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ABSTRACT

Paris in the Epic Tradition:
A Study in Homeric Techniques of Characterization

Ph.D. 1997
Roberto Nickel
Department of Classical Studies

University of Toronto

In this dissertation I argue that the characterization of Paris as an anti-
heroic, erotic figure is untraditional, that it is either the work of the main
composer of the Iliad or that it entered the oral tradition not long before the
Iliad took its final shape.

I begin with an overview of scholarship on techniques of
characterization in oral poetry. I argue that characterization is achieved
within the context of a poem’s specific ethical framework. Characters act
either in conformity with or in opposition to this system of values, and their
characterization emerges accordingly. For the Iliad, the dominant ethical
framework is that of the warrior. The negative characterization of Paris
results from his poor performance as a warrior in Books 3 and 6. Igo on to
argue, however, that in the rest of the poem Paris acts in accordance with the
value system of the warrior. This results in a figure who is characterized in a
heroic manner in the rest of the poem.

In the second chapter, I explore these two opposing characterizations of
the same hero. I conclude, on the basis of an examination of the hero’s

epithets, that the anti-heroic figure enters the tradition late. The stories that
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are known about Paris from the epic tradition — the Judgement of Paris, the
death of Achilles, and Paris’ own death — indicate that he was traditionally a
heroic figure.

In the third chapter, I examine the type-scene of arming, for Paris
receives one of only four of these scenes in the Iliad. I argue that the arming
scene always serves to glorify the hero who is its subject. As such, Paris’
arming scene is further evidence that in the epic tradition Paris was a heroic
figure.

In the fourth chapter, I proceed with a similar analysis, this time of the
story pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return. I demonstrate that vestiges of
this pattern exist in the scene between Hector and Paris in Book 6. I then
argue that, because the purpose of this story pattern is the auxesis of the hero,
it too is proof that Paris was originally a heroic figure.

In short, I attempt a thorough examination of how Paris is
characterized in the Iliad by looking at both his place in that poem and his

place in the larger tradition which gave rise to the Iliad.
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Introduction

Until recently, among English-speaking Homerists, the character of
Paris has not received much attention. Though he figures prominently in
Books 3, 6, and, to a lesser extent, in Books 7 and 11, though he is the first
warrior we see on the battlefield in the Iliad, and is, after all, the cause of the
war, these critics have all but ignored Paris, or, at best, treated him cursorily.
The oversight may seem understandable given that the Iliad’s primary focus
is Achilles’ wrath, a story which involves Paris only tangentially. For the
most part, Agamemnon, Patroclus, and Hector, besides Achilles himself, are
the poet’s main concern. Nonetheless, Homer takes great pains to draw a
detailed picture of Paris and stresses his importance in the Trojan War, at its
beginning, towards its end, and in the narrative present of- the Iliad itself. We
meet him in a number of significant scenes with some of the poem’s most
important characters, with Menelaus, Hector, Helen, Aphrodite, and
Diomedes. Homer’s portrayal of this hero is complex, at times seemingly
paradoxical and problematic. It poses, as I shall demonstrate in the ensuing
chapters, basic questions about the degree of freedom Homer possessed in
characterizing the heroes he inherited from the oral epic tradition in which
he worked.

In the this study, I shall compare the roles which Paris plays in the oral
epic tradition and in the one poem in which he appears from that tradition. I
believe that such a comparison leads to the conclusion that this hero was
represented in a significantly different way in the larger tradition than he is in
the poem from which our impressions of him are formed. The basic premise
of my argument will be that we can use the Iliad itself to help us recover the

traditional Paris.



The Iliad is, of course, a work that stands on its own, focuses on
particular characters and themes and develops these in accordance with its
own distinct narrative objectives. Some scholars, as we shall see, go so far as
to say that Homer was the first poet to sing of Achilles” wrath. ThoughIdo
not share this view, I do believe its basic premise is sound, that, in the Iliad,
Homer tells a story that is uniquely his own and not merely a song that he
inherited pretty much fully formed from the singers who preceded him. I
believe, and shall argue in the following chapters, that an oral poet,
particularly one as talented as Homer, possessed virtually infinite freedom in
his adaptation of traditional forms, such as the type-scene and the story
pattern, to his own poetic objectives.

The crucial point here is that an oral poet does inherit traditional
forms out of which he composes an original song. I shall argue that by
examining these traditional forms we can glimpse the tradition out of which
the Iliad was formed and thereby better understand the oral poet’s capacity for
innovation. This argument rests on the assumption that traditional forms
are imbued with immanent meaning and that this meaning is present every
time a poet uses a particular traditional form. I am speaking here of a quite
general level of meaning. For example, the type-scene of arming and the
story pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return, I shall argue, convey an
inherent, unchangeable meaning, the auxesis of the hero. For the most part,
this is an obvious and uncontroversial point of view; however, when a
traditionally heroic form such as the arming scene is applied to an unheroic
figure such as Paris this argument does become controversial. Arguments are
made that the form is being used ironically or, failing this, denials of the
form’s very existence. I shall proceed, instead, from the point of view that the

traditional form is being used traditionally, even when applied to a seemingly



inappropriate figure, namely Paris. This approach, I believe, will put us in a
better position to see how Homer can use traditional forms with traditional
meanings attached to them and still create a character that is unique to his
poem.

I am using the term character purposely to indicate that the portrayal of
a traditional figure in a traditional poem need not be in keeping with the
general representation of that figure in the broader tradition. The traditional
figure of Paris was, I shall argue, a generally heroic one. Homer was able to
create the unheroic characterization of this figure by emphasizing certain
qualities in his career within an ethical framework chosen for his poem in
which those qualities must be perceived negatively. Nonetheless, heroic
elements traditionally attached to this figure remain in his poem which allow
us to see his more heroic origins.

Much has been written about innovation in the Homeric poems,
particularly a phenomenon known as ad hoc invention in which certain
mythological or narrative details are thought to be invented purely for the
moment in which they exist and serve a function only in that moment. The
obvious difficulty in invoking this phenomenon is that it must necessarily
rely on an argument ex silentio. As such it can all too easily become a
convenient explanation of many difficulties in our texts of Homer. Ad hoc
invention undoubtedly exists and can, used judiciously, be helpful in
confronting difficult passages. I am thinking here primarily of Homer’s use
of myths as paradigms, a case in which we can expect adaptation of certain
elements so as to conform with the larger narrative. Two well-known
examples in which innovation of this sort is most probably occurring are
Phoenix’ account of Meleager’s wrath and withdrawal and Achilles’ of

Niobe’s grief and attendant fasting. All in all, however, I believe that ad hoc



invention is an argument to which we should resort only occasionally and
that for the most part we have no way of knowing the extent to which this
was a feature of Homer’s art.

Instead, I shall argue that the area in which we can measure Homer’s
ability to innovate, to create something new out of his tradition, is his
characterization of traditional figures. By placing the figures he inherits in
carefully chosen situations, or in opposition to certain heroic values, or by
emphasizing certain episodes in their careers, Homer is able to use his
tradition to create characters both in keeping with the tradition from which
they arise and unique to the poem in which he places them. In this way,
tradition and innovation co-exist. By examining traditional forms not only
with a view to their place in the Iliad but also with a view to what was
probably their place in the oral epic tradition, we can begin to recover
traditional figures and thereby see the ways in which Homer creates his
characters.

I shall begin in my firs't chapter with an overview of scholarship on
characterization in Homer and in oral poetry in general and continue with
the characterization of Paris in the Iliad. In the second chapter, my focus will
be on Paris as a traditional figure. I shall examine the epithets which are
attached to him and the myths which we can be certain Homer knew. I shall
argue that a remarkably different pictures emerges from this body of
information, that the traditional figure and the Iliadic character are by no
means identical. Of course, the latter arises from the former but with
significant differences that warrant examination and an attempt at
explication. I shall argue that the redefinition of the traditional figure is
facilitated by the particular ethical framework of the Iliad. In the third and

final chapters, I shall attempt to supplement the picture of the traditional



figure by examining two traditional forms attached to him, the type-scene of
arming and the wrath, withdrawal, and return story pattern. The application
of these two forms to Paris, I believe, points to his general heroic status in the
oral tradition. In short, my purpose in this study is to examine, by focusing
on one figure, Homeric techniques of characterization, techniques which are
on the one hand, circumscribed by tradition and, on the other, amenable to

innovation.



apter 1: Characterization

L. Introduction

I shall begin with a brief survey of Paris in, primarily, but not
exclusively, English language criticism of Homer. E.T. Owen, in a justly
famous survey of the Iliad, The Story of the Iliad, sees Paris as “superficially
an attractive figure, good-natured, lighthearted, irresponsible — out of place
and hence something of a relief among the grimly earnest warriors about him
— he shows in his actions the underlying nature of which such engaging
qualities are often the index.”! These qualities, he goes on to say, include
remorselessness, self-centredness, frivolity of mind, and indifference to
honour and to the suffering of others. In essence, this hero is like a child who
lives entirely for himself from moment to moment, taking what good he can
from life and avoiding any evil. The result is the destruction of his city and
the annijhilation of his people.2 Owen'’s assessment of Homer’s Paris is both
lengthier and more comprehensive than those of most other critics. He
recognizes some of the complexity of this character when he acknowledges
his appeal, one might even say, his panache; however, his general
condemnation runs through most critics’ works.

For Cedric Whitman, Paris’ overriding characteristic is effeminacy:
“Paris diverges widely from the heroic norm, having few pretensions as a

man of battle ... . He is regularly compared to a woman, for indeed women,

10wen 31.
20wen 35.
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not war, are his natural sphere.”3 James Redfield holds a similar view: “Paris
accepts himself as he is; he did not make himself he says, and he cannot be
otherwise. For the poet of the Iliad such an attitude is fundamentally
unheroic — because it is unsocialized. Paris, content with his own
knowledge of himself, is unaffected by other people’s opinion of him, he is
aware of their contempt, but it does not touch him.”# Seth Schein, Paolo
Vivante, and Froma Zeitlin all share Redfield’s opinion. For Schein, the hero
has “a unique grace and appeal, a lightheartedness in a world of rather heavy
heroes ... but this lightness is fundamentally trivial.”> Vivante dismisses
Paris as a “light-hearted adventurer,” characterized by “the disarming self-
conscious levity of Aphrodite’s fondling.”6 For Zeitlin, he is “always (italics
mine) preferring bed to battle and taking his pleasures as he can with
charming insouciance.””

I will offer only one other particularly vituperative assessment by

another famous Homerist. Others will come up in the course of this study.

" 6 LA/ 34

Jasper Griffin variously calls Paris “a fop,” “glamorous,” “irresponsible,” a
“childless seducer of another man’s wife,” “slack in battle,” a man who owns
weapons “merely for show,” and “the ruin of his people.”8

All of these evaluations of Paris’ character have in common two
remarkable features. All the critics write decisively and conclusively, as

though Homer’s depiction of this hero were simple and straightforward,

3Whitman, HHT 223.

4Redfield 114.

5Schein 21-22.

6Vivante, Homer 97 and The Homeric Imagination 13.
7Zeitlin 30.

8Griffin, Homer 26, 29; HLD 5, 8.
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lacking in the nuance, complexity, and even paradox of so many others of his
characters. Secondly, not one of these critics offers an examination of the
numerous passages in the poem where Paris appears and from which,
presumably, such an overwhelmingly negative and unanimous evaluation
would arise. For if one looks at all of the places Paris appears in the Iliad,

inevitably a much more complex picture emerges.

IL. Paris’ earances i

Before proceeding any further, then, an overview of Paris” appearances
in the Iliad is in order. In Book 3, the Trojan and Greek armies are ready to
meet in battle. However, as the two armies approach, Paris jumps out in
front of the Trojan line and challenges any one of the Greeks to single
combat. Menelaus accepts. But, on seeing him, Paris shrinks back in fear (15-
37). Hector then rebukes his brother for his cowardice, a cowardice which
shames the Trojans and has resulted in their hatred of him. Paris, says
Hector, is all the things that one would expect of Aphrodite’s favourite —
vain, handsome, woman-crazy, a musician — and, by implication, not a
warrior (38-57). Paris responds that the gifts of the gods are not to be
disparaged; no man would seek them out of his own accord, and yet no man
can refuse them when offered. That said, he announces that he will fulfill his
earlier boast and meet Menelaus in single combat. The duel is to be decisive.
The winner will take Helen and her possessions and the war will end. Hector
announces these terms to the Greeks, and Menelaus eagerly accepts (58-110).
Preparations for the duel are made (111- 327), at the end of which Paris arms
in the first of four formal type-scenes of arming in the poem (328-338). The
duel itself is over rather quickly (340-382), in comparison with the



preparations which led up to it. Paris casts the first spear, in vain; it bounces
off Menelaus’ shield. Menelaus” spear goes through Paris’ shield and corselet,
but the hero turns aside in time to avoid a fatal blow. Next, Menelaus strikes
at his opponent’s helmet with his sword, but it shatters on impact. He then
grabs Paris by the helmet and drags him toward the Greek line, as Paris chokes
on the chin strap of his helmet. At this point, Aphrodite breaks the chin
strap, whisks Paris off wrapped in a mist and sets him down in his
bedchamber.

The goddess then summons Helen to her husband’s side (383-420). She
stresses to her Paris’ beauty, saying that he resembles not so much a warrior,
but a man just coming from, or perhaps about to go to, a dance. Helen, at
first, refuses to go to Paris, claiming that it would be shameful to her, but
when the goddess commands her to go, she obeys.

Once together in their bedroom (421-448), Helen rebukes her husband,
making clear, like Hector before her, that she hates him and wishes he had
been killed by Menelaus, a far better warrior, she asserts, than he. Paris
acknowledges Menelaus’ victory, but seems non plussed by it. He then
expresses his sexual desire for Helen and leads the way to their bed.

As the two make love, Menelaus searches for Paris on the battlefield
(448-461). No one can find him, and no one, not even his own people, would
have concealed him, for their hatred of him is as strong as their hatred of
death. Agamemnon declares Menelaus the victor and demands Helen's
return.

Paris’ next appearance is not until Book 6, when Hector comes to his
house after meeting with Hecuba and before going to see his wife (313-368).
When Hector sees Paris, he remarks that it is not good for Paris to be away

from battle because of his anger. Paris denies being absent on account of anger
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and replies that the true reason for his absence is sorrow. At any rate, Helen
has already convinced him to return and Paris agrees to meet Hector at the
gate and proceed out onto the battlefield with him. Helen and Hector have a
brief exchange in which the former stresses her hatred of her present
husband. Hector then goes to find his wife and, after their encounter, meets
Paris who, as he runs up to his brother, is compared in a famous simile to a
horse freed from its stall and galloping across a plain (503-514). Hector
addresses Paris, acknowledges his bravery and expertise in battle, but says that
this is undermined by an unwillingness to fight, to be a warrior (520-529).
The beginning of Book 7 sees the two brothers issue forth onto the
battlefield, each one killing an enemy man. The beleaguered Trojans are
relieved to see them as sailors are relieved when they can finally discern: land
as they are being tossed on a stormy sea (1-11). At the end of this book, when
the first day’s fighting is over, the Trojans hold a council at which Antenor
advocates the return of Helen and her possessions. Paris refuses to give up
Helen, but is willing to return her possessions. Priam sends the herald Idaeus
to deliver this message to the Greeks who promptly refuse the offer (345-420).
It is in these three books, 3, 6, and 7, that Paris makes his most extended
appearances. The action of these books takes up the first day of fighting; the
prominent figure at the beginning and the end of this day is appropriately the
man whose actions, on the human plane, brought about the present conflict.
For most of the rest of the poem’s fighting, Paris recedes into the background,

except in Book 11, where his brief appearances are pivotal.?

9Paris does appear in the fighting in Book 8 when his arrow fatally
wounds one of Nestor’s horses, leaving the old man stranded and in danger
of being killed by Hector. Diomedes rescues him (78-111). I mention this
scene only to provide a complete catalogue of Paris’ military exploits in the

(cont.)
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The beginning of this book marks the beginning of the second day of
fighting, which will continue through into Book 18, thus comprising fully a
third of the poem. This is the crucial day for the narrative of the Iliad, the day
on which Zeus’ promise to Thetis to honour her son by granting ascendancy
to the Trojans in his absence is fulfilled. By the end of Book 11, the Greeks are
in dire straits; five of their best men, including their supreme commander,
have been wounded and forced to withdraw. Of these five, three are
wounded by Paris — Diomedes (373-378), Machaon (504-507), and Eurypylus
(579-583). The other two, Agamemnon and Odysseus, are wounded by minor
Trojan fighters. Paris’ role is crucial here and will have far-reaching results.
With many of the best Greek fighters disabled, the Trojans, at the end of Book
15, are able to drive the enemy back and attack the ships. Moreover, Achilles
sees Machaon, struck by Paris’ arrow, leaving the battlefield and sends out
Patroclus to confirm the man’s identity (598-616). This was, for Patroclus, “the
beginning of his evil” (603), as the poet stresses, for in the encounter with
Nestor that follows the idea of sending out Patroclus disguised in Achilles’
armour is introduced (795-800).10

Paris appears five more times on this day of fighting. In Book 12, he
heads one of the five Trojan contingents, along with Hector, Helenus,

Aeneas, and Sarpedon (88-104). In Book 13, he again leads a group of Trojans

Iliad; however, it should be acknowledged that it is an important scene for
neo-analysts, some of whom have seen it as a conscious reworking of
Antilochus’ rescue of Nestor (after his horse was wounded by Paris) from
Memnon in the Aethiopis. Cf., for example, Pestalozzi 9-11; Schadewaldt,
Von Homers Welt und Werk; and Kullmann, Die Quellen der Ilias 45, 314.

10For the connection between Paris’ wounding of Machaon and
Patroclus’ role as Achilles’ surrogate, cf. Schadewaldt, Iliasstudien 62, n. 2 and
Erbse, “Betrachtungen tiber das 5. Buch der Ilias” 176, n. 29.
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(487-495). In the same book, he kills Euchenor (660-672), and, in Book 15, he
kills Deiochos (341-342). Again in Book 13, Hector comes across Paris
encouraging his men to fight. Hector insults his brother with same words he
had used in Book 3. This time, however, Paris responds that the rebuke is
unjust and that he is not, after all, a bad fighter (765-787).11

The remaining references to Paris can be surveyed briefly for the time
being. One group refers to the origins and the early events of the war. The
most famous occurs at 24.25-30 and, in all likelihood, refers to the Judgement
of Paris. Oddities exist in the passage which have caused many critics, starting
with Aristarchus, to doubt that the lines are authentic or, if they are, even do
refer to this well-known myth which is nowhere else mentioned in the Iliad.
The passage will be examined in Chapter 2. In Books 5 (59-68), 6 (289-292), and
22 (111-116), we hear of Paris’ abduction of Helen. Finally, in Book 22 (358-
360), the dying Hector prophesies that Paris and Apollo will kill Achilles in
the Scaean Gate. Paris’ role as the slayer of Achilles will also be examined in
Chapter 2.

When we examine collectively all of Paris’ appearances in the Iliad,
two distinct sides of this figure emerge. On the one hand, we have the
cowardly warrior who must be shamed into living up to the challenge he has

just made and who, in the duel which follows, needs the intervention of a

110ne remarkable feature of Paris’ performance in battle is that his
weapons never miss their mark. He always either wounds or kills his man.
Nor is it unusual that he kills only three men (and a horse) and wounds
three others. None of the Trojans, except Hector, have particularly
remarkable careers on the Iliad’s battlefield. For example, Aeneas kills six
men (5.305, 542; 13.54; 15.332; 17.344); Sarpedon kills just one man (5.657) and
Achilles’ horse, Pedasus (16.466); Glaucus kills two men (7.13; 16.593); and
Polydamas kills three (14.449-452; 15.339, 518) and wounds one (17.600).
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goddess to escape with his life. This hero, seemingly out of place on the
battlefield, finds his true niche in the bedroom making love with his wife
while the fighting which he caused continues outside. This is obviously the
hero behind all of the negative criticism which I surveyed at the outset.

By the end of Book 6, however, a different picture begins to develop.
Hector admits that Paris is a good fighter, and, indeed, he does acquit himself
rather well on the battlefield. We also learn that he began the Trojan War
when he abducted Helen. He has managed to keep her in spite of diplomatic
efforts to retrieve her on the part of the Greeks, support of the Greek cause
within Troy, and nine years of warfare. We might also add here, presuming
for the moment that 24.25-30 does refer to the Judgement of Paris, that
Homer’s Paris is also the man whom Zeus appointed to arbitrate between the
poem’s three most powerful goddesses in the famous beauty contest — the
only Greek myth known to us in which a human being judges a contest
exclusively between gods. Finally, this is the hero who will succeed in killing
Achilles, the best of the Achaeans.

Thus, two seemingly contradictory pictures of the same hero in the
same poem emerge. One I will call the traditional picture, that is to say, a
reflection of the figure of Paris as Homer inherited him from the oral epic
tradition in which he worked; the other I will refer to as the Homeric Paris,
the character taken from the inherited tradition, but adapted to the specific
narrative circumstances of the poem in which he appears. Before discussing
these two realizations of Paris, it will be necessary to examine how
characterization in general is accomplished in a traditional oral epic poem

like the Iliad.



14

II. Traditi i ic Tradition

It is, of course, stating the obvious to say that the majority, if not all, of
the principal characters of the Iliad were well known to both the poet and his
audience through acquaintance with a vast store of myths in which these
characters appeared, myths that the Iliad does not mention or mentions only
in passing. A question which necessarily arises from the tradition-bound
nature of Homeric poetry concerns the characterization of the figures of that
tradition. Does Homer present the characters of his poem as they appeared in
the oral epic tradition? In other words, is characterization traditionally
determined like, for example, the system of noun-epithet formulae?

The answer to this question appears to be no. Although Homer
inherits the figures in his poem from the same tradition which gave him the
system of noun-epithet formulae, he has much greater freedom to
characterize these figures in accordance with the narrative and thematic
exigencies of his poem than he has in the application of epithets to nouns.
The system of nouns and epithets is fixed in such a way that presumably no
poet could ever have spoken of swift-footed Odysseus or wily Achilles;
however, no such fixity appears to exist with regard to characterization. The
reason for this, I believe, lies in the very nature of the pre-Homeric epic
tradition, a tradition in which story-telling, that is to say the recounting of a
series of events, seems to have been more important than the presentation of
the reasons, motives, desires, or values of the people involved, in short, the
presentation of complex characterizations of the figures in these stories.

