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Abstract

Homeric scholarship has a long history dating back to the 19th century of elucidating
Homeric poetry through examining its kinship structures and how kinship is performed.
Of particular note has been the focus on the father-child dynamic both per se and with
respect to its widespread use as a prototype for a diverse range of relationships.
Agamemnon, for example, can be profitably viewed as a kind of dysfunctional father to
the Achaeans, and many of the Odyssey’s characters are implicitly judged based on the
extent to which they fill the role of the gentle father (épios pater) in various ways.
Central to all of this scholarship, however, has been the essentially structural assumption
that kinship is a binary concept. Some people are related; others are not. However, recent
anthropology has exploded this idea of ‘pseudo-kinship’, concluding that ‘relatedness’,
the belief that someone even outside of one’s genetic or marital family is kin, is a more
accurate measure of how kinship actually works than more prescriptive approaches have
been.

In light of these conclusions, I attempt to expand upon our understanding of how
kinship is portrayed in the Homeric poems by taking claims of relatedness more
seriously. In a series of studies, I examine how more marginal relationships, those
potentially outside of the patrilocal joint family, namely those involving bastards, slaves,
and fugitives, function nonetheless as kinship relations. My model for this approach will
be the oikos, with the father at its centre. Homeric kinship is portrayed as centripetal, with
its various members jockeying for position relative to the patriarch. With this in mind, I
focus especially on how my marginal subjects negotiate their position and how their role

is portrayed with respect to the patriarch of their oikos.
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Epigraph
Patria est, ubicumque est bene.

“One’s fatherland is wherever things go well.

— Pacuvius fr. 250 Schierl

7O TOG PIKVAG XEADVOG UVAUOVELE:
01K0C Yap &p1otoc dAadéng Kai pilog

“Recall what the shrivelled tortoise said: for truly the best oikos is also one’s own.”

— Cercidas fr. 7 Lomiento = 2 Powell

il
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Abbreviations

I retain the traditional English spelling for Greek proper nouns. Greek words are
transliterated unless a specific context is being quoted. I generally follow the LSJ and
Oxford Latin Dictionary in abbreviating ancient sources, but sometimes I expand these in
cases of potential ambiguity. Periodicals are abbreviated according to /’Année
philologique. Other abbreviations are as follows:

DK: Diels, H. and W. Kranz. (1960). Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker. 10th ed. Berlin:
Weidmann.

FGrH: Jacoby, F. (1950-8). Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker. Leiden: Brill.

HE: Finkelberg, M., ed. (2011). The Homer Encyclopedia. Chichester, West Sussex;
Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell.

1G: (1903-). Inscriptiones Graecae.

LfgrE: Snell, B. and U. Fleischer, eds. (1955-2010). Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos.
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

LIMC: Ackermann, H.C. and J.-R. Gisler, eds. (1981-1997). Lexicon Iconographicum
Mythologiae Classicae. Ziirich: Artemis.

LSJ: Liddell, G.H., et al., eds. (1968). A Greek-English Lexicon. 9th ed. with supplement.
Oxford: OUP.

PMGF: Davies, M., ed. (1991). Poetarum Melicorum Graecorum Fragmenta. Vol. 1.
New York: OUP.

TrGF: (1971-2004). Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht.



INTRODUCTION

This project’s objective is to expand our understanding of the portrayal of the social
dynamic of the Homeric oikos (‘household’) by examining figures on its margins, namely
bastards (especially Teucer and Heracles), Eumaeus in his role as slave, and Phoenix as exile.
Fundamental to this study will be the assumption that these characters are portrayed as the kin of
the central patrilines of their oikoi, namely Telamon/Ajax, Zeus, Laertes/Odysseus/Telemachus,
and Peleus/Achilles respectively. This assumption runs against prevailing attitudes about
Homeric kinship, and to some extent kinship in antiquity overall, which has tended to be treated
as a binary category. For any given individual, a prescribed group of people are family, and
everyone else is not. Recent social anthropology, however, has shown this idea to be problematic,
and it should be fruitful to examine how a more mobile and contextual approach to the portrayal
of kinship in Homeric poetry can elucidate the relationships between individual characters within
various kinship groups. Most importantly I observe that kinship, like much in Homeric poetry, is
both the basis for and subject of continual negotiation and struggle. Kinship groups can unite
against a common enemy, but they are just as capable of internecine discord and even fatal
violence.! There is constant jockeying for position, perhaps most easily observable among a
group’s marginal members, who are striving to belong. But these marginal members are no less
kin for all that. Their position is simply less secure than that of the more central members. The
difference is one of degree rather than kind.

By Homeric poetry, I mean the Iliad and Odyssey. Other evidence, especially from

I'See Herzfeld (1985, 11-13) on the tendency of feuding kin groups in a modern Cretan village to come together in
the face of an external threat.



Hesiod, the Homeric Hymns, and the fragments and epitomes of the epic cycle, will also prove
useful, especially when, as with bastards, for example, the evidence in Homer is fairly slight. I
will also use later (and especially Athenian) evidence, but only for comparative and
supplementary purposes. By itself, later evidence can prove nothing. But when used cautiously in
conjunction with evidence from the poetry itself, there can be a cumulative effect. It is now
almost universally accepted that the /liad and Odyssey represent crystallized forms of oral
traditions.? The different epic traditions, represented by Homeric epic, the Hesiodic corpus, and
at least the earlier of the Homeric Hymns, are seen as representations of the same bardic practice.
There is a growing trend that views these early corpora as “potentially allusive to shared aspects
of mytho-poetic traditions, including mythological narratives and the epic phraseology
commonly employed to express them.”? Furthermore, “the relative date of two texts may not
well replicate the relative date of their respective performance traditions.”* This means that we
cannot ignore the potentially informative nature of alternative traditions with respect to Homeric
epic, even if iterations of these other traditions were transcribed at a later date.> This relatively
recent development in the general view of Homeric scholarship will be advantageous for my
study, since, as | have mentioned, the body of evidence on certain subjects is extremely limited.

Because the use of formulae in early epic is not necessarily a topic of general agreement,
it is necessary to outline my approach to them here. M. Parry supplied the classic definition of

the Homeric formula: “a group of words which is regularly employed under the same metrical

2 Lord (1960), Nagy (1996 and 2004). The collection assembled by Honko (2000) offers some thought-provoking
comparanda. On my use of ‘tradition’ and ‘traditional’, see J.-M. Foley (1999, 13-34) and more recently Bakker
(2013, 158-9).

3 Burgess (2012a, 170).
4 Ibid. 171.

5 For a more detailed discussion, see Tsagalis (2008). Scodel (2002) takes a more skeptical view.



conditions to express a given essential idea.”® While the work of M. Parry (and his pupil, Lord)
constitutes the great watershed moment in Homeric studies, such a definition will satisfy few
Homerists today for two major reasons. The first is that it holds metre — as opposed to semantics,
for example — to be the primary criterion for the selection of a particular formula. A bard needing
to fill out a line in which Odysseus was the subject simply selected an epithet to complete the
hexameter. That epithet, regardless of its meaning, communicated nothing more than
“Odysseus.”” On the contrary, while the more common epithets are unlikely to be marked in
many contexts, it is simply not the case that they bear no semantic meaning.® The second
objection is that M. Parry’s formulation does not allow the bard to have taken narrative context
into account. As Bakker characterizes Parry here, “‘essential idea’ is thought to exist before its
expression, which, in turn, is separate from the narrative context in which a poet uses it.”® So,
‘much-enduring Odysseus’ means the same thing each time it is uttered, regardless of context.
Again, while it is true that the more common epithets can be relatively colourless in most
contexts, the context in which they are applied is not meaningless.!®

Various more nuanced conceptions of formulae have subsequently been proposed, and I

am inclined to follow closely Bakker’s recently formulated ‘scale of interformularity’.!" The

6 M. Parry (1971, 272); cf. Lord (1960, 30).

7 This is the so-called ornamental epithet (epitheton ornans): J.M. Foley (1999, 213-14).
8 See, for example, A. Parry (1972).

° Bakker (2013, 160).

10 The best proof of this, I would argue, is precisely some of the evidence adduced by A. Parry in defence of his
definition of the formula. He argues that there are particular applications of epithets that are nonsensical, and so it
follows that these epithets were applied for the most part without thought for particular context (1971, 331). One
example of this is a ship being described as swift (vija 8ofjv, Od. 13.167) after it has been turned to stone. A stone
ship cannot be swift, but surely the epithet can be understood as deliberately incongruous, or even ironic, in such a
context.

1 Bakker (2013, 157-69). Burgess (2012a) uses the expression ‘intertext without text’. Barker and Christensen
(2014) provide a fine application of Bakker’s approach.



basic principle is that, the more a formula is used, the more generic its meaning. Therefore, the
most common formulae, such as the more frequently used name-epithet combinations, are
unlikely to constitute much beyond “a regularized adaptive response to a recurrent need.”!? In
this case, the only quibble with M. Parry would be that, when Odysseus is described as ‘much-
enduring’, it is likely that his capacity to endure is pertinent in the immediate context. But the
frequency with which this epithet is used indicates that it is very unlikely to be marked in the
vast majority of contexts. On the other end of the scale, the less frequently a formula is used, the
more likely it is that its iterations will refer to one another, or that there will be a prototypical
character or event to which the other attested iterations refer. So, for example, Stocking has
shown that Apollo’s recognition of Hermes and Maia in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (yv® &’
ovd’ fyvoinoe (“he knew and did not fail to recognize,” 243)) alludes to Zeus’ ability to see
through Prometheus’ trickery (7h. 551, the only other attestation of the formula in early epic).!3
But attestations of this phenomenon seem to be fairly rare — although we will see two potential
examples in the second chapter. Much more common are uses of formulae somewhere between
the two extremes on the scale, where a formula is restricted to a particular character or context.
In this case, when such a formula is used outside of its ordinary context, it can often highlight an
incongruity or implicitly show how the apparently unordinary context is more like the ordinary
context than one would otherwise have thought. This last kind of interformularity is quite useful
for the present study because it provides us with another way of seeing how closely associated

marginal characters can be with their patriarchs. For example, as we shall see, there are particular

12 Bakker (2013, 163).

13 Stocking (2013, 189-91). The classic example of this kind of interformularity is péyog peyolooti (“great in his
greatness”), which is ordinarily used of Achilles (/1. 18.26; Od. 24.39-40), but is applied once to the corpse of
Cebriones (/1. 16.776) to foreshadow Achilles’ death: Burgess (2012a, 171-6).



formulae ordinarily used only of Odysseus’ patriline that are occasionally applied to Eumaeus as
well. This would seem to imply that we are to understand a very close association between
Eumaeus and Odysseus’ patriline. The advantage of Bakker’s method is that it allows for
formulae to have varying degrees of markedness, as well as showing how a kind of
intertextuality is possible even in situations where there is no text.

The present project involves examining the representation of social phenomena in works
of fiction. Such an undertaking is problematic to start with, and it is exacerbated in the case of
early hexameter poetry by the fact that we have very little contemporary evidence, no matter
what one decides to define as contemporary to the //iad and/or the Odyssey. In the interests of
clarity, then, let me define the parameters of my project more narrowly. Thalmann aptly
describes Homeric epic as ““a representation rather than a reproduction of reality.”'# And, as with
all poetry, the representation offered by the Homeric epics is a skewed one, being essentially
from the point of view of a patriarchal, slave-owning aristocracy.!®> The fact that I am looking at
social elements of the poem does mean that I will have to be especially aware of the aristocratic
and gender biases Thalmann describes. But it is worth emphasizing that my focus is essentially
literary. I will come to some conclusions about how kinship and social relationships are
portrayed in Homer. In doing so, I am following Graziosi and Haubold in assuming that,
although they do not represent a historical society, “from the perspective of historical audiences,
the Homeric poems depict a specific stage in the development of the world, the age of heroes

[...] The world depicted in the poems is a coherent whole which made sense to early

14 Thalmann (1998a, 1). He is referring only to the Odyssey, but I see no reason why this description should not
apply just as well to the //iad and other early Greek hexameter. Thalmann’s statement is likely intended as a kind of
corrective for Finley’s (1978) brilliant but ultimately positivist treatment of the Odyssey.

15 Finley (1978, 112), Thalmann (1998a, 243-249).



audiences.”'® In other words, the culture and society portrayed in the poems are not ad hoc
inventions. They rather correspond to a common understanding that contemporary audiences
shared about the Heroic Age. It is also necessary that, in order for the poems to be effective, they
must feature stories that are probable.!” And it follows from this that the portrayal of the
interaction of the poems’ characters is sufficiently consistent and plausible to merit systematic
investigation. Of course oral poetry is rife with inconsistencies, with local motivation playing a
relatively significant role.!® But a common understanding of such a basic building block of
society as kinship is a requirement for the communication of a complex poem, and it is not
generally subject to the requirements of a given scene. None of this is to say that the poems
represent Greek society at any particular point in time, nor do I intend to imply this at any point.
In this set of studies, the goal is merely to examine how closely reading the portrayal of certain
marginal kinship roles can enrich our understanding of early epic.

Since the family is so central to this project, it is necessary to define the term. The family
has traditionally been the domain of anthropology, and, as a group, anthropologists have roundly
rejected the notion that there can be any objective, cross-cultural definition of ‘family’ or
‘kinship.’!” Even within a given community, there can be fairly significant disagreement about
what constitutes a familial relationship. For this reason, the term ‘relatedness’ is now preferred to
‘kinship.” ‘Relatedness’ describes familial relation from the point of view of ego, “without

relying on an arbitrary distinction between biology and culture, and without presupposing what

16 Graziosi and Haubold (2005, 97). On the dangers of conceiving of a historical Homeric society, see especially
Snodgrass (1974).

17.0On the probable (fo eikos) in ancient stories, see Arist. Po. 1451a36-8 and Redfield (1994, 56-60).

18 On local motivation in Homer, see Scodel (1999, 33-47), who examines in great detail how credibility is achieved
in Homer and elsewhere.

19 The most influential proponents of this view are Godelier (2011, 1-10) and Sahlins (2013, 1-59).



constitutes kinship.”?? Relatedness falls into the conceptual category of ‘interdigitation,” which
refers to the idea that social roles are ultimately determined by the individual’s point of view.?!
will continue to use the term ‘kinship’ with the understanding that it cannot be objectively
defined. The reason for this is that [ want to retain the term ‘relatedness’ for occasions when I
wish to emphasize an individual’s point of view about a particular relationship.

For the purposes of this project, then, I will define ‘family’ as the set of people to whom
the poem portrays a given character as related. This set is fluid to a certain degree.?? After all,
like us, a Greek could gain relatives through such means as marriage or adoption. He could also
lose them through death or divorce. Again, however, there is the all-important question of point
of view. So, for example, Phoenix tells the story of how he was alienated from his father’s oikos
and 1n his flight reached the house of Peleus (/I. 9.447-77), who loved him as a father loves his
only darling son (kai p’ £pilnc’ m¢ €l te Tonp OV Taida Ao/ podvov tnAdyetov (9.481-2)).23
Then Phoenix in turn, since he could not have children (cf. 9.453-457), worked to make Achilles
a son (MG o€ maida, Oeoig émeiked” AythAed,/ motebuny (9.494-5)).24 Phoenix has quite clearly
been incorporated into a new oikos and lineage as a sort of foster-son/father.”> He saw himself as

severed from his natal household to the extent that he would have killed his father if doing so

20 Carsten (2000, 5). For a more thorough placement of the term in its scholarly context, see Carsten (2004,
109-162). Fragoulaki (2013, 3-10) uses the concept in his study of interstate relations in Thucydides.

21 Carsten (2004, 153).
22 This fluidity appears to be a universal property of kinship: Carsten (2004, 154).

23 As will become clear, my interpretation of Peleus treating Phoenix ‘as if he were his son’ is that this is the poet’s
way of saying that they share a kind of father-son relationship that they do not have the vocabulary to describe more
precisely, which has been a frequent problem in many cultures: Carsten (2004, 144-6).

241t is true that pais (‘child’), as opposed to, say, hyios (‘son’), can have meanings that do not pertain to kinship
(Gates 1971, 11). Considering that the relationship between biological fathers and sons is regularly described using
pais, however (e.g. 9.481, 11.750, Od. 16.17), and that it would be absurd to read the present passage as Phoenix
making Achilles a boy, it seems unavoidable that he is referring to a father-son relationship.

25 So Felson (2002a, 41-2 and 2002b, 262-3).



would not have had such a negative effect on his timeé (‘respect’; 9.458-461).2° From the point of
view of his fellow townsmen and kinsmen (£ton koi dveyiot), however, he was still a member of
his natal oikos (9.464-473). In Homeric poetry, therefore, interdigitation can be a significant
enough factor that even what oikos a character does (or at least should) belong to can be a matter
of perspective.

As abstract and relative as these terms and concepts can be, we do need a fairly concrete,
corporate unit of kinship around which to base our investigation. This unit must be native to the
Homeric poem. Genos, while it can often be translated satisfactorily as ‘family’, is not
sufficiently concrete. While it does generally appear to refer to a “descent-construct,”?’ the extent
and nature of the group to which it refers is very frequently somewhat vague. As C. Patterson
puts it, “the genos was not a group to which one longed to return or for which one fought.”?8
Phulon probably does not refer to kinship at all but to a band of followers.?° The most suitable
unit is in fact one to which I have already referred several times: the oikos.>® The oikos is ideal
both because it is a fairly well-defined unit and because it problematizes the boundaries of
Homeric kinship in fruitful ways. As Thalmann defines the term, the oikos “consists of a male
head, his family, and their house, but it is more significantly an extended household, which

includes also farmland and herds, dependent workers and slaves. As such, it is the basic social

26 For a defence of my use of these un-Iliadic lines, see the third chapter.
27 Donlan (2007, 36).

28 C. Patterson (1998, 49). See Fraser (2009, 1-11) on how it is even frequently difficult to tell the difference
between genos and ethnos. For example, genos seems literally to refer to a breed of Paphlagonian mules at //.
2.851-2.

29 Donlan (1985, 295-8).

30 C. Patterson (1998, 49): “the oikos... was the focus of both sentiment and action.”



unit of ‘Homeric’ society.”?! Similarly, Walter Donlan says that the oikos is a combination of a
“kernel kin-group” (i.e. the patrilocal joint family) and non-kin.?? Significantly, both of these
formulations make a distinction between the ‘family’ at the conceptual centre of the oikos and the
rest, the unrelated, on the margins. It is my contention that some members of the oikos outside of
the patrilocal joint family are portrayed as kin as well. This is not to say that the oikos is the same
as the family, or that all members of an oikos are necessarily members of a particular family. But
it does give us a useful unit to work with. Of particular advantage here is the oikos’ spatial
component. It is the land on which its members live and raise livestock. But where they live is
also frequently an expression of their status and their relationship with the various other
members of the oikos. For example, it is no accident that Odysseus and Penelope sleep in the
palace, while Eumaeus lives in a hut on the outskirts. Odysseus is the patriarch, the centre of the
oikos, whereas Eumaeus is still a member of the oikos, but he is more of a marginal case.

To reinforce this point, let us return to our example of Phoenix in the /liad. He says that
Peleus treated him like a son. Phoenix also worked to make Achilles his son. Despite the fact that
Phoenix ends up dwelling on the furthest edges of Phthia (9.484), he does seem to have been a
member of Peleus’ oikos at least during Achilles’ infancy. In his description of his caregiving
relationship with the child Achilles, the iterative £0éleokec (9.486) and the adverb of frequency
molAdxt (9.490) give the sense that Phoenix’ tending to Achilles was his usual practice. The fact

that it was his toiling for Achilles’ sake that made him hope he would make Achilles his son

31 Thalmann (1998a, 9); cf. Wohrle (1999, 11-48) on the centrality of the head male’s line in the oikos and in
Homeric epic in general.

32 Donlan (2007, 35); so Finley (1978, 56-63 and 74-107) and C. Patterson (1998, 44-56). So too Nevett (1999,
12-20 and 2010, 3-4) from a historical point of view. Donlan is concerned with defining the oikos of the Iron Age.
Since all of his evidence is from Homer, I feel no need to distinguish between his definition and Thalmann’s in this
case.



10

(9.492-496) also seems to imply that they used to live in the same oikos, since it reinforces the
sense that he played a parental and even maternal role.?3 If this reading is correct, and Phoenix
was indeed a member of the oikos at that time, then he does not fit comfortably into either of the
usual binary categories of the oikos, namely kin (patrilocal joint family) and non-kin.3* Phoenix’
description of his relationship with Peleus as like that of a son to a father and with Achilles at
least ideally as that of a father to a son indicates that he is trying to incorporate himself into the
Aeacid patriline — not in the sense that he occupies a spot on the family tree, but rather in that he
gains the benefits of such close relations, for example “in order that you [i.e. Achilles] might
save me from unseemly destruction in the future” (v poi mot™ detkéa Aoryov apvvng (9.495)).
Avery shows that Phoenix presents himself “as a second father in order to exert emotional
pressure on Achilles to relent, pressure that could not be applied by Odysseus... or by Ajax.”3 It
is also the case that, while the extent to which Phoenix’ speech actually persuades Achilles is a
matter of debate, Achilles does not reject Phoenix’ expression of relatedness, but rather himself
expresses the warmth of his affection for the old man, points out in a menacing manner that
Phoenix is supposed to be supporting him and not Agamemnon, and bids him stay the night so
that they can consider together whether to depart for Phthia (9.607-19).3¢ This interaction
suggests that we are to understand an (at least formerly) intra-oikos relatedness between Phoenix
and Achilles that does not fit into the category of family as it is formulated in recent classical

scholarship. For example, Thalmann and Donlan follow Pitt-Rivers in distinguishing between the

33 See Hainsworth (1993 ad 11. 9.485-495) on Phoenix as at least rhetorically replacing Thetis during Achilles’
childhood in this passage.

34 The tendency has been to view Phoenix as an outsider to the house of Peleus: see especially Kohnken (1975 and
1978).

35 Avery (1998, 390).
36 On the warmth of Achilles’ response, cf. Hainsworth (1993 ad 1. 9.609-10) and Avery (1998, 390).
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categories of ‘kin’ and ‘pseudo-kin’.37 Pitt-Rivers does at one point offer the suggestion that “it
seems advisable to consider as genuine kin those to whom the custom of the society ascribes
such status, whatever the criteria for ascription may be, and to regard as pseudo-kin those who
achieve the role otherwise.”*® However, in practice he tends to refer to modes of kinship that are
achieved through means other than consanguinity or affinity as ‘pseudo-kinship.’3° This
presupposition regarding what kinship constitutes in a given community is closely linked to the
nature-versus-culture polarity, which is no longer considered a tenable generalization in
anthropology.*® As opposed to viewing the interaction between Phoenix and Achilles as a
momentary, figurative usage of kinship, “as when an old man is addressed as ‘grandad’ [sic] in
order to imply intimacy and age difference,”*! I think it is necessary to take what Phoenix says
literally. The long history that he relates is not simply invented for rhetorical convenience. We
are surely to understand that he actually did leave his natal oikos, join Achilles’, and form close
bonds within it, bonds which he and possibly Achilles perceive to be kinship. It is precisely
ambiguous cases like that of Phoenix with respect to the oikos of the Aeacids that I believe
require further examination. If we are to take seriously the possibility that marginal members of
the oikos can be viewed as related to the patrilocal joint family that forms its core, and that all
forms of kinship can be fluid to a certain degree, then it would appear that a potentially crucial

social dynamic of the Homeric poems has gone under-appreciated.

37 Thalmann (1998a, 124-5), Donlan (2007, 33), both of whom refer to Pitt-Rivers (1977). For our purposes,
however, Pitt-Rivers (1968) is more direct.

38 Pitt-Rivers (1968, 408). It is unclear to me in any case to what the “otherwise” would refer if all kin from the
native point of view are eliminated. The examples he provides (408-410) are only nominally kin even from the point
of view of ego. In this case, surely the relationships simply do not belong in the category of kinship at all.

9 E.g. ibid. 408-9.
40 Carsten (2000, 9-10 and 2004, 136) and Fragoulaki (2013, 23).
41 pitt-Rivers (1968, 408).
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Regarding the structure of the Homeric oikos, it is, I think, uncontroversial to claim that
the male head generally stands at the conceptual centre. We must surely conclude from the
Odyssey, for example, that a virile male head is a sine qua non for a household. Without a
continuous Laertid line, Odysseus’ oikos would simply cease to exist in its current form. It is
furthermore the case that, at least to a certain extent, the rest of the household defines itself with
reference to the male head. It will be fruitful, therefore, to explore the potential boundaries of
kinship in Homer by examining some relationships between the heads of households and
characters on the margins of those households. And, while kinship can be enacted in any number
of ways, it will be useful to examine briefly two central aspects of kinship in order to illuminate
how I intend to proceed. First, kinship unsurprisingly has a decisive influence on the portrayal of
identity in Homeric poetry. According to King and Stone’s recent study of patriliny in Eurasian
cultures, “males alone possess the ability to bequeath to their offspring certain identity
categories, or what might be called ‘social ontology,” such as membership in a family, tribe, or
religious, ethnic, or other group.”? It is hardly revelatory to observe that a fundamental element
of masculine identity in a patriarchal society is the patriline. And, as we have already noted, oikoi
in Homeric poetry centre around patrilines. It is little wonder, then, that the ‘familial ontology’ of
the marginal family members tends to be centripetal, to be faced toward and to long to approach
the centre. For any member of an oikos who is not the patriarch, one’s relationship with and
position relative to him is a vitally important part of their identity.

The second aspect of kinship that I will explore in this introduction is the rearing of

children, which is primarily denoted in Homer by the Greek trephein and atitallein. As we will

42 King and Stone (2010, 330).
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see, participation in rearing is one of the main reasons one character will give to justify his
relatedness to another. Rearing or being reared is seen to create familial bonds, regardless of
whether or not bonds of blood or marriage are involved. Trephein has a fairly broad semantic
range. It seems to have two radically different basic meanings, ‘to make solid,” and ‘to nourish,
rear’, and the general opinion is that the latter is a metaphorical extension of the former.*3
Griffith describes this extension as follows: “Not only... does the act of trephein turn inanimate
objects literally, and living beings metaphorically, from liquid to solid, but it shapes and
improves both.”** The idea is presumably that young people and animals require care while they
are still too ‘moist’ to have formed fully enough to survive on their own.* So, Hesiod’s Silver
Generation is seen to by its unfortunate mothers for a century because the children take that long
to form (Hes. Op. 131). I agree with Griffith, and it is useful to consider some further extensions
as well.* For example, Calypso describes her keeping of Odysseus in the following terms: Tov
pev €ya eikeov te kal Etpepov 1de Epackov/ Onoety abdvatov kai dynpoov fuota mavro (“1
welcomed him and looked after him, and kept saying that I would make him immortal and
ageless for all days,” Od. 5.135-6; similarly 7.255-257 and 23.335-6). Odysseus is hardly a child.

He is a fully-formed adult and needs no caretaker. Nor is Calypso any ordinary mother or nurse.

43 Moussy (1969, 39-43), Benveniste (1971, 251-4), Chantraine (1968-1980, s.v. tpépm), Griffith (2010). Demont
(1978, 375 and 1981, 111-12) argues that the two meanings are so dissimilar that they must represent two
homonymous verbs; cf. Beekes (2010, s.v.), who is agnostic. Gernet (1955, 26-7) correctly observes that trephein is
de rigueur when a child is raised in a house other than the paternal one, but this hardly captures the whole range of
the word’s application.

4 Griffith (2010, 307).

4 The corollary to this is that old age is characterized by dryness and a lack of menos (‘strength”): Giacomelli (1980,
14).

46 Tn addition to the following, other extensions include Zeus ‘rearing’ Achilles as a great pain for the Trojans (uéya
pv ‘Oroumiog Etpeee mijpa Tpaoty, 11, 6.282; cf. Od. 14.175 and h. Ap. 305-6, but contrast /. 22.421; cf. Cunliffe
(1963, s.v. Tpépw 2) and Achilles’ growing out a lock of his hair for the river Spercheius (//. 23.141-2; see Griffith
(2010, 305) on this passage in more detail).
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And she is not interested in treating Odysseus like a child. On the contrary, she makes it quite
clear that she wants to make Odysseus her husband (5.118-136). Calypso compares her situation
to that of Eos with Orion and Demeter with Iasion (5.121-128), but the most obvious extant
parallel in early epic is that of Eos and Tithonus in the Hymn to Aphrodite (218-238).47 At the
beginning of Book 5 of the Odyssey, Eos leaves Tithonus’ bed to mark the beginning of the day
(5.1-2=11. 11.1-2).#® But the couple is not mentioned elsewhere (although Tithonus does appear
in Aeneas’ genealogy: /1. 20.237). The story of Eos and Tithonus is obviously similar to what
Calypso would prefer to experience with Odysseus, however, inasmuch as she desires to have a
mortal as her immortal husband.*® While, as Stanford notes, there is no direct evidence that the
tradition that produced our Odyssey was aware of the story of Eos and Tithonus that we see in the
Hymn to Aphrodite, Sappho (fr. 58 Voigt),>® or Mimnermus (fr. 4.2 West), there is a similar use of
formulaic language in the Hymn.>! Like Calypso, Eos wants Tithonus to be immortal for all days
(60avatov T sivon kai {dev fpate wévta, 221). While she famously forgets that she also does
not want him to age (223-4), she does take care of him in her halls when he grows old and grey,
feeding him mortal food and ambrosia (a0tov 8" avt’ dtitadlev &vi peydpoisty Exovoa/ oitm T’

auppooin te, 231-2).52 As N. Richardson points out, atitallein is always used of nursing children

47 See C. Brown (2011) for the tradition on Eos and Tithonus in general.
48 On dawn formulae, see Austin (1975, 89-97).

49 Peradotto (1990, 55) refers to Od. 5.1-2 as “definite if muted prolepsis” of the desire which Calypso is about to
voice.

50 See Obbink (2009) for the inclusion of the most recent papyrological evidence.
31 Stanford (1959 ad 5.1).

52 Faulkner (2008 ad loc.): “the combination of mortal and immortal food is representative of Tithonus’ intermediary
status between mortal and divine... Odysseus in contrast receives mortal food from Calypso (Od. 5.195-9).” This is
true, but it is important to note that Calypso only feeds Odysseus mortal food after it has been established once and
for all that he will leave.
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in early epic.>? Atitallein is virtually equivalent in meaning to trephein,>* so that it is interesting
to observe that, in the case of both verbs, the only exception to their being used exclusively of
nursing young children or animals is in the case of a goddess taking care of a mortal man whom
she desires as a husband. It may be the case that the goddesses wish to make their men more
durable by nourishing them in a certain way. One is reminded, for example, of Demeter
anointing Demopho6n with ambrosia (ypieok™ auppocin, H. Dem. 237).>> But what we can assert
with some confidence is that trephein and atitallein, which are ordinarily used of nursing
children, are also used in the present kind of type-scene to denote a particular process.>® Outside
of this type-scene, however, there is unsurprisingly no example of trephein where it is used of the
nursing of an adult.>’

In the passive, trephein strictly speaking translates as ‘to be reared,’ but, when it appears
without an agent, it seems simply to mean ‘to grow up, develop.’® So, for example, the formulae
NUEV Tpdeev o &yévovrto (“they were raised and born:” 71. 1.251, Od. 4.723, 10.417, 14.201)

and yevéoBou e Tpagéuey e (“to be born and raised:” /1. 7.199, 18.436; Od. 3.28), does not

33 N. Richardson (2010 ad 230-232). As with trephein, it is also used of young animals: 7. 5.271, 24.280; Od. 14.41,
15.174.

54 Hsch. s.v. dtitodlov [a 8098 Latte]- &tpepov, and also s.v. dritadde [a 8099 Latte]- dydma. peta dmpeieiog
TPEPE.

55 Cf. also the newborn Apollo gaining strength once he has eaten nectar and ambrosia (ad Ap. 123-129).

36 On the type-scene, see M. Edwards (1992).

57 The only other apparent exception is Dolius’ wife, who cares for his (their?) children (cpeoag tpépe, Od. 24.389).
While Russo et al. (1992 ad 24.388-390) say that cpeog refers to Dolius and his sons, I think it refers more naturally
to the sons alone. Since Dolius is old (yépwv, 387), one might hypothesize that the sons are adults. However, since,
with the exception of the aforementioned type-scene, trephein is always used of children elsewhere, we should
assume that Dolius’ sons are also children. It is probably a different Dolius who is the father of Melanthius (17.212,
22.159) and Melantho (18.322), since, as Harris (2012, 358) observes, he is apparently not bothered by their murder
at his masters’ hands; contra Haller (2013, 267-9), who summarizes each side of the argument.

8 As early as Aeschylus (Eu. 664; Th. 754), it can refer in the passive to what we would call the gestation of a fetus.
This usage becomes standard in Aristotle and the Hippocratic corpus: E. Lesky (1951, 1252). LfgrE s.v. tpéom B
suggests that the formation of Aphrodite at Hes. 7h. 192 and 198 constitutes the same usage, but I think it is rather
different.
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generally emphasize the activity of raising a child, but rather the fact that a person or group of
people has been born and reached adulthood.>® In Odyssey 4, Penelope addresses her
handmaidens, saying, kAdte, ilat wepi yép pot OAvumog dhye’ £dwkev/ €k macémv, dooal Hot
opod tpaeev Nd° éyévovto (“listen, friends. For of all the women, as many as were raised and
born with me, the Olympian has given me surpassing sorrow,” Od. 4.722-3). The reason that
Penelope’s peers are relevant is because they were born and reached adulthood, meaning that
they can be compared to her.®® Similarly, Nestor has outlived two generations, of oi tpdcOev Gpa
papev NO° éyévovto/ v VAW Nyadén (“who long ago were raised and born with him in holy
Pylos,” /. 1.251). This phrase has no point if these generations had not reached maturity before
fading away.

So, we can see that trephein and atitallein apply fairly strictly to the care of children
(almost always boys) until they reach their youthful prime (fifng uétpov ikovto, Od. 11.317).6!
The hébés metron “marque le passage a la majorité.”®? The rearing of the young until they reach

their hebé is at the core of Homeric kinship. The beneficiary of this care then owes a lifelong

debt (threptra) to his caretaker. The prototype of this reciprocal relationship is the debt that the

59 Demont (1978, 375) claims that the tpdoev in fuév tpdoev 13’ éyévovto must refer to the development of the
fetus, since it would be a hysterology to say that a child “was raised and born.” But this kind of Aysteron proteron is
normal in epic: Heubeck and Hoekstra (1990 ad Od. 14.201), who compare Opéyoaca tekodod te (Od. 12.134) and
yopéovti te yewvopéve te (4.208).

0 Because the tpdoepev at 1. 18.436 is active, this iteration of the formula is an exception to my general point. The
phrase yevouny xai p’ &tpepov avtoi (Od. 14.141) similarly places emphasis on the rearing because &tpepov is
active.

6L Cf. 11. 11.225,24.728, Od. 4.668, 15.366, 18.217, 19.532, Hes. Op. 132, fr. 205.2 M.-W, H. Dem. 166 = 221;
conversely of death: Mmode™ avdportiita kai fifnyv (“having left behind his manliness and youthful prime,” /1. 16.857
=22.363), on which formula see T. Barnes (2011), who finds in it an allusion to the death of Achilles.

62 Gernet (1955, 24 n. 1). In later poetry, the age of majority is called hora (Griffith (2010, 305), citing Mimn. fr. 2.1
West? in particular).
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son owes to his parents, and especially his father.%® The Iliad tends to express this concept in
negative terms, since dead warriors are unable to give their parents their due. So, when
Simoeisius and Hippothous are killed in the /liad, the poet says of each, ovde tokedowv / Opéntpa
eiroig anédwke (“and he did not render to his dear parents return for his rearing,” 4.477-8 =
17.301-2). And Achilles laments that he is not at home to take care of his father Peleus as he ages
(000€ v 1OV Ye / ynpdokovta kopilm, 24.540-1). But, to return again to the example of Phoenix,
who, as we have established, demands that Achilles protect him in return for the care he gave
him as a child and uses this relationship as the basis for their relatedness, it is clear that the
trephein/threptra link is not limited to biological parents and their children.%*

Eumaeus the swineherd is also informative in this regard, responding to Odysseus’ query
about his mother Anticleia as follows:

dppo. pev obv 81 ketvn Env, dygovoa mep EUmN,
toppa i pot pilov €oke petadAfoot kai £péaba,
obveka p’ avtn Opéyev auo Ktypévn tavoménio,
Buyatép’ ipBiun, v OmAoTATV TéKE TOId®V:

H Opod &Tpeduny, dAiyov 8¢ ti p’ fiocov &ripa.
avtap Enel p’ fifnv moAvnpatov ikopued” Gueo,
Vv pev Emetto Zaunvo’ &docav kol popi’ €lovro,
avTap EUE YAoivay te yrtdva te glpot’ €xeivn
KOAQ LAA™ duelécaca mociv 0° vTodnuato dodoa
aypovoe mpoiadie: oiket 6€ pe knpod paArov.

“So, when that woman was alive, even though she sorrowed, then it was rather important to
me to ask questions and inquire after her because she herself had reared me along with long-
robed Ctimene, her beautiful daughter, to whom she gave birth, the youngest of her children.
Along with her I was reared, and she [Anticleia] paid me only a little less respect. But when
we both reached our very desirable youthful prime, then they gave her to a man on Same and
received boundless recompense. But that woman clothed me in a cloak and tunic, very fine,

63 See Felson (2002a, 36 n. 3). Her definition of threptra (35) is also useful: “what you gratefully give back to the
parents who reared you.” Falkner (1995, 12-17) traces the development of this concept into later periods. See also B.
Richardson (1969) on Pl. Lg. 4.717b-c and DL 1.7.55.

64 Cf. Hera’s claim to have reared Thetis: fjv éy®d avtf] / Opéya te kai dtitnia (I1. 24.59-60).
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gave me sandals for my feet, and sent me to the field. And she loved me all the more in her
heart” (Od. 15.361-70).

The reciprocal nature of Eumaeus’ relationship with Odysseus’ mother is explicit. He made it a
priority to ask after her because she tended to him until he and her daughter, who receives no
other mention in the poem, came of age. At that point, recompense was due. Ctimene was
essentially sold off as a bride and fetched a good price (as well as establishing or strengthening a
kinship connection). And Eumaeus went to work for the family as a slave in the fields. Of
particular interest in this passage is the claim that Anticleia paid him nearly as much respect as
she paid to Odysseus’ sister (365), and that she loved him all the more once he had gone off to
the fields (370). Both phrases contain comparatives to stress the depth of her regard, so that it
seems important to Eumaeus that his childhood caregiver valued him. He presents his labour and
solicitude as threptra, and this is probably to be taken as a natural attitude. But his assertion of
his value in her eyes raises a further point. Like Phoenix, Eumaeus is family to an established
and relatively powerful oikos. And, like Phoenix, Eumaeus jockeys for position within that
system. If someone as central as the wife of the patriarch held him in high regard, then he must
be a valuable family member. So, we find that rearing is a central familial institution. It is a
means by which one ensures the loyalty and service of one’s children and other young members
of the oikos. And, on the other side, the quality of rearing and the value in which the child is held
is a metric of the social status of the child, even when he is fully grown. In other words, rearing
is governed by the honour (¢7mé) culture which is so central to the Homeric poems.%> In the

present passage (365), and ubiquitously elsewhere, the raising of a child is measured in fimé.

%5 The bibliography on honour culture in Homer is considerable, but see especially Dodds (1951, 1-27), van Wees
(1992), Redfield (1994, 30-68), Cairns (2001), and Scodel (2008, 1-32).
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And, as we shall see, the amount of 7/imé accorded the child by his caretakers is expressed in
comparison to the amount given to legitimate children.®® The ¢imé conferred upon Eumacus by
the nature of his rearing probably signals the kind of fixed ¢timé he can expect as a mature adult.%”
So, when Eumaeus claims that Anticleia honoured him only slightly less than her own daughter,
he is claiming a status comparable to Ctimene’s. While comparison between a daughter’s status
and a son’s is not a straightforward matter, it is evidently the case that it is a mark of special
privilege for a slave to receive such treatment.®® Of course the beggar Odysseus has only
Eumaeus’ word on this claim, but that is the nature of the honour game. Eumaeus has or wants a
certain position with respect to his oikos, and he can be expected to say and do what he can to
promote himself, even — or indeed especially — at the expense of its unfriendly members. None of
this 1s to suggest that there is much fluidity in the fairly rigid hierarchy in Homeric poetry —
although there is some. It is nonetheless the case that even the lowliest of slaves jockeys
jealously for position both within society at large and within his oikos.

The chapters in this thesis each explore both a role that is felt to be marginal to the oikos
and a way in which characters occupying this role either attempt to gain position or assert their
current one, frequently in creative ways. In the first chapter, I look at bastards. While there are
different kinds of bastards in Homeric poetry, they all fall under the rubric of extramarital
children. The position of a bastard within an oikos can vary dramatically, depending most

importantly on the attitude of its more central figures. It is for this reason that I focus on the

% See the following chapter.

67 Scodel (2008, 12) distinguishes between fixed fimé and flexible time: “high position brings fimé with it;
Agamemnon is entitled to fimé because he is king. Timé can also depend on individual meritorious actions or on a
history of achievement. Achilles claims timé as the greatest warrior.” Similarly Wilson (2002, 34-8).

% In any case, as we will observe in the first chapter, Homeric poetry surprisingly does not seem to make any
distinction between the rearing of a boy versus that of a girl.
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means by which the bastard’s position within the oikos can be negotiated by interested parties
and what factors can be influential in determining his status. Some exploration of the
terminology and fate of bastards is necessary as a preliminary study. Then, using Teucer and
Heracles as extreme examples on either end of the spectrum, I conclude that the possibilities for
a bastard range from full incorporation into the oikos to being cast out and forced to search for a
new home. In most available Archaic iterations of the Heracles myth, he is dear to Zeus and
entirely unwelcome to Hera. While Hera’s hatred plagues him during his mortal life, it appears
that he is fully incorporated into the Olympian oikos through his posthumous marriage to Hebe,
the only daughter of Zeus and Hera. In Teucer’s case, he is initially at least tolerated as a member
of Telamon’s household, particularly as his half-brother Ajax’ companion, the two fighting in
close and coordinated proximity in the //iad. Interestingly, while it has often been asserted that
his archery is a symptom of his bastardy, it is much more likely that he is an archer because of
his Trojan ancestry on his mother’s side. His mother’s Trojan identity ultimately proves
catastrophic for him, however, when Ajax commits suicide, and Telamon blames him for this,
apparently assuming that Teucer has surreptitiously sided with his mother’s people in the war.%
A fair amount of negotiation is apparently possible in the case of bastards, depending especially
upon the attitudes of more central family members and the abilities of the bastard.

In the second chapter, I look at slavery in the person of Eumaeus. As with women, slaves
can be intimately located within the innermost confines of an oikos, while simultaneously being
accorded little of the power, prestige, or personhood of a free man. But the possibility and even

encouragement of intimacy can lead to a striking degree of assimilation. Eumaeus’ incorporation

% The suicide of Ajax and Telamon’s subsequent exile are not related in Homer, but I will argue that they betray a
knowledge of these details.
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into Odysseus’ oikos leads him to adopt the man’s persona to the extent that he becomes his
double. Using Freud’s theory of the uncanny, I examine how, with Odysseus’ long absence from
home forcing him to work his way back into the centre of his own oikos, Eumaeus’ similar
characteristics and current position on the margins of the household reflect the distance Odysseus
still has to travel, even though he has finally reached Ithaca. The end result of all this for
Eumaeus is that Odysseus promises to make him and his own doublet Philoetius companions and
brothers of Telemachus (Od. 21.214-16). While it is unclear precisely what this promotion
entails, it is clearly a promotion within the oikos. Eumaeus’ successful assimilation into
Odysseus’ oikos and his loyalty eventually result in a more central position therein.

In the third chapter, I examine Phoenix as exile. He has abandoned the dysfunctional
house of his father and has been as closely incorporated into Peleus’ oikos as he is likely to be.
What is of central interest here is not only his position in his new oikos, but also how he exploits
it rhetorically in his lengthy speech to Achilles (//. 9.434-605). As Thalmann helpfully observes,
“the relations between the head of the household and his dependents (or slaves) is [sic] presented
in the poem as the paradigm for all hierarchical social relations.””® In other words, the male head
of, say, an army, can be presented metaphorically as the head of an oikos. And Phoenix brilliantly
takes advantage of the slippage between the metaphorical and literal concepts of the father to
argue that Achilles, as the ‘son’ of Agamemnon, should obey him. In making this implication,
Phoenix explores the possibility of violent confrontation between parent and child, and even
filicide. He relates to Achilles how his own father cursed him with sterility, and also how

Meleager’s mother cursed her son with death. The natural reaction of each of these men was to

70 Thalmann (1998a, 17); so Finley (1978, 83).
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sever ties with the aggressive parent and withdraw. Phoenix’ emphasis here is on the mutability
of kinship relations. If ties even with one’s parents can be severed, then any relationship is
necessarily fragile. Phoenix found a new home with a new father. So Achilles has left Phthia
never to return. For all intents and purposes, his home is the Achaean camp, and his loyalties lie
there. In his speech, Phoenix takes full advantage of his marginal position relative to Achilles by
transposing his actual situation onto Achilles’ potential future should Achilles not do what the
embassy asks. While this speech is ultimately not successful, it does show the malleability of the

concept of home and exile as well as the rhetorical potential of relatedness.
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CHAPTER ONE: BASTARDS

1.1: THE NOTHOS

No detailed study has ever been done on bastardy in Homer,”! although Ogden has
established that it does not carry any especial stigma.”?> But, should the father also have
legitimate children, we might prima facie expect the bastard’s position to be tenuous. While, as
we shall see, there are examples of the bastard being at odds with his legitimate brothers over
inheritance, the overwhelmingly more common pattern is that of harmony within the bastard’s
paternal oikos. I suggest three reasons for this. First, in honour societies, it seldom hurts to have
an extra sword-arm handy.”? Second, we find that bastards are not infrequently described as
having been raised along with their legitimate brothers in their paternal oikos, and sometimes
even with the same level of care. With one exception, that of Odysseus gua beggar, the
understanding seems to be that this arrangement tends to foster an intimate relationship of the
sort that is perhaps epitomized by Ajax and Teucer. Third, in the extreme circumstance of an
oikos lacking a legitimate son, a bastard may sometimes stand as heir.”* At first blush, these three
points appear to be at odds with the expectation created by Ogden’s theory of ‘amphimetric’

strife, according to which familial discord can ordinarily be expected to occur in an oikos with

71 Diller (1937, 73-7), C. Patterson (1990, 47-50), and Ogden (1996, 21-6) address bastardy in Homer, but mostly
only inasmuch as they see it to differ from bastardy in the Classical Period.

72 Ogden (1996, 22); cf. L. Patterson (2010, 5-12). Contrast ¥ A and T ad 5.70 Erbse, who say that it was a
BapPBapwkov €0og (“foreign custom™) to have children with more than one woman, with T citing Od. 1.433 as
evidence (on this passage, however, see below). I think that in this case the attitude of the scholia reflects the fact
that they were written in a later time period.

73 Pitt-Rivers (1966, 35-9) discusses the advantages of having brothers in honour societies. Cf. Od. 16.97-120, where
Telemachus laments that he has no brothers to help him drive the suitors out of his oikos. See also Hes. Op. 342-5.

741 do agree with Ogden’s (1996, 13-14) argument, however, that there was probably never any consistent legal
system regarding bastards before the Classical Period.
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children from the same father but more than one different mother.”> And there is no doubt that
this is frequently the case later in antiquity.”® Nor is anyone likely to be surprised that a
stepmother might not find her husband’s sexual activity with another woman entirely to her
liking.”” However, while we certainly find some evidence of friction between the bastard son and
his stepmother — and her natal family more generally — this is almost always where the
dysfunction ends. It does not spread to the rest of the oikos. On the contrary, the bastard seems to
occupy a fairly standard but accepted role that is inferior to but not at all incompatible with that
of the legitimate son. That the bastard has a more comfortable position in Homer than in most of
later antiquity is not entirely surprising. Most of the characters in the //iad and Odyssey, even the
minor, illegitimate ones, were seen to be the illustrious ancestors or even founders of the ruling
families of Archaic Greece, no doubt a crucial audience for the performers of the later iterations
of the Homeric poems.

Let us begin with the terminology. The Greek term for ‘bastardy’ is notheia, the quality of
being nothos, bastard or baseborn, which is to be distinguished from the legitimate gnésios.”®
There remains some debate as to whether the early Greek concept of bastardy includes
extramarital children or the products of unequal or ‘mixed’ parents.” In Homer, the former is

almost certainly the rule, as we will see. And the usual understanding is that the nothos in Homer

75 Ogden (1996, 19-21 and especially 24). Eur. Jon 599-647 is a later and hypothetical example of why the
relationship between son and stepmother was often not harmonious in Greek antiquity.

76 See, for example, Ogden (1996, 189-99).

77 For lack of a better option, I use the term ‘stepmother’ to apply to the bastard’s father’s wife, even if, as in most
cases, their marriage seems to have been prior to the bastard’s birth. Certainly the Greek métryié can refer to both.

78 Ogden (1996, 17-18) rightly argues that gnésios and nothos do not constitute a strict polarity, that we have gnésios
on the one hand and nothos and poiétos (“adopted”) on the other. We will not deal with the poietos here, however, as
it is not attested early enough.

7 Ogden (1996, 13-15) champions the former theory; C. Patterson (1990) the latter. Gates (1971) never addresses
the term.
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— for the word does not appear elsewhere in early Greek hexameter — is the offspring of a heroic
father and a concubine or, more generically, a slave-woman.® This may or may not be the case.
Mothers are mentioned so infrequently in Homer. But even if this understanding is correct, it
does not take into account that not all slave-women are equal in Homer. After all, as we will see,
a slave-woman can be the daughter of noble parents, or a woman of obscure or even unknown
origins. And the nothoi from these two women are not necessarily portrayed as having the same
status. There are also terms other than nothos, such as skotios (“shadowy”) and parthenios (“son
of an unmarried woman”), which fall under the same conceptual umbrella. And, as we will see
below, these terms can be differentiated fairly clearly from nothos, with the former likely
applying to a child who has not been acknowledged by his father, and the latter describing the
child of a god and a mortal. The existence and precision of these terms further promote the sense
that ‘illegitimacy’ is a fairly variegated concept in early Greek thought.

Donlan, who unfortunately confines his insight to a single paragraph, says that, “while
nothoi are always identified as such, they are nonetheless full members of the patrilineage.”®!
The first claim is probably true, inasmuch as, with one exception (dealt with below), a child with
any divine parentage does not seem to be called nothos in the lliad. For example, I think we have
to assume that the twins Aesepus and Pedasus are born out of wedlock, since their mother is the
nymph Abarbarea, and their father, Boucolion, is mortal (6.21-6). But they are not called nothoi.

In fact, there are a number of sets of twins who could be addressed here, since, as Steinrtick has

80 Buchholz (1881, 2.2.33), Diller (1937, 79 and n. 44), both apparently with unfortunate ideological undertones. To
my knowledge, this view has never been challenged, although more recent scholars, with the exception of Donlan
(2007, 34) and Ndoye (2010, 259-60), do not tend to reiterate it.

81 Donlan (2007, 34).
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shown, heroic twins tend to result from the union of their mother with more than one male.5? To
cite just one further example, the conjoined twins, Cteatus and Eurytus, are referred to
collectively as the Moliones (11.709, 750) after their mother, Moline, or as the Actoriones
(2.621, 11.750, 23.638) after Actor, their putative father. But in fact they appear to have two
fathers:
Kol VO kev Axtopiove MoAiove moid” daAdmaso,
el UM opme atnp, e0pL Kpeiwv Evooiybov,
€K TOAEHOV €04moE KAADWOS NEPL TOALT.
“And now I would have slain the two Moliones, the sons of Actor, if their father, the Earth-
shaker, whose rule is wide, hadn’t saved them, having hidden them from war with thick mist”
(1. 11.750-2).83
A scholion to this passage reports that, according to Hesiod, the Moliones are nominally (kot’
énikAnow) the sons of Actor, but they are the sons of Poseidon by birth (yév®).8* And this
interpretation is usually accepted.®® However, a papyrus fragment thought to be from the
Catalogue of Women does not appear to bear this out:
Alxtop [0ar]eprv momooat dkot[Tv
leog yandyov évvootyaiov:
0" ap” évi peylapoic dtdvudove yeivoto TEK[vm
"AKTOpL KLoOp]EVN Kol EPIKTUTI® £vvootyoi[w,

aminto, Ktéa]tov te kai Ebputov...

