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The encounter between Diomedes and Glaucus in Iliad 6 continues to generate
as much discussion as any episode in Homer. One function of the episode is
entirely straightforward: it occupies the time between Hector’s departure from
the battlefield and his arrival in Troy.! But almost every other aspect of the
passage has caused difficulty, from antiquity to the present. It begins
conventionally enough: the two heroes approach each other, eager to fight, and
Diomedes demands his opponent’s identity, warning him that those whose sons
meet him in battle are unlucky. But then Diomedes, who has wounded two
divinities in the preceding book, shows a sudden anxiety about his human
limits, asking whether Glaucus, a stranger to him, is a god, since he does not
wish to fight with a god:

obk Gv Eywye Beoioiv émovpaviolot payoiuny.

008¢E yap 00dE Apvavtog vidg, kpatepds AvkbGopYog,
Shv 7, 8¢ po Beoiov érovpaviorstv Epilev:

8¢ mote pavopévolo Altwvicotlo T1BAvag

oede kat’ NyéOeov Nvohiov: ol 8’ Guo naoot

00cOLa yapal xotégevav, v’ &vdpoedvolo Avkodpyov
Bewvépevar BoumAfiyt- Aidvucog 8t gofndeig

SVoed’ addg xatd kOpa, Oérig 8’ bredékato kOAne
de1drota kpatepdg Yap Exe TPOROG AvdpOG OpoKAT.

1® pév Enart’ 68Vcavto Beol pela {dovieg,

kol pv ToeAov Enxe Kpdvov ndig: 008’ &p’ #t1 dnyv

v, énei dBavdrocv anfyBeto ndor Beoiowv-

008’ &v éyd paxdpesot Beolg €0éhou pdyxeoBar.  (129-41)

Glaucus’ response is even odder. After saying that the brevity of human life
makes genealogy unimportant, he delivers a long speech which is mostly about
the life of his grandfather, Bellerophon. Thereupon Diomedes responds that
they are ancestral guest—friends and proposes an exchange of armor. With the
exchange, the episode seems to degenerate into a low mimetic mode, as the
emphasis falls on Glaucus’ folly in making such a bad deal:2

10n this compositional technique, see W. Schadewaldt, Iliasstudien (Leipzig 1943, rpt.
Darmstadt 1966) 77.

2“Gold for bronze” became proverbial for an unequal trade. The exegetical commentator
(Sch. bT) insists that Diomedes acted “simply” (&rnAoik@®g), out of impulse, rather than from
greed; Aristotle argues that Diomedes is not unjust (NE 1136b 9-14). The scholia offer a variety
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#v0’ adte Madxg Kpovidng gpévac sEéheto Zebe,
0¢ npdg Tudeidnv Alopnden 1edye’ dueiPe
xpooea xarkelwv, ekatduPor’ évveafoinv. (234-36)

Finally, even apart from these confusions of motivations and tone, it is hard to
understand what the incident is doing in this particular place in the poem.3

In this article, I shall concentrate on the exchange of armor.
Interpretations have tended, as interpretations do, to try to mitigate the
strangeness of the incident, and to make it agree with the usual rules of
Homeric narrative.4 The apparently comic tone of the exchange is strange
enough, but the exchange also violates the norms for psychological interference
by gods. Although the Homeric gods are a topic of intense debate, it is widely
agreed that the gods only intervene with human decision-making in ways that
are either closely in accord with the character and inclinations of the mortal (as
when Athena inspires Odysseus to halt the run for the ships at 2.166ff. because
Odysseus is the kind of hero who could be expected to act as she inspires him
to do), or which still allow the mortal to make a choice (as when she tempts
Pandarus).5 Furthermore (and far less problematically), the gods’ reasons for
intervening in human affairs, psychologically or physically, are usually
transparent. They help their favorites or protect their children, and when they
act out of character, we are told why (as with Poseidon’s rescue of Aeneas).
Hence readers look for a way to make the exchange of armor fit the rules, so

of explanations for Glaucus: that Zeus did not remove his wits, but “exulted” them; that he acted
out of grAotipic inspired by the story of Bellerophon; that the poet meant to criticize him for
wearing excessively conspicuous armor; that the inequality is meant to please the pro-Greek
audience.

