
another and perfect non-physical world; it becomes a k6cpog that works, not at all unlike the poet’s
Koopog Emémv, only to the extent that it manages to capture in its medium the lineaments of the
world it has been made to imitate.'°

“the image-thinking of poetry and the abstract thinking of philosophy” (266), which amounts essentially to a move
from a world conceived as consisting only of concrete and visible particulars that are imitated in song to one in which
there exist invisible and universal essences behind what we see, things which are the causes of all that we see, whereas
I am primarily interested in the ideological continuity that survives this break and comes to be naturalized by it. The
second is that Havelock would like to see the break between poetry and philosophy as a development that is
teleological in nature: he tends to speak of Platonism as something which was inevitable, a “historical necessity” (267)
for the Greek mind making its way down the path that leads toward the scientific thought of modernity. I struggle to
see this progress, finding instead only the mystification of a worldview that was, for all its brutality, comparatively
and refreshingly honest about power, politics, and the nature of value. For the further development of his view, see
especially Havelock 1978.

 We hear the most about the craftsman and the nature of his work in the Timaeus, of which see especially 27d5-29d6,
the prologue to the discourse of Timaeus, along with the commentary of Cornford 1937 and Zeyl 2000; it is concluded
there that the craftsman must be good and that his work, this k6c0g, is therefore an image of true being. There is
(pace Owen 1953, and in agreement with Robinson 2004: 7-22) no reason not to take Plato seriously here, and this
fact about the nature of our reality should, in turn, make it clear enough that Plato is not opposed to pipnoig per se, as
it is sometimes claimed; his issue is rather with the traditional forms of imitation practiced by his culture. The
important thing for him is always the nature of the imitated object and the medium in which it is imitated. Thus he
consistently approves of choral dance and makes a place for it in his utopias; on which, see especially Kurke 2013:
123-70 and Peponi 2013: 212-39. On the subject of pipunoig more generally, see, inter alia, Havelock 1963: 20-35,
Lucas 1968: 258-72, Nagy 1990b: 42-47 (et passim) and 1996: 6-103, and Halliwell 1988: 109-37 and 2002.

10 Note that the singer of epic, according to epic, is a kind of demiurge, sharing the title with seers, doctors, heralds,
and carpenters, that is, specialists or technicians of one form or another. For the list, see Od. 17.383-85 and 19.135
with the comments of Finley 1957: 156 n. 4.



But this revised conception of the world as a k6cpoc undermines for obvious reasons the
poet’s claim to a unique form of wisdom. The songs that he sings, which are supposed to explain
mimetically the nature and workings of reality, are just the image of an image.!! It is the
philosopher alone who understands the models behind these images, and his access to them
uniquely qualifies him to rule over others without the fortune of their familiarity: he becomes by
his association with these ideal things as similar as humanly possible to them, and then, like the
cosmic craftsman but on a local level, sets about the demiurgic activity of molding the other
members of his community, giving to each of them an appopriate role to play to the single end of
the city’s operation, so that they be made to resemble as well, to the extent that it is possible for
them, the perfection of these entities.!? The traditional logic of a cosmico-political instrument is
thus retained, but made to serve, not the political purpose of a king, but a quasi-naturalized good
and the system of values it anchors, all of the things which it is the work of this k6cpog to imitate
in matter.

Things change in important ways with Aristotle. The world for him is not the political
instrument of epic, nor the mimetic instrument of Plato, nor any other sort of K6cpog you might
imagine: this is not even a word which he likes to use with reference to the world, except when he
is discussing the views of others who do.!? His reasons are clear enough: his world, which has no
beginning, is not something that was ever made or assembled; and its constituent parts do not, by
their relative arrangement and respective activity, cooperate to perform any one particular
function.!* And yet, though his world be no artifactual instrument, it is nevertheless, as I have
already remarked above, still pervaded by the instrumental logic of a k6opoc. How is this?

The answer has much to do with the manner in which Aristotle adapts the Platonic picture
for his own. Forms no longer enjoy an independent kind of existence, and so there is no need for
the world to work as the concrete expression of their abstract existence. They do still exist though,
and they are still the reason (or most of the reason) that all things are what they respectively are;
it is just that these forms are now inseparable (except in thought) from the discrete portions of
matter they inform, the hylomorphic compounds that are for Aristotle the basic bearers of being,
so-called primary substances.!> And while there is for Aristotle no craftsman god who ever made
the world, it is nonetheless a god who has always made the world what it is. The god himself, this
prime unmoved mover, does nothing but the most excellent and blissful thing there is for him to
do, which is to contemplate the excellence of his own existence.!® This is the thing he has always
done and what he will continue to do forever; and it is by the example he constantly sets that he
indirectly makes the rest of the world what it is. He inspires by his activity all other natural entities

! For the point, see Resp. 10.595a-602b.

12 This all comes, of course, from the Republic, but the passage I have in mind is 6.499d10-502c8. The philosopher
king is there called “a demiurge of self-control, justice, and the whole of the popular virtue” (dnpiovpyodv...
oOEPOCHVNG T€ Kol SIKO0oUVNG Kol GUUTAoNG ThG SNUOTIKAG apeThg), also “a painter of constitutions” (ToAltei®dv
{oypapog), and the class of them are “the painters who use the divine model” (dwaypdweiav ot t@ Belw mapadeiypatt
xpopevotl {oypaeot).

13 On this point about Aristotle’s use of the word, see Johnson 2019.

14 On the eternity of motion in the world, see Ph. 8.1. So far as [ know, the closest that Aristotle ever comes to claiming
that there is a single, unifying purpose to the arrangement of natural things is Mer. 12.10.1075a11-25. But observe that
the analogies he reaches for there are two Homeric kocpot (the first being an army under its commander, the second
a household under its master), the instrumental logic of which he works hard in the moment to downplay, using
throughout, for instance, the more neutral ta&ig instead of k6opoc. The reason that he has to twist things is that his
god, as I explain shortly, does not actually do anything with the world.

15 See, for instance, Ph. 2.1 and Met. 7.10-11.

16 On the need for a prime mover and the nature of his activity, see Ph. 8.6 and Met. 12.6-10.



to imitate him—each of them to the extent that it is able, from the planets and stars, who are closest
to him, on down to the lowliest of terrestrial beings—by actualizing their own forms, which is to
say, by performing the particular functions they each have by virtue of their respective forms. In
short, the world is the way it is, it exhibits the rational structure that it always has, because it
consists of beings, mortal and immortal alike, which have always yearned to be like this mind
contemplating mind.

This is how we get a world that is not itself a machine, having never been assembled to
serve any particular purpose, but which is nevertheless filled with entities that do have, by virtue
of their form-determined natures, some particular function in the world, some particular job to
perform, by the excellent performance of which they are themselves excellent and godlike versions
of themselves. The instrumental logic of a k6cpoc, in other words, which first appears at the center
of a thoroughly political account of existence, finds itself fully naturalized in Aristotle’s system of
reality. And this explains why he continues to see a clear parallel between natural things and
artifacts, such that he can and regularly does reach for one to explain some aspect of the other—
the only major distinction between them being the one which he himself introduces: that natural
things have, by virtue of their forms, an internal source of motion, whereas artifacts require
external agents to actualize their forms and execute their functions.!”

This brings us finally to the role of piunoic in the thought of Aristotle. It is not, as it had
been for epic, where it was strictly policed by the Muses, an instrument for the celebration of the
koopog and its members. Nor is it, as it was for Plato, the sad fact of our fleshly existence, on the
one hand, and on the other, a harmful set of cultural productions, ones which actively mislead
people about the nature of reality and our places within it. Aristotle does nothing so lofty or
metaphysical with it, but this, as anyone familiar with his Poetics will know, is certainly not to
suggest that he has nothing to say on the subject. Human beings, he thinks, are naturally mimetic
animals: we do our earliest learning in this way, and we continue throughout life to derive pleasure
from the contemplation of mimetic objects. Indeed, the very same cultural forms which Plato had
dismissed, pitting himself and philosophy against them as rivals in a contested field of cultural
authority, Aristotle now regards as things which draw people, by the contemplation of meaning
and structure, towards a fairly philosophical mode of thought.'®

The important thing for our purpose is that these mimetic objects, freed now from their
traditional function, and recuperated as objects of philosophical reflection, nevertheless retain the
old organic logic of kdopot, though it is here expressed in new and rather more abstract
terminology. Like every other artifact which human beings make and use, the different kinds of
mimetic object have their own forms, these being distinguished by the media used, the objects
represented, and the different modes in which they are represented. And in every one of these
objects, by virtue of its form, there exists some capacity, power, or potential to work in a certain
way, some dvvapg that provides it with a proper function, the €pyov of the thing, the performance
of which is the end or goal of the object, its téhog.'” What matters most of all—what makes it
possible for a mimetic object to actualize its potential, perform its function, and accordingly serve
the purpose for which it was made—is, first, that the object have all of its mimetic parts, whatever

17 For this distinction between natural things and artifacts, see the first two chapters of Ph. 2 with the commentary of
Ross 1936: 24-26 and Charlton 1970: xvi-xvii.

13 These points are made at Poet. 4.1448b4-19, but see also 9.1451a38-51b11.

19" Aristotle uses these words in relation to tragedy, other types of poetry, and mimesis in general throughout the
Poetics, but see, for instance, 9.1451b38 (1)...tf|¢ tpaywdiog dvvapc), 13.1452b29-30 (10 Tiic Tpaywdiag Epyov), and
6.1450a22-23 (téhog TG Tpoymoiag).



they happen to be, and second, that these parts be arranged in the right way, such that they form
what Aristotle calls a system (c0ot001G) or synthesis (cOvOeoic). With tragic drama, which is his
focus, but also with epic—both of which work, he says, as a representation of an action that is
complete and whole—the form of the artifact is its story (ud00g), or more precisely, the system of
its events (cVotacig mpoypdtmv).2’ The arrangement of these parts is what gives the
representations of the poet and dramatist the capacity to work; and when they actualize this power
in their poetry, making good work of the plot, they produce a product that functions, a tool that
serves its purpose; which is, at least in the case of tragic drama, perhaps also epic, famously, the
goal of “effecting through pity and fear the catharsis of such emotions” (6t éAéov xai @oBov
TEPAivouco. TV TOV T0100TOV madnudtov kabapoty, 1449b27-28).2! It matters not, then, that
Aristotle, in his ranking of the various elements of a tragic production, relegates k6cpuoc—by
which he means, not ornament or embellishment, but the entire staging apparatus, that is, all of
the costumes, masks, props, etc. that are needed to put on the production—to the penultimate
position on his list: he has already embedded the logic of a k6c0g in his conception of the udBog
as a kind of organic whole, which he puts at the top of his list.??

This is just a brief and partial sketch of the discourse’s afterlife, one that sidesteps more
than a few points of controversy in the interpretation of Plato and Aristotle, and one that also
ignores, by its focus on these two philosophers, a whole host of other engagements with the
discourse. I offer it here, not with the expectation that it will be enough to persuade anyone, but
just to give a sense of the direction I see myself heading with this genealogy. Enough then about
what is not in the dissertation; let me say something now about the argument and structure of what
is.

The key thing is that the presentation reflects rather faithfully the order in which I asked
and answered questions for myself. In other words, I did not arrive at all or even most of my
conclusions and then start to write. My tendency, rather, is to think and write inductively. There
are positives and negatives to this procedure. On the bad side, you will have to follow me as [ work
word by word through some stretch of text; you will have to endure me collecting and sorting
through all the Homer instances of one word or another; and you will have to hang in there when
I jump around from one book of the //iad or Odyssey to another, tracking the moves of a character
or the development of some plot point. The read is doubtless a little laborious in this way, and the
big conclusions come slow (I do not, for instance, give a proper definition of k6cpog until the
second chapter, and it is not before the third that I describe in any detail the structure of the cosmic
machine). But on the good side of the split, you do get to see my work and the train of my thought
every step of the way, if only the better to help me find what holes there are in it. I say all of this
in part as defense, in part because I want to provide here, as an offset to some of the labor, a rather
more concise statement of the argument.

20 For these points and terms, see especially Poet. 6-8.

21T do not mean here to wade into the vexed issue of Aristotle’s use of kGBapoig, but just to say that this, whatever we
take it to mean, is what tragedies, if they are well constructed with respect to their plots, produce by function in their
audiences. For an introduction to the issue and an overview of the interpretations offered, see Halliwell 1988: 168-
201, 350-56 and Munteanu 2012.

22 Cf. Poet. 21.1457b1-3, where xOopog appears as the name for a class of words that are usually regarded by
commentators as ornamental in function; we might do better, however, to describe them as fitting out or equipping
other words. Unfortunately, Aristotle’s discussion of this word class appears to have dropped out of the text, but see
Rh. 3.1.1404a29-35, 3.2.1404b5-12, and 3.7.1408a10-15, where the idea would seem to be much the same; and cf.
RhA. 3.2.1405a13-22, where Aristotle draws a distinction between kosmifying and blaming by way of metaphor.



The first chapter is a record of my struggle with the long-standing consensus about the
early semantics of k6opoc. This is the view that the word, which has no clear etymology, and so
must be explained on the evidence of Homer and Hesiod, in whose poetry it first appears to us, has
by then already two distinct meanings, the first and basic of the pair being order, the second and
derivative being ornament. To start with order, the problem I have is that the word, in the way we
tend to use it today, names an essence that is abstract, universal, and very often ideal; and it would
seem that Homer, to judge from the kind of language he uses, takes no thought of anything so
weirdly metaphysical as this. What other words in the poems are supposed to work in this way? It
is far from clear, for instance, that any of his moral or political terms do. Aikn, for one, never
signifies anything approaching ideal justice, but always the particular justice of Zeus, that is, the
judgements and commands by which he and the mortal kings who serve him make manifest his
will (3ikn deriving from dewvivar). And the closely related 0¢pug, for another, does not mean law
or right in some absolute sense, but refers instead to one or more of the specific ordinances which
Zeus has set down for gods and men to follow (8épig probably deriving from t10évat). And the
same, | think, could be shown for the rest of the words of this kind, both on the positive side and
the negative: they are all used always with reference to particulars, and all have normative force
with reference to the particular political arrangement of Zeus and the gods.

As for the ornament meaning, the basic problem I have with it is its alleged derivation,
which takes for granted precisely this anachronistic notion of order as an abstract and universal
ideal. Indeed, the derivation is supposed to be strong evidence that the Greeks have always been
an order-obsessed people: because even the earliest of them thought that a thing was beautiful
when it exhibited order, they came at some point well before written record to use the word for
order in signification of that quintessentially beautiful item, the one that lends its own beauty to
embellish some other person or thing. I argue against the early advent of an ornamental meaning
that something like it comes to exist affer Homer and Hesiod, through the later interpretation of
the word’s use in a traditional context of epic, that is, the divine toilette, such as Hera’s in Iliad 14
(187) or Pandora’s in both the Theogony (573-87) and Works and Days (72-76). The k6cpog the
goddess assembles about herself, and the one which Athena and her divine attendants fasten about
the manufactured maiden, is an apparatus for seduction, the one to be aimed at Zeus, the other at
humankind. It is incidental to the meaning of the word that the apparatuses in question are ones
that work by way of ornamenting the persons who use them.?’

But the major consequence of the meaning’s retrojection is that it has armed philologists
with a work-around whenever they encounter an instance of k6cpog for which the abstractness of
order makes it an impossible translation. They say each time, with varying degrees of plausibility,
that the word just means ornament instead of order and move on. On the surface of things, then,
there has seemed to be little reason to suspect that any significant interpretive error has occurred.
And yet the error is reflected clearly enough in the curious distribution of the order and ornament
meanings in Homer. Koopoc only ever has its primary sense when it is used effectively as an
adverb, either on its own in the dative, k6op® (with or by order), or in the phrase katd kOGuoV (in
accord with order). This adverbial use accounts for fifteen of the word’s eighteen total instances.
Only in the remaining three cases does the word act straightforwardly as a noun, and in each of

23 Hera’s case is nevertheless interesting in a way that Pandora’s is not. On the one hand, it is by a plan of Zeus that
Pandora is fabricated, and she is kosmified with all the gear she wears in order to accomplish /is purpose. But Hera
is a different story: she kosmifies herself pursuant to her own plan, hoping by her kdopog to distract Zeus and
undermine his plan (or what she mistakenly thinks is his plan) for the outcome of the Trojan war. This is one of the
rare occasions in which a nested x6c10¢ is assembled and operated with an eye to the disruption of the larger kdcpog.



these it is supposed to have its derivative sense of ornament. What could explain this distribution?
Why should the poet never invoke order, given the apparent frequency of this meaning and its
alleged importance as a value to the Greeks, except adverbially? And is it just a coincidence that
the word, on each of the three occasions that it steps forward and works in a straightforwardly
nominal way, invariably has another sense?

Perhaps there is a way to explain the perfect correlation of meaning and grammatical
context, but I would argue instead that it stems from the basic error of making abstract order the
semantic foundation of kéopog. In the overwhelming majority of the word’s occurrences, the
adverbial phrase makes it easy to get away with the mistranslation of order: there is nothing which
loudly condemns the reading, it makes a fair enough sense in the context, and we ourselves already
tend to use order in similar-sounding adverbial phrases, for instance when we say, in so many
different situations, that something is in order, or that a person has acted out of order. But the other
three instances are a different case entirely. With the word now operating as the subject or object
of a verb, and each time unmistakably designating something concrete, the abstract order will no
longer work, and so philologists, being confident about the word’s basic meaning, are forced to
posit a secondary one that can account for these apparently marginal cases. That this meaning
should be something so conveniently bland and inoffensive as ornament is then rationalized by the
just-so story sketched out above. All it requires is that we be willing to retroject onto pre-Homeric
peoples the kind of aesthetic formalism we find first articulated in the works of Plato and Aristotle,
the very same philosophers who got us talking interminably about the forms of things as their
causes.

This critique clears the way for my second chapter, where I draw a distinction (painted
over by the semantics of order and ornament) between the conventional meaning of kdécpog and
the particular role which the word plays in the epic discourse: the difference, that is, between a
word which means something like device, machine, contraption, apparatus and a poetic tradition
which happens to conceive and speak of the world as one great political machine. In all those
adverbial cases of the word, the ones in which it is easy to get away with order, the kdopoc in
question is the great instrument of Zeus, the single apparatus in which we all have a place and role.
On the three occasions that the word functions in a nominal way, making order an impossible
translation, the x6c0g in question is some nested instrument by the assembly and operation of
which one or more members of the larger k6cpog work to perform (or, in one of the three cases,
undermine) their respective roles in the world.?*

This distinction drawn at the start, and all of the old ground of the first chapter retread in
this new light, the rest of the second chapter is organized around two case studies. I take as my
first a remarkable moment from //iad 17, when Hector has managed to take for himself from the
body of Patroclus the armor of Achilles, and Zeus himself declares that the man has done this o0
Katd kospov (205). I demonstrate against the usual explanation, which holds that Hector, by taking
the armor of a man who is his better, commits some infraction against order, that he instead
manages, by a contingency of mortal planning, to do something which had been no part of the
lliadic plan of Zeus, the end to which he has been operating his kdcpoc. The basic facts are these:
it is contrived by Zeus, in the second half of the poem, that Hector push the Greeks back to their
ships and threaten these with fire, scripted by Zeus that Patroclus then repel Hector but ultimately
fall to him, and scripted by Zeus finally that Achilles then give up his anger at Agamemnon, return
to the fight, and avenge the death of his companion, thereby depriving Troy of its great champion
and final defense. But he does not contrive that Patroclus, when he fights off the Trojans from the

24 See the preceding note for the exception.



ships, attempt to impersonate Achilles by wearing his armor. This mortal plan originates with
Nestor, and it runs for obvious reasons counter to the god’s purpose and the working of his
machine: Achilles will need his armor, or as it turns out, a whole new set of armor, if he is going
to execute the part he has now to play in working of the world. Hector will still die, and his part in
the k6oog come to its long-scheduled end, but Zeus concedes to him the unscripted privilege of
wearing to his death (at the hands of Achilles) the immortal panoply of Achilles.

My second case study, by far the longer of the two, is one of the most notorious of Homer’s
extended similes, the one for the wounded Menelaus at Iliad 4.141-47, in which the hero is likened
to a precious part of a king’s bridle, the apparatus which our poet calls, in one of the three nominal
cases of the word, the x6cpog for a horse. But commentators usually make little of this fact, for
they tend to think that, by this point in the simile, there is no longer anything that is really
analogical going on. The simile begins from a simple color analogy: the blood that flows from the
man’s wound and coats his skin is like purple dye staining ivory. But then, as everyone agrees, the
simile starts to wander; we get detail after detail about the piece of ivory: what it will be used for,
where it will be stored away, who will use it, who will not be allowed to use it. There are those
who dislike what they see here, and say that the poet has nodded, and there are those who regard
it as a feature more than a bug, who say that Homeric similes can take on lives of their own. But
both sides agree that the analogical core of the simile is more or less exhausted by the color analogy
that gets it started. I argue that the digression does not really exist, being instead an artifact of the
misconstrual of kdéopog. We misunderstand the word here, thinking it means ornament; we
accordingly misidentify the nature of the object it refers to, concluding that it is something merely
ornamental; and then, as a result, we manage to pick out only the initial point of contact which the
simile makes with the world of its tenor. I show instead that the simile, beginning from this color
analogy, develops into an image of the local operation of Zeus’s k6cpog, unfolding as a piece of
reassuring commentary in a suspenseful moment of the diegesis.

As with the scenario of my first case study, here too a contingency of mortal planning is
threatening to obstruct the working of Zeus’s world. Just as the two armies are marshaled and
about to fight for the first time in the poem (very much according to plan), it is decided by mortal
actors on the ground (not at all according to plan) that the war for Helen be settled by a duel
between Paris and Menelaus, the two principals in the dispute. Aphrodite steps in to spirit Paris
away when he is about to be killed, thereby seeing to it that the duel ends inconclusively, but it
remains for a moment a real question how Zeus will right the ship and put the war back on course.
He ultimately hands the work over to Athena, telling her to make the Trojans the first to break the
truce, but otherwise giving her free rein to execute her own plan—a plan which turns out to be this
wounding of Menelaus. She first locates a Trojan by the name of Pandarus, a man famous for his
archery, and by filling his head with empty thoughts of personal glory, goads him into taking a
shot at the unsuspecting Menelaus; at which point she darts across the field to intercept the arrow,
diverting it to a protected place about the groin, where it will cause a scare but no serious damage.
The blood starts flowing and we get our simile, which puts these events in their kosmic perspective.
The message of which, to put it here without any of the drama in which it plays out, amounts to
this: you need not worry about Menelaus; no one is going to kill him before it is his time to die;
for he is an essential part in the kosmos of Zeus; and his precious blood is being used in a sparing
way, to serve a kosmically important end.

The exegesis of these two episodes provides a general sense of the pyramidical structure
of the cosmic machine, but it is the work of the third chapter to fill out the picture. I begin by
introducing another family of words (uoipa, pépog, and eice) which should all signify a portion
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or share of something, but appear in epic more often than not, at least according to most scholars,
to be the words by which Homer speaks of fate. There is and always has been, however, a great
deal of disagreement about the nature of this fate. Some regard it as a fairly abstract power or
principle within the world of the poem; others say that it amounts to the requirements of the story
tradition; still others identify it with the will of Zeus. I take a position with this third group,
concluding that there is no fate in play beyond the inevitability of Zeus’s will; and then adopt the
view of Onians that the portions in question, the ones we translate with fate, are in fact the portions
of a mystical but no less concrete thread, one which Zeus and his agents spin and use to bind us to
our fates, that is, the things that are 6écpata for each of us to do and suffer.?> T go further than
Onians, however, in arguing that what the gods bind us to do, and what Zeus has in turn bound
them to do, is play all our various roles in his xk6cpog. This, I demonstrate, is why the poet can,
and frequently does, use phrases like katé poipav and xat’ oicav interchangeably with katdl
Koopov: they are related terms in a single discourse, referring to a single conception of the world
from the different angles of part and whole (the Appendix to this dissertation will also argue for
the rough equivalence of these phrases on verse-technical grounds: although it is not immediately
clear on the surface, they are all metrically diverse and appear at different points in the line,
forming together a single system of phrases that facilitate the poet’s expression).

From there, with the portion words explained, and their relation to the kOcpog
demonstrated, I start to sketch out the corporate-style command hierarchy that defines this cosmic
machine. We look at a few of its major branches and the descending ranks of authority that pertain
within them; and I try to tease out along the way the major entailment of a world conceived as a
society of mortal and immortal beings: it is a system of reality without any notion of a universal
nature to guarantee its coherence and set clear and non-transgressible limits to the realm of what
is possible; a reality whose past, present, and future coherence depends entirely on the regular
activity of persons with egos, wills, and interests, also families, friendships, and enmities; it is a
world, then, in which all order—if 1 can use here a word and concept the equivalent of which
Homer does not—is fundamentally political in nature, being about the particular set of relations
that hold between particular mortal and immortal people. This picture sketched, I take a closer
look at a handful of passages from several different contexts in which we find the x6opog and
portion phrases used, showing how in each of them the phrase functions to police behavior and
speech according to one’s role in the world. I then conclude the chapter by critiquing another
sedimented consensus, the view that the Presocratic philosophers were the first, not only to
conceive reality as a rationally structured whole, but also to call it a kosmos: taking as my primary
example a riddling aphorism of Heraclitus (B 30), I argue by its interpretation that when these
thinkers refer to the world in this way, they are always looking back to the traditional world-view
of epic, their common cultural inheritance, and tinkering with it in the work of articulating their
own theories of reality.

With the political world as a kdcpog thus laid out, my conclusion considers the place of
song within it, explaining its nature and value. This involves a close look at the two passages from
epic in which the most is said about epic. The first of these, which occurs in Odyssey 8, is one in
which an anonymous Odysseus requests of Demodocus, the Phaeacian bard, that he “sing the
koopog of the wooden horse” (492-93), where I argue the word refers at once to the machine that
was the wooden horse and the song machine about the horse, the two machines being regarded as
crucially isomorphic to one another. The second passage occurs in Odyssey 1, being a moment in
which Telemachus rebukes his mother for interrupting the performance of the local bard Phemius,

25 See Onians 1951: 303-466.
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whose song about the return of the Achaeans from Troy has caused his mother distress. I argue
that the criticism makes it clear that the goal of song is not the pleasure of its mortal listeners, but
the praise of Zeus’s kocpog and all the things he does with it.
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CHAPTER ONE

The Confusion about Kdopog

The philologist learns to view a word’s earliest instances as a kind of semantic foundation.
A basic meaning is established on the evidence of these, and an attempt is made to explain any and
all divergent use in terms of semantic change—however many steps removed—from this basic
meaning. Why? A sensible account of how a word has come to have its various meanings is
reckoned to be confirmation precisely that it has these meanings. And yet it must be stressed that
the diachronic story of a word’s semantics is built up as a structure wholly dependent on the basic
meaning which has been attributed to the word. It is in relation to this meaning that all other
meaning is perceived; it is from this meaning, ultimately, that the existence of any other meaning
must be explained. What could remain of a story like this, should it be shown to begin from a false
start? How comfortable should we be in this case, not just with the lines of derivation understood
to connect a word’s different meanings, but with our very perception of different meaning, since
this has been judged to exist in distinction to a basic meaning that is false? Every instance of every
apparent meaning in a word’s diachrony must be reviewed, and then the lines of derivation redrawn
from the word’s reconsidered, earliest sense—new lines that will account both for any signification
which survives the review and any further signification which might appear as a result of it. We
must, in short, start again from scratch, observe with new eyes the word’s meaning and use both
in and through time.

The contention of this chapter is that a restart of this kind is necessary in the case of k6cp0G.
For I will show that a certain conceptual anachronism has badly confused our understanding of the
word’s early meaning and use. This anachronism has gone unnoticed, I will further show, because
the false meaning it generates makes a certain intuitive sense in a majority of the word’s earliest
instances, the ones we find in Homer and Hesiod; and because it has always been possible for
philologists to construct lines of derivation, sometimes rather elegant ones, from this false meaning
to the word’s other attested meanings.! This is to say: the basic meaning attributed to the word by
the consideration of its early epic instances gives the appearance of being well founded; and this
appearance has always been reinforced by a further appearance, that this meaning accounts well
for the other meanings of k6cpog. On the surface of things, then, there has been little reason to
suspect that any error has occurred. All the same, we shall see in due course that this is an error of
great consequence. For we have not simply gotten a word’s meaning wrong. Rather, in getting this
word’s meaning wrong, we have all but effaced the ideological role which this word, precisely
because of its basic meaning, has been made to play in this poetry.

But I stress again: the contention of this chapter is just that we have erred in our thinking
about k6oog, and, by erring further, managed to cover this fact up. Its basic aim is to clear the
board of the consensus that has settled around the word. This turns out to be no small task; and for
this reason, there will be occasion to defend here only a preliminary definition, one that will have
to be reverse engineered from the false signification usually attributed to kdéopog. With the

' To be clear, I do not mean to suggest that these lines of derivation are always the same, nor that they are all equally
elegant. What I mean is that philologists, beginning from the same false start, have always found ways of accounting
for what they have understood to be this word’s derivational senses. One of these stories, however, is commoner than
the others, and it is this one that I shall take on here. This is the best account of the word’s development from the
consensus meaning, but we shall see that it still has serious problems.
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consensus about this word in epic out of the way, we may proceed more confidently in the chapters
that follow. For now, let us begin to refine the charges against the consensus by recalling what is
usually said about the early history of kdcpoc.

The Consensus, its Problems, and a Preliminary Definition

There is today a strong consensus that kdcpoc, from its first attestations in the Homeric
poems, has already two established meanings. Its earlier meaning, we are told, corresponds to our
notion of order, both in the physical sense, for instance, of troops standing in order on a battlefield,
and in the political and moral sense of good or proper order. In its second, apparently derivative
meaning, the word signifies something ornamental, a beautiful object that adds its beauty to some
person or thing, but has no practical purpose. On the one hand, then, kdcog signifies a certain
kind of relationship that entities or parts of an entity can have to one another, on the other, a
particular kind of entity.> As to the path by which this derivation of ornament from order
proceeded, here too there appears to be a standing consensus: on the grounds that a thing is
beautiful because it exhibits an excellent order, k6cpoc came eventually over time, but at some

2 To get a sense of this consensus, we need only compare the word’s treatment in a few different lexica. First,
Chantraine’s Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque: “‘ordre, bon ordre’ au sens matériel ou moral, ‘forme’
(1. ion. -att., etc.), ‘ornement’ (déja 7I. 4,145 et 14,187, ion. -att., etc.), ‘organisation, constitution’ (Hdt., etc.), ‘gloire,
honneur’ (Pi., etc.); en Créte nom d’un magistrat (qui maintient I’ordre).” Second, Schmidt’s entry for the Lexikon des
friigriechischen Epos: “Ordnung, Norm, Anstand (1), Schmuck, Zier, Glanz (2), Kunstwerk (3) — ‘Ordnung’ sowohl
auf aktuellen Zweck e. Handlg. Bzg. als auch allgemein auf Status in Welt und Gesellschaft; oft, besonders Negiert,
moralisch verstanden. Teilweise auch in (1) dsthet. Aspekt, der in (2) Prioritdt hat (das Wohlgeordnete als das Schone),
und in (3) z. Betong. Des Ornamentalen, nicht mehr des Funktionalen, verselbstindigt ist.” And finally, Beekes’s
Etymological Dictionary of Greek: “‘order, propriety, good behavior; ornament’ (//.), ‘world-order, world’ (Pythag.
or Parm.; ...), ‘government’ (IA); name of the highest officials in Crete.” Chantraine has his peculiar forme and
Schmidt his Kunstwerk, but all three lexicographers recognize that Homeric k6cpoc can express some idea of order
or even good order, whether in a physical or politico-moral sense; and then it can also signify an ornament. Forme
and Kunstwerk are the respective attempts of these lexicographers to account for the single Homeric instance of
k6opog for which this dual semantics has sometimes been felt insufficient, though apparently not by Beekes. This is
the immov koGpoV...00vpatéov (Od. 8.492-93) that Odysseus bids Demodocus sing for him, on which see the
conclusion to this dissertation. Schmidt, as he goes on to explain, wants the wooden horse or else the song about the
horse, as an ordered and therefore beautiful whole, to be construed as a work of art, while Chantraine seems to bend
order into the shape or perhaps design of the horse. (That forme is included to accommodate this instance of kK6G0g
may be safely inferred: all but three of the Homeric instances of kdopog are formulaic, and in these formulaic cases
the word is always thought to mean order; of the three remaining instances, Chantraine cites two as meaning ornament,
such that Od. 8.492 is the only instance left to mean forme.) This dual semantics of order and ornament is ubiquitous
in discussions of epic kocpog, though there is occasionally minor disagreement about how to unpack the latter
meaning, that is, whether ornament is to be understood in a concrete sense, as most would seem to have it, or taken to
signify something more abstract like ornamentation. It should be noted, furthermore, that many of the discussions
about the meaning of kdcog in epic, particularly the earlier and fuller ones, are motivated by a primary interest in the
word’s subsequent and apparently novel use among philosophers, as a word for the universe or else the particular
order that it manifests. For statements of this consensus, see Kirk 1954: 311-12, Kranz 1955: 8-11, Kahn 1960: 219-
22, Kerschensteiner 1962: 4-10, Adkins 1972: 15, Puhvel 1976: 154-57, Kahn 1979: 132-33, Ford 1992: 122-24,
Cartledge 1998: 3, Finkelberg 1998: 104-5, Ford 2002: 116-17, Vlastos 2005: 3-4, Elmer 2010: 290-92, Elmer 2013:
51, Du Sablon 2014: 59-63. This semantics is assumed, if not clearly stated, by many others. Diller 1956 is the only
scholar I have encountered who questions this orthodoxy. He argues, just as I will in what follows, that k6cpoc in
Homer does not yet have ornament as an ancillary meaning. He fails, however, to account for the word’s actual
meaning in those instances it is usually taken to have this ornamental sense. For his interpretation of the word at /1.
14.187, see n. 27 below.
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point well before written record, to signify concretely the beautiful entity in addition to the reason
for this entity’s beauty.?

There is an elegance to this derivation that is deceptive and which seems to have masked a
couple of issues. The first is that this account does not take us the full way from order to
ornament—on its own, a not insurmountable problem. An entity that is beautiful because of the
order it exhibits is not thereby also an ornament, though it of course could be. For an ornament, at
least as we tend to use the word today, is a decorative accessory. It is an item that has a specific
function, that is, to make beautiful whatever it modifies; but it is also one that is strictly speaking
inessential. As a result, if we are sure that ornament is a match for the derivative sense of k6Gpoc,
then we must posit some further stage of semantic change whereby thing-beautiful-qua-order
comes to mean decorative accessory. This amendment alone does no serious damage to the
plausibility of the consensus derivation. Provided that x6cpog by the time of Homer has the
meanings order and ornament, it remains the straightest line one could draw between the two
termini. It just bears mentioning that this line is not quite as straight as it is usually made to seem.

More troubling about this derivation is the formalistic theorization of beauty that it
implicitly attributes to certain unknown linguistic predecessors of Homer. For order in this context
amounts to form, and the notion that an entity’s beauty is primarily determined by its form (as
opposed to the matter that constitutes it) cannot be taken for granted in this early period. Homer
can of course say that someone is beautiful with respect to their form, by which he means the
particular look of the person, but this is in no way to assert as a theory that beauty is somehow
always and universally a matter of form. This kind of formalism, at least in the Greek world, has
been shown to have a genealogy that, far from preceding Homer, very certainly postdates him by
several centuries. It is arguably not until Plato and Aristotle in the fourth century that we find such
a view first articulated, and even then, it is enmeshed in a sophisticated and decidedly idiosyncratic
conception of the world.* And yet this derivation of ornament from order would have us believe

3 Thus, we find in Kahn 1960: 220: “from this meaning of ‘neat arrangement’ the transfer is an easy one to the wider
decorative sense of kdopog as ‘finery, rich adornment,” which is so frequent in classic Greek™; in Cartledge 2002: 3,
citing Van Straten 1992: 268-9: “since order was considered beautiful, kosmos came next to mean adornment, as in
our ‘cosmetics’”’; and in Elmer 2013: 51, citing Jose Ramon 1992: 45: “the word comes to mean first ‘order,” then
what is ‘beautiful’ or an ‘ornament’ because it is well ordered.” On the obscure etymology of this word, see n. 5 below.
4 See, for example, Plato, Phlb. 64e (“the qualities of measure and proportion invariably, I imagine, constitute beauty
and excellence”) and Aristotle, Poet. 7.1450b34-37 (a beautiful thing, whether an animal or anything else which is a
composition of parts, ought to have not only these parts arranged but also an appropriate size, for beauty consists in
size and arrangement.) On the genealogy of this tendency towards formalism in Greek thought and the hold that this
formalism still has over us today, see Porter 2010, especially chapters 2 and 3. A version of the basic story is stated
concisely in Dewey’s Art as Experience: “Early in the history of philosophic thought the value of shape in making
possible the definition and classification of objects was noted and was seized upon as a basis for a metaphysical theory
of the nature of forms... It is by form—in the sense of adapted shape—that we both identify and distinguish things in
perception: chairs from tables, a maple from an oak. Since we note—or ‘know’ them—in this way, and, since
knowledge was believed to be a revelation of the true nature of things, it was concluded that things are what they are
in virtue of having, intrinsically, certain forms. Moreover, since things are rendered knowable by these forms, it was
concluded that form is the rational, the intelligible, element in the objects and events of the world. Then it was set over
against ‘matter,” the latter being the irrational, the inherently chaotic and fluctuating, stuff upon which form was
impressed. It was as eternal as the latter was shifting. This metaphysical distinction of matter and form was embodied
in the philosophy that ruled European thought for centuries. Because of this fact it still affects the esthetic philosophy
of form in relation to matter. It is the source of the bias in favor of their separation, especially when that takes the
shape of assuming that form has a dignity and stability lacking to matter. Indeed, were it not for this background of
tradition, it may be doubted whether it would occur to anyone that there is a problem in their relation, so clear would
it be that the only distinction important in art is that between matter inadequately formed and material completely and
coherently formed” (2005: 120-21). If it is deeply intuitive in our day to conceive of form in distinction to matter, and
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that this way of thinking not only cropped up among hypothetical intellectuals in the early history
of Greek-speaking peoples, but that it became so widespread as to plant the seed for the first stage
of this bipartite semantic change, whereby the word for order came to signify also an object that
is beautiful because of the order it exhibits; from which point, by some unrelated semantic shift,
as we have just seen, this derivative sense of k6c0g then came to signify rather more narrowly a
decorative accessory.

And yet one might respond that there is nothing per se impossible about a popular
formalism of this kind existing at some point before Homer. Perhaps, but to be clear, this is not all
we must assume. We must assume furthermore that this way of thinking was subsequently lost,
that it left no trace of its existence save for that which is discernible in the dual semantics of
Koopog, and that this dual semantics was preserved in the word’s use for centuries, despite its
users’ being entirely innocent of the theorization of beauty that undergirds it. I am not certain I
could disprove any one of these assumptions; but at this point, does any of the account’s former
elegance remain? Is it not now more plausible that scholars, when faced with the problem of
bridging the gap between order and ornament, have opted for a solution that is deeply intuitive to
our own, post-Platonic way of thinking, but hopelessly anachronistic in a pre-Homeric context?

It must be underscored that the consensus derivation is offered always as a likely story
meant to account for the presence of a dual semantics of kdopog already in Homer. All that may
be adduced in support of this story or any like it is, first, the evidence of the word’s use in Homer
that establishes the early availability of these two meanings and, second, the plausibility with
which the story manages to explain how the word came to have them.> We have seen so far that

likewise natural to suppose that beauty has primarily to do with the former rather than the latter, then this is because
we have internalized a way of thinking whose genealogy postdates Homer. Given all that occurred for us to be such
intuitive formalists, we should, to say the least, be wary of hastily attributing this bias in thinking to a people we
cannot name with any more specificity than pre-Homeric.

5 The etymology of kdopog remains a serious puzzle, as most everyone admits (often before attempting to solve it):
Hofmann 1949: 156 (“unklar”), Frisk 1960: 929 (“trotz wiederholter Bemiihungen nicht befriedigend erklart”),
Haebler 1967: 102 (“die vorgeschichte des Wortes, d.h. seine Etymologie, [ist] nach wie vor in Dunkel gehuellt’),
Chantraine 1968-80: 570-71 (“obscure”), Schmidt 1991: 1500 (“strittig”), Horky 2019b: 9 (“nobody is actually sure
exactly what the etymology of kosmos and related words is”), etc. And no fewer than seven different reconstructions
of the word’s prehistory have been put forward—no one of them without certain problems, and no one of them
satisfying everyone. The history of this dispute has been recorded, and the different options weighed, most recently in
Neumann 1995; but, among those cited, see especially Puhvel 1976 and Garcia Ramon 1992 for criticism of the
different possibilities. Kahn 1960: 220 draws the relevant conclusion from the obscurity of this word’s origins:
“koopog has no etymology worthy of the name, and the original meaning of the word must be extracted from its use
in the texts.” Accordingly, statements of the consensus derivation are not usually invested deeply in any particular
etymology: order is reckoned to be the earlier meaning because it is the commoner; because we find it, unlike
ornament, fixed as a formulaic part of epic language (in the phrases &0 and o katd kdouov); and because, quite
frankly, this direction of derivation makes more intuitive sense to our way of thinking—how could order come from
ornament? An influential exception to this tendency is Elmer 2013, who puts a certain etymology of kdcpog at the
center of his book’s argument. He endorses the reconstruction defended most recently by Garcia Ramon 1992,
according to which kdopoc, the Latin root cens-, and the Sanksrit root sams- have a common origin in Indo-European
*kens-, a root which is supposed to have designated a speech act by which order is created and maintained. This is
perhaps the most elegant of the etymologies currently on offer (according to Chantraine 1968-80: 571), “le moins
improbable”). And a major part of this elegance results from this etymology’s accommodation of the consensus
derivation outlined above: it is “by a process of progressive semantic displacement” (Elmer 2013: 51) that k6o og, as
the word for an order-creating verbal act, first comes to signify order and then, because order is beautiful, an
ornament. We have already seen, however, that there is serious anachronism entailed in the pre-Homeric derivation
of ornament from order; and still we must hypothesize a further phase of semantic change, one which occurred so
early that the word’s most basic sense, order-creating speech act, has dropped out of use by the time of Homer. Indeed,
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the account, whatever its prima facie elegance, assumes much that is implausible. But I stress this
implausibility not because I want to offer another, competing derivation that will fare better under
scrutiny. Again, if Homer’s kocpog already has two meanings, and they are order and ornament,
then I can see no better course to chart between the two senses. And this is just my point: if epic
Koopog has this dual semantics, then we have no good way of accounting for this fact.

This point is stressed because it will be a basic contention in what follows that k6cpoc has
been wrongly strapped with this dual semantics. The word in this poetry has just one meaning,
which we shall see has nothing to do with decorative accessories, and is only very distortedly
captured by order. This brings us finally to the conceptual anachronism alleged above; for it
consists in this misfit between order and k6opog. Indeed, the major weakness of the consensus
derivation, which we have just been considering, may be viewed as a symptom of this misfit: the
derivation smuggles in so quietly an anachronistic account of beauty as order only because it has
already taken for granted an anachronistic conception of order as one half of the dual semantics it
seeks to explain. So, let us take our start from order and work towards a preliminary definition of
epic KOGOG.

We tend to think, or at the very least tend to speak, of order as a thing which really exists
in the world. This is the case whenever anyone attributes to it causal power in the production of
beauty, for instance, or when the demands of law and order are invoked in a political context. We
do certain things and do not do certain other things for the sake of order. But this order is also
something which, if it exists, does so immaterially: we find it inhering between an entity’s parts
or in an arrangement of discrete entities, but are unable to point it out in isolation of these. Even
so, this order feels intuitively prior to any of its instantiations. This, so far as I can tell, is because
the word today signifies a certain relational property of parts or entities to one another that has
been abstracted from those concrete parts and those concrete entities, only then to be quasi-
hypostatized, given a vaguely independent, yet immaterial existence.® It has become a thing which
seems almost to come from without and manifest itself within its many and various hosts.

This matters because it is not at all clear that Homer would have been in the conceptual
position to conceive anything approaching what we mean by order, much less have a word for it
whose meaning could be readily understood by all who heard it. For even when order is not made
to be a synonym of form—as it is in the consensus derivation above—it no less takes for granted
a clear-cut conceptual distinction between the material and immaterial that was arguably
‘discovered’ only in the Platonic distinction between form and matter.” In other words, Homer’s

it is important for Elmer that k6opog have had this unattested meaning because he wants to claim (again, following
Garcia Ramon 1992) that it has not actually dropped out, but that aivog and related words, which are the focus of his
book, have become the bearers of this original meaning: they are “the true inheritors of the semantics of this root”
(56). But this, like any etymology of ko6cpog, stands or falls according to whether it has properly construed the basic
meaning of this word within attested history. It may well be that kdcpog is related to Latin cens- and Sanskrit sams-.
I have no reason to doubt it. But it is a further conclusion that their common ancestor, the hypothetical *kens-,
designated a speech act which creates order. This meaning reflects nothing more than an attempt to isolate, from
among the meanings attributed to the root’s apparent reflexes, some semantic kernel that might reasonably explain
those reflexes. Accordingly, if attested xocpoc, as one of the three reflexes of *kens-, turns out not to mean order,
there is good reason to be suspicious of any etymology, like this one, which has been constructed to explain how it
came to have this as its basic meaning.

¢ I do not mean to suggest that we have any of this in mind when we casually use the word order. What matters is that
the abstractness of order is encoded in the very way we are able to use this word. Our resulting inability to deploy the
word in situations where koopog can only be understood to signify concrete entities is in part responsible for our
attributing a secondary meaning to Homeric k6Gpog.

7 On the genealogy of the distinction between the material and immaterial, see Renehan 1980 and Porter 2010.
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koopog is unlikely to mean what we mean by order or form simply because these words tend to
signify quasi-reified abstractions; and our poet, for whom the gods and even the soul are intuitively
material, seems to have had no conception of such metaphysically curious entities, however
familiar they may be to us downstream from Plato.®

This is in no way to suggest that Homer could not engage in the act of abstraction. Of
course he could. We have already seen above one way in which he frequently does, that is, in
commenting on the appearance of his various characters. What he does not do, and what I am
suggesting he cannot clearly do, is speak or think of an abstraction itself. Abstract words like
Séuac, €idog, and @ are for him always tethered, usually as accusatives of respect, to particular
phenomenal entities: we are told that Tydeus, despite being small in his build (pxpdg dépag, 11.
5.801), was a real fighter; that of all the daughters of Priam, Laodike is best with respect to her
form (e1d0¢ apiotnv, I1. 3.124); and that poor Odysseus, at the very least, is not ugly in his physique
(punv...oV0 kaxog, Od. 8.134). In each of these cases, we find a word by which the poet isolates an
aspect of some particular person; and to this extent we can say that he engages in the act of
abstraction. But this seems to be the full extent: these words in Homer are never the names of some
singular and constant essence that may be spoken of sensibly in the absence of a phenomenal
particular.

By contrast with our order, which 1 am suggesting signifies a quasi-reified, abstract
relationship, we shall see that early k6cpog always signifies a set of concrete entities gua a certain
relationship that obtains between them—or rather, the word signifies entities in what we would
identify as a certain relationship; it does not signify the relationship itself. For Homer, we are
beginning to see, there is no such thing as a relationship, or any other abstraction, itself. An
example will clarify the distinction and point us toward the consequence: were someone today to
tidy up a room, putting each thing back in its proper place, they might say to themselves afterward:
the room—Dby which they would mean everything in the room—is in order. And yet this person
would not have been able to say: the room is an order.’ The reason is that order here signifies the
relationship abstracted from the concrete entities that together constitute it: there is order and then
there are the entities which find themselves in it or the object that somehow has it. But when
Odysseus bids his son and faithful herdsmen to have the disloyal and doomed of his slave women
“thoroughly kosmify the whole house” (ndvta d6pov dwukoounonobde, 22.440), we shall see that
he means these women to make the house info a kopoc.!° The house so arranged is itself a koopog;
it is not in kdopog, nor could it be said to have or exhibit k6cp0g — not in epic, anyway. For this
word does, at least in certain mouths, eventually come to signify an abstract thing and be spoken
of in these terms; but note that this occurs precisely when it is being argued entities of this kind
become clearly thinkable, that is, with Plato.

8 I am here following Renehan 1980: 108: “Homer provides a reasonably clear picture of the early Greek view of
reality. To the extent that any conscious reflection on the question occurred, to the extent indeed that such a
Denkkategorie was possible (no word for ‘matter’ yet existing), the world and all that was in it was more or less
material. There are no immaterial beings. The gods themselves are corporeal and normally anthropomorphic, indeed
severely so; they can even be wounded by humans. The souls of the dead are so literally material that an infusion of
blood will restore temporarily their wits and vitality.”

® In modern usage, we seem only to conceive order as entity-inclusive in cases where a certain formal organization of
people is meant, such as the Masonic order. This was the earlier sense of the word.

10 Quite so, in fact: by having the slaves who were disloyal to him return his literal home to the state of a kécpog, they
also reinstate the larger koopog of Odysseus’s household more broadly, to which these slave women belong, but from
their positions in which they have wandered in Odysseus’s absence. This is a subject for later chapters. For a parallel
for the household as a k6opog in the classical period, see Xen. Oec. 8.11-19.
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Let me be clear: this is not to suggest that Plato regularly uses k6cpoc in signification of
an abstraction; nor again to suggest that, in his wake, k6cpog suddenly comes to signify in all
mouths an entity of this kind. The opposite is true. There are just three passages, in as many
dialogues (the Gorgias, Republic, and Philebus), in which the word is made to name an abstraction;
and in each case, we are confronted with the unmistakably idiosyncratic use of a philosopher, the
very one with whom we find abstract entities like this koopog first clearly articulated.!! And while
other philosophers, no doubt, soon began to use the word to name entities of this sort, it is not as
though this use quickly becomes the common one. If it is well represented in the record which
survives of antiquity — and it is probably not so well represented as is conventionally thought —
then this is because the discourse of philosophers, as well as those peripheral to or influenced by
philosophers, has been privileged in the tradition. In any case, for the purpose of this argument, it
will be enough to establish that the notion of an abstract k6cpog is something novel in Plato.

To this end, we might consider for now just the Philebus passage; for when Socrates comes
here to use kOcpog of a certain abstraction, he flags clearly the novelty in his doing so. The basic
concern of the dialogue is the good life for a human being; and it is agreed rather early on, after

1 For these three passages, see Grg. 505¢1-507a3 (in which the word occurs seven times), Resp. 430e4, and Phib.
64b7. This is not to claim that Plato’s innovative use is unrelated to the word’s traditional use. He is, in his relation to
the ideology of koopog, perhaps the most Homeric figure of the classical period; and it is the adaptation of epic
ideology to his own philosophical system which requires abstraction in these three cases. His use of the word is
otherwise fairly conventional. Setting aside what we find in the spuria, there are sixty-seven further instances of
k6o o6 in the Platonic corpus. We find the basic (i.e. Homeric) sense, which we have only now just begun to define,
nineteen times: Phlb. 66¢9; Sym. 223b6; Lys. 205¢2; Prt. 315b6, 322¢3; Menex. 236d7-¢2 (twice); Laws 717¢3, 736¢6,
751a4, 759a3-8 (twice), 761d4, 764b2-d1 (twice), 769¢e1, 846d6, 898b7; Resp. 500c5. The ornamental sense (for the
post-Homeric origin of which, see below) occurs fourteen times: Phd. 114e2-5 (twice); Pol. 274d6, 289b6; Sym.
197e2; Phdr. 239d1; Alc. 123¢2-6 (thrice); Grg. 523¢6; Tim. 40a6; Criti. 117a3; Laws 800e6; Resp. 373cl. In each of
the remaining thirty-four instances of the word, Plato uses it in signification of the world, just as we use English
cosmos today: Pol. 269d8-74d6 (nine times), Phlb. 28e4, 29¢1, 59a3; Phdr. 246¢2; Grg. 508a3; Tim. 24c.1, 27a6-
32c¢6 (ten times), 42e9, 48al, 55¢8, 62d4, 92¢6; Crit. 121c¢3; Laws 821a2, 897¢c8, 967c5. It is a matter of consensus
that this last sense of kdcL0g is the innovation of a philosopher in the sixth or early fifth centuries. It remains, however,
a matter of burning debate, first, which philosopher was the first to use the word in this way; and, second, whether the
word in this sense means world-order or names the world as an ordered-whole. 1 do not believe that there will ever be
satisfying answers to these questions because the questions themselves proceed from the fundamental
misapprehension that we find here among the early philosophers a truly novel meaning. According to this
misapprehension, some philosopher, recognizing (for the first time?) that there is a certain order to the world, began
using the usual word for order in relation to the world, either as a name for it or for the specific order it possesses.
The problem with this story, if the argument of this chapter holds water, is that k6c0¢G is not traditionally a word for
an abstraction like order. Koopog as world, we shall see in time, is but another application of what has already become,
through the discourse of the poetic tradition, a universally applicable word, but, again, one which does not name an
abstraction. The way in which these early philosophers use the word appears so novel to us only because we have
misunderstood the word’s meaning and discourse in epic, and must, accordingly, explain how these early philosophers
get from order to world. Had we not misunderstood this much, we are likely not to have been so misled by Plato, who
is the ultimate source for this story: “the wise men say, Callicles, that communion (kowmviav), friendship (@idiav),
orderliness (koopotnTeL), temperance (co@pocvvny), and justice (dwkardtntay) hold together the heaven, earth, gods,
and men; and they call the whole thing (10 6Aov T0010), on account of these things, order (kdcpov), my friend, not
disorder (dxoopiav) nor intemperance (dxohociov)” (Grg. 507¢6- 508a4). This is not a moment of serious intellectual
history. The remark follows what I have noted above as one of only three occasions in which Plato uses k6opog to
name an abstraction like order. This is, rather, a clever and no doubt playful attempt to rewrite intellectual history in
accord with his own innovative use of kdcopog in this passage, a use which we have erred in confusing with the
traditional one. We will see at the end of the third chapter that, much like Plato, the earlier philosophers are actively
tinkering with the epic discourse of kdopog; but the tweaks made, along with their significance, are only visible once
we have come to understand the place of this word in the tradition these individuals inherit, to which they are directly
responding.
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considering a life devoted exclusively to pleasure, and another exclusively to reason, that human
thriving must consist in a cOykpaocig or mixture of both (20c-22c). From here, the situation is
complicated by several digressions. There turn out to be various (and, in Platonic fashion, ranked)
forms of pleasure and reason, such that it must first be decided, from among these, which will be
included in the mixture—and Socrates, whether playfully or not, will insist in the end that truth be
added as a further ingredient. But it is not enough to list the necessary components of the good
life: the good life is a mixture, and the virtue of any mixture, we are told, resides in its being well-
mixed (59c-61c). It is thus the recipe for the good life that is being sought: that universal and
unchanging how much of which ingredient and when to add it that, if followed as a guiding rule
by any particular person, will yield a life that is excellent every time. This is just to say that Socrates
is looking here for the form of the good life in the mixture of its component parts; is looking here
to isolate an abstract constant, the mixture itself.!? I stress the issue of this mixture because it is
precisely this which Socrates goes on to call a k6opog. With it mixed to his satisfaction, he
confirms no ingredient has been overlooked (64b5-8):

AL’ €1 Tvog €11 TpocdEl Th) cvykpacet Tavt, Adyete ov kol DiAnfog. Euol pev yap
KaBamepel KOGUOG TIC ACMUATOS APEDV KOADS EUYHYOV GOUATOS O VOV AOYOG
anepydcHot paivetat.

But if there is still need of anything in this mixture, do tell me, Philebus. Because,
to me, the present account [of this mixture] appears to have resulted, as it were, in
a kind of bodiless kosmos that will rule beautifully over the ensouled body.

Now, if k6cpog has always named an abstraction like order, then why on this particular occasion,
in which the word unquestionably does name something abstract, has Socrates felt the need to
further specify this by the adjective dooparog? And why, furthermore, has he had to apologize,
even to the extent of kaBamepei.. .11, for speaking of this redundantly dodpatoc késpog? Do not
the adjective and the hedging it requires indicate rather clearly, instead, that Socrates sees some
novelty in the notion of an abstract k6cpog? It remains to be stressed that this novelty is not merely
lexical. It is not just that Socrates has used k6cpog to name an abstract relationship, when this
word conventionally picks out concrete entities (in a certain relationship). What we find here and
throughout the works of Plato is an early articulation of the very notion of an abstraction which is
meaningful in the absence of particulars, what is today called his theory of forms. For surely it is
not the case that Greeks had long since been able to speak about virtue or justice or order in the
abstract, only to have Plato burden these inoffensive concepts, so similar already to our own, with
gratuitous metaphysical baggage. Rather, it is as forms, with their host of commitments, that
meaningful abstractions are first theorized and come to exist as more or less clear objects of
discourse and thought.!® Thus, we observe that dcmduoroc, the word by which Socrates puts before

12 On the nature of this mixture, see Hackforth 1972: 122-24 (“And by saying that we may hope to find this in what
is well-mixed, Socrates means that it must be not any ingredient of the mixture, but the form of the mixture”) and
Harte 2002: 177-212.

13 Indeed, Aristotle offers an account of the emergence of abstract entities as forms at Met. A.6, 987a29-88a17 and
again at M.4, 1078b7-79a4. The context in A is a history of earlier thinking about causation told, somewhat
misleadingly, in the terms of Aristotle’s own philosophical system. To follow the story, it must be recalled that, for
Aristotle, knowledge of a thing consists in an understanding of its causes (An. post. 1.2, 71b9-16), and that four distinct
kinds of cause are recognized, which are, in combination, sufficient to explain why a thing exists as it does (Ph. 2.3,
194b16-95b30). There is a material, moving, formal, and final cause. Aristotle seems to claim the discovery of the
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our minds the (novel) notion of an abstract kdcpog, is almost certainly a Platonic coinage. It does
not occur before his dialogues, where it is elsewhere always used in connection with forms; and
after Plato, the word is never found except as a technical term of philosophers—all of them, no
doubt, well acquainted with the dialogues.!* This is just to say that our adjective is one of several

final cause for himself (A.6, 988b6-16), but admits that the other three have been anticipated, if only dimly, by earlier
poets and philosophers: it had been grasped, in other words, first, that the stuff of which a thing is composed is to some
extent determinative of the sort of thing it can be; second, that nothing comes to exist, ceases to exist, or otherwise
changes without some motive force effecting this; and, third, that we must look to an entity’s form in order to
understand its basic nature. It is, of course, the anticipation of the third cause, the formal, which concerns us here; he
gives credit to Plato with an important assist from Socrates. The latter, as a historical person, “had concerned himself
with ethical matters, but not at all with nature as a whole” (Zwkpdtovg 8¢ mepi pev o MU TPOYHOTEVOUEVOD TEPT
8¢ g 6Ang @voewg ovbev). And yet he has contributed to the discovery of the formal cause, one of the most
fundamental aspects of nature according to Aristotle, because, in his approach to ethics, he had been “searching for
the universal” (t0 kaB6Aov {nTodvroc), and was, moreover, “the first to take seriously the issue of definitions” (mepi
oplopdV EMoTHoaVTog TPOTOL TV dtdvolav). What does this mean? To begin with, the historical Socrates seems to
have gone around, rather like his literary counterpart, asking ti €61t questions about the moral language of his day:
What is 0c10tnG?, What is avdpeia?, What is ducarocovn?, and so forth. It is in connection with this practice that
Aristotle credits him for his innovative focus on definitions. But let us be clear about what these definitions are meant
to be definitions of; for herein lies the real novelty in this kind of questioning. He is not asking about the meaning of
these words. He has instead come to believe, rather bizarrely in the eyes of all those he encounters, that each one of
these words picks out some singular thing; that each names an essence whose nature can only be known through
definition; and indeed, must be known thus, if one hopes to be 6106 or avdpeiog or dikarog. He is asking, in a perfectly
literal way, what thing (ti) each virtue is: thus do abstract words become meaningful in the abstract at the very moment
that they are reckoned to name some (abstract) entity. This brings us to the claim that the historical Socrates had been
searching for 10 kaB6Lov. It cannot be meant that Socrates took himself to be pursuing the universal; for this is an
Aristotelian coinage, the term for his own, later theorization of the meaningful abstraction as entity (a universal is any
multiply predicable property, such as health, yellow or equal; and a form, for Aristotle, is a universal which happens
to define a particular kind of substance, such as table, dog, or human). Aristotle means, rather, that Socrates has darkly
anticipated this kind of universal entity in his pursuit of the virtues themselves. He had been right to suppose that all
talk of courage, for instance, is talk of some one thing, and right again to believe that, in every act of courage, we see
this same thing somehow manifested over and over. And yet, if abstract entities emerge thus through the definitional
investigations of Socrates, he seems himself never to have claimed any specific knowledge of them, or to have further
fleshed out their basic nature, or even to have posited their existence beyond the sphere of ethics. It seems, in other
words, that Socrates failed to recognize the full implication of his own method of inquiry: that the same ti €511 question
which he had often asked of moral vocabulary, and which had yielded the virtues themselves, could be asked of any
multiply predicable word, and would yield each time, by precisely the same logic, some new abstract entity that we
should then look to for knowledge. This implication was not lost on Plato, whose Socrates has no trouble saying, at
least in good company, that “we are accustomed to posit some single form (ei8oc...11 £v &xactov) in relation to each
of the many particulars (£koota td 10AAG) to which we apply the same name” (Resp. 596a6-8): the ti éoT1 question
thus becomes an industrial-strength entity generator. It is here, in other words, that we first encounter the idea, never
once doubted by Aristotle, that abstract entities, whatever we call them and whatever kind of metaphysics we attribute
to them, are a basic fact of our world, which must be constantly appealed to in our attempts to understand it and the
concrete things that populate it. For further discussion of Metaphysics A, see the essays in Steel 2012a; and for
Aristotle’s treatment of Socrates and Plato in A.6, see Ross 1924: xxxiii-Ixxvi, 157-77 and Steel 2012b. On Aristotle’s
belief in the reality, if not the substantial reality, of universals and (his own conception of) forms, see Irwin 1988: 78-
80 and Barnes 1995b: 97-98.

