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Preface

In keeping with the mandate of the Oxford Readings series, this collec-
tion represents a selection of articles, originally published in scholarly
journals, that have stood the test of rime and proved influential in the
field of Homeric studies. They are not meant to represent the cutting
edge of the field but (some of) its more established wisdom. Only one
of these articles—Boitani’s on the classical rradition—was originally
published in the twenty-first century, and it too was written in the
twentieth.

It is impossible, within the scope of a volume such as this, to give
anything like a comprehensive view of the field. [ have chosen pieces that
represent a range of positions, including some that are murually contra-
dictory and some that are still controversial. My hope is to provide stu-
dents with a selection of clear and well-written essays that can stand as
models of scholarly argumentation while giving a kind of cross-section
of Odyssey studies as they developed in the later twentieth century. In
my introduction I have tried to give a more thorough, while scarcely
complete, survey of the issues that emerged in that period and of the
various approaches that were used. Since many of the most influential
studies were published as stand-alone volumes, my introduction can also
be seen as a guide to further reading and as an annotared version of the
selected bibliography that concludes the collection.

Because I am an American, trained in the US (although several of my
teachers were British), my selection is skewed toward the American side
of Homeric studies. [ have tried ro compensate for this, but it seems
unavoidable to the extent that my interests and predilections have been
shaped by my own history as a scholar. Perhaps it is not a bad thing that
my volume should complement in this respect Douglas Cairns’s volume
of Oxford Readings in Homer’s Iliad (2001).1

[ have deliberately included a higher proportion of articles by women
than is common in collections of this kind. My intent is to demonstrate
the importance of women’s contributions to the understanding of the

! Inevitably, the purviews of our volumes overlap, and Cairns’s includes several papers

I might well have included; the two collections can profitably be read in tandem.
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Odyssey, a poem that itself gives prominence to female characters—and
that, as 1 argue in the paper of my own that appears here, seems to
anticipate the presence of women in its audience.

An omission that calls for explanation is that of the French structural-
ists. Their work is of obvious importance and is cited repeatedly in the
essays reprinted here. But they are well represented in another widely
available volume intended for students (Seth L. Schein, ed., Reading the
Odyssey, Princeton, 1996). I thought it better to avoid duplication in
what is already a small selection from the rich European tradition of
Odyssey studies. The offerings translated from German, also relatively
few, may be supplemented by Schein and by an Oxford collection
published in 1997 (Homer: German Scholarship in Translation, trans.
G. M. Wright and P V. Jones).

My translations are enclosed in brackets; others are by the authors
of the papers. Addenda by the authors are enclosed in brackets and
identified by their initials.

I would like to thank the contributors for their willingness to partic-
ipate in this publication and for their prompt responses to my queries.
In addition, my thanks are due to my husband, Harvey Luksenburg,
for moral support and help with re-keying; to Dorothy McCarthy
and Hilary O’Shea of Oxford University Press for their frequent help
and encouragement; to Erwin Cook and Douglas Cairnes for valuable
comments on a draft of the introduction; to Seth Schein and Christiane
Silliau for encouragement and helpful suggestions; to Eva Stehle and
Joseph Scholten for help with translations from German and Dutch;
and to Monica Tsuneishi for invaluable help with proofreading.

Lillian E. Doberty
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Introduction

Lillian E. Doberty

COMPOSITION

Although we know more today than we did a century ago about the
tradition of composition in performance that produced the Homeric
epics, we know no more about Homer himself—if indeed there was a
single poet by that name. Some students are confused or disappointed to
learn that the famous Homeric Question, or more properly Questions'
(who was Homer? were there two or more of him? did he compose in
writing, and if so, when and where?) are still without clear answers.
While outlining some of the controversies that remain, I will focus on
the gains we have made in the hope of persuading such students that
this is in fact an exciting time to be a Homerist.

In the course of the twentieth century, most prominently in the work
of Milman Parry and Albert Lord,? it was established that the diction of
the Homeric epics, as well as that of Hesiod and the Homeric Hymns,
was especially designed for composition in performance. The repeated
phrases and epithets we refer to as formulaic, which are such a striking
feature of Homeric style, turned out to be not merely ornamental but
highly functional, meant to assist the bard in composing fluently as he

! As in the formulation of G. Nagy, Homeric Questions (Austin, 1996).

% See M. Parry, The Making of Homeric Verse (Oxford, 1971); A. B. Lord, The Singer
of Tales (Cambridge, Mass., 1960; the second edition, in 2000, includes a CD of some
of Parry and Lord’s recordings of bards). Another excellent account of the technique of
composition in performance is that of G. Millet, Improvisation, Typology, Culture, and
the New Orthodoxy: How Oral Is Homer? (Lanham, Md., 1982). ]J. M. Foley surveys
antecedents to Parry’s theories in the introduction to Oral Traditional Literature: A
Festschrift for Albert Bates Lord (Columbus, Ohio, 1981).
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performed for a live audience. To establish this, Homerists have relied
on two avenues of research: internal analysis of the Greek epics and
comparative data from living oral traditions in other cultures. Parry and
Lord used both. Through internal analysis, Parry showed that the set of
epithets for a given hero has both ‘extension’ and ‘economy’. ‘Extension’
means that for major characters such as Achilles and Odysseus, there are
noun—epithet combinations that can complete a verse after each of its
principal pauses, such as the main caesura (a word break at mid-line).
‘Economy’ means that in most cases there is just one epithet or noun—
epithet combination for each such location; that is, once the poet had
decided to name the hero in a particular segment of the line, he had an
epithet ready to hand. On a larger scale, typical scenes, or the broader
category of ‘themes’,® could be adapted to specific stories and strung
together to create a complete song,

The best explanation for the existence of such a system is that it
enabled relatively rapid composition, which would be an advantage
only for a bard who re-composed each time he sang. By recording and
comparing live performances in what was then Yugoslavia in the 1930s,
Parry and Lord showed that the bards (guslari) trained in the South
Slavic tradition, who were illiterate, did not repeat their songs verbatim
but recomposed them each time using a stock of formulas and themes.
Although it is now almost universally accepted that the Homeric epics
display these characteristics of oral composition, there has been a long
struggle to understand the implications of this finding,

The initial reaction of Homerists, which has persisted in some
quarters, was that the system as described by Parry and Lord seemed
too mechanical to account for the subtlety and excellence of Home-
ric verse. A whole series of scholars, within and outside the field
of Classics, have responded by studying comparative material from
living oral traditions around the world, refining in the process our
sense of what is distinctive about ‘oral composition’ and what it can
achieve. Ruth Finnegan’s pioneering book Oral Poetry (Bloomington
and Indianapolis, 1977) revealed the amazing diversity of oral tradi-
tions and demonstrated that they are not incompartible with the use of

3 Lord defines themes as ‘groups of ideas regularly used in telling a tale in the
formulaic style of traditional song’ (1960, 68).
4 See e.g. D. Shive, Naming Achilles (New York, 1987).
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writing.” John Miles Foley,% among others, has approached the Home-
ric text with the insights of performance theory, derived from the
‘ethnography of speaking’. Rather than emphasize the merely ‘utilitarian’
aspect of the oral technique, Foley argues, we need to consider the
layers of meaning that formulas and themes acquire by being framed
for their audiences by the traditional performance context. Repetition
of formulas in this special context hardly impoverishes their meaning
but evokes by a kind of shorthand the full resonance of the tradition
that lies behind them. Foley emphasizes not just the competence of the
poet but that of the traditional audience, whose experienced members
know how to listen for significant variation.

Performance theory and related insights from sociolinguistics have
been put to use by Homerists examining the epic text at the level of
the word, the line, and the entire poem—indeed, the entire tradition,
understood as the pool of epic themes available to the traditional poet.
Since much of this work focuses on the I/iad, it is not represented
in the present collection, but it is important for our reading of the
Odyssey as well. In The Language of Heroes, for example, Richard P: Mar-
tin undertakes an ethnography of Homeric performance by analysing
the heroes’ own speeches in light of the terms used to describe those
speeches, chiefly muthos and epos.” His finding that muthos designates ‘a
speech-act indicating authority, performed at length, usually in public’®
has been widely accepted. Egbert Bakker has argued that we need to
approach oral poetry not as ‘a kind of poetry that is different from ours’
but as ‘a special kind of speech’’ His innovative and highly interesting

5 Finnegan's was the first work in this area (after Lord’s) to attracr significant attention
from Homerists; although the fields are still far apart, there is growing recognition that
study of living oral cultures can illuminate the study of Homer. See e.g. R. Scodel,
Listening to Homer (Ann Arbor, 2002), 1-20; M. Beissinger, J. Tylus, and S. Wofford,
Epic Traditions in the Conzemporary World (Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London, 1999). A
folksong tradition from modern Greece has been used by J. Kakridis to shed light on the
Oz{yssqy: “The Recognition of Odysseus’, in Homer Revisited (Lund, 1971), 151-63.

5 See especially Jmmanent Art: From Structure 1o Meaning in Traditional Oral Epic
(Bloomington, 1991) and The Singer of Tales in Performance (Bloomington, 1995). See
also R. Bauman, Verbal Art as Performance (Wayland Heighus, 11, 1977).

7 R. P. Martin, The Language of Heroes: Speech and Performance in the lliad (lthaca
and London, 1989).

8 Ibid. 12.

9 E. ]. Bakker, ‘Discourse and Performance: Involvement, Visualization and “Pres-
ence” in Homeric Poetry’, CA 12 (1993), 1-29. Sce also Loetry in Speech: Orality and
Homeric Discourse (Ithaca, 1997).
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work on Homeric syntax demonstrates how the metrical segments of
the line reflect the natural processes of speech production and recep-
tion, so that they can easily be grasped by a listening audience. The
omnipresence of particles in the Homeric text, formerly explained as
due to metrical convenience, can be seen as a natural component of
the bard’s strategy for keeping open the contact with his audience and
invoking their consent to his version of the tradition. Like Foley, Bakker
argues that what the bard does in performance is to make present to the
audience the heroic past he invokes.

What, then, of the composition of the individual epics? On this
question the earlier twentieth century saw a contest between groups of
scholars referred to as Analysts and Unitarians. The former sought to
‘analyse’ the texts we have, that is, to take each of them apart, identifying
interpolated passages belonging to different stages of composition in an
effort to disclose a pristine ‘urtext’ (original text) that lay at its core.
The Unitarians, by contrast, sought to defend the existing /iad and
Odyssey as aesthetically satistying and thus presumably unitary composi-
tions. The widespread acknowledgement, by mid-century, that the epics
represented a tradition of composition in performance put the Analyst—
Unitarian debate on an entirely new footing. A school of ‘Neoanalysis’
developed in which the existing epics were seen to appropriate and adapt
prominent themes from the cyclic epics. ‘Oralists’, meanwhile, have
proposed ways in which the Odyssey could have been built up out of
sequences of ‘themes’, which facilitated large-scale composition without
the aid of writing, Bruce Louden and Erwin Cook have identified a
repeated sequence of themes involving the hero’s confrontation with a
powerful female figure (Arete, Circe, Penelope) and a group of rebellious
young men (the young Phaeacians, his crew, and the suitors).'°

On the larger level of the oral tradition as a whole, interesting work
has been done on the relationships between the two extant epics and
on their place in the Trojan cycle.!! This work is best discussed in

19 B. Louden, The Odyssey: Structure, Narration, and Meaning (Baltimore and
London, 1999); E. Cook, Abstracts of the One Hundred Twenty-Third Annual Meeting
of the American Philological Association (1991), 1.

""" W. Burkert and M. L. West have gone still further and examined in detail the
debt that Greek tradition seems to owe the Near East. See W. Burkert, The Orientalizing
Revolution: Near Eastern Influence on Greek Culture in the Early Archaic Age (Cambridge,
Mass., 1992); M. L. West, The East Face of Helicon (Oxford, 1997). Cf. more recently
Erwin Cook, ‘Near Eastern Sources for the Palace of Alkinoos’, 4/4 108 (2004), 43-77.

Introduction 5

relation to the issue of when and how the epics were recorded in
writing.

TRANSMISSION

Compared to normal performances in most oral traditions, and to the
performances described in the Odpssey itself—those of the bards Phemius
and Demodocus—the epics as we have inherited them are of a surprising
length; in fact, Homerists sometimes refer to them as ‘monumental’.
‘Canonical’ fixed texts of the /liad and Odyssey have come down 1o us
in hundreds of manuscripts. Thus the most vexing unresolved question
raised by the research on oral composition is that of when and how such
a tradition gave rise to the epics as we know them.

One partial answer, now widely accepted, is that the monumental
epics were dictated by a bard'? who was a master of the craft of com-
position in performance. This solution, famously suggested by Albert
Lord,!? is put forward in the present volume by Minna Skafte Jensen,
who sets it in the context of findings from other oral traditions around
the world. But even if this solution is accepted, there are residual
problems. When did the dictation take place? If at an early date (e.g.
the eighth century BCE, favoured by many Homerists), how was the
text then transmitted intact to later generations? The technology of
writing in the eighth and even the seventh centuries would have been
relatively undeveloped and the number of literate persons very small.
Was the text then kept as a private reference by a guild of perform-
ers, perhaps the Homeridai, who claimed descent from Homer?!* Buc
why would bards trained in the oral tradition wish to change their
mode of performance so radically, from continual re-composition to
verbatim repetition of a fixed text? It has been argued that the new
technology itself suggested to a master poet the possibility of preserving
intact his own exceptional achievement by dictating the HiadV The
audience’s preference for this version would have led other bards to

12 Or two bards, if the epics are attributed to different composers.

13 Lord 2000 (above, n. 2), 149. 14 See e.g. R. Scodel (above, n. 5), 58.

15 B. Powell, Homer and the Origin of the Greek Alphabet (Cambridge, 1991). CE. also
H. T. Wade-Gery, The Poet of the lliad (Cambridge, 1952).
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adopt it.'® The same poet, or a younger poet seeking to emulate the
author of the lliad, would then have dictated the Odpssey. Richard
Janko, who accepts a version of the dictation theory, has sought to
establish the priority of the canonical text of the /liad, and the relative
dating of the rest of the early hexameter corpus (including the Hesiodic
poems and some of the Homeric Hymns), by using statistical analyses
of diction and metrical habits.!” His chronology is relative rather than
absolute, however. Some scholars (including two represented in the
present volume'8) think it possible that the Homeric text was first fixed
in writing during the rule of the Athenian tyrant Pisistratus (540s to
527 BCE), who decreed that a single model text be used as the basis for
performances at the Panachenaic festival.

There are two main alternatives to the dictation theory. One, pro-
posed by Gregory Nagy, is that there was no text until very late and that
the epics ‘crystallized’ within the oral tradition in the form of sequences
of themes, remaining fluid ar the level of the line so that a degree of
re-composition continued to take place until quite late.!® The second
alternative is that Homer himself was literate and that he used writing to
compose the monumental poems.?? These alternatives, in turn, lead to
different understandings of two further relationships: that berween the
lliad and the Odyssey, on the one hand, and on the other, that between
the two monumental epics and the poems of the so-called epic cycle.

The two monumental epics do not overlap in their contents; that
is, neither retells at length an episode related in the other. Since the
events narrated in the Odyssey are chronologically later than those of
the liad, the former has traditionally been seen as a sequel to the
latter.?! Supporters of this thesis point out that there are also structural

' J. M. Redfield, “The Making of the Odyssey, in Anthony Yu, ed., Parnassus Revisited

{Chicago, 1973), 141-52. ]. Burgess, by contrast, has recently argued for a relative lzck
of influence of the Jliad and Odyssey on the other cyclic epics: The Tradition of the Trojan
War in Homer and the Epic Cycle (Baltimore and London, 2001).

7 R. Janko, Homer, Hesiod, and the Hymns (Cambridge, 1982).

8 Tensen and Cook.

¥ G, Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans (Baltimore, 1979; rev. edn. 1999); Homeric
Questions (Austin, 1996).

X See e.g. H. Eisenberger, Studien zur Odyssee (Wiesbaden, 1973); Uvo Halscher,
Die Odyssee. Epos zwischen Mirchen und Roman (Munich, 1988).

2! See R. B. Rutherford, ‘From the Ziad to the Odyssey, in D. Cairns, ed., Oxford
Readings in Homers lliad (Oxford, 2001), esp. 120-3 (with refs. to earlier scholarship).
Cf. Redfield (above, n. 16).
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similarities between the two epics. Each begins near the end of the
heroic enterprise it relates (the Trojan War in the /liad, the return of
Odysseus in the Odyssey) and focuses on a period of a few weeks thac are
made to encompass the larger enterprise and to determine its outcome.
In each there is a violent climax motivated by revenge, in which the
hero demonstrates his physical prowess, followed by a dénouement in
which he demonstrates his qualities of thought and feeling in a meeting
with one other character: an enemy in the /liad, a wite in the Odyssey.
The Odyssey adds a second such meeting, with the hero’s father, perhaps
to echo more fully the issues raised by the ending of the /liad and to
contrast its hero’s success with the tragic fate of Achilles. The Nekuiai,
or Underworld episodes, of the Odyssey also draw explicit comparisons
between the achievements of the two heroes.”? The fliad compares the
two in a more subtle fashion, by juxtaposing the blunt speaking and
the intransigence of Achilles with the diplomacy and pragmatism of
Odysseus.?? Nagy, seconded by Pietro Pucci, believes that the two epics
evolved simultaneously within the tradition, each avoiding except by
allusion the themes ‘belonging’ to the other.? The fixity of the monu-
mental epics is in Nagy’s view a product of their widespread diffusion
within the Hellenic world.?

The contrasting view that the Odyssey followed and emulated the
lliad is more widely held, especially in Britain and in Europe where
Nagy's theory is less influential. The view of the Odyssey as a sequel is
defended in the present volume by Walter Burkert, who argues that the
song of Ares and Aphrodite in Odyssey 8 can be seen as alluding to or
re-working the scene of Hephaestus’ intervention in /liad 1.571-600.
Erwin Cook has sought (in his paper reprinted here and in a longer
study26) to combine Pucci’s view of the epics as shaped by mutual
opposition with the view that the Odyssey text reached fixity later than
that of the lliad. Cook shows how a thematic opposition between métis

2 Odyssey 11.1-333 and 380-640; 24.1-204. The ‘Second Nekuia' and indeed
all of Book 24 has been suspected (beginning in antiquity} of being a later addition
to the Odyssey, but as part of the canonical text it is usually included in liverary interpre-
tations.

2 Hiad 9.225-431 and 19.146-233.

24D Pucci, Odysseus Polytropos (Ithaca, 1987). o ) o

3 Nagy (above, n. 1). Ken Dowden has noted that ‘fixity’ in poctic composition is
possible without recourse to writing; ‘Homer's Sense of Text’, JHS 116 (1996), 47-61.

26 The Odyssey in Athens (Ithaca, 1995).
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(‘cunning intelligence’) and bie (‘violent might’) structures not only the
rivalry between the heroes of the two epics, Odysseus and Achilles, but
the struggles within the Odyssey between Odysseus’ dual identities as
trickster and warrior.

Except for the monumental epics, the poems of the Trojan Cycle
do not survive; we do have a summary of their contents in the
Chrestomathia of Proclus (fifth century CE). Although most Homerists
would agree that the basic materials of the cycle—the myths about
the Trojan War—were established before the composition of the great
epics, some argue that the content and even the texts of individual
works such as the Aethiopis were also fixed, while others hold that these
shorter epics were composed after the //iad and Odyssey to ‘fill in’ the
events they omitted. The approach known as Neoanalysis—so called to
evoke the older Analysts while signalling a break with them—is espe-
cially concerned with the relationships among the epics of the Cycle,
including that between the two monumental epics. This approach,
pioneered by the Greek scholar Johannes Kakridis and developed pri-
marily in Germany, is compatible with and sometimes openly embraces
oral theory while continuing to apply aesthetic criteria derived from
the tradition of literary interpretation of the epics; some Neoanalysts
assume that writing was used in the composition of the versions we have.
Perhaps the most widely accepted thesis of the Neoanalysts is Wolfgang
Kullmann’s view that the Aethiopis was the model for a number of key
episodes in the /liad.”” A Neoanalytic approach to the Odyssey is taken
by Knut Usener, who argues that some of its ‘untypical’ passages are
meant to evoke and ‘correct’ the [liad.*® Georg Danek goes furthest
in seeking to harmonize the Neoanalytic approach with that of the
oralists.”” He adapts the literary concept of ‘quotation’ (Zitaf) to an oral
tradition in which multiple versions of a given myth are in circulation
simultaneously. Another recent contribution to this debate is that of
Jonathan Burgess, who argues that Proclus described the cyclic epics
only in their latest phase and that we need to postulate fuller and

27 . Kullmann, Die Quellen der llias (Wiesbaden, 1960).

B K. Usener, Beobachtungen zum Verhéltnis der Odyssee zur llias (Tiibingen, 1990).

2 G. Danek, Epos und Zitat: Studien zu den Quellen der Odyssee, Wiener Studien 22
(Vienna, 1998). Much of this book takes the form of a running commentary on the
Odyssey. The 3-vol. commentary on the Odjssey published by Oxford from 1988 to 1992
under the general editorship of Alfred Heubeck also takes a Neoanalytic view on many
textual questions. (See selected bibliography for full information on this commentary.)
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more independent versions of these epics in the formative stages of the
cradition.®

SOCIAL AND HISTORICAL DIMENSIONS

The differences of opinion I have outlined on the dating of the Homeric
epics are also reflected in studies of their social dimension. Does the soci-
ety portrayed in the epics reflect a specific historical configuration—as
Moses Finley argued in his influential study The World of Odysseus®' —
or is it a composite, even a pure fiction, that never existed in reality?
Likewise, should the norms of behaviour observed or transgressed in the
poems be understood as proceeding from a specific historical and socio-
cultural context, or are they idealizations? It has long been observed,
as Richard Rutherford states in his paper in this volume, that there is
already a difference between the ‘philosophy’ of the Odyssey and that
of the Iliad. It is certainly possible to make moral sense of the epic
as Rutherford does, by purely internal study of the value judgements
expressed by its characters and, less overtly, by its narrator. Even studies
such as his, however, stand in implicit relation to historically specific
forms of ethical thought. Thus we must consider two layers of socio-
cultural filtering: that of the original poet and that of the critic. Nor
should we assume that social norms are uncontested in either case.
As James Redfield has put it, ‘life is interesting and drama is possible
because culture presents us, not with a coherent set of instructions, but
with a structured problematic, a set of dilemmas and hard choices’.*
I have deliberately juxtaposed Redfield’s paper with that of Peter Rose
to show how different ideological stances, even when left implicit, can
produce very different readings of the epic’s social dimension. Redfield’s
argument about the economics of the Odyssey reflects a normarive
liberal capitalist position while Rose views the class conflicts in the
poem through Marxist lenses. Both have very interesting things to say.
Yet while both assume that the epic was composed in the late eighth
century BCE and reflects the realities of Greek society in that period,
they emphasize very different aspects of that historical reality and give

% Burgess (above, n. 16). Another useful discussion of these issues, with bibliography,
is Dowden (above, n. 25).

31 New York, 1954; rev. edn. 1978. 32 This volume pp. 265-6.
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different accounts of what the epic is saying. While for Redfield ‘the
Odyssey reflects the entrepreneurial spirit tl.lat fuelled Greek coloniza-
tion, Rose focuses on the epic’s sympathetic portrayal of those at the
lower end of the social spectrum.

In a balanced assessment of the state of the evidence, lan Morris
has recently reaffirmed the consensus of an eighth-century date while
adding two important cautions.? First, we need to consider the role(s)
that the epics may have played in the ideological struggles of their own
time, that is, the era in which they reached their canonical form. Morris
chinks, for example, that the dictation of the epics may have taken place
under the patronage of aristocrats who had a strong interest in promul-
gating the idealized vision of heroic excellence that they convey. Yet, at
the same time, we must acknowledge that ‘Homer does not speak with
one voice’:>* he portrays differences of opinion among his characters on
core values, including the legitimacy of kingship and the qualities that
undergird that legitimacy. Responding to Morris, Ruth Scodel offers a
nuanced account of the ‘mystification’ by which the epics ‘provided a
durable and shared past’ capable of appealing to different classes and of
weathering many changes in social and political organization.

I have already mentioned the use that Homerists have made of
the ‘ethnography of speaking’; but this by no means exhausts the role
that anthropology has played in the interpretation of the Odyssey. This
may appear paradoxical, since field studies or ‘participant observation’,

3 1. Morris, ‘“The Use and Abuse of Homer, in D. Cairns, ed., Oxford Read-
ings in Homers lliad (Oxford, 2001), 57-91. Among other recent contributions to
the debate, Kurt Raaflaub argues that the epics reflect an ‘archaizing’ vision builr on
8th-century realities: ‘A Historian’s Headache: How to Read “Homeric Society”?, in
Archaic Greece, ed. N. Fisher and H. van Wees (London, 1998), 169-93. ]. P. Crielaard
gives extensive evidence suggesting that a 7th-century date is more likely: ‘Homer,
History and Archacology. Some Remarks on the Date of the Homeric World’, in
Crielaard, ed., Homeric Questions (Amsterdam, 1995).

" Morris, ‘Use and Abuse of Homer', 86.

3 Scodel (above, n. 5), 180. A further contribution o the analysis of class difference
in the Odyssey is that of William G. Thalmann, The Swineherd and the Bow (ithaca,
1998). Other recent book-length studies of institutions and values that relate the Odyssey
to the particulars of social history include those of Richard Seaford (Reciprocity and
Ritual, Oxford, 1994), Christoph Ulf (Die homerische Gesellschaft, Munich, 1990), and
Carol Dougherty (The Raft of Odysseus, New York, 2001). In the present overview 1 have
not sought to include archaeological studies, although these obviously have much light to
shed on the social context of the epics; an accessible overview (arguing for a 7th-century
Homer) is that of J. P. Crielaard. See also J. B. Carter and S. Morris, The Ages of Homer
(Austin, 1995).
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ern anthropology, are impossible for ancient societies. Yer
Ceﬂ;rzl t:))lcr)ng?(il models divelc;g[))’ed throﬁgh fieldwork in modern Greece
an‘fi l;)tll)lﬁl' Mediterranean cultures {even some outside the Mediter-
annean sphere) have proven to throw considerable light on patterns of
E::haviour in the Homeric poems. Peter Walcot, in lthe pr.esent‘volume,
uses comparative material from three modern §tud1§s to illuminate .the
use Odysseus makes of ‘the art of lying’. In this social-anthropological
perspective, the hero’s lies—even to Penelope and Laertes—should be
seen not as reprehensible acts of deception bur as Fultural'ly accePtable
acts of self-defence, and even of ‘teasing’. The practice of dlssemblmg to
protect family honour, inculcated from childhoqd in the peasant society
of Greek villages, can also help us make sense of the cautious exc.hanges
between Odysseus and Penelope in Books 19 and 23. In a virtuoso
reading of Book 19, John Winkler has argued that we should see not
only Odysseus but Penelope as adopting a strategy of self-protect;gn by
concealing her sense that the ‘beggar’ is actually hcr husband. (A.n
alternative account of her behaviour is given in this volume by Chl:lS
Emlyn-Jones and Sheila Murnaghan.) Like Winkler, Nor,man Austin
argues (this volume) that concealment is part of the poets strategy as
well as the heros. Already in the first line of the proem, the hero’s
identity is conveyed through his ambiguous epithet {Dolutropos ratber
than with his name and patronymic as in the first line of the /liad.
Austin’s argument is primarily literary, but it draws on the anthropo-
logical insight that knowledge of a name gives the knower power over
the individual who bears that name.”

Although feminist approaches are of many kinds and l'lave been
combined with the more specifically literary methods I descrlbe. below,
the insights on which they rest are ultimately social; hen.ce I am includ-
ing them here. They have developed over the past thirty years as an

3§, J. Winkler, ‘Penelope’s Cunning and Homer’s', in The Constraints of Desire:
The AJnt};mpology of Sex and Gender in Ancient Greece (New York and London, 1990),
129-61.

i he

37 A more broadly anthropological approach to Homer, though not focused on t
Odyssey, is seen in ].yRedﬁeld, Nature and Culture in the liad (Chicago, 197_5). S. C.
Humphreys, Anthropology and the Greeks (London, Henley, and Boston, 1978) is another
groundbreaking work thar sought to bridge the two fields, in part by blrmgmg. todtl}e
atrention of Anglophone classicists the work of older antmental scholars erained in
both Classics and sociology. Structuralist approaches are discussed below, in the context
of more recent literary theory.

ey
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outgrowth of the women’s movement Ehat m the 1.9708 aI.ld .19803
opened so many new avenues to women's activity. It is no cmnqdenCe
that most (though by no means all) of the feminist work in Classics has
been done by women, who entered the field in growing numbers during
this time. At its most basic, the feminist approach can be described
as attention to the presence and perspectives of women and to their
representation in various media. This can be a difficult task when, as
in the case of ancient Greek society, the great majority of those who
produced the media were men; yer that it can be done, and to the
benefit of scholarship as a whole, is no longer in doubt.3® The Odlyssey
has attracted much attention from feminist scholars, both because it
has a large number of prominent female characters and because, as
an early and influental work, it helped to establish a precedent for
the representation of women in the Greek tradition. One of the first
collections of essays in Classics to take an avowedly feminist stance (in
1984) included the piece by Helene Foley reprinted here, along with
an essay by Marylin Arthur [Katz] on ‘Early Greece: The Origins of
the Western Attitude toward Women’, featuring a lengthy discussion of
the Odyssey.” Foley’s paper shows how attention to the roles of women
can cast light on the workings of the gender system as a whole. The
difference that a feminist viewpoint can make to an argument is likewise
detectable in the juxtaposition of two other pieces included here, those
of Chris Emlyn-Jones and Sheila Murnaghan. Precisely because they
agree that Penelope is an admirable, fully-drawn figure and that she is
not to be seen as recognizing Odysseus before Book 23, it becomes clear
that Emlyn-Jones's argument is ‘about’ the narrative structure of the epic
and the characterization of Penclope, while Murnaghan’s is ‘about’” what
this means for the gendered balance of power in the poem—and for the
stakes of reading it as a woman. 4

% Feminists are often attacked as partisan, but can the overwhelmingly masculine
viewpoints of the Greek sources and of traditional scholarship fairly be described
as objective?

3 Somewhat paradoxically, the volume was edited by two (feminist) men:
J. Peradotto and J. P Sullivan, Women in the Ancient World- The Arethusa Papers (Albany,
1984). Helene Foley also edited another carly collection, Reflections of Women in Antiquity
(New York, London, and Paris, 1981), which included an article by Arthur on “The
Divided World of Hiad V1'.

“ A recent feminist contribution to the study of Penelope that takes her weaving
activity as paradigmaric for the poetics of the Odyssey as a whole is Barbara Clayton, A
Penelopean Poetics: Reweaving the Feminine in Homer Odyssey (Lanham, Md., 2004).
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LITERARY APPROACHES

Among classical texts, the. Odyssey was one of Fhe first 0 'be choc—l
for study by scholars interested in modc?rn lltera.ry criticism an
oyl I believe this is largely because of its reflexive dlménsmr}.—
t[hhzosrcz’l'f—awareness of its hero and its poet—and the complexity of its
tive structure. Even before the work of Parry and Lord, the s0-
naﬁrz Unitarians, Homerists who believed that the monumental epics
jjerz conceived as unified wholes,.used literary approaches tlc: I'Ck‘)l(;[ the
Analysts’ assertion that the canon{cal texts were a patchv.vox ,4;naA e:}ll[z
of pieces of earlier poems and rld(#led with mterpol.atl‘citns.d ! s ‘
oral-composition hypothesis was bemg'tested and assimi ated, Hlte{)ar);
methods were used, either to assert the literacy of Homer ('%s in l?[' erf
Eisenberger's Studien zur Odyssee) or to flcfenc,i the poeucd ql;la ;{ty o
the epics as oral compositions. Cedric Wthmans Homer an L eA e/:ozc
Tradition is an inBuential example for the Ilz.ad; Norman Austmza rcde;i)é
at the Dark of the Moon takes a similar view of [he Odgissey: Ado
Kohnken’s study, in the present volume, of the digression mvol\lnng
Odysseus’ scar is a comparable attempt to defend th'e coheren‘((::le a111’
subtlety of Homeric narrative against the charge .that it has no alept g .
The papers of Emlyn-Jones and Rutherford reprinted here can SZ‘ e
seen as examples of this kind of literary approach, based on close reading
e epic as a unitary composition. '
! ;2 th[; late twentigh century, the Odyssey began' to be s‘tudled fr(.)rp
the new perspectives offered by narratollog),f, audlence—on.ented' crlltx—
cism, structuralism, and ‘post-structuralism’. Scholars trained in the
British tradition tend to be more sceptical of t.hese approaches than
those trained in the US.% Because I see value in them, and because

i : classics i first chaprer of

4 1 t brief for the relevance of theory to the L'laSS‘lLS is the : ;‘
John [I;:rrlafi:gz’:%an in the Middle Voice: Name and Narration in the Odyssey (Princeton,
2 7 S. E. Bassett, The Poetr
a2 g J. A. Scott, The Unity of Homer (Betkeley, 1921). S. E. Bassett, y
ameftf’f FBgcrlJ(eley, 1C938; repr. Lanham, Md., 2003), argues thar a single poet composed

bo‘t‘l; CCPICIS_I Whitman (Cambridge, Mass., 1958); N. Austin (Berkeley, 1975). lfversion
of this approach is taken by Jasper Griffin, Homer on Life and Deatls (Oxford, l)ﬁi)l)
4 As an American editing a volume in a British series, [ have tried to strike a balance

between these two perspectives.
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they represent an important development in the wider field of literary
criticism, I have included examples of them here.

The technique known as narratology was originally developed by
the French critic Gérard Genette for the analysis of novels;* it wag
first adapred to the study of Homer by Irene de Jong, whose work is
represented in the present volume.*® The core insight of the approach
is that a text can be read as an act of narration, addressed by one or
more narrators to one or more listeners or ‘narratees’. Narrators are
also ‘focalizers’, that is, they report events from a particular point of
view, but there can be focalizers who do not narrate directly: their
perspective can be ‘embedded’ in the narration of others. The Odyssey
lends itself beautifully to this approach because of its wealth of narrators
and internal audiences. Longinus already observed (9.11-13) that much
of the Odyssey consisted of ‘telling stories’. The hero himself tells so
many of these, and at such length, that his focalization dominates and
overlaps with that of the primary narrator. This dominance in turn
affects the degree to which other characters are given voice and narrative
authority.” In the present volume, my paper and that of Irene de
Jong use narratological approaches; de Jong has also produced a full
narratological commentary on the Odjyssey. 8

Au.d.ience—oriented criticism, called ‘reception theory’ by some of its
practitioners, complements narratology in focusing on the interpretive
role of the audience, be they listeners or readers. Since we have no
reliable account of the original historical audience, such critics focus
on the imaginary audiences projected by the epics themselves. One
such account of the Homeric audience is that of Ruth Scodel.4® She
argues that the author of the monumental epics, in order to reach the
widest. possible audience, had in a sense to create that audience by
deploying a ‘rhetoric of inclusion’, implying that everyone knows the
background to the stories he tells, even as he is editing and reshaping

% G. Genette, ‘Discours du récit’, in F i
5. Genette, , igures 111 (Paris, 1972). Trans. ]. E. i

Nﬂ&m;‘wf Dt:cclourse: An Essay in Method (Ithaca, 1981). ) Trans J. B Levin as

" 1. ]. F de Jong, Narrators and Focalizers: The Presentation of the Story i ]

z ; 10, the 1,
(A?;nstfr(gn}; 1987); cf. S. Richardson, The Homeric Narrator (Naﬁwille, 1’3/91071). ¢ fd
19?85), ;h.os .crty, Siren Songs: Gender, Audiences, and Narrators in the Odyssey (Ann Arbor,

L. ]. E de Jong, A Narratological Commenta i

N , . ry on the Odyssey (Cambridge, 2001).
9 Scode'l (above, n. 5); On the different forms of audiencee): see Peter %Iabinovgitz
Before Reading: Narrative Conventions and the Politics of Interpretation (Ithaca, 1987). ’
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As Scodel puts it, “The poet unifies the audience by never

this material. .
admitting that it is not unified already’ (p. 92). Nancy Felson-Rubin has

used an audience-oriented approach to characterization in the Odyssey,
primarily that of Penelope and Telemachus.® Using the metaphor of
courtship, she shows how the poet woos his audience, much as Odysseus
woos DPenelope and the other women he meets. My own work also
incorporates this approach; I have used the term ‘implied audience’ to
describe a construct based on the epic’s internal audiences—those con-
sisting of characters in the epic. While actual (historical) audiences must
always be distinguished from any such construct, I believe that the for-

mer can be swayed, sometimes unconsciously, to identify with implied

. 1
audiences.”
Structuralism, an outgrowth of linguistics and anthropology,” was

used to striking effect by a group of French classicists in the 1970s
and 1980s.53 Through the analysis of myths and texts they sought to
clucidate the normative structures of thought that prevailed in archaic
and classical Greece.’* Although its adherents produced no full-length
study of the Odyssey, they helped to set the epic in the wider context of
archaic thought and religion.”® Pierre Vidal-Naquet, for example, used
a structuralist analysis of sacrifice to illuminate the contrasts between
the ‘real’ world of Ithaca and Pylos and the unreal societies visited
by Odysseus.’® Francois Hartog offered a ‘poetic anthropology’ of the

50 Nancy Felson-Rubin, Regarding Penelope: From Courtship to Poetics (Princeton,
1994).

51 Doherty (this volume, and n. 47 above). Scodel (n. 5) makes good use of compar-
ative material on oral performance in a variety of living cultures in her reconstruction
of a hypothetical audience for the epic.

52 The linguistic model was that of Ferdinand de Saussure; the earliest anthropological
application was that of Claude Lévi-Strauss, who studied South American Indian myths
(Mythologiques 1-1V, Paris, 1964-71, trans. in 4 vols. beginning with The Raw and the
Cooked, trans. . and D. Weightman, New York, 1969).

53 "The omission of French scholars from the present volume is largely due to their
prominence in the collection edited by Seth Schein, Reading the Odyssey (Berkeley, 1996).
See my preface.

54 In this respect, it logically belongs with the social approaches discussed above; its
offspring, deconstruction and discourse analysis, have moved in different directions, with
the former remaining largely literary and the latter more socially engaged.

55 See e.g. Marcel Detienne and Jean-Pierre Vernant, Les Ruses de | ‘intelligence: la metis
des grecs (Paris, 1974), trans. Janet Lloyd as Cunning Intelligence in Greek Culture and
Society (1978, repr. Chicago, 1991).

56 "Vidal-Naquer, ‘Land and Sacrifice in the Odyssey, wrans. A. Szegedy-Maszak, in
S. L. Schein (above, n. 53), 33-53.
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figure of the traveller in Grec_:k thought from Homer to Apollonjy,
of Tyana.”” Out of structuralism grew a number of approaches tha
can be classified as ‘post-structuralist’ (although they are not alWays
referred to as such). The first of these, known as deconstruction, Wag |
greeted with suspicion by classicists and never widely practised by them, |
but it produced at least three very interesting readings of the Odyssey,
those of John Peradotto, Pietro Pucci, and Marylin [Arthur] Kag, %
The core insight of this approach is thar a ‘sign’, which consists of
the conjunction of a ‘signifier’ and a ‘signified’; is inherently unstable
in its relation to other signs, so that meaning is deferred rather than
fixed. Peradotro, for example, studies the ‘epexegetic play’ on words in

the Odyssey, focusing in particular on the hero’s epithet polytrapos, ‘of |

many turns’, and his use of Outis, Noman, as an alternative name,
Paradoxically for a culture thar placed such value on Aleos (immor]
fame), in the case of Odysseus ‘the autonomous power of the self, as wel]
as its safety from peril, is associated not with the name and its herojc
assertion, but with its denial or absence, with anonymity, in effect’,
This anonymity is seen as essential to the hero’s aptitude for assuming
a multitude of roles; in Peradotto’s view he becomes ‘the narrative agent
par excellence. . . capable of becoming any character’. 60 Karz, focusing
on the figure of Penelope, argues thar the ‘indeterminacy’ of the text
likewise precludes certainty about her motives. Mark Buchan, starting
from related theorerical premisses, has recently produced an interesting
reading against the grain, examining the Odyssey as an investigation
of human strategies for coping with the experiences of lack, trauma,
and desire.®! In the present volume, the post-structuralist approach is
represented by Ann Bergren’s study of the collapse of polarities in the
language of Odlyssey 4.

7 E Hartog, Mémoire d Ulysse (Paris, 1996), trans. J. Lloyd, Memories of Odysseus:
Frontier Tales Sfrom Ancient Greece (Chicago, 2001).

> John Peradotto, Man in the Middle Voice: Name and Narration in the Odyssey
(Princeton, 1990); Pietro Pucci, Odysseus Lolytrapos (Ithaca, 1987); Marylin Arthur Karz,
Lenelopes Renown: Meaning and Indeterminacy in the Odyssey (Princeron, 1991). These
books are not purely deconstructive but employ other interpretive models as well, notably
Mikhail Bakhtin’s concept of the tension between ‘centripetal’ and ‘centrifugal’ forces in
ideology.

* Peradotto, Man in the Middle Voice, 152, & Ibid. 155.

' M. Buchan, The Limirs of Heroism: Homer and the Ethics of Reading (Ann Arbor,
2004).
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In What Sense Can the //iad and the
Odlyssey Be Considered Oral Texts?

Minna Skafte Jensen

Praise of the elegant overall composition of the /liad and the Odyssey
and discussion of how it was achieved has been a central theme for
Homeric scholarship during the last half century. This view of their
composition goes back to Aristotle, who in his Poetics praised the lliad
and the Odyssey for their unity, which made them differ from other
epic poems such as the Kypria and the Little Iliad." In more recent
times, J. Th. Kakridis revived this observation as a main point in his so-
called ‘Neo-Analysis’. In his epoch-making Homeric Researches he argued
that what set off the /liad and the Odyssey from the poems of the Epic
Cycle was their ‘dramatic’ structure in contrast to the ‘chronographic’
way in which the other epics proceeded.? The present paper proposes
that this dramatic quality may be directly connected with the way
in which the fliad and the Odyssey were composed and recorded in
writing,

Whatever opinion one has about the way of composition of the
Iliad and the Odyssey, the writing of these very long texts remains a
problem that must be accounted for, a problem all the more insistent
the earlier you consider the recording to have taken place. How was such
an achievement possible in archaic Greece? Four volumes of printed
Oxford text! The task must have required an ample supply of writing
materials as well as expert skill in the art of writing. As soon as we

' Aristotle, Poetics 1459 a—b.
2 1. Th. Kakridis, Ounpixés &pevves, Athens, 1944; Homeric Researches, Lund, 1949,
especially pp. 91-5.
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begin to consider these questions it becomes clear how complicated
they are. The poems have come down to us in a careful and orderly
form, consistent in orthography and with very few metrical and other
errors. This may of course be due to the activity of scribes long after
the time of the original writing, but that can hardly have been where
the clear and consistent form was achieved. At least it seems to me that
unless the first, original exemplar was already carefully made, it becomes
even more difficult to understand how the transmitted /liad and Odlyssey
with their generally acknowledged qualities found their final form. Since
no direct evidence is available, we have to rely upon analogy, carefully
collecting as broad and detailed a comparative material as possible, and
keeping a critical eye on what is comparable at all. This is what [ try to
do here.

My point of departure is that since Milman Parry demonstrated the
style of the two poems to be oral, it is more probable than not that
they were actually orally composed.? They have been transmitted to us
in written form and must therefore in some way have been recorded
in writing. When A. B. Lord considered various ways in which an
oral text could achieve written form, he established a system of three
possibilities: through mechanical recording, writing from dicration, or
the author’s own handwriting. Mechanical recording is, of course, out of
the question in Homer's case. Lord considered the /liad and the Odyssey
to be what he called ‘oral dictated texts’.* I follow him in this opinion
and want to add an argument that I do not think he ever used: The
normal procedure for larger scale writing in antiquity was by means
of dictation. Authors usually belonged to strata of the population who
had easy access to slave labour and kept trained scribes. Cicero’s Tiro
is the best known example. Plato has people call for a slave when
they want to read something. The process is usually not commented
upon, but treated as a well-known fact; sometimes, however, an author
may mention that he has written something in his own hand, precisely
because that was unusual; St. Paul does this at the end of some of his
epistles.’

3 M. Parry, The Making of Homeric Verse: The Collected Papers of Milman Parry, edited
by A. Parry (1928-35), Oxford, 1971.

4 A.B. Lord, The Singer of Tales, Cambridge, Mass., 1960, pp. 148-53.

5 Plato, Theaetetus 143 b—c; Paulus, First Epistle to the Corinthians 16.21, Epistle to the
Colossians 4.18, Second Epistle to the Thessalonians 3.17, Epistle to Philemon 19.
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That makes me interested in studying the process of dictation as it is
known from more recent times. The modern world abounds in oral rexts
neatly published in written, even printed form. Our concern here will be
mainly with epic texts. (I cannot here discuss the problems of definition
that exist when you want to establish epic as a genre, independent of
differences in time, culture, aesthetics etc. For the present purpose I
simply accept texts that different editors have considered to belong to
the epic genre.)

This is an area where the Parry-Lord theory has been very influential.
The way editors have approached the oral texts they are dealing with has
changed considerably during the last decades. Previously it was normal
to make quite heavy editorial revisions, even to the point where various
versions were combined in order to establish the ‘best’ text. This was
a completely sensible thing to do for scholars whose basic opinion was
that existing versions were more or less badly remembered copies of a
long lost original. Singers were almost always considered to belong to a
tradition in decay, and what they performed was ‘sung into pieces’. Out
of these the editor had to restore a first, ideal version.

In Scandinavia this can be exemplified from ballad editions. In Den-
mark the monumental Danmarks gamle Folkeviser was begun in 1847
and finished in 1976, and over this long period the editorial principles
changed more than once.® In Sweden, however, where a comparable
all-inclusive edition is only now being made, each version is paid full
respect, and in this marvellous edition it is easy to observe the variability
of the single ballad types, to the point where it becomes difficult to
ascertain whether versions should properly be considered to belong 10
one and the same type at all.”

Where epic texts were concerned, the procedure of mixing various
versions was even more attractive, since the editor felt obliged to publish
a text of national importance in the best possible form, meant to stimu-
late the readers’ feelings for their common past. But even where less ide-
ologically important texts were concerned, editors normally felt free to
make all kinds of silent corrections in order to preserve a coherent text.

6 S. Grundwig, A. Olrik, H. Griiner-Nielsen, K.-I. Hildeman, E. Dal, 1. Pio,
T. Knudsen, S. Nielsen, and N. Schierring (eds.), Danmarks gamle Folkeviser,
1-12, Copenhagen, 1847-1976.

7 B. R. Jonsson, M. Jersild, and S.-B. Jansson (eds.), Sveriges Medeltida Ballader, 1— ,
Stockholm, 1983— .
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Parry and Lord’s insistence on the constant fluctuation of the oral
text has as its logical consequence that every single performance must
be assessed as a self-contained unity. In recent years, quite a few books
have been published in which oral epics are printed in the versions of
individual singers.®

Editions such as these are not only conditioned by Parry and Lord’s
theory, they also confirm it. It has become abundantly clear that singers
are not alike, that each gives his (or her) songs in an individual form,
and that this tends to be rounded and fit into the setting in which it
is performed. Gordon Innes has studied various versions of the same
song, by the same singer on various occasions, and by different singers.
He concludes that the big changes occur when a song is learned by
one singer from another. On the other hand: once a singer has found a
personal form of a song, he or she sticks to it, even though it may always
be varied according to circumstances. Christiane Seydou’s edition of the
epic of Silimaka and Poulléri bears this out.”

& D. P Biebuyck and K. Mateene (eds.), The Mwindo Epic from the Banyanga, Congo
Republic, Berkeley and Los Angeles, 1969; C. Seydou (ed.), Sildmaka & Poulléri, Recit
épique Peul raconté par Tinguidji, édité par C. Seydou, Paris, 1972; G. Innes (ed.),
Sunjata: Three Mandinka Versions, London, 1974; G. Innes (ed.), Kaabu and Fuladu:
Historical Narratives of the Gambian Mandinka, London, 1976; C. Seydou (ed.), La
geste de Ham-Bodedio ou Hama le Rouge, traduite et éditée par C. Seydou, Paris, 1976;
D. P. Biebuyck (ed.), Hero and Chief' Fpic Literature from the Banyanga, Zaire Republic,
Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London, 1978; Brenda E. E. Beck (ed.), The Three Tiwins: The
Telling of a South Indian Folk Epic, Bloomington, Ind., 1982; G. H. Roghair (ed.), The
Epic of Palnadu: A Study and Translation of Palnati Virula Katha, a Telugu Oral Tradition
from Andhra Pradesh, India and New York, 1982; S. ]. Nekljudov and Z. Témérceren
(eds.), Mongolische Erziblungen diber Geser: neue Aufzeichnungen, aus dem Russischen
iibersetzt von Jirg Bicker, Wiesbaden, 1985; L. Saada (ed.), La geste hilalienne: Version
de Bou Thadi (Tunisie), recueillie, érablie et traduite de I'arabe par L. Saada, récitation de
Mohammed Hsini, Paris, 1985; J. W. Johnson (ed.), The Epic of Son-Jara: A West African
Tradition. Analytical Study and Translation by J. W. Johnson, text by Fa-Diki Sisokd,
Bloomington, Ind., 1986; S. Slyomovics {(ed.), The Merchant of Art: An Egyptian Hilali
Oral Epic Poet in Performance, Berkeley, Los Angeles, and London, 1987; D. P. Conrad
(ed.), A State of Intrigue: The Epic of Bamana Segu According to Tayiru Banbera, Oxford,
1990; John D. Smith (ed.), The Epic of Pabuji: A Study, Transcription and Translation,
Cambridge, 1991. A comprehensive study of the Siri epic as presented by the singer
Gopala Naika in Belthangadi Taluk in south Karnataka is being done by a team of Indian
and Finnish scholars; the project was described by Chinnapa Gowda, Anneli and Lauri
Honko and Viveka Rai at a conference in Mysore, January 1995.

 G. Innes, ‘Stability and change in griots’ narrations’, African Language Studies 14,
1973, pp. 105-18, and op. cit. (note 8); Seydou 1972 (note 8). For discussions of
stability and change cf. E. M. Ghil, ‘A Romanian singer of tales: Vasile Tetin’, Oral
Tradition 1, 1986, pp. 607-35; John D. Smith, ‘Worlds apart: Orality, literacy, and the
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The singers’ background and position in society as well as such factors
as their knowledge of the tradition, general competence, rhetorical skill,
moral views, etc. all influence the songs, and scholars have become
careful to give biographies of their informants, from the very brief
sketches that Innes gives of his Gambian singers to the full portrait
drawn by Susan Slyomovics of her Egyptian oral poet. But they are
still far too reticent where their own role is concerned. (Slyomovics is
an exception, and so is Steven Caton in an interesting publication of
fieldwork in North Yemen.)!° Especially it would be important to be
informed about what exactly the scholar asked for when the recording
was prepared. Innes mentions in a couple of cases that he asked the
singers to give a version ‘as full as possible’, and when we are informed
at all, this is most often what we are told."' I suspect that what lurks
behind this is still the wish to understand the enormous length of the
Iliad and the Odyssey. A further reason may be that since epic is among
other things defined as a long narrative, scholars are eager to elicit long
versions. Burt the other ways in which the scholars influence the texts,
simply through the singers’ wish to please them, and their guesses at
what this special audience wants, are rarely mentioned.

What exactly took place when the recording was made? Considering
the importance that the audience is claimed to have for an oral text,
it is of interest to be told who else was present besides the scholar.
Again, Slyomovics is much more informative than the average. She
tells in some detail of her activities long before the performance she
recorded took place, what singers she attended, how she decided upon
following one over a longer period, and how she and her poet prepared
for the recording and invited the audience. She explicitly states that
she did not ask for anything special, since her declared aim was to
record a performance in its normal setting, live so to speak. Innes says
that some of his tape-recordings were made for occasions he himself
arranged, but for an audience similar to those the singers normally had.

Rajasthani Folk-Mahabharata’, Oral Tradition 5, 1990, pp. 3-19; Chukwuma Azuonye,
‘Oral literary criticism and the performance of the Igbo epic’, Oral Tradition 9, 1994,
pp- 136-61 and S. Slyomovics, ‘Performing A Thousand and One Nights in Egypt’, Oral
Tradition 9, 1994, pp. 390-419.

W Slyomovics, op. cit. (note 8); S. C. Caton, ‘Peaks of Yemen [ Summon'’: Poetry as

Cultural Practice in a North Yemeni Tribe, Berkeley, Los Angeles, and Oxford, 1990.
""" Innes 1974 (note 8), pp. 37, 142.
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Biebuyck asked the Nyanga poet Candi Rureke to dictate to him in
special sessions.'? It is my impression that such private sessions are
much more common than ‘true’ performances. That was, for instance,
what Parry and Lord themselves most often chose. With my interests
also want to hear over how many sessions the recording was made, and
how the breaks are represented in the published text. Again, these are
items that are hardly ever commented upon.

When a first recording has been made, whether mechanically or in
writing, normally a longish period, often of several years, passes before
the edition is published. Again, little is told of what has happened in the
meantime. Bur Biebuyck mentions that he and his co-editor have had
to establish an orthography for the singer’s language, and Slyomovics
describes in some detail how she went through her tapes and asked the
singer and members of the audience to help her understand obscure
passages.

In general we must reckon with at least the following phases: normal
performance—recording session during which a first fixed version is
made—interpretarion and editorial work (correction of blunders, can-
celling of meaningless passages, etc.)—making of a fair copy.

Some scholars emphasize that singers always try to give their song a
rounded form, one that the audience will feel to be harmonious. If for
some reason the song has to be cut short, they do not stop in the middle
of events but prefer to abbreviate their story and bring it to some kind
of acceptable end. Biebuyck stresses this aspect in his survey of African
oral epic, and Gene Roghair goes into some detail on this point in his
edition of the epic of Palnadu in Southeast India.'?

This Indian tradition treats events that took place during the twelfth
century. The heroes of the epic are celebrated in an annual festival that
lasts several days, and among the regular activities are epic recitals. These
have their fixed places in the programme, and for each session a specific
episode is prescribed, independent of who is to perform. The order of
the episodes is not determined by any kind of narrative chronology.
Besides these formal events, epic may be performed at all kinds of private
gatherings.

12 Slyomovics, Innes, Biebuyck, op. cit. (note 8).

13 D. P Biebuyck, ‘The epic as a genre in Congo oral literature’, African Folklore,
edited by R. M. Dorson, Bloomington and London, 1972, p. 266; Roghair, op. cit.
(note 8), p. viii.
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The tradition has been given authoritative expression in a compre-
hensive edition. It is based on collections from the nineteenth century,
and was first published in 1911, with several later reprints.'* Here the
narrative is arranged so that the various episodes are told in the order in
which they take place. Nevertheless, the oral performance always takes
form as single episodes without any attempt at establishing a chrono-
logically orderly form. Roghair much preferred the oral performance:
‘The printed text might occasionally have developed a single episode
more effectively, but the oral versions more than compensated for this in
the vigour, immediacy, and completeness of the whole epic... Though
the basic stories are always the same, the...singers have their individ-
ual strengths in creatively reworking them in their respective perfor-
mances.’