Admittedly, the proofs on which to base such a claim are not abundant,
but neither are they entirely lacking. Our main evidence for other epic poems
which dealt with the Trojan War is the Chrestomathy of Proclus which is

discussed in the Bibliotheca of Photius, a few extant fragments from these
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poems, and various other testimonia. It is generally believed that the poems
of the Epic Cycle reached their final forms later than the Iliad and the Odyssey.
Malcolm Davies, for example, has concluded from an examination of the |
fragments from the Cyclic poems and that, “it is indeed remarkable just how
many late linguistic features and Attic forms are thrown up by so minute a
sampling of directly cited verses, and how those two epics with the largest
number of directly cited fragments (Cypria and Ilias Parva) exhibit the largest
number of such forms.”12 He, therefore, places the poems after Homer, but
before the fifth century, and in an Attic context (c. 560-520), though not
necessarily all from the same period.13

In spite of the probable lateness of the final written versions of these
poems, we must be careful not to assume that they are Homeric derivatives,
or composed with the Iliad and Odyssey in mind. Two things should make
us question such an assumption. Firstly, the arrangement of the poems into a
neat cycle with no repetition of events between poems is perhaps indicative
of an editor’s handiwork. Have the beginnings and endings of the poems

been changed in order to eliminate any such overlap?!*4 For example, it

12Davies, “The Date of the Epic Cycle” 98.

13Davies, “The Date of the Epic Cycle” 97-100. Davies places the poems -
later than most scholars. Bernabé places them much earlier, assigning, for
example, the Thebais to the eighth century and the Cypria to the seventh
(Poetarum Epicorum Graecorum 22, 43). Davies dismisses these dates as “not
only misleadingly specific but far too early” because they take no account of
the linguistic evidence (“Kinkel Redivivus” 5). Lesky (A History of Greek
Literature 82) and Janko (Homer, Hesiod, and the Hymns 228-231) both prefer
a mid seventh century date. Cf. also Scaife, “The Kypria and its Early
Reception” 165, n. 4. Whether scholars place the poems of the Cycle in the
seventh or sixth century, there is a consensus, with the exception of Bernabé,
that their final versions are later than those of the Homeric poems.

14For a detailed examination of this question, cf. Burgess, The Death of
Achilles 32ff.
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seems curious that the Aethiopis would have ended with the dispute over
Achilles’ arms without narrating this episode to its conclusion, and that the
Ilias Parva would have begun with the judgement of the dispute without any
of the events leading up to it. Testimonia to the Cycle reinforce the suspicion
that editing has occurred. According to Proclus, Ajax” suicide was related only
in the Ilias Parva; but a testimonium asserts that it was also narrated in the
Aethiopis.15 The ending of the Ilias Parva gives similar cause for concern.
Proclus reports that the poem ended with the Trojans taking the wooden
horse into the city, but numerous testimonia indicate that the poem went on
to recount the sack of Troy.1¢ The conclusion that the beginnings and
endings of the various poems have been “cropped” to create a continuous
cycle is hard to resist.1? Thus, we should be suspicious of the impression left
by Proclus’ summary that these poems function as attempts to fill in the gaps
in the Trojan cycle left by the Homeric poems. The poems themselves may be
later than the Iliad and Odyssey, but the assumption that they depend heavily

on Homeric predecessors may be more a product of Proclus’ summary (or,

15Cf. Bernabé, fr. 5; Huxley, Greek Epic Poetry 149; Davies, The Epic
Cycle 60.

16Cf. Bernabé, fr. 9-22. On the beginnings and endings of the Ilias
Paruva, the Ilii Excidium, the Nosti, and the Odyssey, cf. Burgess, The Death of
Achilles 40-41. On the more complicated question of the beginnings and
endings of the Cypria, the Iliad, and the Aethiopis, cf. Burgess, The Death of
Achilles 60ff.

17Burgess believes that Proclus read the poems of the Cycle (and not
just summaries) and reported their contents accurately, as far as he knew
them from the available manuscripts. If this is correct then editing had
already occurred. Since the poems were probably first arranged into a cycle in
Hellenistic times, it seems likely that any editorial work would have been
done at this time also. Cf. Burgess, The Death of Achilles 42-48.
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more accurately, his summary of already edited texts) than of the original
poems themselves.

Secondly, in spite of the probable lateness of the written versions of the
Cyclic poems, the material contained in them is undeniably early and in large
part derived from the same oral epic tradition that gave rise to the Homeric
poems. This has been confirmed most persuasively by Wolfgang Kullmann
who, in Die Quellen der Ilias, has studied the many allusions in Homer to
other epic stories known to us from the Cycle. The evidence he gathers
points unequivocably to a common tradition for the Homeric and Cyclic
poems.18 All in all, the summary and fragments of the Cyclic epics serve as a
source of information about some of the different stories in the oral epic
tradition, though admittedly not without occasionally raising problems of

their own.19

18Kullmann, Quellen passim, but esp. 18-28, 362-379 and “Zur Methode
der Neoanalyse” 18. Cf. also Lesky, A History of Greek Literature 82ff.;
Stinton, “Euripides and the Judgement of Paris” 60-61; and Davies, “The Date
of the Epic Cycle” 100, n. 64.

19For example, the vexed question of Paris’ return trip to Troy after the
abduction of Helen. In Proclus’ summary, Hera stirs up a storm which drives
the lovers off course to Sidon, where Paris besieges and takes the city. From
there, the two proceed to Troy. This account agrees with Iliad 6.289-292,
where we are told that Paris brought to Troy Sidonian women on the same
trip on which he brought back Helen. Hercdotus (2.117), however, claims
that in the Cypria, Paris sailed from Sparta with a fair wind and calm seas,
reaching Troy in three days. Several solutions to this contradiction have been
posited: (i) Herodotus was incorrectly “remembering” the Cypria without
consulting a text; (ii) Proclus’ summary has been contaminated with material
from the Iliad; (iii) two Cyprias, by different authors, existed; (iv) the version
which Herodotus knew was subsequently expanded into the one known by
Proclus. Cf. Gantz 572; Bernabé 52-53; Huxley, “A Problem in the Kypria” 25-
27; Ghali-Khahil 30; Kullmann, Quellen 204-205; Davies, The Epic Cycle 41;
Scaife, “The Kypria and its Early Reception” 165, n. 6.
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What I wish to stress here, however, is a basic point of comparison
between the poems of the Cycle and the Iliad and Odyssey. The Homeric
poems both concentrate on a single theme, the wrath of Achilles and the
homecoming of Odysseus, and do so within a short chronological span. The
poems of the Cycle, on the other hand, deal with numerous events and cover
much longer time periods. Kullmann, for one, believes that the Cyclic epics
were organized around a chronologically ordered sequence of episodes that

spans a much longer period of time than is the case in the Homeric poems:

Wenn auch nur Inhaltsangaben und wenige Fragmente
dieser Epen auf uns gekommen sind, ist ihr allgemeiner
Erzihlstil doch noch einigermaflen kenntlich. Diese Epen
erzihlten ohne dramatische Kunstgriffe eine Fiille locker
miteinander verkniipfter Vorgidnge in genauer
chronologischer Reihenfolge.20

The Cypria, for example, chronicled events from the very beginning of the
Trojan War to its ninth year.2! The Aethiopis recounted the exploits of
Penthesileia at Troy, Achilles’” murder of Thersites and his purification on
Lesbos, the deaths of Antilochus, Memnon, and Achilles, the latter’s funeral
games, and at least the beginning of the quarrel between Ajax and Odysseus
over Achilles’ arms. Perhaps the most telling difference is between the
Nostoi, in which the homecomings of all the major Greek heroes are

recounted, and the Odyssey, which focuses on one man’s return. Kullmann

20Kullmann, “Vergangenheit” 17.

21Cf. Chamoux 8-9: “Dans cette suite de récits chronologiquement
enchainés, embrassant les événements d'une dizaine d’années (sans compter
les nombreuses digressions), rien qui rappelle I'unité d’intérét ni
I'ordonnance subtilement ménagée des poémes homériques, si propre a
donner une couleur dramatique a 'histoire.” For a similar view, cf. Lang,
“War Story” 149-150.
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comments that the result would likely be, in the Nostoi, a plot developed
around different episodes, but containing very similar events, “offenbar ohne
dramatische Funktion.”22

Kakridis, like Kullmann, argues that “the poems of the Cycle narrate
their subject matter in chronological order from beginning to end, so that
their action lasts for months and even whole years.”23 He calls this form of
epic narration “chronographic,” in comparison with the “dramatic” form of
the Iliad: “This poem arranges its material around one single incident,
Achilles” wrath, and covers only a very few days; and yet it is the ‘Iliad’, in
other words, the story of the whole Trojan war.”2¢ The principal way in
which the Iliad achieves this comprehensiveness is through the narration of
events which must be read symbolically. That is to say, events which take
place in the narrative present serve to recall events from the past or to
anticipate future ones. In this way, the duel between Menelaus and Paris
reminds the audience of the original cause of the present conflict, while the
death of Patroclus stands in the narrative also as Achilles’ death. The
concentration upon a single theme is, of course, the reason for this symbolic
narration, for it allows the poet to focus on one theme without sacrificing an
all-encompassing view of the larger context within which the story of

Achilles” wrath takes place.25

2ZKullmann, “Vergangenheit” 17. Cf. further Griffin, “The Epic Cycle
and the Uniqueness of Homer” 40-47.

23Kakridis, HR 91.

24Kakridis, HR 91.

25Kullman and Kakridis argue that the Odyssey is different in this
regard from both the Cyclic epics and the Iliad. Although it is not a
straightforward chronological narrative, its scope is wider than that of the
Iliad. Within the main narrative of Odysseus’ homecoming, it encompasses
his wanderings, the events of his return home, and the destruction of the

(cont.)
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It is precisely this concentration of the narrative which appears to set

the Iliad apart from all other Greek oral epic:

Da8 ein Groflepos wie die Ilias sich auf die Behandlung
eines solchen einzelnen Motivs konzentriert, ist unter
allen friihgriechischen Epen, von denen wir wissen, etwas
Besonderes. Ein Motiv, das von anderen Epen her '
gesehen nur als Stoff einer Episode méglich erscheint,
wird in der Ilias zum tragenden Thema des ganzen
Gedichtes. Wie im Drama wird auf diese Weise die
erzdhlte Zeit auflerordentlich zusammengedrangt.26

Kakridis and Kullmann both argue that the chronological narrative of the
Cyclic poems represents an earlier stage in the development of oral epic
poetry than the compressed and often symbolic narrative of the Ilizd. As
Kakridis states, “[t]he epic is the first form of chronicle writing, it speaks of
deeds peydio xai Bovpactd, which should be described in the order in which
they happened.”?? Bowra observes the same phenomenon in modern oral
epic poetry. Shorter poems of about 4,000 lines tend to be arranged
chronologically. Only when a skilled poet expands the events of such a poem,
to say 12,000 lines, does a more interesting structure emerge than a series of

episodes. This must necessarily be the case if the poem is not to become

suitors. These events are, however, telescoped into a short time frame by the
use of flashback narrative. Kakridis sums up the difference between the two
Homeric epics: “The technique of the Odyssey, however, is fundamentally
different from that of the Iliad, because this abridgment of time is only
external: if we transfer the anéloyor to the beginning of the Odyssey it becomes
a chronographic epic, a thing impossible with the Iliad. In the Iliad we have a
poetic abridgment, in the Odyssey a material disruption, of the time scheme”
(HR 91; cf. also Kullmann, “Vergangenheit” 16-17). This may be so, but the
Odyssey is still organized around one principal theme, like the Iliad, which I
argue allows for a high degree of characterization in relation to this theme. In
this regard, the Odyssey, like the Iliad, appears to differ from the Cyclic poems.

26Kullmann, “Vergangenheit” 16.

27Kakridis, HR 91; cf. also Kullmann, “Vergangenheit” 17.
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tedious to its listeners.28 However, for a less skilled poet, or in a tradition that
is still young, a chronological narrative has clear advantages. Both
composition, on the poet’s part, and comprehension, on the audience’s, are
facilitated. Moreover, the poet can interrupt and resume his song easily, and
individual episodes can readily be excerpted for recitation.?’

As regards characterization, it seems likely that, if the narrative
structure of the Cyclic epics was simpler than that of the Homeric poems, the
presentation of character was also less developed. What’s more, it seems
difficult to imagine that, within the great sweep of events contained in these
poems, their creators were concerned with the detailed presentation of
character. One scholar, for example, laments the loss of the Cyclic poems, not
because of their poetic value but because they were a repository of
information that has not survived elsewhere in archaic literature. With
reference to the legends about Achilles, she says: “their loss does, however,
limit our understanding of how Achilles was viewed, for the cycle
transmitted many popular legends, providing him with a fabulous boyhood,
superhuman strength and swiftness, an additional set of Hephaistean armor,
two semidivine opponents, three or four sexual intrigues, and miscellaneous
adventures both at and on the way to Troy.”3® We have here much more
biographical information than is found in the Iliad, but what was probably
lacking in these poems was the complex characterization of this hero which
we do find in the Iliad. A comprehensive biography is not a requirement of

detailed characterization, and can, in fact, work against it by focusing attention

28Bowra, Heroic Poetry 359-367.
29Kakridis, HR 92.
30King 51.



on events rather than motives, feelings, values, and similar features of
character.31

If we look to the Hesiodic corpus and to the longer of the Homeric
Hymns, we see a similar emphasis on narration of events at the expense of
presentation of character. The Theogony, if it can be said to have a principal
narrative, recounts the divine succession in the kingship of the universe
through three generations. We learn things about the nature of the gods,
particularly about Zeus, but we do not have anything approaching
characterization of these figures. In the four long Homeric Hymns, the poets’
main concern is to sing about the unique nature and qualities of the gods who
are their subjects. For example, in the Hymn to Aphrodite, we learn about
the goddess and her unique powers through the story of her union with
Anchises, and yet the picture remains rather generalized. We learn little
more about Aphrodite than that she is a goddess of awesome power and
terrifying to mortals. Much the same can be said of Demeter, Apollo, and
Hermes in their hymns. Characterization is of a generalized nature in these

poems.

31Thus, Aristotle says, in the Poetics, that authors are wrong to write
Heracleids and Theseids, thinking that the narrative is given unity by
focusing on a single individual. Homer, he claims, knew this, as we see from
the Odyssey, in which there is no attempt to give a thorough overview of the
eponymous hero’s life; instead, he constructed the plot around a single action
(repi piov npaErv, 1451a28): MdBoc 8’ éotiv eig ovy donep Tveg olovtou éav mepl Eva
- ToAAL yap Kol dmerpa 1@ Evi cupBaiver, € @v évinv 008év éotiv Ev- otiteg OE xal
rpdEeic Evog moAlad eiow, € @v pio oddepia yiveron npa&ig (1451a16-19): “A plot
does not have unity, as some people think, simply because it deals with a
single hero. Many and indeed innumerable things happen to an individual,
some of which do not go to make up any unity, and similarly an individual is
concerned in many actions which do not combine into a single piece of
action” (W.H. Fyfe, tr.).
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Homer’s detailed characterizations, on the other hand, have frequently
occasioned comments from critics who wonder how much of these is
traditional and how much innovation. For example, the negative view
which the poet of the Iliad takes of Agamemnon appears problematic from
the point of view of the oral epic tradition as a whole. Whitman, for one,
feels that “the great king of Mycenae must have been represented as noble at
least in his own court. But Homer has handled him with the most subtle
irony, as a foil to Achilles, using all his traditional eminence as a means of
diminishing the man.”32 He shows how traditional motifs like the dejection
of a leader and his proposal to go home, which he argues would have been
acceptable under certain circumstances, and the aristeia, which normally
glorifies a hero, are used to achieve an overwhelmingly negative portrayal of
Agamemnon, “the nadir, as Achilles is the zenith, of the heroic
assumption.”33 He concludes that “there is no reason to believe that
[Agamemnon] was always drawn as Homer draws him; rather the
opposite.”34

Kullmann argues that this untraditional or uniquely Homeric
portrayal of Agamemnon is derived from the epic tradition. He sees
Agamemnon characterized in the Iliad primarily by uncertainty and delusion
and finds the roots of this picture in the tradition which told of his
problematic leadership of the Greek army at Troy and of his unhappy
homecoming: “Der Unsicherheit seines Lebens in Sage entspricht in der Ilias

ein Charakter, der durch Unsicherheit und Blindheit gekennzeichnet ist.”35

32Whitman, HHT 156.

33Whitman, HHT 162.

34Whitman, HHT 162; cf. also Bowra T&D 203.
35Kullmann, “Vergangenheit” 26; cf. also Quellen 384.
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Kullmann, therefore, sees Homer’s Agamemnon as a unique character, but
one that was created by using traditional material in an innovative way,
rather than by ignoring or contradicting the tradition.

Mark Edwards writes in the same vein when he says that characters
“are often delineated in ways we might not have expected to find. That the
mighty commander-in-chief of the greatest legendary exploit of the Greek race
should be a weak leader, insecure and the first to give up hope: that the
unfaithful wife who caused all the suffering should be a remorseful and grief-
stricken woman, as well as one who yields too easily to her passion for a man
she despises: this seems unlikely to be a traditional portrayal, and is very
probably due to the imagination of the poet.”3¢ Kakridis attributes to Homer
the characterization of Helen as a grieving and remorseful woman. He
argues that in the early oral tradition she would have been a woman carried
off by a man to whom she has given hospitality, a “grieved innocent
woman.”37 This is the figure behind Nestor’s words to the Achaeans that no
one should return home before he has slept with the wife of a Trojan in order
to avenge the suffering of Helen (2.353-355) and behind the duel of Paris and
Menelaus, for “if Menelaus accepts Paris’ challenge to a duel without any
objection, this means he lays no blame on his wife for the whole
adventure.”38 However, the Iliad does also emphasize Helen’s remorse and,
therefore, her culpability. Kakridis believes that it was the lack of specific
characterization in the oral tradition in general that gave the poet of the Iliad

the freedom to create such a complex characterization of Helen, one in which

36Edwards, HPI 96.
37Kakridis, Homer Revisited 31.
38Homer Revisited, 26.



she is simultaneously guilty (the self-reproaching, repentant wife) and
innocent (the woman who is blamed neither by Priam and the Trojan elders
nor by Nestor and Menelaus).3?

That characters such as Agamemnon, Helen, and Priam are
characterized in ways that might strike an audience familiar with the many
other stories in which they appear as unusual should not, in fact, come as a
surprise. These highly specific characterizations arise naturally from the
narrow and circumscribed form of the Iliad. By this I mean that, since the
poet tells one story that extends over little time, all characters must firmly
take their place within this story. He knows other stories that involve his
characters; he even mentions some of these in passing and reworks others,
especially those about the early parts of the Trojan War, into the narrative
present of his poem. By and large, however, he recounts only one story out of
many in the Trojan cycle. It follows that one result of such a precise narrative
focus is the detailed portrayal of traditional characters in a way that is
surprising when compared to the simpler pictures an audience would have
been accustomed to in other poems. For thematic restrictions necessitate
detailed characterizations as a means of the development of the theme or
themes chosen by the poet, whereas a poem concerned with chronicling the

events of a whole period will probably not also have a thematic unity from

39Homer Revisited, 25-31. Kirk (“Homer” 56) compares the favourable
portraits of Helen and Priam: “It is important for the Iliad that both Priam
and Helen should be sympathetic figures, even though neither can have been
so in the ordinary heroic tradition.” On Helen in Homer and the oral
tradition, cf. Austin, Helen of Troy 43-46; Bowra, T&D 212-213; Kullman,
“Vergangenheit” 20-22; and Reckford 5-20. On Priam, cf. Kullmann,
“Vergangenheit” 34-35. For a good general survey of the major figures of the
Iliad, cf. Griffin, HLD 50-80; Whitman, HHT 154-180; Vivante, Homer 45-148;
and Bowra, T&D 192-214.
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which complex character portraits arise. As Aristotle commented in
comparing the Homeric poems with the poéms of the Cycle, a series of
events, such as those of the Trojan war, does not necessarily have a common
thread which will give a poem the kind of unity which the Iliad, by virtue of
its chronological and thematic compression, has.40

Linda Clader, in her study of Helen in the epic tradition, observes the
same phenomenon. She notes that “individual characters may have a wealth

of information or history traditionally surrounding them, but in the context

40511 8el udBoug kaBdnep év taic tpaywdiaig cvvietavon dpapatikoig Kol
nepi piov npaEv SAnV kai tedeiov Exovoav apxhv kol péca kol TEAOG, v’ Monep
{@ov &v SAov motdi Thv oikeiav Hidoviv, Sfilov, xai pf dpoiag istopiaig tag cvvbéoeig
glva, &v alg Gvayxm oyt pac npaeng noreioBon dAmoiv dAL’ Evodg xpdvov, Ooo év
100t ovvEPN Tepl Eva fi mAelovg, OV Exactov Gg Etuyev et npdg EAANAL. ... 810
donep einopev 18 xai toity Beonéorog &v pavein “Ounpog napa Tovg &ALOVG, TA
unde tov néAepov xainep Exovia dpyxiv kot Télog éntyerpficon morelv 6Aov- Alov yop
av péyac xoi odx edovvontog EpeArev EcecBon 6 ubog, A 1@ peyéBer perpralovra
xatanerAeypévov i moukidiq. viv &’ &v pépog anolafav énercodiorg kéxpnton adTdv
7OAAOTG ... o1 8’ &AAor mepi Eva mo10Do1 Kol mepi Eva xpdvov kol piov mpaEy
roAvpepi, olov 6 T& KOnpra rorficag xoi thv wikpav TArada. (Poetics 1459a18-
1459b2): “Clearly the story must be constructed as in tragedy, dramatically,
round a single piece of action, whole and complete in itself, with a beginning,
middle, and end, so that like a single living organism it may produce its own
peculiar form of pleasure. It must not be such as we normally find in history,
where what is required is an exposition not of a single piece of action but of a
single period of time, showing all that within the period befell one or more
persons, events that have a merely casual relation to each other. ... So in this
respect, too, compared with all other poets Homer may seem, as we have
already said, divinely inspired in that even with the Trojan War, which has a
beginning and an end, he did not endeavour to dramatize it as a whole since
it would have been either too long to be taken in all at once or, if he had
moderated the length, he would have complicated it by the variety of
incident. As it is he takes one part of the story only and uses many other
parts. ... The others, on the contrary, all write about a single hero or about a
single period or about a single action with a great many parts, as the authors,
for example, of the Cypria and the Little Iliad” (W.H. Fyfe, tr.).
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of the Iliad they fulfill specialized functions for the sake of artistic unity.”