3In antiquity it was sometimes moved elsewhere (Sch. A, petatiféaci Tiveg dAlooe
TtV TV 6V6Tacwy), and in the words of the most recent commentary, “the whole episode
is inorganic” (G. S. Kirk, The Iliad: A Commentary. Vol II. Books 5-8. [Cambridge 1990]
171 [on 119-236]). Scholars have suggested that the bloodless end of the encounter and
Glaucus’ emphasis on the family and the brevity of human life are good preparations for the
atmosphere of the rest of the book; but these are similarities only of mood. See K. F. Ameis and
C. Hentze, Anhang zu Homers llias. Schulausgabe. Heft 2: Erlaiiterungen zu Gesand IV-VI
(Leipzig 1882) 133-34 for a summary of older (and still helpful) discussions of the issue.

4For various views of the exchange of armor, see W. M. Calder, “Gold for Bronze: /liad
6.232-36,” Studies Presented to Sterling Dow (Durham, NC 1978) 31-35.

5The debates concern not the concurrence of both divine and human motives, such issues as
the free will and responsibility of Homeric characters, and the extent to which the gods
approach being a (mere) convention. The basic formulation of “double motivation” is that of A.
Lesky, Géttliche und menschliche Motivation im homerischen Epos (Heidelberg 1961); for a
recent discussion, see A. Schmitt, Selbstindigkeit und Abhdngigkeit menschlichen Handelns
bei Homer (Stuttgart 1990) 36—46.
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that Zeus’ intervention seems less intrusive. Calder, for instance, has argued
that the story goes back to Myceanean norms, under which Diomedes’
acceptance of a greater gift would implicitly acknowledge Glaucus’ superiority.
Zeus’ removal of Glaucus’ wits is the device of a poet who is trying to make
some sense out of a traditional story he and his audience no longer understand.®
But even such a speculation about an earlier meaning of the story does not
remove the problem; we still have to ask how Zeus’ intervention could have
made sense of the story for the poet and his audience.

If we compare other passages in which gods remove people’s gpéveg, or
other people think the gods have done so, a typical pattern emerges. Elsewhere
only characters within the poem suggest that Zeus has removed someone’s wits.
This is Achilles’ explanation of Agamemnon’s folly in taking Briseis (9.377),
as well as Agamemnon’s own (19.137). Similar expressions are used by Hector
of Polydamas (12.234) and by Hector of the Trojans (15.724-25). Such
expressions do not imply that there was no human basis for the words and
actions involved—Achilles thinks stealing Briseis is quite typical of
Agamemnon—but the speakers see such behaviors as so stupid that only divine
intervention could really explain how the person could not avoid them. Such
human attributions of divine intervention are unreliable, of course: Hector is
the one whose wits are gone. Only once does the poet directly say that a god
has removed someone’s ¢péveg, when Athena at 18.311 makes the Trojans take
Hector’s mad advice to continue to camp on the plain. Here the general rules
apply perfectly. The Trojans want to believe that victory is near, so that
Athena’s intervention is in accord with their own inclination, and Athena, of
course, is helping the Achaeans. While human characters, who cannot know
what gods are planning, can speak of a god’s removing someone’s wits without
considering why a god would do this, the omniscient poet does not.” In all these
cases, the god’s interference, real or imagined, explains how anyone could act
so stupidly, but the folly of the human agents is also motivated apart from the
gods’ agency.

An ideal interpretation along conventional lines would therefore explain
both why Zeus chooses to interfere with Glaucus’ mind and what in Glaucus
makes him susceptible. When the poet says that Zeus removed Glaucus’ wits,
this must mean that Glaucus’ action is almost inconceivably stupid; it is
something that Glaucus would not do in a rational state of mind, any more than
Agamemnon would have taken Briseis if he had really calculated the