14 Beyond the instance at Phlb. 64b7, dcdpatog occurs just four times in Plato. We find the word used on three of
these occasions by the Eleatic Stranger in connection with forms: “certain thinkable and bodiless forms are true being”
(vonta drTol Kol ohpata g1, .. TV dANOwNY odsiav ivar, Soph. 246b7-8); “for, if they [materialists] are willing to
admit that even some small part of existing things is bodiless, it is enough” (1 yap T1 kai GuiKpOV £0EA0VoL TRV GVT®V
GLYYOPELY doodpatov, EEapkel, Soph. 247¢9-d1); and, “the bodiless things, that which is finest and greatest, are shown
clearly only by discourse and by no other means” (ta yap dodpata, kdAAiota dvio kol péytota, Aoy® Lovov GAlg 8¢
00devi capdg deikvutal, Pol. 286a5-7). The fourth occurrence follows the so-called Affinity Argument in the Phaedo
(78b4-84b8), in which Socrates argues that the soul is likely to be immortal because of its similarity to the eternal
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terms which Plato has devised to better articulate for his reader those entities which he believes
himself to have discovered beyond space and time, and a word which subsequent philosophers
found useful in articulating their own theorizations of bodiless being. It is not a descriptor lightly
or casually used. And so, we may conclude, if this Phileban kéopoc is abstract, and further
qualified by domdparog, then this is because there is a Platonic form lurking behind it. It seems to
me, accordingly, unlikely that we should find any such abstraction invoked each time Homer uses
this word.

If, as I have been maintaining, order signifies an abstract relationship and k6opog a set of
entities in (what we would conceive as) a certain abstract relationship, then we would expect there
to be instances of the latter that could not be translated by the former, instances where the poet
calls some complex of entities a kdopog, which we would have difficulty calling an order. And
these do exist. The trouble is that the instances in which the abstraction of order makes it an
impossible translation of kdopog are the very ones in which the word is customarily thought to
have its other meaning, to signify an ornament or some such thing. Consider the apparent
distribution of the word’s meanings in Homer: k6cpog only ever has its primary sense of order
when it is used effectively as an adverb, either on its own in the dative, k6cpw (with or by order),
or in the phrase xatd x6cpov (in accord with order). This adverbial use accounts for fifteen of the
word’s eighteen total instances between the //iad and Odyssey; in just the three remaining instances
does kdopog operate straightforwardly as a noun in its sentence, and in each of these cases the
word is thought today to have some shade of its derivative sense. To repeat: if we follow the
consensus, then k6opog in Homer always and only signifies order in contexts where it is used
adverbially; it always and only signifies an ornament or the like when it acts as a noun. And yet
this strangely complementary distribution is easily accounted for. Whenever kdcopoc is used in
these adverbial contexts, contexts in which we find it easy to substitute in translation the rather
more abstract order, we conclude that the word has this meaning.!> In those contexts where the
word functions as a noun and seems to signify some concrete thing(s) in the world, because we do
not conceive order as including the entities whose relation to one another constitutes it, we
abandon the idea that the word could mean order; we then have recourse—with varying degrees
of satisfaction—to the ornament meaning so familiar in the Greek of a later period.'¢

forms. Simmias raises the worry that the soul, given Socrates’s description of it as invisible and incorporeal, may be
more like the harmony of a lyre than the forms, and thus likely to die with the body that sustains it. He begins: “Thus
someone could make the same argument in relation to harmony, the lyre, and the strings: that the harmony is an
invisible, bodiless, and divine thing (ddpatov kol domdpatov kol TaykaAdv Tt kai 0iov) in the tuned lyre, and that the
lyre and strings are bodies, corporeal, composite, earthy, and related to the mortal (chpatd te kol copatogdn Ko
ovvbeTa kol yemon £oti Kai Tod OvnTtod cvyyevii)” (85¢3-86a3). For the Platonic coinage of dodpatog, see Renehan
1980: 119-32, responding to the view of Gomperz 1932 that the word (and, indeed, a qualified notion of incorporeality)
dates back to the philosophers of the sixth century.

15 To put this point in different terms, both kot kocpov and kdcu create the appearance, at least for the philologist
today, that the kdcpog in question is some one thing, an abstract constant, which exists above and beyond the
particulars that happen to instantiate it in a given instance. This understanding makes a certain sense of the phrases as
we find them used in Homer, to be sure. Nevertheless, in each case we understand some abstraction like order to have
been invoked, we recast these phrases anachronistically in our own terms and, while preserving something which
might pass as the gist, efface much about the phrases’ meaning and use in the context of epic. We cannot do full justice
to these phrases in the contexts of their use until we have discovered the proper meaning of x6cpog and begun to
consider, in the second and third chapters, the discursive role this word plays in epic: we shall find that they belong to
a larger system of phrases by which the poet and his characters police human action of all kinds, but do so, importantly,
without appeal to any abstraction.

16 With some hesitation, I use the expression some thing(s) since a xocpog is always at once both a single thing and a
set of distinct things assembled together.
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In this case, it must be explained, first, how kdécupog eventually does come to mean
something like ornament, and second, if the word does not yet have this meaning in Homer, why
so many scholars have thought it clearly does. It will be argued here that k6cpog develops some
sense approaching our ornament precisely when and because instances of its use in a particular
context of epic, the divine toilette, were eventually understood to have it by later hexameter poets,
who then used it thus in their own toilettes; and that from the boudoir of epic, this secondary
meaning spread to other contexts and poetic forms, such that by the fifth century Bacchylides could
have king Minos refer to a ring he wears as “this splendid golden ornament of my hand” (t6vde
YPOGEOV YEPOG AyAaov... kOcpov, 17.60-2). It is this later, decontextualized sense of ko6cpog as
ornament that modern scholars retroject on the three Homeric k6cpot for which the abstract order
will not do. And for at least one of these three, the ornament meaning seems to fit quite nicely; but
here the reason is clear. This is the instance from Hera’s famous toilette in /liad 14, to which we
shall turn in the second half of this chapter. It is one of the Ur-kdéopot whose (mis)interpretation
as ornament by later poets, I suggest, set in motion the development of this new meaning. Here,
then, the consensus interpretation is at least in good company; but the same, we shall see in the
next chapter, cannot be said about the other two instances, for which ornament makes only a very
pale sense, but nevertheless just enough sense that we have never had to confront squarely the
inadequacy of order to translate epic kocpoc.!”

Were it only the abstractness of order that made it a poor match for k6cpoc, we might have
been able to do with a slight amendment from order to arrangement, insofar as we can speak
concretely, for instance, of an arrangement, but not an order, of flowers.'® But the inadequacy that
remains applies equally to order and arrangement; so we may abandon the former and continue
from here with the latter. In its everyday use, arrangement is at once too general in its meaning
and too inconsistent in its application. On the one hand, without the addition or implication of
some modifier, arrangement may be used of any number of different distributions of entities: the
bare word communicates just that certain things have been brought with some intention into some
relationship, but does not further characterize that relationship’s nature. On the other hand, there
are complexes of distinct entities which we could certainly say have been arranged or put together,
but which we would have difficulty calling arrangements.'® By contrast, we shall see that epic
koopog always signifies an arrangement of a particular kind, and—so far as the evidence attests—
can be used of any arrangement of entities that is reckoned to be of this kind. Entities that together
constitute by their arrangement a k6cpog are always conceived as the indispensable parts of a
functioning whole; at the same time, this is a perfectly general notion: we shall see that kdcpoc is
the logic by which anyone or anything in epic becomes a proper part of something else.

This last claim, that k6opog is the conceptual apparatus by which discrete entities are
construed as the parts of an efficacious whole, may seem implausible on evidentiary standards
alone. How can it be that a noun used on only three occasions in a non-formulaic way between the
lliad and Odyssey is so central to the Homeric representation of reality? What must be understood
is that our poet, as an oral poet, does not privilege nouns in the manner that our discourse
sometimes does. There are perhaps several reasons for this, but the most basic one is that they do

17 See 11. 4.145 and Od. 8.492 for these two xoopot. For their discussion, see my second chapter and the conclusion,
respectively.

18 As we shall see, arrangement is also an improvement on order since the former entails an arranger. This is also
true of k6opog, which in Homer is always assembled by some individual external to it, its koopuit@p.

19 Again, everything I am saying applies equally to order, which can likewise signify any number of distinct relations
that obtain between a set of entities.
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not offer him a great deal of metrical flexibility.?’ The noun k6cpog can only ever have two shapes;
but we find, by contrast, that the verb koopeiv and its several compounds together yield a rather
larger variety.

There are certain I/iadic contexts in which the verb’s use appears to be deeply conventional.
On seven occasions, for instance, the bare verb is used of the marshaling of a battlefield kdopoc,
the process by which a confusion of men and horses become articulated into distinct but
coordinated units, each positioned and ready to perform its own tactical role to the same end as the
others: victory in war.?! And on a further three occasions, all within the Great Catalogue of liad
2, we find the verb used to signify the integration of distinct communities under a single ruler, as
the coordinated parts of his single dominion, that is, his k6cpoc. But kosmopoietic acts are not
restricted to the operations of war and statecraft alone. In the Odyssey, by contrast, we find rather
more domestic kocpot constituted. It is by koopeiv that Eurymedousa, the chambermaid of
Nausicaa, prepares for her charge an evening meal, that is, brings disparate edibles into the
coherent whole that is a meal (06pmov éxocpet, 7.13); and, a little later on, it is by dmoxocpeiv that
we glimpse, in the moment of its dismantling, the k6opog of dinnerware and furniture that had
been arranged in facilitation of a feast held in the home of king Alcinous. After his guests, the host
of lesser Phaeacian kings, have retired for the evening, the high king sits with queen Arete and an
anonymous Odysseus, while the slaves go about the work of cleaning up (7.229-32):

ol pév kaxkeiovteg EPav 0ikovde ExooToC,

avTap O &v peydpw vredeineto dlog OdLVGGENG, (230)
nap O€ ol Ap1tn t€ kol AAKivoog Beog1dng

fobnv- adueinorol §’ drekdopeov Eviea dartdc.

And so they [the lesser kings] went each homeward to sleep; but remaining behind
in the great hall was shining Odysseus, and beside him Arete and godlike Alkinoos
sat; but the attendants were dekosmifying the implements of the feast.

This is the only compound that alters in any significant way the meaning of the bare verb; the
others, that is, d1a-, év-, émt-, and karta-kocpeiv, can be shown to serve the poet straightforwardly
as metrical allomorphs. Thus, we find dwakoopelv used on the Iliadic battlefield just as the bare
verb, though in a slightly different metrical context; and in the final stretch of the Odyssey, -
and karto-koopeiv are used indiscriminately of the same operations by which Odysseus’s home,
now the scene of a massacre, is reconstituted as a k6copog, a whole whose many and various parts
have once again been returned to their proper places.??

20 In his study of epic pfjvig, Muellner 1996: 9 makes a strong case against this tendency to privilege nouns over their
denominative forms.

21 See 11. 2.554, 806, 3.1, 11.51, 12.87, 14.379, and 388.

22 It is odd that we should find both d1a- and xoro-koopgiv used as allomorphs for the bare verb, since the two
compounds are themselves isometric; nevertheless, the pair seems to be in free variation. Note that at Od. 22.440 some
manuscripts read dwaxoopnoncbe at line’s end, rather than xataxoounoncbe, the reading of Allen’s OCT, which I
have followed. That the choice between either of these isometric compounds and the bare verb is primarily a matter
of versification may be briefly demonstrated. With one innovative exception at Od. 7.13, whenever the poet uses a
third-person, imperfect, active form of koouEiv or any of its compounds, he positions the verb to fill the metrical space
between a third-foot caesura and the bucolic diaresis. In this position, we may observe that the choice between singular
éxoopel and die-/katekoaoyiel, on the one hand, and plural éx6opeov and die-/katekocpeo, on the other, is determined
by whether the third-foot caesura of the line is strong or weak. If there should be a weak caesura, then there is only
enough room for singular éxoopel (/1. 14.388) or plural éxocpueov (I 14.379); but if the caesura should be strong, then
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It must be emphasized that these verbs signify actions only insofar as they are
kosmopoietic. Each time they are used, in other words, we know that some action or series of
actions either has been undertaken (aorist) or is being undertaken (imperfect) with the end of
kosmopoiesis. But these verbs do not also tell us what has been undertaken to this end. It is true
that we see in the second //iad all that is involved in the construction of a battlefield k6opog, the
work for which the sons of Atreus have earned the joint title koountope Aadv; and we doubtless
imagine for ourselves some vague procedural that has terminated in the domestic kocpot of
Eurymedousa and her Ithacan counterparts. But this diversity of action is only ever entailed by the
verb’s use in particular contexts, not at all characterized by the verb itself. Koopeiv is thus a kind
of pro-verb for any action or series of actions that share the same kosmopoietic logic, which the
poet uses in precisely those moments that he wishes to highlight this otherwise latent logic.

That xoopelv acts thus as a kind of pro-verb is clearest in those instances in which the poet
has incorporated the verb into an apparently novel context; for in these contexts, the poet must
improvise, from among his traditional resources for narrating a particular kind of scene, some
economical means of bringing to the surface the kosmopoiesis involved in a particular action or
series of actions. Consider, for example, the single Homeric instance of éyxoopeiv. It is used in
Odyssey 15 by Telemachus as an imperative for the crew of his ship to ready its running gear for
shove off, this being construed as the state in which a ship becomes a functioning kdcpog (217-
21):

TnAépayog &’ £tépoioty EmoTpHvVEV EKEAEVGEV"

“Syoopeite o TEVYE’, £T0ipot, Vi pueAaivn,

avtoi T’ auPaivopev, tva tprccopey 05010.”

O¢ &paB’, 010’ dpa Tod para pEV kKAvov RS’ €nibovro, (220)

alya & dp’ eloPovov koi émi kAniot kabilov.

And Telemachus, urging on his companions, bade them: “kosmify the (running)
gear on the black ship, companions, and let us embark so that we may accomplish
this voyage.” So he spoke, and him they dutifully heeded and obeyed; and then
straightaway they boarded and sat down at their oarlocks.

The actions entailed by éykoopeite td tedyea are bound to be somewhat obscure until we recognize
that the poet has adapted for line 218 another line in which he makes clear the particular actions
involved in making a ship a k6opog.? It is the line by which Odysseus recounts for the Phaeacians
the rigging of his ship before his voyage to the land of the dead in Odyssey 11: év & ictOV
T10épecOa ko iotio vt pedaivy (“and we put the mast and the sails on the black ship,” 3).2* The

the metrical space to be filled by the xoopeiv verb is made longer by a single, word-initial, short syllable; in this case,
we find that the poet uses die-/katekoopel ({1. 4.118) for the singular, or die-/katekdopeov (I. 2.476) for the plural.
Unless prepared to say that the poet’s preference for either koopeiv or d1o-/kataxoopeiv is determinative of these
lines’ caesurae and basic metrical structure, then we must conclude from this distribution that the bare verb and this
pair of compounds are allomorphs: they cooperate to facilitate the poet’s signification of kosmopoiesis (in the third
person of the imperfect active) under different metrical circumstances; and, therefore, mean essentially the same thing.
Note, finally, that dmexoopeov at Od. 7.232 also appears, just as we would expect it to, between the third-foot,
masculine caesura and the bucolic dieresis.

23 Some, as | do, take the phrase to indicate the gearing of a ship, but others think it refers to the storing of all the gifts
that Telemachus has accumulated in his coming-of-age travels. The other opinion is potentially influenced by Odyssey
4.784, where tevyea does seem to be used of the personal equipment carried by servants boarding a ship. But this is
not an argument that the word must always have this sense when a ship is involved.

24 The same line, with the form of the verb adapted for the context, appears at Od. 8.52.
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line-initial adverb €v becomes, in our line, a prefix modifying koopeiv, but otherwise operates in
precisely the same way with vni uehaivn at line’s end. These two lines, then, share the same frame.
But consider what substitutions have been made within this frame: we find the mast (iotov) and
sails (iotia) replaced by the generic gear (tevyea), and the descriptive 110épecOa substituted by the
narrowly teleological -koopeite. The poet, in other words, has incorporated the verb into a typical
rigging scene in order to make explicit the logic of kosmopoiesis that is always already tacitly
involved in that work; but he has brought out this logic at the cost of actually articulating the
specific acts that are entailed by the work, which we are left to infer from context.?

For the moment, then, let us say provisionally that k6Gpoc in epic may be used of any set
of discrete and often dissimilar entities which cooperate by virtue of their arrangement as the parts
of a whole to some particular end; and that the verb may signify any act or series of acts by which
a koopog, so defined, is constituted. This is the kernel I suggest remains after the incidentals of
any particular k6cpog have been stripped away. But it must be stressed, lest we slide back into
anachronism, that k6cpog would not have been conceived at this level of abstraction. It is by an
analogical mode of reasoning that we shall find Homer’s world filled with so many and diverse
koopol, a reasoning that proceeds horizontally from concrete arrangement to concrete
arrangement, identifying in each case some qualitative sameness answering to the word kdcpoc,
without going on to isolate, as I have just done, this what-it-is-by-virtue-of-which each arrangement
thus constitutes a k6copoc. We do not even encounter the sort of questioning that would prompt
such an abstract definition as this before Plato’s Socrates; and if asked by his Socrates about the
nature of k6cpoc, there can be little doubt how Homer would respond. He would respond just as
Meno does when asked about the nature of dpetn (71el-72a5):

AL 00 yoremdv, & TdkpoTeg, eingiv. mpdTov pév, i PovAel dvSpoc dpetnyv,
padiov, 8t abtn Eotiv Avdpdg dpety, ikavov eivar Té Tfig TOAEmG TPATTEY, Kad
npérTovto. Tovg eV @idovg €0 molely, Tovg & &xOpodg KakdG, Kol avTov
eV oPelcBarl undev tolodtov Tabelv. €1 & PoVAEL YOVOIKOG GPETNV, OV YUAETOV
S1eM0€iv, 611 Sel oty TV oikiav €D oikeiv, 6OLOVGAY Te TO EVEOV Kl KATHKOOV
ovoav tod Gvdpdc. kai EAAN dotiv moudoc dpetn, koi OnAeiac kol dppevoc, Kai
npecPuTéPOv AvOpdc, €l puev PovAel, EhevBépou, &l 6 PodAet, dovAov. kal dAlaL
naumoAlat apetai eioty, dote ovK dmopio €imeilv dpetiic mépt OtL €otiv: KO’
EKGoTNV Yap TOV TPacewv Kol T®V NAMKIAYV TPOg EKacToV Epyov EKAGTM MUAV 1)
apeth 80TV, OGAVTOG & OTUOL, O TAOKPATEC, Ko 1) KoL,

But it’s not hard to say, Socrates. First, if you want the virtue of a man, easy—this
is the virtue of a man: that he be able to do for his city, by his actions benefit his
friends and harm his enemies, and take care lest he suffer any such harm. But if you
want the virtue of a woman, there’s no difficulty in going through this: she should
tend to the house well, preserving all that’s inside of it and heeding her husband.
And there is another virtue for a child, one for the female and one for the male; and
another for the old man, both for one that is free, if you like, and, if you prefer, one

25 On the first leg of Telemachus’s trip, at Od. 2.389-90, it is Athena herself who carries out the operations here
designated by éyxoougite t0 tevyea: “And then she drew the swift ship to the sea, and was putting on it all the
implements (mdvta 8’ év avti] / 6m\’ £tife) which well-benched ships carry.” See also Od. 6.268-69, where vnadv
Omha. pedavamy are appositionally revealed to be meicpota kol oneipa kai... épetpd. All of this is customarily taken
off of the ship when not in use and stored elsewhere, as at Od. 10.404 and 424.
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that’s a slave. And there are other, very numerous virtues, such that there’s no
difficulty in saying about virtue what it is; for in connection with each action and
age, for each deed of each of us, there is a virtue, and likewise I suppose, Socrates,
also a vice.

Socrates will suggest that Meno has not understood his question. He had been inquiring about a
singular thing, the essence of virtue: “some one form, which is the same, that all virtues have, on
account of which they are virtues, and to which it is well for one to have looked when asked to
make clear that thing which virtue happens really to be.” Meno has instead provided him,
famously, with a “swarm of virtues” (72a7)—which is to say, has only listed instances of the
singular apetr| that Socrates is seeking. But there has been no real misunderstanding. It is just that
Meno does not intuitively believe dpetr to be the name of some thing in the world whose singular
nature may be defined. This is the word that he uses to describe what he takes to be the proper
functioning of different sorts of people engaged in their respective sorts of activity; and so, asked
about apetn, he confidently responds the only way he can, by cataloguing analogous instances of
embodied virtue, that of a man, a woman, a boy, and a girl. His thinking is not thereby somehow
confused or inconsistent; but it is a mode of thought which is evidently innocent of the kind of
abstract constant that Socrates is pushing him to recognize behind the word dépetr|. Indeed, what
must be understood is that the push towards abstract definition is but Socrates’s usual way of luring
his interlocutors into countenancing abstract entities. The tacit logic is always: a definition must
be the definition, not just of a word, but of a thing that exists in the world and is named by this
word. Consider the definition of shape (oyfjua) that Socrates offers as an example for Meno after
the latter fails once more to isolate the essence of virtue (75b8-c1):?

Pépe O, TelpdpPEdE cot ginelv Tl dotv oyfipa. oKxdmeL oLV &l TOdE Amodéym adTO
givar Eotm yap o1 Muiv todto oyfipa, O povov tdv dvimv Tuyyavel ypdpatt del
EmopEVov. TKav®dg 601, 1| AW Tmg {ntels; €yd yap kdv obTmg dyamomny &l pot
GpeTNV €IMOLG.

Come on then, let’s attempt to say for you what shape is. See if you think it’s this;
let shape be: the only thing of all the things that exist which happens always to
follow upon color. This work for you? Or maybe you’re looking for something else?
Because I’d be satisfied if you talk about virtue this way for me.

We may assume, following his remarks on dpety|, that oyfjpa for Meno is intuitively always the
shape of something; it is a word he uses to isolate a certain aspect of phenomenal entities. And yet
in Socrates’s model definition, we observe that shape is quietly elevated to the status of an entity
in and of itself: it is now “one of the things that exist” (6 uévov t@v dvtwv), and, as such, has some

26 The second failure of Meno to give Socrates what he wants further demonstrates my point. Unable to abstract from
his catalogue of virtues some constant which undergirds each and every one of them, he simply picks the one activity
that seems to him most excellent: “What else other than to be able to rule over people? — if, at any rate, you are looking
for some one thing in accord with them all” (73c9-10). With this, Meno has reverted to what is a deeply traditional
account of virtue. Indeed, Thucydides has his Athenians appeal to the naturalness of desiring to rule over others, not
in order just to defend the fact of their empire, but to claim that they, given this fact, deserve praise for the moderation
with which they claim to have wielded it: énouveioBai te dEot oftiveg ypnoduevol i avBpwmreia pvoel hote ETEpV
apyewv dkandtepot 1j katd Ty vIEapyovoay duvapy yévovtar (1.76.3).
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peculiar nature of its own, which this definition is meant to access. It is unclear whether Meno has
noticed the hypostatization of shape. At the very least, he does not bring it up in his response:
Meno’s complaint, what makes Socrates’s definition silly (¢9n6ec) to him, is just that it explains
one unknown, cyfua, in terms of another, ypdupo. But whether knowingly or not, from here on
out, Meno will assume with Socrates that in pursuing definitions, they are attempting to
understand, not just the essence of each word’s meaning, but the respective thing, the essence, that
each word names.

This is all to say that x6éopog for Homer, like dpetn for Meno, at least before his
conversation with the novel-minded Socrates, is a word whose meaning and use is always tethered
to phenomenal entities; it is not the name of some abstract thing like order. For our poet, there is
no kocog that is not a particular k6cpog consisting of concrete entities arranged to some end. This
is true even in cases of the word’s adverbial use: despite the ease with which we are able to render
Koouw and katd kdopov abstractly as in order or orderly, the kdopog in question is always one
consisting of phenomenal entities viewed as the parts of a functional whole. The component parts
of these kocpoy, it is true, are not usually specified, but they do not need to be. As we shall see,
these constituents are always contextually self-evident.

Hera’s Ensemble

The claim so far is that the existence of an ornament meaning in post-Homeric antiquity,
together with our own, more abstract notion of order, has led to our wrongly attributing a dual
semantics of koopog to Homer. The claim still needs demonstration. We may do this most
elegantly by turning now to the kdopog whose reception I have suggested played a part in the
development of the ornament meaning, the instance from Hera’s toilette in //iad 14. For here we
may at once see the inadequacy of order to translate Homeric k6cpog and begin to reconstruct the
path by which the ornament meaning eventually came to occlude this fact. We pick up the scene
in medias res, just after the goddess has washed her body with ambrosia, anointed it with oil, and
done her hair up (178-88):

apei 8’ ap’ auppociov eavov €oad’, v ol ABnvn

g&vo’ doknoaca, tifel 6’ €vi daidaAa TOALA:

¥pLoeing o’ évetfiot Katd othfog Tepovato. (180)
Cooato o6& {dvn Ekatov Bucavoig dpapvoin,

&v & dpa Eppata fkev &bTprToict Aofoiot

TpiyAnvo popoevTa: YOpis 0’ AMEACUTETO TOAAN.

KpNoEuvem &’ €pumepbe kaAdyato dio Bedwv

KOAG VIyoTém: Aevkov &’ v HEA0G G- (185)
o661 &’ VIO AMTOPOTcY £01GATO KAAX TESIAL.

adTap énei On mavra mepi ypoi OfKaTo KOGHOV

Bii p’ Tpev éx Baidporo. ..

And then she put around herself an ambrosial robe, which Athena worked from raw
materials and smoothed out, and on which she put many ornaments; and with
golden pins she fastened it together down along her chest. She then girt about her
waist a belt fitted with one-hundred tassels, and in her well-pierced lobes hung
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earrings in the shape of berry clusters; much charm was shining forth. Then,
splendid among goddesses, she shrouded her face from above with a veil, newly-
made and lovely; its white was like the sun; and under her smooth feet she bound
beautiful sandals. But when she had put about her body all this loveliness, she went
to go from her chamber. . .

But for three words, this translation is my own. I have taken all this loveliness as a rendering of
navta . . . Koopov (187) from Lattimore’s Iliad, as he conveniently dodges the crux involved in
construing this bit of Greek. The k6cpoc that Hera here dons nepi ypot, that is, about her physical
body, cannot except by way of a very bold metaphor be construed to mean something so abstract
as order.?” On the other hand, it is undeniable that the items which Hera puts on are meant to adorn
or ornament the goddess. This is her explicit hope. Recall that Hera is a great partisan of the
Achaeans, and that Zeus has recently forbidden her, along with every other Olympian, from further
intervening in the war. And yet Hera is not content to stand by: she will seduce her husband and
thereby secure an interval of time in which divine aid might be given unnoticed to the Achaean
side. She believes the outfit we have just seen her so dexterously assemble will serve well this

27 This is nevertheless the suggestion of Diller 1956: 48-49. He was mentioned above in n. 2 as the only scholar to
have argued that k6cpoc in early epic has no secondary ornamental signification. About this instance of the word, he
writes: “Es ist eine lange Reihe von Zuriistungen, denen sie sich unterzieht; sie reinigt und salbt sich mit géttlichen
Mitteln; sie kimmt ihr Haar; sie zieht ein von Athena gewebtes Kleid an, das sie mit goldenen Spangen schlieft; sie
legt Ohrringe, einen Schleier und Sandalen an. Als das alles geschehen ist, heift es: ,,Aber als sie den ganzen K6Gp0G
ihrem Leibe angelegt hatte”, avtap émel 81 mévta mepi ypot Okato kécpov. Die ganze Reihe von Zuriistungen, die
Hera an sich vornimmt, wird also mit dem Wort kocpog umfaBt; sie sind ein unteilbares Ganzes, das Hera zur
Durchfiihrung ihres Plans qualifizieren soll éA0siv gic "Ionv &b évrdvacay & avtqv, / 1 (scil. Zedc) mog ipeipoiro
napadpabésty eiadm / ) xpouj (162ff). Die Teile dieses Ganzen stehen in bestimmten riumlichen, zeitlichen und
sachlichen Relationen zueinander, aber auch zu Hera. Die richtige Abstimmung dieses Beziehungssystems soll die
Gottin tauglich machen, ihre Absicht zu verwirklichen. Man verzeihe diese humorlose Abstraktion aus der anmutigen
Szene, aber nur durch sie konnte klargemacht werden, daB k6cpog an dieser Stelle in sehr charakteristischer Weise
eine bestimmte Ordnungsvorstellung ausdriickt. Was wir mit ,,Schmuck* wiedergeben wiirden, kommt erst sekundér
in den Vorstellungskomplex hinein. Einen Reiz iibt der k6cuog aus, weil von seinen Teilen ein solcher ausgeht; die
Wirkung eines koopog aus anderen Teilen konnte eine andere sein. Und wenn wir in Heras kocpog neben seiner
Wirksamkeit die &dsthetische Schonheit empfinden, so miissen wir uns fragen, ob wir berechtigt sind, in Homers
Vorstellungswelt das Wirksame und wesentlich Qualifizierende vom Schonen zu trennen.” For Diller, then, this is a
typical instance of koouoc: the word signifies, as it always does, “a certain idea of order,” which happens here to
encompass “the whole series of preparations” by which Hera will beautify herself. It is the “particular spatial,
temporal, and factual relations [of each of her preparatory acts] to one another” that make these acts the parts of an
entire beauty regimen; and it is this system of relations that he takes kdopog to signify. It is accordingly this system
of relations which the goddess must be understood, somewhat bizarrely, to have physically put about her body (nepi
xpot OMxaro,187). Diller does not appear to have convinced many by this argument. But there is much that is right
with it. We shall see that he is right to draw our attention to the significance of mévta, that is, whether Homer means
every or whole xoopog; right to conclude the latter; and right, finally, to understand this as an instance of the word’s
basic meaning used in a context where ornamentation happens to be the goal. He is only wrong to think that this basic
meaning is anything so abstract as “eine bestimmte Ordnungsvorstellung.” In questioning one half of the dual
semantics usually attributed to Homeric k6cpog, in other words, Diller has recourse only to the other half of this same
semantics, and so must find some way to make this instance of the word accommodate the order meaning. It should
be noted, furthermore, that in doing this, Diller opens the door for his own argument to be used to make the opposite
point, provided one construes the ornamental meaning of k6cpLo¢ rather abstractly, as Kerschensteiner 1962: 6-8 does,
to mean ornamentation rather than a concrete ornament. This instance becomes one where the theorization of beauty
as order which purportedly connects the two meanings of k6c10g is made perfectly clear: order, as the basic cause of
beauty, just is ornamentation when it is manifested in certain cosmetic contexts.
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tactical seduction.?® The poet tells us as much in the lines that precede and motivate the toilette
(159-66):

pepunpiée o Emerta fodmig moTvie "Hpn

onnmg £€amapotto Adg voov aiyldyoto (160)
Noe 8¢ oi kot OupOV dpicTn Paiveto BovAn

E\OETV €ic "INV e dvrdvacay & adThv,

el mog ueipatto mapadpadéey eradtTL

N xpotd, T & Vrvov amfiuové te AMapdv e

xeON Emi PAe@apOIoY 108 PPeS TEVKOAIUNOL. (165)
Biy & Tpev €¢ Baiapov. ..

But then the cow-eyed queen Hera wondered how she might dupe the mind
of aegis-bearing Zeus. This plan was seeming to her heart best: that she go
to Ida all gussied up, to see if perhaps Zeus might desire to lie with her in
love, and she could then pour warm and gentle sleep over his eyelids and
wise mind. And she went to go to her chamber...

And so, faced with this instance of k6cpoc, the philologist who believes this word may
mean order or otherwise ornament concludes not unreasonably that this is an instance of the latter
meaning. But what is to be done with ndvta? Are we told that Hera put on every ornament or that
she put on an entire or whole ornament? It is often difficult to tell which a translator has
understood, as is the case with Lattimore above; and I have yet to find any commentator who
dwells at any length on this distinction. It is nevertheless a consequential one. If every is meant,
then each item the goddess wears becomes a k6cpog unto itself, and our poet is perhaps being a
little playful. He has first shown us every step in this elaborate bedecking and has then summed it
up by saying that the goddess has pulled out all the stops in her bid to draw Zeus’s eye. She has
deployed about her body every ornament. This construal makes a certain intuitive sense and there
is nothing in the immediate context that loudly condemns it, but it is an interpretive dead end. So,
let us consider the other possibility, that in mdvta k6cpov we should hear whole ornament. The
major consequence of this construal is that no single item Hera wears is itself called a x6cpog.
They are each instead the constituent parts of a complex, structured ornament. To the extent that
one is disposed to think of a k6c0g as a concrete item whose function is to adorn some person or
thing, every ornament is the obvious reading: Hera’s earrings are ornaments, they are not ornament
parts. But consider now just how close whole ornament comes to the definition of k6cpog I offered
above. This construal already entails it: a complex of entities arranged to cooperate as the parts of
a whole to some end. We need at this point only to make a small tweak in the precise signification
of k6cpoc, by distinguishing between an end and a means to it. The ornamentation or beautification
of Hera is the end of this whole k6cpog; the kdopog itself, however, is the means by which this
end is to be achieved. This is just to say that ndvta kdéopov is the whole ensemble of disparate
items by which Hera hopes to make herself more attractive to Zeus. Each item has been

28 Hera takes no chances: she will supplement this outfit in the lines that follow (188-223) with a powerful love charm,
a leather strap borrowed under false pretenses from Aphrodite.
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deliberately put in its proper place and there plays its proper role in sync with all the others, as the
component pieces of an immaculate ensemble.?’

And yet it must be admitted that, within a toilette like Hera’s, kdopog seems to
accommodate ornament remarkably well. This fact is key to how I will suggest the word eventually
did come to have some such a meaning. But the problem with finding it in Hera’s instance comes
into focus if one lingers for a moment on all that must here be counted as ornaments. The scholiast
on this line provides us with a telling catalogue:

00OV TaPEMTE TAV YOVOIKEIDMV KOGUNUATOV, OV T VITTPO, 00 TNV TOV AASYUUATOV
nepiepyiav, ov TV umhokny, od TV &c0fta, 0d TOV EEmPeV KOGUOV TEPT TH MTa,
nepl THV KEQAAV, TTEPL TOVC TOSAC. TA OVV QUKD KUAAEL Kol TNV €K Thig Téxvng
NOEANoey edmpéneiay Tpochyar.s”

2 We have already seen above how koopeilv and its compounds act as pro-verbs: the poet may use them in place of
any verb whose action entails kosmopoiesis. We have also already seen that, when the poet uses these verb forms, and
particularly when he uses them in a novel context, he tends to adapt a traditional line or traditional line parts: in this
way, the basic action communicated by the swapped-out verb may still be contextually understood beneath the
narrowly teleological kooog verb. I rehearse these points here because we are now in a position to see that the same
procedure undergirds the poet’s use of the noun koopog in liad 14.187-88: owtép émei &1 mévta mepi ypol Mkoro
kéopov / Bii p° iuev éx BoAduporo. The prepositional phrase mepi ypoi has just one position in Homer; it is always
positioned after the trochaic caesura. From time to time, as in line 187, the poet combines nepi ypot with line-initial
avtap énei to form the skeleton structure of a line-long transition from an arming scene. These two elements leave
open the following metrical space in the line: avtap érel (v~ 3 - ©) mepi ypol G- «~ ¢ - +), wherein the poet must fit a
verb of putting on and then signify in some way the armor that is to be put on. He does this with remarkable economy.
On the three occasions that the subject of the verb is plural (/1.14.383; 0d.24.467, 24.500), we find: adtap énel (p’
goc0vT0) mEpi ypoi (vidpomo xakkdv). On the one occasion that the subject is singular (17.7.207), we find: otap émel
(87 mava) mepi xpot (Eccato tevyea). Note first that because the singular and plural forms of &vvusOon have different
metrical shapes, they must be accommodated at different points in the available line space — the plural €éccavto
positioned this side of the caesura, the singular €scato occupying the fifth foot. Accordingly, to fill the different line
segments left by the different verb forms, the poet must signify the armor in metrically distinct ways. The terminal
adonic left open by the plural verb is elegantly filled by gleaming bronze (p° vdpoma xaAkov); in the pair of spaces
left by the singular verb fits a whole suit of armor (1 ndvta...tevyen). It is this latter, single-subject allomorph which
the poet has adapted for 7/.14.187: he substitutes Onkato kdcpov for Eéscato tevyen at the terminal adonic. Now, as
Janko 1992:173-74 well observes, Homer has cast Hera’s toilette as a warrior’s arming scene. He has done this by
incorporating certain traditional elements of that scene type into this sequence. The putting on of sandals in line 186,
for instance, is not paralleled in other toilettes, but the same line is a standard feature of the male arming scene (e.g.,
11.2.44,10.22; Od. 2.4, 4.309). The transitional line 187 is another such instance. But since te0yga as gear in Homer
always means war gear or armor, the word transposed into the context of a toilette would have been too jarring, 1
suspect, and thus too heavy handed for the poet’s rather more subtle effect of blending the two scene types. By
substituting this word for k6cpov, he nevertheless makes the same point; for a suit of armor and an ensemble of clothes
are each a kind of kocpoc. Just as the pieces of a warrior’s armor cooperate to a single end, that is, the protection of
their wearer; so too do the items which make up Hera’s ensemble. Why exactly the poet has chosen to draw our
attention to this fact at this moment in the poem is a matter that must be postponed until we have considered the larger
role of k6opog in the epic tradition. See the following chapter.

30 This b-T scholion continues in a direction that is irrelevant to our purposes. The commentator observes that whereas
the best painters and sculptors sink to the level of showing women nude, the poet has shown us Hera done-up
elaborately in order to keep his listeners’ minds from the gutter: kaitot 8¢ T@V mepl TAODVTA SEWVDV YOLVAG YPUPOVTIOV
7} TACCOVTOV TAG YOVOIKOG Kol TPOG Amd Ty, O TOWTHG TUPUATIMV YOUVOVUEVNV adTNV deT&an, Tva un ig aioypav
EVEPYELQV TTV TOV AKPOOUEVOV S1AVOLAY TPOKOAESTTOL, KOGUNBeloay EveQAVIcE Kol AOYO1S TAEOV YPOUATOV VTV
SleTONMGCEY.
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She has neglected not a one of the cosmetics that women use (000&v T@®Vv yuvokeiov
Koounudtmv): not the bath, the immoderate use of oils, the hairdo, the clothing,
nor, finally, the ornament (k6cpov) for the ears, the one for the head, the one for
the feet. To her native beauty, then, she wished also to add by craft comeliness.

The first thing to note about this scholion is that it is offered in explanation of the phrase mavta
KOopov; there must then be something about Homer’s meaning which the scholiast believes needs
explanation. The second is that he is clearly not explaining that k6cpog can mean something like
ornament: he takes some such meaning for granted in the course of his own explanation. What
must be explained, rather, seems to follow from his taking mévta with k6cpov to mean every
ornament in this particular context. Now, it is clear that line 187 serves as a transition from the
toilette to the next scene in Hera’s plot; and it is clear that the words mévta k6cpov are in some
sense a summation of what has preceded. The question is their scope. I have assumed so far that
ndvto Kocpov encompasses all and only the worn items that Hera has literally placed (6Mkato)
about her body (nepi ypoi); the scholiast, however, extends the scope of this phrase to include all
that has transpired in the scene, that is, also the bathing, the oiling, and the hairdressing of lines
170-77. Each of these beautifying procedures, in other words, he understands Homer to be calling
a Koopoc; and this gets us to what he thinks needs explaining. The poet here apparently uses
KOoLOG to mean ornament in a way that the scholiast, who knows full well this meaning, finds odd.

It would seem that for the scholiast k6cpoc as ornament means something like accessory
item; his trouble is that he finds Homer using the word here also of cosmetic procedures and non-
accessory items. This may be inferred from when, in recounting all he takes Homer to be calling
koopot, the scholiast himself begins to use the word in this way. It is precisely when he comes to
the accessories: the earrings, veil, and sandals.?! Now, the scholiast is wrong to think that mévza
koopov encompasses the preliminary procedures; but the phrase surely does include what he calls
the clothing (v €¢00nta), that is, the robe as well as perhaps the pins and belt that constitute Hera’s
basic outfit. That he cannot call these items k6ot but takes Homer—rather confusingly—to have
done just this is significant. It is conceivable, perhaps, that k6cpog as ornament underwent some
change in meaning by the time of our likely late-antique commentator, such that while Homer
could call basic clothing items ornaments, he could not. But it is also possible, as I have been
claiming, that Homer simply knew nothing of this later meaning; and that our scholiast, no doubt
under the influence of later toilettes in which x6cpog is used exclusively of accessory items, and
seems accordingly to mean something like ornament, has erred very understandably in trying to
locate this meaning here. To this extent, he is in the same position as the philologist today. The
edge he has over us is a more intuitive sense of this secondary meaning, such that he recognizes
what is fundamentally odd about Homer’s apparent use of it here. Basic clothing, though it may
be ornamented and thus worn to the end of beautification, is nevertheless not intuitively construed

31 It may seem odd that the scholiast calls Hera’s sandals a kdopog mepi tovg mddac. Footwear would likely not have
been thought of as a necessity in the way it is in some parts of the world today, where one finds on shop-front signs
no shirt, no shoes, no service; and they would almost certainly have not been worn in the home; but, rather, donned
along with the veil on the likely infrequent occasion that a woman would venture into the public world. But more to
the point, it seems likely that the scholiast himself has managed to construe sandals as an accessory like jewelry by
the sheer momentum of his periphrastic series. In any case, here again, the scholiast points us in a helpful direction:
the putting on of sandals is nof a conventional element of the toilette, and so would not normally have to be construed
as part of the mdvta k6cpov by which the poet transitions from this scene type. Of course, since kdopog does not mean
ornament here, the inclusion of sandals is not a real problem for the interpretation of the word I am offering. It is just
a problem for anyone, like our scholiast, who wants to say mévta k6clov means every ornament.
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by the scholiast as ornamental kdopog. Nor is he alone in this thought: €é66M¢ and xocpog, as
clothing and ornaments, form a complimentary pair from the fifth century onward.*

The Origin of Ornamental Kéopog

I belabor this distinction between clothing and ornamental kdopog because it happens that
we may use the former as an index to track the emergence of the latter. The basic story of this
emergence was stated above: k6c0g comes to have a properly ornamental sense of this sort when
and because instances of its use in the toilettes of early epic were eventually understood to have it
by later hexameter poets, who then used it accordingly in their own renditions of this traditional
scene type; and the verb koopeilv, we might now add, underwent a parallel semantic change around
the same time: it came to mean in this context something like 7o adorn. Now, if what I claim is
true, then we should be able to identify some point in the diachrony of surviving toilettes at which
these ornamental meanings become available. The difficulty in isolating such a point, what
camouflages it, is the fact that these words in this context seem—at least prima facie—to
accommodate their later, ornamental meaning remarkably well: the toilette, by its very nature, is a
context in which nearly every item mentioned and every action undertaken is bound to adorn or
otherwise beautify a person. But note that this fact, the fact that k6cpog and koopegiv could easily
be understood to have ornamental meanings in the context of a toilette, is also some of the best
evidence I can offer in support of the story I am trying to tell. And yet, despite the camouflage this
context confers, I am suggesting that we may mark the emergence of these secondary meanings
by paying attention to the relationship these words have in toilettes to basic clothing items. So long
as the noun k6o oG signifies a whole of parts and koopeiv any act(s) of arranging by which a whole
is constituted, we should expect these words to be used freely in relation to basic clothing; but if
at some point within this context, these words should take on a secondary and strictly ornamental
sense, we would expect there to be, just as there is for our scholiast, some distinction drawn
between accessory kdopog and essential clothing. And this is just what occurs.

In the toilettes of earlier archaic epic, those of Homer and Hesiod, k6cpog and xoopeiv
always have their traditional meanings. Hera’s, alas, is the only Homeric toilette in which a k6opoc
word is used; but we find both the noun and the verb used in Hesiod’s two toilettes for Pandora,
which it will be convenient to have before us.?? The first is from the Theogony (570-89), the second
from the Works and Days (70-76):

avtiKe 8’ dvti TupdG TeEDEEV KakOV dvBpadmolot: (570)
yoing yop COUTANGGE TEPIKAVTOS ALPLYVNELS

napBéve aidoin ikelov Kpovidew o1d fovAdg:

{doe ¢ kai kdounoe Bed YAavkdmig ABnvn

32 See Aeschylus, Ag. 1269-1272; Euripides, 4lc. 160-61, 1050; Isocrates, ad. Nic. 32.5-6; Xenophon, Ways 4.8-10;
and Aristotle, Pol. 2.5,1267b22-30.

33 Lines 571-73 of the Theogony and 70-2 of the Works and Days are the same (but note the unique enjambment of
apyveén €obijtt (574) in the former) and it is in these shared lines that the instance of koopeiv I will be discussing
occurs. That the lines are the same is no evidence of their interpolation in one or the other case. As we shall see, they
make natural sense in both poems, provided that the verb xoopeiv is properly construed on each occasion. Now, this
is not to suggest that there is absolutely no corruption in these two passages. In the Theogony telling, for instance,
Pandora seems unusually to have crowded her head both with garlands of flowers (576-77) and with a golden crown
(578-584).
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apyveén €00ttt Katd kpffev 6& KaAdTTpnV

dadaAENV yelpecot katéoyebe, Badpa idEcOat: (575)
apoei 8¢ oi otePdvovg veoniéag, dvBea moing,

ipeptovg mepibnke kapnatt [laAlag AGMvn:

apei 8¢ ol oTEPAVNV YPLGENV KEPUATiQV EONKE,

TNV 00TOG TTOiNoE TEPIKAVLTOG AUPLYVTELS

doxnooag maAdunot, yaplopevog Au motpi. (580)
T 6’ &vi daidaia oA TeTEVYATO, Badpa 10E5001,

KVAOOaA’ 86’ fimelpog deva Tpépet 110€ Bahacoa-

TOV O ye TOAL’ EvébnKe, yap1g O’ éml miowv dnro,

Bavpdoia, Cmoioty £01KOTA POVNESTY.

avTap €mel O tedEE KOAOV KOKOV v’ dyadoio, (585)
g€ayay’ &vBa mep dALol Ecav Beol 1S’ dvBpwmot,

KOop® dyoAlopévny yhavkomdog Oppyondtpng:

Badpa 6’ &y’ dBavdarovg te Beovg BvnTovg T’ dvBpdTOULG,

®OC €100V 6oV aimbv, aufyavov avOpdOToIGLY.

And straightaway Zeus conceived an evil for men in exchange for fire: the famous
lame one molded from earth a thing in the likeness of a modest maiden, following
through on the designs of Kronos’s son; Athena, the grey-eyed goddess, belted and
kosmified [her] with silvery clothing, and with her hands placed above an
ornamented veil, a wonder to look on; about the head, Pallas Athena put charming,
newly-blossomed garlands, the flowers of a meadow; and around the head, she
placed a golden crown, one which the famous lame one made himself, working it
with his own hands, thereby delighting Zeus, his father; and on this crown he
fashioned many ornaments, a wonder to look on: of all the terrible beasts that the
earth and sea nourish, he put many of them on it, and grace was breathing on all of
them, wondrous, like to sound-producing animals. But when he had fashioned this
lovely bad thing in exchange for a good one, he led her out, as the latter delighted
in the kosmos of the heavy father’s grey-eyed daughter; and wonder was holding
both the immortal gods and mortal men, as they looked on this steep contrivance,
unworkable by men.

avTiKa O’ €K yaing mMAAcGE KALTOG ALPLYVNELS (70)
napBéve aidoin ikelov Kpovidew d1d fovAdg:

{doe 6¢ kol kdopunoe Bed yAavkdmg Adnvn:

apoei 8¢ ol Xaprtég te Oeai kai woéTvia [edm

Oppovg ypvceiovg EBecav ypoti: apei 0 Vv ye

Qpon kodAikopot oTépov 8vOest siapvoicty: (75)
navra 3¢ ol ypot kéopov Epnppoce ITarlag AOHvn:

And straightaway the famous lame one molded from earth a thing in the likeness
of a modest maiden, following through on the designs of Kronos’s son; Athena, the
grey-eyed goddess, belted and kosmified [her]; the Graces, who are goddesses, and
queenly Desire placed on her body golden necklaces; and the lovely-haired Seasons
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were crowning her with spring-time flowers; and Pallas Athena arranged the whole
kosmos about her body.

Note first that koopeiv in both passages appears in an identical line: Athena, the grey-eyed goddess,
belted and kosmified [ Pandora]. The verb in both versions is always taken to have an ornamental
significance. Athena adorned or ornamented Pandora. But in neither case can Athena be
understood to have applied ornaments. We see in both that the ornaments are applied after this
action by Athena. Rather, as the enjambment of Theogony 574 spells out, this verb involves
functional clothing: the goddess kosmified her / with silvery clothing. But what action has the poet
here effaced by this verb in order to make explicit the kosmopoietic logic involved in it? We saw
above in Hera’s toilette the two basic steps involved in securing a robe about a woman’s body: it
must be belted at the waist and must be pinned at the chest. Now, it is clear that our line, in both
of its instances, conveys the basic proposition Athena dressed Pandora; and since one of the two
actions involved in securing the robe, that is, belting ((®doe), is stated explicitly, I suggest that it is
pinning that has been elided by xoopeiv: the act by which a great piece of cloth and a few pins are
made to cooperate (along with the belt) as the basic outfit for a body. With this initial whole
constituted, in both passages, we proceed to the ornaments. These are conceived as supplementing
the initial whole, whereby they produce a new and more complex whole, which is signified by the
noun kO6cpog at the end of both passages. The Pandora of the Theogony rejoices in the k6cpog of
clothing and accessories assembled by Athena (k6cp® dyailopévny yAawkomidog OBpyordtpng,
587); and in the Works and Days variant, wherein the Graces and Persuasion are introduced to
apply the ornaments, Athena comes back into frame to arrange them all just right, such that the
clothes and jewelry cooperate as a whole kosmos on her body (mévta ol ypot kdcpov, 76).

In the toilettes of later archaic epic, those which figure in the so-called Homeric Hymns,
the situation is different. The language of k6cpog seems no longer to be used in connection with
clothing items, nor even of clothes in combination with accessories, as we have seen it used in
both Homer and Hesiod. Now the noun is used specifically of gold accessories, and the verb only
of their application. In the longer Hymn to Aphrodite, for instance, ahead of the goddess’s affair
with the mortal Anchises, we see her engaged in the following toilette (58-67):
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And having come to Cyprus, she went in her fragrant temple, to Paphos; where
there belonged to her a sacred precinct and fragrant altar; and having gone in, she
shut the shining doors; and there the Graces bathed and anointed her with oil that
was ambrosial, such as blooms on the gods that are forever, ambrosial oil that was
redolent about her. And when she had put about her body all her lovely clothing,
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and was adorned with gold, smile-loving Aphrodite darted off to Troy, having left
behind fragrant Cyprus, traversing her path lightly, lofty amid the clouds.

This toilette is much condensed, but it retains the same two-stage picture of dressing we have seen
above in the earlier iterations of this scene type: first go on the basic clothing items, then the
ornaments. But note that all the lovely clothing the goddess wears, she is said to have put well
about her body (§ccapév... g0 mepi ypot, 64); it is only by the accessory jewelry which comes
afterward, what the poet here calls gold, that she is kosmified (ypvod kooun0eica, 65). And this
is no fluke: a little later, we see Anchises undo what we have just seen done (161-166):
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And when they had mounted the well-built bed, Anchises first removed from her
body the gleaming kosmos: the brooches, twisted bracelets, earrings, and
necklaces; and he loosened her girdle, and her splendid clothing he took off and
placed up on a silver-studded chair.

Second on, first off: the gold of line 65, by which Pandora had been kosmified, is now the gleaming
kosmos (kocpov...pagwdv, 162) that Anchises removes first (mpdtov, 162) before taking off the
goddess’s glossy clothing (ipata oryoddevta, 164). We even linger with line 163 on all that is
here regarded as xocpoc, the brooches, twisted bracelets, earrings, and necklaces.>*

Perhaps some sense of the cooperation between these discrete items of jewelry has been
retained; it is hard to say. But what is clear is that the language of k6cpog stands here in stark
contrast to basic clothing, as its natural complement. And this development entails that at least
some change has occurred within this context. Jewelry has come to be viewed as a k6cpog unto
itself, an array of gleaming gold items that are clearly distinguished from the clothing items which
the goddess wears. Here, in other words, we have something like a genuinely ornamental meaning
emerging.

This recognized, it is at once clear how this came to be so: it comes down to the scope one
attributes to the noun x6cpog when it is used, and as it is traditionally used, at the end of an epic
toilette. We saw above that the scholiast took Hera’s mévta k6cpov to be a summation of all that
had been done and donned since the goddess entered her chamber, and that he had to stretch his
own native understanding of an ornamental k6cog to do so. By contrast, I have suggested that
when ko6cpog is used in this way, it signifies the whole ensemble of worn items: clothing and
ornaments alike. But there is yet another way of construing the word’s scope in this traditional

34 The is very likely the earliest of the Hymns in which we find x6cpog and xoopgiv used in the context of a toilette. I
discuss the shorter Hymn to Aphrodite below; the other Hymns in which we find the words used in an arguably
ornamental way are those to Artemis, in which the goddess exchanges her bow and arrow (which we will see in the
next chapter form another important k6cpog) for the yopievra...kécpov she will wear to the work of “assembling”
(&dptuvéovoa) and “leading” (€€apyovoa) a chorus of the Graces and Muses (6.11-18); and Selene, whose brightness,
being imagined as jewelry that shines forth from her body, stirs up moAbc...k6c10g (32. 4; cf. Od. 8.380, which provides
the model for the second half of this verse, with k6cpog appearing in place of kKOpmog).
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context, a way that is unfortunately obscured by Hera’s somewhat anomalous toilette. As a rule in
these scenes, as evident in the other instances considered above, it is jewelry which is last to be
put on.¥® My claim, simply enough, is that kocuoc came to have this secondary ornamental
signification because at some point in the century-or-more gap between Homer and this, the likely
earliest of the Homeric Hymns, the word was encountered at the end of a toilette and understood
to refer back narrowly to the jewelry that had /ast been put on; from which point, as we have just
seen, the word could be used at other points within toilettes to signify ornamental accessories.>®
The verb xoopely, it seems, by its close association with the noun in this context, came around the
same time to mean contextually something like bedeck with ornaments or adorn.

Now, it would have been news to these post-Homeric poets that they had given x6cpoc and
its verb a secondary sense in this context; they did so unwittingly, in the very act of interpreting
their predecessors. The important upshot of this particular genesis, as we have been seeing, is that
there is remarkably little on the surface which suggests that a new meaning has come to be
contextually associated with the language of kdéopos. And yet, by attending to these words’
changing relationship to clothing, we have been able to mark out the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite
as a terminus a quo for the availability of something like a secondary, ornamental meaning. I want
to note now as confirmation of this genesis that even clothing is of little avail as an index on the
one occasion that a Hymnic poet uses the noun in the traditional way at the end of his toilette. For
here we find ourselves confronted with the same ambiguous interpretive situation that led to this
semantic change. This is the toilette which features as the centerpiece of the shorter, and almost

certainly later, Hymn to Aphrodite. Just after the foam-born goddess washes ashore on Cyprus (5-
15):

... TV 8¢ ypvodunvkeg ‘Qpat ()
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... the Horai who wear golden diadems received her gladly, and about her put
ambrosial clothing; and on her head, they set a well-made crown, one that was
lovely and golden; and in her pierced lobes [set] flowers of orichalcum and precious
gold; and around her delicate neck and white breast they were kosmifying her with
golden necklaces, the very necklaces by which they themselves would be
kosmified, whenever they go to the lovely dance floor of the gods in the home of

35 1t was observed above in n. 29 that Homer has introduced into Hera’s toilette elements that are traditional to the
male arming scene, and that one of those elements is line 186, by which the goddess straps sandals to her feet. Sandals
are traditionally the last thing to be put on in the arming scene; and so, the poet, in adapting this line to Hera’s toilette,
has the goddess likewise put her sandals on last, after the jewelry which would have otherwise been last.

36 On the relative dating of this poem, see Janko 1982: 150-80, 188-200 and West 2003: 14-16.
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their father. But when they had put about her body the whole/every kosmos, they
led her among the immortals.

Note first that line 14 of this poem is essentially the same as Il/iad 14.187 (atdap émel o
mévto mepL ypol Onkato k6cuov), having been minimally adapted for a plural subject and active
verb.3” It serves the same basic function as that line too. It looks back in summation as a transition
out of the toilette. And again, the major question is the scope of ndvta kdouov. If these words are
taken to extend back to the clothing put on in the second hemistich of line 6, then we have an
instance of the word’s traditional meaning: the Horai have put about Aphrodite’s body a whole
KOopog or ensemble of items. But maybe the words do not extend quite that far back. Maybe they
are now meant only to encompass the gold that is subsequently put on in lines 7-13. In this case,
the Horai would be understood to have put about Aphrodite’s body every ornament, or better,
every item of jewelry. Either construal could be accommodated by the text; but we have reason to
suspect, given the time of this song’s composition, that kocpov here has its ornamental sense. And
there are several suggestions that it does. We have already noted that the clothing is dealt with
minimally, in an almost perfunctory way, at the start of the scene. After this hemistich, a line and
a half on the gold crown; another line and a half on the gold (and orichalcum) earrings; then two
final lines on the multiple gold necklaces that the goddess will wear: the poet has evidently
undertaken to show us why Aphrodite is conventionally ypvcén.’® It is reasonable to suppose,
accordingly, that this wévta kdopov signifies the baubles alone, rather than these and the clothing
conceived together as a cooperative whole; and, furthermore, that the verb, used here twice in
relation to the gold necklaces (ékdopeov, 11; koopeicOnv, 12), signifies simply the application of
such things. But I stress again that there is nothing in this passage which loudly announces that
k6opog and koopeiv have taken on new meanings within this context; likewise, looking back from
the perspective of the philologist today, there is remarkably little to suggest that these words, at
least in this context, did not always—or at least since the time of Homer and Hesiod—have these
secondary, ornamental meanings: so well has the ambiguity which gave rise to these meanings
succeeded in camouflaging the very point at which they came to exist.?

We have seen now that k6cog came to have a secondary meaning in the moment it was
contextually interpreted to have one; and that the stage for this interpretation had been set by the
word’s ambiguous scope when traditionally used at the end of an epic toilette. In concluding this
argument, two points must be stressed. First, it is only as a likely story, stitched together from the

37 On the structure of Iliad 14.187, see n. 29 above.

38 That the ornamental meaning is restricted in post-Homeric epic to the scene type of the divine toilette, but may
appear in lyric poetry in virtually any context suggests that lyric picked up the new meaning from epic, but felt none
of its conservatism about when and where it should be used; had it been the other way around, we would expect freer
use in epic.

39 1 have withheld from discussing till now an instance of k6opog in the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women which might
seem at first to pose a problem for the preceding account. The poet says of the daughters of Porthaon that “they were
early in the day treading [...] dew / searching for flowers, [the fragrant] kosmos [for their heads]” (Mépion oteipo[v...
géplony / avbea pa[o]uevioan kepofig evm]dea kdopov, 26.20-21 Merkelbach-West). An ornamental kocpog in
Hesiod, no less one found beyond the boudoir, would be difficult to explain. But this instance is no more or less
ornamental than Hera’s or Pandora’s: individual flowers become garlands by being tied together into a certain
functional whole of parts. That this functional whole is worn to the end of ornamentation is, again, incidental to the
meaning of k6ouog. For a similar use of the noun in lyric, see Sappho, fr. 98a.3 and, for koopeilv used in the same
context, see Pindar, fr. 94b.48. The latter also twice uses K0cLog in this sense of the olive crown won at the Olympic
games: it is called a “gray-colored kosmos of olive” (yAavkdypoa kdopov éhaiac, O.3.12) and an “oil-shining kosmos”
(Mmapodv / koopov, 0.8.82-83).
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sources which happen to have survived, that I suggest hexameter poets were the first to construe
the word to mean ornament. I have no way of conclusively proving this, and it is entirely possible
that lyric poets also understood and used the word in this way early on, perhaps even first, before
we have any textual attestation of their work. My claim is just that whoever it was after Homer
and Hesiod that first understood and used k6cpog to mean ornament, be they lyric or hexameter
poet, did so as a result of how they construed the word in this traditional epic context.*® The second
thing is that this ornamental sense, because it is an innovation motivated by no intention, would
have spread in an unpredictable way. We are unable to judge from the evidence of the longer Hymn
to Aphrodite whether its poet was among the first to use k6cL0g in signification of ornaments, or
whether, by his time, this meaning had become conventional. The hymn just marks for us, in an
entirely relative way, the earliest point at which this meaning can be shown to exist.

Conclusions

It was alleged at the outset of this chapter that a certain conceptual anachronism has badly
confused the consensus understanding of the semantics of kdécopoc. We have since located this
anachronism in the belief that the word, from its first attestations in Homer, has always had as its
basic signification what we mean by order today. For this order of ours names a kind of abstract
entity; and entities of this kind, we have seen, have no place in the thought of the archaic period.
It is, rather, in the classical period, in the works of Plato and Aristotle, that we find these entities
first articulated as objects of discourse; and it is, in turn, the historical influence of these
philosophers that has made it natural for us to speak today of order as an abstract constant, one
which comes to exist in entities or between them, and which may be construed as the cause of their
beauty or goodness or both. This notion of order, accordingly, cannot be what Homer’s kocpiog
signifies. But this is not to claim that k6cpog never comes to have some such meaning. We have
seen (so far, only briefly) that it does; but that this use marks an innovation which has gone
unnoticed for what it is. It is an innovation of the very philosophers with whom entities like order
become thinkable; and it is one that could only have spread through their influence. Koopog cannot
signify an abstract entity in the mouths of those who have no notion of such things.