“Actor made her (Moline?) his [blooming] wife... of the earth-holder, earth-shaker; and she,
[pregnant by Actor] and the loud-sounding earth-shaker, gave birth to two twin children [in

82 Steinriick (1999, 396-400).

83 On the Moliones as conjoined twins, see Gantz (1993, 424-5), Snodgrass (1997, 571-2 and 1998, 28-31); pace
Giuliani (2013, 35-7). On the form of MoAiove, see West (1985, 63 n. 73) and Hirschberger (2004, 201). They are
more usually called the Molionidae later in antiquity (e.g. Ibycus 285 PMGF, Pherecyd. fr. 79a Fowler; cf. Eust.
1321). For a different explanation for the name of the Moliones, see Steinriick (1999, 391), who prefers to derive it
from poAgiv.

84 ‘Hoiodog Aktopoc kat™ énikAnow kai Moldvng antodg yeyeveoldynkey, Yove 8¢ Ioceddvog (X A ad 11. 11.750
Erbse = Hes. fr. 17b M-W); cf. Hes. fr. 19 M-W.

85 Hainsworth (1993 ad Ii. 11.750). Hirschberger (2004, 202) refers to Actor simply as “der Stiefvater der Aktorione-
Molione.”
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the halls, terrible children, Cteatus] and Eurytus...” (Hes. fr. 17a.12-16 M-W).8¢
Assuming the restoration of Aktopt kvcap]évn is correct, we have a slightly different account,
in which Moline is impregnated by both Actor and Poseidon (on the same night?), a situation
potentially not dissimilar to that of Alcmene with Zeus and Amphitryon (Hes. fr. 195.14-56 M-
W, on which see the third section of this chapter). This state of affairs is not necessarily
inconsistent with the Moliones being simultaneously referred to in the //iad as the sons of both
Actor and Poseidon. After all, Heracles is called both the son of Zeus (/1. 14.266, 19.132, Od.
11.620, 21.26, Hes. fr. 33a.28 M-W; also 4. Hom. 15.1, 9) and of Amphitryon (/1. 5.392, Hes. fr.
25.23, 33a.32 M-W, and possibly also at fr. 26.33), or even both at the same time (Od.
11.267-270, Hes. Th. 317-18). It is entirely possible in ancient myth for twins to have two
fathers.?” Presumably no distinction seems to be made between the Moliones — as we might
expect when one father is mortal and one a god — because they are conjoined twins. Again,
however, they are never called nothoi, even though they are at least partially extramarital
children. The Moliones, in being sometimes called MoAiove, are very unusually given a
matronymic.®® And West shows how, in Hes. fr. 17a M-W, the twins are attached to Moline’s
genealogy and not to Actor’s or Poseidon’s.?° This association of the Moliones with their mother

is consistent with the Greek tendency to attach deformed children, and especially deformed

86 On the restoration of line 15, Hirschberger (2004, 203) compares Znvi 1€ kvcapévn koi Exonét toipévi Aadv
(Asius fr. 1.3 Bernabé¢); also cf. Hes. Th. 125. Pindar refers to Cteatus as IToceldaviog (O. 10.26).

87 Ogden (1996, 134-5) refers to this phenomenon as ‘parallel insemination’.

88 Cf. Robbins (1978, 93) on the rarity of matronymics. Finglass (2007 ad S. El. 365-7) also compares fr. 564.3
Radt, and Eur. E/. 933-5 and 1103-4 (cf. also Eur. fr. 1064 Kannicht) for the practice in tragedy of calling children
their mother’s as opposed to their father’s if they show a preference for the former.

8 West (1985, 62-3).
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bastards, to their mothers.?® The Moliones may not be called nothoi. But they are hardly ordinary,
legitimate children, whether by heroic standards or otherwise.’! We may say, however, that
Donlan is correct to assert that nothoi are always referred to as such in the //iad, since they seem
based on usage to be defined as extramarital children of mortal parents.

More importantly, the second part of Donlan’s statement, namely that nothoi are full
members of their patrilineage, also appears to be correct. There are seven men called nothos in
the Iliad: Medon (2.727, 13.694, 15.333), Democoon (4.499), Pedaeus (5.70), Teucer (8.284),
Doryclus (11.490), Isus (11.102 and 103), and Cebriones (16.738). There is also a nothé,
Medesicaste (13.173).92 They are all given patronymics, although only Doryclus is given a true
one (ITpiapiong, 11.490). Of these eight bastards, five of the six Trojan nothoi, namely
Cebriones, Democoon, Doryclus, Isus, and Medesicaste are children of Priam, with no mother

mentioned for any of them.?3 In addition, all of the male bastards of Priam are killed in battle in

9 Ogden (1995, 220-1 and 2009, 118), citing especially ad Ap. 311-18 and Plut. Mor.. 145d-e. The fact that, at least
in later tradition, Heracles kills the Moliones (Ibycus 285 PMGF, Pi. O. 10.26-34, and Pherecyd. fr. 79a Fowler)
could indicate that they are monstrous figures, especially since they are at least partly sons of Poseidon.

91 Steinriick (1999, 396-8) finds an interesting pattern when he observes that, of the 40 or 41 women who have
children by gods in the Catalogue, the seven who have twins are all married, and the 33 or 34 who do not are
maidens. I am not sure that Bellerophon has a twin, however (Hes. fr. 43a.81-3 M.-W.), and it is not entirely clear in
the Catalogue whether he has a double paternity: Hirschberger (2004 ad loc., who observes that uncertainty about
Bellerophon’s paternity is typical in the mythological tradition). The clearest indication that Poseidon is
Bellerophon’s father in this passage would be if the [ra]tp on line 84 refers to Poseidon. This would certainly be
consistent with the content of Pi. /. 7.43-7. At 1l. 6.191, Glaucus does refer to Bellerophon as 0god yovov (“offspring
of a god”), but this phrase, which is unique in early Greek hexameter, does not necessarily denote paternity. Eust.
636.4-8 believes that it essentially means agathos (‘noble’) here, but contrast Pi. O. 6.36 (Bgoio y6vov), where the
phrase clearly refers to lamus, Apollo’s son.

92 1 agree with Fenik (1968, 18) that G. Strasburger (1954, 21-2) is unjustified in emphasizing that the nothoi of the
1liad tend to be born from nobles. Almost every character in the //iad has a noble pedigree of some sort. After these
eleven appearances of the word nothos, we do not see it again until Pindar (O. 7.27). X b ad II. 16.175 Erbse
suggests the distant possibility that Polydora, who is said at /. 16.175 to be the daughter of Peleus, is a nothe. But
there does not appear to be any good reason to suppose this: Gantz (1993, 227).

93 The only nothos whose mother is mentioned is Medon, son of Rhene (2.727-8), about whom we know nothing
else. Only Cebriones and Doryclus are mentioned in Hyginus’ list of Priam’s children (Fab. 90). Apollodorus
(3.12.5) includes all but Isus.
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the Iliad °* And, while Medesicaste herself is safe in Pedaecum, her husband Imbrius is killed by
Teucer (13.169-74). Priam tells Achilles that he has fifty sons, and only nineteen of these are by
Hecuba (24.495-7).%° But it does not seem to be the case that Priam’s children from women other
than Hecuba are considered illegitimate. Gorgythion, whom Teucer kills instead of Hector, is
called Priam’s son (vidc), and he is never referred to as nothos.”® And his mother, Castianeira is
specifically described as married (60mviopévn), presumably at least at some point to Priam
(8.300-5).%7 The precise distinction between gnésioi and nothoi is therefore not always clear on
the Trojan side, at least in terms of the legalities of their birth.”® They nonetheless are all
acknowledged and apparently welcome to contribute to the defence of their house.

It is with the nothoi on the Greek side that we get a better sense of a home life. In Book 5
of the lliad, Meges kills Pedaeus, son of Antenor, 6¢ pa voBog pev &nv, moxa 6° Etpepe dia

Qsavad / oo pilotot Tékeoat, yaplopévn mocel @ (“who was actually a bastard, but godlike

94 Patroclus slays Cebriones (16.733-43); Democoén is killed by Odysseus (4.494-500); Doryclus dies at the hands
of Ajax (11.489-90); and Agamemnon kills Isus (11.101-9). Of the twenty-two sons of Priam who appear in the
1liad, eleven die in battle. Latacz et al. (2003 ad 1. 2.727) propose that “generell bot eine Bezeichnung als
auBlerehelicher Sohn die Moglichkeit, bedeutendere Figuren im Kampf sterben zu lassen, ohne Eingriffe in den
Kernbestand des mythologische Personals vornehmen zu miissen.” So similarly G. Strasburger (1954, 30) and Janko
(1992 ad 1I. 13.694-7). This suggests an artificiality to the inclusion of these bastards which I cannot easily accept.

95 Cf. Hellanic. fr. 141 Fowler = X T ad Il. 24.495 Erbse. Apollod. (3.12.5) speaks of a prior marriage to Arisbe,
whom Priam gave (€kd00¢) to Hyrtacus prior to taking Hecuba as his wife.

9 Gorgythion is listed along with several Iliadic nothoi of Priam in Apollodorus (3.12.5) as having been born from
women other than Hecuba (éx 8¢ GAA®V yovauk®dv). A nothos can be called the Ayios (‘son’) of his father: cf.
Médawv... ‘Otrfjog vobog vidg (2.727; similarly 13.694-5 and 15.332-3) and KeBpiovnv, voBov viov... IIpidpoto
(16.738).

97 That Priam is given such a large collection of offspring by a variety of women might be a result of Greek
chauvinism. Certainly more than one scholiast finds Priam’s polygamy to be typical of the Other: BapBapikov €60g
10 €K TAEOVOV Yovauk®v madomoteicOon (“to have children with very many women is a barbarian custom,” X A ad
11. 5.70 Erbse). The T scholiast says virtually the same thing. One wonders what these commentators made of
Heracles’ innumerable wives and children. But the scholia to the I/iad have a strong tendency to be anti-Trojan:
Niinlist (2009, 13). H. Mackie (1996, 161) says of the portrayal of the Greeks and the Trojans in the //iad that “the
ethnic, cultural, and linguistic differences the poet imagines appear to be descriptive and aesthetic, not prescriptive
and evaluative.” So Morris (2000, 179).

% So C. Mackie (2008, 116): “the Iliad seems to make a clearer and more significant distinction between wives and
mistresses on the Greek side than on the Trojan side.”
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Theano reared him carefully, equally with her own children, as a favour for her husband,”
5.70-1). Pedaeus is an obscure enough figure that there was orthographical debate about his
name in antiquity.”® But we can infer something from this passage about the relationship between
Pedacus and his stepmother Theano. There appears to have been an exchange of symbolic
capital.! The pa is emphatic here,!?! indicating perhaps that Pedaeus’ bastardy should cause
some surprise, given the following, namely that Theano should have given him as much care as
her own children. The yapilopévn then motivates this apparently unusual situation by explaining
that she reared the boy to obtain charis from Antenor.!%> Theano might perhaps have been
expected to provide some care for a boy who could potentially benefit the oikos as a man. But
she could not presumably have been expected to provide the same level of care to him as to her
own children. On the other hand, it goes without saying that being in Antenor’s good graces
could only strengthen Theano’s position in his oikos. And rearing his bastard son with especial
care appears to have been a means to achieve that end. The combination of her interest in charis
from Antenor and the quantitative (ico;) comparison of her treatment of Pedaeus and her own
children leads us to read a calculation of symbolic capital into this nexus of relationships.
Pedaeus gains a better upbringing, Theano gains the gratitude of her husband, and Antenor adds

another son to his oikos.

9% Aad5.69and T ad 5.70 Erbse.
100 On symbolic capital, see Bourdieu (1977, 171-83).

101 Sometimes referred to as the “visualizing” ara. I do not wish to engage here in the debate regarding whether we
should prioritize the “consequential” or “visualizing” ara in Homer. I see no reason why some usages cannot be one,
and others the other. On this debate, see Denniston (1950, 32-3) and Bakker (1993, 16-23) for the visualizing side,
and Grimm (1962) for the consequential side.

102 On charis as part of the process of the exchange of symbolic capital, see MacLachlan (1993, 7-10). In Eur. Andr.
(222-5), Andromache similarly expresses her rearing of Hector’s nothoi in terms of charis, and we have a scholion
which compares this passage to /. 5.69-71 (£ MOA ad Eur. Andr. 224 Schwartz). Stevens (1971 ad Eur. Andr.
224-5) suggests that the Hectoridae in Hellanic. fr. 31 Fowler are an early reference to Hector’s nothoi.
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The phrase ica. .. Tékeoot has several interesting parallels which require some attention.
In Book 13, Teucer kills Imbrius, the aforementioned husband of Priam’s illegitimate daughter
Medesicaste, who, when he reached Troy, lived with Priam and was honoured equally with his
children (voie 8¢ map Ipape- 6 8¢ pv tiev oo tékeoot, 13.176). The nothé attracted a
beneficial marriage alliance for her father, resulting in another sword-arm to defend the city. That
Imbrius was treated with respect equivalent to Priam’s children must also have reflected
positively upon Medesicaste. In this one attested example, at least, the bastard daughter of a
particularly powerful man fetches an alliance at least moderately comparable to one that a
legitimate daughter could.!?® Similarly, Melanippus, son of Hicetaon and one of Hector’s
kinsmen (kactyvnrot), lives with Priam and is honoured in the same way as Imbrius.!% In fact,
the same three lines are used to describe Melanippus’ reception at Troy as Imbrius’ (13.174-6 =
15.549-51). It may be the case that Priam has enough kin of this sort that formulae were
developed to describe their reception at Troy when they come to fight in the War. On the Greek
side, Ajax, in Teucer’s company, laments the death of Lycophron, 6v v@ KvOnpofev &voov dvta/
oo pilotot Toxedotv Etiopev v peydpoiot (“whom, when he was in our halls from Cythera, we
honoured equally with our own parents,” 15.438-9). Here it is parents instead of children who are
the basis of comparison for the amount of ¢/imé given and received. But the sense of proportion is

the same. And finally, in a passage we will examine in more detail below, Odysseus fraudulently

103 T jttle more can be said about the nothe, since, as far as a [ am aware, there are no good comparanda until very
late in antiquity. The only other uses of the word have to do with ill-attested variant traditions of particular myths,
such as, for example, Pausanias’ (9.26.3) claim that it is said (Aéyeton) that the Sphinx was Laius’ nothé.

104 The use of kasignetos is peculiar here, being the only instance in Homer where it refers to a cousin (Hicetaon is
Priam’s brother: 20.237-8) and not a brother or half-brother. £ bT ad II. 15.545 offers that tivég 8¢ €t xai vOv map’
"Toot TovG GuYYevels KaotyviTovg eaci kaieicBat (“Even now, some among the Ionians say that relatives are called
kasignétoi””). Many, such as Chantraine (1960) and Janko (1992 ad Il. 15.545-6) have taken this scholion at face
value, with Hdt. 1.171.6 and 4.104.3 being used as comparanda because Herodotus wrote in Ionian. I prefer
Gainsford’s (2012, 458-9) contention that the T scholiast (ad loc. Erbse) is correct when he suggests that what we
have at //. 15.545 is an elision of the formula xaciyvntoi te &t 1.
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claims to be the bastard son of an important man, who nonetheless paid him as much respect as
his legitimate brothers (6ALG pe ioov iBoryevéeooty €tipa, Od. 14.203).195 In the case of all four
characters, one of whom is a (fictitious) bastard, and another of whom is the husband of a
bastard, men live in an oikos and are treated by its central members like the closest of kin.!% The
crucial difference between the four latter cases and Theano’s rearing of Pedaeus is that the
treatment of Melanippus, Imbrius, Lycophron, and pseudo-Odysseus is measured in terms of
timé, and Pedaeus’ in terms of rearing (trephein). The similar language used to describe the
apportionment both of #imeé and of rearing probably implies, as suggested in the introduction, that
the rearing bestowed upon a youth can be quantified in a similar fashion — and perhaps even
understood as part of the same conceptual space — as the fixed fimé that an adult possesses. As |
have argued, a youth receives rearing until he reaches the hebés metron, at which point he is a
man and expected to fend for himself and serve those who reared him. In the present light, it is
possible that the kind of rearing a youth receives confers symbolic capital upon him. After all,
with the singular exception of the beggar Odysseus, every use of the phrase ica... Tékeoot
appears in the context of the death of the warrior who was reared in such a way. The implication
seems to be that, in addition to obtaining fimé from defeating his enemy, the victor in battle

receives additional fimé on account of the fact that the man he has killed had fixed fimé partially

105 This usage of ithagenés is only attested here. It seems literally to mean “born here” but to be synonymous with
gnésios in the present context: von Kamptz (1982, 199, discussing Ithamenes at /1. 16.586); Beekes (2010 s.v.
iBayevng); cf. Poll. 3.21.

106 Cf, also pm 8¢ xaoryvite icov motelcOat £toipov (“don’t treat a companion in the same way as a brother,” Hes.
Op. 707) and 0. 8¢ piv kedvi] aAdyw Tiev v peydpoioty (“and he honoured her equally with his devoted wife in the
halls,” Od. 1.432, on which see below). Similar formulations lacking the crucial 7sos will not be dealt with here (6v
Tpoeg opdmg Iprapoto tékeool tiov (“whom the Trojans honoured in the same way as (they honoured) the children
of Priam”, 1. 5.536-7); €0 &tpegev N8 dtitoddev... g &1 07 £0v vidv &6vta (“he raised and reared him well... as if
he were his own son”, 16.191-2); Tfj 6p0D &tpepopmy, dAiyov 8¢ ti 1’ Hooov £tipna (“Along with her I was reared,
and she [Anticleia] paid me only a little less respect”, Od. 15.365 (discussed in the introduction)); moida 8& G¢
artitodre, (“and she reared her like a daughter”, 18.323).
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denoted by the kind of rearing he received.!?” In the case of the bastard Pedaeus, the fact that he
receives rearing equivalent to his legitimate half-brothers would therefore imply that his status is
also comparable — although certainly by no means equal — to theirs, despite the difference in the
circumstances of his birth. If this is correct, then Theano has done Antenor a great favour indeed
by placing his son on a par with their shared children. A passage from the Catalogue of Women
describing Teuthras’ treatment of Auge appears to bear this idea out: koOpn]v & [€]v pueydpoiov
&b tpépev 18’ drfitodde / Sefdplev[o]g, icov 8¢ Buyatpdoty fiow étipfa (“and, [having received
the maiden in] his halls, he reared and [raised] her well, and he honoured her equally with his
daughters,” Hes. fr. 165.6-7 M-W).198 We appear to have a variant of the usual Auge narrative.
Here the gods probably command Teuthras to take Auge into his home.!? In any case, Teuthras
rears and confers honour upon Auge in equal proportion to his own daughters. It is difficult to
construct a chronological sequence from a paratactic series of clauses, and so it is not obvious
whether the fimé is to be understood as being conferred upon Auge after or at the same time as
she reaches her hébé. This passage does not therefore help us determine whether fimé can be
conferred upon children. On the other hand, we can surely assume that Teuthras also raises his
own daughters with attention. It is possible that the combination of trephein and atitallein in line
six prevents the comparison between the rearing of Auge and that of the daughters from being

made more explicitly or precisely, since the two verbs when used together always refer to the

107 This is not to suggest that the acquisition is commensurate with zero-sum fimé: Cairns (2001, 15-16), Scodel
(2008, 16-30).

108 T am less confident about the restoration of koOpnv than I am with the rest. Abynv (Robert) and keivnv (Grenfell/
Hunt) also seem possible. However, it makes little difference for the present purpose which of the three we choose to
read, and, as Hirschberger (2004 ad loc.) rightly asserts, the poet must be talking about Auge in any case.

109 So Gantz (1993, 432) and Hirschberger (2004, 338-9), who also relate the better attested version of the myth.
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rearing of someone else’s children, and usually fosterage.!'? Nonetheless I think it is safe to say
that Auge and the daughters receive the same level of treatment and respect in accordance with
the same value having been placed upon them.!!'! In this light, there would seem to be a fairly
precise correlation between the amount or kind of attention paid to a child and the fixed honour
he or she possesses in adulthood. And more importantly we observe that, while an equivalence in
the quality of rearing is considered to be surprising in the case of the stepmother caring for the
nothos, a similar expression of surprise is lacking when kin from the paternal family are
involved. There is at the very least an acceptable and recognizable domestic arrangement,
according to which the nothos lives in apparent harmony in the oikos and is even accorded a fair
amount of honour, if not necessarily from his stepmother.

A slightly different situation may be found in the case of Medon, the nothos of Oileus
(2.727, 13.694), and therefore the illegitimate half-brother of Oilean Ajax. Unlike Pedaeus and
the other nothoi, Medon is a fugitive from his paternal oikos. It is twice reported that

1 To1 6 pév vobog viog Oifiog Ogioto

goke Médwv, Alavtog adeApeds: antap Evaley

&v OVAAKT, Yoing dmo motpidog, dvopa KatakTdg,

Yvotov untpotiic Epiomidoc, v &y Oiledc:

“The one, Medon, brother of Ajax, was actually a bastard son of godlike Oileus. But he lived
in Phylace, away from his fatherland, because he had killed a man, a kinsman of his

stepmother Eriopis, wife of Oileus” (13.694-7 = 15.332-6).!12

It is sometimes thought odd that Medon should have lived in Phylace, whence Protesilaos came

10 77,14.201-2 = 14.303-4, 16.191-2, 24.60, Od. 19.354-5, Hes. Th. 480. This pattern is also observed by Moussy
(1972, 163) and Hirschberger (2004, 339). The combination is possibly avoided at Od. 11.250 (o0 8¢ tovg Kopéetv
atrtolépevai te (“and you look after them and rear them”) for this reason, as Poseidon is telling Tyro to raise her
own children and not someone else’s.

111 'We should, however, bear in mind Felson’s (2002a, 36) salutary warning that the rearing of boys should be
compared to that of girls only with great caution.

112 According to Gates (1971, 14) and Gainsford (2012, 441 and 452), in Homer, adelpheos is an archaism that can
be used indiscriminately of brothers and half-brothers.
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to Troy (2.695; Hes. fr. 199.4-6 M-W), but command Philoctetes’ troops (/I. 2.724-8). In this
light, Janko believes that Medon was originally one of Philoctetes’ men but “re-invented to
replace Protesilaos,” a theory that has gained some currency.!'!® Like Willcock, I see no “absolute
need for Medon, the substitute commander, to have been resident in the area from which his
troops came.”!'* Commentators are also wont to dismiss Medon’s story of murder and flight as a
throwaway device to motivate his emigration (Lokomotionssaga).''> However, Schlunk and
others have shown that the reception of the exile is a fairly important leitmotif which runs the
length of the /liad, culminating in the last extended simile of the poem, in which Priam clasping
Achilles’ knees is compared to a murderer seeking refuge in the house of a wealthy man
(24.477-84). This leitmotif is traced through a number of exiles, including Tlepolemus
(2.661-70), Lycophron (15.431-41), Epeigeus (16.571-6), and perhaps most prominently
Patroclus (23.85-8).!16 One might also include Theoclymenus in the Odyssey (15.272-8) and
Phoenix (/1. 9.447-84), although his exile is a self-imposed one.!”

The description quoted above of Medon’s emigration bears some similarities to the other

exiles. We will start with the simile because it necessarily describes a generic stage in the

113 Janko (1992 ad Il. 13.694-7), the only secondary source cited in HE s.v. “Medon.” Latacz et al. (2003 ad 1.
2.727) go further and suggest that the use of Medon in the /liad is an example of how the poem sometimes
incorporates nothoi as stopgap measures in various subplots. Janko (again 1992 ad 13.694-7) also prefers the T
scholiast’s (ad 13.333 Erbse) alternative genealogy for Medon, despite the fact that it would, as he himself points
out, fail properly to motivate Medon’s murder and exile. C. Mackie (2009, 8-9) suggests that Medon replaces
Philoctetes because he is nothos and therefore an archer, an argument which I attempt to refute in the section of this
chapter that discusses Teucer.

114 Willcock (1984 ad 11. 13.696).

115 G, Strasburger (1954, 29-30), A. Lesky (1966, 426-8), Fenik (1968, 153-4), Janko (1992 ad I1. 13.694-7),
Willcock (1984 ad 11. 13.696).

116 Schlunk (1976), who focuses on Medon on 202, and Perry (2010). The simile’s importance is analyzed in more
detail by Heiden (1998) but is ignored in the two major, recent studies of Homeric similes, W. Scott (2009) and
Ready (2011).

17 Cf. also the case of Amphitryon in Hes. fr. 195.11-13. Martin (1992, 14-21) argues that the persona of Hesiod and
his father in Works and Days is similar to that of the exile.
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emigration of a murder-exile: ¢ & 6t” v dvdp™ dn Tokvr AGPn, 6¢ T Evi maTpn / PdTA
KOTAKTEIVOG AAA®V £ETKETO dTjpoV, AvdpOg £C apveloD, /Baupoc 6 Exet elcopdmvtoc (“as when
overpowering delusion seizes a man, who, having killed a man in his fatherland, has reached a
township of other men, to the house of a wealthy man, and wonder takes hold of the onlookers”
24.480-2). The generic exile is at a liminal point in his emigration. He has killed a man (¢p®dta
kataxteivag) and left his fatherland (ndtpn). Having reached the house of a potential host, the
simile pauses at the point when the murderer is first noticed.!'® Similarly, Medon is described as
having killed a man (&vopa kotaxtdg) and left his fatherland (yaing dmwo matpidog). Since the
generic story of the simile ends shortly after this point, the similarities end there. But with
Lycophron’s history, for example, we have an account at the same stage as Medon’s: 6¢ pa wap’
avT® / vai’, émel avopa katékto Kubnpoiot {abéototy (“who lived with him [Telamonian Ajax],
since he had killed a man in holy Cythera, 15.431-2). Lycophron also killed a man and left. He
then came to live (vai’) with a new host, just as Medon did (&vaiev). Medon’s short history,
which is reiterated just before he is slain (15.334-6), is, to a certain extent, as Fenik describes it,
“an excellent example, in miniature, of the formulaic technique of biography.”!!” The elements of
this little biography contribute to the larger leitmotif mentioned above. On the other hand, his
particular combination of characteristics is atypical in the //iad. While Medon’s history as exile
fits into a larger theme, he is the only exile who is also nothos. Or, to put it the relevant way
around, he is the only nothos to be driven from home. In fact, of all the portrayals of nothoi we

have examined so far, Medon’s is the only one that shows even a trace of disharmony in the

118 Theoclymenus is in a similar state when he first meets Telemachus: odt® tot koi £yav ék matpidog, dvdpa
kataktag / Epeviov (“so I too am away from my fatherland because I killed a member of my band”, Od. 15.272-3).

119 Fenik (1968, 153).
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oikos. While the wording describing Theano’s equitable treatment of Pedaeus certainly allows for
the possibility that she could have been less welcoming or even hostile to her stepson, it is
nonetheless the case that she accorded him full honour.

The uniqueness of Medon’s situation is noteworthy, therefore, but perhaps not entirely
inexplicable. As mentioned above, Medon is the only nothos whose mother is named: dALd
Médwv kdounoev ‘Otifiog voBog viog, / tov p’ €tekev Privn v’ O]} ttolmopbo (“But Medon
commanded them, the bastard son of Oileus, whom Rhene had given birth to by Oileus the city-
sacker,” /. 2.727-8). That Rhene is named is possibly significant. There are other Iliadic nothoi
whose mothers’ absences have been noted. We hear, for example, about Teucer’s mother,
Hesione, in later sources (S. 4j. 1299-1303, TGrF 579a Radt, X. Cyn. 1.9., Ov. Met. 11.211-20,
Apollod. 3.12.7, and Hyg. Fab. 89.3-4), but not in the I/iad.'>* And Hesione is potentially a
figure of interest with respect to the //iad. In the later traditions, she is a Trojan princess, the
daughter of Laomedon, given to Telamon by Heracles for his part in the earlier sack of Troy.
Obviously this would make Teucer half-Trojan, a fact that is conspicuously not mentioned in the
Illiad, given that the Trojans are the enemy.'?! The T scholiast is apparently alive to this fact when
he glosses aot6Eevog (‘guest-friend to a city’) as 0 ék Tpoyovev Emyymdplog, G Atpeds Opuéi kai
Tedkpog Tpwoiv (“the native through his progeny, such as Atreus to the Phrygians and Teucer to

the Trojans,” ad 1l. 4.377 Erbse).!2? I suspect that Teucer’s mother is not mentioned because his

120 Gantz (1993, 400) and Lyons (1997, 198) suggest that Hesione is understood to be involved in Heracles’
struggles at 1/. 5.638-42 and 20.144-52.

121 Cf. Higbie (1995, 11-12): “Teukros, the bastard son of Telamon, may reflect in his name the Trojan origins of his
mother, Hesione.” So Edgeworth (1985, 27 n. 4) and Gantz (1993, 224). Wilamowitz (1920, 49 n. 1) finds Hesione’s
name to be “Asiatin.” This appears all the more likely when we take into account that there is another, Trojan
Teucer: Hellanic. fr. 24bc Fowler, Scamon Mytilenaeus fr. 1 Fowler, Lyc. 1301-8, and DS 4.75.

122 Cf. X bT ad 8.284 Erbse.
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relationship with his father and half-brother receives emphasis in the //iadic tradition, emphasis
which could potentially be undercut by reference to Teucer’s Trojan lineage.!'?3 Medon’s mother
can receive mention, on the other hand, because his dysfunctional relationship with his
stepmother is prominent, even to the extent that it receives its own formula. Ogden’s
‘amphimetric strife,” then, seems to be an important part of the tradition surrounding Medon. But
it scarcely figures elsewhere, except, as I will argue in the following section, in an allusive
manner in Teucer’s case. In other words, except in the cases of murder and suicide, amphimetric
strife does not appear to cause a rift between anyone other than the bastard and his stepmother
and her natal kin.

Harmony is most certainly the norm between bastard and legitimate brothers. We catch a
glimpse of half-brotherly cooperation when we see the nothos Isus driving chariot for his
legitimate brother, Antiphus (11.101-6). Similarly Cebriones, nothos of Priam, is recruited as
charioteer after the death of Archeptolemus (8.311-21), and he apparently continues in that
position.!?* Later, Hector leaves a man worse (yepeiova) than Cebriones by the chariot in
(12.91-2), implying that Cebriones was in charge of it before then. Finally, Cebriones dies at
Patroclus’ hands driving Hector’s chariot (16.737-43). And it is fighting over his body that
Patroclus is slain by Hector (751-822). Of particular interest in the current context is the famous
description of Cebriones’ corpse: 0 & év 6Tpo@iALyyL Koving / KelTo péyos LEYOAMGTI,
Aehaopévog itmocvvawy (“but in the whirl of dust he lay, great in his greatness, forgetful of his

horsemanship,” 16.775-6). It has frequently been noted that the formula péyag peyolmworti is used

123 So Kelly (2007, 57 n. 192). I return to Teucer’s relationship with Telamon and Ajax in the following section.

124 The use of nothoi as charioteers among the Trojans has been noted since Friedrich (1856, 222). Trypanis (1963,
289-90) helpfully lists all close kin who fight in close proximity in the /liad.
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only three times in early epic, and in the other two instances it describes Achilles (18.26; Od.
24.39-40). Since the formula clearly suits Achilles better than Cebriones, and Achilles is a more
central character, its application to Cebriones' corpse is usually thought to be an anticipatory
doublet of the enactment of Achilles’ death in Book 18.!2° Burgess notes that it would be highly
controversial to claim that this description of Cebriones “evokes the traditional death of Achilles,
for Cebriones in no other way resembles Achilles.”!26 But it must be the case that uéyag
neyoimoti anticipates the sequence of revenge which will ensue, at least inasmuch as Cebriones’
death constitutes a part of this motif sequence.'?’ From the point of view of kinship, it is also
interesting to recall that, while Patroclus is not Achilles’ bastard brother, he does occupy a
similarly liminal position in Achilles’ oikos, being an exile whom Peleus took in at a young age
(23.85-8). So, Cebriones, Patroclus, Hector, and Achilles are all linked in a sequence of death,
and each pair can also be divided into one insider and one outsider.!?® While this does not mean
that we should read Cebriones as particularly comparable to Patroclus either, the fact that he
occupies the position he does in both the narrative and thematic structures necessarily indicates
that we are to understand him as Hector’s close companion.!'?® We can see, therefore, that, while

their position is clearly inferior, brothers and other members of the same patriline are generally

125 Burgess (2012a, 171-6), with a review of the long history of scholarship surrounding this formula. On
anticipatory doublets, see Sammons (2013, 529-36). There is then the debate, not relevant here, about where the
Odyssey passage comes from. Usener (1990, 105) thinks that it alludes to the //liad 16 passage because the two are
nearly identical. Danek (1998, 468) argues — I think rightly — that the passage from I/iad 16 appropriates formulae
which properly belong to Achilles.

126 Burgess (2012a, 175).
127 On the motif sequence, see Nagler (1974, 112-30).

128 C. Mackie (2009, 4-5) links Hector’s killing of Patroclus to Patroclus’ killing of Sarpedon (16.426-505), but the
proximate cause of Hector’s pursuit of Patroclus is Cebriones’ death.

129 One might compare Patroclus to Cebriones as a charioteer. At 17.426-440, Achilles’ horses mourn Patroclus as
one (Mvidyoro, 427). There is also a famous early seventh-century amphora fragment (Mykonos Museum 666 =
LIMC s.v. “Achilleus,” no. 506) which identifies Patroclus as a warrior on a chariot, and he is accompanied by a
charioteer. But Burgess (2001, 75-6) does not think that he is normally a charioteer.
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portrayed as supportive of and friendly to their illegitimate kin.!3°
Turning to the Odyssey, we find no one explicitly called a bastard at all. However, there

are two bastards, who, as does not ordinarily seem to be the case in the //iad, are the sons of
slave-women. Because of the nature of the Odyssey, these two examples provide more domestic
detail than the /liad generally offers, allowing us to flesh out our picture of the bastard in
important respects. The first bastard is mentioned on Telemachus’ arrival at Sparta. Menelaus’
legitimate daughter by Helen, Hermione, is getting married (Od. 4.5-9). So is Megapenthes:

Vil 0¢ ZmaptnBev AAékTOpOg TiyETO KOVPNV,

0g ol TNAOYETOG YéveTo KpatepOg Meyamévong

€Kk 50VANG: ‘EAévn 0¢ Beol yOvov ovkET” Epatvov,

€nel o1 10 TPMTOV £yelvato mald™ Epateviy,

‘Eprdvny, §j eidoc &xe ypooiic Appoditng.

“And he [sc. Menelaus] was bringing from Sparta the daughter of Alector for his son, the

strong, well-beloved Megapenthes, who was born to him by a slave woman. For Helen, the

gods no longer brought offspring to light, once she had first given birth to a lovely daughter,

Hermione, who had the form of golden Aphrodite” (Od. 4.10-14).
Megapenthes is clearly the product of an extramarital union between two mortals, but he is not
called nothos. There are nonetheless markers that he is accorded high value in his father’s oikos.
He is telygetos, the precise meaning of which is disputed, but it probably describes a child who
holds a prominent place in the affections of his parents.!3! In addition, if we believe the early

commentators, Menelaus is marrying him into a worthy family. According to Eustathius

(1479.23) and a scholiast (M* ad Od. 4.10 Pontani; see also HT Vesy and E ad loc.), Alector is the

130 In addition to the preceding examples, also compare the relationship between Ajax and Teucer discussed in the
following section.

131 Ciani (1964-5). The adjective’s use at I1. 13.470 is clearly sarcastic and insulting, but I see no reason why it
cannot be genuine elsewhere. The phrase ek doulés also appears at Theognis 538, Eur. Jon 837, and Hdt. 1.7, as well
as in later sources; cf. Ar. Th. 564-5. See also Ndoye (2010, 223), who argues that, in Homer, “la doule partage le lit
de son maitre en tant que concubine et s’oppose ainsi a I’épouse 1égitime.”
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son of Pelops and Hegesandra, the daughter of Amyclas. Megapenthes is presumably of especial
value to Menelaus because his marriage with Helen has not produced any gnésioi.'3?> And in fact
“Megapenthes” is likely a speaking name, translating as “Great Sorrow.” Von Kamptz contends
that Megapenthes is called such because he is an unworthy son to Menelaus,!3? but I think it is
more likely that the name is to be linked to Menelaus’ suffering on account of the rape of
Helen.!34 Helen’s absence would have caused a twofold pain. For she herself was gone, along
with the opportunity to produce gnésioi. It would seem, therefore, that Menelaus, in the absence
of any male offspring from his wife, has invested his future in a child by a slave. C. Patterson
goes too far, I think, when she assumes that Menelaus has freed Megapenthes out of desperation
for an heir.!3> But let us consider the other evidence from the Odyssey before drawing our
conclusions.
Our next child is a figment of Odysseus’ hyperactive imagination:

‘€ pev Kpnrawv yévog edyopat evpetdov,

avépPog APveLoio TAlG: ToAAolL O Kol dALOL

vigeg &v peyap NUEV TpAeev NO° £yEvovTo

YVNo101 €€ AAOYOL: EUE & MVNTY TEKE UNTNP

nadhakic, AL pe ioov i0aryevéesotv dtipal

Kéotop Yhakidng, tod &yd yévoc ebyopat eivor:

0g 10T” évi Kpnjteoot Bed¢ (g tieTo onpw
OAP® T€ TAOVTO TE Kol VIAGT KLSAAILOIGLY.

132 This reading goes back to Diller (1937, 79). Returning to the present passage, the typically Homeric, paratactic
de, as opposed to, say, an explanatory gar on line 12 makes the precise link between lines 10-11 and 12-14 difficult
to assess. Lines 12-14 could simply be an explanation of why no legitimate sons are mentioned, rather than of why
Megapenthes is félygetos in Menelaus’ eyes. Cf. Hdt. 5.62, claiming that Pisistratus made his nothos son
Hegesistratus tyrant of Sigeum.

133 Von Kamptz (1982, 32 and 207).

134 Cf. Heubeck et al. (ad Od. 4.11); £ E ad Od. 4.11 Pontani: 6 yap Mevéhoog Kot TOV KapOv Tiig apmayfc Thg
‘EAévng €uiyn Tvi S0VAN, Kol ETEKEV VIOV KOl EKAAEGEV AOTOV PEPOVOL®OG Meyoméviny- Koo yop TOV Kopov Tod
S v ‘EAévnv mévBoug étéyOn (“for Menelaus, at the time of the kidnapping of Helen, had sex with a certain slave-
woman, and she gave birth to a son and aptly called him Megapenthes. For he was born at the time of the sorrow on
account of Helen”).

135 C. Patterson (1990, 48).
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GAL” 1) Tot TOV Kfipec EBav Bovatolo pépovaoat

elg Aidao dopovg: ol 8¢ {onv £ddcavto

Taideg vépOvUOL Kal £l KA povg EBdAovTo,

avTap gpol pdia madpa d6cav Koi oiki” Evelpay.’

“I claim that I am from broad Crete with respect to my kin, the offspring of a wealthy man.

And many other sons were reared and born in the megaron, legitimate ones from a wife. My

mother, a purchased concubine, gave birth to me, but Castor, son of Hylax, whose child I

claim to be, showed me as much respect as his legitimate sons. He at that time was honoured

by the Cretan people like a god for his vast wealth and praiseworthy sons. But the fates of

death went, carrying him to the halls of Hades. And his insolent sons divided his livelihood

and put it into lots, but they gave me very little and allotted a dwelling” (Od. 14.199-210).136
Odysseus qua beggar does not use any specific vocabulary to describe his status, but we can
infer that he is illegitimate because of the contrast between his birth from a concubine and the
fact that the other sons are called gnésioi, which would have no point if he were portraying
himself as such as well.!37 That his mother is a slave is made explicit by the reference to her
purchase.!38 At this point, the interpretation of the passage becomes difficult, however. Ogden
argues in reaction to C. Patterson that the division of the kléroi at the beggar’s expense is
mentioned because he has been cheated of his normal share, and this certainly seems to be the
most natural reading of the passage.'3® On the other hand, it is also possible that Castor’s
treatment of a concubine’s child with the same respect as his legitimate children is invented

because it would be perceived by Eumaeus as unusual.!'*’ The legitimate children might be

described as insolent by the beggar in their unequal division of the inheritance simply because

136 1t is possible that Tpdgpev should be tpdeov, which in any case could also be read as “they grew up” (Chantraine
(1953, 390). See A. Bowie (2013 ad 14.202 and 203) for a different reading of this passage.

137 That these legitimate children are born £& dAoyov by way of contrast to the beggar’s concubine mother may be
strange. Alochoi, who are literally just ‘bed-mates,” can be either concubines or wives in Homer: C. Patterson (1990,
48), contra Lacey (1968, 42).

138 Cf. von Wickert-Micknat (1983, 139) on onéte.
139 Ogden (1996, 23), contra C. Patterson (1998, 48).
140 This is the reading of Buchholz (1881, 2.2.33-4).
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the beggar interprets Castor’s treatment of him as implying that he should have received an equal
share, and not because such a division is seen to be normal. While the beggar implies some level
of equality between himself and his legitimate brothers when he reports that Castor was
renowned for his wealth and his sons — thereby subtly including himself in a collective as if it is
a uniform one — the parallel of Megapenthes tilts the scales in Ogden’s favour. Megapenthes
might be promoted in the absence of a gnésios, but that situation does not apply to Odysseus’
invention.

The reader may have noticed that I have avoided referring to Megapenthes and the beggar
as nothoi. As mentioned above, the word does not appear between the /liad and Pindar. Its
absence from the Odyssey is noted by Ogden, who nonetheless concludes that Megapenthes and
the beggar are not to be distinguished from the nothoi of the Iliad.'* But surely it is significant
that both Megapenthes and the beggar have slaves as mothers, while the same cannot be said for
certain of any nothos in the Iliad. Certainly there are a number of Iliadic nothoi whose mothers
are never mentioned. But the difference between the two groups remains stark, particularly when
we take into account later evidence. For example, it is likely the case that even in Classical
Athens, a polis that was characterized by an extreme level of concern for the legitimacy of its
citizens at the time, pallakai (‘courtesans’) could be kept for the production of free children
(Dem. 23.52).142 It is probable, therefore, that Megapenthes and the beggar are to be understood
as having been born from slave women maintained in the oikos at least partially for the purpose

of producing children by their masters. In this light, the fact that Megapenthes comes ek doulés

141 Ogden (1996, 21-2). C. Patterson (1990, 47-8) simply assumes that the two are the same as the nothoi of the
Iliad.

142 On this subject, see Sealey (1984, 113-14), Demand (1994, 29-30), and Kamen (2013, 62-67).
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can possibly be understood not simply as the by-product of Menelaus having enjoyed himself in
his spare time, but as the result of a concerted effort to produce an heir in Helen’s absence.!*? Of
course a son by Helen would be preferable for at least two reasons. Firstly, it would be ideal to
pass her desirable lineage on to a son. Secondly, it would at least ordinarily be better for
Menelaus’ relationship with his in-laws to produce an heir by his wife than otherwise. But any
son is better than no son at all. Correspondingly, the beggar’s fictional situation with his
legitimate brothers is plausible because of the possibility that a concubine’s son might inherit.
We can certainly imagine that a father’s placement of his illegitimate sons on a similar footing as
his gnésioi when it comes to their inheritance could be expected to be unpopular with both the
legitimate sons and their potentially influential maternal kin, but this does not necessarily mean
that the father is categorically prevented from doing so. In this light, the deprivation by the
legitimate sons of the beggar’s equal share is likely perfectly believable — and even probable — to
Eumaeus.!'#
The first description of Eurycleia at the beginning of the Odyssey is potentially relevant

here as well:

Edpordet’, ‘Qroc Quydtnp Ietonvopidoo,

TV ote AaéPTNG TPIiaTo KTEATEGTLY €010V

TpwbnPnv &€1” Eodoav, ekocdfotla o E0mKEYV,

160, 88 v kedvi] GOy tiev v peydpoioy,

€OVR] 8° oV mot’ EuiKto, yOAov & dAéeve yuvaikoc.

“Eurycleia, daughter of Ops, son of Peisenor, whom Laertes once purchased with his property

when she was still at the beginning of her youthful prime, and he paid the value of twenty
oxen, and he honoured her equally with his dear wife in the halls, but he never mingled with

143 Beringer (1961, 279-80) and Ndoye (2010, 224 and 257) argue for a distinction between the dmaié on the one
hand and the doulé and the pallakis on the other. In the next chapter, I side with Thalmann (1998a, 75-7), who shows
convincingly that such nice distinctions are problematic.

144 Cf. de Jong (2001 ad Od. 192-359) on how Odysseus is trying to impress Eumaeus.
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her in bed, and he avoided the anger of his wife” (Od. 1.429-33).
Unlike Menelaus’ doulé and the beggar’s pallakis mother, Eurycleia is given a name, and a good
one with proper ancestry (1.429 =2.347 = 20.147).'% In fact, Karydas observes that the only
other servant or slave whose father and grandfather are named is Eumaeus, and he provides their
names himself (15.413-14).146 Despite her lack of freedom, therefore, Eurycleia is in a different
class from these other slave women, which probably helps to explain her purchase-price.'” No
wonder, then, that Laertes accords her such high honour. But the equivalence in his valuation of
Eurycleia and his own wife is surely marked — and perhaps even surprising.'4® We probably do
not expect a slave woman to be held in the same esteem as a wife whose relationship with her
husband is portrayed as a good one. And, if both women are valued equally, there is some
potential for amphimetric strife in the oikos should both women have sons by Laertes, as
Odysseus’ lying tale shows.!#° The significance of Laertes’ decision not to sleep with Eurycleia
and avoid Anticleia’s anger, therefore, probably has less to do with sexual jealousy than with a
desire to avoid the amphimetric conflict that could result. After all, Autolycus, Anticleia’s father,
is portrayed as a man of some influence, and he shows a fairly marked interest in his descendant,
Odysseus (Od. 19.392-412, 459-66). Another son from an unrelated mother could only serve to

harm Laertes’ relationship with Autolycus. On the other hand, Laertes does take something of a

145 Ops and Peisenor are obscure, and = PY ad Od. 1.429 Pontani says that they are ad hoc inventions. But their
names are markedly aristocratic in any case: Miihlestein (1987, 40-2).

146 Karydas (1998, 11 n. 14). See Austin (1975, 165-71) and Karydas (1998, 9-63) for the difference between
Eumaeus and Eurycleia on the one hand and the other slaves of Odysseus on the other.

147 See Heubeck et al. (1990 ad Od. 1.431) on the enormous size of Eurycleia’s purchase price. Higbie (1995, 8)
compares the variation in status among slave-women in the Odyssey to that of charioteers in the /liad.

148 However, Hunt (2011, 27 n. 12) compares /. 1.112-5, 3.409, 19.290-300. One might also include Od. 11.421-3.

149 Cf. also my examination in a later chapter of Phoenix’ story at /. 9.447-57. Here and Od. 14.203 are the only two
uses of pallakis in Homer. Diller (1937, 73) takes /. 9.447-57 and Od. 1.429-33 as “protests against concubinage.” |
see calculations on the part of the characters and not moral condemnation from the narrative voice.
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risk in the end, because he only manages to sire one son, Odysseus, by Anticleia. And one son
might easily die, as the Odyssey makes painfully evident.'>° But, by forgoing Eurycleia’s
potential as a mother to some of his children, Laertes reinforces the investment he makes in his
son by Anticleia.'>! She becomes a nurse to Odysseus and eventually to Telemachus (1.434-5,
19.482-3), thereby ensuring her devotion to Anticleia’s descendants.!>? In other words, Laertes
faces a choice between, on the one hand, maximizing the number of his sons and risking
amphimetric strife, and, on the other hand, focusing his investment on sons — or in this case, a
son — from Anticleia. That he chooses to focus on Odysseus is likely meant to redound to his
credit.

We find, then, that bastards occupy a recognizable if relatively inferior position in Homer.
They are raised along with their legitimate siblings in a loving environment marred only by an
amphimetric strife that is mild compared to that of later texts. However, this amphimetric strife
can become more problematic in the case of murder or suicide. On the other hand, in extreme
circumstances, bastards may even stand as their father’s heir. All of this seems stereotyped and

fictitious, and it probably is. Whether we are talking about Bronze Age or Archaic Greece, there

150 See especially Goldhill (2010) on the meaning of mounos at Od. 16.117-20. He argues convincingly that mounos
always “expresses not merely the state of being alone or single, but also a sense of threat or danger” (122). Contrast
Hes. Op. 376-8, who counsels the auditor to have a single son in order that his estate not be divided on his death.
Leaving a single heir has other, later proponents (e.g. P1. Lg. 740b-d, 923cd). One suspects, however, that the
Hesiodic narrator is reflecting bitterly on his unfortunate experience with his own brother, Perses, and the
distribution of their inheritance (Op. 27-41).

151 Thalmann (1998a, 74-7) comes to a similar conclusion regarding the strategic advantage of having Eurycleia
nurse Odysseus. But he and Golden (2011, 148) seem to read Anticleia’s potential wrath only in terms of sexual
jealousy. Vernant’s (1996, 64-5) interpretation is more in line with my own. Pomeroy (1975, 26-7) argues that, in
order to breast-feed Odysseus (19.482-3), Eurycleia must have found a way to have a baby “without incurring her
master’s displeasure.” I think Pomeroy may be demanding too much consistency from the poetry here. Certainly,
given that Laertes never sleeps with Eurycleia, it may be difficult to see how she could have conceived a child
without angering him. On the other hand, such inconsistencies, particularly thousands of lines apart, are not
unknown or even necessarily noticeable in oral poetry.

152 In this light, Karydas (1998, 16-17) compares Eurycleia’s attachment to Odysseus and Telemachus to Demeter’s
initial devotion to Demophoon in the H. Dem. Taking a different perspective, Murnaghan (2011, 28) suggests that
“Eurycleia is, in many ways, a doublet for Odysseus’ mother, Anticleia.”



47

is no reason to think that the lot of the bastard could not be considerably more complicated and
unpleasant than it appears in Homer. As mentioned above, the bastards in Homer were in many
cases considered to be the illustrious ancestors or even founders of the ruling families of Archaic
Greece. We expect their portrayal to be idealized. But to observe the way in which they tend to
be portrayed, as we have, will help us to analyze the figures of Teucer and Heracles in the

following sections.
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1.2: TEUCER

Teucer is the most prominent nothos in the Iliad, and he appears in his own section for a
significant reason. He almost always appears with his legitimate half-brother, Telamonian Ajax,
and this seems to highlight his notheia. Ajax generally overshadows Teucer, even to the extent
that the two are frequently referred to as the two Ajaxes (4iante). This asymmetrical relationship
is also evident when the two fight together, with Ajax using a spear and shield, and Teucer a bow
and arrow, a combination that many have proposed is a symbolic representation of Teucer’s
notheia. Ajax fighting in the melee supposedly highlights his legitimate birth as compared to
Teucer’s illegitimacy, with the nothos fighting from afar like a coward. However, as [ will try to
show, archers are not portrayed as cowards in the /liad, nor does archery have any apparent link
to notheia per se. However, that Teucer in particular is an archer is likely linked to his bastardy
in an indirect manner. As I will show, Teucer is the only archer to fight for the Greeks in the
lliad. Other Greeks occasionally use a bow, but Teucer is the only archer. The Trojans, on the
other hand, have several archers. Teucer’s archery, therefore, is likely derived from the fact that
his mother, Hesione, is a Trojan. That he favours what is — in the /liad, at least — a style of
fighting associated with the maternal side of his family could either be taken to indicate a
supreme loyalty to his patriline, since he uses the weapon of his maternal kin against them in
defence of his paternal kin; or it could indicate a certain identification with his mother’s people.
He is certainly suspected of having the latter attitude. We learn from later literature that Teucer’s
maternal ancestry eventually damns him in his father’s eyes, and I contend that the //iad alludes
to this unfortunate event in Book 8. When Ajax commits suicide, Telamon apparently comes to

the conclusion that Teucer betrayed his brother, and he exiles Teucer as a consequence. That
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Teucer’s mother is Trojan appears to be the decisive factor in Telamon’s deliberation. It is not
Teucer’s notheia that is problematic per se. It is rather the suspicion that he is loyal to his
maternal family that results in his exile.

Teucer’s status as nothos is a matter of dispute, but it should not be. Edgeworth claims
that the description of Teucer as Ajax’ kaciyvnrog kai dnatpog (“brother and from the same
father,” 71. 12.371) “implies that they were full brothers.”!>3 However, Gainsford has since shown
conclusively that kasignétos can refer either to a full brother or a half brother.!>* Furthermore,
Agamemnon elsewhere addresses Teucer explicitly as nothos (8.284).15 Given that Ajax and
Teucer are also treated as half brothers in post-Homeric literature, and that Teucer is always
nothos (perhaps most notably in Sophocles’ 4jax and Euripides’ Helen), there does not seem to
be any reason to doubt that Teucer is universally such.!>¢ In this respect, Teucer is significant
because he is by far the most prominent of all the figures in the /liad to be referred to explicitly
as a bastard. In this light, it is perhaps unsurprising that, while he is a significant character in his
own right, Teucer is nonetheless overshadowed by his half brother, Telamonian Ajax. There are a
number of ways in which Ajax overshadows Teucer, the most frequently discussed of which is
the so-called ‘elliptical dual’, diante. Nagy defines an elliptical dual as one designating A + B,
rather than a regular dual, which designates A + A."57 In the Iliad, Aiante can be a regular dual

and denote Telamonian Ajax and Oilean Ajax (probably 2.406, 4.519, etc.). Aiante can also,

153 Edgeworth (1985, 27 n. 4); similarly Higbie (1995, 30 n. 15); cf. 7I. 8.330 and 15.436 = 466.

154 Lejeune (1960, 22) and Gates (1971, 14-16) had already demonstrated this fairly convincingly, but Gainsford
(2012, esp. 441 and 451-2) is decisive.