850 Calder (above, note 4) 34-35.
7W. Kullmann, Das Wirken der Gétter in der Ilias (Berlin 1956) 77-78 cites the passages but
does not comment on the difference between direct and indirect speech.
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consequences. Glaucus cannot be acting in his own best interests. He is, indeed,
very stupid to agree to a trade in which he loses so badly; Telemachus’ request
to Menelaus for a gift other than horses in Odyssey 4.600-608 shows that the
rules of gift-exchange do not exclude common sense. One interpretation has
argued that Glaucus is terrified of Diomedes, who has been invincible during
his aristeia and that his rambling speech reflects his frame of mind: he
emphasizes human weakness because he is so conscious of his own. On this
reading, the removal of Glaucus’ @péveg is not really necessary. He accepts the
unequal exchange without demur as the price for his life (or, even after
Diomedes’ announcement of their friendship, he is too confused to bargain).8
Yet Glaucus does not appear to be terrified. On the contrary, both heroes are
said to advance in mutual challenge: é¢ péoov GuEoTépvV cLVITNV pepodTe
péyesBon (120), and Glaucus’ speech, with its proud and sarcastic claim that
“many men” know his genealogy, seems to match Diomedes’ confidence.
Nowhere else does Glaucus seem to be inclined to stupidity either, and his
genealogy, if it establishes any family characteristics, should make him a clever
dealer: the earliest ancestor he mentions is Sisyphus, 0 xépdiotog yéver’
&vdpdv (153). We can mitigate the strangeness of Glaucus’ actions only by
reading back from the exchange to impose motives on Glaucus which the text
does not support. But we cannot simply lay special emphasis on the
interference of Zeus, since the more Zeus’ role is emphasized, the more
disturbing is the absence of any visible reason for Zeus to make a fool of
Glaucus in this way.? Instead of making up conditions which would make easy
sense of the behavior of Glaucus, I would suggest that this strangeness is the
point of the episode: Zeus here acts, without clear motive, on the mind of a
character who has, exceptionally and perhaps uniquely, no previous inclination
at all to act as Zeus causes him to act. The speeches of the two heroes offer
different views of the gods and the extent to which mortals can rely on their
help, and the exchange of armor, as an example of divine intervention, caps
their verbal exchange.

8]. D. Craig, “XPYZEIA XAAKEIQN,” CR n.s. 17 (1967) 243—45. A modified version of
the same interpretation appears in P. Walcot, “XPYZEIA XAAKEIQN: A Further Comment,”
CR n.s.191 (1969) 12-13. W. Donlan, “The Unequal Exchange between Glaucus and
Diomedes in the Light of the Homeric Gift-Economy,” Phoenix 43 (1989)1-15 grounds a
similar reading in parallel gift-exchanges, arguing that while Glaucus, as the lesser warrior,
would be expected to give a greater gift, he is so confused and intimidated by Diomedes that the
ratio in value becomes outrageous.

9See D. Traill, “Gold Armor for Bronze and Homer’s Use of Compensatory TIMH,” CP 84
(1989) 301-5, suggesting that Zeus is providing “compensatory” honor for Diomedes, since
Diomedes does not get to kill a major hero during his aristeia. I agree (see below); but Zeus’
motive for favoring Diomedes is itself obscure.
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Julia Gaisser has shown how the speeches offer different views of the
nature of human life and of the gods, views which depend on the speakers’
ethos. 10 The story of Lycurgus, as Diomedes tells it, shows a man who attacks a
divinity for no reason and is punished by the gods as a result. He implies that it
is relatively easy for mortals to keep the gods’ good—-will; Diomedes, as befits
a warrior having so magnificent an aristeia, is confident and optimistic. His
pious aversion to fighting with gods also makes sense in the context; he fights
Ares and Aphrodite only with Athena’s explicit encouragment.'* When he
almost goes too far, trying to attack Aeneas, though he knows Aeneas to be
under Apollo’s protection (5.433), Apollo reminds him of his inferiority to the
gods:

epéLeo, Tudeidn, xod xdleo, undt Beoicv
{0’ €Be)e ppovéety, énel ob mote gdAov dpoiov
&Bavétev 1e Oedv xouol épyopévav v avBpanwv. (440-42)