The conceptual anachronism involved in the retrojection of order has been largely effaced
by a further retrojection, that of this word’s derivative sense of ornament, whose early availability
alongside order is usually explained, in turn, by a story of derivation that involves us in still further
anachronism. It must be granted that a kind of popular formalism thrived among pre-Homeric
speakers of Greek, such that the word for order came to signify also the quintessentially beautiful
object. But the origin of this secondary sense is not to be found in the early, unattested history of
the Greek language; it first appears to us in the wake of Homer and Hesiod, in the epic of the later
archaic period. This meaning is the result of later poets misconstruing the ambiguous scope of
Koopog when used traditionally at the end of an epic toilette. Hera’s k6opog in Homer and those
of Pandora in Hesiod are thus antecedents of this ornamental sense; and they have been
understandably confused by philologists with proper instances of this meaning. The result of this
confusion has been the apparent continuity of ornamental kéopog from Homer onward. And it is
this apparent continuity which has, in turn, both obscured the true origin of ornament, and—what

40 T want to stress that I do not, as a general rule, believe that lyric use is derivative of epic use. It could be, as Nagy
1974 argues, that epic is the younger tradition of poetry, which grows out of lyric, but happens to be earlier preserved
in our record. In the present case, my point is just that this confusion seems to require the epic context.
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is more consequential, but has not yet been demonstrated—granted philologists the confidence to
identify this use of the word elsewhere in early epic. We shall see in the next chapter that they,
being so certain on the basis of Hera’s kocpog that the ornamental meaning was available to
Homer, have always reached for it in order to account for the two other instances of k6cpog which
function straightforwardly as nouns in his poetry: the two other instances, which, because they
unmistakably name phenomenal things in the world, cannot be translated by the abstract order.*!
In so doing, these philologists will be shown to have elegantly, if anachronistically, effaced the
fundamental problem which these instances might otherwise have presented to our understanding
of this word. In any case, for now, since we have not yet had occasion to consider these two koo o1,
let it suffice that the misfit of order is already implicitly granted in the usual attribution of the
ornament meaning, impossibly, to this pair.

At this point, one might grant that there is some confusion about the early meaning of
Koopog, and yet think it to be a confusion of little consequence: Is it not the case that this word
will come to name an abstraction like order? Is it not the case that it will come to name an ornament
also? Haven 't we only had to reconsider when this word comes to have the meanings we previously
thought it always had? And what difference should it make, ultimately, if early k6opog is not a
word for order, but one for entities in what we might describe today as a certain order? In the vast
majority of the word’s Homeric instances, the adverbial ones, is this distinction not, at best,
academic? Achilles’s men skin and process a goat xotd kocpov (Il. 24.622); charioteers on the
Achaean side are twice instructed by their passengers, upon taxiing them to the battlefield, to
restrain the horses xatd kOGHov by the ditch dug about their camp (11. 11.48, 12.85); and the crew
of Phaeacian sailors tasked with returning Odysseus home, we see board their ship and take their
seats xoou® at the oarlocks (Od. 13.77). If order is not what k6cpog properly signifies in
adverbially functioning instances like these, their translation by such phrases as in order or in an
orderly way must nevertheless capture the basic sense, right? And of the noun’s three, nominally
functioning instances, we have so far considered just one; for which, if ornament does not work, it
nevertheless almost does. What difference would it make if we continue to treat Hera’s K0610G as
an ornament rather than a functional whole whose end is ornamentation? At this point, in other
words, it might seem that the preceding argument has been marshaled to make meaningfully new
sense of just two instances of k6cpog in Homer — and this, thus far, only allegedly, since we have
yet actually to consider this pair.

Perhaps this would be the case, were the definition I offered above not a preliminary one,
and one which, it must be stressed again, is fundamentally anachronistic in its terms. It captures
well enough the logic of the word’s use in epic, as we have begun to see; but it should not be
thought that x6opog signifies, sensu stricto, the functional whole as a generic type. We shall see
in the next chapter that while kx6cpog is the word for a functional whole in epic—the word, that is,
by which epic conceives every functional whole that it represents—this is not at all what the word
basically means: epic use has been confused with basic meaning. And in this confusion, there has

41 Recall that of the eighteen total instances of kocpog in Homer, there are fifteen which function effectively as
adverbs, either as datives of manner or in the phrase xatd kdcpov; and just three (including Hera’s) which function
nominally. Recall, furthermore, that the adverbial context is one in which the misfit of abstract order cannot be readily
discerned. Although we have seen that Homeric koo cannot mean order because abstract entities like order do not
exist before the classical period, we have also seen that there is nothing which loudly denounces our using order to
translate the noun when used to an adverbial end in Homer: it seems to make perfectly acceptable sense. It nevertheless
remains a conceptually anachronistic act of interpretation that we shall see ultimately obscures much of the word’s
sense and use.
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been effaced what we might now call the discourse of k6cpog: the reason why, the end to which,
the epic tradition has adopted this word as the one by which it construes all functioning wholes.
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CHAPTER TWO

The Meaning and Discourse of Koopog

My focus to this point has been the consensus about the early semantics of kdcpog: the
view that this word, by the time of its first attestations in the Homeric poems, already has two
distinct senses; signifying in the first a universal that approximates order, and in the second, by
derivation from the first, an ornament. 1 have tried to demonstrate that this consensus is entirely
ill-founded; that the semantics which it posits involves us in a tangle of anachronism, whereby we
conclude from Homer’s frequent adverbial use of kdcpog (katd k6Gpov / kéouw) that the word
denotes a universal long before such things become thinkable; and then account for the other
instances—the three times that k6cpog functions as a noun and unmistakably refers to something
concrete—>by retrojecting into Homer a secondary meaning which only later comes to exist
through the (mis)interpretation of Homer.

To facilitate this critique of the consensus, I offered in the last chapter just a preliminary
definition of k6opoc. Taking my start and working backwards from the conceptual misfit of order,
an essence which we find multiply instantiated in and between various corporeal particulars, |
argued that kéopog was instead a word by which Homer picks out sets of concrete entities
exhibiting what we today would identify as a certain order; that it was the universal word for any
particular whole consisting of discrete parts.! We have tested this definition against just one
instance of the word in Homer, the one from Hera’s toilette (/.. 14.187), where I argued it denotes
the ensemble of clothing items which the goddess has, in the preceding lines, so deftly put about
herself. These discrete items have not by their arrangement come to possess KOGLOG or to exhibit
it; rather, as the component parts of a single, efficacious whole, they have become a x6cp0g. The
same, I said, goes for the various objects of koopeiv and its system of compounds, verbs which do
not signify the putting of persons or things into some conception of an abstract order, but function
instead, in the way that I described them in the last chapter, as pro-verbs for any act or series of
acts which transform discrete entities into a k6cpog; whether this be the marshaling of soldiers and
horses on the battlefield, the organizing of a household, a community, a kingdom, the rigging of a
ship, or the preparation of a meal.

We are now in a position to reconsider this definition. The basic trouble with it, and what
made it so useful last chapter, is that it proceeds from the same assumption undergirding the usual
semantics of k6opog. This is the assumption that Homer, with whom the history of k6cpog happens
to begin, uses the word in a more or less innocent way. Thus the usual procedure has been to collect
together every instance of the word in the Homeric poems and then posit as few meanings as
necessary to account for them all. The consensus does this by positing two meanings; [ have argued
so far that you can do it with one. But this whole of parts, every bit as much as order and ornament,
paints over a distinction we must now begin to draw between the conventional meaning of k6cp0g
and the particular discourse which the epic tradition has built up from this word, because of its
meaning; by which it has structured and polices the entire (social) world of its diegesis.?

!'I stressed already in the last chapter that this distinction (between a word which names a single, universal entity and
a single word which has a kind of universal application, designating ordered sets of concrete particulars) is a modest
one and itself anachronistic.

2 What I mean by the parenthesis is that the entire world of epic is nothing more than a community of mortal and
immortal beings; it is by the cooperation of so many persons that something with the coherence of a world is
constituted. This is a claim that I will defend in the next chapter.
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What x6opog conventionally signifies, we can now say, is a tool or instrument of some
complexity. This is the word for a concrete contrivance of any sort which consists of multiple parts,
each with a particular function of its own, and together working to the single end for which the
whole has been devised and assembled. It holds as its own in epic the broad semantic domain
which we today, according to such factors as the size and sophistication of the tool, the number of
its parts, the way in which they cohere, and the sort of end which they together serve, divide up
between words like device, machine, contraption, and apparatus.> We can get an initial sense of
this domain from the three occasions on which Homer uses k6cpog in a non-adverbial way. First,
if we may revisit and quickly amend our discussion in the last chapter of the instance from Hera’s
toilette, the different items she dons do not simply become the parts of an ensemble; they are
instead here conceived as the essential parts of a single instrument: Hera leaves her boudoir having
assembled about herself an entire apparatus (névta kocuov, Il. 14.187) for seduction, one which
she will shortly put to use against Zeus. In one of the other two instances, the one at I/iad 4.145,
to be considered closely in this chapter, the phrase kocpog it will turn out to designate a bridle:
the apparatus for a horse, consisting of bit and toggles, headstall and reins, by the use of which a
human being harnesses the strength of a horse to this or that end. And in the third and final instance,
at Odyssey 8.492, which I will consider in the conclusion to this dissertation, the phrase nmov
koopov dovpatéov will designate the famous Trojan Horse: the ingenious and rather more ad-hoc
machine which was the wooden horse, devised by Odysseus as an instrument to harness the
strength of the Trojans in the service of breaching their own city wall: “the Trojans themselves
drew it up to the height of their city” (Od. 8.504).*

Now, if this is what k6cpog basically means, how is it that we have been able to get this
far pretending that it signifies, without any further qualification, an efficacious whole of parts?
What makes the pretense possible, and at the same time obscures the true sense of the word, is the
fact that Homer, in accordance with what we shall see is the traditional discourse of epic, conceives
every whole of parts that he represents as a complex instrument. So, the many and various persons
and things which xocpeilv and its compounds take as objects, we can now say, in revision of the
claim made in the last chapter, do not become the parts of generically efficacious wholes;
kosmified, rather, these persons and things become, in each case, the assembled parts of a particular
machine or apparatus. Because we relied so heavily on this system of verbs to establish the

® The language of xdopog, so far from invoking an abstract essence, accordingly comes closer to, and is sometimes
interchangeable with, Homeric terms like pijyog (e.g., 1I. 2.342 and Od. 14.238) and (mepr)pnyavaopar (Z7. 8.177,
11.695, and Od. 7.200), which are used in relation to particular devices and contrivances deployed to some particular
end; or terms like émhov (II. 10.254, Od. 2.390, and 3.433) and omhiCw (/. 8.55, 11.86, 23.301, Od. 17.288, and
23.143), or 1edyea (Il. 4.432, 6.32, Od. 15.218, and 22.109) and tevyo (/. 5.61, 6.314, 18.373 and Od. 15.77), or
évtea ({I. 6.418 and Od. 7.232) and évto(v)o ({. 9.203, 14.162, 24.124, Od. 12.183, and 23.289), all of which relate
to concrete tools, appliances, and gear of various sorts; or even a term like d6log (/1. 6.187, 15.14, Od. 8.494, and
12.252), which can be used of any device or tool that works by way of a trick. As you might expect, given their
metrical shapes, Homer uses neither pnyavi nor unydévnpe, which do much the same work as k6cpog in later literature,
though we do find the hexameter friendly apnyavog (Od. 19.363), aunyavin (Od. 9.295), moivprfyavog (Od. 1.205),
and moAvpunyoavia (Od. 23.321). The other important word which I would argue comes fairly close to the meaning of
kOG0 is Opyavov, being something by which you accomplish some &pyov, but the word is not attested before Pindar
(107b), where it refers to a musical instrument of some kind.

4 This phrase, which Odysseus speaks in the context of requesting a song from the Phaeacian singer Demodocus, is in
fact a kind of zeugma that we will consider closely in the fourth and final chapter. As I construe the phrase above,
Odysseus asks that Demodocus sing about the kosmos which was the wooden horse, but he also means for the man to
sing the kosmos about the wooden horse, that is, the song machine which recounts this final episode of the war.
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preliminary definition of k6cpoc, it will be worth our time, in light of the meaning just proposed,
to make here another survey of the instances.

There are in the first place a couple of these verbally constituted k6cpotr which we ourselves
conceive as machines; they accordingly cause us little difficulty. In a case we considered closely
in the last chapter, when Telemachus, intending to sail back to Ithaca, bids his companions to
kosmify the gear on the ship (éykoopgite To 1e0ye’, £tdipot, vii pekaivn, Od. 15.218), he means
for them, by rigging the ship, to make it into an operational tool for his use, the x6cpog that will
carry him home. And in the other case, one which I neglected to mention in the last chapter,
anticipating our discussion of it a little later in this one, the poet, some twenty lines before using
the phrase k6opog e to speak of a bridle, will use the compound xotokoopeiv (/1. 4.118) to
narrate the nocking of an arrow to a bow string—this being conceived as the moment that a staff,
string, and arrow become the ready parts of a single k6cpog: one needs now just to pull back the
string, find a target, and release.

There are then a further four cases where the xdcpog assembled, while not something
which we would call a machine, nevertheless makes an easy sense to us construed as such. They
are all from the Odyssey and all related to domestic activity.> When after the massacre of Book 22,
Odysseus instructs Telemachus and the loyal of his herdsmen to have the doomed and disloyal of
his slave women carry outside the mass of corpses and clean up all the gore inside; and again,
when the poet narrates the men having the women do this, the verbs used to summarize the activity
are, respectively, kotakoounoncde (440) and diekoounoavto (457), the first taking as its object
the whole house (mévta d6pov), the second the whole hall (név péyapov). With everything that
does not belong removed, and everything which does belong cleaned up and put back in its proper
place, the house of Odysseus is reconstituted as a tidy k6opog: this 1&g oxev®dv, to borrow a later
phrase, renders the home a single tool for living which Odysseus, his family, and all his loyal
dependents will in the future use. The other two domestic cases come from the seventh book. Early
on, when Nausicaa has returned home from her encounter with the anonymous Odysseus, and her
nurse, Eurymedousa, prepares for the girl an evening meal, the woman is said to kosmify it (d6pmov
éxoopel, 13). And later on, when the feast which Odysseus crashes in the hall of Alcinous has
ended, and all of the high king’s guests, who are the lesser kings of Phaeacia, have returned to
their respective homes, the servant women of Alcinous, we are told, were busy dekosmifying the
gear of the feast (dpoinolol 6° dmexooueov &viea daitdg, 232). For our purposes, the two cases
are not dissimilar. There is an obvious difference in scale, and there is the fact that the first shows
assembling, the second disassembling; but we have in each case what amounts to a culinary
KOopoc: an array of all that is required for dining—whatever the number of diners and the specifics
of the occasion—conceived as a single instrument or apparatus that stands ready for use.®

5 There are, in addition to the basic noun, the various forms of the koougiv verb, and the agent noun xoountwp, two
further words in the x6cpog family that appear in Homer, but they are marginal and both used in a domestic context.
The first is the adjective koountog, which appears just once, in Odysseus’s tour through the extraordinary garden of
Alcinous, where it is used of the grow beds (koountai mpaciai, Od. 7.127), which by their arrangment constitute the
single tool that is the king’s green garden. The second is the adverb evkdcuwg, which also appears just once, being
used in relation to the work by which Telemachus rigs out his hall for the fateful shooting contest in Odyssey 21:
“amazement seized all [the suitors] as they watched how g0xdopmg he stood up [the row of axes to be shot through],
despite having never once seen them before” (123).

¢ The more usual verbs for preparing a meal in epic, that is, omMlw (e.g., II. 11.86 and Od. 2.20), tevyw (Il 1.467 and
Od. 15.77), and évtive (Il. 24.124 and Od. 3.33), are no less instrumental, meaning in effect “to tool up” a meal. A
couple passages from Pindar are relevant here. At Nem. 1.21-22, the poet adds some detail to the Homeric image,
saying appodiov deinvov kekdountat: whatever exactly the parts imagined here, they have been kosmified into a
harmonious meal, a meal whose parts will, by virtue of the fact that they fit together, serve the purpose for which they
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With the remaining thirteen cases, which I should stress are a majority of the total, the
koopog assembled consists, no longer of things, but of persons. This is trouble for us because we
do not usually speak of human-parted machines, except perhaps metaphorically: for instance,
when we say of someone, because of the monotonous, perhaps even dehumanizing work which
the person performs, that he or she is, as it were, a gear or cog in some industrial-era machine.
This metaphor, it almost goes without saying, has no place in the discourse of kdcpoc. An
instrument here, as for the later Greeks, is anything whatever which one uses in an effort to achieve
some end; and a kdopoc, I am claiming, is just a complex one of these: an instrument of multiple
and discrete parts, be these parts persons, animals, things, or a mixture of these.

The battlefield provides the context for all but three of the occasions in which people are
kosmified; and it would be a little ponderous to give all ten of them here; so here is just one as an
example: when in the Catalogue of Ships the poet says of Menestheus, the king of the Athenians,
that no one on earth was his equal at “kosmifying horses and shield-bearing men” (kooufjcot inmovg
1€ Kol avépag domdinTag, 2.554), what distinguishes this man from every other, the poet means,
is his skill at articulating a confusion of men and horses into discrete units, and then fitting these
units together into a single but composite instrument for war.’

As for the three other people-machines, each of these is of a different sort. Closest in kind
to the battlefield k6opog is the Aunting machine which Odysseus assembles in Odyssey 9. He and
his men, aboard their twelve ships, are led by a god to an island which neighbors that of
Polyphemus, the Cyclops; the nymphs of the island, called here the daughters of Aegis-bearing
Zeus, stir up for them a vast tribe of wild goats; and Odysseus quickly organizes a hunt (156-58):

avtiKe Kopmdia toEa Kol aiyoveag SoAyoOAOVS
eOpED’ €k VNGV, d10 OE Tpiyo KoounBEvTeg
BaAhopev- oiyo 8¢ ddke Oedg pevoeikéo Onpnv.

At once we took from the ships the curved bows and long-socketed goat-spears,
and having been thoroughly kosmified into three groups, we were casting; and
straightaway the god gave a spirit-satisfying hunt.

Like the bows which some of the men reach for, the men themselves, before they can begin to take
their shots, are assembled into a single, tripartite instrument. We are to imagine the men falling
into three groups, taking three different positions from which to engage, and coordinating all of
their shots, such that they manage to drop in short order a great number of goats: enough that nine
are allotted to the men of each of the twelve ships, and Odysseus, as the king and operator of the
Koopog which has yielded the game, can receive ten for himself.

In one of the other two cases, we can see that, just as the implements of a feast (&vtea
doutdg) constitute a kOGO, so too do the feasters who make use of them. The scene comes a bit
before the aforementioned Catalogue of Ships. While addressing the assembled army, as a test of
morale, Agamemnon feigns a sense of despair about the war; and at one point complains, because

were assembled. And at Isth. 1.19-20, we hear that Castor and Iolaus, by virtue of their many athletic victories, have
regular occasion to “kosmify their homes with tripods, cauldrons, and bowls of gold” (tpmddecov Exdounoav dOpHOV
/ xal AePfritecov préAaisi te ypvood), thereby rigging out their domestic spaces for celebratory feasting.

7 The poet undercuts this point somewhat in the next line, when he says that at least one person compares to
Menestheus, namely Nestor, owing to the experience which comes with years. As for the other nine cases where the
koo og assembled is one of soldiers, they all come from the /liad, and five of them from, or in close proximity to, the
Catalogues of Book 2. See 1. 2.476, 2.704, 2.727, 2.806, 3.1, 11.51, 12.87, 14.379, and 14.388.
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the Greeks so vastly outnumber the Trojans, that their loss will be a shame to future generations.
To give a sense of the difference in numbers, he then offers this remarkable hypothetical (2.123-
30):

el mep yap €’ €0€Loev Ayonol 1e TpdEG T

OpKilo ToTA TOUOVTEG ApOuM O UEvaL dUP®,

Tpdag pev AégacHar Epéatiol docot Eacty, (125)
NUETG &7 &g dexddag dtakoounbeipey Ayoroi,

Tpowv 8’ dvdpa Ekactol Ehoipeba oivoyogdery,

oAl KeV 0eKAdES devoiaTo 0ivoydo1o.

16660V &Y® ML TAEAC EUUEVOL VIoG AyaudvV

Tpodwv, ot vaiovot katd TTOAW... (130)

For if we, Achaeans and Trojans alike, were both willing, having cut faithful oaths,
to be numbered, and of the Trojans only as many as have hearths [in the city] were
to collect themselves, and we Achaeans were to be thoroughly kosmified into
groups of ten, and [in these groups of ten] were each to take one man of the Trojans
to pour wine, there would be many groups of ten lacking a wine-pourer. By so much
do I say that the sons of the Achaeans are more than the Trojans who live in the
city...

Agamemnon invites the thousands of men who make up his battlefield k6cpog, noble and base
alike, to imagine themselves momentarily, for the purpose of illustration, as the parts of this other
sort of people machine which kings regularly assemble and operate: they are to imagine
themselves, seated ten to a group, as the guests at an impossibly large, impossibly inclusive feast
(this being the regular occasion in epic for wine-pourers). And then they are to think of the
collected Trojan men as their pool of potential wine-pourers, persons with a subordinate but no
less essential role to play in the conduct of this feast. The problem in the hypothetical is that there
would be nowhere near the number of wine-pourers needed to facilitate the Greek army’s feasting.
The problem in reality is that this same group of Trojans, who could not properly serve the Greek
host for a lack of numbers (as a subsidiary part within the same feasting k6o0¢), has managed
nevertheless to frustrate the efforts of these men year after year (as a martial k6pog opposing the
superior Greek one).

What I want to stress about the third and final of our people-machines is that this one,
unlike the others, is not a short-term kocpoc; it is instead the enduring apparatus which a king
assembles of all the people he rules at home. The king in question is Tlepolemos, the colonizer of
the island of Rhodes. We get his story and the instance of kocpeiv (the same dwi Tpiya Kooun0évteg
from the hunting scene above) in the Rhodian Catalogue entry (2.653-70):

TAnmorepog & Hpaxdeidng g e péyog te

€k ‘Podov évvéa vijog dyev Podiwv dyepoymv,

ot ‘Podov aueevépovto dud Tpiyo koounbévteg (655)
Aivdov Tnlvodv te kai apywoevta Kapepov.

TOV pev TAnmoiepog dovpi KALTOG yEUOVEVEY,

ov tékev Actudyeta Bin ‘Hpaxinein,

mv dyet’ €€ E@upng motapod dmo XeAAnevtog
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néEPoaG AoTEN TOALNL SLOTPEPEMV ailnGV. (660)
TAnmorepoc 8 &mel ovv T’ Vi Heybpe eOTNKTW,

avTiKe ToTpOg £010 PIAOV UNTPMO. KOTEKTOL

17on ynpdokovta Awduviov dlov ‘Apnoc:

alyo 8¢ vijag Emnée, moAdv 8 8 ye Aadv dyeipag

B pevyoV énl TOVTOoV: AneiAncav yap ol dAlot (665)
viéec viwvoi te Bing Hpoakineging.

avtap 6y’ &g Podov iEev dhmuevog dlysa ThoymV-

TP Ba € HrNBev KaTaELANdOV, 10€ piAnbev

gk A106, 6¢ te Beoiot kai dvBpamoioty dvacaet,

Kol o Beoméoiov mhodtov katéyeve Kpovimv. (670)

And Tlepolemos, the son of Heracles, noble and tall, led from Rhodes nine ships of
lordly Rhodians, those who were dwelling about [the island of] Rhodes, having
been thoroughly kosmified [there] in three parts: Lindos, Ielusos, and chalk-white
Kameiros. These are the men Tlepolemos, famous for his spear, was commanding,
he whom Astuocheia bore to the Heracleian strength, she whom he [Heracles] led
out of Ephura from the river Selleis, having sacked many cities of strong, Zeus-
nourished men. And then when Tlepolemos had grown up in the well-constructed
hall, he at once killed his father’s dear maternal uncle, already grown old,
Likymnios, a scion of Ares. And straightaway he constructed ships, and having
gathered a great host of people, he went fleeing into the sea; for the other sons and
the grandsons of the Heracleian strength threatened him. But he came to Rhodes a-
wandering, having suffered pains; and they were settled there in three parts
according to tribe, and they were loved by Zeus, who rules over gods and men; and
for them an abundant wealth he was pouring down, the son of Kronos.

Tlepolemos grows up in one kind of kbopog, the well-constructed hall of his family (évi peydpw
evmKT®, 661). When as a young man he kills an uncle and needs to flee from angry relatives, he
makes use of another sort of kdcoc, the ships he straightaway constructed (oiyo. vijog Ennte, 664)
for his flight. And with his wandering at sea finally over, having discovered the island of Rhodes,
he sets about constructing, from the great host of people he had gathered and brought with him on
the ships, yet another sort of kécpoc, this one tripartite. He founds three cities on the island
(Lindos, Ielusos, and Kameiros, 656); settles his people in them according to tribe (tpryBa dxnOev
KatapuAadov, 668), that is, on the easiest interpretation, gives one city to each of the apparently
three tribes which make up his population (Aadv, 664); and then unites the three communities
under himself, as the three parts of the single apparatus (31 tpiya kooun0évteg, 655) by which he
will hold sway over the island.®

8 Kirk (1985:225 ad 655-56) takes 510 tpiya kooun0évieg to mean that the Rhodian troops were marshaled into three
groups at Troy, but this confuses what seems a fairly simple sequence of thought. Our phrase comes in the second half
of its line, following those who dwell about Rhodes in the first half, and further specifies the number of communities
which the Rhodians have on their island, after which, in the next line, the poet gives us the names of the communities.
I would guess that Kirk has been influenced by the several instances of kooueiv occurring in proximity to this one
which do take soldiers on the battlefield as their objects (see n. 7 above for a list of these instances). There is a further
argument against Kirk’s reading. The story of Tlepolemos and his colonization of Rhodes has a fairly typical ring
structure, and it happens that this structure is nicely framed by dui tpiya xKooun6évteg and tpryfa...Hdxnbev (668),
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This concludes our (second) survey of the kocpeiv verb and its compounds. In summation,
these are still very much pro-verbs, in the sense that they regularly appear in the place of other,
more graphically descriptive verbs; but the actions entailed in each context, we can now say
definitively, are not ones conceived as constituting anything so universal or quasi-philosophical as
last chapter’s efficacious whole of parts: in every case, rather, the verb signifies the assembling (or
with the dmo- prefix, the disassembling) of a particular machine or apparatus of one form or
another. Nor is there anything special qua kocpog about these cases: every arrow-nocked bow and
fully rigged ship, every tidy home and ready meal, every formation of soldiers or hunters or
feasters, and every kingdom under its king; they are all, through the lens of epic discourse,
machines and apparatuses; and it is the poet’s wish to make this fact explicit in certain moments
of assembling and disassembling which determines his use of the verbs. For here in this world, as
I am claiming, and take the kooueiv system to show at least in part, every association of persons
and things, if it is not confusion or chaos, appears as a k6cpoc—with all that this word, construed
as machine, would seem to entail about both the nature and functioning of the entities in
association (machines serve the interest and purpose of their operators), as well as the conditions
under which they may be associated (the would-be parts of a machine cannot assemble themselves,
requiring in each case an assembler).

I need to explain at this point just why it is that Homer and his characters speak and think
this way; why it is that they are always speaking and thinking about machines. In the simplest
terms, this is because of the particular conception of the world which they all share. The poet, in
keeping with the same traditional discourse by which he conceives all associated entities as kdopot,
conceives the entire world of his diegesis, which we shall see with time is a fundamentally socia/
world of mortal and immortal persons, as a single kdcopoc, the great political apparatus of the
highest immortal, king Zeus. Every other set of associated entities appearing in this world is then
a further, nested x6opog which one or more agents assemble and operate in the act of ever
performing their respective roles in the great koopog of Zeus.” We will consider the lineaments of
the apparatus more closely in the next chapter. Suffice it to say for now that this is the kdopog in
question on every occasion that the speech or action of characters is reported, judged, or
commanded to be & or od katd kocpov: these phrases always mean well according to or not
according to the machine of the great god Zeus.!” T want now to give an example of the phrase
from Book 17 of the /liad. 1t is an instance worth considering in some detail, as the cosmic stakes
of its use are made in this case abundantly clear.

which must accordingly be roughly equivalent to one another. On the poetics of colonization in early Greek literature,
Dougherty 1993a and 1993b.

° The individual persons who constitute the great social kocpog are principally distinguished from one another by the
different roles which they play in it, and it is one’s role in this k6copog which determines the different kinds of k6c0g
which different persons spend their lives assembling and operating. I will touch on this dynamic at several points in
this chapter, but see the next one for a fuller account.

191 argue in the next chapter, and demonstrate on verse-technical grounds in the appendix, that these kdopoc phrases
are part of a fairly large system of metrically variant phrases (including, for instance, katd poipov and kat aicav) that
are all used in more or less the same way.

48



Hector’s Tragedy and the Arms of Achilles

The immediate context for the phrase is this: Patroclus has just fallen, and there follows a
protracted fight over his corpse and the suit of armor he had been wearing, the famous and magical
armor of Achilles. Hector manages to secure the armor early on, and initially orders men to carry
it back to the city, where it would remain as a kA€og for him, a trophy that people would hear about
(17.130-31); but he soon decides instead to wear the arms of Achilles (184-87); he will himself
use these divine implements to rally his troops and renew their push for the body of Patroclus. But
just when Hector begins to put them on—and this is the part we are interested in—the poet cuts
away from the battlefield to a far-off Zeus, who has nevertheless spotted Hector in the moment of
his arming (198-214):

Tov &8 g ovv dmdvevdey 1dev vepelnyepéto Zedg
tevyeot [InAeidao kopvsadpevov Beioto,
KIVAGOG paL KApM TpoTi Ov pubncato Bopdv: (200)
0 8eil’ 008¢ Ti Tot Bdvatog KoTaddudg oty
0¢ 81 o1 oYEdOV glot: 6V & auPpoto TevyEN SHVEIG
avopOg APLoTHOG, TOV TE TPOUEOLGL KOl GAAOL:
10D 01 £Taipov Emeveg Evnéa T KpaTEPOV TE,
TEVYEN O’ 0V KATA KOGPOV Amd Kpatdg T€ Kol dU®V (205)
gldev dtdp o1 VOV ye péya Kpatog £yyvoriém,
TOV oWV 6 To1 0V TL PdyNG EKVOGTHOUVTL
déEetanr Avopoudym kivta tevyea IInAgimvog,.
"H xai kvavénocty én’ 6¢poct vedoe Kpoviov.
"Extopt 6’ fippoce tedye’ €nt ypot, 30 6& pv Apng (210)
dewog évudihog, mAfjoBev &’ dpa ol péLE’ €vTOg
GAKT G Kol 00€vEOC: HETA O KAEITOVG EMKOVPOVS
Bii pa péya idywv: ivodAreto 8¢ oPiol TG
Te0YESL Aapumdpevog peyadvpov Inieiovog.

When Zeus cloud-gatherer saw this man [Hector] far off, arming himself in the gear
of the divine son of Peleus, he shook his head and spoke to his spirit: ‘Ah, poor
man! Not at all does Death weigh upon your spirit, who is now coming in close to
you, as you put on the immortal gear of the best man, at whom the rest also tremble;
whose strong and gentle companion you killed, and took the gear, not according
to (the) kosmos, from his head and shoulders. But for now at least, I shall grant you
great strength, as the recompense for these things: that Andromache will not receive
from you, when you return home, the famous gear of the son of Peleus.” He spoke
and with his dark brows nodded, the son of Kronos. And the gear fit to the body of
Hector, and Ares entered him, terrible Enyalios, and straightaway filled his limbs
with strength and vigor; and he [Hector] went shouting loudly among his famous
allies; and he appeared to them all, shining in the gear of the great-spirited son of
Peleus.

The question is this: in what sense exactly has Hector, according to Zeus, taken the arms
of Achilles oV kotd k6opov? The consensus would have it that Hector has acted in an unseemly
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or presumptuous way, and that Zeus here calls him out for it: his conduct is not according to
order.!! But there being in this world nothing per se objectionable about stripping a corpse, every
commentator has to find something in the particulars of the situation which makes Hector’s
conduct objectionable. There is some disagreement here, but the most prevalent view today holds
that Hector lacks the status to wear the panoply of Achilles.!? These are the arms of a demigod,
forged by Hephaestus himself, and given by the gods as a gift to Peleus on the day he married
Thetis, a goddess; and here we have Hector, a son of merely mortal parents, preparing to wear
them into battle; Zeus naturally chafes at the sight, condemns the act as o0 katd k6GHOV.

No doubt this reading makes fairly quick and easy sense of the phrase, but there are a
number of problems with it. First, while it is both true and important that Hector dons the arms of
a superior man, if it is this to which Zeus here objects, why has Patroclus been able to wear the
same arms without provoking similar outrage?'? Is the son of Menoitius so much the superior in
status to Hector, the son of Priam, king of wide Troy? Second, if it is specifically the donning of
the arms, and not the faking of them, that offends against propriety, why has Zeus not said this?
Why has the poet had him say clearly and prominently, by the enjambment of &fAev in verse 206,
that Hector’s getting hold of the arms is oV katd k6cpov? Third and most fundamentally, if we set
aside the evidence which commentators make of 00 katd kOGpov, is there anything in this scene
which suggests that Hector’s conduct is at all indecent? Or that Zeus takes offense to it on such
grounds? Is this not rather a thoroughly pathetic scene, and, as it turns out, one of a fairly familiar

! Lattimore 1951: 359 translates the phrase “as you should not have done”; Whitman 1958: 243 renders it “not in
good season”; Redfield 1975: 150 and Taplin 1992: 185 “wrongly”’; Willock 1984: 257-58 ad loc. and Edwards 1991:
82 ad 205-6 “improperly”; and Elmer 2013: 133 “in violation of order.” Allan (2005: 7-8) offers two translations: “in
no way rightly” and then “not according to order.” Bassett (1923) credits the phrase with making it clear “that Hector
violated some rule of conduct” (117), and then adds: “Whatever the precise meaning of o0 kot kK6cHOV may be, it
certainly implies the failure to act comme il faut” (118).

12 Edwards 1991:82 ad 205-6 is a good example of the status interpretation: “Normally there is nothing wrong in
stripping the armour from a dead enemy.. ., but Zeus considers Hektor’s donning of armour presented by the gods to
be presumptuous, just as he later refuses to let him capture the immortal horses.” Willcock 1984: 257-58 ad loc. is
another: “There is no impropriety in taking the armour of a dead foe. What Zeus means is that Hektor does not have
the status to wear the immortal arms of Achilleus.” See also Pucci 2018:69 n. 99. This is one of two explanations
which go back to the scholia. The wording we find there is this: o0 kot KOopov “because it is appropriate for Peleus
and those in the line of Peleus to wear the arms, to whom the gods gave them” (TInAei yap kai toig [InAémg énéPodev
O T POpETV, oic ESwkav oi Ogoi, T). The other of the two explanations has it that Hector does not really kill Patroclus
(striking him third after Apollo and Euphorbus), so that he has no business taking and wearing the armor as though he
had: o0 xotd kOGpOV “because, having not killed Patroclus, he wears the gear” (€mei pn avelov tov Idtpokiov td
6mha @opel, A). This is the interpretation which Reinhardt 1961: 337 adopts. According to Allan 2005, in what
amounts to a tweak to the second of the scholia readings, the impropriety is not that Hector fails to kill Patroclus on
his own, but that he takes from Patroclus, having killed him, the arms of another man, Achilles, whom he of course
has not killed: “Hector’s actions are ov katd kKOGpov because the person whose corpse he has stripped is not the
rightful owner of the armour” (7-8). Bassett 1923: 118, following the lead of Eustathius, contorts the Greek by taking
0V, not with kot kéopov, but with ikev in the next line. This allows him to locate the offense in the fact that Hector
does not personally remove the armor he is donning from the corpse of Patroclus (Apollo having already done this).
His paraphrase: “you did not, as you ought to have done if you were to appropriate the spolia opima, take the armor
from the head and shoulders of Patroclus.” And that of Eustathius: “having not despoiled, as one ought to, but with
Phoebus having disarmed Patroclus, you took them [the arms] as a gift or even as a bit of good luck” (ovx £oxdAevoag,
a¢ &xpfv, aAAa tod Doifov tov Ildtporxlov dpomAiicavtoc, oL ddpov ilov avtd 1| kol mg ebpnua, ad. Hom. Il.
4.39.14-16).

13 When Patroclus, wearing the very same armor of Achilles, makes his assault against the walls of Troy and is turned
away by Apollo, the god compares him negatively to Achilles but at no point expresses any outrage about the armor
(16.707-9).
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sort, wherein Zeus looks piteously on a beloved mortal whose death is near, and grants or at least
contemplates some concession?'*

Some further context is needed at this point. This has been a day of great and unprecedented
success for Hector and his men. Under his leadership, carrying out, for once, his plan, they have
been able to breach the ditch and huge wall that protect the camp and ships of the Achaeans (Hector
in fact single-handedly smashes through the wall’s gates).!> On the other side of these
fortifications, they have further managed, after a difficult fight, to set fire to one of the Greek ships,
that of the long dead Protesilaos.'® And, while they are thereupon routed and pushed back to the
city wall by Patroclus, leading the rested Myrmidons back to war, Hector thinks himself well on
the way to recuperating the loss.!” He has in fact just killed Patroclus, who appears to be the only
uninjured Greek leader in action; and, in what is perhaps the most remarkable twist of all, he has
retrieved from the man’s corpse the famous arms of Achilles: the suit of armor which Achilles
would seem to need, should he ever choose to rejoin the war.!'8

These are all great accomplishments, each of them a credit to Hector; but the last is
nevertheless unlike the rest in one important respect. Whereas the rest are achievements which we
know Zeus to have orchestrated in the work of implementing a much larger plan of his own, the
Aw0g PovAn (the implementation of which is the story of the Iliad, from start to finish, just as the
story of the Odyssey is the implementation of a further plan of Zeus), the last is something which
Zeus, at least before a certain point in the action, has neither planned on nor anticipated.!” What is

141 have in mind moments like /1. 15.4-12, 16.431-38, 17.648-50, 19.340-41, and 22.167-76. At II. 17.441-55, Zeus
again looks on in pity, not for a mortal this time, but for the immortal horses of Achilles. On pathos as a motif in
Homer, see Griffin 1976.

15 Hector makes it clear in a speech at 15.718-25, calling on his men to bring him a torch with which to set fire to the
ship of Protesilaos, that he has long wanted to make an assault like this on the ships, but that the elders of Troy have
hitherto forbidden him. He breaches the wall at 12.430-71.

16 Hector and his army come close to the ships at the end of Book 12, when they cross the ditch and breach the wall
of the Achaeans, but they do not manage to reach them until the end of Book 15, which concludes with Hector clinging
to the ship of Protesilaos, calling for fire. The ship is finally set ablaze in the sequel at 112-23.

17 Patroclus enters the fight moments after the ship is torched (16.257-77) and immediately routs the Trojans, pushing
them back in confusion across the ditch (278-418).

18 The death of Patroclus, discussed in more detail below, comes as the final episode of Book 16 (777-867).

19 The Iliadic Awg BovA is first referred to in the fifth line of the poem’s first book, where we are told that it was
being accomplished from the moment that Agamemnon and Achilles first had their falling out. There has always been
a controversy about the exact nature and scope of the plan. There are four basic positions. The first and perhaps most
popular today has it that the plan is the promise which Zeus makes to Thetis, according to which he will honor Achilles
by causing the Greeks to lose without the hero’s help on the battlefield. This is the view, among modern commentators,
of Bassett 1922, Schadewaldt 1966: 146, and Kirk 1985: 53, but it goes back to Aristophanes and Aristarchus. The
obvious problem with this view, which Redfield 1979: 106 points out, is that the plan is evidently being accomplished
before Zeus makes this promise. The second position, which also goes back to antiquity, has it that the /liadic plan is
the same one referred to in the proem of the Cypria, according to which Zeus contrives the Trojan War in order to kill
off mortals and thereby relieve Gaia of their burdensome weight. Among modern commentators, this is most notably
the view of Kullmann 1955. The third position has it that the plan being accomplished is more narrowly the fated
destruction of Troy, a thing which Zeus achieves through the pfjvig of Achilles. This is the view of Pagliaro 1955 and
Redfield 1979. The fourth and final position is that the plan is not in fact a particular plan at all, but rather a fairly
general statement of divine will; for which, see Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1920: 245-46. Of the four, this view is the
weakest, since BovAr| in Homer, as Kullmann 1955: 168 makes clear, is always a particular and concrete plan for
action. But Clay 1999 is surely right to push back against the idea that the Awdg BovAr} must be one or another of the
other three options, for these are not really discrete plans at all, but rather plans within plans. The largest of them is
the plan to lighten the burden of Gaia, which starts with the judgement of Paris and ends with the fall of Troy; the
second, being nested within the first, is the one involving the wrath of Achilles, that is, the story of our //iad, by which
Zeus, contriving the death of Hector at the hands of Achilles, brings Troy to the brink of destruction in the final year
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more: it is a feat which prima facie threatens to throw a wrench in the very plan for which Zeus
has contrived all the earlier achievements of Hector.

So it is really Zeus who drives Hector and the Trojans with such force against the Greeks,
Zeus who gives Hector the means to break through the Greek wall, and Zeus who beats back Ajax,
who is another Greek wall, when he alone stands between the Trojans and the ship of Protesilaos;
he contrives all of this with the expectation that Achilles, recognizing the desperate situation of
the Greeks, but still unwilling to give up his anger at Agamemnon, will send out Patroclus to fight
the Trojans back from the ships and camp.?? And after this, when, like clockwork, Patroclus has
re-entered the fight and repelled the Trojans, it is again Zeus, working through his agent Apollo,
who contrives that Hector kill Patroclus; intending by this ploy to redirect the anger of Achilles
against Hector, and at last draw him back into the fighting.?!

Beyond these, Zeus has planned from the start no further success for Hector. Indeed, the
next and final step in his plan, working this time through Athena, is to have Achilles kill Hector;
whose death, as the great hero and defender of Troy, will in turn set the stage for the final episode
of the war: the sack of the city (another job which Zeus will farm out to Athena).??> The death of
Hector at the hands of Achilles is what completes the /iadic plan of Zeus, and brings Troy to the

of the war; and the smallest of the three, being but a part of the Iliadic story, is the particular ploy by which Zeus,
promising to honor Achilles by momentarily aiding Hector, draws the latter out to be a victim of the former. I agree
with Allan 2008 to the extent that there is always some plan of Zeus being accomplished, but insist with Kullmann
that the referent of fovAn is always some specific plan. See the conclusion to this dissertation for more on the execution
of a A10¢ PovAn as the basic plot of epic poetry.

20 The poet makes it abundantly clear, on a number of occasions, across several books, that Zeus is behind the success
of Hector’s assault. What follows is a catalogue of those moments: a little way into Book 11, with the two sides
fighting about the ditch, the gods are angry with the son of Kronos “because he was then planning to hold out kudos
to the Trojans” (olvek’ dpa Tpheoov EfovAeto kBdog Opé€at, 79). A bit later, he gets word to Hector through his
messenger Iris that “[he] will hand him the power to kill until he reaches the well-benched ships” (192-93). When
Hector then makes his move against the Greeks, the poet asks at 299-300: “Whom first and whom last did he kill,
Hector, son of Priam, when Zeus gave him kudos (6t€ ol Zevg k0d0g £dmrev)?” By the start of the next book, “the
Argives, having been mastered by the whip of Zeus (Aog paotiyt dapévreg), were being held back, penned in with
their hollow ships, fearing Hector, the bold deviser of their flight” (37-39). Soon after this, when Asios, a Trojan ally,
is facing off against Polypoites and Leonteus, who alone guard the gates of the Achaean wall, he prays to Zeus for
aid, but is unable to persuade the god, “for his heart was planning to hold out kudos to Hector” ("Extopt ydp ot Oupog
€PovAeTo kDO0g Opé€at, 174). The battle before the wall accordingly hangs in the balance “until the time when Zeus
gave greater kudos to Hector (Zedg kddog vnéptepov “Extopt ddke), son of Priam, who was the first to spring at the
wall of the Achaeans” (437-38). He is then able to wield easily the huge rock with which he busts open the gates
because “the child of crooked-minded Kronos made it light for him” (tov ol élagpov £0nke Kpdvov mdig
ayxvlopntem, 450). The next book begins some twenty lines later with the poet saying: “And when Zeus had
conducted Hector and the Trojans to the ships...” (Zedg & émel obv Tpddg 1€ koi “Extopo vnuoi mélacoe 13.1). And
near the middle of the same book, he reminds the audience that “Zeus was then planning victory for the Trojans and
Hector” (Zevg pév pa Tpdeoot kai "Extopt fovAeto vikny, 347). When Zeus, following his deception by Hera, wakes
up at the start of Book 15 and refocuses his attention on the execution of his fovAr], he sends Apollo to the aid of
Hector, who has been wounded in the interval, and loans his son his famous aegis, by which to terrify the Achaeans
and push them back at last upon their ships (229-35); we then watch this play out over the rest of the book, as the
Trojans “bring to completion the commands of Zeus” (A10¢ 8” £tédelov Epetpag, 593). And at the height of the action,
Zeus himself takes an active role in the fighting. Working from the aither, he becomes the personal defender of Hector
(a010G...01 dm’ aifépog Rev apdviop / Zevg, 610-11); “he stirs Hector against the hollow ships” (vieoowv &mt
yhauptiow &yepev / “Extopa, 603-4); he “drives him from behind with his immensely large hand, and stirs on the
host together with him” (tov 88 Zevg dogev dmiche / yeipi pdha peydn, dtpuve & Aadv ép’ avtd, 694-95).

2! Zeus himself reveals that this is his plan on several occasions, most notably at /. 8.470-83 and 15.49-77.

22 When Zeus, following Hera’s famous deception, reveals to his wife a fair portion of his Iliadic Boor], he makes it
clear that the Achaeans will eventually take Troy “through the plans of Athena” (A8nvaing dw fovrdg, /1. 15.70).
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doorstep of its Zeus-plotted doom. So it is not difficult to see how the latest deed of Hector, his
taking the armor of Achilles, runs counter to the plan of Zeus, and at a critical moment no less:
how will Achilles now avenge Patroclus by killing Hector, when Hector has the armor that Achilles
needs in order to fight?

This hiccup in the plan of Zeus stems from a contingency of mortal planning. While Zeus,
by helping the Trojans and baffling the Greeks, angles for Achilles to send Patroclus out; it is no
part of his plan that Patroclus impersonate Achilles by wearing his armor. This is an idea which
originates with Nestor back in Iliad 11.2* Achilles is watching the fight from the stern of his
beached ship, spots Nestor driving a wounded man back to safety, and sends Patroclus to confirm
if, as he suspects, this man is Machaon, the famous healer. When Patroclus arrives at the tent of
Nestor, discovers a wounded Machaon, and is about to return, Nestor detains him and urges him,
as the man closest to the heart of Achilles, to try to reason with his companion; to see whether, in
this ever-worsening situation, he might now give up his anger and rejoin the fight, or else, by way
of a compromise, allow Patroclus to go in his place, leading the Myrmidons. So far so good; but
note what Nestor tacks onto the compromise option (798-801):

Kol TOl TEVYEN KOAL 00Tm TOAELOVOE Pépecat,

ai k¢ og 10 glokovteg AmMOGYMOVTOL TOAELO10

Tpddeg, dvomvedomot 8 apriot vieg Ayoudv (800)
TEPOUEVOL: OALYT O€ T’ AVATTVEVLGIG TOAELLO10.

And let him give you his fine gear to carry into the fight, if perhaps the Trojans,
taking you for him, would hold back from the fight, and the war-like sons of the
Achaeans could catch their breath, worn out as they are now; for there is little room
for breathing in the fight.

And when, at the start of /liad 16, Patroclus finally returns to the tent of Achilles and makes his
appeal, he does not just follow the advice of Nestor, he ends up delivering the very script which

Nestor has earlier modelled for him; and so again tacks onto the compromise option this further
idea of disguise (40-43):

300G 0¢ pot dpouv T b tevyen Bopnydival, (40)
ol K° éug ool Tokovteg AmOGYMVTOL TOAELO10

Tpdeg, dvomvedonot 8 Apfiiot vieg Ayoudv

TEPOUEVOL: OALYT O€ T’ AVATTVEVLCIG TOAELLO10.

And give to me your gear to wear on my shoulders, if perhaps the Trojans, taking
me for you, would hold back from the fight, and the war-like sons of the Achaeans
could catch their breath, worn out as they are now; for there is little room for
breathing in the fight.

23 Janko 1992: 310-11 rightly observes that Patroclus wearing the armor of Achilles “is an innovation which the poet
has not fully harmonized with the tradition. At the end of the /liad Akhilleus owns fwo divine panoplies, one each for
Aias and Odysseus; the story of their strife over his armour must be older, and betrays the innovation.”
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This is how it happens that Achilles, by now agreeing to the compromise, advances the plan of
Zeus in the moment, for he will put Patroclus in the field, but also sets up a possible obstruction
to it down the line, because he may not have the armor he will need to avenge the fallen Patroclus.

The poet puts off having Zeus speak directly to the issue of the armor until the climactic
moment from which we started out, and to which we will shortly return: when Hector already has
the gear in his hands and sets about harnessing himself with it. But this is not to say that the poet,
prior to this point, has left us entirely in the dark about the thinking of Zeus. There are two
references to the armor which prepare us for the god’s dramatic address. The first reveals the kernel
of Zeus’s intention, but leaves us perplexed and in need of further information. It comes at /liad
16.644-55, just after Patroclus, performing an unenviable part in the plan of Zeus, has killed a
mortal son of Zeus, Sarpedon. As the two sides fight terribly over his body, the Olympian, who in
his grief has staged this horrible scene, looks on it intently, wondering whether or not this is the
right time to see through the next step in his plan:

...000¢ ToTE ZEVG
Tpéyev and Kpotept|g LoUivNg OooE POEWVD, (645)
AL KaT’ aToVg aigv Opa kol epdaleto Boud,
TOAAG LAA™ apel ove TTatpoxiov pepunpifov,
1 fjon Kai Kevov évi kpatept] vouivn
avTod &’ AvTifE® Zopmndovi eaidog "Extwp
YOAKD dN®ON, Ard T AUV TevYe’ EANTaL, (650)
7 11 Kod TAEOVEGTY OQENLEIEY TTOVOV OimTDV.
®de 8¢ oi ppovéovt Sodocato KEpSIOV Elvar
dpp’ g Oepdmawv IInAniddem AyiAfoc
g€avtic Tpdag te kai "Extopa yoAKoKopLGTHV
doorto mpoti dotv, ToAé®mV 8 Amd Buuodv Elotro. (655)

Nor did Zeus ever turn his shining eyes away from the hard fighting, but he kept
looking down upon the men always, and kept reflecting with his heart, pondering
very much about the slaughter of Patroclus, whether now also in the hard fighting,
there over godlike Sarpedon, shining Hector should cut him [Patroclus] down with
the bronze, and take the gear from his shoulders, or whether he [Patroclus] should
further increase for even more men the steep toil [of war]. And to him [Zeus],
thinking in this way, it seemed to be more profitable that the good retainer of
Achilles, son of Peleus, drive the Trojans and bronze-helmed Hector back to the
city, and seize the spirit from many.

We enter the mind of Zeus as he considers, not whether, but when to have Hector kill Patroclus;
for, now that he has entered the fight, repelled the Trojans, and killed all the many men, Sarpedon
being the last of these, whom Zeus has long since planned for him to kill, all that remains for
Patroclus in the Awdg fovAn is to die his death at the hands of Hector. This second option just buys
Patroclus a little time. Zeus now grants him an unscripted and ultimately ineffectual last hurrah;
after which, per the first option, he will have Hector cut him down with the bronze (yaAx® dnoon,
650) and—what comes to us now as new and perplexing information—take the gear from his
shoulders (dnd T duwv tevye’ EAntan). If the entire point of having Hector kill Patroclus is to draw
Achilles back to the fighting, as we know it is, why is Zeus here resolved to hand the armor of
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Achilles over to Hector? Why not instead just have the Greeks recover the armor together with the
body of Patroclus? And will Achilles now borrow the armor of another? Whose will happen to fit
him? Will he instead enter the fight yopuvog, and fight with no armor at all? There is no way to tell;
the death and stripping of Patroclus are deferred, and the poet now focuses with Zeus on the hero’s
charge against the city.

The second reference to the armor comes just after this charge, when Apollo, at last
executing the next step in the plan of Zeus, works to bring about the death of Patroclus. He
approaches, invisible to all because covered in a mist, and stands behind his victim; slaps him once
where the back meets the shoulders, stunning him; and then, there in the thick of the fighting,
violently divests him of his arms and armor. The first piece to go is the crested helmet. The god
strikes it from his head, and as it rolls and clangs on the ground, its plume now fouled with blood
and dirt, the poet comments (796-800):

...TePOG Ve P&V 00 BEIG ey
inmoKopov TAnKa paivestat kovinow,
AL’ avdpog Beloto kdpn yapiev te pétomov
POeT’” AyiAAfjog: TOTE 0& Zebg "Extopt ddKeV
1 KEQOAR Popéety, oyedd0ev 8¢ oi fiev dAedpog. (800)

Formerly it was not a thing established [sc. by Zeus] that the horse-hair helmet be
stained with dirt, but that is when it was protecting the lovely head and brow of a
godly man, Achilles; and at this point Zeus gave it to Hector to wear on his head,
for close to him was his own destruction.

The poet here concedes that Zeus has had to change things up. It was not all along a 8¢uuc,
something which Zeus has set in place (ti6nu) as a matter of his policy, that the helmet of Achilles
be befouled now: so long as Achilles had it and was wearing it, there was no cause for this. But
now that Achilles has given it to Patroclus to wear, and Zeus needs Patroclus dead, this befoulment
of the helmet most certainly is a 8épuc: it is not as though Apollo goes rogue in the moment he
sends it rolling in the dirt. Zeus has decided to give the helmet over to Hector in just this way; and
further decided, we hear now for the first time, that Hector will presently wear the thing on his
own head. But this change will not substantially alter the plan of Zeus, nor even delay its execution.
As the last hemistich of the poet’s comment states rather starkly, death is still close to Hector.
Two questions remain at this point. First, why does Zeus, despite the obvious complication
it causes him, want Hector to have and wear the armor of Achilles? Second, how will Achilles
manage to kill Hector without it? We do not get an answer to the second question until Book 18,
when, very famously, Thetis calls in a favor with Hephaestus, and the smith forges an altogether
new suit of armor for Achilles.?* The answer to the second question, it will now be obvious, comes
in the passage we started from, the address of Zeus to Hector in Book 17. Let us now return to it.
The address makes clear that the death of Hector, while an essential part in the plan of
Zeus, is not something which the god is looking forward to; it is not a step that he, as one who
genuinely cares for Hector, will execute lightly. What is more, we gather from the address that
Zeus is not at all insensitive to the false expectation he has raised in Hector: in this moment,
following these successes, death is not even a thought in the mind of Hector, and yet it is just now

24 On this scene, and the parallel dynamic between Thetis and Achilles, on the one hand, and Eos and Memnon, who
also has Hephaestean armor, on the other, see Slatkin 2011: 31-51.
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closing in on him. As Zeus puts it right at the start of his address: & 3&id’ 008é ti o1 Odvoarog
KatadOuog dotv, Og 81 tot oxedov eiot (17.201). Here in what he is contriving to be the final
hours of Hector’s life, and the last days of his people, Zeus has made the doomed man think,
perhaps for the first time in ten years of constant struggle and loss, that this war might not end in
disaster. Unaware of the larger plan and his part to play within it, Hector recognizes from the
ground, as success follows upon success, only that Zeus now aids his efforts, and so he moves to
capitalize on this welcome turn of events, supposing in error that it is the Awog BovAn that he take
the Greek ships: so does it happen that Hector eagerly but unwittingly takes every step which leads
to his death.?’ All of this is just to say that the /liadic plan of Zeus creates, as one of its byproducts,
the tragedy of Hector; and that in our scene (and there are a couple others like it) the poet allows
us to see Zeus as he struggles with this fact.?®

It is in his pity for the man that Zeus, having decided to do it earlier, now officially confers
upon Hector the armor of Achilles to wear. Although it had not been a part of his plan from the
start, and, indeed, would seem at least prima facie to be a hindrance to it, Zeus here, with a nod of
his head, throws Hector a bone: coloring within the lines of the larger plan that now requires the
death of Hector, Zeus has turned a minor inconvenience of mortal planning (the impersonation of
Achilles by Patroclus wearing his armor) into a way of honoring Hector, now at the end of his line,
for a life of dutiful service. These duppota tevyea (202) and the péya kpdrog (206) to wield them
are a recompense (townv, 207) for the fact that, as Zeus puts it here euphemistically, Andromache
will not receive from you, when you have returned home, the famous gear of the son of Peleus (tot
oV T1 pdyng €x vootnoovtt / 0éEetan Avopopdym kivta tedyea Inieiovog, 207-8). We of course
know by now what Zeus cannot quite bring himself to say: it is not as though Hector will lose the

25 Hector is made to give expression to his error at /. 12. 241-43, when he is about to lead the Trojans across the Greek
ditch and Polydamas advises him against it, having just observed what he correctly takes to be a bird of bad omen sent
from Zeus; Hector rebukes him and responds: “let us trust in the plan of great Zeus (f|ueic 8¢ peydroto Aog neibdpedo
BouAf}), who rules over all mortals and immortals; one bird sign is best: to defend the fatherland.” For more on this
scene, see the next chapter.

26 The classic study of Hector’s tragedy is that of Redfield 1975. My issue with the reading is the particular world in
which Redfield situates the tragedy. It is, as his title attests, an anachronistically dyadic world of nature and culture.
The problem is that this conception of a world allows him to minimize the extent to which Hector’s tragedy is a thing
divinely orchestrated. “The gods of the /liad,” according to Redfield, “are generally frivolous, unsteady creatures,
whose friendship or enmity has little to do with human justice. They do not appear in the narrative as guarantors of
human norms or as the sources of natural process. These Iliadic gods may use the means of nature—thunderbolt and
earthquake—but they do not guarantee a cosmos; their interventions are erratic and personal. Most important, the gods
of the /liad are lacking in numen; they are in fact the chief source of comedy in the poem” (76). Having thus written
the gods out of any real role in the world, Redfield posits as a power over and above them an impossibly abstract
conception of fate, which he then identifies with the nature of his title: “fate is nature, is the order of the world. The
Homeric gods did not create this world. They too have a genos, a ‘breeding,’ a nature and a place in nature. Not having
made the world, the gods are not responsible for it and have no special obligations toward it” (135). The identification
of fate with nature allows him to carve out within this sphere of apparently immutable facts and forces a further sphere
of so-called culture, the other element of his title, wherein human beings, in their various ways, confront the problem
of nature and learn to deal with the constraints it imposes. Finally, within this dyadic model of fate-cum-nature and
culture, he claims that literary tragedies like Hector’s play out squarely within the sphere of culture, in those extreme
moments when “the limitations and self-contradictions” (91) of a culture are laid bare, and its system of rules and
values no longer provide clear guidance about proper action, so that otherwise virtuous men make disastrous errors.
For Redfield, in other words, tragedy is a means by which the poet “imaginatively tests the limits of his culture’s
capacity to function” (80). On the subject of Hector, see also Schein 1984: 168-95. On the genealogy of the distinction
between nature and culture, see Descola 2013.
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armor in the field and manage to make his way back home without it; he will lose his life with the
armor, and never see any homecoming.

So much for the basic thrust of the address and the context in which Zeus makes it. It
remains now to consider what exactly he means by the phrase o0 katd k6cpov. We have seen so
far that it would make little sense for him to mean that Hector has committed some offense against
propriety, as though he has done something which crosses a very vague and very abstract line,
across which an act is not according to order. 1t is Zeus himself, we know when we hear him speak
these words, who has decided to give the armor to Hector as a gift.

My contention, to restate it now in three parts, is, first, that k6cpog means here what it
always means in epic: it is the word by which the poet speaks of a machine, device, or apparatus
of one form or another. Second, that the apparatus in question, the one with which Hector has done
something out of whack, is the great one to which he and every other mortal and immortal person
alike, save for Zeus, who is its assembler and operator, belong as parts. They are all the parts of
the single x6cpoc by which Zeus, as the father of gods and men, governs all others and brings to
completion the various plans to which he sets his mind. In this case, it had been no part of the
lliadic plan of Zeus that Hector get the armor of Achilles; this is not something, before a certain
point, which he had been working to achieve by the manipulation of his political apparatus. This
is the sense in which Hector has taken the armor o0 katd kdéopov, not in agreement with the
apparatus. Third and finally, there is my claim that epic conceives every other whole of parts that
it gives representation to as a further k6opog, by the assembling and/or operating of which one or
more agents execute their particular parts within the kdéopog of Zeus. Our scene takes this
mechanism as its focus: this is precisely the moment in which Zeus authorizes Hector to assemble
about himself and use, pursuant to his part in the great kdopoc, the kdopog that is the paternal
armor of Achilles.

Hector has been arming himself since before the start of Zeus’s address; and he has no
doubt kept at it since our attention has turned away from him towards Zeus; but it is not until, and
emphatically just after, the sanctioning nod of the father that all the different pieces of gear are
finally said to fit to the body of Hector: after vedboe Kpoviwv at the end of line 209, comes in the
sequel "Extopt &’ fippoce tevye’ €mi xpot. It is only here, then, with the formal consent of Zeus,
that the gear harmonizes as a kdopog on the body of Hector. There is, in fact, a wonderful
ambiguity in this pair of verses which underscores my point. On the one hand, taking fjppooce
intransitively with tebyea as subject, Hector has been arming himself with the gear, and now we
hear, in simple summation, and perhaps with some surprise, seeing as how the suit has not been
fitted for him, that it now fits his body well.?” All the while we know, on the other hand, taking
fiprooce as a transitive verb, with Kpoviov from the previous line as subject, that it is really Zeus,
the son of Kronos, who has, in a show of pity for Hector, strapped him with the gear.?® The suit
becomes on Hector’s body one of the unspeakably numerous nested kdopot by which the great
political kdopog of Zeus operates; and now Ares enters the man, filling his limbs with the power
that Zeus has promised him (30 8¢ pv Apng / dewodg évoditog, TAfoBev &’ dpa ol pére’ €vtog /

%7 The intransitive reading is required on the other occasion that this verb is used in this way, when Paris, being an
archer who does not usually wear a corselet, has to borrow one from his cousin ahead of his duel with Menelaus (/1.
3.332-33).