In an article from 1993, Samten G. Karmay discusses these same
problems in relation to the Tibetan Gesar epic, but his results are
difficult for me to apply, since he declares thar in this tradition there
has for a long time been interaction between written texts and oral
performance. According to Karmay the bards maintain that the various
episodes they sing all have their proper place in a storyline in which the
hero’s life is the leading thread—at such and such an age Gesar achieved
this and that. In this way the existence of a correct chronological order
is generally agreed upon. Even so it emerges clearly from Karmay’s paper
that what the bards perform is episodic, and that although they accept
that a correct order exists there is no agreement on the details of this
order.'®

Through such works an overall pattern is gradually emerging; oral
epic performance is episodic and presumably also dramatic, in Kakridis’
sense of the word. As yet the material is limited; but it can at least
be stated that this is what is normal, even for performances that last
several hours. The chronographic narratives, on the contrary, are written
compositions, such as the Finnish national epic Kalevala, composed by
Elias Lonnrot on the basis of oral epic songs he collected in the poorest
districts of his country. It is well known that he was inspired by the

14 By Alckiraju Umakantam, cf. Roghair, op. cit. (note 8), pp. 7-9.
1> Roghair, op. cit. (note 8), p. viii.

16 Samten G. Karmay, “The theoretical basis of the Tibetan epic, with a reference to
a “chronological order” of the various episodes in the Gesar epic’, Bulletin of the School of
Oriental and African Studies 56, 1993, pp. 234-46.
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theories of his day about how the fliad and the Odyssey had come into
being.

In ancient Greece, oral Homeric performance also seems to have been
dramatic, if we allow ourselves to infer from performance scenes in the
Odyssey to the real world of its author. In Book 8 the'smger c'>f the
Phacacians performs three songs, each consisting of a single episode:
how Achilles and Odysseus quarrelled, how Hephaistos caught Ares and
Aphrodite in adultery, and how Odysseus brought about the fall of Troy
by the stratagem of the Wooden Horse. ‘

Provided that that was also the normal procedure of the poet of our
Jliad and Odyssey, what happened to his songs, when he changed from
his normal audience to one consisting of scribes? The overwhelming
length of the two poems as we know them suggests that the singer
consciously tried to give full versions. I imagine that what the patron
asked for was two specific songs, only as long as possible. This would
account for the dramatic structure of the two poems: the singer stuck o
his normal version but expanded it with all possible means.

What was produced during these sessions must have beer-l a dr:.aft copy,
presumably on waxed tablets. But the poems wou}d require quite a few
tablets! It seems probable, therefore, that the draft was transferred to a
fair copy in papyrus in a continuous process, perhaps so that each day’s
output was edited overnight.

How long a passage did they manage per day? I submit: a book. That
would account not only for the division into books, but also for the
fact that each book is a rounded whole. Of course [ am well aware that
scholars have, on the contrary, found some of the divisions between
books to be awkward. Bur I recommend that we look at them in a
way analogous to how we look at the passage from one hex‘ameter to
the next. Parry descried the ‘adding style’ by drawing attention to the
feeling of completeness that the poet normally conveys at the end of
each hexameter line. Often, then, it turns out that the sense was not
complete after all, since the following verse takes up the threa(i from the
preceding one in what he called ‘unperiodic enjambement’.!” It scems
to me that the division into books is similar: a book is either a rounded

17" M. Parry, “The distinctive character of enjambement in Homeric verse’ (1929), op.
cit. (note 3), pp. 251-65.
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whole, as for instance Book 1 of both the /fad and the Odyssey, or
it at first appears to be so, and only when we read further on do we
realize that the story had not been brought up to an incision the way
we thought. Such, for instance, is the transition between Books 5 and
6 of the lliad. This special way of dividing up the story, in a linear
fashion so to speak, is understandable if we regard it as a direct result of
the necessary breaks made during the dictation. Like epic singers in our
day, the poet took care to bring his story to a natural pause at the end of
each session. Next morning, I imagine the scribe reading the last lines
aloud to him, thus prompting him to continue his work; and the singer
took up his theme without further ado.

I thus depart from the conventional wisdom that the division into
books was effectuated only by Alexandrian scholars. I find support for
my view in Stephanie West, who has questioned the general opinion
that the Prolemaic papyri argue for the Alexandrian hypothesis.'® I
have also decided to disregard the only explicit source from antiquity,
Plutarch’s Life of Homer, as unreliable on this point.!

It will have become apparent that the process as I envisage it must
have taken place in a milieu where the supply not only of writing
materials but also of expert scribes was copious. That is actually one
of my reasons for resorting to the idea of the Pisistratids as responsible
for the recording into writing of the /liad and the Odyssey.*°

A process like the one I have described makes the famous dramatic
structure develop organically from the recording. The lliad and the
Odyssey are not of course oral poems in the sense of a performance.
But they come as close to a real performance as is possible, given the
writing facilities of the day. The poems of the Epic Cycle, however, seem
to me to have been composed in writing right from the start, by poets
interested in sorting out the stories and presenting the chain of events in
an orderly fashion. Such an idea would meet the demands of a reading
public, interested in being taughe all the facts of the Trojan war and
more tolerant than an average aural audience of texts that were not
immediately entertaining.

'8'S. West (ed.), The Prolemaic Papyri of Homer, Cologne and Opladen, 1967,
pp. 18-24,

1Y Plutarch, Vira Homeri 2.4.

% M. Skafte Jensen, The Homeric Question and the Oral-Formulaic Theory,
Copenhagen, 1980. In pp. 87-9 of this book I already vent the ideas further developed
here; since then, added new material (cf. note 8) has confirmed my views.
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Thus my conclusion is the opposite of what seems to be the almost
invariable common opinion among Homeric scholars these days: that
the elegant structure of the //iad and the Odyssey presupposes written
composition. To my mind, the origin of the written /liad and Odyssey is
not really understandable in any other way than as a rhapsode’s dictation
to scribes. Written composition in early Greece must have been far too
laborious a process to enable a writing poet to remain in control of an
overall plot of such a long text. But a trained rhapsode, well-versed in
his traditional songs and in total command of his own familiar way of
reciting them, aided by expert scribes and thus in a position to manage
the writing in a span of time that was after all countable in months
rather than years, is a model that might make the miracle of our written
lliad and Odyssey understandable.?!

Gene Roghair’s characterization of his Indian singers’ performance—
vigour, immediacy and completeness, the well-rounded whole typical
of oral texts—fits our /iad and Odyssey remarkably well. If I am right,
what we have in them is one (or two?) individual poet’s personal version
of two episodes from the Trojan war. We have little means of knowing
how representative they are of the tradition in general.

POSTSCRIPT

Since the original publication of this paper, I have developed my ideas
further in various studies, especially ‘Dividing Homer: When and how
were the l/iad and the Odyssey divided into songs?’, Symbolae Osloenses
74, 1999, 5-35 and 73-91. Research in the epic cycle has been inten-
sified. With his scudy The Tradition of the Trojan War in Homer and the
Epic Cycle, Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press,
2001, Jonathan Burgess has changed our understanding of these poems,
and it has become less certain whether their structure was as a matter of
fact ‘chronographic’. This does not, however, affect my argumentation
about the ‘episodic’ technique of the /liad and the Odyssey and its

possible connection with a process of dictation.

21 1 have discussed the opinions of B. B. Powell, Homer and the Origin of the Greek
Alphabet, Cambridge 1991, in ‘A. B. Lord’s concept of transitional texts in relation to
the Homeric epics’, Acta from the above-mentioned conference in Mysore (note 8), eds.

Jawaharlal Handoo and Lauri Honko.
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As for fieldwork in oral epic, including impressive new editions from
many parts of the world, much has happened since 1995. The develop-
ment may currently be followed in the periodicals Oral Tradition and
Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies. A volume of papers
focused on the process of registration and editing was published by Lauri
Honko: Zextualization of Oral Epics, Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter, 2000.
Fieldwork studies of special relevance to the question of how singer
and scribe may have co-operated in the recording of Homeric epic are
the following: Dwight Fletcher Reynolds, Heroic Poets, Poetic Heroes:
The Ethnography of Performance in an Arabic Oral Epic Tradition, Ithaca
and London: Cornell University Press, 1995; Karl Reichl, Singing the
Past: Turkic and Medieval Heroic Poetry, Ithaca and London: Cornell
University Press, 2000, and, also by Reichl, Das usbekische Heldenepos
Alpomish: Einfiibrung, Text, Ubersetzung, Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz,
2001. Reynolds is extraordinary in having enrolled as an apprentice of
an Egyptian epic bard, and in his book he is therefore able to analyse
the processes of composition and recording from inside, so to speak.
Reichl’s studies of Turkic epic traditions are based on both archives and
his own recordings, and his use of fieldwork experience in the analysis of
European medieval literature is methodologically relevant for Homeric
studies.

Most sensational, however, is Lauri Honkos publication in two
volumes of an epic from Karnataka in India and the accompanying
theoretical monograph (cf. n. 8 of my Metis-paper): The Siri Epic as
Performed by Gopala Naika, edited by Lauri Honko in collaboration
with Chinnapa Gowda, Anneli Honko, and Viveka Rai, 1-II, and
Lauri Honko, Textualising the Siri Epic, Helsinki: Academia Scientiarum
Fennica, 1998. Here classicists who wish to understand the //7ad and the
Odlyssey in a comparative framework are given ample material, including
derailed information on the process of recording as well as the years of
editorial work that passed between the performance in December 1990
and the eventual publication of the epic in 1998 (Zextualising, pp. 276
321 and 581-94). Furthermore, the singer’s ability to perform coherent
versions of his epics under widely varying conditions is unusually well

documented (esp. Textualising, pp. 30 and 337-88).

2

The Song of Ares and Aphrodite:
On the Relationship between the
Odyssey and the Iliad

Walter Burkert
Translated by G. M. Wright and . V. Jones

On the issue of the ‘Homeric question’, since we still have one opinion
against another, one hypothesis against its counterpart, without the
slightest hope of reaching an agreement, it might seem pointless to
want to add a new little stone to the mountain of literature. In spite
of the common desire which should unite Unitarians and Analysts—
interpretation of individual parts with a correct view of the whole—we
have still got no further than missing each other’s point. It is evident
thar in these controversies one fundamental uncertainty emerges again
and again, i.e. which categories of understanding, which criteria, are
appropriate for the subject matter; and the reason for this in turn
is the complete isolation in which Homeric epic, at least the lliad,
presents itself to us. We know nothing about its poet and we ultimately
know the world in which it originated only through its own testimony.
Consequently, we can obtain those criteria and categories which are the
basis of any interpretation only from the poem itself, or bring them
in from outside without any proper legitimization. The greatest care
must be taken to avoid the accusation of a circular argument or a petitio
principii [begging of the question].

Originally published as W. Burkert, Rh. Mus. 103 (1960), 13044, reproduced by kind

permission of Sauerlinder’s Verlag, Frankfurt.
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And yet we are faced with this basic difficulty to its full extent
only as far as the fliad is concerned. Perhaps people overlook at times
that we are in a far better position concerning the Odyssey. For even
though we cannot talk of an undisputed communis opinio [common
opinion] about the relationship between the two epics, there is still a
clear majority of research which from very different starting points came
to the conclusion that the Odjssey as it presents itself to us originated
later than the /liad, and even more: that it presupposes the /liad as its
model and can be understood only in this kind of relationship. Even
Unirarians and Analysts can meet at this juncture, although one group
will ralk about the poet of the Odyssey and the others about the editor,
and in many individual pieces of research this principle has shown its
fruitfulness.! Its significance, even if you want to allow it only as a

' The unity of authorship of both epics has been defended again and again. So, in
addition to Franz Dornseiff (Die archaische Mythenerzihlung (Berlin, 1933), esp. 44; cf.
also Gnomon 29 (1957), 586 ff.), recently e.g. A. Severyns (Homere (Brussels, 1944-8),
esp. 1ii.159 ff.) and L. A. Post (From Homer to Menander (Berkeley, 1951), esp. fn.
2, p. 273). Even Analysts approached this point of view: Peter von der Miihll, after
separating the great original poet A from the later editor B, in his parallel analysis of the
lliad and the Odyssey, is inclined to identify these in both epics (Kritisches Hypomnema
zur llias (Basel, 1952), esp. 348-90); Wolfgang Schadewaldr distinguishes two layers in
the Odlyssey and attributes the older poem to the /liad poet Homer (Taschenbuch fiir junge
Menschen, ed. Peter Suhrkamp (Berlin, 1946), 177 ff). In contrast to this it was Ernst
Bickel especially (Homer. Die Losung der Homerischen Frage (Bonn, 1949), 97 ff.; 103
ff.) who elaborated the point of view of the chorizontes [ancient scholars who considered
the two epics to be the work of different poets]. All the theses mentioned here include
rather than exclude the later origin of the Odyssey (e.g. Post, Homer to Menander, 12:
“The Odyssey is not only a sequel but a complement to the #/iad’). That the Odyssey as a
whole was composed before the //iad has as far as T know been put forward recently only
by Giovanni Patroni (Commenti mediterranei all Odissea di Omero (Milan, 1950), esp.
146 ff.), but no one has taken up this idea. In his framework of radical analysis Benedetto
Marzullo (/1 problema Omerico (Florence, 1952), esp. 269 I, 387 ff., cf. Atene ¢ Roma N$
3 (1956), 141 ff.) tries to prove dependence of individual passages in the /l{ad on passages
in the Odyssey—but in complete contrast for the religious uses of the Odyssey he assumes
influences from the fliad (179 ff.). Keeping all this in mind I think that interpretations
which from the point of view of the chorizontes contrast the originality of both epics have
had convincing results. (Older material in Wilhelm Schmid, Geschichte der griechischen
Literatur I, i (Munich, 1929), 124 f£; Felix Jacoby, ‘Die geistige Physiognomie der
Odyssee’, Antike 9 (1933), 159-94; Walter Nestle, ‘Odyssee-Interpretationen’, Hermes
77 (1942), 46-77; 113~39; for differences in the concept of the soul Bickel, Homer, 108
ff;; Karl Reinhardt, ‘Die Abenteuer der Odyssee’, Vorn Werken und Formen (Godesberg,
1948), 52 ff.; Tradition und Geist im homerischen Epos, Studium Generale 4 (1951),
334-9; Hermann Frinkel, Dichtung und Philosophie des frithen Griechentums (Lancaster,
1951), 120 ff; Alfred Heubeck, Der Odysseedichter und die Ilias (Erlangen, 1954);
Walter Marg, Das erste Lied des Demodokos, Navicula Chiloniensis (Festschrift Jacoby)
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working hypothesis, is obvious: for in this way we have for the Odyssey
what we miss for the /liad, i.e. certain and appropriate material for
comparison; we have the opportunity to put together similar things, to
separate the typical from the extraordinary, the new from the traditional,
in short, to grasp exactly the originality of the Odyssey. Much has already
been gained by this method but for the interpretation of individual
items more will need to be done. By using this method of comparison
and juxtaposition, this essay will try to come closer to a passage of the
Odyssey which is as well known as it is contested: the song of Ares and
Aphrodite.

Certainly this method has its problems too. The question as to which
demonstrable connections were intended and desired by the poet, and
which ones conversely have been artificially ‘worked up’ and ‘adjusted’
by the comparison, often remains unanswered. Nevertheless, interpre-
tation does not require the poet’s thoughts as a psycho-biographical
fact, but the objective spiritual structure of the work; and here the
right viewpoint stands the test in the very fact that from it, individual
items connect to a meaningful picture in the most perfect way. It
would certainly be self-deception if we wanted to begin our work totally
‘without any presuppositions’. Everybody proceeds from a first view of
the whole which then may be verified or also modified in individual
details. And so in this essay too the Unitarian cause will not and cannot
be concealed; but the attempt will be made as far as possible to leave
aside the ‘question of authorship’ and to grasp only the demonstrable as
precisely as possible.

From the outside, the song of Demodocus too is impossible to
approach in a conclusive way. Older scholarship agreed that such a
‘divine-burlesque’ could only be a late corruption of an originally pious
tale? and the analysis of Homer’s work met this halfway by actually

(Leiden, 1956), 16-29; with analytic interpretation for the Odyssey Ernst Howald, Der
Dichter der llias (Zurich, 1946), 166 ff.). Denys Page’s opinion (The Homeric Odyssey
(Oxford, 1955), 149 f£.), according to which the /liad and the Odjssey originated without
any connections and even in different districts, is admittedly based on commendable
collations of linguistic material but to my mind untenable in its radicalism.

2 Withelm Nestle, ‘Anfinge einer Gotterburleske bei Homer’, Njbb (1905) = Griechis-
che Studien (Stutrgart, 1948), 1-31; likewise in principle, in spite of many differences
Karl Bielohlawek, ‘Komische Motive in der homerischen Gestaltung des griechischen
Gétiermythus', ARW 28 (1930), 106-24, 186-21 1.
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eliminating the song as an intcrpolation3 or at least atrributing it to

the last editor. It has since become clear that wrong and inappropriate
postulates are being applied to the epic here. Farce about the gods
seems as a form to be very old;® interpretation must try to work out
individually for each case whether it is naive-grotesque myth in the
framework of matter-of-fact religious structures, or conscious poetic
play taken to extremes, or subversive mockery.

Looking for earlier stages or sources of our song does not help us
to reach really firm ground either. The connection between Ares and
Aphrodite is obviously firmly rooted in cult and myth,® but this is very
dubious for the marriage of Aphrodite and Hephaestus.” Wilamowitz

3 Friedrich Blass, Die Interpolationen in der Odyssee (Halle, 1904), 269 ff; Georg
Finsler, Homer I (Leipzig, 1918), 315; Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Dre
Heimkehr des Odysseus (Berlin, 1927), 25. Conversely according to Wolfgang Schade-
walde (Homer, Die Odyssee (Hamburg, 1958), 330) the very song of Demodocus 266
369 is by ‘A’ and the framework by ‘B’

* Eduard Schwartz, Die Odyssee (Munich, 1924), 25; Peter von der Miihll, ‘Odyssee’,
RE Suppl. V11, 717 £; Friedrich Focke, Die Odyssee (Stuttgart, 1943), 147 ff.

> Paul Friedlinder, ‘Lachende Gotter’, Antike 10 (1934), 209~26; esp. Karl Reinhardt,
‘Das Parisurteil’: Von Werken und Formen (Godesberg, 1948), 20 f. with note; the Hiutite
myths already contain burlesque elements according to Margarete Riemschneider, Die
Welt der Hethiter (Stuttgart, 1954), 116 ff.

¢ The most detailed investigation: Karl Tiimpel, ‘Ares und Aphrodite’, Jahrbuch fiir
class. Philologie, Suppl. 11 (1880), 639~754; Preller-Robert, Griechische Mythologie I
(Berlin, 1894), 176; 339 f.; Diimmler, ‘Aphrodite’ RE'1, 2747 f. That the Hliad (5.357 ff.,
21.416 ff) alludes to the connection is disputed too harshly by Wilamowitz (Der Glaube
der Hellenen I (Berlin, 1931), 323). Hesiod (Theog. 933 ff.) knows about their marriage.
In the circle of the twelve gods the two belong together (Weinreich, ‘Zwolfgoter’ RML
VI, 764 ff., esp. 830 ff.). Poets without any embarrassment call Ares Aphrodite’s husband
(Pindar, Pyh. 4.87 f.; Aeschylus, Hik. 664 ff., Sept. 105, 140); the fine arts connect the
two (Prangois-Vase; Cypselus chest Paus. 5.18.5). Common cult at Thebes is certain.
Between Argos and Mantineia stood a double temple for both deities: the images of
the gods were allegedly donations by Polyneices, so apparently ancient (Paus. 2.25.1).
If Harmonia wife of Cadmus appears as daughter of Ares and Aphrodite, this seems
like transparent allegory (cf. Plut. Pelopidas 19, the affinity with Empedocles is stated
by Heraclitus gu. Hom. 69 and Scholion Od. 8.267, Eustathius Od. 8.367) but myth
has at all times contained a speculative element in addition to its pictorial one; already
Babylonian myths know personifications of abstract conceptions (H. G. Giiterbock,
Kumarbi (Istanbul, 1946), 114 f.); cf. Deubner, ‘Personification’ RML. For the whole
problem also Marie Delcourt, Héphaistos (Paris, 1957), 76 ff.

7 Diimmler RE 1, 2747 £. thought of cult connection on Lemnos; main support is
Apoll. Rb. 1.859 ff. w. Schol.; Demodocus’ song would then be a play with the intersec-
tion of Lemnian and Theban cult legend. Evidence against this is the old Cabeiri cult
on Lemnos. If Acusilaus (FGrHist. 2 F 20) and Pherecydes (FGrHist. 3 F 48) mention
‘Kabeiro' as the mother of the Lemnian Cabeiri, the sons of Hephaestus, this does
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reconstructed as the source of Demodocus’ song a hymn about Hera
being chained by Hephaestus and Hephaestus being led back to Olym-
pus by Dionysus.8 The priority of this divine legend, which is well
attested in archaic times, is very likely, but many details remain doubt-
ful, especially since a vase fragment was found on Lemnos which seems
to be nothing less than an illustration of our Demodocus song from the
seventh century.”

indeed look like a genealogical construction (Jacoby in comm.) but this construction
could only fill an empry space and could not replace Aphrodite. Cf. Bengt Hemberg, Dre
Kabiren (Uppsala, 1950), 160 ff—/liad (18.382 f.) and Hesiod (Theog. 945 £.) mention
as Hephaestus' wife one Charis—is she a substitute for Aphrodite or the other way round?
The discrepancy, an argument of the ancient chorizontes, is dissolved by the A scholium
to J. 21.416 into a succession (one after the other) while Lucian, Dial. D. 15 blesses the

od with Charis on Lemnos and Aphrodite on Olympus at the same time. Cf. Malten,
‘Hephaistos’ RE VI, 354 f.

8 Wilamowitz, ‘Hephaistos’, NGG (1895), 217 ff. = Kleine Schrifien V; ii (Berlin,
1937), 5-30; the pictorial material in Frank Brommer, ‘Die Riickfiihrung des Hephais-
tos', Jahrbuch des Deutschen Architologischen Instituts 52 (1937), 198-219. Agreeing with
Wilamowitz e.g. Malten RE VIII, 346; Bielohlawek (above n. 2) 196 ff.; opposition now
in Walter Marg, Homer iiber die Dichtung (Miinster, 1957), 43 n. 55.

Y That the liad (18.395 f£.) presupposes and does not mention the leading back
(thus Wolfgang Kullmann, Das Wirken der Gitter in der Ilias (Berlin, 1956), 12) cannot
be excluded but cannot be proved either. The oldest palpable evidence is Alcaeus 9
D = 349, 381, inc. auct. 8 Lobel-Page; Bruno Snell has stated (Festschrift Ernst Kapp
(Hamburg, 1958), 15-17) that this is not a hymn about Hephaestus but Dionysus.
Wilamowitzs arguments for its priority are (Kleine Schrifien V, ii. 12 £): (1} Only the
Hymn explains the connection of Aphrodite and Hephaestus which is presupposed in
Odyssey 8. (2) In contrast to the Hymn the invention of Odyssey 8 is totally ignored by
the fine arts. Against this it can be argued that (i) we hardly have sufficient idea of how
much impromptu work a singer in Homeric times could present his audience with (the
dissolution of the marriage suggested in Od. 8.318 could be understood as a retraction
of the invenrion); above all: that Aphrodite is the prize for Hera's release has solely been
concluded from the representation of the Frangois-Vase; the retelling (Ps. Libanius, Prog.
7) does not mention Aphrodite ar all. So in this respect it cannot be decided what
Book 8 owes to the Hymn. (i) The leading back of Hephaestus invited representation
as an example of a Dionysian thiasus [band of worshippers] with the content of the
story quite unimportant here (Brommer, ‘Die Riickfiihrung des Hephaistos’). Bue this
very fact of being firmly rooted in the Dionysus cult suggests that the legend is very
old, it can be regarded as a downright a/tion [origin-story] of the Dionysian kdmoi
[bands of revelers] (reference by Professor Reinhold Merkelbach), whereas the song of
Demodocus is completely independent of the cult. In this cultic context WilamowitZ's
{Kleine Schriften V, ii 24) reference to the remarkable phenomenon of the chained gods-
images is attractive (cf. Martin . Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Religion [ 2 (Munich,
1955), 82 £); nevertheless the Greeks themselves used to tell each other different iria
for this, cf. Paus. 3.15.11; 7 for the chained Aphrodite Morpho and for the chained
Enyalius in Sparta; Azh. 15.672 ¢ about the Hera statue of Samos which had willows
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However, if we confront the Demodocus song not with hypothetical
predecessors but with our extant fliad, an abundance of surprising
connections emerges. The whole song culminates in the verse doBeotos
8 dp’ dvdpro yédws paxdpeoor feoior [‘unquenchable laughter arose
among the blessed gods’] (326)—a verse which has become so well
known and even proverbial that because of that we might almost forget
that it has its unique, fixed, and unrepeatable place in the H/iad (1.599).
In fact there is no other scene in the /iad in which all the gods come
together for such untroubled laughter. The linguistic formulation too is
not quite usual; the metaphor doBearos yédws [‘unquenchable laugh-
ter’] seems to need to be explained by the Odyssey scholia.!® So this is
not a formulaic verse which could be used as often as desired.

Conclusions could not be drawn from one single borrowing of a
verse; but the connections continue straightaway: the verse following
the gods’ laughter ws i8ov Heatorov 80 Sdpara mourviorra [‘when
they saw Hephaestus bustling through the hall’] (1.600) reappears in
0Od. 8.285 1.

160 2y s , y
008’ dAads oxommy elye xpvorvios Apnys,
¢ ug , / /
ws 8ev Hpatoror kdvroréxvny véogp: kidvra.

[Nor was Ares of the golden reins blind at his watch
when he saw Hephaestus famed for craft going far off ]

When looked at closely the two verses do not quite fit together in the
Odyssey, because literally it says ‘Ares was not blind” ‘when he saw...’.
Certainly 8.285 is a formulaic verse which occurs several times;!!

wound around it. In 1939 a vase fragment from the Hephaestus sanctuary of Hephaestia
on Lemnos was published (M. A. Della Seta, Arch. Eph. 1937 (pub. 1939), 649 ff;
thoroughly interpreted by Charles Picard, Rex. Arch. 20 (1942-3), 96-124), which shows
a naked goddess—Aphrodite—and opposite her a man with greaves, both in a squatting
position and obviously chained. Since the finding place establishes the connection with
Hephaestus there is hardly any doubt thart this is an illustration of Demodocus’ song,
dedicated to the god whose zechné [craft] won; therefore sculpture has not ignored
the song completely after all. Conjectures about cultic background in Picard 103 ff,,
Delcourt 81 ff. Whereas Della Seta dated the vase as carly as the 8th cent. Picard
suggested the last third of the 7th without excluding the early 6th. The fact that the truly
sensational find hardly seems to have caused a stir may be due to the War. [The date of the
Lemnian vase—beginning of the 6th century—is taken to be certain by now; the subject
remains enigmatic, see J. Heurgon CRAI 1988, 19 f.—W.B.]

" Tt only occurs in Od. 20.346 apart from here.
' 7110515, 13.10, 14.135; Hes. Theog. 466.

The Song of Ares and Aphrodite 35

dAaookom, as the manuscripts usually write,'? has practically fused
into one word with the meaning of ‘careless’ or ‘fruitless’ watch, but
it is remarkable that the catachrestic conjunction with s i8¢ is found
again only in the Dolon episode (/1. 10.515 f.) in contrast to the other
examples in the [liad and in Hesiod.

Furcher: here as there Hephaestus is at the centre of the laughter
which arises half at his initiative and half at his cost; and although the
island of Lemnos is mentioned in many other places'® the Sinties are
mentioned only in these two.'* All this seems to be more than mere
coincidence.

Coincidence is excluded completely as soon as the two scenes from
Jliad and Odyssey are juxtaposed in their context: in their whole struc-
ture they appear related and connected with each other. In the divine
scene of lliad 1, Zeus has first answered Hera’s jealously insistent
questions evasively, then with coarse threats. The consequence is the
offended silence of his wife (569) and the discontent of all the other
gods. Then Hephaestus begins to speak, in a mediating and appeas-
ing tone. He reminds the gods of their superiority and gets the feast
going again; all the tensions dissolve in ‘Homeric’ laughter, the shad-
ows which had fallen on the gods’ existence because of human fate
disappear. Serene and cloudless the gods' day ends. A similar arc of
tension stretches through Odyssey 8: Euryalus has offended Odysseus,
he has replied angrily, and embarrassing silence (234) ends the agon
[athletic contest]. Then Alcinous finds the right word, he gives his
guest his due honour and at the same time demonstrates the true
superiority of the Phaeacians. Odysseus admires the dance and singing
(265); the song of Demodocus in which the gods laugh so vigorously
delights him too (367 f.); and when at the end he praises Demod-
ocus in well-chosen words (382 ff.) there is joy again in the whole
company.'’

12 The scholia seem to presuppose word-separation. AAAOQZZKOIIIHN is written
by several papyri and Venetus A, but Allen keeps in his /liad edition the Vulgate
dAaookomiiy.

1L 2.722,7.467, 8.230, 14.230, 21.40, 46, 58,79, 24.753.

14 711594, Od. 8.294. A Thracian tribe according to Hellanicus FGrHist. 4 F 71.

15 Already the meaningful gradation fadpale—répmero ‘praise’ is evidence against
the assumption of a subsequent, disturbing insertion of the song. The main argument
of the analysis is the assertion that the song interrupts the dance performances without a
motive (above nn. 34, esp. Blass, Focke, furthermore Margarete Riemschneider, Hormer
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The fundamental difference between the two scenes—there the
serene action of the gods juxtaposed with the other pole of the one
comprehensive reality, tragic human affairs, here a poem within a poem
for the mere exhilaration of the fictitious (and real) listeners—will have
to be discussed later. But the similarity is impossible to overlook: in
both cases laughter conquers ill-feeling, in both cases it is caused by
Hephaestus, the skilful cripple; and if in addition to this there are indi-
vidual linguistic and factual correspondences, the finding is confirmed:
the ‘Homeric” laughter has not been taken over thoughtlessly; /fiad 1 is
present in the Odyssey scene.

But this by no means exhausts the connections with the //iad. In
terms of riskiness of topic, of offensiveness to ancient and modern
critics,'® there is only one scene of the //iad comparable: the 4.6s dmdry
[Dios apare, Hera’s deception of Zeus in Book 14]. And again derailed
connections can be found. Certainly the fact that the verse dedpo, ¢iAy,
Aicrpovde, Tpameiopev ebvnlévre [(Come, my dear, to bed, let us turn
to lovemaking’] occurs here as well as there (/1. 14.314 = Od. 8.292, but
also 7. 3.441) is caused by the content. Another verse repetition is more
remarkable: otk €07°008¢ douke Tedv émos dpvjoacar [‘it is not possible
or seemly to deny your request’]. With these words Hephaestus finally
complies with Poseidon’s request (Od. 8.358). The same words are spo-
ken by Aphrodite to Hera (/. 14.212), only there they mean immediate
concession, as is ‘becoming’ for the wife of Zeus (213), whereas in the

(Leipzig, 1950), 47). This is contradicted by the following consideration: after the
detailed announcement 250 ff. the round dance cannot be dealt with in the few verses
262-4, but how can music and dance be described in detail in epic language if not by
reporting the dancing song? Cf. Wilhelm Mattes, Odjysseus bei den Phiaken (Wiirtzburg,
1958), 97, 2; cf. also Dornseiff, Die archaische Mythenerzihlung, 44 ff.; how far we need
to presuppose mimetic dance remains doubtful, Delcourt 80 mentions the Cordax.—
By the way, is purely instrumental music, which would come in if we deleted the song,
not much more striking and ‘offensive’ for Homeric time?—We cannot argue with the
unique form #Awos 271 when we consider the character of Homeric artistic language;
an equally unique contraction, e.g. [l 18.475 rywivra, instead of rywievra; cf. Pierre
Chantraine, Grammaire Homérique, i* (Paris, 1948), 47.

16" Already Xenophanes, VS 21 B 11, 3 = 12, 2: powyedew kai dAMAovs dratedew

[‘engaging in adultery and deceiving one another’]; Plato, Rep. 390b—c, Azh. 3.122¢ cen-
sures both scenes together. The song of Demodocus was deleted (scholium to Aristoph.
Pax 778) or purified by removing the most offensive bit (scholium to Od. 8.333) or
interpreted allegorically (Heraclitus gu. Hom. 39; 69 = scholium to Od. 8.346; Ath.
12.511b—.
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Odyssey the verse somewhat abruptly and surprisingly concludes longer
negotiations.
The following is even more important: Hera, having achieved the

object of her plan, prudishly delays with the words (/. 14.333 ff.):

s K €ot, €l Tis vl Beddv alevyeverdwy

etbovt dfpfoee, Beoior 3¢ mdor peredbaw

meppdot

[How would it be, if some one of the gods who live forever
should see us sleeping, and going among them

should tell all the gods?]
and Zeus calms her (342 ff.)

.. wijre Beddv 76 ye Seldib purjre T avBpdiv
dheoBar Toidy ToL éyd vépos dupcalihw

xpiaeov 008’ dv vii dadpdrot HéNds mep ...

[Don't fear that any one of gods or men will see,
such is the golden cloud with which I will cover {us};
not even Helios could spy us through it. .. ]

In Od. 8 Helios sees the two first (270) and then Hephaestus in a
loud voice calls wdo: feoiat, ‘to all the gods’ (305). This is more than
similarity simply conditioned by the situation: the whole embarrassing
and comical situation of Demodocus’ song is contained potentially
in the Dios apaté; what is only suggested here is there elaborated in
detail.

Again connections of language and content come together: this /iad
scene too is behind the song of Ares and Aphrodite.

And a third episode is reflected there: the battle of the gods. The
fact that in Jliad 20-1 and in Od. 8 the same gods appear, Poseidon,
Hermes, and Apollo, may not be considered remarkable since they are
the most important Olympians. But already the verses describing their
appearance are almost identical:

17 Walter Diehl, Die wirtlichen Beziehungen zwischen Ilias und Odyssee (diss.
Greifswald, 1938), 72. Artempt at a legal interpretation of the passage in Od. 8: Adalbert
Erler, ‘Die Biirgschaft Poseidons im 8. Gesang der Odyssee’, ZSRG romanische Abteilung
65 (1947), 312-19.
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Od. 8.322 f.: §Abe IToceiBdwy yarjoxos, HAG éprotvys
Eppeias
[There came Poseidon the earth-shaker, there came the helper
Hermes]

112034 £: %8¢ [Tooeibawy yaurjoyos ©8 éprodvys
Epueias

[and Poseidon the earth-shaker and the helper
Hermes]

—the strange epithet épiotvys [‘the helper’] occurs only in these wo
places in epic—and the anaphora compared with the simple conjunc-
tion of the /liad should probably be understood as a conscious further
development. Even more clearly than in fliad 5 (355 ff.), Ares and
Aphrodite in Book 21 are close friends. The goddess wants to lead him,
injured, out of battle and at the end they both lie on the ground next
to each other (/. 21.416 fI.). The whole presumably reflects the (o
be presupposed) myths about the connection of Ares and Aphrodite
(above n. 6). But it is the unmistakable similarity in the whole way
the gods behave, in their characterization, which is most important:
Poseidon, of a deliberate and slow nature, is felt to belong to the older
generation; he knows what is becoming for his age (Z/. 21.439 f.); and
so he is the only one who cannot laugh with the others in Od. 8 but
feels obliged to end the matter with a light touch. Because of his aidos
[respect, sense of shame] Apollo cannot start any scuffles with Poseidon
in /I 21 (468 f); Hephaestus does not want to accept Poseidon’s bail
because he cannot seriously make his superior liable (O4. 8.350 {1.). On
the other hand, Hephaestus knows that it is ‘not becoming’ (358) to
reject his words. But especially Hermes: in his answer to Apollo (Od.
8.339 {I.) he rejects convention and custom with the same unembar-
rassed and flippant gesture with which he breaks the rules of the gods’
battle in refusing to fight Leto (/. 21.498 {f.)—'boast anyway of having
defeated me’. The happy, cunning god of shepherds and thieves, as the
Hymn describes him, appears here sublimated in a very subtle way—
typical of Homer—from «epdadedppwr [‘clever for gain’] to elpww
[‘feigning modesty’], who by resigning his own dignity in smiling self-
detraction unmasks appearances and in this very way proves his inde-
pendence. Precisely this subtlety is common to both lliad and Odyssey.
Again the comparison has led from the linguistic to the factual: the
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gods’ individuality in Demodocus’ song has been formed under Hliadic
influence.

To sum up: clear connections with three gods’ scenes from the
Jliad have emerged: inextinguishable laughter around Hephaestus as in
Book 1; risky situations as in Book 14; gods’ conversations and gods’
characterizations as in Book 21. The parallels became evident each time
in individual formulation, in borrowed verses and formulas as well as
quite particularly in the contents as a whole, in the disposition and
function of persons and scenes. Not all these cases can be coinciden-
tal and nobody will postulate for all of them—though for individual
cases this would be conceivable—a hypothetical common source to
explain the correspondence. Demodocus’ song does presuppose the
liad.

But then Demodocus’ song does not remind us of any randomly
chosen scenes from the [fiad but of those three divine scenes which by
their extent and content decisively coin the image of the /iadic gods as
peia Lavovres [living easily’]; from this results the decisive perspective
for the understanding of Demodocus’ song.

For the world of the f/iad the contrast between the serene life of the
gods and deadly serious human fate is constitutive; '8 it was possible to
call this coexistence virtually ‘the inner necessary form of the /liad 219
The ‘sublime unseriousness’ (Reinhardt) of the gods is the counter-
wortld to that of human suffering, the ironic mirroring?® of human
tragedy. The three gods’ scenes mentioned must be seen in the context of
the poetical work. Among humans, harmless events entangle themselves
into an inextricable knot of guilt and fate. From Olympus, after a
short disagreement, the inextinguishable laughter of the easy-living gods
answers back. On earth, battle rages, demanding victim after victim.
At that precise moment, the world-ruler Zeus, whose decree is to be
fulfilled, succumbs to his wife’s cunning. Achilles rages terribly, and
the final battle with Hector looms. The battle of the gods with each
other becomes a game, which results in tears at the most, and Zeus is

amused by it. Later theology regarded the gods’ laughter as diminishing

8 Cf esp. Karl Reinhardt, ‘Das Parisurteil’ (above n. 5), 22 f.

19 U. Hélscher, Untersuchungen zur Form der Odyssee (Berlin, 1939), 48 ff.

2 ‘Irony’ not in a Socratic sense but in the more general sense of having a ‘double
bottom’, of the two elements cancelling each other, as has been shown especially by Karl
Reinhardt, ‘Das Parisurteil’, 22 f.
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their dignity; in reality it is rather an expression of a dreadful, uncanny
superiority, of a truly divine freedom and security, far removed from all
calculating human reason.

The divine scenes of the /liad in which this takes shape are united
in sharply concentrated focus in Demodocus” song; and yet something
completely different has emerged. It is true that one could find here,
too, some ironic reflection. Ancient commentators (Ath. 5.192 d—e)
already draw a parallel between the content of Demodocus’ song and
the theme of the Odyssey as a whole. In both there is the question of
marital faithfulness, and again what causes only laughter on Olympus
becomes deadly serious on earth. But whereas in the /liad image is set
against image in an unforgettable way, in the Odjssey at best only analysis
can discover a connection.

For indeed that serene world of the gods as a contrast to human
reality has in general been abandoned in the Odjyssey. The nature of
the gods has changed.?! Right at the beginning Zeus programmarically
says

& waomo, ofov 81 vu Beods Bporol alribwvrar  (Od. 1.32)

[Oh, you see how mortals blame us gods... .]
He feels that he has been forced onto the defensive. But in the lliad no
one answers when, for instance, Menelaus calls

(/L. 3.365)

(Father Zeus, there is no god more destructive than you.]

Zed mdrep, 0¥ Tis ceio Bewv dlodiTepos dANos

At the end of the Odyssey we find the confirmation

(Od. 24.351)
[Father Zeus, truly then there are still gods on tall Olympus.]

Zeb wdrep, 7 pa ér'éoré Oeol kara porxpdy "Olvpmov

~—the fact that there are ‘stll” any gods left at all has to become clear
to man through his experience of life, through the victory of justice in
the world. Zeus, as far as he is there at all, has the task of watching
over morals and justice. And so his involvement with earthly matters
is quite different from that in the /iad. The many-coloured life of the

2t More recent literature about the religious differences of fliad and Odyssey in Alfred
Heubeck, Gymnasium 62 (1955), 130 n. 42. Most outstanding but already a little over-
refined is Werner Jaeger’s formulation that the Zeus of the Odjssey is the ‘philosophically
purified world conscience’ (Paideia I3 (Berlin, 1954), 85 £).
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ods in the fliad, an expression of that infinite freedom, must atrophy
under the burden of ethical responsibilities. Divine assemblies are rare
and they have as their topic only human circumstances, the restoration
of justice. Compared with Zeus and Athena, who are connected by the
same desire, the other gods stand well in the background. It is only in
Demodocus’ song that they are given individual life. When faced with
this view of the world the gods’ laughter must grow silent—with the
one exception of Demodocus’ song.

From this perspective Demodocus’ song could be regarded as an alien
element in the Odyssey after all, and yet it is linked through a variety of
relationships with the whole scene and indeed with the entire poem. It
has become clear already (above n. 15) that it cannot simply be removed
from the context of Odyssey 8. Ancient and modern commentators®?
have often emphasized how, with its light nature, it has been firred into
the playfully serene world of the Phaeacians. But more important still
is the special emphasis which dominates the story and incorporates it
completely into that framework which, with Jacoby, could be called the
‘spiritual physiognomy of the Odyssey’

At the centre there is no frivolity but the victory of rechne, of clev-
erness over nature. So we can observe everywhere in the Odyssey how
deliberation and even calculation take the place of spontaneous feeling
and action. It is not only Odysseus who is completely moulded by this.
When after twenty years’ waiting his return home is announced, he by
no means seizes the opportunity immediately (Od. 5.171 ff.): when he
finally knows that he is at home he quickly contrives a story full of lies
(13.253 ff.). But when Telemachus rejects inappropriate presents (4.601
ff.), and Penelope remains suspicious right up to the end (23.166 ft.),
this is the result of a basic atticude similar to that of Hephaestus who,
instead of resisting openly, lures the wrongdoers into a trap, in indirect
revenge. The victory of deliberation over simple spontaneous acting or
living is the discovery of the Odyssey as compared with the /liad. The
values of the world of the nobility diverge in this way: as Odysseus
knows how to distinguish outward appearance from spiritual qualities
(Od. 8.167 ff.), so Aphrodite is ka7 [beautiful], but also otk éxéBupos

22 Ath. 12.511b~¢; Heraclitus, qu. Hom. 69; scholium to Od. 8.267, 272; Eustathius
to Od. 8.267, 335.

——
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[unable to control herself].?? The taste for material goods corresponds
to the advance of calculation: the fine seems to be the most important
thing for Hephaestus.24 So Demodocus’ song, in spite of its special
status, rurns out on a spiritual level to belong fully to the Odjssey.

Yet even if the most moralistic sentiment of the Odyssey is found just
here—obx dperd xaxad épya [‘bad deeds do not prosper’] (329)—there
is still enough danger. It has been emphasized, no doubt correctly, to
what extent offensive elements have been repressed,?® in contrast for
instance to Lucian (Dzal. D. 17): Ares and Aphrodite do not seem to be
taken completely seriously in the /liad either; besides, Ares has reached
his goal anyway and Aphrodite is as it were in her element. Bur at
least in the dialogue between Poseidon and Hephaestus no remnant of
divinity can be discovered;?® anthropomorphization cannot go further
than this. Even if we are extremely conservative in judging what original
religious feelings could and could not tolerate, Demodocus’ song makes
an unbridgeable contrast with the conception of the gods in Odyssey
Book 1 as well as with the sublimity of the gods of the //iad.

And yer everything fits together: for the tale of Ares and Aphrodite
is not as the world of the gods is in the //iad, the other side of the one
reality. Nor is the poet speaking in his own name. It is significant that it
is Demodocus of all people who recites the song among the easy-living
Phaeacians. It is not ‘Homer” who is the speaker here, but dnuédoxos
19 8la pvbomoria ['Demodocus with his own myth-making’], as the
scholium (to Od. 8.267) rightly says. As the fairy-tale-like adventures of
Odysseus have receded into the distance through the artifice of the first-
person singular narrative,?’ so also the song of Ares and Aphrodite has
been put in quotation marks, so to speak, and thus rendered harmless.
One litele detail is striking, especially in comparison with the /fiad. In
the /liad it is a matter of course that while Zeus, e.g. during the fight of

B ¢xéfupos Od. 8.320 is drraé Aeydpevor [occurs only once]l—a new word for a new

view. Comparable formations are éyemevkiis or éxéppwy, but with a different meaning
of the first element.

2 Cf. Jacoby, op. cit. 180 ff. on the role of ‘possession’ in the Odyssey.

2 Esp. Walter E Otto, Die Gitter Griechenlands (Frankfurt, 1956%), 239 ff;
Friedlinder (above n. 5).

2 Itis significant that Otto (above, n. 25) passes over this conversation. Aristarchus’
reading edfdvoyu [‘call you to account’] instead of 8éoyu [‘bind you'], v. 352, mitigates
the most outrageous part, the god’s detention for debt.

77 Jacoby, op. cit. 166 f., Heubeck, Der Odysseedichter und die llias, 97 .
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the gods, watches and enjoys it (/. 21.388 ff), in our song his name is
mentioned only in Hephaestus’ exclamation (306), and in what follows
he seems to have been forgotten. In reality, I suppose that he has been
consciously excluded.” And thus Odyssey Books 1 and 8 correspond:
in Book 1 the poet wrestles with the question of divine justice, whose
rcpresentative is called Zeus; in Book 8, in a non-committal, even
precarious game, this name is missing. Zeus in the Odyssey has been
raised so far above the other gods that he cannot be drawn into such a
situation.

The whole problem of Odjssey ‘analysis’ has so far been intentionally
omitted, because it is impossible to make a decisive statement from such
a narrow base. As a result, it can be said in summary that Demodocus’
song on the one hand is firmly rooted in the total structure of our
Odyssey, and on the other that it condenses the most important divine
scenes of the /liad at the same time as it transforms them.

If we dare to end by interpreting this finding further, we can come up
only with a conjecture, but one which may seem plausible: the Odyssey
poet, who created his work according to whatever models after the
pattern of the /liad but with a new ethico-religious attitude, saw that
in his model there remained a vacuum in his own far-too-serious image
of the world and its gods. So he undertook the task of uniting the whole
Olympic serenity of the /liad in one image. That thus—if you come this
far you might as well go all the way—the most precarious of all divine
scenes resulted is characteristic rather than astonishing. The Odjssey poet
has already reached the point at which uninhibitedness about the myths
of the gods has been lost; under the influence of ethical reflection, there
occurs a split into a ‘purer’ conception of god on the one hand, and
a religiously irrelevant or even risky fiction on the other. The poet of
the Odyssey took over the laughing gods from the /iad, but with much
cushioning and distancing he separates the ‘divine burlesque’ from his
actual religious concern, which crystallizes around the figure of Zeus.

3 Apollodorus wonders why Zeus or Phobos and Deimos do not plead for Ares
instead of Poseidon who is not as close to him: scholium Od. 8.344 'AmolAédwpos {nrei,
dud { raw dAAwr Bedv 0Bdeis v .. . [Apollodorus asks why there was no other of the
gods . ... Dindorf conjectures dmjv without reason.
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Odysseus’ Scar: An Essay on Homeric
Epic Narrative Technique

Adolf Kéhnken
Translated by Michael Lesley

In the first chapter of Mimesis,' E. Auerbach, inspired by an exchange
of letters between Goethe and Schiller of April 1797 concerning the
‘retarding element’ in epic as opposed to ‘tragic’ suspense,? offers an
interpretation of the retarding digression on Odysseus’ scar in Book
19 of the Odyssey. Although his theses concern issues essential for the
understanding of epic narrative, their reception has been remarkably
ambivalent. In the main field of Homer research, where the battle
between Analysts and Unitarians does not yet seem to be entirely
fought out, despite the appeals from the ‘oral poetry’ camp, they are
discussed only occasionally.> Among those Homer specialists on the
other hand who focus more on the possibilities of oral poetry or on
typology and technique of Homeric narrative, as well as among scholars

Slightly revised paper given at the 14th conference of the Mommsen-Gesellschaft in
Augsburg, 9 June 1976. [The German original was first published in Ae4 22 (1976)
101-14, and reprinted with addenda in ]. Latacz (ed.), Homer. Die Dichtung und ihre
Deutung (WdF 136) Darmstadt, 1991, 491-514, and in my collected papers, ‘Darszel-
lungsziele und Erziblstrategien, ed. A. Bettenworth, Berlin, 2006, 49-64, chs. 7-11 with
notes.)

U Mimesis. Dargestellte Wirklichkeit in der abendlindischen Literatur, 1st edn. 1946,
2nd edn. 1967, 5-27. [Page references and quotations are from the English translation
by Willard R. Trask, Princeton UP, 1968.]

2 Goethe to Schiller, 19 and 22 Apr. 1797, and Schiller to Goethe, 21 Apr. 1797
(cf. also Schiller’s letters of 25 Apr. and 5 May, and Goethe’s of 28 Apr.).

3 Cf. e.g. Friedhelm Miiller, Darstellung und poetische Funktion der Gegenstinde in der
Odyssee, Diss. Marburg 1968, 31 ff.; H. Eisenberger, Studien zur Odyssee, 1973, 266 with
n. 32
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outside the closed circle of Homeric philologists, Auerbach’s theses
seem sometimes to have achieved an almost canonical status. J. B.
Hainsworth, for example, writes in his overview of Homer research that,
‘in an excellent essay’, Auerbach worked out the contrast ‘between the
pregnant, allusive style of Old Testament storytelling and the direct,
explicit manner of Homer...whose characters play their roles in a
continuous foreground’.4 He showed that ‘ambiguity, suspense, multi-
layered meaning are not present in Homer to tempt the interpreter’. In
the recently published collection of essays, Quality and Pleasure in Latin
Poetry,s J. Bramble claims with regard to the compositional methods
of Apollonius Rhodius: “There is no centre of gravity, no foreground;
we have hardly progressed from the step-by-step one-dimensional style
of continuous narration in Homer described by Auerbach.® In both
cases Auerbach’s view that Homer knows no background and that what
he tells at any one time is the only and actual present, filling the

4 *Homer', Greece and Rome, New Survey in the Classics 3, 1969, 32. Auerbach’s com-
parison of Homeric narrative style with the Old Testament account of the Abraham/Isaac
story {Gen. 22: Mimesis 7 ff) is misleading, as the two texts follow two very different
purposes: one is a narrative designed to entertain, the other a religious account. The
enigmatic vagueness of time and place in the biblical text (ffom where does God address
Abraham? where does he send him, and how does the trip there go?—all of which are mys-
teriously dark) as well as Abraham’s silent obedience, characteristics which are according
to Auerbach ‘multi-layered’, ‘full of tension’, and having ‘background’, and which he
plays off against the presumed ‘plainness’, ‘continuous foreground’, and ‘lack in rension’
of the Homeric narrative (Mimesis 11 £} are due to the religious dimension. Believers
should be obedient to God and trust his leadership, without asking ‘why’, ‘how’, ‘from
where’, and ‘to where’. This is why the Abraham/Isaac story, in this sense paradigmaric, so
conspicuously fails to explain and clarify these elements of the story. Homer’s text, on the
other hand, lacks a comparable ‘cultic function’ or ‘intention’; for Homer it is precisely
the clarity and realism of his portrayal which are of primary importance. The two rexts
are therefore incomparable in terms of their modes of portrayal; it is precisely nor a
question of ‘equally...epic texts’ (Mimesis 11). Strangely, this conclusion also follows
from Auerbach’s own statements: he writes (Mimesis 14 £.) of the ‘religious intent’ of the
‘biblical narrator’ whose activity ‘did not have the goal of realism .. . but of truth’ and he
rightly points out that the biblical ‘stories ... are precisely nos narrated reality. Doctrine
and promises are incarnate in them.” How then, after admitting this, can he continue to
speak of two equally epic ‘styles’ for the ‘portrayal of actuality’, ‘two styles [which], in
their opposition, represent basic types’ (Mimesis 23)? The Abraham/Isaac story is not at
all a narrative text.

5 T. Woodman and D. West, eds., Cambridge, 1974.

¢ J. Bramble, ‘Cui non dictus Hylas puer? (Prop. I, 20)’, ibid. 86. Bramble’s view of
Apollonius’ ‘method of composition’ has been superseded at least since the commentaries
of E Vian (Apollonios de Rhodes, Argonautiques Chant 111, 1961, 12); cf. also my own
Theokrit und Apollonios Rhodios, 1965, esp. 122—4.

-
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scene and awareness completely, is taken as both entirely self-evident
and correct. Is Auerbach’s position, which is developed from his inter-
pretation of the scar digression in Book 19 of the Odyssey, really so
self-evident?

The digression is part of the foot-washing scene, placed between the
first and second conversations of the as-yet-unrecognized Odysseus, dis-
guised as an unknown beggar, with Penclope. Auerbach gives relatively
little of the context of the scene. I will recapitulate the parts of the
plot which are important to understanding the motivation of the foot
washing. In Penelope’s first conversation with the apparent stranger she
feels strongly attracted to him because of the familiarity with Odysseus
that he reveals (as she says herself in 19.253—4; cf. 350 {f.). To honour
him as a guest, she orders her servant girls to wash his feet (19.317).
Odysseus at first declines altogether to have his feet washed (343), then
declines to be washed by just anyone of Penelope’s servants, and finally
agrees to have his feet washed, but only by an old woman who has had as
much life experience as he himself (346-8). This move from categorical
rejection to qualified acceptance shows that it cannot simply be stated, as
it usually is, that Odysseus asked for ‘the service of an old woman’.” The
narrator carefully sets the stage for the almost impolite manner, in which
half consent is only slowly and reluctantly forchcoming, by describing
the poor treatment given the unrecognized Odysseus earlier by Melan-
tho and other of Penclope’s young servants (this explanation for his
attitude is explicitly added later on, in lines 372-5).8 At the stranger’s
statement that he would have his feet washed only by an old woman, if
at all, Penelope makes her decision, choosing Eurycleia, Odysseus” old
nurse. Why did she choose Eurycleia in particular, the woman most

7 So e.g. A. Lesky, R. E. Homeros, 1967, offprint 127 (‘Odysseus expressly and
formally requests an old woman to serve him’); for similar views elsewhere in mod-
ern scholarship cf. e.g. U. Hélscher, Untersuchungen zur Form der Odyssee, 1939, 72;
R. Merkelbach, Untersuchungen zur Odyssee, 1951, 2nd edn. 1969, 3 f.; D. Page, The
Homeric Odyssey, 1955, 126 f. Page’s question (loc. cit. 127) to the poet, ‘You cause
Odysseus to make much ado about obtaining the services of his old nurse. You say,
his purpose was not to bring about his recognition by means of the scar: kindly tell us
what other conceivable purpose Odysseus could have had?’ is posed incorrectly. It should
read ‘why did Odysseus not flatly refuse Penelope’s offer?” Answer: ‘because such a refusal
would have been a serious offence by the guest against the courtesy offered by the hostess.’
CF. also A. Thornton, Pesple and Themes in Homer’s Odyssey, 1970, 101 with n. 57.