Diomedes takes the warning and retreats, and when he sees Ares and Enyo with
Hector, he urges retreat: un8¢ Oeoig peveavépey g1 pdyesbou (5.596-606).
Diomedes is therefore not out of character in being nervous about attacking
gods other than those against whom he has been given specific permission to
fight; he has been solemnly warned against going too far. Furthermore, since
earlier in the day he had the exceptional ability to recognize gods (which seems
to have vanished, for there is no sign of it later),'2 he may be especially aware
that they may be present in disguise. Diomedes apparently believes that by
following the wisdom contained in his story, he can continue to be successful.
Glaucus modifies Diomedes’ depiction of the relationship between mortals
and gods. First, his famous comparison of human generations to leaves—o1n
nep QUAL®V yeven, toin 8¢ kol dvdpdv—strengthens Diomedes’ insistence on
the gap between gods and mortals. His narrative about Bellerophon does more
than establish his own prestige. It is a paradigm exactly along the lines of the
story Diomedes has already told, dividing the career of Bellerophon into two
parts. In the first he enjoyed divine favor: the gods gave him his beauty and

10]. H. Gaisser, “Adaptation of Traditional Material in the Glaucus-Diomedes Episode,”
TAPA 100 (1969) 165-76. See also L. J. F. de Jong, Narrators and Focalizers: The
Presentation of the Story in the Iliad (Amsterdam 1987) 162-68.

11At 5.131-32 he is explicitly told by Athena to fight with Aphrodite if she enters battle, and
he does so at 335-51. He attacks Ares only after a direct order from Athena (825-34) and with
her beside him; Athena, in turn, has permission from Zeus to attack Ares (765-66), and Zeus
rejects Ares’ complaint against Athena and Diomedes (889-98).

12Sch. bT ad 123 suggest that the mist which conceals gods from mortals came back over
Diomedes after he wounded Ares.
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“lovely manliness” (156), and he killed the Chimaera Oe®v tepdesor mbicog
(183). Later, however, he became hateful to the gods:

AL’ e 3N kol kelvog dnnyBeto ndot Beoiowy,
fiTol O xarx nediov 10 "AAfiov olog dAdto,
ov Bopov xatédav, nétov dvBpdrov ddeeivav- (200-2)

The kot is best interpreted as an echo of Diomedes’ speech, a direct
comparison of Bellerophon with Lycurgus, who similarly ¢Bavdétoioiy
&nnxBeto ndor Oeolowv.13 But the point lies in the contrast between the two.
Diomedes sees the favor of the gods as under human control. Glaucus
emphasizes the role of the gods in human life. They gave Bellerophon x&AAog
te xail vopénv épateviv (156), Zeus gave the scepter to Proetus (159), and
the gods provided Bellerophon with a wounn to Lycia (171). No reason is
given for divine favor, and Glaucus also suppresses any cause for divine anger
against Bellerophon later in his life. His story passes directly from
Bellerophon’s triumphant establishment in Lycia, achieved with divine favor,
to the gods’ coming to hate him. Glaucus is thus defined as a “pessimist.” He
sees mainly the uncertainty and mutability of human life and the arbitrariness
of the gods.14

Gaisser shows how the speech emphasizes unexplained divine interference
throughout by suppressing explanatory detail. No reason is given, for example,
for Artemis’ anger at Laodamia.'s Rather, Glaucus seems to be offering an