28 Pucci 2018: 68, who takes Zeus as the subject of fippooce, understands Zeus to act nefariously here. He thinks that
Zeus, in harmonizing the armor to the body of Hector, has made sure to leave a place about the neck of Hector
unprotected, to which place Achilles, in his duel with Hector, will strike with his spear and so kill the man. This seems
to me a fanciful reading with no textual support, but I must say, as will be obvious by now, that I am sympathetic to
his belief in a conspiratorial Zeus.
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GAkTg kol oBéveog, 210-12); whereupon this super-charged Hector returns among his men,
shouting loudly to them, and showing himself to them as a beacon in the struggle over the corpse
of Patroclus. His intention here, as the lines which follow our excerpt develop in detail, is to get
the attention of the allied leaders, through whom, with each of them marshaling their own men, he
plans to assemble, from their combined stock of man-power, yet another k6cpog for himself to
wield by the authority of Zeus; by the use of which he will make the effort, but only by god’s will
succeed, at taking hold of the corpse of Patroclus.

Now, this is of course just one of the thirteen occasions on which the poet uses the phrase
£0/00 katd k6cpov; and perhaps it will seem like an example which has been conveniently chosen,
one that is uniquely able to accommodate what is really for epic an all-too-sophisticated conception
of reality. The doubt is not unreasonable! I have not as yet even demonstrated that k6cpog means
apparatus, but now insist, with an admittedly great leap, that the apparatus in this phrase is, by the
conception of epic, nothing other than the world. Worry not—with this instance of the phrase now
explained, and a rough sketch of the model now given, let us here make a new start, and begin
again from a thorough-going demonstration of the meaning of kécpoc, taking as our example the
instance at [liad 4.145.

Koopog as Apparatus: The Case of a Bridle

I have observed several times now that there are just three instances of k6cpoc in Homer
which act straightforwardly as nouns, which clearly pick out some particular in the world of the
poem and cannot, therefore, be translated by an abstraction like order. I have observed as many
times that philologists, in dealing with these cases of the word, usually reach for some shade of
the ornament meaning. So far, we have had occasion to consider closely just one of these three,
the one from Hera’s toilette in /liad 14. We saw there that, while Hera’s xocpog is not itself an
instance of the ornamental meaning, it is nevertheless by the interpretation of the word’s use in
this context that this meaning /ater comes to exist. I rehearse all of this now because our
demonstration brings us to another of these nominal kdcpot, and I want to stress from the start: if
the word in Homer does not yet have the ornamental sense in its originary context, we have a
priori reason to doubt any attribution of this meaning to an instance found beyond the boudoir. It
will nevertheless be convenient to take our start from the consensus that at //iad 4.145 the phrase
koopog it should be construed as an ornament for a horse. The critique of this consensus will
yield the first hints that we have here named, not an ornament, but an apparatus for a horse, that
is, the bridle apparatus. 1 stress first hints because there is then a further obstacle: the poet happens
in this case to have construed, by way of a rhetorical figure, a certain part of the bridle, which he
assumes will be familiar and so neglects to describe in functional terms, as the fully constituted
apparatus. We must accordingly identify this part and show how it comes to stand here
synecdochically for the whole.

The immediate context for the word is a notorious simile. We find it memorializing the
occasion that Pandarus, a Trojan-allied leader and notable archer, breaks a moments-old truce to
take a shot at Menelaus, but manages only to wound the man superficially. Just before the arrow
reaches its mark, Athena, having come suddenly to stand before Menelaus, swats the thing from
its course, diverting it to a place about his groin, where there are a number of defensive layers. The
arrow passes through each of these, but retains thereafter only enough energy to scratch the
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outermost layer of Menelaus’s skin. As blood then begins to flow from the wound, down along his
uncovered thighs, the contrast in color is likened to purple dye staining an ivory artifact (140-147):

avtiko 8 Eppeev oipo KeEAOVEQEC 8E ATEMRC. (140)
®¢ 0’ Ote Tic T EAEQOVTA YUVI] POIVIKL VN

Mnovig 1¢ Kéepa mapniov Eupevor innwov-

Kettan &’ €v BoAAN®, TOAEEG TE IV T|POAVTO

inmieg popéev: PactAi 6& keltan dyopa,

apeotepov Koouog 0’ it éhatipi e KDSOC: (145)
10101 ot Mevérae pidvOny aipatt umpoi

e0QLEeg Kvijpal T 108 oeupd KA’ VTévepBe.

Straightaway cloud-dark blood was flowing from the wound. And as when
someone, a woman, stains ivory—a Maeonian woman or a Carian—to be a
cheekpiece for horses; but it lies in an inner chamber, and many horsemen have
desired to use it; but in a king’s possession it lies, his delight, both the kosmos for
the horse, and the kudos for the driver; so, Menelaus, were your shapely thighs
stained with blood, and your calves, and your beautiful ankles below them.

The first two lines of the simile (141-42) show us the final stage in a manufacturing process
that has rendered a piece of ivory into what we are told is a cheekpiece for horses (mopfiov Eupevon
inmwv). But what sort of cheekpiece? The noun mapniov offers us no help: when it appears
elsewhere in Homer, it invariably signifies the cheeks or jaws of a face. Since the noun can here
only denote an artifact, the most we are warranted to glean from it is the pale cheekpiece.? Still,
being made of one costly substance and stained by another, we are clearly to imagine a precious
object; one which will, in fact, become the treasure of a king in the simile’s second movement
(143-45). On this basis, and the object’s further characterization as a k6cpog (145), it is concluded
that this must be some manner of ornamental attachment for the bridle of a horse.>® It must be
stressed, then, that it is this object’s being called a k6opog which gets us from the notion of a
precious object to one that is specifically ornamental in its nature: except for the evidence that is

2 See Il. 16.159, 23.690; Od. 19.208, 22.404.

30 1t is a minority of commentators who attempt to connect this wapnfiov with preserved realia. I would guess that this
is because, for most who encounter the passage, the artifact’s being called a k6opoc leaves little doubt about its nature.
When the attempt is made to identify the piece, it is usually concluded to be a blinker ornament; see, for example,
Lorimer 1950: 508, followed by Kirk 1985: 346. Found in contexts from the ninth century and later at various sites in
the Near East and eastern Aegean islands, although never in mainland Greece, these pieces were fastened to the cheek
strap of the bridle under the eye on each side of the horse’s face and seem to have often been worn together with a
snout ornament, for the representation of which see the horse head from Zincirli included in Barnett 1957: 100 as fig.
37a and b. These ornaments are made of different materials, variously sized, shaped, and decorated; for our purposes,
however, we need only note that many made of ivory have been found at the site of Nimrud in modern-day Irag—and
in an all too appropriate context, the storeroom of a ninth-century Assyrian king. At least a few of these pieces,
furthermore, show signs of having been darkly stained. For a catalogue and images of the the Nimrud ornaments, see
Orchard 1967. That no blinkers have been found in mainland Greece is treated by Carter 1985: 12 as support for the
identification on the grounds that Homer would have recognized such things from the Near East but had no technical
name for it other than to call it a mapfjiov. While the piece comes from a distant land, this in no way entails that the
object is foreign in nature to the poet or his audience. This is a conclusion that follows entirely from the view that the
poet is talking about a kind of ornament which we do not find in mainland Greece. We are about to see, as already
stated, that the kind of object identified here as a mapriov is an essential, functioning component of the bridle. Its
foreign manufacture, in Maeonia or Caria, distinguishes it as a piece fit for a king’s bridle.
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usually made of this word, why could this cheekpiece not be at once an object of great value and,
as we shall see, an essential, functioning component of the bridle? But if it is the interpretation of
KkOoog as ornament which determines the nature of this otherwise obscure cheekpiece, then there
is an unfortunate circularity in our viewing this instance of the word as one which confirms the
early availability of the ornament meaning, for we make sense of the object in light of the meaning
we attribute to this word, only to turn around and cite this k6cpog as a clear instance of the
ornamental meaning, as if there had been a preponderance of contextual evidence to support the
attribution of this sense here.’!

In our haste to conclude, because it is called a k6opog, that this artifact is an ornament or
in some sense ornamental, we have ignored what is clear contextual evidence that no such thing
is being talked about. We might begin from Kirk’s paraphrase of the simile’s second movement:
“The cheek-piece lies in a storeroom, many horsemen have coveted it but it lies there to delight a
king, to adorn his horse and bring glory to its owner.”*? Certain nouns have been rendered as verbs;
but, on the whole, Kirk tracks the Greek closely.?* And yet, for exactly this reason, two moments
where he deviates are all the more glaring. To begin with, the infinitive popéew in verse 144 has
dropped out completely: Kirk’s horsemen only desire or, to use his word, covet this cheekpiece;
they do not, as Homer’s do, desire to bear it. And one can see, however it came to fall out here,
why this infinitive would be a problem for anyone who regards the piece as an ornament: when
the verb is elsewhere used of human action in a literal way, it entails the carrying of an item on
one’s person, or else, more specifically, in one’s hands, where it comes close to meaning wield.
Thus, we are told that “Thyestes left his scepter for Agamemnon fo bear” (Bvéot’ Ayauépuvovi
Aglme popijvay, 1/. 2.107); and the bow which the suitors fail to string was one that Odysseus, before
going to war, “used to carry in his native land” (@dpet 84 pv fig émi yoing, Od. 21.4). How are we
to construe an ornament, one that is to be strapped to the face of another animal, as something
which many horsemen might desire to carry in their hands or otherwise on their persons?

A second departure points us to a further weakness of the ornament interpretation: whereas
the poet says that this cheekpiece is élatipt kDdog (145), that is, glory for a driver, Kirk says that
it “bring[s] glory to its owner.” We find the same fudging in Ford’s paraphrase, which better
unpacks the logic of the substitution: “the cheek-piece radiates the authority (kudos) of its noble
possessor.”** If one regards this mapniov as an ornament for the horse of a king, as Kirk and Ford
do, then any distinction which the piece garners would naturally redound on the king himself; and
do so regardless of whether he happens to be driving the chariot or riding as a passenger. So, the
question becomes: why has Homer chosen to add this irrelevant detail in so prominent a place;
chosen, at the climax of his simile, to underscore that the k0dog of this ornament redounds on the
king acting as a driver?

31 And yet we find that this instance of k6cpog is consistently translated ornamentally: rendered by “ornament” (Kahn
1960: 221, Mitchell 2011: 58, Oliensis 2019: 36), by “adornment” (Owen 1947: 42, Ford 2002: 116), by “beauty”
(Lattimore 1951: 117), by “Schmuck” (Philipp 1968: 9, Latacz 2017a: 11); said to designate “une pi¢ce d’équipement
ornementale d’un cheval” (du Sablon 2014: 59). And it is because of the interpretation of kdcpog that this otherwise
obscure cheekpiece is confidently identified as the “decorative element of a horse’s harness” (Elmer 2010: 292), an
“ornament” (Foltiny 1967: 12; Macé 2019: 44n15), an “ornamental artifact” (Oliensis 2019: 40), a “piece of art” (de
Jong 2004: 125), a “Schmuckstiick” (Danek 1997:95).

32 Kirk 1985: 346.

33 He has rendered 8yoApa, koopog, and kddoc, respectively, as “to delight,
no damage to the Greek.

34 Ford 2002: 117.

ERIT3

to adorn,” and “bring glory.” This does
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The response might be that the poet has in mind some competitive occasion, one like the
chariot race held at the funeral games for Patroclus in //iad 23, where three of the five contestants
were kings. Further describing the faciAfi as €Aatfipt, then, adds a touch of circumstantial detail
to the moment this ornament is imagined to emanate kddoc. But this added detail, which does seem
to be the implication of the Greek, serves only to bring into focus what has always been the
fundamental problem in construing this cheekpiece as an ornament: kddo¢ in Homer is never the
sort of distinction that comes from the trappings of wealth. It is a divine aura, at one point identified
with the “strength of Zeus” (Awg dikm, /I. 8.140), which is conferred on a hero in a moment of
potential greatness, be it on the battlefield, in council, or in competition, radically augmenting his
native prowess, so as to ensure his success in the undertaking.>> To take as our example the chariot
race just mentioned, recall that it is Eumelus, king of Pherae and other communities in Thessaly,
who first takes a clear lead, followed closely by Diomedes in second place; and that, just as the
two would have changed positions, Apollo, bearing a grudge against Diomedes, suddenly dashes
the whip from his hands, and all hope of victory from his mind.*® Noting the interference, Athena
proceeds to hand the race to her favorite. His whip is first returned, the chariot of Eumelus next
sabotaged, and then we are told, turning away from the wreckage (398-400):

Tvdeidng 6¢ mapatpéyoag Exe pdVLYOGS mmovg
TOAOV TV GAL®V EEAA1EVOG: &V Yap ABMvN
inmoic fike pévog Kol &’ antd kddoc E0nke (400)

But the son of Tydeus, having turned to pass [the wrecked Eumelus], continued to
control his single-hoofed horses, after leaping out far ahead of the others, for
Athena had cast spirit into his horses and put kudos on him.

The poet does not hereby give us privileged information. It must have been clear to all those
competing, both from the sudden speed of his horses, and the preternatural skill with which he,
despite this, continues to manage them, that Athena, the usual benefactor of Diomedes, has taken
a stake in the race. Thus does Antilochus, promoted by the wreck of Eumelus to third place behind
Menelaus, advise his team of the developments (403-7):

gupntov Kai ce®1- Titaivetov OTTL TUYIGTO.

ftot pev ketvotov €plépev ov L KeEAEL®

Tvdeidem tnmoiot daippovoc, oioty ABRvN (405)
vV dpee Tayog Kol €’ aTd KDOog EOmKev:

intmovg 8° Atpeidao Kiydverte, pun 6& AinncOov

Step on, you two! Bend into it as fast as you can! Although with those I do not
command you compete, the horses of the skilled son of Tydeus, on which Athena
has just now bestowed speed and, on him, put kudos; nevertheless, catch up to the
horses of the son of Atreus! And don’t be left behind!

35 On the nature of kb8oc in Homer, see Benveniste 2016: 349-359. For the word’s later use in the context of the
victory ode, see Kurke 1993.
36 On the character of Eumelus, see /1. 2.711-15.
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The gift of kDdog, then, has made Diomedes a superhuman driver of horses, such that a second-
place finish becomes, in the eyes of his competitors, the new and merely mortal first. But if this is
K00g in the context of a chariot race, returning now to our simile, then it is difficult to see why
our poet should be calling a piece of horse jewelry the kddog for a driver. We have just observed
that this distinction comes always from a favoring god; he cannot then mean that the driver’s kddog
is ultimately derived from the cheekpiece. Nor would it make more sense, taking this phrase the
only other way that I can think to, for the poet to say that his king, in competing as a driver, will
somehow manifest this god-granted kDdo¢ through an ornament his horses wear.

We have managed so far only to defend a thesis of the preceding chapter: there is little in
the simile which suggests that kocpog signifies an ornament, and much to suggest that it does not.
The cheekpiece is something which many horsemen have desired to use or to wield (popéewv), yet
never will, because it is reserved for the use of a certain king. It is the k6opog for his horse by
which he, as a driver, manifests the kDdog that a god grants him. We are left, then, with a sort of
riddle. What is the nature of this ivory cheekpiece, and in what sense does it come to be a k6GL0g?

If the piece is not an ornamental attachment for the bridle, then it must be a proper part of
it; and, of the parts of the bridle, there is just one which could answer the description of an ivory
cheekpiece, the bit toggle. These have been found at sites across the Near East, as well as Central,
Eastern, and Southern Europe, in contexts that span the Bronze and Iron Ages; are often made of
organic materials, horn or bone usually, but in the case of at least one pair, ivory; and, although
the toggles discovered to date show no traces of dye, they are often ornamented with elaborate
molding and etched surface designs.?” A bridle requires a pair of these toggles, one to be situated
at each end of the bit. Together they serve as the part which unites the otherwise discrete parts of
the bridle into a complex whole. Incidental to this function are the specific size, shape, and material
of the toggle; what is important is that there be a number of holes or deep grooves to which several
straps may be securely fastened. Take for example the substantial fragment found recently at the
Mycenaean site of Mitrou in central Greece.

37 On bit toggles made from organic materials, and for the pair of ivory ones found at Megiddo, see Foltiny 1967, and
for the later and metallic equivalent, see Anderson 1961: 40-78, who calls this part of the bridle “the cheekpiece” of
the bit.

38 For the image below and more on the toggle and its context, see Maran and Van de Moortel 2014. The drawing is
by T. Ross and the photograph by S. Turner. Both are reproduced here courtesy of the Mitrou Archaeological Project.
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We have here an elaborately ornamented section of deer antler. At seven and a quarter centimeters
in length, it represents roughly half of the original toggle. Of this we may be relatively certain
because of the distribution of holes in the fragment: the two large holes bored side by side (one of
them still clearly visible, the other just an edge) are usually positioned near the middle of the
toggle. Between this pair and the intact extremity, we can still see a further, smaller hole drilled
crosswise to the others, and there would have been another to match it on the missing extremity.
To the larger, central pair of holes fasten both one end of the bit and one of the driver’s reins; to
the smaller pair fastens the bifurcated end of the headstall’s cheek strap.

The toggle thus acts as the glue of the bridle apparatus. If we are right to conclude that it
is this piece which Homer calls a mapnjiov, it still needs to be shown that the toggle comes within
this simile to stand pars pro toto for the fully-constituted bridle; and that it is this, the bridle, which
is properly called a xo6opog. To this end, we turn now for a brief moment to Pindar’s Second
Pythian, an ode in honor of the tyrant Hieron’s victory in a four-horse chariot race. It begins:

Meyoiondhieg @ Tvpdrocat, Pabvmorépon

TEUEVOG APEDG, AVOPAV MOV TE GLOAPOYUPUAY SUULOVIOL TPOPOL,

Dup 100€ Tav Amapdv and Onpav eépwv

nérog Epyopon dryyeriov tetpaopiog Ereriybovoc,

gvéppotog Tépwv &v & kpatémv (%)
AavYESY avédnoev Optuyiay otepdvolg,

notapiac 850¢ Aptéudog, 6g ovk dtep

Ketvag dyovaiot év yepoi ToiAavioug £dAUACCE TOAOVG.

émi yap toyéapa mapBEvog xepl S0V

0 T’ évayoviog Epudg aiylaevra 1i0not kdopov, Eeotov dtav dippov (10)
&v 0° dppata mecydiva Katalguyvon

oBévog nmov, opcsotpiovay gvpufiay KoAEwv Bedv. ..

Great city of Syracuse, holy ground of Ares who is deep in battle, daemonic nurse
of men and iron-clad horses, to you I come from glistening Thebes bearing this
song, the message of the earth-shaking four-horse chariot, the one in which Hieron,
who has a way with chariots, was victorious, and in which he wreathed with far-
gleaming crowns the island of Ortygia, seat of the river-goddess Artemis, not
without whom did he master, yet with gentle hands, those young fillies wearing
their dappled reins.

Because it is the archer maiden, using both her hands, and Hermes, conductor of
contests, who put the splendid kosmos on, whenever [Hieron] yokes his horse
power to the hewn car and bit-obeying chariot, calling on the trident-wielding god
of wide strength.

Our narrow concern is to understand what is meant by aiyAdevta kécpov in the tenth verse. It is a

question about which there happens to be telling disagreement. On the one hand, there are those
who supply as the object of i in the ninth verse either Hieron or his chariot, and conclude that
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koopov has the usual ornamental sense.’* And, as it almost always does, this construal makes a
certain prima facie sense: each time that Hieron races his horses, because Artemis and Hermes
favor him, they apply to his person or else to his chariot an ornament of some kind. The problem
with the reading is that the application of the kdcpog is supposed to explain (ydp, 9) why Hieron
has managed, not only to master his young and spirited horses (¢6dpacce TdAoVG, 8), but to have
done this while holding their reins in gentle hands (&yavaicw €v yepoi, 8): but how should the
gods’ regular gifting of an ornament, to whomever or whatever the case may be, explain any of
this?

It is no doubt for this reason that others (and they are perhaps a majority) supply as the
object of émi, not Hieron, nor his chariot, but his horses; and conclude that Pindar here uses k6opog,
in an apparently ad hoc way, to mean bridle or, slightly worse, to signify a part of the bridle, such
as the reins; or, still worse, to name the bridle along with its various ornaments.*’ To put it another
way: this is a conclusion which the context itself effectively demands, and it does so, moreover, in
spite of the word’s consensus semantics.*! The horses of Hieron are so willing to obey him, at least
in Pindar’s fiction, because it is the gods who have come down to apply the bridle by which he
controls them; they give their blessing to these horses’ subjugation, after which Hieron himself
steps in to yoke, now literally, the team to the chariot. The gods, then, have made the work of this
race easy for Hieron, by taking it upon themselves to apply the x6cpog, but it is no less by the
operation of this bridle apparatus that he is here represented as a victorious driver.*?

39 The ambiguity caused by the elided object of éxi is noted already in the scholia: émi yop ioyéapa: T éni 1 TiOnoL
ouvomtéov. AWopa 8¢ 1 Aptepic kaheitat 0 8¢ vodg: 1 6€ mapBévog ApTepig AUEOTEPOIG avThg Taig xepol Kol O
gvayoviog ‘Epufig tov Aopmpov émtibnot kdopov 1@ dpportt (P. 2.16a-b). If we assume, as seems likely, that the
scholiast means something ornamental by his own use of kdcpog, then he concludes that this is a “shining ornament,”
which Artemis and Hermes “place on the chariot.” Lefkowitz 1976: 14 agrees that k6cog has its ornamental sense
but understands the gods to place it on Hieron himself: “the archer maiden (Artemis) with both hands and Hermes god
of contests place (on him) bright adornment.” Lattimore 1947: 47 likewise supplies Hieron as the object of éxni but
opts for glory in translation of kdopog: “the lady of arrows, in both hands bestowing, and Hermes of the contests set
the gleam of glory on his head.” Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1922: 285, whom Von der Miihll 1958: 220 follows, makes
the best sense of this interpretation: “Artemis, die in Syrakus ihr Heim hat (N.1.3), und Hermes, der sich um jeden
Agon bemiiht, reichen ihm Schmuck (Ténien und Krinze), so oft er seinein Wagen anschirrt und Poseidon anruft.”
For him, then, the Schmuck is explicitly the crown of victory, as at 0.3.12 and O.8.82-83 (on which, see Chapter 1,
footnote 42), such that the poet is saying, as a general condition, that, whenever Hieron yokes his horses for a contest,
the gods themselves hand him the crown. Nicholson 2005: 223n10, who is cautiously unwilling to decide whether the
object of énl is the chariot or Hieron, is nevertheless certain that it cannot be the horses: “kdécpov must refer to the
glory cast either on Hieron or on the chariot, rather than to a harness.”

40 Thus we find “glittering harness” in the translation of Farnell 1930 vol. 1:86, “shining harness” in that of Race 1997:
230 and “gleaming tackle” in that of Morgan 2015: 167; “reins” in Carey 1981: 27, who notes the similar fyvia
oryaroevto of Homer (e.g. 1. 5.226, 327); ornamenta, fraena, phaleras in Boeckh 1811-22: 244; frena et phaleras in
Dissen 1830: 185, citing ypvoeinv pardpmv toAvteyxvéa kKocpov (587) from the late-antique Orphic Argonautica, and
observing that atyAn is used de splendore metallorum, nunc auri, ut Pyth. 4.231; “reins and trappings” in Gildersleeve
1885:257; and, in Slater 1969 s.v. kdopoc and subheading “adornment,” we find “trappings” and “harness” to account
for this instance. It could be rationalized that k6c10g comes on this occasion to signify the bridle by association with
the shiny metallic ornaments worn along with it. And this would make good sense were k6cpog as bridle an ad hoc
innovation of Pindar, used here of these famously metal-clad (c1Wdapoyapudv, 2) Syracusan horses. We are beginning
to see, however, that this is a deeply traditional use of k6c0g, one which we find already in Homer, whose horses do
not seem to have worn such elaborate trappings.

41 1t is for this reason that the instance is, so far as I have been able to tell, never associated by scholars with the
instance at lliad 4.145.

42 1t is likely that k6opog also refers to a bridle in a lyric fragment of Alcaeus (259a). Very little of any one line has
been preserved, but we find in the fifteenth koopm KBS0g €y[. If the reading of k6c0¢ in the genitive can be trusted,
then the poet would seem to be speaking about the kddo¢ which the operator of some k6c0¢ has been granted. The
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If we return now to the simile from I//iad 4, we can see that it is Homer’s choice to have
the bit toggle (mapniov intwv, 142) stand synecdochically for the bridle (k6cpoc innw, 145) which
has made his meaning, unlike Pindar’s, difficult to grasp from the context alone; and has, in the
same moment, made it easier than it should be, upon encountering this instance of kocpog, to
conclude that the poet is talking about horse jewelry. The bridle, to give a final paraphrase of verse
145, is the kdopog or apparatus for the king’s horse, by the uncanny use of which he, granted
k000¢ by a god, makes his gift manifest to all who are present.

The Significance of the Simile and a Further Kosmic Tragedy

We have identified the artifact at the heart of the simile, and we have seen how it comes to
be called a k6cpog. We might now, in light of these findings, attempt a new reading of the simile.
My contention, to introduce just the negative part of it here, is this: a fundamental confusion about
the semantics of koopog, a further confusion about the nature of this particular kocpog, and a
general cluelessness about the epic discourse of kdcpog, here conspire to render much about the
simile and its context incomprehensible. It has seemed as a result that the simile amounts to little
more than an elaborate color analogy: that the analogical core of the simile is quickly stated in the
first two lines, which show us the final stage in the manufacture of our king’s cheekpiece (141-
42), and that the three subsequent lines (143-45), which transport us to a king’s storeroom and
complete the simile, add only inessential details to the picture, though these be variously construed
and estimated. Thus we find in the standard English-language commentary:

Menelaos’ thighs and legs become stained with blood as an ivory cheekpiece for a
horse is stained with purple by an Asiatic craftswoman: one of the most striking
and unusual of Iliadic similes. The bare facts of the comparison are briefly stated
in the first two verses, then the next three expand on the desirability of the finished
royal possession. This is partly development of the simile-situation for its own sake,
but partly, too, it reflects on the subject of the comparison, here by implying the
unique value of Menelaos to the Achaeans.*

And in a more recent study of the Homeric simile:

Let us consider the simile (II. 4.141-45) through which the poet describes the dark
blood which flowed from Menelaos’ wound when Pandaros’ arrow pierced his
corselet (134—40). Here the poet claims that his intention is to compare the visual
impact of Menelaos’ blood on the pale skin of his thighs and legs to a vivid purple
dye with which a woman from Asia Minor paints an ivory piece, which is destined
to be a cheekpiece for a horse (141-42). If that is so, then the remaining narrative
elements of the simile (143-45) are, strictly speaking, pointless.**

pair of words preserved in line 13 would then seem to identify the apparatus in question: T]rmoig fixec (“you were
holding the horses”). Voigt 1971: 371, who is uncertain whether the fragment is Alcaeus, astutely observes the
connection with /liad 4.145.

43 Kirk 1985: 345-46. For further comment on his reading, see the following footnote.

44 Minchin 2001: 45-46. She goes on to criticize the already minimal reading of Kirk, quoted above, on the grounds
that he sees too much analogical contact with the surrounding diegesis: “Kirk suggests that the extension of the simile
(143—-45) implies the unique value of Menelaos to the Achaians. Such a reading would be hard to justify, since it is
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But we should not confuse the color analogy with the comparative substance of the simile. The
analogy is just an initial point of comparative contact, whereby the poet transitions from the world
of his usual narrative to that of the simile, only there to pursue further and rather more
consequential points of connection.*> Let us take the simile in isolation first, consider its logic as
a chain of statements. Charting this path from cheekpiece to k6cpog will suffice to confirm all that
I have argued above. From there we can turn to the context which precedes and occasions the
simile, to consider how exactly it fits in.

The simile trades on the fact that our cheekpiece, as a bit toggle, is an object that could be
used; but is also, by virtue of its being the treasured object of a king, one that is not available for
use by just anyone. Drawing on the poet’s own words, we might call this a distinction between the
toggle’s potential kosmetic value (as a functional part of the bridle) and its current agal/mic value
(as a safe and secure status object). The poet articulates this distinction only gradually, in the full
course of the simile. But we can see it in its embryonic state already in the simile’s first movement;
just consider how the poet fits his color analogy to the space of this couplet. We begin line 141
and continue through the first half of its sequel hearing only details that pertain to the object’s
value as a precious object, to its agal/mic value. This thing is made of ivory (®g & Ote Tig T’
grépavta), has been stained with Punic purple (yovn @oivuct puvn), is an import from a foreign
land (Mnovig n¢ Kdaepa). And yet we have not heard the first word about what this thing is, what
purpose it serves. This information, which ultimately bears on the object’s kosmetic value, is
withheld until the second hemistich of 142, cordoned off from the other details by a strong break
at the caesura that had been missing from the preceding line: to be a cheekpiece for horses (mapfiov
gupevon intmwv), what we have seen can only be the bit toggle.

The second movement proceeds by a similar oil-and-water logic, whereby the object’s
agalmic and kosmetic values are considered only in isolation of one another. It consists of a
sequence of paratactic clauses which oscillate back and forth in their focus between these two sorts
of value. With each oscillation, the poet adds further detail to one side or the other of his
distinction, working up to the definitive statement of verse 145, which cuts across the distinction
he has been developing. There is a very calculated interplay between this procession of paratactic
clauses and the way in which the poet has situated them in this sequence of three hexameters; so
let us track the development of the distinction hemistich by hemistich.

The first hemistich of the second movement comes as though in answer to a question raised
by the surprise identification, in the preceding hemistich, of this precious object as a functional
one—that question being: will such a toggle be used?*® It lies in an inner chamber (xgttar & &v
Bodauw). If the question is thereby answered, the poet nevertheless goes on to add, filling out the

the relationship between the brothers which is brought to the fore in the following lines (148-82). I suggest that the
poet has been seduced by his image of the craftswoman and her fine work (141-42) and has allowed the story of the
fate of the ivory piece to distract him. The further development of the comparison, which keeps our attention on the
cheekpiece, weakens its original point and, through its inclusion of superfluous material, is confusing” (46).

45 This universal misconstrual of this simile has regrettably led several commentators to suppose that non-analogical
development is a typical feature of the Homeric simile. This, it seems to me, could not be further from the truth. See,
for instance, Owen 1947: 42-43 and Lattimore 1951: 41-42.

46 Indeed, Foltiny 1967: 15 assumed that the ivory toggles from Megiddo had not been finished, for they do not appear
to have all of the necessary holes drilled in them for use. But we might think, instead, not that they were never finished,
but that they were never drilled because there was never any intention of actually using them. Perhaps from the start
they were functional items intended as ornaments. There is today, of course, a large market for such non-use use items:
how many commemorative plates with a president’s face on them have been sold? What is important in the case of
this toggle is that it remains a potentially usable object.
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second half of this line and continuing through the first half of the next, that there are many
horsemen who would use this toggle, had they been in possession of it. This point, the potential
use of a toggle that is not actually available for use, is underscored by the enjambment of line 144.
The poet has completed the second half of the preceding line (moAéeg ¢ (v pncavto) in such a
way that we know something must be missing, since f|prfjcavto cannot govern the accusative puv;
and yet we are left momentarily with the sense many have desired . . . it, a statement that is perfectly
neutral as to whether these many would use the toggle or, in keeping with its current owner, store
it away. As we start the next line, however, we hear immediately both that these many (moAéec)
are specifically horsemen (innfeg) and that what they have desired (n)pfjoavto) is to use (Qpopéetv)
this toggle.*’

Once we have heard the first hemistich of verse 143, the kosmetic side of the distinction
has received more elaboration than the agalmic side: whereas, on the former side, we know that
there are many horsemen who want to use but do not have the toggle, we know on the latter side
only that it belongs to some so far uncharacterized person, and that this person has stored it away.
With the second hemistich of 143, accordingly, the poet oscillates back to the storeroom in which
the toggle sits idly: “but in a king’s possession it lies, his delight” (BactAfii 8¢ keiton dyaipa). By
building this clause on the same verb as the preceding line’s first hemistich (kgiton), the poet here
effectively amends his earlier statement, adding to it certain details that will further elaborate the
agalmic side of his distinction. The first word of this second hemistich, PaciAfii, immediately
balances with the opening word of the line’s first hemistich, innfjec. The second words of each half
balance, too: a verb of use (popéewv) after innfieg in the first; a verb of nonuse (keiton) after faciAf|i
in the second. With one more word to go in the second hemistich, both sides of the distinction are
now leveled out: there are many horsemen who desire fo use this toggle, but they almost certainly
never will have the opportunity: the toggle is sfored not just in any inner room (€v Baldpw); it is
locked away in a king’s storeroom, inaccessible to all those horsemen who would use it. The
toggle’s subsequent characterization at the end of the line as an dyaApo—the word, according to
Apollonius the Sophist, for anything in which someone takes delight (ndv 8¢’ ® TiC dydAdeTon,
6.30)—only confirms this interpretation: the king delights himself in this toggle as a precious
artifact, one that sits idly in his storeroom, altogether inaccessible except perhaps through some
transaction of &gvia.*8

But this concluding word, which so succinctly captures both the king’s relationship to this
toggle, as well as the thing’s unavailability to the many horsemen, has brought into sharper focus
the agalmic side of the poet’s distinction. The final line of the simile accordingly brings with it a
final oscillation; once again we see this object as a use item, the part of a k6opog innw. This time,
however, something is clearly different. With this swing, the many horsemen, who have to this
point been aspirationally coordinated with the kosmetic value of this item, are suddenly written out
of the picture; and the toggle, hitherto the passive object of some king’s delight, appears now as

47 This is the same verb that describes Odysseus’s habitual carrying and, therefore, use of his great bow on Ithaca
before the Trojan war, the one which the suitors attempt to string and use, and by which soon after die. The verb is
thus a further problem for the standard xoopog-as-adornment reading, since it needs to be explained how these many
horsemen could be said to have desired to carry a decorative ornament that would not be in a horseman’s hands. As
for inmevg, in Homer this word is always associated with the chariot, being used of either the charioteer proper or the
warrior who fights from the vehicle. I think here we must understand the charioteer proper, but this is perhaps not
entirely clear until we reach élatrp in 145. If this is the case, then the movement from inrevg to €élatnp is part of the
poet’s gradual articulation of the kosmetic / agalmic distinction.

48 On the value and economy of dyéAunato, see Gernet 1981: 73-111.
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an active part of the bridle which this king uses on his own horse, the apparatus by the use of which
he displays in contests his god-granted kddog.

And so we return to a line on which we have already spent considerable time. But we can
see now the logic of oscillating articulation that connects it and every other of the four lines which
precede it together. The question remains: to what analogical end has the poet deployed this
elaborate structure? If we do not have here what amounts to a straightforward color analogy—one
which has perhaps even gotten away from our poet—what possible connection could this simile,
being a little drama about the part of a horse’s kdcpog, have to the wounding of Menelaus? A
satisfying answer will require more than the meagre context I offered above. This is because the
simile, finding its beginning in the image of blood on skin, develops into an elegant piece of
commentary on the larger diegetic situation of the poem. The situation understood, it is easy work
mapping the actors and drama of the simile onto the surrounding world.

We need to start back with the truce that Pandarus breaks, having been called in the
preceding book. The idea was that the war, now in its tenth year, could be finally decided in single
combat. The two principals in the dispute over Helen would fight it out.*’ Should Paris prevail, he
will keep Helen and all of the possessions he took with her. Should it go the other way, and
Menelaus wind up the winner, the Trojans will return to him his wife and property, and pay to the
Greeks a further price in wealth as compensation. But whatever the outcome of the duel, so long
as its terms are respected, the war will be over, and the lives of many men spared on both sides.
The trouble facing this consequential duel is that it, being an entirely mortal arrangement, happens
to run counter to the purpose of Zeus, who at this moment, having just agreed to help Thetis and
honor Achilles, has it in mind to kill many more men.>® This is just to say that the duel, like the
ploy of Patroclus donning the arms of Achilles, is another contingency of mortal planning, a human
initiative which threatens to spoil the plan of Zeus.

This particular hiccup stems from the peacocking of Paris. With the two armies kosmified
and advancing to fight for the first time in the poem, he leaps out before the Trojan line,
brandishing two spears and calling on all the best Achaeans to fight him. But he quickly falls back
after spotting Menelaus, eager for the opportunity, coming forward. It happens that Hector has
seen this play out and now scolds his brother, who subsequently recommits himself to the duel,
adding to it the consequential, war-ending terms (67-75).>! It remains from here just to call the
truce and cut an oath to the conditions of the duel. Now, I suspect an audience familiar with the

49 The poet has contrived that the duel between Menelaus and Paris, together with the treachery of Pandarus a little
later, replay the act of treachery which had years before led to this war. As Whitman 1958: 268 explains: “The whole
narrative from I11.395-1V.219—that is, the scenes of Aphrodite, Paris, and Helen, Menelaus in mad frustration hunting
for a vanished Paris, and finally Pandarus shooting Menelaus—form a kind of compressed reénactment of the original
treachery which caused the war. Pandarus, a garrulous and irresponsible archer, is not entirely different from Paris,
and his target is, significantly, Menelaus; the armies move into battle as a result of his act as the Achaean host
mobilized at the act of Paris. Aphrodite is revealed as an inward compelling force, and Menelaus is shown, empty-
handed, wounded, and raging with humiliation. In opposition to all this are Hector and Andromache, the noble
sufferers on the offending side, to whom the war brings unjustified destruction. More than the typology of stock scenes
is involved here; Homer has created a montage of the motivating crime under the guise of continuous narrative, and
opposed to it a foreshadowing of its ultimate results.” On this sequence of scenes, their place in the /liad, and their
relation to those events which were the cause of the Trojan war, see also Owen 1947: 27-48. On the unmanning of
Menelaus (again), and the psycho-analytic underpinning of this episode, see Oliensis 2019.

50 This is not at all to say that Zeus is acting selflessly in helping Thetis and son. It is by indulging the pfjvic of Achilles
that Zeus accomplishes his [liadic purpose.

5! The condition that the Trojans, in the event that they lose the duel, pay a price over and above the return of Helen
and her things is something which Agamemnon later adds (276-91) to the original, Paris-proposed terms.
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tradition would know all along that the duel is going nowhere: Paris cannot die yet, Menelaus will
not die at all, and there is a lot which still has to happen before the war, by the will of Zeus, can
end. But the poet himself does not make this explicit until the men, gathered at the oath-cutting,
have made their prayers to Zeus, calling on him to witness and guard the terms of the duel. Capping
off these prayers for an end to the war, he comments, as if responding to them on behalf of Zeus:
“not yet for them was the son of Kronos bringing this to pass” (000’ dpa T cev Enekpaiove
Kpoviov, 3.302). And so we watch the duel knowing that it will end inconclusively, but waiting
to see how and at what point the gods will undermine it. It makes satisfying sense when it is
Aphrodite who intervenes, coming to the aid of Paris in the last possible moment, when his death
at the hands of Menelaus had seemed all but certain. This is so natural, of course, because the
goddess has a special affection for the man, a fondness that goes back to his famous judgement in
her favor; she accordingly looks out for him, does for him what she can when she can, coloring
always within the lines of her father’s plan.>? Here this has meant snatching Paris up, cloaked in a
thick mist of invisibility, and carrying him from the battlefield to the safety of his private chamber,
another OdAapog (382); where the goddess will arrange an amorous visit from Helen, the great and
destructive gift of the goddess to the man, in order to occupy him.

This intervention of Aphrodite thus forestalls the most immediate damage which the duel
could have done: Paris has not died before his Zeus-determined time. But she has left things on
the ground in a confused way. Menelaus is still stalking through the throng, searching for the
vanished Paris (449-50); Agamemnon, despite this, is quick to claim victory on behalf of his
brother (456-60); and a delivered Paris privately admits defeat to Helen (3.438-40). But what
happens now? Will the Trojans, with Paris still alive but beaten, now move to surrender Helen,
pay their fine, and end the war? This is the uncertainty in which Book 3 of the //iad ends; it will
be the business of Book 4 to put the war back on track.

The sequel begins with a sudden cut from the Trojan plain to the heights of Olympus, where
we discover that the gods have been sitting in council, watching the duel from on high. Zeus is
pleased with the work of Aphrodite. And he does not miss the opportunity to jibe Hera and Athena,
the two goddesses whom Paris slighted in judging Aphrodite best, for not showing such initiative
on behalf of the men they watch over. And it is no doubt in continuation of this ribbing that Zeus,
turning next to address the limbo in which Aphrodite has left the situation, suggests that the terms
of the duel might still be respected, given the virtual victory of Menelaus, that the long-settled
question of Troy’s close-approaching doom might yet be reconsidered in accordance with the
terms of this mortal oath.>> But anything short of the city’s utter destruction, Hera responds,
provoked by the suggestion, would be an insult, and not just to her own labor, but to all that she
and the other gods have dutifully done over the years to bring about this Zeus-sanctioned outcome.
A reversal at this point would, in short, be grounds for seditious action, as Hera all but says in
concluding: “Do it! But all us other gods do not approve” (€pd’- dtap o TO1 TAVTEG EMOVEOUEV

52 She has not always been the obedient daughter. See Clay 1989: 152-201.

33 Zeus, whatever his fondness for the people of Troy, which appears to be genuine, cannot be serious about respecting
the terms of the duel, according to which Agamemnon’s campaign would immediately end as a success. As I observed
above, Zeus has only just promised Thetis, the goddess mother of Achilles, that he would give success to the Trojans
until such time as Agamemnon and the rest of the Achaeans come around to honor Achilles as they should, that is,
according to his proper status; after which, and only after which, will he allow, as previously determined, the
obliteration of Troy. This is what Zeus says openly, but we know differently. What appears to gods like Hera and
Athena, who favor the Greeks, as a delay to the Zeus-ordained destruction of Troy is really just the next step in the
plan which Zeus has devised to this end.
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Beol Ao, 4.29).54 Never letting on that he had never seriously entertained the terms of the duel,
Zeus secures by the ‘concession’ of Troy’s doom the right to sack as he likes the three cities most
dear to Hera. Offering up Argos, Sparta, and Mycenae—communities which she admits,
ingratiating herself to Zeus, were always his to destroy—she suggests the following plan: that he
at once send Athena to contrive some means by which the Trojans break the truce and put the war
back on track. Zeus gives the order, and Athena is off, darting down from heaven with the look of
a portentous meteor, a clear sign to the grounded mortals that Zeus is now up to something (79-
85):

Bappoc 8’ &xev eicopodVTOC
Tpddg 0’ intmodapovg kai Evkviudag Ayotodg: (80)
e 8¢ Tig elneokev WBOV ¢ MAnciov dAlov:
NP’ adTig TOAENAS TE KaKOC Koi POAOMIC aiv)
gooetal, 1| QIAOTNTO HET’ AUPOTEPOLITL TIONGL
Z€h¢, 6¢ T avOpdTOV TapiNg TOAELOL0 TETVKTOL.
Q¢ dpa 11 gineokev Ayoudv te Tpowv Te. (85)

Wonder was holding the men as they looked on, both the horse-breaking Trojans
and the well-greaved Achaeans; and thus would someone say to another nearby:
“surely then once again there will be terrible war and dread fighting, or else he is
setting friendship between the men of both sides—Zeus, who is made dispenser of
the war of men.” Thus would someone say, whether one of the Achaeans or the
Trojans.

This brings us at last back to Pandarus. He and his bow are the means by which Athena
now carries out the command of her father. It will be his role in the k6cpog of Zeus to violate, by
the operation of his own kOcpoc, the terms of this unsanctioned armistice.>> It almost goes without
saying that the man’s role will be an unpleasant one: with an agreeable end to the war very nearly
reached, Pandarus will be the one to spoil it for all by an awful act of treachery. But this being so,
how exactly will Athena get the man to play the role? How will she get him to take a shot so clearly
opposed to his own self-interest and the welfare of his compatriots? The answer is deception.
Athena will lead Pandarus to believe that he, in performing this work, is playing an altogether
different role in the k6opog of Zeus. In particular, she will make him think that the gods want
Menelaus dead, and that they have chosen him for this job, so that all he needs to do is dare to take

54 For a very different reading of this scene, focussing on Hera’s use of an £natvog word, and emphasizing the limit of
Zeus’s ability to act without the consensus of the other gods, see Elmer 2012: 25-48 and 2013:146-150.

55 To judge from the few treatments of Pandarus that [ have been able to find, it is perhaps a majority of commentators
who miss this dynamic, namely that Pandarus, in the moment he commits his act of treachery, is in fact doing the
work of Zeus, the very god who, when Agamemnon implored him to safeguard the terms of the duel and truce back
in Book 3, declined to do so. Thus, for example, Griffin 1980: 1 will speak of “the sin of Pandarus” as something
“which outrages the gods and dooms Troy again,” and Combellack 1982, in the good company the scholaists, wrestles
with why Homer would call “blameless” (auvpova, 4.89) a man “whose character seems not to be above criticism”
(369). These commentators are too harsh in their criticism of Pandarus: he may be a fool, insofar as he is manipulated
into undertaking an action that will result in his death, but who is not a fool when a god is deceiving him? Nor should
we think, as I will try to argue in the next chapter, that there exists in the social world of epic anything like a moral
imperative not to break truces: you make them with the hope that Zeus will back them. Thus will even Agamenon say
that the shot, despite the treachery of it, is kA€og for Pandarus but névBog for the Greeks (4.193-97).

71



the shot, and they will give him—Iike the king of the simile we have almost circled back to—the
k000¢ to use his kdopog successfully.

Touching down on the plain, she makes her way quickly to the middle of the throng,
looking now like a man by the name of Laodocus, son of Antenor, about whom we hear only that
he is a mighty spearman, but quickly recognize must have some connection to Pandarus; for it is
he, we now learn, for whom Athena is searching. She finds him standing where he has been
standing since Paris vanished moments ago. Coming in close, she speaks to him these winged
words:>¢

“N P vO poi tt miboto Avkdovoc vig daippov.

TAaing Kev Mevehdm émmpoépey taydv i0v,

1ot 6¢ ke Tpodesat yapwv kai kdoog dpoto, (95)
€K TAVTOV 0¢ pdMoto AAEEAVIP® PactAfi.

TOD KeV 01 TAUTPpWTA Tap” AyAad dDPa PEPOLO,

ai kev 101 Mevédaov apniov Atpéog viov

o® PéAeT dunBévta mophic EmPavt’ dAeyeviig.

AL &y’ dlotevcov Meveddov kKvdaAipoo, (100)
gbyeo &’ AmOAA@VL Avknyevel KAToTtOE®

APVOV TPOTOYOVAOV PEEEV KAETNV EKOTOUPNV

oikade vootoog ieptig €ig dotv Zeleing.”

&g eat  ABnvain, T@® & ppévag depovi melbev.

“Were you now to be persuaded by me, wise son of Lycaon, you would dare to send
forth a swift arrow at Menelaus, and you would win favor and glory before the eyes
of all the Trojans, and, most of all, before Alexander, the king. From whom, truly
before all others, you would take for yourself splendid gifts, if only he should see
Menelaus, the warlike son of Atreus, mastered by your arrow, mounting his own
grievous pyre. But come on! Shoot at glorious Menelaus, and pray to wolf-born
Apollo, famous with his bow, that you will sacrifice a proper hecatomb of first-
born sheep, once you have returned homeward to the city of holy Zeleia.” So spoke
Athena, and she persuaded the mind of a man without one.

We are reminded by the final line of Athena’s speech (103) that Pandarus is a local. The city of
Zeleia, as the poet tells us in the Trojan Catalogue of Iliad 2 (824-827), lies below the foot of
Mount Ida, nearby the river Aisepus—close enough to Troy that Pandarus, the hereditary leader
of this community’s high house and commander of its fighting men, had been able to walk to war
(meoc €g "TAov eidnAovBa, 5.204), and close enough that the residents of his community are
emphatically described as Trojans (Tpdeg, 826) in the same catalogue entry. We are perhaps, then,
to think of Pandarus as the lord of a minor ruling house under the regional hegemony of Troy (the
Koopog of a king within the kdopog of a greater king). At least this might explain why, in later
speaking of his own contingent of men, Pandarus himself calls them Trojans ("TAov €ic épateviv
/ yedunv Tpweoot), and then explains leading them to Troy as a matter of personal service to

% On “winged words” (8nea nrepdevTa), a phrase used of utterances, like this one, which function as directives, see
Martin 1989: 30-37.
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Hector (pépwv yépwv "Extopt 8iw, 5.210-11).%7 And yet, despite his proximity to home, it is now
the tenth year which he has spent from it, all in the effort to see this obligation through. It is before
such a man as this that Athena, playing the trusty companion, dangles the prospect of finally
making good this commitment, and with just a single further shot from his bow. She shows a
remarkable subtlety here. Her first conditional, the protasis of which is verse 94, its apodoses 95
and 96, very conveniently effaces the possibility that the gods might not wish Menelaus dead,
might not, therefore, give him the kddo¢ by which to kill him and earn the ydpic he desires.’® She
says, in effect, just loose one and it’s yours. That Pandarus must with his shot actually kill
Menelaus is addressed only in her second conditional of lines 97-99, buried at the dead center of
her speech and stated in a decidedly oblique manner.>® Nor does she allow him the time for any of
this to sink in: she quickly distracts with a rousing, full-line imperative (4AA’ &y’ dictevoov
MeveAdov kvdariporo, 100) followed up by yet another, this time three-line, imperative (ebyeo d°.
.., 101-3). And with this, the fool Pandarus, certain of great things coming his way, immediately
sets about stringing his bow, the x6cpoc by which he will unwittingly perform his part in the
Koopog of Zeus.

Unfolding here, in other words, is another kosmic tragedy like that of Hector. Only this
time it plays out in miniature, as befits a relatively minor and so relatively dispensable player like
Pandarus. Whereas Hector gets to fight on, enjoying the delusion that he might succeed for a
majority of the poem, our man has just this moment, the time it takes him to take the shot and

571 do not mean by service to oversimplify the crucially reciprocal semantics of ydpic, or to rob the word of its basic
splendor and charm;, rather, just to draw out the usual sense of the noun when used as object with the verb @épetv.
Activity among the Homeric elite which is transactional or obligatory in nature is often masked by a certain discourse
of xapig, according to which Homer’s heroes, and likewise his gods, seem simply to do ‘favors’ for one another in
nominal reciprocity. Within this discourse, however, the phrase @épewv ydptv always signifies the performance of a
‘favor’ to the benefit of another; I speak specifically of service, and might better yet have said work or foil, because
the phrase is elsewhere always used by a speaker who means to underscore that the performance of a particular ‘favor,’
by oneself or another, has come at serious personal cost or is being viewed as personally demeaning. In the Embassy
of lliad 9, in response to Phoenix, who has made an emotional appeal to Achilles, the latter responds: “Do not confuse
my heart by causing it to lament, by causing it sorrow—all for the heroic son of Atreus, doing his bidding” (u pot
ouyyel Bopov 68vpdUEVOS Kol xedbwv / ATpeidn fipwi eépav xdptv, 9.611-12). And Odysseus, on his way to Phaeacia,
fearing once again that he shall die a most miserable death at sea, reckons “thrice and four-times blessed, those
Danaans who perished then in wide Troy, while in the service of the sons of Atreus” (1pig pdxapeg Aavaol Kol
TETPAKIG, 01 10T’ dhovto / Tpoin &v edpein, yapw Atpeidnot gépovieg, Od. 5.306-7). The other two times we find the
phrase in Homer, it is used by a god of the ‘favors’ which he or another god performs for mortals. Wounded by
Diomedes, who has been given super-human strength by Athena, Ares complains: “It’s always the worst things which
we gods suffer by our hatred for one another, as we do service to men” (aigi Tot piyiota Oeol TeTAnOTEG EIPEV AAARADY
1oty Yapv Gvdpeoot pépovieg, Il. 5.873-74). And, in the Battle of the Gods, Poseidon expresses his bewilderment
that Apollo, given the pair’s history of service as lowly 6fjteg to Laomedon, Priam’s father, can nevertheless “now act
in the service of his people” (tod o1 vdv Aaoict pépetg ydpv, I1. 21.458). On the meaning and use of this word in early
Greek poetry more generally, see MacLachlan 1993 and Kurke 1991: 66-68 with references et passim.

38 It is occasionally understood, as by Benveniste 2016: 354, that the datives ndot... Tpdeoot and AAeEAvSpem PaciAfil
act as indirect objects of the verb dpoto, such that Pandarus would win ydpig (and kddoc) for all the Trojans and
especially for Alexander. But I do not think this can be right. The idea, as I translate above, is that he would win these
things for himself in view of these people.

59 1 say oblique because Athena could have said something to the effect of kill this man and you will be rewarded, but
has instead chosen to say that a grateful Paris will give you gifts “if he should see Menelaos laid low by an arrow of
yours mounting his funeral pyre.” We know, in fact, that Paris is busy with Helen indoors at this moment and will not
see Pandarus take his shot. But there might also be something strange in the phrase mopf|g émipavt’ dieyewiic of line
99. On the only other instance of these words’ collocation, again in this line position, éxifaivety is used causally, of a
boar that has sent many men to their funeral pyres. But here we have an apparent dead man mounting his own pyre.
Her statement, then, is at best oblique, but perhaps it verges on nonsense.
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recognize the truth.®® The poet accordingly goes to some trouble to make the moment a special
one. He constructs for the occasion an extraordinary set piece:

avTiK’ éo0Aa T0E0V €00V 1EAAOL aiyOg (105)
aypiov, 6v pd moT’ aHTOG VIO GTEPVOLO TLYNOAG
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Straightaway he stripped the bow of a full-grown goat, a wild one, which he himself
once, having struck it in the chest, as it was coming down from a rock, with him
lying in wait for it, hit in the chest; and it fell belly up on the rock. Its horns had
grown from its head sixteen palms in length; and having processed these, a
craftsman who works with horn fit them together; and having smoothed well the
whole thing, he put on it a gold hook. And this he positioned well, stretched it to
the ground, bent it back up on itself; and before him his good companions held their
shields, lest the warlike sons of the Achaeans rush up on him before Menelaus, the
warlike son of Atreus, be struck. Then he stripped the lid from his quiver, and took
out an arrow, an unshot winged one, a facilitator of black pains; and straightaway
he was kosmifying the bitter arrow down on the string, and was praying to wolf-
born Apollo, famous with his bow, that he would sacrifice a famous hecatomb of
first-born sheep, having returned homeward to the city of holy Zeleia. And he was
drawing back, holding at once the nocks [of the arrow] and the cow-sinew string;

%0 The poet, however, puts off until the next book the reaction of Pandarus to his situation, when the man is made to
say that “it was with a bad portion (xoxtj aion) that I took my curved bow from its peg on the day when I was leading
my Trojans to lovely Ilium, bearing favor to divine Hector.” I will argue in the next chapter that this word, and a few
others which also mean portion, refer in contexts like this to portions of thread by which Zeus is conceived as binding
persons to play particular roles within his x6ouoc. Pandarus recognizes in this moment that he has been played by
Zeus, made to perform by means of his own k6cp0¢ a regrettable job within the larger x6cpoc.
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he drew the string back to his breast and the iron [head] to the bow. Then when he
had stretched the great bow into a circle, the bow twanged, the string shouted
loudly, and the arrow leaped—sharp-tipped, eager to fly down into the throng.

The asyndetic first hemistich of line 105 would appear at first to set us on a direct course for
Pandarus’s big shot: straightaway he stripped his bow (a0tik’ é60Aa 10E0v). And yet, as we hear
these words, it is not at all clear what Pandarus has done with his bow. This is because, apart from
its aberrant use in this passage, both here and again in line 116, the verb cvAdyv is only ever used
of a warrior stripping the arms from an enemy’s corpse.®! This is to say, since the verb never
elsewhere signifies any act which one does in relation to one’s self, there is no way to be certain
in the moment we hear this verb what action it denotes.’> Has Pandarus taken from his shoulder
an already strung bow, as we see gods and men do elsewhere in the poem, or has he removed some
kind of covering from an unstrung stave, as Penelope does from Odysseus’s bow before the suitors
attempt to string it (Od. 21.53-56)? There is no way to tell: the word that evokes Pandarus
performing this act also obscures it. The picture is accordingly fuzzy for a moment; but, as I say,
there is a definite sense of momentum building.

But this sense is something of a trick, to which the vagueness of the verb cvAdv itself
ultimately contributes. For just as things begin to pick up in the diegetic world of the poem, our
experience of that world’s time passing first comes to a stop, then accelerates to a crawl. We will
not hear what Pandarus does next until line 112, after a digression on his bow’s manufacture (this
is the stop).®*> When we do hear what he does next, we discover that cuAdv must have meant the
removal of some cover from an unstrung bow: the first hemistich of 105 turns out to have been the
first step in an elaborate procedural that picks back up in line 112, and will delay still further
Pandarus’s consequential shot (this is the crawl). For we now observe every step Pandarus takes
towards this shot: having already removed from his stave its cover, he now positions it for
stringing, strings it, sets it down on the ground, takes in hand his quiver and removes its lid, takes
out a fresh arrow, nocks the arrow to the bow, thereby completing the x6cpoc (katexoopet, 118),
prays to Apollo for assistance, and only then draws the string to shoot the arrow. The poet’s
complex retardation of diegetic time in advance of an event that will reignite war creates
considerable suspense, of course; but suspense alone does not exhaust the power of these lines.%
The passage is no mere drum roll.

In the digressive approach to this shot, the shot by which Pandarus will play the role of his
lifetime, the poet has contrived that we see from scratch the piece-by-piece construction of the
man’s ko6cpoc. The removal of the cover from an unstrung bow (éoVvAa 10&ov, 105) triggers a
whole history of the artifact that proceeds by way of a temporal ring, from the sourcing of its
constituent materials (the hunting scene of 106-9), to their being worked into a stave (the bowyer’s
scene of 110-11); and terminates seamlessly with this stave’s stringing and then nocking on this
particular occasion. It seems, as a result, as though this bow had been made from scratch ad hoc,

6l See, for example, 11. 4.466, 6.71, and 10.343.

62 The oddness of culAdv in this context is often noted, but an attempt is usually made to see through the fuzzy picture
that Homer presents, to the precise action this verb has been made to designate. Why the poet might have used such
an odd verb twice in the same passage is rarely addressed. The assumption seems to be that he has again nodded. The
interpretation offered here suggests that the blurriness of this verb is part of the poet’s strategy.

%3 The Catalogue of Ships preserves an alternative aetiology for Pandarus’s bow (1/. 2.824-27), according to which it
was a gift from Apollo. The possibility of this digression being an ad hoc construction of the poet would seem to
support the idea that it has a close relationship to the cheekpiece simile that follows it.

% For the suspense reading, see Owen 1947: 41 and Kozak 2017: 41.

75



purpose built for this one shot. Consider those standard details which our poet has here suppressed,
lest they distract from our dogged pursuit of this k6cpog becoming. To begin with, after the boldly
marked leap to the past in line 106 (6v pd mot’), the poet neglects to mark either of the subsequent
transitions forward in time. Our progress in the gap between this past scene and a future we so
eagerly await, as a result, may only be measured by the substantive steps taken along the path that
leads from a living goat to an artifactual k6cpog. Of course, similarly unmarked go the necessary
changes of place concomitant with those of time, first to the wilderness outside of what we can
only assume is Zeleia in 106-9 and then, presumably, to the bowyer’s workshop in 110-11. Finally,
and perhaps most significantly, it will be noted that, while there is an explicit change of subject
between the two past scenes, from Pandarus (a0t6g, 106) to the bowyer (kepao&dog . . . TéKT®V,
110), there is no such marker of the change from the bowyer back to Pandarus in the diegetic
present, between lines 111 and 112. Our focus is held tight on the operations which construct the
k6opog; whose hands carry them out is for a moment secondary and left to implication.

There is a good deal more to say about this set piece—about its being what I would call a
kosmopoietic procedural.®> To say it here, however, would take us too far afield this late in the
chapter; and what I have said already should be enough to make clear that our simile, coming just
fifteen lines later, and taking as its subject the manufacture and use of another kdcpoc, cannot be
coincidence, cannot be something which the poet has stumbled into by chance, having lost the
track of a simple color analogy. But why has Homer answered a set piece about a k6cpog with a
simile about another one? And how exactly do the different elements of the simile map onto the
diegetic world of the poem?

The simile comes as a kind of correction to the false hope of Pandarus: a correction to the
delusion that he will kill Menelaus with his k6cpog, and so play a glorious role in the great k6cog
that Zeus governs: it provides an analogical picture of the way things actually stand in the world
of the poem. As for the points of contact between tenor and vehicle, let me put them first somewhat
schematically: Menelaus is the toggle, the precious part of a king’s bridle; his blood the costly dye
used here so sparingly by Athena, our Maeonian or Carian craftswoman; Pandarus is the many
horsemen who desire to possess and to use the toggle; and Zeus the king who has it locked away
in his storeroom, where it will sit until such time that 4e has a mind to use it. Yes, but what then of
the xdopog which Zeus should wield with «0doc, like the king of the simile?%° I mean the apparatus
to which Menelaus ought to belong as a part, like the toggle to the bridle? An ancient audience
would recognize at once: that great political machine which is the world of epic.