8 Cf. already C. Rothe, Die Odyssee als Dichtung, 1914, 150 £, and Eisenberger,
Studien (above, n. 3), 264 f.
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Jikely to recognize Odysseus, as noted already by the scholiasts?® Here
too we must make a careful distinction. It is not correct to claim, as
many students of Homer do, that Odysseus wanted 1o be washed by
Eurycleia.lo The narrator does not give the choice to Odysseus but to
Penelope, and makes it clear that old Eurycleia was actually barely able
© perform such a service (356 ‘although she barely has any strength left’,
ShymmeAéovad mep éumns); the narrator stresses that she would not have
been up for consideration. Moreover, Odysseus is not portrayed as being
as careless as is usually assumed.'! The narrator sets up the situation in
such a way that Odysseus has before him not Eurycleia but Eurynome,
who is standing next to Penelope. Eurynome is also old and has already
served him not long before at Penelope’s behest.'* On the other hand
Eurycleia ‘sits’ somewhere inconspicuous, as Penelope has first to ask
her to rise (357 ‘so rise now, prudent Eurycleia', dAX” dye viv dvordoa,
nepippwv Edpirdea, .. .). Penelope’s choice of Eurycleia is attributed
by the narraror to the fact that Penelope’s thoughts are completely
revolving around Odysseus especially after her recent conversation with
the apparent stranger.'> The words of the apparent stranger about an
old woman with great life experience therefore bring into her mind
the old woman to whom Odysseus is closest, Eurycleia (Penelope’s own
words make this clear: 354-5 ‘I have an old woman, the nurse of this

Y Schol. M V on Od4. 19.345 (Aristonicus) dferoivrar ol Tpeis, mpiTov pév
§re aipeirar iy Suvapémy émyvavar. .. (The three verses, i.e. 346-8, are athetized
[@Berodvrar] first because he picks the exact one who can recognize him..."). Cf. H.
Etbse, Beitrige zum Verstindnis der Odyssee, 1972, 75 ff., of. 94 ff.

10 Since B. Niese, Die Entwicklung der homerischen Poesie, 1882, 157 f.; also recently,
in spite of Rothe (above, n. 8) 151, eg. also Merkelbach (above, n. 7), 3: (by
the old one he, i.e. Odysseus, means Eurycleia, who is, of course, present...’), and
H. Vester, ‘Das 19. Buch der Odyssee’, Gymnasium 75 (1968), 425 (‘Touched by emo-
tion Odysseus forgets the role he is playing and therefore wants to have his feer washed by
Eurycleia ..."), although incidentally Vester makes it clear thar neither the conversation
between Odysseus and Penelope nor the foot washing was meant to lead to recognition.

' Cf. e.g. W. Biichner, ‘Die Niptra in der Odyssee’, RhM 80, 1931, 133; Vester (cf.
previous note); Eisenberger, Studien, 264 £. ('It does not occur to Odysseus that Eurycleia
might recognize him by his scar if Penelope would give her the task of washing his feet’:
but in the conception underlying our scene, the thought of the scar could only occur
to Odysseus affer Eurycleia was called in to wash his feet, which was unforeseeable to
him.,)

1204, 19. 96 ff; for her age, cf. 18.185, 17.499 (Eisenberger, Srudien 264); see also
23.153 f. where Eurynome ‘washes’ Odysseus.

B Cf eg 19.354 weivos {(cf. 18.181): in her thoughts ‘he’ is quite naturally
‘Odysseus’.

—— e —
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poor man, of Odysseus, who will wash your feet).'* The narraror,
who wants recognition of Odysseus to come about through Eurycleia,
motivates the course of events leading up to it in an entirely plausible
way: the unknown Odysseus will only have an 0/d woman wash his feet
for good reasons; Penclope’s thoughts are always on Odysseus, ergo she
picks the old woman who is closest to Odysseus, Eurycleia. For her part,
Eurycleia expressly welcomes Penelope’s choice, above all because the
appearance and unfortunate position of the apparent stranger remind
her strongly of her missing lord. At her words the concealed Odysseus
becomes aware of the danger, and while she makes preparations for the
foot washing he ‘quickly’ (389 affia) backs away from the hearth fire
into the darkness, as he has realized ‘immediately after her words’ (390
avrika) that she could recognize him by his scar and give him away.
But his precautionary measure comes too late; Eurycleia approaches
to wash her as yet unrecognized master and ‘immediately’ recognizes
the scar (392-3 adrixa 8'éyvw | 0dMw)."> The listener waits eagerly to
hear how she is able to recognize it despite the darkness and how she
will react. Instead of fulfilling these expectations, however, the narrator
inserts the story of the origin of the scar, spanning 72 lines (393 ff.,
introduced by a relative clause), to which Auerbach and many others
have taken exception.!® Only in 467 does the main plot pick up again,

Y ¢ori 8¢ pou ypyiss .. .| 4 keivov Sdoryuov & Tpépev %8 driralde: this means she

picks Eurycleia because she is thinking of Odysseus.

15 On 19.386 ff. M. Erren in his paper ‘ddrixa “immediately” as signal of the
beginning action in the fliad and the Odyssey', Poetica 3 (1970), 49 f. (only referring
to the second of the two aidrixa) states: ‘One might think that this recognition scene
is of foremost importance for the action which follows, but this is just not the case in
the Odyssey ... Nothing happens because of the recognition other than that a bowl of
warm water is spilled. People’s thoughts and speeches, hopes and fears are too small in
the Odyssey 1o become that important. ... But is the value of a scene in epic poetry to
be measured only in terms of what ‘emerges’ from it in the foreground? Erren leaves out
of account the central function of the scar and its history for the subsequent recognition
plot, as well as the significance of the scar narrative for the characterization of Odysseus
and Eurycleia. Moreover Erren passes over all narrative aspects which give the recognition
scene its special character (cf. e.g. the ‘paradox of misunderstanding’: Hélscher, Form der
Odlyssee, 64 f., or the narrative device of the ‘almost’: Odysseus is ‘almost’ recognized
many times: cf. most recently Eisenberger, Studien, 267). The peculiar tension of the
narrative is the effect of the narrator’s time and again exposing his Odysseus, who does
not want to be found out, to perpetual danger in his own house of giving himself away
or of being recognized despite his disguise.

16 Auerbach takes the Homeric narrative style, as he infers it from the scar digression,
to be indisputably ‘antiquated’ and unsatisfactory compared to the biblical ‘narrative’
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returning precisely to the point where it left off before the digression:
‘this scar the old woman recognized (yvé §°)’. Only now is the reason
given (‘she recognized it by touch’)," after which Eurycleia’s reaction
is portrayed, and the recognition scene is finally led to its goal at an
almost ‘meteoric’ tempo. Eurycleia touches and recognizes the scar on
Odysseus’ leg, she lets his foot drop, it falls into the bowl, upending it.
In her joy and pain she can hardly utter ‘you are Odysseus’. She wants
to alert Penelope—but Penelope’s thoughts are elsewhere. Odysseus
seizes his old nurse by the throat and warns and threatens her, and
she immediately promises to stay silent. She then brings fresh water
in place of that which was spilled and washes and anoints her master.
Odysseus moves back his chair closer to the fire to warm himself and
wraps the scar in his rags (line 507, ‘he wrapped the scar with his rags’
obAy 8¢ kata paxéesor kdAvey, brings the interlude to an emphatic
close).'®

Why is the plot broken up precisely between Eurycleias discovery
and reaction by the leisurely-told history of the scar, which seems to
stand in stark contrast to the tempo of the surrounding main plor?
Can we really conclude from this strange retardation, as Auerbach does,
that in the regular flow of the epic poem Homer did not differentiate
between foreground and background? Auerbach believes the digression
of the scar is without perspective and background for three reasons:'?
(1) because it sets off in the wrong place, (2) because it is so massive
that the listener loses sight of the main plot, and (3) because all;
narrated in the same manner without differentiation, i.e. wit
more important material ‘put in the foreground’ and the uni
‘obscured’. '

out the

(cf. e.g. Mimesis 7; 12-13; 21-3). Also cf. frequent earlier artempss to deny thar 1. 395—
466 were part of the ‘original’ Odyssey (e.g. A. Kirchhoff, Die homerische Odyssee, 1879,
523 £; P. V. d. Miihll, Odyssee, 3rd edn. 1962, apparatus to 19.395; consra, cf. e.g. already
W. Arend, Die typischen Scenen bei Homer, 1933, 19 n. 3; also E. Focke, Die Odyssee, 1943,
331 f. and even Merkelbach, Untersuchungen, 5 n 1.

17 467 f. v ypyds xarampyréoot Aafodoa | ywé §° émuaccapévy (‘this the old
woman recognized by touch as she grasped it with the palms of her hands’): the ‘palms
of the hands’ (xelpesor karampyvéoa) and the ‘touch’ (émpacoupéry) occur here
first, supplementing and explaining lines 392 .

Odysseus’ manceuvre with the chair (388 f. ‘away from the fire’ before the digres-
sion and 506 ‘towards the fire’ after the digression) shows that the narrator always has

the secting of the scene before his mind’s eye.
" Mimesis7,cf 4 £, 11 £, 22,
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Let us consider the digression taken by itself, which encompasses lines
393-466. Its cue and entrance is the scar recognized by Eurycleia, ‘the
scar that a boar with white tusk inflicted on Odysseus when he was at
Parnassus to see Autolycus and his sons; his grandfather Autolycus, who
excelled among men in thievery and shifty oaths’.

There are four themes or motifs emphasized here which character-
ize the development of the following narrative: (1) the scar, (2) the
boar, (3) Odysseus’ visit to Autolycus and his sons at Parnassus, and
(4) Autolycus, his grandfather. After the story has been retraced back to
Autolycus, it starts again in chronological order: (1) Auzolycus comes to
Ithaca immediately after the birth of his grandson, and gives to him
the name Odysseus ar the request of the nurse Eurycleia. Odysseus is
to be called ‘the angry one” because Autolycus came to Ithaca angry
at many people. Afterwards Autolycus invites the parents to send his
grandson to Parnassus when he has grown up, where Autolycus will
give him rich gifts (395—412). (2) The now-grown Odysseus takes up
the invitation and goes up to Parnassus to Autolycus and his sons, who
receive him kindly, and on the first day feast him richly (413-27).
(3) On the morning of the second day Odysseus goes hunting with
Autolycus’ sons. They arrive at an almost inaccessible thicket in the
woods where a powerful boar resides (428—43). (4) The boar, roused
from its hiding place by the noise of the hunters and hunting hounds,
begins to fight. Odysseus attacks, but the boar anticipates him, inflicting
a deep flesh wound above his knee; nevertheless, Odysseus is able to kill
him. The wound on his knee is bandaged by Autolycus’ sons, who then
take him back to Autolycus” house (444—58). Thus far the scar narrative
itself. The digression closes with Odysseus’ return to Ithaca laden with
gifts. In answer to his parents’ questions, he recounts his experiences
in order (462~0): here again at the end of the digression, just as at the
beginning, all four main motifs of the scar narrative are summarized:
(1) the scar, (2) the boar, (3) the hunt on Parnassus, and (4) Aurolycus’
sons. Thus the events surrounding the origin of the scar are recounted
three times, in the summaries at the beginning and end, and in detail
in the middle.

What is the function of this conspicuous insistence on the main
elements of the narrative? Many scholars have correctly pointed out
the ring-form and ‘regressive’ structure of the digression, by which the
Homeric narrator here as elsewhere seamlessly moves from the main plot
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into the digression and from the digression back into the main plot.??
As concerns Auerbach’s views, though, we are more interested in seeing
if the digression has a life of its own independent of the main plot, so
that it lacks any perspectival relation to the overall context.

By ‘perspective’ Auerbach means ‘the creation of foreground and
background’ or ‘the emphasis on the present of the narrative before the
past’.ZI In Lessing’s phrasing®® the term ‘perspective’, which, as is well
known, was taken from painting and applied to poetry,” requires ‘a
single viewpoint, a certain natural field of vision’. In modern literary
theory this is commonly called a superior viewpoint, a ‘point of view’
from which the narrator puts the things he is narrating into specific
spatial or temporal relations to one another, achieving the effect of
space. Is this space-effect, i.e. differentiation between foreground and
background from a fixed narrative point of view, not achieved and
not even intended in the version of the scar narrative as it stands, as
Auerbach claims? ‘A perspectival insertion into the main action’ would
have been possible, according to Auerbach, if the entire story of the
scar had been presented as a recollection which awakens in Odysseus’
mind at this particular moment.?* To achieve this one would only
have needed to insert it two lines earlier, ‘where the motifs “Odysseus”

20 However, the term ‘ring composition’ (cf. W. A. A. van Otterlo, Untersuchungen
iiber Begriff. Anwendung und Entstehung der griechischen Ringkomposition, Mededeelingen
Nederlandsche Akademie, NS 7.3 (1944), 131-76, esp. 133, and more recently Erbse
(above, n. 9), 75 n. 7 and 183 n. 45 for further references; further see A. Heubeck, Der
Odyssee-Dichter und die liias, 1954, 16 f. and ]. Haig Gaisser, ‘A Structural Analysis of
the Digressions in the f/iad and the Odyssey’, HSCP 73 (1969), 3 ff.), does not cover_the
organization of the elements of the digression precisely enough. On the term ‘regression’
of. T. Krischer, Formale Konventionen der homerischen Epik, Zetemarta 56 (1971), 136
ff. Comparable is the structure of mythical narrative in Pindar (cf. e.g. J. Duchemin,
Pindare, Pythigues, 1967, 97 on Pythian 4: ‘tout s'ordonne selon les lois de la composition
régressive, chére A Pindare’ (‘everything is governed by the rules of regressive composition
so dear to Pindar’). Pindar adopts and varies the Homeric technique of digression.

21 Mimesis 7: ‘Such [a) subjectivistic-perspectivistic procedure, creating a foreground
and background, resulting in the present lying open to the depths of the past...".

2 [aokoon oder Uber die Grenzen der Malerei und Poesie, 1766, ch. 19: “The mere
observance of the opical experience that a thing in the distance seems smaller than up
close is far from giving a painting perspective. Perspective requires a single viewpoint, a
certain natural field of vision ... . (I am referring here only to Lessing’s definition, nor his
claims about the lack of perspective in ancient paintings or in the Homeric description
of Achilles’ shield.)

B Cf. e.g. W. Kayser, Das sprachliche Kunstwerk, 14th edn., 1969, esp. 211 F.

2 Mimesis 7.
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and “recollection” were already at hand’. Auerbach is referring here
to lines 390—1: ‘then suddenly Odysseus feared that the nurse could
recognize the scar when she touched it and his whole plan might be
disclosed.”?® Thus Auerbach thinks the story of the scar could have been
inserted here in perspective as a recollection of Odysseus, expressed in
indirect speech. According to Auerbach the beginning of the narrative
might have looked something like ‘Suddenly it occurred to Odysseus that
she could recognize the scar which a boar had once given him’ (then
the digression would have followed as Odysseus’ recollection), and at
the end it would have said: ‘this scar, he feared, she might recognize.
Meanwhile Eurycleia came closer, intending to wash him, touched and
recognized the scar...and called out: you are Odysseus.” However this
method, ‘creating a foreground and background, resulting in the present
lying open to the depths of the past, is, in Auerbach’s view, ‘entirely
foreign to the Homeric style’.26

Is this claim true? Is the narrative as we have it actually without
perspective, and is Auerbach’s proposal of Odysseus recollecting at all
feasible for the Homeric narrator in an oral performance situation? The
latter can probably be answered outright in the negative. If one com-
pares Auerbach’s suggestion with the text as it stands, one substantial dif-
ference becomes apparent right away. In Auerbach’s alternative version
the scar is explained before it has its effect, i.e. before it really becomes
important for the plot. Would this not distract from the actual climax,
the recognition, ‘undermine’ it and divide the attention of the listener to
the detriment of suspense by elaborating a second fixed point in the plot
(‘Odysseus’ fear and memory’)? Is, moreover, the presentation from the
limited perspective of Odysseus, as recommended by Auerbach, really
in the interest of the overall plot? Odysseus’ scar is first mentioned here,
then plays a significant role three further times as an identifying feature:
21.217 ft., when Odysseus reveals himself to Eumaios and Philoitios;
23.73 ff., when Eurycleia refers to the foot washing and tells Penelope
about the scar; and 23.331 ff,, when, in answer to his farher Laertes
request for proof of his identity, Odysseus shows him his scar and

B Adrixa yap xard fupov dicaro, pi € Aufodoa | oDy dugppdooaito kal dupada
épya yévorro (‘for immediately’, ie. directly after, and because of, Eurycleia’s comment
about his similarity to ‘Odysseus’, 378-81, ‘he feared that, touching him, she might
recczgnize the scar and the truth would come 1o light’).

26 Mimesis, loc. cit.
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reminds him of its origin. In each of these three references ‘the boar
is also mentioned, and in two of them (with Eumaios and Philoitios as
well as with Laertes) ‘Autolycus and his sons’ and ‘Parnassus’ are also
referred to, in other words all four main elements of the digression. In
every instance these basic elements are repeated in such a way that only
the listener who is familiar with the story of the scar can make sense of
it. Thus the scar narrative in Book 19 is vital for a basic understanding
of the recognition plot.

The narrator introduces the scar where it is first significant for the
plot, as is usually done in introducing momentous plot elements in
the epic.27 In response the audience can ask a series of questions that
the narrator must consider: why was the scar so conspicuous, and why
did old Eurycleia remember it? What sort of scar was it, and when did
Odysseus get it? The answer to these questions must needs be somewhat
extensive in itself but a detailed introduction of the scar is also desirable
compositionally so that the audience can ger a clear idea of it and
remember it later. The narrator therefore faces a problem: given the
aforementioned conditions, which call for a longer clarifying digression,
how does one nevertheless keep the audience from losing track of the
main plot? The solution is apparent from the method and timing of the
interruption as well as from the form of the inserted narrative.

First, the narrator interrupts the narrative at its most critical point:
affer the recognition, but before its effect. The interruption at exactly this
peak of tension (whose function Auerbach does not examine),?® ensures
that the audience keeps the starting point clearly in mind. Furthermore,
the scar also remains the focus of interest throughout the digression,
not for its own sake, but because it is linked to an unforgettable episode
in Odysseus’ life, which in turn is significant both for himself and for

Y Cf. e.g. the bow {Od. 21.1 ff,, 11 ff), Odysseus’ bed (23.177 ff., 188 ff.) or,
particularly striking, Odysseus parting instructions to Penelope (18.257 ff,, cf. 175 f).

2 Already W. J. Woodhouse, The Composition of Homers Odyssey, 1930, 74 n. 8,
states correctly that the long digression was inserted ‘for the purpose of tension, just at
this point’, although he dodges the question of its function in the sentence: ‘it is idle to
quarrel with the poet for exercising his rights and inserting it just here’. Friedh. Miiller,
Darstellung 34 £., also stresses (against Auerbach) the significance of the timing of the
interruption (‘the scar is actually relevant exactly at this point and not two verses earlier’),
but he is incorrect both in his assumption that the point is ‘the realization of the crisis,
the question: recognition or non-recognition?’ (accepted by Eisenberger, Studien, 266 n.
32, but at the time of the interruption the scar is already recognized) and also in his view
that the story of the scar is told from Eurycleia’s perspective: on this see note 48.
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his career. The narrator, by presenting the hunting trip to Parnassus as
having already been arranged at Odysseus’ birth and namegiving, gives
the digression a dimension extending beyond the scar.?’ The battle with
the boar is clearly described as the first great achievement in the life
of the recently matured Odysseus. The scar that he brings back from
it is an impressive badge of honour and a memorial of the brilliantly
won battle. Autolycus and his sons make as much ado about the scar as
Odysseus’ parents do when he returns to Ithaca from his expedition (Il
45--56). Apparently the wound was #be topic of conversation in his fam-
ily and an unforgetiable event for everyone involved, that is, besides the
parents, above all for Eurycleia the nurse and for old trusted servants of
the family like the herdsmen Eumaios and Philoitios; not, however, for
Penelope, who has no memories of her own connected with the scar.?0
The fullness with which the circumstances surrounding Odysseus’ first
aristeia [demonstration of prowess] are recounted, including the festive
reception at Autolycus’ home, the detailed description of the hunting
scene, and the forceful image of the boar, evidently all serve to highlight
the event and anchor it both in the memory of those involved and
in that of the audience. The narrator prepares for the decisive event
long beforehand; the summaries already mentioned at the beginning
and the end of the digression, which lay down the importance and
order of the plot elements to be depicted in detail in the centre part
of the digression, serve to orient the audience (. 393—4 and 464-
6). The scar is the overriding subject everywhere, at the beginning

# Here, too, the question of function is important: why does the narrator stretch the
digression so far back (to Odysseus’ birth) from its actual occasion? Clearly Odysseus’
birth and naming are a matter of significance for his story, as is the role that he has
Aurolycus and Eurycleia play in it.

% Thus in Od. 23.81 ff. the narraror allows her to react incredulously and evasively
to Eurycleia’s report of having discovered the scar (contrast her reaction to Odysseus’
exposing the unigueness of the marriage bed, 23.205 ff.: only Penelope and Odysseus
share the story of the origin and the secret of the bed). As an identifying mark the scar
cannot be separated from the story connected with it, of which only the old members and
confidants of the family (Eurycleia, Eumaios, Philoitios, Laertes) have direct knowledge.
The scar is therefore an ‘unmistakable sign’ (o7jpa dpuppadés) only for them: the memory
shared by all of them is the basis of the recognition. This does not hold for Penelope,
though, and thus the analytical claim that the foot-washing scene ‘originally’ led to
recognition between Odysseus and Penelope (see e.g. Merkelbach, Untersuchungen, 2-6)
is entirely improbable. Eisenberger incorrectly states (Studien, 267; similarly aiready
C. H. Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradition, 1958, 302 f) that the scar was ‘only

introduced for the recognition by subordinates’ {Laertes?).
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(393), middle (449-58), and end (464 ff.) of the inserted narrative.

The listener, having heard the scar story narrated in such a way (i.e. in
Homer’s manner, observed already by Lessing, of replacing a description
of a visible object by an account of its coming into being),?! knows why
the old nurse must immediately have recognized this exceptional scar,
rooted unforgettably as it was in the family tradition. The listener, too,
will keep the scar and its history in mind throughout the rest of the
recognition story. It is out of the question, therefore, that the scar was
introduced only for its own sake and in such a way as to make the
audience lose track of the situation in the main plot which surrounds it,
as Auerbach believes.*

Furthermore the nurse Eurycleia herself connects the main plot with
the story inserted in it, as she is conspicuously linked to Odysseus both
inside and outside the digression. It was she who presented Autoly-
cus with his newborn grandson and called on him to give the baby
a name. Auerbach writes, “When the young Eurycleia (401 ff) sets
the infant Odysseus on his grandfather Autolycus’ knees...the aged
Eurycleia, who a few lines earlier had touched the wanderer’s foot, has
entirely vanished from the stage and from the reader’s mind.’** Here
Auerbach ignores the fact that in the main plot, before and after the
digression, both Penelope and Odysseus clearly refer to the connection
between Eurycleia’s past and present functions: Penelope in 353 ff.
introduces Eurycleia as the one who ‘raised the unlucky Odysseus after
she took him in her arms at his birth’.34 She stresses exactly the function
Eurycleia plays inside the digression. The audience would therefore
hardly forget about old Eurycleia when they hear about young Eurycleia

3\ Cf. Laokoon, ch. 16 on lliad 2.101 ff. (Agamemnon’s sceptre): ‘in place of a
depiction, he (Homer) gives us the story of the scepter ... Thus I finally know the scepter
better than the painter could show it to my eyes, or a second Vulcan deliver it into my
hands.’ Cf. e.g. Odysseus’ bow, Od. 21.11 ff., or the silver mixing bowl in /liad 23.740 ff.
{(whose beauty and cost are made plain through its story); cf. Friedh. Miiller, Darstellung
154 ff.; see also P Friedlinder, Johannes von Gaza, 1912, 1 £ (although Lessing is right
rather than Herder).

32 Mimesis 5 £; also Eisenberger, Studien, 266 n. 32, who states that the digression
reduces ‘the tension arising in 392 .

3 Mimesis S.

34 19.354 £, % reivov Sborqrov & Tpéper 78 dritalde | Sefapéry yelpeod, Sre pw
nparoy Téxe pirnp (... who carefully tended my unlucky husband, reared him, took
him into her arms the day his mother bore hint’; cf. 363, Eurycleias address téxkvor ‘my
child’ to the seemingly absent Odysseus).

S S
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in the framework of the scar digression. Odysseus himself brings up
the same intimate relationship when he appeals to Eurycleia after the
digression (482-3 ‘you yourself nourished me at your breast’).?®> Thus a
fundamental and intentional effect of our text comes from the contrast
between the nurse then and now and the young and old Odysseus.
The prominence of the nurse Eurycleia in the digression, which would
be strange if taken in isolation (she, not the mother or father, is the
one who gives Autolycus his grandson and asks him to give him a
name),*® can only be understood as reflecting Eurycleia’s significance
for the main plot. This is supported by a comparison to the parallel
recognition between Odysseus and his father Laertes (24.327 ff.). In
that recognition scene the scar serves the same purpose and the trip to
Parnassus is mentioned, but because the scene is with Laertes, the role of
the parents is naturally emphasized much more, and the nurse Eurycleia
does not appear. ‘You yourself’, Odysseus says to his father, ‘you and
mother sent me to my grandfather Autolycus so that I might receive
the promised giﬁs.’37 In the scar digression in Book 19, however, the
parents are given a low-key role and the nurse is clearly highlighted, as
she is the main character in the pivortal recognition scene with Odysseus.

Finally, the same co-ordination of digression and main narrative can
be seen in the portrayal of Odysseus’ grandfather Autolycus. Autoly-
cus the master thief?® is characterized at the beginning of the scar

B 4821, ab 8¢ kW érpeges avm) | 7¢ 0¢) émi pale (‘you fed me yourself, at your own
breast’), cf. 474, Eurycleia’s address to Odysseus: pidov 7ékos ‘my dear child’).

% The oddity of singling out Eurycleia is made even more striking in that although
the narrator gives her the role of handing little Odysseus to Autolycus and requesting
his naming, he emphasizes that Autolycus addresses his answer to the parents
alone (406). Thus instead of the parents, who would have been the more natural
addressees, Eurycleia is given pride of place for the special purposes of this scene.

3 Od. 24. 333=5 o0 8¢ pe mpolews kal wérvia phryp | & marép Adrdduxov unTpds
@idov, Gepp’ dv Edolpmy | Sdpa, Ta Selipo poldv pot Sméoyeto kal karévevaev (‘for you
and my honoured mother had sent me to Autolycus, mother’s father, so that [ would
receive the gifts that he promised me and consented to when he came here’: to understand
what ‘Autolycus in Ithaca’ and the ‘promised gifts’ are, one needs to be familiar with the
scar narrative in Book 19); cf. also Friedh. Miiller, Darstellung, 33.

¥ Cf. Iiad 10.267 (thief); Hesiod fr. 64—7 M.-W. (thief and artful deceptionist).
The Homeric narrator clearly interprets Autolycus’ famous «Aemrooivy in Book 19 of
the Odyssey not as ‘thievery’ but as ‘disguise’ and ‘deception’, bringing it closer to the
qualities that are characteristic of Odysseus in our Odyssey. On xAemrooivy 6 Sprw Te
(‘with deceptive oath’) cf. Odysseus’ promise at 14.151 ff. to Eumaios, 19.302 ff. to
Penelope, and 20.229 ff. to Philoitios: each time it involves a ‘sneaky’, deceptive oath, as
Odysseus does not swear as who he really is.
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digression just as Odysseus characterizes himself elsewhere (19.395-6
‘Autolycus ... who excelled at deception and oaths’s Adrévkos.. . 65
gvbpdrmovs éxéxacro | rhemrooivy 8 Spkw e, cf. Odysseus self
portrait 9.19-20 ‘I am Odysseus, who is renowned for all sorts of
cunning deceptions among men’: elu”’O8voaeds . .. 6s mioe d6Aotow |
dvlpdmorot pédw).? In and of itself, perhaps, this agreement would
not be very remarkable, but it is striking in connection with Autolycus’
naming of Odysseus (407-9): ‘because I', says Aurolycus, ‘have come
here to Ithaca angry (88vsoduevos) at many men and women, my
grandson here should be called “Odysseus” (the “angry one” or “man
of anger”).” This namegivin if taken out of context is quite strange
and difficult to understand;*® Autolycus’ anger seems far-fetched and
is not motivated anywhere. All the more meaningful is, however, the
etymology ‘Odysseus’: d8vaadpevos for Odysseus himself and the sit-
uation that /e finds himself in now. 4! It is Odysseus, not Autolycus,

3 Cf. 13.291 ff. (Athena to Odysseus) kepdadéos k' €in kai émixdomos, 8s oe
napéMoi | év mdvreoor 86Aoiot. ..otk dp’ Euelles | ... Mifew drardwr | pibwy Te
khomriwy, of Tou Teddlev pidow elaiv...('he must be a sly fox and a master of disguise
to surpass you in the variety of cunning deceptions. .. So you were not about to ... stop
your dissembling and your deceptive tale-telling that are dear to you from the bottom
of your heart’); in a similar vein cf. also 3.121 f. (Nestor about Odysseus:) pda moAév
vixa 8ios Vdvaoes | mavrolowar 86dowoe (‘Odysseus was by far the best ar all sorts of
deception’).

40" K. Maréts interpretation of the Autolycus figure in our digression (Autolykos’
in Minoica und Homer, ed. V. Georgiev and J. Irmscher, 1961, 24-30, esp. 27 £.; cf.
Eisenberger, Studien, 266 n. 32) is methodologically questionable, as he does not consider
the context, and it is linguistically untenable, as he takes d8vsadpevos to be a passive (loc.
cit. 28 with n. 4; similarly e.g. P. Philippson and D. N. Maronitis; see following note):
outside our section, the verb 38¥ccouat ‘1 am angry’ appears eight times in the Jliad and
the Odyssey (four of these are in the Jliad), and each time a personal object of the anger is
given or implied; the middle does not have a passive meaning in any of these cases (seven
times aorist, once perfect). Moreover, all four parallels to 19.407 in the Odyssey refer to
Odysseus (1.62, 5.340, 5.423, 19.275, each time of gods: Zeus, Poseidon, Helios, who
‘are angry’ at Odysseus, each time in direct speech: by Athena to Zeus; by Ino-Leucothea
to Odysseus; by Odysseus to himself and to Penelope). The Odyssey poet clearly restricted
the use of the verb d8usaduevos to the etymological connection with ‘Odysseus’: as in
the four parallels, d8vsoduevos in 19.407 also is only pertinent for Odysseus (and not
for Autolycus). In the name ‘Odysseus’ (‘Man of anger’) the narrator ‘etymologically’ sees
either the ‘anger’ of the gods against his hero, or (19.407-9) the ‘anger’ of his hero against
others; cf. also R. Pfeiffer, History of Classical Scholarship, 1968, 4.

! Therefore one cannot simply regard the figure of Autolycus as a mythical model for
the figure of Odysseus, and then differentiate between a pre-Odyssean (Autolycan’) and
an Odyssean Odysseus in our Odjssey (as recently done by D. N. Maronitis, ‘Avalnrijoy
xkalvéoros Tov " Odvacéa II', Hellenika 22 (1969), 3-64 and 3057, esp. 19--27 following
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who returns to Ithaca angry at many men and women (and he expresses
this anger at the suitors and unfaithful maids freely, in his statement to
Eurycleia immediartely following the digression, at 488 f.).4? Autolycus,
the grandfather, is clearly portrayed as a ‘doppelginger’ to Odysseus in
view of the main narrative, and Odysseus’ situation in the main narrative
is projected back onto his grandfather Autolycus. In the scar digression
Autolycus serves suggestively to foreshadow the approaching revenge
plot in the main narrative. His assimilation to Odysseus is a special
form of a Homeric pracrice, illustrated recently by M. M. Willcock?
and B. K. Braswell in reference to the lliad,* of adjusting paradigmaric
mythical figures more or less forcibly to the requirements of a specific
plot.

The digression’s ‘chronicling narrative’ has thus always to be seen
as the background for the main narrative’s ‘scenic exposition’, deep-
ening and elucidating it.*> Their relationship to one another in the
text shows that the narrator carefully distinguishes between foreground
and background from a fixed and superior viewpoin, i.e. he is telling
his story in perspective in Auerbach’s sense of the word.*® The sense

Marét’s explanation of ddvaaduevos; cf. I Philippson, ‘Die vorhomerische und die
homerische Gestalt des Odysseus’, MH 3 (1946), 8-22, esp. 13). On the conirary the
narrator, in inverse fashion, made Autolycus like Odysseus to meet the demands of the
plot.

42 The narrator allows the disguised Odysseus to be insulted again and again not only
by the suitors, but also by some of the servant girls. Consequently his anger is directed
not only towards ‘men’ (19.488 ‘the suitors’ cf. 408 dvSpdow) but also towards ‘women’
(490 Suwas . .. yuvaixas, cf. 408 yovaifdy).

4 ‘Mythological Paradeigma in the Ziad’, CQ 14 (1964), 141-54 (referring to the
‘Niobe’ and ‘Meleager’ stories, among others: cf. 142: “The Niobe story shows that, in
order to produce his parallel in the paradeigma, the author of the /iad is prepared to
invent the significant details of the myth’ [emphasis Willcock’s]).

44 *Mythological Innovation in the fliad’, CQ 21, 1971, 16-26 (invention of mythical
details with a compensatory effect, e.g. Thetis’ help for Zeus, 7. 1.394 ff.: ¢f. p. 23: It
would be possible to find many instances of details in myths that have been invented to
fit the occasion ... ).

4 The terms ‘berichtende Erzihlung' (‘panoramatisch’)/‘chronicling narracive’
(‘panoramic’) and ‘szenische Darstellung’ (‘mimetisch’)/‘scenic portrayal’ (‘mimertic’) to
differentiate the two ‘typical narrative situations’ are taken from F. K. Stanzel, Typische
Formen des Romans, 7th edn., 1974, 11 f.

% The attention to perspective, i.e. the differentiation berween foreground and back-
ground from a fixed point, should not be denied the narrator here (and elsewhere in the
Odyssey). The particular clarity and detail required in an oral narrative setting does not
mean that the narrator knows no perspective or that he neglected them at his pleasure.
The Odyssey poet’s portrayal of the hero’s first-person narratives to the Phaiakians (books
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of space achieved by the scar narrative does not rely on the_ limi.ted
perspective of one of the characters in the action;’ rather, the digression
is told from the perspective of the ‘omniscient’ narrator and intended as
information for the audience.*® Considering its layout and cast it is only
understandable as part of the main narrative, which the narrator does
not lose track of any more than the audience does. ‘A digression that
will increase suspense by retarding the action,” says Auerbach, ‘must
be constructed so that it will not fill the present entirely, will not put
the crisis, whose resolution is being awaited, entirely out of the reader’s
mind, and thereby destroy the mood of suspense; the crisis and the
SUSPENSE . . . Must remain vibrant in the background.’49 In contrast to
what Auerbach believes, the Homeric narrator has done everything here
to fulfil these requirements, as can be seen when one considers the
function of the individual plot elements and takes into account the
special situation of oral narration, in contrast to the epic as read.

What Auerbach based his views on, and carefully described, is the
effect produced by the scar narrative in and of itself in the mind of
the modern reader. This is most likely why his theses about Homeric
epic style, as exemplified by the scar digression, could seem entirely
plausible at first glance. However, if one pays attention to the context

9-12), for example, show that he was entirely aware of the meaning of ‘point of view'.
The restricted narrative perspective inherent in the account of the acting character is
clearly taken into account: the first-person narrator Odysseus, looking back on his own
experiences, narrates only what he himself lived through or heard from others (chis
last point, when not clear on its own, is expressly stated: cf. esp. Od. 12.389 f): see
W. Suerbaum, ‘Die Ich-Erzihlungen des Odysseus’, Poetica 2, 1968, 150~77, esp. 154 ff.
(on the ‘limitation of perspective’) and 159 f. on Od. 12.389 f. (the two verses ‘show
already that the poet of the Odyssey was well aware of the restrictions which the narrowed
perspective of a first-person narrative imposed on his hero Odysseus’). In this case,
100, the overall situation (Odysseus narrating, Phaiakians listening) remains ever present
in the background. In particular the narrator achieves this by interrupting Odysseus’
Apologue in the middle, and bringing back the situation at the beginning in the minds
of his audience by inserting the scene (11.333-84) about the reaction of Alkinoos and the
Phaiakians. Here, too, foreground and background from the standpoint of the narrator
are carefully differentiated.

47 Thar is, of Odysseus or Eurycleia (for the latter see H. Sauter, Die Beschreibungen
Homers, Diss. Tiibingen 1954, 43 ff.; Whitman, Homer 119; Friedh. Miiller, Darstellung,
34).

# Odysseus and Eurycleia each lived only a part of what is recounted in the digres-
sion, but for his purposes the narrator requires the memory of both of them taken
together.

¥ Mimesis 4.

____——
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of the digression, by which it actually gets its meaning, and if one takes
into account the unique requirements of oral epic, with its vital need to
attend to the listeners’ abiliry to follow the development of the plot and
remember its significant details, Auerbach’s theses lose much of their
plausibility. His views, influenced by the discussion between Goethe
and Schiller on epic and drama, fail to do justice to the Homeric epic
because they do not consider it in the light of its unique conditions.

ADDENDUM 1990

W. Suerbaum (letter of 14 Sept. 1978) felt my article needed a comment
on Aristotle, Poetics 8, 1451 a26 (in which Aristotle views ‘the story of
the scar as precisely nor an integral part of the Odjyssey’) and on ‘the
more general topic of the episodic’. On the problem of the ‘episode’ and
the ‘episodic’, see my paper ‘Terminologische Probleme in der Poetik
des Aristoteles’ (Hermes 118 (1990), 129-49, esp. 136 f; 147 f. [see
now my ‘Darstellungsziele’ (2006), 53051, cf. 526 f. with notes 3 and
4)). In Poetics 8, however, Aristotle stresses that a coherent plot is not
achieved simply through unity of character (in the sense that all parts
of the plot concern one and the same person). Homer obviously knew
this, Aristotle says (‘either because of his competence as an artist or by
instinct’) and thus in the Odyssey he avoided a sequence of scenes like
(1) ‘Odysseus’ wounding at Parnassus’, (2) ‘Odysseus’ feigned madness
during the mustering of the Greek host against Troy’, ‘which do not
follow one another either by necessity or probability’ (O8voseav yap
oL@y odk émolnoey dmavra doa avTd owéBy, ofov mAnyivar uev év
16 Topracod, pavivar 8¢ mpoomorjoacbar év 7¢) dyepud, dv 0vdév
Barépov yevouévou dvayxaiov v 1) elkos Bdrepov yevéobar...). The
objection raised frequently that the first of the two scenes mentioned
does in fact appear in our Odyssey, namely at 19.392 ff. (e.g. B. G. E
Else, Aristotles Poetics: The Argument, 1957, 298 £; D. W. Lucas, Aris-
totle: Poetics, 1968, 112 f. on this section: ‘odd’, although the latter
notes, p. 117, that ‘whart Aristotle says is’ that ‘these incidents. .. have
no relation to each other’, see below), does not take into consideration
the arrangement of the ofov-colon by the particles uév and 8¢ (mAnyiva:

pév ... pavivae 8¢...), nor the justifying relative clause attached to it
(v 008év .. .cf. Poer. 9, 1451b 34 f): the two scenes cited should be

Odysseus’ Scar 61

seen not each by itself, but in their (illogical) arrangement together: the
combination of the ‘wounding at Parnassus’ with the ‘feigned madness’
does not result in a coherent plot and Homer therefore avoided it.
Homer did not simply report all the events in the mythical biographies
of his heroes (cf. 1451a 17 £. é¢ &v éviwv 008éy éorww év) and put them
one after another, as did the authors of the Heracles or Theseus epics,
but always selected and presented the mythical facts in such a way thar
they formed a unified plot structure (cf. 1451a 28 f. uila mpdais). Thus,
we may add, the scar narrative is incorporated as a ‘retrospection’ related
to the plot in the foot-washing scene of Book 19 (cf. Poer. 16, 1454b
26 f£), while the story of the feigned madness is left out altogether.
From the eighth chapter of the Poetics one cannot infer that Aristotle
‘did not consider the wounding on Parnassus part of the structure’ (of
the Odyssey) ‘as defined in ch. 17, i.e. 1455b 15-23 (Lucas, Aristotle:
Poeties 117 to 51a 26; on this see Hermes 118, 137 ). [On Aristotle see
now also K. Nickau, ‘Einiges oder Eines’, RAM 146, 2003, 138-59.]
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his heroic identity, although he is repeatedly presented with situations
in which doing so would cause him to complete the Iliadic scenario of
an early death, but without the compensating £leos. It his experiences in
the enchanted realm and the explicit advice of Teiresias and Kirke teach
a lesson of wholesale renunciation, then Odysseus has failed to learn it.
In short, despite the fact that in this poem, failure belongs exclusively to
the heroic side of his character, and although his willingness and ability
to suppress his heroic identity ensures his success against overwhelming
odds, Odysseus lays claim to that identity the moment he is able.
Heroism has been reformulated, but the hero is not ‘reformed’: even
as moral agent, the Odysseus that returns from the enchanted world
remains ambiguous, at once necessary and dangerous to his laos. Y7

4.7 The foregoing constitutes a nucleus of a forthcoming bock. I have read drafts
of it at a seminar sponsored by the Smithsonian Institution and the Society for the
Preservation of the Greek Heritage (March 7, 1998), Bryn Mawr College (October 3,
1997), and the annual meeting of the American Philological Association (December
1996), in addition to a conference at Baylor University (October 1996). 1 would like
to thank the audiences, in particular Marcel Detienne, Ann Kuttner, Joseph Russo, and
Jonathan Shay for their questions and observations. I would also like to thank Greg
Nagy for a series of helpful e-mail exchanges on various issues raised in this paper, and to
my colleagues at the University of Texas, Derek Collins, Michael Gagarin, and Andrew
Riggsby, for their written comments on the final draft.

7
Odysseus and the Art of Lying

Peter Walcot

In the second half of the Odyssey the hero of the poem tells his celebrated
series of lying stories, to the disguised Athene, to Eumacus, to Antinous,
to Penelope, and, last and most surprising of all since the suitors are
now dead, to his father Laertes. There is a basic similarity to all of these
fictions, but there are differences as well, each story being shaped by
the circumstances in which it was told and by the person to whom it
was addressed.! You must not relate the same story if you happen to be
cast ashore after a shipwreck and meet a beautiful young princess, and
if you are simply deposited asleep on land and encounter what seems to
be a fellow male, and Odysseus does not, for in the former situation he
just begins what promises to be an elaborate lie, referring to a journey
1o Delos at the head of a throng, a journey destined ro bring him
tribulations (Od. 6.162-5), and then resumes a succession of fulsome
compliments. Odysseus senses that young princesses are more likely to
respond to supplication reinforced by an earnest wish for their future
happiness as married women, and so his lie is abandoned, leaving only a
vague impression that this bedraggled stranger is more important than
his present appearance may suggest. It is part of my purpose to identify

! On reoccurring themes in Homer see especially Fenik, 1974, who dlaims that the
poet ‘achieves, on the one hand, a close thematic co-ordination between all the major
parts of his narrative by means of these repetitions—certain interests and emotions
dominate—but at least as important as this seems o be his fascination with the almost
unlimited possibilities for variation in the favourite situations and his desire to exploit
their strong emotional content at every tuen’ (p. 42). See also Nagler, 1974, particularly
chapters 3 and 4 and his comment: ‘a type scene is not essentially a fixed sequence ... not
even a fixed pattern for the progressive selection of fixed or variable elements. .. bur an
inherited preverbal Gestalt for the spontaneous generation of a “family” of meaningful
details’ (pp. 81-2).
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and examine these similarities and differences; I wish also to consider
the stories in order to see what they tell us about the value system of
Greek society, since the Odyssey retained its appeal over the centuries
and such an appeal implies that Homer’s story conformed with later as
much as with contemporary values. It is easy for the modern student of
the Homeric poems to brand Odysseus an unscrupulous liar, and many
have felt the hero’s deceit of the aged Laertes to be as distasteful as it
is undoubredly gratuitous, and sympathy is, therefore, expressed with
the opinion of those ancients who would have brought the Odyssey 1o
its conclusion with Book 23.% Bur first we ought, however, to ask how
the Greeks in general regarded the practice of lying—was it the subject
of the disapproval with which we deplore it today? Did the Greeks of
antiquity not merely tolerate but even commend the liar, considering
an ability to lie convincingly a talent necessary to success, necessary
perhaps to survival, in a world dominated by hostile forces? An affir-
mative answer to my question is suggested by Homer’s place in Greek
education, especially when we note the emphasis on utility associated
with the poets’ claim to be thought educators (e.g. Aristophanes, Frogs,
1031-6). '

In the Hippias Minor Plato presents us with a picture of Hippias, who
assesses the relative claims of Achilles in the /fiad and Odysseus in the
Odyssey to be rated the better man. According to the sophist, Achilles
was the bravest of those going to Troy and Odysseus the most ‘versatile’
(364c), and to Hippias versatility meant ability to deceive and that
ability was the result of trickiness and intelligence (365b-¢). If Achilles
deceives it is not deliberate, whereas Odysseus does so purposely and
by design (370a ff.). If Socrates throws his opponent into confusion,
we enjoy the spectacle, being inclined to condemn Hippias himself as
a sophist and to remember Sophocles’ treatment of Odysseus in the
Philoctetes and the contrast exploited in that play between Odysseus and
Achilles’ son Neoptolemus. But in case we make too much of one play,
we should also recall the opening of another tragedy by Sophocles, the
Electra, when Orestes does more than instruct the paidagogos [slave who
took care of him as a child] to announce his own death, for he wants
his servant to add an oath as well (verses 47-8), and perjury is more

2 As it is, for example, by Solmsen in Kirkwood, 1975, pp. 13 ff. Cf. Fenik, 1974,
pp. 47-53, 78 80, and 148-9.
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heinous a crime than deception. And one lie told by Odysseus we are
all prepared to excuse, the lie he tells Alcinous when the Phaeacian king
finds fault with his daughter for failing to escort Odysseus all the way
back to the palace (Od. 7.298-307; cf. 6.259 ff). Odysseus is as much a

cacemaker here as he is in yet another play by Sophocles, the Ajax (cf.
Stanford, 1954, pp. 8 ff. and 102 ff.).

But perhaps we will be on firmer ground if we turn from philosopher
and dramatist to an actual fifth-century Greek who surely, beyond all
others, appears to match Homer’s Odysseus in character and in achieve-
ments. | refer to Themistocles, who in the first half of the hfth century
seems to have been wildly successful in deceiving everybody: his fellow
Athenians, the Spartans and the Persians. The details of his career and
its remarkable vicissitudes stand in no need of description here.? What
is relevant is the Greek evaluation of a politician so consummate that
he ended his life a dependent of the Persian monarchy whose hopes
of territorial expansion into Europe he had thwarted. One episode in
the life of Themistocles forcibly underlines the parallel between the
epic hero and the real man, the story of how the fleeing Themistocles
secured the protection of Admetus, king of the Molossians. The king
was no friend, but Themistocles took advantage of his absence from
home to become the queen’s suppliant. At her instruction he took up
the royal child and sat down at the hearth. This gave Themistocles the
chance of speaking to Admetus on his return and thus dissuading him
from refusing his protection. Although like the situation that Odysseus
encountered on his arrival at the Phaeacian palace to such an extent
as to arouse our suspicions, the tradition is reported by Thucydides
(1.136-7), and the historian also offers us a contemporary assessment
of Themistocles’ abilities.

Indeed, Themistocles was a man who showed an unmistakable natural genius;
in this respect he was quite exceptional, and beyond all others deserves our
admiration. Without studying a subject in advance or deliberating over it later,
but using simply the intelligence that was his by nature, he had the power
to reach the right conclusion in matters that have to be settled on the spur
of the moment and do not admit of long discussion, and in estimating what
was likely to happen, his forecasts of the future were always more reliable than

3 All the evidence relating to Themistocles and the ancient assessment of his life and
character has been collected by Podlecki, 1975.
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those of others . . . He was particularly remarkable at looking into the future ang
secing there the hidden possibilities for good or evil. To sum him up in a fey
words, it may be said that through force of genius and by rapidity of action
this man was supreme at doing precisely the right thing at precisely the right
moment. (Thucydides, 1.138, 3, Warner, trans.)

The fact that Themistocles wins so warm a eulogy from Thucydides
suggests that his epic counterpart would also have been enthusiastically
applauded by the historian with his regard for intuitive action in an
emergency.

Today we appreciate that the Greeks were not unqualified paragons.
In fact the author of a recent book speaks of them in the following
words:

The Greeks were obsessively concerned with the admiration and approval of
their peers. This fostered a character which was vain, boastful, ambitious,
envious and vindictive. Above all the arousal of envy and the obraining of
revenge were esteemed most highly.  (Littman, 1974, p. 18)

But already, a century before, in a book which passed through seven
editions, the last of which was reprinted as late as 1907, J.P. Mahaffy had
reacted against the tendency to idealize antiquity and to see there only
what was praiseworthy and beautiful.* Whatever its sales for more than
thirty years, this book would seem not to have had the impact which
it warranted, perhaps because Mahaffy admitted no compromise. Thus,
speaking of the really leading figures in the //iad and Odyssey, with the
exception of Achilles, Mahaffy, having already stated thar ‘to deceive an
enemy is meritorious, to deceive a stranger innocent, to deceive even a
friend perfectly unobjectionable, if any object is to be gained’, remarks
(p. 27) thar they ‘do not hesitate at all manner of lying’; discussing the
Greeks of the lyric age, he avers (p. 124) ‘that dishonesty was not an
occasional symptom in the worst epochs of Greek history, but a feature
congenital in the nation and indelible—waxing and waning, no doubt,
but always at a tolerably high level’; again, referring to ‘the meanness and
lying of the Greeks in Herodotus’, Mahaffy singles out their relations
with the Persians, and, though he does not specify Themistocles by

4 Mahaffy, 1890. The first edition of this book appeared in 1874, the second in 1875,
the third in 1877, the fourth in 1879, the fifth in 1883, the sixth in 1888, and the seventh
in 1890, the last mentioned being reprinted on four occasions between 1894 and 1907.
My own references are to the seventh edition.
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pame, he is presumably alluding to the Athenian statesman among
others when he says that:

__all through the reign of the Achaemenid dynasty, the Greeks, an(.i 'Greeks
;)f all ciries, were going up to Susa on all manner of prete.xts, promllsmg the
great king all manner of easy conquests, begging for restoration to their homes,
asking for money, and paying him with perpetual ingratitude.

(Mahaffy, 1890, pp. 157-8)

Mahaffy’s insight into the workings of the Greek mir'ld is q}l?te star-
ding, and he reveals an appreciation of the way in which politics were
conducted among the Greeks, the accuracy of which we are qnly now
beginning to acknowledge. Thus elsewhere in Social Life he writes:

The Greek parties in his (i.e. Thucydides) day were very unlike the great
constitutional parties of our House of Commons, and should be rather callc?d
factions and cabals. They were of small compass, occupied, for the most part, in
the struggles of small societies, where all the members were personally kn.own
as friends, and all the opponents personally hated as enemies. Thus the bitter-
ness, the rancour of faction, was intensified to a degree hardly known among

(Mahaffy, 1890, pp. 178-9)

us.

It has been very recently that we have come to appreciate the significance
of a concept such as philia [friendship] in the political life of Ather.ls.5
Buc is there a particular reason to explain why Mahaffy achieved
so penetrating an appraisal of the Greeks? Was it simply because ‘any
thoughtful man who has lived in Ireland comes to understand Greek
political hate with peculiar clearness’ (p. 100)? In the preface to the
seventh edition of Social Life Mahaffy explains how he sought out the
material for his book ‘not in previous commentators, but in the Greek
books themselves, which I re-read one by one specially, with particular
attention to the social points they contained’” (p. viii). This scholar,
then, went back to the actual evidence surviving from antiquity, and
was not content merely to follow the opinions of others. But there is
another factor as well—Mahaffy realized that there were similarities in
the basic values of ancient and contemporary Greeks, and his knowledge
of the latter, acquired on two visits to Greece, the first in 1875 and
the second in 1877, helped him to understand the former. And so,
having stated in his preface that he preferred what the Greeks themselves

5 See now Connor, 1971, especially ch. 2.
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said to the interpretations of scholars, he adds: “This was the method
which led me to draw a picture of the Greeks from their ancient books
corresponding in many points to the Greeks of today, nor do I know
of any attempt to dispute the accuracy of my statements.” The firs
visit to Greece resulted in the publication of Rambles and Studies in
Greece, originally issued in 1876 and published in a seventh edition
as late as 1913. The second, revised and enlarged, edition of 1878
has Mahafty comparing ancient and nineteenth-century Greeks in their
craving for local independence, in the position of women in society, in
their jealousy and reluctance to see one of their own set above them,
and in the role of bribery in politics (Mahaffy, 1878, pp. 53-4, 208-
9, 237, 230-1, 231-2). Mahaffy’s observations have been shown to be
sound, but what he did not understand was why such parallels could
be drawn, for his argument that an explanation was to be found in
racial continuity is untenable. To find a convincing answer, one must
turn to the work of social anthropologists of the twentieth century and
their analysis of the moral values of what is termed peasant society, a
segment of mankind impatent of definition but essentially small-scale,
self-sufficient producers occupying a rural environment and organized
on the basis of individual families. Certain fundamental values are
characteristic of peasant societies, however widely spaced in time and
place those societies may have been or are.® In order better to appreciate
the Greek attitude to deceit and lying we may consider the function of
lying in other peasant societies, and, if we have to select a particular
group of peasants, there is much to be said for following Mahaffy’s
lead and looking at the various peasant communities of modern Greece
which have recently been studied in the field by social anthropologists,
and here three studies are outstanding, that of a village in Boeotia by
Ernestine Friedl (1962), that of Sarakatsan shepherds of north-west
Greece by J. K. Campbell (1964), and that of another village, this time
one in Euboea, by Juliet du Boulay (1974).