155 Proponents of the idea that Teucer is gnésios argue in favour of this line’s deletion. On this issue see below.

156 HE 3.848 s.v. “Teucer” for the figure generally. On his bastardy in Sophocles and Euripides specifically, see
Ebbott (2003, 50-65).

157 Nagy (1997, 168), assigning a name to the pattern observed by Wackernagel (1877, 304-6) and picked up by von
der Miihll (1930, 30-4).
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although probably less frequently, be an elliptical dual and refer to Telamonian Ajax and
Teucer.!*® But it is often difficult to tell with any certainty which pair the dual is designating on a
particular occasion. Regardless of the frequency of this usage in attested epic, however, it is clear
that it was possible to read Aiante as denoting Telamonian Ajax and Teucer.!>® Teucer is
overshadowed here to such an extent that it is probably impossible to tell whether he is being
referred to in some cases. The greatness of Ajax sometimes subsumes even the name of Teucer.

More difficult to get a handle on is the status of Teucer as archer versus that of Ajax, who
is often seen as the prototypical melee combatant in the /liad.'®® The usual view is that through
much of early Greek antiquity long-range combat was seen as socially inferior to melee combat.
Farron characterizes the consensus more generally as “that the ancient Greeks and Romans
regarded military archery as lower class, cowardly, immoral and ineffectual.”'®! While Farron
has proved at some length that archers are actually quite effective in the /liad, the remaining

three parts of the consensus require some reevaluation.!6? There is certainly a fair body of

158 Page (1972, 236-8) argues forcefully for 4.272-85, 13.197 and 201, and there may well be other places; pace
Simon (2003, 6). Dué and Ebbott (2010, 260) support Page here and also discuss the plausibility of the variant
reading Aiavte (which would be the elliptical usage) in place of Aiavta at 10.53. Edgeworth and Mayrhofer (1987,
187) find support for the elliptical usage of Aiante in the Mahabhdrata, in which the dual “the two Krsnas” is
frequently used to refer to Krsna and his mortal companion Arjuna. Miihlestein (1987, 12-23) explores the
possibility of a Mycenaean origin for the Locrian and Telamonian Ajaxes, implying that Teucer was developed later
than his half-brother.

159 In fact, Page (1972, 235-8) follows Wackernagel (1877, 306) in arguing that this would have been the ordinary
usage and that Aiante applied to the lesser and greater Ajaxes would have been marked.

160 On Ajax as the prototypical melée combatant, see for example von der Miihll (1930, passim) and Miihlestein
(1987, 22-3).

161 Farron (2003, 169). Cf. van Wees (2004, 61-5) and Hornblower (2008, 40-2), both of whom are somewhat
skeptical about how pervasive this attitude was. H. Mackie (1996, 49-55) and Kelly (2007, 263-4) review the
examples in the /liad and Odyssey which are taken to prove the inferiority of the bow in Homer. Closest to the mark,
in my opinion, is C. Mackie’s (2008, 91-152) demonstration that opinions about archery can be shown to vary to a
considerable extent. For example, the archer is open to a considerable amount of antagonism in the //iad. This is not
so in the Odyssey (102-3 and 234 n. 52). Eur. Her. 140-235 is sometimes used to inform our understanding of the
portrayal of archery in the /liad, but I think that the social position of archery had altered too drastically by this time
for this play to be of any use to us. See George (1994) and Papadopoulou (2005, 137-51) on the place of archery in
the Heracles.

162 Farron (2003).
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passages in the //iad which have been cited to support the claim that archers are viewed in a less
than complimentary light.'6> The most frequently quoted is Diomedes’ diatribe against Paris,
who has just hit him in the foot with an arrow:

to&6Ta AoPn TP, KEPY AyAas Tapbevomina,

€l pev o avtiflov ovv tevyect mepndeing,

00K (v Tol ypaiounot Prog Kol Tapeées iof.

VOV 8¢ W Emtypdyag Tapcsov Todog ebyeat TG,
avK AAEY®, i¢ €1 pe yovn Barot 1 mdig dppwv:
KOEOV Yap PELOG AvOPOG AVAAKIOOS 0VTIOAVOTO.
N T’ Mg v’ duelo, kol 1 K dAiyov mep dmadpn,
OED Béhog médeTan, koi dkprov aiyo Tidnov.

“Archer, slanderer, ogler of girls, famous for your hair, I wish that you’d make trial of me in
arms face-to-face. Then your bow and frequent arrows wouldn’t protect you. As it is, you’ve
scratched the flat of my foot and boast in vain. I don’t pay it any mind. It’s as if a woman or a
foolish child had shot me. For the arrow of the man who is weak and of no account is blunt.
Differently indeed does the sharp missile travel from my hand, even if it only grazes, and it
immediately renders a man lifeless” (11.385-92).
Hainsworth’s characterization of this passage is typical: “Diomedes’ words are an eloquent
expression of the aristocratic spearman’s contempt for those who fight at a distance (and often
anonymously) with the bow.”!%4 Indeed, the fact that Diomedes uses foxotes pejoratively does
seem to indicate that the term “had enough contemptible connotations that it could be used to

diminish the glory of the person or nation using it.”!> But there are several mitigating factors

here. First, archers can also be addressed in complimentary terms. For example, in Book 15,

163 This is not the place for an exhaustive study of all the passages which have been suggested as portraying archers
negatively. Reasonably extensive analyses may be found in Farron (2003) and C. Mackie (2008, 93-154). However,
in addition to what I examine, I note that Pandaros’ sneak attack on Menelaus (4.86-126) is not depicted as
particularly cowardly because archery is involved, but rather because he is committing an immoral act; so van Erp
Taalman Kip (2000, 390-2), pace Fenik (1974.196). Contrary to the common assumption (e.g. van der Valk (1952,
271), H. Mackie (1996, 50-1)), sneak attacks do not seem in particular to be sources of disapproval in Homer per se:
R. Parker (1983, 132-3, van Wees (1988, 5), Dué and Ebbott (2010, 54-5). On the other hand, it is not my intent to
deny what Farron (2003, 183) calls “the superior glamour of fighting close to the enemy rather than at a distance.”

164 Hainsworth (1993 ad loc.); similarly Erbse (196, 173-7), Fenik (1968, 21), and Ndoye (2010, 262-3).

165 Farron (2003, 181), who also rightly notes that “it is inconceivable that anyone would taunt an enemy as an
aiyunmg [‘spearman’]” (182).
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Hector refers to the arrows of Teucer as dvopog dpiotiog... Péreuva (“arrows of the best man,”
15.489).1%6 And, as Farron notes, Achilles draws an equivalence between dying at the hands of a
spearman and an archer (21.275-83).197 Secondly, it is important to note that Diomedes’ address
to Paris here is part of a type-scene that frequently appears in Iliadic fighting. If a warrior is the
target of a spear-cast or arrow-shot, and he is wounded but survives, he ordinarily taunts his
assailant.!%® If Diomedes’ taunt is particularly vociferous here, it is because of the
inappropriateness of Paris’ boast. As Muellner has shown, the formula xai gvyopevog €moc N
(“and he spoke a word in boast,” 11.379 in the present context) is only used elsewhere of
warriors boasting over the corpse of a slain foe. Diomedes is presumably offended because he
has understood from Paris’ speech that he is claiming an honour he has not earned.'® Diomedes,
in his response, goes too far in the other direction. His claim that Paris’ arrow has merely
scratched him is shown to be false when he suffers intense pain from the removal of the arrow
and has to be taken back to the camp on account of the wound (11.396-400). His abuse of Paris
as an archer must be seen therefore as more in the nature of flyting, as opposed to an expression
of contempt for archers as a group.!7 After all, Diomedes himself has recently gone on a night-

raid with Odysseus, who was armed with a bow (10.260).!7! This is not to claim that we should

166 T am uncertain what is meant by ‘best’ here. Cf. Nagy (1999, 26-41) on the epithet aristos in Homer in general. It
might refer to the fact that Teucer is the best of the Greeks at archery (12.350 =363, 13.313-14). And the most
pertinent passage in this regard is worth quoting: Tedkpog 0°, ¢ Gpiotoc Ayaudv / T0&ocvvn, dyadog 08 Koi &v
otadin vouivy (“Teucer, who was the best of the Achaeans at archery, and good too in close combat,” 13.313-14).
The poet clearly does not portray the archer as incapable of holding his own in closer encounters.

167 Farron (2003, 184), who provides several further examples throughout his article.

168 Fenik (1968, 31-2), who provides multiple examples. Of particular interest here is the similarity of the response
that Diomedes gives to Pandarus when the archer misses him with a spear-cast (5.280-9).

169 Muellner (1976, 89-92), who also notes that the formula is only used elsewhere of Greeks. I am unclear on what
the significance of its use by a Trojan might be.

170 On this passage as an instance of flyting, see Ready (2011, 120-6).
171 Dué and Ebbott (2010, 57-62) discuss the significance of this bow at some length.
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disregard Diomedes’ expression of disdain for archery entirely. I am merely suggesting that
archery, while it is clearly socially vulnerable to some extent, is not simply an object of
contempt.
In Book Thirteen, the Locrians do not follow Oilean Ajax into battle:

00 Y&p opt oTadin vouivy pipve eilov xijp:

oV yap &yov kOpLOaG YaAKNpeas itTodaceiag,

000" &yov domidag eDKVLKAOLG Kol pethva dodpa,

aAL” dpo Tootoy Kol EH0TPEPET 010G ADTM

"Thov &ig dp’ Emovio memoddteg, oioty Ensita

Tapeén Bariovtes Tpodmv pRyvuvto eaiiayyog.

“For their dear heart did not remain in firm battle. For they did not have brazen helms thick

with horsehair, nor did they have round shields and ashen spears. But they followed along to

[lium, trusting in bows and well-twisted sheep wool, with which they fired in numbers and

broke the Trojan lines” (71. 13.713-18).172
Schwartz claims that the narrator is indicating here that “Ajax’ bowmen... lack the courage for
close combat.”!”3 This reading may be correct as far as it goes, but it seems also to imply that the
bowmen lack courage at all. I would argue that they should only be read as lacking courage in
the present context, and that the narrator’s statement should not be interpreted as an indictment
of the Locrians’ character per se. In other words, the fact that they are bowmen and not melee
combatants does not necessarily stem from a lack of moral fibre. I read the ydp on 714 as causal,
meaning that the Locrians do not have the heart to withstand hand-to-hand combat because they

do not have bronze armour and spears.!’* Interestingly, Strabo (10.1.13) has o® c@wv otading

vouivng &pya pépniey, / GAL” dpa tOEoioty kai £H6TPOP® 010G AdT® / "TAlov €ig dp’ Emovto

172 Tt is uncertain what the Gwtog is in this context, but, if Pausanias 1.23.4 does refer to this passage, as Lorimer
(1950, 301) suggests, it might be a sling (c@evdovn).

173 HE 1.80 s.v. “archery.” Janko (1992 ad 13.712-18) reads line 718 as redeeming the Locrians in a paradoxical
way, which requires us to understand lines 713-17 as condemnatory.

174 Van der Valk (1952, 272 n. 7) suggests that the Locrians may be archers because they live in a mountainous
district.
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(“they did not care for the deeds of firm battle, but they followed along to Ilium with bows and
well-twisted sheep wool”), apparently in place of 713-17. This variant would strengthen the case
that the Locrians are cowards because it fails to explain their unwillingness to participate in
hand-to-hand combat with their lack of appropriate gear, instead leaving the fact unexplained. On
the other hand, two factors argue against our adoption of these lines. The T scholiast, tentatively
suggested by Erbse as quoting Didymus here, favours €pya péuniev on 713 because, according
to him, the Locrians are described as following the Ajaxes (Aidvteoot, 4.273), using the
metaphorical phrase, vépog eineto ne(@v (“a cloud of infantry followed,” 4.274). How, the
scholiast asks, can the Locrians be described as ordinarily being ranged fighters when they are
clearly described as foot-soldiers in Book Four?!” The argument apparently implied by the
scholiast here is that the Locrians do not care for close combat in this particular case, and so they
fight with missiles instead. However, it is important to note that the foot-soldiers of 4.274 are
never explicitly called Locrians. It is merely assumed that some of them are because they are
following the two Ajaxes, and the Oilean Ajax is followed by Locrians, as at 13.712-18. But, as
we have already mentioned in a footnote, Page has persuasively argued that the two Ajaxes
named in 4.272-85 are in fact Telamonian Ajax and Teucer, thereby undermining the reasoning of
the scholiast.!”® The second reason for preferring the vulgate reading to Strabo’s is that his
version requires the memo106tec on 717 to be read with the following relative clause, with oictv as
its dative complement. While this is certainly possible, the position of the relative pronoun would
be awkward, and BaALdvtec works more smoothly with oot as its instrument, given the

consequential force (¢neita) of the clause and the fact that its point is that missile weapons are

153 T ad 13.713 Erbse.
176 Page (1972, 236-7).
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being put in motion, not relied upon. The best way to understand this passage is therefore that the
Locrians do not engage in hand-to-hand combat because they do not have the appropriate
equipment. Lack of means and not cowardice is the cause of the Locrians’ holding back. After
all, Achilles himself, who is surely no coward, does not proceed into battle before he is supplied
with appropriate arms.
A passage from Tyrtaeus is sometimes used as a parallel to the state of affairs for long-
range combatants in the /liad:
VUELC 8, & yopvijteg, O’ domidog dAlodev dAkog
TTOCCOVTEG PeYarolg PaAlete yeppadiong
dovpaci te Egotoioty dxovtilovteg €6 aTOVG,
10161 TAVOTAOIGY TANGIOV IGTAUEVOL.
“And you, light-armed men, throw great rocks, cowering under your shields in different
places and aiming at them with polished spears, taking a stand near the fully armed
men” (11.35-8 W).177
While ptossein does unambiguously communicate cowardice, there are several informative
reasons to distinguish this passage from earlier epic.!”® First of all, Tyrtaeus appears to be
incorporating this group of light-armed warriors into an early form of the phalanx which does not
appear in early Greek hexameter.!” Several interpretations have been suggested for what exactly

these gymnétes are doing in this passage. To my mind, the most convincing is Irwin’s, who

proposes that they are cowering under their own shields (bn” domidog) and not those of the

177 See Irwin (2005b, 38 n. 8 for a convenient summary of the link that has been proposed between this passage and
the kind of warfare described in the //iad. Romney (2014), resurrecting Hartung’s conjecture, makes a compelling
case for reading Euotoiot T (“and javelins”) in place of Egotoiow in line 37. While, as she notes, this would
certainly allow us to make better sense of ntdcoovtec by construing it as adversative, I do not think that it affects
my argument to read it either way.

178 See Irwin (2005b, 38-9) and Romney (2014, 829-31) on ptdssein as communicating cowardice.

179 On Tyrtaeus 11 and the phalanx, see van Wees (2000, 71-2 and 2004, 173-4) and Irwin (2005a, 293-4). On the
phalanx’ absence from Archaic epic, see Wheeler (1991, 129-31), van Wees (1994a and 2004, 160-70), pace Latacz
(1977). Van Wees (2000, 156 n. 1) outlines the history of the scholarship on the early development of hoplite
warfare.
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panoploi addressed in the rest of the poem.!30 The gymnétes are, by virtue of their shields,
hoplites, and they can be distinguished from the panoploi based on the fact that, apart from these
shields, they are very lightly armed.!8! It has been well-established that differences in level and
quality of military equipment were usually — and often deliberately — representative of
differences in economic status.!'®? In this light, the pejorative ptossein probably reflects the
contempt of the aristocratic class for the lower classes, who, while they contribute to the battle,
are not able to bear the brunt of the enemy’s attack to the same extent on account of their inferior
equipment. As Irwin puts it, Tyrtacus’ “agenda is to forge a link between those of a certain
elevated economic status and the ideal of martial dpet.”'83 We may therefore contrast the
gymneétes with Oilean Ajax’ Locrians, for example, inasmuch as the gymnétes are portrayed as
cowardly and presumably less effective than the panoploi, whereas the Locrians do not
participate in combat at close quarters for the simple reason that they do not have the appropriate
equipment. There is also a crucial distinction to be made in terms of their equipment. The
gymneétes have shields, whereas the Locrians probably do not have them equipped because at
least some of them are using bows (//. 13.716-18).

In addition to the kind of equipment they wear, the gymnétes appear also to be separated

from the panoploi by the fact that they use missile weapons.!8* This difference is linked to the

180 Trwin (2005a, 291-6), who addresses and summarizes earlier interpretations.

181 Possession of a hoplite shield was the minimum requirement for being a hoplite: Hanson (2000, 58-60), van Wees
(2000, 132), Osborne (2009, 164-5). 1 avoid comparing the gymnétes to the psiloi of classical warfare for the reasons
outlined by Irwin (2005a, 291-3).

182 Cartledge (1977, 22-4), van Wees (2004, 47-60).
183 Trwin (20052, 294).

184 Tt is unclear to me whether the panoploi are to be understood as throwing spears in Tyrtaeus 11 W. However, even
thrown spears were clearly treated as a different class of weapon than other missiles, possibly because they doubled
as melee and long-range weapons; cf. H. Mackie (1996, 49): “to avoid a spear cast is to evade a close encounter with
an enemy.” It was not until the Classical Period that spears were used only for thrusting: van Wees (1994b, 145-7).
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variation in armour in the sense that it represents — at least in Tyrtacus’ formulation — the removal
of the gymnétes from the most dangerous area of battle. Tyrtacus presumably prescribes the use
of missile weapons with the understanding that the gymnétes are not in a position to be of more
use otherwise. In this way as well, the world of epic is different. For example, like the gymnétes,
Homeric warriors use stones (chermadia) on several occasions (4.517-20; 11.580-3; 12.154-6;
16.772-5; 20.283-8). Included among this number are major aristocratic figures, like Diomedes
(5.302-4), Hector (8.321-2), Agamemnon (11.264-6), and Ajax (14.409-13).185 Similarly, the
Homeric poet regularly uses akontizein to describe the long-range fighting of upper class figures,
such as Odysseus (4.496), Agamemnon (5.533), and Diomedes (8.118). The bottom line is that
the army portrayed in Tyrtaeus primarily derives success from maintaining a unified front,
whereas the kind of combat described in early epic does not, resulting in a slightly less stratified
hierarchy of combatants and styles of combat.!8¢

Although archery does not have a stigma attached to it, it is nonetheless undeniable that
hand-to-hand combat is accorded more prominence and attention in the //iad (and the rest of
Greek literature besides) than archery and other forms of long-range combat. It is interesting to
note in this light that Teucer is an archer and Ajax a melee fighter. In fact, they are the only
archer-spearman pair in the /liad, although very little either of them does with the other is unique
in and of itself.!87 This close but differentiated pairing is often thought to reflect the fact that

Teucer is nothos and Telemonian Ajax is gnésios.'8® Certainly, Teucer is not just any long-range

185 Many of these instances (e.g. 5.302-4; 8.321-2; 20.283-8) are clearly iterations of the same type-scene: Fenik
(1968, 33-6). But this hardly detracts from the significance of who it is that hurls the stone in each case.

186 On battle formations in Homer, see van Wees (1994b, 1-9 and 2004, 153-8); pace Latacz (1977).
187 Fenik (1968, 225-7).
188 This view is argued most extensively and recently by Ebbott (2003, 37-48).
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fighter. He is the archer par excellence in the Iliad. He is the sixth-most effective killer, far more
noteworthy than any other archer.'® But, as Kelly shows, none of these kills is particularly
important.'®® As noted above, he is called the best of the Greeks at archery (&piotoc Axoidv/
toéoovvn, 13.313-14; cf. 15.489). And he is one of the two archers to whom Apollo gives a bow
(15.441)."! But he loses the archery contest to Meriones because he does not offer a hecatomb to
Apollo (23.859-83).192 And Teucer is quite clearly overshadowed by Ajax, who is the best of the
Achaeans after Achilles (2.768, 17.279-80; Od. 11.469-70, 24.17-18; cf. 1. 13.321-5 and Ibyc.
S151.31-4 PMGF).'”? This unfavourable comparison perhaps establishes Teucer in a particularly
weakened state in light of Ajax’s awkward position in the //iad. Criticism involving Ajax has
generally reached the conclusion that he comes off rather poorly in comparison with his explicit
status as second-best Greek.!** Finkelberg notes that Ajax and his cohort only receive 2 lines and
very little land in the Catalogue of Ships (2.557-8), which is especially stingy when we compare
what he offers for Helen in the Catalogue of Women (Hes. fr. 204.44-51 M-W).1%> When we add

to this the fact that his role in combat in the //iad is essentially defensive,'¢ and we note his poor

189 Armstrong (1969, 30).
190 Kelly (2007, 263-4).

191 Pandarus is the other: 2.827. There is no similarity between the lines, and so it is difficult to know if we are
dealing with formulae. Apollo still favours the Trojan Hector to the Achaean Teucer when Teucer takes a shot at
Hector (8.311).

192 This possibly foreshadows Teucer’s victory at Achilles’ funeral games (Apollod. Epitome 5.5.); so Kullman
(1960, 130-1).

193 Vergados (2009, 154) is particularly explicit on this point: “although Ajax’s brother, Teucer, is also a noble
character, he certainly is not as great as Ajax.”

194 Tn addition to the following summary, see van der Valk (1952) and Kirkwood (1965, 60-1), contra von der Miihll
(1930, 436-8).

195 Finkelberg (1988); similarly Latacz (2003 ad Il. 2.557-8). Several theories have been advanced to explain the
difference between the two lists. Rutherford (2005, 115-17 and 2012, 160-1) suggests that the passage from the
Catalogue is influenced by the growth in Athenian power. And Cingano (2005, 143-52) argues at some length that
Ajax is really boasting that he can obtain these places for Helen and not that he has them to give at the time.

196 Holt (1992, 330-1).
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showing in the funeral games for Patroclus (/I. 23.733-7, 824f., 841-9), we get the sense that
Ajax is being actively diminished.

To a certain degree, this diminution of Ajax stands to reason. After all, his end is marked
by failure both in the epic tradition and beyond. Because Ajax’s loss to Odysseus in the contest
over the arms is alluded to at Od. 11.543-60 in such a way that the audience’s familiarity with the
story seems to be understood as given, we generally assume that this contest was a live tradition
from early on.!®7 While there is no explicit mention of his subsequent suicide, Odysseus’
reference to his death (549) seems without point unless we understand that Ajax killed himself
out of grief over his loss in the contest. And certainly Ajax’s madness and suicide is attested
elsewhere in the epic tradition (4ethiopis fr. 5, Il. Parv. arg., Il. Pers. fr. 4.7-8 Bernabé¢).!?® So it
is probably safe to assume that Ajax’s loss in the contest, madness, and suicide are understood in
the Iliad as his eventual fate. With this end in mind, it is not difficult to conceive of Teucer’s
corresponding fate, which is featured in later sources, in the background to the //iad. Telamon
drives Teucer out of his oikos after Ajax’ death and the sack of Troy, and Teucer settles Cyprus as
a new Salamis.'?

In Sophocles’ 4jax, Teucer contemplates how Telamon will greet him when he returns

home with news of Ajax’s death:

197 Kullman (1960, 79-81), Heubeck and Hoekstra (1990 ad 11.541-67).

198 The argumentum to the Aethiopis ends merely with a quarrel arising between Odysseus and Ajax over the arms of
Achilles (kai tepi @V AyiAéng dmimv Odvooel kol Alavtt otdoig éumintet), but Finglass (2011, 27 and n. 67) is
convinced that it could not have ended there. Finglass’ (28) reading of Afag ... Tv 1€ Agiav TV Ayoi®dv Avpaiverol
(“Ajax spoiled the plunder of the Achaeans”, II. Parv. arg. 4) as referring to the destruction of the spoils of the
Greeks as opposed to their livestock seems perverse in light of the popularity of the livestock story in later tradition.
Ajax’s suicide also appears in art from the beginning of the 7th century BCE: Simon (2003, 8-10), Finglass (2011,
28-9).

199 Pi. N. 4.46-7, A. Pers. 896-7, Eur. Hel. 89-96, Hor. Carm. 1.7.21-9, and Vell. 1.1. Teucer goes to Spain in Str.
3.3.3 and Philostr. ¥4 5.5. Teucer’s inclusion in the beginning of the Helen has long been thought awkward. For an
excellent explanation for his presence, see Karsai (1992).
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o0t Tl KpOYEL;, TOTOV 0VK Epel KaKOV

TOV €K 80pOC YeYDTO TOAEUIOV VOOOV,

TOV OEIMQ TPOSOVTA Kol KoKavopig

oé, piltat’ Alag, 1j d0Aotoly, MG TO ol

Kpatn Bovovtog Kai SOHOVG VELOLUL GOVG.

“What will this man keep to himself? What sort of ill will he not speak of the bastard born

from an enemy’s spear, your betrayer, dearest Ajax, out of cowardice and weakness, or with

tricks, so that, with you dead, I might have possession of your power and your

halls?” (1012-16).
Of course in Sophoclean drama such issues are never simple. Before he kills himself, Ajax
charges the chorus to instruct Teucer to convey his son, Eurysaces, who is in every way like
Teucer in the circumstances of his birth, home to Telamon to be incorporated into his household
(565-70). But, as noted above, it seems generally to be the tradition that Teucer is to be driven
out of Telamon’s house and to settle Cyprus as a new Salamis, whereas, as Ebbott argues,
Eurysaces is to become an Athenian citizen.??° The contrast between these two fates in fact
highlights the unfortunate and awkward position in which Teucer is placed by Ajax’s death,?0!
and his concern in the Sophoclean passage over how Telamon might react to the news is both
believable and serves to heighten tension. What is difficult to account for at first, however, is the
specificity of Teucer’s concern. That Telamon might rail at Teucer for surviving when the
favoured son, Ajax, has not certainly seems plausible. But why would he call him a coward and
accuse him of betraying Ajax? The point is probably that Teucer’s absence during Ajax’ crisis

puts him in a poor position. Indeed, in the few fragments we have from a Sophoclean Teucer, the

plot of which was likely the return of Teucer to Salamis, his rejection by Telamon, and his

200 Ebbott (2003, 51), citing Plut. Sol. 10 and noting his probable connection to the Choes festival at Athens.
201 Easterling (1997, 26).
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departure to Cyprus,?? it is likely that Teucer is in fact put on trial and accused of treachery.?3
The charge of treachery seems to stem from the fact that Teucer is absent when Ajax commits
suicide. But exactly what he is supposed to have done is difficult to determine. There is no way
of knowing whether the 4jax and the Teucer were part of the same trilogy.?** However, whether
the passage quoted above foreshadows the trial in the Teucer or refers to it independently,
Sophocles clearly envisions Teucer’s relationship with his father as coloured by the fact that he is
nothos. In the quoted passage, Teucer does not consider the possibility that he might serve as an
heir to Telamon after the loss of Ajax. For him to do so might be hypothetically viable in view of
lines 1015-16, but Teucer apparently correctly anticipates that he will be repudiated by Telamon
partly on account of his notheia (1012-13). And, in fact, Teucer’s case may be particularly grim
because, as discussed above, his mother, Hesione, is Trojan (1299-1303). In the Teucer,
Odysseus, who acts as prosecutor, probably argues that Teucer is likely to be a traitor because of
his Trojan ancestry on his mother’s side (fr. 579 Radt).?%> To sum up, the fact that Ajax dies,
Teucer’s absence at the time of this death, and Teucer’s inconvenient maternal ancestry all
conspire to undo the unfortunate archer. It is vital to note, however, that the two former facts
would presumably be considerably less incriminating should Teucer have been born a full
brother of Ajax and therefore not Trojan, as Teucer’s foreboding in the quoted passage implies.

Much of the dynamic observed in Sophocles is under the surface in Agamemnon’s

202 Frs. 576-9 Radt. On the likely outline of the plot, see Pearson (1917, 214-15) and Heath and Okell (2007,
379-80).

203 Fr. 579 Radt. Cf. Pacuvius Teucer fr. 342/343 Ribbeck = fr. 390 d’ Anna = fr. 244 Schierl, probably spoken by
Telamon to Teucer: te repudio nec recipio. naturam abdico: i facesse! (“1 reject you, and I do not receive you. I
renounce your birth. Get out of here!”).

204 Heath and Okell (2007, 379-80, with further bibliography in n. 48) are convinced that they are. Finglass (2011,
35-6) is (probably rightly) skeptical.

205 Teucer’s counterargument that his father is Greek is apparently not sufficiently effective, given the final verdict.
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address to Teucer in Iliad 8:

‘Tedxpe, OiAn kepodn, Tehapmvie, koipave Aadv,
BAAL oVtwg, of Kév TL Omg Aavaoict yévnot
natpi e 6® Tehaudvy, 6 67 ETpe@e TVTOOV EdvTa
Kkai 6g voBov mep £6va KopicsoTo @ &vi otk
TOV Kol TNAOO”™ €6vta EbkAeing Emifnoov.

001 0’ &ym éEepém, g kol teTeElecuévov Eatar
ai k€v pot dn Zevg T aiyioyog kol A0
TAlov é€alamaon gbktipevov ttoAiebpov,
TPOTO TOL PET” EUE TTpeaPniov €v xepl 0o,

1} Tpimod’ M€ SV mmovg awToicy dxecPLy

ne yovaiy', f| k€v Tol Ouov Aéyog sicavaPaivot.’

“Dearest Teucer, son of Telamon, leader of men, shoot like that, in the hope that you might in
some way become a light for the Danaans and to your father, Telamon, who reared you when
you were little and took care of you in his house, even though you are a bastard. Set his foot
upon good reputation, even though he is far away. And I’ll tell you, as it is indeed possible to
accomplish: if aegis-bearing Zeus and Athena should grant to me to sack the well-built citadel
of Ilium, in your hand first after mine will I place a gift of honour, either a tripod or two
horses, chariot and all, or a woman who will go up to bed with you” (8.281-91).
Buchholz cites this passage as prime evidence that the rearing of nothoi in prominent positions in
the Homeric household is exceptional and accordingly deserving of comment.?% Interestingly,
Zenodotus deleted line 284, and Aristarchus and Aristophanes athetized it (Zy T ad loc. Erbse),
moves which would change the entire tone of the passage. And Wilamowitz agrees with the
line’s removal on the grounds that Teucer is not nothos in the Iliad.?°’ But the Hellenistic
commentators appear to have objected to line 284 not because they did not think Teucer nothos,
but because the tone Agamemnon takes toward bastardy in this passage was not felt to be

believable. They believe that people in olden times did not think of notheia as a source of

reproach (6AL" 008¢ dverdog v 1 vobeia mopd toic makaroic, Xy bT ad loc. Erbse, who then

206 Buchholz (1881, 2.2.34-5); so Diller (1937, 79 n. 46) and Ogden (1996, 24).

207 Wilamowitz (1920, 49 n. 1); so Edgeworth (1985, 27 n. 4). See above for a defense of reading Teucer as nothos
in the lliad.
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defends the line).?%® They were probably correct in this regard. As Ogden notes, “in the
construction of heroic ancestries bastardy played a useful role: it was both an easy device for
deriving descent ultimately from a god, and also a convenient device for linking newly invented
lines of descent onto heroes that already had established families.”?% In addition, as we have
observed, nothoi in Homer are almost universally treated with a fair degree of respect. They are
generally inferior in status to their legitimate brothers, but they are not contemned for their
illegitimacy.?!? The quoted passage is therefore the outlier from this point of view, and it requires
explanation.

Martin analyzes Agamemnon’s speech to Teucer and comes to less than complimentary
conclusions about the effectiveness of the son of Atreus’ persuasiveness. And he finds this to be
typical of his oratorical deficiency throughout the poem.?!' Agamemnon attempts to encourage
Teucer not through the usual promise of kleos and material reward, but material reward alone.?!?
And Kelly finds that this is the only Homeric example of an incentive offered to someone

already performing the desired task.?!3 Teucer himself addresses this problem when he responds,

208 T cannot agree with the deletion of the line. In 283, &tpe@e OOV £6vTaL is, as Kelly (2007, 57) correctly argues,
“reserved for those with an irregularity in that process,” (see also 277-8; cf. 1. 6.222, 8.283, 11.223, 13.466, 22.480,
23.85; Od. 1.435, 11.67, 15.381, 20.210, and 23.325); similarly Ebbott (2003, 39). Some explanation is therefore
required as to why Agamemnon perceives Telamon’s rearing of Teucer to have been irregular. So, removing line 284
simply defers the problem. Apthorp (1980, 25) discards the notion of deletion on MS grounds.

209 Ogden (1996, 22); so L. Patterson (2010, 5-12).

210 C, Mackie (2008, 115) finds in Agamemnon’s mention of Teucer’s notheia an “oblique allusion to the story of the
first sack of Troy.” This may be so, but it still does not explain the implication that one would not ordinarily have
expected Telamon to rear Teucer (voBov mep £6vta).

211 Martin (1989, 116); similarly Kelly (2007, 57) and C. Mackie (2009, 9); pace Alden (2000, 157).

212 Martin (1989, 116); dg/t0 kol tetedecpévov Eotar always occurs in the context of an explicit promise or threat
(209-10); cf. Kelly (2007, 279): “a speaker who makes this type of prediction is confident in the eventuality itself,
and the statement’s persuasive power.”

213 Kelly (2007, 281), with sixteen Homeric examples of someone being encouraged to perform a new task. Cf.
Knudsen (2014, 55): “the exhortation to Teucer... is notable because the situation hardly seems to call for a
persuasive speech.” That Agamemnon feels the need to encourage Teucer might also be considered odd in light of
the fact that Teucer kills more Trojans than Agamemnon in the poem (Armstrong (1969, 30)), and Agamemnon
claims the first reward for himself (pet” gué).
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ATpeldn kvd1oTE, Ti pe omevdovto Kol adtov / 0tpivels; (“most glorious son of Atreus, why do
you encourage me when [ am hastening as it is?”, /1. 8.293-4). And it is effectively to Telamon
and not to Teucer that Agamemnon ofters the kleos for Teucer’s own deeds. Agamemnon’s
speech is couched in terms of threptra. But, unlike in the other cases where this inducement is
used, Agamemnon implies that Teucer especially owes Telamon threptra because he reared him
despite (nep) the fact that he is nothos. Martin understandably finds it difficult to tell what
Agamemnon’s purpose is in making this argument as he does. Surely it would be more effective
to encourage Teucer to think of his father and to offer suitable reward for conspicuous
performance. The insult is counterproductive.?!* We find, therefore, that this passage is peculiar
in a number of respects. It is the only example of a hero being told to do something he is already
doing, and for material reward alone at that. It also contains the only instance in Homeric poetry
in which a hero’s notheia is the source of insult or portrayed in a negative light. Bastardy might
be unfortunate for the nothos as compared to legitimacy, but it is not a cause for shame, as we
have already established. Agamemnon’s rhetorical incompetence can certainly be stunning. But
his speech is hardly the only passage to set Teucer apart in an awkward manner. Some further
explanation will be required.

Agamemnon’s attempt to encourage Teucer by recalling his father is, as we have
established, a fairly standard tactic. The surprising barb that comes with this usual motivational
ploy is, however, potentially significant in light of the passage which immediately precedes

Agamemnon’s speech:

214 Martin (1989, 116), who characterizes this insult as a disconcerting use of the neikos device, on which see 71-6.
Cf. Knudsen (2014, 55): “Agamemnon strikes a discordant note by reminding Teucer that he is a bastard... thus
undermining his attempt to put Teucer in a favourable frame of mind.”
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Tedipog & etvatoc NAOe, modivrova oA TITaivoy,

oth & dp’ Om” Afavrtog kel Terapmvidadao.

&vO” Alag pev vme&épepev odiog avtap 6 v’ fipmg

TATTVOG, EMel Gp TV’ 0loTevo0s £V OUIA®

B&PAKOL, O pEv avdt TechV Gmd Buudv dhecosy,

aOTap 6 ADTIG 1OV T Mg VIO pnTépa SHoKey

€l ATov0 - 0 8¢ v GAKET KPOTTTAGKE QUEVE.

“Teucer came ninth, bending his back-stretching bow, and he stood under the protection of the

shield of Ajax, son of Telamon. Then Ajax would lift his shield away, and the warrior, looking

about, when he had taken a shot and struck someone in the crowd, he, having fallen on the

spot, would lose his life. And he [Teucer], like a child entering his mother’s protection, took

shelter with Ajax. And he [Ajax] hid him with his shining shield” (//. 8.266-72).
We note immediately that Ajax is awarded a proper patronymic, TeAapwvidong, whereas Teucer
receives Tehoudviog (281).21° And there are several other elements of this passage which signal
Teucer’s inferiority. He comes ninth (givatoc), a number which Kelly and others have shown to
denote incompleteness and insufficiency in the I/iad and Odyssey.?!'® In this case, Teucer will not
be able to turn back the Trojans and will be injured (320-34). The comparison of Teucer ducking
behind Ajax’ shield to a child seeking refuge with his mother combines two common evocations
of the child-and-parent simile. First, this type of simile is frequently used to convey a sense of
gentleness and protectiveness on the part of the parent figure for the child figure (e.g. of various
Greeks for Patroclus: 16.5-9, 17.1-5, 132-9).2!7 Second, the comparison of a warrior to a child is

a common method the poet uses to communicate the unworthiness of the warrior (e.g. 2.289,

11.389).213 In the quoted passage, this type of simile communicates simultaneously Ajax’ love

215 See Higbie (1995, 7) for the significance of this difference.
216 Kelly (2007, 57 and 261-3, with bibliography on 261 n. 1).
217 Moulton (1977, 101 and 141-5) provides further examples.

218 Further examples are collected by Kelly (2007, 265-7). On the attitude toward children more generally in the
1liad, see Ingalls (1998).
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and protectiveness for Teucer and also that Teucer apparently requires his protection.?!® Like
Agamemnon, then, the narrator diminishes Teucer in a manner atypical of the poem’s general
treatment of nothoi.

I would argue that 8.266-91 can be better understood if we hypothesize that the Iliadic
tradition is aware of the eventual falling out between Telamon and Teucer attested later in
antiquity. We have already established that the early epics seem to be aware of the madness and
suicide of Ajax. Given the close relationship between Ajax and Teucer in the //iad, Telamon’s
anger at Teucer is not difficult to imagine after Ajax’ ignominious death, especially in light of
Teucer’s admittedly obfuscated Trojan heritage. All else being equal, a gnésios is preferable to a
nothos, and suspicion can easily arise in such circumstances, as in fact it does in later traditions.
By itself, the presence of a nothos in a patriarch’s oikos is not treated as problematic in the /liad,
at least as far as the patriarch himself is concerned. But when the story is known to end with the
death of the gnésios and the estrangement of the nothos from his paternal oikos, Agamemnon’s
aggressive, rhetorical treatment of Telamon’s rearing of Teucer may be seen as allusive rather
than inexplicable.

In fact, Teucer’s Trojan heritage, his imminently antagonistic relationship with his father,
his identity as an archer, and his intimate association with Ajax are all closely linked. It is often

remarked that the only Greek archers named in the //iad are Teucer and Meriones.??* We might

219 Teucer also retreats to Ajax’ side when his bow-string breaks (15.482-3). Ebbott (2003, 39-40) suggests more
specifically that the nothos is often associated particularly with his mother, and that this simile should accordingly
be taken as evoking Teucer’s illegitimacy. While this reading is not at odds with my own, I find that the frequency at
which this type of simile is used of gnésioi precludes such an interpretation. There is a fragment of a 6th-century
Corinthian plaque (Berlin F 764), on which Teucer can be identified crouching behind a shield with his bow drawn;
cf. Johansen (1967, 57-61) and Snodgrass (1998, 122-3).

220 Thomas (1962, 300), Edgeworth (1985, 30), H. Mackie (1996, 52-3), and C. Mackie (2008, 94-134). All of these
scholars find Teucer and Meriones to be inconvenient exceptions to their general rule that the Trojans are archers
and the Greeks are not. Hopefully my analysis will resolve this problem. Hall (1989, 44-5) finds no ethnic
correlation in this respect.
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also include Philoctetes (2.718) and Heracles (5.392-3). But Philoctetes’ Heraclean bow is an
important motif in the Trojan War.??! And Heracles’ use of a club instead of a bow does not seem
to have been envisaged by the time of the Iliad (Pisand. T1 Bernabé¢).??? Both of these characters
are firmly established as archers, and this fact could presumably not easily have been ignored.
On the other hand, Meriones cannot properly be called an archer at all. He kills five men with a
spear (5.59-68, 13.527-33, 567-75, 16.342-3, 603-5), and there is a lengthy passage describing
his search for a replacement (13.159-305). He is even given the epithet dovpikivtoc, “famed for
his spear” (16.619). On the other hand, his link to archery is tenuous. In Book 10, he gives
Odysseus a bow, a sword, and the famous boar-tusk helm (10.260-2).22> As McLeod
demonstrates, the bow is a particularly effective weapon at night, and so it was often used on
guard duty.??* It does not seem especially noteworthy, therefore, that Meriones is equipped with
one here — although it is true that Thrasymedes does not provide Diomedes with a bow in the
same scene (10.255-9). We note as well that Meriones competes against Teucer in the archery
contest at the Funeral Games (23.859-83). Again, I do not find this to be terribly significant,
since he also at least nominally competes in the spear-toss against Agamemnon (884-97) as well
as in the chariot-race (351, 528-31, 614-15). If anything, Meriones is something of a hybrid, and
it is in this light that we should take the one instance where he uses a bow in combat, shooting

Harpalion dead (13.650-5). This latter passage is also problematic. As we have observed, earlier

221 So C. Mackie (2009, 4-11), who demonstrates that Philoctetes’ later arrival at Troy with Heracles’ bow would
have been familiar to the audiences of the l/iad.

222 Partly based on visual evidence, Huxley (1969, 102) dates the advent of Heracles’ club to late in the 7th century.

223 Odysseus is prominent as a bowman in the Odyssey, but not in the Iliad. He fights throughout the poem with a
spear, and he does not take part in the archery contest (//. 23.859). On archery in the Odyssey, see Crissy (1997) and
Andersen (2012).

224 MacLeod (1988), pace Farron (1979-80, 60). Dué and Ebbott (2010, 57-8) discuss the association of the bow
with night in Homeric poetry, suggesting that “it may even underlie the compressed simile of Apollo coming ‘like
night’” (11. 1.47).
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in the same book a fairly lengthy passage is devoted to Meriones' quest for a spear, which he
finds (159-305). And his slaying of Harpalion is the next time he is mentioned. It is safe to say,
then, that Meriones may occasionally use a bow, but he is not an archer.??

Teucer, on the other hand, is very closely tied to his bow. When Zeus breaks his bow-
string, he does arm himself with a spear, helm, and shield (15.461-83). But we never hear of him
killing anyone after this. And, in fact, as di Benedetto notes, this scene marks the end of Teucer’s
contribution to combat in this poem.?2¢ He is effectively neutralized by the loss of the use of his
bow. Teucer, it appears, is the only proper archer to fight for the Greeks in the //iad. In this light,
it hardly seems coincidental that he is half-Trojan.?2” We have already discussed how the Iliad
does not advertise Teucer's Trojan ancestry. But his depiction as archer par excellence seems to
link him to this past.??® If Teucer’s weapon is in fact a key to his place in the tradition, it is
interesting to recall by way of comparison that Ajax’ shield is similarly a fundamental
component of his character.??® He is especially conspicuous in battle when he is protecting others
and during retreats.?3? Teucer, on the other hand, is, as we have established, characterized as an

effective killer. We can to some extent, therefore, view the bow and shield as metonyms for

225 So C. Mackie (2008, 118-21). One might say the same of Helenus on the Trojan side, since he only uses a bow
once at 13.582-7; so Farron (2003, 183).

226 Di Benedetto (1994, 202-3), who also describes Teucer’s ‘arming scene’ (15.478-83) as rather brief, a brevity
which scholars have long found to be marked: Tsagarakis (1982, 95-6, with bibliography at 95 n. 3). Between this
scene and the contest of the bow, the only mention of Teucer is a reminder of the wound he dealt to Glaucus
(16.510-12, referring to 12.387-91).

227 n this light, it is no wonder that Apollo has sided with the Trojans. Cf. C. Mackie (2008, 91): "Troy in the Iiad
has a very significant connection with archer, one that helps to inform the identity of the city and its people as quite
distinct from the Greeks.”

228 Cf. Lorimer (1950, 183) and Kirk (1990 ad II. 8.267-72) on Teucer’s tactics as ‘Oriental’.

229 Ajax is above all identified by his great size (e.g. II. 3.225-9; von der Miihll (1930, 435-42)), a characteristic to
which the shield is connected in formulae used only of Ajax: Whallon (1966, 7-8), especially emphasizing Afog &’
€yyobev nABe pépmv adkog Niite mopyov (“and Ajax came near, holding a shield like a tower”, 7/. 7.219 = 11.485 =
17.128).

230 So Holt (1992, 330-1).
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Teucer and Ajax respectively. And /liad 8.266-72 (quoted above) links them closely in the roles
of archer and protector. The half-brothers work in a kind of symbiotic relationship. In this light,
Teucer’s archery does not signify his notheia per se. It does, however, function as an expression
of his mother’s ancestry in his particular case. In other words, there is no apparent link between
archery and notheia in the Iliad, but Teucer’s Trojan ancestry links him to archery in a manner
that is relevant to his notheia. His effective application of this facet of his maternal inheritance to
the service of the Greek side of the war and in concert with his superlatively Greek half-brother
signifies his allegiance to his patriline. And Agamemnon’s vaguely pejorative reference to
Teucer’s notheia is particularly egregious in its apparent unawareness of how completely he has
sacrificed the undesirable half of his bloodline. Agamemnon’s reference to Telamon evokes the
fact that Teucer’s father in turn will fail to apprehend where his loyalties lie. Teucer functionally
integrates himself into his paternal oikos. But the very manner in which he most symbolically
proves this integration, namely by using the weapon of his maternal people against them,

similarly highlights the cause for his father’s suspicion in the end.
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1.3: HERACLES

An interesting divine instance of amphimetric strife is the dysfunctional relationship
between Hera and Heracles. The stability of the cosmos requires that the hieros gamos not
produce male offspring capable of inheriting Olympus, with Hera, the goddess of marriage,
consequently never able to give birth to such a child, the very thing which would ordinarily be
the ultimate source of fimé for a Greek woman or goddess. Zeus’ attempts to promote his
children from outside of their marriage, then, are a constant source of animosity. And this is
fairly well-established, at least in the better-attested traditions available to us, as the primary
motivating factor behind Hera’s unrelenting opposition to Heracles during his mortal life. As we
might expect based on the other examples of stepmother-bastard relationships we have, those
between Hera and Zeus’ many extramarital children are especially discordant because Hera
herself never has any worthy, legitimate, male offspring. What remains to be explained properly,
I think, is why she comes to love Heracles in many traditions after his apotheosis. The usual
explanation, that Heracles is welcomed onto Olympus as a reward for the successful completion
of his labouring for Eurystheus, relies on very late testimony. And in any case it is unclear why
Hera should come to love Heracles as a result of this achievement. The more likely cause of
Hera’s change of heart, I will argue, is Heracles’ well-attested but under-examined, posthumous
marriage to Hebe, the daughter of Zeus and Hera. By marrying his half-sister, Heracles ceases to
be merely an unwelcome result of one of Zeus’ many infidelities. He becomes Hera’s son-in-law
and ally.

Heracles is in some respects a challenging subject because, in the words of Karl Galinsky,

“the variegated nature of Herakles’ traditional qualities prevented him from being frozen in a
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schematized role.”?3! It is unsurprising, therefore, that, according to Aristotle (Po. 1451al16 =
Theseis T1 Bernabé), the epic accounts of Heracles were episodic and weak in terms of narrative
trajectory.?3? In many respects, Heracles is more a set of mythemes and superlative
characteristics than a figure with a coherent and articulated biography. However, as scholars such
as Dumézil and Loraux have shown by example, it can be profitable to view his myths as
structured by recurring themes. Using heavily diachronic approaches which encompass a wide
range of materials, they have found that, while the figure of Heracles is appropriated in a variety
of ways throughout Greco-Roman antiquity and beyond, some of his characteristics remain
consistent in nature and emphasis.?*3 Following their lead to a certain extent, I assume that, while
the figure of Heracles did undergo some fairly important changes during the Archaic period, it
nonetheless remained consistent enough to justify some analysis. Interestingly, Heracles’
bastardy is not infrequently asserted or denied without argument, and so I think the question
merits some inquiry.?3* Having concluded that he is a bastard from a certain point of view, I will
then proceed to look at how this helps us to read his brief appearances in early epic in general,
and his marriage to Hebe in particular, with more nuance.

As we expect based on how the word behaves, Heracles is never referred to as nothos in

Archaic literature. He is, after all, the son of a god and a mortal. We have to look as late as 414

231 Galinsky (1972, 4). Two major exceptions are Galinsky (1972) and Loraux (1997, 116-39). Stafford (2012),
while valuable, is more of a general overview. See Gantz (1993, 374-466) and Fowler (2013, 260-333) for thorough
reviews of the early evidence for Heracles.

232 So Haubold (2005, 86) interprets the passage. But contrast Barker and Christensen (2014), who argue that both
the diegetic narrator and characters in the /liad use a single, consistent Heraclean fabula.

233 Dumézil (1979, 60-3) examines the large number of Heracles” marriages. Loraux (1997, 116-39) focuses on the
frequent juxtaposition of super-masculine and feminine qualities. Another example is Csapo (2005, 301-15), who
considers Archaic and Classical presentations of Heracles in terms of their various ideologies.

234 Using Euripides’ Heracles, Ebbott (2003, 49) provides some fairly meagre argumentation in favour of viewing
Heracles as a bastard. Ormand (2014, 117) is adamant that he is not a bastard, while Laurens (1987, 71) contends
that he is somewhere between bastardy and legitimacy.
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BCE with Aristophanes’ Birds to find such a reference. Let us begin there. In the pertinent scene,
the protagonist, Peisetairos, convinces Heracles that, pace Poseidon, he stands to inherit nothing
from Zeus in the humorous, hypothetical situation in which Zeus should die and his property be
divided:

Ie. Stapdrdietai 6™ 6 Oeiog, ® mOHVNPE GV
TAV YOp TATPOOV 00O AKopt] LETESTL GOl
KT TOVG VOIOVG: vO0OC Yap &l KOO YV G106,
Hp. éyd vobog; ti Aéyelg;
Ile. oL pévrol vi Ala
AV v €k EEvng yovaukdc. 1} TG dv mote
gnikAnpov eivar v Adnvoiov Sokeic,
ovoav Quyatép’, Sviav AdeApdv yvnciov;

Peisetairos: “The divine one [Poseidon] is misleading you, you poor man. There’s no way
you have a share in your father’s estate according to the laws; for you are a bastard and not
legitimate.”
Heracles: “I’m a bastard? What do you mean?”
Peisetairos: “By Zeus, you certainly are, since you’re born from a foreign woman. Or how
do you think Athena could ever be an heiress, she being a daughter, if you have legitimate
brothers?” (Ar. Av. 1648-1654).
Peisetairos later refers to the law of Solon (tov ZOAwvog... vouov, 1660), and Pericles’
citizenship legislation of 451/0, in which a child was probably defined as nothos if he was born
to a citizen and a non-citizen, is also pertinent.?3> Dunbar is correct to point out that Aristophanes
is probably referring to Solon’s law on intestate succession, according to which it is unlikely that
nothoi were granted the rights of kinship and therefore allowed to inherit. And the definition of

Heracles as a bastard because his mother is a foreigner also makes sense in light of the Periclean

legislation.?3¢ The joke is that Alcmene, Heracles” mother, is considered a foreigner to Olympus

235 Cf. Solon fr. 50a-b Ruschenbusch. See C. Patterson (1981, 17-19) on this legislation; followed by Kamen (2013,
62-3).

236 Dunbar (1995 ad 1660); so Ogden (1996, 35-6). On the continuous threat to both categories of nothoi during the
fifth century and beyond in Athens, see Ogden (1996, 44 and 62-3).
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because she is a mortal. Therefore, by analogy with the relatively recent Periclean legislation,
Heracles must be nothos.?’