Allow me to elaborate now by picking up the story where we left it. An arrow from the
bow of Pandarus is flying at Menelaus; and while we know from tradition that he will not be
allowed to die, it is still far from obvious in the final moment just how it is that he will, in fact, be
saved. The poet lets us know here at last. He takes the entire next line to announce, speaking in
direct address to Menelaus, that the blessed gods had not forgotten him: o0& c€6ev, Mevédrae,
Beoi pakapeg AeddBovto (127). The next thing we hear, Athena has taken a position in front of
Menelaus, between him and the arrow she has just made an accomplished marksman shoot at him;
now she is defending him from it. And when it comes, she swats it from his exposed flesh in the

%5 This procedural, like the one in which Hera assembles her own xdcpog, is an expansion that lays out in detail all
that is entailed in the poet’s use of a koopeiv verb. Indeed, at the highest level, the poet’s art, every word he speaks,
is an act of kosmopoiesis, for which reason the Homer of the Contest identifies himself, in the epitaph that he writes
for himself, as the avopdv Mpowv kdcunqropa (338; cf. 309-14). For more on this, see the conclusion to this
dissertation.

% The king holds xDd0g contingently; Zeus is its permanent possessor, it being something like his personal strength,
which he occasionally lends to others. See Benveniste 2016: 349-59.
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effortless way that a mother shoos a fly from her sleeping child. And yet she does not spare
Menelaus entirely. Her swat does not entirely deflect the arrow; it sets it instead on a new and less
fatal course towards him. I have described this passage above, but we might consider it here in
closer detail, to see how it sets up the simile that follows it.
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And she then set it going straight for where the gold fastenings of his belt joined,
and the two plates of his corselet met; and it fell upon his belt all fitted together, the
bitter arrow; and then it was driven through his belt fabulously wrought, and it was
forced through the corselet still more fabulously wrought, and also [through] his
under-girdle, which he was wearing as a defense for his flesh, as a wall against
darts, the thing which was protecting him most; and yet it shot right through even
this. And then the arrow scratched into the outermost layer of the man’s flesh; and
straightaway cloud-dark blood was flowing from the wound. And as when
someone, a woman, stains ivory—a Maeonian woman or a Carian—to be a
cheekpiece for horses; but it lies in an inner chamber, and many horsemen have
desired to use it; but in a king’s possession it lies, his delight, both the kosmos for
a horse, and the kudos for a driver; so, Menelaus, were your shapely thighs stained
with blood, and your calves, and your beautiful ankles below them.

Hearing in verses 133-34 that Athena has redirected the arrow to a place in the man’s
defensive k6opog where multiple layers meet and overlap, we quickly infer her purpose: she must
think a whiff would fail to get the job done. She has planned accordingly to let the shot land, and
now makes sure, by diverting it, that it does no harm. And yet then we listen, in the next pair of
lines, as the arrow pierces first through the buckle of his belt and then through the overlapping
plates of his corselet. And now, when there would seem to be nothing between Menelaus and the
tip of this arrow, we suddenly hear for the first time, with the beginning of line 137, about a further
defensive layer, a girdle which Menelaus has been wearing beneath the other layers: a final defense
for his skin, a wall against darts, the piece that protects him more than all the others before it. But
this girdle offers a sense of relief only for as long as it takes the poet to talk it up, for the arrow
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darts right on through it. Appearing now like Athena has made a serious miscalculation, we hear
in the next line (139) that the arrow, after all this penetration, has the drive left only to scratch into
the surface of Menelaus’s skin.

No miscalculation then: Athena draws some blood to help sell her scheme. Keep in mind
what she is up against and the parameters she has to work within. The basic problem she faces is
a mortal consensus about a plan of action which runs counter to the plan of Zeus: every mortal on
the ground, be they Greek, Trojan, or ally, is desperate for an end to the war; they all approve of
the duel and eagerly await the resolution it promises; for win or lose, with the death of one more
man, there will be no further loss of life, and many men on both sides will at last be able to return
to their homes. If Athena is now going to spoil this consensus, and put the trajectory of mortal
events back in line with her father’s plan, she will have to arouse in the war-fatigued Greeks the
kind of anger and resentment which led them to fight this war in the first place.®” Enter Pandarus.
But the trick for Athena, what really constrains her in this moment, is the fact that the she has to
outrage the Greeks without causing them any real harm. She needs the treachery of Pandarus,
which she could never allow to be anything but harmless, to put a real and reanimating scare into
the Greek leaders. A complete whiff on the part of Pandarus might not do the trick; a glancing
blow might not do it either; but a little blood, she calculates, is sure to get the job done.

We gather this much from the action as we listen to it unfold, but the simile that now comes
affixed to the blood of Menelaus—attached, that is, to the first visible sign that a wound exists—
spells everything out for us in terms that are explicit albeit analogical. Athena acts here like a
woman from the east, a dyer who uses a costly purple pigment to stain a precious artifact: she lets
the arrow of Pandarus draw a very sparing amount of blood from Menelaus; no more than she
needs to paint his legs down to the ankle. But she has no intention of letting anyone hurt him. He
can stand here exposed before an enemy host, apparently vulnerable to the arrow and the treachery
of Pandarus, but because the gods are on his side and watch over him, he is as safe as this toggle,
which now sits under lock and key in a storeroom. It is as though there were walls between
Menelaus and anyone who should like to get to him. And there are, of course, many men who
would. They and Pandarus, the man who has come the closest to Menelaus, now enter the picture
as the many horsemen who covet this toggle, wishing it were an object in their possession,
something they could each take and do with as they like. But the enemies of Menelaus have no
shot at him. Like this toggle, he is the cherished property of a king, and the part of a k6cpog which
he alone wields. For here is a man whom Zeus has fostered in the art of ruling, who serves as his
personal retainer, a Ogpdnwv Adc. He has from Zeus the honor and responsibility of policing his
laws in Sparta, and he is the interfacing part of the kdéopog by which the god directs that
population—at least, that is, before the war. For the last ten years that it has raged on, Menelaus
has played a still greater part in the x6c0g, serving with his brother as koountope Aadv, the two
kings by the manipulation of whom Zeus steers the pan-Hellenic host at Troy.® Nobody—not
Athena, and certainly not a man the likes of a Pandarus—is going to seize this kosmic part and use
him counter to the purpose of Zeus, the highest and mightiest king, who wields with kDdog, as the
permanent possessor and ultimate source of this awesome power, the great kdcpog that is the
world.

7 Remember that this is a host which has earlier in the day demonstrated an unambiguous desire to give up the war
effort and return home. I have in mind the bungled test of morale which Agamemnon administers ahead of the
Catalogue of Ships, which we touched on above because of the king’s use of the word diakoounOeipev (2.126) in a
falsely defeatist hypothetical.

8 Cf. Aesch. Ag. 40-44 and 109-12.
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The climax of verse 145 reached, the status of Menelaus relative to Zeus, Athena, and
Pandarus made clear, the simile is complete, and we transition back to the diegesis: “So, Menelaus,
were your shapely thighs stained with blood, and your calves, and your beautiful ankles below
them” (146-57). The poet allows us to enjoy the distress his arrow causes comfortably: we watch
the rest of Athena’s plan play out from a safe emotional distance. Agamemnon is the first to see
the blood and he shudders at the sight of it. Menelaus is the next, and he too shudders; but he at
least is quickly relieved to find, when he inspects the arrow sticking out of him, that its barbs have
not penetrated his skin. But he has no time to make known the superficiality of his wound.
Agamemnon has already broken into a deep-groaning fit, backed up in this lament by a chorus of
anonymous comrades; and just now, having taken Menelaus by the hand, he addresses him with a
panicked and fearful monologue that goes on for nearly thirty lines (155-82), the gist of which is
this: I have killed you by the oath I cut with the Trojans; yet your death and the oath will not have
been a waste; for this deception is something which Zeus will not brook; it is now just a matter of
time before he comes in anger over this offense to obliterate Priam, his people, and their city; and
yet I will be in great pain if you die, and I would return to Argos a thing of reproach; for the troops
would all want to go home; but your bones will rot here; and I will be a joke among the Trojans
for my spectacular failure; would that I die then.

Agamemnon totters between his faith that Zeus, whom he calls “the high-yoking son of
Kronos” (Kpoviong vyilvyos, 166), will avenge the outrage of an apparently fatal trick, and the
fear that his own army, with the death of Menelaus, will think the war over and begin to remember
their distant homes.®® When after this speech Menelaus manages to get a word in, he assures his
brother that he will be fine, advising him to calm down lest he scare the host and cause a real
problem. The protective older brother is perhaps not satisfied with a self-diagnosis, and so he takes
a moment to look after his brother, calling on Machaon, the famous healer, to come and dress the
wound. But this done, he immediately sets about doing what Athena has counted on: he starts to
power the Greek kdcpog up again, showing now a real enthusiasm for the work of war, eager again
for the day that Zeus will make him the agent of Troy’s obliteration—the day when he grants him
the kddog to wield his k6cpoc successfully.

The poet makes a lot of the moment. We will spend most of the rest of the book following
Agamemnon around, watching as he makes his way through the ranks of his army, praising and
blaming his regiment commanders accordingly, driving each of them to drive their own men
forward against the Trojans (223-421). And just after this extended episode, when Agamemnon
has at last got his k6cpoc up and running again, we are treated to a remarkable image of its complex
and immaculate operation, which the poet contrasts with the inferior working of its Trojan
counterpart (422-38):
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% For more on the epithet, see n. 41 in the third chapter.
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And as when on a beach that echoes much, the surge of the sea is stirred up in quick
succession under Zephyr, having set it in motion; and first out in the sea does it
raise its head, but thereafter, smashing against land, it roars loudly, and about the
headlands, being now arched over, it comes to a head, and spits back the foam of
the sea; so then in quick succession were the ranks of Danaans being set in motion,
to go steadily into battle; and each of the leaders was commanding their own men;
and these others went on in silence, nor would you say that a host so large was
following along now [or] that they all had a voice in their chests—in silence
because they were fearing their commanders; and about all of them, the cunningly
wrought gear was shining, the gear they wore as they were marching. But as for the
Trojans, like sheep in the pen of a wealthy man, which stand about in their multitude
waiting to be milked for their white milk, bleating continuously as they hear the
voice of their lambs; in this way had the shouting of the Trojans been stirred up
throughout the wide army; for there was no speech common to them all, nor a single
voice, but the tongue was mixed, for the men had been called on from many places.

The immense war machine which Agamemnon assembled earlier in the day, giving an occasion
for the Catalogue of Ships way back in the second book, he has finally powered up here in the
fourth; and now we get to watch the thing as it moves steadily forward, a marvel to behold: if you
had been unable at first to see the men marching, but could only hear them, you would surely doubt
they were so many; and if you could then get a look at them, you would think this to be a host of
voiceless men. So quietly does the machine now operate, as the men who compose it march on in
lockstep, one column coming in quick succession after the next, like a series of Zephyr-driven
waves breaking on a beach. I give the passage in full because it gives, in relatively few lines, a
pretty good sense of the command hierarchy that defines Agamemnon’s k6cpoc. There are on the
one hand his commanders, the group of nobles who act as the interfacing parts of the machine:
these are the men whom Agamemnon has just wound up on his long tour of inspection; and now
they perform very much the same sort of work that he does, but do it on a smaller scale, winding
up the men of their respective regiments. And then of course, on the other hand, there are the rank-
and-file men of these regiments; the multitudes who form the nested k6cpot which Agamemnon’s
commanders wield in service to him; men who, being of little or no distinction, serve Agamemnon
only by the operation of the lifeless k6opot they wear and carry about their bodies—the gear that
shines so brightly as they march in a disciplined silence, heeding in fear the men who give their
marching orders. The Greek army is an excellently crafted, well-oiled machine, and it puts to
shame the Trojan competition: an army cobbled together from far-flung, foreign-tongued allies,
which runs something like a jalopy on its last leg, producing the loudest racket as it lumbers
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forward: the lack of a common language, and the confusion it causes, is something like sand in the
gears of a war koopoc.”’

With the two armies once again advancing, the plan which Athena has devised and
executed in the service of her father is complete; and we find in the next line that she has returned
to work which is, by now, fairly routine for her. She is doing her part to stir the Greeks to action,
whipping them up for the battle, while Ares does the same on the Trojan side (and the dreadful
cohort of Terror, Rout, and Strife do it indifferently of sides). The armies next meet, the clamor of
men killing and dying starts up, and soon enough the ground beneath them is a river of blood.
Mortal events are back on track. The book then ends with the poet recounting the notable deaths
of the first few minutes of fighting.

But what about Pandarus? Is he not a loose end? Athena lets him live on a little way into
the next book, when she finally circles back to him, meaning to make him pay a price for the
treachery that she has put him up to. Recall that she starts off the fifth book by supercharging
Diomedes. She gives him strength and courage, so that he be conspicuous among all the Greeks
and win good fame for himself; and then, for good measure, sets him all ablaze with fire, before
driving him on, beacon that he is, into the middle of the fighting, to the place where there is the
thickest confusion of men. Pandarus cannot help but notice Diomedes on the rampage that ensues;
and being nothing else if not eager to make up for his failure a few moments ago, he immediately
takes a shot at the man. The arrow hits at the shoulder, pierces the armor, and again draws blood,
perhaps more this time than the last. At the very least, Pandarus thinks, as he goes on to reveal in
his boast, that he has probably killed Diomedes, and he takes it for a sign that the gods are now, if
they had not been moments before, standing behind him.

But the arrow has not broken Diomedes. He only retreats to have a companion pull it out,
then prays to Athena that she let him kill Pandarus—a wish the goddess is now very happy to
grant. She gives him another dose of strength, removes from his vision the mist that normally
prevents mortals from distinguishing gods, so that he may maneuver the battlefield in safety, and
then sends him on his way again, back into the fighting. A few moments later and Pandarus is
making his second attempt on the man. He has traded his bow for a spear and approaches in a
chariot driven by Aeneas, from which he now throws his spear and, for the third time in a few
minutes, manages to hit his mark but fails to cause serious injury: the spear strikes Diomedes in
the shield, penetrates this, but retains thereafter the power only to touch against the corselet
beneath.

Once again Pandarus believes that he has downed Diomedes, and once again he starts to
boast prematurely. The difference this time is that the famous son of Tydeus does not need to
retreat from the encounter. He responds first with a few threatening words and then hurls his spear
at the chariot, hoping to hit one of the two men in it. And as the spear flies at the chariot, Athena
pops up suddenly, in the second half of a line, to redirect once again the course of a projectile
(BéXog &’1Bvvev ABnvm, 290). In the earlier case, of course, she had redirected an arrow which
Pandarus shot, depriving him of a great honor she herself had dangled before him. Now she steps
in to redirect a spear which is meant for him, to see for certain that it hits its mark and takes his

0 The poet has his explanation of the language problem enact what it explains. We have three clauses in quick
succession, all of them with the same propositional content — that the Trojan army does not share a common language
— but each of them expressing this content in different language, almost as though it were a single message translated
for the benefit of the different Trojan contingents. Indeed, 8pdoc, yijpvg, and yAdoca, words which would seem to
serve the tradition, at least in part, as metrical variants by which the poet speaks of language, appear together in such
close proximity rather like the word for language in three different languages.
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life, thereby giving quick and convenient answer to the prayer of Diomedes. She sets the spear
going straight for the man’s unprotected face; and with the same precision that we tracked the
redirected arrow piercing through the layers of Menelaus’s armor, now we follow the redirected
spear as it makes its way through the head of Pandarus. He falls at once from the speeding chariot;
the splendid armor he wears glitters and clatters as it strikes the ground; and then he dies on the
spot, his soul and his strength let loose. And so ends the inglorious role of Pandarus in the k6cp0g
of Zeus.

Conclusions

The basic work of this chapter, pushing at last beyond the usual semantics of order and
ornament, has been to draw a clear distinction between the meaning of x6cpog and its discourse
in epic: a distinction between a word which means something like machine, and a poetic tradition
which conceives the world of its diegesis as a machine. Of the two sides, I think the first, the issue
of the word’s basic meaning, is now more or less settled. We have gone again through all the cases
of Koopelv and its compounds, amending the discussion we had of them in the first chapter: these
are verbs which signify, not simply the ordering of persons or things, but the creation of a complex
tool. We have also accounted for all three of the allegedly ornamental instances of the noun, the
non-adverbial ones, having spent considerable time, between this chapter and the last, on two of
them. And, finally, I have argued in the case of all the others, the fifteen adverbial instances
supposed to mean order, taking so far just one of these as my example, that the machine referred
to in each is the world according to epic, the vast and complex political k6cpoc which Zeus himself
has assembled and wields in the work of accomplishing his sovereign will.

This brings us back around to the other side of my distinction; and here, by contrast, we
have only scratched the surface. I have so far concerned myself with a few passages and episodes
in which the language of kdopog figures prominently, and have, in the work of making sense of
these, tried to say about the world-machine only what I thought exegetically necessary. The result
of all this, I hope, is clarity about particular moments in which the poet shows us particular parts
of the machine at work; but we have not yet found the right occasion to zoom out and behold this
instrument, in all of its size and complexity, as a single whole. So I expect there remain, for even
my most sympathetic reader, serious questions and perhaps even doubts about this second horn.

One worry might go like this: You speak of an epic discourse, of a unified and coherent
system of language use, one by which you claim the practitioners of this tradition have come to
articulate a certain conception of reality, and yet all we have done so far is look at a single tfamily
of words, the various members of which (nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverb) appear in total only
forty-four times between the two monumental poems. How does this amount to a discourse?

And a related question might be: How is this particular family of words, assuming they
serve the tradition the way you argue, supposed to relate to the host of other terms which self-
evidently play some role in the epic Weltanschauung? I mean, for instance, words like noipa and
aica, which both mean portion, but come in epic, according to most every commentator, to
designate a certain conception of fate; or again a word like dixn or 0éug, usually translated justice
and law, respectively, which the poet and his characters so often use when they speak to the issue
of propriety; or, to give here just one more example, a crucial word like Ty, designating a kind
of honor or distinction possessed by most of the gods and a smaller portion of mortals, by virtue
of which they are each entitled to the respect and deference of others, not to mention certain

82



material benefits and privileges in the world.”' You have said next to nothing about any of these;
so even if you are right about k6opog and all that it does in epic, you still need to explain how
these and a number of further terms fit into the discourse.

And the student of the early history of philosophy will want to ask one like this: You are
claiming, in effect, that the epic tradition has developed a certain conception of reality as a
rationally structured whole of parts, and that it moreover calls this world a kbopog. But what then
of the overwhelming consensus, going back some way now, and ultimately, in fact, back to Plato
and Aristotle, that it was the post-Homeric but pre-Socratic philosophers who were the first to
have a concept like this, and likewise the first to call it k6cpog (albeit for different reasons than
you argue epic does)? How do you explain the confusion of so many historians of philosophy, not
to mention the first couple of post-Socratic philosophers?

And that last question raises a final concern: You claimed back near the start of this chapter
that the world of epic, which is a rationally structured world, is also an essentially social world
that consists of a community of mortal and immortal persons,; by which you seemed to mean that
there is nothing that encompasses this social world, no further world in which this community
exists. You have now given some reason to believe that this community exists and is structured as
a machine, but it is still far from clear that this political x6cpog and the world of epic diegesis are
one and the same thing.

I will be addressing these questions in the following chapter, where we will at last have the
occasion to take a careful look at the cosmic machine. But I do not want to undersell what this
chapter has already revealed about it. Allow me to review three points before stopping. The first
thing is that our machine has the structure of a command hierarchy, though we have dealt so far
with just a single branch of it: the branch by which Zeus directs mortal beings. He first decides on
a course of action, then sends a god down from Olympus to get the ball rolling; the dispatched god
finds a high king and sets him in motion; he in turn directs the lesser kings beneath him; and these
finally direct the common folk at the bottom of the chain.

The second thing observed is that the mortal members of his k6cpog require regular
correction; for they are prone, when left to their own devices for even a short period of time, to
deviation from the plans of Zeus. Patroclus was not supposed to wear the divine armor of Achilles;
Hector was not supposed to take it from the man’s corpse and wear it himself. Nor had it been a
part of the plan that Paris face off against Menelaus in a consequential, war-ending duel. These are
deviations which result from human contingency; complications which the gods must address, lest
the will of Zeus go unaccomplished. In the case of the armor, we saw that Zeus decides to honor
Hector by allowing him to wear it; but this in turn means that Achilles, if he is still going to be the
one who presently kills Hector, will need an altogether new set forged and delivered on the double:

"I These are the words, together with koopoc, which Du Sablon 2014 calls, in an impossibly abstract way, les
principales notions d’ordre in epic (18). For him, these are notions of order which all relate a /’ordre universel (56),
to the complex order that defines the epic universe, to cosmic order. And he goes on to give a theoretical model of
their relationship, the way that they combine to constitute a universal order, that is far too abstract and analytic to be
of any use in making sense of the epic world. He imagines these different kinds of order forming concentric spheres
of the complex, world-defining order. The model is something you might expect to find in Plotinus, but I think pretty
clearly has no place in making sense of the world-conception put forward by a poetic tradition like epic (Du Sablon
admits himself that the Greeks did not relate these different types of order as schematically as he does, but he does
seem to think that these words still correspond to abstract notions of an order-like sort (69). The problem I see with
this work should be clear already from the first chapter. Whether you are speaking of k6cpog as a word for order, or
distinguishing multiple sorts of order, which together constitute /'ordre du monde, you are on the wrong track. You
are still speaking about words which “connote an idea of order” (69).
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a job his mother and Hephaestus will collaborate on. And as for the unsanctioned duel, we have
just seen that Zeus sets this right in two steps: he first has Aphrodite intervene in the duel, in order
to save Paris from a premature death, then has Athena spoil the truce, instructing her to put the
blame for this on the Trojan side. This just to say that the world is a machine you have to keep
your eye on: it can quickly get away from you.

The third and final thing to say in review is that this machine, by the fact of the
fundamentally deceptive way in which it operates, produces as its byproduct the phenomenon we
call tragedy. Hector plays his role in the //iadic plan so dutifully because he is in error about the
plan and the nature of his role in it. He has been made to think, with Zeus granting him one success
after another, that the god, if formerly hostile, has now got his back. He thinks that Zeus is now
using him, and using by extension the army that he leads, to drive the Greeks at long last from
Troy. So he really leans into the work, and unwittingly works to bring about his own death and the
fall of his city. And it is much the same story with Pandarus, despite the great difference in
particulars, the comparative unseemliness of his job. Athena leads the fool to think that his shot
will serve a glorious purpose; that the gods have reserved for him the great honor of killing
Menelaus, and would now give him the rein to do it, if only he would seize the opportunity. So he
takes his shot, only to find in the aftermath that he and his k6cpoc have played a very different
role. The only thing he has managed to do with it is stir up a hornet’s nest, reanimating a war-tired
enemy with fresh outrage.
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CHAPTER THREE

The Parts of His Machine and The World They Form

It is time to provide a fuller picture of the nature and functioning of the kdopog of Zeus.
We take our start here from the system of metrically variant words by which the poet, I will argue,
can speak of a person's role within the great machine. While this is the natural place from which
to start, it happens also to be a particularly hazardous one. This is because the words we are about
to discuss are among the most controversial in Homer. There is agreement about their basic sense
and etymology; and every commentator will say, in one way or another, that these are terms which
are central to the expression of the Homeric Weltanschauung; but there is, as we are about to see,
very little beyond this which one could call a broad consensus.

To begin with the basic nouns of our system, from which derive most of the other words
in the system, they are poipa, u6pog, and oica; and they should each mean something like part or
portion, as in a part or portion of something. We are told, on the one hand, that poipa and poépog
are related to peipopan, a verb which means to receive a share of some larger whole, and that aica,
on the other hand, comes from the same root as aivopat, a verb which means fo take hold of, so
that this would be the share which a person receives and fakes as their personal allotment. I can
see no problem with these derivations, and I endorse the basic sense attributed to the words, but
this alone does not take us very far. It allows us to account with ease for just a small percentage of
the many instances of poipa (19/108) and oico (6/41) in Homer, and not one of the sixteen
instances of pépoc.

These are the relatively few instances in which the poet, either by the context he supplies
or the inclusion of a defining genitive, gives some sense of the whole to which the poipa or aica
in question belongs. Of these instances, a significant majority are shares of loot (6/26) and meat
(12/26).! Another three of them are apparently portions of a certain feeling: the disguised Odysseus

! Perhaps unsurprisingly, the loot in question is always the loot which comes from Troy. On three occasions in the
final two feet of a line, we find the phrase Anidoc oicav: Achilles laments the promise he made to Menoetius, the
father of Patroclus, that he would return to him a son who had sacked Troy and been allotted his portion of the loot
(1l. 18.327); Zeus declares that the Phaeacians will honor Odysseus with gifts more numerous than the share of booty
he was allotted at Troy and subsequently lost at sea (Od. 5.40); and later on, when the Phaeacians have done just this,
Poseidon goes and complains about it to Zeus, using the same lines which the latter had used in the previous instance
(13.138). The other three cases are all one-offs. Achilles, in the famous embassy of /liad 9, complains at one point
that, at least under the rule of Agamemnon, “there is an equal portion [of spoils] for one who remains behind and for
another who really fights” (ion poipa pévovty, xai €l pdAo tig morepiCot, 318). Standing by the entrance to the
underworld in the other poem, Odysseus informs the spirit of Achilles that his son, Neoptolemus, following the fall
of Troy, boarded his ship to return home unscathed, “having in his possession a portion [of the booty] and a good prize
of honor” (noipav kai yépag é60Aov Exwv, Od. 11.534). And Menelaus, overhearing a remark by Telemachus about
the brilliant wealth of his home, makes a point of saying that he “would rather dwell in the house, having in it just a
third share” (d¢peAov Tprtdmyv mep Exmv €v ddpaot poipav / vaisv, Od. 4.97-8) of the many and good things he brought
back with him from Troy, if it could mean that the many who died there under his command were still alive and well.
The portions of meat all come from the Odyssey, and they are all cases of poipa. See 3.66 = 20.280, 8.470, 14.448,
15.140, 17.335, 19.423, 20.281, and 20.293, where there is no partitive genitive; 3.40 and 20.260 for onAdyyvov
poipag, and 17.258 for kpewdv poipav. There is a politics to the distribution of these portions and shares which I cannot
discuss here in any detail. Suffice it to say that the share received is supposed to be proportional to the individual’s
position relative to the other members of his community: it is a representation and negotiation of one’s social value.
The important word for this value, as I will discuss below, is Tyu. There is an immense literature on the subject of
sacrificial feasting in Homer and after; see especially the edited volumes of Detienne and Vernant 1989 and Faraone
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twice says, first to his son and then to his wife, that there is still an éAniSoc oico that he will return
home; then later, speaking with Eumaeus, says that the suitors, to judge from what they have done
in his home, have no aidodg poipav.? A further two, occurring in a single line, refer to segments
of the great body of Night, as she passes overhead with the stars according to their usual rhythm.
It happens here again that Odysseus is our speaker; he has been recruited by Diomedes for the
night raid of //iad 10, and, noting the late hour, urges that they not dawdle (251-53):

GAL’ Topev: pdda yap voé dvetar, £yyvot &’ nag,
dotpa 6& O TpoPEPnke, mapoiywkeyv 8¢ TAE®V VOE
TOV dVO HoPawV, TpLTdTn & ETL poipa AEAEuTTOL.

But let us go; for night is very much coming to an end, and dawn is close, and the
stars advance, and the full night has passed—or more than two parts of it, and a
third part is still left.

This leaves us with just three more of the easily dealt with instances, and they are all one-
offs which appear in the /liad: Achilles, in his anger, reckons the value of Agamemnon at just a
portion of an already worthless clipping (ti® 6¢ puv €v kapog aion, 9.378); Poseidon, blustering
because Zeus, his elder brother, has just banished him from the battlefield, proclaims let him stay
in his third portion (pevétm Tprrdtn €vi poipn, 15.195), by which he means his brother's share of
their patrimony, the heavenly sphere; and finally, in the speech which sends Patroclus out to fight,
Achilles at one point says of the Greeks that they were still holding onto a small part of the field
(xopng OAiynv &t poipav &yovteg, 16.68).

With all the other instances of poipa and aica, which are again the significant majority of
them (124/149), and every single instance of popog (16), it is far from obvious that these words
refer to the parts or portions of anything at all. The work here is to make sense of portions which
correspond to no obvious wholes, either by identifying the missing wholes, or showing that the
words, in all these cases, have something other than their humdrum, etymologically clear sense.
And here of course is where the controversy begins. In order to give a serviceable overview of the
major disputes, it will be convenient to sort the remaining instances—rather artificially, we will
see by the end—into three groups, and to introduce these groups one after the other.

and Naiden 2012, but also Burkert 1983, Nagy 1979: 118-41; 1990: 269-75, Bakker 2013, Ekroth 2008, and Stocking
2017.

2 I say apparently because I suspect that these three cases are not to be construed, as they usually are, as partitive
genitives, where the meaning would be something like, as we might say, “he does not have a sliver of decency.” 1
suspect instead, with Onians, that these cases are closely related to the more mysterious majority of instances explained
below, where it is far from immediately clear what the portion is a portion of. I will argue, following Onians 1951,
that these portions are portions of a mystical thread, by the use which the gods bind us to do and suffer particular
events in our lives. The same, it would seem, goes for our individual characters: to say that a person has no portion of
shame is to say that no thread from the gods has bound the individual to experience the feeling of shame. In the other
case, that of the éAidog aico: when everything is going poorly, and all that we have is the hope for a good outcome,
the idea is that a portion of thread has bound us to this role of hoping. This is my view, but I am not yet prepared to
argue the point in full, and so include the three cases here with the easily identified portions.
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First Group: Portion as Fate

There are in our first group the sixty-one times in which a character refers, in an entirely
natural way, and without ever causing any confusion, to some shadowy poipo or pdpog or oico
that would seem somehow to determine the course of their own or another’s life.? It is, for example,
a certain portion of his which demands that Achilles live so short a life. His mother, Thetis, in a
single utterance in //iad 1, tells him that there is “a portion for him [to live] for only a brief time,
not at all for long” (416); calls him, in a word, “swift-portioned” (&x0Opopoc, 417); and then
laments that it was by her own “wicked portion” (kakf] aior, 418) that she, a goddess, gave birth
to so unfortunate a man.* It is likewise the matter of a certain portion that Sarpedon die at the hands
of Patroclus. Just before his death in //iad 16, Zeus bemoans “the portion [which requires] that
Sarpedon, the dearest of men, be overcome by Patroclus, the son of Menoitius” (Zapmnddva
eiktatov avopdv / poip’ vmo [atpdxrolo Mevortiddao dapfjval. 433-34), and even considers for
a moment whether he should save this man, who is a mortal son of his, from his appointed doom;
to which Hera will respond that his death here and now is something to which “the man, being
mortal, has long been bound by a portion” (&vopa Bvntov £dvta mhlat menpwpévov aiomn, 441). A
little later on in the same book, to give one final example, Patroclus learns late that there is no
portion for him, nor even for Achilles, to sack Troy: when the man, making the most of his last
hurrah, has already three times attempted to scale the walls of Troy, and now makes his fourth
attempt, Apollo, who has in fact been standing atop the wall, and has now three times beat
Patroclus back from it, finally shouts down to him (707-9):

véCeo Sroyeveg Iatpdriesc: ob vo 1ot aica
o® V1o dovpi TOMV TEPOBa Tpd WV dyepdy®V,
000’ U1’ AythAfoc, 6¢ Tep GEO TOALOV ApEivmV.

Get back, Zeus-born Patroclus! Really there is no portion for you that the
city of the noble Trojans be sacked by your spear, nor by Achilles, who
is very much better than you.

To account for the cases in this first group, almost every commentator will reach for the
word fate; but there is then remarkably little agreement about the nature of this fate, its specifically
epic conception. There are perhaps three basic camps. There are those, to start with, who take this
fate for a fact of epic reality. They usually say that poipa is the fixed order of the world, or some
obscure, order-enforcing power within it; and then posit a relationship of one form or another
between the familiar gods and this fate: for some, for instance, poipa is a thing to which the gods
themselves are subordinated, and have no power to change; for others, the gods can overstep poipa,

3 Of the sixty-one instances collected in this group, there are twenty-six cases of poipa: . 3.101, 5.83, 6.488, 7.52,
15.117, 16.434, 17.421, 18.120, 23.80, Od. 2.100, 3.238, 269, 4.475, 5.41, 114, 345, 9.532, 11.292, 560, 17.326,
19.145, 592, 20.76, 21.24, 22.413, and 24.135; twenty-four cases of aica: 1. 1.416, 418, 5.209, 9.608, 15.209, 16.441,
707, 22.61, 179, 477, 24.224, 428, 750, Od. 5.113, 206, 288, 8.511, 9.52, 11.61, 13.306, 14.359, 15.276, 19.259,
23.315; and eleven cases of popog: /1. 6.357, 19.421, 21.133, 22.280, 24.85, Od. 1.166, 9.61, 11.409, 618, 16.421, and
20.241.

4 Pandarus, whose tragic case we considered in the second chapter, uses the same expression when, after a further
series of failures, he finally realizes the nature of his kosmic role: “So it was by a wicked portion (kakfj oion) that I
took from its peg the curved bow on the day when I was leading my Trojans to lovely Ilium, doing service to shining
Hector” (/1. 5.209-11).
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but regularly decide against it for one reason or another. In the second camp, there are those who,
finding no place for so abstract a principle in the worldview of epic, claim that this fate, in its
origin, is nothing more than the pull of a sedimented story tradition: after so many tellings, the
major events of a story like the //iad or Odyssey become so fixed, that this fixedness bleeds over,
in a more or less organic way, into the diegetic world of the poetry, where it appears as fate, as
something which keeps people and events proceeding along their traditional paths.® Finally, in the
third camp, there are those who regard this fate, rather more straightforwardly, as an expression of
the will of Zeus: a person's portion is, by one conception or another, the life which Zeus has given
them to live.’

5 There are very many examples of this sort of thinking. According to Greene 1944: 13-24, “there stands behind the
gods a shadowy reality, a fixed order rather than a power, a divine conscience, at times gathering moral grandeur, at
times dreadful and oppressive to man, the reality known as Moira” (13-14). Guthrie 1955: 130 claims that we find in
Homer “the belief in an awful power of Fate or Destiny (Moira), against which even the gods cannot stand.” Cornford
1957: vii-viii, 12-39 writes a few years later that “in Homer the gods are subordinate to a remote power, which is both
primary—older than the gods themselves—and moral. It is called Moira, Destiny” (12). Adkins 1960: 17-29 says of
“the world under the influence of moira” that it “is not so much like a piece of clockwork as it is like a game of
celestial snakes and ladders. Most moves are free; but should one alight at the foot of one’s own particular ladder, or
at the head of one’s own personal snake, the next move is determined” (19). The all-too-metaphysically-minded
Schadewaldt 1965: 310-11 speaks of poipa thus: “Als eine Grundverfassung alles Seins und Lebens ist sie dann
gottlich und bindet die Gotter, die als die “Stéirksten und Besten” doch an das Sein gebunden bleiben, und ist in ihrer
allumfassenden Allgemeinheit doch auch wieder keine Gottheit von fest umrissener Gestalt und Wiirden, die ‘tiber’
Zeus und den Goéttern stiinde.” Clay 1983: 148-57, wishing to distinguish between the poipa of a god and that of a
mortal, says of the former that it is “his eternally allotted sphere of influence,” of the latter that it is “his allotted share
of life defined temporally as the interval between birth and death” (154), and then adds a little later that “the moira of
an individual forms the particular shape of his life” (156). And as Burkert 1985: 129-30 sees it, “moira, aisa is not a
person, not a god or a power, but a fact: the word means portion, and proclaims that the world is apportioned, that
boundaries are drawn in space and time. For man, the most important and most painful boundary is death: this is his
limited portion. It is not impossible to overstep these bounds, but the consequences are dire; Zeus would have the
power to act differently, but the other gods do not applaud this, and therefore he does not do so, just as a good and
wise ruler does not use his real power to encroach on the limits set by custom.” See also Nilsson 1949: 167-72,

® Frinkel 1973:53-75 gives the finest statement of this view, and the crucial bit of it is well worth quoting in full: “To
the Homeric singer the events which he reported were not saga but reality. The main outlines of the course of events
were fixed, and in particular the catastrophes; but within the framework which limited him the rhapsode might be
guided by his own inspiration. The freer his scope inside the frame, the more tangible was the rigidity of its outer
limitations. Again and again conflict must have arisen between the outcome of an episode as the tradition laid it down
and the outcome the poet wished—out of preference for one party, out of sympathy for a man condemned to die, or
because in his view, only his own outcome commended itself as right, natural, and artistic. The actual outcome, he
felt, was other than it might have been or should have been; and so for him the tradition which had predetermined the
outcome took on the form of a predestined fate. As a rule he could regard this power as ‘the fate of the gods.” For his
intuitive interpretation of history could so manipulate the gods that they wished and caused what eventually happened.
But many times, as he knew, the gods were split into warring parts; often they were not pleased with the turn events
actually took; hence fate had eventually to be understood as a power to which even the gods must bow. It is inherent
in this conception that fate is absolute, that is to say, it stands in no organic relationship to other powers in the world,
and that its decisions are willful, that is to say, not based on logic or capable of being understood. For this reason any
attempt on our part to rationalize the power of fate in Homer, and fit it meaningfully into the Homeric world system,
is doomed in advance. It represents the hard residue of fact which is insoluble by analysis of history and to which
everything else must somehow accommodate itself. It is a strange and self-willed must which the poet can only accept
as a datum and which his gods like his heroes must accept as premises” (57-58). See also Kullmann 1956, Whitman
1958: 228, Reinhardt 1961: 107-20, Redfield 1975: 133-36, Nagy 1979: 40-41 et passim, Schein 1984: 62-64, Elmer
2013:151-52, and Scodel 2017.

7 Onians 1951: 303-466 is the great champion of this view in our time, but since I will have occasion to discuss his
work in some detail just below, I pass it over for now. See also Duffy 1947, who gathers together in one place many
of the relevant passages in order to show that “fate and the will of Zeus are identical” (478); and Lloyd-Jones 1971:

88



For what it is worth, you can count me among this last group, for I believe that it is Zeus
who is behind these portions. This much should be clear, I would think, from the numerous
occasions in which the poet specifies the origin of a portion by supplementing it with a genitive.
Achilles knows that he “is honored by a portion from Zeus” (tetiuficOor Aw¢ aiom, 11.9.608).8
Fuming for a moment over the death of Askalaphos, a mortal son of his, Ares says that he will
disobey an order of Zeus by avenging his death, “even if there be for me a portion from Zeus, when
I have been struck by his thunderbolt (£1 tép pot kai poipa Atdg TAnyévit kepavv®), to lie together
with the corpses amid the blood and the dirt” (Z/. 15.117-18). When the Greeks rally after the death
of Patroclus, and manage even to put the Trojans to flight, the poet comments that “the Argives
would have seized kudos even beyond the portion from Zeus” (Apyeiot 6¢ ke KDO0G EAOV Kol VTEP
Aw¢ aicav, I1. 17.321), were it not for the intervention of Apollo, who comes to the aid of the
Trojans.’ Odysseus says of the day that he and his men fought the Kikonians that “a wicked portion
from Zeus was then surely upon us, being dread-portioned men (t6te 81 pa xoxr A oico
napéotn / NUiv aivopopoiowy), so that we suffered many pains” (Od. 9.52-3). When the seer
Melampos, to win for his brother the hand of princess Pero in marriage, attempts to retrieve the
stolen cattle of her father, the famous king Neleus, we are told that “a difficult portion from god
fettered him down” (yoAenr) o0& Beod Katd poipa médnoe, Od. 11.292), so that he becomes the
prisoner of the rustler, a man by the name of Iphicles.!® A year and a few lines later, when

4-5, who writes of the Iliadic Zeus: “He exercises a vague general control over events, and since his thought is identical
with future happenings, the future can be known by him or by whoever knows his mind. Moira, one’s ‘portion,’ is in
the last resort identical with the will of Zeus; when Hera reminds him that he cannot save his son Sarpedon she is only
warning him that he cannot sacrifice to a sudden whim his own settled policy.” I should note as well that Eustathius
belongs in this third camp, saying at one point in his Commentary to the Odyssey: £511 & ToVTOV AOG fovAny ginely
koi Ogod poipav (1.417.9-10). And the Stoics as well, being by my estimation the keenest of Homer’s ancient exegetes,
make the same identification, and even adopt it as part of their own philosophical system. Plutarch makes this
abundantly clear in his De Stoicorum repugnantiis, both at 1050b3-5, where Chrysippus is reported to have said that
“Homer spoke correctly [by saying that] ‘the plan of Zeus was being accomplished,” referring [by this phrase] to fate
(tnv elpopuévny) and the nature of the whole, in accordance with which all things are administered;” and later at
1056¢1-4, where he says, in reference to /I. 15.109 and Eur. Supp. 734-36, that “[Chrysippus] himself says many
things in agreement with these, and says finally that nothing is held in any state or moved, not even the smallest thing,
other than in accordance with the reason of Zeus (katd tov 100 A10g Adyov), who is the same as fate (tfj eipappévn).”
See also Aulus Gellius 7.2.11-14.

8 Achilles, having a god for a mother, is privileged among mortals to get information from her about what Zeus has
planned for him. Of course, neither he nor his mother anticipates the tragedy that Zeus has in store for him in the /liad.
They know just that he has two options, and Zeus will make sure, by the Patroclus gambit, that he chooses to stay and
die at Troy.

° The way that Apollo helps the Trojans out in this moment is by stirring up Aeneas (322-32), who then stirs up the
men under him (333-43). Apollo first takes on the appearance of Periphas, who served as a herald to Anchises, the
father of Aeneas, so as to make it clear to the man, without revealing his identity, that a god is addressing him, and
then says to him: “Aeneas! How could you be the men to protect steep Ilium, even beyond god (xai vnep Beodv), as 1
have seen other men do, trusting in their own power and strength and manliness, and also their host, despite having
too few people? For Zeus is willing victory much more for us than the Danaans, but you of your own accord retreat
unspeakably and do not fight” (327-32). In other words, if the Trojans cannot beat back the Greeks when Zeus is
handing them victory, how do they expect to hold them off when Zeus no longer favors them; when they have no
choice but to defend their city beyond the will of god? All of this just to say that vmep Beov (327) is yet another way
of saying vmép A10¢ aicav (321), which I take to be nothing more than an expanded way of saying vnép oicav (7.
3.59, 6.333, 6.487,16.780) or vmep poipav (1. 20.336) or vaep popov (/1. 21.517, Od. 1.34, 1.35, 5.436) or vnéppopa
(1. 2.155, 20.30).

19 The poet does not actually put a name to Melampos in this passage, identifying him only as a “blameless seer”
(navtig apdpmv, 291); this and several other of the story’s details included above come from later in the Odyssey,
when at 15.223-55 we are introduced to a descendent of this Melampos, a fugitive seer by the name of Theoklumenos,
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Melampos secures his release and the return of the cattle by revealing to his captor “all the things
that were god-spoken” (Béocpata tavt’ eimdvta), we hear, in identification of the anonymous 0edc,
that “the plan of Zeus was being accomplished” (Aw¢ &’ éteheieto Bovry, 297).!!

But let me say that I am really very hesitant to speak at all about fate in this context. For
without referencing a particular religious or philosophical system’s use of the word, fate can have
only a very vague sense: it gestures imprecisely in the direction of something deterministic. To
reach for it in the attempt to comprehend these instances of poipa-aico-uépog is thus a clear case
of obscurum per obscurius. And what is more, if one looks back for that moment in etymological
time when fate had a fairly transparent sense, that is, with the Latin fatum, one discovers an
expression obviously very different from our portion words: something fated to happen is
something which a god has declared will happen.!? This is importantly not to say that the
expression is one whose sentiment is foreign to Homer: he has in 8écpatoc, which we have just
encountered above, an expression very much like this fatum. And, I might add, the fact that he will
use this compound in contexts where he might otherwise have spoken of a person’s portion is a
further bit of evidence that there exists in his world no sovereignty superior to Zeus and the gods
he rules over.!® But how far does this get us? Even if it is Zeus, as I am claiming, who is behind
these portions, there is much that is still unclear about them. Are they nothing more than a figure
of speech, and not so very different from the way in which we speak today of a person’s /ot in life?
Or are these portions quite literally the portions of something? If so, what could this something
be? And what good are these portions of something to Zeus, as he goes about the work of
accomplishing his will?

Second Group: Portion as Agent
We can begin to give an answer if we set to the side for a moment the instances of this first

group, and turn now to those of the second. These are the twenty-six times that poipa-aico-pHopog
appears as the name of an agent or, in just a single case of poipa, when the plural is used, a cohort

who says by chance, in another of these fate-as-portion cases, that he is on the run “because there is now a portion for
me to wander among men” (8mi v0 pot aica kot dvOpdmovg dAdAnco, 276).

! There are three further occasions on which the poet specifies with a genitive the origin of a portion. The shade of
Elpenor explains to Odysseus that “a wicked portion from the daimon and an ungodly amount of wine made me
reckless” (Gé pe Soiuovog aica kaxm kol d0écarog otvoc, Od. 11.61), so that he fell from the roof of Circe’s hall
and died. I take it that the anonymous daipovog, like the anonymous 8god later in same the book (292), is Zeus. With
the other two cases, the portion is said to come, not from Zeus alone, but the gods viewed as a corporation under Zeus.
The singer in whose charge Agamemnon left his wife Clytemnestra, when he was heading to Troy, kept watch over
her until “a portion from the gods fettered him to be overcome” (uv poipa Oedv Enédnoe daufvar, Od. 3.269), so that
Aegisthus took him and marooned him on a desert island. And Odysseus, standing over the suitors he has just
massacred, proclaims that “a portion from the gods and their own cruel deeds subdued these men” (To0cde 8¢ poip’
£ddpacoe Bedv kai oxétho Epya, Od. 22.413). One could point out as well, as further evidence that Zeus is behind
these portions, the fact that he alone appears to have full knowledge of them: Penelope will claim, for instance, that
Zeus “knows well all things” (0 yép T'ed 0idev émavta, 19.75), and then unpack this by saying, in a difficult and
unparalleled expression, that he knows poipdv t’dppopiny te katabvntdv avOpomwy (76), which I take to mean “both
the portion there is and the portion there is not for mortal men.”

12 See, for instance, the phrase fata deum at Aeneid 2.54, which Servius in his commentary glosses quae dii loquuntur.
13 For 0écpatog in Homer, see 1I. 5.64, 8.477; Od. 4.561, 7.143, 9.507, 10.473, 11.151, 297, 12.155, and 13.172.
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of agents.'* It is uncontroversial to say that these agents named Portion have something to do with
the personal portions of mortals. On three occasions, by a single formulaic line, one of these agents
is said by a character to have spun for a mortal, at the time of that mortal’s birth, something which
he either will suffer or has already suffered. The first comes when Achilles finally returns to battle,
and Zeus allows the gods to take part in the fighting. Hera descends to ensure that Achilles suffer
no harm that day, but admits, in speaking with Poseidon on the field, that she will not be able to
help him afterwards (/1. 20.127-28):

...botepov avte 10 meloeTon ood ol Alca
Yryvopéve émévnoe AMveo 0te pv Téke untnp.

Later on he will suffer whatever things Aisa spun for him with flax at the time of
his birth, when his mother bore him.

The second comes from the mouth of Hecuba. She speaks to dissuade Priam from attempting to
ransom the body of their son from Achilles (//. 24.208-12):

...vdv 8¢ Khaiopev dvevbev
fuevol €v peydpw- @ &’ d¢ mobt Moipa kpatom
Yryvopéve émévnoe Ave, 8te puv tékov anTn, (210)
dpyimodag kovag acot GV dmbvevde TokNV
avopl mapa KPOTEPD. ..

But now let us weep apart [from him], as we sit in our hall; but as for him, it would
seem that strong Moira spun it thus with flax at the time of his birth, when I myself
bore him, that the swift-footed dogs would have their fill of him, far off from his
parents, by the side of a more powerful man.

And the third is from the Odyssey, the moment after Odysseus, as an anonymous castaway, shows
up in the court of Alcinous, king of the Phaeacians. The king announces his intention to see the

stranger conveyed safely back home, but adds that his responsibility for the man will end there
(Od. 7.196-98):

...&vBa 8’ Enertal
neioetan, doca ol Alca katd KA®OES te Papeion
YEWOUEV® VAGOVTO Ave, OTe piv TEKE pTnp.

And there [in his fatherland] thereafter he will suffer whatever things Aisa and the
heavy Spinners spun out for him with flax at the time of his birth, when his mother
bore him.

In all the other cases, the agent named by the portion word appears, not as a spinner, but as
a kind of enforcer: one who sees to it that mortals do and suffer what they are supposed to. The

14 Of the twenty-six instances collected in this group, there are twenty-three cases of poipa: /1. 4.517, 5.613, 629,
12.116, 13.602, 16.334, 849, 853, 17.478, 672, 18.119, 19.87, 410, 20.477, 21.83, 110, 22.5, 303, 436, 24.49, 132,
209, and Od. 24.29; two cases of oico: II. 20.127 and Od. 7.197; and one case of uopog: 1. 18.465.
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poet himself usually shows us one of these agents as they are working to bring about the death of
a mortal. Here are a few examples. When Tlepolemos, the king and colonist of Rhodes, faces off
against Sarpedon in the first battle of the poem, it comes as no surprise that he will die in the
encounter; for the poet has introduced the episode by saying: “And as for Tlepolemos, the son of
Heracles, a man both noble and great, powerful Portion spurred him on against god-like Sarpedon”
(TAmorepov & Hpordeidny, v te péyav te, / dpoev &n’ dvtifém Tapmndovi Moipa kpataw, 7.
5.628-29).15 When the Trojans have later fought their way down to the defensive ditch of the
Greeks, and Poulydamas advises that the commanders all dismount from their chariots to cross
over and continue on foot, the only person not to follow his advice is Asios, who drives his team
onward, thinking evidently that his speed will keep him safe; but the poet comments (//. 12.113-
17):

VATL0G, 00d° ap’ EpeAde Kakdg VIO KNPOS AAVEAG

oo Kai Oxec@v AyoAAOLEVOG TOPL VDV

ay arovootosety poti "TAov nvepdescay: (115)
npochev yap pv Moipa duodvopog aueekdAvyey

gyyet Tdopeviog dyavod AgvukaAidao.

The fool! Nor was he bound, having escaped from under wicked dooms, while
delighting in his horses and his chariot by the ships [of the Greeks], to make his
return back to windy Ilium; for before this, hard-named Moira shrouded him all
over with the spear of Idomeneus, the noble son of Deucalion.

And finally, a little later on, when the Trojans have crossed the Greek ditch, broken through the
Greek wall, made it down to the Greek ships, and are now fighting the Greeks about these, the
poet introduces us to an otherwise unknown Trojan by the name of Peisander, whom he has fight
and die in an extended duel with Menelaus, introducing him with the following lines (Z/. 13.601-
3):

[Teicavopog 6’ 1B0g Meveddov kvdaAipolo
fie: tov &’ dye Moipa kokn Bavatolo téAocde
ool Mevéhae dapijvar év aivi) Oniothiti.

And Peisander darted straight for glorious Menelaus; and wicked Moira was
leading him toward the end of death, to be overcome by you, Menelaus, in dread
battle.

But the poet is not the only one to speak about this Portion in her enforcement capacity;
his mortal characters, who are invariably the victims of this agent, do as well; but here there is a
clear difference: as a rule, these mortals only recognize her hand in some event after the fact, at a
point when her work is done or it is otherwise too late to escape her. As he lies dying under Hector's
spear, Patroclus says first that it was really “destructive Moira and the son of Leto who killed me”

15 For Moipa, not always in the voice of the poet, as kpatoun, see 1. 5.83, 629, 16.334, 853, 20.477, 21.110, 24.132,
and 209. The collocation only ever appears at the end of a line, and is usually preceded by ®dvarog kai, filling up the
second hemistich. Note that the text of Allen 1912, except in a few cases, like the spinning examples above, where it
is undeniable that a portion word names a god, does not capitalize them; in this I depart from his text.
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(6ALG e Moip’ 0don kai Antodg Ektavey viog, 11.16.849), and then a few lines later, enjoying the
moment of prophetic power which dying somehow brings, informs Hector that he is next, saying
(852-54):

oD Onv 00’ avTOC dNPoOv Pén, GALA TOL 110N
ayyr tapéotnkev Odvarog koi Moipa kpotoun
¥ePoi dapEVT’ AytAnog auopovog Alakidao.

Nor in truth will you yourself live for long, but already near you stand Death and
powerful Moira, to see that you are overcome by the hands of blameless Achilles,
the scion of Aiakos.!'®

Books later, when Achilles has driven all of the other Trojans back within the gates of their city,
we know the prophecy of Patroclus is being fulfilled, for we hear from the poet that “wicked
Portion bound Hector to stay there before Ilium and the Scaian gates” ("Extopa 6’ adtod peivon
oAoum) Moipa méonoev, / TAiov Tpomdpode TuAdwv e Xkotdwv, 22.5-6); but the man himself will
not recognize this until he is already facing off against his killer, and already thrown at this man
in vain the one spear that he had. He says to himself at this point, putting at last all the pieces of
his tragedy together, that wicked Death and Moira are now at hand (297-305):

O momol N néda 31 pe Beol BAvoTovde KGAecsOV:

AnipoPov yap Eywy’ pdunv fjpma Tapeivar:

GAL’ O pev &v tetyel, Eue 0’ €€amatnoev Adnv.

vV 8¢ o1 &yyvot pot Odvartog Kakdg, ovd’ €T’ dvevbev, (300)
008’ GAéN: 1 Yép po médan T6 ye Piltepov HEV

Znvi 1€ kai A0 vit EknPoOre, of pe Thpog Ye

TPOPPOVEG £ipHato- VOV oté e Moipa Kiydvel.

U1 pav Aomovdi ye Kol AKAEI®dS dmoloiuny,

AL péya pé€ag T Kol Eéacopévorot TuhésOat. (305)

Ah well, then it is true that the gods have called me forth to death; for I thought that
Deiphobos the hero stood by me, but he is within the wall, and Athena has tricked
me. And now indeed wicked Death stands right by me, no longer far off, and there
is no way to escape; for surely this was long ago pleasing to Zeus and the far-
shooting son of Zeus, who before now earnestly protected me; but now Portion has
caught up with me. Yet may I at least not die without a struggle and in an inglorious
way, but having [first] done some great thing to be known by even to future men.!”

And finally, for good measure, lest the reader think that death is always directly involved in the
work of our Portion agent, let me add here that king Agamemnon, delivering the speech by which

16 It should be clear that Moira is an agent of Zeus from the fact that the two names can be substituted: just a few lines
before saying that destructive Moira and the son of Leto killed him (/1. 16.849), Patroclus says that it was Zeus and
Apollo who did it (843-46).

17 The speech is so revealing because it only makes sense if we understand that Moipa, whatever her ontological status,
is an agent of Zeus. There is no power beyond him which requires the death of Hector—and this despite the fact that
we, unlike Hector, have seen Zeus think for a moment about walking back his decision that Hector die in this moment.
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he finally reconciles with Achilles, claims that he himself was not the cause of their feud (/7. 19.87-
90):

AL Zebg kol Moipa kai nepogoitic Epvug,

oi té pot giv dyopt) ppeciv EuPorov dypov dtmyv,

AUOTL T@ 6T’ AYAANOG YEPOG aDTOC ATNUPOV.

GAAG TL Kev pE€at; B0 i TAVTO TEAEVTA. (90)

but rather [it was] Zeus and Moira and mist-walking Erinys, who in the assembly
cast wild delusion into my mind, on the day when I took from Achilles his prize.
But what could I have done? God thoroughly accomplishes all things.

About the instances in this second group, the basic disagreement has to do with the status
of the agents named. Are these divine persons, that is to say, card-carrying members of the epic
pantheon? Or are they rather momentary, ad hoc personifications, that is to say, no more than a
poetic device, by which to make vivid the otherwise shadowy power which a portion has (whatever
exactly one takes this portion to be)? Or perhaps as a third option there is some middle ground:
perhaps in some of these instances, say, for example, the ones in which Portion spins for men all
that they will do and suffer in life, our agents are genuine gods, with a family and lives of their
own, but in all the other scenes, the enforcement ones, they are not.

In my own view, we would do well to avoid as much as possible this distinction between
genuine gods and lesser personifications, for it is a distinction which is irredeemably foreign to
Homer. Whether one regards this as a basic explanatory convention of the epic tradition, or a more
general fact about an earlier people’s mode of thought—it makes no difference for the moment—
the only sort of cause which Homer pictures are persons of one sort or another. There are for him,
on the one hand, mortal persons and all that they do and effect by will in the world, and then there
are, on the other hand, immortal persons, which is to say gods, the referents of 6¢oi, daipoveg, etc.,
whose existence and collective activity explains all the rest of what there is and happens in the
world. Put a little differently: because the epic picture of reality is one which already takes for
granted what I would call an ontology of persons—a notion that I shall elaborate on shortly—the
practitioners of this tradition have little call for throw-away personifications: one cannot decide to
personify momentarily for mere poetic effect what is already, if represented as an autonomous
causal power in epic, conceived as a personal agent.!®

13 T am of course far from the first to make a point like this. Let me give here just a couple well-known examples. In
the introduction to his Theogony, speaking about the gods that “we should call abstractions,” and giving as examples
of these “Death, Sleep, Deceit, Sex, Strife, Battles, Lies, Victory, Power, etc.,” West 1966: 33 claims: “In Hesiod’s
time it was not understood what abstractions are—no more was it in Plato’s. They must be something; they are
invisible, imperishable, and have great influence over human affairs; they must be gods”; and then offers, as an
excellent example of this sort of reasoning, the closing lines of the Erga: “And avoid the dread talk of mortals (dgwvnv
8¢ Ppot@v vroieveo eruny); for talk is wicked: light to pick up, very easy in fact, but difficult to carry, and hard to
put down. And no talk is ever really dead which many people will talk: now even she is some god (8g6¢ v i €01
kol a0tn)” (760-64). Maine 1986: 3 makes the same claim at the start of his famous work on ancient law: “It is now
clearly seen by all trustworthy observers of the primitive condition of mankind that, in the infancy of the race, men
could only account for sustained or periodically recurring action by supposing a personal agent. Thus, the wind
blowing was a person and of course a divine person; the earth yielding her increase was a person and divine.” And
finally, lest this kind of personal thinking seem like something peculiar to the early Greeks, we find Frankfort and
Frankfort 1973: 14 saying much the same thing in their introduction to a classic study of Egyptian and Mesopotamian
mythological thought. They take their start from a quote of Crawley 1909: 43 that “Primitive man has only one mode
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Take for example the famous delusion or blindness of Agamemnon, mentioned just above.
The high king of course recognizes that he has erred in taking for himself the prize of Achilles,
and he is more than willing to make restitution for this. But he also claims that he is not the ultimate
cause of his own misbehavior: he would not willfully—we might say in his right mind—have
entered into so calamitous a quarrel with the man he knows to be his best warrior. At the time that
he did, he had been suffering from a delusion which he knows himself not to have engendered, a
delusion which he feels is beyond his own personal power to control. But, and here is the important
point, if Agamemnon has not caused his own delusion, and has no power to snap himself out of it,
then, by the logic of epic, there must be one or more persons who have caused it; persons who are
stronger than Agamemnon, and who have a desire to see him so deluded. In short, certain immortal
persons must be responsible for this. He first says, as we saw above, that Zeus, Moira, and the
Erinyes are the ones responsible, having cast the delusion which he experiences into his mind:
“But what could I do? God accomplishes all things” (//.19.90). In the next breath, however, and
apparently without causing any confusion or surprise in his audience, Agamemnon begins to speak
at length of this delusion as yet another immortal person, Delusion. No longer a thing to be thrown
by Zeus and other divinities, she appears now as “the eldest daughter of Zeus” (npécfa Aidg
Buydtnp), the one “who deludes all” (f} mdvtag ddrtat, 19.91) on his behalf; who “treads upon the
heads of men, bringing harm to human beings” (kat’ avdpdv kpdato Paiver / PAdrTovs’
avOpdmovg, 93-94).!° In other words, as Zeus and the others, who have moments ago been said to
hurl this affliction into Agamemnon’s mind, recede into our memory, and our focus remains on
the affliction, this affliction, insofar as it is viewed as a causal power existing beyond human
control, becomes another god, who by her activity causes the harm.

Our Portion agents are really no different from Delusion in their status. They are not the
portions of mortals momentarily personified for the sake of évapyeia; they are rather gods from

of thought, one mode of expression, one part of speech—the personal,” commenting on it thus: “This does not mean
(as is so often thought) that primitive man, in order to explain natural phenomena, imparts human characteristics to an
inanimate world. Primitive man simply does not know an inanimate world. For this very reason he does not ‘personify’
inanimate phenomena nor does he fill an empty world with the ghosts of the dead, as ‘animism’ would have us believe.
The world appears to primitive man neither inanimate nor empty but redundant with life; and life has individuality, in
man and beast and plant, and in every phenomenon which confronts man—the thunderclap, the sudden shadow, the
eerie and unknown clearing in the wood, the stone which suddenly hurts him when he stumbles while on a hunting
trip. Any phenomenon may at any time face him, not as ‘It’, but as “Thou’. In this confrontation, ‘Thou’ reveals its
individuality, its qualities, its will.” Or as they put it later more schematically: “when there is change, there is a cause;
and a cause, as we have seen, is a will” (33). Cf. the attempt of Frinkel 1973: 59-64 to posit a spectrum between things
and gods.