13S0 K. F. Ameis and C. Hentze, Homers Ilias fiir den Schulgebrauch Erklirt Band 1. Heft
2 (Leipzig 1908) ad 200 (though the Anhang [above, note 3] 138-39 endorses an athetesis of
200-2); P. Von der Miihll, Kritisches Hypomnema zur Ilias (Basel 1952) 117; M. Edwards,
Homer: Poet of the Iliad (Baltimore 1987) 205; and other critics who speculate that the two
exempla are taken together from an earlier catalogue—poem. So T. B. L. Webster, From
Mycenae to Homer: a Swudy in Early Greek Literature and Art (London 1958). W. Leaf, The
Iliad (London 1900-2, rept. Amsterdam 1971) ad loc. calls this interpretation “far—fetched.”
But for the precision of Homeric replies, see D. Lohmann, Die Komposition der Reden in der
Ilias (Berlin 1970) 55, 95ff (though he himself, 91 n. 149, does not see correspondence here,
and would athetize 200-2).
14This tendency of Glaucus’ speech extends into details Gaisser does not discuss. The story
of Bellerophon’s daughter Laodamia, though it is told only very briefly, follows the same
outline as Bellerophon’s: first she is said to have lain with Zeus and borne Sarpedon, surely the
highest glory for which a heroine could hope (198-99); only a few lines later, Glaucus says that
Artemis killed her, and Ares kills her brother (203-5):
“Ioavdpov 8¢ ot vidv “Apng &1og moAéuoto
popvépevov Zoddpowot kotéktave kvdoripoot:
v O& xolwoapévn xpvonviog "Aptepis Exta.
15Since Glaucus did not need to refer to these stories at all, his reticence about them cannot be
explained by a desire to avoid telling tales which would reflect badly on his family, as does, for
instance, Kirk (see above, note 3) on 200-2: Bellerophon’s fate was too famous a part of the
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exemplum to replace the one offered by Diomedes. Diomedes implies that his
own success is certain as long as he avoids fighting with gods, and he uses an
exemplary Oeopdiyog as the example of one who became hateful to the gods.
Glaucus responds with a full narrative of one who was favored by the gods and
therefore successful despite human intrigues against him, but who, for no
reason we are told, became hateful to them and ended in misery. This reading
points in the right direction, but it does not fully explain why these opposing
views of the world should be expressed here: enemy heroes do not trade
philosophies of life on the battlefield. Gaisser takes Glaucus’ view as the poet’s,
but we must still ask why it is expressed here and in this way. Further, a
satisfactory interpretation would offer some reason for this particular
exchange of paradigms to lead to the peculiar exchange of armor.

Recently Richard Martin has interpreted the episode as a “flyting” contest,
a battle of insults.® Diomedes’ Lycurgus—exemplum is a direct threat to treat
Glaucus as Lycurgus did Dionysus, and Glaucus’ response, stressing his most
famous ancestor, tries to fight back. But Diomedes, by inventing a guest—
friendship (in Martin’s view a fiction) and so manipulating Glaucus into the
exchange of armor, wins the verbal battle.!” The details of this interpretation
are not convincing; it is not easy to see how Diomedes could intend Lycurgus
as a positive example for himself. Even more troubling is the assumption that
Diomedes’ claim of guest—friendship is a lie.'® While the exchange of armor
might be a crafty, self-serving response to the discovery of such a relationship,
guest—friendship is sacred, and it is hard to imagine a sympathetic character
lying about it without good reason. It would also be peculiar for Diomedes, if
he lacked a reason not to fight Glaucus, to avoid fighting and perhaps winning
his armor the conventional way, without ever having to give up his own.19

story to be ignored altogether, and is therefore placed with the fates of his innocent children in
order to suppress his guilt as far as possible.

16R. Martin, The Language of Heroes (Ithaca, NY 1989) 286-89. W. Parks, Verbal Dueling
in Heroic Narrative: the Homeric and Old English Traditions (Princeton 1990) 77-79 compares
the transition from flyting to guest—friendship here to Beowulf’s meeting with the Danish
coastguard.

17Martin’s view is probably a revival of an ancient one; see M. Maftei, Antike Diskussionen
iiber die Episode von Glaukos und Diomedes im VI. Buch der llias, Beitrige zur klassichen
Philologie 74 (Meisenheim 1976) 52.

18While this friendship may well be an invention without a basis in the tradition, surely an
audience could hardly know that all such inventions are to be taken as fictions; that stories are
regularly tailored to their audiences does not mean that they are not accepted, for the moment, as
true. See M. M. Willcock, “Mythological Paradeigma in the Iliad,” CQ 14 (1964) 141-54.

191t is true that the tradition associates Diomedes with pfjtic as well as Bia, but the lliad,
apart from Book 10, ignores or suppresses this side of the tradition, and represents Diomedes
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Nevertheless, Martin’s reminder that these battlefield speeches seek to
intimidate opponents is very helpful: Glaucus and Diomedes must somehow be
trying to frighten each other when they express different view of the gods.