The precise significance of the description of Athena as epikléros is unclear. Rogers has
suggested to some approval that it is an otherwise unattested cult title.>3® Dunbar also puts
forward the possibility that she is being referred to here as the patron goddess of heiresses.?3? In
either case, Athena’s position as heiress to Zeus’ estate is both humorous in the present context
and appropriate with respect to the children of Zeus in general and Heracles in particular. The
continuing security of Zeus’ patriarchy is predicated upon the absence of any heir or other threat
to his throne.?*? In the Theogony, for example, Zeus secures himself from succession by
monopolizing access to Metis (‘Cunning’), thereby obtaining control over Athena specifically
(Hes. Th. 886-900).>4! In fact, as his closest ally and sharer of the aegis and his métis, Athena
comes to represent the closest thing that Zeus has to an heir.?*> And her femininity is probably
decisive in keeping her from posing a threat. From this point of view, Athena as epikléros can be
taken to denote in a humorously quasi-legal way her non-threatening ‘heirdom’ to Zeus’ estate.?*3
In this light, Heracles can be seen as a kind of nothos, as Peisetairos says. Zeus necessarily

denies even his divinely born sons their true heirdom. Figures like Heracles can only emerge

27 Ogden (1996, 35-6) on the passage as extra-metrical, meaning that it may reflect an actual legal text.
238 Rogers (1906 ad loc.).
239 Dunbar (1995 ad 1653f.). See Demand (1994.3-4) for general information on the epikléros in classical Greece.

240 See, for example, Redfield (1993, 36-7) and Bonnard (2004, 34-5).  ad Ar. Av. 1653b Holwerda objects that
Ares and Hephaestus are gnésioi. This would depend upon the tradition, and, in any case, Aristophanes is a
comedian, not a mythographer.

241 See also Felson (2011) on how the Homeric Hymns to Apollo (. Ap.) and Athena (h. Hom. 28) portray the two
gods as allies of Zeus who might have been his rivals.

242 Wohrle (1999, 99-106) and Yasumura (2011, 90-6) address in more detail the portrayal of Athena as a kind of
non-threatening heir or even quasi-son to Zeus.

243 See also Stocking (forthcoming), who connects Athena as epikléros in this passage to the Apatouria and
patriarchal legitimacy.
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even further distant from legitimacy. While it is only natural that Aristophanes should provoke
laughter by framing Heracles’ lineage in contemporary legal terms, the point that Peisetairos
makes nonetheless has broader traction.

Of course the jocular element of this passage must necessarily leave some doubt as to
what extent it can be taken to reflect actual views. But Heracles was also quite closely associated
with notheia at a Heracleion and gymnasium in Cynosarges, an Attic district lying on the bank of
the Ilissos in what was a suburb southeast of Athens in antiquity.>** This complex probably dates
back to 490 at least,>* and it may always have had a stigma attached to it.24¢ Plutarch even
describes Themistocles’ characteristically clever attempt to palliate his activity at this institution
by convincing his highborn friends to exercise there with him (Plut. Them. 1.2). But it was
possibly not until the Periclean reform of 451/0 that nothoi as a group became associated with
it.47 As has already been noted, Pericles’ law disenfranchised even upper-class children, unless
both of their parents were citizens. It was probably in reaction to their disenfranchisement that
this new set of upper-class nothoi gathered at Cynosarges, associating themselves with the site at
least partly because Heracles can be seen as nothos. C. Patterson plausibly suggests that, “as a
well-known Athenian not born from two Athenian parents, Themistocles may have become
associated with the cult... in later tradition.”?43

Notheia also appears to be linked to Cynosarges in a fragment of Polemon:

244 See Billot (1992) and Eliopoulos (2010) for discussions of the locations of these buildings in Cynosarges. But
little can be concluded with any certainty.

245 Humphreys (1974, 92) on Hdt. 6.116.

246 So Bremmer (1977, 372-3), especially based on the existence of the phrase es Kynosarges (‘go to Hell’); see
Bremmer (1977, 372 n. 17) for references.

247 And Themistocles was, in any case, probably not a bastard: Humphreys (1974, 88), C. Patterson (1990, 63),
contra Lotze (1981, 171) and Ogden (1996, 55-7).

248 C. Patterson (1990, 64).
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"Ev Kvvocapyst pgv ovv &v 1 ‘Hpbrkieioy othAn Tig éotiv, &v 1) ynoopa pév AkkiBiadov,
YPOULOTEDG & ZTEQPAVOC BoVKLOIdoV: AéyeTOL & €V AT TTEPL TR TPOSTYOPiag OVTMS: “TA
0¢ gmunvia BLET® O 1epelc PETA TOV TaPAGiTOV. 0l TapdoiTol E6TMV &k TOV VOB®V Kol TV
TOVTOV To{d®V KOTA TA TATPLOL.

“So, in the Heracleion in Cynosarges there is a certain stele, on which there is a decree of
Alcibiades, and the secretary was Stephanos, son of Thucydides. And in it is said as follows
concerning the address [i.e. parasitos]: ‘Let the priest sacrifice the monthly offerings with the
parasitoi. Let the parasitoi be selected from among the bastards and their children according
to ancestral customs’” (Polem.Hist. fr. 78 Preller ap. Athen. 6.234e = fr. 174 Tresp).

Athenaeus quotes this passage in order to show that the term parasitos could be a perfectly
respectable one in former times (rmdAai, 6.234c), and most discussion of this passage has
accordingly centred around this claim.?* However, the passage also contains our best and
probably earliest evidence regarding nothoi and the Heracleion in Cynosarges, namely a decree
in which a special ritual association with Heracles is reserved — and even required — for nothoi
and their descendants.?> Ogden may be correct to suggest that the inclusion of the sons of
nothoi, “who could not of course have been nothoi themselves in the eyes of the Athenian state,”
indicates that the disenfranchised aristocratic nothoi had formed a kind of alternative community,
which had, by the time of this decree, reached a stage where its replication was seen as a
possibility.?3! Both the dating of this decree and the period of time in which this group of nothoi

rallied at Cynosarges are matters of some dispute. The broadest range of dates for the decree

must be 440 to 415, and Humphreys argues that the nothoi only used Cynosarges during these

249 On the parasitos, see Naiden (2012, especially 75-81).

250 Cf. Phot. s.v. Kuvoocapysg [k 1214 Theodoridis]- éneidn odv kai 6 ‘Hpaxhfig doxel vodog ivar, d16 todto 8kel oi
voBot Etelodvto- ol ufte TPOG TATPOG UNte TPOG UNTpog moAitan (“and yet Heracles seems to be a bastard too
because the bastards used to be initiated there: citizens neither from their father or their mother”). And see the
comparanda in Theodoridis. Also cf. /G 13.134 re: Alcibiades and the Cynosarges. Antisthenes was another, later
nothos associated with the gymnasium in Cynosarges (DL 6.1.6); cf. Billot (1993, especially 115-16).

251 Ogden (1996, 201). See also R. Parker (2005, 9-49) on the importance of the oikos in Athenian sacrifice, and
Stocking (forthcoming) on the association between sacrifice and the patriline.
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years.?>2 However, scholars more recently have generally agreed that the decree only represents
one stage in Cynosarges’ association with notheia, that it may in fact go back to 490 or even to
Solon’s archonship in 594/3.253 The terminus ante quem is found late in the 350s, when
Demosthenes claims that Charidemos is enrolled (cuvtehel) among the nothoi in Oreos, “just like
the nothoi used to be enrolled at Cynosarges here” (kaBdmep mot” év0ad’ eic Kuvdoapyeg ol
vo0ot, Dem. 23.213-14). Billot plausibly argues that the phrase cuvteleiv €ic followed by a
particular community refers to an obligatory enrolment in that community.?>* The power to
conscript would seem to suggest a fairly developed and well-established institution. Presided
over by the figure of Heracles, it faded away between the end of the 5th century and halfway
through the 4th. Unfortunately, little further is currently known about the particulars of this cultic
association. However, we may say in general that the fact that Heracles could fairly clearly be
considered a nothos in the 5th century probably can be taken to indicate that the concept of his
illegitimacy was already there to be appropriated.

Some further lexical evidence may be found in two Archaic words that could apply to the
extramarital child of a god and a mortal. The first is skotios, which literally means “shadowy.” It
is generally thought to refer to bastardy, but it is used rather obscurely:2%

B1} 8¢ pet’ Ailonmov kai [Idacov odg mote vouen
wic ABapPapén €k dpdpovit Bovkorimvi.
BovkoMmv & fv vidg dyowod Acopédovtog

npecPitatog yevel], okdTIoV 8¢ € yeivato untnp:
Tooivev 8 €n’ dgoot piyn EIAOTNTL Ko €0V,

252 Humphreys (1974, 88-9), supported by Billot (1993, 79-80).
253 C. Patterson (1990, 63-4), Ogden (1996, 200-1), and Jameson (2005, 19.)
254 Billot (1993, 81).

255 C. Patterson (1990, 50) and Ogden (1996, 25-6). See Ebbott (2003, 20-9) for the term diachronically. Cf. LfgrE
s.v., which has the opposite of skotios as amphadios (‘public’); cf. Od. 6.288. See also Eur. Tr. 44, 252, Alc. 989, and
especially Hsch. s.v. okotiog [c 1125 Hansen] and Poll. 3.21, which seem to be derived from Ar. Byz. fr. 233 Slater.
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N 8" VToKLGOUEVT] S1IOVLAOVE YEIVATO TTAIDE.

“And he went after Aesepus and Pedasus, to whom the river-nymph Abarbarea once gave

birth by blameless Boucolion. And Boucolion, eldest by birth, was the son of noble

Laomedon, but his mother bore him shadowy. While shepherding, he [i.e. Boucolion] lay

with her in love and bedding, and she [Abarbarea], made pregnant, bore twin

sons” (6.21-6).256
This passage is somewhat difficult to unravel at first because it is not always immediately clear
what the subjects of the various verbs are. But it must be the case that Laomedon is the father of
Boucolion with an unnamed female, and therefore that Boucolion is the skotios.?>” A scholion to
Euripides’ Alcestis is useful here, which discusses the possible shades of meaning of this usage.
Citing the following definition, Ogden suggests that skotios could refer to Boucolion being of
some sort of mixed ancestry: ckdTiot* 0l pr| yviiolot dvieg Tdv Bedv maideg anobvijckovoty, ol
un Ovteg €€ appotépwv Bedv (“illegitimate children of the gods die, since they are not from gods
on both sides,” ¥ AB ad Eur. Alc. 989 Schwartz).238 I think the point here is that these
illegitimate children are ‘shadowy’ because they are mortal and must spend their afterlife in
Hades.?*® On the other hand, the scholiast then refers explicitly to the present Iliadic passage
when discussing a different usage. He suggests that Boucolion is ‘shadowy’ because he is one of

those “born from a marriage unlit by torches” (8£ adqadovyntmv yauwv yevouevo, ibid.).>° So,

according to the scholiast, the present use of skotios is roughly synonymous with nothos.

256 On folktale motif in this passage, see Stinton (1965, 48-50).

257 Apollodorus lists Boucolion as the son of Laomedon and the nymph Calybes (3.12.3). Boucolion may be an ad
hoc invention; cf. Niinlist (2009, 243-4) on scholia regarding speaking names, particularly when characters’ fathers
are obscure.

258 Ogden (1996, 25-6).

259 So L. Parker (2007 ad Eur. Alc. 988-90).

260 Eust. 622.43 has very similar wording. Cf. Eur. fon 1473-6: Ton - &pot vobov pe mapbivevp” Etikte oov; / Creusa
- 0UY, VIO AUTAd®V 0VOE yopevpdtoy / buévaiog Eudc, / tékvov, Etikte oov kapa (“alas, did you give birth to me as

a bastard child of a maiden?” — “Child, not accompanied by torches or choral dances did my bridal song beget you.”

Cf. also 860-1 and Tro. 44. On wedding torches in classical Greek poetry, see Ebbott (2003, 23-5), with
bibliography.
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However, it is interesting to note that Boucolion does not appear in the list of Laomedon’s sons
later in the poem (//. 20.237-8). This absence may imply that C. Patterson is correct to assert that
skotios ““is suggestive of the circumstances of bastards without the social recognition of their
fathers.”2! But we must remain agnostic on this point for lack of comparanda of an appropriate
date.

The second possible term for the illegitimate son of a god and a mortal is parthenios
(“child of a parthenos’), which is used of Eudorus, son of Polymele, who is raped by Hermes,
conceives Eudorus, and then marries Echecles (16.179-192). Because of the assumption that
parthenos must mean “virgin,” there has been some confusion expressed over this term in the
present context. After all, Polymele cannot have been a virgin after she was raped by Hermes and
gave birth to Eudorus. How, then, can Eudorus be the son of a virgin??? Lefkowitz claims that
Polymele is indirectly called a parthenos here because she is dancing in a chorus of girls for
Artemis when Hermes conceives of his desire for her (181-3).263 However, I am convinced by
Sissa’s argument that parthenos fundamentally means “unmarried, young woman” rather than
“virgin.”6* If we apply her definition here, we get good sense by reading Eudorus as the son of

an unmarried woman, a state of affairs which was true at the time of his birth. Taken this way, the

261 C, Patterson (1990, 50) and the lexicographers cited above.

262 Cf. Janko (1992 ad 1l. 16.179-181), who translates parthenios as “born of a (supposed) virgin.” Also cf. Hsch. s.v.
mapbéviot [w 923 Hansen] : ol katd 10V Meoonviakov ovtoic TOAEUOV YEVOUEVOL €K TAV <top>0E<v>wmV. Kol oi €&
dvexkdoTov AaBpa yevvdpevor maideg, amd tTod dokelv &t mapbivong elvan Tag yevvnoapévag avtodg (“those born to
them from the maidens [or the gods] during the Messenian War. Also children conceived in secret, outside of
marriage, on account of which the women who have given birth to them still seem to be maidens”). And X bT ad II.
16.180 Erbse: 0 €k vopulopévng mopbévov yevynbeic; similarly £ A ad loc. and Phot. s.v. mapBéviog [x 406
Theodoridis].

263 Lefkowitz (1993, 22); accepted by Ebbott (2003, 19).

264 Sissa (1990, 76-82). Contrast Poll. 3.21: mapBsviac &’ &v Tic &k Tiic Sokovong stvor Taphévov, [BovB] vOU®
cuvolknoag, éromaoato (“he is a parthenias whom someone fathered with a woman who seemed to be a maiden,
having come to live with her by custom”). But this does not seem to fit the present context.
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term might even be thought to confer prestige. The poet names Polymele and provides the story
of her rape. An Olympian god lusts after her, has sex with her, and gives her (n6pev) a worthy
son (181-6). Considering how infrequently bastards’ mothers are even named in the //iad, the
recital of her rape would seem to confer kleos upon her.?%3 In addition, Hesychius (s.v. map8éviot)
may also include the river Parthenios (/. 2.854) in the category of parthenioi.?s® If this is correct,
it is interesting to note that both Parthenios, who is presumably a river deity, and Eudorus have
divine ancestry. And some support for the notion that parthenioi have divine parentage may be
found in Poseidon loosening Tyro’s “maidenly girdle” (Adoe d¢ mapBeviny {ovny, Od. 11.245) in
the Odyssean catalogue of women. The parthenios would appear therefore to be in a different
category than the nothos because he has, at least as far as we can tell, one divine parent.

So, while Heracles could clearly be considered a nothos only slightly later in Greek
antiquity, he might potentially have been described as parthenios or even as skotios, meaning
more or less that he is a bastard from the divine point of view. Amphitryon and Alcmene seem
technically to be married before Heracles is conceived, but the marriage has not been
consummated:

M pév oi motép’ dcOrOV dméktove it Sapdooac,
Ywoapevog mepi fovoi: Mmav & 6 ye matpida yoiov
£g ONPag ikétevoe pepeocaxéac Kadueiovs.

&vO’ 6 ye dopat’ Evale ouv aidoin Topakoitt
VoGV 81Ep EIMOTNTOC EPLUEPOL, 0VSE 0 fev

npiv Aey€wv EmPnvar £dbsevpov HAektpomvng
npiv ye eHvoV telcaLto KaotyviTev peyafipmv

265 Being raped is, as Lyons (1997, 56-59) shows, one of the only reasons a woman is ever mentioned in a hero’s
genealogy in Greek literature.

266 i wotapog Haerayoviag IMapBéviog. Tt is difficult to tell whether the xai means that Hesychius is adding
another example of the usage we are discussing, or if he is simply listing an example of the word as a proper noun.
Parthenios is a common name for Greek rivers, since they were frequently associated with virginity: N. Richardson
(1974 ad H. Dem. 99).
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N GAOYOV, HOAEPE B8 KaTaPAEENL TUPL KOS
avopdv pd®v Taeionv 10& Tniefodmv.

TG Y6p ol diékerto, Ogol & &mi péptopot ooy
TV 6 v’ omileto pfviv, €nciyeto & OtTL Ta)YI0TAL
gktedéoon péya Epyov, 6 oi Ad0ev O&G fev.

“In fact, he [Amphitryon] had murdered her fine father, having overcome him with might,
angered over oxen. And he, having left his fatherland, supplicated the shield-bearing
Cadmeans in Thebes. There he inhabited halls with his respectable wife, but without desirable
love; and it was not possible for him to set foot on the bed of the well-ankled daughter of
Electryon before he had avenged the murder of the great-spirited brothers of his wife and
burned with destructive fire the villages of the Taphians and Teleboans, warrior men. For so it
was settled for him, and the gods were witnesses to it; for he regarded their wrath with awe,
and he strove to complete the great task as quickly as possible, the one which was established
for him by Zeus” (Hes. fr. 195.14-22 M-W).2¢7
There is much about this passage which has troubled commentators. For example, various
speculations have been offered, but the connection remains unclear between Amphitryon’s
murder of Alcmene’s father and her insistence upon his vengeance for her brothers’ murder.2¢%
Whatever this connection may be, however, there is clearly something of a double determination
— or at least motivation — at play here. Alcmene sets the price of her virginity as vengeance for
her natal family, and Amphitryon is presumably interested in having a wife — especially such an
excellent one (1-8) — who is willing to have his children. But the poet explicitly states that

Amphitryon completes the task out of fear of the interested gods and especially Zeus. The groom

therefore has powerful motives for completing his task. It is particularly interesting that Zeus is

267 Other, later versions of Heracles’ conception are in Pi. I. 7.6-7, Pherecyd. fr. 13bc Fowler, Eur. Her. 340-6, Diod.
4.9, Apollod. 2.4, Hyg. Fab. 29, Tz. ad Lyc. 33 and 932.

268 T agree with Hirschberger (2004 ad 16-17) that it is Alcmene who delivers the imperative to Amphitryon (cf.
Pherecyd. fr. 13b Fowler). Fowler (2013, 262-3) suggests that the murder of Electryon provides the motivation for
the move to Thebes, “Herakles’ undisputed birthplace.” But he simply describes the war against the Taphians and
Teleboans as the price of Alemene’s hand in marriage, making no connection between the two events. Gantz (1993,
374) assumes that Alcmene requires Amphitryon to seek vengeance for her as penance for his transgression against
her father. Ormand (2014, 158-9), using especially the scholion to AR 1.747 Wendel, argues somewhat ingeniously
that the Taphians had stolen cattle from Electryon before his murder. Alcmene’s assignment for Amphitryon could
then be read as the reacquisition of familial property in place of hedna, with Amphitryon paying penance for his
murder of Electryon to boot. The Hesiodic version of Electryon’s murder by Amphitryon is uncommon in later
traditions; cf. Gantz (1993, 374-5).
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described as the primary mover of Amphitryon’s task, since a few lines later he weaves (Dpoatve)
Heracles’ birth as a d6Ao¢ (‘cunning plan,” 27-9). Presumably Zeus has sent Amphitryon away in
order that he might have access to his bride while she is still a virgin. Exactly how all the pieces
of this passage fit together is not obvious.?®® But it is clear that the poet has gone to a fair amount
of effort to ensure that Heracles should be born a parthenios. And particular emphasis seems to
be required in the case of Alcmene’s virginity, since, as Steinriick has observed, all seven of the
women who have twins in the Catalogue of Women are married. It is difficult to tell, given the
extremely fragmentary nature of the remains of the poem, but Alcmene may be marked as a
partial exception because she does not have intercourse with her husband until after she has been
visited by Zeus.?’° The emphasis placed on Alcmene’s virginity stands to reason; the status
involved is a matter for boasting, at least as far as we can tell from our analysis above of the case
of Eudorus.

But of course this boasting is from the mortal point of view. From the immortal
perspective, the mortal offspring, the parthenioi, are not necessarily advantageous additions to
the family, however peripheral they may be. When thinking of Heracles in this light, the
ferocious antagonism of Hera must spring to mind. While the cause of Hera’s animosity towards
Heracles is not made explicit in early poetry, a certain amount is implied. The Homeric and
Hesiodic traditions differ over the purpose of Zeus’ fathering of Heracles. In the lliad, Zeus

intends Heracles to be a great ruler, but he is frustrated by Hera’s cunning mind

269 Tn addition to the above, other elements have caused confusion. Ormand (2014, 165) notes the incongruity of the
all-powerful father of gods and men needing to weave a clever plan, and Fowler (2013, 264) finds the lengths to
which Zeus goes to execute his dolos to be unparalleled in other myths about him.

270 Steinriick (1999, 396-8). Ordinarily, when gods have sex with mortal women, the women are virgins; cf.
Lefkowitz (1995, 33).
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(00roppovéovoa, 19.101-33). In the Catalogue of Women, as mentioned above, Zeus comes up
with a cunning ploy (66Aog and uftig) to produce Heracles as a protector from ruin for gods and
men (Hes. fr. 195.27-30). Either way, the birth of Heracles appears to be a piece in a high-stakes
Olympian game. In the Theogony, Heracles plays a part in the cosmic victory of the masculine
over the feminine when he slays monsters nursed by Hera (Hes. 7h. 313-18, 326-32). There is,
then, a kind of inverse symmetry between the dolos of Hera in Homer and the dolos of Zeus in
Hesiod. Both deities use their cunning to attempt to gain their way with respect to Heracles and
against the interests of the other. The difference is that, in Homer, Hera oppresses Heracles,
whereas in Hesiod, Heracles overcomes Hera’s creatures. The mortal son of Zeus serves as a
proxy for the Olympian couple to play out their cosmic struggle indirectly, avoiding the
potentially cataclysmic consequences of more direct means. And what better proxy for such a
struggle than the illegitimate son of Zeus? Zeus wishes to promote his son, and Hera to thwart
him. Heracles may not be a nothos from the mortal point of view, but he certainly seems to play
that role among the gods.

But we also note that Hera and Heracles are reconciled after his death and apotheosis.
Potentially the earliest attestation of these events (Od. 11.602-4) is usually thought to be an
interpolation from the sixth century or later.?’! Fortunately we may safely pass it over in favour
of two more detailed passages from the Hesiodic corpus:

“HPnv & AAkpivng kaAMo@Opov AKILOG vid, 950
1¢ ‘HpaxAfog, teAécag otovoevtag dEbrovg,
moida A0 peydroto kai "Hpng ypvcoonedirov,

aidoinv B€T” ducotty &v OVAOUT® VipdevTL:
OAProc, 0g péya Epyov €v aBavdatolcty avicoag

271 See most recently Karanika (2011, 1-4) and Burton (2016, 12 n. 41) on this question. Lyons (1997, 9-10) offers a
rare argument in favour of the passage’s authenticity.
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vaigl Amnuavtog Kol aynpaog fuota Téva. 955

“And the stout son of fair-ankled Alcmene, the might of Heracles, made Hebe, the daughter of
mighty Zeus and golden-sandalled Hera, his respectable wife on snowy Olympus, once he had
completed the groan-worthy labours: happy man, who, having accomplished great work, lives
among the immortals, safe and ageless for all days” (Hes. Th. 950-5).

Vv 8”10 0g0g €oTt, KaK®V 6" €ENALOE ThvTLV,

{wel & &vOa mep dAlot OAdumia ddpat’ Exovteg

a0dvartog Kai dynpog, Exwv KaAl[ic]eupov "HPny,

moida A10g peydroto kai “Hpng ypvconedilov:

TOV TIpiv pév P’ fxdnpe Bed AevkwAevoc “Hpn 30
&K 1€ OV pokapav £k 1€ Bvntdv avipo[rwv,

Vv 8" 10n mepilnke, tiel 0¢ pv EEoxov SAA[ @V

afavdatov petd vy’ avtov épiobevéa Kp[o]viova.

“Now he is a god, and he has escaped from all ills, and he lives in the very place where the
other dwellers of Olympian halls live, deathless and ageless, with beautiful-ankled Hebe for
his wife, the daughter of great Zeus and golden-sandalled Hera. Before, the white-armed
goddess, Hera, hated him more than she hated any other happy god or mortal man, but now
she has come to love him, and she shows him more respect than she does the other gods,
except the son of Cronos himself, whose might is broad” (Hes. fr. 25.26-33).272

Here, as elsewhere (h. Hom. 15.7-8, Pi. N. 1.69-72), Heracles’ arrival among the gods appears

next to his marriage to Hebe.?’3 The fact that Heracles marries Hebe, the personification of

youthful prime, is well attested. Hebe appears frequently on vase-paintings depicting Heracles’

introduction to Olympus.?’* The earliest of these is on an unpublished Samian krater dated to the

7th century, on which Heracles and Hebe ride on a chariot into heaven.?’> This same motif can be

272 1t is worth noting that these lines are obelized in P. Oxy. 2075. Fr. 229.8-13 is identical to fr. 25.28-33 if we
accept what Merkelbach and West supply. Hirschberger (2004 ad fr. 25.26-33) suggests that this duplication is the
reason for the obelization of fr. 25.26-33.

273 M. West (1966 ad Hes. Th. 881-1020 and 947-55) and Stafford (2010, 241 n. 35) argue that the Theogony
passage is a later interpolation, but they are in the minority. We have no mention of Heracles’ afterlife in the Z/iad.
But, given the general absence of a special afterlife for heroes in the /liad (Redfield (1994, 180-1); cf. 1/. 23.103-7),
we probably have to assume based on 18.117-19 that Heracles is understood simply to be dead or in Hades: Holt
(1989, 72).

274 LIMC s.v. “Herakles” 3292-3343; cf. Simon (1979, 102-1 with plates 118/119). Pausanias (2.17.6) saw a relief in
the Heraeum in Corinth, on which the wedding of Heracles and Hebe is depicted as overseen by Hera. See Schefold
(1992, 33-46) for an overview of Heracles’ apotheosis on late Archaic pottery.

275 LIMC s.v. “Herakles” 3330.
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found on a more complex scene on a Corinthian aryballos, which is dated to ca. 600. On this
vase, inscriptions also identify the Muses, Calliope, Apollo, Athena, Aphrodite, the Charites,
Zeus, Hermes, and Hera, all of whom appear to be attending the wedding of Heracles and
Hebe.?7¢ After this, more than 125 Attic black-figures featuring the wedding of Heracles have
been catalogued.?’” On Attic pottery, Athena often appears both with and without Hebe as a kind
of bride (or bridegroom) of Heracles.?’® This likely represents an Attic appropriation of the
apotheosis and wedding of Heracles, an event that they claimed to have been the first to
acknowledge.?”® Despite this wealth of data, the marriage of Heracles and Hebe has elicited very
little scholarly attention. Laurens says that Hebe represents Heracles’ dissociation from
mortality, and Lyons and Kratzer describe the marriage as a commemoration of Heracles’ change
in address.?8? This is as far as the analysis goes. I would argue, however, that Heracles’ marriage
to Hebe is a vital component of the structure of his story, a component without which the arc of

his progress from toiling bastard son to Olympian god would be problematic.

276 LIMC s.v. “Herakles” 3331.
277 See Stafford (2010, 241 n. 36).

278 Laurens (1987, 62-70), Deacy (2005, 41-43). We ought also to bear in mind Laurens’ (1987, 71) salutary warning
that it is not always a straightforward matter to identify Hebe iconographically. There is also an Attic red-figure
chous (Paris, Musée du Louvre M9 (N2408)), dated by D. Walsh (2009, 236) to ca. 410 BCE, on which there
appears a burlesque version of Heracles’ apotheosis. Here, he is accompanied by Nike on a chariot drawn by
Centaurs. While the scene certainly has a comic atmosphere, Taplin (1993, 9-10) does not believe that it would have
been staged as we have it.

279 On the Attic claim to have been the first to acknowledge his apotheosis, see Holt (1989, 71), who cites Diod. 4.39
and Paus. 1.15.3; Natoli (2004, 158) suggests that Isoc. 5.33 refers to the same tradition. Cf. Shapiro (1983, 12-17)
on similar claims from outside of Attica to have been the first to acknowledge the divine Heracles. Moon (1983)
discusses the political and social significance of vase-paintings of Heracles’ apotheosis in Attic art of this period,
particularly with respect to the work of the Priam Painter. Heracles’ apotheosis is notably absent from Sophocles’
Trachiniae and Euripides’ Heracles, however. But these are probably cases of strategic silence on behalf of the
playwrights rather than representations of alternative traditions: Holt (1989, 71-2). On the importance of Heracles in
Attica in general, see Stafford (2012, 163-170 and 176-180).

280 Laurens (1987, 71), Lyons (1997, 56-7), Kratzer (2013, 56-7).
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The reason for the lack of interest in Hebe, I think, is that Heracles’ acceptance among
the gods is typically explained by his performance of the Labours, or at any rate some task or
tasks.?8! Since, from this point of view, Hebe merely symbolizes Heracles’ apotheosis, it is no
wonder that she has largely been ignored. However, to my knowledge, the link between Heracles
successfully labouring for Eurystheus and thereby obtaining immortality is only as early as
Diodorus (4.10.7).282 Indeed, if we view this explanation from Hera’s perspective, it is not
particularly convincing. As we have seen, Hera is an opponent of Heracles and is linked to many
of his struggles.?®> Why would she admit him into the Olympian household because he has
overcome them? Presumably we should expect her to be angry and not conciliatory when she
has been thwarted. Despite this, Gantz says of Hes. Th. 950-5 that “the implication must thus
seem that the apotheosis [of Heracles] is a reward for his accomplishments.”?8* Let us look at
this passage more closely. Gantz’s suggestion requires us to take teAécog on 951 and dviocoag on
954 as causal and not merely temporal. While this is hardly necessary, even if we accept this
understanding, the result of Heracles’ deeds is strictly speaking his marriage to Hebe and not
immortality. More importantly, if we look again at Hes. fr. 25.26-33, Heracles’ mortal

accomplishments are nowhere to be seen. He has rather “escaped from all ills.” We note,

281 Galinsky (1972, 16), Stafford (2012, 172). Gantz (1993, 461) suggests the Gigantomachy, and Winiarczyk (2000)
a combination of factors, including the Gigantomachy and Heracles’ function as an euergetés (‘benefactor”) and
soter (‘saviour’).

282 See Huxley (1969, 101-2) on the fragments of Pisander, however. One might accept M. West’s (1966 ad Hes. Th.
954) contention that Hesiod explains Heracles’ immortalization as a reward for his participation in the
Gigantomachy. And so does Pindar (V. 1.67-72), who also includes Hebe. But this would still fail to account for

Hera’s change of heart, since she should probably be understood as having opposed Heracles in the Gigantomachy:
Yasumura (2011, 39-57).

283 On Hera as the cause of the Labours, see Deacy (2005, 38). But I do not claim that this tradition was by any
means universal; cf. Fowler (2013, 271-3). Even the opposition between Hera and the mortal Heracles may not have
been uniform throughout the ancient Greek world. Giangiulio (1996) offers several cultic examples of Heracles and
Hera apparently acting in concert. However, all of his evidence is very late, and it is unclear in most cases whether
Heracles is to be considered a mortal or a god.

284 Gantz (1993, 461); cf. M. West (1966 ad 954).
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however, that the marriage to Hebe is mentioned again. In addition, Hebe’s parentage occupies
an entire line, which is a strange detail to appear if she is merely a symbol of his immortality. I
would argue that Hebe represents more than the personification of youthful prime in these
passages — although it is certainly a nice touch that Heracles becomes immortal and marries such
a deity. It is the oikos to which Hebe belongs that is of primary importance. Heracles does not
just marry any goddess; he marries the daughter of Zeus and Hera, an extremely rare and
presumably valuable product of the Aieros gamos. In other words, Heracles does not just move to
Olympus; he marries into the family. This arrangement helps to explain Heracles’ admission
onto Olympus from Hera’s point of view. We see in the fragment from the Catalogue that, not
only has she ceased to have a superlative hatred for him, but she has even come to have an
exceptional love for him. Since marriage was a fundamental means of establishing alliances in
antiquity, it is easy to see how Heracles’ arrangement could motivate Hera’s otherwise highly
confusing change of heart. Heracles is no longer her husband’s bastard child. He is now her son-
in-law and ally.

That Heracles needs to be incorporated into this household after his death implies that he
was not considered to be a full member of it during his lifetime. The divide for him, therefore, is
predicated on his ontological status. Heracles’ apotheosis both demarcates his crossing of the
boundary between bastardy and legitimacy and itself constitutes one of the prerequisites to his
acceptance as legitimate. Both of these aspects of his apotheosis are linked to Hera and her
initial opposition to Heracles’ recognition as son of Zeus. Hera does not accept Heracles as
Zeus’ son, and, partly because he is mortal, her opposition proves decisive in determining his

kinship identity — at least for the time being. Whether Hera is consulted about the marriage of
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her daughter could easily have depended upon the storyteller. The bond created is consistent
with the usual pattern of using kinship thinking to describe the cosmos. Heracles, the
prototypical founder, outsider, and champion of humanity is brought into a lasting alliance with

Hera, the most prominent goddess and therefore threat to humanity.
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CHAPTER TWO: EUMAEUS

Like much of the second half of the Odyssey, Eumaeus used to be neglected by
scholarship, at least relative to the rest of Homer. By contrast, the swineherd has fared much
better over the last twenty-five years or s0.28> Of especial importance in this vein has been the
fact that Eumaeus is Odysseus’ slave. Recent interpretations of Eumaeus’ character have hinged
on this fact. Most prominently, Thalmann has argued that Eumaeus functions as an expression of
Archaic aristocratic ideals about the ‘good’ slave. In particular, Thalmann contends that the
portrayal of Eumaeus as a member of Odysseus’ family corresponds fairly precisely to O.
Patterson’s theory that the master appropriates the basic father-child relationship inherent to most
cultures in order to justify the exploitation of his slaves.?8¢ This insight by Thalmann remains
fundamental to our understanding of Eumaeus’ character. I would go further and argue that this
paternalistic, master-slave relationship also has a profound effect on the portrayal of Odysseus.
Eumaeus is more than just Odysseus’ ‘son’ for convenience’s sake. On the one hand, there is no
doubt that Odysseus is the primary character, and Eumaecus is the secondary. Eumaeus’ identity is
predicated on the fact that his master exists, that he has certain, praiseworthy characteristics. All
of this can be mapped onto a recognizable type of father-son relationship.?®” On the other hand,
as [ will argue, Eumaeus in turn closely resembles Odysseus. He shares these desirable
characteristics to an uncanny extent. In fact, Eumaeus comes to play Odysseus’ role on Ithaca in

his absence. And, when the master returns, it is through the swineherd’s resemblance to him that

285 See, for example, Roisman (1990), Minchin (1992), Ahl and Roisman (1996, 167-88), Louden (1997), Thalmann
(1998a), Felson (2002b), Schmidt (2006), Newton (2015).

286 Thalmann (1998a, 97-100), citing O. Patterson (1982).
287 So especially Schmidt (2006, 124-5).
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he most poignantly experiences the gap between his mere presence on Ithaca and his final goal of
resuming his role as head of his oikos. Eumaeus is not merely a slave. He is his master’s
double.?88

Several scholars have anticipated this argument. Scodel, for example, claims without
elaborating that “Eumacus serves as a sympathetic double of a more important character.”?®” And
this proposal is to some degree an extension of the recent consensus that Eumaeus understands
Odysseus as no other mortal does.? It is also not unusual for a slave to be identified as a
doubling figure in the Odyssey. In fact, almost all of the doubles in the poem are slaves.?’! That
slaves should consistently be portrayed as secondary characters certainly stands to reason prima
facie. But if we are to examine the correlation between the role of double and slave in the
character of Eumaeus, then it is necessary first to clarify exactly what [ mean by ‘slave’ and in
what respects [ am claiming that Eumaeus is Odysseus’ double. Following this, I examine how
this doubling enhances the portrayal of Odysseus by highlighting how his absence can only
partially be compensated for by Eumaeus.

First, let us consider whether we can say that Eumaeus is a slave, and what it means to

288 Most scholarly discussions of the double assume that the term is simply understood; see, however, Keppler’s
(1972, 1-13) insightful discussion. For the present purpose, I will define doubling as a relationship between a
primary and secondary character in which the secondary resembles the primary to an uncanny extent. This
uncanniness expresses a tension, in this case the tension caused by the fact that Odysseus has reached Ithaca but
remains unable to be himself.

289 Scodel (2002, 157). Cf. Farron (1979-80, 89), who says that Eumaeus can be seen as Odysseus’ alfer ego; so to
some extent Bonnafé (1984). Segal (1994a, 164-5) and Louden (1997, 97-106) find a number of striking parallels
between Eumaeus and Alcinous.

290 E.g. J. Roisman (1990, 218-36), Montiglio (2005, 257).
21 Cf. Fenik (1974, 155-207).
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say so. Because doul-stem words are so rare in Homeric poetry,?°? there is a long-standing debate
about whether figures like the dmos (‘slave’), tamié (‘housekeeper’), oikeus (‘house slave’),
amphipolos (‘handmaiden’), etc. ought to be considered chattel slaves. More recent scholarship
tends either to express agnosticism on the point or simply to assume that these figures are slaves
without addressing the question.??? Part of the issue is that do-e-ro/-ra, which is sometimes
controversially taken to refer to to the chattel slave, is attested in Linear B. Some of the do-e-ro/-
ra were clearly slaves, but probably not all of them.?** It does seem tolerably clear, however, that
the doulé (‘slave woman’) is a chattel slave in Homeric poetry. But it has been suggested either
that the dmos, for example, is in a feudal relationship with his master, or that the term is
something approaching a euphemism for doulos, namely the chattel slave.?> Regarding the
debate surrounding the relationship between dmaos and doulos, the sentiment expressed by
Eumaeus to the beggar is not easily misunderstood:

‘Sudec 8, 0T’ AV UNKET” EMIKPATEDMGLY BVOKTEC,
ovkéT” Emert’ €0€lovoty Evaioipa EpyalesOo

292 Doule: I1. 3.409, Od. 4.12; doulosyné: Od. 22.423; doulion hémar: Il. 6.463, Od. 14.340, 17.323; douleion eidos:
24.252; Beringer (1982, 25) includes /. Parv. fr. 22 Bernabé¢ in this list, but it is in Pausanias’ words (10.26.1). The
two uses of doulé were seen to be grounds for athetization in antiquity. £ MO ad Od. 4.12 Pontani reports that Tivég
70 S0VANG KOPLOV Ost 010 TO UNdémote obTm Aéyey TOV mom TV 10 “Oepdmava{v}”: 510 kai 10 “cicdkev T| Ghoyov
momoetal §| Oye 600 ANV [= 11. 3.409] dOetobowv (“some say that the proper term for doulé is therapaina because the
poet never says doulé. Therefore they also athetize, ‘on the chance that he might make you his wife, or even his
doule™). Note that all modern editions print €ig 6 k€ ¢ instead of icokev. See also Eust. 1479.62 and Erbse’s
remarks on the scholion ad 7I. 3.395. Cf. Raaflaub (2004, 23-7) on eleutheros in the Archaic Period.

293 For: Lencman (1966), Debord (1973), Gschnitzer (1976, 50-62), Finley (1978, 58-9, with significant caveats (55
and 71)), Ndoye (2010, 222-6); against: Beringer (1982), Wickert-Micknat (1983, 117), Raaflaub (1997, 639); more
recent agnostics: Thalmann (1998b, 25), Hunt (2011, 26). Harris (2012) is the sole exception, concluding that
Homeric and Hesiodic poetry portray historical slave societies. See Schmidt (2006, 118 n. 3) for a fuller description
of this question in German scholarship. The ubiquitous habit of referring to figures such as Eumaeus and Eurycleia
as ‘servants’ only confuses the issue further.

294 Benveniste (1969, 358-9), Gschnitzer (1976, 3-8), Beringer 1982 (18-19), Garlan (1988, 25-9); see Raaflaub
(2004, 19-22) for a review of this question with ample bibliography.

295 Feudal: Beringer (1982, 22-4); euphemism: Thalmann (1998a, 55-6). The analysis of the word would be greatly
simplified if there were agreement on its etymology. Raaflaub (2004, 291 n. 53, with further bibliography) and
Beekes (2010 s.v.) assert that it comes from doma, but damazein has also been suggested (e.g. Chantraine (1968,
290)); cf. Ramming (1973, 3) for more possibilities.
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AUoL yap T apeti|g dmoaivutat edpHOTa ZEVS
avépoc, 0T’ v pv Kot SovAtov fuop EAnoty.’

“Dmoes, when their masters cease to give them directions, then no longer are they willing to

do proper work. For broad-seeing Zeus deprives a man of half his excellence when his day of

slavery takes him” (Od. 17.320-323).
Like Gschnitzer and Harris, I find it difficult to interpret this passage as indicating anything other
than that each dmas has met his doulion émar, meaning that a dmos is a doulos, a slave.?*® We
cannot therefore make distinctions between the status of these two individuals based on
terminological grounds. Beringer’s claim that the relationship between the dmos and his master
is essentially feudal is also disproved by the evidence of the Odyssey. As an example, he
contends that “not without good reason are the dpmai never anywhere in the epics portrayed as
the concubines or mistresses of their lords, leave alone that the latter would have had a right over
the bodies of their dpwai as some scholars have mistakenly asserted.”?°” On the contrary, there
are any number of Odyssean examples of the master asserting his absolute right over the bodies
of his slaves. The introduction of Eurycleia, quoted in the last chapter, in which Laertes is said to
have kept his hands off her in order to avoid the anger (y6Aoc) of his wife (Od. 1.429-33), clearly

implies that he could have slept with her. A more graphic example of the power of the master

over the body of his slave is Telemachus’ overzealous and summary execution of the ‘bad’

29 Gschnitzer (1976, 62), Harris (2012, 354-5). Santiago (1962) argues that eleutheron emar (Il. 6.455, 16.831, and
20.193) was constructed on the model of doulion émar (Il. 6.463; Od. 14.340, 17.323; cf. Thgn. 1213) and is
therefore a later development in epic formulaic diction. Gschnitzer (1976, 3 n. 6) and Raaflaub (2004, 24) show that
doulion émar and eleutheron émar are ordinarily used in constructions which refer to the same event, the onset of
slavery. Ndoye (2010, 223-4) appears to assume the same. The only appearance of eleutheros outside of this formula
is at /1. 6.528 with the “wine-bowl of freedom” (kpntip €éLevBepoc), which Raaflaub (2004, 26) thinks is constructed
by analogy with eleutheron émar. Although dmés is intended only as an illustrative example here, it does often seem
to serve as the general term for the slave in Homeric poetry (e.g. Od. 17.422-3).

297 Beringer (1982, 23 n. 33); so, for example, Debord (1973), Garlan (1988, 37), Ndoye (2010, 224 and 257), who
argue that specifically the pallakis and the doulé are concubines; contra Gschnitzer (1976, 58). Westermann (1955,
2-5) and Harris (2012, 354-5) are rare holdouts against this trend, but even Westermann (2-3) claims that slavery in
Homeric poetry is “so mild that it is difficult to distinguish it at times from patriarchal clientage or serfdom.”
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handmaidens (22.457-77). This act has horrified many a modern reader of the poem, but no one
suggests that Telemachus does not have the authority to kill them. The suitors’ kin gather at the
end of the poem to avenge their deaths (24.415-71). No one complains about the handmaidens’
fate.?°® The most one might have expected to hear would have been that it is hardly parsimonious
to dispose of so much property in such a manner. In addition, like Schmidt, I cannot agree with
Gschnitzer and others that “the brute fact of servitude” is avoided in the Odyssey.?*® Slaves are
sometimes brutally punished, as here, or promised rewards (e.g. at Od. 21.213-16), depending on
their behaviour.3 It is fairly evident, then, that in Homer the slave is a chattel slave and that his
or her fate is accordingly subject to the whim of the master.

When we consider the Homeric slave in light of current, universal definitions of chattel
slavery, however, the issue becomes slightly more complex. Shaw, in his introduction to his
revised edition of Finley’s Ancient Slavery and Modern Ideology, approbatively summarizes
Finley’s definition of a chattel slave as

“a person who is systematically deracinated and kept in the status of an isolated being who
has no roots, no kin or family claims, and a person against whom such harsh abrogations of
personal empowerment and identity are enforced in perpetuity.”3°!

This corresponds quite closely to O. Patterson’s extremely influential and more extensive

formulation in Slavery and Social Death. Patterson uses the term ‘social death’ to refer to

298 The harsh reality of slavery does not seem to be avoided. I also see no reason to follow Risch (1972), Gschnitzer
(1976, 12-13), Thalmann (1998a, 18), and Schmidt (2006, 125-8) in considering terms like dmaos, oikeus, etc. to be
euphemistic simply because they are not doulos. And oikeus (also cf. oiketes and oikiatas) in particular is quite well-
attested later in antiquity as being more or less synonymous with doulos: Benveniste (1969, 358) and Garlan (1988,
21).

299 Schmidt (2006, 128-30), citing Schlaifer (1936, 93) and arguing contra Gschnitzer (1976, 105) and Thalmann
(1998a, 18) especially.

300 Schmidt (2006, 129 n. 66) compiles a number of examples on both sides.

301 Finley (1998, 12 and 145); similarly Garnsey (1996, 1). For a history of the scholarship on ancient slavery prior
to Finley, see Garlan (1988, 1-12).
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Finley’s definition, although he never acknowledges his debt explicitly.3%? I prefer Finley’s
descriptive definition to Garnsey’s prescriptive (and in my view essentialist) statement that an
ancient “slave was property.”3% Slavery was a distinct and changing institution, one which did
not always correspond semantically or legally to property — although slaves were often
considered to be property — the definition of which also changed considerably over time.3% The
ancient Greeks frequently tried to reduce the slave to a piece of property, but such attempts were
never — and could never be — entirely successful.3®> A similar point needs to be made about
labour as well. The assumption that labour is a fundamental element of slavery is still prevalent
in recent scholarship.3%¢ There is no doubt that labour is an extremely common purpose of
slavery, but it is by no means universal. While it has always been the case that the most common
purpose of slavery is labour, the only solid criteria for slavery are deracination and social
isolation.3%”

Considering Eumaeus’ story by way of comparison to Finley’s model, certain

302 Q. Patterson (1982, 17-101), who does acknowledge a great debt to Finley’s work in general (xii). Patterson’s
definition of slavery is essentially composed of three elements: i) domination enforced by violence, ii) dishonour or
the denial of honour, and iii) natal alienation. Ndoye (2010, 239-50) and Harris (2012, 356-8) find evidence for each
of these elements in the treatment of slaves in the Homeric poems.

303 Garnsey (1996, 1).

304 On the slave being considered property in antiquity, see in particular Vlassopoulos (2011) on [Arist.] Oec.
13442a23-26 and Pol. 1253b33. DuBois’ (2003, 6) definition of the chattel slave as a thing or object is more nuanced
but ultimately fails due to the same objections. Both Garnsey’s and duBois’ theses had already been disproved by O.
Patterson (1982, 17-27). Harris (2012, 352-3) attempts unconvincingly to show that Patterson’s definition is
compatible with the concept of ownership. Honoré’s (1961) claim that ‘ownership’ and ‘property’ are universally
consistent concepts across all civilizations is dubious inasmuch as he confines his study to relatively modern
Western European and Russian/Soviet data. Cf. de Ste. Croix (1988, 21-2) on the definition of slavery at the League
of Nations’ Slavery Convention of 1926 as “the status or condition of a person over whom any or all of the powers
attaching to the right of ownership are exercised.”

305 So Vlassopoulos (2011).

306 For example, cf. Schmidt’s (2006, 118 n. 2) definition: “sklave bezeichnet einen Menschen, der dauernder
Privatzbesitz eines anderen ist und fiir diesen arbeiten muf3.” Schmidt is aware of O. Patterson’s “haarspalterisch”
disproof of this formulation and confusingly responds, “aber in der Summe weil3 doch jeder Sklave, ob und daB er
Sklave ist” (ibid.).

307 Cf. Rankine (2011, 34-5) on the Homeric slave and labour.
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resemblances can be found. He was originally the son of a basileus (‘chief”) from the island of
Syria somewhere in the East, an idyllic location untouched by hunger or disease (14.403-14).
Indeed, the difference between Syria and the ‘real world’ of Ithaca is perhaps reminiscent of the
contrast between Goat Island and the mundane world familiar to the poem’s audience (9.116-39),
making Eumaeus’ subsequent removal from his ancestral home to a life of toil all the more
painful 3% Eumaeus was kidnapped by his nurse and sold by Phoenicians to Laertes (15.415-84).
Such a removal and sale corresponds quite straightforwardly to Finley’s ‘deracination’ or O.
Patterson’s ‘natal alienation’. Eumaeus is denied access to his natal kin and transferred to a
strange land. We can assume that Eurycleia went through a similar experience when she is
reported as having been sold to Laertes (1.429-30). We are not explicitly told that she was
kidnapped, but one assumes that she must have been, since she is also given an aristocratic
lineage; and we would not expect upper-class parents ordinarily to be understood as wont to sell
their daughters into slavery.3% Again, in the Hymn to Demeter, Demeter qua Doso concocts a
tale in which she is kidnapped by pirates (Aniotiipeg) and intended for slavery (122-32).319 These
are the only examples in early epic of slaves developed enough to have a backstory and who are
not born into slavery. We are therefore forced to conclude that, at least with respect to natal
alienation, Homeric slaves are portrayed as chattel slaves.

So far, so good. But the question appears more complicated when we consider the other

308 Cook (1992, 266) and Louden (1997, 106) find associations between Eumaeus’ Syria and paradise.

309 Plut. Sol. 23.2 (= fr. 31a Ruschenbusch; cf. T8) says that Solon created a law according to which a man was
permitted to sell (mwAeiv) his daughter or sister if she was no longer a maiden (map8évov). But this should probably
be taken to refer to prostitution (Glazebrook (2005, with bibliography) and Kamen (2013, 93); pace Ruschenbusch
(1968, 42) and Ledo and Rhodes (2015, 49)), and, in any case, it applies only to Athens in a later period.

310 This portion of the H.Dem. is dealt with in some detail below. On Doso as opposed to Dos as Demeter’s
pseudonym, see N. Richardson (1974 ad H.Dem. 122). Odysseus invents another story of this type (Od. 14.287-98).
The Tyrrhenians in h.Hom. 7.6-12 may be slavers, but perhaps they should be understood as intending to hold
Dionysus for ransom.
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components of Finley’s definition, namely the denial of kinship and empowerment or identity.
Eumaeus, for example, rather vehemently expresses feelings of relatedness to members of
Odysseus’ oikos (most explicitly at Od. 15.363-70).3!! He also claims that Odysseus, had he
survived, would have rewarded his good service with a wife, property, and possibly freedom
(14.61-7). And Odysseus does eventually promise these things and to make Eumaeus and his
doublet Philoetius “companions of Telemachus and brothers” (TnAgpdyov £1dpw 1€ KAGTYVIT®
1¢), should they all succeed in overcoming the suitors (21.214-16).3!2 It is crucial to note that
Odysseus offers these rewards as just that: rewards. The possession of property, acknowledged
kinship, and even a wife are contingent in this passage upon the approval of and cooperation
with the master.3!3 From this point of view, Odysseus is perfectly prepared to play cynically into
Eumaeus’ sentimentality in order to advance his own cause. He could be seen to work on
Eurycleia in a similar fashion when she discovers that he is the beggar and turns to inform
Penelope:
avtap Odvecedg

¥elp’ Empacodpevog eapuyog Aape de&tepnot, 480

0 8 £tépn £0ev docov EpHccaTo POVNGEY TE:

‘noda, tin 1 €06Ae1g OAécar; o O€ W ETpepeg adT

@ o &mi pal®d: vov 8 dhyea TOALNL LOYNGOG

fAv0ov gikootd &1€i £ Tatpida yolav.’

“And Odysseus sought out her throat with his right hand and took hold of it, and with the

other he dragged her closer, and he addressed her: ‘Mama, why do you wish to destroy me?

You nursed me yourself at your breast. And now, having suffered many toils, I have come to
my fatherland in the twentieth year’” (Od. 19.479-484).314

311 Eumaeus’ expressions of kinship will be dealt with in detail below.

312 For Philoetius as a doublet of Eumaeus, see Fenik (1974, 172-3) and G. Rose (1980, 294). Contrast Nagler (1974,
108-9), who more or less dismisses Philoetius as nothing more than a fulfillment of the requirement that Odysseus
be attended by two henchmen.