One such character, she says, is Ajax, an important figure in the epic tradition
and an important fighter at Troy, but who, in the Iliad, functions almost
exclusively as a contrast to Achilles.4 Homer refers to Ajax as the greatest of
the Achaeans after Achilles and seems to be aware of at least two traditional
stories about him which point to his prominence in the Trojan cycle — the
rescue of Achilles’ corpse and his madness and suicide after the loss of
Achilles” arms to Odysseus. In spite of his importance, he receives no aristeia,
and “no scene of distinction which is his alone.”42 The Iliad is not concerned
with the exploits of Ajax, any more than it is with those of Agamemnon;
Ajax, like Agamemnon, is characterized in relation to the poem’s main hero.
For Agamemnon, this resulted in a negative portrayal; the opposite is the case
for Ajax. In the Iliad, “Ajax is the man of aidds,” which Whitman defines as
“the word for responsibility to others, and a sense of their importance to
oneself.”43 We see this most clearly in the embassy in Book 9 where Ajax
“rebukes Achilles for his lack of human regard for his fellows, and calls upon
him to remember aidés.”44 Achilles thinks only of his own honour; Ajax
reminds him of his responsibility to others. Achilles holds onto his wrath,
but he acknowledges the validity of Ajax’ reproach when he gives up the

notion of going home and sets the conditions for his return to battle. The

41Clader 5.

42Clader 5. In Book 23, the outcome of the wrestling match seems
designed to prefigure the judgement of the arms of Achilles, and in Book 17,
Ajax’ role in the rescue of Patroclus’ corpse mirrors his role when Achilles is
struck down. Cf. Pestalozzi 20-22; Schadewaldt, Von Homers Welt und Werk
170; Kullmann, Quellen 79-85, 327-380; and Whitman, HHT 169-170.

43Whitman, HHT 171.

44Whitman, HHT172.
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characterization of Ajax around the concept of aidag is developed further and
always in contrast to Achilles’ seeming lack thereof. For it is Ajax who “bears
the chief brunt of Achilles’ defection, that is his lack of regard for his
fellows.”45 Agamemnon, Odysseus, and Diomedes are wounded, but Ajax
remains till the end, as the poet reminds us when, immediately before the
arming of Patroclus, we see him alone defending the ships. Clader sums up
Ajax’ function in the Iliad as follows: “while Achilles withdraws further and
further from human society and any feeling of duty to his comrades, Ajax
stands as the constant reminder of exactly what the traditional heroic ethic
requires.”46 In the Iliad, he is characterized as the man of aidag, but we
should not be led to the conclusion that this is how he appeared in other
traditional oral epic poetry. His characterization is designed to provide a
contrast with Achilles and may, therefore, be unique to the Iliad.

Alfred Heubeck, too, examines possible untraditional or specifically
Iliadic characterizations, in particular with regard to Achilles. The elements
which he sees as traditional for this character are “his outstanding strength,
his passionate fighting-spirit, his over-intense thymos, which tends to
uncontrollability, his sensitivity in all things concerning his honour as a
hero, and, in connection with this, his unquenched thirst for fame and
esteem, even at the cost of his own life — in short, his uncompromising
efforts to realize the ideal image of the hero. All this allies Achilles to the
mighty heroes who, before him and with him, moved the hearts of singers
and audience alike;” however, “Homer enriched this traditional, self-centered

image with features which not only add a new, important dimension to the

45Whitman, HHT 172.
46Clader 5.
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old, but which even put it in question.”4” This happens principally in Book
24, where aspects of Achilles’ character are revealed which the audience could
only vaguely have suspected before now, namely in the scenes with Patroclus
at the beginning of Book 16 and with Lycaon in Book 21. Achilles reveals a
magnanimity which allows him to feel compassion for Priam, to approach
him with sympathy and understanding, and to see in him not the enemy, but
a man suffering. The contrast with Achilles’ behaviour on the battlefield and
his outrage of Hector’s corpse could not be greater. This complex picture,
Heubeck argues, was in all likelihood not traditional: “With this portrayal of
a hero in which the greatest conceivable contrasts unite to form one whole, in
which the gentle light of humanity joins company with the radiance of heroic
splendour, Homer has ... not only transcended epic tradition, but even grown
out of it.”48

G.S. Kirk’s views on Homeric versus traditional characterization are
remarkably similar to Heubeck’s. In The Songs of Homer, he asserts that
“[o]ne of the most important kinds of unity revealed in the [Homeric] poems,
itself the product of complete mastery of the tradition, is unity of character.
The depiction of the heroic character is limited both by the technique and
aims of oral poetry and by the simplicity of heroic virtues and vices. Yet in a
few cases — notably Achilles and Hector, and to some extent Odysseus and
Telemachus in the Odyssey — the great epics manage to transcend these
limitations. These characters achieve a complexity which has the appearance

of being consistently developed as each poem progresses.”4? Later in the same

47Heubeck, “Homeric Studies Today” 14.
48Heubeck, “Homeric Studies Today” 14.
49Kirk, The Songs of Homer 265.
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work, he extends his assessment of the complexity of Homeric
characterization to include virtually all the main characters in the Iliad. He
argues that what is unique to the Iliad and not a part of the oral epic tradition
“must be the subtle observation that diversifies the egregious heroic
personalities of many of the chief figures — for instance in the hysterical
pride and intermittent defeatism of Agamemnon, the tetchiness of Priam,
Hector’s unfairness to Polydamas and the resentment towards him shown by
Aeneas or Sarpedon; not to speak of the complexities and introspections of
Achilles which give such solidity to the main theme of the poem.”>0

Kirk goes on to examine “the mental and emotional history of

Achilies.”5! He speaks of

the transformation of his pride and anger, first in the
Embassy into doubt of the whole heroic code, then into
indecision and the compromise that leads to Patroclus’s
death, then into obsessional madness, and finally into
some sort of reluctant acceptance of the basic laws of
society and at least a similitude of generosity — all this is
the moral core of the whole poem, and that which raises it
beyond the level of reiterated cruelty and death to a more
universal plane of pride, purgation and divine law. There
is little doubt in my mind that this deepening of the
themes of war is the work of Homer, the main composer
of the poem.52

S0Kirk, The Songs of Homer 349.

51Kirk, The Songs of Homer 353.

52Kirk, The Songs of Homer 353. Cf. further Kirk’s comments on the
Embassy of Book 9 (“the portrayal of Achilles there must surely belong to
Homer and to the original form of the great poem,” 354) and Achilles’
interview with Priam in Book 24 (“the reactions of Achilles must belong to
Homer’s conception of how the whole poem should develop,” and are “the
supreme justification for the development in Greece of the monumental epic
form,” 354). For a similar view on the untraditional characterization of
Achilles from the point of view of traditional epic diction, cf. Adam Parry
“The Language of Achilles” 1-7. Parry’s basic assertion is that, in his response

(cont.)
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From this survey, there emerges a consensus among prominent
Homerists that the individual characterizations of heroes in the Iliad are not
the same ones we would encounter if we had before us other oral epic poems,
that these character portraits in many cases are likely to have been unique to
the poem in which they are found. Furthermore, the detailed delineation of
character we find in the Homeric poems is not present in Hesiod or the
longer Hymns. In the Cyclic poems, the chronological presentation of events
over an extended period of time, which seems to have been a distinguishing
feature, is probably indicative of a narrative focus that does not emphasize
characterization to the same degree as we find in Homer.

If agreement then exists on the probable uniqueness of characterization
in the Homeric poems, two questions arise. Firstly, what constitutes
characterization in Homer and by what means is it achieved? Secondly, if
characterization in Homer is different from what we would expect to find in
the tradition in general, what do we think characterization in the oral epic

tradition amounted to?

to Odysseus in Book 9, “Achilles has no language with which to express his
disillusionment. Yet he expresses it, and in a remarkable way. He does it by
misusing the language he disposes of. He asks questions that cannot be
answered and makes demands that cannot be met” (6-7). Parry concludes
that, in his characterization of Achilles, “Homer uses the epic speech a long
poetic tradition gave him to transcend the limits of that speech” (7). Cf.
William Sale (“Achilles and Heroic Values” 86-100) whose purpose is also to
examine “what Homer has done with the material he inherited” about
Achilles (98).
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A. The Pre-Homeric Tradition

I begin with the second question, for an answer thereto will put us in a
better position to examine characterization in Homer, by furnishing a point of
comparison. As so often, a useful starting point is provided by A.B. Lord, in a
book of posthumously published essays, The Singer Resumes the Tale. Here
Lord examines the Greek oral tradition:

It may be that from the beginning, some stories and songs
were simple, brief and ephemeral. They consisted of
loosely structured, short-lived anecdotes and songs with a
limited frame of reference. Yet it is certain that there
came into being, as time went on, well-structured
narratives and songs of wider reference and deeper
meaning or sung by skillful creator-storytellers or
singers.>3

Lord’s conjecture that the early stages in the development of an oral poetic
tradition produced “simple,” “brief,” “loosely-structured” songs “with a
limited frame of reference” suggests that he believed characterization in these

songs would have been similarly limited. He goes on to say that:

In attempting to trace the unfolding of oral traditional
aesthetics, one realizes that some storytellers or singers
were more talented than others and that they influenced

53Lord, The Singer Resumes the Tale 4. M.L. West holds the same
view, that early oral epic poems would have been short songs of several
hundred lines which “told of battle and death in battle, of gods and of heroes
with qualities commensurate with the gods’” (“The Rise of the Greek Epic”
158). West argues that such poems came into being in early Mycenaean
Greece, with roots that go back ultimately to Indo-European praise poetry
(152-159); however, it was not until the ninth and eighth centuries that
longer, more complex narratives became the standard (159-165). As West
explains: “it is scarcely to be supposed that the Homeric epics are simply late
examples of something that had existed in much the same state for seven or
eight hundred years. There is surely a tradition that, however old its roots,
burst spectacularly into flower within the last few generations before Homer”
(151).
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the way in which stories were told and songs sung by
introducing what have later been called figures of speech,
thus establishing artistic norms and enriching the tale or
song. ... Itis to these gifted storytellers and singers that we
owe also the elaboration of descriptions of heroes and
maidens, of horses, and their trappings, of assemblies of
men, of catalogs of chieftains and of detailed accounts of
battles. (italics mine)54

When Lord speaks of “oral traditional aesthetics” and the “descriptions of
heroes and maidens,” I think it safe tc say that one of things he has in mind is
characterization. Again he suggests that characterization, like the poetic
language itself, develops as the tradition becomes more established. In a
young oral tradition, characterization is, therefore, rudimentary by
comparison with what we find in Homer.

More than sixty years earlier, before Parry and Lord had conducted their
fieldwork in Yugoslavia and revealed the conditions and techniques which
formed a living oral tradition, C.M. Bowra came to much the same
conclusion. He felt that the pre-Homeric oral tradition was one of simple
stories involving characters differentiated from one another in only the most
basic ways. Agamemnon would have been little more than avag avdpav,
Odysseus noAdpuntig, and Achilles t6dag dxig. As Bowra says, Homer “must
have found his important characters existing in earlier poetry and possessing
some of the characteristics which he gives them. His stock of epithets bears
the marks of ancient tradition, and show his heroes as old story knew them ...
With such simple labels [as &vag avpav and molduntig] early poetry

differentiates its characters, and helps its hearers to remember them.”55

54Lord, The Singer Resumes the Tale 13.
55Bowra, T&D 192-193.



Some years later, Whitman developed this idea further. He argued
that early heroic songs would have been about the glorious exploits of
various heroes. For such songs, highly differentiated character portraits
would not have been necessary. Because all characters would have shared the
same ethical values and set out on heroic adventures to realize those values,

one hero engaged in one exploit would have been very like any other:

From the first, the various famous figures must have
been characterized by certain individual traits, some
perhaps more than others, but there could have been little
motive to represent their special relationship to the heroic
heritage, their comparative individual interpretations of
its meaning. Nobility, arete, a value composite of
personal, social, and military features, was the assumption
for all, and though in different times and districts it would
have presented varying aspects, the implicit cultural
aspiration was universally accepted without definition.5

Kullmann, too, believes that in Homer’s predecessors the heroes were
presented in a generalized manner and that the differentiated portraits of the
Iliad, though arising from the tradition, are specific to that poem precisely in

regard to their high degree of differentiation:

Man gewinnt den Eindruck, als habe der Iliasdichter
tiberhaupt erst den eigentiimlichen “Charakter” vielen
Helden “geschaffen.” Gewif8 waren wohl auch in seinen
Quellen die Helden schon irgendwie charakterisiert, aber
es hat doch den Anschein, als ob deren Darstellungskraft
nur zur Schaffung relativ einfacher “Typen” gefiihrt
hitte.57

Odysseus, for example, would have been little more than the artful and cruel

hero who always looked to his own advantage; Ajax, the strong but awkward

S6Whitman, HHT 163.
57Kullmann, Quellen 383.
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hero; and Achilles, the noble hero: “Viel weiter wird die
Charakterisierungskunst in den Quellen der Ilias nicht gegangen sein.”>8
In the Iliad, on the other hand, characters are developed in complex

and varied ways:

In der Hias selbst findet sich dagegen eine
auflerordentliche Differenziertheit der
Personenschilderung. Man kann erkennen, dafs der
Dichter dabei die alten Sagengestalten neu “interpretiert”,
indem er ein Bild von ihrem Charakter und ihrer
Psychologie entwirft, das zu ihrem Handeln und Leiden
im alten Mythos paf3t.5?

Therefore, it is the poet of the Iliad who, in accordance with the tradition and
not the tradition itself, makes Agamemnon irresolute and pessimistic or
Helen introspective and remorseful. The tradition provided the stories
which made such characterizations possible and plausible. But, just as oral
poetic diction developed over time, so did the ability to present differentiated
and increasingly complex depictions of character.

What, however, were the forces that brought about or initiated an
increasingly complex depiction of heroes in this tradition? Whitman

provides a plausible explanation:

With the first attempt to weld the short tales of single
exploits into a panorama of all the heroes, a new problem
arises. The characters must either duplicate each other to
the point of utter boredom, or their individual differences
must begin to distinguish them. Once the latter process
has begun, we are on our way toward that extraordinary

58Kullmann, Quellen 384. Cf. also Kullmann’s study of the portrayal of
the gods in the pre-Homeric tradition, for which his conclusions are similar:
Das Wirken der Gotter in der Ilias 35-38.

59Kullmann, Quellen 384.
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roster of unforgettable individuals which Homer
presents.50

As a tradition matures and its singers become more skilled, songs can become
longer and more varied in form and, concomitantly, the possibility of

complex characterization emerges.

B. Characterization in Homer

This brings us to the first of the two questions which I posed earlier (p.
31). What is it that makes the traditional figures of Homeric poetry so
extraordinary? In other words, what do we mean when we speak of
characterization in Homer and how does the poet achieve it?

I begin with the second part of this question — the means by which
characterization is created in Homer. I start here because we find in the
comments of noted critics like Kirk, Whitman, and Heubeck the assertion
that in the area of characterization Homer transcends his tradition, that he
manages to break through the limiting and constricting rules of oral poetry to
forge something new and unique. This is a view which is quite rightly
criticized by Leslie Collins in her study of characterization in the Iliad. The
danger inherent in such a view is that “the appreciation of Homer’s skill
becomes an end in itself; his poetic genius is both the premise of and the
conclusion to the argument.”61 Moreover, the examination of specific
character portraits then runs the danger of being carried out in accordance

with “the subjective psychological, social, and ethical categories of the

60Whitman, HHT 163-164.
61Collins, Characterization 16.
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critic.”62 We have seen this frequently occurring in critics” responses to
Homer’s Paris. Everyone agrees that Homer is a master of characterization
and that Paris is superbly drawn in terms that are easy to discern and
unequivocal; however, neither the complexity of that characterization nor
the means by which it is achieved are examined.

Milman Parry suggested a more productive approach, one that
recognized the greatness of Homeric poetry without devaluing the tradition
which gave rise to it. He believed that the greatness of the Iliad and the
Odyssey was grounded in the oral epic tradition and not achieved by
overcoming that tradition. If we maintain that Homer transcends his
tradition, we run the risk of examining his poetry, at worst, in accordance
with the subjective personal criteria which Collins mentions, or, at best, by
the conventions of later, literate poetry. Parry, Lord, and those who have
continued their researches in the present, scholars such as Michael Nagler
and John Miles Foley to name only two of the most prominent, have
demonstrated beyond a doubt that we must study Homer as an oral poet
working in a long-standing tradition of oral epic poetry. Thus, as Parry
asserted long ago:

One oral poet is better than another not because he has by
himself found a more striking way of expressing his own
thought but because he has been better able to make use of
the tradition. He strives not to create a new ideal in
poetry but to achieve that which everyone knows to be the
best.63

62Collins, Characterization 17. Cf. Lord, “Homer as Oral Poet” 34-46, for
a discussion of the dangers inherent in “subjective interpretation and

appreciation of the Homeric poems” (1).
63Parry, MHV 334. Cf. also p. 335: “the fame of such a singer [i.e., a good
singer] comes not from quitting the tradition but from putting it to the best

(cont.)
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Bowra, too, stresses the same sort of relationship between an

individual oral poet’s creativity and the tradition:

When we read Homer, we may indeed enjoy it very much
as we enjoy other poetry, but we can hardly ever say that it
is because of the poet’s originality; for in the last analysis
we may never be certain what is his own invention and
what he has taken from tradition. Indeed, however
original an oral poet may be, he must always conform to
the traditional manner and his inventions must be
adapted to it and made to look at home in it.64

If we agree with scholars like Kirk and Heubeck that in his depictions
of traditional characters, Homer transcends his tradition, we come to a dead
end in Homeric scholarship. For such a conclusion assumes two different
views of Homer which cannot exist together, inasmuch as the traditional poet
who transcends his tradition ceases to be a traditional poet. If we regard
Homer as a non-traditional poet working in a traditional medium, we are at a
loss how to study his poetry; oral models cease to have value and we are
forced to study the Iliad and Odyssey in the same way as we study later literate
works. The formulaic nature of Homeric diction, the use of type scenes, story
patterns, and much else make this proposition untenable. If we insist on

pursuing this path, nonetheless, we are back to a view of the poet of the Iliad

use” and “the highest sort of oral verse-making achieves the new by the best
and most varied and perhaps the fullest use of the old.” Parry already held -
this view as early as 1923 in his Master’s thesis, “A comparative study of
diction as one of the elements of style in early Greek epic poetry”: “This does
not mean that personal talent had no effect on style, nothing to do with the
choice and use of the medium whereby an author undertook to express his
ideas: Aristotle points out Homer’s superiority to other writers of early epic
verse in the organization of his material. It does mean, though, that there
were certain established limits of form to which the play of genius must
confine itself” (MHV 42).

64Bowra, “Composition” 39.
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who, on the one hand, gives us his brilliant portraits of Achilles,
Agamemnon, and Helen, but who, on the other, “nods off” in the repetitive
battle books and the numerous perceived contradictions which fed Analytical
scholarship before Parry.65

Edward Irving, an eminent scholar of Old English poetry, sums up the

task facing all students of oral poetry:

What we literary critics have been struggling with for
years is reaching an understanding of how rich and
complex meanings can be expressed in a style subject to
such severe limitations, or, to put this in a much more
promising way, to understand how such richness is

650n the Analytical and Unitarian schools, cf., for example, Foley, “The
Oral Theory in Context” 29: “The task of the Analysts, then, was to separate
the poems into their chronological and geographical-dialectical parts, most
often by locating what were taken as narrative inconsistencies, dialect usages,
and archaeological infelicities. Their implicit answer to the Homeric
Question was, in effect, that there had been many ‘Homers,” many
contributors to the texts which have reached us.” As Foley goes on to say,
Parry’s most important contribution was that he was able to ignore the
controversy between Analysts and Unitarians, who believed that the
greatness of the Homeric poems could only have been achieved by a single
poet, and “posit an ongoing traditional process instead of either a series of
nonintegrated stages involving a mélange of parts, editors, and interpolators
or an individual act of poetic creation” (30). Parry himself explains how his
research should put an end to the Analytical-Unitarian debates: “The first
move in this attempt to rebuild the Homeric idea of epic poetry will be to
show that the Iliad and the Odyssey are composed in a traditional style, and
are composed orally, then to see just how such poetry differs from our own in
style and form. When that is done, we shall have solid ground beneath us
when we undertake the problem of unity in the poems, or judge a doubtful
verse ... or how the greatness of a Singer would show itself. We shall find, I
think, that this failure to see the difference between written and oral verse
was the greatest single obstacle to our understanding of Homer, we shall cease
to be puzzled by much, we shall no longer look for much that Homer would
never have thought of saying, and above all, we shall find that many, if not
most of the questions we were asking, were not the right ones to ask” (MHV
269). Cf. also Lord, “Homer as Oral Poet” 46 and Fenik, Studies in the Odyssey
133-136.
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attained through these conventions rather than in spite of
them.66

Since Parry, many scholars have demonstrated that, although Homer worked
with traditional units of composition that covered all aspects of his poetry
from the level of noun-epithet combinations to large-scale story patterns, he,
in fact, possessed infinite freedom in his selection and deployment of these
units. Once again, Bowra saw this long ago when he wrote that, “though oral
poetry has its strict conventions, within them it allows a certain freedom to
its practitioners. They are expected to keep the main outline of a story, but
they are free to include what details they choose and even to change the
whole temper of its events.”67

Lord, like Parry, witnessed the phenomenon of originality within a
highly regulated system of composition first hand. From his research on the

Yugoslav oral tradition, he concluded that

the oral poet has a great degree of freedom in the
construction of his song, if he wished to be creative and to
make use of that freedom. ... On both the formulaic and
the thematic level, then, the oral technique not only
allows freedom for change and creation but aids in
providing the means by which the singer may exercise his
creative imagination if he so desires. His medium is not
so restrictive that he is stifled by his tradition. An oral
poet can be creative to whatever degree his inspiration
moves him and his mastery of technique permits.68

In his obituary article on Avdo Mededovic, Lord recounts how, in 1935,
Parry had Avdo listen to another singer perform a song which Avdo had

never before heard. The song, when finished, amounted to 2,294 lines. Parry

66Irving, “What to do with old kings” 259-260. Also quoted in Foley, IA

67Bowra, “Composition” 39.
68Lord, “Homer’s Originality: Oral Dictated Texts” 128.
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then asked Avdo if he could sing the same song, perhaps even improve upon
it. He agreed, “and the pupil’s version of the tale reached 6,313 lines, nearly
three times the length of his ‘original’ on the first hearing!”%® Avdo’s
method, as that of his fellow singers, was expansion of the song through
“ornamentation,” that is the addition of detailed descriptions of heroes,
horses, or journeys, the insertion of speeches, digressions, and new narrative
details:

Avdo has culled his ‘ornaments,” as he himself called
them, from all the singers whom he heard. But he did
not stop there. He admitted that he thought up some of
them himself; and this is true. He told me once that he
“saw in his mind every piece of trapping which he put on
a horse.” He visualized the scene or the action, and from
that mental image he formed a verbal reflection in his
song. Avdo’s songs are living proof that the best oral epic
singers are original poets working within the tradition in
the traditional manner.70

Nagler was perhaps the first Homerist to devote a whole book to the
study of originality in the traditional medium of oral poetry in Spontaneity
and Tradition: A Study in the Oral Art of Homer. His focus is on the epithet
and the story pattern and not characterization per se; however, his comments
on myth, and by extension, the figures of myth, indicate that in the area of
characterization the poet of the Iliad inherits traditional characters and adapts

them for his specific narrative purposes:

There was no fixed form of the myth from which the oral
bards (or, for that matter, the fifth century tragedians)
departed, any more than there were fixed phrases or fixed
themes. All these existed in the minds of the bearers of
the tradition in the abstract form of general ideas, which

69Lord, “Avdo Mededovic, Guslar” 327. Cf. also Lord, ST 78-79.
70Lord, “Avdo Mededovic, Guslar” 323-324.



the poets realized when and in the particular ways in
which they needed them, thereby enriching the tradition
by making available to it their own associative pathways,
their own experiments in usage and meaning.”1

The oral poet inherits traditional stories and characters, the outlines of
both being only generally drawn. The individual poet is able, by bringing to
these stories and their characters his “own associative pathways” and
“experiments in usage and meaning,” to create something new each time he
sings. Foley examines this phenomenon by focusing on one hero who
appears frequently in Serbo-Croatian epic. Mustabeg is one of the great heroes
of this tradition, “a curiously ambiguous character, one who leads the favored
Turks and yet may turn treasonous at any moment.”72 In one story, for
example, he refuses to open the city gates to a fellow Turk, the main character
of the story, who is being pursued by the Christians, and is subsequently
captured and imprisoned. The audience expects such double-dealing from
Mustabeg because they have heard other stories in which his actions are also

questionable. Foley concludes that

Mustabeg lives not as a original creation in this or that
special situation, not even as a generic character simply
imported from one situation to another, but as a fully
formed, multidimensional actor in a composite drama
much larger and more involved than any single scene.
The tremendous advantage of characterization in such a
medium stems from the metonymic resonance of the
idiom: far from being a prisoner of a repetitive,
mechanical style, the poet can summon heroes who live
not in this or that situation or story only but in the
narrative tradition as a whole. To the single, present
situation such a character brings a lifetime of
achievement, reputation — perhaps even ignominy; in

7INagler, S&T 25.
72Foley, IA 18.
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short, he brings the heroic personality developed in all the
stories in which he appears, the personality given him by
- the tradition.”3

The tradition, that is to say all the stories in which a particular figure appears,
gives the audience and the poet a general picture within which the poet is
free to characterize that figure in accordance with his larger narrative aims.