Diomedes is confident that the gods are with him, and though he stresses
that he will not fight with a god, he frames this statement with boastful
warnings:

Svotivav 8¢ 1e naideg Eud péver avidwov. (127)
&ooov 10°, d¢ xev Bacaov OAEDpov melpad’ Tknat. (143)

In other words, whether or not he is really worried that his opponent might be
a god (and this anxiety could well be a rhetorical strategy), he implies that no
mortal has a chance against him. In proclaiming the absolute gap in power
between gods and mortals, he defines his own place as certainly below the
gods’, but inferior to no mortal, and he takes it for granted that the gods will
not interfere with his excellence. Glaucus counters not only by claiming an
ancestry which should make him the equal of any hero, but by hinting that the
favor of the gods is not predictable. Since they can overturn anything mortals
attempt, they can cause even the most powerful warriors to be defeated.
Diomedes’ self—confidence is therefore inappropriate.

Bellerophon defeated the Chimaera Oe@v tepdesor mibfoag. This
formula might imply that Bellerophon is a paradigm for Diomedes, for in
rebuking him at 4.398 Agamemnon used this phrase of Tydeus, who, after
killing all but one of the fifty Thebans who ambushed him, allowed Maeon to
go home alive, obeying the portents of the gods. Agamemnon also stresses the
help Athena gave Tydeus (390). Tydeus’ excellence, which Diomedes should
emulate, depended on the divine favor which he received and properly used.
Sthenelus uses a similar expression in his reply as he claims that he and
Diomedes are better than their fathers. The Epigoni, he claims, took Thebes:

nelBbpevor tepdecor Bedv kai Znvog &pwyhi-
keivol 8t cgetépnowv dtacbadinow hovto (4.408-9)

Thus he denies the need for the example; the sons of the Seven know better
than their fathers how to obey divine portents. Diomedes is the object of the
example in Agamemnon’s speech and its subject in Sthenelus’ speech. He is thus
closely associated with the theme of obeying portents, for both he and his
father attained their success by following the signs of the gods. Bellerophon,

instead as a paradigmatically forthright warrior. Cf. Kirk (above, note 3) on 124-27, 12843,
and 144-51.
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like Tydeus, first met with success through divine favor and his own wise use
of the help the gods sent him. Yet Bellerophon later met with disaster, and
Tydeus, Diomedes’ constant model, also perished along with the Seven.
Sthenelus’ reply to Agamemnon, like Diomedes’ exemplum, is essentially an
optimistic one. The defeat of the Seven lay in their own folly, and could
therefore be avoided; it is not the unpredictable decision of arbitrary deity.
Had Tydeus continued to exercise the wisdom of Agamemnon’s story, he would
not have perished in the attack on Thebes. Glaucus’ speech thus implicitly
recalls an example more complex than either Bellerophon or Lycurgus.
Lycurgus, after all, is a 6gopdyog pure and simple; Bellerophon is apparently
a victim of a change of divine favor. Tydeus, who is most often a positive
example of the hero who succeeded with divine help, fell into recklessness and
was lost. His story, taken as a whole, may exemplify the tendency of the hero
to become overconfident. While his story is optimistic in attributing the failure
of the Seven to avoidable error, it leave open the question of how difficult it
may be for a hero accustomed to divine protection to recognize his limits, and
Glaucus’ echo of Sthenelus once again implicitly raises this issue.

Diomedes’ confidence is rather peculiar even in his own terms. His
exemplum, though not inexplicable, is still somewhat strange for someone who
has just been fighting with gods, and it places Diomedes in an ambiguous light.
After all, at 5.381-415 Dione consoles Aphrodite with a list of gods who have
suffered at human hands and the comment that Diomedes does not realize that
00 dnvoudg g dbavdrtoiot pdyntou; she, at least, includes Diomedes among
this group. Sthenelus’ comparison of the Epigoni with their fathers, set beside
the constant use of Tydeus as a model for Diomedes—by Agamemnon, by
Diomedes himself, and by Athena—may imply that Diomedes’ immunity from
the folly that overcame the Seven may not last forever. Diomedes’ near—attack
on Apollo foreshadows the similar attacks of Patroclus (16.700-711) and
Achilles (20.441-54), who both will die at Apollo’s hands (Patroclus, 16.787—
806; Achilles, 22.359-60).20 These three heroes, and these alone receive the
epithet daipov {oog (5.438, 459, 884; 16.705, 786; 20.447), which seems
thereby linked to theomachy.2! The story of Lycurgus is ambiguous as a
pointer to the future: while Diomedes seems certain that he has not exceeded
mortal boundaries and is safe from divine anger, this confidence is not
necessarily shared by other characters or by the poem’s audience.