Vasilika is a village in Boeotia very near the foot of Mount Parnassus,
which at the time it was studied (1955-6) had a population of 216.
Ninety miles from Athens and fifteen miles from the provincial capital

& The classic study of peasant society remains Redfield, 1956. A most useful collection
is offered by Shanin, 1971, in which see especially Sutti Ortiz, pp. 322 ff. Two series
of particular relevance are Oxford Monographs on Social Anthropology, which includes
the book by du Boulay (1974), and the Pavilion Series, one of whose titles is Loizos,
1975.
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of Levadhia, and with other villages considerably nearer and a local
railway station only a mile away, Vasilika is by no means isolated, .but
qraditional attitudes persist. Life is thought to be a struggle against
nature and a struggle against other human beings. The world is hostile
and one must be on one’s guard: the person from ourside the village,
whether he lives two or many thousands of miles away is a stranger,
and strangers, almost by definition, are thieves and the charge is no
empty convention but a serious accusation. It is commonplafce to lie
deliberately to children in an effort to get them to do something, and,
while the child may become confused, never knowing whether an adult
is telling the truth or deceiving him, he also learns what the villagers
regard as a crucial lesson, not to trust anybody, howe\{er close. anFl
dear, completely. To lie does not constitute the moral crime which it
has become in the sophisticated culture of Western Europe and North
America, and one lies to other villagers and to those outside the village
as much as to children. ‘Each man and woman expects to develop
skills both in the art of guilefulness and in the art of detecting the
guilefulness in others’, and ‘older children who have learned to turn
the tables on their parents and try to deceive them are admired even
as they are scolded’ (Friedl, 1962, p. 80). To tell lies, then, is a way of
life and does not convey moral stigma, and, since conversational skill
is highly treasured and people talk at each other rather than to each
other, an elaborately contrived lie wins approval. The agonistic quality
of life affects conversation: one person will try to secure information
from another, and that other villager will attempt to reveal as little as
possible in his reply, and the questioner, having established what he
wished to learn, will claim a prior knowledge of the fact. Bug, although
those ourside the village community are denounced as thieves, there
is a genuine pride in being Greek, and to be Greek is to possess certain
qualities, including cleverness and guile (Friedl, 1962, pp. 105-6). Here
Odysseus is quoted as an example, and a preference for the Odyssey
rather than for the /liad is also maintained, for another artribute of
Greeks is love of adventure and this is better illustrated by the former
epic. As has been noted on the basis of an analysis of narrative material
collected from rural Greece, ‘the value of cleverness is praised, of sharp
bargaining, lying and repudiation of obligations of payment.”’

7 Blum, 1970, p. 221; the chird section of the book, ‘Survivals and Parallels’
(pp. 263 ff.), contains much of relevance to this paper.

————*
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Among the Sarakatsan shepherds the same hostility and lack of trust
is displayed on every side, and there is a consequent recourse to lies: ‘I
is a virtue generally’, Campbell writes, ‘to cheat, deceive, and lie ro non-
kinsmen’. Again we see considerable prestige attached to what is not far
short of low cunning, and it is reported that ‘men lie as a matter of habit
and principle to deny other people information’, though ‘cleverness
and cunning are legitimate and praiseworthy where their object is the
protection or advancement of family interests, but not beyond these
limits, or for their own sake’, and perjury is not to be practised. Secrecy
has progressed to the point of being an obsession, so much so thart one
housewife will not tell another what she is cooking for the evening meal
(Campbell, 1964, pp. 316, 283, 324, 192; see also pp. 210, 294).

Two shepherds leading mules meet on a path and pause for ten minutes to
deny each other the simple pleasure of knowing where each has come from,
what he is carrying, and where he is going. The questions are as pertinent as
the answers are evasive. Children are drilled into these attitudes from their early
years.  (Campbell, 1964, p. 192)

Supporting evidence is provided by du Boulay, whose work in Ambéli
was carried out ten or more years later. Life in this Euboean village,
cut off as it is from the wider world, has similarly persisted along
the traditional lines, and ‘in normal life’, du Boulay tells us, ‘lying is
not something which disturbs the villager’s conscience’; in fact lying is
elsewhere said to rank as an institution, ‘a talent indispensable to village
life, and one which is almost universally possessed’. The expression “‘You
can live without lies” is claimed to be universally current in the village.
Lies are not only a means of concealment bur also serve to trick another
into yielding information (du Boulay, 1974, pp. 78, 172, 191). But in
case we are 0o swift to rush to condemn the villagers, we ought to
note, as Mahafly himself noted a century ago, that everybody assumes
the worst of everybody else—du Boulay quotes what happens with a
young girl: if she goes out and talks to people, she is thought loose in
her behaviour, but if she stays within the confines of the house, she
can still be accused of laziness or ill-health.® And there is something
else to be remembered especially now as we turn to the lying stories

told by Odysseus: “Truth for him (i.e. the villager of Ambéli) has many

8 Compare du Boulay, 1974, p. 195 and Mahaffy, 1913, pp. 223-4.
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manifestations, and a lie on one level may legitimately be accepted as a
way of revealing truth on a higher level. It is, if one may put it like thlls,
the appearance (which may be contingently false) revealing the reality
(which is essentially true)’ (du Boulay, 1974, p. 193).° .
Equipped with the knowledge supplied by social anthropologists
whose work has been centred in contemporary Greek communities, we
realize that Odysseus in the Odjyssey does nothing unusual or outrageous
in relating a whole series of lying tales. What is significant is che skill
with which he concocts his lies, and this is a measure of his ability and
not of his moral failings. Odysseus must lie and he scarcely expects his
lies to be accepted at their face value. Yet what he says, irrespective of
its truth or falsehood, conveys to his audience an impression which is
fraught with meaning. Consider the first of these fictions. In the thir-
teenth book of the poem, Odysseus arrives back in Ithaca; he is brought
there over the seas by the Phaeacians, bur falls asleep on ship (Od.
13.79-80 and 92), and is left, still fast asleep, on shore (Od. 13.116-
19). The Phaeacians also leave with Odysseus the treasures presented
to him in Scheria (O4. 13.10 ff.,, 1204, 135-8). Waking up, Odysseus
fails to recognize his location, for Athene has covered everything familiar
in mist (Od. 13.187 ff.). Odysseus’ lamentations are cut short by the
need to check his treasures and then by the appearance of Athene in
the disguise of a most impressive young herdsman (Od. 13.217 ff:).
Odysseus proceeds to supplicate the new arrival, begging protection for
his treasures and himself, and to ask what land he has reached. Athene
reveals that it is Ithaca and Odysseus, suppressing his joy, goes straight
into the first of his lying tales (Od. 13.250 ft.). The story thart he tells
has to fulfil a number of purposes: it has to explain not only his own
presence in Ithaca but also that of the accompanying treasures; it has as
well to make it clear that Odysseus is no man with whom the herdsman
may trifle but is fully worthy of support and assistance; the story he
tells must present him to his audience in a favourable light. There can
be no doubt as to the success of his elaborate lie, for Athene, having
heard the story, reverts to her normal appearance and lavishes praise on
her protégé, calling him the moral equivalent of herself in deceit and

subtleties (Od. 13.287 fL.).

9 One thinks at once of the Platonic myth and the Republic with its gennaion pseudos
[noble lie] (414b).
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Odysseus claimed to have fled from his home in the island of Crete
with the possessions he had with him after killing Orsilochus, son of
Idomeneus (Od. 13.256-60). He sought escape from the relatives of his
victim by boarding a Phoenician ship, whose crew, driven off course,
had landed in Ithaca to recover and subsequently departed, leavin
the sleeping Odysseus and his possessions behind them (Od. 13.271-
86). The story is simple but still begins to collapse towards its end: it
requires Odysseus to remain asleep, though the Phoenicians, for all the
exhaustion which made them forget food (Od. 13.279-80), re-embark
but only after unshipping Odysseus’ goods. Why should they have left
Odysseus behind with all his treasures intact? Unscrupulous enough not
to convey the hero to his stipulated destination of Pylos or Elis, they did
not attempt to trick Odysseus initially (O4. 13.277) and went to the
bother of leaving treasures as well as passenger in Ithaca. Remarkable
Phoenicians these. ‘Good’ Phoenicians are the exception and, therefore,
less tractable marterial to accommodate in a lie. But the credulity of
a modern listener would already have been excited and strained, for
the name Orsilochus, ‘Ambush-arouser’, is conventional for a warrior
(cf I 5.542 and 549; 8.274), but it fits the details of Odysseus
story altogether too neatly (cf. lokhésamenos [setting an ambush] in
Od. 13.268) and even ironically since Orsilochus is the victim and not
the instigator of the stratagem. A parallel is offered by a story rold in
the Iliad about Tydeus, the father of Diomedes, in order to urge the
son on to fight (/. 4.370 ff.): Tydeus was part of the first expedition
against Thebes, and was sent forward to the city as ambassador; arriving
there, he participated in athletic contests and won every one easily,
aided as he was by Athene; in their fury the Cadmeans laid an ambush

against him on his return under the leadership of Maeon, son Haemon,
and Polyphontes, son of Autophonus (/. 4.394-5). The name of the
second commander [‘slayer of many’] is very obviously contrived to fit
the circumstances of an ambush in which Tydeus slaughtered forty-nine
of his fifty opponents, leaving just Maeon to return to Thebes. The
flight of a homicide is a standard explanation to account for the arrival
of a stranger and we may compare, for example, Theoclymenus lacer
in the Odyssey (15.223 f£); and Crete is an island remote enough to
figure in a lie, being cited by the Aetolian, himself a fleeing homicide,
who once deceived the swineherd Eumaeus, saying it was the place
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where he saw Odysseus repairing his ships on his homeward voyage
ff).
(Oés;fc?a—/lvlzf tr)oublesome to the moral susceptibilit'fes of a modcr.n
cader are the details of what happened to the stranger in Cr_ete, and this
Zﬁfﬁculty is made very apparent by a further comparison VYlt.h the St(.)z'ly
of the ambush laid against Tydeus. His was the result f)f injured pride
the part of the Cadmeans, who had been worsted in every contest
([),n Tydeus, and so they retaliated with an ambush and.an ambush in
Jhich the odds were grossly unfair, fifty against one. Vlrtui, howevcr,f
wiumphed and Tydeus, as was remarkc):d above, killed alld (;1( on}cl: oe
his assailants. Now compare Odysseus’ story. H_e preten r.}5 t(})l ;vd
served at Troy and to have returned hgme lad'en with booty. But eda; ?
not served under Idomeneus, preferring an mc%epefldem clolrrlll{rlagl ‘
his own. Orsilochus accordingly wanted to strip him .of all his boo })1';
and so Odysseus ambushed him and ambushed Orsdochu:1 at mi
and with the aid of a companion (Od. 13._267—70). All. this stnh es
us as a squalid saga of retaliation, with' one insult provoking anot ;r,
until events culminate in a far from chivalrous encounter.betvseen the
offended and offending parties. Yet the story must be desngn:i: g) win
the approval of Odysseus’ audience, and in this story the iseuh o- rcte:lr;
exemplifies what was always a golden rule for t.he Greceks, :;lrm yo
enemies (see Dover, 1974, pp- 180—4). And'typlcally again, the meansi
employed to achieve results are much less important than the .actul:;l
achievement of results. For the Greeks th.e end dqes so often justlfy the
means, but this will hardly surprise us in a society w.he_re decels can
be classed as a virtue. Our imaginary Cretan asserted his indepen enc:l
by not serving at Troy as the subordinate of Idomeneus; he (fro}\ie
an effective commander who brought bO.Oty back to 'Crete, ‘anl when
his possessions, the material evidence whlc}} substantlatc?d' his claim to
honour, were threatened, he took immediate and decisive acuc:in }tlo
protect himself against insult. Wealth is a measure of suc.ccifsha‘m tt) i
flecing homicide not only has the treasures t.hat‘ he has wntd 11m55 E;l)
has also left its equivalent back with his fa.mnly in Crete (Q .h 3.258),
and has further given a seemingly substar.mal amount to his P oemaalz
tescuers (Od. 13.273-4). All in all, this is a man whom no one _wouu
want or could afford to ignore. Ata deeper l?v§l such a pose addmo?a y
suggests that the real Odysseus, when he similarly recurns home from
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Troy, will not be slow to take action against the suitors who lay wast
his property and court his wife. o

Odysseus is transformed into an old beggar by Athene (O4. 13.379
ff: and 430 ff), and it is in this guise that he presents himseif t
his swineherd Eumaeus. The laws of hospitality (see Gauthier, 197(3:
Pp- 1.—21) ensure that he is well received and is fed before he mus;
expl.am his presence, and when he does he surely remembers Eumaeyg
carlier statement when he expressed scepticism for the news brought
!ay strangers in need (Od. 14.122 ff.). Odysseus’ story, long though it
is and reinforced by an oath, does not seem to convince his host (cf.
Od. 14.363 ft.). But could Odysseus be more interested in creating;;
Particul.ar impression than in deceiving his servant? And if so, what
impression is the hero’s second lying tale meant to convey? Odysseus
has been equipped by the goddess with the standard beggar’s costume
of filthy, ragged garb, staff, and wallet (O4. 13.434-8), but his stor
reveals him to be no professional beggar but someone very much dowr):
on his luck, and the distinction between a professional beggar and one
reduced to seeking hospitality as a temporary expedient is important
and well illustrated in Andalusia today. Thus Julian Pitt-Rivers refers to
the different styles affected in Andalusia by the professional beggars and
the countrymen forced to leave home in search of work and obliged
therefore, to ask for charity; when the latter come to a farm, they ﬁrs;
ask for work and never attempt moral blackmail:

They tend on the contrary to adopt a gruff and manly style to differentiate
themselves from the professional beggars, for they are strangers, not beggars
and they sacrifice their shame no further than the implied (but not stated)’
confession of indigence.  (Peristiany, 1968, pp. 22-3)

This is the type of person that Odysseus pretends to be, and it is
significant that later in the poem when the treacherous Melanthius
abuses Odysseus, now on his way to the palace, he accuses Odysseus
of not wanting work but just to beg (Od. 17.226-8).

Examination shows that Odysseus’ second lie (Od. 14.199 ff) is very
much a mixcure of fact and fiction, if the word ‘fact’ is appropriate in a
context where Odysseus appears to draw upon his experiences in making
his way back to Ithaca in order to develop his lie. Certainly here we
have a recital of adventures which is much more than an attempt either
to mislead or simply to entertain Eumaeus. Again Odysseus claims to
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j1ave come from Crete, this time being the bastard son of a wealthy and,
therefore, much honoured parent. The death of his father left him with
very litle but his valour secured marriage with a woman of wealthy
lineage (Od. 14.199-222). But his skill asa soldier, an occupation likely
1o appeal to Eumaeus for whom it was impossible, was not matched by
a comparable concern for farming; he had led nine expeditions across
the sea for booty before leading forces to Troy. Public opinion, the
srongest incentive to action in Homeric society, demanded that our
Cretan and Idomeneus should sail to Troy, and there was no chance to
refuse. After ten years he returned to Crete, but was content to spend
only a month with his family before undertaking an expedition to Egypt
(Od. 14.222-58). The raid proved a failure through no fault of his own
and the Cretan was reduced to begging the Egyptian king for his life.
He remained in Egypt the honoured guest of the monarch for seven
years, collecting presents, and then a crafty Phoenician took him off to
Phoenicia where a further year passed. Next he was embarked on a ship
destined for Libya, but, suspecting a plot, avoided slavery when the ship
was destroyed in a storm, and was carried to the land of the Thesprotians
(Od. 14.259-315). Having been succoured by the king of that people,
he learned news of Odysseus, who had departed to consult the oracle
of Dodona, leaving behind fantastic wealth under the protection of the
king. Sent on his way, the beggar was stripped of his finery by the crew
of his ship and marked for sale into slavery once again. He managed
to escape, however, when the ship lay off Ithaca and had thus come
destitute to Eumaeus home (Od. 14.316-59). This is a story difficult
1o better when it comes to excitement and thrills, for we have been led
from Crete to Troy, Egypt, Phoenicia, Libya, and Thesprotia and have
heard of pirarical raids and daring escapes.

As was remarked above, Odysseus seems to draw upon his own
experiences in concocting this splendid lie. Thus the artack on Egypt
is reminiscent of the ‘actual’ attack on the Cicones (cf. Od. 9.39-59),
while detention as an honoured guest in Egypt recalls how Odysseus
was kept on Calypso’s isle. His arrival and entertainment among the
Thesprotians and their dispatch home of the guest suggest Odysseus’
reception by the Phaeacians. One particular detail, however, stresses
that we are discussing thematic material and that motifs reoccur in
such episodes: I refer to the encounter on arrival in Thesprotia with

a royal prince who brought the stranger home (Od. 14.317-19), for
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comparable is the meeting with Nausicaa (Od. 6.110 ff), with the
Laestrygonian princess (O4. 10.105 ff.), and with the disguised Athene
(Od. 13.221 ff.). The treasure which Odysseus is reputed to have lef;
safely with the Thesprotians reminds us of the gifts bestowed on the reg|
Odysseus by the Phaeacians and now carefully stored away; the storm
which enabled the beggar to escape slavery the first time is provided
with a close parallel by the storm which wrecked Odysseus’ boat after
his companions had consumed the cattle of Helios (cf. Od. 12.403 ff),
The repetition of verses in my last example (13.403-8 and 14.301-4;
12.415-19 and 14.305-9; see also 12.425 and 14.313; and 12.447 and
14.314) and the fact that further parallels can be identified, such as
Menelaus’ periplous [tour] (cf. Od. 4.81 ft.), stress that the Homeric
epics are orally composed verse and such poetry is characterized by
thematic repetition.'® At the same time repetition is far from being
mechanical, and it must surely be deliberate that Odysseus’ story of
a man who fought at Troy and, after a brief month at home, spent
years in virtual exile reproduces so many of his own adventures. Even in
character the Cretan and Odysseus share much in common: the Cretan
cannot settle at home but must venture aboard in search of booty—his
return home was short-lived and not the end of his tribulations, and
Odysseus, if we may trust the prophecy of Teiresias (cf. Od. 11.119 ff),
had not concluded his adventures after the slaughter of the suitors. A
command at Troy meant that the beggar must have known Odysseus
and his exploits before that city, and Eumaeus has shown himself to
be obsessively concerned for his absent master, although we may detect
an element of self-interest which is very Greek in Eumaeus’ distress (cf.
Od. 14.61-7). Eumaeus’ sympathies would also have been extended to
someone who had twice narrowly avoided the fate of slavery and had
been duped by a Phoenician trader, for this was so much like his own
experience of life (cf. Od. 15.403 ff.).

No one can permit himself the luxury of trusting anyone else in
Homer’s world, and brothers divide their inheritance and warriors their
plunder by lot (Od. 14.208-9; 232-3). The lie told by Odysseus illus-
trates most graphically the uncertainty of human life and the violent
changes in fortune to which the Greek was exposed, and this in itself is
a good reason why the swineherd, unsure of what the next day mighe

' In this paragraph I have drawn heavily upon Fenik, 1974, pp. 33—4 and 167-71.
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bring in the absence of his master, shou}d proff?r hospitality now and
so establish a claim on hospitality for himself if needec! on any fun.u'e
occasion. Odysseus’ story has what we may term a ‘paradlgmau? quality
jnasmuch as it teaches that even an Egyptian king whose territory has
peen ravaged and subjects put to the sword or abd}lcted obeyed -the
laws of hospitality. A feature of the /liad is the use of.[he mythological
Pﬂma’igm when one person wishes to influence the actions of apother: a
good example in the Zliad is offered when Achilles urges the distraught
Priam to take food, quoting the case of Niobe who ate, though she
had lost not one son but a total of twelve children, slain by APollo
and Artemis (Z/. 24.601 fF). Details in this and other myths similarly
exploited to serve as paradigms seem to have been invented by the poet
in order to make the example more apposite.“

This function of the lying story is even better illustrated by the
second lie told Eumaeus by Odysseus (Od. 14.459 ff). It is a cold,
wet night and the beggar decides to make trial of the swinehq?rd to
see if he is willing to provide another garment for his guest himself
or to persuade one of his companions to do this. He, therefore, tells
a story about the fighting at Troy, featuring Odysseus and an ambu§h,
of which Odysseus and Menelaus were in charge and the Cretan third
in command. As the Greeks lay concealed before the walls of Troy, the
night weather deteriorated and snow fell from the sky. The rest of the
force were wearing sufficient clothes, but the Cretan had left his chlainé
[cloak] behind (Od4. 14.468-82). By the third watch he was frozen and
explained his plight to Odysseus, who responded by pretending to have
had a dream and wanting a report carried back to Agamemnon at the
ships to send more troops. At once Thoas (‘Speedy’) rose and.dashed
back with the message, having first thrown oft his cloak, which was
thus conveniently available for the Cretan to borrow. That the point
of the story should not be missed Odysscus finishes with a wish that
he were in his prime once more, as then one of those there would
present him with the required garment (Od. 14.483-506). Eumaeus
calls the story ainos (Od. 14.508), and it is difficult not to believe that
the word here means ‘story with a moral’ (cf. Hesiod, Works and Days,
202) rather than simply ‘story’ (cf. /L 23.652). The story achieves its

1 See Kakridis, 1949, pp. 96-103; Willcock, 1964, pp. 141-54; and Braswell, 1971,
pp- 16-26.
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purpose and provides its narrator with extra bedclothes. As Odysseyg
solved the narrator’s problem in the past, so now the hero’s swineherq
does the same, fulfilling his duty as host. The story has been effective
(cf. Od. 14.508-9), and this is more important than its literal truth.
Themes can be extended or abbreviated, and it is an abbreviated
version of the first lie to Eumaeus that Odysseus tells the suitor Antinoyg
(Od. 17.419-44). The beginning of the story is reduced to a statemen;
that he himself was once rich; then follows the story of the raid op
Egyptian territory with, however, a different conclusion in spite of the
presence of Eumaeus: having presumably been captured, the beggar was
shipped off to Cyprus to king Dmetor from where he made his way
to Ithaca, though no further details are supplied. Antinous is short on
patience: he makes a threatening move immediately before Odysseus
tells his story (Od. 17.409-10), and greets the story with abuse and
mockery (Od. 17.446 ff.); and then, admittedly under provocation from
Odysseus, translates his earlier threat into action by hurling a footstool
at Odysseus (Od. 17.462-5). Being a sympathetic listener, Penelope
is treated to a longer story and one with a marked emphasis on her
apparently absent husband (O4. 19.172 ff.). There is no need to rush
the story and it starts at a very leisurely pace as it describes the island
of Crete (Od. 19.172-9). This time the stranger again comes from
Crete and supplies his name, Aethon, son of Deucalion and younger
brother of Idomeneus. The names appear to be of the significant type,
for we have already seen an instance of two names being given, one
of which is an authentic name and the other a significant name (cf.
Maeon and Polyphontes in I/ 4.394-5), and here we have the ‘real
name Idomeneus. Aethon looks suspiciously like a name suitable to
express the ravenous hunger of a beggar.!? This Cretan entertained
Odysseus when on his way to Troy (Od. 19.180-202). At this point
the story is interrupted as Penelope weeps and asks for proof from the
stranger that he actually saw her husband. Odysseus supplies this by
derailing the clothes which Odysseus wore twenty years before and a
remarkable brooch, and his story is made more convincing when he
admits the possibility that perhaps this attire was given to Odysseus
after he left home, for he himself presented Odysseus with sword and

12 Cf. aithona limon [ravenous hunger] in Hesiod, Warks and Days, 363, on which see
McKay, 1959, and Hesiod, frag. 43 (Merkelbach-West).
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dothes, and twenty years, after all, is a long time ago. As a final proof
he briefly describes Odysseus” companion Eurybates (Od. 19..221-48.).
Afier another interruption by Penelope, Odysseus resumes his story in
an attempt to persuade the queen that her husband is fast approac'hmg
home; he reports recent news that Odysseus is among the Thesproual}s,
bringing with him many treasures but no companions. Only a de.sue
10 accumulate more wealth prevented him from being returned straight
home by the Phaeacians. At the moment Odysseus is oft to Dodona
(0d. 19.262-307). ,

Throughout this lie Odysseus concentrates on Penelope’s husband.
Its second part tells much the same story of Odysseus among the
Thesprotians as before, supplemented with some informatl(?n abo.ut
the death of his companions and visit to the Phaeacians, again derails
which are ‘true’ and so add a touch of verisimilitude. Alchough he
mentions very briefly his imagined departure from Crete slightly later
(Od. 19.338-42), we lack any explanation as to how a Creran prince
came to arrive at Ithaca in such a state of destitution, but all that
Penelope wants is a report of her husband’s whereabouts and we have
been carefully prepared for this and even for Odysseus™ entertainment
in Crete. In Book 17 Penelope has instructed the swineherd to bring
the beggar to he, so that she may discover if he knows anyt}.ling about
Odysseus (Od. 17.507-11), and Odysseus has received this message
(Od. 17.553-5). Eumaeus, moreover, has told his mistress something
about the stranger and supplied one piece of information which he
had not to our knowledge been given: thus Eumaeus tells Penelope
not only that the stranger is a Cretan and claims to have heard that
Odysseus is among the Thesprotians and alive (Od. 17.522-8), but also
that he claims to be a xeinos patraios [ancestral guest-friend] of Odysseus
(Od. 17.522). Clearly the queen directs the course and empbhasis of the
story both by her evident distress and, even more obviously, by her
demand for proof of her husband’s entertainment in Crete. Th.e fact
that the beggar and Odysseus failed to meet in Thesprotia av01d§ an
embarrassing request for precise evidence, confirming the truth of the
story’s second part. The poem is moving fast to its climax, and Penelope
now has more to add to the news reported by Telemachus that Menelaus
had it from Proteus that Odysseus was detained against his wishes by
the nymph Calypso (Od. 17.140-6), an adventure that the disguised
Odysseus discreetly omits from his own recital.

— e —
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Odysseus’ final lying story is told to his father Laertes after the suitorg
have been eliminated and the epic is reaching its end (Od. 24.304
14). Crete is no longer his supposed home but he is Eperitus, son of
Apheidas, from Alybas; brought against his will from Sicania to Ithac,,
he pretends to have entertained Odysseus four years ago and now hopes
for the reciprocity of generosity so characteristic of Greek society (cf
also Od. 24.266-79). Whether or not Odysseus’ lie implies that the
hero is dead is not clear: on the one hand it is the fifth year since he
was entertained and he ought to have reached home if alive by now; on
the other hand the omens which attended his departure from his host
Eperitus were favourable (Od. 24.311-13). The options seem to be lefy
open. His story causes the old man to collapse and Odysseus is swift to
reveal his identity and the death of the suitors (Od. 24.315-26).

Why does Odysseus deceive his father when there is no reason for him
to aggravate Laertes’ misery? Homer tells us that Odysseus hesitated,
uncertain whether to reveal all or to make trial of Laertes, and decided
in favour of the lacter alternative (Od. 24.235-40; see also 24.216-18
and 221). Fenik has pointed out that the reunion with Laertes shares
elements with Odysseus’ encounter with Athene immediately on his
restoration to Ithaca (Fenik, 1974, pp. 47-50). There is no need either
tor Odysseus to deceive Laertes or Athene to deceive Odysseus. What
does either deception do other than to cause further suffering to the
victim of the trick? Odysseus is no more callous towards his father
than Athene had been in concealing the familiar view. The goddess was
merely inflicting more pain on her favourite (cf. Od. 13.137 ff) and
her subsequent praise for Odysseus’ cunning and her pledge of future
support are no compensation (Od. 13.291 ff.). Odysseus and Athene
are alike in disposition (Od. 13.296-9), and they illustrate this similarity
when the former torments and teases Laertes and the latter indulges a
comparable strain of cruelty at the expense of Odysseus. Both torment
and tease, and teasing is cruel and only possible when its victim is in an
inferior position, as the mortal Odysseus is in relation to the goddess
Athene and the triumphant Odysseus is in relation to his dilapidated
and despairing parent.

How are we to regard such teasing? Perhaps the peasant of contem-
porary Greece offers a clue. An inferior is vulnerable and must be taught
to protect himself, and this process of education is not always pleasant.
Teasing is a normal means of instructing the young in the village of
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Vasilika: a mother will almost allow her baby to suckle and t.hen pu.ll
herself away three or four times before the child, now in distress, is

ermitted to feed; a delicacy is snatched from an older child’s mouth
several times before he too is permitted to ear; very small children are
encouraged to fight only to be picked up and caressed WhCI:l the}r begin
1o cry; a two-year old is laughingly threatened with an injection hkfe that
being given to chickens to safeguard them against disease but com.forted
when really upset (Friedl, 1962, pp. 78-9). In the last case, as in the
third, teasing is followed by solicitude, and Fried| states that ‘whenﬁ
adults deliberately frighten children or even stimulate milder forms of
distress, they do not abandon the child to his misery but try to relieve
the anxiety by physical affection and soothing words’. A warm embrace,
then, will follow teasing as it does berween Odysseus and Laertes (O4.
24.320), for Odysseus is not slow to intervene when he appreciates the
extent of his fathers distress. In the Odyssey, roles are reversed, and
son teases and next comforts parent. For the villager of Vasilika such
reassurance shows that the danger is more apparent than real, and the
adult feels that teasing of this type is a valuable source of discipline
teaching the young how they must handle themselves if they are to
avoid the shame of ridicule. Certainly it is harsh and never more so
than in the case of the mentally retarded: ‘Mentally retarded individuals
never learn, and they are baited and teased for the amusement of the
watcher all their lives. Teasing as much as deliberate lying trains us to
be on our guard, and the Greek peasant today, like the Homeric hero
of the distant past, has a much greater need to remain vigilant than
does the scholar safe in his study. Referring to the meeting between son
and father, Agathe Thornton shows how everything said by Odysseus
to Laertes is designed to cause pain, and argues that ‘there is here
obviously a region of judgment and feeling totally [different] from our
own. We must ... try to understand it’ (Thornton, 1970, pp. 116-17).
I agree and believe that the attitude of the Greek peasant today here, as
elsewhere, provides a key to understanding.
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The Philosophy of the Odyssey

Richard B. Rutherford

rursus quid virtus et quid sapientia possit

utile proposuit nobis exemplar Ulixen,

qui domitor Troiae multorum providus urbis

et mores hominum inspexit, larumque per aequor,
dum sibi, dum sociis reditcum parat, aspera multa
pertulit, adversis rerum immersabilis undis.
Sirenum voces et Circae pocula nosti;

quae si cum sociis stultus cupidusque bibisset,
sub domina meretrice fuisset turpis et excors,
vixisset canis immundus vel amica luto sus.

nos numerus sumus et fruges consumere nati,
sponsi Penelopae, nebulones, Alcinoique

in cure curanda plus aequo operarta iuventus,

cui pulchrum fuit in medios dormire dies et

ad strepitum citharae cessatum ducere curam.

Then again, to show us the potential of virtue and wisdom he
has set forth for us a valuable model in Ulysses, the conqueror
of "Troy, who foresightedly examined the cities of many men and
their customs, while contriving a homecoming for himself and for
his comrades, and who endured many harsh misfortunes, though
without sinking beneath the hostile breakers of circumstance. You
are familiar with the Sirens’ songs, the potions of Circe; if he
had drunk of those along with his companions, a slave to folly
and passion, he would have become debased and witless in the

A slightly shorter version of the text of this paper was read to a meeting of the Oxford
Philological Society in January 1985. Since then | have attempted to take account of
some of the criticisms and suggestions made by my audience. I am grateful to Nicholas
Richardson and Oliver Taplin for more detailed advice.
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service of a harlot mistress, living the life of a filthy hound or a
sow wallowing in slime. We for our part are mere ciphers, men
born to consume the fruits of the earth, suitors of Penelope, good-
for-nothings, young courtiers of Alcinous, more concerned with
keeping our skins sleek and smooth than with just dealing; their

idea of virtue was to sleep until mid-day and to chase care away to
the tune of the lyre.'

(Horace, Epistles 1.2.18-31)

So now let us turn from the vigour and combar of the /iad to the

Odyssey with its ethos. For that poem too is not altogether devoid
of wisdom (dgrrosdenros).

([Heraclicus|, Homeric Allegories 60)

The ancient critics are well known—some might say notorious—for
their readiness to read literature, and particularly Homer, through moral
spectacles.” Their interpretations of Homeric epic are philosophical, not
only in the more limited sense that they identified specific doctrines
in the speeches of Homer’s characters, making the poet or his heroes
spokesmen for the views of Plato or Epicurus,® but also in a wider
sense: the critics demand from Homer not merely entertainment but
enlightenment on moral and religious questions, on good and evil, on
this life and the afterlife. When they fail to find what they seek, they
follow Plato and find him wanting,*

In modern criticism of Homer this approach has not been altogether
abandoned, but it has perhaps become less prominent. In the case of the
Odyssey, the moralistic reading of Odysseus’ character, well exemplified

! Translations are my own unless otherwise stated, though I have sometimes freely
adapted the version of the Odyssey by W. Shewring.

% See further e.g. Pl. Rep. 10.620, Antisth. fir. 51-62 Caizzi, Sen. Const. Sap. 2.1,
Dio Chr. Or. 55, 57, Plut. de audiendis poetis, M. Aur. 11.6, Max. Tyr. Or. 26 Hobsein,
[Plut.] de vita et poesi Homeri 13340, etc., [Heracl.] Alleg. Hom. 70 and passim. For the
Stoics, see esp. I de Lacy, A/P 56 (1948) 241-71. For a very full and thorough history of
such criticism see E Buffiere, Les mythes d'Homere et la pensée grecque (Paris 1956), esp.
365-91; also W. B. Stanford, The Ulysses theme? (London 1963), esp. ch. 9; H. Rahner,
Greek myths and Christian mystery (Eng. 1r., London 1963), esp. ch. 8.

? Cf esp. Sen. Ep. 88.5-8, with A. Stuckelberger’s commentary; early instances cited
by him include Anaxag. A1 D.-K,, PL. Prz. 316d.

* Pl. Rep. 10.607b 'there is an ancient quarrel between poetry and philosophy’; and
for Homer as the poet par excellence see 595b, 607d1, and passim. Further, see Plut. aud.
poet. 15¢, 16a~d, 17de, etc. (with E. Valgiglio’s notes on 16a-b); [Heracl.] Alleg. Hom. 1
mdvTa yap foéfnaev, €l pndév AAyydpnoaer (‘for if he has written none of it as allegory,
then he has committed impiety throughout’); [Longin.] 9.7 iniz.
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in the lines of Horace’s poem quoted above, w.ould probably be met with
considerable scepticism today. Horacc?’s reading 9f tbc Odlyssey, it mlay
firly be said, is too limited and one-sided to do justice to the comp ezcl
character of the hero, in whom we ﬁnd not only wisdom, Rrudeflcc, an
endurance, but also curiosity, vanity, and above all a delight in crafty
uricks and lies. Odyssean criticism seems not yet to have.reconcﬂed .the
poem’s dominantly moral tone and the moral status of its hero. It is a
commonplace that the Odyssey as a whole is, rrlluch more than th.e lliad,
a moral tale, in which, for example, the unjust man meets with the
censure and punishment of the gods, wherea§ the suppliant, the stranger
and the guest-friend are under their protection.” But how far are these
and other ethical principles adequately represented and ?hamploned by
the hero of the poem? To put the question another way, is Odysseus too
rich and complex a character for the poem to accommoda'te? .
What is here being suggested is that, although moral interpretation
of the Odyssey is familiar and even orthodox in modern critical writings,
the insight of the ancients, that such morality must .be cm.bodled in
or illustrated by the hero himself, has been lost. This parting of the
ways is disturbing not only because critics such as Horace or Pl'utarch or
the Stoic allegorists merit a hearing, nor even because of the mﬂuenc,e
which the concept of Odysseus as a moral example, a symbol of. man’s
voyage through life and quest for wisdom, bas had upon laEer times;
it is also hard to deny that the moral reading of Odysseus. characte.r
and adventures gains considerable support from the poem icsell. It is
neither frivolous nor fanciful to observe that Odysseus, in a[.)a.ndon—
ing Calypso for Penclope, exchanging eternal pa.mpered passivity for
a real and active mortal existence, shows exceptional self-denial and

5 On the gods, see esp. nn. 14-19 below. On the institution of éevia ‘guest-
friendship', see M. 1. Finley, The world of Odysseus (London 1980) 95-103: see e.g.
Od. 4.169 £, 9.125 £, 26780, 477-9, 14.56-9, 402-6. Gue‘sts and suppllantlg asscifl—

ted: e.p. 8.546 duri kasuyvirou Eetvos O ikérns Te Térukrar (‘a guest or a suppliant has

ztihec stat\gxs of a brother’). On supplication in the Odyssey, see ]. Gould, JHS 93 (1973) 74
., esp. 80, 90—4 (= ]. Gould, Myth, Ritual, Memory and Exchange (Oxford 2000) 22~
73, esp. 324, 51-8]. The patrern of hospicality and generosity granted (as by Nestor,
Menelaus, the Phaeacians and Eumaeus), denied (as by the Cyclopes, the Laestrygonians
and the suitors), or offered on certain terms or after delay (Calypso, Circe) is as vital to
: s to its ethics. o ‘
the(’ pg?nli::l[llx:crué;e. 2;2) passimt; E. R. Dodds, Pagan and Christian in an age of anxiety
(Cambridge 1965) 100-1.
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devotion.” Allegory, one of the chief weapons of the ancient critic, alsg
has its origins in poetry, not least that of Homer himself;® and it may
be seen, just below the surface, in episodes such as the escape from the
Lotus-Eaters and the Sirens, or in the transformation of Odysseus’ men
by Circe. The trials and labours of Odysseus, like those of Heracles,
were seen by the ancients as both a moral training and a testing-ground
for virtue;” though we may not wish to endorse the specific allegories
which they detected, it remains true, [ think, that they saw something
fundamental to the poem, and as important for its design and structure
as for its ethos. Furthermore, the poet often makes Odysseus himself
voice moral warnings and describe the condition of man: many of the
themes of the poem are summed up, for example, in the powerful
speech in which he cautions the decent suitor Amphinomus (18.125
ff.). The hero is also the exemplar of the good king, who is a father to
his people (2.230 ff,, cf. 47; 4.690 ff,, 5.7 ff., 19.365 f£.).'® When he

7 Cf. W. S. Anderson, in Essays on the Odyssey, ed. C. H. Taylor, Jr (Indiana 1963)
73-86 on this episode; also J. Griffin, Homer on life and death (Oxford 1980) [hereafter
Griffin] 59-60; B. Fenik, Studies in the Odyssey, Hermes Einzelschr. 30 (Wiesbaden 1974)
62.

The temptation to forget home and abandon oneself to a softer, less demanding
existence is another recurrent challenge for Odysseus and his companions (the Lotus-
Eaters, life with Circe; the tempration of knowledge offered by the Sirens; Calypso,
Nausicaa). On the Sirens see further Rahner (n. 2) 354 £; E. Vermeule, Aspects of death
in early Greek art and poerry (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1979) 201 ff. Vermeule 131
suggestively speaks of ‘Lethe, ...the key theme of the Odyssey} cf. N. Austin, Archery
at the dark of the moon (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1975) 138-9. Calypso, as her name
implies, seeks to conceal Odysseus, to rob him of fame and memory (cf. 1.235-43); she
beguiles him (1.55-6), trying to make him forger Ithaca (57 émidijaeras ‘he will forget,
cf. 9.97, 102, 10.236, 472). In the Odyssey, importance also atraches to remembering
or failing to recall the past: see, from various angles, 3.103 fF., 4.118 (contrast the drug
scene, 219 ff), 14.170, 19.118; also 2.233-4, 16.424-47.

# e.g. Eris, Hypnos, Phobos, Thanatos, Kudoimos, Ate and the Litai. For stout denial
of allegory’s presence in Homeric poetry, see D. Page, History and the Homeric Illiad
(Berkeley and Los Angeles 1959) 303; contra, see M. L. West's commentary on Hesiod's
Theagony (Oxford 1966) 33—4; H. W. Clarke, Homers readers (London and Toronto
1981) 64 ff.

? e.g. Sen. Const. sap. 2.1, Trang. 16.4, Epict. 1. 6.32-6, 3.22.57 with Billerbeck’s
note; Dio Chr. Or. 7.28-35; Max. Tyr. Or. 15.6, 38.7; G. Galinsky, The Heracles theme
(Oxford 1972) chs. 5 and 9; Buthiére (n. 2) 377.

" The social dimension of the Oyssey means that we should not be concerned solely
with Odysseus, but also with his people: see e.g. 14.92 ff., 16.360 ff., 20.105 ff.,, 209—
25, 21.68 ft. Further, H. D. E Kitto, Poiesis (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1966) ch. 3, esp.
133-40. The suitors want not only Penelope, but the throne: cf. A. Thornton, People and
themes in Homer’s Odyssey (Otago 1970) ch. 6; H. Clarke, The art of the Odyssey (New
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comes home, as one famous passage implies, the land will be restored
w0 health and ferrility, the crops will flourish once more; with the
homecoming of the rightful king, prosperity will come again to Ithaca
(see 19.107 ff.). In short, we can hardly claim that the character and
experiences of Odysseus are not a central concern of the poet; and, as
is proper and perhaps inevitable in serious poetry, they have a moral

dimension.

It can still be asked, however, how important and coherent is the
moral picture of Odysseus which is presented in the poem. My purpose
in this paper is to chart the development of Odysseus, and to suggest
some of the ways in which the changes in his behaviour and responses
serve to illustrate and develop important themes of the poem. For the
conception of a character developing is not anachronistic or.i1.1appro—
priate in the study of ancient literature, despite what some critics have
maintained.'! This is not to say that we should read the Homeric poems
as psychological novels, but that Odysseus, like Achilles, reacts to and

Jersey 1967) 20-3; Finley (n. 5) 88-91, etc. For the passage from Book 19, see esp. West
on Hes. Op. 225 f; also Aesch. Supp. 625 ., Eum. 916 ff; 1. du Quesnay, PLLS 1
(Liverpool 1976) 61-6. E. A. Havelock, The Greek concept of justice (Cambridge, Mass.
and London 1978) chs. 8-10 also discusses these topics.

11 On this issue see most recently the thoughtful paper by C. Gill, CQ 33 (1983)
469-87. Tacitus account of Tiberius (esp. Ann. 6.51) is usually prominent in such
discussions, but 6.48 (Arruntius’ comment) shows that a more developmental model of
character was available to Tacitus; conversely, modern accounts of personality also stress
the emergence of potential and the development of already existing tendencies (which is
what I essentially argue for Odysseus: cf. n. 42). The debates of the sophists (Pl. Mesno
70a, with Thompson’s n.; Clizapho 407b; Eur. EL 367 ff., I.A. 558-62, Antiph. B 62:
erc.) reveal a keen interest in the relative importance of gdots, daknas, and 88ay7
(nature, training, and instruction): cf. W. K. C. Guthrie, Hist. of Greek philosophy vol. 3
(Cambridge 1969), esp. 250 ff; K. J. Dover, Greek popular morality (Oxford 1974)
85-95.

SWC may distinguish between the development of a young man’s character (scholars
have long recognized the Telemachy as the ancestor of the Bildungsroman; cf. the case of
Neoptolemus in Sophocles’ Philoctetes), and the rarer but not unknown phenomenon of
character changing once the personality is adult and mature. In early hterature‘, besides
the case of Achilles, see esp. Croesus in Hdt. 1.207, 3.36 (another case of ‘learning
through suffering’: 1.207.1); Croesus advances in understanding sufhiciently to assume
himself the role of ‘wise adviser’ which Solon had played to him, 1.30-3. (For a different
view, see H. P Stahl, YCS 24 {1974] 19-36.) Note also Adrastus in Eur. Supp. (p.
63); Soph. 0.C. 7-8 (significant even if disproved by events, cf. 854-5, 954). And in
Euripides the corruption of individuals through hardship or ill-treatment is a recurring
theme (esp. Med., Hec., El, Or). In comic vein, compare Ar. Vesp. 1457 ., Men. Dysc.
708—47 with Handley'’s n.; Ter. Ad. 855-81.

—
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is changed or affected by circumstances and experience.'? Odyssey
too, though not a tragic hero, learns and develops through suffering.
he undergoes ‘an enlargement of experience and comprehension’.13 Ign
the course of this paper, I shall attempt to trace the main stages in this
process of enlargement; I shall try also to show that the ethical frame.
work, the ‘philosophy’, of the Odyssey, is less clear-cut and more realistic
than is sometimes implied; and that Odysseus, though a complicated
and not always virtuous character, is none the less a coherent one, and 3
proper vehicle for that philosophy.

Inasmuch as Homeric morality is upheld, however capriciously, by
the gods, they naturally feature from time to time in this paper; but I do
not propose to linger on the thorny questions of Homeric theology, or to
treat in full such questions as the similarity or differences between Iliadic
and Odyssean religion,'¥ the programmatic remarks of Zeus in Book 1
of the Odyssey," or the relationship of the divine pantheon in either
poem to contemporary belief or cult.!® It is hardly possible, however,
to avoid offering a few preliminary comments, which I hope will be
relatively uncontroversial.

In general, I take for granted the presentation of the Iliadic gods
in a number of recent works, perhaps most conspicuously in the last
two chapters of Jasper Griffin’s eloquent study Homer on life and death
(Oxford 1980). The gods of the Jliad are beings of terrible power and
majesty, yet also often frivolous, selfish, vindictive, and above all able
to abandon or ignore their human protégés, to turn their eyes away
from mortal suffering.'” In the Odyssey, the picture is obviously rather

12 Por the debate on Achilies see e.g. Griff ; i
. .g. Griffin 50 n. 1; P. C. Wilson, 7APA 69 (1938
55173—74; E Hirsch, Der Charakter Achills und die Einbeit der Hias (diss. Innsbruck 1965)).
y SC W. h/éacllzeo]g, ggmz}f}; Illém' sziv (ﬂ’Cambridge 1982) 23, speaking of Achilles.
ee e.g. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the irrational (Berkel dL
o155 5s it 77 nal (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1951)
:(5 See esp. Dodds (n. 14) 31-3.
> Wilamowitz, Der Glaube der Hellenen® vol. 1 (Basel and Stuttgart 1959) 311-
34; G. Murray, Rise of the Greek epic* (Oxford 1934) 145, 265; G. Iv% Calhoun, in 4
rBomﬁamog to [Zorzer, enlis. A. B. Wace and E W. Stubbings (London 1962) 442-50; W,
urkert, Griechische Religion der archaische und klassische Epoche (Stuntg: —
o ]E7ng. ke Sl e Epoche (Sturtgart 1977) 191-6
I allude particularly to flied 13.1-9, cf. Griffin 131. Contrast I/ 16.388 and
context, or Hes. Op. 248-55, passages which imply that the gods maintain a constant
surveillance over the doings of mankind. In the Odjssey, note esp. the contrast at 7.78—
81 (the c’iep'fxrture of Athene to Athens and her place of honour), juxtaposed with adrap
Ddvaoeds (‘But as for Odysseus. .., 81), as the all-too-human hero prepares to enter

The Philosophy of the Odyssey 161

different; the problem is to decide precisely how different. We may
observe that the gods appear less frequencly, and that fewer of them
are actually involved in the action. There are divine councils only at the
openings of Books 1 and 5; Athene and Poseidon, though for different
reasons deeply concerned with the destiny of Odysseus, seem prepared
1o forget about him for several years; and of all the gods in the Odyssey,
only Athene has anything of the fullness of characterization which we
find in the divinities of the /liad. The gods are, then, less well known
1o us; and their purposes are obscure to the characters of the poem.'®
They move in disguise among men (esp. 17.482-7). Although they
are said, and sometimes seem, to uphold justice, there are disturbing
exceptions (in particular, the punishment of the Phaeacians by Poseidon,
endorsed or at least condoned by Zeus himself, hardly corresponds to
any human canons of justice);19 and although in her plea to Zeus on
Odysseus” behalf Athene praises the hero’s piety (1.60-2, cf. 65-6), her
own affection for him is based on their similarity of character (13.330—
1).20 In other words, the successful return and revenge of Odysseus is
a special privilege, not a general law. Men should be pious, but piety
does not automatically win rewards. Similarly, the gods may warn men,
and (as we shall see) such warnings can never safely be ignored, but obe-
dience may be impossible (as in the case of the starving companions of
Odysseus in Book 12), and virtue and generosity, such as the Phaeacians

a new and unfamiliar society. Contrast also 5. 478 ff. with 6.41 ff. (C. W. Macleod,
marginalia). For Virgilian developments of this vital contrast, see e.g. Aen. 5.859-61
(the falling, dying Palinurus conrrasted with the effortless flight of the god); 10.464-73
(developing the passage of Jliad 13); 12.875-84.

18 Note esp. the tactics of disguise and deception that Athene adopts in relation to
Telemachus and Odysseus (contrast her openness with Diomedes in [liad 5). See also
7.199-203: the gods’ practice with the fairy-tale Phacacians, who are akin to them (5.35,
7.56 f£,, 19.279) offers a contrast to their behaviour with ordinary men. Further, H. J.
Rose, HTHR 49 (1956) 63-72.

19" Note esp. that the Phacacians are scafarers, protégés of Poscidon (and their king is
his descendant, see 7.56-63).

2 $o oo in the flizd Aphrodite favours Paris, whose view of life and whose amorous
gifts are like her own: cause and effect are inseparable (cf. /. 3.39, 64-6, 391-4).

The ‘piety’ of Odysseus is embodied in his sacrifices; compare the praise of Hector in
1l 24.34, 69—70 (cf. 22.170, etc.; Griffin 185 £; h.Dem. 311-12 and Richardson’s n.). It
thus remains ambiguous, and deliberately so, how far the gods favour mortals for their
virtue and how much they are swayed by personal motives and consideration of their own
i} (honour). In the last book of the Zliad the poet seems to bring this question—whom
and for what reasons will the gods support?—sharply into focus: cf. Macleod (n. 13) on
24.33-76 and add 18.356-68. Cf. nn. 44-5.

—
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show to Odysseus, cannot always save the unfortunate mortal from ¢,
anger of the offended god. The actions of Poseidon and Helios in the
Odyssey recall the ruthlessness of the gods of the /iad when they 4 :
in defence of their honour.*! The divine background of the O SSCI
shows little change: the gods, like human kings and overseers, 22 {n:y
show favour to certain selected mortals, and may at times even fee)i
under some ill-defined obligation to step in and exercise their authoriy

in support of the just cause, bur that is not their normal or perennig|
preoccupation.

[t is time now to return to Odysseus and his funcrion within the mora]
structure of the poem. We have seen that ancient writers, includin
Horace, often saw him as a philosopher, a moral authority, even E
saptens (Stoic sage). As has already been indicated, this picture needs
refining: the difficulty is to reconcile it with his deviousness, his greed
and appetite, his ingenious spinning of lies, his almost comical pleasure
in his own cleverness. On the one hand we have Odysseus the moAdrAas
(‘much-enduring)), the man of sorrows, who suffers yer finds the inner
strength and wisdom to endure despite all his trials; on the other, the
moAvuijxavos (‘man of many wiles’), the crafty schemer.?® In imitation
and interpretation of the Odyssey we generally find that one side or
the other is adapted or emphasized; already in classical times, later
authors prefer to choose between the philosopher and the crook.?
In Sophocles, for example, we find the Odysseus of the Ajax to be
a sombre and compassionate statesman, whereas in the same author’s
Philoctetes it is the other side of the Homeric portrait which is stressed,

and. Odysseus emerges as an arch-sophist, a time-serving and scheming
politician.?

2" Cf. esp. Il 7.442-63 (Poseidon protests at the building of the Achaean wall). Here
K)\Ef)s‘ (glory), human and divine, is the issue (451, 458): Poseidon is jealous of the Greek
‘achlevement: Ct. Od: 13.128 f. odker’éydh . .. Tpifers éaopar, §re ue Bporol off 7¢ rlovar
no longer will 1 receive homage, when mortals no longer pay me any honour’; 141 of -r:
a a;z-ma{oum Beol, ‘the gods do not dishonour you ar all’ (140 = 7/, 7.455).

" For the parallel berween gods and kings cf. Griffin 186.

The epithets of Odysseus are studied by Austin (n. 7) 40-53; W. Whallon, For-
mula, character and context (Washington D.C. 1969) 6-9, 87-91. )

* See esp. Stanford’s absorbing study (n. 2), not entirely superseding a series of eatlier
articles by the same author.

B On Odysseus in Sophocles see Stanford (n. 2) 104-11.
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Homer himself, however, combines both these aspects, the liar and
praggart and the moral avenger, within the same poem. It seems plausi-
ble that the eatlier tradition had stressed the more disreputable, unheroic
aSPECTS of the character. In the lliad, his capacity for deception is
rreated with veiled allusion by Achilles (9.308-14) and open insult
b amemnon (4.339). His very appearance is unconventional and
deceptive (3.209-24, cf. Od. 8.159—64). He deceives Dolon without
a qualm (71 10.383); his successes in the funeral games are not quite
innocently won (23.725 fF); his retreat from the batdlefield in the eighth
book of the lliad, ignoring Diomedes’ appeal and Nestor’s plight, was
the occasion of considerable debate among the scholiasts (8.97 with
SBT).28 In the lliad, he is a fine speaker and a quick thinker (as
shown especially by his presence of mind in Book 2, when he saves
Agamemnon from disgrace); but we are obviously meant to see him
a5 a lesser hero and a less noble figure than Achilles. It is striking that
what moralising Odysseus does offer in the eatlier poem, in Book 19,
is, and seems meant to appear, trite and insensitive (/. 19.160 ff., 216
ff,, esp. 225).% In the Odyssey, we hear of his relationship with the arch-
thief and oathbreaker Autolycus (19.393-412), and in the first book
we are also told of his use of poisoned arrows (1.257-64), though for
dramatic as well as moral reasons the poet does not admit their use
in the actual slaughter.”® We may also observe that his womanising
overseas with glamorous goddesses has been discreetly kept to a min-
imum, though not entirely bowdlerized. (There is some evidence that
in other tales Odysseus’ fidelity to Penelope was less uncompromising,
his sexual morals more lax.??) All in all, the poet has not chosen a
hero who can readily become the vehicle or the spokesman of ethical
teachings.

Traditional analysis might see the wily trickster and the moral hero
as originally two different treatments or traditions lying behind the tale

%6 N J. Richardson, CQ 30 (1980) 273. On Odysseus in the liad see Stanford (n. 2)
12-21, 25-9; Griffin 15-16; J. D. Folzenlogen, CB 41 (1965) 33-5.

27 Contrast the deeper humanity and sensitivity of Achilles’ words to Priam in Book
24, where again pessuasion to eat is in question. So also in Hiad 9, Odysseus’ highly
thetorical and calculated speech employs the arguments which would convince himself.
gifts, glory, and gain, with added touches of flattery.

28 Gee'S, West's commentary ad loc.; G. Murray {n. 16) 129-30.

2 R, Lactimore in Classical studies presented to B. E. Perry (Minois 1969) 101 n. 41. 1
owe my knowledge of this essay to the late T. C. W. Stinton.
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of Odysseus, unhappily stitched together to create a patcchwork.?® M,
plausibly, refined analysis might deduce from the evidence so far givoer ¢
thart the poet of the Odyssey imposed a moralizing picture on recalcitrann
material, in an effort to transform folk-tale or fable into a narrative Wit}:
greater ethical and religious significance.?’ Naive Unitarianism migh
reply by simply appealing to human nature: people are complicm%dt
characters in fiction as in real life possess many qualities and these ma’
often be inconsistent; the character of Odysseus and the poem i[sel);‘
are the richer for this variety, which reflects the hero’s chameleon-like
versatility. Such a defence, superficially attractive, will seem less so if we
believe that most classical literature characteristically imposes pattern
and integrates contradictions within an artistic and formally structured
whole. It is not usual for ancient authors to present their readers with
loose ends, random juxtapositions or unrelated elements. Their pref-
erence is to include contrasting and conflicting scenes or viewpoints
within a carefully organised, unified structure.?

In the rest of this paper I shall attempr to offer a more refined version
of the Unitarian position, based on the assumption thar Odysseus’
character does change or develop, and that this development is not
simply of psychological interest, but serves to reinforce, to convey more

vividly and more thoughttully, the moral lessons of the Odyssey.