313 So Harris (2012, 357).

314 See below on how polla mogein is peculiar to Odysseus and Eumaeus.
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Line 480 appears to pick up on the description of Eurycleia’s discovery of Odysseus’ scar: v
ypNig yelpeoot katanpnvécsot AaBodco / yvd p’ émpoaccouévn, toda 8& npoénke pépecdon (“the
old woman, when she had taken it [the scar] in her down-turned hands and felt it, recognized it
and let his foot fall,” 467-8). The repetition of cheir, lambanein, and epimaiesthai within close
proximity suggests that Odysseus’ actions are to be understood in light of Eurycleia’s. Each feels
and grabs the other with his or her hand(s). Eurycleia uses her touch to identify her master. She
does not know him until she touches him (474-5). But the parallelism of action is not matched by
a similarity of intent. Eurycleia is overjoyed to discover her master and cannot wait to share the
good news with Penelope (476-8). Odysseus’ enthusiasm does not equal Eurycleia’s. He feels for
her throat and takes hold of it in order to threaten her. And the line-beginning y&ip’
gmpoacodpevog is only attested elsewhere of Odysseus contemplating finding the place where
Polyphemus’ midriff holds his liver so that he can stab him to death with his sword (9.299-302). I
would suggest that, given the infrequency with which we see this line-beginning formula, what
we have in the present scene might be a pointed allusion to Odysseus’ struggle with the
Cyclops.?!> But this is not fundamental to my interpretation. The point is that such brutality is to
be expected between an epic hero and a bloodthirsty monster like Polyphemus. But it is
potentially shocking in a domestic setting, especially between a man and his old nurse, who
appears only to have his best interests at heart. But he promises to kill her, even though she used
to be his nursemaid (tpo@od obong ced, 489), if she reveals his identity to anyone else
(19.485-90). And, what is more, he refuses her help in ferreting out the disobedient handmaidens

(500-2) — although, as Karydas notes, he does accept her assistance in this regard in the end

315 Cf. the furthest point on Bakker’s (2013, 167-9) scale of interformularity, as outlined in the introduction above.
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(22.437-45).316 Again, one could argue that Odysseus’ brutality in this scene exposes the threat of
violence underlying any system of slavery. And indeed Odysseus’ manipulative address to
Eurycleia, quoted above, is chilling, to say the least. The use of the affectionate maia, for
example, serves as a reminder of the long-standing bond between them.?!” And Odysseus’
description of the length of time he has been away from their home presumably implies that his
old nurse, of all people, should not be the one to destroy him after he has survived twenty years
of battle and shipwreck. His further reference to his feeding at Eurycleia’s breast is sensually
evocative and harsh, especially in light of the fact that he is recalling such a bond while grasping
her throat, a similarly sensual but violent act.3!® Odysseus’ treatment of his nursemaid in this
passage features the threat of violence and the manipulative use of kinship (or perhaps better
‘relatedness’ here) to get his end, two hallmarks of chattel slavery. In other words, in this case,
kinship relations are only of advantage to the master, and the threat of violence is used, as it
often is, to enforce obedience and deny empowerment to the slave.
It is hardly surprising, therefore, that many scholars have found fault with the Odyssey on

the grounds that:

The Odyssey parades other people of the island, but largely as stage props or stock types:

Eumaeus the swineherd, the old nurse Eurycleia, Phemius the bard, the nameless ‘carvers of

the meat’, the sailors and housemaids and miscellaneous retainers. The poet’s meaning is

clear: on the field of battle, as in the power struggle which is the Ithacan theme, only the
aristocrats had roles.3!?

316 Karydas (1998, 37-42). Olson (1992, 225-6) argues that Odysseus preserves his authority by performing the
suggested act at a time of his own choosing.

317 Cf. Telemachus’ use of atta (‘papa’) when threatening Eumaeus (21.369-75).

318 Cook (2012, 82 and 91), citing the parallel of Metaneira’s reaction to Demeter’s treatment of Demophoon at A.
Dem. 242-9, suggests that accusing the nurse of attempting to kill her charge is a motif in the theoxony and epiphany
theme. Even if this is the case, it hardly detracts from Odysseus’ manipulation of Eurycleia.

319 Finley (1978, 53); cf. Kirk (1962, 366-9), who complains that the portrayal of the servile figures in the Odyssey is
too flat.
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Finley more or less denies here that non-aristocratic figures are represented for their own sake in
Homeric poetry. They are merely props in the background of heroic tales. Or, as McConnell
characterizes his argument, “the role of underlings in the Odyssey is faithfully to underpin
aristocratic society, rather than to have individual identities each in their own right.”3?° The
assumption here is that the role and portrayal of subordinates in the Odyssey are solely
determined by the ideology of the oral tradition which produced them. In other words, one
should not be surprised by the dismissive attitude shown toward the lower classes in the Odyssey
because the poem is the product of an aristocratic perspective. But what about Eumaeus, for
example, who is a slave and developed in some detail? Donlan and G. Rose contradict Finley and
contend that figures like Eumaeus and Philoetius represent an anti-aristocratic pluralization of
areté, an attitude which approaches the more recently formulated ‘middling ideology.’3?! But
Finley’s argument has subsequently been provided with a more thorough and nuanced expansion
by Thalmann, whose reading has probably become the most influential. He says that scholars
like Donlan and G. Rose should not be fooled. While Eumaeus is quite developed, having a
history, emotions, and affections, his character is nothing more than an expression of an
aristocratic perspective “in the service of the poem’s controlled ideological outlook.” Any
attempt to read Eumaeus otherwise is necessarily to ignore or “explain away” certain passages of
the Odyssey.??? In fact, the portrayal of Eumaeus can be reduced to two themes: (1) Eumaeus

loves his kind (épios) master and wants to preserve his property;32? (2) the master-slave

320 McConnell (2011, 391).
321 Donlan (1973), P. Rose (1992, 92-140). On middling ideology, see Morris (2000, 113-54).
322 Thalmann (1998a, 85), referring to such passages as 4.62-4 and 15.324.

323 On épios in Homer, see below.
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relationship between Odysseus and Eumaeus is assimilated to family relations. Both of these
themes are connected to Eumaeus’ status as a slave and serve to soften the hard fact of his
slavery in a manner that serves the ideological outlook of the poem.324 Thalmann’s treatment of
the Odyssey is an important corrective to a long tradition of scholarship which uncritically
accepted the poem’s presentation of the harmonious relationship between the ‘gentle’ master and
the ‘good’ slave.’?> An important source of Thalmann’s theoretical basis for this analysis is O.
Patterson’s aforementioned work on social death.3?® Eumaeus, since he is a slave, is socially
marginalized. And one common ploy, whether it is applied consciously or unconsciously, is to
express the dominance of the master over the slave in terms of ‘pseudo-kinship.” The master
cares for the slave as a father cares for his son, and the slave owes the master loyalty and
frequently labour in return. After all, if the master is like the slave’s father, then the slave should
no more resent the master’s dominance than a son should resent the authority of his father.3?’
This constitutes symbolic domination. The master and slave misrecognize the power the master
has over the slave by rationalizing it as a kinship relationship.??® And, as we have already seen,
there is justification for reading Eumaeus’ relationship with Odysseus in such a way. Eumaeus
perceives Odysseus and his oikos in familial terms, and Odysseus appears to exploit this
perception by offering promotion in his oikos in exchange for help in fighting the suitors. My

intention here is to expand on this reading by showing ways in which Odysseus and Eumaeus are

324 Thalmann (1998a, 86-100). Garlan (1988, 40-1) and Ndoye (2010, 239-40) contrast the kind master in Homer
with the typically harsh one in the literature of Classical Greece.

325 Cf. Ndoye’s (2010, 239-42) review of earlier scholarship.
326 See especially Thalmann (1998a, 87-8).

327 See especially O. Patterson (1982, 19 and 62-5). For examples of this method apparently being utilized in
antiquity, see Golden (2011, 134-40).

328 So Thalmann (1998a, 91). On symbolic domination and misrecognition, see Bourdieu (1977, 171-97).
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able to interact with one another within these constraints. Eumaeus’ social position is marginal,
and even nearly non-existent in some settings. But he has a profound effect upon Odysseus
nonetheless.

To begin with, it is necessary to look at this concept of social death more closely. Treating
the relationship between Odysseus and Eumaeus as one of symbolic domination is useful
inasmuch as it helps us to identify the means by which the dominance of the master over the
slave is rationalized. But to characterize the appropriation of a kinship model to express the
relationship between Odysseus and Eumaeus as pseudo-kinship is unnecessarily limiting. As was
discussed in the introduction, the category of pseudo-kinship is no longer preferred. Rather than
prescribe what constitutes ‘legitimate’ kinship, it is now generally accepted that kinship is better
defined from the subject’s point of view. When Eumaeus' relationship with Odysseus or
Telemachus is expressed in terms of kinship, therefore, it is inappropriate for us to dismiss this
claim as ‘pseudo-kinship,” implying that his relatedness is somehow illegitimate or imaginary.
The fact that this relationship is characterized by an extreme level of domination does not
prevent it from being a kinship relationship. After all, that one’s kin can be dominating and even
abusive is hardly a revelation. The advantage of taking a more flexible approach to the portrayal
of slavery here is that it potentially allows us to obtain a more temporally and culturally
appropriate view of the poem. As Miller has recently lamented,

the prevailing concept of institutionalized slavery in fact primarily represents abolitionist
depictions of the U.S. antebellum South, with the enslaved as one-dimensional victims of

similarly one-dimensional brutal masters. The whip is the dominating symbol.32°

To O. Patterson, the social reality of slavery may be expressed in what Miller calls the master-

329 Miller (2012, 2).
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slave dyad. The master dominates, and the slave is dominated.?3? While a relationship of
domination no doubt characterizes most, if not all, instances of slavery, this does not always
prevent a complex and nuanced relationship from forming. And it follows that the Odyssey is not
necessarily guilty of serving a propagandist function in the interest of slave-owners. Of course,
the Homeric poems are told from the point of view of an aristocracy that has a vested interest in
maintaining the status quo with respect to slavery. But this does not necessarily mean that the
only accurate portrayal of a slave must present one who is disgruntled with his situation and
possibly even opposes slavery on principle. While many people in the modern world quite
reasonably view slavery as a violent and dehumanizing violation of human rights, this quite
simply was not the assessment of the ancient world. We have no evidence of abolitionism in the
ancient Greek world. On the contrary, while slaves were no doubt dissatisfied by their own
slavery, we have evidence of Greek slaves and freedmen who themselves owned slaves.?3! In
fact, it seems to have been the case that the Greeks could not imagine a society without slaves.33?
Slavery was a fact of life, like the tide or the fickleness of the gods.3? In fact, Miller argues, to
view the slave as a dominated victim and the slave-master as the dominating monster does a
disservice to the slave. The slave is necessarily more than a victim. He is a “vibrantly alive
individual.” His master might attempt to dehumanize him, but he must always fail.3* The slaves

in Homeric poetry are not historical persons. But it does follow that the depiction of a slave who

330 Jpid. 20-2 and 31-3.
331 Meyer (2010, 73 n. 210), Kamen (2013, 28).

332 Vlassopoulos (2011, 116). None of this of course is to say that slaves did not ordinarily want to be free, as H.
Strasburger (1976, 27-9) comes close to claiming.

33 Cf. Segal (1994a, 169). Also cf. Thalmann (1998a, 75): “Eurykleia is an aristocrat by birth who just happens now
to be a slave.”

34 Miller (2012, 21).
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is more than a victim can be seriously considered as something other than aristocratic
propaganda. The less palatable corollary to the latter assertion is that it is also not merely
aristocratic propaganda that the relationship between Odysseus and Telemachus and at least
some of their slaves is more nuanced than the master-slave dyad allows.333

The ability to take the character of Eumaeus seriously is of central importance to this
chapter because I wish to consider in some detail his identification with Odysseus’ oikos and
especially Odysseus himself in terms of kinship and more broadly identity. And such an
endeavour is of little value if the portrayal of Eumaeus is nothing more than an aristocratic view
of the ideal slave. I submit, however, that, in addition to the theoretical considerations outlined
above, Eumaeus cannot be such a figure entirely. The reason for this is that he is too closely
associated with Odysseus, the poem’s centre of gravity, to be categorically devalued.

Having established that Eumaeus is a chattel slave, that he has been deracinated, let us
now consider the doubling figure and what it means that Eumaeus is a double. The social
framework of Odysseus’ oikos is complex as it is depicted in the Odyssey. It is difficult for the
audience to apprehend all of the relationships among the various members of the household. Part
of the reason for this is the frequency with which different characters mirror one another in
various ways in the second half of the poem. And this practice is alluded to in Fenik’s suggestive
chapter on character doublets in the Odyssey.33® While character doubles are only one type of

repetition in Homeric epic, Fenik argues that there are a large number of them in the latter half of

35 It is not my intention to dispute, for example, Thalmann’s (1998a, 76) argument that “it is no accident that
whereas the ‘bad’ Melantho and her brother were born of slaves, the loyal Eurykleia and, more conspicuously,
Eumaios, are of noble birth”; similarly Minchin (1992, 261 n. 9). There is no denying the aristocratic bias in these
poems.

336 Fenik (1974, 172-232).
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the Odyssey, and that they are organized around their opposition to or support for Odysseus.33’
This claim must be correct broadly speaking. But it is surprising that Fenik’s work in this vein,
while it has widely been cited with approbation, has gone undeveloped as far as I am aware.?38
Fenik provides us with considerable assistance, but I would suggest that there are important
questions to be asked. For example, there are undoubtedly a number of character doublets in the
Odyssey, and this fact is consistent with the formulaic nature of Homeric poetry. But does one
character’s categorization as a double of another preclude the possibility that his or her actions
have any peculiar meaning, or is he or she merely a reduplication of the more important,
developed character?33?

The usual notion is that, before the advent of Romanticism — and more particularly
late-18th-century German Romanticism — the character double is little more than a plot device.
Two characters, often twins, are identical in such a way as to drive the story. Throughout the
history of comedy, for example, the confusion caused by identical twins who are unaware of
each other’s proximity has frequently been used as a plot’s directing force. Starting with
Romantic literature, on the other hand, the double has come to have “psychological depth,” often
representing alternative possibilities or hidden realities with respect to the self.34° So, to cite just

one example, William Wilson, in Poe’s short story of the same name, has a double who serves as

37 Ibid. passim, but summarized on 231-2.

338 Particular instances of the character doublet receive mention in de Jong (2001). But the theme is never treated at
length per se, since the book is a commentary. Marks (2003, 212-13) provides a very compelling case for Aetolian
Thoas as Odysseus’ double in Archaic epic in general; cf. Visser (1997, 599). See also Russo et al. (1992 ad Od.
19.248) and Louden (2006, 125-7) on the similarities between Eurybates and Odysseus.

339 This question is not unlike the debate outlined in the introduction regarding whether we should consider epithets
to be meaningful in a particular context.

340 So Labriola (2002, 70), Vardoulakis (2006, 101-5), Marcus (2011/12, 364-6). Rank (1971, 69-82), on the other
hand, finds several ancient examples, focusing especially on Narcissus and his reflection.
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an unwelcome conscience, one which he rejects.3*! Of particular importance is the use of the
double to evoke the horrific or ‘uncanny’.34> William Wilson’s double is effective as such
precisely because he is so similar to William that it is uncanny. I would dispute the evolutionary
model, however. As I will argue below, there is a similarity between Eumaeus and Odysseus.
And, while it may not be horrific, it is certainly uncanny. Of use to us at present, however, is the
critical treatment of the double as a manifestation or at least a representation of tension or
anxiety.>*? To take one illustrative example from the Odyssey, let us consider the figure of
Eurynome as a doublet of Eurycleia. Eurycleia may work under the supervision of Penelope
during Odysseus’ absence — and she presumably also does before his departure — but she is very
much the master’s creature. As Fenik shows, “she does nothing in the entire poem that is not
directly ordered by or connected with Odysseus or Telemachus.”3** Eurynome is correspondingly
associated with Penelope, only appearing in connection with her mistress and never exchanging a
word with Odysseus or Telemachus.?*> Of particular interest, as Fenik points out, is Eurynome’s
association with dressing beds. She is called BaAaprmorog (‘chambermaid’) at Od. 23.293, and
she usually fulfils this description, being either found in Penelope’s bedroom (17.492-7,

18.158-86), or called upon to fix a bed for the disguised Odysseus (20.4) or for Odysseus and

341 Rank (1971, 8-33) provides a wealth of further examples.

342 Freud (1955, 226-36) discusses the literary use of the double in the late 19th and early 20th centuries to produce
the horrific or “uncanny’ (unheimlich).

343 Webber (1996, 123-47) and Vardoulakis (2006) in particular emphasize this aspect of Freud’s discussion of the
double as especially central to its import. To my mind, this formulation satisfactorily takes into account Rank’s
(1971, 76) earlier objections to similar claims.

344 Fenik (1974, 190), with a thorough review of Eurycleia’s appearances in the poem and their connection to
Odysseus and Telemachus. Karydas (1998, 18-20) comes to much the same conclusion as Fenik, apparently without
much awareness of his work. Much of Fenik’s analysis of Eurycleia and Euronyme as described in the following
section is indebted to W. Scott (1918), as he himself acknowledges (1974, 189 n. 94). Cf. also Ramming (1973,
103-4), of which Fenik was probably not yet aware.

345 So Fenik (1974, 190-1) and Steiner (2010 ad Od. 18.164).
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Penelope together (23.293-5).346 And Eurynome’s close association with the thalamos and
Penelope is consistent with the metonymic import which the bed serves with respect to the
relationship between Odysseus and Penelope, and in particular to Penelope’s sexual loyalty to
Odysseus.?*” A touching symbolic resolution to the tension between Odysseus and Penelope is
found when Eurycleia, Odysseus’ trophos, and Eurynome, Penelope’s thalamépolos, make the
marital bed (23.288-9) on which the couple are about to be reunited.

Emblematic of the contrasting loyalties of Eurycleia and Eurynome is the very different
advice they each give to Penelope. Eurynome more or less advises Penelope to consider
remarriage (18.170-6) in a speech which Pedrick aptly compares to the bad advice often given by
nurses or sisters to heroines in Greek tragedy.’*® We have in Eurycleia’s speech, on the other
hand, a rare example of a mortal woman giving good advice in Greek poetry. Eurycleia dissuades
Penelope from calling for Laertes to drive the suitors out of her house. In addition, she more or
less instructs Penelope to go upstairs to her room and act like a woman should (4.744-57), a
gentler version of the speech Telemachus gave his mother earlier on (1.346-59). In other words,
Eurynome comes close to suggesting that Penelope betray Odysseus, whereas Eurycleia fulfills
the role which Telemachus — and Odysseus — would play were he present. So, Eurynome serves
as a double for Eurycleia, playing the same role for Penelope as Eurycleia plays for Odysseus.

And the mirroring of their respective roles represents the tension caused by the separation of

346 So Fenik (1974, 189-90). While Eurycleia is the only character in the Odyssey to be referred to as a trophos
(‘nurse,” 2.361,4.742, 17.31, 19.15, 21, 21.380, 22.301, 394, 419, 480, 485, 492, 23.25, 39, 69, 289), Ramming
(1973, 103) does note that Eurymedousa, the only other thalamépolos apart from Eurynome, is said to have reared
(tpépe) Nausicaa (7.12).

347 For a thoroughgoing analysis of this metonym, see Zeitlin (1996, 20-7); cf. also Thalmann (1998a, 81-2).

348 Pedrick (1994, 98-103), citing in particular the nurse’s conversation with Phaedra at Eur. Hipp. 433-524, and, as a
later development, Anna’s successful attempt to persuade Dido to explore her passion for Aeneas at Verg. 4. 4.1-53.
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Odysseus and Penelope, just as it comes to represent the resolution caused by their reunion.34°
This is not to say that Eurycleia is nothing more than one half of a binary which shadows the
marital relationship of Odysseus and Penelope. Various studies of Eurycleia have shown her to
be a complex and interesting figure.3>° But the above analysis does show that she and Euynome
are mobilized along one of the lines that separate Odysseus from his oikos, and this separation is
the main source of tension in the second half of the poem.

We encounter a much more complicated case when we look at Eumaeus as a doubling
figure. Fenik does not include him in his list of doubles, although, as we have already observed,
this possibility has been anticipated elsewhere. The reason for his lack of inclusion in Fenik, I
believe, is that the manner in which Eumaeus plays the double is much more complex and
nuanced than in the examples which he puts forward. Nonetheless, there are formal reasons for
linking this pair closely.?>! First, Eumaeus is the only character in the Odyssey to receive
apostrophes from the narrator (14.55, 165, 360, 442, 507, 15.325, 16.60, 135, 464, 17.272, 311,
380, 512, 579, 22.194). This unique situation has been the subject of much discussion. Eustathius
suggests that the narrator treats Eumaeus in this fashion out of affection for the slave (piA&®v tfic

gvvoiag TOv dovlov, 2.60.26), a view which has largely met with agreement in modern

349 The tension that doubles represent in Romantic literature and afterward is not typically resolved in such a
pleasant manner.

350 Olson (1992), Karydas (1998, 8-63), Thalmann (1998a, 74-83).

351 Bonnafé (1984) thinks it is significant that dios (‘godlike”) is used of both Odysseus and Eumacus, and the
epithet’s distribution in the Odyssey is suggestive. Nominative, line-ending dlog Odvocevg is ubiquitous, and the
only other character to be described in the same way on a regular basis is Eumaeus (diog vpopPog, 14.48, 401, 413,
15.301, 16.1, 20, 333,452, 17.183, 260, 589, 21.359, 22.162). The only other, infrequent recipients of this
combination are Orestes (3.306, 11.461) and Echephron (3.439). I prefer J.-M. Foley’s (1999, 213-16) assessment
that dios refers to a type of character and nothing more specific. Cf. Scodel (2002, 156-60) on Eumacus’ epithets as
stressing “simultaneously his humble status and his nobility” (158), with the result that the audience cannot predict
how his story will turn out.



107

criticism.332 It is also interesting to observe with Block that the two mortal characters to receive
relatively frequent narrative apostrophe in the //iad, namely Patroclus (16.20, 584, 692-3, 744,
754, 787, 812, 843) and Menelaus (4.127, 146, 7.104, 13.603, 17.679, 702, 23.600), share certain
characteristics with the swineherd.3>3 All three:

exhibit characteristic traits of vulnerability, loyalty, and vague but poetically essential

weakness. All three furthermore define, negatively or positively, by possessing these traits,

the protective qualities of the main characters to whom they are complementary —

Agamemnon, Achilles, or Odysseus.33*
While Block convincingly shows that this pattern holds with Patroclus and Menelaus, she
essentially ignores Eumacus.?3® And, in fact, while Patroclus and Menelaus can be seen to be
gentler doubles of Achilles and Agamemnon respectively, this is somewhat less clear in the case
of Eumaeus. It is, after all, somewhat difficult to find a basis for comparison. Patroclus and
Menelaus are shown to be gentle based on their actions in war, whereas Eumaeus’ martial
activity is confined to a single, straightforward skirmish in his master’s oikos (22.265-80).
Nonetheless, it is worth noting that we first encounter Eumaeus driving his dogs away from the
beggar Odysseus:

€€amivng 0” 'Odvoia dov Kiveg HAAKOLMPOL.

ol pev kekAnyovteg énédpoapov: avtap Odveeeng 30
£(eT0 KEPOOGVVY|, GKNTTPOV O€ 01 EKTETE YEPOC.

32 Cf. 2 bT ad II. 16.787 Erbse. So Block (1982, 15-16), Kahane (1994, 111-13), Louden (1997, 108), with further
bibliography, and Scodel (2002, 157). Contrast A. Parry (1972, 20-1), A. Edwards (1987, 37), and Reece (1993,
151-2), who characterize these apostrophes as fossilized formulae. Stanford (1959 ad 14.55) argues that euphony
was the motivating factor behind the use of the vocative in these cases, but A. Parry (1972, 21) shows this to be
unlikely, pointing to 14.121 and 401, two third-person alternatives to the formula used at 14.55 and elsewhere. A.
Bowie (2013 ad 14.55) is agnostic. Cf. J. Griffin (1986, 47) on the praise of Eumaeus at 15.556-7: “that openly
laudatory comment departs widely from the normal reticence of the epic narrator.” And Kahane (1994, 111) notes
that only the narrator and Odysseus’ immediate family refer to Eumaeus by name, creating “an affinity between the
narrator and those characters sympathetic to Eumaios.”

353 Melanippus is also addressed once at 15.582, and Achilles at 20.2.
354 Block (1982, 16).
355 See also A. Parry (1972, 17-21) on Menelaus, and Beck (2005, 81-2 and 2012, 172-4) on Patroclus.
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&vlo kev @ Topd oTadud dewéov mddev dAyoc:

GALOL GLBAOTNG KO TOGL KPAITVOIGL HETAGTIOV

g€oouT’ ava TpdOvpov, okDTOC 8¢ o1 EKTESE YEPOG.

TOVG UEV OUOKANGOG GEDEV KOVAG BAAVIIS GAAOV 35

TUKVIioY ABAdEGaLY.

“Suddenly, barking dogs saw Odysseus. They made a shrill sound and rushed at him. But

Odysseus craftily sat down, and his staff fell from his hand. Then he would have suffered

unseemly grief by his own farmhouse, but the swineherd followed them swiftly on swift feet

and rushed through the gate, and the leather fell from his hand. He shouted at the dogs and

chased them every which way with a hail of stones” (14.29-36).
Critics have found a problematic disjunction between line 31 and what follows. The beggar sits
down and drops his staff, a time-honoured technique for pacifying aggressive dogs.>>® But then
the narrator seemingly forgets that the beggar has used this technique and describes how
Eumaeus is required to save him.?3’ T would argue that this is an example of a kind of duplication
of the actions of Odysseus and Eumaeus, one which we will see again. This duplication is useful
in the present context for several reasons. Both Odysseus and Eumaeus display their central
characteristics side-by-side with respect to the same event. Odysseus once again shows his
craftiness by applying a technique utilized by the cognoscenti, and the narrator ensures our
awareness of this with the relatively rare word kerdosyné (cunning).?3® Eumaeus, on the other

hand, betrays a sort of gentleness in this passage that is typical of the doublet. He does attribute

his defence of the beggar to a fear of his blame (kév... éheyyeinv, 14.38), but his reaction says

356 Hainsworth (1961) and Lilja (1976, 19-20), who cite Arist. Rhet. 1380a24, Plin. Nat. 8.146, Plut. Mor. 970e, =
QV and B ad loc. Dindorf, and several more modern examples for this technique. Cook (1999, 129-30) and King
(1999, 89-90), on the other hand, argue that Odysseus feigns helplessness here because this would be consistent with
the helpless character they claim Odysseus is portraying in the beggar.

357 Hainsworth (1961); so Heubeck and Hoekstra (1990 ad 14.30-2).

358 Roisman (1990, 219) points out that the only other use of this word in this poem occurs at 4.251 when Helen
detects Odysseus despite his kerdosyné. She suggests that we should assume based on this parallel that Eumaeus
quickly sees through Odysseus’ disguise (she also finds several other examples of kerd- words used in scenes in
which Odysseus “is unmasked” (220)). It is worth noting, however, that kerdosyné is also used at 1/. 22.247 of
Athena’s successful deception of Hector.
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otherwise. His haste in investigating the commotion and, more importantly, his dropping of the
piece of leather suggest a genuine concern for the well-being of the vagrant, foolhardy though
the trespasser’s lack of foresight may seem. The close similarity between the description of the
beggar’s dropping of his staff and the swineherd’s dropping of the leather also suggests a
sympathy between the two characters. There is an especially admirable effect from a poetic
standpoint when we consider that two rather different actions are being described. As we have
established, the beggar rids himself of his staff in a deliberate attempt to pacify the dogs. The
swineherd seemingly drops the piece of leather out of shock.3>® These two very different actions,
which are described almost identically, in some sense foreshadow the relationship that will
develop — or be reestablished.3¢0 It is interesting to note that, while encountering one or more
dogs is a common motif in type-scenes involving the reception of a xeinos (‘stranger’ or ‘guest-
friend’) into a household (Od. 7.91-4, 10.212-19, 14.21-2, 29-32, 16.4-10, 162-3, 17.291-327),
these dogs are not aggressive elsewhere. The function of this aggression here may be to provide
an opportunity for this evocative foreshadowing. In any case, Odysseus will exert his
considerable manipulative abilities in an attempt to recruit Eumaeus to his cause. And Eumaeus,
like Patroclus with Achilles, will respond in a sympathetic and even gentle manner, but also more

importantly in a manner that is reminiscent of his master.

359 Cf. A. Bowie (2013 ad 14.34): “the use of similar expressions for Od. and Eum. constitutes the symbolic linking
of master and servant;” so Roisman (1990, 218-19). It is also noteworthy that Eumaeus was using the piece of
leather he drops to make sandals (14.23-4). And he built and maintained a fine pigsty (5-17), another example of
skillful craftsmanship, which is characteristic of Odysseus; cf. Austin (1975.166-8) on Eumaeus’ farm as a reflection
of his character.

360 Some variation of ekpese cheiros appears seven other times in Homeric poetry. But its meaning is more bland
than one might expect. It is used elsewhere to describe the inability of a warrior to hold onto his weapon because of
death or injury in battle (//. 3.363, 4.493, 8.329, 15.421, 465; Od. 22.17, where the cup falling from Antinous’ hand
is perhaps indicative of his unheroic behaviour and the unmanly manner of his death; cf. Russo et al. (1992 ad 22.10
and 17)). At Od. 16.13, the present scene is recapitulated when Eumaeus drops wine vessels (ék &° &pa ot yeipdv
néoev dyyea) at the sight of Telemachus having returned home from abroad. We will look more closely at this
passage below.
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Eumaeus' sympathy for the beggar Odysseus also increases, reflecting his gradual
realization that the beggar closely resembles not only his missing master but also Eumaeus
himself. Perhaps the clearest indication of this increasing sympathy is the alteration the
swineherd makes to the hospitality he offers to the beggar as the first day progresses. When
Eumaeus first welcomes the beggar, he receives the usual wish that his host should enjoy good
fortune (14.53-4).36! Eumaeus responds quite emphatically that such hospitality as the beggar
receives is only to be expected:

Eelv', o pot Béc €ot’, 008 €l Kakiwv cébev EMBot,

Eelvov atuijoat: Tpog yap Atdg eiotv amovteg

Eelvol 1€ mrwyol te. d001G & OMyYN 1€ OiAN €

yivetou uetépn- 1 yop Spmwv dikn €otiv,

aiel Oe0TOV, 8T EMIKPATEWGV BVAKTES 60

ot véot.

“Stranger, it is not right [or “it is contrary to divine law”] for me to dishonour a stranger, not

even if one much worse than you should come. For all strangers and beggars are from Zeus.

And our gift is small and dear. For this is the practice of slaves, always fearful when masters —

young ones — have the power” (14.56-60).
The triple repetition of xeinos (‘guest-friend’) in the initial position seems to add a particular
rhetorical emphasis to the fact that the beggar is a guest and therefore due the reception which he
receives. And certainly the obligation to receive a guest hospitably is a frequent point of
emphasis in the poem. One of the distinctions made between Eumaeus and the suitors, for
example, is that Eumaeus passes the tests (meipntiCwv) of hospitality that Odysseus gives him

(14.459-61, 15.303-6), whereas the suitors are anything but hospitable, despite the fact that they

are aware of their duty to be so (17.483-7). As one of the acceptable hosts in the poem, then,

361 Reece (1993, 29-30) finds eight examples of this type of wish in early Greek hexameter: Od. 3.55-9, 7.148-50,
353-5, 14.51-4, 439-41,15.340-42, 17.353-5, H.Dem. 135-7, 224-5. He also contrasts the curse Odysseus places
upon Antinous in response to his inhospitable behaviour (17.475-6). Grossardt’s (1998, 67) claim that Zeus Xenios
is mentioned for the first time in the poem at 14.53 fails to take account of 9.271-2.



111

Eumaeus is merely meeting social and religious expectation. But a beggar is hardly the typical
guest; nor is a swineherd the typical Homeric host, at least in the sense that he no longer plays
the role of an aristocrat. In addition, as Reece points out, relationships of xenia (‘guest-
friendship”) usually took place between social equals both in literary and historical Greece.*$> On
the other hand, neither the swineherd nor the beggar were born into the roles they are playing at
this point in the poem. As we have seen, Eumaecus is the son of a basileus (‘chief’, 15.413-14).
And Odysseus, not unusually for a Homeric hero, is ordinarily descended from Hermes and
therefore ultimately Zeus himself on his mother’s side.3%* So, while the swineherd and the beggar
are not currently social equals, their fortunes have changed. It is precisely the dissonance
between former and current fortunes that creates much of the tension in the latter half of the
Odyssey. We do not just have a swineherd hosting a beggar. We have a swineherd who used to be
a basileus unknowingly hosting a beggar who also used to be a basileus.?** This shared
dissonance slowly creates a sympathy between the two characters as they come to realize how

uncannily similar they are. In addition, as we will develop in more detail, Eumaeus’ past and

362 Reece (1993, 146).

363 Technically the prominent tradition according to which Sisyphus rapes Odysseus’ mother Anticleia (see Gantz
(1993, 175-6)) does not involve a breaking of this line. See the genealogical chart in Stocking (forthcoming).

364 Cf. Segal (1994a, 173): “the loyal swineherd is equally a royal victim of chance and misfortune.” It has often
been noted that Odysseus is not Odysseus until he is acknowledged as such by all: Segal (1994a,95-8), Biles (2003),
Murnaghan (2011, 1-4). The Homeric notion that one is little more than one’s reputation (kleos) is brilliantly
expressed by Redfield (1994, 34). On kleos in the Homeric world more generally, see Olson (1995, 1-23).

Ahl and Roisman (1996, 167-88), developing a thesis first proposed by Roisman (1990), argue that Eumacus
“covertly” recognizes Odysseus in Book 14. This idea has gained little traction (Grossardt’s (1998, 69-70) rebuttal is
particularly stinging; cf. also Olson (1995, 122-3) and Levaniouk (2011, 11)). There is no good evidence for this
covert recognition, and in fact the lack of recognition on Eumaeus’ part “generates all the familiar ironies” (Fenik
(1975, 29, with these ironies being explored at length from 5-61)); so Holscher (1939.70) and King (1999, 80 n. 23),
some of which we have already touched on. On the other hand, I would suggest that Ahl and Roisman are right to
find fault with descriptions of Eumaeus’ “naivety” (e.g. by Grossardt (1998, 66-74) and King (1999)). I see no
reason to insist that Eumaeus is somehow deficient because he does not possess the perspicacity to see through a
disguise fashioned by Athena herself (cf. especially AL’ dye 6° dyvwotov 1e0€m ndviecot Bpotoiot (“but come, I
will make you unknown to all mortals™), 13.397). The inability of mortals to perceive the gods against their will is a
theme in the Odyssey (cf. Jorgensen (1904) on the Apologoi, Pucci (1987, 85-9), and also Marks (2008, 41), with
further bibliography; cf. H.Dem. 111)), one which is easily extended here, especially in light of Odysseus’ portrayal
in the role of a god in the second half of the poem: Bierl (2004, with further bibliography at 44 n. 6).
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potential future highlights the tension in Odysseus’ current situation.

Returning to the quoted passage, we find that, as peculiar to the present situation as it
sometimes seems, most of the content reflects a viewpoint general to the poem. A parallel to
Eumaeus’ statement that it is not themis to dishonour a xeinos appears in Book 23, when
Eurycleia informs Penelope that Odysseus is the xeinos whom all the suitors were dishonouring
(Odvoeng... 0 Egtvog, TOV Tavteg atipwy &v peydpotot; 23.27-8). We note that in both passages
there is apprehension expressed over the dishonouring (atiman) of a xeinos. And, in the present
passage, themis, as Eumaeus implies, refers to divine law.3%3 As will be dealt with in more detail
below, Odysseus’ return to Ithaca and vengeance on the suitors can be read as a theoxeny, divine
punishment for their failure to observe the themis of xenia. Eurycleia seems to allude to this
theme in Book 23, and Eumaeus in turn is doing little more in the present passage than deflecting
praise by noting that he more or less has to receive the beggar hospitably, lest Zeus punish
him.3%¢ In addition, the phrase 66c1g 6™ dOAiyn te @iln € has frequently been taken as a kind of
apology by Eumacus for the meagreness of the hospitality the beggar is about to receive.?¢” But
in fact the latter half of line 57 and all of 58 are also spoken by Nausicaa at 6.207-8, and she is
hardly in straitened circumstances. In this light, it is more likely that we should understand the
d001¢ phrase to mean that giving is a minor thing but dear to the receiver, rather than that this
particular gift is meagre. The other partial parallel to this phrase from the //iad is much the same,

albeit in a very different context. Achilles complains to Agamemnon that his geras (‘extra

365 [ferE s.v. 0éug BI: “von den Gottern garantierte bzw. gewlinschte Lebensordnung.”

366 Cf. especially A. Bowie (2013 ad 14.57). One might also compare Hes. Op. 717-18 and Thgn. 155-6 West?,
where the audience is advised not to contemn poverty.

367 A. Bowie (2013 ad 14.59-60), Newton (2015, 257). The phrase turns out to be rather difficult, unlike similar
constructions with more concrete nouns (e.g. tinte, @£t TOvOnene, iKavelg Nuetépov d@/ aidoin te eiAn 1€ (“why in
the world, long-robed, revered, and dear Thetis, have you come to our house?”, II. 18.385-6 = 424-5).
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apportionment connoting honour’) is unjustifiably inferior to Agamemnon’s: 6ol 10 Yépog TOAD
ueilov, éym &6 OAlyov te @idov te/ Epyop’ Exmv &ml vijag, €mel Ke Kapm moiepilov (“your geras is
far greater, and I go to my ships with something small and dear when I’'m worn out from
fighting”™, 11. 1.167-8). Agamemnon has just threatened to deprive a major leader of his geras in
order to replace his own (1.137-9). Achilles’ rejoinder is that, even though his geras is lesser than
Agamemnon’s, he has worn himself out earning it. In other words, as with the two passages from
the Odyssey, Achilles’ gift is a minor thing, but dear to him, the receiver.3%® Based on the two
other uses of the phrase, then, it seems that Eumaeus is saying that the hospitality he is offering
is not a hardship for him, but it is undoubtedly dear to the beggar. At this stage, Eumaeus is polite
and welcoming, but measured in his reception of the beggar.

It is only in the last lines of the passage (14.58-60) that Eumaeus adds to this relatively
standard hospitable greeting by implicitly apologizing for what will, at least at first, be a
formally appropriate but nonetheless meagre welcome.3® Eumaeus is ostensibly constrained by
the harshness of the young master. The enjambment of o1 véot is particularly interesting.>7

Obviously Eumaeus does not take issue with all masters, since he loves Odysseus. But his

368 Hammer (1997, 347) interprets the Iliadic passage as Achilles presenting himself as a beggar. Other passages also
lend the unsurprising impression that giving gifts — and especially gifts of hospitality — is an activity that takes place
between philoi (olo. pikot Ectvor Egivoiot S1dobot (“such things as dear guest-friends give to guest-friends”, Od.
1.313); moumn kai pida d@pa, Ta ol didopev préovteg (“conduct and friendly gifts, which we give him out of
friendship”, 8.545)), or that philoi themselves are worthy of a gift of ransom (ko1 viv @ilov viov éMvcao, ToArY &
£€dwkag (“even now you have ransomed your dear son, and you have given much”, /I. 24.686)). So the ¢iAn in the
present passage might also carry a sense of the conferral of philia by the act of giving.

369 This statement is typical in a theoxeny: Kearns (1982, 6).

370 As A. Bowie (2013 ad 14.61) astutely notes, it “is added almost as a corrective.” I think this is absolutely correct
and in fact that it provides local motivation for the following tangent by Eumaeus about Odysseus (on local
motivation in Homer, see Scodel (1999, 33-47)). In lines 59 and 60, Eumaeus could be taken to be iterating a fairly
common slaves’ view of the master. He quickly corrects himself, however, and then explains the correction. He
claims not to fear Odysseus, the man he takes to be his actual master (see below on the theme of the gentle master in
the Odyssey). Regarding the deeper motivation for the tangent, Grossardt (1998, 67) hits the nail on the head when
he says that “fiir Eumaios Gastfreundschaft... und Treue zur Herrschaft nur zwei dussere Erscheinungsbilder
derselben ethischen Gesinnung sind und daher untrennbar zusammengehoren.”
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specification of young masters could be taken to refer not only to the suitors but also — and
perhaps more surprisingly — to Telemachus.?”! While his love of Odysseus’ patriline does quite
obviously extend to Telemachus (16.11-29), however, he perhaps not unreasonably fears the son
(17.188-9). And Telemachus does threaten him at one point, although he is for the benefit of the
suitors (21.369-75). Perhaps out of fear, then, Eumaeus is moderate with his hospitality. As
Newton notes, even though he is the favoured servant (14.62-4) of an extremely wealthy man
(96-8), the hospitality which Eumacus offers is almost comic in its meagreness and rusticity.3"?
But he does fulfill all of the ordinary criteria within his means.3”*> He welcomes the beggar into
his hut and offers him a seat (48-51). Then he prepares a meal (72-81), drinks wine with the
beggar (109-13), and exchanges news (112-84). Only after they have finished the meal does he
ask the beggar who he is (185-90). Once their lengthy conversation is over, he provides a bed
(518-24). Then, in the morning, he gives the beggar a gift in the form of a staff and himself
serves as his escort to the oikos of Odysseus (182-203). We find, then, that Eumaeus’ reception
of the beggar is measured but appropriate, as one might expect of a perfect stranger.

We note one important additional detail, however. After Odysseus gives his bogus
autobiography (192-359), Eumaeus offers him a second, much more generous meal. And it is
only at this time that he offers and shares sacrifice (407-56). Both of these actions draw our
attention to the fact that something has changed for Eumaeus. He treats the beggar with

considerably more sympathy once he has heard his story. The reason for this change, I argue, is

371 Pace Olson (1995, 125).

372 Newton (2015, 269). Reece (1993, 146-8) breaks down the meagreness of Eumaeus’ initial hospitality in
comparison to the other scenes of hospitality in great detail. The characterization of this scene by Williams (1986,
396) and Reece (1993, 154) as parodic is perhaps excessive.

373 Reece (1993, 17-39) provides an excellent list and analysis of all of the conventional expectations of the Homeric
host.
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that the suffering narrated in Odysseus’ lying tale causes him to realize that he and the beggar
Odysseus are united by common experience, and most importantly the threat of slavery.3’* In
order to bring this out, it will be necessary to examine the lying tale in some detail. There are
essentially two strands of scholarship on this lying tale. The first searches for ways in which
Odysseus can be seen to be manipulating Eumaeus by inventing autobiographical details with
which he might be expected to sympathize.3”> The second sees the lying tale as containing
allusions to alternative Odysseys, with the present example being the most extensive and
therefore most examined one in the poem.37® Of course these two strands are not incompatible.
Odysseus can simultaneously be alluding to alternative Odysseys and manipulating details in
order to ingratiate himself with the swineherd. It is of fundamental importance, however, that
both of these concepts be borne in mind when reading this passage. One can frequently interpret
a particular detail of Odysseus’ lying tale as motivated by either or both of these factors, and
ignoring one or the other possibility can lead to an unbalanced conclusion. The same holds true
for the speech as a whole. It is well established that Odysseus’ tale has such an impact on
Eumaeus because the swineherd has experience in common with the character Odysseus creates.

But it is central to my interpretation of this passage below that Odysseus is not simply inventing

374 As will become clear, I think Cook (2012 n. 42) is absolutely correct in his decision to use quotation marks
around ‘lying’ and ‘false’ when referring to this kind of tale: “they are only ‘false’ in the sense that they do not agree
with the primary narrative. They are, however, used to communicate important ‘truths’ about the characters who
relate them and are perfectly authentic ‘myths’ in their own way.” Cf. Arthur (1977, 19): “the falsity is only
superficial, for the message of the tale is true.” So Walcot (1977, 12).

375 This strand is immense. The most important examples for our purposes are Austin (1975, 224-53), Finley (1978,
174-5), G. Rose (1980), Holscher (1990, 212), Minchin (1992, with further bibliography in Minchin (2001, 210 n.
19)), Louden (1997, 100-12), Grossardt (1998, 66-74), and Newton (2015, 269-70). Segal (1994a, 177-8) treats the
lying tale as ironic because it is close to the truth.

376 The idea seems first to have been suggested by Woodhouse (1930, 126-36), although he is primarily interested in
finding traces of the ‘true’ Odyssey. It was revived by Reece (1994). Most recently see Tsagalis (2012) and his ample
bibliography; cf. also S. West (2012, 125).
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this story. He is including allusive details, the extent of which it is impossible to determine.37”
Implied by this, however, is the possibility that he actually could have experienced what he is
narrating. From this point of view, the similarities between the character of his lying tale and
Eumaeus are not entirely points of cynical manipulation. The similarities cast Eumaeus as a kind
of counterfactual Odysseus. The auditors of the poem are not necessarily aware of these
similarities until Eumaeus tells his own story (15.390-484). But when he does, I will argue, the
effect produced is uncanny.

There is both internal and external evidence in favour of a so-called Cretan Odyssey. The
most obvious internal evidence is Odysseus’ systematic claim to be from Crete in his lying tales
(13.256-7, 14.199-200, 19.172-87).378 This is particularly significant when we consider how the
proem to the Odyssey (1.1-10) does not seem to describe the poem which follows particularly
well.3” Of especial relevance for our present purpose is the phrase ToAA®v 8" dvOpdnmV idev
dotea kail voov €yvo (“and he saw the cities of many men and knew their mind,” 1.3). Itis a
commonplace of Homeric scholarship to observe that Odysseus does not see many cities in our
Odyssey. In fact, after Troy, the only location Odysseus reaches that could be called a city is the
settlement of the Phaeacians (a0 ntoA0g, 6.294, 11.156; mé6Awvd’, 7.14; molv, 7.18). And this
remote island hardly appears to fulfil the proem’s promise on its own.3% On the other hand, as

Reece has observed, it is during Odysseus’ Cretan lies that the lines most similar to 1.3 occur

377 Cf. Levaniouk (2011, 93-108), who argues that the conversation between Odysseus and Penelope at Od.
19.104-360 is similarly suffused with Cretan themes and associations. See also Cook (2012, 55-7), with further
bibliography.

378 What follows is a very brief overview of the major points so that we can have some context for a discussion of
Odysseus’ conversation with Eumaeus. An excellent and more thorough treatment of both the internal and external
evidence in favour of one or more Cretan Odysseys is Tsagalis (2012). Danek (1998, 285-6) remains agnostic.

379 Scodel (1999, 79 n. 155).

380 The settlements of the Cicones (9.41) and the Cimmerians (11.14) are both referred to as cities. But these are
extremely fleeting references, and Odysseus could hardly be considered to have gotten to know them.
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(moAla Bpotdv €mi dote’ dAmpevog (“wandering through many cities of men”, 15.492 =
19.170)).38! And Eumaeus remarks to Telemachus that the (Cretan) beggar enoci 8¢ ToALG
Bpotdv Emi dotea dtvnOfvar mhalopevog (“says that he has roamed to many cities of men in his
wandering,” 16.63-4). In fact, according to the beggar, even Crete by itself has many and
countless men and ninety cities (Kpnt... / év & dvBpwmot / tolhoi dmelpéctot, kai Evvikovia
noMeg, 19.172-4).38 1t is perhaps unsurprising, then, that the poem shows more familiarity with
the topography of Crete than with the Peloponnese, which Telemachus visits in Books 3 and 4.383
Eumaeus also reports that an Aetolian falsely claimed that Odysseus had stayed in the house of
Idomeneus on Crete while repairing his ships (14.378-89). And Marks argues that this report
“alludes to themes that were central to some versions of Odysseus’ return, but were antithetical
to the Odyssey itself.” This technique involving the deauthorization of competitive epics has
been identified elsewhere in the Odyssey.384

While the external evidence is rather late, it nonetheless remains suggestive. Zenodotus
seems to have had some access to a tradition in which Telemachus went to Crete rather than
Sparta, in addition to his visit to Pylos. He, and possibly others, read ég Kpnitnv (“to Crete”) in
place of é¢ Zndptnv (“to Sparta”) at 1.93, and & Kpnmnyv 1€ mop’ Toopevija dvakta (“and to

Crete to the house of the lord Idomeneus”), instead of Xraptnvoe mopd EavOov Mevéraov (“to

381 Reece (1994, 159). Segal (1994a, 183) also compares émi moAAd 8° GAnOnv (“I wandered through many places”,
14.120), 6ca o1 wabeg nd” 66 adndng (“how many things you suffered and how many places you wandered”,
14.362), and éni yolav aAnfeic (“having wandered over the earth”, 14.380) without making the same connections.
On the proem and its relation to the rest of the poem in general, see S. West (1981), Nagler (1990), and Tsagalis
(2012, 318-19), with bibliography.

382 Cf. 19.178-80.
383 See Burkert (2001, 127-37) and M. West (2014, 87).

384 Marks (2003, 220-3). On the other hand, A. Bowie (2013 ad Od. 14.360-89) suggests that Eumacus invents the
story of the Aetolian “carefully crafted to administer an inherent rebuke to Od.”
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Sparta to the house of blond Menelaus™) at 1.285.3%5 S. West argues that these two variants
confirm one another and so cannot be the result of scribal error. She also insists that they could
not simply have been conjectures by Zenodotus because they are so obviously out of place in our
Odyssey. Her claim that these variants must have been strongly attested in his time seems
decisive, therefore.3¥ Much later, we have it narrated by Dictys Cretensis that Odysseus, either
instead of or in addition to travelling to the supernatural areas described in Od. 9-12, ends up
with Idomeneus on Crete (6.5).3%” Few would suggest that we should take this narration as a
wholesale summary of a now lost alternative Odyssey. But, in light of the other evidence, it is
possible that what we have is a learned treatment of such an Odyssey for the amusement of the
contemporary literati.3%® Finally, it is worth noting Malkin’s observation that Odysseus was an
extremely popular heroic ancestor in regional genealogies because of his wanderings, meaning
that a Cretan Odyssey is not an improbable possibility.33°

It seems fairly clear, then, that an audience relatively contemporary to our Odyssey would

have understood that Odysseus’ lying tales contain references to alternative, and possibly non-

3853 HM ad 3.313 Pontani, apparently referring to 1.93 and 1.284-6. Reece (1994, 167 n. 15) reads Zenodotus as he
will, but the fact remains that Zenodotus did hold such an interpretation. See also X MO ad 1.93 Pontani, where it is
unclear to whom twvég refers. But it may simply be Zenodotus alone, since Tivég can refer to a single scholar: Niinlist
(2009, 12), who cites Z A ad 1I. 3.11 Erbse, where it refers only to Zenodotus. Some scholia explicitly deny this
alternative tradition (e.g. HM ad 2.359 Pontani). It is also noteworthy that some MSS confusingly record the line
kelbev 0° ¢ Kpntnv te mop’ Tdopevija dvakrto (“and from there to Crete and to the house of the lord Idomeneus™)
after the vulgate’s 1.93 (see the app. crit. in Heubeck et al.).

386 S. West (1981, 173-4), pace M. West (2014, 107-8). Zenodotus frequently comes under fire in Homeric textual
criticism, but see M. West (2001, 33-45) for a more balanced view.

387 There is an Attic red-figure stamnos (LIMC s.v. “Idomeneus” I) from ca. 480 BCE, on which Idomeneus
(IAAMENEY?Y) is depicted hanging under a ram’s belly and escaping from Polyphemus’ cave with Odysseus (cf.
0d. 9.424-66).

388 So Reece (1994, 168-9) and Levaniouk (2012, 374).
389 Malkin (1998, 121-6); so Marks (2003, 220-2).
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canonical, Odysseys in which Odysseus was blown to Crete and visited Idomeneus.?*® Regarding
this possibility, Levaniouk makes the fundamentally important point that, contrary to much
neoanalytical reconstruction, we are dealing with a branch of the poetic tradition of the Odyssey,
and not a single poem.’°! And we have virtually no solid information regarding what this
tradition would have looked like in precise, narrative terms. Given the likely plurality of
iterations of the Cretan tradition, however, it is probably more profitable to think in terms of
themes. And in the present context, where we have an allusion — one of many in our Odyssey — to
a recognizable, alternative tradition, it is safe to say that this Cretan lie which Odysseus
constantly tells itself constitutes a theme. In other words, when Odysseus tells an interlocutor one
of his Cretan tales, he evokes what I will call a Cretan ‘mode’ of the Odyssey, referring to the
traditional referentiality of this type of tale.>*> The auditor is then given to understand that
Odysseus is, at least in the wandering portion of his story, providing a metapoetic version of the
Cretan tradition, one which can be made to cater to his audience, just as actual bards presumably
catered their stories to their audiences.’*® And, in fact, while Odysseus does not appear entirely to
be lying when he relates his journey to the Phaeacians in Books 9 to 12, there are good reasons to

believe that he is at least not telling the whole truth.3** To return to the question of Odysseus’

3% Reece (1994, 157-73) offers one possible version of such a poem. On the distinction between canonical and non-
canonical early Greek hexameter, see Nagy (1990, 70 and 1999.7-8), bearing in mind the reservations of Andersen
and Haug (2012, 6-7), for example.