The starting point, therefore, for a particular character portrait in a
particular poem lies in the general personality, to use Foley’s term, that all the
stories in which that figure appears have given him. How, then, does the
poet adapt this general personality to create a character who lives in a specific
poem, as opposed to a figure in a tradition?

Collins, for one, argues that characterization in the Homeric poems is
achieved by adapting traditional figures to the specific ethical standards which
are most prominent in a given poem. For example, the tradition provides
Helen with her association with Aphrodite and Achilles with his pre-
eminence as a warrior. However, it is the particular ethical framework of the
Iliad which celebrates the warrior and trivializes Aphrodite.74 How this

ethical framework influences characterization is the focus of Collins’ study:

It remains then to apply the study of ethical systems and
the institutions they legitimate within the poems to the
primary purpose of elucidating the presentation of
characters — characters who are also playing roles defined
to some extent by tradition, and thus precede and are
partly independent of the ethical system of the narrative
which presents them. In other words, what we will be
examining largely is the interaction of a character — partly

73Foley, IA 18; cf. also Lord, “The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero” 19-
21.
74Collins 14.



defined by a larger received tradition — with the ethics of
a particular poem.”>

The great value of Collins” work, like that of Foley and Nagler, lies in her
attempt to create a method by which we can see the difference between what
is traditional and what is unique to a specific poem. The key lies in
recognizing that any poem is ultimately one “particular realization of the
tradition which might not be shared by the tradition in general.”76 The result
of such a study, one hopes, will be a further elucidation of the way in which
the poet of the Iliad, to paraphrase Irving, composes through and not in spite
of the limitations imposed by his tradition.

The approach of using ethics to determine what may be specifically
“Tliadic” in Homer’s presentation of traditional figures is also the one
favoured by Christopher Gill in the introductory essay to a book devoted to
the study of characterization in Greek literature. He defines character as

follows:

I have associated the term “character” with the process of
making moral judgements; and I have taken this process
to involve (i) placing people in a determinate ethical
framework and (ii) treating them as psychological and
moral “agents”, that is, as the originators of intentional
actions for which they are normally held responsible and
which are treated as indexes of goodness or badness of
character.”?

Gill illustrates what he means by this definition with reference to the
Odyssey, a poem which he argues “typically presents its figures as agents who

show their (ethical) character by their considered responses to certain key

75Collins 18.
76Collins 19.
77Gill 2.
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situations, in which a clear choice of action is demanded of them. This
presentation is exemplified above all in Odysseus’ recurrent, and often noted,
role as ‘testing’ those he encounters, so as to judge, by their responses,
whether they are ‘violent, savage, and unjust or hospitable and godly in their
mind (vodg)’.”78 Like Odysseus, the audience or the critic must pay attention
to significant “character-markers” in order to form a picture of the figures
they encounter. These include “character-indicating speeches and actions by
the relevant figures and significant statements about them by the narrator
and other figures.”7? In this way, both Odysseus and the audience are able to
determine the nature of an individual’s character. For the poet,
characterization is achieved by a figure’s behaviour within the ethical
framework of his poem. This situation, though perhaps a more prominent
part of the Odyssey, is equally discernible in the Iliad, not least of all, as we

shall see, with regard to Paris.

har ization of Paris in Iliad 3
In recent years there have been several detailed studies of the
characterization of Paris in the Iliad. All of these attempt to place Paris within
an ethical framework deemed to be at the heart of the poem. Within this
framework, he functions as the antihero, the antithesis of the Iliad’s heroic
values, and the figure who, by his deviation from and rejection of these

values, puts them in sharp relief for the audience.

78Gill 9. Cf. Od. 6.120-121, 9.175-176, 13.201-202.
79Gill 7.



A. Aphrodite’s Favourite
Collins sees in the Iliad two opposing ethical systems, one is néAepog-

centred, the other €pwc-centred. The Iliad valorizes the former, and the
majority of its heroes conform to its values, or rather are characterized
favourably with regard to this system. The second one is presided over by
Aphrodite, and the poet characterizes Aphrodite’s favourites, Helen and
Paris, with regard to its values. For Paris, tension is created because he is a
warrior, while Aphrodite is a goddess who the poet of the Iliad asserts has no
place on the battlefield. In other words, in the Iliad, épwg and ndéAepog are
delineated as separate and opposing spheres.80 Zeus defines Aphrodite’s
sphere of influence as ipepdevta ... €pyo. ydpoto, and sets this in opposition to
noAepnia épya, which are governed by Ares and Athena:

ot toy, téxvov £udv, dédotar noAeunia Epya,

QAL 6 ¥ IEpOEVTO HETEPYED EpYa YALLOL0,

tobta 8 “Apni Bod xai 'ABvn ndvto peAfoer.
(5.428-430)

Diomedes, upon seeing Aphrodite on the battlefield, knows her to be an
dvadxig Bedg and not one of those goddesses who marshal men in battle, like
Athene and Enyo (5.331-533). After wounding her, he tells her to stay out of
the fighting, that her place is to deceive yuvaixog avéAxidog (348-351).
Because Paris is the favourite of Aphrodite and even endowed with
her gifts, as Hector tells us, his status as a warrior is compromised from the
start. For, as Boedeker says, in the Iliad, “Aphrodite is represented as an

effeminate and debasing love goddess.”81 Homer emphasizes throughout

80Collins 36-38.
81Boedeker 35. It is curious that in the Iliad, Aeneas is not likewise
characterized as Aphrodite’s favourite. He, unlike Paris, is one of the Trojans’

(cont.)
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Book 3 his status as Aphrodite’s favourite. Hector, who is the first to address
Paris, stresses repeatedly his good looks and his seductiveness. Aphrodite,
too, when she describes for Helen how he looks waiting for her in their
bedroom, stresses his beauty and desirability. Book 3 ends with the clearest
possible contrast between £pwg and néAepog as Paris makes love to Helen while
Menelaus searches in vain for him on the battlefield. It is also worth noting
that Paris is the only hero in the Iliad who is shown engaging in sexual

intercourse, in the day-time no less.82 This distinction seems purposely

most important fighters, and the poet appears to go to some length in
distancing him from his mother in this regard. She does rescue him when he
is injured by Diomedes (5.311ff.). But notice how different this passage is
from the one in Book 3 where she alone saves Paris. Here, Apollo completes
the rescue after Diomedes wounds Aphrodite (343-346), and Leto and Artemis
heal his wound (447-448). Moreover, when Aeneas is about to meet Achilles
in battle, it is not Aphrodite, but Poseidon, a god normally opposed to the
Trojan cause who rescues Aeneas (20.288ff.). The passage in Book 5 is the
only place in the Iliad where Aeneas comes into contact with his mother.
Therefore, I cannot agree with Slatkin that Aeneas’ heroism, like that of Paris
is, “from an epic standpoint, permanently compromised,” because he is
Aphrodite’s beneficiary (43, n. 30; cf. also Frohder 254-255). Aeneas is
traditionally the son of Aphrodite, but, in the Iliad, he does not particularly
benefit from this status (less certainly than Achilles does, as the son of Thetis),
nor is he presented as her particular favourite; that status is reserved for Paris
and Helen. The result is that Aeneas’ heroism, in spite of his potentially
problematic parentage, is not compromised.

82Cf, Plutarch’s comments: 008éva y&p dAAov avBpanwv Nuépag
GUYKOLLMUEVOV Yuvauki Tomoog i 1oV dkdAactov xal porikov év aloyvvy SfiAdg
éott xai yoye nBéuevog Thv Torodtnv axpaciov (De Audiendis Poetis 3=18F):
“For since the poet represents no other save this licentious and adulterous
man as dallying with a woman in the daytime, it is clear that he classes such
sensuality as a shame and reproach” (F. Cole, trans., Plutarch, Moralia, vol. 1,
97).
Also: Ernerta 8¢ xod 6 TornThg TdV fipdev olite youerd Twva ped’ fuépav obre
noAAokidt svykatéxkAvey TAfy fi tov [Tdpv Spaneteboavta totong kataduouevov
elg Tog xOATOVE ThHG Yuvakdg, g 008 &vdpdg GAAL potxol Avecidvtog ovoav T
ueBnuepviy dxpaciav (Quaestionum Convivalium iii,6=655A): “Then the poet

(cont.)
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reserved for him to emphasize his proximity to Aphrodite. In Book 6, Hector
must come to retrieve Paris who is still at home in his bedroom with his
wife. Even during Paris’ greatest moment on the battlefield, when he
wounds Diomedes in Book 11, the poet stresses his connection with
Aphrodite. Diomedes belittles him by remarking on his physical beauty (385-
395) and claiming that the wound he has just received is inconsequential.83
Thus, in his most significant appearances in the Iliad, Paris is consistently
associated with Aphrodite.8¢ This association is always seen to be
inappropriate and unheroic because Aphrodite is portrayed as being

ineffectual on the battlefield. And it is precisely in his capacity as a warrior

too puts none of his heroes to bed during the day either with wife or with
mistress, except when he represented Paris slinking off to his wife’s bosom
after he had run away from his post, as much to say that the incontinence of
day-time love-making is no part of an honest husband’s behaviour but a mad
adulterer’s” (P. Clement, trans., Plutarch, Moralia vol. 8, 255).

83Cf. Stanley 133, who calls Paris in this scene a “superannuated
Cupid,” picking up on this connection with Aphrodite. According to
Muellner (The Meaning of Homeric eUyouai91), Diomedes stresses that Paris’
use of the bow is a sign of his “effeminate, cowardly fear of manly,
competitive single combat until death.” Cf. also Whitman, HHT 129. The
use of the bow as a sign of effeminacy or cowardliness is, of course,
questionable, as the examples of Odysseus, Heracles, and Philoctetes — all
warriors connected with the Trojan cycle — demonstrate. The use of the bow
as a hero’s weapon will be discussed in more detail in chapter 4.

84Cf. further Muellner, “Cranes and Pygmies” 80-88, who examines the
imagery of dancing which is developed around Paris in Book 3, for example,
in Hector’s reproach and in Aphrodite’s description of him to Helen. He
demonstrates that the dance is particularly associated with Aphrodite as the
“traditional locale for the seduction of nubile adolescent virgins in epic and
in cult myths” (80). As such, this imagery further emphasizes the poet’s
unheroic characterization of Paris as Aphrodite’s favourite. Of Hector’s
reproach at 3.54-57, Muellner says, “[t]he lyre, Aphrodite’s gifts, sensual beauty
— these attributes of the dancer are also the tokens of his inadequacy in war”
(88). Cf. also Schadewaldt, Von Homers Welt und Werk 62-65; on dancing
and its connections with Aphrodite, cf. Boedeker 43-63.



49

fighting on behalf of a besieged city that Homer chooses to remind his
audience that Paris is Aphrodite’s favourite. The audience, therefore, sees
Paris as an ineffectual warrior because the poet explicitly characterizes him in
this way.

Hélene Monsacré, in her study of the role of Aphrodite in the military

world of the Iliad, comes to much the same conclusion:

On voudrait, en effet, montrer qu’il existe une corrélation
entre la fureur guerriére et l’éloignement d’Aphdrodite,
que la lacheté s’accompagne de et se définit par une
excessive proximité avec le monde de la déesse, voire une
immersion dans ce monde.85

Moreover, the inappropriateness of a warrior’s closeness with this goddess is

na

especially pronounced in the situation which is at the heart of the Iliad: “étre,
pendant le siége d’une ville, a distance ou a proximité du- «monde»
d’Aphrodite est un critére de qualification guerriére.”86 For proximity to
Aphrodite results in the warrior’s removal from the battlefield, from the
defense of his city. This is precisely what happens to Paris. He is the only
hero in the Iliad who in broad daylight is seen away from the fighting in his

bedroom.8” Hector, by contrast, is seen in the city only on a mission of direct

85Monsacré 41

86Monsacré 41.

87A possible exception is Meleager who is in his 8GAapog with his wife
(9.556, 565, 588), and may also be engaging in sexual intercourse with her, as
napxatéhexto (9.565) suggests. Achilles, who of course has no 8aAapog at Troy,
is consistently said to be beside his ships or in his tent (1.329, 2.688ff., 4.513,
7.229-230, 9.186-187). He too may be making love with a woman at 9.664,
though the presence of Patroclus is odd. This may be a feature of the wrath
and withdrawal story pattern (discussed in detail in chapter 4), in which the
angry warrior withdraws to his own quarters, where his wife, if he has one or
if she has not been taken from him, naturally would be. The difference
between Paris, on the one hand, and Meleager and Achilles, on the other, is,

(cont.)
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military importance, and when he takes advantage of being there to see his
wife, the poet is careful not to set this meeting in their bedroom.
Paris, on the other hand, forfeits all claim to heroic reputation because

of his association with Aphrodite:

C’est parce que Péris est totalement sous l'emprise

d’Aphrodite, qu’il en est comme son émanation, qu’il est

impropre a 'activité masculine par excellence: la guerre

qui assure, par les exploits qu’elle exige, une gloire

impérissable.88

Otto Lendle examines in more detail than either Collins or Monsacré

how the poet creates and exploits the tension that exists between Paris’ roles
as a warrior and as Aphrodite’s favourite. He too sees Paris characterized
primarily by his association with this goddess.8? The poet creates this picture
by consciously and systematically setting him up as a great hero when we first
meet him in Book 3 and then destroying that heroism. We first see Paris
issuing a challenge to single combat, with a bravado appropriate to a hero,
and as Hector will also do later on (7.73-91); but all too quickly, he retreats in
fear when an antagonist steps forward. When he finally agrees to fulfill his
challenge, the poet gives him an arming scene, which raises expectations of
glorious exploits to come, perhaps even a full-fledged aristeia, as is normal
after such a scene. His subsequent performance is miserable, and right when

he should be proving his heroism, the poet introduces his protector, the most

unheroic of the major Olympians:

however, striking in that Paris openly expresses his desire for Helen and
fulfills it (3.438ff.).

88Monsacré 48.

89Lendle 67: “Paris wird uns immer deutlicher als ein Mann
vorgestellt, der vollstindig und widerstandlos und mit klarem Bewufitsein
von Aphrodite abhingig ist.”
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Um dieses Bild in aller Deutlichkeit zu gewinnen, wird
der Held Paris ... systematisch vernichtet. Es kam dem
Dichter hier am Beginn des Epos offenbar ganz
iiberwiegend darauf an, seine Hérer mit der dimonischen
Liebeskraft und Leibesbesessenheit dieses Mannes
vertraut zu machen.9¢

For Lendle, when Paris goes to bed with Helen when he should be on the
battlefield, the poet’s destruction of his heroism is complete. All this is
accomplished by the end of the third book, in the course of Paris’ first
appearance in the Iliad.?1

Paris is characterized, then, first and foremost by his association with
Aphrodite. This places him within an ethical framework which is trivialized
in the Iliad and set up in opposition to the poem’s dominant ethical
framework, that of the warrior, and, therefore, results in the negative picture
which so many readers and critics of the poem have formed of him. Homer’s
characterization, however, achieves a certain complexity, as we have seen,

because Paris does occupy the inherently paradoxical role of Aphrodite’s

90Lendle 67.

91Muellner sees a similar development in the characterization of Paris
from the beginning to the end of Book 3. Hector’s purpose in reproaching
Paris is to shame him out of “his dancer’s identity,” that is out of the realm of
Aphrodite, and into that of a fighter. Paris tries, but fails miserably. “At the
end of Book 3 Paris is what he was at the beginning. He has failed to respond
to Hector’s challenge that he shed his dancer’s identity and become a fighter.
So the dancer’s single combat ends with a seduction, not a victory or even a
defeat” (“Cranes and Pygmies” 89). Meltzer (273) also observes the ways in
which Paris’ boldness at the beginning of Book 3 and his arming scene raise
expectations for an important encounter. The duel, however, turns out to be
anticlimactic: “no one gets hurt and nothing is decided in a combat which was
to be decisive.” Monsacré (47) too notes the difference between Paris’
appearance and his performance here in Book 3. In this regard she likens
him to Pandora, for both possess “un exterieur tout de beauté et de séduction,
une apparence trompeuse qui cache un dedans nefaste et rusé.”
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warrior. This role brings him into contact with Menelaus, the other hero at
the centre of the whole conflict, with his wife, another favourite of
Aphrodite, and with his brother, the principal warrior fighting for the defense
of Troy.

B. Paris and Menelaus

One of the most striking ways in which Paris is characterized in Book 3
is through his epithets — striking because Parry asserted that this should not
be so, that, in fact, it is a fallacy to look “to a hero’s epithets for a résumé of his
character. Even among the 40 distinctive epithets for heroes, few refer
specifically to their persons. We learn the characters of the men and women
on the Iliad and Odyssey not from epithets but from what they do and from
what they say.”92 He asserted that “the essential idea of the words ... ToAdtAag
Slog "0Odvooetc is ‘Odysseus,”” even though noAdtAag is used only of
Odysseus.?3 Distinctive epithets, ones that appear with the name of one hero
only, like noAdtAag and roAtuntig of Odysseus “tell us that he was a man of
extraordinary ingenuity and that in the course of his life he experienced
extraordinary suffering.”?¢ Parry, however, believed that neither poet nor
audience would have expected that the specific meaning of these epithets
would be realized in any given poetic context. They knew Odysseus to be
clever and long-suffering; thus, these epithets defined his traditional
character, but they did little else. For the poet, roAbtAag and moAduntig are

chosen because they fulfill metrical needs in a specific part of the hexameter

92Parry, MHV 152.
9Parry, MHV 13-14.
%4Parry, MHV 145.
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line; therefore, “long-suffering Odysseus” and “crafty Odysseus” both mean
simply “Odysseus.” The same is true of the audience because they have heard
epithets used in this strictly ornamental way so many times that they cease to
hear any particular meaning in them.%5

For Parry, generic epithets, ones used of more than one hero, have
even less meaning than distinctive ones. Distinctive epithets at least define
the traditional character of a figure, even if they do not realize that meaning
in a specific context; generic epithets merely tell us that their recipients exist
in an oral epic tradition. In this regard, the generic epithet is for Parry the
fullest realization of the fixed and ornamental, that is metrically determined,
epithet:

The fixed epithet then adds to the combination of
substantive and epithet an element of nobility and
grandeur, but no more than that. Its sole effect is to form
with its substantive a heroic expression of the idea of that
substantive.%6

Thus, nroAiropBog indicates “a man, who being a hero, was capable of sacking
cities”; xpeiwv, “a man who reigns, like other heroes”; and Bonv dyaB6c, “good
at the war-cry as ordinary men are not.”%7 In his application of epithets to all
manner of nouns, not just heroes” names, “Homer sacrificed precision of
thought to ease of versification.”98

Since the early 1960s, scholars have increasingly questioned the

absolute distinction between versification and precision of thought which

95Parry, MHV 139-141.
9%Parry, MHV 127.
97Parry, MHV 146.
%8Parry, MHV 138.