20For the similarity between Diomedes and Achilles, see O. Andersen, Die Diomedesgestalt
in der Ilias, Symbolae Osloenses Supp. 25 (Oslo 1978) 97-98.

210n the epithet, see G. Nagy, The Best of the Achaeans: Concepts of the Hero in Archaic
Greek Poetry (Baltimore 1979) 143-44.
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Diomedes thus seems in some danger under either paradigm: from divine
anger, under his own, or from divine caprice, in Glaucus’. Diomedes’ self—
confidence is justified for the present, however, since (despite his battles with
Ares and Aphrodite) Zeus and Athena, the gods who matter most, continue to
support him, as the conclusion of the episode makes clear. If Dione’s speech
created an expectation that Diomedes would be punished by the gods for his
theomachy, Zeus has already frustrated that expectation once, when he
answered Ares’ complaint about Diomedes and Athena (5.872-887) by
rebuking Ares (889-98). The exchange of armor is thus an appropriate climax
to the contest of speeches, for the theme of that contest, the unpredictability of
the gods, is enacted in the trade. The episode concludes by affirming the
continuing support of Zeus for Diomedes, despite his apparent excess in
attacking Ares and Aphrodite. Ironically, Glaucus seems to be right in
emphasizing the unpredictable and apparently arbitrary nature of divine favor,
for Diomedes’ actions are never punished in the poem. Indeed, he profits from
his meeting with Glaucus.22 But Glaucus’ emphasis on the mutability of divine
favor is misplaced in this instance, since he emphasized it in order to warn
Diomedes, who, however, continues to be helped by Athena and Zeus. The
hints which have pointed to divine anger against Diomedes all turn out to have
been misdirections.23 Both Diomedes and Glaucus apply paradigms which do
not quite fit, since each speaks of a hero who &nfyBeto ndol Beoiowv. In a
situation of conflict among the gods, it may be more important to have the
favor of a single powerful divinity than to be pious towards all.24

This theme of divine unpredictability links the episode to its wider
context, too. The scene, after all, takes place as Hector, on the advice of the
seer Helenus, goes to Troy to tell the women to offer a great peplus to Athena
and to pray to her to restrain Diomedes (&g kev Tvdéog viov andoxn ‘TAiov
ipfic, 96), promising her a sacrifice of twelve cows if she pities them.
According to the narrator, Helenus’ idea saved the Trojans from being routed:

#vBa xev adte Tpdeg dpnipidev dn’ "Axaidv
“Ihov eloavéPnoav dvaikeinot dopévreg, (73-74)

Theano, the priestess of Athena, and the Trojan women do as they are told, and
Theano, placing the peplus on the statue’s knees, prays:

2250 Andersen (above, note 20) 106.

230n misdirection in the Iliad, see J. V. Morrison, Homeric Misdirection: False Predictions
in the Iliad (Diss. Mich. 1988).

24There is of course a later story that Aphrodite took vengeance on Diomedes: Verg. A.
11.269-78, Ov. Mer. 14. 477-78.
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Athena, however, as we are immediately told, refuses the prayer (311). This is
not surprising, given the pro—Achaean attitude Athena has already shown in the
poem and the way Theano phrases the prayer, asking not just for an end to
Diomedes’ aristeia, but to his life.25 Yet Athena is the city—goddess of Troy,
and her hatred for the Trojans is left curiously unmotivated in the poem, since
there is only one mention of the Judgment of Paris in the //iad (and that one
somewhat doubtful), even though the enmity of Hera and Athena makes no
sense without it.26 Her lack of pity for the wives and children of the Trojans is
therefore a striking instance of the apparent arbitrariness of the gods implied
in Glaucus’ narrative and exemplified in Zeus’ removal of Glaucus’ mind: they
select their favorites and help them for their own reasons, which human beings
often find mysterious. Athena’s favor, at any rate, is not won by conventional
piety, and Zeus is unmoved by Diomedes’ attacks on Aphrodite and Ares. The
favor of Athena and Zeus towards Diomedes is the chief theme of Iliad Bk. 5
and the first part of Bk. 6, and it is exemplified both by Glaucus’ encounter
with Diomedes and by the frame in which that encounter is set. Once Zeus’
extreme favor toward Diomedes is taken for granted, the unequal exchange can
be understood as “compensatory Tipf.” Because Diomedes, despite his great
aristeia, is prevented from killing two major opponents (Aeneas and Glaucus),
Zeus compensates him with Aeneas’ horses and Glaucus’ armor.