391 Levaniouk (2012, 374-5).
392 On traditional referentiality, see J.-M. Foley (1991, 38-60).

393 So Cook (2012, 94). In this sense, we should distinguish Odysseus’ Cretan lies from Demeter’s Cretan lie in the
Homeric Hymn to Demeter (119-33), at least inasmuch as we are not aware of a similar tradition regarding Demeter.
But cf. Levaniouk (2011, 101-3), who argues that Odysseus’ and Demeter’s Cretan lies both “connote return,
renewal, and epiphany” (103). A more detailed comparison of Odysseus’ meeting with Eumaeus and Demeter’s
conversation with the daughters of Celeus is below.

394 On the general veracity of Books 9 to 12, see H. Parry (1994), C. Brown (1996, 2 n. 1), S. Richardson (1996),
and de Jong (2001.221-3). For one example of Odysseus presenting his story in a manner advantageous to himself,
cf. Karanika (2011, 11-17) on his description of his meeting with Heracles in Hades.
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longest lying tale and its relationship to Eumaecus, then, the fact that it is a Cretan tale does not
simply signal that Odysseus is lying. It indicates metapoetically that he is, at least in the
wandering portion, narrating a story that could have happened to him. And, again, if we think in
terms of allomorphic motifs, much of what happens to the beggar in this lying tale does happen
to Odysseus, as we will see. It is more sensible, then, as Cook argues, not to dismiss the
resemblance between Eumaeus’ story and Odysseus’ lying tale “as a simple intratextual echo,
since Homer could have given Eumaios a different biography to which ‘Odysseus’ could have
then adjusted his story.””3%> The compilation of themes in the beggar’s lying tale is significant,
and Eumaeus’ in turn is at least partially modelled upon the same cluster.3% In this reading,
Odysseus remains the primary character, and Eumaeus the doublet. The shared themes link them
without always being peculiar to the two of them. We may expect as much from epic poetry,
which is to some extent always about the human condition.

Thinking in these terms, the thematic model which primarily governs Odysseus’ stay with
Eumaeus, and indeed all of Books 13 to 22, is that of his eventual epiphany. This has been well
established.?®” To introduce the basic elements of this theme, Odysseus plays the role of a god
who disguises himself in order to test mortal xenia. In order to receive appropriate hospitality, he
tells a lying tale meant to provoke the pity of his host. Then, when he has discovered who is

naughty and who is nice, he reveals his true identity and punishes those who have not met his

395 pace Danek (1998, 285).
3% Cook (2012, 84).

397 See Kearns (1982), whose treatment is considerably developed by Sowa (1984, especially 236-72), although her
definition of “epiphany” is much broader than the one outlined here; see also Montiglio (2005, 91-2), Louden (2011,
30-56), Murnaghan (2011, 7-10), and Cook (2012, with further bibliography at 57 n. 13). Cf. Clay (1983, 213-39) on
the more general concept of theodicy in the Odyssey.
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criteria.>*® The most important examples of this in early Greek epic are the present one in the
Odyssey and in the Hymn to Demeter (105-304).3° Both of these instances, however, are also
parts of a series of complex themes and feature only partial epiphanies.** The advantage of this
comparison for our purposes is that the scene in the Hymn to Demeter which is parallel to our
meeting between Odysseus and Eumaeus, namely the discovery of the disguised Demeter by the
daughters of Celeus (105-68), contains many of the same motifs, not the least of which revolve
around their Cretan lies (119-33).4°! The most obvious parallel is that both Demeter and
Odysseus appear in disguise, first to the daughters of Celeus and Eumaeus respectively (H. Dem.
101-4, Od. 13.429-38), thus enabling them to perform tests.*?? The use of the disguise in each
case is rather different, however. We have already noted that Odysseus uses his beggar’s disguise

to test the relevant denizens of Ithaca. Demeter’s disguise, on the other hand, is in some sense

398 Sowa (1984, 238 and 243-50) contends that all of the major Homeric Hymns contain epiphanies. It is worth
noting that the theoxeny only becomes nearly explicit in the Odyssey as late as 17.362-3: ®g @v.../ yvoin 0" of Tvég
glow évaiowvpor of T abépiotor (“to learn who was just and who lawless”). Nagy’s (1999, 116) doctrine that the
central heroes of Homeric “epic tradition cannot have an overtly religious dimension in the narrative” just holds true
in this case. Odysseus sensibly avoids portraying himself in such a manner: T006d¢e 6¢ poip” €dduacce Bedv Kai
oyxétha Epya (“fate from the gods and their cruel deeds overcame these men here,” 22.413).

399 We might also compare the much later examples of Jason in AR 1.8-11, 3.66-75, and Baucis and Philemon in Ov.
Met. 8.621-96. The passages in the Argonautica are heavily indebted to the Odyssey: Lennox (1980), Hunter (1989
ad AR 3.66-75), Knight (1995, 133-8), Clare (2002, 20-32). A. Griffin (1991, 68-72) suggests that, while there is no
good classical parallel, the Baucis and Philemon story probably has its origin in the Near East; cf. Kenney (2011 ad
Ov. Met. 8.611-724) for further bibliography.

400 Grossardt (1998, 231-40) provides a fine analysis of the similarity between the two scenes, although his
description of the relationship between the two poems as “die Rezeption der Odyssee in des Demeter-Hymnos” (231)
perhaps underestimates the antiquity of the tradition of the Hymn. The usual dating of the Hymn to the late 7th
century or early 6th century (cf. 227 n. 21) does not preclude the possibility that at least strands of the tradition could
be much more ancient. Cook (2012) is an excellent and detailed examination of how the epiphany motif interacts
with other themes in each of these two poems. See also Bierl (2004, 47-8).

401 See the chart Sowa (1984, 251) provides comparing the relevant motifs in these two scenes. I would, however,
dispute her comparison between the daughters of Celeus (159) and Metaneira (213-15) recognizing Demeter as
superior despite her disguise and Telemachus’ wondering at his father (16.178-85). Odysseus is not in disguise at
this point, after all.

402 See ibid. for these themes in the Phaeacian episode as well. One wonders if Helen’s description of her meeting
with Odysseus (Od. 4.235-64) is not a comparable example.
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not really a disguise, having more to do with mourning the ‘death’ of Persephone.*?3 As Redfield
says of the slain Patroclus in the //iad, “the dead man must go on a journey, and the impulse of
the mourners is to go with him.” One symptom of this impulse is self-deprivation, such as
Achilles’ abstinence from food, sleep, washing, and sex (24.129-31).404 On Odysseus’
disappearance, Laertes similarly removes himself from society and submits himself to a harsh
regimen (Od. 11.187-96). As Murnaghan observes, “this conception involves the same kind of
ambiguity inherent in literal disguises.”*%> The mourner becomes nearly indistinguishable from
an older person of a much lower class. So Demeter in her mourning naturally appears as if in
disguise to the daughters of Celeus. This is probably an allomorph of the theoxeny theme, and the
result is the same inasmuch as mortals are tested.*® Eumaeus simultaneously passes Odysseus’
first test by treating him hospitably despite his rude appearance and attire, and he provides him
with a means into the oikos. If we compare the structures of the two passages, then, the daughters
of Celeus emerge as the Hymn to Demeter’s parallel to Eumaeus. They encounter Demeter sitting
by the road (98-111), invite her in (153-68), ask after her history (113-17), are given a Cretan lie
(119-33), and introduce her into their household (184-9).47 So Eumaeus and the daughters of

Celeus are both the internal audiences of a Cretan lie, and in parallel circumstances.

403 On Demeter’s reaction to Persephone’s abduction as one of mourning, see DeBloois (1997, 253-4) and Nickel
(2003, 77).

404 Redfield (1994, 181).
405 Murnaghan (2011, 19 n. 12).
406 So Pratt (2000, 44) and Suter (2002, 139-40), pace Clay (1989, 227-8).

407 The parallel examples from Od. 14 have already been examined. Note, however, that, while Eumaeus’ first
encounter with Odysseus at 14.29-36 parallels the first encounter at H. Dem. 98-111, the ‘Maiden at the Well” motif
has already appeared with Odysseus’ meeting with Athena at 13.102-12 and 221-7. On this motif, see Reece (1993,
12-13).
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The broad similarities between the two passages more or less end there, however. But,
because of the thematic parallels, it will be informative to provide a comparison of the two lies.
The Hymn to Demeter is obviously much shorter than the Odyssey, and so much of the parallel
material is correspondingly abbreviated. This goes for the daughters of Celeus as well. Their role
can essentially be described as functional. They fulfill the basic requirements of the scene and
then more or less disappear.*® One result of this abbreviation is that Demeter’s lying tale
apparently only resonates with the goddess herself. Unlike Eumaeus, the daughters of Celeus are
not sufficiently developed for such a purpose. On a more schematic level, however, there are
some obvious similarities. The first and the most discussed is the fact that both Demeter and
Odysseus claim to come from Crete. As I have already claimed, Odysseus’ reference to Crete is
at least on one level an evocation of an alternative tradition of the Odyssey. Demeter’s claim may
also refer to some alternative tradition.?® But this can only remain a hypothesis. Demeter and
Odysseus also both begin their tales with professions of honesty (Od. 14.192, H. Dem. 119-21).

And Eumaeus interestingly repeats the beggar’s profession (not verbatim) when introducing him

408 N. Richardson (2011, 46) observes that their “youthful innocence and grace resembles that of Persephone and her
companions.” According to Pausanias (1.38.3), they are supposed to have played some part in performing rites for
Demeter and Persephone (td 6¢ igpa tolv Oeoiv... dpdotv), presumably at the institution of the Eleusinian mysteries.

409 So Suter (2002, 147-8), although I cannot follow her in her further proposal that “the Hymn’s poet has perhaps
kept the basic story of this myth but dubbed it a lie because he wants to condemn the tradition as false” (148). We
simply do not know enough about this possible alternative tradition to make any specific claims. Tantalizing,
however, is £ ad Hes. Th. 914 di Gregorio = Bacch. fr. 47 Machler: prndcOot 8¢ v [lepoepdvny pociv ol pev ék
YwkeMag, Blaxyviiong] 8¢ éx Kpnng (“some say that Persephone was kidnapped in Sicily. But B[acchylides] says
in Crete”). Cf. also M. West’s (1966) note on Kpfjtng at Hes. Th. 971 (ad loc.). N. Richardson (1974 ad H.Dem.
123) thinks that Kpfitn6ev simply indicates that Demeter is lying. In the same note, he also summarizes the
arguments in favour of the theory that the Eleusinian Mysteries had a Minoan origin, and a more detailed and up-to-
date treatment of this question may be found in Suter (2002, 169-207). But there can be no definitive answer either
way. Levaniouk (2011, 101-3) hypothesizes that Demeter signals her coming epiphany by referring to Crete, much
in the manner that Odysseus is thought to in his tale to Eumaeus.
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to Telemachus (Od. 16.61).410 Tsagalis is surely correct in his observation that there is a certain
amount of irony here as well in their claims of veracity.*!! As mentioned above, what they are
about to say is not ‘true’, but they nonetheless report stories that are authentic in their own way.
In a sense, then, Odysseus and Demeter hide the literal truth while exposing a deeper one. The
truth explored in each of their cases is rather different, however, as is appropriate to each story.
Demeter further reveals how much she is suffering on account of the loss of her daughter. And, I
will argue, Odysseus alludes to important similarities between Eumaeus and himself, namely
their shared suffering.

Part of the reason for the difference between the tales of Odysseus and Demeter is the
status of their internal audiences. The daughters of Celeus belong to the aristocracy, whereas
Eumaeus is a slave who used to be an aristocrat. For this reason, the idea of compulsion
(ananké), so central to both tales, resonates and contrasts with Eumaeus’ experiences as it cannot
with those of the daughters of Celeus, who have not yet experienced life’s vicissitudes. Demeter
claims that:

‘viv avte KpmOev én’ edpéa vidta Boddoong

fAvBov ovk €0éhovoa, Bin 6° dékovoav dvaykn

dvopec Aniotipeg dmyoyov. ol pev Emetta 125
vt Bof] ®opikov o¢ katéoyehov, EvBa yovaikeg

nreipov EnéPnoav doiréec o€ Kai avtol

JEImMVOV EMNPTOVOVTO TOPA TPLUVN GO VNOC:

GAL" €uol oV 0Opmoto peAippovog fpato Bopdg,

AGOpn &° Opunbeica ot meipoto peraivng 130
@eVYOV VITEPPLAAOVG oNUAVTOPOC, dPPA KE UN e

410 Richardson (1974 ad H.Dem. 120-1) notes in addition that Persephone makes a similar claim to her mother at
406. And so does Hermes to his own father, Zeus (H.Herm. 368-9). The variation in the wording of these phrases,
which seem relatively formulaic in their meaning, is most perplexing. Vergados (2013 ad H. Herm. 368) claims that
such statements are generally followed by the actual truth. He is apparently thinking of Od. 16.226, 17.108, and
22.420, which seem to me to be formulaic phrases of rather a different sort.

411 Tsagalis (2012, 319 n. 41). Cf. Od. 19.203 and Hes. Th. 26-8, on which see Scodel (2001, 115-21).
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Amplatny mepAcovVTEG EUNG Amovainto TIufG.

“Now I have come against my will over the broad back of the sea, and by force, against my

will, by necessity did pirate men lead me away. Then they put in at Thoricos in their swift

ship, where the women set foot on land in a group, and the men themselves began to prepare

dinner by the ship’s stern cables. But my heart had no desire for dinner, which is sweet to the

heart. But I rushed out in secret through the dark land and escaped my insolent masters, so

that they wouldn’t sell me un-bought and have the enjoyment of my value” (H. Dem

123-32 Richardson).41?
It has long been appreciated that, “in the Cretan tale, mother and daughter become closely
assimilated in the mother’s imagination.”*!3 Demeter places an extraordinary amount of
emphasis on her unwillingness to be driven off, taking up almost a full line of hexameter to say
so (124).414 Demeter perceives her daughter’s marriage to Hades as rape,*!® and her lying tale is
accordingly preoccupied with volition. Of particular interest is the line-ending évdykn in the
dative case.*!® The lying tales of Demeter and Odysseus are both centrally concerned with the
weight of necessity. They both yield to it begrudgingly. Eumaeus, on the other hand, is happy

with his lot, and he does not portray himself as having been constrained by necessity. The dative

of ananké is used four times in the Hymn, once also with dékovoav in Demeter’s address to

412 Arpidanv jumps out at us because of its rarity. Prior to Pindar (dnpidrog, fr. 169a.8 Maehler), it occurs only here,
at /1. 1.99, and in Odysseus’ lying tale (Od. 14.317). It appears to be used adjectivally here (N. Richardson (1974 ad
loc.)) and at 7. 1.99 (so Hainsworth (1993 ad loc.) and LfgrE s.v., contra £ A ad loc. Erbse, Cunliffe (1963 s.v.), and
Wickert-Micknat (1983, 224)). But it must be adverbial at Od. 14.317. One is tempted to posit some significance to
the appearance of such a rare word in both of these lying tales, but I am not convinced that there is any.

413 1, Foley (1994, 125); cf. Clay (1989, 228).

414 For a less marked example of the capture of an unwilling party, cf. the description of Achilles” abduction of
Lycaon, tov pa mot’ a0tog / Nye Aafmv €k Totpoc dlmiic ovk E0éhovta (“whom he himself once took and brought
away from his father’s orchard against his will,” /1. 21.35-6). This passage is examined in some detail below.

415 Cf. DeBloois’ (1997, 246) insightful reading of the juxtaposition of fipra&ev and Sdkev at the beginning of the
Hymn: 60yatpa... fjv Adwvedg / fipratev, ddkev o¢... Zevg (“daughter... whom Hades snatched up, and Zeus gave
her,” 2-3); so Clay (1989, 209); cf. Hes. Th. 913-14.

416 In early Greek hexameter, the dative of ananke always appears at the end of the line, except at 1/. 9.429 and
9.692, which appear to be variants of the same formula. In general, I find Schreckenberg’s (1964) thesis that ananké
is fundamentally defined by the idea of binding to be convincing as far as early Greek hexameter goes. LfgrE s.v.
avaykn seems to be more or less agnostic. But I am mindful that this idea does not necessarily underpin its use in
later literature: Wooley (1967), Green (2012, 172-3).

This usage of the dative appears essentially to be instrumental: cf. Kiihner (1904, §425.11), Chantraine (1953,
§105), Schwyzer (1959, 167), all citing //. 11.150 (pevyovtog avaykn).
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Helios, in which she says that she heard her daughter being taken away unwillingly (72). Later in
the poem, a formula appears twice that is rather ironic in the context of the Hymn. Demeter is
told that, although they grieve, people endure the gifts of the gods by necessity (Bedv pev ddpa
Kol dyvopevol mep avaykn/ téthapev dvlpwomot, 147-8 = 216-17). Interestingly, the latter two
uses of the dative of ananké seem to resemble the Iliadic passages, while the former are
reminiscent of the Odyssey.*'” The dative of ananké also appears within close proximity of some
form of dyvopevol mep (“although they grieved”) four times in the lliad (dyvopevol mep avaykn,
12.78; dyyvopevog mep avéryxn, 15.133; dyyvduevol mep... avdykn, 18.112-13 = 19.65-6), and this
never happens in the Odyssey.*!8 The line-ending dative of ananké does not appear in the other
Homeric Hymns or in Hesiod.*'° And in the Iliad, the agent imposing necessity is distant and
often impersonal. So, for example, Diomedes says to the uninjured Greeks in Book 14, debt’
fopev moAepdVoE Kol ovtapevol mep avaykn (“Come, even though we are wounded, out of
necessity let us go to battle,” 14.128). One can surmise that the Greeks are compelled by
necessity into battle because the Trojans are on the offensive. But this is nowhere to be seen in
the speech. More of a borderline case is the withdrawal of the Greeks from the foremost ships in
the face of the Trojan assault (1ol 0" énéyvvro. / Apyeiot 6& vedv eV Exdpnoay Kol avaykn / tdv
npoténv (“But they [the Trojans] poured in. And the Argives gave way from the foremost ships

even by necessity”, 15.654-6)). The necessity is clearly caused by the advance of the Trojans

417 Schreckenberg (1964, 1-16) and LfgrE s.v. véykn B3a implicitly make this same distinction without noting the
difference between the two poems in this respect.

418 This is not to say that the sentiment that humans must endure what the gods give is foreign to the Odyssey (for
example, see Od. 4.236-7 and 6.187-90). I am only claiming that this phraseology resembles that of the /liad.

419 Anankaie appears in the dative in the longer Hymn to Apollo (543), but not at the end of a line. Cf. Munson
(2001, 30-1), who cites an unpublished presentation by K. Cheshire at the 1998 APA conference claiming that, in
Homer, “dvdyxn refers to more general or abstract compulsion, while dvaykain denotes particular instances of it.” If
this guideline is correct, I am not convinced that it extends to the Homeric Hymns.
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(toi), but the source of the necessity is still not linked syntactically to avdykn, nor does it even
appear in the same sentence.*? In the Odyssey, on the other hand, the source of compulsion tends
to be linked closely to the dative of ananké. So, for example, Calypso is described three times as
1| pwv avaykn / ioyel (“the one who constrains him [Odysseus] with compulsion,” 4.557-8 =
5.14-15 = 17.143-4). Similarly, Eumaeus, under compulsion, sends a man to drive a boar to the
city for the insolent suitors (tov 0¢ ... dmonpoénke TOMVOE / GOV AyEpeV LVNoTHpoLY
VIEPPLIAOIOLY AvaykT), 14.26-7). The link between the ananké and the suitors is not absolutely
explicit in this passage. But they appear side by side, and that the suitors are the source of the
compulsion is clear.*?! In addition, lines which feature a redundant emphasis on unwillingness
and coercion similar — in kind, if not in extent — to that of H.Dem. 124 are not uncommon in the
Odyssey (e.g. 00k €0éhova’, O’ avaykng, 2.110 = 19.156 = 24.146; toAL" dexalopévoug, ovd’
f0ehov, 13.277; dvayxn... o0k €0éAmv, 5.154-5). As far as [ am aware, only one such example
appears in the lliad (mOAL" dexalopévn, kpatepn & émikeioet dvaykn (“much against your will,
and powerful necessity will lie upon you”, 6.458)).422 Compulsion is an important idea in the
Odyssey. Much emphasis is placed on the fact that Odysseus and his allies must do the best they
can despite the various constraints placed on them by hostile gods and malevolent mortals. The

heavy weight of necessity frequently evokes sympathy and binds characters together.

42080 71. 11.148-50, 12.178-9, 15.132-4, 197-9, and 343-5, 18.112-13, 19.65-6.

421 The other, similar uses in the Odyssey of line-ending ananké in the dative appear at 1.154, 5.154, 7.217, 9.98,
12.330, 14.27, 14.272 and 298, 17.441, 18.76, 22.331, 353, and 451. This closer connection between ananké and its
cause is not universal in the poem. The three exceptions are at 10.434, 13.307, 15.311. The phrase Ayp’ anankés
(“perforce”), which is virtually identical in meaning to the dative of anankeé, and is used only in the formulaic phrase
describing Penelope having to finish Laertes’ burial shroud (2.110, 19.156, and 24.146; cf. Cyp. fr. 9.3 and Panyas.
fr. 3.4 Bernabé), similarly does not emphasize the cause of the compulsion. When Odysseus is himself the one
constraining others (Od. 9.98), ananké lacks negative connotations.

4221 do not consider phrases like tqv pa Bin dékovtog dnndpwv (“whom they were taking by force from him against
his will,” 7I. 1.430; cf. 7.197, 13.572, 15.186, Od. 1.403, 4.646) to be redundant or even necessarily emphatic.
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Line-ending ananké in the dative appears twice in the lying tale in Book 14. And these
instances help us to appreciate how Odysseus subtly highlights his striking similarity to
Eumaeus. The beggar reports that, during a raid in Egypt, his men were foolish, and they were
routed (14.258-70): &v0’ Muéwv TOAAOVS PEV AmEKTAVOV OEET YOAK®D, / TOVG O™ dvaryov {woVg,
opiow €pyalesOot avaykn (“then they killed many of us with sharp bronze, and others they took
alive inland to work for them under compulsion,” 14.271-2).423 One assumes that working under
compulsion refers to slavery here.*** We can only speculate about what kind of treatment is to be
understood in detail, but presumably forced labour in a foreign land involves the kind of
systematic deracination outlined above. The tale Demeter tells in the extended quotation above
also quite evidently describes the process of enslavement. She is taken very much against her
will to a foreign land and is to be sold “un-bought’ (dmpidnv). The beggar and Doso are also
both exceptions within the larger groups of which they are a part. Demeter says that, while many
women set foot on land — presumably to be sold as well — she escaped at dinnertime. Oddly,
Odysseus’ beggar escapes slavery because Zeus saves him by putting it into his head to
supplicate the Egyptian basileus (‘chief’, 14.273-83), who spares him out of reverence for the
wrath of Zeus Xenios (A10¢ 6™ omileto pfjviv / Eewviov, 283-4). This is probably a reference to the
suitors, whom Eumaeus has just accused at length of not heeding opis (‘the watchful eye of the

gods’; especially 14.81-8).425 And so does his double, Philoetius (20.214-16).42¢ When we

423 This extended passage (14.258-72) is repeated verbatim at 17.427-41, with the exception of otijvon at 17.439 for
peivon at 14.270.

424 So A. Bowie (2013 ad loc.).
425 On this word’s sometimes fraught usage, see Burkert (2001, 95-104).

426 Elsewhere the roar of the hooves of Hector’s horses is compared to the tempest Zeus rains down during harvest
time when men are unjust (16.384-93), not heeding the watchful eye of the gods (0e®dv émv 0Ok dAéyovteg, 388 =
Hes. Op. 251); cf. Heracles at Od. 21.24-33; also cf. Hes. Op. 187 and 706.
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consider that these passages are centrally concerned with the gods’ punishment of unjust
behaviour, it is no wonder Grossardt finds it ironic that Eumaeus should respond so well to the
beggar’s report that the Egyptian basileus should have thought of Zeus Xenios in a situation
where an enemy combatant grabbed him by the knees and made supplication. In such a scenario,
xenia does not ordinarily apply.*?” Why the Egyptian basileus should have such a thought is not
entirely clear, but it is noteworthy that Zeus puts the idea into the beggar’s head. Divine
inspiration is hardly unknown in early Greek hexameter.*?® Here it apparently saves the beggar
from slavery. In these two passages, the contrast between the beggar and Doso is informative.
They alone out of their respective groups escape. The beggar escapes because he is apparently
uniquely favoured by Zeus, whereas Doso escapes because she is not hungry at dinnertime. As
we noted above, abstaining from food is one of the forms of self-deprivation that is symptomatic
of mourning in Greek literature.*?® Again, Demeter alludes to her daughter’s rape in her lying
tale. In other words, Doso refuses to accept the ananké which oppresses her, just as Demeter
refuses to accept the ananké which she perceives as oppressing her daughter. Demeter has this
luxury because she is a goddess. As we will see, however, the beggar, just like Odysseus, can
only rely on the mercy of the gods to free him from ananke.

As is to be expected from different iterations of the same type-scene, we have observed
that the two lying tales in question share a large number of characteristics. Both storytellers

portray themselves as victims of necessity, although whether this is the necessity of fate or of the

427 Grossardt (1998, 67).

428 Cf. especially 3.26-7: Tniépay’, dAlo pdv antog évi gpeoi ofiot vofioelg, / 8o 88 kol Saipmv vmodfostol
(“Telemachus, some things you yourself will devise in your heart. Others a god will suggest.”).

429 Cf. the later description of Demeter as dyélactog Gractog £dnthoc N6 nothtog (“without laughter, not tasting
food or drink,” H.Dem. 220). Penelope submits herself to a similar regimen when Telemachus disappears early in
the Odyssey (4.787-90). N. Richardson (1974 ad H.Dem. 220) provides a number of further parallels.
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harsh realities of human life is not always clear. One indication of this necessity is the similar,
emphatic use of the dative of ananké. Odysseus and Demeter also narrate situations in which
they alone of their respective groups escape slavery. As we will see, in all three of these respects
Eumaeus’ autobiography can be distinguished from the lying tales of the former two. Eumaecus,
although he has experienced the kind of suffering Demeter and Odysseus relate, does not portray
himself as a victim of necessity, and so it follows that he does not tend to colour his narrative
with words of constraint and unwillingness — although we are surely to understand that he was
deceived into leaving his parents’ oikos. And finally Eumaeus is not part of a group of saleable
victims. He is the victim of opportunism. The reason Eumaeus does not portray himself as a
victim of necessity, I will suggest, is that he is depicted as happy with his lot as Odysseus’ slave,
and so it would be nonsensical for him ultimately to regret his kidnapping.

The second appearance of line-ending ananké in the dative in the lying tale of Book 14 is
just a few lines after the first, and it brings us squarely back to the threat of slavery. The beggar
stays with the Egyptian basileus for seven years, but he is eventually persuaded by a dastardly
Phoenician to travel with him to Phoenicia and Libya (14.285-95). The Phoenician persuades
him to go to Libya,

“yevdea fovAevoag, tva ol GOV OpTOV dyotput,

KE0L 8¢ 1 g mepdonot kai GomeTov MoV EAotTo.

TQ EMOUNV €Ml VNOG, OTOUEVOG TTEP, AVAYKY.

“with the misleading advice that I should convey cargo with him, but really intending to take
me for sale and collect a huge payment there. I followed him onboard ship by necessity, even
though I was suspicious” (14.296-8).

There are several aspects of this passage that are noteworthy for us. Given that a belated nostos

(‘homecoming’) is the subject of the Odyssey, it is perhaps unsurprising that we see ananké so
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frequently associated with the control of movement.**° Here again we have the threat of slavery.
Similarly, in the final two lines of the quotation from the Hymn to Demeter above, Demeter
escapes so that the pirates will not sell her (mepdcavteg) and enjoy the profit from such a sale.
Peraan (‘to cross to the other side,’ or ‘to sell’) frequently combines the ideas of crossing the sea
and the sale of a person, especially in the Odyssey.*3! So deracination is at stake again. Onos
(“profit’, or ‘price’), as opposed to the fimé of the H.Dem., seems to be an important word in this
portion of the Odyssey, being attested six times in Books 14 and 15, and only rarely elsewhere in
early Greek epic.®3? In the [liad, onos is used only of the purchase of Lycaon (21.41 and 23.746).
In the Odyssey, as we will see, it refers to the purchase-price for a slave four times (14.297,
15.388, 429, and 452) and twice to that of merchants’ wares (15.445 and 463).433 Wickert-
Micknat argues that “@voc, in der Ilias der ‘Tausch-Wert’ eines Menschen, ist in der Odyssee
‘Kauf-Wert’, und zwar von jeglicher Ware, nicht nur von Menschen.”** However, if we examine
the Iliadic examples, we find that the word is used no differently there than in the Odyssey. The
poet has just described the abduction of Lycaon by Achilles from his father’s orchard (/1.
21.34-39):

Kol tote PEV v Afjuvov E0KTIHEVNV ENEPACTEV

viueiv &ymv, dtap viog Thcovog dvov Edwkev:

KelBev 0¢ EevOg v EMDGaTo, TOAAL O EJmKEY,
Tupprog ‘Hetiwv, mépyey 8 €¢ diav Apicpnv.

430 So Rankine (2011, 41) with respect to 4.557-8 = 5.14-15 = 17.143-4. On the Odyssey as a belated homecoming,
see Burgess (2012b).

431 Wickert-Micknat (1983.138-9); cf. N. Richardson (1993 ad Ii. 21.40-1), who translates the term as “export for
sale.” Grossardt (1998, 238 n. 57) finds it striking that, when the word is used in this way (citing especially Od.
14.297, 15.453, and H. Dem. 132), it often begins in the same metrical position.

432 On time in the H. Dem. and in the Homeric Hymns more generally, see Nickel (2003).
433 T suspect that either dvov or Blotov is implied at Od. 20.383 as well.

434 Wickert-Micknat (1983, 140). The word is often translated as “ransom” in the /liad, such as in the revised Loeb
at 11. 23.746.
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“And at that time he took him across the sea to well-built Lemnos, bringing him by ship, and

the son of Jason paid his price. And from there a guest-friend, Imbrian A&tion, ransomed him,

and he gave much and sent him to godlike Arisbe” (21.40-3).
Lexica tend to distinguish between peraan as “to get to the other side” and “to sell.”*3> The
LfgrE places the present use in the latter category, but I find this unlikely. Using the combination
of the two meanings as described above, better sense can be gleaned from this passage if the
word indicates Achilles bringing Lycaon across the sea in order to sell him.*3¢ Otherwise the
present tense of dywv is awkward, since it would be strange for Achilles to sell Lycaon on
Lemnos at the same time as he was in the process of transporting him there.*3” Once on Lemnos,
he finds a buyer to provide an agreed upon price (®vov). In other words, he sells Lycaon into
slavery.#3® Only then does Aétion ransom him and return him to his family. The other appearance
of onos in the Iliad refers to the same transaction as in line 41 of the present passage. We learn
there that the price paid for Lycaon was a mixing bowl (23.740-7). We see, then, that onos is
always used of the purchase price of some commodity, and usually of a slave in the attested

literature. Whereas #imé in its commercial senses can variously mean “value” or “compensation,’

onos is more specifically used of a proposed or agreed-upon price in an exchange of goods,

435 So Cunliffe (1963 s.v. nepdw! and mepdw?), and LfgrE s.v. mepdm I and I1. It is possible that tepdo' and nepdw?
have two different etymologies, one connected with perén (‘beyond’) and pernémi (‘to export for sale’); cf. Ebeling
(1871-85 s.v. mepiw).

436 Similarly at 21.58. Cf. Willcock (1984 ad 21.40).
BT Cf. Od. 15.428.

438 So LfgrE s.v. vog 2a, Wilson (1984, 190 n. 49), and Seaford (2004, 35). Cf. II. 22.44-5, where Hecuba laments
that Achilles has sold (nepvdg) many of her sons on remote islands (vijcwv &nt tnAedondmv); cf. also 21.453-4 and
24.751-2.
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roughly corresponding to a common usage of #imé in later Greek.*° It seems, then, that, in the
present passage, the beggar Odysseus is referring to the threat of being sold into slavery.

Also pertinent to our consideration of Books 14 and 15 of the Odyssey is Achilles’
mockery of Lycaon for his capture and sale (/1. 21.54-63). He sarcastically suggests that the
Trojans he has already killed must be about to come back to life, just as Lycaon fA0g puyav Hro
vnegg quop (“has come, having escaped his harsh day,” 21.57). As N. Richardson observes, this
phraseology “would normally refer to death, but can be taken also of Lukaon’s westward voyage
into slavery.”*4? Unsurprisingly, then, it would seem that being used to obtain an dnos for one’s
captor can at least be presented rhetorically as a form of social death and consequently extreme
dishonour. The formulation of Demeter is highly revealing in this context. She runs away so that
her captors will not have enjoyment of her fimé. The implication seems to be that, if they had
obtained an onos in exchange for her, she would have suffered a corresponding diminution in her
timé in addition to what she underwent in being captured in the first place. So, to return to
Odysseus’ lying tale, while it is important to observe that the beggar is twice in danger of being
enslaved or sold into slavery, this never actually happens. In the first case, as we have already

noted, he manages to become a xeinos of the Egyptian basileus through divine inspiration. In the

439 On fimé, see N. Richardson (1974 ad H. Dem. 132) and LfgrE s.v. yun la. On énos, cf. Hsch. s.v. dvog [w 247
Cunningham]: ®vn, Tyun 1 katafailopévn avti tvog (“purchase, value laid down in exchange for something”). See
also Hes. fr. 43a.41-2 M.-W., which is a lacunose and hotly disputed passage. But onos seems in essence to stand in
for the bride-price (hedna) for Mestra (on hedna in the Catalogue of Women, see Ormand (2014, 51-84)). Hedna is
used of her bride-price per se at 21, with the following lines probably listing what Sisyphus promised (bnéc]yet[0],
21; cf. dvov vmioyopevon (Od. 15.462)). Onos then appears to be used on lines 41-2 as the general term used for an
agreed upon purchase-price. While there must remain some doubt because of the fragmentary nature of the passage,
Athena is probably following the common judicial practice of making a general statement about all purchases with
respect to this particular one, whose price takes the form of sedna. See Hirschberger (2004 ad Hes. fr. 37.41-3 =
43a.41-3 M.-W.) for a summary of prior interpretations of this passage, adding Steinriick (1994, 294-7), and
subsequently Irwin (2005b, 67-77) and Ormand (2014, 242-4). The other major ancient sources for Mestra’s peculiar
series of marriages are Ov. Met. 8.738-878 and  ad Lyc. 1393 Leone = Hes. fr. 43b M-W. She notoriously goes
unmentioned in Call. Cer.

440 N, Richardson (1993 ad II. 21.53-63); so Wickert-Micknat (1983, 225-6). Cf. above on doulion émar and
eleutheron émar. Ndoye (2010, 226-36) looks at the slavery of prisoners of war in Homer in general.
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second case, he is not overpowered but tricked by a Phoenician into a situation in which there is
some danger of his being sold into slavery. But Zeus saves him again, this time by destroying
their ship and everyone else on board (14.300-13). So, we have Odysseus claiming that he twice
escaped slavery narrowly and only by the grace of Zeus in a story which nods to a tradition of
alternative Odysseys. It can hardly be accidental that he addresses this tale to a man who has
himself been forced into slavery. Odysseus is not merely lying. He is rather referring to a version
of this story that emphasizes his similarity to Eumaeus.

In the following book, Odysseus presses this point further by asking Eumaeus for his own
story and specifically having him frame it in terms of how he came to be a slave. He tells him to
relate whether his city was sacked and he was captured, or dvdpeg dvopevéeg viiusiv Aapov o
gnépacoay / 1008 avdpdg mpdc Sopad’, 6 & &Eov dvov Edwke (“hostile men took you by ship
and brought you over the sea for sale to the halls of the man here, who paid a worthy price,”
15.388-9). We note the competitive distinction between the potentially boundless (dometov,
14.297) onos the beggar speculates for himself, and the worthy (6&wov) onos he assigns to
Eumaeus, which indicates nothing more than that the offer would be equivalent to Eumaeus’
perceived value. And Eumaeus plays with this word onos in his autobiography. After describing
his homeland and his heritage, Eumaeus describes how a Phoenician trader seduced a Phoenician
woman (yovi], 15.417 and 439), who was working as a slave in his father’s household (415-23).
Eumaeus reports how this unnamed woman described her own fate:

‘uavnproaéav Taerot Anictopeg Gvopeg
aypoBev epyopévny, Tépacav O e 0P’ AyoryOvTES
1008 Avdpog mpdg ddpad’, d & &Eov dvov Edwke.’

“Taphian pirate men kidnapped me as I was coming in from the country. And, having brought
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me here to the house of this man, they sold me. And he paid a worthy price (427-9).”
The kidnapping, conveyance across the sea, and sale to a foreigner — a pattern familiar to us by
now — would seem to resemble Odysseus’ speculations as well as the actual story to follow. But
Eumaeus avoids this parallel. After all, Eumaeus is just a child when he is kidnapped, and the
unnamed woman takes advantage of her position as his nurse (dtitdAiw, 450) to obtain him as a
commodity for her lover: Tov kev dyo” émi vnog, d & Huiv popiov avov / dgpot, émn mepdonte
Kot aAroBpoovg avBpdmovg (“I could lead him on ship, and he could bring you a huge price
wherever you convey him for sale among foreign people,” 452-3). To the Phoenician nurse, we
can imagine that this kidnapping is commensurate with the injury she has suffered. We are, after
all, talking about exactly the same series of actions.**! Eumacus’ father did not kidnap her
himself, but he clearly benefited from her injury by availing himself of her services. But
Eumaeus does not seem to agree with this assessment. When discussing his removal from Syria,
he uses none of the usual language we have seen applied so far of kidnapping scenes. Neither the
Phoenician nurse nor Eumaeus himself are taken against their will, by necessity, force, or
otherwise. And the nurse says that she would very willingly (80éAovcd ye) offer Eumaeus as a
return for her passage on board the Phoenician ship (449). In addition, when she leads Eumaeus
out to the harbour, he follows out of folly (€érdunv decippocivnot, 470). This very willingness is
pathetic. The child quietly trusts the nurse as she betrays him.**? And, as in the beggar’s tale,
there is divine retribution. Although Zeus gives the crew good sailing, Artemis strikes down the

nurse. She falls like a bird and is cast overboard to be a find (xOpua) for seals and fish

441 She also suggests stealing gold from the household (15.448), which is presumably also understood to be
consistent with the actions of the Taphian pirates who kidnapped her.

442 Cf. Golden (1990, 145-63) for paidagogoi and female nurses as especial focal points of the “dialectic of trust and
suspicion” owners placed on slaves in Classical Athens.
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(475-81).443 As if the direct action of a god were not clear enough, the blatant dishonouring of
the nurse’s corpse goes without punishment, and the smooth sailing continues.*** Eumaeus
portrays the woman as having received her due.

Interestingly, in the middle of the tale, Eumaeus uses onos twice to apply to wares, a
meaning unique to this passage in early Greek hexameter. The nurse encourages the Phoenicians
to pursue a purchase price for their wares (8neiyete 8 Gvov 6daimv, 445), so that they can leave.
And later the Phoenicians get the female members of Eumaeus’ father’s oikos haggling over
prices (dvov Vmioyouevar, 463) as a distraction, so that the nurse can escape with Eumaeus and
some moveable goods (455-70). This frequent repetition of 6nos emphasizes the pejorative
depiction of the Phoenicians as greedy and ruthless. Their portrayal probably does not reflect an
Archaic Greek prejudice, as is often claimed.** On the contrary, van Wees and Peacock have
shown that the only two passages in Homeric epic where the supposed prejudice against the
Phoenicians can actually be observed are in the present passage and in the beggar’s description
of the Phoenician in his lying tale (14.285-95).446 Note especially that the two speeches feature
the only uses attested in the Archaic Era of the probably pejorative troktés (‘nibbler’, 14.289 and
15.416).447 Eumaeus and the beggar — maybe at least partially to elicit the swineherd’s sympathy

in the latter’s case — take a dim view of the people because of their own potential misfortune at

443 One wonders if this phrase is to be understood in the same manner as /7. 1.4-5.

444 Even Elpenor, who is specifically described as not very impressive (10.552-3), can warn Odysseus that he will
become a cause of the gods’ wrath (Be®dv pfvipa) if his corpse goes unburied (11.72-6; similarly Hector to Achilles
at /1. 22.358-60). Cf. Burkert (1985, 270-1) and M. Clarke (1999, 185).

445 Finley (1978, 102), Grossardt (1998, 70-3), Dougherty (2001, 116).

446 Van Wees (1992, 242), Peacock (2011, 25). T would extend this observation to all of early Greek hexameter.
Contrast in particular Odysseus’ lying tale to Athena, in which he says that the Phoenicians he hired did not wish to
deceive him (008" 1|0ehov é€amatiioat, 13.277).

#7Cf. 2 Qand V ad Od. 15.416 Dindorf, Hsch. s.v. tpdktot [t 1599 Cunningham] and tpdrng [t 1600
Cunningham], and Heubeck and Hoekstra (1990 ad Od. 14.289).
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the traders’ hands.**® The Phoenicians are only interested in profit, in finding a good 6nos for
their wares, be they human or otherwise.
Significantly, however, Eumaeus, when referring to his own sale, does not use the
formulae we have looked at so far. After the death and disposal of his nurse,
‘odTap £y MIOPMV GKoyfLEVOC TTOpP.
To0G & 104k €meldoce pépmv Avepndg te Kol HOWP,
&vBa pe Aaéptng Tplato KTEATEGTV £0IOLV.

obTm TVoE TE Yoo Eymv idov 0pOaipoiot.’

“Well, I was left grieved at heart. And the driving wind and water bore them to Ithaca, where
Laertes bought me with his property. So I laid eyes on this land here” (15.481-4).

The phrase priato kteatessin heoisin is only used to describe the purchase of a slave by a member
of Odysseus’ oikos (1.430 (Eurycleia by Laertes), 14.115 (Eumaeus by Laertes), and 452
(Mesaulius by Eumaeus)). And priasthai is not attested anywhere else in Archaic epic, whereas
there are a number of other ways to refer to the purchase or sale of a slave. We have already seen
the combination of peraan and onon didounai/alphanein/haireisthai. Peraan may also be used
by itself to describe the purchase and sometimes transportation of a slave (//. 21.58, 78, 102, and
453-4, 22.44-5, 24.751-2). Ktasthai refers to a purchase alone (Od. 14.4, 450). And alphanein
(“to bring in’) may appear on its own with a direct object of the profit enjoyed from the sale of a
slave (Od. 17.250, 20.382-3).44 As we have seen, onos appears (usually with peraan) in contexts
where the sale as opposed to the purchase is the pertinent direction, and the focus is consequently
on the profit made from the product. So, even though onon didounai refers to a payment, it

always follows the story of how the item reached the (potential) buyer, thereby placing the focus

448 Cf. Marks (2003, 217-20) on Odysseus’ and Eumaeus’ hostility towards Aetolians.

449 Cf. Seaford (2004, 25 n. 19). In the previous chapter, the beggar's mother, a purchased (dvnt1, 14.202)
concubine, is discussed.
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on the sale and on the profit made from it. In three of the four uses of priato kteatessin heoisin,
on the other hand, the purchase of the slave appears in the context of that slave’s life on Ithaca.
The one exception is the present case, where Laertes purchases Eumaeus at the conclusion of his
journey from Syria. But the application of the other three examples would tend to indicate that
the formula is to be understood directionally in terms of the purchase of the slave and not the
sale. This draws the attention of the audience to the acquisition of the slave as opposed to the
process of his deracination. He is arriving at his new home, disconnected from his prior
suffering. We have recently observed that the audience has just heard the word onos six times
within the last 650 lines, and nowhere else in the poem. With the exception of Mesaulius’
purchase by Eumaeus (atd¢ ktijcato oiog (“he himself alone bought him,” 14.450) and npioto
ktedteooty €oiotv (“he purchased him with his own property,” 14.452)), who is anyway a
member of Odysseus’ oikos, every reference to the sale of a slave within these lines features the
word onos. If I am correct that onos is used in these two books in such a way that the focus is
placed on the profit made from a sale, this contributes to the portrayal of the slavers in the stories
told by the beggar and Eumaeus as essentially greedy and nefarious. We are led by the hostile
portrayal of Eumaeus’ nurse and her death at Artemis’ hands to expect a similar use of onos at
the end of the story. Eumaeus’ selection of priato kteatessin heoisin turns the tide of his story and
contributes to our sense that the conclusion is paradoxically happy, that he will come to flourish
in his new home. Laertes’ purchase of Eumaeus is dissociated from the treachery and suffering

that led to it. The house of Laertes is full of benevolent masters.*° So, although Eumacus

430 Thalmann (1998b, 33-4) is certainly correct to argue that the essential ideological difference between Eumaeus
and his nurse is that his nurse betrays the household to which she has come to belong, whereas Eumaeus is loyal —
and correctly so from the point of view of the poem. We note that the language used to describe the purchase of the
nurse (&§€0v dvov Edwxke (“he gave a worthy purchase-price”, 15.429)) is in her words, not Eumaeus’.
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understands all too well the threat of slavery, he does not treat his own particular tale as
unfortunate in the end.

As we have seen, the biographies of the beggar and Eumaeus share many similarities. But
the central one from a thematic standpoint is the threat of slavery — a threat that has become
reality in Eumaeus’ case. The poet invokes the Cretan mode of the Odyssey with this beggar’s
tale, suggesting that what happened to the beggar could also have happened to Odysseus. And in
fact throughout the Odyssey all manner of dire fates threaten Odysseus. Hence, when he washes
ashore in an unknown land, he worries whether he has reached hospitable people or hybristai
(‘insolent men,” 6.121-2 =9.175-6 = 13.201-2). And indeed the Odyssey’s prototypical hybristai,
Penelope’s suitors, threaten to sell the disguised Odysseus into slavery on Sicily (20.382-3). The
difference between Odysseus and Eumaecus in this respect is that Odysseus perceives the
possibility of slavery as a misfortune, whereas Eumaeus has come to terms with his fate, as
unpleasant as the transition may have been.

Nonetheless, they have much in common, which is why Eumaeus sympathizes with the
beggar:

‘4 el Egtvarv, N pot pdha Bopdv dpvag

TadTo EK0oTo AEymv, 6ca on mabeg 6’ 6c” dAnONC.

GALQ TA Y OV Kath KOGHOV, dfopat, 00dE e meloelg

einov ape’ ‘Odvoti.’

“Alas, poor stranger, deeply indeed have you stirred my heart by saying each of these things,
namely how much you have suffered and wandered. But the following at least was not in
good order, I think, and you will not persuade me with what you said about Odysseus”
(14.361-4).

This is full of common epic formulae, but the beggar’s response to Eumaeus’ own story shares

some unique similarities:
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‘Edpon’, 7 pédo 81 pot &vi ppeci Bupdv dpvag

tadTo EKooTo AEymv, 6ca on tabeg dAyea Boud.

GAL” MTot 6ol pév mopd Kol Koed E60AOV E0nke

Z&0¢, €mel AvopOc dOUAT  APIKED TOALL LOYNGOG

nriov 6¢ oM To1 TapéYEL PpdGiv e TOGV T8 490

Evovkémc, Lmelg 6 dyabov Blov: adtap Eymye

TOALG BpoT@V €Ml GoTte’ AADUEVOG EVOAS iKAv®m.’

“Eumaeus, deeply indeed have you stirred my heart in my breast by saying each of these

things, namely how many pains you suffered in your heart. But for you Zeus placed good

alongside bad when you, having suffered much, reached the halls of a gentle man who kindly

provides you with food and drink, and you live a good life. I, on the other hand, come here in

my wandering to many cities of men” (15.486-92).
The similarities between the first two lines are unique to these two passages. Thymon orinein is a
fairly common combination, appearing 30 times in early Greek hexameter. But these are the only
occurrences of the second person, thymon orinas, and we note that they occur in the same
metrical position. And there are only two other examples of the verb in thymon orinein in the
second person being used of someone actually (as opposed to hypothetically) stirring up
emotion. These involve Odysseus in the first case, and Eumaeus and Philoetius on account of
Odysseus in the second.®! By far the norm for thymon orinein is a relatively impersonal
narrator’s third-person report that someone’s speech stirred the heart of his or her interlocutor.*5

But in the present two cases we have the much more personal, responsive acknowledgement that

each has moved the other with his story. The case is much the same with 6ca 61 ma6sg. Not only

451 Odysseus rebukes the Phaeacian Euryalus: dpivag pot Oupov évi otifecot pidoioty / ginwv od kotd KOGUOV
(“you have stirred my heart in my own breast by speaking out of order,” 8.178-9). Note also that (o0) katd KécpOV
with ginmv only appears elsewhere in Eumaeus’ response to the beggar’s lying tale. The transferral of the speaker of
a phrase to its addressee with slight modifications has been observed between the Iliad and the Odyssey (di
Benedetto 2001.9-10), but not, to my knowledge, within the Odyssey alone. The final second-person indicative use
of thymon orinein occurs when Antinous rebukes Eumaeus and Philoetius for weeping over the bow of their master,
thereby stirring the heart (6pivetov) of Penelope (21.85-8). The hypothetical examples of thymon orinein are
Achilles warning Priam twice not to anger him (/. 24.467 and 568), and Patroclus potentially moving Achilles to
action (11.792, which is picked up in the first person by Patroclus himself at 15.403).

4271.2.142,3.395,4.208, 5.29, 9.595, 11.804, 13.418, 468, 14.459, 487, 16.280, 17.123, 150, 18.223, 19.272, Od.
18.75,20.9, 24.318, Hes. fr. 51.3 M.-W., H. 4Ap. 524.
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is this phrase unique to these two passages, but again a second-person indicative form of
paschein is quite rare. And it is only used elsewhere of Odysseus and his companions in the
Odyssey (11.458).453 Given the close and unique similarity between these two passages, it is
highly likely that this is a case of close interformularity, with these two passages referring to
each other. It is no wonder, then, that Montiglio finds that, “in the Odyssey, only Eumaeus
identifies with the wandering stranger, because he himself wandered far from his home and
parents.”** And Odysseus acknowledges their shared experience again when he uses polla
mogein to describe Eumaeus’ suffering. In the Odyssey, this phrase is very closely attached to the
suffering of Odysseus in particular, and it is also used once of Laertes. Of its fifteen appearances,
it describes Odysseus twelve times (2.343, 3.232, 5.223, 449, 6.175, 7.147, 8.155, 19.483,
21.207,23.101, 169, 338).453 A variation also appears when Menelaus says that Odysseus moAéog
guodynoev a€Biovg (“underwent many hardships,” 4.170). And, in the last book of the poem, we
arrive at Laertes’ farm, 6v pd mot’ a0tog / Aaéptng KTedTIooEY, €mel oA’ TOAL™ Eudyncev
(“which Laertes himself once obtained, once he had suffered very much,” 24.206-7). When
Odysseus himself uses the phrase to apply to Eumaeus’ experiences, then, he shows his
awareness of their similarity and perhaps even hints at a bond of kinship between them.*¢ The
combination of the unique second-person verbs of emotion and the application to Eumaeus of

phraseology peculiar to Odysseus indicates that Montiglio’s assessment is surely correct.

433 Menelaus’ acknowledgement to Antilochus that he has suffered much (mOA\’ Erafeg, 11. 23.607) is the only other
example in early Greek hexameter.

434 «“By contrast, the aesthetic detachment with which the Phaeacians respond to Odysseus is in keeping with their
blissful existence, removed from wandering” (Montiglio (2005, 257)).

455 The appearance of the formula at 3.232 may appear to be an exception, but Nestor is saying what he would prefer
if he were Odysseus. Algea also appears four times, agreeing with polla (2.343, 3.232, 16.19, 19.483), and it may be
implied even when it is not used. De Jauregui 2013.39 discusses the formula’s use when Odysseus is supplicating
someone.

436 The other application of the phrase to Eumaeus (16.19) is discussed below.
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Eumaeus has a unique understanding of Odysseus.

Eumaeus is not merely similar to Odysseus, however. He also fills his role in several
respects. He takes the best care of Odysseus’ livelihood (o1 frotolo pdota / kndeto, 14.3-4),
making improvements to the estate on his own (9).47 He tells Odysseus’ Cretan lie for him in an
abbreviated form to Telemachus when he appears (16.61-6). He also, as has already been
observed, fills Odysseus’ role by hosting the beggar as his guest. And here we return at last to
Eumaeus’ second sacrifice.*>® Of especial note is the following, fascinating passage:

‘a0’ VAV TOV dproTov, tva Eelve tepedom

AESAn® - TPOG &” avtol dvnooued’, of mep dildv

onv &yopev mAoYovTeEC VAV EVEK™ APYLOOOVTMOV:

dAlol & fuétepov kdpotov viiowvov £dovoty.’