Parry championed.?® They concede that in the majority of cases epithets
appear to be used in a purely ornamental way; this does not, however, mean
that a given epithet, used ornamentally most of the time, could not be
particular on occasion. It does not necessarily follow, as Parry asserted, that,
because versification plays a role in the choice of epithets, that it plays the
only role. _

At the very least, all epithets, generic and distinctive, must be true to
character, that is, they must accurately describe the figures to which they are
applied, even if each occurrence of a given epithet is not directly relevant to
the immediate context. Epithets must always provide an accurate résumé of
traditional character, even if they do not illuminate the specific
characterization of traditional figures at a given moment in a poem. As

Lowenstam concludes:

Parry overstated his case when he suggested that the poet
and audience were indifferent to the particular meaning
of a fixed, traditional epithet. Rather, they expected the
generic epithet genuinely to reflect a regular quality in the
genus even if it was absent in the particular case
involved.100

Such studies have demonstrated that the exigencies of versification must
accommodate, at the very least, traditional representations of characters in

each occurrence of an epithet.

99Cf., for example, Whallon, “The Homeric Epithets” 135-142; Austin,
Archery 11-80, esp. 74-79; Heubeck, Die Homerische Frage 138-152; A. Parry,
“Language and Characterization” 1-22, esp. 5-9; Fenik, Studies in the Odyssey
136-141; Kullmann, “Zur Methode der Neoanalyse” 14-16; and Sacks, The
Traditional Phrase 106-107, 201-211.

100Lowenstam, The Death of Patroclus 16; cf. 1-17 for a full discussion,
as well as Whallon, Formula, Character, and Context 1-70 and A. Amory
Parry 162-167.
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If generic epithets can be seen as indicators of traditional
characterization, then it is conceivable that the poet could use them in a
particular way, as a means of negotiating meaning in a specific piece of
narrative. As Adam Parry says, “epithets ..., however convenient metrically
and however often repeated, can have the kind of meaning we naturally find
in them, can help to define the characters and to tell the story that depends on
those characters.”101 Tsagarakis, for example, looks at those two epithets,
noAOtAag and roAduntic, which Parry asserted mean nothing more than
Odysseus when they occur with their substantive. He demonstrates that in
many cases, in both the Iliad and Odyssey, the poet’s choice of epithet depends
precisely on the suitability to the context of the particular aspect of Odysseus’
traditional character that each epithet denotes. Epithet and noun do not only
and always mean “Odysseus”; they can also refer to and emphasize the hero’s
intelligence or his suffering in a way that is discernibly relevant to the
context.102

Similarly, at the beginning of Iliad 3, when Paris is introduced, his
epithets play an important part in both his characterization and in the
immediate context.103 At line 16, he first appears as "AAéEav8pog Beoerdiic,

101A. Parry, “Language and Characterization” 5; cf. also A. Amory Parry
(163-164) on such generic epithets as peyaAftop, paidipog, &yoBos, and dlog: “all
these epithets glorify warriors and can therefore be used interchangeably as
the metre demands or as a desire for variety suggests, but that is not to say
either that they are exactly synonymous or that they are so vague in meaning
as to have no relation at all to the context.”

102Tsagarakis, Form and Content 34-42.

103Paris is more frequently referred to as Alexandros (45 times; Paris, 13
times, including Dusparis, twice). In Book 3, he is called Paris only three
times; therefore, it is the noun-epithet combinations for Alexandros that
concern us here. The questions surrounding the two names will be dealt
with in Chapter 2.
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issuing a challenge to single combat. 'Apnigilog MevéAaog takes note of him
(21), and is compared to a lion overjoyed at coming across a carcass: &g te Aéav
éxépn ... B éxdpn Mevéhoog "AAéEavdpov Beoerdéa ... 1ddv (23-28). Then
'AAEEavSpog Beoe1dng notices Menelaus (30), is frightened (xatanAfyn gidov
ftop, 31) and retreats in order to avoid death (xfip’ dAeeivev, 32). Just as a man
is frightened and retreats when he sees a snake, so does godlike Alexander
retreat in fear before Atreus’ son (8eicag *Atpéog viov "AAéEavdpog Beoerdrig, 37).

Hector then abuses his brother for this show of cowardice: he was brave
enough once to abduct a beautiful foreign woman; why does he not now
stand up to her husband, apnigilov Mevéiaov (52)? 'AAéEavdpog Beoerdiig
replies (58), agreeing to fight dpnipithov Mevélaov (69). Hector announces to
both sides that Paris will meet &pnigidov MevéAaov in single combat (90).
Menelaus accepts, and the scene ends as preparations for the duel begin.

Iris summons Helen to watch the duel between 'AAL£Eavdpog kot
apnigilog Mevéloog (136). Helen goes to the Trojan wall, where she identifies
the Greek leaders for the elders. Antenor recalls how Odysseus came on an
embassy cbv &pnipile Mevehdao (206). Helen recalls how apnipihog MevéAaog
often entertained Idomeneus (232). Presently, a herald arrives to bring Priam
to the battlefield for the cath-swearing before the duel between 'AAéEavdpog
xai &pnieihog Mevédaog (253). When his task is completed Priam leaves the
battlefield because he cannot bear to watch his son fight warlike Menelaus (o9
7w TAGON’ ... opacBon / popvapevoy pidov viov &pnigile Meveldw, 306-307).

After the inconclusive duel, Paris sits in his bedroom and Menelaus is
still on the battlefield. Helen taunts Paris, saying that he used to boast that he
was a better warrior than &pnigilov MeveAdov (430). That being the case, he
should go right now and summon dpnigidov MevéAaov to fight (432).
Meanwhile, Menelaus, like a wild beast (Bnpi £oixac, 449), searches for
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"AAéEavdpov Beoerdéa (450). None of the Trojans, however, could point him
out to warlike Menelaus (0¥ tig dOvarto ... / del€on 'AAéEavSpov 16T dpnipile
Meveldo, 451-452). The book ends with Agamemnon declaring warlike
Menelaus the victor (vixn pev 61 paiver’ apnipidov MeveAddov, 457).

The concentrated use of these two epithet, 8eoe18tig for Paris and
apnipirog for Menelaus, and their consistent juxtaposition is remarkable and
alone suggestes that the poet achieved this precisely in order to characterize
the two men in the specific context of their duel. 8eoeidnic is used 6 times of
Alexandros in this book out of a total of 12 occurrences in the whole poem.
This is not surprising, given that Paris’ most extended appearance is here in
Book 3. Menelaus, however, is described as &pnipidog 13 times in this book.
The epithet is used of him only 6 times in the rest of the poem.10¢ In addition
to his prominence in Book 3, he plays a major role in Book 4, when Pandarus
wounds him, and in Book 17, in the fight over Patroclus’ corpse. He appears
frequently on the battlefield, in Books 6, 7, 8, 11, 13, 15, and 16. He takes part
in the council in Book 10; he figures prominently in the chariot race during
the funeral games for Patroclus in Book 23. His system of epithets is
extensive, with three others besides &pnipidog frequently used: Bonv dyaBég (18
times), EavBd¢ (16 times), and &pniog (9 times).105 That 13 out of 19

104Both Beoe1diic and dpnigihog are generic epithets. Beoeidig , in the
Iliad, is used of Priam (9 times, Book 24 only) and once each of six heroes
(Polyxeinus, Ascanius, Deiphobus, Arytus, Chromius, and Neoptolemus); in
the Odyssey, it is applied to Telemachus (6 times), Theoclymenus (5 times),
Eurymachus (twice), and once each to Alcinous, Antinous, Eurylochus, and
Nausithous. &pnipiAiog occurs less frequently. In the Iliad, it describes the
Achaeans four times and is used once each of Achilles, Meleager, and
Lycomedes. In the Odyssey, it is used once, of Menelaus.

105In addition, we find Awtpegng (8 times), xvddApoc (7 times),
Sovpixiertog (4 times), ayaxieng (twice), and ayaBdg, aidoiog, dpdpwv, dvat, and

(cont.)
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occurrences of &pnigihog are confined to Book 3 becomes more remarkable
when we consider that only one occurrence out of 18 of Bofyv &yo8dg, 2 out of
16 of EavB4c, and 1 out of 9 of &pfiiiog occur in this book. None of his nine
other epithets appear in this book. Thus, many epithets exist which the poet
could have made greater use of in Book 3; instead apnipiiog, out of all
Menelaus’ epithets, appears to have been singled out for use in this book
compared to its relative infrequency elsewhere.

The most noteworthy comparison, however, is between Menelaus’ two
most common epithets: dpnipirog used 13 times in Book 3; Bonv dyaB4¢ once,
but 17 times elsewhere. This becomes more striking because Bofiv dya8dg
Mevélaog and dpnigilog Mevédaog are metrical equivalents occupying the
space from the tritotrochaic caesura to the line end. Parry himself conceded
that in such cases reasons other than those of metrical convenience may

dictate the poet’s choice of epithet:

When we find two or even more epithets or noun-epithet
formulae of the same metre used with the same
substantive, we can sometimes see that the poet is
deliberately choosing a particular word in view of the
immediate context. It was when the poet wanted to
include an adjective for its sense rather than for its
convenience that the influence of metre ceased to dictate
the use of an epithet of a given measure, and the poet
chose another, even though it duplicated that measure.
Consequently, we can regard the repetition of metrical
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quantities as a sign that the epithet has been used to
complete the meaning of the sentence.106

In the case of Pofiv &yaBdg and dpnieihog, because one begins with a
consonant and the other with a vowel, in practice they only become metrical
equivalents when the preceding word can end with a moveable nu. In the
whole poem this occurs 15 times for Menelaus with these two epithets. But,
as we are concerned here only with the possibility of a particular use of
apnigidog in Book 3, only its three occurrences in this book will be examined.

At 3.21, Menelaus is introduced: tov 8’ dg odv événoev dpnigriog
Mevédaoc. Here the poet could just as easily have used Bonv ayo86g. But, by
adding moveable nu, Menelaus’ first epithet becomes &pnipirog, and in a line
in which the pronoun refers to Paris, who five lines earlier had been
introduced as Beoe1dig. Thus a contrast between the two men is immediately
set up through their epithets.

At 3.232, Helen says that Menelaus frequently entertained Idomeneus:
noAAdxt v Eeivicoev dpnipihog Mevélaog. In this case, one cannot point to a
possible contrast between epithets for Paris and Menelaus, as in the previous
example. Instead, the selection of &pnigidog over Bofv dyaBdg appears to be
consistent with a general preference for the former in this book. One also
observes that Helen never refers to Menelaus as Boniv dyaB6g, but uses

apnigiioc at 3.430 and 432.

ipBrpog (once each). None of these is distinctive. The noun-epithet system for
"ALEEavpoc is less extensive. It will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.
Besides Oeoe181ic, he receives 81o¢ (4 times), Baciretc (once), and “EAévng nooig
nvxopoto (4 times). The name Paris receives no epithets other than viog
[Mpraporo (once).

106Parry, MHV 155.
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At 3.96-110, Menelaus accepts Paris’ challenge to fight in single combat.
His speech’s introductory verse contains the one use of Bofiv ayaf6¢ in Book 3:
toion 8¢ xai petéewne Ponv dyaBoc Mevédaog (96). If the duel is to be fought
specifically between Beoeidfi¢ Alexander and &pnigihog Menelaus, why did the
poet not use &pnipihog here, at the moment when Menelaus agrees to fight,
when the evidence suggests that he could have done so? When we examine
all other occurrences of petéeine(v) in Homer before the tritotrochaic caesura,
there is not one instance in which the verb occurs before a clear vowel.107 In
this position petéeine(v) is regularly followed by an epithet beginning with a
consonant. This suggests that the presence of Bofiv &yofd¢ here is determined
by the choice of verb preceding it; therefore, one cannot argue for a particular
use of the one appearance of Bofv dyoB6¢ in Book 3. As Parry said, metrical
equivalence is a sign not a proof of particular use of epithets. Other factors
than context may have determined which epithet is used, as appears to be the
case here.108 The presence of moveable nu on two occasions in Book 3 allows
us to argue for a particular use of épnipidog. This, coupled with the density of
usage it receives in this book, strengthens the case that context is the
determining factor in the overall application of this epithet to Menelaus here.

The case is further strengthened when we consider that Diomedes,
whose name in the nominative and the accusative is of the same metrical

shape as Menelaus’, also receives the epithet fonv dya86c in the same part of

107The anomalies are petéewnev &vo avdpdv "Ayoucuvev (Iliad, 3 times)
and t0ig 8’ 'Ayélewg petéewnev, €nog naviesot meavexwv (Odyssey, twice). Both
instances are curious because the failure to observe digamma before é&vag and
énog makes moveable nu necessary, whereas, if digamma were observed, as it

commonly is, moveable nu would not be present.
108Parry, MHV 155 and 173-190.



61

the line as Menelaus does, from the tritotrochaic caesura to the line end.
Moreover, he has two metrically equivalent epithets which can take the place
of Botv &yaB6g in this position in the line. At 4.365, we read: gbpe d& Tvdéog
vidv DrépBunov Atopdea ; at 5.376: odtd pe Todéog vidg drépbuuog Aoptidng and at
5.881: 7 vdv Tvdéog viov repoiadov Aropfidea.1®® Thus, both Menelaus and
Diomedes have metrical equivalents to a noun-epithet formula which they
share and which is frequently used of both heroes. However, the metrical
equivalents to the noun-epithet formulae for Bonv &yaB6c Menelaus and
Diomedes are interchangeable. In other words, we never encounter dpnieriog
Arophdng or brépBupog Mevéhaog. This suggests that apnigiiog, though a generic
epithet, appears in the Iliad to be reserved largely for Menelaus. It is only
used once each of three other heroes and seems to be purposely avoided with

the name Diomedes.110

109The metrically equivalent epithets in these three passages all appear
to be particular. The presence of Tydeus implies a comparison between the
father and his high-spirited or overweening son. In the Epipoleisis at 4.365ff.,
Agamemnon explicitly and unfavourably compares Diomedes to his father.
The two other instances involve first Aphrodite and then Ares complaining
to Zeus about their injuries at the hands of Diomedes, a context which surely
justifies calling Diomedes brépBupoc or drepeiorog. Oddly, Kirk finds the first
occurrence of drépBupoc unremarkable (Comm. I, 367), but the second one
“especially appropriate to Diomedes here” (Comm. II, 100).

110Parry denies that a generic epithet used frequently of one hero and
only occasionally of others can take on a distinctive force. The fact that an
epithet is used of other heroes, however infrequently in the Iliad or the
Odyssey, indicates that it was chosen for metrical reasons and was probably
used commonly and indiscriminately (that is, ornamentally) in the tradition
as a whole (MHV 148-149). But Parry’s reasoning is not sound here; because
versification plays a role and because an epithet may be more widely used in
the tradition as a whole does not mean that a poet could not use a generic
epithet frequently of only one hero in order to associate the quality contained
in the epithet with that hero in a particular poem. Contrary to what Parry
says, ntokinopBog used of Odysseus in the Odyssey can surely mean “the sacker

(cont.)
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The evidence, therefore, suggests that dpnigihog is used in a
concentrated and virtually exclusive way that points to a particular use of this
epithet to describe Menelaus in Book 3 The fact that he has an extensive
system of noun-epithet formulae in the Iliad which is largely absent in Book
3, that dpnipihog appears to be reserved almost exclusively for him, and that
he has a metrically equivalent epithet which occurs frequently elsewhere but
only once in this book all support this conclusion.

The poet uses apnipiiog at the beginning of Book 3 as a contrast to Paris’
epithet Beoe1dnic. In the first scene, up to line 110, Beoe1dng describes Paris five
times and &pnigthog describes Menelaus four times. 6eoe1di¢ draws attention
to Paris’ beautiful physical appearance. Hector calls him &i8og &piote (39) and
says that the Achaeans think him the Trojans’ best fighter ofvexa xaAdv &idog
én’ (44-45); Aphrodite stresses Paris’ beauty to Helen (391-394). But, whereas
Paris is like a god in his beauty, Menelaus is beloved of Ares. This contrast is
set up from the beginning. Paris is Beoe1dn¢ at 16; Menelaus is &pnipihog at
21.111 The two men are given contrasting similes, as we have seen, which

draw attention to the bravery of one and the cowardice of the other. That the

of Troy.” That it is used generically in the Iliad does not mean that it must
always indicate only “a man who, being a hero, was capable of sacking cities”
(MHYV 146). The same, I argue, is true of apnipiAog in Iliad 3 where it is used
exclusively and so frequently of one hero that it takes on a distinctive force
and points to a particular aspect of this hero’s character.

1110ne might argue that there is not much to differentiate apnigirog
and Botfjv &yoBoc, that one or the other, or a mixture of the two could have
been used without any loss of meaning, since both distinguish warriors in a
general sense. However, the concentration of one epithet is surely more
effective than an indiscriminate use of the two. Secondly, &pnigilog draws
attention to the war god and, therefore, contrasts nicely with the more general
Bedc of Beoerdric.
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similes are meant to be read together is underlined by the verses which
introduce them: tov 8’ dc odv événoev &pritprhog Mevéhaog (21); wdv &’ dg odv
événoev "AAéEavdpoc Beoerdnic (30). The juxtaposition of the two enemies’
names in line 27 strengthens the contrast: &g éxapn Mevéioog "AAEEavdpov
Beoerdéa.112

Thus, throughout the first scene, in which the challenge to the duel is
issued, Paris is singled out for his beauty and is compared to his opponent
whose epithet characterizes him as a formidable warrior. The contrast further
suggests that here Paris’ beauty excludes military valour. When the duel is
finally fought, the audience knows it will be between a man of godlike beauty
and a man of strength and valour whom the war god himself favours. The
epithets at the beginning of Book 3, therefore, serve to characterize both Paris
and Menelaus, and do so in a way that is closely tied to the narrative context.
In this way, the outcome of the duel later on in the book comes as no

surprise.

C. Paris and Helen
Aphrodite herself informs Helen and us that Helen is one of her
favourites when she goes to summon Helen to Paris’ side after the duel.

When Helen initially refuses to go, Aphrodite says to her:

uf p’ Epebe, oyetAin, uh xooapévn ot pebeim,
10g 8¢ 6° dmexBipw g ViV Exnayia pilnca.
. (3.414-415)

112Cf, also lines 136 and 253 where the two names again appear in the
same line.



Helen, however, is never reproached for her association with the goddess,
nor for the actions she committed under her influence, as Paris regularly is.
On the contrary, when we do hear what any of the Trojans think of her, the
view expressed is surprisingly positive. The famous lines of the Trojan elders
as they see Helen approaching on the ramparts bear repeating for they
contrast so strikingly with what his countrymen have to say about Paris:

ov véueoig Tpdag xai bxviipidog "Axoiovg

T0fid’ Gu@i yuvaiki toAbv xpovov GAyea naoYEV -

aivic d@avdtnot Befig el dmo Eorkev-

ALY ol @¢ Toin mep éoDo” &v viuei veésbo,

und’ fuiv texéesoi v dnicow nfjpo Ainotto.

(3.156-160)

Both Priam and Hector, the only Trojans other than her husband with whom
Helen interacts, consistently treat her with respect (cf. 3.161-164, 6.360, 24.762-

772). Priam even says that he does not blame her for the war (ob ti pot aitin

éo01i, 3.164).113 Paris, on the other hand, is vehemently hated by the Trojans

113Whallon argues that “Helen like Paris is hated by those whose
relatives and friends are slain in the war to regain her” (“The Homeric
Epithets” 115). However, it is only from Helen herself that we hear of ill
feeling, at 24. 775 where she uses the verb negpixacev, from ppicow, “shudder
at.” This may well be part of her characterization as self-reproaching and self-
loathing. At 19.325, Achilles calls her pryedaviig, the root of which is from
pryém, “shudder.” As Whallon says of Achilles’ epithet for Helen, “men do
not otherwise shudder in the Homeric poems except at the sight of an evil
portent or a mighty opponent or blood pouring from a wound. When men
shudder at Helen and when she is called a woman who makes men shudder
we are reminded of the realization among all the Achaeans and Trojans that
the pain of war arises from her” (“The Homeric Epithets” 115). This is true,
and the elders express as much when they see her approaching on the walls;
however, it is not the same as hatred of Helen, for which not only is there no
evidence in the Iliad, but indicators to the contrary. For Trojan feeling about
Helen and her own about herself, cf. Focke, “Paris und Helena” 385-386 and
Frankel, Dichtung und Philosophie 96, n. 3.
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(cf. esp. 3.454: icov Ydp oo néowv anfixBeto xmpi pedaivy). The reason for this
hatred is that he is deemed to be responsible for the war, a reason that could
just as easily be applied to Helen, but is not (cf. 3.321-322: onnotepog T&Oe Epyo
pet’ aupotépororv Ednke, / tov 0¢ drogBinevov Fvvau épov “Aideg eiow).114

Why is it that in a poem which takes such a negative view of the realm
of Aphrodite is one of her favourites vilified and the other respected? The
different responses which these similar characters produce result from their
very different attitudes toward themselves, their situations, and the goddess
who controls them.

Paris makes it clear in his reply to Hector at the beginning of Book 3
that he does not share his brother’s, and the poem’s, views of the shame

attendant upon being Aphrodite’s favourite and of the worthlessness of her
gifts:

U1 pot 8dp’ Epatd npdPepe XpuoENg "Agpoditng-
o? to1 andPAnt’ éoti Bedv épixudéa Sipa,

114Cf. Taplin, Homeric Soundings 96-103 for a discussion of the
different attitudes the poem takes toward Helen and Paris as the causes of the
war, and pp. 104-109 which examine Pandarus’ role as Paris’ substitute in a
symbolic re-enactment of the causes of the war. Taplin, too, argues that in the
Iliad blame for the cause of the war is apportioned much more to Paris than
to Helen. Note also that in the words of the elders quoted above, they wish
that Helen would return to Sparta so that she not be left behind as a nfiuc for
future generations of Trojans. The words imply that they do not consider
Helen to be a nfjpa at present, only that she might turn into one. Paris, on the
other hand, is described as a nfiuc to his people almost immediately after he
first appears, in Hector’s reproach at 3.50. Hector also says to Hecuba that Zeus
has raised Paris as a nfjpa for the Trojans at 6.282. The only other person

consistently referred to as a nfjua for the Trojans is Achilles (22.288, 421; cf.
24.547 and 9.228).



Sooa xev avtol ddcv, Exdv &’ oUk &v Tig EAorto-
(3.64-66)115

Later in the same book, Paris responds similarly to Helen when she rebukes
him for his poor performance in the duel:
pA pe, Yovau, xolenoiow 6veideot Bouov évunte-
viv piv yip Mevédoog évixnoev obv "Abfvy,
xeivov 8’ odTIC &Y0 mdpa Yép Beol elot kai fipiv.
(3.438-440)

In both passages, Paris acknowledges and accepts his status as
Aphrodite’s favourite. He does not feel shame and will not be chastised on
account of his relationship with Aphrodite. On the contrary, his words to
Hector indicate that he thinks Aphrodite as worthy of respect as any other
god. The attitude revealed in these two passages explains why Paris never
once expresses regret or responsibility for the suffering caused by his actions.