19 This god "Atn has already made a prominent appearance in the famous speech of Phoenix during the embassy of
Iliad 9, at 496-514. His treatment of the god there, like Agamemnon’s here, is usually explained away by
commentators as a case of ad hoc allegory, despite this being, as some of the same commentators are even willing to
admit, an exceedingly rare figure in epic. Going a little further, I would say that this figure has no place at all in epic.
Phoenix has not personified what he knows to be nothing more than a kind of impersonal affliction; nor has he
insincerely called this personification a god, making it interact with real gods in a fanciful story that has a deeper
moral or political message. He is honestly and frankly describing for Achilles a very real feature of the social world
they both inhabit, in which the Prayers and Delusion are gods with histories and specific jobs to perform; gods which
he is pleading with Achilles not to run afoul of by spurning the conciliatory gifts of Agamemnon. The same goes for
Agamemnon in the later passage: he has not invented a god on the spot (91-94), and then spun for her a false story of
deluding even Zeus (94-133), so as to exculpate himself a fortiori. He rather states what he now knows to be true, that
Zeus sent his daughter Delusion after him; and goes on to explain how she long ago came, after once deluding Zeus,
to have this job of deluding mortals in the service of Zeus. Of course, none of this is to deny that the epics were
allegorized by later interpreters; on the early history of which, see Pfeiffer 1968: 9-11, Whitman 1987: 14-57,
Lamberton 1986, and Lamberton and Keaney 1992.
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the start, and their business under Zeus, we are beginning to see, is the portions of mortals. But the
crucial thing is that they only appear when and to the extent that a referent of pwoipa, aica, or popog
is represented as exhibiting some autonomous causal power. When it is said, for example, in a few
instances which I include in my first group, and will discuss below, that Zeus or else the gods have
“placed a portion on” one or more persons (€ni poipav £€0nkev), thereby ensuring that they do or
suffer what they are supposed to, we are pretty clearly talking about a portion of a kind of thing
(though as yet unidentified) by the use of which Zeus and the gods go about accomplishing his
will.2° But when, in a couple of further cases, which I include in the second group, our portion
word becomes the subject of the same verb, and by this verb carries out some bit of Zeus’s policy,
we are talking about a god and henchman of Zeus.?! Or again, when the dying Patroclus says, as
we saw above, that “destructive Moipa and the son of Leto killed him” (/1. 16.849), it should be
clear from the conjunction that he means it is two gods, Portion and Apollo, who have done this
to him. But when Odysseus, standing over the suitors he has just massacred, proclaims that “a
poipa from the gods and [their own] cruel deeds subdued these men” (Od.22.413), the genitive
Bedv and the conjunction with oyétha Epya point the other way: he means that the gods have used
a portion of this as-yet-unknown something to doom the suitors, so that they pay at last, and by his
own hand, for the years of outrageous conduct in his home. The distinction is an important one
generally, and it explains for us the fundamental relationship between the occurrences of poipa,
uoépoc, and aico collected in the first two groups; but let me say in concluding this point that we
should not make too much of it interpretively. What I mean is that Portion as god and portion as
thing are always just two ways of saying what amounts to the same thing. As with dtr), which is
alternately an object flung by Zeus and a god who serves him, so too with poipa, popog, and aica.:
they are in one moment a kind of thing which Zeus and other gods place on individuals, but appear
in the next as gods who serve as further agents of Zeus.?

Portions of Thread

It remains now to identify the things referred to in the first group of instances. This can be
inferred from two key facts, already touched on above, about the portion gods: the first is that they
are said to spin with flax at the time of every mortal’s birth the different events which they will
suffer; the second is that these gods, when appearing as the enforcers of an event which they have
in some sense already spun, are regularly said, in the most vividly described cases, to bind and
fetter the mortals they act upon.”> What is the relationship between these two activities? Onians

20 See 11. 6.357, Od. 11.559-60, and 19.592-93.

2l See J1. 21.83 and 24.89. Moros and the Moirai appear in the Theogony. The latter have two births, one early on
(217-20), together with Moros (211), as children of Night, the second as daughters of Zeus (904-6), children he has
with Themis in a series of marriages and births by which he first establishes his regime.

22 This practice causes no trouble for the audience who understands it, and it clearly provides the oral poet a degree of
flexibility in his expression: not only is he able to choose between the metrically variant portion words, he can have
each of them serve as the subject or object of a verb without compromising the fundamental information: that the will
of Zeus is being accomplished.

23 T do not mean to suggest that these are the only gods who spin for mortals and bind them; for it is both true and
important for my argument that others do this as well. What I mean is that spinning and binding are the characteristic
activities of our Portion gods, that these are the two jobs which define their existence as gods. I have already introduced
above the three occasions in which one or more of the Portions are said to spin, but let me add here that there are six
places where the corporate 8¢eoi are said to do this (//. 24.525, Od. 1.17, 3.208, 8.579, 11.139, and 20.196), one case
where an anonymous daimon is (Od. 16.64), and a final case where Zeus himself is said to be the spinner (Od. 4.208).

96



gave the answer many years ago. He demonstrated that what they spin for mortals is a quantum of
thread or cord, as much of it as they will need in order to bind a given mortal, throughout the full
course of their life, to do and suffer all the good and bad which Zeus has planned for them; all of
the good and bad, that is, which happens to be 8¢catov for them. Those portions in our first group
of instances, the ones which appear not to be the portions of anything in particular, but have seemed
to most instead to approximate some sense of fate, are in fact just these Zeus-prescribed portions
of thread, portions of the so-called thread of destiny.** Once more: these are not instances in which
some singular, abstract, and vague portion-as-fate is invoked; nor is it the case that for every
individual there exists some unique and personal, but no less vague and abstract, portion in life;
rather, in each and every case that a person, be they mortal or immortal, speaks about their own

The verb in each of these cases is not (én)véw, as it is in the formulaic line by which the Portion gods are said to spin,
but émuhdBo, which of course means much the same thing, serving the poet merely as a metrical variant. Onians
1951: 303-9 has shown that the strange phrase “these things lie on the knees of the gods” (tadta Osdv &v yobvaot
ketror), which mortals use when they are uncertain what the outcome of some consequential issue will be (/1.17.514,
20.435, Od. 1.267, 1.400, and 16.129), refers to the same image of the gods spinning. His description of the process:
“The instruments used [in spinning] were a basket and a spindle. Under such conditions there are certain essential
details which may be accepted from known practices. Since there was no distaff to hold it up, the unspun wool was
apparently in the basket to one’s left. In any case some of it would be taken by the left hand and with the spindle
attached would be spun by the right hand either over the knees or hanging down past the right knee” (306).

24 See Onians 1951: 303-466 for the full account. He makes the case that the portion words are not the only ones by
which the poet speaks of this mystical thread; there are a few others as well, but they have been confused for rather
vague abstractions by philologists. The first of these is neipap (310-42), and it is usually thought first to mean end or
limit and then, moving from the abstract to the concrete, to signify a knot or bond of rope; Onians has only to argue
that the movement proceeds in the opposite direction, with the concrete sense being the basic one (but cf. Bergren
1975, who attempts a critique of Onians (170-79), concluding that the word’s basic sense is indeed something
remarkably abstract, namely, “that which limits the outward extension of anything” (163)). Another word is téAog
(426-66), which, like meipap, is supposed to have as its primary sense something so abstract and colorless as end or
consummation; but he argues that this too should first mean band or bond of rope, from which the abstract sense in
turn derives. A third of these words is avéaykn (331-32); it is usually rendered in a bland way by necessity, but its
likely relation to the verb dyyetwv, which means fo strangle or throttle, still attests to the concrete conception of this
necessity: it is the kind of compulsion which comes from a rope fastened around one’s neck. (Incidentally, while
English necessity is colorless, note that Latin necesse, coming from the verb necto, meaning fo bind or fetter, is most
certainly not, and shows that the Romans, at least early on, had a similarly concrete conception of necessity. In fact,
there are several more words which further attest to this: words like religio and obligio, derived from ligare, meaning
to tie or bind, or again a word like our destiny, derived from Latin destinare, which also means fo bind.) There are as
well two famous images, thought by scholars to be sui generis, which Onians convincingly relates back to the use of
this mystical thread. First there are the famous jars of good and bad, drawing from which Zeus is said by Achilles, in
consolation of Priam, to distribute to mortals their fortunes in life (/I. 24.527-33). The gifts drawn from the jars are
precisely these portions of god-spun thread, as the couple of lines which introduce this image, the lines, in fact, which
this image is supposed to unpack (ydp, 527), make abundantly clear: “There is no accomplishment at all in cold
lamentation; for in this way the gods have spun for wretched mortals to live in a sorry state (&g yop énekAmcovto Ogol
detloiotl Bpotoiot / {wew dyvopévolg); but they themselves are without troubles” (524-26). The second image,
appearing several times in Homer (//. 8.69-75, 16.657-58, 19.223-24, and 22.209-14; cf. also //. 11.509 and 14.99), is
that of the scales of Zeus (397-410). The image comes up when “there has been an impasse, equality or balance
between two contending parties. The tdAavta are used and a decision follows, produced (or, at least, accompanied)
by the accession or withdrawal of divine support” (397). What Zeus weighs in the balance, as “the steward of the wars
of men” (avBpd Vv Toping ToAépoto, 11.,19.224), are the contending parties’ respective portions of thread: “thus Zeus
could demonstrate to others or remind himself to which he had assigned the heavier portion” (410). Finally, it is worth
noting that this last argument of Onians requires and demonstrates that the word «rp, which is frequent in Homer and
usually translated fate, doom, or death, is closely connected with poipa and the other portion words: «ijpeg are two
times said to be what Zeus places on his scales (/I. 8.70 and 22.210). For a further take on the spinning of fate in
Homer, see Dietrich 1962.
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noipa-oico-puopog or that of another, the portion in question is always a particular portion of this
purpose-made thread, by the use of which Zeus, whether working personally or through one or
more of his divine agents, binds, fetters, and yokes persons to do and suffer all that he has planned
for them.?

Having said this much, we can make easy sense of those cases, referred to above, in which
Zeus or else the gods are said to “place a portion on” one or more mortals.?® When in I/iad 6 Hector
has returned to the city and goes looking for his brother, who has been absent from the fighting
since Aphrodite saved him a few books earlier, he finds him with Helen in their home. Hector
rebukes Paris; Paris agrees to rejoin the fight; and as Paris begins to rearm himself, Helen invites
Hector to rest for a moment from the work of war, saying in part (354-58):

AL’ Grye vov gloelBe kai €Ceo TS’ €mi dlppw

ddep, Emel o pdAota TOVog Ppévag ApgiPBEPnkey (355)
etvex’ €ueio kuvog Kol AAeEdvopov €vek’ dng,

olowy &mi Zedg OfjKe Kakov popov, Og kai dOmicon

avOpdTOIoL TEAMUED’ Q010101 ECCOUEVOLOTL.

But come now, enter and sit down in this chair, brother-in-law, since the toil
encompasses you in your heart most of all, [the toil that is] on account of me, bitch

25 It makes little difference in most cases which god is doing the binding; the bondage is either done on behalf of Zeus,
or else it colors within the lines of his plan. We have already seen that the Portion gods regularly bind, but there are
many examples of others, including Zeus himself, doing it. Shipwrecked on Pharos, Menelaus asks the nymph
Eidothea (Od. 4.380), and then her father, the Old Man of the sea (469), “who of the immortals has fettered (meddq)
and bound (€dno¢€) me from my journey”; cf. 4.351-52, where he says less vividly that the gods held (£¢oov) him there.
It is much the same story with Odysseus: he says to Alcinous that Poseidon, having stirred up the winds against him,
“bound me down from my journey” (katédnoe kerevBov, Od. 7.272); he says to Penelope that Zeus and the other gods
“kept fettering me from my fatherland” (meddaciov €ufig amd matpidog aing, 23.353); and then Eumaeus, speaking
both about his master and unwittingly to him, says that “the gods bound his return down” (katd vootov €dnoev, 14.61);
cf. 1.95, where a disguised Athena says to Telemachus, again Jess vividly, that Odysseus lives, but that “the gods are
now hindering (BAdmtovot) him from his journey.” When the Phaeacian ship which finally takes Odysseus home has
all but completed its return voyage, Poseidon, carrying out an order of Zeus, strikes it with his hand, turning it to stone
just off the coast, and the disconcerted Phaeacians are left to wonder “who bound (¢né€6nc’) the swift ship in the sea”
(13.168). Ahead of his slaughter of the suitors, the disguised Odysseus advises Amphinomos, the most decent of that
lot, to get out of the house before it is too late, but the man is unable to escape his doom, for “Athena bound (nédnoe)
him to be overcome forcefully by the hands and spear of Telemachus” (18.155-56). And Penelope manages to sleep
her way through the massacre because, as she puts it, Sleep, having covered her eyelids, bound them shut (énédnot,
23.17; cf. Od. 19.589-97, discussed just below). In the other poem, Agamemnon twice complains that Zeus, when he
promised the man that he would return home having sacked Troy, “bound [him] greatly with heavy delusion” (uéya
... @un évédmoe Papein, 2.111 and 9.18); and later observes, at a point when Zeus is still backing the Trojans, that the
god “has bound the strength and hands of the Greeks” (uétepov 8¢ pévog kal yeipag Ednoev, 14.73). Finally, at the
start of Book 13, when Zeus looks away from the fight for a moment, and Poseidon takes the opportunity to do what
little he can for the Greeks, he at one point comes to work through the Cretan king Idomeneus: by his agency the god
is said to overcome the Trojan Alkathoos (tov t60’ O1’ Tdouevii Tloceddwv £ddpacace, 434), a thing which he does
by dazzling the victim’s eyes and binding his limbs (nédnoce 8¢ aidya yvia), rendering him defenseless before
Idomeneus. I focus here on the portions of mortals, the threads which Zeus and the other gods are said to spin and use
in binding; but as some of the examples adduced above make abundantly clear, the gods beneath Zeus all have their
portions as well: these are the threads which he himself has spun and uses to bind the gods to do and suffer what he
likes. We will have occasion to discuss them in more detail below. I only want to observe here that in the early days
of his regime, when the gods beneath him attempted to overthrow him, their plan was to turn the tables on Zeus and
bind Aim to their will (ZI. 1.396-406). For an overview of the major challenges to the rule of Zeus, see Yasumura 2011.
26 Onians 1951 discusses the expression on pages 378-82.
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that I am, and on account of the blindness of Alexander, [we] upon whom Zeus
placed a wicked portion, so that even hereafter we may be for men to come a
subject for song.

Helen recognizes that she and Paris are responsible for the war and the years of toil which it has
meant for Hector: she is ashamed of her own conduct (givex’ €ueio kuvoc), and she can see now
that Paris was blind to think he would steal, apparently without any serious consequence, the wife
of a man like Menelaus (koi AreEdvopov &vek’ dc). And yet she also understands that her own
father Zeus, whatever his reasons may have been, must have wanted things to play out in just this
way; for she and Paris were bound to run off together: “Zeus put upon them a wicked portion”
(olow &mi Zebdg Ofjke kakdv popov), that portion of thread which bound them to this course of
action.?’” Another example comes from Odyssey 11 and the edge of the underworld, when
Odysseus, attempting reconciliation with the shade of Ajax, says (553-62):

Alav, moi Telopdvog duopovog, ook 8p’ EueAdeg

000¢ Bavav AoecBat ol yOAov giveka TeEVYE®V

ovAopévav; Ta O¢ mhpa Oeol Bécav Apyeioot (555)
10106 Y&p oV TOPYOG AMMAED* GET0 6’ Ayotol

ioov Ayi\Afiog ke@af] IInAniddao

ayvopeda @O1EVOLo dtopumepés: ovdE Tig BALOG

ait10G, GALG ZeDg Aava®dv GTPOTOV aiyUNTamV

gkmayroc fxOnpe, Telv 8° émi poipav EBnKey. (560)
AL’ Grye dedpo, Gvas, tv’ Emog kai pobov dkovong

NUETEPOV: SAUAGOV O HEVOG Kail Ayrvopa Bupov.

Ajax, child of blameless Telamon, were you never, not even in death, going to
forget your anger with me over the arms, those destructive ones [of Achilles]? But
the gods set them down [as a prize] to be a bane for the Argives; for you, being like
a bulwark for these men, perished; and when you died, we Achaeans were grieving
over you incessantly, every bit as much as we had for the head of Achilles, the son
of Peleus; and there is not another person to blame, but Zeus hated the army of
Danaan spearmen terribly, and he placed on you a portion. But come here, lord,
so that you may hear my word and speech; but do rein in your strength and manly
spirit.

Looking back now on his dispute with Ajax, Odysseus can see things clearly. The arms of Achilles
turned out to be destructive (tevyéwv / obAopévav, 555-56) in the way that their owner’s famous
anger was (uUfjvwv... / ovdopevny, 11.1.1-2): both, it was learned by everyone all too tragically late,
were at the center of schemes, fovAiai, by which Zeus brought death and despair to mortal men. In
other words, Odysseus recognizes now that it was Zeus behind Thetis and the idea of a contest for
her son’s armor; Zeus behind the decision of Athena and her tribunal of Trojan youths; and Zeus

27 We will consider in the conclusion to this dissertation what exactly it means for Helen to say that Zeus bound her
and Paris in order to make them the subject of song for future generations; for the same sentiment, see Od. 8. 579-80,
where Alcinous, on the subject of the fall of Troy, says that “the gods fashioned this, and they spun destruction for
men, in order that there be a song even for men to come (0v 6¢ Beoti pev 1ed€av, EnexkAmcovto 8” GAebpov / avOpdmos’,

tva ot koi E6GopévoIoty Go1dT).
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behind the subsequent suicide of Ajax. The god had evidently been standing ready with the thread
that would bind him to his doom, and when the time was right, placed the portion upon him (telv
8 émi poipav £0nkev, 560).28 This is the sense in which, despite the other players in this tragedy—
Ajax, Odysseus, Thetis, Athena, the Trojan youths—there is just one person who is truly its cause,
one person who is aitiog (559) for it, king Zeus.

And one final case. Penelope brings Odyssey 19 to a close by bidding goodnight to her
disguised husband, saying in part (589-97):

el K’ €0€ho1c pot, Eglve, mapnpevos €v LEYAPOLoL

TEPTELY, OV K€ Pot V1vog €Ml PAe@dpoiot yvbein. (590)
AL’ 00 Yép g Eotv dbmvoug Eupevor aigv

avBpadmovg: £mi yap 1ol EkdoT® poipav E0nkav

aBdvartotl Bvnroicwy €ni (eidmpov dpovpav.

GAL 1) Tot pév &ydv vepmiov sicavaBico

AéEopan €ig eHVNV, 1] Lol 6TOVOECTA TETVKTAL, (595)
aiel 8axpuc’ époioct mepupuévn, €€ o Odvocedg

Gyet’ émoyopevog Kakoidiov ovk dvouactnyv.

Were you willing, stranger, while sitting beside me in the hall, to delight me [with
talk], sleep would not be poured upon my eyelids. But this cannot be because it is
not for human beings to be always sleepless; because of course on each [of them]
they have put a portion—the immortals [have, on] the mortals [who live] upon the
life-giving earth. And so it is then that I, having gone up to my upper chamber, will
lay myself down to a bed which has been made woeful to me, a thing always sullied
by my tears, from the time when Odysseus left to go look upon Wicked-Ilium, not
to be named.

Penelope has worked into her polite withdrawal an account of the mortal need for sleep. She has
been enjoying the company of her guest, and she would like to stay up conversing with him (she
may even by now suspect that he is her husband); but were she to do this, she would lose sleep,
and it is impossible for human beings to go without this.?’ But why should this be? Because there
is a portion of thread which the gods have placed upon each of us mortals, a portion which has
bound us all to the necessity of sufficient sleep.’® And so, despite what she wants to do, she must
now retire to her chamber and the unhappy bed within it.

28 The details that I take for granted about the nature and circumstance of the contest—that Thetis proposed it and set
down as the prize her son’s armor, that Athena and a tribunal of Trojan youths ultimately had to decide it—are
mentioned by Odysseus in the stretch of text that immediately precedes his address to Ajax (541-552).

22 On Penelope and the question of the stranger’s identity, see Winkler 1990: 129-61.

30 1t should be clear from my translation that I take £éxdote as a masculine: Penelope has just spoken of dvOpdmovg at
the beginning of the line, and must mean by the pronoun each of us human beings, which she then unpacks in the
sequel with the appositional Bvnroicw €ni (gidwpov dpovpav. I say this because the commentators I have consulted
all take éxdotw as a neuter, and put undue distance between its phrase (€mi... £ékdote) and the verb £0nkav. Stanford
1964-65: 339-40 ad loc. accordingly translates: “For the immortals have assigned a proper portion to everything, for
the benefit of mortals on the grain-giving earth.” And Rutherford 1992: 199 ad loc.: “The immortals have laid down
a place (or proper portion, quantity) for everything for mortals upon the grain-bearing earth.” The decision to read the
sentence in this way reduces Penelope’s point to a “banal generalization,” as Stanford himself puts it (ad 589-90); but
it also ignores the fact that, in the other two examples of this kind of statement, the object of éni is a person on whom
the portion is physically placed.
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Third Group: The Portion Phrases

This is the full extent to which something like fate can be said to exist in the Homeric
worldview. There is only the will of Zeus and the portions of thread by which we are bound to
accomplish it. But what then of the k6cpoc I made so much of in the last chapter? How is this
supposed to fit in? The answer is with our third and final group of instances. These are the fifty-
four times that one of our three words appears in one of several phrases eerily similar to €0 and 00
Kot k6opov: on the positive side, there is kot aicav (four times), kot poipav (thirty-five times),
and &v poipn (twice); on the negative, vVnép aicav (five times), vnép as well as mapd poipav (each
once), and vrep uodpov (four times).3! There are a few of these instances for which there is broad
agreement that poipo-aica-pudpog has the part-as-fate meaning, most of them instances,
incidentally, in which the preposition vmép governs the noun: as when, for example, Hector,
leaving Troy for the last time, reassures Andromache that he will not die vVnép aicav (11.6.487); or
Apollo informs Aeneas, should he face off against Achilles, that he will die brép poipav (1/.20.36);
or when the poet himself tells us, as Odysseus struggles in the breakers off the coast of Phaeacia,
that he would have died there vmep popov, had not Athena then given him the acumen to work out
a safe path to shore (0d.5.436). Cases like this are no trouble for us. In the first, Hector means that
the gods will not allow him to die until they themselves have put the thread of death upon him; in
the other two, we see Apollo and Athena take the necessary steps to prevent Aeneas and Odysseus
from dying deaths which have not been spun for them.

About the remaining majority of instances in this last group, there is consensus to a point.
Most agree, first, that the phrases appear in contexts where talk of fate would be inapposite, and
so conclude that the poet, in these cases, must mean something altogether different by poipa-oica-
népog. Second, because several of these contexts are ones in which we also find the similar &b and
oV katd kKoopov used, most agree that our part phrases mean more or less the same thing: words
which everywhere else mean portion now very conveniently come to approximate the consensus
meaning of k6opog, signifying an abstraction like order.?? It should be clear at once from the things
I said in the first chapter why I do not think this can be: abstract entities like our conception of
order (and virtue and justice etc.) do not exist in Homer—to say nothing of how bizarre the
semantic shift from a portion of something concrete to abstract quasi-order would be.

And yet there is no escaping the fact that the poet tends, in a number of different contexts,
to use the portion and k6cpog phrases interchangeably. Here is a heap of quick examples to which
we will return below. When Achilles slaughters a sheep in the last book of the lliad, his
companions step in to skin and process it €0 katd k6cpov (24.622); but early on in the other poem,
when Peisistratus, a son of Nestor, has slaughtered a cow, and his brothers proceed to dismember
it and cut out the thigh bones for sacrifice, they do this xatd poipav (3.457). When, on his big day
of success, Hector and his army are fixing to cross the Greek ditch, and Zeus sends what Polydamas
rightly regards as a bad omen, the latter warns Hector that if they cross over, they will come back
along the same path ov k6ouw (12.225); and sure enough, when Patroclus has re-entered the fight

31 Of the fifty-four instances collected in this group, there are thirty-nine cases of poipa: /1. 1.286, 8.146, 9.59, 10.169,
15.206, 16.367, 19.186, 256, 20.336, 23.626, 24.379, Od. 2.251, 3.331, 457, 4.266, 783, 7.227, 8.54, 141, 397, 496,
9.245, 309, 342, 352, 10.16, 12.35, 13.48, 385, 14.509, 15.170, 203, 16.385, 17.580, 18.170, 20.37, 21.278, 22.54,
and 486; nine cases of aica: I1. 3.59 (2), 6.333 (2), 487, 10.445, 16.780, 17.321, and 716; and six cases of pépoc: 1I.
2.155,20.30,21.517, Od. 1.34, 35, and 5.436.

32 Onians 1951 has next to nothing to say about these instances (but see p. 390) and I wonder if his silence about them
means that he saw them as a problem for his view. They are no trouble for him, nor for me, as I will try to demonstrate
shortly.
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and the Trojans are put to flight, the poet says of them that they were retreating not at all katd
poipav (16.367). When Alcinous, the high king of the Phaeacians, first agrees to give conveyance
to Odysseus, he orders fifty-two of his best sailors to prepare a ship; and they obediently drag a
hull down to the water, set up the mast, stretch out the sails, and fasten their oars to the oarlocks,
doing all of this katd poipav (8.54); but when on the following day it is time for Odysseus to
depart, and the same sailors board and take their respective seats at the benches, they perform these
steps koo (13.78). The night before this, when Odysseus, still anonymous and being entertained
in the court of Alcinous, is insulted by Euryalus, a local noble, he responds in part by saying that
the man has spoken ov koatd kocpov (8.179); and a little later in the night, when Alcinous, having
gotten a better sense of his guest, orders Euryalus to apologize, the king describes the man’s error
as having spoken not at all kotd poipav (8.397).

A final example, pulled from the same night of Phaeacian entertainment, is worth lingering
over for a moment. At this point in the evening, Demodocus has already sung two songs, and now
Odysseus would like to hear a third; he makes his request by saying:

Anpodox’, EEoya oM o€ PpotdV aivilop’ AmavTov:

1| 6¢ ye Mobdo’ €6idase, A0¢ mdig, ) 6€ v ATOA V-

ANV yap Katd KOopov Ayaudv ottov Geidelg,

606’ €p&av T EmaBov te kol 666° Epoyncav Ayaiot, (490)
A¢ € oL T AVTOC TAPEDV T) BAAOV AKOVGOC.

GAL’ Grye O petaPnOt kol immov KOcUOV dElcOV

dovpatéov, OV 'Eneldg énoinocev cbv Adnvn,

6v mot’ ¢ akpoOmoAy dOAov Tyaye dlog Odvocedg

avopdv guminocag, ol "Thov EEardmatay. (495)
ai Kev 01 Lot ToDTO KOTO poipav Katarélng,

avtike Kol Tdow pudncopat avOpdmolsty,

¢ apa To1 TPOPPWV Be0g dTace BESTIV AOONV.

Demodocus, I praise you far beyond all mortals; it must have been the Muse, the
child of Zeus, that taught you, or else it was Apollo; for exceedingly xatd kdécpov
do you sing the doom of the Achaeans, all that the Achaeans did and suffered and
all that they toiled at, as though you yourself had been present or heard it from
another who was. But come on: change the theme and sing of the machine that was
the wooden horse, the one which Epeios made with the help of Athena, which
divine Odysseus once led as a trick up to the acropolis, having filled it with the men
who sacked Troy. If indeed you catalogue for me these events katd poipav,
straightaway I shall declare to all men how upon you the god willingly bestowed
divine song.

It is here that we find our third and final instance of non-adverbial k6cpog (492) in Homer; and
we are still on track to take a close look at the passage in the conclusion which follows this chapter.
I introduce it here because it happens to be the only place in either poem where the two phrases
appear together in a single utterance; and the very logic of the utterance would seem to require
their functional equivalence. Odysseus begins by praising the first song of Demodocus, in which
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the singer recounted an otherwise unknown dispute between Odysseus and Achilles at Troy.?
What in particular he likes about that song is that it was sung Ainv xatd koécpov (489); and this
must have something to do, as the following pair of lines make abundantly clear (490-91), with
the excellent way in which Demodocus has handled all the events that occurred in connection with
the quarrel. After this praise comes the actual request, which takes the form of a quid pro quo: if
you now go on to sing of the Trojan Horse and in particular relate all the events of that story in a
fashion that is xatd poipav, I shall praise you as an inspired singer to all the world. Would it not
tax unduly the rather straightforward sense of this utterance to draw a sharp distinction between
the sense of our two phrases? Surely what Demodocus has done in the first song to so impress
Odysseus, that is, present the events katd kOGuov, is exactly what he would like to see him do
with this new subject matter, and what he now describes in only slightly different terms as
“cataloguing” (kotaAéEng, 496) the events kot poipov.

So how is it then, if it is not because k6cpoc and poipa name two closely related abstract
entities, that the k6opog and poipa phrases come to be used thus interchangeably and in so many
different contexts? I have already given part of the answer in the last chapter, and so we can start
from that. I took as my example the moment when Zeus himself declares that Hector, by taking
the armor of Achilles, has managed to do something ov katd KOcpHOV. Zeus, we saw, is not outraged
at the impropriety of Hector’s deed: Hector is rather a fine horse who in his strength has for a
moment gotten out of hand; he has inadvertently acted at variance with the great apparatus to which
he and the rest of us are yoked. The new bit is this: the poipa-oica-pdpog phrases of the third group
(both the portion-as-fate cases, as 1 said above, and the portion-as-quasi-order cases) are just the
same portions of thread to which the first group of instances refers; and these portions of thread
are in turn nothing more than the basic dmha by which Zeus yokes the other immortals and all us
mortals to play our different roles as the members of his k6cpog.’® This is why it makes little
difference whether the poet uses one or the other kind of phrase in a given moment: they all amount
to the same thing. And in fact, as I demonstrate in the appendix to this dissertation, the poet reaches
for one or the other according to metrical convenience: the phrases form a single system of
metrically diverse ways of saying that one or more persons either have or have not acted in concert
with the world as epic conceives it.

33 We are given only a bare-bones précis of the first song of Demodocus (72-82), on the subject of which see Nagy
1979: 42-58.

34 For an attempt to make such a distinction here, see Walsh 1984: 3-21. According to him, who takes Ainv negatively,
Odysseus is saying that Demodocus sang his first song “too much according to order” (8), and asking that he sing this
next one, by contrast, in a way that is kotd poipav, which Walsh takes to mean “giving the part its due” (17). For
criticism of this reading, see Goldhill 1991: 57-59 and Peponi 2012: 49n.35. Another attempt is Deichgréber 1972,
but see the critique of Hainsworth 1976. There are many others who recognize the rough equivalance of the phrases
in this passage, e.g., Garvie 1994: ad 8.496-8, Adkins 1972: 16-17, and Halliwell 2011: 84-88. For further discussion
of the different interpretations of the phrases in this passage, see n. 64 below.

35 Onians 1951: 371 on the use of thread in antiquity: “A piece of string was one of the most useful and precious
possessions of uncivilized man no less than of the modern boy. With it he did countless things for which the advancing
arts of woodwork and metalwork, etc., have found better methods. It is 6mhov, the ‘instrument’ par excellence. In the
Odyssey and occasionally later, 6miov is used without further qualification in the sense of ‘rope, cord’. If two things
had to be joined together or fixed relatively to each other, binding was the obvious means. Of how true this still was
there are abundant examples, e.g. locking a door (Od. 21.241), locking a chest (Od. 8.443), fastening its body (neiptvg)
on a wagon, also the yoke to the yoke pole (/I. 24.266-74). In such a world binding was almost coextensive with
fixation or fastening, and, when better methods were devised, the term would naturally be extended to cover them,
e.g. deopog of a rivet or union in metal work (//. 23.379) and the similar use of the verb for nailing, pinning, e.g. dfjcev
arowg (Pind. Pyth. 4.71).”
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The Social World of Epic

Having said this much about the phrases, let me now take a step back and come at them
again from another angle, starting out this time by elaborating upon what I mean by epic’s social
world. It will be clear by now that I am not using the phrase in the customary way. It does not here
isolate a human sphere in the way we sometimes speak of culture or society in distinction to nature:
the latter conceived as encompassing the former and setting the boundaries of its possible
permutations. Indeed, we should avoid this sense of the phrase in the interpretation of epic.>® There
are two reasons.

The first and obvious one is that the social world of epic extends beyond the human sphere:
it also includes what we tend to separate off as a divine sphere. Zeus rules from his home on
Olympus as the father of gods and men alike, and there is no categorical distinction drawn between
the status these two kinds of person enjoy: every mortal and immortal alike lives the life allotted
them as a subject of Zeus's world-wide regime, bound day in and day out to perform our respective
roles in the xkO6cpog he steers. It is the nature of the part one is bound to play which makes all of
the difference.?” There are those, on the one hand, whom Zeus honors with significant parts in his
koopog, upon whom he accordingly bestows a certain degree of privilege and authority in the
world—this being reckoned in each case in a way both proportionate to the specific part played,
and relative to all the other parts distributed. In the language of epic, the favored recipients of these
parts, the persons bound by portions of this kind, claim from Zeus a particular Ty or honored
status, of which they are each at all times fiercely protective. This esteemed group includes, among
immortals, the members of Zeus’s family and all the many elder gods who long ago allied with
him against his father, Kronos, when he was ruling in heaven.’® Among mortals, it includes

36 T have in mind here the study of James Redfield 1975, who relies heavily on this dyad of “nature and culture.” For
a critique of his framework, see n. 26 in the preceding chapter.

37 This is importantly not to say that mortals and immortals do not have it differently under Zeus—of course they do.
My point is just that the two tribes are differently privileged parts of the same social world, the one over which Zeus
rules.

38 As Hesiod explains at Theogony 390-96, Zeus was able to secure the allegiance of so many elder gods by striking a
deal with them ahead of his war with the Titans: “The Olympian lightninger called the immortal gods to blessed
Olympus and said that whoever of the gods would fight with him against the Titans, he would not strike down from
their privileges (yepdwmv), but that each would hold onto the honor (tyufv) which they had before among the immortal
gods. And he said that whoever has been dishonored (Gtoc) and unprivileged (dyépaoctog) by Kronos, he would
bring up to honor (tiufic) and privileges (yepdwv), which is right (6épic).” This is evidently how Hesiod’s Aphrodite
has been able to retain her allotted portion and the honor that comes with it from the time of her birth, well before the
reign of Zeus: “And she holds this honor from the beginning (tavtnv 8° &€& dpyflc Tywunv) and has been allotted this
portion (poipav) among men and immortal gods: the whispers of maidens, smiles, deceits, sweet delight, love, and
softness” (203-6). Hecate is similarly said, in a passage rich with portion and honor language (411-52), to have
retained the tyai she enjoyed under the Titan regime. Here is just a piece of it: “The son of Kronos neither caused her
any harm nor deprived her of the things she was allotted (6cc” €Aayov) among the Titans, the earlier gods, but she still
possesses these in the way the distribution was first made from the beginning (&g t0 Tpdtov dn’ dpyfg EnieTo dacudc).
Nor is it the case, because she is an only child, that the goddess has been apportioned less of honor and privileges
(Rooov Bsd Eupope Twific / Kod yepdwv)...but rather she has much more, since Zeus honors (tieton) her” (423-28).
When a portion from Zeus binds one to a job which is an honor within his society, the job is regularly called a tyun;
as when Zeus, after winning his war against the Titans, which was itself a dispute over Tyai (882), becomes king of
the immortals, and is said to have “portioned out well the honors among them” (0 3¢ Toloov €V d1eddcc0TO TAC,
885); or earlier in the poem, when the Muses, as they make their way to Olympus, sing of Zeus (71-74): “he is ruling
in heaven, holding himself the thunder and the blazing lightning bolt, having overcome by strength his father Kronos;
and well with respect to each thing did he arrange laws for the immortals and devise their honors (0 8¢ £xacta /
aBavaroig diétate vopovg kai Eméppade Tindg).” That there is a job-binding portion of thread behind these tyod is
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principally the members of those great households whose heads, generation after generation, Zeus
has fostered as his terrestrial agents, so-called scepter-bearing kings, and to a lesser extent also
singers like Demodocus, and seers like Calchas. But then there are all the other members of this
social world. They are the vast multitude of mortals for whom Zeus has no personal fondness, and
gods like Atlas and Prometheus, who ran afoul of Zeus in the early days of his regime; the people
who, deriving no particular distinction, except sometimes cautionary, from the particular parts
Zeus allots them, have no part in the economy of tiun.>

The second reason is that this tradition posits no enduring sphere of nature beyond its social
world. Somewhat differently put: there is not this society of gods and men and then some further
world, conceived as an impersonal thing with a given and unalterable order of its own, which these
persons inhabit, and to whose conditions their society has had to adapt. As I said earlier in this
chapter, all that we might now attribute to nature—all, in other words, which seems to exist and to
occur apart from human agency, epic explains in terms of divine persons and their superhuman
agency. The heaven and the earth, as well as the mountains, forests, and bodies of water scattered
between them, are each conceived as an autonomous god or else a cohort thereof.*® The same is
true of night and day, of dusk and dawn, the four seasons, and every other of the regularly occurring
phenomena which structure human experience: each appears in this poetry as an individual person
born into the same tribe of immortals to which the more familiar Olympians belong. It is
accordingly the regular cooperation of all these many gods, each of them performing, just as every
mortal does, their particular part in Zeus’s k6cpog, which constitutes and sustains the coherent
environment in which humanity has managed to secure an endurable mode of existence. So we
should not say, when Demeter hides the seeds of a year’s crop in the soil (Hom.Dem. 306-7), that
she intervenes in anything like a natural process; or when Helios threatens to shine daylight for
the dead alone (Od.12.383), that he would somehow do the same. In both cases, it is precisely the
usual activity of the god, doing the work that is in keeping with the poipa of each, which produces
the usual phenomenon. What she does, what he threatens to do, is act out against the parts they

clear from the theogony which Hermes sings in his Hymn; its content is summarized: “how [the gods] first came to
exist and each was allotted a portion” (g T TPATA YéVOVTO KOl MG Adyxe poipav Ekaotoc, 428)—and the poet adds,
not unrelatedly, that the infant god tells every word of the story xatd kéopov (433).

39 Hesiod says of Atlas that he “holds broad heaven by strong necessity, standing at the limits of Earth before the high-
voiced Hesperides, [doing this] with his head and his untiring hands; for this is the portion which Zeus the deviser
apportioned him” (tavtnv yép ol poipav €ddocato untieta Zevg, Theog. 517-20). What the poet means is that Zeus,
using a portion (of thread), has bound Atlas to hold up Heaven; this portion of thread is the “strong necessity” upon
him. This is abundantly clear from the lines which follow these, in which Zeus is said to bind Prometheus, who is
another son of lapetus, to his own form of daily torment: “And [Zeus] bound with ineluctable bonds (dfice &’
dAvktonédnot) complex-planning Prometheus, with bonds that were painful (decpoig apyoréoiot), having driven them
through the center of a pillar; and upon him he stirred a long-winged eagle; and this man’s immortal liver the eagle
would eat, but this would grow back alike in every way at night, as much as the long-winged bird would eat throughout
the whole day” (521-525).

40 When Zeus, for instance, who is a grandson of Heaven and Earth, has Themis call together an assembly of the gods
at the start of /liad 20, “neither anyone of the rivers, except for Oceanus, was absent, nor anyone of the Nymphs, who
hold as their part the lovely groves and the springs of rivers, and the grassy meadows” (7-9). Achilles fights the river
Scamander in /liad 21, on which see Holmes 2015; Odysseus prays to another river at Od. 5.444-53, asking that it
slow down its course so that he may navigate it; the West Wind at Od. 7.117-21 is an attendant to the garden of
Alcinous, king of the Phaeacians, by his blowing making each crop give fruit throughout the year; olive trees are
sentient in the Hymn to Demeter (22-23); and the many locations in the Hymn to Apollo which Leto visits, looking for
a place to give birth to her son, are all persons who, before she reaches Delos, deny her, fearing the power of the god
she bears (30-49). Many more examples could be cited.
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respectively hold in the regular functioning of Zeus’s world-constituting community.*' The long
story leading up to the institution of this regime is, of course, the familiar subject of Hesiod’s
Theogony; but it would be wildly anachronistic to describe it as one in which, one after another,
Ouranos, Kronos, and Zeus come to occupy “the throne of the umiverse”; as though the
generational strife had been about dominion over some pre-existing, independently structured
world.*? Rather, it is this sequence of regimes, and the host of gods born and allotted portion-bound
roles under each of them, which accounts for the structured and dynamic environment we might
today, though in terms utterly foreign to this poetry, call a world of nature, and posit in distinction
to a social world. The important difference is this: here in epic there is only something with the
coherence of a world insofar as the members of this community continue to cooperate as the parts
of the apparatus whereby Zeus accomplishes his will.** Should any person, at any station, for any
reason, ever fail to speak or act according to their portion-bound role, this machine and the social
world it structures, to the extent of that failure, breaks down.**

This pair of preliminary points about the social world of epic now made, it is time at last
to take a closer look at the structure of this politico-cosmic machine. The first thing to say, a thing
which by now should almost go without saying, is that Zeus does not manipulate all the parts of
his k6opog directly. He does not go around telling each and every person what they should be
doing for him at every moment. In fact, he hardly has to go anywhere, hardly has to do anything,
apart from speaking his mind and nodding his head.* This is because he has put in place, by his
distribution of portions—once and for all among immortals, with every subsequent generation

4! In both cases it is an in insult to the god’s Ty, that is, to the political and social privilege guaranteed by the god’s
place in the k6opoc of Zeus, which creates the problem. With Helios, it is an insult from below: the crew of Odysseus
slaughter and kill his livestock. With Demeter, the insult comes from above: Zeus himself conspires to seize and marry
off their daughter, Persephone, to Hades. Despite the catastrophe which Demeter’s protest causes, even she in the end
must admit that “the yoke lies upon every neck” (émi yap Cuyoc avyévi keital, Hom. Dem. 217): Zeus, who is Dyilvyog
(1. 4.166, etc.), “the one who yokes on high,” always gets his way; cf. Pindar, N. 5-6: “and we do not all draw breath
to equal ends; but different things constrain each of us, having been yoked by destiny” (dvomvéouev &° oy dmavteg
émi{oa- / €lpyet 6& moTH® Quyéve’ Etepov Etepar). For a different but no less congenial interpretation of the epithet, see
Fraenkel 1950: 108-11 ad 182f).

42 For the phrase, see Lloyd-Jones 1983: 35; the emphasis is mine.

43 The early Greeks were not alone in conceiving the world as a fundamentally social world, that is, as a state with an
order that is fundamentally political. To give here just one parallel, the ancient Mesopotamians did as well, as Thorkild
Jacobsen 1973: 139-40 explains, bringing out well the inevitable contingency of a world so conceived: “[The
Mesopotamian] was in no way blind to the great rhythms of the cosmos; he saw the cosmos as order, not as anarchy.
But to him that order was not nearly so safe and reassuring as it was to the Egyptian. Through and under it he sensed
a multitude of powerful individual wills, potentially divergent, potentially conflicting, fraught with a possibility of
anarchy. He confronted in Nature gigantic and wilful individual powers. To the Mesopotamian, accordingly, cosmic
order did not appear as something given; rather it became something achieved—achieved through a continual
integration of the many individual cosmic wills, each so powerful, so frightening. His understanding of the cosmos
tended therefore to express itself in terms of integration of wills, that is, in terms of social orders such as the family,
the community, and, most particularly, the state. To put it succinctly, he saw the cosmic order as an order of wills—
as a state.”

44 There is one important caveat: sometimes the operation of the great k6cpoc of Zeus requires the dissolution of one
of its inset kOG0, or else requires, in the pursuit of its larger purpose, that one or more of the parts of a nested k6GL0g
act up. We encountered this phenomenon already in the last chapter, when Pandarus, goaded on by Athena, who is on
a mission from Zeus, acts out as a rogue agent within the Trojan military k6cpog, breaking an oath its koopitop had
sworn by Zeus to abide by. I will have more to say about this complication below, when it becomes relevant to the
exegesis of a couple passages.

4 It is only in his capacity as “steward of the wars of men” (dvOpdrwv Taping toAépoto, II. 4.84 = 19.224) that we
see Zeus take an active role in the world, as when he whips and drives the Trojans down to the Greek ships, or sends
them running in panic back to their city’s walls.

106



among mortals—what amounts to a kind of corporate command hierarchy, extending from himself
at the top on down to the lowliest of beings. It would be difficult, perhaps impossible, but in any
case beside the point, to lay out in a systematic fashion all the different branches in this hierarchy;
what is important for the poetry is that we recognize that the hierarchy pertains, and understand
that we have our places, as mortals, in the lower orders of it. That said, a few of the branches will
be familiar to anyone, as they, pertaining in particular to mortal affairs, figure prominently in the
KA SO AvOp@V.

You will know, for instance, that Zeus has put his daughters, the Muses, in charge of
celebrating himself and all the honored members of his regime. This is their portion-bound line of
work; the work for which they enjoy great honor and privileges, the work pursuant to which they
have developed this remarkable kind of song called epic. They perform this song personally at
functions for the gods on Olympus, as Hesiod tells us, recounting “the things that are, will be, and
were before” (Theog. 38); but they recruit for themselves mortal retainers (Bepdanovteg) to perform
the song in all the scattered communities of earth, the so-called tribe of singers (pdAov 603DV,
Od. 8.481), who in turn derive from their own subordinate function a certain share of tiun relative
to all others.*® And you will likewise know the branch which Apollo heads up: Zeus put him in
charge of the major prophetic channels by which he makes known his will to mortals; and he too,
pursuant to his job under Zeus, has been granted the authority to enlist mortal refainers, servants
through whom he “prophesies to men the unerring will of Zeus” (ypricw Tt dvBpodmoict Aldg
vnueptéa BovAny, Hom. Apol. 132), to whom he grants in recompense, just as the Muses do their
servants, a degree of Tiun proportionate to the work they perform.*” Apollo and the Muses, we can
say, act koo poipav and €0 katd kdouov whenever they perform the respective functions Zeus
would have them perform; the mortal seer and singer do this whenever they follow the lead of their
respective branch heads.

So far, this is a fairly simple chain of command. But most mortals do not have the pleasure
of serving a god directly. They answer instead to a mortal king, and this king answers to Zeus.
Like seers to Apollo and singers to the Muses, kings are the retainers of Zeus, and they form a

46 By singing “the things that are, will be, and were before,” as Hesiod explains a few verses later, the Muses celebrate
the long history of the ‘world’ from the time the first gods came to exist: “Hurling forth an undying voice, they first
make famous with their song the revered race of gods—all the way from the beginning: those whom Earth and broad
Heaven bore, and those who came from these, the gods who are givers of good things; second then Zeus, the father of
gods and men, how much he is the best of the gods and in his strength the greatest; and then, singing the race of men
and that of the giants, they delight the mind of Zeus on Olympus, the Olympian Muses, daughters of aegis-bearing
Zeus” (43-52). The mortal singer is called a servant of the muses at Theog. 99-100, but see also Arch. fr.1.1, Theog.
768, and Hom. Lun. 20.

4T How Apollo acquired his Delphic retainers is told as the final episode of his Hymn, which begins: “And then Phoebus
Apollo started to consider in his heart what men he should introduce as ministers (0pyidvag) who would serve him as
retainers (Bepamedoovtar) in rocky Pytho” (388-90). That Apollo dutifully prophesies the will of his father is clear
from a moment in the Eumenides of Aeschylus where Apollo, testifying at the murder trial, swears that he has never
said a word from his mantic throne which Zeus had not commanded him to say—the implication being: it was really
Zeus who devised the murder of Clytemnestra through Orestes, and the jury would do well to put their trust in his
plan, whatever it is, and so acquit the defendant (614-21). Apollo, however, does not have exclusive rights to prophecy.
He remains the official channel for the communication of Zeus’s will, but he trades an inferior prophetic form,
prophecy by certain Parnassian bee-maidens, to his little brother Hermes, who offers in exchange for this his tortoise-
shell lyre (Hom. Herm. 528-68). And Zeus retains for himself, as a backchannel for communication with mortals, the
messaging power of dreams, which, as Penelope famously observes, are not always true (Od. 19.559-69): sometimes,
as notably with Agamemnon (/. 2.1-47), it is by a false dream that Zeus has his way.
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third branch in his command hierarchy.*® He loves every one of them, and he has given to each a
scepter to wield and his laws—what epic calls his 0¢piotec—to protect among the tribes of men.*
And as a general rule, when a king administers the justice of Zeus in his community; when he
performs his particular part, and his people, by obeying him, do the same, then all the immortal
gods organized under Zeus cooperatively perform their own parts. Differently put: the
consequence of good kingship is an environment (a social environment in the sense introduced
above) that is life-sustaining for the king and his people. Odysseus sketches a fair picture of this
command branch in a simile from Odyssey 19. He is disguised and speaking to his wife, Penelope,
whose fame he compares to that of a good king like himself (107-14):

® Yoval, 0Ok &v tic o Bpotdv én’ dmeipova yoiav

veucéol 1| Yap 6gv KAEL0g 0VPavOV EDPVV iKAVEL,

&c 6 ev N Paciifoc duvpovoc, 8¢ te Oeovdng

avopdotv €v mtoAhoiot Kai ipBipoioy dvdccwv (110)
e0dKiag avéymot, eépnot ¢ yoio pélatva

TLPOVG Kai kp1Bdg, Ppidnot 8¢ dévdpea kapnd,

Tiktn &’ Eumeda puiia, 0dAacca 6& mapéyn ixOdg

€€ eumyeoing, dpetdot 6& Aool VT’ AV TOD.

Lady, no one of mortals on boundless Earth would reproach you; for your fame
reaches wide Heaven, like that of a blameless king, who, as a god-fearing man
ruling over many and strong men, upholds good justice, and black earth bears wheat
and barley, and trees are heavy with fruit, and sheep steadily bear young, and sea
supplies fish, because of [the king’s] good leadership, and his people do excellently
under him.

We are told here that it is the god-fearing king (8eovong, 109) who upholds good justice (€0dwkiag
avéymot, 111). This of course does not mean that the king, because he fears god, governs his people
according to some ideal justice. The justice in question is that which Zeus has established for
mortals, and it is the king’s fear of god which ensures that he will administer it.”® When he does,
and there is what Odysseus calls good leadership (eomyecin, 114), not only does the race of gods
cooperate to provide all that is necessary to sustain life locally; the people who serve under this
king are also the best versions of themselves (dpetdot & Aaoi v’ avtod, 114). They thrive to the
extent and in the way that Zeus allows them when they heed the man he has put in charge of them,
and this man, as king, in turn heeds Zeus.

48 Thus, the brothers Pelias and Neleus, sons of Tyro by Poseidon, and onetime kings of lolkos and Pylos, respectively,
are said to have “become mighty retainers of great Zeus, the both of them” (t® kpatepd Oepdmovie Awdg peydioto
yvevéobny / aueotepd, Od. 11.255-56).

49 See 11. 2.204-6 and 9.97-99; note also that cxntodyoc is a frequent epithet of kings, for instance at /.. 1.279, where
we are told that “the scepter-bearing king” is a person “to whom Zeus has given kudos” (cxnmtodyoc Bacthedc, dt e
Ze0g kbdog Edwkev). The context of the lliad, as I will have occasion to observe a little later on, being one in which
there is a confederation of high kings banded together under a single king, complicates matters a bit, by creating a
further level of subordination than there normally would be. This of course is what produces so much of the drama of
the Zliad.

50 The word comes from defxvopt and would seem to be connected with the path that is shown for persons to follow.
See Odyssey 19.31-43 for a moment in which the dikn 6edv is Athena quite literally lighting a path for Odysseus and
Telemachus. See also the Athenian’s use of this line in the Laws of Plato (904¢3). For the same connection between
justice and fearing god, see the repeated couplet of Od. 9.175-76 (also at Od. 6.120-21, 8.575-76, 13.201-2).
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It will be clear at once how precarious the situation of the Adog is: their thriving requires
submission to a king, but this alone does not guarantee that they thrive.’! They must also have the
good fortune of serving a king who governs them the right way: in a way that accords with the
laws that come from Zeus (8épuotag mpog Adg, 11. 1.238-39). For the king who no longer fears the
gods, and so wields the power which they have allotted him in service to himself, brings great and
unnecessary suffering upon himself and his people. This is the lesson of another simile. After the
Patroclus-led rout of his army in //iad 16, Hector flees in his chariot, driving his horses to the point
that they groan like torrents of rain water in a terrible storm (384-93):

®¢ 0’ VO Aailam maca keAavn BERpde xBawv

Aot omepwvd, 6te Aafpdtatov yéet HOwp (385)
Zghg, Ote 0N P’ AVOPECTL KOTECTANEVOS YOAETN VY,

ol Bin &iv dyopt] oxoAdg Kpivwot BEpoTag,

€K 0¢ dtknv ELdowaot Be®dv Oy ovK dAEyovTES:

TOV O¢ T€ MAVTES PEV TOTOUOL TANBOVGL PEOVTEC,

TOAAAG O€ KAMTDG TOT’ AMOTUNYOLGL YOpAdpat, (390)
€6 0’ BAa TOPELPENV LEYAAD GTEVAYOVGL PEOVCOL

€€ Optwv émucdp, pvobet 6€ te Epy’ avBpOTOV:

¢ tnmor Tpwai peydda otevdyovio B¢ovoai.

And as the whole of black Earth is weighed down under a storm on a late-summer
day, when Zeus pours water most violently; when in fact he is difficult because
enraged with men who by force in the assembly decide laws that are crooked, and
drive out the justice of the gods, concerned not at all with the vengeful watch they
keep; and all their rivers fill up as they flow, and the torrents cut up many hillsides,
and into a disturbed sea rushing headlong from the mountains, they [the torrents]
groan greatly, and the works of men are destroyed; so greatly were the Trojan
horses groaning as they sped on.

This cataclysm is clearly no act of nature; nor would it seem that Zeus has momentarily
commandeered “the means of nature,” so that his storming marks a personal and ad hoc
intervention within an otherwise autonomous weather system.>? The scenario of this simile is just
the flipside of the other. Here we encounter kings who decide on laws inconsistent with those of
Zeus, laws which are accordingly crooked (oxolag 0épiotac, 387). In so deciding, these kings
drive out from their communities the justice of the gods (éxk 8¢ diknv éLdocwot Bed®v), forgetting in
their folly that divinity keeps no blind watch over their deeds (0e®v 6mv odk dAéyovteg, 388).5
This storm is the angry response of Zeus to the insubordination of his mortal retainers, but the
flooding it causes does not target them exclusively for punishment. It targets, together with the
renegade kings, all those who live under their rule; all those who—whatever they happen to think
of their situation—belong to a local community which no longer functions as a part of Zeus’s
cosmic community. Thus it is no coincidence that Zeus comes a-storming on a late-summer day

51 On the precarity of the Adog within the world of epic, see Haubold 2000.

52 Redfield 1975: 76.

33 1 take the word Oedv, positioned as it is between the penthemimeral and hepthimimeral caesurae, to operate apo
koinou, that is, with both halves of the line. In the first hemistich, these kings drive out the justice of the gods; in the
second, they show no regard for the watch of the gods.
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(uot’ omopwv®, 385). He comes to devastate the fields in the season of harvest, after the labor of
plowing and planting has been completed, when the crop stands ripe and promises to sustain the
community for the next year; so that all alike suffer for the bad leadership of their king.>*

The relationship between a Pactiedg and his Aaodg is accordingly one of straightforward
domination. We might say, flirting with anachronism, that the king gives form to the matter of his
people; and that both thrive to the extent that the former imprints the right form: the gods are good
neighbors to such a sector of the cosmic community. But this remains a simplified picture of the
ruling branch of Zeus’s command hierarchy. To complicate things slightly: while it is always a
Baotlevg who rules over the rest of his community, there is never just one of these within a given
community. In this respect, king is an unfortunate gloss.”> A Bacidedg is properly the head of a
noble household; he is a patriarch to whom Zeus has granted the authority and means to dominate
others beyond the members of his immediate family. There is nothing in the notion which prevents
one Pactievg from being subordinated to another, more powerful one. This is in fact the usual
situation. Being a king in epic—if we are going to hold on to the traditional translation—admits of
degrees: in every community, one king is kinglier (Bactlebtepog) than the rest, whom all the rest
obey.>®

The picture is perhaps clearest among the Phaeacians.®’ Alcinous is the preeminent
Bactieng of the community: “on him depend the strength and power of the Phaeacian people” (tod
0’ €k Qamkawv Eyetat kaptog 1€ Pin 18, Od.6.197), and he “rules over them” as one who “knows
the plans that come from the gods” (AAxivoog 8¢ t61° fipye, Odv dmo pndea eiddg, 0d.6.12).5¢ So
far so good. But there are also twelve other Baciifieg in his community; twelve other “scepter-
bearing” (oynmrodyot, Od. 8.41 & 47) heads of houses who, just like Alcinous, “get things done
as rulers” of the people (dddeka ... Bacidiie / dpyoi kpaivovot, Od.8.390-91).>° We are to imagine
each of these kings, all thirteen of them, ruling with fairly wide discretion over a Adog in the
vicinity of their respective households, and each of these households, in turn, united under the
greatest of them, that of Alcinous. Thus do the twelve other kings serve by day as the members of
Alcinous’s council, and have seats of honor in /is hall, where they spend their evenings together
occupied with feasting and song.®° In short, these twelve serve with Alcinous in the same branch

54 This simile and the one discussed before it bear an obvious similarity to remarks made by Hesiod in the Works and
Days (9-10, 34-41, 213-85, etc.), and this fact has led some scholars to conclude that the similes are Hesiodic
interpolations. But similarity of sentiment is no grounds for this conclusion: both Homer and Hesiod are working
within the same poetic tradition and share its single world concept; the difference is that they represent this world at
different but complementary points in its history. On this point, see Clay 1989, 2003 and Allan 2006.

55 For others who takes issue with the usual translation, of whom there are many, see, for example, Taplin 1992: 47-
49 and Rose 1992: 64-77, 102-6.

56 For the comparative, see II. 9.160, 392, 10.239, and Od. 15.533; for the one instance of the superlative, applied
unsurprisingly to Agamemnon, see /. 9.69.

57 The situations at Pylos and Sparta in the early books of the Odyssey would serve as good models as well; as it
happens, we will get a taste of how Nestor runs the Pylian community below.

58 For the preeminence of Alcinous among the Phaeacians, see also Od.6.297-303, 7.10-11, and 22-23.

3 Alcinous himself says that the twelve minor kings are scepter-bearing (cynmrodyot) at Od.8.41-41. The poet then
does this in his own voice a few lines later, at 46-47.

0 In Odyssey 6, when we first meet Alcinous on the morning his daughter, Nausicaa, asks him for permission to do
the family’s laundry, he is on his way out the door and “going to join the famous kings, [going] towards the place of
council, where the noble Phaeacians call him” (épyouévo...peta Kiertovg Paciifag / &g fovAny, iva piv kdigov
Dainkes dyovoi, 54-55); where, as Nausicaa puts it a few lines later, “being among the first men, he plans his plans”
(ueta TpwrToloy £6vta / Poviag Povievety, 60-61). We next encounter Alcinous on the evening of the same day, in
Book 7, when a mist-shrouded Odysseus enters his hall and finds him, together with the other kings, rounding off their
evening feast with a libation to Hermes (133-38). We have in fact been prepared for this scene by Athena, who has
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of Zeus’s command hierarchy, but do so at a lower station. They are to Alcinous what he and all
the other high kings of earth are to Zeus.

This is the structure of the ruling class which the situation on the Odyssey’s Ithaca and the
war-time setting of the //iad complicate in different ways. In the first case, by the will of Zeus, the
high king has been missing for decades; and in the absence of his kosmic operation, the other noble
houses have ceased to cooperate: the assembly which Athena inspires Telemachus to call is the
first since Odysseus left (Od. 2.25-34).5! In the other case, again by the will of Zeus, a Panhellenic
campaign against Troy has put kings who would otherwise be Aigh kings in a subordinate position
to Agamemnon and Menelaus: they act now as the interfacing parts of the machine by which the
two brothers, as koountope Aadv, wage this war.

To sum up this discussion of structure: the politico-cosmic machine which Zeus has
assembled is a corporation of operationally defined departments and descending orders of
authority, in which the question of propriety, the question, that is, of whether we are to praise or
blame someone for their conduct, will always be a function of the particular role which that person
is bound by Zeus to play. The person who knows their own role, who knows, in the language of
epic, the things that are aiocya for him to know, and attends to these duties conscientiously, is
conducting himself katd poipav, kot aicav, €0 katd kocuov, and the like.> On the flip side,
anyone who, for any reason at all, intentional or otherwise, fails to be the part he is supposed to
be, conducts himself Onép oicav, Vmep pdpov, ov katd koécpov, and the like. There are no
abstractions in play here, no ideals, only the parts of a single instrument, parts which at any given
moment are either working or malfunctioning. It is accordingly the particulars of a given
situation—whose part in the machine is being talked about, who exactly is talking about it and
why—which make the phrases meaningful.

Sorting through the Heap of Phrases
There are too many cases to go through them all one by one, but that heap of paired kdcp0g

and portion phrases, which I introduced above to establish the rough equivalence of the phrases,
happens by chance to give a decent impression of the range of different contexts in which they

earlier, in the disguise of a local girl, led Odysseus to the home of Alcinous. When they reach “the very famous home
of'the king” (Bactifjoc dyaxAvtd ddpabd’, 46), Athena says: “this here, foreign father, is the house which you command
me point out; and you will find the Zeus-nourished kings [inside it], feasting on a feast” (obtog &1 o1, Egive matep,
dopoc, dv pe kelevelg / meppadépey. dNelg 0¢ dlotpepéag Pactifiog / daitny dawvopévovg, 48-50). We learn that the
lesser kings have seats in the hall of Alcinous, and that they all feast there regularly, in a description of the hall at
7.95-99: “Inside there were seats (Bpovor) set against the wall on both sides of the room, extending all the way from
the threshold to the inner room of the house; whereon delicate, finely-spun covers were set, the works of women;
where the leaders of the Phaeacians (Dojkmv nyftopeg) used to sit as they drank and ate; for they were doing this
constantly (émngtavov yap &geoxov).”

61 That there has not been an assembly in the last twenty years does not mean “that the poet regarded the institution as
peripheral to the political organization of Ithaca” (West 1988: 131 ad 26-27); it means, rather, that the community,
without its assembler and operator, has been in a state of confused dysfunction for this period of years.