“Bring the best of the boars, so that I may sacrifice it for the stranger from far away. And we

ourselves will also have some enjoyment, who for a long time have had toil, suffering for the

sake of the white-tusked swine. And others eat our labour with impunity” (14.414-17).
This passage is deeply ironic. On the one hand, Eumaeus is surprisingly attempting to be
subversive. More than one scholar has invoked two Hesiodic parallels, in which the consumption
of the product of someone else’s toil (kamatos) is the source both of the narrator’s fierce
disapprobation and of divine anger (Th. 594-602, Op. 298-307).43° Népoinos, in turn, signifies in

the Odyssey that the suitors have inflicted gratuitous harm without paying appropriate

compensation (poiné).*® As A. Edwards points out, “Eumaeus appears to presuppose that an

457 Also oi Brotov meptkndeto vooeiv £dvtoc (“he took care of his livelihood in his absence,” 14.527). Cf. Penelope’s
report that Odysseus instructed her to be mindful of his parents in his absence (éped dmovocpy €6vtoc, 18.268).

458 Petropoulou (1987) argues that this sacrifice is an offering of first fruits, but it has often been seen as anomalous
in Homer, perhaps containing classical elements. See Stocking (forthcoming) for a review of the literature.

49 A. Edwards (1993, 67-8), Stocking (forthcoming); cf. C. Brown (1997, 75-7) on the ‘bee-woman’ in Semonides
(83-93 West2).

460 So Stocking (forthcoming). Cf. Wilson (2002, 25) on the Iliad: “the word poiné is used to signify paying back a
loss resulting from gratuitous harm, whether in goods or by suffering a corresponding loss.”
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individual, even a slave, ‘owns’ his own physical efforts, and continues to own them even after
they have been incorporated into another object or animal.”#¢! This, of course, contradicts
Eumaeus’ own statement that Odysseus owns this property (14.96-106). He is openly pilfering
his master’s stores as a kind of revenge against the interlopers in the palace.*%> The obvious
reasons for this are so that he can show the beggar appropriate hospitality in his master’s absence
and also enjoy a bonus meal himself (mpo¢ &° avtoi dvnoodued’).493 The irony, on the other hand,
is manifold. Eumaeus unwittingly steals from his master in order to eat and sacrifice with this
same master. And he himself fulfils Odysseus’ own ordinary role as host with such an offering,
albeit still on the very margins of the oikos. This offering sets Eumaeus and Odysseus apart from
the suitors, who do not sacrifice appropriately (14.94), and honours the beggar.*%4

The final manner in which Eumaeus plays Odysseus’ role is expressed by his reaction to
the sight of Telemachus on his return from his travels. First, he sees him, and, in his shock, €k &’
dpa ol xepdv mécev dyyea, Toig moveito / kipvag oifoma oivov (“and there fell from his hands
the vessels with which he was working as he mixed the sparkling wine,” 16.13-14). The wine
vessels falling from his hands are parallel to the symmetry discussed above, when the sandal falls
from Eumaeus’ hand (14.34) and the sceptre falls from the beggar’s hand (31). As we
established, these are the only examples of this phrase occurring in non-martial contexts.%> This

extends the parallelism established above between Odysseus and Eumaeus to include

461 A, Edwards (1993, 68).

462 Newton (2015) argues that Eumaeus’ theft constitutes a counter-raid against the suitors.
463 On the magnitude of the offering here, see Newton (2015, 259 n. 6).

464 So Stocking (forthcoming).

465 A, Bowie (2013 ad Od. 14.31) suggests Eurycleia’s reaction (19.467-70) as a further parallel, and it may be an
abbreviated one.
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Telemachus upon his return. There then follows a remarkable simile:
¢ 6¢ matnp OV maida eika epovémv ayomaln

EMOOVT €€ aming yaing dekdtm Eviavtd,

podvov tAvyetov, T@ &n° dAyeo TOAAL LOYN O,

¢ tote TnAépayov Beoetdéa diog VPopPoOg 20

Thvto KOoeV TEPLPUC, OO¢ €K Bavdatolo puydvta.

“And as a loving father welcomes his only, well-beloved son, who has come from a distant

land in the tenth year, and for whom he has suffered many woes, so then the godlike

swineherd wrapped his arms around godlike Telemachus and kissed him everywhere as if he

had escaped death” (16.17-21).
At first blush, this simile can strike the audience as rather pedestrian, and such has occasionally
been the interpretation.*%® The return from a distant land of the only son in the simile evokes the
fact that Odysseus, both an only son himself and Telemachus’ actual father, has just returned
from Troy after many years. But here the situation appears at first to be reversed, as it is
Odysseus who is to be welcomed by his only son, Telemachus.*¢” This passage is part of a
network of similes that stretch over much of the poem. The closest simile to the present one is
the first to appear in the Odyssey, in which Telemachus addresses Mentes: Egiv’, fjTot pev Todta

Pika ppovémv dyopedelc, / g te mothp @ moudi (“stranger, you say these things in a kindly way,

like a father to his son,” 1.307-8). Mentes, like Eumaeus, is similar to a father because of his

466 Frénkel (1977, 91), for example, finds little beyond the implication that Eumaeus loves Telemachus so much that
his relatively short trip seems like it has taken ten years.

467 This apparent reversal of father and son would be difficult to account for. Expanding upon H. Foley’s (1978)
argument about reverse gender similes, however, we might hypothesize that the reversal would indicate that
Telemachus is playing his father’s role as well as possible under the circumstances. And a great deal of scholarship
has been devoted to showing how Telemachus, as childlike as he is before his departure to the mainland, returns to
Ithaca willing and able to fill his father’s shoes: H. Clarke (1963), Jaeger (1965, 29-34), Austin (1969), Roisman
(1994), Heath (2001, 136-44), and Toher (2001, 149-53). Wissmann (2009, 424-5), on the other hand, protests that
“it is unclear what Telemachus ... was supposed to learn from his trip.” And Gottesman (2014) prefers to think of
Telemachus constructing authority rather than growing up. Some support for this reading of the present reverse
simile may be found in the fact that Telemachus later uses a similar one when he describes Nestor’s welcome in
terms similar to Eumaeus’ (17.110-12). It is noteworthy in this light that the two similes occur after and not before
Telemachus’ return. However, as I will argue below, this simile probably defies such a straightforward explanation.
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kindliness (pila ppovémv).4%® On this note, Felson has convincingly argued that one of the major
themes in the Odyssey is the effectiveness of the kind and gentle father as opposed to one who
opts for more of an Oedipal relationship with his son. And in the poem, Odysseus is the
paradigm of the épios patér (‘gentle father’).4%® This point is made by Telemachus, Mentor, and
Athena, all of whom say that Odysseus ruled over (Bacileve or dvacoe) his people like an épios
patér (2.47 = 234, 5.12).47° Hence Telemachus’ sarcastic rebuke of the suitor Antinous, saying
that he must care for him well, like a father for a son (uev kol mathp O K\dear viog), when he
encourages him to remove a stranger from his house (17.397-9). Such advice is hardly the mark
of an épios man, and the implication is that Antinous probably cannot expect to match
Telemachus’ real father.#’! Returning to Eumaeus, as we noted above, O. Patterson has shown
that the ideal of the gentle father can easily be mapped onto the gentle basileus or slave-
master.*’> And indeed Eumacus refers to Odysseus as épios (14.139), a description which the
beggar is happy to reinforce (15.489-90). But Eumaeus himself shares this quality to a certain
extent as well. Athena, Telemachus, and the narrator all describe him as having kindly thoughts
(A 010g(v)/e1ddc) about members of Odysseus’ oikos (13.405, 15.39, 557).473 This phrase has a

meaning very similar to the iAo ppovéwv of the present passage. Eumaeus remains a kindly,

468 Podlecki (1971, 82) suggests that this simile extends to Odysseus because of his close connection to Athena.

469 Felson (2002b). Nestor also fills such a role (15.152, 17.111-12). Contrast Agamemnon’s imperative to Odysseus
in the underworld: ¢ vdv pf mote kai oV yuvouki mep fmiog eivon (“therefore, from now on don’t you too ever be
kind, even to your wife,” 11.441). Cf. also the sarcastic remarks of Mentor (2.230) and Athena (5.8).

470 During Hector’s funeral in the Iliad, Helen says that Priam is like an épios patér to her (24.770). Interestingly,
epios patér is not attested outside of a simile. Odysseus himself says in somewhat passive-aggressive terms that
Athena at least used to be kindly disposed towards him (pot wépog Nmin o0, 13.314). On Athena’s disposition
towards Odysseus in the Odyssey, see Clay (1983, 9-53).

471 So Frinkel (1977, 90).

472 Cf. de Romilly (1979, 16): “la douceur que (fjriog) exprime est le fait due pére envers ses enfants et, par
extension, du roi envers ceux dont il a la charge.”

473 On eidenai with a neuter plural adjective to express an attitude in Homer, see Sullivan (1988, 95-8).
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paternal presence even for a relatively mature Telemachus.*74

We also have in this simile the second appearance of polla mogein used of Eumaecus.
Here, however, there is a unique restriction of this phrase to suffering on behalf of another (1®
én’), namely the long lost son. So, while the phrase again reflects an overlapping of Eumaeus and
Odysseus, it is limited to a particular member or members of Odysseus’ oikos, like épia eidenai
above. This implies that at least some of the overlap between Odysseus and Eumaeus is confined
to Odysseus’ oikos. Odysseus is like an épios patér for his people (e.g. Ladv, 5.12), whereas
Eumaeus only plays this role in a relatively domestic setting. And finally we find that Eumaeus’
embracing and kissing (kvoev mepipvg) Telemachus can be compared to the greeting of Odysseus
by Amphithea, his maternal grandmother (nepipdo’ Odvoiji/ kveo’, 19.416-17). Closer parallels,
however, may be found in Odysseus’ both contemplating and then actually kissing and
embracing Laertes (pepunpiée... / koot kai meprpvval 0v motép’, 24.235-6; kdooe 8¢ uv
TePLEVG Emaipevog, 320) at the end of the poem. We observe both that, as in the present passage,
the latter examples appear at the beginning of the line and not the end, and that they take an
accusative as opposed to a dative object. This similarity leads me to my final point about the
present simile. Scholars have frequently read it as a ‘reverse simile.” They observe, as above, that
the comparandum is Odysseus, the father, who is to be welcomed by his son and not his father.4”
But Odysseus will also be greeted at the end of the poem by Laertes, who has similarly suftered
for a long time on behalf of his only son. We note, on the other hand, that he will not do the

kissing and hugging but will be the recipient of his son’s affection. And there is little doubt that

474 Although one must be wary of the documentary fallacy, Severyns (1929) argues with some reason that Eumaeus
must be understood to be younger than Odysseus, but of the same generation.

475 Podlecki (1971, 82), Moulton (1977, 132-3), H. Foley (1978, 8), de Jong (2001 ad Od. 16.17-21).
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the relationship between Odysseus and Telemachus is also to be read into the simile, given their
physical proximity on its occasion. I would argue, however, that it is all three living generations
of Odysseus’ patriline who are referenced in this simile.#’® It is the fragility of a line of single
sons that is the point. Note, for example, the emphasis achieved in the present passage through
the similarity between tAvyetov and TnAépayov, which both scan in the same way, have an
accent on the antepenult, and appear in the same metrical position in consecutive lines.
Telemachus is, of course, prominent in his family’s affection because he is an only son (podvov);
as is Odysseus.*’” Eumaeus’ reaction in the present simile highlights the fragility of Laertes’ line
and the euphoria in response to its preservation. The simile also inserts Eumaeus into this line —
not in the sense that he occupies a spot on the family tree, but rather in that he duplicates some of
these familial roles and potentially benefits from them as well. That Odysseus can only stand by
and watch while his double celebrates as he himself cannot is perhaps the most poignant
expression of the distance he still has to travel to return to the centre of his oikos.

When, in the event of their success, Odysseus promises to make Eumaeus a companion of
Telemachus and his son (21.214-16), there is certainly a degree of cynical manipulation on his
part. Odysseus is using a technique that we can still observe today, according to which the master
takes advantage of the ideology of ‘pseudo-kinship’ to reinforce the social death of his slaves.
And, as we have seen from the language he uses, Eumaeus is invested in Odysseus’ oikos in a
manner consistent with the successful application of this technique. But we cannot so easily

dismiss this relatedness, and Odysseus himself is not untouched by this process. He has a double

476 So Suksi (forthcoming).

477 Cf. I1. 9.482, as well as Telemachus’ observation that his patriline is marked by single sons (Od. 16.113-20); cf.
Goldhill (2010) and Eur. Andr. 1083.
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in Eumaeus, who both shares and reflects much of his past, his role, what could have been, and
his current, uncertain situation. In this slave, Odysseus finds the first and in some ways the only
mortal who can identify with his position. This mutual identification becomes more and more
acute in the latter half of the poem until it reaches its climax in the simile at the beginning of
Book 16, when Eumaeus is inserted by way of comparison into Odysseus’ role as the only son of
Laertes and the father of the only son, Telemachus. Although Eumaeus is the focalizer in this
simile, Odysseus is nevertheless the sympathetic figure, witnessing another man play his role, a
role which has long been an integral element of his own identity, but which also has long been at
a remove. In this remarkable passage, the audience experiences the uncanny most poignantly.478
This simile is also the most effective example of the other most important function of the double,
which, as we have noted above, is to represent that tension which is pertinent to the primary
figure. In this case, the major tension is Odysseus’ inability to be himself, especially in the
presence of his longed-for philoi, such as, for example, his son. Eumaeus, on the other hand, is
under no such constraint, and so he plays Odysseus’ role, even to the point of telling his Cretan
tale for him. Of course Odysseus is able to reveal himself to his son in short order (16.172-212),
but he is still only able to do so temporarily. We find, then, that Eumaeus has a remarkable role to
play in the Odyssey. He duplicates and elucidates Odysseus on the margins of his oikos. He is the
first kin he meets on his return. He represents the gap Odysseus must span if he is truly to

become himself again.

478 Cf. Freud’s (1955, 227) definition of the uncanny as that “which leads back to something long known to us, once
very familiar.” Odysseus left home when Telemachus was very young, but his identity as the young man’s father
nonetheless remains important to him even in the tradition of the /liad (2.258-60, 4.350-5).
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CHAPTER THREE: PHOENIX AND ACHILLES AS EXILES

More than any other figure, the exile reveals the extent to which kinship is elastic in
Homer.#” It was partly for this reason that I used Phoenix as an illustrative example in the
introduction, showing how kinship is to a large extent a matter of perspective. In this chapter, |
expand this treatment, looking first at the concept of exile as it appears in Homer. To discuss this
subject at length requires some justification. E. Bowie has recently demonstrated that there is no
developed “rhetoric of exile” in early Greek poetry.*®® And, as I will show, this point is
reinforced by the fact that there is only one extremely rare word in early epic for the exile,
namely metanastes. However, I will quibble with E. Bowie inasmuch as, despite the relative
infrequency and brevity with which the exile receives mention in early Greek poetry, there is a
fairly developed rhetoric of exile in particular contexts, most notably in Phoenix’ lengthy speech
to Achilles (1. 9.434-605).#81 The story of Phoenix’ departure from his natal oikos and his
incorporation into a new one far away is effective in part because it is underpinned by a typology
of exile that we can observe in miniature ubiquitously in early Greek poetry. Phoenix’ identity as
exile and incorporated member of Achilles’ family is the ultimate persuasive basis of his speech,
and it relies on an understanding of how exile stories usually proceed. In particular, the audience
can easily appreciate that the sterilization of Phoenix by Amyntor and Phoenix’ subsequent
avoidance of patricide through going into exile is a variation of the murder-and-flight motif,
according to which a hero murders a member of his community, is forced into exile, and resettles

elsewhere. But the whole significance of Phoenix’ use of his own story cannot fully be

479 This is not to say that slavery is preferable to exile: cf. Thgn. 1211-16.
480 E, Bowie (2007, 22).

481 On rhetoric in Homer, see most recently Knudsen (2014).
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appreciated without situating it in its rhetorical context. As I will argue, Phoenix, in his speech to
Achilles, appropriates the unenviable lot of the exile as a disincentive. He paradoxically subverts
the typology of exile to recast Achilles as one himself should he decide to return home. We learn
from Phoenix’ brilliant speech just how mobile the concepts of family and home can be.
Although Achilles rejects Phoenix’ rhetoric, it would be possible for him to conceive of the
Achaean camp as his home and Agamemnon as a father figure, especially if he should marry one
of his daughters.

Exile, emigration, and wandering are ubiquitous in ancient Greek literature, a
preoccupation which is reflected by the steady flow of scholarship on the subject.*? To a certain
degree, one must agree with Murray, who says of early Greece that “all Hellas was avdotatoc,
driven from its home by the constant war paths and uprootings of peoples.”*? For example, R.
Parker, in his study of ritual pollution, finds no less than 53 people exiled for murder alone in
Greek myth.*8 This ubiquity is exacerbated by the fact that, as E. Said has famously
acknowledged, just about anyone may be considered an exile in a certain sense or from a certain
point of view.*®5 Seneca the Younger defines exilium as “a change of place” (loci commutatio,

Dial. 12.6.1).4%¢ And he is even concerned that he might seem to restrict the sense (angustare

482 Including only major works from the last decade or so, we have Forsdyke (2005), Montiglio (2005), Perry
(2010), Garland (2014), and two collections: Gaertner (2007) and Hunter and Rutherford (2009).

483 Murray (1934, 207); so Garland (2014, 133).

484 Parker (1983, 375-92). See Forsdyke (2005, 30-79) for several case-studies of exile in the Archaic Period. Also
see E. Bowie (2007, 27-49) on the figure of the exile in non-epic poetry of the Archaic Period. J. Roisman (1984-6)
summarizes the evidence on exile from the Archaic Period in general. Grasmiick (1978) and Seibert (1979) are the
most exhaustive treatments of the subject in antiquity generally.

485 E. Said (2000, 179-81). Cf. Plutarch’s interpretation in the de Exilio (607d) of Emp. DK 31 B 115: o0y £éavtov,
AL G’ Eovtod mhvtag arodeikvoot petavaotog Evtadba kal EEvoug kal puydadac Nudg dvtag (“he indicates not
himself, but that, starting with him, all of us here are migrants and strangers and exiles”).

486 Quoted in Perry (2010, 1). I am aware that exilium cannot be equated entirely with Greek terms for exile, like

phyge: Grasmiick (1978, 20-9 and 64-102), Montiglio (2005, 30), Gaertner (2007, 2-3). But the two languages
conceive of the idea in manners that are similar enough for the very general point I am making at the moment.
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videar vim, ibid.) of the term with such a simple definition. After all, exile is both a complex
concept and one that can very easily be extended metaphorically. The earliest Greek example of
this kind of metaphorical extension of which I am aware occurs in Hesiod, who says of his father
that he left Cyme and sailed to Boeotia, ovk dpevog pebymv ovde TAodtdv Te Kai OAPov, / GAL:
KOKTV eV, TV Z&Lg avopeoot didwaotv (“not in flight from riches or wealth and happiness,
but from dire poverty, which Zeus gives to men,” Op. 637-8). Hesiod’s father is conceived of as
driven from his native land by poverty. Obviously this cannot literally be true. The poet is
mapping the concept of involuntary exile onto leaving one’s homeland in search of a more
prosperous life.*87 As various as the uses of exile can be in discourse, whether it be in antiquity
or today, however, I intend to restrict my focus in the present chapter to literal exile, namely the
migration of a person or persons caused by their forcible or legally enforced removal, or flight
from anticipated violence or oppression in their homeland. This definition corresponds more
closely to one usage of the Greek phyge (‘flight’), or even the Latin exilium (‘exile’), than the
modern ‘exile’, which is generally restricted to “involuntary departure, sanctioned by political or
judicial authorities.”*# As implied by my definition, phyge can also apply to voluntary departure
in the sense that flight from anticipated violence or oppression is voluntary. Today we might call
a person in the latter situation a refugee or a fugitive. My reason for studying the literal exile or

fugitive alone is that his situation is more straightforwardly pertinent to kinship relations than the

487 Cf. Ephorus FGrH 70 F 100 = £ ad Hes. Op. 633 Pertusi: "Epopoc 8¢ gnotv todtov gic Ackpnv éA0elv, ov St
éumopiav dAAd povov Eueoiiov épyacdpevov (“Ephorus [of Cyme] says that this man [Hesiod’s father] went to
Ascra not because of trade, but because he had killed a kinsman”). Obviously we have no reason to believe Ephorus
here: M. West (1978 ad Hes. Op. 638). But his assertion that murder, namely the most common cause of exile in
epic poetry, was what drove Hesiod’s father from home perhaps helps to show how easily one thinks of exile in this
passage. See below on Arist. fr. 524 Rose and for more on the metanastés. According to Martin (1992, 16-17),
Hesiod’s father’s identity as an immigrant also contributes to his rhetorical position as outsider. See Seibert (1979,
2-3) on the difficulty of distinguishing between the two basic meanings of phygé, namely ‘flight’ and ‘exile,” in
particular contexts.

488 Gaertner (2007, 2).
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various metaphorical extensions turn out to be.

One potential problem with studying the figure of the exile in early epic is that, as
opposed to the case of the nothos and the dmas, etc., there is no ready term for the exile in early
Greek poetry. The usual later word, phygas, is not attested in early epic.*® Aletes (‘wanderer’),
derived from alaomai (‘to wander’), only appears in earlier poetry in the latter half of the
Odyssey and in an elegiac fragment of the late-Archaic poet Asius (fr. 14.1 West). Montiglio says
of aletés that it embraces a range of roles from the outcast to the “inquisitive traveler.”**° But in
the Odyssey and Asius its meaning is fairly specific. In the Odyssey, only the disguised Odysseus
(17.483, 576-8, 18.18, 20.377, 21.400) and the beggar Irus (18.25, 333 = 393) are called alétai.
The disguised Odysseus is hardly an outcast. His story is that he escaped kidnapping and
enslavement (14.337-59). Odysseus portrays a man who is wandering because of bad luck, not
because he fled his home or because he would be persona non grata there. He is technically free,
but, as someone who wanders, he is a kind of slave to his belly (gastér, 15.344-6, 17.286-9,
473-4, 18.53-4, 376-80), a motif that occurs in the Odyssey long before Athena disguises
Odysseus (6.130-4, 7.216-21).4! Turning to Irus, while we do not get his backstory, his
description nonetheless accords with our understanding of the disguised Odysseus’ professed
story. Irus is also a beggar (rtwydc, 18.1; ntoyeveck’, 18.2) and the only legitimate figure (as
opposed to the disguised Odysseus) on Ithaca who is not tied to an oikos (mavonuog, 18.1). He

wanders about, delivering messages on command (18.7), and, in return, he seems to be fed fairly

489 For the vocabulary of exile in the Classical Period and beyond, see Forsdyke (2005, 9-12).
490 Montiglio (2005, 3).

491 See Russo (1992 ad Od. 18.44) and Crotty (1994, 130-59) on this motif. Pucci (1987, 173-82) argues that the
gasteér is treated as a base version of the Iliadic thizmos (‘disposition’) when Odysseus is in disguise. Bakker (2010)
develops this thesis, arguing that, like the Iliadic thimos, Odysseus’ gaster impels him to complete his nostos
(‘homecoming’).
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generously when he comes begging (18.1-3). Here the needs of the gastér are similarly
emphasized (18.2-3). The difference is that, while Odysseus is a slave to his gastér out of
necessity, Irus’ is described as ‘greedy’ (uépyn, 18.2).42 For this reason, Irus has sometimes been
seen as an early anticipation of the parasitos, the comic layabout who “gnaws away ceaselessly
and destructively at other people’s substance.”* So, both the beggar and Irus are wanderers in
the sense that circumstances force them to wander around and beg for food and shelter. This can
result in disrespect and mockery (18.32-50, 99-100). But they are clearly not outcasts; they are
vagrants.**
Asius in turn presents a colourful picture:
YAOG, GTIYHOTING, TOAYNPOC, 160G GANTY
MO kvicokOras, ebte MéANG &ydpet,
drintog, {opod kexpnUEVos: €v 08 HECOLGY
fpwg eiotnket BopPopov £€avadic:
“Crippled, tattooed, very old, like a wanderer came the fat-flatterer, uninvited, in need of
soup, when Meles was getting married. And in the middle stood a hero emerged from mud”
(fr. 14 West = fr. 14 Gentili-Prato ap. Ath. 3.125b-d).*>

Much about this fragment is uncertain, and this will likely remain the case. The security of the

text is a matter of debate.**® And it is unclear whether the fat-flatterer is also the subject of the

492 So C. Brown (2006, 38 n. 14): “in this way Irus serves as a foil to the returning hero.”

493 Tylawsky (2002, 7-16), who proposes Irus and Odysseus as the first clear examples of this character-type; so also
Tannucci (2004, 372-3). Thalmann (1998a, 100-1) and Steiner (2010 ad Od. 18.1-100) see Irus alone as a forerunner
of this figure. Nagy (1999, 228-32) argues that Irus is to be associated with the related figure of the glutton in blame
poetry. And of course the suitors are also important early figures of gluttony: S. Said (1979), C. Brown (2006, 38).

494 For further comparison between the beggar and Irus, see Pucci (1987, 177-8). Hammer (1997, 346) and Horden
and Purcell (2000, 385) suggest that this sort of figure would not have been uncommon for most of the human
history of the Mediterranean.

495 On the stigma (‘tattoo-mark’), see Jones (1987).

496 K aibel follows Bergk in suggesting "Ipoc dAjtng (“Irus, a wanderer”) in place of ico¢ @At in the first line of
the fragment, a line ending which is attested at Od. 18.25. This emendation holds some attraction, but it must remain
speculative.
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last clause.*” If he is, he is rather an odd figure for a hero. But it is clear enough from the
vocabulary used to describe him (kvicokolaE... (ouod keypnuévoc) that he is a glutton.**® And
the fact that he is uninvited (presumably to Meles’ wedding) seems to suggest that he is an
intruder. A parallel to this figure may be found as early as Archilochus (fr. 124b).#° In this sense,
the knisokolax in the Asius fragment is dissimilar to the alétai in the Odyssey inasmuch as they
seem to be accepted — or at least tolerated — not as invited guests but as an unfortunate reality.
The knisokolax, however, is not an alétés but rather is like (icog) an alétés. I interpret this to
mean that he shows up like an alétés would, namely uninvited and with the intention of
consuming food. The difference is that, while the alétés is at least tolerated, the knisokolax is
little more than an intruder. This fragment of Asius helps to confirm that the a/étés is not an
outcast or an exile so much as a kind of vagrant who lives on the margins of his community and
relies on others for sustenance.>”® Because of the extreme marginality of this figure, he will only
be of use to us as a contrast in this chapter. If the a/étés does have kin, as Odysseus’ beggar does,
they are far away. Because they are wanderers, no one seems to claim any relatedness with them.

The term metanastés, the subject of a fair amount of scholarship, has also been translated

497 Edmunds (1981, 229-30) argues contra Wilamowitz that he is. But he agrees with Wilamowitz that he is a
revenant.

498 The context of the fragment’s quotation in Athenaeus seems to indicate that Athenaeus sees the kvicokOrag in
this light as well, as Iannucci (2004, 370-1) shows.

499 Cf. especially moALOV 8¢ mivov kol yodikpntov pébv... ovde pév kindeig <u — x> fAbeg (“drinking much and
unmixed wine... and you came uninvited,” 1-3). See C. Brown (2006, 37-8), who compares Pericles, the subject of
this fragment, to Irus in the Odyssey. He also provides further early examples of gluttons (39 n. 21).

500 Tt is possible that the term came to be a poetical form of phygas by the Classical Period: guydg 0e60sv kai
arntng, Emp. DK 31 B115.13; guyag 8° aAntng tijode yijg dmdéevoc, A. Ag. 1282; cf. éyd 8™ dAqng Tijode yilg
anoEevog, Ch. 1042, although the text is uncertain (Garvie (1986 ad Ch. 1042-3)). It is unclear whether the
combination of gvydg and dAntng is a pleonasm, as the LSJ entry (s.v. dAntng) would imply, or if it is a hendiadys,
with dAng standing in for dhmdpevog vel sim. (cf. GAL’ €k matpdag puvyag aantedwv x0ovog, Eur. Hipp. 1048, with
aléteuein being a denominal form of aletés (Beekes (2010 s.v. dAdopar))). But it is tolerably clear that, by the first
half of the fifth century, the alétés could be an exile. Garvie (1986 ad A. Ch. 1042-3) observes that alétes only
occurs in Aeschylus on the two lines quoted above. He seems to presume that the lines should be read as mutually
allusive, which is sensible considering their similarity, an unusual feature in Aeschylus.
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as ‘exile’ or ‘outcast’. But there are different schools of thought on this. In terms of etymology,
the apparently ancient derivation from pet-ava-otij-vat (e.g. Hdt. 9.51.3) is generally rejected,
and *peta-vat-ewv is now favoured (cf. vacOn, 1. 14.119).5%! So, etymologically, at least, a
metanastes would originally have been a migrant. If this is correct, then, as Leumann observes,
metanastes is roughly cognate with metanaietés (‘fellow dweller’, Hes. Th. 401) and
metanaietan (‘to dwell with’, H.Dem. 87).°> Two interpretations have arisen from this
etymology. The first is that the metanastés is a wanderer, someone who has left his natal
community but failed to find welcome in a new one.>3 The second is that he is a former exile, an
immigrant, who has failed fully to incorporate himself into his new community.>** While the
former interpretation is favoured by a potential Mycenaean etymology,>% the latter is universally
supported by every subsequent use of the term prior to the death of Alexander. This interpretation
would mean that metanastes is more or less synonymous with the later metoikos (‘settler from
abroad,” ‘metic”), although not with all of the technical meanings that the latter came to have.’%
And it appears to have gone unnoticed that the ancient and Byzantine lexicographers uniformly
make precisely this comparison, presumably drawing it from a common source (petovaoTg:

pétokog, puyds, Apollon. Lex. s.v. petavdotng = Lexica Segueriana s.v. = Phot. s.v. [ 325

301 For *peta-vai-gwv, see Leumann (1950, 183 n. 30), Hofmann (1966 s.v.), Chantraine (1968-80 s.v. petavaotg),
Frisk (1970 s.v.), Beekes (2010 s.v.), contra e.g. LSJ s.v.

502 Leumann (1950, 183).

503 So Chantraine (1968-80 s.v.), Adkins (1972, 14), Schlunk (1976, 205-6), Hainsworth (1993 ad II. 9.648),
Hammer (1997, 344-7), Perry (2010, 27-8), Garland (2014, 17).

504 Leaf (1900-02 ad 11. 9.648), Calhoun (1962, 434), Arieti (1986, 23-4), Martin (1992, 18), Kelly (2008, 197),
Tsagalis (2008, 123), Beekes (2010 s.v.), Alden (2012, 115). H. Mackie’s (1996, 147-9) position on this question is
unclear.

305 Barton&k (2003, 184 and 376-84).

506 On the status of the metic in Classical Athens, see Kamen (2013, 43-54). Unlike the metic, the metanastés cannot
be a freed slave. See also (Beekes 2010 s.v. petavaotng), who describes the word as “an old parallel formation to
Att. pét-owcog”; so Wackernagel (1957, vol. 2, 246-7).
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Theodoridis] = Synagoge s.v. = Suid. s.v. [u 714 Adler]).>°” Herodotus reports the opinion that
the Athenians are the only Greeks who are not metanastai (Lodvou 6& £6vTeg 0O LETOVATTOL
‘EAMvov, 7.161.3). The point is that some people, or at least the Athenians themselves by the
time of the Classical Period, seem to have thought of the Athenians as autochthonous (Pi. /.
2.18-22, Eur. fr. 360 7-13 Kannicht, Hdt. 1.56.2, Th. 1.2.5, 2.36.1).°% In other words, the rest of
the Greeks came from somewhere else and settled. So metanastés in this passage corresponds to
the second interpretation, since by and large the other major Greek populations have settled.>*
Similarly Aristotle transmits the opinion that Hesiod’s father was a metanastes who came from
Cyme (t0v 8¢ matépa enoi petavaotny yevéobou £k thc Koung éA0ovra, fr. 524 Rose = Procl. fr.
227 Marzillo = X ad Hes. Op. 633-40 Pertusi). And we know from the Hesiodic corpus (Op.
639-40) that his father is supposed to have settled in Boeotia. Again the metanastés seems to
have found a new home. Although none of this evidence is conclusive with respect to the Archaic
Period or early Greek hexameter, these later sources all seem to have interpreted in a consistent
way what was an archaism at the time (although it did not remain so). So the balance of
probability is in favour of the metanastés being a kind of resident alien. Such a figure would be
ideal for our purposes. Unfortunately the term only appears twice in the relevant corpus, with

each example being used in the same formula and of the same situation (/. 9.648, 16.59).510

307 Cf. Hsch. s.v. petavdaotor [p 1029 Latte]- *pérowkor ASvgn. guyddeg vg(AN). odppayot. Arist. Pol. 1278a is also
highly suggestive, esp. domep kai ‘Ounpog €moincev ‘og &l Tv’ artipntov petavdomy’ [11. 9.648 = 16.59] donep
HETOKOG Yap €0ty O T@V TiudV un petéymv (“just as Homer said, ‘like some metanastés without status’; for in the
same way the metic is one who has no share of honours”). See also the comparanda in Theodoridis’ edition of
Photius [p 325]. £ M ad Arat. 457 Martin, on the other hand, compares the planets (mAdvnteg), which always
wander, to metanastai.

508 See Cohen (2000, 81-4) for further examples of this idea in the fourth century.
509 So Wackernagel (1957, vol. 2, 246), who translates Herodotus’ usage here as Umsiedler.

310 Martin (1992, 18-21) and Alden (2012) argue that figures like Phoenix are ‘metanastic,” meaning that, as
metanastai, they occupy privileged, advisory rolls. Unfortunately neither Phoenix nor any other figure is actually
referred to as a metanastés in our text.
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We can see that, with the extremely rare exception of metanastés, there is no noun for the
exile in early epic. But there are undoubtedly exiles all the same. To get a sense of the
vocabulary that is used, let us consider Theoclymenus’ report of his situation to Telemachus in
the Odyssey, a report which is typical in many ways:

‘oUTm TO1 KOl &YV €K TATPId0G, AVOPa KOTAKTOS

EueuAov- ToAlol 8¢ Kaoiyvnrol te Eton T

Apyog av’ inmofotov, pHéya 68 KpaTEOLGY AYoUdV:

TV VaAgvapevog Odvartov kal kijpa péAavay

Pedym, énel v pot aica kat” dvOpdmov dAdAncar.

aALG pe VMOG Epecoal, EMEl o PLYOV IKETEVGO,

U1 e KoToKTEIVOOL Stwképevor yap oim.’

“‘So I too am away from my fatherland, since I slew a member of my band.>'! And he had

many brothers and kinsmen>'? throughout horse-feeding Argos, and they are greatly powerful

over the Achaeans. I got beyond their reach and am fleeing death and a dark fate, since now it

is my lot to wander among men. But put me on board your ship, since I have supplicated you

in my flight so that they won’t kill me. For I think they are chasing me’” (Od. 15.272-8).
Theoclymenus is in the midst of the process that the typical exile undergoes in early Greek
hexameter. This process can include as many as five steps, but it is often highly abbreviated
when it is reported. Theoclymenus’ case is useful because it always features the most common
vocabulary. The first step is the event that precipitates the flight. Theoclymenus murders a
member of his band, which is the most frequent first step in this poetry. Of the possibly twenty
exiles in early epic, at least thirteen flee as a direct consequence of having murdered someone,
namely Tlepolemus (//. 2.661-70), Medon (13.694-7=15.333-6), Lycophron (15.430-2), Epeigeus
(16.571-4), Patroclus (23.83-90), the generic exile in the last simile of the I/iad (24.480-2),

Odysseus in his lying tale to Athena (Od. 13.256-86), an unnamed Aetolian (14.379-85),

S11.On the phylon as a band, see Donlan (1985, 295-8).

512 Gates (1971, 28-9) persuasively argues contra Stagakis (1968) that etés probably means something like
‘kinsman’ rather than ‘friend’.
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Odysseus’ hypothetical exile (23.118-20), Amphitryon (Hes. fr. 195.11-15 M-W), Hyettus (ft.
257), Achilles (deth. arg. Bernabé), and Tydeus (Alcmaeonis fr. 4 Bernabé; cf. 1l. 14.119-25).513
Some form or compound of kteinein (‘to kill’) is used in all of these examples, except in the case
of Epeigeus (é€evapitog (literally ‘having despoiled’), /1. 16.573). The second step is the actual
departure from home, usually, as in Theoclymenus’ case, because of fear, although anger is also
possible (/. 2.628-9, Od. 15.253-4). As here, this departure is often marked by pheugein (‘to
flee,” 11. 2.665, 9.448, 478, Od. 13.259, 23.120, Hes. fr. 257.3 M-W), and we also see reference to
movement away from one’s patris gaia (‘fatherland’, /1. 13.696 = 15.335, 24.480, Od. 23.120,
Hes. fr. 195.12 M-W). The third step consists of wandering, presumably in search of a new
home. The vocabulary in this step can vary widely (cf. /1. 6.200-2, Od. 13.272-86), and it is often
omitted altogether. The fourth step is the arrival at a potential new home, a step which sometimes
involves the supplication of a basileus. Hiketeuein (‘to supplicate’) can be used, as with
Theoclymenus in the present passage (so 7. 16.574, Hes. fr. 195.13 M-W; cf. 1. 24.478-84).>14
The fifth and final step is the acceptance of the exile into his new home. Theoclymenus has not
yet reached this point, and whether he will is a question that the Odyssey leaves open. But nearly
all of the other exiles do find one. On the other hand, any or all of the last four steps can be
summarized by a simple naiein (‘to inhabit’, //. 13.695 = 15.334, Hes. fr. 195.14 M-W) or

aponaiein (‘to resettle’, 11. 2.629, Od. 15.254). We see, then, that, while there are some common

313 The poet does not say why Bellerophon goes into exile (£/. 200-3), which Alden (2000, 137) interprets as
suggesting “that divine favour is capricious.” And Hes. fr. 43a.81-91 is too fragmentary to tell if his exile is even
mentioned. In Pi. 1. 7.43-8, he is punished for trying to ascend to the dwellings of the sky (£g 00pavod ctadpovg,
45). See Gantz (1993, 313-16) for later traditions on Bellerophon. In any case, the Iliadic passage is awkward and
frequently the subject of grave doubts: Graziosi and Haubold (2010 ad II. 6.200-2). But see D’ Alfonso (2008) on
this whole question in more detail.

314 Interestingly, neither gounazesthai nor lissesthai are ever used. This is probably because hiketeuein is the most
humbling form of supplication and is often used to refer to the initiation of xenia (‘guest-friendship’): Gould (1973),
Alden (2000, 281-92), Naiden (2006, 8-18).
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lexical items and even phrases in various passages, the only word or phrase that appears in even
a small majority of cases is kteinein, which is hardly a rare verb in a poem like the //iad, or even
in the Odyssey. In addition, although we find that many of the five steps may be observed in the
stories of many of the exiles, it is only in Phoenix’ narrative (/. 9.444-95) that we see them all. It
is also possible that, for example in Tlepolemus’ case (2.661-70), some of these steps are not
simply omitted but are understood not to have occurred.>!> All the same, this five-step model will
be useful as a typology.

Since the interaction between Phoenix and Achilles is the most complete, it will stand as
our central case study in this chapter. The context in which it appears is difficult and vexing from
a textual point of view. The major passages featuring Phoenix in Book 9 of the /liad feature two
of the most infamous cruces in all of Homer. To begin with, there are the notorious duals used
apparently to refer to two or more of Phoenix, Odysseus, Ajax, and even possibly the heralds
Odius and Eurybates (9.182-204). This problem has been the subject of a more than ample
amount of study, and there is no need to revisit it all in too much detail here.>!¢ It must be noted,
however, that, of the nine traditional schools of approach to these duals as outlined by Scodel, six
argue that Phoenix is left out or at least taken for granted. And all three of the remaining theories
have received little support on account of their dubious nature.’!” The reason that Phoenix is left

out is generally seen to be either on account of his status being too low or his being simply taken

515 So Garland (2014, 131-2) on Tlepolemus in the iad.

516 See Scodel (2002, 160-7) for an admirable and exhaustive summary of the scholarship, adding Louden (2002 and
20006, 120-34).

317 Scodel (2002, 162-3). She herself argues that the duals refer to Odysseus and Ajax, “and the narrator used them
in order to cause perplexity” (170). Nagy (1999, 49-55) suggests that Phoenix is left out prior to the embassy’s
arrival at Achilles’ tent, at which point Odysseus is left out. That Phoenix is not a proper member of the embassy is
also a frequent claim in the scholia: £ A ad 1. 9.168, 169, 180, 182, 192, 197, bT ad 9.168 Erbse.
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for granted because he is so closely associated with Achilles.’'® While Odysseus and Ajax
certainly have higher standing than Phoenix, Phoenix nonetheless retains an acknowledgeable
status, ruling over the Dolopians (Aolomeoov dvdccmv) on the furthest edges of Phthia
(9.484).°19 This plethora of theories goes to show how tenuously Phoenix has often been seen to
fit into the poem, from antiquity until today. He was a favourite target of the analyst school,
featuring, for example, as the key argument in Page’s rearguard defense of this outmoded
approach.320 Page’s argumentation is extreme, but his basic point that Phoenix’ appearance in
lliad 9 is awkward is undeniable.’?! In addition to the duals, why is Phoenix never mentioned
before Iliad 9 and only sporadically thereafter?>2> He has the longest speech in the poem at
9.435-605, but scarcely figures elsewhere.>?* As Hainsworth puts it, “Book 9 is well integrated
into the idea of the Iliad but not so well integrated into the text.”>?* Phoenix lies at the centre of

this tension. There is no straightforward solution to this problem. We can only proceed by

318 Kshnken (1975 and 1978) remains the major proponent of the former argument, with Tsagarakis (1979) rather
vehemently disagreeing. Martin (1989, 236-9) is the most prominent supporter of the latter argument. Kullmann
(1960, 133) argues acutely that the relationship between Phoenix and Neoptolemus in the Cypria and the Nostoi
likely closely resembled his relationship to Achilles in the /liad.

319 So Tsagarakis (1979). While it is true that Phoenix himself makes this claim in a passage which, as I will argue
below, is highly rhetorical, it is unlikely that the audience is to think that Phoenix is simply lying in a speech
delivered for the benefit of Achilles, who would surely be expected to know.

The argument that Phoenix is taken for granted because he is associated with Achilles is based on the assumption
that the diegetic narrator, who uses the duals before Achilles appears on the scene, is adopting Achilles’ perspective
for the moment. Scodel (2002, 166-7) rightly points out, however, that this ad hoc premise is unlikely owing to the
fact that the narrator and Achilles tend to have strikingly different perspectives elsewhere.

520 Page (1972, 297-300); so, for example, Focke (1954, 260-2).

321 Even Louden’s (2002 and 2006, 123-34) recent and brilliant proposal on structural grounds that Phoenix actually
is one of the characters referred to by the duals fails to answer the larger questions about Phoenix’ role in the /liad.

522 He leads the fourth company of Myrmidons when Patroclus goes to battle as Achilles (16.196). Athena takes
Phoenix’ form to have a conversation with Menelaus (17.553-66). Along with Odysseus, I[domeneus, and Nestor, he
tries to comfort Achilles and encourages him to eat (19.309-13). And he helps Achilles referee the chariot race at the
funeral games (23.358-61). Aristonicus reports that Zenodotus preferred that Poseidon take Phoenix’ form over that
of an unnamed old man (X A ad /. 14.136a Erbse). But this has been condemned by all major modern editions as
well as Aristonicus himself.

523 Cf. Martin (1989, 108): “length is a positive speech value. The assignment of length in speech by the narrator
Homer produces our impressions about the importance of a given episode and also of a speaker.”

524 Hainsworth (1993, 55).
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examining his story with especial care, particularly since he himself reports it in a rhetorically
charged context. He is trying to convince Achilles not to depart for Phthia, but to accept
Agamemnon’s propitiatory gifts and stay and fight the Trojans.

Knudsen describes the structure of his speech in Aristotelian terms.>23 The first section
(9.434-95), the one with which we are centrally concerned for the moment, uses pathos, an
appeal to emotion.>?® Phoenix implicitly contends that Achilles owes him goodwill (an éthos
argument, namely one based on the character of the speaker) because of his tragic story and good
service to Achilles and his family.’?” Knudsen goes so far, and it is unlikely that anyone would
seriously disagree. Somewhat less clear, however, is the paradigmatic strategy behind Phoenix’
use of his own story.>?® Phoenix sleeps with his father’s favourite concubine, is cursed by his
father, flees to Phthia, and finds a new life in Peleus’ court. How does this undoubtedly
interesting series of events pertain to Achilles’ quandary?°2° The bT scholion suggests that, just
as Phoenix obtained forgiveness for his mistake (apaptov) in sleeping with his father’s
courtesan, so Achilles is supposed to seek forgiveness from Agamemnon for his own mistake
(dpapmoag) over Briseis (Z ad 1. 9.449 Erbse). This reading remained the standard one as late

as the 1970s.33% However, it has since been recognized that, while there is some parallel between

25 Without referring to Aristotle, Held (1987, 247 n. 10) notes that Priam’s exchange with Achilles at the end of the
poem (I presume he means 24.486-551 and 599-620) has a similar structure.

526 Pathos is central to the entire speech as well: cf. Beck (2012, 66-73) on Phoenix’ use of the verb lissesthai (‘to
supplicate’) throughout.

527 Knudsen (2014, 61-2). She outlines the applicability of Aristotelian categories of rhetoric (using Arist. RA.) to
speeches in Homer at 38-50. For a slightly different rhetorical analysis of this speech, see Wilson (2002, 96-104).
Phoenix’ contention becomes explicit only at the very end of this section of the speech (9.492-5).

528 See Willcock (1964), Held (1987), and Knudsen (2014, 42-4 and 77-9) on the paradeigma (‘example’) in Homer
and more generally.

529 Hainsworth’s (1993 ad I1. 9.447-77) assessment of the passage as “inconsequential” is perhaps hastily dismissive.
330 So Schlunk (1976, 204-5) and Rosner (1976, 316-18).
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the concubine and Briseis, it is difficult to see how Peleus’ role matches that of Agamemnon.
Peleus has nothing to do with Phoenix” activity back home in Hellas.>3! The parallel seems rather
to be twofold. First, both Phoenix and Achilles have engaged in a quarrel over a woman with
someone more powerful than themselves. Second is the issue of flight. On account of a woman,
Achilles has just threatened to return home to Phthia and enjoy Peleus’ wealth (9.356-400). He
does not frame this potential decision in terms of flight, but it is easy to see the parallel. When
Phoenix flees (pevywmv, 448; pedyov, 478) his home, he takes refuge with Peleus, who makes him
a rich man (p° dpveov £0nke, 483). Phoenix is strikingly a negative paradeigma, therefore.3?
This is clear both from the fact that Phoenix is claiming to have done precisely what he is trying
to dissuade Achilles from doing, and from what he reports to have followed. He is entirely
positive in his description of his treatment at Peleus’ hands, but the reality is nonetheless that, as
mentioned above, he has come to inhabit the furthest reaches of Phthia, albeit in the capacity of
ruler (483-4).°33 The parallel between the two situations is obviously not exact. Phoenix has fled
a domestic dispute, whereas Achilles proposes to withdraw from the war against the Trojans.
Nonetheless, the implied comparison between Phoenix’ flight and Achilles’ withdrawal cannot
fail to sting the warrior Achilles, despite his occasional implication that he has ceased to care for

timé (e.g. 318-19).53* Phoenix is playing a delicate rhetorical game here. On the one hand, he

31So Scodel (1982, 131-3; 2008, 16), Falkner (1995, 118), J. Griffin (1995 ad 1. 9.4471t.), Alden (2000, 221-2).
My own analysis here is much indebted to Scodel (1982), which remains the watershed moment in the analysis of
Phoenix’ speech. For a different reading, see more recently Alden (2012, 124-5). The location of Phoenix’ natal
home in Hellas is a problem. We are told as recently as /. 9.395, for example, that Peleus rules over Hellas; cf. Eust.
762.30 and Page (1972, 304) for more detail. Van Thiel conjectures idov (‘I saw’) in place of Aimov (‘I left”) at 9.447,
and this would solve the problem.

332 So Scodel (2002, 169), Wilson (2002, 96), and Ready (2011, 146-7).

533 See Martin (1992, 16-18) on Phoenix’ relatively reduced status in Phthia. Cf. E. Bowie (2007.26 on I/. 9.464-70)
as giving “a hint of the prosperity on which he was turning his back.”

34 Cf. J. Griffin (1995 ad II. 9.447ff): “this is what the choice of long life without KAéo¢ could be made to look like;
Achilles cannot behave like this.”
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paints himself as a negative exemplum with respect to his actions in his natal home. On the other
hand, despite having just undermined his own character from a warrior’s point of view, Phoenix
needs to convince Achilles that he is worth protecting. In other words, he needs to establish that
he is owed goodwill (the aforementioned pathos argument) for services rendered. This may
motivate Phoenix’ emphasis on his kourotrophic relationship with the young Achilles (485-95),
as opposed to any more typically masculine service he may have performed.

Phoenix’ unimpressive character is built into the structure of his story. The first step, the
motivation for his departure, is constructed so as to disappoint the audience’s expectations,
thereby highlighting that he is to be understood as a negative exemplum. Phoenix introduces his
autobiography in a manner reminiscent of Nestor in particular:

¢ v Emelt’ Amo ogio, Pilov T€Kog, ovk £0EAo1L
AeimecO’, 000" €l kév pot vootain Be0g avTOHG
yiipog amo&voag Onoety véov ffmovia,
olov 8te mpdToV Mmov EALGSa keAlrydvatia
QeVYoV veikea Tatpdc, Apvvtopog Oppevidoo.
“So, dear child, I wouldn’t then be willing to be left far from you, not even if a god himself
should undertake to scrape off my old age and make me young and in my prime, as when I
first left Hellas, which is full of beautiful women, fleeing reproaches from my father,
Amyntor, son of Ormenus” (9.444-8).53
The invocation of a lost youth followed by a transitional phrase like olov 6t¢ to introduce a story
from this youth is not dissimilar to Nestor’s habit (e.g. otov, 1.263; m¢ 6n6t’, 11.671). Based on

the parallels involving Nestor, I suggest that, up until the end of line 446, the poet creates the

expectation of a glorious story from Phoenix’ youth, ideally one involving martial valour.>3¢ We

335 On the sense of scraping away old age in this passage, see S. West (2001, 12 n. 44) and C. Brown (2014).

536 Schadewaldt (1966, 83-5) compares the structure of Phoenix’ speech to Nestor’s storytelling practice. On how
Nestor uses his youthful war stories to his advantage, see Martin (1989, 106-9) and Allan and Cairns (2011, 117-19
and 135-6).
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also note that the closest verbal parallel to Phoenix’ transition comes from the Odyssey, when
Circe encourages Odysseus and his companions to eat and drink until they recover their vigour,
“as when you first left your fatherland of rough Ithaca” (olov éte mpdTiIcTOV €Aeinete maTpida
yoiav / tpnyeing 10axng, 10.460-1). Given that these men left home when they were twenty years
younger to fight in the Trojan War, making them virile, warlike figures, this parallel would seem
to support my reading. But Phoenix disappoints the expectation created when he says, in the very
next line, that he left home in flight from a domestic dispute — and one with his father no less.33’
The use of neikos (‘dispute’) is possibly significant here. This noun and the denominal neikein
can refer to war, but the pertinent usage here is a dispute between two parties or, more narrowly,
negative criticism levelled by one party at the other.>3® Neikos leads to bitterness, anger, and even
war. When it comes from one’s father, it is something to be endured, as the sons of Priam do (//.
24.248-69).33° To get angry or flee is by no means praiseworthy in a son.>* That Phoenix is to be
understood as a negative exemplum in this case is unmistakeable.

But what precipitates this quarrel between father and son is not immediately clear.

Phoenix’ narration in this portion of his autobiography is in some ways as problematic as the

337 Note that the quarrel (veikog) that breaks out in Nestor’s story (/1. 11.670-2) is of a more valorous sort.

338 Distinguishing between neikos and eris (‘strife’) is not always a simple matter. Some scholars, such as Nagy
(1999, 309-14), seem not to draw any distinction at all. But see Hogan (1981), who, while he finds eris to be
pejorative in Homer and Hes. Th., predictably does not in Hes. Op. Nagler (1988) acknowledges this distinction
while finding none himself in actual practice. LfgrE s.v. veikog B also makes the useful point that neikos often refers
to an event which is a subsidiary of eris.