Helen, on the other hand, whenever she speaks to another Trojan,
immediately states her remorse about the suffering she is causing, vilifies
herself, and even wishes for her own death (3.172-176, 6.344-348, 24.764).
Moreover, when Aphrodite summons her to Paris, she reviles the goddess
and speaks of the grief she feels at being her favourite (3.399-412, especially 41-
412).116 This scene and the following one in which Helen and Paris make

love are commonly viewed as a symbolic re-enactment of the first time that

115Paris is right to challenge Hector on this point, for, in fact, he will
shortly be proven wrong: Aphrodite’s gifts will save Paris from death on the
battlefield (cf. o0k &v to1 xpaioun kiBopig 16 te 8@p’ "Appoditng, / i Te ®¥éun 16 e
£1doc, 81’ év xovinor wiyeing, 3. 54-55). Cf. further Heath 387-388 and van der
Mije 252-254.

116Cf, Boedeker 34 and Austin, Helen of Troy 48-49 who examine
Helen’s feelings of shame regarding her status in Troy.
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Aphrodite brought the two mortals together.117 If such is indeed the poet’s
intent here, then we can assume that he also conceived of Helen as (at least
partially) opposed right from the beginning to the favoured status which
Aphrodite granted her. Helen, like Paris, cannot refuse the gifts of the gods,
even though she did not want them. Helen, unlike Paris, remains unhappy
with these gifts.

It is these different attitudes toward Aphrodite that are the key to the
characterizations of Helen and Paris. Helen tries to reject her association with
the goddess and vilifies herself for this closeness. In doing so, she distances
herself as much as she can from the world of Aphrodite. In essence, she
rejects the pwg-centred ethical framework represented by the goddess, and, in
deing so, endorses the dominant noAepog-centred values of the poem. In this
way, the poet creates for Helen a character who is viewed in a positive way by
the audience.118

Paris, however, accepts his association with Aphrodite, makes no
apologies for it and does not attempt to change it or himself in any way. In
doing so, he endorses precisely those values which the Iliad belittles. The
result is a character who lacks those very qualities which the poem endorses
and who consequently is deserving of his fellow characters’ and the

audience’s hatred.119

117Cf., for example, Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 30-31; Kullmann, Das
Wirken der Gotter 113 and “Vergangenheit” 18; and Ghali-Khahil 21.

118For a different view, cf van der Valk, “Homer’s Nationalistic
Attitude” 16-17, who sees the positive portrayal of Helen and the negative
one of Paris as part of the poet’s Greek nationalism.

119Beye, The Iliad, the Odyssey, and the Epic Tradition 69-70 examines
the connections that Helen and Paris have with Aphrodite. He acknowledges
the different attitudes of the two characters toward the goddess, but sees
nothing significant therein. For him, both function mainly as symbols of

(cont.)
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D. Paris and Hector

The majority of critics regard Paris’ principal function in the Iliad as
providing a contrast to Hector. According to Griffin, “the virtuous Hector,
good husband and father and champion of Troy, is contrasted with his
glamorous and irresponsible brother Paris, childless seducer of a foreign
woman, who is slack in battle and will be the ruin of his people.”120
Monsacré sums up the contrast in similar terms: “Hector est un héros sans
faille; son frére Paris, en revanche, est un lache. Le premier représente le
modéle de la virilité guerriére, le second son contraire, et cela aussi bien sur le
champ de bataille qu'a l'intérieur de la cité de Troie.”12! Schadewaldt speaks
of the contrast between “dem harten Kdmpfer” and “der gepflegte Musiker
und Tinzer,” “der ‘Playboy’.”122

The critical emphasis on this contrast is well placed. Paris, the less
important hero of the pair, most frequently appears together with Hector.
When he retreats before Menelaus, it is Hector who challenges him. When
Paris sits at home overlong, it is Hector who fetches him. Hector again
reproaches him on the battlefield in Book 13. And Hector’s dying words
contain the prophecy that Paris, with Apollo, will avenge him.

Troy’s doom: “frivolity, irresponsibility, enchantment, destiny — these are
the components of their story. They are the cancer in Troy’s side” (149).

120Griffin, Homer 26; cf. also pp. 5-8 and “The Epic Cycle and the
Uniqueness of Homer” 43.

121Monsacré 41-42; cf. also p. 48: “C’est en tant que «serviteur»
d’Aphrodite et non d’Arés qu’il [Paris] se distingue des autres héros, et tout
particulierement d"Hector dont il est 'exact opposé.”

12Gchadewaldt, “Das Bild des griechischen Menschen” 660. Cf. also
Bethe, Homer: Dichtung und Sage 246-247; Redfield 113-115; and Muellner,
“Cranes and Pygmies” 87.
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Meltzer has examined how this contrast is developed and the function
it serves. He argues that early in the Iliad the principal fighter on both the
Greek and the Trojan side is contrasted with a warrior of his own side who
stands as his opposite in order to sharpen the characterization of the two

principal fighters. Achilles is compared to Thersites, Hector to Paris:

As men who are ‘worse than average,” both Thersites and
Paris merit our contempt while sharpening our
appreciation of the heroes’ virtues. Thersites, who is
selfish and opportunistic, enhances our sense of Achilles’
dignity and seriousness of purpose, while the
irresponsibie, light-hearted Paris highlights Hector’s
virtues by contrast.”123

Meltzer is, of course, not alone in seeing the importance of the contrast
between Hector and Paris; however, he demonstrates more thoroughly than
anyone the extent to which Homer’s characterization of the two brothers
depends on their juxtaposition. For example, the duel between Paris and
Menelaus constitutes the first fighting in the Iliad; that between Hector and
Achilles, the last. The former is placed three books from the poem’s
beginning; the latter, three books from its end. On each single combat, the
outcome of the war and the fate of Troy are thought to depend. The wives of
both heroes are summoned from their houses to witness the fighting.12¢ At
first, both men retreat when their opponent draws near, but in the end decide
to fight. The trickery of a goddess figures prominently in each episode.
Especially interesting is that after his duel, Paris claims to Helen that Athena

123Meltzer 265-266. For Thersites, cf. further pp. 266-272; Thalmann,
“Thersites: Comedy, Scapegoats, and Heroic Ideology” 1-28; and Monsacré 53.

1241t would be more accurate to say that both wives are present for at
least a part of each scene, for Andromache is “summoned” only by the cries of
the Trojans and arrives only to see Hector’s corpse. The attendance, however,
of both wives remains noteworthy.
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assisted Menelaus (MevéAaog éviknoev obv "ABnivy, 3.339). We have heard
nothing of this before and know Paris’ assertion to be false; however, Athena
will help Achilles to conquer Hector (22.214ff.).12 In addition, Muellner
points out the similar similes given to Paris and Hector when they first see
their opponents. Paris retreats in fear before Menelaus like a man who has
come unexpectedly upon a snake in the mountains (3.33-37). Hector is given
the same imagery, but in such a way that his courage rather than his fear is
brought out. He awaits Achilles like a snake, full of venom and coiled up
inside its mountain lair, awaits a man (22.93-97).126

In Book 6, the contrast is further developed as we see each brother with
his wife. As Meltzer observes, “the scorn Helen holds for the shirker Paris,
who is seemingly oblivious to it, contrasts with the tenderness and mutual
regard which characterizes Hector’s relationship with his wife.”12? Most

telling of all in this regard is Helen’s wish that Paris had died at Menelaus’

125Meltzer 274.

126Muellner, “Cranes and Pygmies” 87; cf. also Schadewaldt, Von
Homers Welt und Werk 305. Loraux 92-94 also discusses these two similes as
contrasting pairs. She, however, sees them as evidence that both the hero
and the coward can feel fear in battle (“Il ne reste pas de grand guerrier qui
n’ait un jour éprouvé dans tout son étre le tremblement de la terreur.
Comme si la peur était I'épreuve qualifiante du héros,” 92). This is true
enough; however, the imagery in the two similes stresses the different
responses to that fear — in the one case unheroic retreat, in the other
steadfastness. Cf. also Moulton 89-90, who also argues that the details of the
Paris simile stress the hero’s cowardice specifically as a contrast to Menelaus,
who is given a simile just before this one in which he is compared to a lion
coming upon a goat’s carcass; the lion eats it in spite of the menacing presence
of hunters and their dogs (3.21-28): “the two descriptions are clearly set forth
as contrasting units. The lion finding a carcass is overjoyed, and oblivious to
the danger presented by the hunter; the man finding a snake is overcome
with fright. Menelaus is thus characterized in simile as brave, Paris as
cowardly” (Moulton 90).

127Meltzer 275.
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hands (3.428-429). Andromache, on the other hand, worries that her husband
will be killed and pleads with him to fight from a position of safety (6.431-
434). '

Although the marriage of Paris and Helen has nothing in common
with that of Hector and Andromache, it is strikingly similar to that of Zeus

and Hera:

The marriage of Zeus and Hera, like that of Paris and
Helen, is marred by henpecking, enforced seductions,
deceits, and power struggles. (Both of these tawdry
relationships invite comparison with the marriage of
Hector and Andromache.) Zeus’ affirmation of love for
Hera in the deception scene directly echoes Paris’
declaration of love to Helen in the bedroom scene in Iliad
3. Both speeches begin with the same expression, repeated
nearly verbatim, of unique and fervent desire for the
woman: ‘But come, then, let us go to bed and turn to love.
For never yet has desire so ... ."128

Both the seductions in 3 and in 14 contain an atmosphere of frivolity that
contrasts powerfully with the seriousness of events on the battlefield.

The comparison with the gods suits Paris particularly well in one
regard. He is more like the gods than mortals inasmuch as he ignores the
moral values which should motivate human behaviour. In Books 3 and 6,

he is “insensitive to both nemesis, the moral disapproval of others, and has

128Meltzer 279. Compare 3.441-442 (GAL’ drye 81 Ao TL Tpaeiopey
govnBéve- / 00 Y&p nd moTé 1’ ©SE ve Epoc ppévag dupexdAvyev) with 14.314-316
(Vi &’ &Y' &v pAéTnTL tpaneiopev edvnOévie: / o yap md moté 1’ @Se Bedig Epog 00SE
yovakdg / Bopdv évi otiBecor nepinpoyuBeic éddpacsev). Note also that Zeus and
Paris alone in the Iliad share an epithet system which describes them in terms
of their wives: 'AAéEavdpog ‘EAévng ndoig fixdpoto, 3.329, 7.355, 8.82, 11.369 and
505; néorg “Hpng fiuxdporo, 10.5; Zelg ... Epiydovnog oo “Hpng, 7.411, 10.329,
13.154, 16.88. Cf. Clader 45-46 and Higbie 127.
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no sense of aischos, shame.”129 Hector, however, feels both intensely and is
also keenly aware of their opposite, honour.13 He recognizes his role as
Troy’s chief defender and acts the part. As Whitman says, “he is held to his
obligations by his feeling for the feelings of others.”13! Paris, however, feels
no personal responsibility for the war which he has caused, and, in Book 6,
appears not to think he has even any duty to be fighting for his city’s survival.

Meltzer argues that, throughout the Iliad, Paris embodies the exception
to the tragic view of life expressed in Achilles’ parable about the two urns
(24.527-533), in which the “urn of evils” makes human happiness an
impossibility. Paris, however, seems to have received a life of unmixed
blessings, fulfilling his desire and suffering no consequences for it, while all
around him is misery:

Paris’ rescue in Book 3 by Aphrodite epitomizes his
godlike capacity to avoid fate and responsibility
throughout the poem. The question of Paris’ undeserved
good fortune goes to the heart of the heroic ethos. Lacking
Hector’s sense of shame and foreboding, he also lacks the
passionate courage and humanity that combine to grant
Hector heroic stature. A crowning irony about Paris’
martial exploits is that he will succeed in killing Achilles
with Apollo’s help, according to Hector’s dying prophecy
(22.359-60). While always escaping ‘black death’ himself,
Paris serves as both an emblem and engine of doom.132

Thus, Paris is characterized in opposition to the heroic values of aiddg

and vépeotic, on the one hand, and tipf| on the other. By consistently

129Redfield 115; cf. also Whallon, “The Homeric Epithets” 116: “Paris is
in some ways very similar to the gods: he is gay, light-heartedly selfish,
difficult to pain.”

130Cf. especially his speech to Andromache at 6. 441-446 which is full of
the vocabulary of honour and shame (i.e., aidéopat, xaxdg, €0Adg, KAog).

131Whitman, HHT 115.

132Meltzer 278.
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transgressing against these values in Books 3 and 6, he serves to define them
and the kinds of behaviour which they demand more sharply. His actions
surrounding the duel with Menelaus, his association with Aphrodite, and his
interactions with Helen and, above all, with Hector create a vivid picture of
the Iliad’s principal exception to the heroic standards to which virtually all

other characters conform.

V. The Characterization of Paris as a Warrior

!

While the anti-heroic characterization of Paris is carefully developed in
Book 3 and the bedroom scene in Book 6, at the end of Book 6 another and
different picture of the hero supersedes this one. As Paris runs through the
city to meet Hector, he is given two similes, the imagery of which is not

altogether appropriate for the figure we have seen up to now:

006¢ Iapig 51Bvvev év bymAoiot déporoty,
aAl’ 0 vY’, énel xatédv KAvTd Teb) e, TOKIA XOAK®D,
oebat’ énert’ ava &otu, Tooi kponvoict tenoBdc.
@g &’ 6t Tig 6TOTOG TRNOg, AKOGTHOOG ENL PATVY,
deopov aroppiag Bein nedioto xpoaivav,
elwBdg AovesBan £lppeiog notapoio,
Kud10V - LYo d& xapn Exel, auel 8& xaiton
duoig diocovion- 6 8’ dyhoinet neroBadc,
pilpoa € yoOva @épet netd v’ fifeo kol vopodv innwv -
¢ viog [Tpraporo Mapig xotd [Mepydpov dxpng
TEVYESL TOUPaivev O¢ T’ NAEktop ERePrxket
KayyoeAdav, toyéeg 8& nddec pépov-

(6.503-514)

The main point of comparison is the swiftness with which Paris moves (cf.
nooi kpounvoiot reno@ag, 505; tayéeg 8¢ nddeg pépov, 514). He is compared to a
horse which, freed from its stall, gallops across a plain. The poet stresses the
horse’s beauty (dyAoinet neno1fdg, 509) and its delight at its new found
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freedom (8soudv aropphiag Bein ... kudi6wv, 507-509). The mention of the
horse’s beauty comes as no surprise.133 As a whole, however, the passage
evokes power and freedom and transforms Paris from a dallier into a
warrior.13¢ The simile suits the narrative situation well in that the horse
freed from its stall and running across the plain parallels Paris leaving his
bedroom and returning to the battlefield, where he will remain for the rest of
the poem.135 What is surprising, however, is that the imagery of the simile is
overwhelmingly positive and heroic, as is confirmed by its re-application to
Hector in the midst of battle in Book 15 (263-268), where, after being badly

wounded, he is revived by Apollo and rushes forth into the battle.136

133Moulton 95, sees this as the main function of the simile, “to stress
Paris’ handsome appearance; this emphasis is thoroughly consistent with the
contrast in his characterization between impressive exterior and
disappointing reality.” Although beauty does figure as a point of comparison
in the simile, I argue that it is not here the principal one.

134Meltzer 277.

1351 think we can safely reject the interpretation of Beye who tries to
make the simile into a sexual allegory for Paris, and finds its re-application to
Hector in Book 15 inappropriate for the lack of sexual correspondence in the
main narrative there (The Iliad, the Odyssey and the Epic Tradition 27-28 and
Ancient Epic Poetry 14-15). As Moulton observes, this interpretation “should
be rejected as not only unnecessary but as out of keeping with the tone of the
poems. It is only if one accepts this unnecessary gloss that the simile’s
repetition in XV appears awkward” (95, n. 18).

136In both of its occurrences, the simile is used to mark the re-entry of a
warrior into battle. On repeated extended similes, of which there are six in
the Iliad and two in the Odyssey, cf. Scott, The Oral Nature of the Homeric
Simile 52-53, 127-140. Of these similes, scholars have tended to ask in which
context of two each one is more appropriate (cf., for example, Scott 138 and
Beye, The Iliad, the Odyssey, and the Epic Tradition 28). Bowra rightly asserts
that this is the wrong approach: “Each simile must be taken in its own context
without reference to any appearances it may have elsewhere. It derives its life
and its character from its context, and we are right to associate it as closely as
we can” (Homer 42).
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A second, brief simile compares the appearance of Paris in his armour
to the brilliance of the sun. This simile is also repeated, although not
verbatim, again in the context of a hero preparing to return to the battlefield.
At the end of his arming scene, Achilles too is radiant in his armour like the
sun (tedxeot ntapgaivev @g v’ fAéktep ‘Yrepiov, 19.398). The similes in Book 6
also provide a contrast with the imagery of fear and cowardice evoked by the
simile which introduced Paris, also on the battlefield, in Book 3. Thus, in
every respect the two similes applied here to Paris are ones that we would
expect to see, and do see, applied to the poem’s greatest heroes just before they
go out into the fighting, but we would not necessarily expect them to be
applied to Paris.

Bowra, for one, saw that with these two similes we are introduced to a
new aspect of Paris’ character. When Paris re-arms and goes to meet Hector,
“he is acting rather against his character as a frivolous and none too
courageous fighter. He puts on the heroic panoply of war, and we are
interested to see how the new role will suit him.”137 He, however, concludes
that in the subsequent action we are disappointed of any expectations which
this passage may have raised, that “Paris cuts no important figure in the
fight.”138 In this regard, Bowra is manifestly wrong. Paris’ role in the fighting
and in council will prove to be crucial in the development of the story.

Hector’s words to Paris after these similes indicate a tension between
the characterization of his brother which has been developed thus far and the

different picture introduced by the similes:

137Bowra, T&D 92; cf. also Robert, Griechische Heldensage 978, n. 1; and
Suter, “Aphrodite/Paris/Helen” 57.
138Bowra, T&D 92.
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Sapuéve’, odx &v tig To1 aviip, O Evaicyog €in,

£pyov &TpAcELe pdymc, Enel GAxydg Eoot-

GAAL Exdv puebreic te xai oUk €0éAers.

(6.521-523)

Paris is valiant, and no one could rightly disparage his performance in battle,
says Hector. The problem is that he hangs back and is unwilling to fight, as
we saw when Hector found him at home. However, Hector did dishonour
Paris precisely in regard to his performance in battle (ovx ot Bin @pesiv 008¢
T1g dAxh, 3.45), and Paris has admitted that Hector’s reproach was just and has
also shown himself to be a poor fighter. Therefore, the problem is not merely
that he is a dallier, as Hector now says; he is both a dallier and a poor fighter.
Or rather, this is how he has been portrayed thus far. Subsequently, he will
prove himself to be, as Hector now describes him, &Axipog.13?

Book 7 opens with the two brothers coming onto the battlefield and
relieving the beleaguered Trojans. Each one, and Glaucus too, kills a man
before merging into the general fighting (1-16). At the end of the book, which
corresponds to the end of the first day’s fighting, the Trojans hold an assembly
at which Antenor proposes Helen’s return on the grounds that, because of
Pandarus’ treachery, they are fighting after having broken an oath and that
nothing good can come of this. Paris violently rebukes Antenor and refuses
to give up Helen. No one opposes Paris, and Priam ends the assemb'ly
acceding to Paris’ authority (345-378). The Trojans are thus doomed to
continue fighting, having transgressed their oaths and thereby having

13%9Nagler calls dAxf “the supreme heroic value term, [connoting] both
the (etymological) defensive and (by extension) aggressive modes of heroic
behavior” (“Ethical Anxiety and Artistic Inconsistency” 227).



offended Zeus. Paris’ refusal to return Helen, therefore, finalizes the
eventual doom of the Trojans just as much as does Pandarus’ bowshot.

As we have already seen, it is Paris’ skill with his bow that effectively
changes the fortunes in favour of the Trojans when, in Book 11, he wounds
three principal fighters, including Diomedes, who has proven to be the most
important Greek warrior thus far in Achilles’ absence. The disabling of the
Greek army results in the firing of the ships, the return of Patroclus, and,
eventually, the return of Achilles himself. Therefore, Book 11 and Paris’ role
therein are crucial to the plan of Zeus. When the fighting in the Iliad comes
to an end, when Achilles kills Hector and the plan of Zeus is brought to its
conclusion, the poet reminds us in the words of the dying Hector that it will
be Paris, with the help of Apollo, who will kill Achilles himself.

At the end of Book 13, Paris and Hector meet again on the battlefield.
Hector rebukes his brother with the same words he used in Book 3 (Abonrapt,
e180g &prote, yovaravég, fineponevtd, 3.39=13.769). Hector addresses him
aioypolc énéecot (768) in spite of the fact that he has found his brother
Oopcivovd’ Etdpoug xai érotpivovta ndyxesBar (767). In other words, Paris is
acting every bit the warrior and leader. At the moment, the Trojans are in
trouble; Helenus and Deiphobus are wounded, and Adamas, Asios, and
Othryoneus have all been killed (780-783). Paris is not hanging back, nor
unwilling to fight and, indeed, nowhere in the Iliad, except in Book 3, does
this description fit his performance in battle.140 Paris says as much to Hector,

when he replies to his rebuke:

140Collins (35) attempts to reconcile the “unheroic” Paris with the
warrior who is “generally adequate” on the battlefield by arguing that,
“[s]poradic attempts at living up to the warrior ideal are certainly in keeping
with Paris’ ethical values in this poem which celebrates the warrior.”

(cont.)
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“Extap énel to1 Bupdg dvaitiov aitdacsbar,
dAdote 81 mote paAiov Epwiical TOAEROLO
pEAA®, érel 008’ éue naunov avaAxida yeivato pnmp:

vf)v &’ &py’, onmn o xpadin Bopdg te keheber-

huelg 8’ éupepadreg dy’ Eywdud’, ovdé ti pnu

dAxfic devficesBa, Gom Vvapic ye ndpeotL.