When we first meet Odysseus in the Odyssey, on the island of Calypso
in Book 5, his wanderings are of course well advanced. He has been
stripped by ill fortune and divine persecution of ships, comrades, trea-
sure, all that once was his. Part of the point of structuring the poem

3 See further the surveys by A. Lesk ;
ys by A. Lesky, Homeros (repr. from RE Suppl. 11 [1968]) coll.

(1085)23; A. I}-lleL}}be;k, Die homerische Frage {Darmstadt 1974) 87-5%0; H[. W. 2];?1(6
n. 8) esp. ch. 4. For speculation on the pre-Homeric Odyss S
Chlﬂz; B hiopaan, IS O B2, I meric Odysseus see Stanford (n. 2)

?1 Cf. W. Schadewaldr, HSCP 63 (1958), 15-32, Studi in onore di L. Castiglioni
(\Florence 1960), 861-76, both reprinted in his Hellas und Hesperien 1 (Zurich and
Stustzrgart 1960). Fo{ comment, see Fenik (n. 7) 208 ff.; Clarke (n. 8) 182-6.

These genere_lllsatlon; are doubtless questionable, and I would admit e.g. Euripides
as a notable and influential exception; but a full defence of the assertion in the text
would require at least an article of its own; [ hope to return to the topic elsewhere. For
ancient concepts of unity and diversity see esp. Brink on Hor. Ars 1 ff. (Horace on Poetry
\I;ol. 2, 77—85);. for um;y of character, esp. Arist. Poet. 15.1454a 22-36, Hor. Ars 125-7

or an interesting modern discussion, see A. Dihle, Studi jechi; 7 e
e e ihle, Studien zur Griechischen Biographie
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in this way is in order to introduce us to the hero at the very nadir
of his fortunes, just as in geographical terms he is at the outer limits
of the known world. But it will be more convenient to go through
Odysseus’ adventures chronologically, and this means moving directly
1o the opening of the hero’s narrative to the Phaeacians, in Book 9.

There is a certain difficulty here, given that these stories are told by
Odysseus himself at a later date.?® There are indeed some touches of
pravado and the occasional reference to his own foresight or achieve-
ments, for instance at 10.156 fE., the episode in which he kills a mighty
stag. It seems deliberate, and amusing, that he dwells so long on the
episode, even repeating, in a matter of ten lines, the formula which
emphasizes the beast’s enormous size (10.171=180 pdda yap uéya
fnpiov Hev, ‘for it was indeed a very large beast); similarly, he takes
the trouble to mention how long his followers spent gazing at the dead
animal in wonder. But in spite of these boastful passages in the first-
person narrative,> it remains the case that Odysseus does tell us a fair
amount, sometimes ruefully and grimly, about his own errors as well as
his companions’ misdeeds.

From Troy, Odysseus sailed ro the land of the Cicones. Here again, his
narrative betrays a breezy heroic bravado: ‘there I sacked their city and
killed the people’ (9.40; cf. e.g. 1. 9.326-9, 594-5). But a sterner note
is heard when the men go on looting, despite Odysseus’ warnings (9.44
701 8¢ vijmiow ok émifovro, fools that they were, they paid me no heed’).
This disobedience sets the keynote of Odysseus’ difficult relations with
his followers. As a result, the neighbouring allies spring a counter-attack,
and six men from each ship are lost before the rest can make their escape.

The second mishap is Odysseus’ doing: indeed, the whole débacle
of the Cyclops episode is due, as he himself admits, to his insatiable
curiosity, and to his eagerness to win friends and acquire gifts. Particu-
larly noteworthy are his retrospective comments at 9.224 ff,, in which

33 Further, sce Od. 11.364 ff. (Alcinous’ complimentary remarks nevertheless asso-
ciate Odysseus—and poetry—with lies: ¢f. Hes. Th 27, Solon fr 29 West, etc.);
Juv. 15.16, with Courtney’s notes; Lucian VH 1.3. See also W, Suerbaum, ‘Die Ich-
Erzihlungen des Odysseus’, Poetica 2 (1968), 150-77.

3% For further possible touches of bravado and boastfulness in the first-person narra-
tive see 9.19-20, 160, 213-15 (this foresight seems somewhat implausible, cf. D. Page,
The Homeric Odyssey [Cambridge 1955] 8), 442-5, 550-1, 10.447 (?), 11.512, 524,
12.208—12 (conrrast the humility of Aeneas in Virgil's imitation of the last passage, Aen.
1.198-208). I would also include in this category 11.565 f. (consra Page, op. cit. 26-7).
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he recalls the moment when he and his men had entered the Cyclopy
cave. ‘There my companions begged me to let them take away some of
the cheeses and depart, driving kids and lambs out of their pens and
aboard our swift ship, and setting out once more over the salt sea. By,
I did not heed them3>—better, far better, if I had! I was still eager to
see the owner of the place and find out if he would give me a guest-gif;
But it was no kind host that my companions were to meer there. . 3
The rest of the story needs no summary here. Odysseus succeeded i[;
getting some of his companions out of this predicament, but only after
having got them into it. Furthermore, he cannot resist the temptation
to mock the Cyclops from the apparent safety of his ship, raunting him
in the fashion of an Iliadic warrior.® This is almost disastrous when
Polyphemus hurls boulders at them; still worse, Odysseus has to exult
in his own personal success, revealing his own identity and so making
it possible for the Cyclops to harm him through his prayer to Poseidon.
Here again, the companions desperately try to restrain Odysseus, but he
pays no attention (9.492 ff.).

In the episode of the bag of winds (10.1-79), the situation is more
complicated, for it seems that both Odysseus and his men are at fault:
Odysseus for his characteristic lack of trust, never telling his men more
than is absolutely necessary, always taking delight in his superior knowl-
edge. Understandably, they do not trust him, and proceed to loot their
captain’s luggage (10.44 f.). As a result, when actually within sight of
Ithaca, they are driven off course by the battling winds. Odysseus is
filled with unequalled misery at this fresh setback: he considers hurling
himself into the sea (50-2), but instead, as he pus it, ‘I endured (53
érAnv) and remained; veiling my head, I lay in the ship’. This moment of
self-control and restraint of his emotions (we are not told that Odysseus
weeps, though the companions certainly do, 49) points the way forward
to Odysseus’ later endurance and patience in adversity. But it has yet to
become the dominant, controlling force in his character. In these early

.” 228 4AXNéyaw ob mibldpmy, ‘But I paid them no heed’, echoes 44 ovx émiflovro, ‘they
palac(i me no heed’ (of the companions); cf. also 500.
1968)555 ;.g. B. Fenik, Tjpical battle scenes in the liad, Hermes Einzelschr. 21 (Wiesbaden
The episode is also disquieting because of Odysseus’ possible blasphemy in 525, which
already worried ancient critics: see Antisth. fi 54 Caizzi, Arist. 7. 174 Rose, Buffiere (n.
2) 370-1. Readers may differ as to whether this does constitute blasphemy, but if it does,
the ancient excuses are cerrainly not sufficient to palliate it.

\ o8
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adventures he is still something of a dashing buccaneer; he has yet to
pecome the brooding, deep-thinking planner and almost Stoic moralist
whom we see in the making during the Phaeacian books and in action
in the second half of the epic.”’

These episodes help to explain the general tension between Odysseus
and his companions, particularly Eurylochus, in subsequent adventures,
notably the Circe episode. They admire, fear and even care about him,
but they also distrust him. This emerges from 10.198-202, 244-73,
and especially the splendid scene at 428 ff., when Odysseus returns from
his encounter with Circe, to tell his waiting friends that all is well. Ac
this point Eurylochus makes a panicky speech which culminates in an
accusation of Odysseus: he says (in essence) ‘where are you off to, you
fools? She'll turn you all into pigs or wolves or lions; it’ll be just like the
Cyclops affair all over again, when our friends died because of 4is rash
folly’ (10.437 Tod7ou ydp Kai keivor dracfalinow ovro).”® Although
Odysseus draws his sword in fury and has to be restrained by his more
timid friends (10.443, ‘No, descendant of Zeus, let’s leave him here, if
you bid us do so...."), we may well feel that there is some truth in what
the rebellious Eurylochus says.

The next episode involving a warning that is not heeded occurs in
Book 12, with the warnings of Circe when Odysseus finally leaves her
island. She tells him privarely of the dangers of the Sirens, but, knowing
that he will not be able to resist listening to their song, she gives him
instructions how to do so in safety.?> These he follows to the letter:
the story illustrates once again his curiosity, his fascination with new
experiences, but it also indicates his greater prudence in comparison
with earlier episodes in which he took unnecessary risks or forced his
companions to do so. But Circe also warns him of the danger from
Scylla and Charybdis: here he cannot avoid losing some men, and must

57 Por this interpretation sce further K. Reinhardt, Tradition und Geist (Gbuingen
1960) 47124, esp. 65 f. [translated in Reading the Odyssey: selected interpresative essays,
ed. S. L. Schein (Princeton 1996) 63-132]; also Fenik, Studies (n. 7} 161.

38 For drasarias ‘rash folly’, f. 21, 4.409, 22.104 (only); Od. 1.7, 34,22.437, 23.67,
etc. (normally used of the suitors). Note thar Odysseus does later attribute ardobaia to
himself (below, p. 176 on 18.139)—again an indication of his greater insight and his
increased capacity for self-criticism.

39 There is a pointed discrepancy between Odysseus’ account to his men (12.160 olov
& hvdryer &' drovéper, ‘1 alone, she said, was to listen to their words’) and Circe’s actual
words (49 ai 120Xy aba, ‘if you should wish ... ")! Circe suspects that Odysseus himself
will not be able to resist listening.
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be content if the ship itself is saved. At this point the heroic spirit of
Odysseus the sacker of cities reasserts itself, and he asks if there is ng
way to make a stand against Scylla. The enchantress replies:

Self-willed man (oxérlie), is your mind still set on war-like deeds, on struggle
and toil? Will you not bow to the deathless gods themselves? Scylla is not of
mortal kind; she is an immorral monster.  (12.116-18)

Odysseus needs to learn that the old heroic code of facing your foe in
head-on defiance, kill or be killed, cannot always work. 4

In whar follows, Odysseus shows that these lessons are only partially
learnt. He retails the warnings to his companions, but with typical
caution tells them only part: ‘Of Scylla T did not speak, thar inexorable
horror, for fear the crew in panic might cease from rowing and huddle
themselves below in the hold’ (12.223-5). But he himself forgets Circe’s
warning—the familiar story-pattern once again makes its appearance—
dons his armour and tries to threaten Scylla, to no avail (12.226 ff).
Six of his comrades are lost, in one of the most spine-chilling scenes of
the Odjssey, and one which speaks clearly in the language and images of

men’s nightmares.

... I'saw only their feet and hands as they were lifted up; they were calling out
to me in their heart’s anguish, crying out my name for the last time.. .. Scylla
swung my writhing companions up to the rocks, and there at the entrance to
her cave, she began to devour them as they shrieked and held out their hands
to me in the extremes of agony. Of all the things I saw with my eyes, of all
the trials I underwent in my quests of the paths of the sea, that was the most
pitiful.  (12.248-59)*!

The next trial that Odysseus and his crew have to undergo is the episode
of the Oxen of the Sun. Both Tiresias and Circe had been parricularly
insistent in warning Odysseus abour this (11.104 ff, 12.127-41). If
Odysseus lands on Thrinacia, he must not harm these animals, or
his homecoming will be late and hard, and before that he must lose

4 Cf. ]. Griffin, Homer (Past Master series, Oxford 1980) 57.

1 On these lines see further H. Frinkel, Early Greek poetry and philosophy, Eng. tr.
(Oxford 1975) 49; C. Moulton, Similes in the Homeric poems (Gottingen 1977) 104,
119. Note the reversal in 22.383 ff., where Odysseus is the fisherman viewing his dying
catch. So oo 22.388 (rév pév 7' fédios padbuwy éfeldero Buudv, ‘whose life the blazing
sun has taken from them’) recalls the wrath and vengeance of Helios in Book 12; now
Odysseus fills a comparable role (¢f nn. 75-6 below).
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all his comrades (11.1 14=12.141). In Tiresias’ speech of warning one
line in particular stands out for its themaric importance, extending
beyond this episode to the poem as a whole: ‘If you are prepared to
restrain your desire, and that of your comrades’ (11.105 af & é0éAys
ooy Bopov épukaréew kal érailpwv...). Self-restraint and sell-denial
remain important themes throughout the rest of Odysseus’ career, not
just during the wanderings.“

Odysseus himself would have preferred to steer past the island alto-
gether, but again it is Eurylochus who protests, rebelling against their
Jeader’s strictness (12.271-302), and Odysseus is forced to yield, though
not without insisting that his companions swear an oath not to touch
the beasts. Needless to say, in the end, with the winds unfavourable and
starvation looming, the companions, urged on by Eurylochus, forget
their oath and embark upon the fateful meal (12.339 ff). On this
occasion they are clearly the offenders, but Odysseus’ own position is
ambiguous, since he had left them alone when he went away to pray and
fell asleep, as he had before in the episode of the bag of winds. He tells
the Phaeacians that the gods sent this disastrous sleep on him (12.338,
cf. 370 ft., esp. 372 dryp, ‘ruination’).*> A convenient excuse, as in
Agamemnon’s famous ‘apology’ (/l. 19.86 f£),% or a malicious deity

42 Telemachus too has to learn to conceal his emotions (as he fails to do in Book
2) and to contain his wrath: see esp. 16.274~7, 17.484-91, 21.128-9. This is one of
many ways in which the development and adventures of Telemachus parallel those of
his father: cf. n. 11, and PCPAS NS 31 (1985) 138-9. Notice also, of Odyssecus himself,
11.84-9, 17.238, 284, 18.90—4, 20.9-30. In 19.479 ff. (esp. 481 épiooaro ‘drew her
back’), Odysseus restrains Eurycleia, as also in Book 22, when the nurse is about to utter
a cry of exultation over the dead suitors (cf. n. 81).

Odysseus’ self-restraint is not altogether a new thing: see Menelaus’ narrative, 4.269-
89, esp. 2701 (271 érdn [he endured]), 284 rarépuie wal éoyelev ieuéver mep, 'he
held back and restrained them despite their eagerness’, and compare the descriprion of
him as raAasippwy, ‘enduring in his heart’, in 241, 270. Both Menelaus” and Helens
tales prefigure later events of the poem (thus S. West on 4.244, comparing 19.386 ff);
either we must see Odysseus’ endurance here as a themaric reflection of a major motif
of the poem, or we may suppose that self-restraint of this kind, in a marrial context,
is exceptional but less demanding, more conventional, than Odysseus’ later ordeals (for
heroic ‘endurance’ see Macleod (n. 13) 22 n. 2; and for the qualities required of a hero
in an ambush, 7. 13.275-86).

43 On d7m see Dodds (n. 14) 5 £.; Barrett on Eur. Hipp. 241.

“ Contra Dodds (n. 14) 1-6, 13-16. This passage, like Priam’s words to Helen in
1L 3.164-5, has perhaps been too readily treated as central in discussions of Homeric
theology and psychology. Dodds himself observes (ibid. 11) that we must distinguish
between the poet’s statements and the words of his characters (¢f Arist. for: 146, 163
Rose); in the passages in question, Agamemnon seeks a portentous formulation which
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at work, or a more complex theological paradox, by which the gods, like
Jehovah in the Old Testament, lead their human victims into sin2%5 4,
all events, the companions perish while Odysseus is saved, but he too

to be punished, still dogged by the curse of Poseidon, now reinforced by
the anger of Helios. As Tiresias warned him:

)5, , , S
€l 8¢ ke alvnai, Té7e ToL Texpalpop 8Aefpov
" e s s, 3y
vni T€ Kat €Tdpoia. adTos 8'el mép xev GADEYs,
Gpé raxdds veiar, SAéoas dmo mdvras éraipovs,
‘s , ;s y
vnos ém dAdoTpins- Sijeis 8'év mijuara oikew. ..

If you harm them, T foretell destruction for your ship and your companions;
and if you yourself escape, you will come home late and hard, after losing all

your companions, a passenger on another’s ship; and you will find troubles i
your house... (11.112-15)

This story pattern is an important part of Homer's legacy to tragedy: the
omens ignored, the warning inadequate, defied, or recalled too late. 46
We may remember the case of Creon in the Anigone, of Pentheus
and Hippolytus, of the doomed Polynices in the Oedipus Coloneus,
Like many characters in Greek tragedy, like Orestes and Oedipus, for
example, the companions of Odysseus seem trapped by a problem that
has no solution.*” Precautions and warnings are not always enough. The
travel books of the Odyssey do not offer us a simple, black and white
fable in which Odysseus is always right and the companions always
wrong or wicked. Eurylochus is not a hubristic figure or a theomachos
(opponent of the gods). A more realistic and thoughtful pattern seems

will appease his opponent without purting himself in a bad light; and Priam’s generosity
to the guilt-ridden Helen exemplifies his typical kindness to her (cf. 24.770). This
principle also affects the view we take of the gods’ concern for justice in the fiad: the
Greeks, believing themselves in the right, sometimes declare that the gods must think
likewise (esp. as regards the breaking of the truce): cf. 4.157 ff,, 235 ff., 7.350 ff., 13.623—
32. But the scenes on Olympus which the poet allows us to witness do not generally bear
this out. See also Hutchinson on Aesch. Sept. 4-9.

5 See esp. Exodus 7-9, 10.1 (cf, Hdr. 7.12 fF, 9.109.2, etc.); A. Dihle, The theory of
will in classical antiquity (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1981) 75 f,, 198 n. 31. In the Odyssey,
note especially the way in which Athene leads the suirors on into further crime: 17.360—
4, 18.155-6, 346-8; 20.284-6 (consra H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus [Berkeley and
Los Angeles 1971] 29, 31 ., 44).

“ Cf JHS 102 (1982) 149 [= Oxford Readlings in Homer’s lliad, ed. D. Cairns (Oxford

2001), 268-9], esp. n. 21, adding Aesch. Seps. 778, Ag. 709, and esp. Fenik, Studies (n.
7) 158 ff.

47 Fenik (n. 7) 208-32.
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. Odysseus survives not because he is pious or guiltless or
:iovi)l'ifszg? vices)j nor even because he does not make mistakes, but
chauSC he is able to learn from them, to adapt, to use what help he

n get from others and stay on top. He learns, slowl).r and painfully,
“ curb both his heroic impulses (the instinctive desire to taunt an
::n:my, to fight on even when it is hopeless), and his more'dangero.us,
more idiosyncratic quality, his curiosity. M9reover, we see him growing
into a more sombre figure, isolated from hlS. own kind after the C‘leatl’TS
of his remaining friends, turned in upon himself and absorbed in his
own loneliness and grief, suspicious even of those who offer help and
Su%?Ier:we turn back to Book 5, in which our first glimpse of .Odyss.eus
is as he sits weeping on the shore of Ogygia (151-8), and in which,
after many years of captivity, he is finally told by C}alypso thaF he‘can
go. His suspicious response is striking: in surly fashion, he replies: you
have something else in mind, goddess, you have no thought of sending
me home, you who now bid me traverse the vast gulf of 'the' sea on
a raft...” (5.173—4). Nor is this a unique case; he‘reacts similarly o
the overtures of the sea-nymph Ino, who offers him help whe'n .hlS
raft has been shattered (5.333 ff., esp. his speech ar 356-9). This is a
negative and unprofirable suspicion; it appears again Yvhen he wakgs up
on the shores of Ithaca and immediately supposes, against a!l probability,
that the Phaeacians have betrayed him (13.203-14). Their actufll. fate,
as presented in the preceding scene, makes still cleare‘r the unfairness
of this suspicion and creates a poignant ir.ony (esp. ll’nes 213-14). Ir
reappears once more when he will not believe Ath.enes.assurance th%t
he is at last home, even after she has revealed her 1dent1t¥ (.13.312 ff.,
esp. 324-8). Suspicion is one aspect of the gloomy pessimism which
possesses Odysseus in the early books, especially 5-8. Tossed48by fat.e
and abandoned, perhaps even hated (10.73-5) by the gods, 'he is
now preoccupied with his own miseries, and loses no opportunity to
comment on them to others. Thus in Book 5, when Calypso warns
him that there are further troubles in store for him when he r'eaches
his home, he replies in words which prefigure, and perhaps Prowde the
model for, Aeneas’ speech of praemeditatio (self-preparation) in response

4 Cf.]. E. B. Mayor’s comm. (London 1873) on Od. 9 and part of 10, on 10.72,
citing e.g. 14.366, 19.275, 363 f.
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to the parallel warning of the Sibyl in the sixth book of Virgil's Aene;y
(103-5):4

Even so, my desire and longing day by day is still to reach my own home and
to see the day of my return. And if this or thar deity should sharter my craft o
the wine-dark sea, I will bear it (mAjoopar), and keep a heart wichin me that
can endure sorrow. For now indeed I have suffered and toiled long on the waye,
and in war; let new tribulations now join the old.  (O4 5.219-24) '

This gloomy yet stoical fatalism appears further in the Phaeacian books
for instance in Odysseus’ appeal to Nausicaa: “.. .and now some deit}:
has cast me here, I suppose so that I can suffer some further misfortune
for I don’t suppose it is at an end; no, the gods have further things.
in store for me...’ (6.172—4). Nausicaa’s reply produces the standard
fatalistic thinking of early Greek literature, though we may here also
suspect that the poet, as so often in the Phaeacis,® is having a little
fun with his creations. Her words are: ‘Stranger, since you do not
seem to me a bad or foolish man, remember that Zeus himself, the
Olympian, dispenses blessings to mankind, to good men and also to
bad, to each as he chooses. This fate he has, we may be sure, given to
you, and it is for you to endure it’ (6.187-90; TerAdpev again).>! These
remarks are doubtless very true and salutary; they come close, in fact
to Odysseus” own words to Calypso in the fifth book; but there is z;
gentle humour in Odysseus” hard-won insights being echoed thus by
Nausicaa’s sententious naiveté.

In the Phacacian books we find furcher pessimistic remarks and
unhappy speeches by Odysseus even after he has been hospitably
received (6.325, 7.208 f£); and in general in Book 8 he remains
apart, brooding and weeping, reluctant or unable as yet to reveal him-
self and partake in their frivolous and peaceful existence (further, see

“ On Aeneas’ praemeditatio here (gl
glossed by Sen. Ep. 77.33 ff), cf. Norden on 103-5;

further, Nisbet-Hubbard on Hor. Odes 2.10.14; P Rabb fi ic )
169{)}1{, g Hubba ; F. Rabbow, Seelenflirung (Munich 1954)
. Nf)te esp. the skilful use of repetition at 8.166 (Odysseus’ retort drashdiw avdpi
doucas, ‘you look‘llke a foolish fellow’, snubs Euryalus and caps his sneer at 164 038’
40AnTiipe éownas, ‘you don't‘look like an athlete’). See also Alcinous’ embarrassed speech
at 8.236-55 (eﬁp. 248—9; in 251-3 he has to revise his claims for his people, using
the same }?hrasmghas 1111 101-3Y. As Plutarch observed, the tale of Ares and Aphrodite
Is appropriate to the pleasure-loving Phaeaci -
e p g Phaeacians (aud. poer. 18F, 19F-20A). See further

>! On these s0poi, see further Richardson on b.Dem. 147 1.
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8.154-5, 182-3, 231-2, 478, 9.12 ). It is a commonplace, which |
would endorse, that Phaeacia is a ‘transitional’ episode, a halfway stage
petween the magical, other-worldly fairyland of Odysseus’ earlier adven-
wres and the familiar Greek geography and society of Ithaca.>® The
Phaeacian books also prepare for and include events which foreshadow
Odysseus’ later experiences in Ithaca.>®> Most important, Phaeacia pro-
vides a suitable environment for Odysseus to recover from his adven-
tures beyond the known world. He is able to mix with human beings
again, to experience their compassion, their hospiality and finally their
wonder and admiration. He regains some of his old self-confidence in
the course of Book 8; he also realizes with delight that his old ally Athene
has recurned to aid him (8.199-200). In short, he begins to emerge
from his shell of self-pity and self-centred despair; for the Odjyssey no
less than the //iad is concerned with the role of man in society, with
the preservation or the destruction of the bonds, social, emotional and
moral, between a man and his fellows.>*

No episode of the Phaeacian books is as moving and suggestive in
charting the progress of Odysseus as the concluding scene of Book 8,
the account of the third song by Demodocus and its aftermath.”® Full
of food and drink and pleased with himself, Odysseus asks Demodocus
to change his song, turning to the fall of Troy. Tell us, he says, of
the Wooden Horse, ‘which Odysseus had brought into the citadel as a
ruse’ (8.494). Demodocus obliges with a detailed account of the sack of
Troy highlighting Odysseus and his struggles. We expect the disguised
hero to be pleased and flattered. But instead he weeps, and his tears
are described in one of Homer’s most moving similes, in which he is
compared with a woman who weeps over the body of her husband, who
fell protecting his city and their children, while she is left alive to be
dragged off into slavery (8.521-31). Not precisely Andromache (for the

52 C. Segal, Arion 1.4 (1962) 17-63, PP 116 (1967) 321-42; Fenik (n. 7) 54-5; .
Vidal-Naquet, in Myth, religion and saciety, ed. R. Gordon (Cambridge 1981) 904, 248
n. 58.

53 Cf. PCPhS NS 31 (1985) 140-3. 1 should also have mentioned there that from this
perspective the notorious ‘recapitulation’ of Odysseus’ adventures to Penelope (23.306-
43) corresponds to the full narracive to the Phaeacians in the first half of the poem.

4 Cf. the suggestive comments of Buffigre (n. 2) 384; also Colin Macleod's review of
Griffin, Homer on life and death, in London Review of Books 6-14 Aug, 1981, p. 21: ‘If the
lliad is “the poem of death” ... the Odyssey might be called the poem of social existence,
or, to use the more eloquent Latin word, of humaniras.

55 See esp. C.W. Macleod, Collected essays (Oxford 1983) ch. 1.
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woman in the simile reaches her husband’s body before he draws hjg
last breath), the wife in the simile stands for all the widowed womep
of Troy, all those who suffered in the sack, and suffered at Odysseyg
hands. Now the victor and the victim are united in suffering and grief:
1. 530-1 beautifully bring this out by the verbal echo:

Ao (e p ,
715 & éAeewordTw dyei pOwibovet maperal-

o Ay 3 A} < > 7 ’ Ly

s Ddvoeds deervov Om’ dpplot Sdrpuov elBev.

and her checks are wasted in most pitiful grief;

even so Odysseus shed a tear of pity below his brows.

Here we see Homer contrasting different ideas of what poetry does and
what it is for. What Odysseus expects is, in effect, a panegyric of his own
strategic and military successes. There seems no reason to doubt that in
the aristocratic society of early Greece and lonia, such poems would
be common, as in many other oral traditions, and familiar to Homer
(cf. Hes. Th. 80-93).>¢ Bur what Odysseus actually gets is something
deeper and more characteristically Homeric: not a partisan version, but
one that sees both sides, Trojan and Greek. For when we look back at
the summary of Demodocus’ song, we find that it dwells on the delusion
and the cruel destiny of the Trojans (511 afoa yap fv droAdobar, .7.A.,
‘for it was fated that they should perish’; cf. Virg. Aen. 2.54), and how
near they came to destroying the horse. The situation and the chain
of events would be familiar to Odysseus, who had himself been inside
the horse (4.271-88), and we might expect him to remember this crisis
with satisfaction and relief. It needs the eloquence and the compassion
of a Homeric poet to open the springs of pity in Odysseus and to make
him see that the victory he won all those years ago has become a matter
for history and poetry; that the profits which he gained have slipped
through his fingers; and above all that his own sufferings and his own
separation from wife, child and home are not more important than the
sufferings of the Trojans, but mirror images of them (as is brought out
by the marital theme in the simile).’

56 See R. Finnegan, Oral poetry (Cambridge 1977) 188-92, 226-7. In later Greece,
we may compare the ‘court poetry’ of Simonides, Bacchylides, and Pindar, though the
Homeric influence enriches their encomia with an awareness of the temporary and fragile
quality of their addressees’ achievements.

There is a somewhat similar progression in the third book of the Aeneid. In
1. 273 the Trojan refugees pass Ithaca, and curse the ‘terram altricem saevi. .. Ulixi’,
‘the land that nurtured cruel Ulysses’ (cf. 2.762, etc.). Larter in the book, the pathetic
Achaemenides (an honest version of Sinon) supplicates them, presenting himself as
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It has often been remarked that Odysseus weeps zwice at Demodocus’
songs, the first time being earlier in the day when he sang 9f the quarrel
perween Odysseus and Achilles. We may expect a recognition then, bl.lt
Alcinous’” tact leads him to stop the singing and divert the stranger in
other ways. The second weeping-scene caps the first, not only beca‘use
it is more emotional and prolonged,*® but alsp bCCaL.lSC of the suby?ct
of the song and the object of Odysseus’ grief and pity. In the earlier
scene, he wept for himself and his comrades; in the scene we have
just considered, he realizes, like Achilles, the common ground bc‘:tw.een
friend and foe. This is the lesson of shared and common suffering,
common not just to friends and allies, but to all mankind.>

In the later books of the Odyssey, this principle animates some of
Odysseus’ sternest and most serious speeches of warning to Fhe suitors.
Their offence has a broader moral significance because it ignores t.he
humility and fragility of man. The suitors believe that they can live
like gods, eternally feasting, unpunished (vijowor, a recurrent word: see
1.377, 380, etc).* Experience has taught Odysseus that such :arrogant
optimism is a delusion. As he says to Amphinor_nus, the one suitor who
regularly has misgivings about what they are doing:

[ have something to say to you, and do you listen, and store it in your he?rt.
Of all things that breathe and move upon the earth, earth mothers nothm.g
more frail than man. For as long as the gods grant him prosperity, as long as his
limbs are swift, he thinks that he will suffer no misfortune in times to come.
But when instead the Blessed Ones send him sorrow, that too he has to bear,
under compulsion, with enduring heart. The father of gods and men makes one

‘comes infelicis Ulixi’, ‘the comrade of the unfortunate Ulysses’ (613).. After hearing his
tale and escaping from the perils which Ulysses had endured before him, Aeneas himself
finds it possible to use the same epithet when speaking of Ulysses (691).

58 So Fenik (n. 7) 102-4. ‘ _ . .

59 Cf. JHS 102 (1982) 158-60 [= Osxford Readings in Homers [lta'd, ed. D. Cairns
(Oxford 2001), 286-90]; add esp. ]. Hornblower, Hieronymus of Cardia (Oxford 1981)
loé” 6(':ompare and contrast the world of the gods: in the song of Demodocus, although
Aphrodite is caugh in flagrante, she may depart with impunity (cf. n. 7_4), though there is
some talk of compensation and surery (esp. 8.348). But this is a very different thing from
the ‘payment’ Odysseus will exact. Note that the suitors do try to offer compensation
at 22.55-67, but Odysseus rejects their pleas in words that seem to echo those of the
impassioned Achilles (22.61—4, compared with /.. 9.379-87, 22.349-54; on the general
question whether the Odyssey-poet knew the _lliaa’, see n. 89).

Thar the suitors are aspiring to the condition of gods is further suggested by the close
analogy between Od. 18.401 fF. (cf. 17.219-20, 446), and /. 1.575-6 (Hephaesrus).
Everlasting and contented feasting is godlike: cf. Pind. Pyrh. 10.30 ff.

—
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day unlike another day, and men on the earth must change their thoughes j
accordance with this. I too once seemed marked our as a fortunate man; | diz
many reckless things (139 drdofal’) to sate my desire for power and maste
putting great faith in my facher and brothers. And so I would have no man 2:;

lawless (dfepiorios); rather, let each acce stioni i
; ) pt unquestioningly what fi
gods grant him.  (18.130-42)¢ ¥ &Y ever gitts the

There is falsehood here, and the story bears affinities to Odysseus’ large-
scale lies;% buc like them it conrtains elements of truth about his travgels
and his past; and it also involves moral truths and warnings which draw
on the basic ethical framework of the Odyssey: rashness, boldness, over-
confidence coming to grief; and, by contrast, the advocacy of generosity,
mercy, gentleness (see above all Penelope’s speech at 19.325 ff.).93 ’

If Phaeacia prepares Odysseus for the role he must play in Ithaca and
the second part of the poem, it is the scene with Athena in Book 13
on the beach in Ithaca itself, which provides the pivot and complete;
the change in Odysseus’ condition.®* With Book 13 we move from

f ¢! The signifjlclanc‘e a(if thisdspeech is also observed by Macleod (n. 55) 14, and treated

rom a more sociological standpoint in a thoughtful essay by ]. M. Redfield, in

to quer, (?ds. C. A. Rubino and C. W. Shelr%lcrdine (Xusi’igl, Texas 198g), esﬁ?];}ogizz
[repn:ned in the present volume]. For its legacy in tragedy see esp. Aesch. Pers. 588 fF.
?g. 13}?7—30, Eur. Hddf; 60}18 {)f.;f?omra;t the lighter, more hedonistic attirude deduce('i,
rom the same premises by the buffoonish Heracles i —

on([;ju;;_ i ([;3—5)}; S;e);ij he buffo cles in Eur. Ale. 780~96 (see further Bond

** For instance, the father and brothers of 18.140 can be related to the fulle ion i
14.199-210 (¢f 19.178-81); the ‘me quoque’ structure (138 xai ydp éyd, ‘fo: fig?n l’r)l
and the reference to past prosperity are analogous to 17.419-24 and 19.75-80, anci s0
on&ﬁFor other aspects of this and parallel speeches, see Fenik (n. 7) 185.

" See further Odysseus’ speeches at 17.414 fF, 19.71 ff., Eurycleia’s at 19.370 ff
Philoetius’ at 20.194 ff., 205 {F., all of which reinforce these themes. . )

In tragedy, a further parallel is provided by Euripides Supplices, in which we should
note the fresh authority with which Adrastus, enlightened by experience, breaks his lon
silence at 734 (in a speech which echoes that of Theseus earlier, 549 f£.): see Collarg
?fd loc. and on 634-777 in general. Acknowledgement of past folly and error leads the
Supatiis ‘late-learner’ to a clearer view of human rashness and of morality in general
Now Adr.asn.ls is to reach the young Athenians (842-3). Note also Soph. O.C. 607 FF
Theseus is wise and compassionate (562 ff.), but idealistic; the insight that Oedipus has
gm&ed through age and suffering means that he can see further than the young king,

' On the scene, see the admirable discussion in Fenik (n. 7) 30-7; also H. Erbse
Beirrige zum I_/erstana'nix der Odyssee (Berlin 1972) 143—65. Athene’s practical ;notives’
are explained in 13.189-93, which have been unjustly attacked by Analytic criticism.
Moreover, like Odysseus himself, she enjoys deception and partial or gradual revelation:
cf. esp. 18.160-2 (crassly handled by Page [n. 34] 124 f); here, as in ibid. 191 the
motives described are Athene’s, not Penelope’s {cf. C. Emlyn-Jones, G&#R 31 [1984,] 9~
12 [= the present vol., pp. 221-4]). On divine deception cf. n. 73. In Book 13, notice
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predominantly sea-going adventures to land, and from more magical
and supernatural countries to a familiar part of Greece. The reunion
with Athena marks the new upward turn in Odysseus fortunes. From
now on, instead of being the victim of the gods and the child of ill
fortune,®® he will be in control; instead of receiving warnings, he will
give them; instead of being a passive figure who merely endures, he will
pecome the active strategist and avenger; instead of indulging in self-
pity and brooding on the past, instead of carrying grief or vanity or
boastfulness to extremes, he learns the crucial lesson of self-restraint and

self-control.
This is shown first when in Book 16 he beholds his son after their

long separation (16. 1 f£). The point is skilfully made through the
use of a simile describing a father welcoming his son, the simile being
applied not, as would be natural, to Odysseus, but to Eumaeus.®
Eumaeus plays the role of a surrogate father to Telemachus (who calls
him dr7a ‘papd, e.g. 16.31), and the spontaneous joy and openness
of the swineherd’s greeting to his young master (23 7Abes, TyAépaye,

the subtle ironies of 219-20, 230 (Athene really 7 a goddess; contrast the successful
flattery of 6.149-52); 234 (edSeleMos is elsewhere used only of Ithaca); and especially the
mischievous delaying tactics of Athene in 237 ff. The phrases she uses there to describe
Ithaca, before actuatly naming it, echo more explicit descriptions of their homeland by
Telemachus and Odysseus himself (4.605 ff., 9.25 ff.)—yet another self-conscious and
creative use of formulaic language.

6 For Odysseus’ name and interpretations thereof, see 1.55, 60-2, 5.340, 423, in
contrast with the explicit etymologising at 19.407--9. In the first four cases Odysseus
is the vicrim and sufferer, and the erymological play presents him as persecuted by the
gods. In 19.407 88vaodpevos may be middle or passive; if middle, and active in sense,
this again brings out the reversal of fortunes in the second half of the poem. Odysseus,
who was dogged by ill fortune, now becomes the persecutor and punisher. See furcher
L. P. Rank, Etymologiscerung en verwante Verschijnselen bij Homerus (diss. Utrecht 1951)
52-60, who scems also to prefer the active sense here, as preparation for the slaughter.
See also W. B. Stanford, CP 47 (1952) 209-13. G. E. Dimock, ‘The name of Odysseus’,
The Hudson Review 9 (1956) 52-70, reprinted in various collections, is also suggestive,
though some of his interpretations are wild. In general on significant names of this kind
in Homer and elsewhere, sce Rank, op. cit; R. Pfeiffer, History of classical scholarship
vol. 1 (Oxford 1968) 4-5; Fraenkel on Aesch. Ag. 687, Collard on Eur. Supp. 497, M.
Griffith, HSCP 82 (1978) 83-6; and the brilliant discussion of Oedipus’ name by B.
Knox, Oedipus at Thebes (New Haven and London 1957) 127 f. (esp. O.7.397).

6 Further, Moulton (n. 41) 1323, Cf. 16.25 and 60, in which Eumaeus calls the boy
réicos and réxvov, ‘boy, child’. The swineherd greets Telemachus as though he has been
parted from him for ten years; Odysseus really has been separated from him for twice
that time. The simile speaks of an onfy son, poivov; compare the actual circumstances of
Odysseus’ house (16.118-20).
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yAvkepov gdos, ‘you've come back, Telemachus, my darling joy’) provide
a perfect foil to the silent presence of the disguised Odysseus in the
background. The poet keeps Odysseus silent, and refrains from describ.-
ing his emotions for some time; he does not break this silence ungj|
16.90, when he is his usual collected self, and it is only later, after the
recognition between father and son has taken place, that Homer gives
some hint, however delicately, of the hero’s feelings. Now we again see
a father kissing and shedding tears; but what was only a simile before i
now reality.

o » , e ‘s sa -
ws apa pwvnoas viov koe, kad 8¢ mapetdy
Sdkpuov fie youdle mdpos 8 éye vwdeués alel.

With these words he kissed his son, and shed a tear that fell down hijs

cheeks and to the ground; until that moment he had held the tear back
always.67 (16.190-1)

The self-discipline of Odysseus receives its severest trial in the encounter
with Penelope in Book 19.°8 Here too he must mask his emotions and
hold back his tears, even when he is forced to watch Penelope weep
at the very words he himself utters; and here again, the poetic device
of contrasting similes vividly communicates the lesson which Odysseus
has now learned:

{ake Yebdea moAAd Adywv éripoiow Spoiar

s wow s / Y , C
775 8 Gp’dxovodons pée ddrpua, TiikeTo B¢ ypaws.
ws 8€ xuwv katariker’ év drpomdoiow Specow,

7 A fusther simile at 16.213-19 marks the moment of acceptance and recognition
by Telemachus and ‘caps’ the simile used of Eumaeus. By drawing a parallel with the
foss of children, the poer stresses what might have been (Telemachus has just escaped the
suitors’ ambush). But the comparison with birds of prey reminds us of what is in store,
revenge and punishment (for warriors compared with birds see e.g. I 13.531, 16.428,
Od. 24.538; Moulton [n. 41] 35). Thus the similes are complementary; but whereas the
first seemed to mark a conclusion, with the long-lost son happily home, the second looks
ahead to new and destructive action. The sinister implications of the comparison are
intensified in Aeschylus” imitation (Ag. 49-59, Cho. 246--9).

% For a fine treatment of this scene, see C. Emlyn-Jones, G&R 31 (1984) 1-14
[= Homer, ed. 1. McAuslan and P. Walcot (Oxford 1998) 126-43; also rept. in the present
volume] (besides its positive merits, his article decisively refutes the mistaken view,
held in various forms by different critics, thar Penelope recognizes Odysseus, whether
subconsciously or otherwise, before the dénouement of Book 23). Judicious observations
also in Fenik (n. 7) 39—46. Buffiere (n. 2) 310 points our the contrast berween Odysseus’

self-discipline and the suirors’ brash and emotional responses o Penelope’s appearances.
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#v 7 ebpos karérnéev, émjy Lépupos kaTayevy,
rropéims & dpa Tis morapol mhjfovar péovres:
&s s THiKeTo KaAd waphia Sdrkpu xeodoms,
«datobons éov dvdpa naphuevor.’? adrap Ddvooeds

Bupd pév yodwaoav €y EXéape yuvaixa,

Spflatpol 8 dis el képa éoTacav Mé oidnpos

drpéuas & BAepdporar: B6Aw &6 ye ddrpua keibev.
He moulded all these falsechoods of his to resemble truth, and as the queen
listened, her tears flowed and her checks grew wet. It was as wh.en the snow
melts on lofty mountains; the west wind brought it, the east wind melts it,
and at its melting the rivers swell up to overflowing. So did her lovely cheeks

row wet as she shed tears and wept for the husband who sat so near her. 'As

for Odysseus, his heart went out to his weeping wife, but beneath his eyelids
his eyes kept as firm as horn or iron; he still dissembled, and showed no

ears. (19.203-12, tr. W. Shewring)

Clearly, the similes are antithetical: melting snow versus hard iron or
horn; overflowing emotion versus containment and control. .

The meeting between Odysseus and Athene in Book 13 is also
important in other ways for the thematic design of ‘tbe poem. Tyvo
aspects in particular require comment: delayed recognition and testing
(mewpdlew ‘test’ or ‘make trial of” and cognates are key worc%s in Fhe
second half of the Odyssey).”® Athene deceives Odysseus, disguising
herself and concealing from him the fact that he is now back in Itha'ca;
thus she has the pleasure and satisfaction of making the re.velatlon
herself. There is a sophisticated and humorous psychological point here:
Homer understands the superiority we feel when we are in a position to
reassure or bring good news to others, how we are often willing to delay
giving the news, hoping thus to enhance their suspense and our pleasure.
This is the superiority that Odysseus himself enjoys throughout the

6 On the phrasing here see Macleod (0. 13) 41. On the stylistic devices of this passage
see also J. D. Denniston, Greek prose style {Oxford 1952) 80. Note that the key word
mikero ‘melted away’ was also used of Odysseus’ weeping at the end of Book 8 (522).

% On recognition in Homer and tragedy see esp. Arist. Poet. 14 and 16; also Satyrus,
vita Eur., fr. 39. 7 Arrighetti. For modern studies see E Solmsen, Ki. Schrifien vol. 3
(Hildesheim 1982) 32-63; N. J. Richardson, PLLS 4 (Liverpool 1983) 219-35.

For the testing theme, see esp. Od. 11.442 ff,, 454-6, 13.336, 14.459, 15.304,
16.304-5, 17.363, 19.45, 215, 23.108-10, 114, 181, 188, 202, 206. Aptlclpat‘lgns qf
the theme do appear in the first half, e.g. ar 9.74; but there Odysseus expedition is
imprudent, and no effective test takes place. See further Thornton (n. 10) ch. 4; Havelock
(n. 10) 163-76.

$



180 Richard B. Rutherford

second half of the poem. In almost all the recognition scenes it is he
who chooses the moment of revelation (the exceptions are Argos, who
does not really count, being a dog, and Eurycleia, where Odysseus
has indeed slipped up, but remains in command of the situation and
avoids further exposure). Athene, then, is showing him the way, but also
demonstrating that she can play his game and deceive him. The scene
is rich in witty ironies and double bluffs.”! Athene deceives Odysseus
successfully (he does not recognise who she is) and she makes her
revelation (he is in Ithaca); but even in his moment of delight he does
not give himself away. Instead of a spontaneous outburst of joy we find
him responding with exquisite self-possession: ‘Ah yes, Ithaca. . . yes, I've
heard of that place, even far off in my home in Crete ...’ (13.256): these
words form the prelude to one of his outrageous but splendidly circum-
stantial lies. In the end, Athene has to admit defeat and reveal her own
identity (13.287-309, 330 {f;; note esp. 332-5, in which she praises his
self-control).

Thus the poet prepares for the themes which will dominate sub-
sequent books. Odysseus will move disguised among his household,
testing, seeking out loyalty and treachery, good and evil.”? Only when
the test is passed will he reveal the truth. The scene in Book 13 is an
ironic, touching but charming anticipation of the scenes of suspense,
tension, and drama which are to follow. As often, the gods of Homeric
poetry are like mortals; their actions are analogous, but there are also
crucial differences. Athene is like Odysseus, and that is why she loves
him; but it is also why she tests his calibre and seeks to deceive and
only later to undeceive him. Teasing and deception are characteristic
of the gods, even when dealing with their favourites.” It is also often

I Cf. n. 64. Note also how Odysseus’ speech at 311 ff,, after Athene has revealed
herself, picks up and counters some of her phrasing: thus 312 dvrdoarr: ‘encountering’
echoes 292 kal el feos dvridoeie, ‘even if a god were to encounter you', and each
begins by praising the other and proceeds to criticise, Athene fondly and humorously,
Odysseus with genuine chagrin. Such responsion between speeches is a frequent and
highly-wrought Homeric technique: ¢f. Macleod (n. 13) 9-10, 52-3, and in the Odyssey
compare especially 23.166-80 (n. 79 below).

72 Cf. esp. 14.459, 15.304, 16.304 £, 19.215.

73 See Fenik (n. 7) 38. On a grander and far from light-hearted scale in the lliad,
compare the deception or delusion of Hector, who is led on by Zeus to his disastrous end
(cf. Griffin 41, 169). For deceprtion of man by the gods see esp. /I 2.1-83 (Agamemnon’s
dream sent by Zeus), 4.68-104 (Pandarus deceived by Athene with divine approval),
22.214-99, esp. 247, 276 (Athene and Hecror). Deception is again contemplated in

\ di
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crue that what is serious and even tragic for mortals is light-hearted and
even unimportant for the gods, a point well illustrated by the amour of
Ares and Aphrodite (8.266—366).74 So too here, Athene’s deception and
testing of Odysseus’ mettle is amusing, for her and for us; but nothing
depends on it for her. As a goddess, she can, if she wishes, play such
games, with no fear of human retaliation, whereas in the later books
the tests and deceptions which Odysseus practises are very different.
Despite all the ingenuity and brazenness that he employs, we know
that his life depends on his keeping his identity secret until the right
moment.

The analogy between Athene’s actions and those of Odysseus is also
thematically important in another respect. It has been well observed
that Odysseus himself, with his superior knowledge and power, is to
some degree in the position of a Homeric god, avenging insults and
defending his honour.”® This analogy has also a moral dimension.
Odysseus seemingly lowly status, which in fact conceals terrible power
and anger, is close to the stories, common in many cultures and found,
for example, in the Old Testament, which tell of gods visiting men
in disguise in order to test the hospitality they receive, and to find
out whether their hosts are just and pious (cf. esp. 17.482-7; Paul,
Hebrews 13.1 ‘be not forgetful to entertain strangers, for thereby some
have entertained angels unawares’).’® And if Odysseus is like a god
in his testing of men’s behaviour, he is also like one in the punish-
ment that he exacts, which, like many actions of the gods, is both
just and terrible. We may compare the ruthlessness with which Posei-
don punishes the Phaeacians (13.125-87), or the punishment that
Apollo and Artemis exacted (also with the bow) from the family of

Niobe (/. 24.605 ff; Soph. Niobe fr. 441 Radr). This analogy has

I 24.24, but is ruled our by Zeus (71-2); in the end Achilles is told outright what is to
happen and why (24.133-40), and Hermes deals kindly, if not altogether openly, with

Priam.

74 Cf. n. 60; and esp. the laughter of the gods in the tale: see 8.326, 343. Yet at the end
of the story Aphrodite remains puloppeidis ‘laughter-loving’ (362); she is unashamed
and unrepentant (cf. Griffin 200-1). The laughter of the gods is employed to similar
effect in the fliad (esp. 1.595-6, 599; also in the theomachy, e.g. 21.389, 408, 423, 434,
491, 508).

7> See esp. E. Kearns, CQ 32 (1982) 2-8.

76 Further, of. Genesis 18.1 ff.,, 19.2; Richardson on 4. Dem. 93, 96; Hollis on Ov.
Mer. 8.611-724; Kearns, art. cit. esp. 6.
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further implications for a number of scenes in the later books of
Odyssey. )
First, as regards Penelope. When she awakens after the slaughter ang
hears the news that Eurycleia brings her, she cannot at first believe that it
is truly Odysseus who accomplished it (her scepticism mirrors the earlie,
suspiciousness of her husband;”” both Odysseus and Penelope need tq
learn thar there is a time for trust and acceptance to supersede disbelief)
Instead, Penelope supposes that it must be a god, who has come dowl;
from Olympus to punish the suitors for their villainy (23.63 ff). The
scene which follows shows Penelope, in the midst of her confusion and
doubt, formulating a plan to test the identity of the stranger (see esp
23.108-10, 113-14). Once before, in Book 19, she had attempted to dc;
so (see esp. 215 viv puév &1) vev Eeive y'diw meprioeabar, ‘Now, stranger, |
have it in my mind to test you’), bur there Odysseus had side-stepped.’8
Now we see the tables turned, the biter bit, in the famous counter-tes
of the bed (see esp. 23.181 dis dp’ épn wéoros mewpwuévy, ‘Thus she
spoke, testing her husband’). Here Odysseus’ celebrated caution and
control vanish, and he bursts out with indignation. This scene not only
trumps Odysseus’ previous testing and Penelope’s own failure in Book
19; Penelope here also goes one better than Athene in Book 13, for even
Athene, though she deceived Odysseus and he failed to recognise her,
could not make him give himself away; impasse. Penelope is the only
person who could outwit Odysseus in such a test, and this shows, like
so many other details and parallelisms between them, how well matched
husband and wife truly are.”” Further, it is not just the test itself,

77 }?lsew_here in the poem the same pattern of encouragement and good news being
met with disbelief is used with Telemachus (esp. 3.218-21) and Eumaeus (14.121-32
an imporrant passage; 166-7, 361-8). The encounter with Eumaeus and his refusal t(;
accept Odysseus’ assurances foreshadow the more emotional duthia ‘conversation’ with
Penglope: f. Ecnlk (n. 7} 155, 157, and compate esp. 14.151 and 391 with 23.72.

'For §emmal observations on the deceptive move here, see Arist. Poer. 24.1460a18
ff., Wlth Richardson (n. 70), esp. 221-3; Hor. Ars 150 ‘atque ita mentitur, sic veris falsa
remiscet’ (‘and this is how he tells his tales, how he mingles truth and falsehood’), with
Brirgk’s note. )

72 Further, compare above all the paired similes at 5.394-9 and 23.231-40 (cf.
Moulton [n. 41] 128 £): these similes are complementary in their application and parallel
in structure (note esp. the triple repetition of domdaios ‘welcome’, in both). Also parallel
and equal in length are the probing speeches by Odysseus and Penelope before the latter’s
test (23.166-72, 174-80): Sawpoviy is answered by Suipdie, ‘you strange creature’;
both address the old nurse; both feign a concession while hoping for submission or
revelation; both give instructions abour a bed (171, 179). For further cases of affinity
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Odysseus’ knowledge of their secret, which makes Penelope believe in
him, but his moment of angry passion, of uncontrolled emotion. As
commentators have pointed out, a god could have known the cruth,
put no mortal in the Homeric poems can trick or deceive a god; and
the automatic, unthinking surge of anger at the thought of Ais bed,
his wonderful creation, being violated, is wholly human.’® As often in
Homer, the emotions of human relationships are more intense and more
precious than those shared between god and man; in this sense too, the
reunion between Odysseus and Penelope ‘trumps’, and has greater force
or seriousness than, the encounter of Odysseus and Athene.

In the course of the poem, as I have tried to show, Odysseus acquires
greater severity and self-control, and wins a deeper understanding of
human feelings and motives, perhaps even of the wider condition of
man.8! In this sense, and in his role as avenger and instrument of divine
justice, he is a hero with special moral authority. This is not the whole
story, however. The ‘philosophic’ Odysseus never totally displaces the
older, wilier Odysseus; rather, the moral side coincides with and controls
his instinctive sense of curiosity (as in the testing scenes), his greed (as
in the scene in which the suitors offer Penelope gifts, and Odysseus
inwardly rejoices [18.281-3]), and his vanity (as in the scenes in which
he teases praise of himself from others). The moral task of testing
and dealing out justice offers a suitable channel for Odysseus’ native
character and rtalents, as they were described by Athene (13.291-9,

compare 23.168 with 13.333-8 (Macleod, marg,); 19.325 ff. with 107 ff. (kAéos ‘glory’
in 108 echoed in 333); 20.87-8 with 93-4 (telepathy?). The praise grudgingly given
to Penclope by Antinous (2.116-22) emphasizes her exceptional intelligence; and her
character throughour the poem reveals her self-control and restraint. She is regularly
&yéppev ‘self-restrained” (e.g. 24.294), as is Odysseus (13.332).

80 Cf. Stanford (n. 2) 57-9 and the note in his commentary on 23.182.

81 In 22.409 Odysseus restrains the overjoyed Eurycleia (411-12 év fvpa, vpnv,
xeipe...| ody Soin krapévorow én’ dvBpdow ebyerdaabur, Rejoice in your heart, old
woman . .. it is not holy to exult over men who have been slain’). Contrast the typical
behaviour of the Iliadic hero (cf. n. 36; A. W. H. Adkins, CQ 19 (1969) 20 ff. on edyopa
‘boast, vaunt’ et sim.). This again shows the authority and wisdom of Odysseus. It is not
simply a matter of different rules for wartime and peace; the behaviour of Clytemnestra
in Aeschylus (Ag. 1394 émedyopas ‘T exult) or of Electra in Euripides (FL. 900 ff.) makes
plain the degree of callousness and pride which was conceivable, even if horrifying, in
success. Note also 24.545, where Odysseus rejoices at Athene’s command to make peace
(xaipe 8¢ Bupc, ‘he rejoiced in his heart’, a phrase ridiculed by Page [n. 34] 114).
Odysseus welcomes peace in Ithaca; to battle without cause, against his own people,
would be folly indeed.
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306-10, and esp. 330-8). The older, craftier side of his
is not dead (though it may seem so for a time in Phaeacia), but i i
controlled in a way that it was not always before (most conspicuouSly
not in the Cyclops episode). He still, for instance, enjoys making up ghe
most detailed and persuasive lies about his background, using a differen,
one for each new auditor (cf. 12.452-3).82 Bur these ljes nOW serve 5
necessary purpose, are suited to the addressee, and convey through thej;
fictions a serious and consistent moral lesson. 83
If these observations are correc, they may point the way o a betger
understanding of one of the most controversial scenes in the poem,
the encounter of Odysseus with Laertes in Book 24, in which the
hero conceals his own identity, describes a meeting with Odysseus long
before, and generally leads his father to the grim conclusion that hjg
son is lost to him forever.®* It is important, not least in considering
the question of the episode’s authenticity, to observe that the scene
continues the vocabulary of testing and recognition which we have seen
to be recurrent throughout the second half of the poem (see 24.216,
238, 345-6). Here we come to the core of the problem with this scene,
It has long been seen that there is no reason for Odysseus not to reveal
himself at once and spare his father so much agony. Where is our ‘moral’
hero, or even moderately affectionate son, now? The curious form which
the scene does in fact take has been explained as the work of a bungling
and insensitive hack,®* and as the conditioned reflex of an oral poet still
working within the limits of a set theme, the ‘testing’ theme, which is

pel‘SOna]ity

#2 On Odysseus’ lies see further C. R. Tranham, Phoenix 6 (1952) 31-43; P. Walcor,
Anc, Soc. 8 (1977) 1-19 [rept. in the present volume]; Fenik (n. 7) 167-71.