539 Paris even endures Hector’s neikos (3.38-59, 6.325-333). Odysseus discourages Alcinous from criticizing
(veikee) Nausicaa on the grounds that she has acted appropriately (Od. 7.303-7). There is no suggestion, however,
that Alcinous would be out of line in doing so. One could also argue that Achilles rejects (//. 9.391-2) Agamemnon’s
offer to make him his son-in-law (9.141-56) at least in part because he would have to endure the kind of neikos (e.g.
2.376) that he can now reject; cf. Calhoun (1962, 456), Wilson (2002), and Allan and Cairns (2011, 123). Nagy
(1999, 222-42) contends that neikos in the Iliad reflects the praise and blame traditions of Greek poetry. And Martin
(1989, 68-77) explores some of the rhetorical conventions in neikos discourse in the /liad.

340 Tt is not clear to me whether Amyntor’s neikea constitute an instance of flyting (on which see Martin (1989,
65-77) and Ready (2011, 197-209)). Wilson’s (2002, 98) claim that “the account of Phoinix’s quarrel (neikos) with
Amyntor is meant to evoke Achilleus’ quarrel with Agamemnon” is attractive, but I am not convinced that there is
sufficient evidence to show that the reference is so specific.
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duals from earlier in Book 9:

0¢ pot TaALOKIS0C TEPIYMOATO KAAAMKOUO10

TNV a0TOG PLAEECKEY, ATIHAleoKe K™ GKOLTLY,

untép” unv: 1 6 aisv €ue Mocéoketo yohvmv

moAlokiol Tpopuyfjval, v’ €xOnpete yépovta.

T MOV kol Epeo

“[Amyntor], who was angry with me on account of a concubine with beautiful hair whom he

himself held dear, and he had contempt for his wife, my mother. And she was always at my

knees, supplicating me to sleep with the concubine in his place so that she might come to

loath the old man. I obeyed her and did it” (9.449-53).54!
There is much about Phoenix’ story that is unsavoury. Amyntor’s preoccupation with a
concubine, while it is hardly praiseworthy, is not particularly problematic per se. It is apparently
only fear of his wife’s anger that prevents Laertes from having sex with Eurycleia (Od.
1.429-33). And Agamemnon is not ashamed to announce before the assembled Achaean host that
he wants to keep Chryseis, even comparing her favourably with his wife, Clytemnestra (//.
1.111-15). But the preference by Amyntor and Agamemnon of concubines to their own wives is
folly, especially in contrast with Laertes’ prudence, because it creates an “unhealthy domestic
situation.”>4? On the other hand, Phoenix again hardly emerges without blemish himself, since he

favours his mother over his father and commits something approaching incest.’** The phrase v’

gxOnpete yépovta is perhaps surprising. Assuming the text is sound, it cannot seem to mean

541 In translating the hapax npouryfivol, I am following = A ad loc. Erbse: tpd 100 noatpdg pyiivar (“to have sex
before his father”). Cf. Eust. 762.47: fjv 0 motnp Apdviop odne pev Eyve... €ig todto 8¢ avétpees (“The father,
Amyntor, did not yet know her... he was bringing her up for this purpose”). Falkner’s (1995, 117) suggestion that it
is a euphemism for rape is unlikely both because there is no apparent reason for coming to such a conclusion and
also because it is hard to see how Phoenix raping a concubine would be perceived as such by an ancient audience.

542 Falkner (1995, 117).

543 So ibid. and Felson (2002b, 262). There is, however, S. Tr. 1221-9, where Heracles orders his son, Hyllus, to
marry his concubine, Iole. That he is talking about marriage is beyond dispute: Segal (1994b). And it is worth noting
that Hyllus objects that she is responsible for the deaths of his parents (1232-7), and not that such a marriage would
be problematic on account of her having had sex with Heracles. As far as I can tell, the nearest parallel to Phoenix’
seduction of his father’s concubine is as late as I Corinthians 5.1 (so A. Edwards (1987, 225)).
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anything other than that the purpose of Phoenix’ having sex with the concubine would be that she
would come to loath his father, presumably by comparison with the younger man. The scholiasts
express the belief that women lose sexual interest in old men when they have had experience of
young and more vigorous men because old men are not as potent.>** And this seems to be the
understanding here.>* But why would he care if she loathes him? Her feelings about him would
hardly affect his access to her.’*® I would argue that the fact that Amyntor is angered by Phoenix’
action must mean that he is in love with the concubine (@i\éeokev, 9.450).547 The only reason he
cares about her feelings is that he cares about her. We might perhaps be reminded of concubinage
later in antiquity. While a man’s relationship with his concubine (pallaké after Homer, starting in
Hdt. 1.84.3, 1.135, etc.) is certainly less dignified than the one he has with his wife, concubinage
is frequently, and even typically, portrayed as more affectionate than marriage.>*®

In fact, Amyntor’s preoccupation with his concubine also helps to explain his apparently
self-destructive sterilization of his son. Consider how the gruesome deed is described:

natnp & €uoc atik’ oicbeig
TOALG KOt pato, otuyepac & Emekékiet Epivic,

U TOTE YOOVaoLY 0161V £pécceada Qilov vidV
€€ €uébev yeyadto- 0ol & étéAetlov Emapac,

5443 b ad Il. 9.452 Erbse: piota yap dvdpdc deictatat yépoviog yovi véa meipadeica véou kal icyvpotépov

avSpoc: ftTov Yap ol yépovieg dppodicraley Suvavtar (“for a young woman is wont to stand aloof from an old
man, if she has had experience of a young and more vigorous man. For old men are less potent at sex”). The T
scholiast and Eust. 762.45 express a similar view. The phrase did not meet with universal approval, however. The T
scholiast also records that yépovta was sometimes emended to yépovti, an idea which is not without appeal. But
having to read echthairein as ‘to be a source of hatred’ or ‘to make hateful to’ here is far from ideal, although cf.
ameyBaipet at Od. 4.105 and S. West (2001, 4 n.13). Alden (2000, 218-20) discusses how the Greeks took a dim view
of favouring the mother over the father.

545 Cf. Mimnermus’ lament that an old man is “loathsome to children and without value for women™ (y0pog psv
maictv, dtipactog 8¢ yovau&iv, 1.9 West?). West’s plausible emendation of yovai&iv to yovauki would make the old
man without value to his wife as opposed to women as a group.

346 Cf. S. West (2001, 4): “the concubine’s inclinations are of secondary importance.”

347 Cf. Od. 18.325: 4\ 1 v Edpopdyo pioyéoketo kai gikéeokev (“but she kept having sex with Eurymachus and
held him dear™).

348 Kapparis (1999, 12-13, with primary sources cited on 9).
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Z€0¢ te katoyBoviog kal Emavn [epoepodvela.

“My father learned about it straightaway and cursed me greatly, and he called upon the

hateful Erinyes, that I should never set on my knees a dear son born from me. And the gods

accomplished the curses, subterranean Zeus and dread Persephone” (9.453-7).54
Falkner observes of this passage that Amyntor’s “excessive interest in his concubine has
destroyed his son and perhaps doomed the oikos to extinction.”>*? This is true if Phoenix is
Amyntor’s only son. Phoenix does not mention any brothers, but would that be the only means
by which Amyntor could maintain his oikos? Surely he could produce children by his favoured
slave woman (8x 600ANG, Od. 4.7), as Menelaus does. Of course, for Menelaus, to use such a
method to produce an heir is an alternative measure, Helen having produced no sons
(4.10-14).3! Amyntor, on the other hand, has a wife who has had a son, and one who has reached
his youthful prime (f\Boovta, 7. 9.446) at that. The closest parallel to this situation in early
Greek hexameter epic is Odysseus’ Cretan lie that he was born from a concubine (mraAlakic, Od.
14.203). And, as we noted in the first chapter, Odysseus claims that his father treated him just as
well as he treated his legitimate children. But of course the legitimate children were quick to
assert their superior position on the death of the father (14.199-210). Rather than read Amyntor
as essentially committing suicide by ending his line, therefore, it seems more likely that we are to

understand the preference of the pallakis to Phoenix’ mother and her consequent jealousy and

anger as motivated at least in part by the threat of the creation of an alternate line, one which

549 On oiotv as referring to Phoenix’ knees rather than Amyntor’s, see Steinriick (1998).

330 Falkner (1995, 117). S. West (2001, 8-9) and Alden (2012, 124) argue persuasively that a reference to castration
underlies this passage.

351 One other potential parallel to this situation may be found in Euripides’ Andromache. Andromache, who has had
a son by Neoptolemus, is the object of violent aggression from his apparently barren wife, Hermione. While it is left
as a matter of doubt whether Andromache’s son would be accepted as heir by the Phthians in the event of
Hermione’s continued inability to bear children (cf. Andromache’s sarcasm at 201-4), this is clearly a source of
concern to Hermione (32-5, 155-62). Of course the context is rather different, as the Andromache is likely concerned
with the issue of bigamy in the setting of a late Sth-century polis: Torrance (2005), Vester (2009).
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could potentially receive equal or even more favour from Amyntor.

Returning to the question of Phoenix’ speech in its rhetorical context, however, we have
already established that he portrays himself as a negative exemplum for quarrelling with his
father and then running away. But this would seem at first blush to be undermined by Amyntor’s
apparently disproportionate response. After all, the effect achieved by portraying Phoenix as a
negative exemplum is considerably lessened if Amyntor is straightforwardly a worse one. We
must consider parallel examples of this story-type in order to obtain some sense of how such
drastic action by the father would be perceived. We will find that, while filicide is hardly
portrayed as a palatable act, it does not seem to be entirely unacceptable in particular contexts.
Unfortunately for us, this sort of treatment of a son at the hands of his father is extremely rare in
antiquity. This is hardly surprising. Deliberate destruction of a mature, male descendant was
close to suicide. A mother might be considered capable of such a thing in extreme circumstances,
but surely not a father.>>? One is consequently forced to stray rather far afield in search of
parallels to Phoenix’ story, the closest of which I am aware is most fully laid out in Photius’
epitome to Conon, a mythographer from late in the 1st century BCE:

g Are&avdpov tod ITépdog kai Oivavng, fiv Eynuato wtpiv §} v EAévnv dapracat, moig
Kopvbog yiveral, kdArel vik@®dv TOV matépa. Todtov 1) uitnp ‘EAévn tpocénepye, tnlotumiov
1€ Kivodod AAeEAdp® Kol Kakdv Tt dtoapnyovouévn ‘EAévn. og 6¢ cuvnong 6 Kopvbog mpog

‘EXévny éyéveto, AheEavopog mote Tapedmv gig oV OdAiapov Kai Beacduevog Tov Kopvbov
] ‘EAévn mapelopevov kol dvapleyxBeig €€ vmoyiag e0OVC dvarpel.

352 But even examples of maternal filicide are extremely rare in Greek literature: see Mastronarde (2002 ad. Eur.
Med. 1282). “Perhaps this is because society so much abhors the murder of children that it refuses to regard it as
anything but the rarest and most outrageous of deviations” (Easterling (1977, 186)). And it is worth noting that even
the most famous example of this, Medea’s murder of her sons by Jason, may have been a Euripidean innovation. ~ B
ad Eur. Med. 9 Schwartz transmits the story that Euripides was accused of being bribed by the Corinthians for
transferring the blame for the murder onto Medea. How seriously we take this claim would partially depend upon
the dating of Neophron’s Medea: Page (1938, xxx-xxxii), Knox (1977, 193-6), Luschnig (2007, 85 and 97-8); pace
Mastronarde (2002, 52-4).
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“How of Alexander Paris and Oenone, whom he had married before he abducted Helen, a son,
Corythus, was born, surpassing his father in beauty. His mother sent him to Helen, trying to
stir envy in Alexander and contriving something bad for Helen. Once Corythus had become
close to Helen, Alexander entered the bedroom at some point, saw Corythus sitting next to
Helen, and killed him straightaway in a suspicious fit of pique” (FGrH 26 F 1.23 =23
Brown).
In response, Oenone curses Paris and prophesies his destruction (ibid.). Parthenius, apparently
citing Hellanicus, adds the detail that Corythus fell in love (péc6n) with Helen on his arrival at
Troy (34 Lightfoot). We can only trace this story back as far as Hellanicus (FGrH 4 F 29 = fr. 29
Fowler) in the fifth century, and the figure of Corythus is only rarely attested elsewhere.>>3
Oenone herself, while eventually quite a popular figure, does not appear any earlier, unless
Lobel’s hesitant supplement to Bacchyl. fr. 20D.3 Maehler is correct.>* In light of the late date
of the sources and the peculiar nature of the story, this tale about Paris, Oenone, and Corythus is
in all likelihood a local myth, possibly associated with a particular cult, which would be
consistent with the antiquarian tastes of Conon and Parthenius. Nonetheless, it shares such
obvious similarities to Phoenix’ autobiography that it will be useful to examine it for typological
reasons. The anger of Oenone at Paris is usually read as an example of the motif of “the mortal
who is loved by a nymph or goddess and punished for his unfaithfulness.”> However,

Sourvinou-Inwood also finds in this story an example of the son disturbing the ordinary

succession of his patriline by favouring his mother’s interests over his father’s.>>® According to

333 Lyc. 57-60, where he is apparently sent by his mother to spy on the Trojans (X ad 57 Leone, with no mention of
the subsequent altercation with Paris); Dictys 5.5, where he is killed by a falling roof. For allusions see Fowler
(2013, 528-9, esp. n. 24).

3541t is unpopular: M. Brown (2002, 167), Fowler (2013, 528 n. 23), Hornblower (2015 ad Lyc. 65). But Stinton
(1965, 43) defends it with some plausibility. On Oenone’s popularity, see LIMC s.v. “Oinone". That she is absent
from Euripides is possibly significant, considering the playwright’s obvious preoccupation with Paris’ early life:
Stinton (1965, 13-40).

355 Stinton (1965, 45). First suggested by Rohde (1960, 117-20), and also followed by Lightfoot (1999, 391) and M.
Brown (2002, 169). Egan (1971, 156) compares Potiphar’s wife.

356 Sourvinou-Inwood (1991, 251-8), and her model is adopted by Forsdyke (2005, 254-5) and Alden (2012, 123-4).
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Sourvinou-Inwood, this story type has four basic characteristics.’” I have altered them slightly to
fit more precisely with the data she adduces. First, the son initiates hostility with his father, or at
least the father perceives him to be doing so. Second, another woman (or other women, in the
case of Periander and Lycophron below) motivates the son’s aggression by somehow reducing
his mother’s position vis-a-viz his father, often simply by supplanting her. Third, the father
retaliates, resulting in death or a death-like state (i.e. exile, sterility, blindness, etc.) for the son.
Fourth, the father does not die, but he is harmed. I would also add a fifth characteristic, namely
the retaliatory curse, usually by the father against the son, but, in the case of Corythus, by the
mother against the father, and partially as retribution for the murder of the son.>*® We can see in
the case of Corythus that Paris understands him as having a physical relationship with Helen, and
that it is Oenone’s jealousy which ultimately causes what might be a misunderstanding. The
epitomator is careful to say that Corythus and Helen are sitting together and not lying together.
But what is Corythus doing in Helen’s thalamos (‘bedroom’) in the first place? Surely it is not
particularly surprising that Paris possibly misconstrues the situation. If, as in Hellanicus’ version,
Corythus is smitten with Helen, then Paris’ anger is all the more understandable, even though his
reaction is excessive.>>°

A second parallel may be found in Theseus’ curse on his son, Hippolytus, the earliest and
most detailed extant version of which is probably Euripides’ second play on the subject.>%°

Aphrodite causes Phaedra, Theseus’ wife and Hippolytus’ stepmother to conceive of a terrible

37 Sourvinou-Inwood (1991, 252).
558 Parental curses were apparently considered to be particularly efficacious: Pl. Lg. 93 1b-c; cf. Gregory (2009, 42).
59 Pi. 0. 7.27-30 is a comparable situation, although it does not feature filicide.

560 On the few traces we have of Euripides’ less popular Hippolytus (so-called Kalyptomenos: fr. 428-47 Kannicht),
see Barrett (1964, 15-45), Gibert (1997), Hutchinson (2004), and Gregory (2009).
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longing (£pwtt dewv®, Eur. Hipp. 28) for Hippolytus. When she realizes that she cannot have him,
she kills herself and accuses Hippolytus of rape in her suicide note (856-86). Theseus, upon
reading the note, calls upon Poseidon to kill Hippolytus (887-90) and also casts him out of
Athens (971-80). No sooner does Hippolytus leave Athens than he is fatally wounded, thus
fulfilling Theseus’ prayer (1173-1248, 1316-19). One might debate which of these elements
predates Euripides, but Gregory compellingly argues that Phaedra’s unfortunate lust for
Hippolytus, her false accusation, and Theseus’ curse “constituted the unalterable core of the
Hippolytus myth.”3¢! If this is correct, then all five of the characteristics are met in this tale as
well. What may be a Euripidean elaboration is the emphasis he places upon the conflict between
the interests of Hippolytus and those of Phaedra’s children. When Phaedra contemplates suicide,
her nurse tries to dissuade her by arguing that she will be betraying her sons, who will lose their
share in their father’s house (motpodov pun pebééovrac d6puwv, 306), presumably because they
will not have their mother to protect their interests in the face of an elder brother.6? Interestingly,
the brothers are consistently referred to as gnésioi (309, 963, 1455), whereas Hippolytus is
nothos (309, 962, 1083). Barrett probably rightly argues that Hippolytus is considered nothos
because his mother, the Amazon Hippolyta, is a pallaké from the spoils of war.’%> One
unsurprising implication of the nurse’s argument is that Hippolytus should be treated as an

enemy because, contemporary Athenian legalities aside, he poses a threat to Phaedra’s sons,

361 Gregory (2009, 36), using M. West’s (1999, 33) distinction between fundamental and secondary elements of a
myth, which seems to me to be essentially a structuralist model.

362 So Barrett (1964 ad. 3041t.).

363 Ibid., although it is worth noting that she is never called such in the play, nor is there any attestation of Euripides
ever using the term. There is certainly no doubt that Phaedra is Theseus’ wife.
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particularly with respect to their patrimony.3** The better-attested Euripidean iteration of this
myth at least to some extent treats it as an object lesson in the problems underlying amphimetric
strife, hardly a surprising twist in light of the particular aversion to any kind of ‘mixed’
household in contemporary Athens.>%

For the third and final parallel, Sourvinou-Inwood compares Lycophron and Periander in
Herodotus (3.48-53).5% Lycophron, having learned from his maternal grandfather that his father
Periander has killed his mother, refuses to speak to his father and is consequently barred from the
oikoi of Periander’s people (3.50). And anyone who speaks to him is to pay a fine to Apollo
(3.52.1). Lycophron is eventually sent to Corcyra, and he only agrees to return years later on the
condition that Periander move to Corcyra. Lycophron is then murdered by the Corcyraeans to
prevent Periander from moving there (3.52-3). This story can be seen to fit Sourvinou-Inwood’s
model. Lycophron is certainly perceived by his father as initiating hostility, albeit in a somewhat
passive-aggressive manner. And, while Herodotus, being in some respects slightly lacunose, says
nothing about the murder of his wife beyond the simple fact that it took place (trv... Méhooav
... améxkrewve, 3.50.1), Diogenes Laertius reports that Periander vnt” 0pyfig Paidv vmoBabpo f
Aokticag THV yuvaika &ykvov ovcav dnékteive, telcOeic StaPoraic modlokidwv, bg Hotepov
g&xavoe (“killed his pregnant wife in a rage, either by by striking her with a stool or by kicking
her, having been persuaded by the slanders of his concubines, whom he later had burned alive,”
1.94 = Periander T 9 Gentili-Prato). Diogenes is considerably later than Herodotus, but the fact

that his supplement perfectly fits Sourvinou-Inwood’s typology surely helps to support her basic

564 Cf. woeiv og proeig Tvoe, kai 10 81 vobov / 1oig yvioiototl moAépov mepukévar (“will you say that she hates
you, and indeed that bastardy is by nature hostile to legitimate children?”, 962-3).

365 Cf. Ebbott (2003, 85-107), who treats this aspect of the play at considerable depth.
566 Sourvinou-Inwood (1991, 245-84).
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claim that ancient myths and narratives are structured “according to particular models of
organizing experience.”%” One also perhaps gets a hint of what Diogenes reports in Herodotus as
well. While Periander murders his wife in Book Three, Herodotus later claims that he
subsequently had sex with her corpse (5.92n3). This behaviour could possibly constitute a
twisted reunion scene following Periander’s discovery that his courtesans have slandered his now
deceased wife.’%® In any case, it seems tolerably clear that Lycophron’s hostility towards his
father is a delayed reaction to his mother’s murder through the machinations of Periander’s
concubines. I would further argue that Periander’s retaliation results in a death-like state for
Lycophron even in the short term, since, as we have already established, exile is often seen as a
sort of death-like state. Sourvinou-Inwood also argues that Periander’s decrees, barring
Lycophron from the oikoi of his people, and forcing anyone who speaks to him to pay a fine to
Apollo, function as curses. Lycophron is treated as if he is polluted by these decrees.>®

That the father could potentially be cleared of wrongdoing in some of these tales is
probable. The Conon epitome is too brief to give us any sense of the tone of Paris’ relationship
with Corythos. But in the Hippolytus, Artemis informs Theseus that, as far as she and Poseidon
are concerned, Theseus is to blame for his son’s misfortune because he did not do the appropriate
research before cursing his son (1320-4). This implies that Theseus would have been justified in
cursing Hippolytus if he had been guilty of raping Phaedra. In a similar vein, Herodotus has

Lycophron’s sister, admittedly hardly a divine authority, firmly take Periander’s side in the

367 Ibid. 245.

568 On how this act fits the larger portrayal of the tyrant in Herodotus, see Soares (2014, 227-30). Eidinow (2007,
262 n. 60) compares Paus. 3.17 and suggests that Periander is really trying to appease Melissa’s shade when he
sends messengers to the necromanteion in Thesprotia (Hdt. 5.9212).

569 Sourvinou-Inwood (1991, 259).
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dispute (3.53.2-5).>70 Of particular note is the aphoristic statement, ToAloi 8¢ 1{dn T unTpdIAL
dlnuevol ta matpoia anéPorov (“and many before now have thrown away their father’s
property in seeking their mother’s,” 3.53.4). As Asheri et al. suggest, this probably refers to
inheritance suits, in which, at least in Attic law, an heir could potentially be disinherited by his
father if he put too much effort into claiming his maternal inheritance.’’! At issue, of course, is
Periander’s tyranny, which he wishes Lycophron to inherit, and so it is natural for the sister to
speak in such terms. But this statement really encapsulates the whole dispute between father and
son. Periander’s position is pretty clearly that loyalty to one’s mother may be all well and good,
but, if it comes at the expense of allegiance to the father, then it is foolish and even reprehensible
to side with the mother. To conceptualize this tension in terms of material inheritance is
advantageous because it helps his argument. He is offering Lycophron Corinth, whereas Melissa
is dead, and her father, Procles, has been captured as retribution for letting Lycophron on to
Melissa’s fate (3.52.7).

We might say in general, therefore, that filicide by the father in these stories is an extreme
but probably not entirely unacceptable expression of power over the hierarchy of women in his
household. The son is perceived to be attempting to assert himself in this respect, and the father
finds the manner in which he does so to be utterly intolerable. To return to Phoenix and Achilles,

then, it would seem that Phoenix is again presenting himself in a less than complimentary light

570 Asheri et al. (2008 ad loc.): “the whole of para. 4 is composed of five maxims or sayings... more apt to the father
than to the daughter.” The sister addressing her brother with & mod (““child,” 3.53.3) also suits a parent more than
even an elder sibling (Golden (1985)). On the other hand, while she has received instructions from her father
(d160xOeion Vo Tod TaTPOC, 3.53.5), the speech is probably not meant to be read as a verbatim delivery of
Periander’s words. For example, dmft £ ta oixia (“go away home,” 3.53.3) would be awkward if spoken to
Lycophron from Corinth.

571 Asheri et al. (2008 ad loc.). Cf. motp@a kai pnrpda Aéyoviot té £k ToTépev Kol untépev arnodovovimv
kataAemopevo toig tékvolg (“what is left from deceased fathers and mothers to their children is called patroia and
metroia, Fragmentum Lexici Graeci 57, Hermann (1801, 327)); also cf. Phot. s.v. tatpdav, natpiov Kol Totpikdv
[ 494 Theodoridis] as well as the comparanda in Theodoridis’ edition.
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for rhetorical purposes. His sterilization by Amyntor is harsh, but it is not beyond the pale.
Phoenix’ bedding of his father’s concubine, on the other hand, certainly is, particularly in light of
her importance to the old man. Earlier, we rejected the idea that Phoenix is implicitly comparing
Peleus to Agamemnon in his autobiography. It is more likely, in fact, now that we have examined
Sourvinou-Inwood’s story-type, that he intends Amyntor to be understood as the Agamemnon
figure. As Phoenix should not have quarrelled with his father over a concubine, so Achilles
should not do so with Agamemnon, who is after all a kind of putative father-figure for
Achilles.>?

The full effect of Phoenix’ autobiography as a negative paradeigma can only be felt,
however, when it is compared to the Meleager tale that Phoenix tells later in his speech. The
structural similarities between these two sections of the speech are significant and deliberate. So,
that we find another example of filicide in the Meleager tale — this time of the maternal variety —
is hardly coincidental. Unlike with paternal filicide, maternal filicide is never justified, and, as in
the present case, it is frequently motivated by an excessive and inappropriate loyalty to the
mother’s natal family. In his Litae parable, Phoenix tells the story of the anger of the great
warrior Meleager at his mother, Althea, who has cursed him with death (//. 9.565-72). Phoenix is
almost certainly alluding to a tradition that predates the //iad, meaning that the poet is not
necessarily inventing any particular detail in an ad hoc fashion.’”3 Phoenix references Meleager

as another paradeigma — in this case a negative one. Meleager refused an ample gift from the

572 Wilson (2002) argues very persuasively that Agamemnon tries to make himself into a father figure for Achilles,
but Achilles refuses. On Agamemnon as an undesirable father figure for Achilles, see Avery (1998), Wohrle (1999,
17-22), and Felson (2002a, 39-40).

573 Tsagalis (2014, 240-1) summarizes the history of the argument showing that the poet alludes to a *Meleagris
here. For the more cautious position, see Currie (2015, 290-1) with bibliography.
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Actolians in exchange for fighting, only to fight later in any case when the gift was off the table.
Achilles, therefore, should avoid this possibility and fight now.>’* Meleager also rejected the
entreaties (/itai) of those dear to him, only relenting when his wife Cleopatra took part
(9.574-99). Achilles should be wary of following Meleager here as well, lest he provoke the
anger of the gods by refusing entreaties (9.513-23).57°

Having established the rhetorical context of Phoenix’ reference to Meleager, then, let us
consider the tale itself. As I have said, its structure is strikingly similar to Phoenix’
autobiography in many places. Interestingly, while the parallels between the two stories to the
quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon have often been noted, very little detailed comparison
between them has been done per se.’’® We begin with a war between the Curetes and the
Acetolians (9.529-33), paralleling the neikea of Amyntor mentioned above. The origin of the
quarrel is in each case neglect by the father. Amyntor neglects his wife, Phoenix’ mother, and
Oeneus neglects Artemis in his sacrifices (9.533-7). The result of this neglect is the anger of

Phoenix’ mother and Artemis (yooapévn, 9.534; yohocauévn, 538) respectively. We must infer

574 The significance of this myth to Achilles’ situation is well-studied: see especially Willcock (1964, 147-53),
Rosner (1976, 320-7), and Nagy (1999, 103-9). Alden (2000, 191-290) provides what is probably the subtlest and
most thorough analysis of all, showing how Phoenix cleverly, although not always consistently, rhetorically places
Achilles in a double bind.

375 Kakridis (1949, 20-7 and 151-64) famously observed that the various entreaties of a hero by his philoi are
typically organized into an “ascending scale of affection.” Strangely, the friends are promoted ahead of their usual
position in Phoenix’ Meleager tale. Willcock (1964, 150) and Lohmann (1970, 258-61) suggest that this is a
rhetorical amplification of the importance of friends, implicitly encouraging Achilles to listen to the present
delegation with more sympathy. But there is no evidence that this ascending scale of affection existed before the
tradition reflected here (Alden (2000, 242)), so it is difficult to assert anything with certainty.

Much has been made of Achilles’ later anticipation of the Greeks coming to entreat him at his knees (mepi
yoovart ... Mocopévovug, 11.609-10) to fight again, as if they have not already (cf. 9.501, 520, 698, not to mention
the parable of the Litae at 502-14). Page (1959, 305-7) is characteristically vociferous in observing the apparent
contradiction. But Alden (2000, 181-92) is probably correct to argue that, while they do offer entreaty (/it¢), they do
not engage in the more debasing supplication (hiketeia). This interpretation places great importance on the mepi
yobvvar’ at 11.609 (cf. Schadewaldt (1966, 81): “die Achaier haben den Achill im I nicht ‘kniefdllig’... gebeten”;
also cf. Beck (2012.72-3)), but it may very well be correct.

576 Lohmann (1970, 268-9), Bannert (1981), and T. Walsh (2005, 191-4) are notable exceptions.
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that Phoenix’ mother is angry, which is the usual reaction to suffering dishonour (&tipdleoxe,
450).577 In order to obtain fZmé in an honour society, one must be born with it, take it from
somebody else, or be given it by way of reciprocity. The victim of such an attempt normally
experiences some form of anger, be it cholos (‘anger’), kotos (‘resentment’), or, in particular
cases, ménis (‘wrath’). And there are also the common verbs cholousthai (‘to feel cholos’) and
choesthai (‘to be angry’).>’® While there are distinctions between these terms, we will not
concern ourselves overmuch with semantics here. The anger of Phoenix’ mother is structurally
parallel to that of Artemis and Achilles, even if the precise quality of their anger may be different
in each case.’”” Next, the anger of the one parent indirectly stimulates anger in the other parent
against the son, who is then effectively cursed with death. We have already observed how
Amyntor is enraged by Phoenix and curses him with sterility when he finds out about the
concubine. Althaea’s reaction to Meleager’s accidental (?) murder of her brother, which is
ultimately a result of Oeneus’ negligence, is strikingly similar to Amyntor’s:

1] 6 ye maprotéAekTo YO OV Bupadyéa TEGoWV,

377 “The narrator can also make it clear that a character is angry without using any word for emotion” (Scodel (2008,
52)). Cf. once again Laertes’ decision not to sleep with Eurycleia, thus avoiding the cholos (‘anger’) of his wife,
Anticleia (Od. 1.429-33). The anger of the spurned woman must similarly be inferred of Proetus’ wife at //. 6.160-5.

578 This is not an exhaustive list. Extensive treatments of Homeric terms for anger may be found in Considine
(1966), Adkins (1969), and T. Walsh (2005). Bannert (1981) specifically compares the cholos of Amyntor and
Meleager to the anger in Achilles’ quarrel with Agamemnon. The precise meaning of ménis in the Iliad is a highly
controversial question. With the exception of Agamemnon and Aeneas in individual instances (1.247 and 13.460
respectively), Achilles is the only mortal to have ménis (e.g. 1.1, 488, 9.517), probably indicating that his anger is
somehow divine in nature. Scodel (2008, 52-3), however, makes a compelling case for ménis denoting anger that is
effectual. For more detail, see especially Watkins (1977), Muellner (1996), T. Walsh (2005, 10-14 and 192-4),
Scodel (2008, 49-73).

579 Some of these terms can sometimes be used of the same emotion in any case. For example, cholousthai (‘to feel
cholos") and choesthai (‘to be angry’) are apparently interchangeable at //. 1.80-1, 9.534-8, and 9.533-5. T. Walsh
(2005, 192-3) demonstrates that cholos is the technical term for the kind of anger that stimulates the withdrawal of a
hero, and he cites examples of the cholos of Phoenix, Menelaus, and Achilles. One quibble with this parallel is that,
as [ will discuss below, the one example of cholos being used of Phoenix is at 9.459, the provenance of which is
problematic. And Plut. Cor. 32.5 reads tpéye @pévag (“changed my mind”) in place of madoev yoAov (“checked my
anger”). Nonetheless, T. Walsh’s evidence is otherwise convincing, and, as I will argue below, the cholos of Phoenix
can easily be understood. On anger as a part of this story type’s structure, cf. 9.524-5 and J. Griffin (1995 ad loc.).
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€€ apémv UNTPOC KeEYOA®UEVOGS, T pa Osoloty

TOAL" dy€ovs’ MPATO KAGIYVITOL0 POVOLO,

TOAAG O€ Kal yodov ToAVQOPPNV xepciv aroio

Kikiokovs™ Atonv kai Erawvnyv Iepoepovelav,

pdyvL KaBeCopévn, de0oVTo 08 dAKPLGL KOATOL,

ool 0o pev Bdvatov: thg & Nepooitig Epvig

gxhev &€ EpéBecorv, ducilyov nrop &xovoa.

“He [Meleager] lay beside her [Cleopatra], brooding over his painful anger, angered by the

curses of his mother, who, grieving over the murder of her brother, prayed to the gods many

times; and she, kneeling, the folds of her gown wet with tears, also beat the nourishing earth

many times with her hands, calling on Hades and dread Persephone to give her son death.

And Erinys, who travels in darkness and has a pitiless heart, heeded her from Erebus”

(9.565-72).
The Iliadic presentation of Meleager’s murder of his maternal uncle (9.543-5) is more allusive
than descriptive. But it differs from the two fuller and later narratives in Bacchylides (5.94-154)
and Ovid (Met. 8.425-546), according to whom Meleager murders two uncles.’®? In each of these
versions, the result is the same: Meleager is killed by his mother through supernatural means. As
I have said, though, the Iliadic version is remarkably similar to the curse of Phoenix by Amyntor.
In both cases, the parent curses the son in anger (449, 454, 567). Amyntor calls upon the Erinyes
(454), whereas Althaea calls to Hades and Persephone (569). And it is interesting to note that
Hades and Persephone fulfil the curse for Amyntor (456-7), whereas Erinys (only one?) does so
for Althaea (571-2). In each case, the punishment is an eye for an eye. Phoenix has somehow
deprived Amyntor of his concubine and therefore offspring by her, and so he is cursed with

sterility. Meleager has murdered Althaea’s brothers, and so he is cursed with death. Phoenix and

Meleager both suffer at the hands of a parent for neglecting the kinship interests of that parent.

580 Willcock (1964, 148-54) provides a more detailed comparison and contrast. There are two Hesiodic variants. In
fr. 25 M.-W., Meleager is apparently not Althaea’s son at all (14), and he is probably killed by Apollo for some
reason (12-13; cf. Paus. 10.31.3). And again, in fr. 280 M.-W., Apollo probably kills him (2-3), possibly because of a
curse (9-10).
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The final apparent similarity between the two tales is problematic. Phoenix and Meleager
are both unsurprisingly angry in response to their parents’ curses (458-61, 565), resulting in their
withdrawals (478-9, 555-6).58! But lines 9.458-61 are of famously dubious provenance:

TOV HEV €y® PovAevca KaTakTapuey OEET YoAK®:

AALG TG ABavdat@V Tadoey yOlov, 8G P~ Evi Buud

onuov Bijke eaty kol dveidea TOAL" dvBpoOTOV,

OG UM TATPOPAOVOG LET AYO0IGTY KAAEOTUNV.

“I conceived of a plan to kill him [Amyntor] with sharp bronze. But one of the gods stopped

my anger. He put in my heart the talk of the people and the many reproaches of men, so that I

should not be called a patricide among the Achaeans.”
This is entirely absent from extant papyri and manuscripts of the /liad, appearing in full only in
Plutarch (Mor. 26F), who claims that Aristarchus excised them (£€€giAe) out of fear (poPnOsic).
The source of the fear adduced by Plutarch is generally thought to be the fact that the passage
features the contemplation of patricide, a subject that does not appear elsewhere in Homer and
may have been seen as inappropriate to the Iliadic tradition.’®> The scholarly community is split
on whether these lines should be retained. Wolf famously included them, but no major modern
edition does without cruces at the very least. Similarly, Apthorp and Griffith, while they

acknowledge that the lines are very much Homeric in style, argue forcefully against their

inclusion in any kind of vulgate edition.’®* But this stance is by no means universal.’8 That such

381 Scodel (1982, 130 n. 9) maintains that Phoenix’ anger is implied by ovkétt mapmay épntoet’ év gpeoi Bopde (“no
longer did my heart in my breast hold me back at all,” 9.462). While similar expressions are used to describe the
suppression of anger at 1.192 and 9.635, the closest parallel is actually applied to a man resisting the urge to flee
(13.280). Without the four preceding lines, I would argue that the audience could quite easily interpret this phrase as
referring to flight, especially since he does actually flee (9.448). Elsewhere, both Phyleus (2.629) and Polypheides
(Od. 15.254) migrate on account of anger at their fathers (dneviccoto matpl yohwbeic).

582 A thorough review of the evidence and prior scholarship on the question of the ‘authenticity’ of these four lines
may be found in Apthorp (1980, 91-9). More recently, see Scodel (1982, 130), S. West (1982), Hainsworth (1993 ad
loc.), J. Griffin (1995 ad loc.), Alden (2000, 221 n. 16), and S. West (2001).

383 Apthorp (1980, 91-9), J. Griffin (1995 ad loc.).

584 Wilamowitz (1920, 66 n. 2), Cairns (1993, 51), and Wilson (2002, 201 n. 77) are just a few examples of the
widespread attempt to retain the passage.
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a split exists is surprising. While the lines undoubtedly fit almost seamlessly into our /liad, the
fact that not even the scholia show any awareness of them seems to indicate that Plutarch found
the lines in some non-Aristarchan source.*®> We should not simply disregard the passage,
however. It is more than likely that it is taken from an alternative tradition, such as the Cypria or
the Aethiopis.>®® And one can easily see how these lines made their way into some version of the
1lliad at some point. As Alden has observed, Phoenix’ contemplation of patricide is strikingly
similar to Achilles drawing his sword as if to kill Agamemnon at the onset of the quarrel (//.
1.188-92).°87 And, as in Phoenix’ case, it is a god, this time Athena, who manages to dissuade
him (1.193-222). In addition, as we have already noted, Agamemnon is a kind of putative father
figure for Achilles, so it is clear how Phoenix’ consideration of literal patricide could have been
seen to be appropriate to his speech. While the lines do not belong in modern editions of the
1liad, it is possible that they correspond to an Archaic tradition about Phoenix. Furthermore, even
if our iteration of the //iad is not drawing upon this particular tradition about Phoenix, I would
hazard nonetheless that these lines would not have been entirely out of place in the tradition
referenced. As discussed above, murder is, as far as we can tell, the most common cause of
fugitive status in early Greek literature about heroic characters. And, as Apthorp observes,
Phoenix’ fugitive status in light of these four lines becomes a slight variation of the ‘homicide
and flight’ theme, where Phoenix’ flight is presented as an alternative to patricide.’®® Since, as we

have argued, Phoenix’ story is probably not spun from whole cloth by the poet, it is likely that

385 M. West (2001, 208) suggests that this source might have been Seleucus.

586 So Kullmann (1960, 133) and S. West (2001, 11), who observes that Phoenix delivers an autobiography after
Achilles’ death in Q.S. 3.460, a scene which could possibly be derived from the Aethiopis.

587 Alden (2012.124-5).

388 Apthorp (1980.96-7). It is probably a combination of the ‘homicide and flight’ theme and the ‘anger and
withdrawal’ theme.
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contemplated or even enacted patricide was the cause of his flight in at least one version current
at the time of our //iad. As we have seen in other cases of anger, Phoenix’ homicidal rage is
probably understood, therefore, even in the absence of 9.458-61. As was frequently the case in
Archaic epic, the audience would largely have been aware of the tradition abbreviated in
Phoenix’ speech.

We find, then, that the Phoenix and Meleager stories share remarkably similar structures.
On the one hand, this is hardly surprising. They frame a single speech and are essentially used
for the same rhetorical purpose (namely as paradeigmata). It is easy to see how stories about
reciprocal anger between parent and son, and the catastrophes that ensue, are relevant to
Phoenix’ attempt to dissuade Achilles from prolonging his withdrawal from combat in light of
his problematic relationship with Agamemnon. But what is the strategy behind including
references to filicide and parental curses? One could argue that they just happen to be
fundamental elements of two stories that are otherwise relevant. But then why bother to provide
such details when we know that audiences would have been familiar with the two stories, and
filicide is such an unpleasant — and therefore potentially distracting — subject? That this is a
coincidence is especially dubious in light of the fact that, as we have noted, filicide is such an
uncommon subject in classical literature. I would argue that Phoenix’ strategy in including these
details is manifold. The first point is rather hyperbolic in its execution. In each case, the focus of
Phoenix’ iteration of these stories is on the reaction of the son to the aggression of the parent.
Phoenix, contrary to the wishes of his kin, flees (9.464-78) in response to his father’s curse. And,
as we have already noted, Meleager withdraws in anger at his mother. While one might debate

whether Phoenix in particular presents his own decision to flee as mistaken, there is no doubt
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that the rhetorical purpose of this portion of the story is to convince Achilles not to depart for
Phthia as Phoenix did. And the point of the Meleager story is explicit: Achilles would be wise not
to emulate his withdrawal (9.600). Part of the reason why these comparisons might be considered
effective is the stark contrast between the different causes of dispute. Phoenix and Meleager
withdraw because of the deadly curses their parents have placed upon them. Achilles has
withdrawn because Agamemnon has confiscated his favourite concubine, and he refuses to yield
even when Agamemnon offers to return Briseis and compensate him handsomely for the slight.
This contrast quite blatantly ignores several aspects of Achilles’ complaint, but it is potentially
effective from a rhetorical point of view.’%® Why can Achilles not give in when he has only
suffered relatively slightly?

The second point has to do with how Phoenix conceptualizes home versus away and
family versus friends, foes, and strangers. According to Ready, “Phoinix asks Achilleus to return
to the battle and... to preserve the ‘house’ by acknowledging his role as son and saving the father
figure.”>*" Ready’s use of ‘house’ is apt. It metonymically locates the collective identity of
Achilles’ (or anyone’s) family at wherever the patriarch happens to be. A surprising result of this
formulation is that, from a certain point of view, home is where the father is. And this is precisely
why Phoenix’ autobiography is relatively effective. Because he is rendered sterile, murdered in a
way by his father, his relationship with Amyntor becomes intolerable. The natural consequence
of this is his flight and eventual incorporation into the house of Peleus. In effect, he redefines his
identity by selecting a new locality to call home and a new man to be his father figure. There is,

then, a certain mutability in kinship identification here. And Phoenix attempts to take advantage

%9 To my mind, Wilson (2002) remains the most convincing study of the quarrel between Achilles and Agamemnon.
390 Ready (2011, 146).
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of this mutability by encouraging Achilles to protect him as a kind of father figure (9.492-5).
This is a rather daring and ultimately self-defeating manoeuvre, since Phoenix himself has just
claimed Peleus as a father figure as well. If Achilles’ best course is simply to protect his father
figures, the most obvious decision would be to return to Phthia with Phoenix in tow, a prospect
which in fact he does consider once Phoenix has said his piece (617-19).

The other implication of the parallel Phoenix draws between his own past and Achilles’
present situation is the association of Phoenix’ natal home with the Achaean camp. This reversal,
to my mind, is the most brilliant rhetorical strategy in Phoenix’ speech. Through drawing a
parallel between his own story and Achilles’, Phoenix implies that Achilles’ returning to Phthia
would be the equivalent of his own flight from his father’s home. To Achilles, home is
presumably his father’s oikos and the land where he spent his youngest days. But the parallel
Phoenix draws cleverly recasts the Achaean camp as home and Phthia as away. Add to this
Phoenix’ careful insertion of himself into Achilles’ patriline and his presence at the Achaean
camp, and the implication gains some rhetorical force. If Phoenix’ interpretation of the situation
were to hold sway, Achilles would become an exile if he embarked on a nostos (‘homecoming’)
at this time.>®! Meleager, on the other hand, because it is his mother who has cursed him and not
his father, does not have to leave home in order to emancipate himself. As I have attempted to
show, the father is the conceptual centre of the functional Homeric household. The mother is

ordinarily also located at the centre, but in a restrictive manner; she is supposed to remain there

1 So Perry (2010, 55): “Achilles might like to view his departure as a principled and exemplary retreat (Z/.
9.357-372, 417-418), but Phoenix responds by using the parallels between Achilles’ situation and his own
experience of exile to suggest that in leaving for Phthia Achilles will in fact be acting in a manner that will mark him
out as an exile, or something dangerously close to it, rather than as a hero.”
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at all costs.’*? She is constrained by the oikos. She does not define its parameters. And her
position is far less secure, being dependent upon the father or a strong son. In Althaea’s case, she
has most definitely placed herself outside of Oeneus’ household by favouring her natal kin,
namely her brother(s), over her son. So Meleager can simply retreat into his father’s household to
mark his protest to Althaea’s betrayal. Given that the father’s household is the location to which
Achilles is proposing to retreat as well (356-63), one might suppose that Phoenix is alluding to
this possibility when he refers to Meleager’s withdrawal. But the rest of the story makes it clear
that Achilles’ current position in his tent in the Achaean camp is the relevant parallel. Achilles
and Meleager are both crucial to the success of their armies; they both grow angry with a (at least
putative) parental figure and withdraw, receiving and rejecting the appeals of those close to them
in order of increasing importance; and they both finally relent on account of their closest
companion. Meleager retreats to the centre, whereas Achilles retreats to the periphery. Phoenix
subtly recasts Achilles’ tent in the Achaean camp as home. By doing this, he encourages Achilles
to conceive of leaving the Achaean camp before the conclusion of the war as entering a fugitive
status, abandoning oikos and father.

In a certain way, Achilles is also capable of thinking of the Achaean camp as home. As
we have observed above, he complains that Agamemnon has treated him like an dtipntov
petavaotnv (‘resident alien without status,” 9.648 = 16.59), the closest we come to a noun for
‘exile’ or ‘fugitive’ in Archaic epic. As the best of the Achaeans, Achilles is but one step removed
from the centre of the group. But Agamemnon, in depriving Achilles of his prize, has, in

Achilles’ eyes, relegated him to something like what Phoenix would have been at the time of his

392 On women in domestic space in the Archaic Era, see Konstantinou (2016, 1-5), with bibliography.
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first acceptance by Peleus.’*® By complaining that he is being treated in such a manner, Achilles
necessarily implies that he should be honoured as a full member of the group. His claim, if we
understand the term metanastés correctly, is not made in terms of kinship but rather of
membership in a polity. But the conception of the polity requires a set of 0ikoi.’** When he
withdraws, he retreats to the margins of the polity and lives like a resident alien. But, as [ have
argued, Phoenix’ great rhetorical move is to present this group as Achilles’ home. And, if the
Achaean camp is an oikos or set of oikoi, Agamemnon is undoubtedly its patriarch. As cleverly
as Phoenix masks this implication, the logic of his argument requires Achilles to submit to
Agamemnon as a father figure. And, in fact, this appears to be precisely what Agamemnon has in
mind when he offers Achilles one of his daughters in marriage (9.144-7).5% Given that Phoenix
cannot change the terms of the offer when his turn to speak comes, it is little wonder that
Achilles, who is no fool, does not significantly alter his position in response to the old man’s
speech.

The exile, then, shows what is perhaps the greatest extreme of the potential mobility of
kinship. Fathers can kill or sterilize their sons, and sons can supplant their fathers or flee into
exile. But the exile is not necessarily permanently deprived of kin. He can find a new home and
even draw near to its centre.’*® While the exile is not a central figure in Homer, Phoenix’ rhetoric
uses his autobiography to show how mobile the concept of home can be. From a certain point of

view, the entire Achaean army has come to a new home in a kind of exile of war. They have lived

393 Martin (1992, 18-21) and Alden (2012) maintain that Phoenix” status is always ‘metanastic’. But, while we can
only be approximate with the term, the kind of honour Peleus pays him over time (9.481-4) would seem to suggest
that he re-obtains an aristocratic status.

394 So Kurke (1991, 8-9), with R. Parker (2005, 10-13) adding considerable nuance.
395 So Rosner (1976, 318) and Wilson (2002).

3% In colonization myths, he can even found a new home and line: L. Patterson (2010, 1-12).
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in the same place for ten years; surely this must have become their home to some extent. For
Achilles, as for Phoenix, his new home is the last he will ever know. As we have observed, the
exile is often portrayed as an outsider, or at the very least a figure who can only approach a new
centre through a long and painful process. But murder, death, and flight are so native to the
Homeric poems that it becomes impossible to see Phoenix or any exile as an outsider in any
meaningful sense. In a world full of such vicissitudes, one takes home and family where one can

find it.
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CONCLUSION

We have examined several examples of kinship relationships between figures on the
margins of the oikos and those at the centre, in the latter case either the patriarch or one of his
sons. We have found that the oikos is centripetal, with the more marginal members seeking the
respect of the patriarch and his sons. In many passages, we have observed that the nature of the
relationship between a marginal character and the centre of his oikos is a vital element of his
identity. While one might object that this portrayal of marginal figures is little more than
aristocratic propaganda, recent anthropological research has demonstrated that this kind of self-
identification with respect to a central male authority has been observable throughout Eurasian
history.>®” The unsurprising corollary to this is that any attempt to ingratiate oneself with an
authority other than the patriarch is only acceptable if it is not perceived to be at his expense.
And, as one might expect, this is especially the case with female figures of authority, such as the
mother. So, for example, Teucer’s use of the bow is all well and good as long as it is in service of
his father’s people. But when the least suspicion is raised regarding his conduct, the fact that his
mother is Trojan is ruinous to him. And, in a similar vein, Phoenix’ acting on his mother’s behalf
over such a relatively petty issue as a concubine results in his sterilization and ultimately in his
emigration from his native land. The centripetal nature of the oikos can be a heavy burden for
those unwilling or unable to commit their absolute loyalty.

The figures on the margins of the oikos are generally portrayed as occupying relatively
static positions, as much as they might strive for promotion. So, I have argued that our /liad

reveals some awareness of the tradition that Teucer will soon be accused of attempting to inherit

37 See especially King and Stone (2010).
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Telamon’s estate at Ajax’ expense. But in every surviving iteration of the Teucer myth, Telamon
forces him to seek his fortune elsewhere. And Phoenix might be understood to entertain some
hope of living closer to the centre of activity, should Achilles come to occupy Peleus’ seat. But in
general he seems to indicate that he is fortunate to be in his current position (e.g. 7/. 9.480-4). On
the other hand, Heracles does appear to be promoted through marriage from bastard to son-in-
law, albeit in a manner only possible or appropriate for a god. And Odysseus promises to treat
Eumaeus (and Philoetius) like Telemachus’ companion and brother, although it is unclear what
exactly this is supposed to involve in practice. Such promotions as these suggest that some
mobility is not absolutely outside the bounds of plausibility. But the general impression is that
the structure of the oikos is quite static, with characters like the suitors threatening chaos rather
than an alternative hierarchy.

It is also the case that these centripetal relationships can illuminate the patriarchal centre
of the oikos. A powerful example of this is the interaction between Odysseus the beggar and
Eumaeus. Eumaeus lives on the very edges of Odysseus’ oikos. But it is nonetheless through
him, as much as through Penelope or Telemachus, that we are able to come to appreciate the
difference between the Odysseus who wanders into other people’s houses and the Odysseus who
is a central basileus (‘chief’) on Ithaca and patriarch in his own oikos. Eumaeus shows us what it
is that Odysseus has lost and what he stands to regain. And in the /liad, Phoenix, although he
subtly misrepresents the state of affairs for rhetorical reasons, is able to use his autobiography to
present Achilles’ situation in a fresh light. While it is arguable whether Achilles is particularly
affected by this rhetoric in the grand scheme of things, the poet does not have Phoenix deliver

the longest speech of the poem without reason. The logic of Phoenix’ tales requires Achilles to
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conceive of Agamemnon as a paternal figure, which in fact he is in a way. Through the story of
his own relocation, Phoenix is able to communicate to Achilles the gravity of the decision he is
about to make. Achilles rejects the parallel in the end, but Phoenix does persuasively portray the
Achaean camp as a kind of home for Achilles, which it must have become at least to some extent
after so many years. Figures like Eumaeus and Phoenix may be marginal in the oikos, but they
can paradoxically be used by the poet to treat the most intimate, domestic issues with their
patriarchs.

Teucer, Heracles, Eumaeus, and Phoenix are just a few examples of figures on the
margins of the oikos in Homer. It is my hope that the present work has suggested the advantage
of thinking in a more flexible manner about early kinship. In addition, I hope also to have shown
that focus on some of the more minor characters in Homer can be fruitful. If the //iad and
Odyssey really are just two examples of individual iterations of longstanding traditions, then it
stands to reason that many of the apparently peripheral characters included in these poems must
be abbreviated versions of — or at least references to — larger and more developed portrayals in
other traditions or in other iterations of the same tradition.>*® Where possible, therefore,
examination of some of these characters with the same level of scrutiny and resourcefulness as
has been applied to more central figures could potentially yield results as interesting as I hope the

present series of studies has been.

598 To some extent, these fuller versions are the subject of neoanalysis: cf. Willcock (1996) and Burgess (2009,
58-85). But neoanalysis has primarily been occupied with the more important figures of the /liad especially.
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