62 Iris, for example, according to Poseidon, and despite the fact that she is delivering some bad news, speaks in a way
that is kot poipav (ZI. 15.206); which demonstrates, as Poseidon says in the next line, that she knows the things
befitting a messenger: £é60A0v kol 10 TéTuKTAL, OT” Gyyelog aicyua €idnt (207). See also Od.15.170, where Menelaus,
asked by his guests about a portent from Zeus, has to think for a moment how to respond in a way that is katd poipayv;
and Od. 15.203, where Peisistratus, the son of Nestor, while serving as the chaperone of Telemachus, has to consider
how he can accomplish kot poipav a sensitive request of his charge: he has to find a polite way of breaking it to his
father that Telemachus, returning home from Sparta, will not stop off and visit him in Pylos.
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appear; so let us work to sort through it. Recall that there were five pairs of phrases and five
different contexts. Recall that one of those contexts had been the singing of songs. The as-yet-
anonymous Odysseus was praising Demodocus for singing one song Ainv katd kocpov (Od.
8.489), and requesting that he sing another katd poipav (496); by which we can now say he meant:
you have performed your job as a member of this k6cpog exceedingly well, singing the song to
your lyre just as you ought to have, being a trained agent of Apollo and the Muses; so come now
and sing this other song about the Trojan Horse in just the same way, dutifully cataloguing, as your
noipa-bound function requires, the operation which finally brought an end to Troy.®® Here is a
case, then, in which a service member in one branch (the ruling branch, which Zeus heads up)
applauds and then requests the service of a comrade in another branch (we can call it, for reasons
to be developed in the conclusion to this dissertation, the propaganda branch, headed up by the
Muses in cooperation with Apollo).**

Next from the pile is a pair of cases which might seem at first to be a problem for my
account. Hector has led his army down to the Greek wall, and he is about to lead them through it,
when Polydamas, making good sense of a bad omen from Zeus, advises Hector, to no avail, against
going any further, saying that if they do, they will return from the ships oV xoopw (11.12.225).
When the rout eventually happens, the result of the reentry of Patroclus, the poet tells us, just as
Polydamas predicted, that the Trojans start crossing back over the plain o0 kotd poipav. The
apparent trouble is this: I argued in the last chapter that the Trojan rout, being an important part of
the lliadic plan of Zeus, was to be viewed as an operation of his kdcpoc, but if this is true, why
should Polydamas, who knows full well from the fact of the eagle—called here “the portent of
aegis-bearing Zeus” (A10¢ té€pag aiytoyoto, 209)—that the rout is the will of Zeus, nevertheless say
that the Trojan retreat is o0 k6op®? And why should the poet, when the rout is occurring, say in
confirmation of his character’s reading that it is occurring ov xatd poipav? Here you have to keep
in mind the relationship which pertains between a faciiec—or in this case the son of a faciieng
acting as his military commander—and the Aadg he commands, as I explained it above. It is the
poipa-bound job of the men who serve in Hector’s army to heed and obey him. Whenever they do
this, and act accordingly as the members of his k6cpoc, they conduct themselves according to the

63 Odysseus has moments ago offered a geras of meat to the singer in honor of his performance. There he makes clear
the logic of the singer’s job: in exchange for the work he performs for the gods, he is entitled among mortals to a
certain portion of honor, here a special portion of meat (Od. 8.469-83). For further use of the phrases in the context of
singing songs, see Hom. Herm. 433 and 479.

% I observed above that most commentators take this pair of k6cpog and poipa phrases in a roughly synonomous way,
with only a small minority attempting to draw some distinction between their meaning. I would like to add here that
a further majority, consisting of people on both sides of the earlier issue, understand the phrases to apply, in a quasi-
formalist way, to the songs and their structuring of parts (whether these parts be construed as the events narrated or
the words used), often with an emphasis on the truth that this structuring conveys. See, for example, Webster 1939:
175, Diller 1956: 57, Lanata 1963: 12-13, Murray 1981: 93-94, Verdenius 1983: 53 (cf. 16-20), Thalmann 1984: 128-
29, Hainsworth 1988: 378 ad 489, Goldhill 1991: 56-59, Grandolini 1996: 140-41, Finkelberg 1998, Scodel 2002: 65-
66, Halliwell 2011: 84-88, and Peponi 2012: 48-51 and 66-69. Others come closer to the view I am arguing above,
namely, that the phrases do not speak directly to anything internal to the songs, but rather to the singer’s own role in
the world, which I would nevertheless argue requires him to sing the song in a certain way. For this view, see Svenbro
1976: 21-35 as well as Ford 1992: 122-24 and 2002: 35. Still others try to have it both ways at once, for instance,
Walsh 1984: 8-9 and Garvie 1994: 332-33 ad 489-90 and 496-98. Let me be clear, finally, that I am not, like Ford,
denying that there is anything which speaks to the internal structure of the song in this passage—very far from it, in
fact. It is rather just that the element of this passage which speaks to structure is the crucial identification of the song
itself, which the singer sings according to his role in the larger koo oc, as a further and inset x6ouog, one with all its
parts rightly arranged to do the work it is supposed to do. I discuss this element of the scene in the conclusion to this
dissertation.
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larger k6opog; whenever they do not do this, and fail to be his instrument of war, they fail as well
to conduct themselves in accordance with the world and their parts within it. It makes no
difference, then, to the question of what they should be doing, down in the lower orders of the
command hierarchy, what Zeus is orchestrating back up at the top of it; that is business well above
their pay grade. Zeus has contrived the rout; it is an operation of his k6cpoc; but this does not
diminish the fact that the Trojan rank-and-file, in the moment their fear gets the best of them, and
they cease in their flight to cooperate as the members of Hector’s kdcpoc, conduct themselves in
a way that is o0 k6op® and ov kot poipav. In this moment, in other words, they are, by the will
of Zeus, the malfunctioning machine of Hector.%

Third from the pile comes the pair which has to do with the rigging and operation of the
ship that carries Odysseus home from Phaeacia. The high king Alcinous gets things started as the
local prime xocuntmp. He calls an assembly of the community, and there, addressing the leaders
and counselors of the Phaeacians, introduces the stranger and then lays out the plans for his return
and entertainment (Od. 8.34-45):

AL’ Grye vijo pédavay €pvocopey gig dia dlav

TPOTOTAOOV, KOVP® 0& V™ Kol TEVTNKOVTQ (35)
KpwvacHmv katd dfjpov, doot mdpog eiciv dpioTot.

dnodpevor 8 ed mhvteg émi kKAnioty &peTud

EkPnt’ - avtap Enerta Bonv dAeydvete daita

NUETEPOVS® €MOOVTEG: &y & 8D mdiot mopéEm.

KOUPOIoY pev tadt’ EmTéAAopar avtap oi GAAOL (40)
oKknrTodyol PacIATiES EUA TPOG SDUATO KOAX

&pyecd’, dopa Eetvov évi peydpotot eIAémpev:

undé tig dpveicbw. karécace o6& Belov doddHV,

Anpodokov: @ Yap po Bedg TEPi dDKEV ALOWONV

tépmety, Omnn Bvpog Emotpvvnoty deidey.” (45)

But come, let us draw a black ship down to the shining sea, one that will be sailing
for the first time; and let there be chosen from among the démos fifty-two young
men who have before been the best. And when you [the young men selected] have
all bound well your oars to the oar-locks, disembark; but then take thought of the
swift feast, having come to my place; and I will provide well for all of you. These
are commands I lay upon the young men; but you others, scepter-bearing kings,
come to my beautiful home, so that we may entertain the stranger in its halls. Let
not a one of you refuse. And call the divine singer, Demodocus; for to him the god
gave the song which delights so extraordinarily, in whatever way his spirit stirs him
to sing.

With this the crowd disperses and those with instructions execute them: the other kings follow
Alcinous back to his court for the feast; the herald fetches the divine singer; and the fifty-two
young men selected from the dfjpiog set about launching and rigging a ship (48-56):

85 Hector’s men fail him as a k6cpog here in much the same way that Teucer, the half-brother of Telamonian Ajax,

is failed by his bow, when he attempts in /liad 15 to kill Hector with it: it serves him well until he comes to Hector

and the point at which the instrument, by its use, would no longer serve the purpose of Zeus, at which point the god
snaps the bowstring, disabling the man’s k6cpog (458-70).
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KOUP® 0& kpvOEvTe SV® Kol TEVTNKOVTQ

Ry, ©g Ekélevas’, €mt BV’ AAOC ATpLYETOL0.

avtap Emel P’ éml vija katnAvBov o€ Baracoay, (50)
vija pév ot ye pélavay aAdg BEvBocde Epvoacay,

&v & io1ov T’ &tifevto kol iotio vni pelaivn,

NPTOVAVTO O’ €PETUA TPOTOIG’ €V dEPUATIVOLOL

TAVTO KOTO poipav: mopd 6’ iotio AVKA TAVVooaV.

VYo &’ &v votim TV ¢’ dprcsav: antap Emetta (55)
Bav p’ uev AAkivooto daippovog €¢ puéya L.

And the fifty-two youths, having been selected, went down, just as [Alcinous]
commanded, to the shore of the barren sea. But when they came down to the ship
and the sea, they drew the black ship down to the deep part of the sea, and they
placed the mast and the sails on the black ship, and they positioned their oars in the
leather oarlocks, [doing] all things according to their portion; and to the side they
unfurled the white sails. And they anchored her off shore in the water; but then they
went to go to the great home of wise Alcinous.

The poet takes the time to walk us through the steps by which the young men—in a fashion that
will be familiar from the preceding chapters—kosmify a ship: they take a bare hull and turn it into
a fully operational instrument of conveyance. What makes the performance of every step of this
procedural katd poipav for the youths is an additional fact: that the high king Alcinous, whom it
is their poipa-bound job in this world to serve, has just ordered them to perform on his behalf these
acts of kosmopoiesis. The kocpog assembled, their job for now complete, these fifty-two young
men of the dfjpog make their way to the home of their king, where they have been promised the
presumably rare privilege of partaking, in at least some peripheral way, in a king’s sacrificial feast;
at which event they disappear into the background, only to reappear again when, at the end of the
next day, it is finally time for them to perform the rest of their job. Odysseus is led down to the
beach by the king’s herald, and accompanied by numerous house-women carrying all manner of
gifts. Our sailing youths, called here “proud conveyors” (mounieg dyavoi, 13.71), next take and
store these gifts below the deck of the ship, lay out a bed for Odysseus atop it, and only then “sit
down at the oarlocks, each at his own, in agreement with the kosmos” (toi 6¢ kabilov €ni KAnicw
gkaotol / Koouw, 76-77). Here again what makes the conduct of the youths kéop is the fact that
their king has commanded it of them; here they are at last, sitting at their places aboard the x6cL0G,
just as they are bound to do, ready to perform the rest of their service for the king. They release
the moorings and lean into the labor of stirring up sea with oar (€00’ o1 dvaxhivOévieg dveppintovy
dha Tnd®, 78).6

% The story of the sailors, and probably also the entire Phaeacian community, ends in another kosmic tragedy (13.125-
87). On their return, just offshore from Phaeacia, these men of the demos, in a deal which Zeus greenlights, are turned
to stone by Poseidon, who is venting his rage over Odysseus on the people who have very properly carried him home.
It remains an open question whether the god reins his anger in at this point, or continues to rage against the rest of the
community. The Phaeacians recognize in the marvel offshore the partial fulfilment of an ancient prophecy that ends
with Poseidon annihilating their community, covering it on all sides with a giant rock; and so they immediately set
about propitiating the god with prayer and sacrifices. But we never get to hear what happens next; we are left with a
clifthanger: the poet, in the middle of a line, suddenly cuts back to Odysseus on Ithaca. The fundamental issue, I think,
is whether or not Poseidon has the permission to kill off the Phaeacians; and this, in turn, comes down to a textual
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Fourth from the pile is the pair which had to do with butchery. One of the pair occurs in
the course of preparations for a feast held by Nestor for Athena in Odyssey 3. Telemachus has
come to Pylos seeking news about his father, Athena has revealed herself to be the young man’s
guide, and now Nestor wants to propitiate the goddess with a sacrifice. He gives orders to his six
sons and sends them off: one out to the fields to bring back a cow (421-22); another down to the
shore to bring back the companions of Telemachus, the men who serve as his crew (423-24); still
another son to fetch Laerkes, the local blacksmith, who will gild the horns of the victim (425-26);
and the other three into the house, to command the slave-women there to make the necessary
arrangements for conducting a feast—that is, by arranging chairs about the altar, setting beside it
enough firewood for the cooking, and bringing in a supply of lustral water, to kosmify the hall into
a ready apparatus for sacrifice (427-29). The hall prepared, the other three sons back from their
respective errands, the sacrifice is underway: Nestor provides the gold (436-37), the blacksmith
applies it to the cow’s horns (437-38); two sons lead the animal to the altar by its horns (439); a
third holds lustral water in one hand, barley for scattering in the other (440-42); a fourth stands by
with an axe, ready to strike (442-43); a fifth holds forth a dish in which to receive the cow’s blood
(444); and the sixth, when the ceremony is complete and the cow now slain, will, with his brothers
lifting the animal up from the ground, start the work of slaughtering it, by cutting its throat (453-
54).57 Whereupon the other brothers take up knives and join in (456-63):

aly’ Epa pv Sigyevay, deap 8 &k unpia Téuvoy

TAVTO KOTO poipav, Kotd te kvion kdivyav,

dinTuya TomoavTeg, £n’ aOTAV &° dUoBETHCAV.

Kaie & émi oyiine’ 6 yépov, émi & aiboma otvov

AePe- véor 8¢ map’ avtov Eyov mepunmPola xepoiv. (460)
avTap Emel Kot PP’ €KAn Kol oTAdyyva Tdcavto,

H{GTUAAGY T Epa TOALO Kod G’ dBeroicty Ensipov,

ATTOV O’ AKPOTOPOLG OPEAOVG £V XEPOLV EYOVTEC.

And straightaway they dismembered it, and quickly cut out the thighs, [doing] all
things according to their portion, and they covered these with fat, having made
it into a double fold, and they placed cuts of raw flesh on them [the fat-encased
thighs]. And the old man started to burn these on the split wood, and was pouring
bright wine on them; and beside him the young men were holding forks in their
hands. And when the thighs were burnt up and they had tasted the guts, they were
cutting up the rest of the meat and piercing the pieces with spits, and they were
roasting them, holding with their hands the spits over the fire.

issue. In laying out his fovAn (127) on the matter, does Zeus say “and shroud their city all around with a giant rock”
(uéya 8¢ v Bpog ToAer aupucoddyal, 158), which is the vulgate reading, or does he say, as Aristophanes would
have it, “do not shroud their city all around with a rock” (emending péya to pn). Bassett 1933 makes a good case for
the vulgate reading, but see also Bowie 2013: 124-26 ad 13.165-87 for further discussion.

7 My focus here is on the work which the brothers perform in subservience to their father; I have skipped over several
of the steps which Nestor himself, as the master of this ceremony, performs. The same goes for the contribution of the
women of the household, who perform for the occasion a ritual cry. For a full accounting of the steps of the sacrifice,
see Burkert 1985: 55-59.
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The poet has chosen the moment after they joint the cow and cut out its thighs to tell us that the
sons of Nestor are doing mévta katd poipav, but there is really nothing special about the moment.
Everything which they do in this entire scene, both before and after this particular moment, is
something which they do katd poipav; for it is their poipa-bound work in the world to be the
obedient sons of a great king, and just now the man has ordered them to help him conduct, in
service to the goddess Athena, who has involved the old man in her plans, a sacrificial feast in his
hall. His sons are his team; they are the interfacing parts of the domestic apparatus by which he
conducts the elaborate service.

The context for the other of the butchery pair is a smaller and more intimate occasion in
the last book of the /liad. Zeus is tying up the loose ends of his plan by seeing to it that Hector’s
corpse is returned to his family. He sends Iris first down to summon Thetis, so that he can instruct
her to instruct Achilles to give up his abuse of the body and accept a ransom for it; then sends Iris
down to Priam, to instruct him to gather together an appropriate ransom and make his way,
attended by a single herald of his, but with Hermes looking out for him, down to the Achaean camp
and tent of Achilles. He arrives, the exchange is made, and then Achilles, playing the good host,
proposes and prepares a meal for his god-sent guest (/1. 24.621-27):

"H xai dvaitag Siv apyveov drdg AyiAledg

CQAE’ - Etapot &’ Edepdv Te Kai GUPETOV £V KATH KOGHOV,
piotuALOVY T dp’ émotopévac meipdy T OPferoioty,

OMINO AV 1€ TEPIPPASEMG, EPVCAVTO TE TAVTO.

Avtopédmv &’ dpa oltov eV Eméveyle Tpaméln (625)
KOAOTG &V KavEOLoV: Atap Kpéa velpev Aythdelc.

010’ ém’ ovelnd’ étoipa mpokeipeva yeipag ToAiov.

Swift Achilles spoke and, having darted up [from his seat], cut the neck of a white
sheep; and his companions were skinning it and processing it well according to
the kosmos, and then they were cutting it up expertly, and they pierced [the pieces]
with spits, and they roasted them carefully, and drew them all back [from the fire].
And then Automedon, having picked up the bread, distributed it on the table in fine
baskets; and the meat Achilles distributed. And they put forth their hands to the
good things lying ready before them.

Achilles is assisted here by two companions who are called his retainers a little earlier in the scene
(0Vvw Bepdmovteg, 573). They are Automedon, who is named above, and Alkimedon, who is not;
and while they have long served as captains and squires for Achilles on the battlefield, the duty of
helping the half-god with meals is an altogether new line of work for the pair; it is a duty they have
taken over from Patroclus since his death, as the two men Achilles valued most after the other.
And just like the sons of Nestor in the passage above, who in executing the will of their father, by
doing each his part in the preparation and operation of his sacrificial feast, conduct themselves
Katd poipav, so do these two henchmen, in all that they do here for Achilles, conduct themselves
eV kot koopov: by skinning and processing the sheep, cutting and piercing the pieces of meat,
and then roasting these, doing all of it excellently, just as they ought to do, they are doing their
own small part in the working of the cosmic apparatus.

The fifth and final pair of phrases brings us round at last to the most common context for
their use: the praising and blaming of speech. As a basic rule, one speaks in a praiseworthy way,
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and can be lauded with one of the positive phrases, whenever he, by virtue of the particular role
he plays in the cosmic machine, has, on the one hand, some right or obligation to speak, and, on
the other, says only what he believes to be pursuant to the execution of his role. And vice versa:
one speaks in a blameworthy way, and may be called out for it with one of the negative phrases,
whenever he, in some particular situation, either has no right to speak at all, or does, but speaks in
a way that either misrepresents or hinders the workings of the cosmic machine.® It is as simple as
this in most cases, but, as it happens, the situation of our two cases brings with it an important
complication: Euryalus, a minor Phaeacian noble and the offending speaker, has no clue that he is
speaking to Odysseus, the very familiar subject of two of that evening’s three songs, there in the
flesh. And what is worse: he begins to speak abusively to Odysseus in the moment that he infers,
very unwisely, that the stranger before him, so far from being the one and only Odysseus, does not
even number among the Tun-claiming elite.

The particulars are as follows. Part of the entertainment which Alcinous puts on for the
nameless Odysseus is a series of athletic contests. They are meant to be a show of Phaeacian virtue,
something the stranger will marvel at and then go away and spread the news about. When all the
young nobles have had their turn, one of the victors, Laodamas, who happens also to be a son of
the high king, proposes that they invite the stranger to take part. He makes the proposal, as he
explains to his companions, because he reckons from the look of the man’s body that he must be
one of their own, which is to say, one of the &piotoy; the sort of man who has the god-granted
leisure and the god-granted prowess to know at least something about athletics.®® This is where
Euryalus, riding high from his own victory in one of the contests, speaks up for the first time; he
affirms the judgement of his companion, telling him that he “spoke this word very much according
to his portion” (péka todto &€nog kata poipav Eeueg, 8.141), and then urges him to go on and
address the stranger; which Laodamas proceeds to do, showing all of the tact and courtesy which
one would expect of the high king’s son. But the stranger declines to take part, citing the many
troubles that weigh on his mind and a desire to avoid further delaying his return. And this is where
Euryalus makes his big error; he changes his mind about the stranger, inferring from the man’s
unwillingness, and despite his looks, that he is altogether beneath athletics; and so he starts to
speak to this effect (159-64):

0V Ydp o’ 0VdE, Eetve, damnuovL EMTI £loK®
0oV, old T TOAAL pLeT’ dvBpdTOIoL TELOVTAL, (160)

% The Thersites episode (/I. 2.211-393), which is just a part of a much larger kosmopoietic procedural spanning the
entirety of the second book, is locus classicus for speech which is obstructive of the cosmic machine. Here is a hideous
man (217-19) who knows in his heart many things out of whack with the x6cpog (8¢ &nca @peciv Jiow dKkocpd e
TOoAMG T €101, 213); who even says these things out loud, and does it all in a vain effort to vie with his betters, working
to cause a minor kosmic disruption for laughs (uéy, dtap od katd kéopov, Epilépueval Baciiedow / AL’ & ti ol glcatto
yehoilov Apyeiowowv / Eppevar, 214-16). On this character, his place in the poem, and his scholarly reception, see Rose
1988, Thalmann 1988, and Ford 1992: 86-87. At the other end of the spectrum is the speech of the oldest and wisest
of the Greeks, Nestor, who knows like no other, from long experience, what, in any given situation, he should say or
do in order to make things run smoothly; this is why he is the greatest adviser of the Greeks. On his speech and role
among the Greeks at Troy, see Martin 1989: 59-61. There are other and obviously related expressions by which the
poetand his characters can praise or blame speech according to whether it serves the k6cpoc; one of these, for instance,
is dptia Balew (Od.8.240), which means to make an utterance whose words cohere as a working k6clog, as a verbal
instrument which serves its purpose within the larger k6opoc.

% Laodamas speaks at length about the body of Odysseus, making an analysis of it at Od. 8.133-39; I simplify his
findings in what I say above. He certainly does conclude that the man is noble, though he sees in the look of his body
the effects of a long period of difficulty.
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BAAGL T, B¢ 07 Gpa vt ToAvKARidt Bopilov,
apyOg voutdwv, of T TpnKtipeg Eaot,

POPTOL TE UVIHIL®VY Kai Emickomog Rotv 0daimv
KepOEwv 0’ apmaréwv: ovd’ AOANTHpL Eoka.

No, stranger, not at all do I liken you to a man experienced in contests, any of the
sort which exist in great number among men; but rather [I liken you] to the man
who plies his trade on a ship with many oarlocks, a leader of sailors who go about
as traders; and [like] a man mindful of his cargo, who keeps an eye out for his return
freight, and for his greedy profit; you are not like an athlete.

Here is abuse which is intolerable to Odysseus. If he is not quite ready to identify himself, he is
nevertheless goaded enough to make it clear, here and now, before all the Phaeacian nobles, just
how wrong the young man is. First comes the indignant response: he begins it by giving tit for tat,
likening Euryalus to a reckless man, the sort to whom the gods grant good looks but no sense (166-
77), and then he concludes (178-85):

dpwvdg pot Bupov évi otbecot piloioty

gV 0V KaTd KOGPOV- EYd 6’ 0V VIIG AEOA®V,

®¢ o0 ye pobeiot, AL’ &v TpdTOIoY diw (180)
gupevat, 6¢p’ NN te menoibea xepoi T° Eufiot.

viv &’ &popan kaKOTNTL Kol GAyeot TOAANL Yap ETANY,

AvOPAV T€ TTOAELOVG BAEYEIVE TE KOLATO TIEIPMV.

BAAGL Kol (G, Kot TOAAY bV, TEPcop’ 4EODV-

Bopodakng yop udbog: EndTpLVOS O€ LE EIMMOV. (185)

You have stirred the spirit in my chest by speaking not according to the kosmos;
but I am not without knowledge of contests, as you declare [I am], but among the
first I deem I was, when I still had faith in my hands and the vigor of youth. But
now I am held in the grip of trouble and pains; for many are the things I have
endured, cleaving my way through the wars of men and the grievous waves. But
even in this way, having suffered many bad things, I will give the contests a try; for
your talk is spirit-biting; and you have spurred me by speaking.

The stranger does not mean by the phrase just that Euryalus has spoken impolitely; his offense is
not the breach of some vaguely defined but universal dictate of decorum, some law which says: be
always nice to your guests.”® The charge against Euryalus is more specific than this. He is wrong
about the stranger and his place in the cosmic machine; he has taken for his inferior a man who is
far and away his superior, and has, by the error of this judgement, come to address the man in an
insubordinate manner, in a way that denies the stranger the deference which his position in the

0 To be clear, I am not suggesting that there exist no laws of hospitality in this world. They do exist, and moreover
play an important role in the epic world, but they are specific regulations handed down from on high, along with all
the other laws, to the kings who act as the mortal retainers of Zeus. On this topic, see Finley 1977: 99-103 and
Benveniste 2016: 61-73, among others; for a list and discussion of the major scenes of hospitality in Homer, see
Finkelberg 2011 s.v. “hospitality.”
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koopog demands. It is speech which, by confusing the proper conduct of this festive day, serves
only to gum up the local works of the world, creating a problem which king Alcinous, as koouftop
of these people and this day of entertainments, must shortly work to correct.

Once the stranger has made his statement, he proceeds immediately to its demonstration.
He darts up from his seat and, without so much as bothering first to take off his cloak, grabs a
discus much larger than the one thrown by the other contenders; he spins round with it, lets it go,
sets it flying well beyond the pegs which mark the earlier throws. It lands and Athena is suddenly
there, appearing in the guise of a local, to mark the prodigious throw and declare the new winner
by a mile. But the Phaeacians did not need the announcement to know the outcome: every one of
them had cowered down to the ground under the incredible whir of the stone’s flight (190-92). If
it is not yet clear to them who the man is, there is no longer any doubt about his place in the world;
for any mortal who exhibits prowess like this is indisputably near and dear to the gods.

The stranger has now made his point and is ready for more when Alcinous finally steps in
to right the ship. His first move is to defuse the tension of the moment; this he does by deftly
directing the party away from athletic competition and onto the spectacle of song and dance; after
which, with the temperature lowered, he circles back to the issue of the stranger’s status and the
bad talk of Euryalus.”! He first proposes, in addition to the minimal service of conveyance already
promised, to collect for their distinguished stranger a Egwvniov, something like a guest-package for
VIPs, to which the local kings will each contribute a cloak, tunic, and talent of gold. This first,
community-wide order made, the high king singles out the offender, whose bad talk has occasioned
the reevaluation of the stranger, with another order (396-97):

Evpoaiog 6¢ € avtov dpeccdcbom Enéecot
Kol 0P, £mel 0D TL EMOC KaTh poipay EEmey.

And let Euryalus make amends to him [the stranger] personally with words and
with a gift, since he spoke his utterance not at all according to his portion.

The king hereby formally and publicly sides with the stranger against Euryalus. He affirms the
former’s judgement that the latter spoke out of step with the kdopog, saying himself much the
same thing, that the young man spoke out of step with his poipa; and sets the penalty for the error
at a personal apology and gift. The apology is just the sort of thing you would expect: “if any word
[of mine] was spoken too strong, would that the winds snatch it up and carry it away; and may the
gods grant that you see your wife and reach your fatherland” (408-11). The gift, on the other hand,
is something special; for Euryalus, given by his king the freedom to decide what the gift will be,
decides to hand over to the stranger a magnificent sword, and so implicitly to negate his earlier
allegation: what use would a merchant sailor have for a fine tool of war? The stranger graciously
accepts the gift and words of Euryalus, and the day of entertainments conducted by king Alcinous
is back on track.

The last thing to say about this final pair of phrases and the blameworthy speech of
Euryalus is this: the young man’s conduct is a local disruption to the cosmic machine, affecting as
it does the smooth conduct of the day’s events; but it is also, at a higher level, something which
happens very much according to the cosmic machine. The speech is 00 katd KOGpov in the way
that Hector’s army, in the moment of its Zeus-plotted rout, falls to pieces and retreats o0 KOGUL®.

"L On this spectacle and its reception, see Olsen 2017.
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The whole drama of Odysseus among the Phaeacians has been scripted by Athena, whom Zeus
has put in charge of arranging the return of Odysseus. Thus we have known since Book 5 that the
Phaeacians would give Odysseus many gifts of clothing and gold, when Zeus himself declares that
this will happen in the course of the man’s poipa-bound return (29-42). And we have known since
the beginning of Book 8 that the Phaeacians would be testing the status of the stranger with athletic
contests: Athena pours a magical grace over his head and shoulders, and makes him taller and
thicker to look upon, so that he appear as a marvelous specimen for the Phaeacians to puzzle over,
and “complete the many contests by which the Phaeacians make trial of him” (18-23). This is all
part of the plan by which Athena pushes Odysseus to reclaim his former identity; she is
rehabilitating the hero in preparation for the work that awaits him on Ithaca.

One Final Consensus

I have broken in this work, so far only implicitly, with two intimately connected points of
long-standing consensus among historians of philosophy. The first holds that there is effectively
no concept of the world as a rationally structured whole of parts before the 6th century BC, when
the earliest of the Presocratic philosophers begin to theorize it, each in his own way, as a naturally
structured whole of parts; as a whole whose parts are conceived in terms of impersonal stuffs
involved in a system of regular, physical processes. The second holds that it was one of these
novel-minded persons who, in attempting to give expression to this newly-discovered world of
nature, decided to call it the kdopoc: so that what had been in epic a universal word for order, but
which had nevertheless never been applied to ta wévto, comes in the hands of these thinkers to be
the Ur-term for the universe. Here are a couple examples of how these two points of consensus
interact. The first comes from Vlastos, who assumes both in setting the question for his still-
influential study:

I want to recapture the original sense of the word kosmos and try to explain how it
happened that a word with just that sense [sc. the sense of order]| came to epitomize
the intellectual revolution that began with the cosmogonies of Thales,
Anaximander, and Anaximenes in the sixth century B.C. and culminated a century
later in the atomic system of Leucippus and Democritus. When these men glimpsed
with wild surmise on their Ionian Dariens a new physical universe, why did they
pick kosmos to name what they saw?’?

The second comes from Kahn, summing up the lonian legacy:

Despite a wide range of mythic and poetic antecedents, the Ionian conception of
the world as a kosmos was something new, and its novelty is identical with the
emergence of western science and philosophy as such. What we find in sixth-
century Miletus is a scientific revolution in Kuhn’s sense, the creation of a new
paradigm of theoretical explanation, with the peculiar distinction that this world
view is the first one to be recognizably scientific, so that the innovation in this case

72 Vlastos 2005: xxiv.
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1s not so much a revolution within science as a revolution info science for the first
time.”3

But we have already seen in the preceding chapter that this story begins from a false start.
Epic k6opog does not in the first place signify an abstraction like order, such that the word could
unproblematically be applied to the world once this finally comes to be construed as something
exhibiting an order.” Indeed, it is this false start, the idea that k6opog should mean order, which
has created the appearance of a substantially novel use among the early philosophers, and thereby
abetted the assumption that there is no notion of a structured world before the advent of a naturally
structured one. Far from emblematizing the great intellectual break with the tradition these
philosophers inherit, the moments in which they speak of the world as a x6cog are the moments
they gesture back to epic, and to its conception of a (social) world structured as the political
apparatus of Zeus.

To see this, we turn now to what is arguably the earliest attestation of the word’s apparently
new, philosophical sense.” It occurs in an aphorism of Heraclitus (fr. B 30):

KOGHOV TOVIE obTe TIC BedV 0bTe AvOpdnmV dmoincev, GAL’ fiv del kai 6TV Kai
Eotar—ndp deilwov, antopevov pétpa kai drosBevvopevov uétpa.’®

73 Kahn 1979: 16.

74 This is the reason that, while almost everyone agrees it was one of these philosophers who first used xdcpoc in
signification of the world, there has never been any consensus about which philosopher it was. Kahn 1960: 188, for
example, argues that it was Anaximander: “No ancient author, it is true, tells us that Anaximander spoke of the world
as a koopoc. But the new philosophic sense of this term is as familiar to Heraclitus and Parmenides as it is to
Anaxagoras, Empedocles, and Diogenes. It is difficult to see where such a widespread notion could have arisen, if not
in sixth-century Miletus—the mother city from which, like so many colonies, all the philosophic schools of early
Greece are sprung”’; Horky 2019b that it was Pythagoras, though he admits to having found no “smoking gun” (41) to
this effect; Macé 2019: 42 that it was Parmenides: “My hypothesis is that Parmenides, who chose to express himself
in the verse, vocabulary, and images of Homer, can be chiefly credited with making the categories of Archaic poetry
available for cosmology, so that the universe could start to openly be described as another kdcpog...”; and Kirk 1970:
314 that it was someone of the later Presocratics: “There is one probable conclusion from all this: that k6opog means
‘order’ (in various senses) until well on in the fifth century, when its use for ‘world-order’ by Empedocles, Diogenes
and perhaps Philolaus led to a derived meaning, ‘world.”” (There is further debate about whether the sense world
becomes available all at once, or instead emerges over time, as Kirk here maintains, so that one philosopher innovates
in speaking of a world-order, and then another further innovates in speaking of an ordered-world.) Finkelberg 1998
is the only scholar I have found who denies that some one of the Presocratics is responsible for k6cog as world; he
argues, however, that the meaning emerges just a bit later, in the works of Plato, our first Postsocratic philosopher.
But again: the entire debate proceeds from the fundamental error of thinking that the conventional sense of kdopo¢ is
order; for it is this which creates the false appearance among the philosophers of a truly novel meaning in the moments
they call all things a xéopoc.

5 1 say arguably, of course, because those like Kirk 1970: 311-14 and Finkelberg 1998: 115-17, who think the new
sense becomes available affer Heraclitus, need to deny that it already occurs here. They each argue in their own way,
while acknowledging the cosmological context of the aphorism, that the word still means order.

76 Following Reinhardt 1916: 170n1 and Kirk 1970: 307-10, I omit the phrase tov adtov dmdvtov (which most editors
insert between tovde and ovte: “This kosmos, the same for all, neither...”) as the interpolation of Clement, the only
one of the three sources for this part of the aphorism who includes it. (Importantly, he is also the only source not to
include t6vde). Their arguments for the omission are cogent, pace Vlastos 1993b: 133n18, who addresses none of
their substance. From the context, it is clear that Clement’s source is Stoic: this school claimed Heraclitus as a
forerunner to its own philosophy and its members tended to read their own doctrine into his sayings; and here we find
Clement, who is himself no Stoic, attributing to the Ephesian the familiar Stoic idea that the living kocpog is
periodically consumed and reconstituted by the intelligent cosmic fire that is to be identified with its soul; the two
processes being called ékndpwois (conflagration) and Swukdcuncig (thorough-kosmifying). Now, this particular
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This kosmos neither anyone of gods nor of men made, but it was always and is and
will be—fire always-living, kindling [itself] in measures and quenching [itself] in
measures.

Given the assumption that k6opog conventionally means order, the logic by which it comes here
to mean world is fairly elegant. The conventional sense is first rejected on the grounds that this
kosmos will turn out to be an always-living fire: if this fire has a certain order to it, as it clearly
does, always igniting and burning out in measures, it is itself, nevertheless, not simply an order.
Next, because all agree that this fire is for Heraclitus the basic stuff of existence, through the
regular quenching of which everything else that is constitutive of the world comes to be, and
through its regular kindling ceases to be; it is concluded that Heraclitus, in calling this fire a
KOouog, can only mean to say that it is the world.”” The final step is then to explain how a word
which has always meant order can now mean world. It is here that we supply the likely story
touched on above: it must have been one of these philosophers, either Heraclitus himself or one of
his predecessors, who first reached for the word in the work of articulating their own vision of a
“new physical universe”; at which point, other philosophers began to use k6cpog thus, so that the

aphorism is a prima facie problem for anyone who would attribute this view to Heraclitus: it appears to entail that the
Heraclitean kocpog has always existed and will continue to do so forever; that it is not something which is regularly
destroyed and reproduced. The way to reconcile the aphorism with the Stoic picture, as Kirk explains it, is to claim
that x6opog “here means not the particular world we see and live in, which is subject to conflagration, but the all-
embracing world, or pattern of existence, within which phases of diaxo6cuncig and ékndpwoig take place” (308). This
move is possible because the Stoics themselves used kocpog rather casually, in three related but importantly distinct
ways: it could be used, first, of the different worlds which cosmic fire fashions for itself and then destroys; second,
for the cosmic fire itself, the soul which lives on disembodied until it fashions for itself another world-body; and third,
for the composite of fiery world-soul and -body (D.L. 7.137 [SVF 2.526]). If we grant, as the Stoics were more than
willing to do, that Heraclitus uses k6cplog in the same three ways in which they later did, then there is little difficulty
in squaring the aphorism with Stoic doctrine: Heraclitus is using k6cuog here in the second way, as he makes perfectly
clear when he later calls it an always-living fire. A problem fragment thus becomes strong evidence for the Stoic
Heraclitus. And it is precisely for this reason that Clement cites it (Strom. 5.14.104):

Heraclitus the Ephesian was most clearly of this opinion [sc. that there will at some point be a change

into the being of fire], having thought that there is one kdopog that is eternal, and another that is

perishing; knowing that the one [that comes about] in accordance with diaxoounoig [i.e. the world-

body] is no different from that [other] one [i.e. the world-soul] holding in a certain way. But that he

knew an everlasting k6c10¢, one that is of a unique sort, constituted of all being, he makes clear in

speaking this way: “kosmos” (the one that is the same of all) “neither anyone of the gods nor of men

made, but....”; and that he posited a generated and perishing one, the following reveals: (fr. B 31).
This brings us back, at last, to the phrase tov adtov Gmdviev, which appears, not after, but in place of tovde in
Clement’s text, so as to immediately follow the word x6opov. This substitution would suggest that the phrase is a
gloss of tovde, which Clement has inserted to make clear from the start of the fragment, when the word in question is
used, that this kosmos is the always-living fire, and not one of the periodically destroyed world-body kosmoi this fire
fashions both for and from itself. To use Clement’s gloss, this k6c0g is the one that remains “the same for all [the
kosmoi that are, in turn, generated from it and perish into it].” (To be clear: I think the Stoics are better interpreters of
Heraclitus than they are today usually given credited for being, but I can see no grounds for their attributing to him
the specific doctrine that all things are periodically consumed in cosmic conflagration.)
77 Burnet 1920: 134n3 claims, for example, that “kosmos must mean ‘world’ here, not merely ‘order’; for only the
world could be identified with fire”’; and Vlastos 1993b: 133-34, following him, asserts that “this very fragment (B30)
is evidence that kosmos, though it implies, does not just mean ‘order,” for what is in question here is not merely that
nobody made the order of the world, but that nobody made this orderly world; this world is fire, and nobody made the
fire, for it is ‘ever-living.””
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word becomes a generic term for the common object of all their study, this world whose order
each sets out to explain.”®

But there are a couple of problems with handling the aphorism in this way. To begin with,
if k6o pog here means world and Heraclitus posits just one of these, an always-living fire, then why
has he decided to say 16vde kdopov, that is, this world, as though there were another or even
several other worlds somewhere else? Moreover, if k0opog as world is a technical sense developed
and used by a handful of philosophers engaged in a more or less common project, it stands to
reason that Heraclitus, in declaring that no one of gods or men made this x6G0G, is sparring with
a fellow “believer in the cosmos.””® But which of his predecessors could this have been? I am
aware of no fragment nor any piece of testimony that would suggest a single one of these persons
ever claimed that the world was made (énoincev), as by a demiurge; and it is almost unthinkable
that one of them would have entertained the further idea that its maker was some one of men
(T16...avBpOT®V).

Now, let us take up the aphorism a second time with fresh eyes. Grant me just that the first
words, T0voe kOGLOV, mean this apparatus, and we can begin to see how the rest unfolds as a kind
of riddle for the reader to solve. The deictic Tovoe leaves no doubt that Heraclitus has a particular
apparatus in mind; but having as yet no context, we are unable to identify which apparatus this is.
So, we read on with the expectation that the referent of k6cpov will become clear in time. This
expectation, however, is not quickly met: the proposition to which t6évde ko6cpov belongs turns out
to be a negative description of the apparatus in question: neither any one of gods nor of men made
it. An ambiguity of reference thus quickly morphs into a paradox. How could there ever exist an
apparatus—whatever we suspect this apparatus to be—which no person ever made? What
machine, in other words, is not also an artifact? So, for the second time, we read on, hoping perhaps
that the next proposition will provide some path from aporia: this apparatus was never
manufactured, he now adds, because it has always existed, exists at present, and will continue to
exist. A still deeper sense of puzzlement sets in.

But we note now what cannot have been coincidence. Heraclitus has articulated both his
propositions in terms unmistakably adapted from epic. There is, in the first proposition, the familiar
dyad of gods and men; as when Homer calls Zeus, already noted above, matp dvopdv te Oedv t€
(11. 4.68) or, again, claims that he “lords over gods and men” (te Bgoiot kai AvOpOTOIGY AVACOEL,
1l. 2.669). The second proposition recalls the way that epic characterizes the sort of knowledge
which its gods uniquely possess and selectively share, in the forms of song and prophecy, with
privileged mortals. Thus, the Muses of the Theogony are themselves able to “speak the things that
are, the things that will be, and the things that were before” (gipovcat té T° €6vta té T’ €écc6peEva
npo T’ €6vta, 38); and, by breathing their divine voice into Hesiod, enable him, likewise, to “make
famous the things that will be and the things that were before” (xieioyu té t° €éocdueva mpd 1’
€ovta, 32). So too with the seer Calchas in Iliad 1: “because of the mantic art which Phoebus
Apollo granted him” (fiv 610 pavtosvvny, v ol mope Poifog AndAiwv, 72), he is one among
mortals “who knows the things that are, the things that will be, and the things that were before”
(6¢ §n T T’ 86vTo T4 T docoueva Tpod T €6vta, 70).8°

78 For the phrase, see Vlastos 2005: xxiv.

7 For the phrase, see Vlastos 2005: 10.

80 Heraclitus has changed the participles to finite verb forms and, obviously, changed the order, with past time coming
first in the aphorism, followed by present and then future. I think it is self-evident that a contemporary Greek would
have heard the echo despite these changes, which are all necessary for the surprise twist, discussed below, where the
verb forms wind up being predicative, as they never are in epic.
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To what end has Heraclitus adapted these traditional phrases? It is with the recognition that
his claims are epic adaptations that we may, at last, identify the apparatus in question. But this
identification will come at the cost of having to reconstrue all that we have read so far. This k660G
must be the world-constituting apparatus of Zeus, as it was conceived by the epic tradition; and
what Heraclitus goes on to say about it—that it was never put together, that it has always existed,
and so on—should not be taken as further description of this k6cpog, but as critique cast cleverly
in the language of epic; critique of this tradition’s conceptualization of reality on the model of an
apparatus, which must be made and so have some beginning.

But the aphorism does not end here; we transition from the critical mode with the next two
words, fire always-living, which cause us, once again, to return to and reconstrue what we have
just read. On our first reading of the second proposition, we had every reason to interpret the was-
is-will be formula existentially rather than predicatively: Heraclitus has taken the formula from
epic, and there it always functions in just this way: Calchas, in the example above, knows the
things that were, are, and will be, not the things that were, are, and will be x or y or z. And yet,
confronted now with this fire always-living, the reader has no choice but to construe the phrase as
the surprise predicate of this verb series; such that the final element of the critique is immediately
repurposed as the first element of the positive statement to follow.®! This paradoxical apparatus,
which was never made yet always existed, turns out to have always been an eternal, living fire.
What exists, then, is not a cast of mortal and immortal persons who, by their regular cooperation
in the manner of a machine, constitute the world as we know it. What exists fundamentally is this
single living being; this fire—to conclude the aphorism—which produces from itself, by its own
measured kindling and quenching, the regular and dynamic reality of our experience. And so, we
end up roughly where the historians of philosophy would like us to be. Heraclitus is indeed talking
about his own conception of reality; but he has not boldly heralded this new vision in the
aphorism’s first words—a move which would, in any case, be most uncharacteristic.

To put the cap on this argument and the chapter: the early philosophers did not ‘discover’
the k6o0g, and no one of them first gave it this name; this is their common cultural inheritance,
the long-established epic conception of reality as a structured whole of parts; it is what they are all
tinkering with in the work of articulating their own, novel accounts of reality.

81 Kirk 1970: 310 argues against the predicative reading that “it would be surprising if Heraclitus altered the application
of such a solemn, almost hieratic phrase by abandoning its existential sense, true though it is that distinctions between
different usages of ‘to be’ were not yet properly recognized.” Just so: it is surprising that Heraclitus would abandon
the usual sense of the phrase. To avoid taking fire as the inevitable predicate of these verbs, Kirk inserts (as others do,
though apparently not always for the same reason) a semicolon between &€oton and wdp, and takes the latter to stand in
a subtler apposition to TGvde KOGLLOV.
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CONCLUSION

The Kdoopog of Song

I expect that readers who have made it this far will have many questions, possibly also
doubts, about what I am calling the epic discourse of kdcpoc. You will want to know, for example,
whether and how the other major moral and political terms of the poetry are supposed to fit into
the discourse, and perhaps particularly those on the negative side of the split, by which I mean
words like DBpic, véueoig, and dracOalin; about these I have said next to nothing. And you might
also wonder, given my tendency, to the extent that I am able, to explain Homer through Homer,
whether and to what extent this discourse and its world concept are to be found, in one form or
another, in the lyric and elegiac poetry of the later archaic period, before the major transformations
it undergoes with the philosophers of the classical period.

These, alas, while of great importance, are a pair of issues too big to take up in a conclusion;
let me say this much then as a stopgap. On the first question, that of the remainder of Homer’s
moral and political language, yes, I take it that each of these words, like the other evaluative words
in Homer, is wrapped up in the discourse: they are used here always with reference to particulars,
not to any ideal or abstract principles; and what is particular in the world, this kdcpog that Zeus
has made, is nothing more than the specific roles which he means for each of us to play in it. It is
from these political and instrumental roles, in other words, that value and normativity derive.! As
for the second issue, that of the relationship of the discourse to later lyric and elegiac poetry, suffice
it to say here that these poetic forms, which are likely as ancient if not in fact older than epic, all
participate in the discourse, but with an important twist: in the move from epic, being a
fundamentally mimetic sort of poetry which purports to show a world of the distant past, to a kind
of poetry that is inherently occasional, that is to say, tethered in its subject and relevance to the
immediate (if sometimes imagined) context of its performance, we see clearly that the discourse
of K6opog is not something unique to the mythic world of epic diegesis, but a very real conception
of the world at work in a historical past, where its function is importantly no less political.

Having said this much, I would like to table the issues of kosmic vice and the role of the
discourse in the other branches of moinocig 1 katd povownv. I hope to have the opportunity to give
them proper treatment in a later study. In any case, there is another and more urgent matter that
needs discussing now. It is the issue of my subtitle, which reads Political and Aesthetic Value in

! The passage in which we can see this most clearly is Odyssey 1.28-43, where dtacOolin is a matter of willfully
disobeying a command of the gods, and so bringing on oneself pains that are 0V7gp pdpov, that is, beyond the good and
bad which the gods had planned for an individual from the start: the gods send Hermes down to Aegisthus to order
him not to murder Agamemnon nor woo his wife, even telling him that if he does, he will accordingly pay the price
of death at the hands of Orestes, and yet he does these things anyway; cf. Od. 3.263-72. This passage is one on the
basis of which a number of commentators, misconstruing what Zeus says and reading into it a theodicy, draw a major
distinction between the moral and theological worlds of the Iliad and Odyssey. Lloyd-Jones 1983: 28, for instance,
puts it thus: “This speech of Zeus implies a belief radically different from that found in the /liad. There the god puts
evil ideas, no less than good ideas, into men’s minds; that is how men’s moira, the portion assigned them by the gods,
comes to be fulfilled. When the god wishes to destroy a man he sents Ate to take away his wits. But now Zeus denies
that the gods put evil ideas into the minds of men, and even claims that they warn men against the evil ideas they
themselves have thought of.” But Zeus says nothing of the sort here: he is not denying that he is responsible for bad
things (what of the suitors and all that Odysseus endures?), but saying rather that mortals suffer these in greater number
than planned when they resist or act in defiance of his plan. For other statements of the theodicean view, see Jaeger:
1966: 83-84, Frinkel 1973: 85-93, and Kullmann 1985: 5-6. Against this view, see Allan 2006.
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Early Greek Epic. While I have gone on now at great length about the special nature of political
value in epic, arguing that political matters, by virtue of the discourse, cannot really be
distinguished from cosmic matters, I nevertheless have not, except in the introduction and in
scattered moments thereafter, spoken to the nature of aesthetic value according to epic. This is not
an oversight, and it is not, of course, because there is nothing much to say on the subject. It is just
that the value of the sort of thing which we would identify and evaluate as an aesthetic object, a
thing like an epic song, as the case happens to be, has its basic value in epic, like every other
assemblage of persons and things, according to whether it performs the particular function it has
as a nested k6opog in the larger politico-cosmic machine. I want to conclude by arguing this point
directly; it will mean taking a look at the two passages from epic, both of them from the Odyssey,
in which we hear the most about the nature and function of epic song.

The first of them we have already encountered and partially explained above; it happens to
be the third and final case in which the word kdcopog functions in a nominal way. We are in the
eighth book and the context, you will recall, is this: Odysseus is an as yet anonymous guest in the
court of Alcinous, the Phaeacian king; the court bard Demodocus, as part of the entertainment
being put on, has earlier sung excellently about an episode from the Trojan war; and now our hero
speaks up to praise that performance, promising yet more and wider praise, if he should go on and
sing another song, this time about the final episode of the war:

Anpodox’, EEoya oM o€ PpotdV aivilop’ Amaviov:

1| 6¢ ye Mobdo’ €8idase, A0¢ mdig, ) 6€ v ATOAA®V:

ANV yap kot kécpov Ayoidv oitov deidelc,

606’ €p&av T EmaBov te kol 666° Epoyncav Ayaiot, (490)
&g € oL T AVTOC TAPEDV 1) AAAOV AKOVGOC.

GAL’ Grye O petaPnOt kol immov KdcUOV dElcoV

dovpatéov, OV 'Eneldg énoinocev cbv Adnvn,

6v mot’ ¢ akpoOmoAy dOAov Tyaye dlog Odvocedg

avopdv umincag, ol "Thov EEardmatay. (495)
ol KeV 01 Lot TadTO KOTO Holpav KataAédng,

avtike Kol oo pudncopot avopdmolsty,

¢ Apa To1 TPOPPWV Be0g dTace BECTIV AO1ONV.

Demodocus, I praise you well beyond all mortals; it must have been the Muse, the
child of Zeus, that taught you, or else it was Apollo; for exceedingly according to
kosmos do you sing the doom of the Achaeans, all that the Achaeans did and
suffered and all that they toiled at, as though you yourself had been present or heard
it from another who was. But come on: change the theme and sing the kosmos of
the wooden horse, the one which Epeios made with the help of Athena, which
divine Odysseus once led as a trick up to the acropolis, having filled it with the men
who sacked Troy. If indeed you catalogue for me these events according to your
portion [of thread], straightaway I shall declare to all men how willingly the god
bestowed divine song upon you.

We have already seen what it means for Demodocus to sing a song katd kocpov (489) and kotd
poipav. He is a henchman of the Muses: they have taught him a divine craft and given him an
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honored job within his community, the members of which he accordingly serves as a dnpiogpydc.?
When he does his job right, singing the songs he should in the way that he should, he conducts
himself according to the x6cpog of Zeus and his own role within it. Our focus now is the kdcpog
of the wooden horse (492-93), about which the first and fundamental question is this: does our
noun work verb-internally, designating the song that is about the horse, or is it rather external to
the verb, so that the physical structure of the Trojan Horse is in some sense a k6Gpoc?

You will find defenders of both readings, and a number who claim it works in both ways
at once. Count me among this last group, but only to this extent, for the usual semantics of order
and ornament fails to make satisfying sense of either construal. If we were to go with the song
option, it is only by the boldest of metaphors that order could work: Odysseus would have to mean
that the requested song, because of the structure he wants it to exhibit, is order incarnate. And so
we have to go with some shade of the ornament meaning, which is just plain puzzling: how exactly
is a song like this, having the subject we know it will have, supposed to be something ornamental?
Is it literally or metaphorically so? And who or what should we think it ornaments? But if, on the
other hand, we decide to go the other way, and so take kocpov externally with the wooden horse,
then we have to accept either that the request, against every indication, is for a song about the
structure and physical dimensions of the horse, its order, or else that Odysseus, the very person
who devised and deployed this fatal artifact, nevertheless regards it as being principally an
ornament.’

How do I claim to do better? Half of my answer I have already given back in the second
chapter. To repeat myself here: the k6cog that is the wooden horse is an immense machine of
war, an ingenious and crafty device from the man of many such contrivances (moAivunyavoc,
noAOuUNTIS, etc.), by the deceitful use of which he manages to harness the strength of the Trojans
in the service of breaching their own city wall: this is how Odysseus leads the horse up to the
heights of the city (Od. 8.494), despite it being the Trojans themselves who drag it there (504). I
take it that this much will not be too controversial.* After all, we are talking about t/e engineering

2 The singer shares this title with seers, doctors, heralds, and carpenters, that is, specialists or technicians of one form
or another who work closely under a god. For the list, see Od. 17.383-85 and 19.135 with the comments of Finley
1957: 156 n. 4.

* The best you can do is say that he is speaking ironically, that is, from the unknowing perspective of the Trojans who
take the horse and deposit it as a gift to Athena. This seems to me an unlikely way of speaking, given the state of
Odysseus in this scene, his reaction to the first song of Demodocus, and the reaction he will momentarilly have to this
third one.

4 There are a number of scholars, going back to antiquity, who have nevertheless sensed some confusion in Homer’s
account, and there have been quite a few different explanations of what the horse really was. Servius, commenting on
Virgil’s treatment of it, records a number of the ancient theories: that it was a fairly conventional machinamentum
bellicum named, like the aries and festudo, after an animal; that it was a gate with a horse painted on it, the one which
the traitor Antenor opened for the Greeks; that a horse had been painted on the doors of the homes of Trojans who had
defected and were to be spared by the Greeks; that Troy was defeated in a cavalry battle; that the Greeks hid behind
and then attacked from a mountain called Hippius; or, finally, that the horse was just as Virgil narrates (In Verg. Aen.
ad 2.15). Servius, who opts for the siege engine, citing Hyginus and Tubero, finds himself in the good company also
of Pliny (NVH 7.202) and Pausanias (1.23.8). This view has found its share of modern defenders as well, for instance
Anderson 1970, who claims that the horse, while inspired by the siege engines of the Near East, has been adapted to
the Greek tradition in such a way that it no longer retains its original function. But there are other and still more
creative theories on offer today. See, for instance, Knight 1933, who claims that the horse did not originally sneak a
band of soliders into Troy, being instead just an offering which, by virtue of its massive size, required the Trojans to
destroy a section of their city wall to haul it in, thereby allegedly dispelling a defensive magic that had protected the
city; or Jones 1970, who argues that the horse was not at first even of a large size, but rather a gift which Odysseus
was able to wheel up to the gates of Troy on his own, whereupon he managed to talk his way inside; or even Burkert
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marvel of Greek myth, the thing that Virgil, in his own account of its use, will three times call
machina; and the thing which Arctinus, in his lost //iou Persis, even represented with mechanical
parts: one report says that his horse was a hundred feet long, fifty feet wide, and had “a tail and
knees that were mobile” (cuius causam et genua mobilia), while another report, messing around
with the dimensions a bit, puts the length at a hundred and twenty feet, the width at thirty feet, and
says that “its tail, knees, and eyes could move” (cuius cauda genua oculi moverentur).’

It is the other half of my answer that is likely to be the more controversial. How is it that
songs come to be viewed as complex instruments? What function do they perform? How do they
perform it? For whom?° Pindar appears to have laid out the answers to these questions in the once
famous but now fragmentary First Hymn.” The part we are concerned with is preserved in
paraphrases: not long after Zeus had finished kosmifying everything (10 ndv dpti KoouGAVTA), as
Choricius puts it, the supreme god decides to get married (it is unclear to whom) and invites to the
ceremony all the gods and goddesses of good standing in his regime. And at one point in the event
he asks the other gods, now his honored subjects, whether they are lacking anything under his rule.
They answer yes and no: everyone is evidently happy with the part they have in the new world,
but they request of Zeus that he get for himself some gods who will, in the words of Aristides,
“kosmify in words and music all those great works and the entire arrangement of his” (td peydia
10T’ £pyo kol TAGAY Ye THV EKEIVOL KATOOKELTV KOGUAGOLGL AOYolg Kol povoikii).® In other

1983: 158-61, who sees in the story of the Trojan Horse the garbled image of a horse sacrifice, linking it up to the
Equus October ritual practiced by the Romans. For further theories, see Austin 1959: 23 and 1964: 34-35 ad 15. For
visual representations of the Trojan Horse, see Sparkes 1971.

5 Virgil first has Laocoon claim, among several options which strike in different ways at the truth, that the horse “has
been fabricated as a machine against our walls” (haec in nostros fabricata est machina muros, 4en. 2.46); then has
Priam ask, among several attempts to identify the nature of the horse, “what machine of war” (quae machina belli,
2.151) it is; and finally has Aeneas, who has narrated the entire story of the fall of Troy, describe how “the fatal
machine climbed the walls [of Troy], pregnant with arms” (scandit fatalis machina muros / feta armis, 2.37-38). The
first report about the horse of Arctinus comes from the Aeneid scholia ad 2.15, the second from Servius, In Verg. Aen.
ad 2.150.

6 1t is worth observing in support of the claim, even before answering these questions, that we find other terms of
instrumental assembly used in relation to epic song, though only once in Homer: when Odysseus and his crew sail
within hearing distance of the Sirens, these singers “started rigging out a sweet song” (Aryvprv 8” Evtuvov dowdny, Od.
12. 183), the tool by which they seek to enchant the sailors and draw them over to their island. But see also Hom.
Aphr. 6.20 (éunv 6 Evtovov aownv), Hom. Apol. 164 (obtw c@wv koA cuvdpnpev dowdn), and especially Hom. Dion.
7.59 (yAvkepnv koopijoor aodnv). See n. 8 below for Pindar’s use of kdopog language in relation to song, but add to
these those cases in which he uses (év)appolo: 1. 1.15-16 (¢0ého / §j Kaotopeie 1 ToAdor” Evapud&at viv buve), O.
3.4-6 (Moica 8’ oUTm TTol TOPEGTA L1 VEOGTYAAOV EDPOVTL TPOTOV / Awpim Paovay Evapuogorl edil / dyAadKmpov),
P. 3.113-14 (8¢ énéov kehadevvayv, TékToveg ola 6ogol / ippocav); and also those in which he uses {gbyvopt: 1. 1.6-
7 (dueotepdv tot yapitwv cvv Beolg (evéwm téA0g), 7.18-19 (6 1 pn cogiog dwtov Gkpov / KATaic Enéwv poaioty
gElkntat Quyév), N. 1.7 (Epypacty vikaeopoig ykapiov (edéon pérog), P. 10.64-65 (domep Epav momvowv yapv / 108’
&levgev appa [Mepidwv tetpdopov; cf. O. 6.22). For other lyric and elegiac cases of k6c0g used with reference to
song, see Solon, fr. 1.2 (West), Theognis 241-43 (West), Simonides 11.23 (West) and 531.9 (PMG), and Corinna
655.10-13 (PMG). This use of ko6cog can also found among the Presocratics, who are hearkening back to Homer;
thus, Democritus will say that ‘Ounpog pvoemg hoymv Bealodong Enéwv kKocpov étektivato tavioiov (fr. B 21), and
Parmenides will call the doxa portion of his poem the kocpov Eudv énéwv drnatnidv (fr. B 8.52).

" The song has traditionally been regarded as a hymn to Zeus, this being what Snell 1953: 71-89, who reconstructed
it, took it to be, but I find convincing the argument of D’ Alessio 2009 that it is a hymn to Apollo.

8 The bit of Choricius comes from Or. 13.1, that of Aristides from Or. 2.142. It remains a big question to what extent
our paraphrasers have followed Pindar’s own language. I think it likely, but of course cannot prove, that the verb in
Aristides is genuinely Pindaric, as the poet uses k6cpog language in relation to song with some regularity (e.g., V.
3.31-32, 6.45-46, O. 11.13-14, and fr. 194; cf. 1. 6.69, N. 2.8), but the comparatively prosaic katackevn strikes me as
a gloss. On the one hand, Pindar never uses the compound in what survives of his poetry, and only once uses ckevn
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words: the k6cpog that Zeus has made is perfect in the eyes of all the gods who have privileged
roles in it, save for the single fact that there is no part of this instrument whose part it is to celebrate
its own perfection and all that Zeus accomplishes with it. The request is an appealing one, and
Zeus sets about engendering the gods who will perform this work, gods who turn out to be none
other than the Muses, whose songs accordingly serve a particular function in the world: they are
the nested k6opot by which the larger k6cpog celebrates itself, being the commemorative images
of its past operations. The song works, and the singer who sings it succeeds at his work, to the
extent that the image produced is a faithful one, is an image that puts all the players, big and small
alike, in their respective places, and shows them performing each their respective parts in the
execution of Zeus’s BovAn, whatever this happens to be in the moment.

I hope to have already shown, by way of the readings that feature in this dissertation, just
how true this claim is. In the ordeal over Hector and the arms of Achilles, in the treachery of
Pandarus, and in all those passages in which the poet uses one or another of the portion phrases,
what we are witnessing is the action of characters executing—in different branches, at different
ranks, sometimes unwittingly, sometimes unwillingly, and sometimes after considerable
pushback—their several and often tragic parts within the k6cpog of Zeus. Every word in every
line of this poetry coheres in order to serve this memorial function, and I take it that the poet, by
the double referent of k6cpog in the passage above, is drawing our attention to this fact. There is,
in other words, a kind of isomorphism posited here between the k6cpog that was the wooden horse,
being the nested machine by which Zeus brings an end to the Trojan war, and the kdcpog of song
that takes this operation of the larger xdopog as its subject.” The fall of Troy was a job that Zeus
delegated to Athena, she decided on the wooden horse, had Epeios make it, and then got Odysseus,
leading a band of men inside it, to work the contraption; these are the basic facts of the kosmic
operation, and the poet is bound by his own role in the k6c0g to represent them in just this way;
his doing so is what makes the song a good one.