¥ Cf nn. 59, 61-3 above. Does Od. 14.156 f, mischievously allude to the
famous opening of Achilles’ main speech in Ziad 9, lines in which he implicitly criti-
cises Odysseus (308 ff.)?

# I am of course aware that the status of the so-called ‘Continuation’ of the Odyssey
(23.296-24.548) is still very much sub judice, and it seems to me that there are good
arguments on both sides. Those who are convinced of the spuriousness of the scene under
discussion may be reassured to know that I intend to base no important conclusions on
that scene alone. Argumens for excision, good and bad, are assembled by Page (n. 34)
ch. 5, esp. 111-12; contrast W. B. Stanford, Hermathena 100 (1965) 1-21; Erbse (n. 64)
esp. 166-250 [translated in Homer: German Scholarship in Translation, ed. G. M., Wright
and I V. Jones (Oxford 1997) 263-320]; D. Wender, 7be lust scenes of the Odyssey, Mnem.
Suppl. 52 (1978); Fenik (n. 7) 47-53. C. Moulton, GRBS 15 (1974) 153-69 is perhaps
the most balanced short account.

85 Page, loc. cit. (n. 84).
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no longer relevant to the actual situation.® Perhaps there is room for a
fur[herzlaggerigtoen'ﬁrst that Odysseus does hesitate when hc? sees his
f: :Zj’s sor};y condition. Having previously proposed to test hnmh(‘216)l,f
" onders for some time whether to do so, or to reveal himse
B e I()235—40). In other words, he has some qualms,' as he never
" Orlicef re. Why, then, does he proceed? Perhaps the conditioned reflex
%md eI:?Ior.ner’s ,but Odysseus™: he has lived so long with danger and
- d for coilcealment that it has become almost second nature. Or
Lhe'“e‘;e may still be smarting at having been outwitted by Penelope; he
R to exe>c]ute one more triumphant deception along the usual pat-
hopes ith himself the bringer of unforeseen good news and unhoped-
P lwasure to his father.?” At all events, the poet presents Oc?ysseus
f?rrepi; a more dubious light, though he is not incomprehensible olrc
d:sPicable. What was previously a nf:ces'sity and a danger:ltlls. Ogi:li) Ee
self-preservation becomes a more mischievous, al‘most m 1ci‘ j )
Odysseus’ part. The ‘moral’ aspect of the testing theme slips away
0wtilth the victory won and safety restored; now, the bero has one r{lori‘
moment of self-indulgence, of ‘playing God’, following tl‘ie example ZS
Athene in Book 13. There too, we should remember, the deception w
88
unrl;i(:testisl?ery;cene in Book 24 backfires when the trick hurts Laertes,
and hence Odysseus himself, much more Fhan the ‘latte:i had expectl:d:
Laertes cannot cope and hit back with s.kllful rhetoric and' (cio.unéer—i ly?;
he cannot control or contain his emotion as Odysseus di in :1)0 I
(where in any case the news was gon). Inste.ad he collapses mh es[[r)u[l;
whereupon Odysseus, filled with grief and dismay, poufrfs O’L;"il the (ruch
with unprecedented suddenness and openness (24.318 ff.). The ep

86 Tienik, loc. cit. {n. 84); also, with some additional points, Richardson (n. 70)
2237“91} may be objected that to attribute comple{c motives of this kinld ti>ozl;e[0h$;z
without the support of comment from the author is to cor}llxe daréger(;us g'r acw e 1o the

i leave the reader to
fallacy. But Homer does sometimes he o dra
(cigglclgs?(;;asryor dedct):ctions (Griffin 51, 61-6), %nd if we reject autlhonal nn;orgfeet:l::;z
as an explanation, then the oddity of Odysseus behaviour compels us to exp
Poggibli:lelgﬁj(n 7) 48-9 also sees this scene as the closest analogy to the encounter with

Laertes.
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shows Odysseus, and us, that self-protection through deception is not 4,
end in itself: there is a time also for openness and trust. Here again, the
analogy between god and man also highlights the contrasts: Odysseys
cannot play games with his fellow-men and his family forever, but needs
to learn to show himself to his father as he has, in each case after delay, to
his son and his wife. Here again, as in those scenes and when he heard
the song of Demodocus, others’ grief and pain bring home his own
emotion, his own humanity, more acutely. Since he lacks the detachmen
of a god, Odysseus’ own distress (318~19) answers that of Laertes (as
we have seen, the hero’s moments of open, unsuppressed emotion form
a significant sequence in the poem). Odysseus and Laertes share their
feelings at last, as Odysseus and Penelope did in the preceding book
and as Achilles (mutatis mutandis) inds common ground and speaks
openly with Priam in //. 24.%% In short, the Odyssey no less than the llizd
offers a subtle and many-sided presentation of human behaviour and
relationships; and the moral insight of the poet guides and stimulates
the moral judgement of the reader in his assessment of the hero of the
poem no less than the villains.

# Perhaps not only an analogy but a direct imitation, as Mr E. L. Bowie suggests to
me. Achilles weeps with and for a substitute father, his true father being far away, helpless
and grief-stricken (/. 24.538—42, imitated [?] at O4, 11.494-503). But Odysseus regains
his real father, and is able to do for him and his family what Achilles longs to do (O4.
11.496, 501-3).

The comparison of Achilles’ fate with Odysseus’ is prominent at the beginning of
Od. 24, as it was in the first Nekuia: ¢f. Wender (n. 84) 38—44. In particular, Agamem-
non’s words at 24.192 cap his words of greeting to Achilles earlier in the scene (36), and
strikingly modify a standard formula. Seven times in the Z/izd and fifteen rimes in the
Odyssey, Odysseus is addressed with the line Swoyevés Aaepriddy, motvpdyar Ddvases,
‘son of Laertes, descendant of gods, Odysseus of the many wiles'. Here alone the phrase
is modified, and the line begins ABte Aaéprao mdi..., ‘Blessed son of Laertes’, for
only now could Odysseus be so described. Only Achilles and Odysseus are addressed as
6ABue ‘blessed’ in the whole poem, and it seems plausible to see the poet as measuring
Odysseus against the great figures of the Jliad, and above all its hero. Already these
characters are natural opposites: cf. further Pl. Hipp. Min. 365e; Hor. Odes 4.6.3-24.
The Odyssey is often thought to be an attempt to rival the Jliad in scale (the Cyclic poems,
to judge by the numbers of books recorded, were notably shorter); and, as [Longinus]
9.12 observed, it forms a fitting sequel, filling in the story since the rale of the flizd with
remarkable economy. For further argument, see nn. 60, 83; A. Heubeck, Der Odyssee-

Dichter und die Hias (Erlangen 1954) 39 (analogies between Od. 2 and 7 2); Macleod
(n. 13) 1-4.
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AFTERWORD (2007)

This article, like the related piece ‘At Home and Abroad: aspects of the
seructure of the Odyssey’ in PCPAS NS 31 (1985) 133-50, grew out of
Jectures and marked a stage in my progress towafds compleu.on of.a
commentary on Books 19 and 20 of the poem, which was pubhshed in
1992. Subsequently, I attempred a more gener;.il account of Homeric
studies, including a chapter on the Odyssey, in Homer (.G&R New
Surveys 26, 1996), of which a revised version with added bibliography
is forthcoming, .

On the whole the main argument of the paper seems to me sFlll
sound, though perhaps one-sidedly presented. It can hardly be denied
that the Odyssey is a poem much concerned with moral values among
men, and I still consider that the poert is concerned to show a develoP—
ment in Odysseus’ character as a result of his experiences. 1 Rerhaps 'dld
not pay enough attention to the Slaughter, whf:re the hero is c§rtalply
presented as vindicating his own rights, but with remarkable feroc.nty:
the aftermath, especially the treatment of Melant.heus and the maids,
carries revenge to repulsive extremes (though it is notable that these
actions are performed by Telemachus and his henchm‘en, not b.y.the
hero himself, a point neglected by Margaret AtwooTi in her brilliant
reworking of the story as The Penelopiad (2005)). ThlS' is at best rough
justice, and in this the hero can be seen as representative of the rough
justice of the gods (cf. p. 181). In general I now feel 'that 1 was‘somewha,t
too preoccupied with establishing the moral consistency o'f .the poet’s
presentation of Odysseus and of the divine order. In a .tralelo.n which
obviously draws on generations of poetic tales and versions it is bardly
surprising that there are conflicting notes here‘and there, even if the
older Analysts exaggerated their number and importance. But for a
recent discussion of the moral and religious framework of the epic
tradition which argues for a high degree of consistency, see W. Allan,
JHS 126 (2006) 1-35.

There has of course been much other valuable work on the poem
since 1986, which cannot be fully reviewed here. The narratologi'cal
studies of Irene de Jong seem to me especially helpful in bringfng
out the subtle variations and modifications of Homeric storytelling
(see esp. her synthesis in A Narratological Commentary on the Odyssey
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[Cambridge 2001]). Her paper on ‘The subjective style i >
wanderings’, CQ 42 (1992) 1-11, may be aiided tochee lirtler(z:i }i’rSISCUS
n. 34. The work of G. Danek, Epos und Zitat: Studien zu den Qu [m d
der Odyssee (Vienna 1998), comes from a different tradition buteajlm
advar.lces understanding by a detailed analysis of the texture of t’he o v
showing the sophistication with which the poet uses inherited rgoe'lfr"l’
oftén tantalising the audience and leading them to expecta develo mt o
;thl(C:ll;‘ does not come. This is relevant in particular to the Ogys;n’;
! ;?3 ! :ll(gl(g the encounters between Odysseus and Penelope, especially
In the final section I discussed the Laertes scene and alluded to h
probl'ems .of the Continuation (esp. n. 84). Here there have been notai)le
contributions especially by S. R. West, PCPAS NS 35 (1989) 113—4§
and by R. Oswald, Das Ende der Odyssee. Studien zu Strukturen episch
Ges{a.ltem (diss. Graz, 1993). In my 1996 survey I moved closer to t}in
position of those who deny authenticity, perhaps over-influenced b the
interesting arguments of C. Sourvinou-Inwood in her Reading éree,z
Death (1995) 94-107. I have now returned to a position of agnosticism
but would regard the Laertes scene as one of the most successful parts o’F
the conclusion, and one clearly composed by an author closely attuned
to the themes of the poem as a whole. I would stress even more no
.the Greek fascination with situations in which good and crucial nevx
is w.lthheld, giving the bearer of that news an agreeable advantage over
Fhe ignorant party. There are highly instructive parallels to this situation
in tr:fgedy: see Sophocles, Electra 1098-1231, Euripides, Iphigenia in
ITT;Z)I 467-826, and especially the closing scene of his Alcestis (1008

9

‘Reverse Similes’ and Sex Roles

in the Odyssey

Helene P Foley

Two surprisingly similar similes mark the first meeting of Penelope
and Odysseus and their hard-won reunion. In the first (19.108—14)
Odysseus compares the reputation (kleos) of Penclope to that of a good
and just king whose land and people prosper under him. Penelope
replies that the gods destroyed her beauty on the day of Odysseus’
departure for Troy; if he were to return her life and kleos would be
fairer and greater. In the second (23.233—40) Odysseus is as welcome
to Penelope as land to a shipwrecked sailor worn down by his battle
with the surf, This simile at once recalls the situation of Odysseus
before he struggles to land on Phaeacia (5.394-8). Thus both similes
equate Penelope with a figure like Odysseus himself, as he has been and
will be.

These two similes comparing a woman to a man form part of
a group of similes of family or social relationship clustering almost
exclusively around the incident in Phaeacia and the family of Odysseus
as it struggles to recover peace and unity on Ithaca.! Many of these

A draft of this paper was originally presented at the December, 1976 meeting of the
First Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies Conference at Briarcliff College, New York.
I wish to thank Carolyn Dewald, Mark Edwards, Rick Griffiths, Duncan Foley, Michael
Jameson, and Michelle Rosaldo for their helpful comments and criticisms, and John
Peradotto for his editorial suggestions.

1 Hermann Fraenkel, Die Homerischen Gleichnisse (Gottingen 1921), A. J. Podlecki,
‘Some Odysscan Similes’, G&R 18 (1971) 82, and W. C. Scott, The Oral Nature of
the Homeric Simile, Mnemosyne Suppl. 28 (1974) 123, all notice the structural position
of these similes of family relation. Carroll Moulton, ‘Similes in the Hiad’, Hermes
102 (1974) 390 and Podlecki note the inversion technique in the liad and Odyssey
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The Reunion of Penelope and Odysseus

Chris Emlyn-Jones

One of Fhe most striking dramatic features of the climax of Homer’s
Odyssey is the lengthy postponement of the reunion of Penelope and
Odysseus. The sequence of scenes which lead finally to recognition
begins at 17.508, when Penelope asks the swineherd Eumaeus to sum-
mon the disguised Odysseus so that she may question him about her
husband. Bur it is only at 23.205, after many diversions, that she
breaks down in tears at the final realization that Odysseus is reall

home. ’
_ Ac first sight Odysseus’ motivation for keeping his wife in the dark
for so lopg may seem weak and implausible. During his extended
conversation with Penelope in Book 19, he holds to his resolve even
in the face of his wife’s despair and grief. But what exactly is compellin

hfm? In Book 11, he is advised by the spirit of Agamemnon, who ha§
his own experience clearly in mind, not to reveal all to his wife and

above all, to return home secretly: émel odxér. mord yovaikly (‘sincé
women are no longer to be trusted’, 11.456)." Yet these warnings are
the.mselves ambiguous, flanking, as they do, a tribute to Penelope in
which Odysseus is assured: dAX 06 ool ), O8voed, pévos éoverar gK ye

This arricle has its origin in a

arti paper presented to the London branch of the Classi
Association on 10 February 1983. I am grateful to Malcolm Willcogk tarfd }fcf::aclacll
Willetts for helpful comments on an earlier draft.

! Cf. 13.383 ff., where Od i
13. " ysseus acknowledges Athene’s interventi i -
Scr(‘ile[? him from the fate of Agamemnon, who was killed by h(iasn vlv(}?e asCl};iZgﬁez:a
and her lover Aegisthus (relat.ed by Nestor [3.255-75; 303-10] and Menelaus [4.512—
37] to Telemachus). On the influence of the Agamemnon ‘Return’ on the Odym;y see

U. Hslscher, Die Atri ; : g
1967)0]Sf]2 ie Atridensage in der Odyssee in Festschrift Richard Alewyn (Ksln-Graz,
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wawkds (‘not that your wife, Odysseus, will ever murder you’, 11.444).
What does Odysseus learn about his wife’s attitude and intentions?
Earlier in the same book, the spirit of his dead mother, Anticleia, in
response o an enquiry about whether Penclope has remarried, assures
him that she remains steadfast in her grief (11.181-3). Admittedly, she
goes on to describe Telemachus as administering the paternal estate
‘without hindrance’ (éknlos, 184), whereas Odysseus has already heard
from Tiresias, the prophet, about the suitors (11.115-17). But even
if we ignore the chronological and structural problems of Book 11,
Anticleia’s view is echoed, with decisive authority, at 13.379-81 by
Athene, who informs Odysseus that Penelope gives hope to all, and
makes promises to each man, sending messages: véos 8¢ ol aAda pevowa
(‘but her mind has other desires). Athene playfully ascribes Odysseus’
caution to his nature: he is émyris, dyxivoos, éxéppwy (‘persuasive,
quick-witted, self-possessed’). But it is clear from 13.189-93 that
the postponement of the recognition is part of the divine plan too:
Athene brings down a mist over Ithaca, after Odysseus has landed and
while he sleeps, to give her time to explain the situation to him and
make him unrecognizable to his wife, townspeople, and friends, mpiv
nGoay pvnoripas vmepPaciny dmoTical (‘until the suitors pay for all
their transgression’). However the apparent necessity of including his
wife in the category of people to whom he must not reveal himself?
seems to lose its justification in Book 19.204 ff. Penelope has explained
how much she longs for Odysseus’ return and how much she hates the
attentions of the suitors. When the beggar tells how he met Odysseus
on his way to Troy, Penelope dissolves into tears of grief. But Odysseus:
86w & 8 ye ddrpua kedfev (‘hid his tears with guile’, 19.212). Why,
in Penelope’s case, the 8dAos (‘deception’)?® To say that Odysseus is
obeying the instructions of Athene merely puts the problem back a
stage; why did the poet choose what is, arguably, a weaker dramatic
structure by developing the plot in this way?

2 QOdysseus includes Penelope in his instruction to Telemachus not to reveal his

identity, at 16.300-4.
3 B. Fenik, Studies in the Odyssey, Hermes Binzelschr. 30, Wiesbaden, 1974, 40 thinks

that O. ‘has sound practical reasons for maintaining his disguise ...". I cannot see what
these reasons are in Penelope’s case, unless Fenik is thinking of the presence of serving-
maids during the interview—surely not a strong psychological or dramatic motive for
the postponement.
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One answer to this question, based on Analytic premisses, is that the
problem derives from the development of our Odyssey from an olde,
poem in which the recognition of Odysseus by Penelope took place
before the slaughter of the suitors in Odysseus’ hall and the trial of
the bow which precipitated the battle was the plan of Penelope ang
Odysseus acting in collusion.* This hypothesis was put forward o
explain what have been seen as dramatic and psychological improba-
bilities in the plot of Odyssey 17-23.° Yet, even if the hypothesis is valid
(and, as I shall demonstrate later, I do not believe that any of the so-
called improbabilities point decisively in that direction)® it still doeg
not furnish us with an explanation of why the poet of the Odjssey chose
to expand in this way.

Another explanation of the problem, and one which has almost
attained the status of orthodoxy in modern American Homeric studies,
is that the recognition of Odysseus by Penelope is a gradual process, car-
ried on ar a largely subconscious or ‘intuitive’ level.” The homophrosyne
of the beggar and Penelope develops and increases during their colloquy
in Book 19.8 Penelope is increasingly attracted towards the beggar, with
his appearance and situation similar to that which she imagines for
the ‘absent’ Odysseus, and with his authoritative predictions that her
husband is about to return; Anne Amory argues that ‘... as she talks

4 This is, in fact, how one of the dead suitors, Amphimedon, explains the recent
events to Agamemnon in the Underworld, at 24.167-9.

5 For a summary of the Analytic position on this question, see G. S. Kitk, The Songs
of Homer (Cambridge, 1962), 245-8.

6 See pp. 2224 below.

7 The starting-point was the thesis of P W. Harsh, now generally regarded as highly
improbable, that Penelope fully recognizes Odysseus in Book 19 and that all her subse-
quent words and actions must be seen in this light (‘Penelope and Odysseus in Odyssey
XIX', AJP 71 (1950) 1-21). The basis for more recent modification of this thesis was A.
Amory, ‘“The Reunion of Odysseus and Penelope’ in Essays on the Odyssey: Selected Modern
Criticism, ed. C. H. Taylor, Jr (Bloomington, 1963), 100-36. See also C. H. Whitman,
Homer and the Heroic Tradition (Harvard, 1958), 303; C. R. Beye, The lliad, the Odyssey
and the Epic Tradition (London, 1968), 178; and recentdy N. Austin, Archery at the Dark
of the Moon (California, 1975), 200 ff; J. Finley, Jr, Homer’s Odyssey (Harvard, 1978), 3
ff;; T. van Nortwick, ‘Penelope and Nausikaa', TAPA 109 (1979), 269-76; and J. Russo,
‘Interview and Aftermath: Dream, Fantasy and Intuition in Odyssey 19 and 20°, A/P 103
(1982), 4-18.

8 Some, e.g. Whitman, op. cit., 303, Amory, op. cit., 131 n. 6, and Austin, op.
cit. 208 ff. put Penelope’s suspicions concerning Os identity as far back as 18.158 ff.,
when, on the prompting of Athene, Penelope descends to the suitors (on this scene, see
pp- 221-4).
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with him ... Penelope becomes gradually certain that the scranger is in
fact her husband. But, because she has so strong a fear of mz'akmg. a
mistake in just this sicuation, she cannot rat{onally accept her xr}terlc’)gr
certainty, and her recognition therefore remains largely subconscious.
This subconscious feeling is, Amory thinks, strengthe.ned by the prophi;
cies, omens, and portents which inc.reasingly occur in Books 17-20.
Despite her often expressed scepticism regarding signs ;.md ‘p'ortents,
Penclope is finally encouraged by them to trust to her intuition and
institute the contest of the bow. As the most recent supporter of tl}e
4ntuitive Penelope’ hypothesis, J. Russo, puts it, sheis . x caught up in
a swelling current of intuitions, intimations and half-believed hopes. It
s the force of that current that led her to decide suddenly on the test of
the bow.’!!

Immediately before this decision, Penelope has related to the beggara
dream in which an eagle swoops down, kills the geese in her courtyard,
and announces that he is her husband and that he will destroy the
suitors. Having elicited the obvious interpretation from the beggar, that
Odysseus will soon return and do just that, Penelope goes on to express
scepticism, introducing the famous image of the gates of horn and
ivory. This dream, Penelope thinks, came through the ivory gate and
is therefore one of those, émé’ drpdavra pépovres (‘bearing a message
not to be fulfilled’, 19.565).'2 Why, one may ask, does the decision of
the bow follow such scepticism? Amory supposes that Penelope *.... puts
forward her suggestion about setting the contest, in a state of conflict
and confusion. She genuinely feels that a decision is necessary, but she
is very reluctant to make one. Seeking a further sign, she malf?s he.r
reluctance plain, so that the stranger can discourage he.r plan if he is
not Odysseus, but is really sure that Odysseus is coming soon. B%lt
the stranger does not merely repeat his assurance that Qdysseus will
return; he urges her to go ahead with the contest im{nedlately bec.ause
Odysseus will be there before it is completed. This assurance is so

9 .

10 ggo;i:elr)lfoc?f Theoclymenus the seer: 17.151-61; Omen of Telemachus™ sneeze:
17.539-47; Dream of Penelope: 19:535-53; Vision of Theoclymenus: 20.345-57.
There are others at which Penelope is not present (15.525-38; 19.36-40; 20.98-121;
20.]%40~6): 7

12 OOPn Ctllil,c im.age, see the interesting hypothesis of Amory, “The Gates of Horn and
Ivory’, YCS 20 (1966) 1-57.
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peculiarly explicit that Penelope must realize that Od
speaking.’!?

This is by no means the only plausible interpretation of the s
It should be pointed out that the beggar has for some time
offering explicit assurances that Odysseus will soon be home, both to
Penelope herself and others.* Likewise, Penelope’s scepticism iy, the
face of dreams and omens has rarely wavered, only occasionally strayip
into the optative in the fact of particularly convincing prediction, !5 Itis
difficult to see what can have brought about the change in her attitude
at this point; certainly the beggar proves that he met Odysseus at ¢he
beginning of the Trojan War, but how does she make the jump frop,
believing in this twenty-year-old meeting

to having an ‘intuition’ of the
truth of the often-heard prediction, that Odysseus will come home, ler

alone to believing that ‘Odysseus himself is speaking’?

[t is worth looking at how the scene ends,
supported her decision to hold a contest and gi
her husband’s return. Penelope concludes the i
she could listen to the beggar all night,

interprets thus: ‘... Penelo

ysseus himgels is

Cene.
been

Odysseus has strongly
ven his assurance aboy;
nterview by saying that
but sleep is necessary. Amory

pe is not yet ready emotionally to accept
Odysseus’ return, so she does not admit her recognition of him, but just

gives up the whole problem for the moment. Understandably,
of the variety and intensity of the emotions which she has un
that day, she is overcome by a sudden weariness and a desire t
to her old condition of passive waiting.’!¢ Bu, surely, it is equally plau-
sible to see Penelope’s appreciation of the beggar’s ability to entertain
her (répmew, 590) as just that—a parallel to the cautious atticude of
Eumaeus for whom Odysseus’ entertainment-valye as a storyteller was
by no means accompanied by the guarantee thar what he said was
entirely true.'” Admittedly, in Book 19 Penelope is greatly moved and

in View
dergcme
O return

'3 Amory, “The Reunion of Odysseus and Penelope’, 106.
" See 19.300-7 (o Penclope) and 14.152, 14.391 ff. (to Eumaeus); 18.145-6
(to Amphinomus, one of the suirors); 20.232—4 (ro Philoetius, an oxherd).

We are also given to understand thar Penelope has made a habit of consulting
wayfarers and has often been deceived (e.g. Eumaeus at 14.124-30). Her scepticism is
most notable at the beginning of Book 23, when she persists in asserting that Eurycleia,
in ]b(eli(;vl;ilg that Odysseus is really home, is being tricked by some god.

* Ibid.

7 Cf. Eumaeus to Odysseus at 14.361-89, following a prediction by the beggar of
O’s return. See also Eumaeus to Penelope at 17.513-16,
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ing in him; but
attracted to the beggar to the extent ‘?f 82ﬁdlng>lAt [he, but
o ici at the beggar is Odysseus!? :
e D e wear - i %g f ‘variery and intensity
docsh book Penelope’s weariness 1n the face o riery and incensity
‘ i F at those
Ogt otions begs the whole question of exactly w!
o em |
1 is before it
we'r;i, “ntuitive Penelope’ theory, like the Analyst hypc()it.}flgs etor th;_
: i f an apparent difhculty
n explanation of an apparen
ttempt to offer a il in the
doe atic stlzucturc of the poem, namely: 'w_hat motivates P © Vfould
draﬂclla the contest of the bow—a decision that appears, !
e o any prob-
decide ut of nowhere at 19.572? Yet the theory creates as m . y plope,
e, ;1 r to accept the ‘intuitive Pene
ems 2 1 Do ordethat the [}))oet is creating a psycho-
; i as to assume th: ing .
lnlefpfetagon’ Cin };1 h what Penelope thinks and feels is increasingly
ical ¢ t in whic ' . asingy
loglcal by i ious desires and wishes; Hom
] i-conscious des
d by unconscious or sem wishes; Flomer
ion because he wishe p
have postponed the reunio . '
- D e scious and unconscious mind, and the

gOVCI' ne

s y b twe con
N

a ubtle lntelpla 9

dual eIIlCl’gCIlCe ()f conscious Ceftalnty [hat the beggar 18 OdySSellS

ra

i oted that scholars who support [.hlS hypothests
Elti[fl'f(':rlg\:iclitelsyh;)su:g Vt\)/fl;x this ‘certainty’ actually emerges into Penelope’s
. . 8
“ Becaus mmd?).rldin to the hypothesis, this activity tak'es place atha
B'ecause" acz level git is particularly difficult to substantiate from t z
Scml-cofnilaou from the theory that ‘intuitive Penelope’ often thinks an
ey dc?‘g:rently from what she actually says. But on other occas{lior;si
A ars not to need a ‘subtext’, notably in Book 23, the 6rf1
Homerit?grfl) E(:>f Penelope and Odysseus (see below p. 219 f.and 22l i;zc.
EI(E;:l(::ger)l(prc:ssion of Penelope’s feelings at 23.85-1 IQ pro(;i'ldeslco‘r;;:[ llesthe
evidence that Homer was perfectly c(zipablct i(;i ;lieigg%usscr;c)t V)vfhen h che
plslyc}:)l\;)(;g}il;alif:: tfrtxfsn?isr? Zglzlld;:z hzr:}?oose instead in Books 19-20
chose. ,

i i i tation which
a technique so indirect and allusive as to require an interpre

seems, o1 the faCC ()f 1L, to have moic Ieleva“ce to the [lOVClS Of IICHIy
>

arly Greek epic? . ,
Jaﬂg; til 2gl)rslyf:(;ue)logyical level, it is surely more plausible to see Penelope’s

dream, as related at 19.535-53, as pure wish-fulﬁlm.er;t; hersdir:?;ll
nd hc’:r account of it is an expression, zof of her belief or susp
a

18 See above refs. at n. 8.




214 Chris Emlyn-Jones

about the identity of the beggar bur of her intense desire that Odysseyg
should come and extricate her from a terrible situation. Similarly, a¢ the
beginning of Book 20, when Penelope has one of her xaxd Ovelpary
(‘evil dreams’) thar Odysseus is lying beside her (so vivid she thinks itis
a map, ‘a waking vision’) and Odysseus lying in bed likewise has a Vision
of Penelope standing by his head, the poet is not *. .. doing his utmost ¢,
show both characters in the grip of an unusually powerful unconscioy
tug towards the full mental union that will not be possible for severy]
books yet...’!? but merely expressing Penelope’s hope, forlorn, as she
thinks, that her husband will come home, and allowing her, whey
awake, bitterly to contrast her dream with the, again as she thinks,
almost certain fate of marrying one of the suitors; it is this contrast
which makes the dream xaxdv, ‘evil’. On the other hand Odysseus
vision expresses his own strong anticipation of success.

But we do not need to read the scene primarily on a psychological
level. The increasing frequency of dreams and omens which Amory
noted (see above p. 211) is not so much an indication of the mental
state of Penelope, as a device whereby the poet unifies his plot and
increases dramatic tension by foreshadowing climactic events.20 They
are aimed at us, the audience, not as an external indication of some
inner conflict which the poet hasn’t the technique (or psychological
knowledge?) to explain directly, but as a warning that the denouement
is fast approaching. Thus, for example, in Book 20, immediately after
Penelope and Odysseus have experienced dreams/visions of each other,
Odysseus asks Zeus directly for a portent éxroofer (‘outside’); Zeus
obliges with a thunderclap, and an omen (¢7um) is provided by a mill
woman working outside who asks Zeus to grant her release from labour

by making this the last day of the suitors feasting (20.97-119).

"% Russo, op. cit., 6. An extreme psychological interpretation of the dream of the
cagle and the geese suggests that Penelope’s sorrow at the slaughter of the geese and her
relief that they are in reality unharmed, shows that her unconscious mind is considerably
less hostile to the suitors than her conscious (Russo, op. cit., 9; van Nortwick, op. cit.,
276 for the theory, see G. Devereux, ‘Penelope’s Character’, Psychoanalytic Quarterly 26
[1957] 378-86). This, in the face of her continual empbhatic assertions that she loathes
the suitors and their attentions! This hypothesis represents a curious reversion, in the
name of modern psychological interpretation, to the Victorian idea thar Penelope did
not entirely dislike the suitors (see S. Butler, The Authoress of the Odyssey [London, 1897],
130-1). On the dream, see the sensible remarks of |. Finley, op. cit., 19 n. 7.

* See the pertinent remarks of A, J. Podlecki, ‘Omens in the Odyssey, GoR 14
(1967), 12-23, esp. 21-2.
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Penelope’s persistent scepticism about Odysseus in t}gf fac}f Ofo‘:thtas
to be overwhelming evidence to the contrary enables the p ‘
s the dramatic irony in the contrast between seeming and reality.
explmtbvious dramaric parallel is that of the Oedipus of Sophocl?s, as
The o'k oints out,2! where the dramatist extracts ‘the last drf)p of irony
> Fen(l)egi us’ inability to see the obvious cruth.?? Homer's d.ramauc
'ﬁom like glat of Sophocles, is subtle and all-pervasive, present in sr'nall
lmn)l,; : e.e. 19.209, where Penelope’s beautiful cheeks were streaming:
rouches, g.géév ;’ivSp:l mapiuevor (‘weeping for her husband who was
K'Aa'wvgnside her’).2? At 357-60, when bidding the old nurse Eurycleia
Slmlﬁh fhe beggar;s feet, Penelope supposes that Oc{ysseu‘s must by,now
;\‘/’Z hands and feet similar to those of the beggar: agpa y'afe év Kdlf)()fg}:‘;
BpoTol karaynpdoxovow (‘for mortal's age qulck.ly in mfxs ortu(rile \;Vhen
is presumably to be seen as still liste,nmg 1mme§1ately a ter}\i\'/a;1 is;litia“
Eurycleia apostrophizes the ‘absent C2)4dysseus ina 1way w ;Z penelop);
suggests she is talking to the beggar. The poet also caus enelope
to act in a manner which advances the p.lot a.nd ger‘lierat}fs iS rzau
the contrast between what she thinks she is dm{lg an w. at nsuc}:
happening. For example, in Book 21, when the suitors are trying 1; e
cessfully to string the bow, Penelope supports the bcggar sl.req'uen ha
he should be allowed to try the bow, rndncuhr}g the imp lcat}io " hé
if he were successful, he would have any marriage claim onh er. [The
is successful, she will give him clotbing arjlcl transport tobvv1 ' erfeI:' h~
wishes to go.25 Analysts and ‘Intuitlon.lsts are united in l;z ievi gosed
very different grounds) that at (;his Pom\;([l;enellcs)gewr::ls(i S}elesi[l)l}; -
beggar’s identiry. y e : :
;ﬁs }iz:l:leil ?Zs: (fh;hsow?g%et it is a characteristic of Homer’s dramatic

n P e ) ’ lso provoked a thesis that
2 I th noting thar Sophocles ?lay has also p ‘
Oedil:ulttlslscofirelrel;atiskvngiv the trutgh at an early stage in P. Vellacotr, Sophocles and Oedipus

4. - .5 ’ = & k3
(ngdgf}’allgz t111’e 1c)%ten—observcd irony in O’ address to P in 19.107: & yvvat lady’ or
‘Wisz" 61-74. In 362 the omission of an addressee is surely deliberate hereG(SP]\.
—74. In ’
Latti[r}(?r.g in his otherwise excellent translz;tiorﬁ, The Old'};ﬂ?hoéfﬂglgu[}j;x Y:;l)(, :-59’,(,,0.,
in ‘to hint, mistakenly). Homer further exploits ) oéo,
l?LIudislxﬁdEO;IGl;r; ’fg;lsvtvili‘z;ll )3'16 most likely addressee is the beggar. It is only v:/]t)el?
ii)lll(l)';fl::leia re\,rerrs to addressing Odysseus in the third person and the stranger as 'y

. i biguity is resolved. ) ) . 11,
(372(5) 12)‘);,]5112 ;gﬂ::i;gzlvleﬁ promises, in less detail, during their colloquy at 19.310-11
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technique that he pushes to

and reglit)’ and exlﬁoits to th(:(lrirl:z:SotfhelCon-tr.a St between. APPearance
and real m plausibility what his charae

. gnorance may say or do.*® At the approach of a clj i poi
in the poem it may be thought dr icall PP ate, iF noe pao ™
logically entirely plausibl E nclope shoud, i menn " PoYeho
ogically ¢, that Penelope should, in ignorance, assis h i

. € ner
A thi i
oA l;n:itite):shbilfefeargsfoachl to the Penelope~Odysseus reunion Comeg
ooy diffeen ;n% e Thus fa.r, .I‘ have referred to dramagjc
opropratenest Comgxi/cl toi;)g;lcal plausd?lhty in comparative isolatiop
of reunion and recognit.ion i; n(;:v?;irh;f; ltﬁoca;-rilt o or oo G
o roun . omer, or even G
ol rizericlztilzsiels)ct:zns }(1.)(;16 f the aChlﬁVCH'lCntS of the last fifry yearrsef)l;
tradition of oral poetrywvxfh?ctht hienlhi:iencfpl())e?scil avel tgeir orginin
. uch, s of both detailed composijg;
Wii r?rzrdeitiennae]ral thematflc structure, has a grear deal in c}c))?:r:zg
idh tradic Whicp})]oe;;lry o othe‘r cultures.?” In the case of themaric
i e et ¢ emphasis has tended to shift during the lagt
AN nOn-I_Io;nres'earches have shown that the Homeric poet,
homatie e hon-H eric lco‘unterpart: was composing with repeated
chematic clr Whic,h arge-scale formlflae —a number of recurring asso-
i ot whict whe m}llght call' a sequence’.?® One group of motifs
tion in the Odyssey YI; viecczflas(;:ieer:sslcs I(:fa Tequer(l)cj e e ccogn
o in th . ¢ enelope-Qdysseus recognition
merly the mostclaporme o w226 vl beapparen b
series: w. i

Eumaeus, servants, suitors, and finally Odylstseuse’li'zizlrwi;iltlg C(lrelljt’

to mention dySSCuS q
l d
( ) (0] d ()g, ArgOS). Common o [lle sequence

% .
On this characreristic 6
Hezr mtI" E[i(nlflschr. 6, Berlin,’ lS;§9UélHOISCh€L Untersuc/yungm zur Form der Odyssee,
h > 2, Derll , 61,

basic wo::kewt:l;sd gziltt;ol;\,/l 1_:11 the general form I have stated it, to be uncontroversial. Th
A. Parry (Oxford 197)'1 | ilman Pa(rryx The Making of Homeric Verse: Collecte dpﬂpn:; ede
Heroie Sore 376’ on see esp. "Whole Formulaic Verses in Greek and South Sl’ ic
% The i (i’a of[Il and A. B. Lord, The Singer of Tales (Harvard, 1960) e
explored in certain ﬁ::g:sncc:nis a[cobmpositiémal device in Homer’has bee.n thoroughly
i . ntexts by e.g. B. Fenik, Tjpical B, ; iad
iy e N oy o S P ol S o e

Wiesbaden, 1968; T, Kri 7
s - Krischer, Formale Konventionen der homerischen Epik (Munich,
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1. Odysseus in disguise.

A conversation in which Odysseus is pressed for his identity, in
reply to which he tells a false story in which he claims to have seen
Odysseus on his travels and predicts his early return. The other
speaker refers frequently in conversation to Odysseus, usually
introducing the topic very shortly after meeting him.

3. Odysseus tests the other’s loyalty; the test is passed (or, in the case
of the suitors and disloyal servants, failed).

4. Odysseus reveals himself.

5. The other refuses to believe.

6. Odysseus gives a sign (s#ma) as a proof of idenity.

7. Final recognition, accompanied by great emotion on both sides.

8. ‘On to business’.

Despite great variety of length and treatment, some or all of these
clements are recognizable in the various recognition scenes of the
Odyssey.”” They are also common to the ‘Return of the absent hus-
pand’ theme in a variety of poetic traditions, of which the Odyssey is
recognizably one.”® The comparative material reveals that the element
of postponement of recognition by means of false stories, tests, disbelief,
and signs, is by no means confined to the Homeric poems. A modern
Greek ballad on the ‘Return of the long-absent husband’ theme neatly
illustrates, in the space of 43 verses, all the elements of the recognition
sequence mentioned above in the Odyssey context.”® Notable is the
apparent cruelty of the disguised husband, who, on meeting his wife,
pretends not only that he is dead but that her dying husband’s last wish
was that she should marry the stranger. Particularly interesting are the
onuddia or signs, tokens, which the disbelieving wife demands from the
husband; she requires knowledge of progressively more intimate details
of courtyard, house, and bedroom until finally her husband, by referring

29 So far as I am aware, there has, as yet, been no major study of recognition scenes in
the Odyssey comparable in scope with those of Fenik and Krischer on the Hliad (see n. 28
above). For some discussion of the recognition sequence as a species of ‘Testing’, see A.
Thotriton, People and Themes in Homer’s Odyssey (Otago and London, 1970), 48 ff.

30" For the modern Serbo-Croatian tradition, see Lord, op. cit., and especially Appe-

ndix I11, 24259, ‘Return Songs’.
31 Conveniently quoted, with translation, in J. T. Kakridis, Homer Revisited (Lund,

1971), 1513 (in the conrext of the Penelope—Odysseus recognition).
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to marks on her body and also his amulet, which she wears berween her
breasts, convinces her of his real idenity.

Whar light can this exquisite miniature throw on the reunion of
Penelope and Odysseus? There is obviously a vast gap of scale and
compositional technique; a recognition which the Greek ballad accom.
plishes in 43 lines extends in the Odyssey to approximately six books,
or 2,500 verses. Moreover, whereas in the ballad the vital conversationg
beeween disguised husband and wife are laid out neatly and predictably
in verses which are structurally symmetrical, the Homeric dialogue
follows a vastly more complex pattern. Yet there are similarities. The
element of, if not cruelty, then a desire to provoke or upser is clearly
in Odysseus’ mind just before his main conversation with Penelope ar
19.45~6; he remains downstairs: 8ppa 1 &rt Spwds kal pnTépa oy
épefila | 7 8¢ W SBupouévy elpfaerar dupis éxaora (‘so that I may
further provoke the maids and your mother who in her sorrow will ask
me about everything’). The plan of Odysseus to provoke Penelope to
tears®® is clearly part of the traditional sequence, stages 2 and 3 above,
the questioning and false tale which test loyalty and precede recognition,
elements which Homer uses again, even less acceptably to conventional
taste, in the Laertes recognition scene in Book 24.3

In the long conversation of 19.104-360, which is interrupted by
Eurycleia's own recognition of Odysseus’ scar when she washes his feet,
the expectation is created in the audience thar Odysseus will finally
reveal himself to Penelope, not only because this would seem dramati-
cally the obvious thing to do, but also because it would constitute a tra-
ditional ending to the sequence.?® Yet in avoiding this solution, Homer
exploits the convention of the sequence in a curious way, by attaching all
the major elements of stages 2—6 not to a genuine recognition sequence

32 On épedilw see LS] ad foc. The word has clear overtones of unfriendly provocation
(Lactimore’s ‘stir up’ is rather weak).

3 24.226-350. On the element of cruelty in this recognition, see the remarks of
P. Walcot, ‘Odysseus and the Art of Lying’, Anc. Soc. 8 (1977), 1-19 (reprinted in
C. Emlyn-Jones, L. Hardwick, and J. Purkis (eds.), Homer: Readings and Images, London,
1992, 4862 [and in the present volume]).

%% But N.B.: the Eumaeus sequence, when an extended conversation in Books 14-15
(Eumaceus’ loyalty is tested on several occasions) is put on ice, as it were, until Book 21
when, in a rather abbreviated version of the sequence, Odysseus finally reveals himself.
It is hard to find a plausible explanation for the postponement except, perhaps, that
there are more important people, such as Telemachus, to come first. Moreover, if, at the

beginning of Book 16, Eumaeus is ‘in the know’ much of the irony of the Telemachus
recognition would be lost.
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put to the goal of merely establishing that' t.he beggar i.Jas met Oc%ysseuf.
Thus, when Penelope has asked the traditional question: 7is wojev els
Grdpdv; mé0L ToL méAis € ToxTjeEs; (‘Who are you and w};,ere o1 ())1(5);1
come from? Where is your city and who are your parents?’, 1.9. | ,
and has received a predictably evasive answer, she refers immediately to
her sorrow at the absence of Odysseus and her de§perate attempts 2to
keep the suitors at bay. This is followed by Odysseus’ false tale (19.17 -
202). So far, this follows the normal sequence (see.e.g. 14.185—3{)59 ai?
the Eumaeus recognition sequence). But at this point, Penelope bre hs
down at the mention of Odysseus and her tears are compare.d to the
snow melted by the East Wind. Great emotion, accompanied by a
simile, at this point in the sequence is elsewhere used for stage 7, the
recognition itself,?> But here Penelope weeps over a memory of her
husband as he was twenty years previously, on his way to Troy. Her
husband, sitting beside her, as the text emphas‘lzes' (19.299), Fakes ;10
active part in this. Penelope continues to maingain th,e illusion of a
genuine recognition sequence by asking for a séma (.51gn) to prove, rlllot
the identity of the beggar (chis is destined to remain a secret from her
for some time) but merely that he has act}lally seen OdySSCl.lS. When the
beggar supplies evidence by relating details of. the dress which Odyssel.xs
and his entourage were wearing on this occasion, Pf/:nel‘ope weeps aga}lln
ohpar Grayvovoy Td of éumeda méppad’ ’OSv’oaevg (‘recognizing the
certain signs that Odysseus had disclosed to her’, 1?.250). T.he e).(trerlr)les
of irony and pathos in this scene arise not merely from the situation but
from the poet’s deliberate exploitation of all the eler‘nents qf the sequence
in a kind of ‘spoof recognition’, where the effect is obtained by using,
and frustrating, the audience’s undoubted knowl.edge and expectations.
The artistry of the final recognition scene in 23.1—‘2'40 in which
Penelope and Odysseus experience difficulty 5161 ful}y reuniting, has often
been analysed (see also below pp. 226 £).3¢ After so lqng a separa-
tion, husband and wife take time to discover an effective means of
recognition on an appropriate level; the postponement here has to dci)
with feelings and relationships and is acutely and movingly portrayed.

» — machus); 23.231-40 (Penelope). The paucity of similes in the
Oa'ys:e;Gésl?)plpisigelti the [li)ad) may perhaps allow us to read significance into the
positioning of several of them immediately after final recognition. LW, Schadewalde

6 The most sensitive and acute commentary on [hl)S scenc is still W Scha 5:; )
‘Die Wiedererkennung des Odysseus und der Penelope’ in Newe Kiriterien zur Odyssee-
Analyse, Sitz. der Heidelberger Akad. der Wiss. Phil.-hist. Klasse (1959).
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Yet one can also look at the scene in terms of the working-out
recognition sequence and what we may presume to have bee o the

expectations; stages 4-7 have not yer taken place: i

place: at the beging;
of Book 23 Odysse'us has not yet revealed himself, Penelope }gllnnlng
yet ’expr‘essed disbelief and demanded her séma. To have Penek:ls o
f)tralgh.t into Odysseus arms would be not only far less effective; it .
€ anptradmm_nal in a manner unthinkable for the Homeric et
exploited tradition but did not ignore it. POt ho
| Thefrevc.:la.n.on ‘of the beggar’s identity comes from Eurycleia;
t(())pe a tezl initial joy falls back into scepticism bur agrees eve;nuall
come down to see the man who killed the sui !
: itors; the

zlear in zuc?tle V\l/ays that her disbelief is not absolute.” Herp((i)ies?)?lizlf{?s
xpressed directly to Odysseus in the form of sil . .
find themselves only abl o Toleeag Odysscus

. y able to converse through Telemach i
mediator.*® Penelope also uses Tel D dicare 0 Ortyema of
heciaror ™ bene p es Telemachus to indicate to Odysseus that

But it is, of course, Penelo
5, ¢ , pe herself who finally tricks the sé

E-F an urcliwxmng Odysseus. In ordering Eurycleia to make up ;T?e[:i ofzt
im, and thus (for us, unthinkably) ending the scene yet again withoui

full iti i

]rec'ognmon, Penelopeﬁ, in her turn, provokes Odysseus to anger and
revelation of the secret of his bed, a sma of rene
in this case.?

n aUdiCnCe

Pene-

particular appropriateness

Thus the final elements of
. the sequence become a subtle i
a
VTVEICh the trvofcoxlltes;ants toss the ball back and forth to each itr}?:r 23
e reversal of roles for the sema where Penelo .
The revers : . pe completely takes th
mfllt_llatlve, Isan appropriate final twist to the most extendid an);l corifptlei
;)hat :[mt;r s fEec?gnmon sequences. Perhaps it is not without deliberation
e final recognition of 23.206, he re ic li
( ccogr s peats the formulaic li
the ‘spoof-recognition’ (19.250) when Penelope’s knees and heart rvlveercl)tf

37 Schadewaldt, op. ci
R . » op. cit, 13. 23.86-7 betray nicel ’ ion, inclini
;c;\;:;r]dsni i)eel;if 1t‘hat ;23: is hearling the truth. \Wy ];lgeta);lg:iel(‘;gfrzecr?n(f)lzg:}: [lln(flldlgmg
)57], note on line 1s surely mistaken i i i iguity in
quégv gmév [E dear husband’).hcre, in view olfntff: ?5?5&,&:11?;; hee i any ambigaity in
o Sf;nfgr jd(e)vgalccii[t, Zpétzlt(;, 1 I6é f;)n9"l“elemi,1chus’ role as a ‘Vermittler (‘go-between’)
X d, op. cit., note on 188--9 acutely suggests that the id é) :
ed, namely its immovability (23.188-202) only gradually suggzsltsei;:szlffttl:)egc’inyzszgst l11rel

the light of a real szma in th ires, i
e eyt agreal ema e sense that Penelope requires, in the course of this speech,

S Schadewaldt, op. cit., 16.
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slack: ofjpar dvayvodoy Td oi ¢umeda méqppad Vdvooeds (‘recognizing
she certain signs that Odysseus had disclosed for her’).

Thus far, an attempt has been made to answer the inital ques-
sion of this paper—why the postponement of the Penelope—Odysseus
rccognition?-——in terms of a poet using, and exploiting with great virtu-
osity and insight, the dramatic and thematic demands of his tradition,
which were also, presumably, those of his audience. Bur we can, |
believe, go a little further by looking more closely at the situation and
aritude of Penelope herself.

Ac 18.158 Athene puts it into Penelope’s head to descend so that
she may inflame the suitors and seem more estimable (riudecoa) in
the sight of her husband and son than before. She laughs pointlessly
(&xpeiovs 163) and explains to her maid Eurynome that she wishes to
show herself to the suitors and also to warn Telemachus about the dan-

ers he faces from them. Eurynome approves the plan but suggests that
Penelope should first wash herself and anoint her face, since nothing
is gained by continual sorrow; for now Telemachus has come of age,
which Penelope had always prayed for. Penelope rejects the advice, but
Athene puts her to sleep and beaurifies her. She then descends to the
suitors and causes great passion among them. She then tells Telemachus
off for the treatment of the beggar, and receives a conciliatory but firm
answet. In reply to a compliment from Eurymachus, her chief suitor,
Penelope says that her beauty departed when Odysseus left for Troy.
Before leaving, he advised her to marry again when Telemachus should
grow up. Penclope bewails the fact that this hateful marriage will now
soon come and reproaches the suitors for their depredation of Odysseus’
houschold. The disguised Odysseus, who has been sitting in the hall
observing this scene, rejoices: odvexa TV uév 8@ pa mapélero, Gédye de
ooy /| pedixiots éméeaat, voos 8¢ of GMa pevoiva (‘because she enticed
gifts from them and enchanted their spirits with blandishing words, but
Fer mind had other desires’, 18.282-3). Antinous, the ringleader of the
suitors, promises gifts but reaffirms the suitors’ intention of remaining
until Penelope chooses one of them in marriage. The gifts duly appear
and Penelope reascends to her upper room.
I have set out this scene in some detail because it is at the same time
one of the most revealing and one of the hardest to interpret in the
whole poem. There are two main problems, Penelope’s motivation and

Odysseus’ reaction.
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First, Penelope’s motivation: why, at this point, does she sudd,
decid.e to descend? Does she really want to inflame the suitu }enly
certz.unly cannot want to appear more estimable to Odysseu(;rs(.l e
2) since ‘she fioesn’t know he is there. So it seems likely th b61\
reasons given in 160-2 are those of Athene. The goddess b}c;autflﬁt o
sleeping Penelope, if not against her will (but see 178~81) then l 'ei e
},1er’ knowledge. The most difficult detail is in 163, where g i
éyéiacaev (‘she laughed pointlessly’) seems to su : h e ¥

ed pa ggest that she doe
really know what she is doing or why. e

If she is not a puppet, then she may be something worse; ‘rei
prope ad meretricias artes descendit’ (‘the queen stoo ps almost t(; hegma
of t.he courtesan’) has been the verdict of more than one comm s
This scene has also been cited by those who think Penelope isem:llton
partly attracted to the suitors.*! Her veil, it has been thoupht iat o
of coquetry and note has been taken of Telemachus’ chagct;riss?ics;ﬁn
harsh v\erdlct, e.g. at 16.126-7: 4 & olirdpveirar oruyepov yduov ol ’
TE/\E!{TT]V ! mowjoar 8vvarac (‘but neither does she refuse 5 h °”f"€
marriage nor can she make an end’),*2 et
e Ii\izr; errfoide c.iifﬁcu]c; 1}: Odc)ilsseus’ reaction. Why is he pleased at whart
’ ¢ Is doing and how does he know that véos 8¢ of g 1
(‘her mind had other desires’, 283) if, in fa . | correct abou

Penelope’s ‘véos‘ here? The analytic h;/pothgsti’shvi(iilile;ec?izzzzblou;
as .clear evidence of the imperfect adaptation of the earlier plot h
which Odysseus and Penelope were in collusion by this timé) 3 ’Om
ithe othe.r hz.md, Fenik, on the assumption that Penelope is not ’sincerre]
Ondrr;::uo.m‘n.g her approaching r,em:arriage in this scene, states that
ysseus is sm}ply made to know’ this by the poet, who neglects strict
motivation *.. .in direct proportion to the extent to which he devel
his favour}tc situations with their special emotions and ironies o
These mter[?retationS have in common the belief that l;cnelo {
feelings and actions in this scene, whether partly autonomous or whgﬁ)sr

See al)()ve .19 fo he sycnological llC()[‘ of Pelle Qpes unconsclous attraction
n. 19 for psy h 4 P
g

42 P
On the significance of 81
Telemachus :significar Spartaz;zv i;a: ;;1?:1’? see below p. 224 . At 15.20 ff. Achene hurries
in gle breast of a woman’).
See Kirk, op cit., 246.

44 .
op. cit., 120. N i
13.381'p ote also that Athene informed Odysseus of Penelope’s vdos at

the fickle fupds évi orifecar yvvauds (‘spirit
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directed by Athene, are essentially subordinate to the dramatic devel-

opment of the plot, which is in the hands of Athene and Odysseus.

U. Holscher, however, in a comparatively neglected short article,®> has

argued that interpretation of this scene turns on the interpretation of
the phrase vdos 8¢ oi dAMa pevoiva, which means, he maintains, not that

she has something else up her sleeve” but that she wants something else

passionately, namely the return of her husband.*® This interpretation
of the phrase, which would seem to have strong linguistic arguments
in its favour,” removes any grounds for supposing that Penelope is
wricking the suitors and clears the way for the key point in Hélscher’s
interpretation, which is that we should distinguish clearly berween
Athene’s motivation in this scene and that of Penelope herself. Athene’s
motivation is fairly clear: she, and the poet, wish to arrange tor Odysseus
10 obtain a first sight of Penelope, in all her beauty and dignity—his first
sight for twenty years; at the same time Penelope unwittingly provides
evidence that she is still faithful to him, not only in her distaste for
the suitors but also in her reiteration of his advice, which he had given
her before leaving for Troy—to remarry when Telemachus came of age
(259-70). Thus Odysseus had reason to be glad that she was increasing
his wealth with the suitors presents while still, in her heart, longing for
him.

But there is another strand of motivation here: that of Penelope
herself. Telemachus has shown himself to be of age, independent, and
authoritative, nowhere more so than in his reply to his mother’s com-
plaint about his ability to protect the beggar (226-42). Her descent

can be seen as a preparation for a genuine remarriage, which, however

45 “Penelope vor den Freiern' in Lebende Antike: Symposion fiir R. Siihnel, edited by
H. Meller and H.-]. Zimmerman (Berlin, 1967) 27-33. [Trans. in Schein.]

46 The phrase occurs also at 2.92 and 13.381, in the context of Penelope making
promises to the suitors but vdos 3¢ of §AAa pevoiva. Holscher's interpretation fics chese
contexts as aptly as 18.283. Moreover, it is unlikely that the poem would have singled
out one example of a formulaic phrase of this kind for special meaning. Thornton, op.
cit. 98, assumes that the words refer to the forthcoming interview Penelope has arranged
with the beggar; but this seems to be reading back significance into a meeting which,
at the time, cannot have seemed to her to hold out any more hope than her previous
encounters with strangers claiming to have met O. (See 14.126-30.)