Yet Glaucus is also right in a less ironic sense. While Athena does not
accept the prayer of the Trojan women, she does effectively respond to the
prayer Helenus originally suggested, for after Hector and Paris re—enter battle
at the opening of Book 7, she descends from Olympus and joins Apollo in
replacing further battle with a single combat. Diomedes’ aristeia is thus over,
and so is the immediate threat to Troy. The narrator is perhaps not deceiving
the audience when he claims that Helenus’ inspiration saved the Trojans;
Athena, despite her refusal of the prayer in the form in which it is delivered,

250n the change in the prayer, see J. V. Morrison, “The Function and Context of Homeric
Prayers: A Narrative Perspective,” Hermes 119 (1991) 145-57.
26See K. Reinhardt, Das Parisurteil (Frankfurt 1938).
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and her lack of pity for the wives and children of the Trojans, ends battle for
the day and with it Diomedes’ time of glory.

Diomedes attempts to resume his aristeia on the following day. When
Agamemnon, Idomeneus, and both Greater and Lesser Ajax have already fled,
he first rescues Nestor, whose horse has been hit by an arrow, and then attacks
Hector and kills his charioteer. Once again, the Trojans are nearly routed:

“EvBa xe Aorydg Env xol dunxava Epya yévovto,
xai vb ke ofjxooBev xotd “IAov fidte Gpvee,
el un &p’ OV vénoe nothp Gv8pdv 1€ Bedv te- (8.130-32)

Zeus is forced to use the thunderbolt to drive Diomedes back, and even then
Nestor must convince him that Hector’s boasts will not impress the Trojans,
since he has killed so many. After he turns to flight, he is insulted by Hector
(161-66) and ponders three times whether to flee or remain; each time Zeus
warns him with thunder (167-71). Now that he has begun to fulfill his plan to
honor Achilles, Zeus no longer helps Diomedes, but Diomedes is very slow to
realize that his winning streak is over and that Zeus is no longer on his side, or
perhaps that his success depended at all on divine help. He would have done
well to listen more carefully to Glaucus, whose message on the variability of
divine favor is here vindicated. In its immediate context, it warns Diomedes,
whose success depends on Zeus’ failure to begin implementing his plans, plans
of which Diomedes knows nothing. It further comments on Athena’s failure to
answer the prayer of the Trojan women, whose piety has no effect. Yet that
prayer is partially answered, and the workings of Zeus’ plan turn against
Diomedes and favor Hector, until he too is destroyed in another turn of Zeus’
plan. Each time divine favor and disfavor is placed within a wider frame, the
judgments of the moment are shown to be incomplete. While Diomedes is
successful now, Zeus’ plan favors Hector on the next day. But Zeus’ favor
towards Hector is only a device within his plan to favor Hector’s enemy,
Achilles, and will eventually lead to Hector’s destruction. At the same time,
Achilles, apparently the favorite of Zeus, loses Patroclus through Zeus’ plan,
and is fated to be killed by Apollo. Even Achilles, who has special access to the
divine through his mother, does not know and cannot control Zeus’ decisions.
In the Iliad, divine favor does not last forever for any hero. From the point of
view of a mortal, unprovided with an omniscient poet’s retrospective
knowledge of divine will, Glaucus’ warning that human life is variable and
luck unreliable is eminently appropriate, and his own loss in the exchange of
armor is a mild and almost funny proof of an important and usually tragic
truth.
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