To confirm all of this, I would like now to turn to the second of my song passages, which
comes from the first book of the Odyssey. The year has arrived “in which the gods have spun it
that Odysseus will have his homeward return” (t® oi énekAdcavto Ogoi oikévde véssOar, 1.17)—
this being the kosmic operation that our poem recounts—and it has fallen on Hermes and Athena
to get the ball rolling. The former is sent off to the island of Ogygia, where he will see to it that
the nymph Calypso releases Odysseus, while the latter pays a visit to Telemachus back on Ithaca,
her purpose being to give the young man some direction and encouragement, so that he will stand
up to the suitors and go looking abroad for news about his missing father. She appears to him in
the disguise of an old friend of his father, lets him know what he ought to do, gives him the strength
and courage he will need to do it, and then morphs into a bird and flies off, making it clear to him

(P. 2.80), where it refers appropriately enough to gear or tackle. On the other hand, katockevn is a regular gloss for
KoOopog: it appears, for instance, as one of three glosses (the other two being oikovopio and V60eo1g) for inmov kKOGHOV
in a scholion to Od. 8.492, the very instance of k6c0g we started out from above; see also Apollod., Epit. 5.14. There
is a further issue: the Homeric tendency is to make the things kosmified (in this case, the words and music) the
accusative object of the verb, but it seems very much like Pindar to switch the accusative and dative around; for
something similar, see Pa. 9.39-40 (fr. 52k) with the commentary of Rutherford 2001: 196 n. 21.

® There is nothing new in the claim that the traditional subject of epic song is the execution of a plan of Zeus; for
different statements of the view, see, inter alia, Schadewaldt 1965: 48, Nagy 1979: 81 (§25n2) and 2010: 121-25,
Murnaghan 1995 and 1997, Marks 2001 and 2008, Allan 2008, and Elmer 2013: 155. What I take to be novel is the
relationship I am positing between the technology by which Zeus accomplishes his plans, that is, the larger x6opog
that is his world, and the kdcpot of song, being a nested part of it, by which the particulars of its operation are recorded
and celebrated.
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that the friendly advice he has gotten is really divine directive. Telemachus is thereupon given, in
the passage that concerns us now, an initial and fairly safe opportunity to test his hand at claiming
some authority.

The suitors have all been present in the hall for the duration of the interview with Athena,
but they have been preoccupied with the singing of Phemius, the local bard of the island, who
has—with some irony, given what we know is now happening—taken as his subject “the return of
the Achaeans, the sad one from Troy which Athena inflicted” (Ayou®v voctov... / Aoypov, Ov €k
Tpoing éneteiharo I[MoArhag ABfvn, 326-27). Telemachus now joins them, and at about the same
time his mother, Penelope, comes down from her room to lodge a complaint. She can hear the song
from up there and its subject matter is causing her a great deal of distress; she would like for
Phemius to sing something else (337-44):

DY ie, TOAAGL YOp dALa BpoTtdv BedkTipio. 0id0g

Epy’ avopdv te BedV TE, TA TE KAglovay do1d01

TOV &V Y€ opv delde TapUeEVOGS, o1 0& ClLOT

otvov TVOVTOV: TadTng 8’ dmomoe’ do1dfig (340)
Aypiic, 1§ T€ pot aigv évi ombeccot eikov kip

teipet, €mel pe palota kabiketo mévBog dAactov.

1OV Yap KePOoANV moBEm pepvnuévn aiel

avopdg, Tod KAE0G 0pL KB’ ‘EALGda Kol pécov Apyog.

Phemius, seeing as how you know many other charms for mortals, those deeds of
men and gods, the things singers make famous, sing one of these at least for the
men you sit among, and let them in silence go on drinking their wine, but give up
this song, a sad one which wears out the dear heart in my chest, since an
unforgettable grief seizes me most of all. For I long for the dear head of that man,
being reminded always of him, whose fame is wide throughout Greece and Argos
at the center of it.

To this Telemachus immediately responds:

ufjtep éun, i T’ dpa eBovéelg Epinpov ooV

tépmey Omnn ol voog dpvutar; od v T dowdoi

aitiot, GAAG ob Zevg aitiog, 6¢ te didwotv

avopdcty AAPNoTHo Omwg 0EANCY EKACT.

100Te & 00 VEUESIC AavadV KakOV oltov deldetv: (350)
TNV YOp G0NV ndAlov énikieiovs’ dvBpwmot,

1 11§ IOVTEGT1 VEOTATN AUEUTEATOL.

001 O’ émroApdto kpadin Koi Bupog drxovey:

00 yap OdV6GEDG 010G ATOAEGE VOSTILOV TP

&v Tpoin, moAroi 8¢ Kai dALol pdTEG HAOVTO. (355)
G eic oikov iodoa a1 6 avtiig Epya KOE,

10TOV T” NAOKATNV TE, Kol AUOUTOAOLGL KEAEVE

gpyov énoiyecBar udbog &’ dvopeoot peAnoet

nact, poAota 6’ €poi- Tod yop KpAaTog £0T’ EVi OTK®.
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My mother, why then do you begrudge the obliging singer to delight in whatever
way his mind is stirred? You know it is not the singers who are responsible, but
Zeus is somehow responsible, who gives to men who live by grain just as he likes
to each. And there is no resentment for the man to sing the bad fortune of the
Danaans; for men applaud that song more, whichever one is the latest to circulate
among the listeners. But let your heart and spirit endure to listen; for it was not
Odysseus alone who lost his day of return at Troy, and many were the other men
lost. But go up into the residence and tend to your own work, the loom and distaff,
and command your servants to get to their work; but talk will be a concern for men,
for all of them, but most of all for me; for the power is mine in the house.

The trouble with what Penelope says—the thing that opens her up to the easy rebuke of her
son—is the suggestion that songs work primarily as charms for mortals, that their basic function
is the enchantment of the mortals who listen to them. The song that Phemius was singing was
working its magic on the rowdy suitors—they were sitting quietly, captivated by the song—but it
was not having the same effect on her. Being herself too close to the events that gave the song its
sorry subject, it has no power to enchant her, but only to cause her grief by reminding her of the
husband she has lost.!? This being the case, and this being her home, she decides to interrupt the
singer’s performance and orders him to sing on another subject, one that will charm the others no
less, but save her own heart some torment.

In her pain, in other words, she has ignored the fact that songs do not exist just to charm
their mortal listeners, though of course this is something that they usually do, provided there is
enough distance from the events narrated.!! Songs exist because singers do, singers exist because
the Muses do, and the Muses exist because, as we have just seen, Zeus desired an organ of his
world that would celebrate the structure and workings of it.!? This is what singers are doing when
they make famous the deeds of gods and men (338), which are not just any old deeds, but the ones
they perform under Zeus, by his will; epic is the record and the explanation of them. The newest
song, then, the one that audiences applaud more than the older ones (351-53), is not so much the
latest hit as it is the latest revelation, a product that delivers the news of the world, putting all that
we do and suffer under the yoke of Zeus in its larger kosmic context.

10 Bakker 2002: 142 suggests that what upsets Penelope is the fact that the song “departs from ascertained fact and
established poetic tradition,” but I can see no grounds for this interpretation.

! This aspect of song, its ability to please and charm, is nowhere more clearly expressed than in the so-called Hymn
to the Muses at the beginning of Hesiod’s Theogony (1-115). There we learn that their mother, Mnemosyne, whose
name means memory, gave birth to them, somewhat paradoxically, to be “a forgetfullness of bad things and a break
from cares” (AnopoocHvny te Kak@®v dumovpd te pepunpdov, 55; cf. 98-103), but even here it is principally the great
mind of their father Zeus which they work to please (36-37), beginning and ending their song with him (47-49), and
singing between these bookends “the things that are, will be, and were before” (38), which does not mean that they
sing in a generic way about everything, but rather that they sing the long road that has led up to the establishment of
their father’s regime, the way things are now because of it, and the way they will continue to be under him. What is
more, providing pleasure is only part of “the holy gift of the Muses to mortals” (Movcdwv iepn doo1g avBpdmoioy,
93); they as a group and Kalliope in particular, being the greatest of them, attend upon Zeus-nourished mortal kings,
endowing them with the charisma that allows them to rule over others without force, using instead only mild words
(75-92). See also Od. 9.1-11, where Odysseus, just before he reveals his identity to the court of Alcinous and begins
to relate his own story in the expert manner of a singer (as Alcinous puts it at Od. 11.368; cf. Od. 21.401-11), speaks
at length to the pleasure of attending to song in the context of a feast. On the need for, and the dynamics of, aesthetic
distance, see Peponi 2012: 33-69. On the power of epic song to enchant, see Walsh 1984: 3-36.

12 Or, as Schadewaldt 1965: 82 puts it, “der Dichter is nur das Organ des Weltgeschehens, das des Gottes ist.”
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The personal displeasure of Penelope is accordingly no grounds for cutting off a “divine
singer” (0siov G0186v, 336) in the middle of his “god-spoken song” (0éomv Go131v, 328).!3 The
man has been obligingly performing his portion-bound job in the world, and there can be no
resentment (vépeoic, 350) in this: it was Zeus behind the sad return of the Achaeans, and it is the
singer’s brief to sing about it. It is his own mother, rather, as Telemachus will go on to say, who
is flirting here with scandal.'* She has abandoned in this moment her own work upstairs, leaving
her loom and the women she commands unattended, all in order to come down among the men
and tell a fellow mechanical how he ought to be performing his part. She, as the woman of a great
household, would do well to attend to her own and privileged role in the k6cpog, leaving the
singing to Phemius and the ruling of the house to Telemachus, who is now—by the work of
Athena, executing the will of Zeus—well on his way to claiming this authority: a stunned Penelope
returns immediately to her quarters, and her son turns his attention to the other and greater
disturbance in his home, the suitors who have infested it for years.

To sum up this discussion and conclude: there is no distinctively aesthetic system of values
in epic, no autonomous and universal principles of beauty. Songs and the singers who sing them,
mortal and immortal alike, have merit to the extent that they do the work they are obliged to do
within the larger workings of Zeus’s k6opog, work which, we have now seen, happens to be
celebratory in nature: these singers kosmify discrete words and sounds into mimetic instruments of
praise, instruments that commemorate by representing in miraculous detail the past operations of
the kOcpog, thereby revealing to us mortals how and why things happen in the way that they do,
and at the same time providing models for our own conduct. The singer is but another part of the
k6o og, an important and honored part, it is true, but no less mechanical for this; he is a technician
and the products of his technique, the nested k6cpot he assembles, are beautiful to the extent that
they serve him in the performance of his work.!

13 1t is worth observing that Phemius, as the poet tells us a little before this scene, sings for the suitors “by force”
(&vdyxm, Od. 1.154), being bound reluctantly to this work by the gods who have, till this point at least, allowed the
suitors to have their way in the house of Odysseus. He will himself raise this point and stress his role as an agent of
the gods during the massacre of Book 22, when he, with the help of Telemachus, successfully beseeches Odysseus to
spare his life (330-80); the herald Medon is spared for similar reasons in the same passage, being another dnpiogpyog
who works for a god. The singer in whose care Agamemnon leaves Clytemnestra when he sets off to war is not so
fortunate (Od. 3.269-72); on which lines, see especially Scully 1981, who says much about the role of the singer in
the Homeric world that is congenial to my own view, and also Pucci 1987: 228-35.

14 On the subject of vépeoic and the closely related sense of aidmg, see Redfield 1975: 113-19.

15 Although it is admittedly not a song being talked about, note how Odysseus, in responding to the absusive speech
of Euryalus (discussed above in the third chapter), will first remark that the young man has spoken in a way that is 00
KooV (Od. 8.166), and then a few lines later, meaning much the same thing, say that he has spoken o0 katd KOGHOV
(179).

132



BIBLIOGRAPHY

Adkins, A. W. H. 1960. Merit and Responsibility: A Study in Greek Values. Oxford: Clarendon

Press.
. 1972. “Truth, KOXMOZ, and APETH in the Homeric Poems.” The Classical Quarterly
22.1: 5-18.

Allan, W. 2005. “Arms and the Man: Euphorbus, Hector, and the Death of Patroclus.” The

Classical Quarterly 55.1: 1-16.

. 2006. “Divine Justice and Cosmic Order in Early Greek Epic.” The Journal of Hellenic

Studies 126: 1-35.

. 2008. “Performing the Will of Zeus: The Awdog BovArn and the Scope of Early Greek Epic.”

In Revermann and Wilson 2008: 204-16.

Allen, T. W., ed. 1912. Homeri Opera. 5 vols. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Anderson, J. K. 1961. Ancient Greek Horsemanship. Berkeley: University of California Press.

. 1970. “The Trojan Horse Again.” The Classical Quarterly 66.1: 22-25.

Athanassaki, L., R. P. Martin, and J. F. Miller, eds. 2009. Apolline Politics and Poetics. Athens:
Hellenic Ministry of Culture.

Austin, R. G. 1959. “Virgil and the Wooden Horse.” The Journal of Roman Studies 49.1-2: 16-25.

, €d. 1964. P. Vergili Maronis: Aeneidos Liber Secundus with a Commentary. Oxford:

Clarendon Press.

Bakker, E. J. 2002. “Polyphemos.” Colby Quarterly 38.2: 135-50.

. 2013. The Meaning of Meat and the Structure of the Odyssey. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Bakker, E. J. and F. Fabbricotti. 1991. “Peripheral and Nuclear Semantics in Homeric Diction:
The Case of Dative Expressions for ‘Spear’.” Mnemosyne 44: 63-84.

Barnes, J., ed. 1995a. The Cambridge Companion to Aristotle. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

. 1995b. “Metaphysics” in Barnes 1995a: 66-108.

Barnett, R. D. 1957. A Catalogue of the Nimrud Ivories with Other Examples of Ancient Near
Eastern Ivories in the British Museum. London: Trustees of the British Museum.

Benveniste, E. 2016. Dictionary of Indo-European Concepts and Society. Chicago: Hau
Books.

Bassett, S. E. 1922. “The Three Threads of the Plot of the /liad.” Transactions and Proceedings

of the American Philological Association 53: 52-62.

.1923. “Hector’s Fault in Honor.” Transactions and Proceedings of the American

Philological Association 54: 117-27.

. 1933. “The Fate of the Phaeacians.” Classical Philology 28.4: 305-7.

Beekes, R. 2010. Etymological Dictionary of Greek. Leiden: Brill.

Bergren, A. L. T. 1975. The Etymology and Usage of IIEIPAP in Early Greek Poetry. American
Classical Studies 2. New York: American Philological Association.

Boeckh, A. 1822. Pindari Opera Quae Supersunt. Leipzig: Weigel.

Bowie, A. M., ed. 2013. Odyssey: Books XIII and XIV. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Burkert, W. 1983. Homo Necans: The Anthropology of Ancient Greek Sacrificial Ritual and Myth.

Trans. P. Bing. Berkeley: University of California Press.

. 1985. Greek Religion. Trans. J. Raffan. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Burnet, J. 1920. Early Greek Philosophy. 3rd ed. London: A & C Black.

133



Carey, C. 1981. 4 Commentary on Five Odes of Pindar, Pythian 2, Pythian 9, Nemean 1, Nemean
7, Isthmian 8. Salem, N.H.: Ayer.

Carter, J. B. 1985. Greek Ivory-Carving in the Orientalizing and Archaic Periods. New Y ork:
Garland.

Cartledge, P., P. Millett, and S. von Reden, eds. 1998. KOSMOS: Essays in Order, Conflict and
Community in Classical Athens. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Chantraine, P. 1968-80. Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque: Histoire des mots. 4
vols. Paris: Klincksieck.

Charlton, W. 1970. Aristotle’s Physics I and II. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Clay, J. S. 1983. The Wrath of Athena: Gods and Men in the Odyssey. Princeton: Princeton

University Press.

. 1989. The Politics of Olympus: Form and Meaning in the Major Homeric

Hymns. 2nd ed. London: Bristol Classical Press.

. 1999. “The Whip and Will of Zeus.” Literary Imagination 1: 40-60.

. 2003. Hesiod’s Cosmos. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cohen, B., ed. 1995. The Distaff Side: Representing the Female in Homer’s Odyssey. New York
and Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Combellack, F. M. 1982. “Two Blameless Homeric Characters.” The American Journal of
Philology 103.4: 361-72.

Cornford, F. M. 1937. Plato’s Cosmology: The Timaeus of Plato. London: Routledge and Kegan

Paul.

. 1957. From Religion to Philosophy: A study in the Origins of Western Speculation.
New York: Harper & Row.

Crawley, A. E. 1909. The Idea of the Soul. London: Adam and Charles Black.

Crespo, E., J. L. Garcia-Ramoén, H. Maquieira, and J. de la Villa. 1992. Homérica: Estudios
lingiiisticos. Madrid: Universidad Autonoma de Madrid.

D’Alessio, G. B. 2009. “Re-constructing Pindar’s First Hymn: The Theban ‘Theogony’ and the
Birth of Apollo.” In Athanassaki et al. 2009: 129-47.

Danek, G. 1997. ‘Purpur und Elfbein (Verg. Aen. 12, 64-69 und Hom. 11. 4,141-147).” Wiener
Studien 110: 91-104.

Deichgriber, K. 1972. Der letzte Gesang der Ilias. Abhandlungen der geistes- und
sozialwissenschaftlichen Klasse 1972.5. Wiesbaden: F. Steiner.

de Jong, 1. J. F. 1987. Narrators and Focalizers: The Presentation of the Story in the Iliad. London:
Bristol Classical Press.

Descola, P. 2013. Beyond Nature and Culture. Trans. Janet Lloyd. Chicago and London: The
University of Chicago Press.

Detienne, M. 1999. The Masters of Truth in Archaic Greece. Trans. J. Lloyd. New York: Zone
Books.

Detienne, M. and J. P. Vernant. 1989. The Cuisine of Sacrifice among the Greeks. Chicago:
The University of Chicago Press.

Dewey, J. 2005. Art as Experience. New York: Perigee.

Dietrich, B. C. 1962. “The Spinning of Fate in Homer.” Phoenix 16.2: 86-101.

Diller, H. 1956. “Der Vorphilosophische Gebrauch von k6cpog und koopeiv.” In Festschrift Bruno
Snell: 47-60. Munich: C. H. Beck.

Dissen, L. 1830. Pindari Carmina Quae Supersunt cum Deperditorum Fragmentis Selectis. Gotha:
Guil. Hennings.

134



Dougherty, C. and L. Kurke, eds. 1993. Cultural Poetics in Archaic Greece: Cult, Performance,
Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Dougherty, C. 1993a. “It’s Murder to Found a Colony.” In Doughterty and Kurke 1993: 178-98.

. 1993b. The Poetics of Colonization: From City to Text in Archaic Greece. Oxford and
New York: Oxford University Press.

Duffy, J. 1947. “Homer’s Conception of Fate.” The Classical Journal 42.8: 477-85.

Du Sablon, V. 2014. Le systeme conceptual de I’ordre du monde dans la pensée grecque a
[’époque archaique: Tiun, poipa, kOGUHOC, BEC, et o1k chez Homere et Hésiode.

Leuven: Peeters

Edwards, M. 1991. The lliad: A Commentary. Vol. 5: Books 17-20. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Ekroth, G. 2008. “Meat, Man and God: On the Division of the Animal Victim at Greek Sacrifices.”
In Matthaiou and Polinskaya 2008: 259-90.

Elmer, D. 2010. “Kita and Kosmos: The Poetics of Ornamentation in Bosniac and Homeric

Epic.” The Journal of American Folklore 123, n0.489: 276-303.

. 2012. “Building Community across the Battle-Lines: The Truce in //iad 3 and 4.” In

Wilker 2012: 25-48.

. 2013. The Poetics of Consent: Collective Decision Making and the Iliad. Baltimore: The

Johns Hopkins University Press.

Faraone, C. A. and F. S. Naiden. 2012. Greek and Roman Animal Sacrifice: Ancient Victims,
Modern Observers. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Farnell, L. R. 1930. The Works of Pindar. Vol. 1: Translation. London: Macmillan.

Finkelberg. A. 1998. “On the History of Greek kéopog.” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology
98: 103-36.

Finkelberg, M. 1998. The Birth of Literary Fiction in Ancient Greece. Oxford: Clarendon Press

. 2011. The Homer Encyclopedia. 3 vols. West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell.

Finley, M. I. 1957. “Homer and Mycenae: Property and Tenure.” Historia 6: 133-59.

. 1977. The World of Odysseus. 2nd ed. London: Chatto and Windus.

Foltiny, S. 1967. “The Ivory Horse Bits of Homer and the Bone Horse Bits of Reality.” Bonner
Jahrbiicher des Rheinischen Landesmuseums in Bonn und des Vereins von
Altertumsfreunden im Rheinlande 167: 11-37.

Ford, A. 1992. Homer: The Poetry of the Past. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

. 2002. The Origins of Criticism: Literary Culture and Poetic Theory in Classical Greece.

Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Fraenkel, E., ed. 1950. Aeschylus: Agamemnon. 3 vols. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Fréankel, H. 1973. Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy. Trans. M. Hadas and J. Willis. New York:
Harcourt Brace Jovanovich.

Frankfort, H., H. A. Frankfort, J. A. Wilson, and T. Jacobsen. 1973. Before Philosophy. The
Intellectual Adventure of Man. Baltimore: Penguin Books.

Frankfort, H. and H. A. Frankfort. 1973. “Myth and Reality.” In Frankfort et al. 1973: 11-36.

Frisk, J. 1960. Griechisches Etymologisches Worterbuch. Heidelberg: C. Winter

Garcia Ramon, J. L. 1992. "Homérico kdcpog, kedvog y las pretendidas raices IE *kes-
‘anordnen’ y *ked- ‘id.”.” In Crespo et al. 1992: 35-52.

Garvie, A. F., ed. 1994. Odyssey. Books VI-VIII. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gernet, L. 1981. The Anthropology of Ancient Greece. Trans. J. Hamilton and B. Nagy. Baltimore
and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

135



Gildersleeve, B. L. 1885. Pindar: The Olympian and Pythian Odes with an Introductory Essay,
Notes, and Indexes. New York: American Book Company.

Goldhill, S. 1991. The Poet’s Voice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Gomperz, H. 1932. “AXQMATOZX.” Hermes 67.2: 155-67.

Grandolini, S., ed. 1996. Canti e aedi nei poemi omerici. Pisa and Rome: Istituti Editoriali e
Poligrafici Internazionali.

Graziosi, B. 2002. Inventing Homer: The Early Reception of Homer. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Greene, W. C. 1944. Moira: Fate, Good, and Evil in Greek Thought. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Griffin, J. 1976. “Homeric Pathos and Objectivity.” The Classical Quarterly 26.2: 161-87.

. 1980. Homer on Life and Death. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Guthrie, W. K. C. 1955. The Greeks and their Gods. Boston: Beacon Press.

Hackforth, R. 1972. Plato’s Philebus: Translated with an Introduction and Commentary.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Haebler, C. 1967. “KOSMOS: Eine etymologisch-wortgeschichtliche Untersuchung.” Archiv fiir
Begriffsgeschichte 11: 101-118.

Hainsworth, J. B. 1976. “Karl Deichgriber: Der letzte Gesang der Ilias.” The Classical
Review 26.1: 115-15.

. 1988. “Books V-VIII.” In Heubeck et al. 1988: 247-385.

Halliwell, S. 1988. Aristotle’s Poetics. 2nd ed. London: Duckworth.

. 2002. The Aesthetics of Mimesis: Ancient Texts and Modern Problems. Princeton and

Oxford: Princeton University Press.

. 2011. Between Ecstasy and Truth: Interpretations of Greek Poetics from Homer to
Longinus. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

Harte, V. 2002. Plato on Parts and Wholes: The Metaphysics of Structure. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Haubold, J. 2000. Homer’s People: Epic Poetry and Social Formation. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Havelock, E. A. 1963. Preface to Plato. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

. 1978. The Greek Concept of Justice: From its Shadow in Homer to its Substance in Plato.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Hettrich, H., W. Hock, P.-A. Mumm, and N. Oettinger. 1995. Verba et Structurae: Festschrift fiir
Klaus Strunk zum 65. Innsbruck: Institut fiir Sprachwissenschaft der Universitét Innsbruck.

Heubeck, A. and A. Hoekstra. 1989. A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey. Volume II: Books I1X-
XVI. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Heubeck, A., S. West, and J. B. Hainsworth. 1988. 4 Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey. Volume
I: Introduction and Books I-VIII. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Holmes, B. 2015. “Situating Scamander: ‘Natureculture’ in the /liad.” Ramus 44.1-2: 29-51.

Hofmann, J. B. 1949. Etymologisches Worterbuch des Griechischen. Munich: Oldenbourg.

Horky, P. S., ed. 2019a. Cosmos in the Ancient World. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 2019b. “When Did Kosmos Become the Kosmos?” In Horky 2019a: 22-41.

Hunter, R. 2018. The Measure of Homer: The Ancient Reception of the lliad and Odyssey.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Irwin, T. 1988. Aristotle’s First Principles. Oxford: Clarendon.

Jacobsen, T. 1973. “Mesopotamia: The Cosmos as a State.” In Frankfort et al. 1973: 137-199.

136



Janko, R. 1982. Homer, Hesiod and the Hymns: Diachronic Development in Epic Diction.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 1992. The lliad: A Commentary. Volume IV: Books 13-16. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

Johnson, M. R. 2019. “Aristotle on Kosmos and Kosmoi.” In Horky 2019a.

Jones, J. W. 1970. “The Trojan Horse: Timeo Danaos et Dona Ferentis.” The Classical Journal
65.6: 241-47.

Kahn, C. H. 1960. Anaximander and the Origins of Greek Cosmology. New York: Columbia

University Press.

. 1979. The Art and Thought of Heraclitus. An Edition of the Fragments with Translation

and Commentary. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kerschensteiner, J. 1962. Kosmos. quellenkritische Untersuchungen zu den Vorsokratikern.
Zetemata 30. Munich: C. H. Beck.

Kirk, G. S. 1970. Heraclitus: The Cosmic Fragments. Edited with an Introduction and

Commentary. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 1985. The lliad: A Commentary. Vol. I, Books 1-4. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

Klein, J. 1968. Greek Mathematical Thought and the Origin of Algebra. Trans. Evan Brann.
Cambridge, MA: The M.L.T. Press

Knight, W. F. J. 1933. “The Wooden Horse at the Gate of Troy.” The Classical Journal 28.4: 254-
62.

Kozak, L. 2017. Experiencing Hektor: Character in the Iliad. London: Bloomsbury Academic.

Kranz, W. 1955. Kosmos. Archiv fiir Begriffsgeschichte 2.1. Bonn: Bouvier.

Kullmann, W. 1955. “Ein vorhomerisches Motiv im Iliasproémium.” Philologus 99: 167-92.

. 1956. Das Wirken der Gétter in der Nlias. Untersuchungen zur Frage der Enstehung

des homerischen “Gdtterapparats.” Berlin: Akademie-Verlag.

. 1985. “Gods and Men in the Iliad and Odyssey.” Harvard Studies in Classical Philology

89: 1-23.

Kurke, L. 1991. The Traffic in Praise: Pindar and the Poetics of Social Economy. Ithaca and

London: Cornell University Press.

. 1993. “The Economy of Kudos.” In Dougherty and Kurke 1993: 131-63.

. 2013. “Imagining Chorality: Wonder, Plato’s Puppets, and Moving Statues.” In Peponi

2013a: 123-70.

Lamberton, R. 1986. Homer the Theologian: Neoplatonist Allegorical Reading and the Growth of
the Epic Tradition. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Lamberton, R. and J. J. Keaney. 1992. Homer’s Ancient Readers: The Hermeneutics of Greek
Epic’s Earliest Exegetes. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Lanata, G. 1963. Poetica pre-Platonica: Testimonianze e frammenti. Florence: La Nuova Italia.

Latacz, J. 2017. Homers Ilias: Gesamtkommentar (Basler Kommentar / BK) Bd. XIII, Vierter
Gesang. Fasz. 1: Text und Ubersetzung. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

Lattimore, R. 1947. The Odes of Pindar. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

. 1951. The lliad of Homer: Translated with an Introduction. Chicago: The University of

Chicago Press.

Letkowitz, M. R. 1976. The Victory Ode: An Introduction. Park Ridge: Noyes Press.

. 2012. The Lives of the Greek Poets. 2nd ed. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University

Press.

137



Lesher, J. H. 1992. Xenophanes of Colophon. Fragments: A Text and Translation with a
Commentary. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Lloyd-Jones, H. 1983. The Justice of Zeus. Sather Classical Lectures 41. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Lorimer, H. L. 1950. Homer and the Monuments. London: Macmillan.

Loud, G. 1939. The Megiddo Ivories. Chicago: The University of Chicago.

Lucas, D. W., ed. 1968. Aristotle: Poetics. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Macé, A. 2019. “Ordering the Universe in Speech: Kosmos and Diakosmos in Parmenides’ Poem.”
In Horky 2019a: 42-61.

MacLachlan, B. 1993. The Age of Grace: Charis in Early Greek Poetry. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Macleod, C. W., ed. lliad: Book XXIV. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press

Maine, H. S. 1986. Ancient Law: In Connection with the Early History of Society and its
Relation to Modern Ideas. New York: Dorset Press.

Maran, J. and Van de Moortel, A. 2014. “A Horse-Bridle Piece with Carpatho-Danubian
Connections from Late Helladic I Mitrou and the Emergence of a Warlike Elite in Greece
During the Shaft Grave Period.” American Journal of Archaeology 118.4: 529-548.

Marks, J. 2001. “Divine Plan and Narrative Plan in Archaic Greek Epic.” Doctoral dissertation,

University of Texas, Austin.

. 2008. Zeus in the Odyssey. Hellenic Studies 31. Washington, D.C.: Center for Hellenic

Studies.

Martin, R. P. 1989. The Language of Heroes: Speech and Performance in the 1liad. Ithaca: Cornell
University Press.

Matthaiou, A. P. and 1. Polinskaya. 2008. MIKPOX IEPOMNHMQN: MEAETEX E1X MNHMHN
Michael H. Jameson. Athens: Greek Epigraphic Society.

Minchin, E. 2001. “Similes in Homer: Image, Mind’s Eye, and Memory.” In Watson 2001: 25-52.

Mitchell, S. 2011. Homer. The Iliad: Translated, with an Introduction and Notes. New York: Free
Press.

Morgan, K. A. 2015. Pindar and the Construction of Syracusan Monarchy in the Fifth Century
B.C. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Muellner, L. The Anger of Achilles: Meénis in Greek Epic. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Munteanu, D. L. 2012. Tragic Pathos: Pity and Fear in Greek Philosophy and Tragedy.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Murnaghan, S. 1995. “The Plan of Athena.” In Cohen 1995: 61-80.

. 1997. “Equal Honor and Future Glory: The Plan of Zeus in the //iad.” In Roberts et al.

1997: 23-42.
Murray, P. 1981. “Poetic Inspiration in Early Greece.” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 101: 87-
100.

Nagy, G. 1974. Comparative Studies in Greek and Indic Meter. Harvard Studies in Comparative
Literature 33. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

. 1979. Best of the Achaeans: Concepts of the Hero in Archaic Greek Poetry. Baltimore
and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

. 1990a. Greek Mythology and Poetics. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

. 1990b. Pindar’s Homer: The Lyric Possession of an Epic Past. Baltimore and London:
The Johns Hopkins University Press.

. 1996. Poetry as Performance: Homer and Beyond. Cambridge: Cambridge University

138



Press.

. 2010. Homer the Preclassic. Sather Classical Lectures 67. Berkeley: University of

California Press.

Neumann, G. 1995. “Altgriechisch x6cpoc und seine Sippe: Grundbedeutung und Etymologie.”
In Hettrich et al. 1995.

Nicholson, N. J. 2005. Aristocracy and Athletics in Archaic and Classical Greece. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Nilsson, M. P. 1949. 4 History of Greek Religion. Trans. F. J. Fielden. 2nd ed. Oxford: Clarendon
Press.

Oliensis, E. 2019. “Menelaus’ Wound (and Lavinia’s Blush).” The Classical Quarterly 69.1: 35-
41.

Olsen, S. 2017. “The Fantastic Phaeacians: Dance and Disruption in the Odyssey.” Classical
Antiquity 36.1: 1-32.

Onians, R. B. 1951. The Origins of European Thought About the Body, the Mind, the Soul, the
World, Time, and Fate. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Orchard, J. J. 1967. Equestrian Bridle-Harness Ornaments. Ivories from Nimrud, Fasc. 1, pt. 2.
Aberdeen: The British School of Archaeology in Iraq.

Owen, E. T. 1947. The Story of the lliad: As told in the Iliad. New York: Oxford University Press.

Owen, G. E. L. 1953. “The Place of the Timaeus in Plato’s Dialogues.” The Classical Quarterly
3.1-2: 79-95.

Pagliaro, A. 1955. “Il proemio dell’ /liade” Rendiconti della Classe di Scienze morali, storiche e
filologiche dell'Accademia dei Lincei 10: 369-96.

Parry, M. 1971. The Making of Homeric Verse: The Collected Papers of Milman Parry. Edited by
A. Parry. Oxford: Oxford Universty Press.

Peponi, A.-E. 2012. Frontiers of Pleasure: Models of Aesthetic Response in Archaic and Classical
Greek Thought. New York: Oxford University Press.

—, ed. 2013a. Performance and Culture in Plato’s Laws. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press.

. 2013b. “Choral Anti-Aesthetics.” In Peponi 2013a: 212-39.

Pfeiffer, R. 1968. History of Classical Scholarship: From the Beginnings to the End of the
Hellenistic Age. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Philipp, H. 1968. Tektonon Daidala: Der bildende Kiinstler und sein Werk im vorplatonischen
Schrifittum. Berlin: B. Hessling.

Porter, J. 1. 2010. The Origins of Aesthetic Thought in Ancient Greece: Matter, Sensation, and
Experience. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 2021. Homer: The Very Idea. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Pucci, P. 1987. Odysseus Polutropos. Intertextual Readings in the Odyssey and the Iliad. Ithaca

and London: Cornell University Press.

. 2018. The lliad: The Poem of Zeus. Berlin and Boston: W. de Gruyter.

Puhvel, J. 1976. “The Origins of Greek Kosmos and Latin Mundus.” The American Journal of
Philology 97.2: 154-167.

Race, W. H. 1997. Pindar: Olympian Odes, Pythian Odes. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Redfield, J. M. 1975. Nature and Culture in the Iliad: The Tragedy of Hector. Chicago: The

University of Chicago Press.

. 1979. “The Proem of the lliad: Homer’s Art.” Classical Philology 74.2: 95-110.

139



Reinhardt, K. 1916. Parmenides und die Geschichte der griechischen Philosophie. Bonn: F.

Cohen.

. 1961. Die Iliad und ihr Dichter. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht.

Renehan, R. 1980.“On the Greek Origins of the Concepts Incorporeality and Immateriality.”
Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 21.2: 105-138.

Revermann, M. and P. Wilson, eds. 2008. Performance, Iconography, Reception: Studies in
Honour of Oliver Taplin. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

Richardson, N., ed. 2010. Three Homeric Hymns: To Apollo, Hermes, and Aphrodite.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Roberts, D. H., F. M. Dunn, and D. Fowler, eds. 1997. Classical Closure: Reading the End in
Greek and Latin Literature.

Robinson, T. M. 1987. Heraclitus. Fragments: A Text and Translation with a Commentary.

Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

. 2004. Cosmos as Art Object: Studies in Plato’s Timaeus and Other Dialogues.

Binghamton: Global Academic Publishing.

Rose, P. W. 1988. “Thersites and the Plural Voices of Homer.” Arethusa 21.1: 5-25.

. 1992. Sons of the Gods, Children of Earth: Ideology and Literary Form in Ancient Greece.

Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Ross, W. D. 1924. Aristotle’s Metaphysics: A Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary.

2 vols. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

. 1936. Aristotle’s Physics: A Revised Text with Introduction and Commentary. Oxford:

Clarendon Press.

Russo, J., M. Fernandez-Galiano, and A. Heubeck, eds. 1992. 4 Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey.
Volume III: Books XVII-XXIV. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Rutherford, 1. 2001. Pindar’s Paeans: A Reading of the Fragments with a Survey of the Genre.
Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.

Rutherford, R. B., ed. 1992. Odyssey: Books XIX and XX. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Schachter, A and J. Bingen, eds. 1992. Le Sanctuaire grec: huit exposés suivis de discussions.
Entretiens sur I’ Antiquité classique 37. Geneva: Fondation Hardt.

Schadewaldt, W. 1965. Von Homers Welt und Werk: Aufsditze und Auslegungen zur homerischen
Frage. Stuttgart: K. F. Koehler.

. 1966. Illiasstudien. 3rd ed. Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft.

Schein, S. 1984. The Mortal Hero: An Introduction to Homer'’s Iliad. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Schmidt, M. 1991.“Kécpog”. In Snell et al. 1955-2010.14: 1500-1502.

Scodel, R. 2002. Listening to Homer: Tradition, Narrative, and Audience. Ann Arbor: University

Press of Michigan.

. 2017. “Homeric Fate, Homeric Poetics.” In Tsagalis and Markantonatos 2017: 75-93.

Scully, S. P. “The Bard as the Custodian of Homeric Society.” Quaderni Urbinati di Cultura
Classica 8: 67-83.

Slater, W. J., ed. 1969. Lexicon to Pindar. Berlin: W. de Gruyter.

Slatkin, L. M. 2011. The Power of Thetis and Selected Essays. Hellenic Studies Series 16.
Washington, D.C.: Center for Hellenic Studies.

Snell, B. 1953. The Discovery of the Mind: The Greek Origins of European Thought. Trans. T.G.
Rosenmeyer. Oxford: Blackwell.

Snell, B. et al., eds. 1955-2010. Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos. 25 vols. Gottingen:

140



Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht.

Sparkes, B. A. 1971. “The Trojan Horse in Classical Art.” Greece and Rome 18.1: 54-70.

Stanford, W. B. 1964-65. The Odyssey of Homer. 2 vols. London: Macmillan.

Steel, C., ed. 2012a. Aristotle’s Metaphysics Alpha: Symposium Aristotelicum. Oxford: Oxford

University Press.

. 2012b. “Plato as seen by Aristotle (Metaphysics A 6). In Steel 2012a: 167-200.

Steiner, D., ed. 2010. Odyssey: Books XVII and XVIII. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Stocking, C. H. 2017. The Politics of Sacrifice in Early Greek Myth and Poetry. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Svenbro, J. 1976. La parole et le marbre: Aux origines de la poétique grecque. Lund: Klassiska

Institutionen.

. 1984. “La découpe du poeme: Notes sur les origines sacrificielles de la poétique grecque.’
Poétique 58: 215-32.

Taplin, O. 1992. Homeric Soundings: The Shaping of the Iliad. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Thalmann, W. G. 1988. Conventions of Form and Thought in Early Greek Epic Poetry. Baltimore
and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Tsagalis, C. and A. Markantonatos, eds. 2017. The Winnowing Oar: New Perspectives in
Homeric Studies. Studies in Honor of Antonios Rengakos. Berlin and Boston: W. de
Gruyter.

Van Straten, F. 1992. “Votives and Votaries in Greek Sanctuaries.” In Schachter and Bingen 1992:
247-90.

Verdenius, W. J. 1983. “The Principles of Greek Literary Criticism.” Mnemosyne 36: 14-59.

Visser, E. 1987. Homerische Versifikationstechnik: Versuch einer Rekonstruktion. Europdische

Hochschulschriften, Reihe XV: Klassische Sprachen und Literaturen. Frankfurt: Peter

Lang.

. 1988. “Formulae or Single Words? Towards a New Theory on Homeric Verse-Making.”

Wiirzburger Jahrbiicher fiir die Altertumswissenschaft 14: 21-37.

Vlastos, G. 1993a. Studies in Greek Philosophy. Volume 1: The Presocratics. Edited by D. W.

Graham. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

.1993b. “On Heraclitus.” In Vlastos 1993a: 127-150.

. 2005. Plato’s Universe. Las Vegas: Parmenides Publishing.

Voigt, E.-M. 1971. Sappho et Alcaeus: Fragmenta. Amsterdam: Athenaeum-Polak and Van
Gennep.

Von der Miihll, P. 1958. “Der Anlal} zur zweiten Pythie Pindars.” Museum Helveticum 15.4: 215-
21.

Walsh, G. B. 1984. The Varieties of Enchantment: Early Greek Views of the Nature and Function
of Poetry. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press.

Watson, J., ed. 2001. Speaking Volumes: Orality and Literacy in the Greek and Roman World.
Leiden: Brill.

Webster, T. B. L. 1939. “Greek Theories of Art and Literature Down to 400 B.C.” The Classical
Quarterly 33: 166-79.

West, M. L. 1966. Hesiod: Theogony. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

. 1999. “The Invention of Homer.” The Classical Quarterly 49.2: 364-82.

. 2003. Homeric Hymns, Homeric Apocrypha, Lives of Homer. Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press.

West, S. 1988. “Books I-IV.” In Heubeck et al. 1988: 49-245.

b

141



Whitman, C. H. 1958. Homer and the Heroic Tradition. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Whitman, J. 1987. Allegory: The Dynamics of an Ancient and Medieval Technique. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, U. Von. 1916. Die Ilias und Homer. Berlin: Weidmannsche

Buchhandlung.

. 1922. Pindaros. Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung.

Wilker, J., ed. 2012. Maintaining Peace and Interstate Stability in Archaic and Classical Greece.
Mainz: Verlag Antike.

Willcock, M. M., ed. 1976-84. The Illiad of Homer: Books I-XXIV. 2 vols. Basingstoke: Macmillan.

Winkler, J. J. 1990: The Constraints of Desire: The Anthropology of Sex and Gender in Ancient
Greece. New York and London: Routledge.

Yasumura, N. 2011. Challenges to the Power of Zeus in Early Greek Poetry. London: Bristol
Classical Press.

Zeyl, D. J. 2000. Plato: Timaeus. Indianapolis and Cambridge: Hackett Publishing Company.

142



APPENDIX

A System of Metrically Diverse, Functionally Equivalent Phrases

We saw in the third chapter that Homer uses katd k6cpov and the various portion phrases
interchangeably. I want here to explain why, or at least one of the reasons why, the poet should
reach for one phrase in one place and another in another. The short of it is that the phrases, because
they are all metrically unique, provide the oral poet, with a variety of shapes to work with when
he wants to speak, or have one of his characters speak, to the virtue or vice of conduct or speech.
The problem and reason for the appendix is that this, the fact that the phrases form a single system,
is far from obvious on the face of it, and may in fact appear to be obviously wrong: do not xota
koopov and kot poipav, for instance, being the two most frequent phrases in the system,
nevertheless have the same metrical value (+~ - ~)?

We can start to reconstruct the system by distinguishing this important pair. The poipa
phrase occurs thirty-five times between the two epics, always in one of the four following places
in the line:

(A)  Mptovavto &’ €peTud TPOTOIG’ €V dEPUATIVOIOL

TavTo KT poipav: mopa §° iotio Aevkd Tédvuscay. (Od. 8.53-54)
(B) ... 1018 dpa maveg €n’ avTtoOQY €l0To o1y

Apyeiol KaTta poipav dxovovteg PactAfios. (11. 19.255-6)
(C)  ovtap €yo Th Tavta KaTo poipav Katérela. (Od. 12.35)
(D)  vai dn TadTd Ye TAvTa YEPOV KATH Poipav EEITEC. (1. 8.140).

This makes katd poipav both more flexible and more frequent than kotd kéopov, which we will
see occurs just thirteen times and in two positions. The relative flexibility and frequency of the
former phrase owes to the fact that it has two possible metrical values. Its first is the value we
would expect the phrase to have, v+ - v, but which we only find when it occurs in positions (B)
and (D). The second value, found in positions (A) and (C), is a holdover from an earlier period in
the language, when the phrase would have been either kot *opoipav or, after the assimilation of
the word-initial sigma, katd *ppoipav. Here the final syllable of katd is made long by position
such that the phrase’s value is v - - -.! There is also the difference in the final syllable of the
phrase’s two values. Both phrases al/ways precede a word that begins with a short syllable, but
katd *ppoipav only ever precedes consonant-initial words that make the phrase’s final syllable
long by position in order to avoid the metrically impossible value ~ - - v; xatd poipav, by contrast,
is always followed by a vowel-initial word so that its final syllable may be short and avoid the
similarly impossible shape of v~ - - before a short syllable. Here we have, then, two metrically
diverse four-syllable phrases in one.

! The second value, in order to avoid having a sequence of syllables that is - ~ -, must be followed by a noun beginning
with a consonant, which makes the final syllable of poipav, being short by nature, long by position.
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Now, it is the first of katd poipav’s values (v~ - v) that would appear to be the same as
that of kotd Kocpov (v+ - ) and thereby in breach of economy (the tendency of the oral poet to
have just one way of saying the same thing under the same metrical conditions). The latter phrase,
however, never occurs on its own. It is always preceded by a monosyllabic adverb that, with one
exception, directly modifies it. In eight of the phrase’s thirteen instances this adverb is 00; in four
it is €V; and in the single instance in which the preceding adverb does not directly modify the
phrase we find ydp. This exceptional instance, which I considered above in the third chapter,
occurs at Odyssey 8.489, and is readily explained as ad-hoc innovation. We have then in kotd
KOG oV two polar phrases, o0 and €0 kotd kOGpov, whose shared metrical value (- v~ - -) is always
a syllable longer than koatd poipav’s otherwise identical first value. The two positions in which we
find the x6cpog phrases are the following:

(E1)  mvioyw pev &ncrta £ Enétellev €K0oTOG
inmovg €V kaTd kéopov puképey avd’ &mil ThEpe (1. 12.84-5)

(E2) 1eldyea &’ 0V KaTd KOGHOV GO KPATOG TE KOl AUmV
gilev ... (11. 17.205-6)

(F1) 1 xoi vaitag div Epyveov dicdg Aydhedg
GQAE’ - Etapot &’ Edepdv e Kai dugemov £ Kath kéopov (1. 24. 621-2)

(F2) mévrog ovkéTt vdt dtakpvéechan diw
npiv xelp®dV yevcachat, €nel 6O Tep 00 KATA KOGUOV
aitilels ... (Od. 20.180-2).

It is accordingly wrong to think of katd k6cpov and kotd poipav as two phrases. From a verse-
technical perspective, they are four, three of them positive expressions and one of them negative.
We get a clear sense of their complementary distribution by comparing the different conditions
under which the poet uses them:

KOTO *pporpav KOTO poipav £0 / 00 KoTd KéGpOV
A: v ?2--3-C (7 times) B: vv 3 -« V(5 times) E:2- w3 -V (10 times)
C: v *--3-C (4 times) D: vv 3 -« V (19 times) F:3-vv 6% (3 times)

The first thing to observe is that no two of the positive phrases have the same metrical shape or
occupy exactly the same line position. What is more, each phrase has one position in the first half
of the line (A, B, & E), and another in the second (C, D, & F). In its first-hemistich position, each
phrase serves to fill out a unique line segment up to a line’s major metrical boundary. Thus, both
(B) and (E) serve under slightly different metrical contexts to complete the first hemistich of a line
at the trochaic caesura of the third foot, and (A) does the same at the penthemimeral caesura. In
their second-hemistich positions, we find that €0 and o0 xotd k6Gpov conveniently fill the space
between the bucolic diaresis and the end of a line, and that our two katd poipav phrases are each
part of larger, formulaic phrases that entirely fill a unique hemistich: in position (C), kot
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*upowpav is invariably followed by katéle€a(c), which formulaically fills the second hemistich
after the trochaic caesura; and in position (D), we see that that, with a single innovative exception,
geune(c) follows kota poipav to fill the space of a line after the hepthimimeral caesura.?

Within our partially constituted system of phrases, positions (B) and (E) warrant still
further consideration, as they confirm the distinction between the first value of xatd poipav (v~ -

~) and the pair of phrases built up from the isomorphic xatd kdécpov. This is because the only
difference here in the position and shape of the three phrases is the additional longum of (E) that
extends back to the second-foot princeps and is always occupied by one of our two monosyllabic
adverbs, €0 or od. The consequence of this is that kotd poipov and xotd k6cpov would be
metrically interchangeable here, and so in breach of economy, if o0 and €0 were not regarded by
the poet as formulaic parts of xatd kdoupov. The distribution of the three phrases, even when
positioned before the same caesura, is, however, entirely predictable. Whenever the line-initial
material extends into the second-foot princeps, as Apyeiot does in the example of position (B)
above, we find that the poet uses katd poipav to fill the line up to the trochaic caesura. If, however,
the same caesura is sought, but the line-initial material only occupies the first foot, as inmovg does
in (E1) above, the poet will substitute &b katd kécpov for katd poipav in order to fill the extra
half-foot. That we see neither €0 katé poipav nor the bare kotd k6cpov, despite their being every
bit as metrically possible here, confirms that €0 formulaically precedes xatd kdcpov as a five-
syllable variant of kotd poipav.’

As for o0 katd kOcpov, we find that the phrase occurs in position (E) a total of seven times.
By contrast, we never find o0 xotd poipav here; indeed, of the five instances of this phrase in
position (B), not a single one is ever negated in any way. That o0 preceding the same metrical
space should invariably determine the selection of katd KOGHOV over Katd poipav can mean only
one thing: the poet regards the latter phrase as formulaically positive with a value of v - -, the
former as formulaically negative with a value of - v~ - +.

It is, then, a straightforward matter of economy that we should find in Homer neither the
bare katd k6GpoV, nor katd poipav formulaically preceded by either €0 or ov. That these phrases
do appear in early hexameter poetry other than the //iad and the Odyssey should only underscore
the strict economy of the phrasal system as we find it in Homer. Thus, despite our poet’s consistent
practice, Hesiod shows us that it is perfectly possible to substitute €0 otd poipav for €0 kotd
koopov in position (F) (765-7):

"Hpota 8’ éx Ad0ev me@uiaypévog €0 Katd poipay (765)
TEPPUSENEV OUDECTL TPIMKAOQ UNVOG ApioTnV
gpya T’ gmomtevew NS’ appoimyv dotéacar.

2 There is a single innovative exception at Od. 9.352, where we find after the adverbial phrase not &eune(c), but the
isomorphic &peag.

3 I am not counting the single innovative instance of kotd k6cpov at Od. 8.489, which occurs in this position before
the trochaic caesura and is, considered on its own, strictly isomorphic with katd poipav in position (B). In this case,
the post-positive yép occupies the position that should be held by v, and a different supporting adverb (Anv) fills the
first. The poet has non-metrical reasons for sticking with kot k6cpov here: Odysseus is using the phrase to praise the
singing of Demodocus and will three lines later request that he sing the ko6cpog of the Trojan Horse (492-93),
stipulating further that he sing it kotd poipav (496). On this passage, see my third chapter and the conclusion to this
dissertation.
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And this kind of substitution can also go the other way, as the second fragment of the Little Iliad
demonstrates:

Alog peév yap depe kol Ekpepe dNioTHTog

fipo IInAeidonv, ovd” f{Bele diog OdLVGGEVG.
v 0¢ £tépav dvtemelv ABnvag mpovoiot
TOC ENEPOVNOW; TAOS OV KATH KOGpHoV Ecunec;

Here katd kdopov appears in position (D) preceding &eine(g) just as kota poipav frequently and
formulaically does in Homer; and does so even when the poet happens to position the negative
pronoun oV before it: i TAedvesot pdyorto: o 8’ 00 Kot poipav Eewmeg. (Od. 2.251).4

But slight formular variation of this kind between compositions need not mean that one is
more traditional in its language than another; what is important is that, for each composition, there
be an economy of phrases for the expression of this idea, something that cannot be judged from
works or fragments of works, like the two above, in which we find only a single instance of a
phrase belonging to this system. The composer of the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, for instance,
would appear to have a phrasal system that differs slightly from what we find in Homer but is
nevertheless internally economical. He twice uses €0 / 00 kot k6Gpov just as we would expect,
once in position (E) before the trochaic caesura and once in (F) after the bucolic caesura, but also
once uses the bare katd k6cpov in position (B) before the trochaic caesura, under which condition
our poet invariably uses katd poipav:

EOUOATIEL PETA XEPOLV EY®V AlYOQ®VOV £TOipNV
KOAQ KOl €0 KOTU KOGHOV EMGTANUEVOG AYOPEVELV. (478-9)

Q mali ¢ v Ave kotdxeion, pvué pot Bodg
Bdttov- €mel Taya v 0101601’ 00 KOTO KOGPOV. (254-5)

TOVG O€ KT TPESPV TE KOl OG YEYAUGY EKOGTOG
aBavdtoug Eyépaipe Beovg A0 AyA0OG VIOG
TAVT’ EVETOV KOTA KOGPOV, ETmAEviov KiBopilov. (431-3).

If, however, we consider the hexameter poetry of the Hellenistic period, its composers certainly
took note of the phrases, but would seem not to have understood their verse-technical function as
allomorphs. Thus, although Apollonius follows Homeric practice in positioning both £b and 0¥
Katd kOcpov before the trochaic caesura in position (F):

AMAa pév, 6ooa te vii épomiicoacBal Eotkey,

mévto péL’ €0 Kath Koopov Emoptéa keitol iodoty,

@ OoVK (v dnvadv €xoipneda Tolo Exkntt

VOVTIAING, &te podvov Emmvencovsty afTol: (1.332-335)

4 This is the only instance of katd poipav that is directly preceded by ov, making the phrase isomorphic with 00 katd.
KOGoV, but this is not a place in the line where we would ever expect to find o0 xatd k6opov. The only position in
which the two phrases overlap is before the trochaic caesura of the third foot, where the poet can reach for one or the
other phrase depending on whether he needs something with four or five syllables. In other words, it would only be a
problem for the system if we were to find o0 katd poipav in this position.
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TC &Y0 00 KaTd KOGHOV dvordrte 16ttt
natpnv € KAEQ 1€ peYbp®V aTovS TE TOKT G
voopoduny. . . (4.360-362),

he also breaches economy by having both xatd poipav and the bare katd kdécopov appear before
the same caesura in position (B):

A At " aploTiieg 6& cuvnPoiin kexapovto,
Kol oeag apeicmtov mepBopfées. avtap Towmv
EE0DTIC KT poipav Auelyato 10160 EMEECOV (2.1157-59)

gl §” VIOTPOMOg AV TIC G TTOMY, DT AV EKAGTO,
g€einm KaTd KOGPOV. dvaktopin ¢ perécbo
ool y’ ati] Kol Vijoog. . . (1.838-40).

Having said this much, we might now take stock of the progress made. We started out from
the appearance that katd kéopov and kotd poipav were two phrases with a single metrical value.
We have discovered that katd poipav refers indistinctly to two metrically distinct phrases; that
Katd Kocpov encompasses only the shared part of two further phrases; and, finally, that all four of
these phrases are in complementary distribution with one another. This can only be because the
different phrases are allomorphs within a single phrasal system, the obvious purpose of which is
to facilitate the poet’s expression under a number of distinct metrical conditions. In xatd poipayv,
Kot *ppotpav, and €0 katd kécpov, we have our first three metrical variants for the positive
expression of this idea; in 00 kotd k6cpov we have our first phrase for its negative expression.

Our sustained focus up to this point on the phrases effaced by kotd poipav and xotd
Koopov has resulted in a rather unbalanced picture of the larger phrasal system to which they
belong. We may level out our reconstruction by now observing that £0 kotd kécpov is not the only
positive phrase for which Homer has a metrically equivalent negative phrase; both values of kot
poipav have them too. Be it noted first, however, that since katd *ppoipav and katd poipav appear
in positions (C) and (D), respectively, always as fixed parts of a larger formula, it is only (A) and
(B), their respective first-hemistich positions, that they share with their isomorphic negatives.
Paired with the positive katd *ppoipav (v - - -) in position (A) at the penthemimeral caesura, we

find just once the negative vrép poipav (v - - -):

NPTOVAVTO O’ €PETUA TPOTOIG’ €V dEPUATIVOLOL
TavTo KT poipav: mopa d° iotio Aevkd Tédvuscay. (Od. 8.53-4)

AL dvaywpricat 6te kev cuuPAnceat adTd,
un| kol vEp poipav dopov 'A1dog eicapiknat. (11. 20.335-6).

Occupying position (B) with katda poipav (v~ - v), we find two negative phrases that are, despite
their isomorphy, appropriate to complementary circumstances; they are mapd poipov and vmep
oicav. The latter phrase is the commoner, occurring twice here before the trochaic caesura and
twice at line-end as part of a full-line formula, whereas we find mapd poipav just once, here in
position (B). That the choice in this position of one negative phrase over the other is a matter of

147



prosodic calculation may be judged from a comparison of the respective conditions under which
they occur here:

00 Yap Tig 1 vmEp aloav dvip Aidt mpoidyet (1. 6.487)
Kai toTe 81 P’ VAEP aicav Ayoiol OEPTEPOL GOV (1. 16.780)
000¢ Ti T TaPd. poipav ET0c vKeEPOES Eeuneg (Od. 14.509).

Both phrases begin with a pyrrhus (~+) and so must always follow a long syllable. But before vrép
poipav, this syllable must never consist of an open long vowel: its resulting hiatus with dép would
lead to the correption of our necessarily long syllable. In this situation, however, the poet has
recourse to mapa poipav, as Od. 14.509 attests. At the same time, mapd poipav could not replace
vneép poipav in either of its instances. For we find in both that Vnép aicav is preceded by a
monosyllabic word that is both short and open, such that our phrase causes its elision. This elision
is prosodically critical to both lines: in //. 6.487, it is the elided pronoun pe before vrgp oicav that
renders Tig long; and in //. 16.780, the elided enclitic pa that blocks the correption of &1 before
vngp aicav. Were mopd poipav substituted for Omep oicav in either of these lines, there would be
no cause for the necessary elision of these monosyllables, and the result would be a line that is a
syllable too long.

Our reconstruction now consists of one five-syllable shape and two four-syllable shapes,
each of them with paired positive and negative expressions. To these we can add one further shape
for which the poet has paired positive and negative expressions. The shape is a sequence of three
long syllables, its positive forms €v poipn and evkdécpmc, its negative ov k6cu®. We find v poipn
used twice, once at the beginning of the hexameter, and once positioned this side of the
penthemimeral caesura.’ It is in the former position that we find our single instance of o0 kOcu®:

év poipn yap mavta dtikeo kol katéle&og (11. 19.186)

viv &’ 6 pev év poipn mépatal, oL O Peideo Aadv
odv (Od. 22.54-55)

0V KOGP® TTopd vadey EAeVGOUED’ anTd KEAELO (11 12.225).

The one Homeric instance of evxdc g occurs just one step back from this line-initial position (g
VKOG otioe: mhpog 6’ oV o mot’ dndnet, Od. 21.123); but it may be that the adverb more
often appeared at the start of the line, as it does on the one occasion that Hesiod uses it, in the
Works and Days, where it serves conveniently as a consonant-final alternative to év poipn:
VKOO PMG 0TOAGOG VNOG TTEPA TOVTOTOPOL0 (628).

The few shapes which remain of the system do not have paired, positive and negative
expressions, but instead just one or the other. The first shape is v - v ~ and the phrase vrép popov,
positioned always in the space between the weak, third-foot caesura and the bucolic dieresis: pn
Aovooi mépoeiay dEp pépov fuatt keive (11 21.517). The only thing to note about this shape is
that the poet, on the one occasion that he needs to accommodate after it a consonant-initial word,

5 Cf. II. 15.195, where we find koi kpatepdg Tep £V HEVET® TPITATT Vi poipn).
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swaps out vmep popov for vméppopa, treating the prepositional phrase as an adjective with
adverbial force in the neuter accusative plural: "EvBd kev Apygioioty vaéppopa vostog £Tvyon (1.
2.155). The second of the shapes is - - v, which is filled by xat’aicav and has two positions. In
the ﬁrst of these, the phrase terminates in a weak, third-foot caesura, appearing both times with
Vnép aicov in a line-long formula, the one by which Paris responds to the justified rebukes from
his brother: “Extop énei pe kot aicav &veikesag 008’ vmep aicav (I. 3.59 and 6.333). In its second
position, the phrase starts as the second short syllable in a first-foot dactyl, and is likewise again
an element in a larger formulaic construction, this time a hemistich:

névto Ko’ oieay Eeumeg dyordesc ® Mevélae (1. 17.716)
NE Kat’ aloav Zgumov &v DRIV e kol ovki (1. 10.445).

The third and final of the unpaired shapes occurs just once and happens also to be the shortest in
the system, consisting of two long syllables positioned at the start of the line and occupied by
KOO, a so-called comitative dative:

.. To1 8¢ kabilov éni Kiniow €kaoTol
KOop®, meiopa o° EAvcay amo tpntoio Aiboto (Od. 13.76-77).

This completes the phrasal system as it is known to me—there may be a few terms which
I have missed, built up from other but related words, or other phrases that are not represented in
our poems—and so the only work which remains is to provide a synoptic sense of the system. I
would like to do this by way of two tables. The first of these lays out all of the different shapes
and the corresponding phrases which the poet has in his toolbox:

Metrical Shapes Positive Phrases Negative Phrases
(v v -~ ) €0 K0T KOGLOV 00 KOTd KOGLLOV

(v---) Kot *ppoipov VIEP LOTPOV

(v-+v) X VIEP popov / HEpopa
(v~v-v) K0T [LOTpoV VrEp aicav / mapd poipav
(---) &v noipn / edkdopmg 00 KOOU®

(v-v) Kot oloov X

(--) KOO X.

The second table charts out along the length of a hexameter, for both the positive phrases and the
negative, the remarkable range of different positions in which they can appear:

Hexameter Positions Positive Phrases
H--® KOGH®
H--@- &v poip
@7 EDKOGUOG
@-- Kot alcov
M C KOTO pLoipoV
@--0)- &v poipn
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Hexameter Positions
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OERIORS

~— (3)—v

<@ =)
)=~ ©) = *
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€0 K0T KOGLOV
Koo poipov
Kot aicav

Koo Loipav
KOTO Loipav

€0 Kot KOGLOV

Negative Phrases

00 KOOU®

VIEP LOTPOV

00 Kot KOGLOV

VrEp aicav/ mapd poipav
VIEP LOPOV/ VTEPLOPOL
00 Kot KOGLOV

VrEp aicay.
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