47 Gee H. Frisk, Griechisches Etymologisches Wirterbuch (Heidelberg, 1970) s.v.
pevowdw ‘heftig verlangen’ (‘intensely desire’, cf. pévos). Other Homeric uses of the
word (see LS] ad loc.) support this interpretation. On vdos, see K. von Fritz, ‘véos and
voeiv in the Homeric Poems’, CP 38 (1943), 79-93, where the word is closely connected
with inward vision of what is absent.
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distasteful to her, she feels compelled to make, both to remain obed;
to her abse?t husband’s advice and to relieve the intense pre I,
Telemachus” and Odysseus’ household. pressuee on
X Per}glop‘es motivation has been obscured by Athene’s aims in h
Cau}:l cation of the queen—a process which Penelope repeated! o
;qupF atically rejects: all her beauty departed, she says, when Ody o
det' or Troy. The .fact that this is not true (she is obviousl }}:'SSEUS
e'silrable to the suitors) should not lead us to suppose that i,he oy
w1§T }c;s Penelope to be‘regarded as lacking in sincerity here poct
o € two strands of motivation in this scene mirror the ambival
of thle. structure of the last half of the poem as a whole. The revenge eilce
:\enntdslttso e;&cner;e;t, a{)ld s?spense (Odysseus arriving in the nick of tiz?et))
vershadow Penelope, who often appe d i
badly-motivated thin R enrs o b mouhvated or
gs. For example, there appears to be i
reason fo; h}fr geasion to decide on a new bride[;room by mZZnZE)VfK:}l:S
contest of the bow at 19.572,% buc the decisi )
. , ion leads smoothl
climax of Book 21. Even more awkw. e
. ardly, the only way th
s y the poet
tg;z; Senel}cl)pe .off thﬁ sce;elbefore Odysseus takes the bow andpiniti:::;
aughter is to allow Telemachus, inci
o us, somewhat unconvincingly, to send
Sig::t;hl;il[t)}lless victiT though Penelope sometimes appears, there are
e poet also wishes us to be aware of her serio : i
! . us predica-
:}ent 'aI;d appreciate her lonely and courageous decisions in fhe fa:e
w}:o}fla pressure, th.e dpoid Te iuw (‘voice of the people’, 16.75)
. ic lsanctlons fidelity to her absent husband and is, at the same time
owerless to prevent th i i ’ i ’
powerless He}z Cg. the resmixlts of ‘thls ﬁdellty—thc rapacious suitors’
actions. predicament is precisely, if unsympathetically, summed
7p c }é’ Sc,:rr,lacl{us, talking to the still-disguised Odysseus at 16.126~
(‘.bn o?n}-l apveiTar oTUY€poy yauov obire Tedevriy | moroar Svara
;t neither does she refuse a hateful marriage nor can she make an
end’), where Penelope’s ‘inability to make an end’ surely refers not to

B Thic |
o, I'I;hllséglhkseg)he. st(l)ry ;)f the spinning and unpicking of the shroud for Laertes (2.93-
10 19. o o Clie; z[alrc;f ia:] foHll;;;ale’ element in the story. It is perhaps signiﬁcant.that
. : S
Ofg!)]eﬁow Eonies: i hes i ts account: at 21.1 ff. it is Athene who puts the idea
- L Finley, The World of Odysseus (London, 1962), 108 emphasizes the essentially

passive role of the 4?77105 n [llC st[uggle over ICIICI()pCS Iuamage aud IelClIlaC us
5 t
llthI‘HaIlCC. ’
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her Pcrsonal preferences or to some ‘feninine’ weakness but to the social

situation.

It has been observed that the return of Odysseus, that is, the plot of
the Odyssey, takes its motivation and precise starting point from Pene-
lope’s approaching crisis—the decision to remarry now that Telemachus
has come of age.”® That the decision and choice of bridegroom appear
10 belong to Penelope has been thought unusual and difficult to explain
in the context of Homeric social custom.>! In facr, the exact situation
with regard to Penelope’s prerogative in this marter is confused.’” I
would suggest that the poet may have granted her what initiative she

possesses in the decision to remarry in order to focus our attention more

closely on Penelope and her dilemma.

Certain themes which illustrate this dilemma tend to recur. At
19.124-61, in conversation with the disguised Odysseus, Penelope
expresses them most acutely: her faded beauty, the attention of the
suitors, the trick of the winding sheet for Laertes, the maturity of

Telemachus.*? She concludes (157-60):

Vv 8 0b7 xpuyéew dtvapar ydpov olre T EAY
uirew éF ebploxw- pdia & drpivovor Toxnes
14 Y 3 7 \ e rs ’

yhuacl, doxarda 3¢ mdis BloTov xaTebovTwy,

yLyvdoKwy.
But now | cannot escape the marriage, nor can [ find any other plan, but my
parents strongly urge me to marry and my son, understanding what is going
on, is distressed at their cating away of our livelihood.

50 See Holscher, “The Transformation from Folk-Tale to Epic’, in Homer: Tradition
and Invention, ed. B. Fenik (Leiden, 1978), 51-67.

51 See Finley, op. cit., 102-5: ‘That prerogative mysteriously belonged to Penelope’
(104). Thornton, op. cit., 108-10 thinks that Penelope has the right of choice by virtue
of Odysseus decree in his parting words to her before he left for Troy (18.259-70).
But this seems to be placing too much emphasis upon a private conversation between
husband and wife (hardly a ‘decree’) which would surely have cut litcle ice with the
Tthacan demos or the suitors, even if they can be supposed to have known about it before
Penelope’s revelation ar 18.25 ff.

52 Certain contexts suggest that Telemachus has the right to send Penelope back to
her parents, but refuses to do so for financial, religious, and social reasons (e.g., 2.130-7
where he is replying to Antinous’ request that he do just that, so that she may marry
76 Gred Te marp kéderar kal dvddvel adri), ‘whoever her father instructs her to and
whoever pleases her’, 2.114). Elsewhere the suitors seem to suppose that Penelope has

the sole, or at least, the deciding choice (see 18.288-9).
53 See also 2.91—110, where the themes are associated by Antinous, the suitor.
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Pressure from others and the impossibility of escape are the predomj.
nant motifs of Penelope’s situation. Unlike Odysseus, who has the ear
of Athene, Penelope has no help from the gods. Odysseus, too, has had
a long period of wandering in which he has endured without divine
help; but this is now over, whereas Penelope is forced to continue he;
well-founded scepticism and endure alone.”*

It has often been noted that Penelope and Odysseus have to endure
in different ways: for Odysseus, it is the active endurance of the Cyclops
cave, the Laestrygones, and the Underworld; for Penelope it is the
passive and confined waiting in her upper room of the palace, a siege
in which she occasionally, with precautions (two attendants and a veil
over her face), descends to face her besiegers.>

Homer explores the ambivalent atticudes of others to this endurance,
Odysseus, when he enquires in Book 11 whether Penelope has remained
faithful to him, receives the information from his mother Anticleia that
his wife endures: rerAndri fuud / ooiow évi peydpoiow (‘with enduring
spirit in your palace’, 181-2).>® But the endurance befitting her sex is
also required by Telemachus at 1.353 ff. when Penelope objects to the
bard Phemius singing a song about the mournful homecoming of the
Achaeans: he tells her ool 8 émrodpdrw rpadin kai Buuss drodew (let
your heart and spirit be hardened to listen’).

When the suitors have been slain and Penelope is informed that
Odysseus is waiting for her downstairs (23.5 ff), the incomprehension
of Eurycleia and Telemachus is ironically reflected in their attitude
to ‘endurance’ Penelope is reproached by Eurycleia for her fupds 8¢
(r0) alév dmioros (‘spirit always mistrustful’, 72) and by Telemachus,
améa Gupdv éxovoa (‘[you] having a harsh spiric, 97). In 100
he says that no other woman would keep distance rerAndr: o
(‘with enduring spirit’) from a returning husband who had suffered
so much: oot & alel kpadin arepewrépn éari Aifowo (‘you always have
a heart harder than stone within you’, 103). The effect is secured

> To this extent, Amory’s picture of Penelope as looking ‘at things only intermittently’
(op. cit., 104) is correct; but, as I made clear above (p. 212) I cannot acceprt the
psychological implications of Amory's thesis for the reunion; Penelope’s inability to see
thipsgs clearly stems entirely from her situation—irs causes are wholly external to her.

>> Lam not forgetting Odysseus’ confinement on Calypso’s island; but this is nat given
ma;‘or emphasis in the Odyssey.

% Repeated by Eumacus to the returning Telemachus in 16.37-8.
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pere not only by the ironic contrast between the ungomprehend%ng
judgements of Eurycleia and Telemachus ‘and what is rf:ally going
on inside Penelope, but also by the use of the word for ‘endure ;hFo
persist rerAndTi Bupd is no longer a comfnendable stanc:1 now that
Odysseus is home! Note also how Eurycleia and Tel,er,nac us pro;l?;t
these qualities into the past (Penelope was always [aiei, 72, 103] like
this) and so, by implication, pass judgement on her long endurance and
icism.
Sce'%the eventual encounter between Penelope and Odysseus (see al§o
above pp. 219 f) is interrupted by a conversation (2'3.117—51) in
which Odysseus and Telemachus decide how to act in the fz.lce of
imminent vengeance from the relative§ of. the. sla'm suitors. This was
long regarded as an interpolation;®’ Fenlk‘, in rejecting the mterpolatlori
theory, attempts to show how ‘interrupt{ons of this sort are a normal
feature of Homeric composition; there is no neF:d for us to presume
a tense, waiting Penelope ‘on the stage’ since epic does. not, as a r-ule,
consider the presence of ‘silent characters’; du‘rlng this interruption,
Penelope ceases to exist.’® Fenik makes a plé‘luslblc g'eneraF case, but I
feel that, just as this whole scene (23.1—2/%0) is éxceptlonal ina nu.mber
of ways,” so in this particular case, it is unlikely that an audlencle,
having waited for the recognition for about 2,000' verses, and apparently
faced with yet another postponement, would simply forget Penelope
and her situation.®® Bur there is another reason why the poet does not
intend us to forget Penelope; at the end of the passage, Telemachus
and the servants carry out Odysseus’ instructions to wash, put on clee%n
clothes, sing, and dance so that the neighbours and ot.her outsiders \ivdl
think that a wedding is taking place. We are then given the’reacuon
of the outsiders—the 8duoid e @iuww (‘voice of the pej)plc, 16.?5)
on Penelope: axerAin 008 érAy mdoos ob KOUpLSlfO'LO ! elpvabar péya
Sdpa Suapmepés, fos ikoiro (‘hard hearted, she did not hold out to

57 Schadewaldt, op. cit., 19. 8 Fenik, op. cit., 66-70. .
3 gz: Szh:d:zaldt, og. cit., p. 13 fF. on the dramatic structure, and especially on the

i 4 ion’ i i ¢, Telemachus
element of ‘libereckgesprich’ (‘cross-conversation, 16) involving Penelope, X

HHCGiOOISﬁ’)S;:l(I} Fenik’s parallels {op. cit., 68) are really comparable to the Odyssey Book 23

.
example in terms of dramatic suspense and importance of the character who has ‘dropped
out of sight’.
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preserve the great house of her wedded husband, until he should regyyy
l213,15do—1). Thle djuos, in its censure of whar it supposes Penelope r:(.:
ave done, applies, like Telemach i
haye done, apy achus and Eurycleia, the double standarq
When the scene is .resumcd and Odysseus has had a bath and has bee
made handsome again by Athene, husband and wife now talk dire ;

to one another. Odysseus had offered i C-dy
provocation at 116 by ac
Penelope (through Telemachus) of slighting him because o}f, hisC li;il:lé

and ragged appearance. But now (166) he loses patien

worc? for word Telemachus’ accusation of 100~2 (=pl 68—;8)3:1:1d r:clilec? .
103 in 1.72: 3 :ydp ] y€ odipeov év gpeaiv frop (‘indeed, this woma:’S
heart is iron within her’). The final condemnation comes, albeit in sem's
humorous indignation, from the mouth of Odysseus himself, ’

Penelope is the most elaborately and searchingly portrayed of Homer’
.ferrilale characters. She is a great queen who exceeds in wisdom ans
insight the great heroines of old (2.117-21), receiving a fulsome trib-
ute (:ro_m Agamemnon (24.192 ff)) for her areté (‘excellence’). Yet the
poet’s ironic play on different attitudes to, and associations of Pene-
lope s ar‘eté——her fidelity and endurance—brings into the foreground the
amblgullty of her situation and enables the poet to explore the personal
and social pressures upon her sympathetically and at some depth. I
wo‘uld therefore maintain that in rejecting a version of the Od .g ‘in
which Penelope and Odysseus defeat the suitors in collusion zl},fte?,an
early recognition, and instead, deciding® on a late recognition after
the slay'lng of the suitors, Homer’s purpose was not only to exploit the
dramatic possibilities inherent in a major extension of the recognition
sequence bur also to give himself time to establish the recognition of
Pe.nelope~and Odysseus as the other, and perhaps equally important
climax of' the Odyssey. It is the placing of this recognition, clear of thé
other main climax of the death of the suitors, which enables the poet

to conclude in fitting manner his extended and searching portrait of the
noble queen.

6l
I have assumed that the choice was Homer’
. 1me er’s; but I would not thereby wi
exclude the possibility that the poet of the Odyssey was working wi(;hin Zretrzdiwtiﬁg fl(:

g .
IC) s late recognition was normal Of urse, the €Vld€
wh h l]ll 1 Co nce
s (OI' rathe[, [hC lack of lt)
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ADDENDUM

Much water has flowed under the Homeric bridge since this article
was written, and there have been many developments in relation to
the related topics of Deception, Disguise, and Recognition in the
Odyssey. Richardson has explained the dramatic and emotional effects
of Aristotelian anagnorisis (‘recognition’) in relation to the Odyssey, with
special attention to the literary criticism to be found in the scholiasts.
A major study of Recognition has been undertaken by Cave, extending
throughout European poetics from Aristotle to Barthes and Shakespeare
o Conrad.

Narratological analysis of Penelope’s role is found in Felson-Rubin
and especially Murnaghan (which runs parallel o analysis in terms of
an oral-poetic ‘recognition sequence), e.g. in M.’s idea that Penelope
participates in a number of conflicting plots of which she is unaware
and that she acts out a kind of recognition of Odysseus in ‘recognition
scenes that have gone underground’ (52). Again in connection with
Penelope, Kaiz has developed an argument that Odyssey 17-23 explores
the ‘indeterminacy of narrative direction’ (192) in juxtaposing Pene-
lope’s indecision with the Clytemnestra and Helen paradigms which
‘function . . . as an alternative narrative structure....” (ibid.).

The arguments in 1984 against the idea of an ‘intuitive recognition’
of Odysseus by Penelope have proved controversial; in the introduction
of his major commentary on Odyssey 17-20, Russo has restated the
arguments for the psychological interpretation against what he believes
to be a ‘minimalist’ or ‘literalist’ approach. On the interpretation of
Penclope’s dream at Odyssey 19.535-53, 1 think it can be disputed
that P’s bicter weeping over the slaughter of the geese “can only point
(my italics) to some ambivalence in her true feelings towards (the
suitors) ... (13 n. 13); see esp. Katz's careful interpretation, 145-8. For
restatement of objections to the ‘psychological interpretation’, see Jones,
1724 and especially Rutherford (2), who makes the point (35) that
subconscious recognition reduces much of the subtle irony and pathos
of the encounter of Penelope and Odysseus in Odyssey 19, though 1
would now modify my own views in the light of Doherty’s important re-
examination of the whole issue in the context of reception and feminist
approaches (31-63). Further exploration of the functional role of the
language of the Odyssey as medium of disguise and identity can be found

—
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in Goldhill, especially Ch. 1 of his (2). The key epi i
: Ch. . episode in O
been given a substantial narrarological analysi); b[;/ de ;ol:g (2))62%}81 93};_33
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Penelope’s Agnoia: Knowledge, Power,
and Gender in the Odyssey

Sheila Murnaghan

The Odyssey occupies a special place in the history of Greek representa-
tions of the female for its porrait of a heroine who is equal in impor-
wance and in heroic character to her husband, the male hero on whom
the poem avowedly centres and whose triumph it primarily celebrates.!
Penelope is seen to resemble Odysseus closely, sharing his distincrive
traits of wiliness and endurance.? Those two traits combine in the action
for which she is traditionally best known, her trick of weaving and
unweaving a shroud for Laertes; in that action, she uses craft to hold out
against the suitors and so to continue her determined waiting for that

[ would like to thank the special editor of this issue [of Helios], Marilyn Skinner, and the
two anonymous referees for their helpful comments on an earlier version of this paper.
[Agnoia is Greek for ‘ignorance,’ ‘Jack of knowledge’]

! Notably, Penelope is one of the few fernale characters in Greek literature who escape
the confining classification of women as either objects of erotic desire or respected wives
and mothers, but not both, through which the Greck male imagination attempted to
contain the power of the opposite sex. For a recent account of this dichotomy in classical
Athenian social ideology and social practice, see Eva C. Keuls, The Reign of the Phallus
(New York: Harper & Row, 1985), pp. 204-28.

2 WWilliam G. Thalmann points out that Odysseus and Penelope are linked through
diction expressing the endurance of suffering: Conventions of Form and Thought in Early
Greek Epic Poesry (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1984), p. 212, n. 25.
The similarity in character between Odysseus and Penelope is explored by Marylin B.
Arthur, ‘Early Greece: The Origins of the Western Attitude Toward Women', in John
Peradotto and J. P Sullivan, eds., Women in the Ancient World: The Arethusa Papers
(Albany: State University of New York Press, 1984), pp. 1516, and Helene P Foley,
““Reverse Similes” and Sex Roles in the Odyssey’, ibid. pp. 59-78 [repr. this volume}, and
reflected in the title of a recent asticle: Patricia Marquardt, ‘Penclope “Polytropos™, AJP
106 (1985) 32-48.
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berween them and their male partners, a woman’s i
Arete .and Penel.ope also reinforces the patriarchal
behaviour to which these characters adhere

dentification with
norms for female

status, though of noble birth-—hears

the tal i
‘(N hi»;la cO (;fy ;?:uil(::ﬁ) frorrl:: Odysseus himself. Moreover, the false tale of hi i
e odysscus 5145 ;o umaeus, and which Eumaeus compares to : sk‘-alva"derm s
Commensumbui{y_};wig; eli ctlcarly mtendgd to entertain Eumaeus, andivseri iid bards
bissove. Thi g eve emporary—obetween Odysseus” misfortunes and igests ;
b This . usion may work like the inclusion of o o
and)lssisril:fl(;l;g(l)enlce’ Le. to flatter previously unrecognized mzfr;ge:: f(i:; eha " I.)Cnelope n
and simul Thaluns1 2ifnto r(el;nfo;"ce St{lelr sense of the social roles they may ptro(;;epllC aludlence
. G. n, "Female Slaves in the Odyssey’, i Mt

o ' e Odyssey, in S. R. ¢

eds., Women and Slaves in Greco-Roman Cultyre (L({ndgn and ﬁzl\::lYerll? Slbg’él)lf]naghan,

an account of one o ysseus rojan a Vemul-e
S
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The Economic Man

James M. Redfield

I. ON INTERPRETATION

Those who have written on Homer and History have usually taken the
epic at its word, and have discussed the reality of the heroes. Had we
been present, however, at the first performances of these monumental
compositions we would have been made aware of their presence in
history in a different sense. A poem isa communication, and a successful
communication engages and thus characterizes its audience; it is some-
thing the audience wants to hear, understands, and finds significant. In
this sense the Odyssey is evidence for life in the late eighth century B.C.

Stories are about better and worse, values are in play, and the story-
teller’s communication is founded on a shared normative culture, an
ethical complicity with his audience. We can respond to Homer only if
Odysseus is to us admirable, while Antinous is not; we must find the
death of Dolon ignoble, while pathetic. A story is meaningful because
it tests comprehensible motivations against relevant consequences;
the characters make choices, and enjoy or suffer the result. Qur response
is an evaluation; a story need not have a moral, but it must be shaped
by a morality. If we come uninstructed to culturally alien narrative—
to Sanskrit drama, for instance, or the Noh—we may well find the
story opaque. Conversely, to understand any story is to participate
imaginatively in the culture of its intended audience.

If values were unambiguous, our lives would be as undramartic as
those of the social insects, and culture would find room for at most
one story. In fact life is interesting and drama is possible because culrure
presents us, not with a coherent set of instructions, but with a structured
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problematic, a set of dilemmas and hard choices. We cannot be al
once successtul men of affairs, creatures of romantic spontanei .
utterly committed saints, yert all of these are admired. When the o and
together in a story we can see that each in his own way acts welly gppéar
are not so much about good against evil as about good a: ains.t oo
anfi about intelligible disputes concerning the location of thge less gOO_d,
It is ofte-n appropriate to take sides with the hero, but even thec s
perfect villain is one whose motives we reject, and therefore r e
and therefore find at some level within ourselves. o
Stories, in pther words, dramarize values; each story is a kind
thought. experiment which explores the problematic of a culture. A }?f
cu.lture.ls complex it gives rise to many heroes and man storie; FS .
this point of view the /liad and the Odyssey—and for t}lllat mat.term}[ln
Works and Days—can be thought of as essentially contemporar Tht .
poems elaborate contrasting perspectives on a common set of r}(’;ble Ny
Odysseus refl.lses an immortality for which Achilles has a tragig lon ims.
Eurpaeus (as it were) takes centre stage in the Works and Days and mg Eg-
a virtue of his limited aspirations. Everywhere we find d{amat' (ai n
different .forms the conflicting claims of household and comn]1Ze i
a coptradlctory longing for security and pride in the taking of rliul]:ty,
tension be'm{een the need for functioning authority and thge assersti’ .
by the individual of his equal dignity. These conflicts characteri (})1n
culture which nourished the epics.! e
The Homeric world, the world inhabited by the heroes, is not and ha
not l?ecn anywhere. It is an amalgam of elements from various period:
ar.ld Is to some extent purely imaginary. Nevertheless as an imaginar
history it places its audience in history. Everywhere in epic we arge tolc}ll
tl.laf the heroic‘ age was earlier, and different. Yet even this point has
.dlfferent‘meanmgs in different poems. The Jiadis a retrospecti%e oem;
it tells of.the. death of heroes and the fall of cities, and ends in furl)ler:ll,
and continuing war. The Odyssey looks back on an heroic age alreads
ende.d, and also looks forward; its hero survives and leave% an h o
and it ends with a kind of wedding and a patched-up peace. The [lZZ

looks at the heroi : :
post—heroic(? heroic world per se; the Odyssey links that world with the

I See P. Vidal- . & .
0308 idal-Naquet, ‘Homeére et le monde miycénien’, Annales ESC 18 (1963),
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A sign of the differences between these worlds may be found in the
relations of men and gods. Long ago or far away, we are told, men and
ods are or were on equal terms. At the ends of the earth, among the
Ethiopians, gods feast publicly with men (Od. 1.26; cf. Il. 1.423); in
revious times, says Alcinous, the gods came in this way to the feasts of
the Phaeacians (Od. 7.199-206) as they came to the wedding of Peleus
and Thetis (/1. 24.62-3). Within the world of the Zliad proper, however,
the gods are less open. They appear to only one hero at a time, and
when they appear in public they are invisible or disguised to all but one.
When they speak to the crowd on the barttlefield it is as disembodied
voices or disguised presences.

In the Odyssey the gods are still farther away. Athena appears to
mankind, but in dreams or in disguise; she reveals her identity to
Nestor only by the manner of her departure (Od. 3.371-9). In another
case Athends intervention is a matter of deduction (4.655-6). Only to
Odysseus (and in a modified sense to Telemachus, since her appearance
to him [15.6—42], while like a dream, is nota dream) does she appear in
her own person. Odysseus is thus marked as a hero in a world growing
unheroic.

In the fliad the gods help the heroes with their own hands; they
strike a man from behind (Z 16.790-3), shift the path of an arrow
(4.127-40), pick up their favourites and move them out of danger
(3.380-2, 5.311-17). In the Odyssey the gods work through the means
of nature, as when Poseidon sends a storm, or through the minds of
men, by implanting an idea or changing a character’s appearance to
others. (An exception is Athena’s final epiphany——24.531—2.) When
Athena comes to the slaying disguised as Mentor she promises to fight,
but does no fighting; she turns herself into a bird and sits in the rafters,
not giving victory, but testing the valour of the combatants (22.236~
40). Odysseus has Athena’s help on Ithaca, as he had it at Troy, bur it
seems less sure, less direct.

As Odysseus moves from Troy to Ithaca, in fact, he moves into a
world much like that of the poet’s audience. In that world the gods were
surely always invisible, their interventions always uncertainly recog-
nized, screened behind the means of nature. Odysseus enters a world
grown demystified. If he survives as a hero in this world it is because
his own kind of heroism is peculiarly suited to it. He can dispense with

magic armor, immortal horses, and a titan-mother to whom even Zeus is
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obligated; he can carry out his action with ordinary human means. Hijg
adversaries on Ithaca are dangerous, not because of their heroic stature
but for the banal reason that they are numerous (16.241-55). Odysseu;
speaks of the help of the gods (16.259—65) but he finds his really usefu]
allies within his own household.

The difference between the /liad and the Odjyssey can also be seen
in the differences of the killings. In the J/iad killing takes place in the
open, in the space between communities, a marginal environment often
compared in the similes to the wild country where hunters meet wild
beasts. In the Odyssey killing takes place within the community, and
indoors. Several times in the poem we hear of the unheroic death of
Agamemnon, killed by his wife’s lover at a dinner party ‘like an ox
at the manger’ (4.535-11.411). Similarly (and conversely) Odysseus
kills his wife’s suitors at a dinner party, and they rush about like
cattle stung by the gadfly (22.299-301). The hunter has become a
butcher.

We need not, as I say, ascribe the differences between the poems
to cultural change between the moments of their composition; it is in
fact impossible to place them far enough apart in time to allow for so
massive a change. Rather the two poems give us, in the mirror of heroic
story, two different integrations drawn from a common stock of cultural
themes, which continued. Heroic values did not end with the [liad;
w!len Socrates wants to explain why he is helpless before the imperatives
of his own ethic he can do no better than to compare himself to Achilles
(Apology 28c—d). The post-heroic Odysseus, paradoxically, was less well
received by later tradition; by the fifth cencury his special virtues of
craft and patient indirection were often reconceived as vices, and he
appears, most notably in the Philoctetes, as an unprincipled manipulator.
As civil society grew more settled, Odysseus’ talents perhaps seemed less
necessary, and more dangerous. The Odysseus of the Odyssey justifies
himself by his success as the refounder of his own house; he is ruthless,
practical, inventive, self-secking, and utterly commitred to a few close
loyalties. Such a man would surely have found ample play for his talents
in the first great age of Greek entrepreneurial expansion, which was also
the moment of the composition of the Odyssey.

In the last third of the eighth century the Greeks took effective if still
tentative control of the east coast of Sicily and of Italy as far north as
Taras, and of the bay of Naples. This explosive event, which was the
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foundation of later Greek development, must also be evidence of earlier
development, of new material resources, a new cultural morale and
social effectiveness in the Greek homeland. Such development will have
been uneven; the most progressive states were evidently the Corinthian
and Euboean oligarchies, with Miletus and some of the islands close
behind. Bur as the transformarion of Greece proved itself by its success
it gradually became pervasive.

The textbook label for this transformation is “The Rise of the City-
State’. As the city-state was an inclusive form of life its rise implies
correlative changes on many levels. On the political level it involves
the shift from a hierarchy centred on the king to oligarchic institutions
relying on the rotation of office among a plurality of full citizens. On
the social level it involves the creation of a free peasantry and the
simultaneous spread of chattel slavery, with the sharpening of older class
stratifications into class conflict. On the level of juridical and economic
institutions it involves the emergence of private alienable property in
land, of enforceable contracts, and an international market in agricul-
tural commodities. Furthermore, this was an age of economic develop-
ment, of capital accumulation and public investment, what Thucydides
calls periousia. The rapid development of the western colonies can
itself be seen as an effective deployment of capital by individuals and
states.

To the culture-historian economic development appears as an aspect
of a general transformation; it happens not of itself, but as persons come
to see new kinds of behaviour as possible, desirable, and admirable.
Implicit in every organization of economic life is a specific economic
ethic. I here propose to discuss the Odyssey as a document dramatizing
the progressive economic ethic of late eighth-century Greece.

II. THE ECONOMIC ETHIC

The economy, from one point of view, is the sphere of material life, of
our interaction with nature. Our struggle to survive, however, gives rise
to specifically economic activity only when it becomes problematic to
ourselves. Breathing and dreaming both have survival value, but as they
take place unreflectingly, neither is economized. If all activity were simi-
larly instinctual or effortless, as in Eden or the reign of Cronos, mankind
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Yvould have no economic life. Thus many traditions see economic acs;
ity as the mark of our fallen condition, between god and beast cac
It follows that the economic sphere comes into existence b .
both are and are not part of nature, and theref: with
, . X ore contend with nagy
as an adversary. Economic goods are those we wring from nat N
the cost of our labour. Labour, then, is activity negatively evalualtlr(ei -
the necessary means to a desired end. Any activity—chinkin : .
making love—may at certain moments become laborious in ti’isps e
On the other hand, any activity may be undertaken for its own enlze.
for fun, for therapy, as an act of devortion. Tolstoy reapin withSa }f’
peasants does what the peasants do, but for him the work hasga diffe o
m.eamng—although the peasants also feel pride in their stren therem
skill, and the satisfaction of doing what is proper. Economic p
are always mixed with non-economic. The economic measure ofTT)nveS
further’rrfore, is not the effort expended, but the negative evaluat?osur%
Fhe acuvity as a necessary means. The economy, from this point of vie0
is not the sphere of material life (with which it certainly overla ) bwy
rather the sphere of economic motives, of this kind of ev}:lluationpS "
'Labour thus becomes a measure of value. We judge the Value'of h
th}ng.to us by what we are willing to undergo to obrain it. This w: t ef
thinking gives rise to others—for instance, to thought abo'ut efﬁcizx)',l ;
We seek to minimize labour—by skill, for instance. We also try to -
f)thers to do our labour for us; thus the idea of labour gives risz v g}ft
idea of dom.inion, and the economy generates a class StrlglCtLer o
Here again economic and non-economic motives are mi);ecl Skill
may be valued for its own sake, so that production becomes a d.is |
of v1rtuc.)sity, and shades into fine art. Dominion may be prized forptfiy
honour it confers, so that the labour of others, instead of tf)ein am .
of production, becomes for us a kind of consumer good Thg di ieflns
of la%)our may be related to status, so that certain rasks a;e benea:hSlt(})ln
dxgmty'of certain persons. In all these ways efficiency i icted ,
other kinds of evaluation. s reseiceed by
 Yer it remains true that labour is the primary measure of valu
for only in labour, where the activity is acceptable but negati le ;
evalua.ted, can the means and the end be measured against one agrflor}lxe ,
Thus it happens that while labour is negative, the capacity to lab er'
is positively evaluated. There is an ethic of labour; it isty a markogrf

seriousness, maturity, and discipline that a man is willing to undertake
the necessary means.
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The ethic of labour is complemented by the ethic of saving. The eco-
nomic stock exists because we have held ourselves back from consum-
ing all commodities immediately. Thus consumption, like production,
enters the economic sphere only to the degree that it is negatively evalu-
ated and minimized. A man who is willing to save receives (conversely)
a positive evaluation; he has subjected his appetites to reason. By labour
we overcome the nature outside us; by saving we overcome the nature
within us.

“Economic’ thus names a specific type of deliberation, which con-
cerns itself with the problem of the necessary means. Because these
means are always to be minimized—in the sense that we labour and
save as little as possible—economic problems are problems of allocation.
Allocation implies scarcity, and also the ethical neutrality of the means;
we shall feel free to allocate them freely only if they are not of value in
themselves, but only as means. The economic ethic is thus not an ethic
of ultimate commitments, but of managerial rationality; this is not a
sphere in which the purpose or meaning of life can be determined, but
rather where the trade-offs between various options are rather coolly
assessed. Economic thinking does not inquire into values; it estimates

the cost of achieving values which it receives as a given, labelled as
‘demand’.

Nor are these values found in nature, even though economic activity
copes with nature. The song says: ‘Since man is only human, he must
cat before he can think.” However, it is also true that being human he
must think before he can eat, think not only how to eat but what to
eat; he will eat only what he thinks he ought to eat. Thus, although
we confront nature, our economics is in the service of culture, and is
itself cultural.? Each culeure has its own view of basic human needs,
and each has its own list of those means which are sufficiently neutral
to be rationally allocated.

Nevertheless it is in the nature of mankind to be rational and to strive,
at least some of the time, for an efficient allocation of some of the means
available. While the economy is a different problem in every culture, itis
always some kind of a problem. Therefore every culture has its own kind
of economic thought, and in its own way institutionalizes economic life.

2 See Marshall Sahlins, Culeure and Practical Reason (Chicago and London: University
of Chicago Press, 1976).
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In very simple societies the institutionalization may not go beyond ¢,
contrast between working day and a restful evening; in more com t] :
societies more complex patterns emerge. Pl
Different kinds of people are at home in different settings. Some wj
.be happier collecting grubs, others telling stories. Some ﬁnci ha in“
in thinking about money, others in ignoring it. It is with econofr)npi .
Wl[h religion—for Clifford Geertz has reminded us that, while relics' .
is a ‘culture universal’, it is by no means true that religion is of eglon
interest to all.’> On the contrary: in any culture there will be sgual
prl.rnarlly concerned with religious questions, and many profoung;e
uninterested. Similarly with economics; a disregard of such questio .
may actually be one of the characteristics of a specific social role: }?S
devoted scholar, the childlike wife, the soldier in combat, the fo;)lt ef
God..All these require others to look after them. If any ,societ is S
function, 'there must be some who, as we say, are ‘minding thcystore?
Thus-soclety. generates some for whom economic questions are thé
most interesting questions. Such a one may well be called the ‘economic

>

man.

III. ODYSSEUS’ LABOURS

If we cogld pass through some Alice’s Looking Glass into the imaginar
world of the epics and begin an ethnographic study of their cconomicsy
we wogld surely make Odysseus our chief informant. He seems thc;
person in Homer most at home with this aspect of life. Already in the
1liad he is notable for his cool rationality, as in the passage (11.401-10)
yvh.cre he considers becoming a coward, but decides that on the whole
it is not for him. Odysseus does a kind of cost-benefit analysis of
.ever).'thmg, weighing present expenditure against hoped-for urilities. It
is miserable to spend even one month from home, he tells the troo. S
and for them it is already the ninth year, ‘but all the same it is disgrace[f)ui
to stay long and come home empty’ (2.297-8). Similarly in the Odyss
he tells Alcinous that however eager he may be to get home, he woul?i,
stay another year to come home rich (11.355-61). We may al;o think of
¥ Clifford Geerrz, ‘Religion as a Cultural System’, in Antbropological Approaches to the

Study of Religion, ed. M. Banton (London: Tavis
sed. M. : stock, 1966), pp. 1-46; in Cli
Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic BoolZs,p1p973) g’p.al;(;«";;ﬁ:hﬂ‘ord

Y
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his false but plausible tale of himself lingering among the Thesprotians,
collecting gifts that would ‘feed the tenth generation’ (14.325=19.294).

Cedric Whitman says that Odysseus is a master of the delayed
[esponse, the long way round.4 Much of his well-known craft is a matter
of taking thought for the necessary means and the claims of material
life. Thus in the [liad he reads Achilles two lectures on the necessity of
eating before battle (19.155-70, 216-32). He strikes a related note in
the Odyssey when asked if he is a god:

Alcinous, that is the wrong question. I'm not

Like to the immortals, those that keep the heavens,

In frame o stature, but like to mortals who die.
Whomsoever you know most heavily burdened with grief
Among men, to theirs | would compare my pains,

And greater still the evils I could tell you—

So many I've struggled through by the will of the gods.
Just let me take my meal, although I've had troubles.
There is nothing more like a dog than the hateful belly;
By force it calls me to remember it

Worn though I am, for all my sorrow ac heart.

So I keep sorrow at heart, but always it

Calls me to eat and drink; it puts out of my mind

All my sorrows, and orders me to fill ic.

(7.208-21)

This is materialism of the Brechtian sort: ‘Erst kommt das Fressen,
dann kommt die Moral.’ (‘First comes feeding, then comes morals.”)
Odysseus version is: ‘First feeding, then grieving.” As so often, eco-
nomic thought is a matter of setting priorities. Odysseus speaks of his
own organic nature as an adversary whose overriding claims must be
respected. (See also 17.281-9.)

For Odysseus an essential element of nobility is the willingness to
measure up to the demands of reality. Nobody promised him a rose gar-
den; perd kal T68e Toiar yevéobw, ‘let this happen after that’ as he says
to Calypso and Eumaeus (5.224=17.285), in other words: ‘whatever!
His action is not so much achieved as endured; it is a matter of aethloi,
a2 word which means ‘contests’, normally with prizes.

4 Cedric H. Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradlition (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1958).



274 James M. Redfield

An aethlos, of course, is properly an event in the games. The word is
used once by Nestor in the Odyssey (3.262) and once by the narrator of
the Jliad—in the description of Helen’s web (3.126)—for the struggle
around Troy. (Helen is the prize of that contest.) Otherwise the word
is used for the labours of two heroes: Odysseus and Heracles. Both do
what must be done, and both have their eye on the prize.

There are other parallels: both are bowmen, both descend into the
.underworld (Od. 11.623-4). But they also contrast. Heracles labours
in the service of another, and his prize is to marry a goddess and
!lve forever (Od. 11.602—4). Odysseus labours for himself; he refuses
immortal marriage with Calypso and wins as his prize a quiet old age
and peaceful death (Od. 23.281-4). He never tries to say why these
things are worth having; he says only dAAa xai s é0édw, ‘yet even so |
wish it’ (Od. 5.219). Odysseus” house is a ‘second-rate palace’, as Alan
Wace says, ‘where the geese waddle about the court littered with dung-
heaps.”® Odysseus wants what most men already have: a family, a house,
a city where he is at home. We measure the value of these things by the
extraordinary price he is willing to pay for them. The Odyssey displays
to us in this way the extraordinary value of ordinary things. In this sense
the Odyssey is a poem about the labour theory of value.

Odpysseus’ labours throughout are in the service of his household
(otkos), and this makes him an economic hero in another, specifically
Greek, sense. Within the Odyssey the secure possession of an oikos
is the working definition of happiness—as in Odysseus’ prayers for
the Phaeacians (7.146-52, 13.44—6). Odysseus’ aim throughout is to
recover and reconstruct his own ozkos. If he must re-establish himself as
king of Ithaca, this is because he can only in this way securely regain his
property. Odysseus’ drive for possession—rather than honour, fame, or
power as primary aims—marks his engagement in the problem of the
necessary means, and his commitment to the economy as institutional-
ized by his society.

_ The oékos is in Odysseus’ (as in later Greek) society the only function-
ing economic unit. It administers consumption, and also production
(of food and rextiles), and also saving; the surplus is held in house-
hold stores. The household joins the material means with the social

5 A.]. B. Wace, ‘Houses and Palaces’, in A Compani
- J. B. Wace, s anion to Homer, ed. A. . B.
and E H. Stubbings (New York: Macmillan, 1963),‘;. 489, e J Wace
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preconditions of livelihood; the household loyalties of husband and
wife, parent and child, master and servant, are seen as a mutual support
system against a hostile world. The implicit ideal is that of household
autarky and autonomy; possession and inheritance secure the honour of
men and the sexual purity of women.

Yer Odysseus is also interested in public honour, fame and power; he
is no Hesiod, to live by the proverb: ‘Home is best, since harm is out of
doors’ (Warks and Days 365 = Hymn to Hermes 36). The sort of house-
hold which is proper to an Odysseus is necessarily involved ina complex
fabric of relationships, both redistributive and reciprocal. The wealth of
the king’s household is in a sense held on behalf of the community at
large, and involves sacred and secular obligations of entertainment and
sacrifice. The king holds a temenos, literally a ‘precinct’, with the special-
ized meaning of a share of ploughland and vineyard worked for him by
the dzmos, the people at large, whose gift it is. He has private relations
with certain clients and a public standing marked by privilege, geras,
enacted and adjudicated in the agoré, the assembly of the démos. House-
hold self-sufficiency is modified by the positive reciprocities involved in
relations with xenoi, guest-friends—and, at a deeper level, by marriage-
exchange—and by the negative reciprocities of the vendetta. At least one
human good—#leos, enduring fame—is absolutely unavailable within
the household. Thus the very proper stress placed by M. 1. Finley and
others on the primacy of the household should not lead us to ignore
this other aspect.® There is, in fact, in the Odyssey a persistent tension
between the aspiration to household self-sufficiency and the recognition
that security and happiness are only possible in the context of a wider
community. This tension is finally enacted at the conclusion of the
poem, where Odysseus’ purification of his household, while righteous,
leads to an explosion of vendetta made harmless only by divine inter-
vention. We find already in the Odpssey, in other words, a version of
that tension between private and public which structures so much of
later Greek discourse—a tension which, as J.-P. Vernant has seen, can
be talked about in terms of Hestia and Hermes, or in terms of a private
sphere centring on women and marriage and a public sphere centring
on male solidarity and warfare.” And this tension, like so many other

6 M. L. Finley, The World of Odysseus, 2nd ed., rev. (New York: Penguin, 1979).
7 J.-P. Vernant, ‘Hestia-Hermes', in Mythe er pensée chez les Grees, 2nd edn. (Paris:
Maspero, 1969), pp. 97-143.
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aspects of the poem, must have had its correlate in the early colonieg
since they were from the beginning founded on the distribution of pro :
erty and attracted settlers by offering private £/roi, ‘land-lots’, while [;
the same time they must have required an extraordinary solidarity o
survive on a hostile frontier.

To this tension corresponds an ambiguous attitude toward labour i
the literal sense of agricultural work. Insofar as labour involves servitude
it is low; the lowest position of all is to be day-labourer 0 a man
without a Aleros (Od. 11.489-90).% But in itself agricultural laboy;
can be admirable. When Odysseus, disguised as a beggar, is ironicall
offered a job hedging and ditching (or terracing, the Mediterraneax}i
equivalent) he reacts with an angry challenge: if only there could be
a contest in reaping or ploughing, so that he could outwork them all
or a war, so that he could outfight them all (18.356-86). He respond;
much as when challenged to the games in Phaeacia. Agricultural labour,
like games and warfare, is a proper test of manhood, and as such i;
classless.”

In the Odyssey, in fact, culture is often quite literally gardening, and a
master-symbol of the poem—of equal standing with Odysseus’ scar and
P.enelope’s bed—is Dolius’ garden, where the old Laertes retires to solace
himself by working the land. Odysseus finds that everything in this
garden bears the marks of komide, ‘close care and attention’, except the
old man himself (24.244-55). The implicit contrast is with Alcinous’
garden, where the same fruits grow by magic; here, in the real world,
the garden is maintained only by constant labour. And such labour is
a form of heroism. We can here, I think, glimpse the ethical basis of
Greek colonization, which from the beginning involved the agricultural
exploitation of the chéra, the countryside, most often by Greek small-
holders, and was thus in contrast to Phoenician colonization, which
until the fifth century was a matter of outposts and emporia, focused on
the search for metals. So when Odysseus describes the island offshore
from the Cyclops (this island could well be Pitheccousa, the earliest of
the western colonies) he describes it with a farmer’s eye: its meadows,
possible vineyards, and arable land with deep topsoil (9.116-51).

8 - . . iy
® See Alfonso Mele, Sociezi ¢ lavoro nei poemi omerici (Naples: Universita di Napoli,
Istituto di Storia e Anrichit greca e romana, 1968).

? Cf. H. Strasburger, ‘Der soziologische Aspect der h i ’ ;
60 (1953 o0t g pect der homerischen Epen’, Gymnasium

Y
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Exchange of commodities, by contrast, is not in the poem a source
of livelihood. It is rather a form of social interaction, and takes the
positive and negative forms of gift-giving and stealing, whereby we enact
and reinforce our relations with friends and enemies. The commodities
exchanged as gifts are usually not intended for consumption; they are
peimélia, literally ‘things laid away’, intended for display and future gift-
giving. Commodities stolen include cartle and slaves, and these are in a
cense consumed, but raiding is itself a form of display, not of rational
accumulation. In his story of himself as a Cretan bastard Odysseus says
that he was a raider, unconcerned for oskdpheliz, ‘the increase of the
household, which nourishes lovely children’ (14.223).

Trade, in fact, is deleted from the Homeric picture of the heroic
world; like fish-eating and iron weapons it is something Homer (and his
audience) knew all about, but thought unsuitable for heroes. This dele-
tion is itself important evidence for late eighth-century values. Odysseus
bristles to be called a master of préktéres, wraders (8.162). Only the
Phoenicians trade; they are like gypsies, selling gewgaws and stealing
babies.

However it is also true that Odysseus has a trader’s mind. In the
Cretan lie already quoted there is an odd contradiction; after saying tha
raiding does nothing for oikophelié, he then says that his spoil made his
house increase, oikos 6péMero, and he became impressive and respected
among the Cretans (14.233—4). Odysseus knows that those who acquire
wealth can buy social status with it; this is the basic bourgeois insight
(cf. also 11.60-1).

Sometimes we see Odysseus inspecting the gift-giving system with
the cool eye of the narrator of the fliad, whose comment on ‘bronze
for gold’ (/I. 6.234-6) caused Marcel Mauss to assert that Homer did
not understand heroes.'® Odysseus exploits the system by taking gifts
from Phaeacia, where he will never have to reciprocate. Furthermore,
he makes it clear that it is the value of the gift, not the thought that
counts. No wonder Odysseus takes so readily to the role of beggar.
Such unreciprocated reception of gifts is really a form of begging, but
on a heroic scale. The clash of scale is represented on the language
level by a clash of formulae in Odysseus story of himself among the

lo Marcel Mauss, ‘Une forme ancienne de conerat chez les Thraces’, in Oeuvres, vol. 3
(Paris: Les Editions de Minuit, 1969), pp. 35-57. This article first appeared in 1921.
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Thesprotians, where he says he will come home rich, KeEWNALa o\
xai éo0)d | alrilwv dva Sfuov ‘asking throughout the people for mana
fine keimelia’ (Od. 19.272-3). Here the objects obtained are heroiz
riches, like those obtained from the sack of a city (cf. 71 9.330 wig,
Od. 19.272), bur the phrase for the mode of acquisition is proper to
begging (cf. Od. 17.558 with Od. 19.273).

A man who can find peaceful entertainment and come home rich s
most of the time a trader; Odysseus’ voyage is not a trading voyage, by,
it works like one. In this sense trade is a latent theme in the Odlyssey, and
this latency is suggested in a number of places, as when the disguised
Athena twice describes her own voyaging in language appropriate to
trade (Od. 1. 183—4, 3.366-8). In Odysseus’ description of the island
near the Cyclopes there is great praise of the harbour; Odysseus clearly
imagines living there as the Greeks lived everywhere—as a seafaring
farmer. The economic aspect of this seafaring is not, however, discussed.

Here again we find in the Odyssey an ambiguity which continues in
the later Greck economic ethic: there is a tendency to undervalue trade
at the expense of agriculture, and yet ro trade far more than one admits.
The later version is the oligarch or Athenian bourgeois who presents
himself as a landed gentleman, although the greater part of his fortune
might be invested in the carrying trade in agricultural commodities. So
also Odysseus, although his journey is involuntary and he says he wants
no more than to recover what is already his, does not fail to grasp his

opportunities. As the sort of man he is, we think all the better of him
for thar.

IV. ODYSSEUS’ ADVENTURES

The plot of the Odyssey is in its second half; the first part of the poem
is all prelude. The scenes on Ithaca are an exposition of the problem
w!lich the plot of the poem will resolve. Otherwise the first half consists
of two journeys. Odysseus begins on the far periphery; he makes his way
back and on the way tells the story of where he has been. Telemachus
makes his way to the centre of Greck life and hears the stories of where
others have been. Through these journeys and stories the poet gives us
an extended account of the world; it is as if the first half of the poem
tells us all we need to know in order to understand the second half.

w
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Among these adventures the narrative of Odysseus has a privileged
place, not only because it is the hero’s own, and thus defines him
qwice, in the doing and in the telling,'? but also because it sets against
the human world another world. The world of the adventures, as
Vidal-Naquet noticed, lacks agriculture and sacrifice, the cultural bonds
between man and nature, man and god.12 The gods never go there;
while he is there Athena leaves Odysseus strictly alone (O4. 13.316-21).
Helius is traditionally the god who sees everything (//. 14.344-5), but
when his cattle are killed he does not know it; a nymph has to go with
a message (Od. 12.374-5). Zeus is present, but only in the form of
weather (Od. 12.403-17). Only Hermes, crosser of boundaries, can
visit in his own person (as at Od. 10.275-308), but even he is a rare
and unexpected visitor; there are here no cities of men ‘who would
make sacrifice and choice hecatombs’ (Od. 5.102). Similarly there is no
proper economics here; life is largely or entirely without labour. Even
the Laestrygonians, who appear to occupy a city with an agoré (here: a
place for assembly, Od. 10.114) have no ploughed fields, ‘works of men
and oxen’ (O4. 10. 98)—and rturn out to be murderous cannibals.

The world of the adventures is a void populated by monsters. Alke,
the prowess of the warrior, is of no value here (Od. 12.116-20), and
those who perish receive neither funeral nor Aleos. They simply dis-
appear, snatched by the harpuiai, the Harpies, personifications of the
storm winds (Od. 1.234-43, 5.306-12, 14.365-71).

Nevertheless this world has a structure, represented by the variety of
the adventures; no place here is fit for man or god, but this does not
mean they are all the same. I see two patterns in the adventures. They
are, first, grouped and proportioned to form a satistying whole; this
pattern is a little like sonata form. Two brief adventures are followed
by a long one, this last being introduced by an elaborated description
of landscape and incidents of hunting. The whole is then repeated,
two more short adventures again followed by a long one, again intro-
duced by elaborated landscape and hunting. There is then a sort of

" Cf.J. M. Redfield, “The Making of the Odyssey’, in Parnassus Revisited, ed. A. C. Yu
(Chicago: American Library Association, 1973), pp. 141-54. First published in Essays in
Western Civilization in Honor of Christian MacKauer, ed. L. Botstein and E. Karnovsky
(Chicago: The College of the University of Chicago, 1967), pp. 1-17.

12 Vidal-Naquet, ‘Valeurs religicuses et mythiques de la terre et du sacrifice dans
I'Odyssée’, in Problemes de la terre en Gréce ancienne, ed. M. 1. Finley (Paris and The
Hague: Mouton, 1973), pp. 269-92.
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free development, the nekuia (the visit to the underworld)—which hag
a pattern of its own: three encounters, catalogue, narrative break, three
encounters, catalogue. This unit is framed by the two visits to Circe
Finally there is a sort of recapitulation consisting of adventures fOretolci
by Circe; this section concludes with an internal repetition or coda. The
very first adventure concludes, as the last is introduced, with a storm,
Across this pattern runs another, based on strict alternation. Odysseus
faces two kinds of dangers; he may be killed before he gets home, or he
may be induced to stop on the way. He faces violence and tempration,

The interplay of these two patterns may be represented by the following
diagram:

Violence Temptation

Cicones

storm
Lotus-Eaters
CYCLOPS
Acolus

Laestrygonians

CIRCE
(Cill'ce)

Sirens
Scylla and Charybdis

/ storm
Charybdis

Cattle of the Sun

On his travels Odysseus seeks the status of guest; he is the victim,
alternately, of hypo-entertainment and hyper-entertainment. In hypo-
entertainment the stranger is treated as a creature of another species,
a beast or fish (cf. 10.124) usable for food. This theme is introduced
among the Cicones (for combat, as we learn from the /liad, is a modified
form of cannibalism), continues with the Cyclops and the Laestrygonian

The Economic Man 281

cannibals, and concludes with Scylla, a carnivore whose proper diet is
the traveller, and Charybdis, a whirlpool which simply swallows every-
thing.

To be eaten is to be incorporated into the nature of another. Hyper-
entertainment, by contrast, threatens cultural incorporation; the trav-
eller is to be transformed by his host and so perfectly socialized that
he can never leave. The transformation is accomplished by drugs—the
Jotus, the drugs of Circe (who is polypharmakos, rich in drugs—10.276),
the song of the Sirens (the Sirens do not eat their victims, but allow
them to rot—12.46). In the case of the Cartle of the Sun and Aeo-
lus, improper consumption prevents the travellers from leaving; while
Aeolus tries to send them home Odysseus’ men treat his winds as a
consumable commodity, and their attempts to ‘consume’ them bind
them to their source.

The contrast berween hypo- and hyper-entertainment is an aspect
of the broader contrast between hypo-culture and hyper-culture. At
one extreme stand the purely natural monsters, and next to them the
Cyclopes, primitives who lack agriculture (9.108) and seafaring (9.126)
and whose social organization consists of isolated families ‘unconcerned
with one another’ (9.115, cf. 188-9). The Cyclops’ vessels are baskets
and he sleeps on withes (9.219, 247, 427-8). He lives in a cave sur-
rounded by a rough stone wall (9.184-5). He seems not to have the use
of metal tools. At the opposite extreme is Acolus, whose palace walls are
made, not with bronze, but ofbronze (10.3—4). The little society here is
excessively intimate, and is in fact incestuous (10.5-7).

Both hypo-culture and hyper-culture are abundant, but differently.
For the Cyclops abundance comes unlaboriously from a fertile nature
(9.109-11); the Laestrygonians are similarly blessed (10.82-6). Goods
here are simple but plentiful. The Cyclops is a milk-drinker, and while
he has some kind of primitive wine (9.357-8), the civilized product of
Ismarus tastes to him like nectar and ambrosia (9.359) and acts on him
like a drug.

Aeolus, on the other hand, feasts endlessly without any territory at
all; his floating island is a city in the sea. His abundant roast mears
(10.10) must be supplied by magic. Circe (like Calypso) also lives in
a magic houschold; both live in utter social isolation, yet both have
servants (5.199, 10.348-51); both live in utterly wild territory, yet are
supplied with human food.
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I have written elsewhere of the /liad as a poem which dramatizes th
contradiction of nature and culture, a contradiction which is there see;
to be tragic, which can be mediated only in thought and in poetry.!3
the Odyssey, 1 think, culture is seen in contrast to the primitive and the
decadent; in contrast to these two kinds of abundance, spontaneous of
magical, stands a sober culture founded on a respect for the realities of
scarcity. Culture is thus itself the mediating term, defined by contrast 1o
the two negations of excess and defect. The cultural order is seen, not ag
a given, parallel with nature, but as a human construct, something man
has made, could spoil, and might reconstruct.

This brings us back to the economic ethic. If we look at the contrast
between violence and temptation from the point of view of Odysseus
we shall not, I think, be utterly fanciful to see in it the contrast between
labour and saving. Faced with temptation Odysseus must husband his
resources, not consume, or not too much, or too soon. He must not go
to bed with Circe until she has sworn an oath; otherwise he would have
been castrated (cf. 10.296-301). Twice, with Aeolus and the Cartle of
the Sun, disaster comes because he falls asleep, and because his men are
greedy. The precondition of ultimate enjoyment, it seems, is the capacity
to endure deprivation.