(13.775-786)

Paris’ response to Hector’s rebukes in Books 3 and 6 was quite different. There
he agreed that reproach was merited ("Extap, énei pe xat’ aloov éveixecog o0d’
brép aloav, 3.59=6.333). But here, in Book 13, his response is different because
the insult is manifestly unmerited. Moreover, Paris seems to be saying that
the terms in which Hector had insulted him in the past are not now
appropriate. He is not lacking in warcraft, as Hector had earlier accused him,
nor, in fact, is it foreign to his general nature. He has shown himself to be, as
Hector himself admitted, &Axipog. Hector seems to have forgotten this, and
here Paris reminds him. Moreover, Paris reminds him in terms that seem
designed to recall the earlier rebukes. We have already discussed the
references to aAxf. But he also tells Hector that now is not a good time to
withdraw from the fighting (époficat noAepoio). It seems at the very least fair
to ask whether the poet has in mind the scene in Paris’ bedroom when Hector
rebuked Paris for having withdrawn himself from the fighting. Hector had
told him that it was not a good time to be absent from the fighting; Paris now

tells Hector pretty much the same thing.

However, Paris does not make sporadic attempts to live up to the warrior
ideal. From Book 7 on, he performs consistently and successfully as a warrior.
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Once before this scene, Paris had already been rebuked in battle, and in

that scene too, I argue, unfairly. When he wounds Diomedes with an arrow
in the foot, the latter insults Paris in terms familiar to us from Hector’s earlier
insults and ones which emphasize his connection with Aphrodite. He
addresses him as to€dta, Aafntip, képy dyraé, napBevonine (11.385). He then
claims that the wound Paris has dealt him is minor, a mere scratch like that a
woman or child would inflict (vbv 8¢ u’ émiypdyag tapsov todog ebyear adtwg- /
oV GAéyw, og el pe yovi Baior §j ndic Gepav, 388-389), for the weapon belonged
to a man without warlike valour (xa@ov yap Bélog &vdpodg dvdAxidog
ovtidavoio, 390).

The audience, however, knows that Diomedes’ words are untrue. The
wound he has received is no scratch; the poet has told us that the arrow went
right through the foot and pinned it to the ground (81& 0’ Gunepég i0g / év yain
xoténnxro, 377-378). It is not the wound a child or a woman would have
inflicted, nor was the arrow shot by a man without &Ax1. And, as Taplin
observes, Diomedes, for all his bluster, must leave the battlefield and is

disabled for the remainder of the poem’s fighting.141

U1Taplin, Homeric Soundings 164. For a different interpretation, cf.
Muellner (Homeric elyouar 90-91). He observes that the line-ending phrase
xai edydpevog Erog nida, which occurs six times in Homer, introduces a Greek
speaking over a dead Trojan, except for the scene in Book 11 where Paris
boasts that he has wounded Diomedes (cf. 11.379). He concludes from this
that, “[flor Paris, a Trojan wounding a Greek to receive the introductory
speech formula of a Greek who has slain a Trojan constitutes a formal
perversion of the heroic code which parallels precisely his actual perversion
of it.” It may, indeed, be unusual to see this formula so used; however,
Muellner’s conclusion cannot stand, as there is nothing else in the scene to
suggest any perversion of the heroic code on Paris’ part. Instead, we see him
successfully fighting in defense of his city, in conformity with the heroic code.
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Diomedes’ rebuke here, just like Hector’s in Book 13, is not appropriate
to Paris” performance on this occasion or at any other time in the general
fighting. To Diomedes, Paris says nothing; however, he does remind Hector

of what Hector himself knows. Paris was not born altogether without valour.

V1. Conclusion

In summary, we can discern in the Iliad two different portraits of Paris.
The one we first encounter is the man who is characterized through his
association with Aphrodite. The Iliad trivializes Aphrodite, inasmuch as the
values which the battlefield demands are not those which a warrior can
obtain from this goddess. In fact, Homer presents the values and qualities
which emanate from Aphrodite as the opposite of those which the warrior
needs. As a result, Paris, the favourite of Aphrodite, necessarily becomes an
object of scorn and hatred in a poem that first and foremost valorizes the
warrior. In many other songs where the warrior is not the principal
character, the one who defines the ethical values central to the song, it is easy
to imagine that Paris, the favourite of Aphrodite, could be characterized in a
much more positive light. The subject matter for such songs was plentiful.
The exploits of Theseus, Heracles, or Jason, for example, would not have
centred exclusively on their careers as fighting men. Indeed, in the Odyssey,
Odysseus is many other things besides a warrior. In such poems, a favourite
of Aphrodite could be viewed very differently than such a man is viewed in
the Iliad.

The second picture emerges at the end of Book 6 and is dominant for
the remainder of the poem. This is the Paris of the battlefield, and
appropriately it is defined as Paris leaves his wife, his house, and the city to
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return to the fighting. Significantly, from this point on, he no longer comes
into contact with Aphrodite. This is the Paris who is very much like the
warriors with whom he keeps company — a man of strength and valour, as
his performance proves, as Hector admits, and as Paris himself asserts.

The next step in this study must be to determine how two such
different portrayals of the same hero can exist in the same poem. This will
involve an examination of the stories about Paris which can be proven to be
pre-Homeric, or at least reasonably assumed to be so, but are not related in the

Iliad.
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.In uction: ti holarshi

I began the previous chapter by noting that in English-language
scholarship Paris has been, for the most part, negatively received. Quite the
opposite is the case in German scholarship, particularly in the Analytical
school of the 19th and early 20th centuries. These scholars observed the
seemingly contradictory presentation of Paris in different parts of the Iliad, a
question which I examined in the previous chapter. Analytical scholars were,
of course, concerned precisely with pinpointing narrative inconsistencies of
all sorts in our texts of Homer, for these were the key to their ultimate goal,
determining the Urtext of the Iliad, by deducing what were perceived to be
separate but still early poems, known as Einzellieder, or simply later
accretions, both of which were inserted by a hypothetical Redaktor or
Uberarbeiter some time not long before the texts became standardized.

We know from the Iliad that Paris is the slayer of Achilles, and yet in
the same poem he cannot even fight successfully against Menelaus, a warrior
far inferior to Achilles. In some parts of the poem, Paris performs well on the
battlefield; in others, he cannot even muster a passable spear-cast. The Iliad
knows Paris to have been Helen's abductor, and yet Hector plays the primary
role in the war that arises from Paris’ actions. For the Analysts, these oddities
pointed unequivocally to the hand of the Redaktor. In the early epic
tradition, the abductor of Helen and the slayer of Achilles must have been a
great hero, in fact, the greatest Trojan hero and the city’s principal defender.

The entry for Paris in Roscher’s lexicon of Greek and Roman

mythology, published at the turn of the century, when the Analysts were at
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their most productive, sums up what these scholars found so contradictory

about Homer’s Paris:

In der Schilderung des Paris, wie er in der Ilias erscheint, ist
ein gewisser Widerspruch vorhanden. Einmal wird er als
prahlerisch kampfunlustig und feige dargestellt, den Troern
verhafit; bei anderen Gelegenheiten ist er ein tiichtiger
Mitkdmpfer, iiber den sich die Troer gerade so freuen wie
tiber Hektor.142

These contradictions had long interested German scholars. Georg Schémann,
Heinrich Diintzer, and Samuel Naber were among the earliest to make note
of them; others, such as Ferdinand Dimmler, Carl Rothe, and Georg Finsler,
also thought that something was amiss.143

Carl Robert was the first Analyst, however, to examine all of Paris’
appearances in the Iliad. He, too, concluded that Paris was originally a much
greater hero than he is depicted as in Homer, but that an Uberarbeiter
diminished his status through the insertion of the duel with Menelaus. For
Robert, the main evidence for Paris’ importance is that he is the slayer of
Achilles; in addition, the name “Alexandros,” coming as it does from the
verb aAé€o, .indicates “Tapferkeit.”14¢ Robert saw the anger which Hector

ascribes to Paris at 6.326 as the most compelling piece of evidence of a more

142Roscher, vol. 3, pt.1, 1600. Cf. also Wiist 1487-1489.

143Gchémann 1858: 6-7; Diintzer 1872: 271-272; Naber 1877: 157-158;
Dimmler 1901: 249; Rothe 1910: 207-211; Finsler 1918: 60-61. It is worthwhile
to quote Diimmler’s conclusions here, as they speak for the early Analytical
view in general: “Es ist auch schwer abzusehen, weshalb die Troer sich fiir
Helena totschlagen lassen, wenn Paris immer ein elender Feigling und nicht
vielmehr urspriinglich ihr méachtigster Hort war, als welchen ihm noch der
Name Alexandros deutlich bezeichnet, ein ebenbiirtiger Gegner des
Achilleus, welchen er ja auch schlieSlich erlegt” (p. 249).

144Robert, Studien zur Ilias 366 and Griechische Heldensage 977. The
notion that the duel between Paris and Menelaus is an Einzellied inserted
into our Iliad originates with Niese (1882: 73).



heroic figure in the Ur-Ilias. Originally, he believed, Helenus would have
sent Hector to Troy, not with a message for Hecuba to appease Athena, as in
our text (6.86-98), but to retrieve his withdrawn and angry brother. With the
insertion of the duel, Paris” wrath became otiose, on account of his defeat at
the hands of Menelaus, and was, therefore, changed to the sorrow (over his
defeat) which Paris claims is the true reason for his absence from the
battlefield (6.335-336).145 In the original Iliad, on the first day of fighting, Paris
did not accompany his brothers to the battlefield, but stayed back in anger.
Our Iliad still contains the reason for this anger in the Trojan council at the
end of Book 7, where Antenor advocates the return of Helen (7.348-353).146
Robert concludes that originally Paris must have been one of the Trojans’

most important fighters:

Wenn er dort [in the Ur-Ilias], als der Achill der Troer, sich
grollend vom Schlachtfeld fernhilt, wenn sein Beistand so
hoch eingeschidtzt wird, dass, um ihn herbeizuholen, Hektor
das Schlachtfeld verldfit, so muss er ein Krieger ersten Ranges
und fiir den Verlauf der Handlung von grofier Bedeutung
gewesen sein.147

145Robert, Studien zur Ilias 96-98. Other Analysts before Robert had
also puzzled over Paris’ wrath, but did little more than note that it must
belong to some lost Einzellied which would have portrayed Paris more
heroically. Cf. Schémann 6-7; Kammer 22, 27; Diintzer 271-272; Naber 157-158;
and Finsler 60. Cf. further Ameis-Hentze, Anhang zu Homers Ilias 1I, 128-129
and Heitsch 226-227 for a bibliographic survey of Analytical views on the
wrath of Paris. The topic of Paris' wrath will be treated in detail in chapter 4.

146Robert, Studien zur Ilias 205-206. The idea of the Trojan council as
the cause of Paris’ wrath originates with Erhardt (1894: 99-100) and is
supported by Leaf, Iliad I, 257. Needless to say, in the Ur-Ilias of the Analysts,
the Trojan council, at present in Book 7, would have been placed much
earlier.

147Robert, Studien zur Ilias 257.
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Erich Bethe came to similar conclusions. Helen’s abductor and
Achilles’ slayer are incompatible with the figure who fights so poorly in the
duel with Menelaus. Moreover, the duel is anomalous, as everywhere else
Paris performs well on the battlefield. The original poet, the one who
composed the Ur-text, knew Paris to be a great hero: “Aber ein Held ist ihm
Paris doch, ein starker Kampfer, untadelig in der Schlacht, trotz seines
wankelmiitigen Charakters.”148 All this was changed by the Redaktor, and,
again, the main evidence for Paris’ former heroism is the anger attributed to
him at 6.326. Bethe, rather over-ingeniously, connects this anger to the death
of Achilles. He postulates that when Hector goes to Troy to fetch his
withdrawn brother (which, like Robert, he believes to have been the original
reason for his return to the city), the poet meant his audience to understand
that he was bringing back with him to the battlefield his avenger. For Hector
will soon be killed by Achilles, and, thereafter, Achilles by Paris.14

Bethe’s interpretation of Paris” wrath was not followed by other
Analysts, but his general argument, that behind the wrath there was a lost
song which showed Paris to have been a great hero, was largely accepted as
fact. In the 1920s, in his overview of Homeric scholarship, Paul Cauer
asserted that the evidence showed that Paris was originally not the despised
coward of the Iliad, but a worthy opponent of the poem’s main hero.150
Martin Nilsson maintained that, “[i]t is genérally agreed that the man who

slew Achilles was no weakling but a valiant warrior and so he is sometimes -

148Bethe, Homer 1, 248-249.
149Bethe, Homer 1, 254-255.
150Cauer, Grundfragen der Homerkritik 261-262,
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described in Homer also.”15! This had become the majority view in
Analytical circles.152

Among Unitarians only John A. Scott, the leading American Homerist
of his day, believed in the heroic Paris, but without ever acknowledging the
Analytical origins of this idea, something he could not very well do, given
the ridicule with which he treats Analytical scholarship in The Unity of
Homer. He, too, observes that Paris consistently plays the most important
role in the Trojan War, apart from the events of the Ilizd. He maintains that
Proclus’ summary of the Cypria indicates that Paris was its principal character;
moreover, he figures prominently in the Aethiopis and in the Ilias Parva.
Thus, the extra-Homeric tradition knew Paris to be a great hero, and even
Homer could not suppress this altogether, as, from time to time, his military

prowess shines through.153

151Nilsson, Homer and Mycenae 252.

1520f course, even among Analysts, there was disagreement.
Wilamowitz, in particular, dismissed the notion of Paris’” heroism and of a
wrath story with him as its subject: “Hector is der Held des Gedichtes, nicht
Paris, seine Zerwiirfnis mit dem Volke ist ein Hilfsmotiv, kein wesentlicher
Zug der Geschichte. Es verschliefit sich dem Verstidndnis und dem Geniifie
des Erhaltenen, wer sich ein anderes Gedicht und eine andere Ilias mit
Alexandros als Helden findet” (Die Ilias und Homer 310). Roemer 349-350,
Rothe 209 and Fischl 72-73 occupy a mid-point, believing that Paris’ Homeric
character has been revised so as to produce the negative figure we find in the
Iliad, while dismissing reconstructions of lost Paris-Einzellieder as futile.
Fischl (73) sums up this view: “Wir fiillen gerade noch, dal etwas alteres
unter dem Texte hindurchschimmert, aber mehr behaupten zu wollen, wire
vermessen.”

153Scott, “Paris and Hector” 160-171 and The Unity of Homer 225-230.
Scott’s observance of hermeneutic problems is often more interesting than
his solutions. For example, he attributes Homer’s negative re-
characterization of Paris to the poet’s moral disapproval of adultery: “Paris’
sole weakness was moral weakness, and great as he was in tradition and is in
Homer, the adulterer and false friend could not be permitted a pésition of

(cont.)
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Albert Severyns, too, believed that Paris must once have been an
important hero, in fact, Troy’s principal defender; his associations with Helen
and Achilles both point in this direction. Again, traces of the heroic Paris
remain in our Iliad: “Loin de ressembler a un couard efféminé, le Paris du
chant onziéme fait bien plut6t penser a un Robin des Bois intrépide et
vailleur.”15¢ Finally, Kirk mentions in passing, with no explanation, that
“[o]ne is tempted to wonder whether Hector or any other Trojan hero except
Paris had been conspicuous in heroic poetry before Homer.”155

On the whole, however, the view that the traditionally heroic Paris
was re-characterized in Homer, be it by a Redaktor, as the Analysts would
have it, or by Homer himself, as Scott and Severyns would assert, found little
credence outside Analytical circles, and seems, for the most part, to have
disappeared along with the school that gave rise to it. The proofs upon which
the theory were based are the seeming contradictions in the portrayal of Paris.
Such contradictions were at the heart of many Analytical investigations;
however, after Parry demonstrated that the Homeric poems were composed
orally, such contradictions could no longer be used with the same confidence
to subtract the Redaktor’s accretions in order to recover the older and original
parts of the poem, since oral poetry is naturally more tolerant in this regard

than are literate poems. In the face of Parry’s evidence of orality, the

epic leadership. No people under the control of such a leader as Paris could
win sympathy” (“Paris and Hector” 165).
154Severyns, Homeére I, 84. —
155Kirk, Songs of Homer 331. e
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Analytical school dwindled, and, in the process, the question of Paris’
heroism disappeared.156

In English language scholarship, Frederick Combellack effectively
destroyed any currency the notion may have held in a famous article from
1944 entitled “Homer and Hector.”157 However, Combellack’s summary and
unsatisfactory dismissal of Paris’ traditional heroism needs to be reconsidered.
For his position that “we have no reason to believe that [Paris] is
preéminently a warrior” and the fact that “he could kill or wound several
Greeks without being himself killed in the lliad is of no significance
whatever,” is plainly untenable.13® Neither the Analysts’ nor Scott’s methods
yielded satisfactory solutions; however, the contradictions they noted remain
and need to be re-examined. For, in the Iliad, Paris does play two very
different roles in different parts of the poem, and in the Trojan cycle he plays
a much more significant role than he does in the one surviving poem in

which he appears.15?

156The Analytical school had already been under serious attack for
some time prior to Parry’s work. Anti-German sentiment after the First
World War seems to have played a part. Dodds (“Homer” 9), however, sees
the main reason in a general aesthetic shift arcund the time of the war in
other scholarly areas such as New Testament criticism, philosophy, and
philology in general, in which “the old arrogant disregard for manuscript
tradition began to be replaced in many quarters by an almost superstitious
reverence for it.” In the case of Homer, the notion of “a supreme poetic
genius whose work it was sacrilege to analyse, undoubtedly corresponded to
certain tendencies of the time — a distrust of cold logic, a yearning to follow
the dictates of the heart, and, more specifically, a widespread rejection of the
intellectual approach to poetry” (Dodds, “Homer” 9). Cf. also Janko, “The
Iliad and its Editors” 326-327.

157Combellack, “Homer and Hector,” AJP 65 (1944): 209-243.

158Combellack 223, 229.

159Recently, Wathelet (Dictionnaire des Troyens I, 1476, n. 215) has
drawn attention to Combellack’s unsatisfactory dismissal of Scott"sTarguments

(cont.)
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I have already examined the characterization of Paris and postulated
that the poet of the Iliad has recharacterized the traditional and distinguished
hero by emphasizing in a generally inappropriate context his association with
Aphrodite. When Paris moves to the centre of the narrative in Books 3 and
6, this association is stressed; when he is only one of many Trojans fighting in
defense of their city, Aphrodite disappears and we catch a glimpse of what I
argue is the traditional hero. What remaiins now is to establish that the
contradictions inherent in Homer’s characterization of Paris do in fact arise
from a recharacterization of a traditionally more heroic figure. In other
words, can we find evidence in the oral tradition that Paris was any different
than he is in the Iliad?

This will involve, first, an examination of Paris’ role in the Trojan
cycle, where the stories of the judgement of the three goddesses and the
abduction of Helen, the death of Achilles, and Paris’ own death all demand a
heroic figure at the centre quite different from the one we meet in Iliad 3. 1
will examine these myths in the second half of this chapter. In the following
chapter, I will examine the arming scene of Paris in Iliad 3, for a comparison
with other arming scenes in the Iliad and the function of such scenes in oral
epic in general will help us to determine why such an unheroic figure as Paris
is in Book 3 should receive a scene which by its very nature must be reserved
for important warriors. In the final chapter, I will examine the principal
zetema of Analytical work on Paris, his wrath, to determine, by applying
current work on the function of story patterns in oral poetry, if a wrath and

withdrawal story for Paris existed in the oral epic tradition. In this way, I

and the need to examine anew Paris’ different roles in the Iliad. 1argue that
the same re-consideration must be given to the Analysts’ views. -—
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believe we can demonstrate that the Analytical hypothesis about Paris not
only warrants re-evaluation, but is justifiable in all its major elements.
Parry’s proofs that the language of oral epic poetry was based on a
wealth of formulae built up by many singers over a lengthy period of time
made it impossible for scholars to continue labeling different parts of the
poem as original or interpolated. Thus, Analytical attempts to explain the
oddities in the presentation of Paris through their hypotheses of various
poems which presented a different, more heroic and more ancient portrayal
as being inserted into the Ur-Ilias have become untenable. However, to
dismiss the methods of the Analysts does not likewise justify ignoring the
frequently provocative questions these scholars asked. Analytical solutions
no longer work; the questions the Analysts asked in many cases remain. In
particular, the contradictions in the presentation of Paris’ character are still
striking. The hypothesis that these are explained by a recharacterization of an
important hero likewise deserves re-examination. Some recent work on the
Trojan scenes of the Iliad, in general, and on Paris, in particular, sets the stage

for such a re-examination.

IL. Paris/Alexandros: The Problem of the Double Name
William Merritt Sale has studied the Iliad’s place phrases, particularly

those denoting location within the Greek camp, the battlefield, the Troad,
Olympus, and the city of Troy, and motion to and from them. His premise is

that, if a given idea, such as being inside the Greek camp, is traditional,
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Homer will usually express it with a formula.160 Traditional ideas are ones
requiring frequent expression and formulae will have been invented to meet
this requirement, for the traditional poet will tend to express an idea with a
formula if one is available. Therefore, if Homer does not use a formula, there
must be something about the idea he is expressing which prevents this,
namely the absence of a formula.161 The idea of movement to the Greek
camp, Troy-city, etc. is regularly expressed by a formula in the Iliad, with little
difference in the frequency of the use of formulae (which Sale terms an idea’s
“formularity”162) for different destinations. That is to say, “to the battlefield,”
“to the Troad,” and “to Olympus” are all expressed using formulae roughly
with the same frequency. Between 71% and 86% of the time that a “motion
to” idea is expressed for one of the regularly occurring places in the Iliad a
formula is used. The high degree of formularity indicates that these formulae
were well established when the Iliad was composed.163 The same is true for
the locative phrases, with one exception. For all locative expressions
regularly used in the Iliad a high degree of formularity exists, except for those
which deal with the city of Troy. For all others, the degree of formularity is

between 72% and 89%; however, the idea of being inside Troy is expressed

160This was one of Parry’s central arguments in The Traditional Epithet
in Homer (cf. MHV 2-23), and has been accepted as fact by subsequent scholars,
such as Hainsworth (The Flexibility of the Homeric Formula 110-128) and
Hoekstra (Homeric Modifications of Formulaic Prototypes 131-153).

161Gale, “The Formularity of Place Phrases” 22-23.