On the other side of the chart Odysseus is threatened by a violence to
which mere counter-violence is an inappropriate response. He confronts
overwhelming forces, and counter-force must be supplemented by agile
planning and technique. With the Cicones the time comes to retreat
(9.43—4). With Scylla he can only minimize his losses; similarly with
the Laestrygonians Odysseus, when he hears his companions screaming
for help, unhesitatingly cuts his cable and runs (10.121-32). Odysseus
resists the temptation to kill the Cyclops (9.299-302). He survives
because he knows the limits of his powers and is clever enough to

use such forces as he has where they will be most useful. Uncultivated
nature is a realm of forces which can be overcome only if they are
respected.

If we now apply our diagram to the poem as a whole, we are
immediately struck by an asymmetry. Except within the rigid frame
of the adventures, the balance is not maintained; the Odyssey as a

13 Redfield, Nature and Culture in the lliad:- The Truged i
7 Re , A He :
University of Chicago Press, 1975). ¢ Tragedy of Hector (Chicago
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whole is mostly about the threat of hyper-culture. Telemachus journeys
into hyper-cultural territory; Nestor suffers from hyper-piety and looks
faintly ridiculous making Athena sacrifice to her adversary Poseidon
(3.36-62); when we last see him he is trying to repair the confusion
by making another massive sacrifice, this time to Athena. Nestor also
hyper-entertains; it is dangerous to call on him, in case he makes you
stay too long (1 5.199-201).

Menelaus elaborately disclaims any such tendencies (15.68-74), but
his house is hyper-culturally like that of the gods (4.74-5). Menelaus is
almost a god himself. Mortals survive through their sons, but Menelaus
has no legitimate son (4.12-14); on the other hand he will not know
death, bur will go to the Isles of the Blessed (4.561-8). In the meantime
he has experienced good and bad fortune, but seems to have achieved
no synthesis, only a mixture. When he is tired of grieving, Helen hands
about the Lotus-like Nepenthe, imported from hyper-cultural drug-rich
Egypt (4.227-32). Menelaus had offered to include Odysseus within
his own kingdom (4.169-82), but Odysseus had evidently preferred to
attempt a return to Ithaca, ‘a rough land, but a good nurse of men’
(9.27). Telemachus also is eager to get back, even though he knows well
that the land is rough (4.594-608).

Odysseus’ own travels are asymmetrical, in that the framing adven-
ture, that of Calypso, is hyper-cultural and the leading instance of
hyper-entertainment; Calypso’s offer to make him immortal would pre-
sumably involve transforming him by feeding him nectar and ambrosia
(cf. 5.195-9). The Phaeacians also, with their metal palace, extraordi-
nary fabrics, magic servants, ships, and garden, are hyper-cultural. They
also threaten to keep Odysseus, by transforming him into Nausicaa’s
husband (7.313-14).

Yet for all the charm and luxury of Phaeacian life—‘feasting, the lyre
and the chorus, changes of clothing and hot baths and bed’ (8.248-9)—
there is a latent strain of savagery here. The Phacacians are heredi-
tary enemies of the Cyclopes (6.4-6), but both peoples are descended
from Poseidon (9.529, 13.130), and Periboia, the consort of Poseidon
who founded their royal house, was herself descended from the Giants
(7.56-9). The Phaeacians are close to the gods ‘as are the Cyclopes and
the savage race of the Giants’ (7.206). They are thus like the Laestrygo-
nians, who are like the Giants (10.120), and ar first glance Laestrygonia
and Phaeacia look very much alike. Travellers to both places meer a
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little girl carrying water from a spring (7.19-20, 10.105-8), then th
queen, last the king. No wonder Odysseus had feared he might again be
among savages (6.1 19-21); indeed, the disguised Athena warns him th :
the Phaecacians are unwelcoming to strangers (7.30-3), and Nausicat
herself says ‘there are some pretty overbearing people here’ (6 27[;1)3
(Hyperphialos, ‘overbearing,’ is also used of the Cyclops—0d. 9.166) .

This is odd, because the Phaeacians boast of their kindness .to
strangers (8.32-3); certainly they are lavish to Odysseus. This very lav-
1sbness, which Odysseus exploits, is nevertheless also a problem. Enter-
rainment, properly, involves generalized exchange; the same person is
at one time guest, at another time host (4.33—6). When we entertain
we see ourselves in the other; the host and the guest, the secure man
and his vulnerable double, recognize their common dependence on the
will of Zeus. One may fail of this recognition in two ways: in hypo-
entertainment the man away from home is treated as if he were not
a man at all; in hyper-entertainment one fails to recognize that his
home is not here but elsewhere. Both failures are somehow the same;
Fhe' extremes meet. That is why the frivolity of hyper-culture has laten;
in it the savagery of hypo-culture.

The Phaeacians feel immune to circumstance, and are thus somewhat
careless of the gods, like the Cyclops (Od. 9.275-6). They live far off
(6.8), where no one can artack them (6.200-5, cf. 6.270~1). So also the
form nolbonds with others. Their voyaging does not make them intZ
guests, since their magic ships can make the longest voyage in a single
day (7.325-6). Their entertainment of others is thus not an enactment
of our common vulnerability, but is rather a sort of self-indulgence and
self-display, like their other amusements. Zeus says that in entertainin
Odysseus they have ‘yielded to strength and to force’ (13.143). Thugs
Zeus-of-the-stranger does not protect them; rather he allows Poseidon
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to punish them.

From the Phaeacians Odysseus passes through the hut of Eumaeus
wlllere he is properly entertained, into his own house, where he is enter:
ta}ned by the loathsome suitoss. In the case of the suitors the meeting
of the extremes is complete; their continuous feast is hyper-cultural
and treats Odysseus’ resources as if they were magically infinite, while
at the same time they are a sort of cannibals, eating Odysseus’ house
(4.318, 11.116, 13.396= 13.428 = 15.32, 19.159, 19.534). Odysseus
feels himself almost back in the Cyclops’ cave (20.18-21). The suitors

_
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might indeed kill Odysseus—or they might incorporate him in thejr
mad society as a pet beggar (18.48-9).

The suitors MOMenary success has utterly deprived them of judge-
as with Odysseus’ men among the Cicones; Odysseus nearly
(17.419—44). Later he is sull more

Amphinomous to leave

ment,
makes the comparison explicit
explicit, in the speech in which he tries 1o get

before the massacre beg'ms.1

The earth rears nothing more wretched than mankind,
Of all that breathe and creep upon the earth.

He says no trouble will happen to him later

While yet the gods give excellence and maintain him;

But when the blessed gods bring about sorrows,
Unwilling he bears these too with enduring heart.

Such is the mind of men who live on earth

As the day the father of gods and men may bring them.

I once was ready to be prosperous among mefi

I did many outrages, yielding to force and strength,
Confident in my father and my brothers.

So let no man be utterly lacking in law;

Let him keep the gods’ gifts in silence, whatever they give.

(18.130-42)

Odysseus here explains the strand of savagery latent in luxury. When
we have everything we want we forget that these things are not ours
by right, but are the gift of the gods to whom we owe in return piety
and lawfulness. Odysseus, we should note, calls mankind wretched,
not because our life is too hard, but because it is sometimes 00 €asy.
The Odyssey is mostly about hyper-culture because prosperity, not want,
sets the most difficult ethical problems. Nature, the external adver-
sary, proposes mostly technical problems, although there is also an
cthic of labour. When, however, these problems have been solved, we
too easily forget the problematic of life and fall victim to our inner

nature. Koros ‘satiety’ begets até ‘delusional error’ and bubris, ‘outrageous

behaviour .
The economic ethic is always and everywhere an ethic of realism, of
the man who measures up to the realities of the world with the skill

4 Cf G. Bona, llvéos e i véou nell’Odissea = Universita de Torino, Pubblicazioni della

Facolta di Lettere ¢ Filosofia 11.1 (Torino: 1959).
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and discipline to adopt and conserve the necessary means. Among the
Greeks the economic ethic is also an ethic of the middle way.

V. CONCLUSION

The Odyssey is a poem of economics in that its hero is driven |

economic motives and by his commitment to economic institutions. A);
the beginning of the poem Odysseus” household—his proper economic
arena—is in disarray. The householder is absent, and it is not known
whether he is alive or dead. Therefore no one else is able to play a proper
role. Penelope is neither wife nor widow, Telemachus is neither child nor
man, Laertes is neither rich nor poor, the maids are neither obedient
nor free, the herdsmen control flocks which belong neither to them
nor to anyone else, the suitors are neither guests nor robbers, neither
friends nor enemies. On his return Odysseus clarifies these relations and
gradually reconstructs these roles; he puts the whole institution back
together. In the process he displays the virtues proper to the economic
man.

The Odyssey thus complements the lliad on the literary level as
the oikos, the household, complemented the pofis, the city-state, on
the institutional level. The //iad is a poem of public life, in which private
relations are important for their public consequences. From the time
of Homer onward the polis existed for the sake of war, and to create
public space, an agoré, in which people can become visible, ariprepees
in debate, in games, in rituals, and theatrical performances.!® The az'kos’
on the other hand, was an enclosure, a sphere of secrets, intimate or coni
spiratorial. Women, children, and slaves were confined to the oikos, but
men could have both sorts of lives. Politics was agonistic; men defined
themselves against each other through display of strength, rhetoric, and
wealth. Economics was cooperative, founded on the division of labour
and a cycle of production and consumption. Political actors were in
principle equal; they came to inequality as they acted on one another.
The economic actors were in principle unequal; economics, as Aristotle
saw, was a sphere of asymmetrical relations: between husband and wife,

]9'558)Cf. Hannah Arendt, The Human Condjtion (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
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parent and child, master and slave—and, we may add, host and guest.
As these act, they come, not to equality, but to unity. Odysseus’ aim in
the Odyssey is to re-establish this unity, and to do this he must have an
idea of it, a vision of its form.

As the Greeks set out to expand their civilization—an enterprise
which was, as much as anything else, an enterprise of economic
development—they took with them the Odyssey as a kind of handbook
of the economic life—not on the technical but on the ethical level.
I have suggested three aspects of this Odyssean economic ethic; each
is stateable in terms of a tension. There is, first, the tension between
an aspiration to household self-sufficiency and the need to maintain
a public order. Second, there is the tension between an aspiration to
agricultural autarky and the need to maintain market exchange. Third,
there is the tension between an aspiration to affluence and the need to
limit the cultural impact of affluence. All three of these tensions can
be documented right through the classical period down to the time
of Aristotle; they give us the beginnings of a statement of the Greek
economic ethic.

The most important, I think, is the third. The Greeks always consid-
ered economics, not as concerned with problems of maximization, but
with problems of adequacy, of the mean. The ethical problem was that
of developing a 7005, a mind (the word Odysseus uses to Amphinomous)
to some degree independent of the day Zeus brings us, able to confront
scarcity and plenty without despair or insolence. Such a noos would be
capable of economic thought.
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The Shadow of Ulysses beyond 2001

Piero Boitani

I would like to start my journey at that point at the beginning of
our now vanishing century which most perfectly incarnates Homer’s
Odyssey: at the modern Ulysses par excellence, Joyce's, and more precisely,
the next to last section, ‘Ithaca’. Leopold Bloom, the English-speaking
Irish Jew who here represents Homer’s hero, has finally returned home
and recognizes in Stephen Dedalus his own Telemachus; he is also about
to join his Penelope, the unfaithfully faithful Molly, in their marriage
bed. Bloom is glancing with horror at his forthcoming senescence,
to which he imagines two alternatives: decease (‘change of state’) and
departure (‘change of place’). He opts, of course, for the latter, as
the ‘line of least resistance’.! He then sets off on his mental journey,
which takes in first the whole of Ireland, then with planetary extensions
towards a number of significant places: Ceylon, Jerusalem, the Straits of
Gibraltar, the Parthenon, Wall Street, the Plaza de Toros at La Linea in
Spain, Niagara, the land of the Eskimos, ‘the forbidden country of Thi-
bet’ (‘from which no traveller returns’), the Bay of Naples (‘to see which
is to die’), and the Dead Sea. He travels by night, at sea, northwards,
guided by the pole star, and overland, by night, southwards, by the light
of a ‘bispherical moon revealed in imperfect varying phases.. .. through
the posterior interstice of the imperfectly occluded skirt of a carnose
negligent perambulating female, a pillar of cloud by day’. Bloom here
takes on the universal binomial denominator of being and non-being,
Everyman and Noman,? travelling on and on:

! Throughout this article I use James Joyce, Ulysses (Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1969).
These quotations at p. G47.
2 Tbid., pp. 647-8.
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Ever he would wander, selfcompelled, to the extreme limit of his cometary orbit,
beyond the fixed stars and variable suns and telescopic planets, astronomical
waifs and strays, to the extreme boundaries of space, passing from land to
land, among peoples, amid events. Somewhere imperceptibly he would hear
and somehow reluctantly, suncompelled, obey the summons of recall. Whence,
disappearing from the constellation of the Northern Crown he would somehow
reappear reborn above delra in the constellation of Cassiopeia and after incal-
culable eons of peregrination return an estranged avenger, a wreaker of justice
on malefactors, a dark crusader, a sleeper awakened, with financial resources (by
supposition) surpassing those of Rothschild or the silver king.*

Shortly afterwards, though, Bloom’s Scholastic mind (and indeed
Joyce’s: the whole of ‘Ithaca’ is a series of catechetical quaestiones) decides
that his journey is out of the question: first, in envisaging an irrational
return, governed by an ‘unsatisfactory equation between an exodus and
return in time through reversible space and an exodus and return in
space through irreversible time’. But as a departure, too, it is undesirable,
given the late hour, the darkness, the dangers, the need to rest, and
above all given the proximity of an occupied bed (‘obviating research’),
the ‘anticipation of warmth (human) tempered with coolness (linen)
obviating desire and renderin§ desirable; the statue of Narcissus, sound
without echo, desired desire’.

Note here what this astonishing twentieth-century Homer-cum-
Dante is doing with the myth: Bloom-Ulysses, old and terrified by old
age, wishes to return home and to ‘push off” like Tennyson’s Ulysses;
to sail, like Dante’s, towards the Pillars of Hercules (where Molly, his
wife, was born, and where Ulysses ends, with the superimposition of
Howth Head in Dublin); to visit the places of death (Tibet, Naples, the
Dead Sea); and, both Everyman and Noman, to journey further and
‘wander beyond the [...] stars’ (shadowed here by the Ulyssean Keats
reading Chapman’s Homer), to the utmost bounds of space, ‘passing
from land to land’ like Coleridge’s Ancient Mariner, but among peoples,
amid events, to return, finally, like Odysseus, like a Crusader, like the
Count of Monte Ciristo.

Nocturnal wanderings towards death, beyond boundaries (Niagara,
‘over which no human being had passed with impunity’; ‘the forbidden
country of Thibet’, whence, as Hamlet says of death, ‘no traveller

3 Ibid., pp. 648-9. 4 Ihid., p. 649.

__——_
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returns’): like the wanderings of Dante’s Ulysses. A biblical exodus,
too (‘pillar of cloud’), a journey through the Prolemaic, Copernican,
and modern universes,? and a mystic flight: transformation into comert,
ascent beyond the fixed stars, Ascension to the Empyrean, rebirth and
messianic Advent. His departure an eternal Star Trek, a 2001: A Space
Odpyssey return. A journey through history and through peoples; homeric
nostos and revenge 2 la Dumas. In one page Joyce moves backwards
through what I have elsewhere called the ‘shadows’ of Ulysses,® himself
projecting new ones, to create his own Ulyssean myth, simultaneously a
universal symbol of Everyman and Noman.

This dreamed voyage of Bloom’s also contains, of course, a
psychologico-touristico-cultural element: the tour of Ireland which pre-
cedes all other journeys takes in all the places which still today are de
rigueur for their history and natural beauty, as well as Belfast’s docks, for
a reality-aware protagonist like this particular Ulysses. Other Ulysses,
it should be remembered, foreshadowed by him, are to follow Joyce
out of Ireland: those of Padraic Fallon, Thomas Kinsella, Eiléan Nf{
Chuillednain, and Michael Longley.”

Then, significantly leaping over Britain without so much as a down-
ward glance, a virtual visit to Ceylon, both exotic (‘the spice gardens’)
and demotic, as it were, linked to the compulsory beverage, tea, and its
English producers and Irish distributors. La Linea, in Spain, just on the
Gibraltar border, draws him on account of the Plaza de Toros; the land
of the Eskimos not simply for its remoteness, but because its inhabitants
are ‘eaters of soap’. With sound capitalist intuition he is attracted not to
New York in general but to Wall Street (‘which controlled international
finance’). And then all the archetypes of the West: Athens, or more
specifically the Parthenon, and even more specifically its statues, ‘nude
Grecian divinities’, which stimulate Bloom intellectually and sensually;

5 Joyce speaks of ‘fixed stars’, ‘cometary orbit', ‘suncompelled’, ‘extreme boundaries of
space’, and ‘incalculable eons’.

S Diero Boitani, The Shadow of Ulysses. Figures of a Myth (Oxford, Clarendon Press,
1994).

7 Padraic Fallon, ‘Odysseus’ and ‘Heureux qui comme Ulysse’, in Collected Poems
{Manchester, Carcanet, 1990), pp. 78 and 161; Thomas Kinsella, ‘Ulysses’, in Another
September (Dublin, Dolmen Press, 1962), p. 15; Eiléan Ni Chuilleandin, ‘Odysseus
Meets the Ghosts of the Women' and ‘The Second Voyage', in The Second Voyage, ed.
Peter Fallon (Dublin, The Gallery Press, 1986), pp. 25 and 26~7; Michael Longley,
Gorse Fires (London, Secker & Warburg, 1991), passim, and The Ghost Orchid (London,
Cape, 1995), passim.
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and then Jerusalem, ‘the holy city’ not only for the Jewish people of this
particular Ulysses but also for the Muslims (‘with mosque of Omar and
gate of Damascus, goal of aspiration’, access, from the East, to the holy
places of both religions).

To retrace our steps: at the beginning of the twentieth century,
Leopold Bloom reincarnates the Ulysses of the past and foreshadows
those of the future; he dreams of a journey through the real, through
psychological impulses, and beyond reality, culturally and existentially
bound for his—and our—roots (Ireland, Athens and Jerusalem, Naples
and the Straits of Gibraltar), moving ontologically towards nothingness
(death) and fulness (the stars, regeneration, and return); towards the
‘entity’ of Everyman and the ‘non-entity’ of Noman; towards alienation
and supreme beauty:

What tributes his?

Honour and gift of strangers, the friends of Everyman. A nymph immortal,
beauty, the bride of Noman.?

Leopold Bloom, most ancient and modern of Ulysses, is a shadow of
twentieth-century man, of our history, and our culture. Let us follow,
then, the long cone which overshadows our imagination.

One shadow I shall cast no light on is that of science fiction: not
out of lack of interest, but a lack of conviction that [ could deal with it
fully here. Thar the Star Trek series, on the large and small screen, has
antecedents in Homer’s Odyssey and Dante’s Ulysses requires no demon-
stration. Every episode opens with the portentous “These are the voyages
of the starship Enterprise, the ongoing mission to explore strange, new
wortlds, to seek out new life-forms and new civilizations, to boldly go
where no one has gone before’. Equally, I need make no comment on
the title of the greatest classic of the contemporary sci-fi imaginary,
2001: A Space Odyssey.” When the entire planet on which humanity
was born has been explored and reduced, in Leopardis words, ‘in breve
carta’, where can Ulysses go other than into the silence of infinite
space and time? Which was precisely what Leopold Bloom dreamed of.
Clarke’s and Kubrick’s hero ‘fulfils—figuralism again—Bloom’s wish.

8 Joyce, Ulpsses, p. 648.

Y For which see The Making of Kubricks 2001, edited by Jerome Agel (New Yorl,
Signet, 1970); A. C. Clarke, 2001. A Space Odyssey (London, Legend, 1990); D Scarpi,
La fuga e il ritorno. Storia e mitologia del viaggio (Venice, Marsilio, 1992), pp. 54-81.
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The appearance of the black monolith in the opening scene, to the notes
of Strauss’s Also Sprach Zarathustra, marks the transformation of monkey
into man. The stone, the silent sign of human destiny, reappears on
the moon to edge David Bowman towards the boundaries of the solar
system, di retro al sol, behind the sun, into an unpeopled world, a mondo
sanza gente. It is here that Dante’s Ulysses is seized by the whirlpool and
the sea closes over him. The 2001 vortex, however, does not sink his
successor, but launches him into a ‘mad flight’ beyond Jupiter, into the
mysteries of the cosmos. Bowman, like Odysseus, returns home after his
journey through space-time: an aged child, a new man, an evolutionary
stage forward, perhaps the superman announced by Strauss-Nietzsche
at the beginning. And of course Zarathustra himself had prophesied the
coming of this man in two images of Eternity centring on Dante’s and
Homer’s Ulysses:

If1 love the sea and all chat is sealike, and love it most when it angrily contradicts
me: if that delight in seeking that drives sails towards the undiscovered is in me,
if a seafarer’s delight is in my delight: if ever my rejoicing has cried: “The shore
has disappeared—now the last fetter falls from me, the boundless ocean roars
around me, far our glitcer space and time, well then, come on! old heart!” Oh
how should I not lust for eternity and for the wedding ring of rings—the Ring
of Return!'”

Is this the resurrection that awaits us in three years' time? Or has the
great metamorphosis already taken place? Perhaps our Ulysses of the
year 2001, batdling with the all-too-human computer Hal, is already
among us, a reincarnation of Christopher Columbus and Neil Arm-
strong, on the threshold between two eras of human civilisation. Will
history fulfil the film’s prophecy? I do not know. Ulysses returns again
and again to this sort of question, and we too should bear it in mind.
All we know is what has already happened. And what has happened is
that poetry and history, the imaginary and actual events, have already
met once, at least, in the flesh and culture of the West, during our
splendid, terrible cencury. It is precisely here that, following Bloom’s
itinerary, Athens meets Jerusalem or, more exactly, enters Jerusalem
through Central and Eastern Europe.

Y E  Nietzsche, Thus Spoke Zarathustra, translated by R. J. Hollingdale
(Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1961), p. 246, slighdy modified for closer rendering of the
original, Abso sprach Zarathustra (Stuttgare, Alfred Kriiner, 1988), p. 256.
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It is no accident, I believe, that so many of the greatest philoso-
phers and writers of Ulysses in the early twentieth century—Ernst
Bloch, Max Horkheimer, Theodor Adorno, Kafka, Canetti, Fondane,
Mandel’stam—come from the Jewish diaspora of those parts, almost as
if the traditional wanderings of Israel had finally found their incarnation
in the figure of a Greek, a Gentile equally permanently wandering.

In this philosophico-narrative context, the figure of Ulysses would
seem singularly divided: positive and negative, Everyman and Noman.
Above all, it seems to signify something else. For Bloch, fascinated by
Dante’s flame, Ulysses is a ‘Gothic’ Faust of the sea, a Christopher
Columbus by other means.!! For Horkheimer and Adorno, Odysseus
incarnates the dialectic of the Enlightenment not only historically, but
as a cultural category: the man of reason.'? For Canetti, at a personal
level, Ulysses is the hero of metamorphosis and irrepressible curiosity.'?
So far so good, then, for our Everyman. But even for Kafka, whom
Benjamin defines as a ‘latter day’ Ulysses, things are more complicated:
Ulysses survives the Siren encounter thanks to the cunning of reason
and technical tricks, but the most important poinc is that, in his famous
parable, the Sirens are silent. This silence, Benjamin holds, is due to
the fact that, for Kafka, music and song are ‘an expression, or at least a
promise, of salvation’. ' Their silence, then, is a prelude to nothingness:
a silence of being and of poetry as mere comment. In Katka’s account
language destroys not only mythos but logos, logical articulation, and
so battles with itself, prefiguring not only the end of narration but
of interpretation too (both of which, I need hardly add, will roundly
resurface, starting from Kafka himself, in Brecht and Blanchot).?®

W Ernst Bloch, Das Prinzip Hoffaung (Frankfurt a.M., Suhrkamp, 1959), vol. 111,
pp. 1201-4; and ‘Odysseus Did Not Die in Ithaca’, in G. Steiner and R. Fagles, eds.,
Homer (Englewood Cliffs, NJ, Prentice Hall, 1962), pp. 81-5.

12 M. Horkheimer und T. W. Adorno, ‘Odysseus oder Mythos und Aufklirung’,
in Dialektik der Aufklirung (Frankfurt a.M., Fischer, 1969), pp. 50-87. For Bloch,
Horkheimer, Adorno and other German philosophers and writers, see Lange [rifabri-
grosse Heimbkebr. Odysseus als Archetyp—zur Aktualitiit des Mythos, edited by Gotthard
Fuchs (Frankfurt a.M., 1994).

13 See Boitani, Shadow, pp. 3 and 125.

Y For Kafka, sec Boitani, Shadow, pp. 183-8; W. Benjamin, ‘Franz Kafka, in Ju-
minations. Essays and Reflections, edited by Hannah Arendt, translated by Harry Zohn
{New York, Schocken, 1969), pp. 111-40, at pp. 117-18.

15 B. Brecht, ‘Odysseus und die Sitenen’, Berichtigungen alter Mythen, in Gesammelte
Werke. Prosa, vol. 1 (Frankfurt a.M., Suhrkamp, 1967), p. 207; M. Blanchor, ‘Le chant
des Sirenes’, in Le livre & venir (Paris, Gallimard, 1959), pp. 9-37.
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The design projecting Ulysses’ shadow of Noman is now complete
and will reach fulfilment after the Second World War. Again, let us také
our departure point from Jewish philosophers. The theories of Bloch
Horkheimer, and Adorno now seem to have become mere illusion)
E{Ilmanuel Levinas even goes as far as to state that the whole itinerary
of Western philosophy, metaphysics, and theology ‘reste celui d’UlyssZ
dont l'aventure dans le monde n’a été qu’un retour 4 son ile natale—une
complaisance dans le Méme, une méconnaissance de I'Autre’ (‘remains
that of Ulysses, whose adventure in the world has been but a return
to his native island, a satisfaction within the Same, a misrecognition
of the Other’). Against the myth of Ulyssean nostos Levinas sets, as a
figure of the ‘nomadic’ philosophy moving from the Méme to the Autre
Thistoire d’Abraham quittant a jamais sa patrie pour une terre cncoré
inconnue et interdisant A son serviteur de ramener méme son fils 3
ce point de départ’ (‘the story of Abraham, who leaves his fatherland
forever for an as yet unknown land, and who forbids his servant to
lead even his son back to that departure point’)—i.e. Athens against
Jerusalem. 16

Well, as a non-philosopher, I shall rashly state my case. It seems
to me that Levinas forgets all about Dante while atr the same time,
curiously, agreeing with him. Let me explain. Dante’s Ulysses leaves
Circe’s shores with no desire to return, heading towards a land which
is not promised but unknown. From that moment on, in Western
culture he has never stopped, becoming the paradigm of restlessness for
a whole civilisation. At the same time, in Canto XXVI of the Inferno
it is Ulysses himself, with his tongue of flame and his shipwreck, who
experiences the burning, drowning encounter with the Supreme Other:
a God who seems to be the exact opposite of what Levinas calls ‘le dieu
des philosophes, ...un dieu adéquar 4 la raison, un dieu compris qui
ne saurait troubler 'autonomie de la conscience’ (‘the god of philoso-
phers,...a god adequate to reason, a comprehended, comprised god
who could not trouble the autonomy of conscience’).!” Yet, from such

16 References in this paragraph are to E. Levinas, Humanisme de lautre hom i
FaFa Morgana, 1972), p. 40; and En découvrant l'existence avec Husserl et Hez’degz’i Egii:z,
Vrl_n, 1974), p. 1.91. For further references in Levinas, see P Boitani, ‘Introduzione;
Ulisse. Archeologia dell'vomo moderna’, in Ulisse: archeologia dell'womo moderno, edited
by ]R Boitani and R. Ambrosini (Rome, Bulzoni, 1998), pp. 26-7 and notes

7 E. Levinas, En découvrant lexistence, p. 188. )
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diverse images of Ulysses, Dante and Levinas reach similar conclusions,
Dante condemning to Hell, with the cloven flame, the whole of Western
civilisation, Levinas, together with the narcissistic gratification of return,
burning all the West's painstakingly elaborated logos.

How not to read into this singular coincidence a prophecy on the one
hand and on the other a reflection—Harold Fisch would say a ‘remem-
bered future’ '®—of the terrifying event which has marked Europe in our
century, the Shoah? The Ulysses—Israel link is long-established one.
Glossing God’s appearing to Abraham among the terebinths of Mamre,
Philo of Alexandria recalls Ulysses’ return to Ithaca as a ragged tramp,
and reads Homer’s idea in the context of the gods” habit of appearing as
‘strangers . And it is one of the early fathers of the Church, Clement of
Alexandria, who establishes a parallel between the wanderings of Ulysses
across the seas, and of the Jews across the desert.'?

The Rumanian-French poet Benjamin Fondane, author of a long
poem entitled Ulysse, compares the emigrants’ journey to South America
to the Exodus, and leads them through Dante, Baudelaire, and the
figure of the Wandering Jew.2? Fondane’s life, poetics, and aesthet-
ics are dominated by the figure of Ulysses, albeit autobiographically
hebraized (‘Juif naturellement et cependant Ulysse’), and then, zout
court, ‘naturellement’, Jew. The aesthetics of the ‘risque poétique’ [poetic
risk] which Fondane calls ‘d’Ulysse’ [of Ulysses] is never, however, a
mere quest for form, nor simply an existential pursuit of a Baudelairean
‘gouffre’ [abyss]. What is being questioned in the poetry of Ulysses,
as demonstrated by the last few pages of Baudelaire et expérience du
gouffre, is ‘cette chose extréme, cet apeiron qui, jadis, au retour de la
montagne, rayonnait . .. sur le visage du Prophete’ (‘that extreme thing,
that apeiron [infinite], which shone once on the face of the Prophet

18 1. Fisch, A Remembered Future. A Study in Literary Mythology (Bloomington,
Indiana University Press, 1984).

19 Dhilo, Questions and Answers on Genesis, Book IV, in Philo. Supplement, vol. 1
(Cambridge, Mass., and London, Harvard University Press, W. Heinemann, Loeb Classi-
cal Library, 1979), p. 274; Clement, Exhortation ro the Greeks, X, 71 (Cambridge, Mass.,
and London, Harvard Universiry Press, W. Heineman, Loeb Classical Library, 1953),
pp. 190-1. And see H. Blumenberg, Der Progess der theoretischen Neugierde (Frankfurt
a.M., Suhrkamp, 1973), pp. 13843, 282-3.

20 B, Fondane, Ulysse and ‘Amérique, Amérique...’, in Le Mal des fantémes (Paris,
LEther vague-Patrice Thierry, 1996), pp. 91-134, 135-58. And see M. Jutrin, Benjamin
Fondane ou Le Périple d’Ulysse (Paris, Librairie Nizet, 1989).
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when he returned from the mountain’):?! the reflection, in other words
of that ‘Other’ which killed Dante’s Ulysses. Should we ask oursclve;
whether it was this same Other who killed Fondane at Auschwitz? The
Italian Jew Primo Levi, a fellow prisoner in that death camp, asked
himself the same question indirectly, seeing in the ‘com’altrui piacque’
(‘as Another willed) of Inferno XXV1 ‘something gigantic. . . perhaps the
why of our destiny, of our being here’.?

Thus the shadow of Ulysses once again enters history. The tragic
iter [journey] transforms Dantesque flame into crematorium fire so
stunningly and unbearably as to lead to its ultimate reversal. Paul Celan’s
poetry is dominated by the theme of return (two of his titles, Inselhin
[to the island] and Heimkebr [return homel, speak for themselves), and
he himself, in ironic reversal, calls Ulysses his ‘monkey’. But whe’n he
evokes the Shoah and sings his Psalm, Ulysses appears as Nobody, and
Nobody is actually God, the definitive Other, just as nothing is his

;:»;c;atlon, flourishing entgegen [in opposition], for his sake and despite
im:

Niemand knetet uns wieder aus Erde und Lehm,
niemand bespricht unsern Staub.
Niemand.

Gelobt seist du, Niemand.
Dir zulieb wollen
wir blithn.
Dir entgegen.
Ein Nichts
waren wir, sind wir, werden
wir bleiben, blithend :
die Nichts-, die

Niemandsrose. ..

[No one moulds us again out of earth and clay,
no one conjures our dust.

No one.

Praised be your name, no one.

For your sake

2 B, Fondane, Baudelaire et Uexpéri iti
, périence du gouffre (B Is, E
19224), pp- 254-433, quotation at p. 433. gouffe (Brusscl. Edicions Complexe
Primo Levi, Se questo & un womo (Turin, Einaudi, 1979 edn.), p. 145.
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we shall flower.
Towards
you.

A nothing

we were, are, shall
remain, flowering,
the nothing-, the
no one’s rose. )

Should we, then, recognise that Athens and Jerusalem are irremediably
separate: that Athens, not to mention Rome, has destroyed Jerusalem
(more than once, and that history ends in the Old World, at Auschwitz?
Levi himself, from the death camp, wrote that Ulysses’ ‘Considerate la
vostra semenza (“Take thought of the seed from which you spring’)
seemed to him ‘like the voice of God™: “farti non foste a viver come
bruti’ (‘you were not created to live as brutes), but in His image
and likeness, ‘per seguir virtute € conoscenza (o follow virtue and
knowledge’).“ Derrida, glossing Levinas, calls our attention to the
copula ‘is’ which joins the two parts of the proposition in the sentence
defining Joyce's Ulysses: Jewgreek is greekjew. Extremes meet.”> Perhaps
the salvation Kafka despairs of finding will come to us from Bloom,
chis licdle Hebrew-Celtic and Anglo-Greek Messiah living in an Ogygia
strongly connected to Rome.”

Let us now start to consider our answer. Since the Second World
War, and in the last two decades in particular, the shadow of Ulysses
has extended over the whole planet: not just © Russia (which has
been exploiting 1ts knowledge of Homer and Dante in poetry since
the late nineteenth century) and Japan, where it arrived at the begin-
ning of this century, the United States or Latin America, which have
been familiar with our hero for quite some time, but even to Canada,
whose literature finds its basic correlative in the ‘Odyssey > Australia (a

23 P Celan, Selected Poems, translated by Michael Hamburger {(Harmondsworth,
Penguin, 1996 edn.), pp. 178-9- References in the preceding paragraph are to pp- 102-3,
11011, and 252-3 of this volume.

24 | evi, Se questo & un 1#omo, pp. 143-4.

25y Derrida, Lécriture et la différence (Paris, Seuil, 1967), ch. 4, note 2.

26 ‘And see R. Alter, Joyce’s Ulysses as Comic Messialy', in Ulisse: archeologia, eds.
Boitani and Ambrosini, pp. 265-80.




346 Piero Boitani

Dantesque-cum-penal Purgatory of an island in the collective imagi-
nary), Africa, India (Anita Desai’s Journey to Ithaca was published in
1995), the Arab world (where Ulysses is pursued by Syrian, Lebanese,
Tunisian, and Palestinian poets), and the Caribbean.

No literary wanderlust will take me quite so far here. What I can,
I think, state is that the West’s conquest of the earth—via the arms,
goods, media, languages, and culture of Europe and America—is the
prime cause of this Ulyssean multiplication. It makes, obviously, for
the universalising of the symbolic import of the whole of the mythical
topos of Ulysses, fast becoming even more an Everyman and a Noman:
a gesture, an oar, a glance, an endless wandering. At the same time each
new incarnation lends our already polymorphous hero an extra face.
The protagonists of Anita Desai’s Journey to Ithaca,” for example, are
an [ralian young man searching for the fulness of experience and earthly
transcendence which the West now believes resides in India; an Arab girl
who searches for herself only to become, via Paris, Venice, and America,
an Indian guru, the Mother; and the lwlian boy’s German wife who
follows through all the stages of the life of the Mother who has taken
her husband. A trinary Odyssey with one goal, an Ithaca modelled on
Kavafy’s celebrated lines and identified with India. The novel’s triple
Ulysses is astonishingly like the neoplatonic Ulysses of Plotinus and
Porphyry,?® the allegorised Ulysses who traverses and attempts to throw
off matter to reach the fatherland and his Father pure and whole: a
Ulysses who is a shadow of the mystic and in whose route the Western,
Islamic, and Indian cultures combine.

The syncretism of Late Antiquity is typical of the postmodern shadow
of Ulysses. That of the Lebanese Khalil Hawi is a singular, bitrer,
apocalyptic concretion of Gilgamesh, Ulysses and Sindbad, Coleridge
and Eliot, a ‘sailor’ who wanders through the unconscious, sacrifices
his soul for knowledge, despairs of science, and sets sail towards the
primordial banks of the Ganges where an ancient dervish foresees his
death, the flames and ashes to fall on the coasts of the West, the
emergence of boiling mud from a scowling earth, a new Athens or

27 A. Desai, A Journey to Ithaca (London, Heineman, 1995).

28 For which see J. Pépin, ‘The Platonic and Christian Ulysses’, in H. Bloom, ed.,
Odysseus!Ulysses (New York, Chelsea House, 1991), pp. 228-48; and Boitani, ‘Intro-
duzione’, pp. 25-6.
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Rome.?® For the Palestinian Khalid Abu Khalid, the ‘Odyssey’ is his
own life history and that of his people: exile ‘dragged by the winds,
homesickness, a Ulysses reduced to a shadow ‘in the light of a door
opening, / back turned on time / which sinks into sand’, his breast ‘tor-
mented / between a place beneath the ruins / and another, there, in the
desert’. %

For ‘syncretism’ do not read painless absorption, acquiescence in
another’s models: read, as the Jews were forced to read, anguish, cul-
ture clash, and a tearing divide in life and history. Ulysses, as Dante
understood once and for all, is no statue, but a flame, the tongue of
fire which tells of a Greek condemned to death by the god of another’s
culture. Ulysses is the West 2nd he who knows it: attracted by it, his
struggle is with himself.

It is no accident that the great Nigerian writer in exile, Wole Soyinka,
describes the British conquerors of Africa, with scorching irony, as self-
considered descendants of Ulysses,! and that he sees Nelson Mandela as
a Ulysses resisting all the Sirens of the mind and of the world. ‘Glued 1o
a...promontory’, the waves try to ‘flush the black will of his race’, while
albino eels ‘search the cortex of his heart’, offering him oblivion and
deliverance from jail, trying to seduce him and win him over by crushing
his identity, reminding him of the apparently unarrestable compromises
of history, the passing of time, his own chained tongue, and himself, a
poor Nobody. To each tempration, including that which invites him to
‘Be ebony mascot / On the flagship of our space fleet, still / Through
every turbulence’, albeit as a mere ‘spectator of our Brave New World’,
Mandela-Ulysses replies ‘No’. No, because, ‘Precedent on this soil’, he
has ‘toiled’, in the guise of an ancient demiurge, ‘as in the great dark
whale / Of time, Black Hole of the galaxy’, to give the world new worlds.
Ulysses here has the qualities of Prometheus and Antaeus, while refusing
the fake honour of the Ancient Mariner or Caprain Kirk. His rock, his
island, the Ithaca he is bound to and which nurtures his strength, is the

¥ 1 rely on the Italian translation of ‘Il marinaio e il derviscio’ by P. Blasone in Linea
d'ombra, 79 (February, 1993), pp. 66-7. Other poems by Hawi are to be found in
Naked in Exile, edited by Adman Haydar and Michael Beard (Washingron, D.C., Three
Continents Press, 1984).

3 T owe this reference to the courtesy of Pino Blasone, who gave me his translation
of sections of Khalid's ‘Odyssey’.

3 Wole Soyinka, ‘Ulysses Britannicus in Africa’, in Ullsse: archeologia, eds. Boitani
and Ambrosini, pp. 367-74.
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whole of Africa. ‘/ am that rock / In the black hole of the sky’, he ends,
with biblical certainty.?? Ulysses, the cunning politico of Greek tragedy
and Latin poetry, Dante’s fraudulent counsellor, has become the victim
of politics, and the hero of the ideal.

Yer if this is the powerful political, ethical, and historical message
of the Nigerian Ulysses, Soyinka, as a literary man, also adopts the
general pattern of the ‘Odyssey’ in his autobiographical fsara. Hardly
devoid of political and cultural conflict, it is at the same time a fictional
journey ‘round’ the life and heroic times of his father Essay. There is
also a hint of the poer as explorer seeking for justice, the Ofeyi of Season
of Anomy.? Lastly, there is a personal, existential identification with
Ulysses. In a short poem in A Shuttle in the Crypt entitled ‘Journey’, he

states:

I never feel I have arrived, though I come
To journey’s end. ..

I never feel I have arrived
Though love and welcome snare me home
Usurpers hand my cup at every
Feast a last supper-

The shadow of the Ulysses of Dante, Tennyson, and Homer are quite
clear here, with a politically aware superimposition of the Gospels: a
return which is never, for the mind, the end of the journey: shadow,
too, of the Suitors, preparing Passion and death; the awareness of ‘the
road not taken’, of possessing flesh ‘nibbled clean, lost / To fretful fish
among the rusted hulls—of being, in a word, once again reduced to
Nobody.

Ulysses is one of Soyinka’s basic ‘archetypes’ (the others being the
Joseph of the Bible, Gulliver, and Hamlet), as indicated in the A Shuttle

32 Wole Soyinka, * “No!” He Said’, in Mandela’s Earth (London, Methuen, 1990 edn.),
pp. 21-3.

3 Wole Soyinka, lsari: A Voyage Around Essay (London, Methuen, 1990); Season of
Am)m;f (andon, Rex Collings, 1973). Soyinka has made important considerations on
;nyth in his Myth, Literature and the African World (Cambridge, Cambridge University
Press, 1970).

34 Wole Soyinka, ‘Journey’, in A Shuttle in the Crypt (London, Rex Collings, 1972),
p. 30.
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in the Crypt section called Four Archetypes.>> From his Nigerian prison
the poet writes what he himself calls ‘notes’ for the students of his Joyce
class. This time the search is decidedly internal. ‘Haunting the music of
the mind’, as he begins his poem, he watches a raindrop ‘lengthen out
to rivers’ on the window pane. Then, stretched ‘on this painless rack of
time’, he feels the ‘heritage of thought, clay and voices / Passing easily to
wind and rain-becoming’, and, so as not to lose the ‘landmarks of [his]
being’, he drums out an imaginary thythm with his fingertips. Sleep-
walking through ‘the weary cycle of the season’s womb / Labouring to
give birth to her deathlesss self >—and thus searching for a life which
makes a painful, periodic attempt to produce something that goes
beyond death—he meditates on past experience, becoming one with
the world ‘in great infinitudes’, descending to the Hades of the mind,
of the ‘archetypal heart / Of all lone wanderers’. Here he rediscovers his
ancient game of ‘toy[ing] with concepts’, intellectual activity, teaching,
all now seeming a ‘crystal cover’ on the real world. The latter, in its turn,
shatters the illusion in the ‘rake of thunders’ of experience: torn tobacco
leaves, swollen seas, building detritus, crushed flowers and thorns, ‘mud
consummation’, all leading to the inevitable question:

How golden finally is the recovered fleece?
A question we refuse to ask the Bard.

Joyce (now finally, with Homer, the ‘Bard’), is unable to respond to the
supreme question of life and poetry. Each individual, each poet has to
ask her/himself how much importance attaches to the golden fleece of
knowledge and verse. Soyinka searches for the answer in the archetypal
image of Ulysses as shadow of himself: hence, again, the ‘wine-scented
waves', the ‘swine-scented folds’, the straits ‘between vaginal rocks’.
Circe, the transformer of Ulysses’ men into pigs, had kept him prisoner
without, however, managing to turn him into an animal. The passage
between Scylla and Charybdis, Nigeria and Biafra, was a horror faced
and overcome. Each experience tears away its piece of flesh and erodes
the skin. Yer to become an expert in the things of the world, human
vices, and human value is the noble part of life, the only one to allow
‘minds grown hoary from the quest’ to remain rooted, in work and

35 Wole Soyinka, ‘Ulysses’, in Shuttle, pp. 27-9. On Soyinka’s poetry, see Obi Mad-
uakor, Wale Soyinka (New York and London, Garland, 1986), and T. Ojaide, The Poetry
of Wole Sayinka (Lagos, Malthouse Press, 1994).
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commitment, like a ‘boulder solitude amidst wine-centred waves'—the
only solitude to allow us to maintain, on ‘dark-fallen seas’, ‘our lighted
beings / Suspended as mirages on the world’s reality’.

Africa is no New World, but a very ancient one—perhaps the first
which homo erectus trod with legs, and a sapiens mind: perhaps the place
where for the first time Hercules and Achilles, the heroes of brute force,
became Ulysses, the man of intelligence. A land heavy with blood, too:
with hunger, injustice, exploitation, and genocide. Soyinka’s African
Ulysses gives some sort of answer to my question: no, history did not
end in Auschwitz. It continues as an individual hell for each of us. Our
survival tactic is necessarily to take on the shadow of our archetypes,
from the Ulysses of Joyce, Dante, and Homer; virtually to become
them and finally incarnate a new Ulysses which in the syncretism of
conflict will contain Joseph, Gulliver, Hamlet, Essay, Ofeyi, and Nelson
Mandela.

Humanism, George Steiner would point out, did not stop the
German Gauleiters from slaughtering millions of innocents.® It has,
however, helped the victims—Primo Levi and, inside and outside the
West, Wole Soyinka. And we are all victims. History is not, as Paul De
Man would like Benjamin to state, a ‘motion’, ‘an errance of language
which never reaches its mark’, the ‘illusion of a life which is only after-
life’.” History is real, human, perhaps ‘all zu menschliches’ [all too
human]. So I ended one of the last chapters of The Shadow of Ulysses.>®
I£ T were to return to it, | would begin with Derek Walcott’s lines from
“The sea is History’.*

“First’, he writes, ‘there was the heaving oil, / heavy as chaos; / then,
like a light at the end of a tunnel, // the lantern of a caravel, / and
that was Genesis. / Then there were the packed cries, / the shit, the
moaning: // Exodus...". In the books of the Bible, from the Old 1o
the New Testament, Walcott traces the history of the Afro-Americans:
deportation, slavery, and emancipation. The sea is history, blood, and
oppression. But the Caribbean has a primeval light and a stunning

3 George Steiner, Language and Silence (Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1979 edn.),
. 83.
37 Paul De Man, “Walter Benjamin’s “The Task of the Translator™, in The Resistance
to Theory (Manchester, Manchester University Press), p. 92.
38 Boitani, Shadow, p. 162.
39 Derek Walcott, “The Sea is History’, in Collected Poems 1948-1984 (London,
Faber, 1992), pp. 364-7.
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beauty. Thus this archipelago of islands so like those of the Aegean
becomes Ulysses' new medi-terranean, suffering and splendid, and not
just for Walcott, but for all the contemporary Caribbean poets: David
Dabydeen, in his Coolie Odyssey; Edward Brathwaite, who has called his
New World trilogy The Arrivants and divided it into Righs of Passage,
Islands, and Masks; Wilson Harris, whose splendid Eternity to Season,
reworking the Ulyssean nekyia of Pound’s Cantos, presents Cumberland,
an ancient village on the Guyana coast, whose ‘archetypal characters'—
Tiresias the prophet, Heracles the slave, Achilles the runner, Anticlea the
mother—all address Odysseus, while he himself, later, speaks to Calypso
of love and immortality. %

But in Walcott the shadows of Homer and Ulysses are still more
consistent. In 1992, in Stratford, Walcott staged a play, The Odyssey, ™!
a wonderful rewriting of Homer, now narrated by Billy Blue—a Blues-
singing sailor—but also a Phemius and a Demodocus: i.e. the bard of
the Caribbean. In 1990 Walcott published his poem Omeros: ‘O’, he
writes, ‘was the conch-shell’s invocation, mer was / both mother and
sea in our Antillean patois, / o5, a grey bone, and the white surf as it
crashes / and spreads its sibilant collar on a lace shore’. And Omeros,
mixing the hexameter and terza rima, with echoes of Joyce and Montale
and Hemingway and the Bible, tells of a simple fisherman, the ‘quiet
Achille, son of Afolabe’, whose only slaughter is of fish, and ‘whose end,
when it comes, will be a death by water’, and sings Hector, too, and
Helen, and the Caribbean Sea, ‘our wide country’, which is ‘still going
on’. 4

Buc even before Omeros Walcott had already jettisoned the fliad
and found in Ulysses the more appropriate shadow for his Caribbean
Nobody. “Tha sail which leans on light, / tired of islands, / a schooner
beating up the Caribbean // for home’, he writes in 1976 in Sea Grapes,
‘could be Odysseus, / home-bound on the Aegean’. Here, however,

4 David Dabydeen, Coolie Odyssey (London and Coventry, Hansib and Cangaroo,
1988); Edward Brathwaite, The Arrivants: A New World Trilogy (Oxford, Oxford
University Press, 1973; a second, Bajan trilogy, comprising Mother Poem, 1977, Sun
Poem, 1982, and X/Self, 1987, all published by Oxford University Press, charts the
discovery of Africa in the Caribbean); Wilson Harris, FEternity to Season, 2nd edition
(London, New Beacon Books, 1978): see in pariicular “Tiresias’, p. 31; ‘Anticleia’, p. 34;
“The Stone of the Sea (Odysseus to Calypso)’, pp. 51, 84-5; ‘Canje’, pp- 72-9.

4 Derek Walcott, The Odyssey: A Stage Version (London, Faber, 1993).

42 Derek Walcott, Omeros (London, Faber, 1990); quotations at pp. 14, 320, 325.
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it is not just a question of finding a model, and tracing a tradition.
Anyone connected with Western culture, directly or indirectly, who sees
a sail and a lone man outlined against the sea, Walcott maintains,
would think of Ulysses, Ulysses representing for us a sign, a conditioned
image, a reflection of our own eyes. But this won't do. That sail could
be Odysseus: that fatherly, husbandly homesickness, ‘under gnarled,
sour grapes ‘s / like the adulterer hearing Nausicaa’s name in every
gull’s cry’. But ‘this brings nobody peace’: “The ancient war / between
obsession and responsibility / will never finish and has been the same
/! for the sea-wanderer or the one on shore / now wriggling on his
sandals to walk home, / since Troy sighed its last flame, // and the blind
giant’s boulder heaved the trough / from whose groundswell the great
hexameters come / to the conclusions of exhausted surf. // The classics
can console. But not enough .4

History, then, with all its ‘cunning passages’, should never be forgot-
ten: its torment, its tottering steps. Before the Odyssey there is always
a Trojan War, and he who returns to Ithaca is he who has reduced
Ilium to ashes and embers, the first European to destroy the ‘other’ and
transport slaves to the West. The time comes, however, when poetry—
which, we have Aristotle’s word for it, is a more serious and philo-
sophical business than history*>—seizes the primeval moment, its own
beginning and that of the world. Biblically, the moment of Creation. In
the culture which comes down to us from the Greeks through myriad
metamorphoses, it is another instant of creation. Walcott has caught it
impeccably in his Map of the New World, thus fulfilling Homer and the

# Derek Walcotr, ‘A Sail on the Horizon', in Ulisse: archeologia, eds. Boitani and
Ambrosini, pp. 47-8.

4 Derek Walcott, ‘Sea Grapes', in Collected Poems, p. 297. Walcott's Ulyssean poems
are many: see, for instance, the whole of *The Schooner Flight' and “The Divided Child’,
ch. 6, IV, in Collected Poems, pp. 345-61, p. 181. Often, the theme is superimposed
on that of the castaway and that of Robinson Crusoe. For an examination of Walcott’s
poetry and poetics, see the following: R. Hamner, Derck Walcotr (Boston, Twayne,
1981); J. Brodskij, Introduction to D. Walcott, Poems of the Caribbean (New York,
Limited Editions Club, 1983); S. Brown, ed., The Art of Derek Walcort (Bridgend, Poetry
Wales Press, 1991); R. Terada, Derek Walcotts Poetry: American Mimicry (Boston, North-
eastern University Press, 1992); R. Hamner, ed., Critical Perspectives on Derek Walcort
(Washington, Three Continents Press, 1993); W. Baer, ed., Conversations with Derek
Walcorr (Jackson, University Press of Mississippi, 1996); The Poetics of Derek Walcort:
Intertextual Perspectives, special issue of South Atlantic Quarterly, 94 (Spring 1997), edited
by G. Davis.

45 Aristotle, Poetics, ch. 9, 1451b1.
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Leopold Bloom who, we know, thinks back to Homer when dreaming
of his return from his imaginary voyage through the universe of time
and space:

At the end of this sentence, rain will begin.
At the rain’s end, a sail.

Slowly the sail will lose sight of islands;
into the mist will go the belief in harbours
of an entire race.

The ten-years’ war is finished.

Helen’s hair, a grey cloud.
Troy, a white ashpit by the drizzling sea.

The drizzle tightens like the strings of a harp.
A man with clouded eyes picks up the rain
and plucks the first line of the Odyssey.

4 Derek Walcott, Map of the New World, in Collected Poems, p. 413.
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agon

akhos

Apologoi
(Apologue)

arete

aristeia

atasthala,
atasthaliai

ate

basileus

bie
démos
Dios apaté

dolos (plural
doloi)

e silentio

homophrosyne
hubris (= hybris)

Iliou Persis
katabasis
kleos
Kyklopeia

Kypria (Cypria)

Glossary

one of the cyclic epics; it described the deaths of
the heroes Penthesileia (an Amazon),
Memnon (an Ethiopian, hence the title), and
Achilles

(athletic) contest, struggle

pain, grief

Odysseus’ narration of his own adventures
(Odyssey Books 9-12)

excellence

‘the narrative of a hero triumphing in battle’
(Cook)

reckless deeds

‘delusional error’ (Redfield)

king, monarch (Rose); alternatively, esp. in
plural (basilées), member(s) of a ruling elite,
oligarchs (Rose)

violence, might

people, community; ‘townspeople’ (Rose)

the episode of Hera’s ‘deception of Zeus’ in lliad
14

trick(s), cunning

[argument] from silence, i.e. for which there is
no positive evidence

like-mindedness; harmony of mind

‘outrageous behaviour’ (Redfield); extreme
arrogance

The Sack of Tray, one of the lost cyclic epics

descent [to the underworld]

fame

the Cyclops episode of the Odyssey

one of the lost cyclic epics, which related the
events leading up to the Trojan War

laos (plural laoi)

metis

Mnesterophonia

Nekuia (plural
Nekuiai)

nostos

oikos

paréchesis

P(e)isistratids

Phaiakis
(Phaeacis)

Seirens

sema

themis (plural

themistes)
theomachy

topoi
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‘a term that means both “community” and
“army”” (Cook)

cunning intelligence; the homonymous phrase
mé tis means ‘no one’

the episode of the killing of the suitors in
Odlyssey 22

‘summoning of the dead’; term used to describe
Odyssey 11 and 24.1-204

return [to home]; the plural, Nostoi, was the
title of one of the lost cyclic epics

household

repetition of the same sound(s) in successive
words for poetic effect

a family of tyrants who ruled Achens for much
of the sixth century BCE

Odysseus’ visit to the Phaiakians (Phaeacians),
Odyssey Books 6-8 (or more broadly, Book 6
to 13.1-187)

Sirens

sign

‘right’; normative behaviour; in plural, norms,
precedents

‘battle of the gods’; term used for the passages in
lliad 20~1 where the gods fight each other

commonplaces; traditional arguments or themes
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