162Sale (“The Formularity of Place Phrases” 22) defines formularity as
follows: “I shall term the relative frequency of formulaic occurrence of an
idea its ‘formularity,” to be expressed as a percentage of all the occurrences,
thus, the essential idea ‘in the Greek camp’ is expressed 133 times altogether
in the Iliad. 115 of these use a formula, for a relative frequency, a formularity,
of 86%.” -

163Sale, “The Formularity of Place Phrases” 30-31. B
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with a formula only 32% of the time. There is, in fact, only one certain full
formula to express this idea: xata &otv péya [Ipréporo. 164

The “motion from” groups show less uniformity among phrases
referring to the camp, the battlefield, the Troad, and Olympus. Particularly
notable is the “from the Greek camp” group; this idea is expressed with a
formula only 41% of the time and only four full formulae exist for this idea.
Compare this first to the motion to and the location within the Greek camp
phrases which have a formularity of 78% and 86% respectively, and secondly
to the other motion from phrases which have formularity of between 66%
and 84%. The evidence indicates that there were some, though not many,
existing formulae to express the idea of leaving the Greek camp.165

The evidence for the motion-from-Troy phrases is most striking of all.
These phrases have a formularity of 0%; no formulae exist for leaving Troy.
There are many phrases for leaving Troy, but none of these is fully

formulaic.166

164Gale, “The Formularity of Place Phrases” 32-34. “Full formulae” are
those which combine a noun with an adjective, a verb, an adverb, or another
noun. Sale makes the distinction between full and minimal formulae, the
latter consisting of only noun plus preposition or postposition, such as éni,
nopd vivoi. These may not be formulae, especially if they lack a fixed position
in the line, in which case they may simply be ordinary ways of expressing an
idea (p. 28). Sale makes his calculations for the formularity of an idea by
classing minimal formulae once with full formulae and once with non-
formulaic ways of expressing the same idea to ensure that the results will not
differ significantly by classing them only with one group or the other. In no
case do minimal formulae alter the formularity of an idea by more than one
or two percentage points.

165Gale, “The Formularity of Place Phrases” 35-36.

166For a full list of these phrases, cf. Sale, “The Formularity of Place
Phrases” 36. T
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It would seem that in the oral epic tradition there were few occasions to
say that someone was inside Troy or leaving it. (Note, of course, that saying
someone is going to Troy does not necessarily mean he enters the city.) If
there were many occasions to say either of these things, formulae would have
developed for them. However, in the Iliad, Homer does have frequent
occasion to say that someone is in Troy or leaving it, for he has 33 Trojan
scenes; remarkably, he expresses these ideas with non-formulaic phrases. Sale

concludes:

Most of the “in Troy” and “from Troy” phrases occur in the
33 Trojan scenes: the density is one every 46 lines for
locatives in Trojan scenes, one in 1615 outside; one in every
96 lines for “from Troy” in Trojan scenes, one in 2423
outside. It is the existence of Trojan scenes which calls for the
frequent occurrence of Troy-city locative and motion-from
phrases. If there were few such phrases in a poem, it is
because that poem has few Trojan scenes. But the poets of
the pre-Iliadic tradition did not have many such phrases: if
they had had them, formulae would have developed. It
follows that there were few Trojan scenes in pre-Iliadic
poetry. We owe the bulk of the Trojan scenes to Homer’s
invention.167

Using Sale’s work as a model, Ann Suter has compared the formulaic
development of the names Paris and Alexandros, examining their positions
and fixity in the hexameter line, both with and without epithets, and the

degree of formulaic development in the lines as a whole in which the two

167Gale, “The Formularity of Place Phrases” 37. In an earlier study, Sale
argued that a relative date could be assigned for the entrance into the epic
tradition of Olympus and Uranus as the homes of the gods by, as here,
comparing their formulae. He concluded that in the epic tradition Olympus
is the earlier divine home because its formulae are much more numerous,
while the Uranus formulae seem to have been adjusted to pre-existing
Olympus ones. Cf. Sale, “Homeric Olympus and its Formulae,” AfP 105
(1984): 1-28. =
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names appear.1¢8 The results of her study show that “Alexandros has a
modest but secure presence in epic diction. The name has epithets for three
of the five cases, and together they have attained a large degree of fixity in two
positions in the hexameter line.”169 Moreover, the verses in which the name
Alexandros appears generally show a high degree of formulaic
development.170 Paris, on the other hand, lacks a fixed position in the
hexameter line and is virtually devoid of epithets. The verses in which it
appears also show a comparatively low degree of formulaic development.171
Alexandros appears in two places (out of a possible four) in the
hexameter line in 43 out of 45 occurrences of the name; Paris appears in four
different positions in the line, with no specialization by case, in its eleven
appearances. Four epithets are used with Alexandros; one, used once (viog
[Ipiéporo, 6.512), with Paris.172 The randomness of placement in the line and
the dearth of epithets for Paris are particularly striking because the name is an

alternative for Alexandros; moreover, its disyllabic shape should be more

168When “Paris” or “Alexandros” appears in italics, the name itself is
being referred to; when they are not in italics, this indicates that the character
is being discussed.

169 Suter, “Abonapt, e1dog &piote ... ” 10.

170Suter, “Avonapy, €idog &piote ... ” chart 1, pp. 23-26.

171Suter, “Abonapt, eldog &prote ... “ 11-12 and chart 2, pp. 26-27.

172Suter, “Aborapt, eido¢ dpiote ... ” 13-14, considers whether there is
something intrinsic about the metrical shape of Paris which made it difficult
to incorporate into formulaic diction. A comparison with the metrically
equivalent Thetis shows that this is not the case, for Thetis does attain fixity
of position in the line, and has several epithets for use in different cases in
different parts of the line. The lines in which Thetis appears also show a high
density of formulae. Thus, Paris and Thetis both possess a metrical shape
fully compatible with formulaic development. Moreover, there is no reason
why Paris should be so devoid of epithets, as many are compatible with the
name: Opdovg, tenvouévog, Niyevig, peydBupog, Ebupeiing, and all the epithets
which accompany Alexandros (Beoe1d1g, ‘EAévng ndo1g iixopoto, BacTAevg, Slog).
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amenable to formulaic treatment, that is, incorporation into a noun-epithet
system and the fixity of that system within the hexameter line. Thus, all the
evidence points to a later entry into the epic diction for Paris than for
Alexandros. In addition, the lack of fixity in the Paris lines, the lack of
epithets, and the low formularity of the lines in which the name appears are
indicators that this name entered the epic diction much later than did
Alexandros. The general formularity of the latter must have taken many
generations to develop; the lack of such for Paris points to its entrance into
the epic tradition probably not long before the Iliad took its final shape.l73

Kirk believes that “there is no difference in nuance between the two
names,” though “the poet must, of course, have found it useful to have two
such metrical alternatives at his disposal.”174¢ However, if one can

demonstrate, as Suter has done, that there are grounds for arguing that one

173Earlier work on the double name also frequently was concerned
with establishing the priority of one name. It was generally assumed that
Paris, being foreign, was older and that two separate mythological figures, an
Asian Paris and a Greek Alexandros, were fused together. Cf. Wilamowitz,
“Die griechische Heldensage” 91; Draheim 205; Howald 10-12; Nilsson,
Geschichte der griechischen Religion I, 476, n. 1; and Heubeck, “Die
homerische Gottersprache” 216-217. Bethe (Homer III, 90-91) and Robert
(Griechische Heldensage II, 977, n. 3) disagreed. Bethe believed Alexandros is
the original name and that Paris, though late and foreign (in his opinion),
refers to the same figure. Robert thought it likely that Alexandros is simply
the Greek translation of the Phrygian Paris. Kretschmer (205-213) postulated
that "AAé€avdpoc was a transliteration of the Hittite name Alaksandus. This
has been disproven by the discovery of the Mycenaean name “a-re-ka-sa-da-
ra” (Alexandra), which demonstrates that names composed of a second unit
-avdpoc/-a date back to the Mycenaean era and that "AAéEavdpog is, therefore,
in all likelihood, a Greek name (cf. Heubeck, “KE-RA-SO: Untersuchungen zu
einem Mykenischen Personennamen” 138-145; Scherer 38, n. 2; Watkins,
“The Language of the Trojans” 48-49, 57; and Giiterbrock 33-35). The name
Paris remains of unknown etymology (cf. Heubeck, Praegraeca 43, n. 55 and
Neumann 316).

174Kirk, Comm. 1, 267. -—
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name entered the tradition later than the other, we can then consider that
reasons other than metrical convenience may have played a part.

Irene de Jong has argued, pace Kirk, that context does, in fact,
determine the poet’s selection of name.17> In direct discourse, Paris is used by
Trojan characters in exclusively Trojan contexts; Alexandros is used in all
other cases. Paris is, thus, the familial name, Alexandros the international
name. The narrator, when speaking in his own voice, uses Paris when he
wishes to emphasize the character’s Trojan origins and Alexandros at all
other times. For example, only Hector uses Paris (6.280, 22.359, and Dusparis
at 3.39=13.769). Menelaus (3.100, 352, 366), Agamemnon (3.281, 284, 289)
Diomedes (7.400), and, remarkably, Helen (3.403, 6.356, 24.763) use
Alexandros.176 The gods, as we would expect, use the international

Alexandros (Iris, 3.136; Aphrodite, 3.390; Athena, 4.96).177

175De Jong 124-128.

176De Jong (124) wonders whether Helen's use of Alexandros is not the
poet’s way of stressing her Greek identity and longing for her first husband (cf.
3.139-140). '

177Seeming exceptions, such as 3.87, 3.253, and 7.374 where Hector,
Idaeus, and Priam, respectively, use Alexandros, are explained by an
“international context.” Hector addresses Greeks and Trojans and, therefore,
would not use the familial Paris. Idaeus is a herald reporting actions taking
place between the Greeks and Trojans. Priam uses Alexandros when he tells
Idaeus what to say to the Greeks. The poet also uses Paris and Alexandros to
represent the point of view of his characters. For example, he reports that
Aeneas sees Paris (13.490), but that Menelaus sees Alexandros (3.27; cf. also
3.450 and 24.239). When the poet’s own point of view is concerned, he uses
the international name, unless he is stressing the character’s Trojan
nationality, his personal point of view, or his position as Priam’s son, in
which cases he uses Paris. Cf. further de Jong 124-126. De Jong's arguments
were rejected by Lloyd (76-79), who feels that exceptions to the use of the
familial versus the international name are not adequately explained by
references to the audience, as when Hector uses Alexandros when addressing
both Greeks and Trojans. In Euripides, he observes, there is no

(cont.)
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De Jong has uncovered an important pattern of usage for Paris versus
Alexandros which may have been helpful as a means of stressing a Trojan
point of view. If the Trojan scenes can, with some plausibility, be attributed
to the monumental composer of the Iliad, it would follow that Alexandros,
the international name, is the older, and, therefore, formulaically better
established name. For, in earlier versions of the poem which lacked scenes
within Troy, at least in the numbers in which they occur in our Iliad, there
would have been no need for the alternative familial name. However, as
Suter points out, this does not explain why so many hapax legomena are used
to describe Paris, or why these are mostly of an abusive nature, especially
when the epithets for Alexandros are shared with other characters and are
generally laudatory.178 Suter believes that these factors are best explained “by
the proposal that the name [Paris] was introduced as part of a
recharacterization of the prince.”179 The new characterization, however, “is
not an abrupt departure from the old: rather, the words describing Paris build
on certain possibilities in the rather bland Alexandros epithets, and give the
Hiadic prince, by their meaning and style, the carefree, erotic personality he
has had ever since, and created for him the role of butt of abuse.”180

Paris and Alexandros are described by a total of 13 epithets (or, more

accurately for Paris, descriptive adjectives); however, none of these appears

differentiation between the names; however, it is difficult to see how
linguistic evidence from Euripides is relevant to Homeric usage.

178Suter, “Abonapt, £180g &prote ... “ 14. Suter rightly does not designate
the descriptive terms for Paris epithets, as most of them do not recur either
with Paris or with other characters (yovoupavéc, finepornevtd, 1oE0ta, képa ayAas,
and napBevonina; AwPfntip recurs only twice). Cf. chart in note 181.

179Suter, “Abdonapt, £180g Gpiote ... “ 14-15

180Suter, “Adonapt, £100g &piote ... 7 15. -
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with both Paris and Alexandros.181 In other words, the two names have

different name-epithet systems, in spite of the metrical suitability of the

Alexandros epithets for Paris. All of them describe either 1) physical

appearance, 2) personal relationships, or 3) behaviour of an uncertain moral

value.182 None of them describes excellence on the battlefield or in council,

even though Paris performs well in both. The epithets describing appearance

and relationships, which include all the Alexandros ones, are widely sﬁared;

those describing behaviour are never shared with more than two others.

181Chart is reproduced, with adaptations, from Suter, “Adonopt, €idog

apote ... 7 16.

Occurs

Name Epithet or Share
riptive term d with (in II.
& Od.)
Nam Sopdvy’ 2x 11
Alexandros Beoerdrig/éa 12x 14
Slog/v 6x 50+
‘EAévng oo 6x none
Nixopoto Ix 19+
Bac1Afi
Paris 010¢ [Ipraporo Ix . 9
e1do¢ dprote 2x} in 6
rpt'd In.
YovopovEg 2x} in none
rpt'd In.
fineponELTd 2x} in none
rpt'd In.
10£010 Ix none
AwPntip Ix 2
Képa yloé Ix none
nopBevonina 1x none

182Guter, “Avorapt, £100¢ &prote ... ” 16.
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That the Alexandros epithets occur commonly with other characters
indicates that these were not developed exclusively for him. Out of 13
occurrences of Paris/Dusparis, only three are accompanied by epithets. This
can hardly be called a system, since each epithet appears only once with him,
with the exception of the repeated line. All but one Paris epithet are
contained in two lines, 3.39=13.769 (Adoropt, €1dog &piote, Yovorpavéc,
fineponevtd) and 11.385 (toEdra, AwBnthp, xépa ayras, tapBevonina).183 Both
lines amount to a string of insults centring on Paris’ alleged interest in
women, his physical beauty, deceptiveness, and prowess with the bow (the
last of which, in the mouth of its speaker, a spearman fighting at close
quarters and wounded by an archer, is clearly meant as an insult). Both lines
contain a large number of hapax legomena (5) and almost no formulae.184
Again, this is very different from the Alexandros epithets, which are widely
shared, and describe their subject in rather ordinary, but complimentary,
heroic terms; moreover, they appear in lines made up of a large number of
formulae.

The Paris epithets characterize the Trojan prince “as a deceiver of
superlative beauty, who exercises his deceptions through his beauty,
particularly on women; and second, as an object of abuse because of these

characteristics.”185 The terms in which Paris is abused are not altogether

183The exception is 10g IIpwaporo, which is shared with nine others; cf.
Suter, “Adonapt, €idog Eprote ... ” 18-19, for an analysis of each epithet.

1840nly eidog &prote counts as a formula, since it also appears in the
same position in the line at 17.142; cf. also veikog dpiote at 23.483.

185Suter, “Adonapt, eidog dpiote ... “ 19-20. Note that those Paris-epithets
which are shared also occur in contexts of abuse. Apollo upbraids Hermes
and calls him nneponevta (h. Hermes 282). Priam abuses the townspeople and
calls them AwPnthipeg (24.239); Thersites is verbally and physically abused by

(cont.)
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surprising, for they denote characteristics latent within the Alexandros
epithets, even though with this or other names these epithets are not
pejorative. Beoeidiig and perhaps 8ilog denote beauty; ‘EAévng ndoig fikdpoto a
relationship with a female. It is not difficult to see how the beautiful husband
of Helen became a woman-crazy maiden-ogler or a deceiver who excels only
in his appearance. What is surprising, however, is how ill-suited to their
contexts, and to Paris’ role in the Ilizad as a whole, these insults are. For
example, at 3.39, where some sort of abuse is appropriate, the terms Hector
uses have nothing to do with cowardice or lack of valour; they simply
describe characteristics which are irrelevant to battle. Good looks and
attraction to women are not necessarily indicators of cowardice. Diomedes
insults Paris for being a bowman, yet Paris fights with sword and spear as
well. In addition, his taunts about bowmanship, though strictly speaking
apposite in context, are inappropriate if we recall that the (cowardly) bowman
has disabled his people’s most dangerous opponent for the rest of the poem.
Diomedes calls him a maiden-ogler (rap@evorina) and Hector calls him

woman-crazy (or he who drives women mad, yovaipavécl8é); however, in the
Yv S

Odysseus and then called AwPntiipa by the Achaean army (2.275). When
Glaucus call Hector e18o¢ &piote (17.142), it is meant as an insult, for Hector
has just retreated from Patroclus’ body when he saw Ajax coming. It is also
worth noting that whenever anyone speaks to Paris, his words are always
described as insulting: Hector (veixesoev ... aicypoic énéesot, 3.38, 6.325; npocéen
aioypols énéecot, 13.768); Helen (fvinane uiBe, 3.425); and Priam (veixeiov,
24.249).

186yyvoupavég occurs elsewhere in early hexameter only at h. Dion. 34.17
of Dionysus, where it must mean “he who drives women mad.” Cunliffe (81)
and Kirk (Comm. I, 271) translate the word as “woman-crazy,” ignoring any
other possible meaning. Liddell and Scott also define it as “mad for women”
and cite Il. 3.39. They do, however, allow for the meaning “making women
mad” in Hesychius. -
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Iliad, his relations with women are restricted to one only. Whether
yovapavéc means that Paris is mad for women or that he drives women mad,
the description is hardly appropriate, for in Homer and in the epic tradition as
a whole (if indeed his relationship with Oenone is late) Paris is involved with
only one woman. In this regard, he is certainly not like Heracles, Theseus, or,
in the Iliad, Agamemnon.187 Diomedes calls him Aofntip, but it is difficult to
see what he has done that is outrageous in this context; the same can be said
of Hector’s insult ireponevtd — how has Paris been deceptive? If these two
terms refer to his behaviour at Sparta, we should remember that Homer
elsewhere calls this &tn, something altogether different from outrageous or
deceptive behaviour and perhaps indicative of the fact that Helen’s abduction
was not brought about by human agency alone.188

Suter concludes that the lines containing Hector’s and Diomedes’

insults serve to characterize Paris as a figure of abuse in terms of beauty and

187Macleod (89) feels that Paris can be accurately described as a “ladies’
man,” but his only evidence is Hector’s words here, Helen’s willingness to
have intercourse with him at the end of Book 3, and Aphrodite’s gift of
poxAoodvn to him at 24.30 (on which more below). Perhaps this makes Paris a
“ladies’ man” in the Iliad, but Suter’s argument is that it does not necessarily
mean that he was viewed as such in the epic tradition as a whole.

188Cf. 6.356 and 24.28 ("AAeEdqvdpov #vex’ &mnc). At 3.100, the mss., with
Aristarchus, read 'AAeEdvSpou Evex’ dpxfic; Zenodotus, however, read dmg as
the last word. Aristarchus argued that &tn or delusion of some sort is
inappropriate at 3.100 because, if Menelaus, the speaker here, used this term,
he would be conceding diminished responsibility to Paris; whereas &pxfig
means simply that Paris started the whole conflict. Kirk feels that, because we
find &wne in two other passages, we should not reject Zenodotus’ reading out
of hand: “other things being equal, one would expect the wording of other
passages to be maintained. The point about &t implying a kind of sympathy
by Menelaus for Paris is a fine one, and I suspect that &g is indeed the earlier
reading; but with Aristarchus and the medieval tradition on the other side,
one would not choose to alter the text” (Comm. I, 277). -
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immoral behaviour; this abuse fits neither the context in which it occurs nor
the more general portrayal of Paris in the Iliad. This disjunction supports the
notion that the figure of Paris is being recharacterized in the Iliad from a
generally heroic figure to one of abuse.18

Suter has shown that by examining the diction of oral epic, there are
grounds for believing that a negative recharacterization of a previously more
heroic figure has taken place. Her evidence may be slim, being based on only
three lines of text; however, if we also examine Paris’ role in the epic
tradition, we shall see that the evidence for recharacterization is quite
extensive. In the previous chapter, I argued that two different and
contradictory characterizations of Paris appear in the Illiad. Suter’s arguments
support this hypothesis and also suggest that the negative characterization as
an erotic figure of abuse is the later one. She claims that, based on his generic
epithets, the earlier figure must have been a somewhat bland and generic
hero. This argument finds support in the works of scholars such as
Whitman, Kullmann, and Heubeck which were also discussed in the
previous chapter. They argued that pre-Homeric heroic figures were
generally undifferentiated from one another and found their distinct
personalities only in the Homeric poems. Suter uses linguistic evidence to
argue that such hypotheses are, in fact, tenable, at least with regard to the
characterization of Paris.

In the remainder of this chapter and in those that follow, I will
examine what this earlier figure may have been like, for blandly or

generically heroic though he may have been, he will still have existed in a

189Suter, “Adonopt, £idog dpiote ... “ 21.
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series of stories and performed certain deeds that belong to him alone and

from which a specific characterization will eventually have been formed.

IIL. Paris’ Early Life

The focus of my study in the rest of this chapter will be on three well-
known events of Paris’ life. Two of them are mentioned in the Iliad and,
therefore, known, in some form, to Homer: the Judgement of Paris and the
death of Achilles. Although the third one, the death of Paris himself, is not
mentioned by Homer, it can still be placed rather securely in the oral tradition
through the use of other evidence principally from the Epic Cycle. Paris’
mythological biography is, however, quite detailed; a word, therefore, must be
said about the myths excluded from this study and the reasons for their
exclusion. These myths concern the early life of Paris up to the judgement of
the three goddesses, and, although they may be as old as any of the stories told
about Paris, there is no way to prove this. For none of these stories is attested
before the fifth century, making arguments based on the portrayal of Paris in
them extremely tenuous.

Paris’ biography begins even before his birth when the pregnant
Hecuba dreamed that she gave birth either to snakes or to a firebrand which
covered the whole city and destroyed it. After consulting with diviners, it
was agreed that the baby, when born, should be exposed in an attempt to
divert the ruin of the city with which his life was conterminous. The exposed
infant, named Alexandros by his parents, was saved and reared on Mt. Ida by
a kindly shepherd who named the foundling Paris because he carried him in
a purse, a mfiipn. As a youth, Paris tended flocks and herds, and eventually fell

in love with and married a nymph named Oenone, the daughter of a river
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and endowed with prophetic powers, which she later used to warn Paris of
the consequences attendant upon carrying off Helen. One day, a servant of
Priam came to Paris’ steading and took away his favourite bull, to be a prize in
the funeral games held to commemorate the infant son who had been
exposed. In an effort to retrieve the bull, Paris went to Troy and competed in
the games. Having defeated all the princes of Troy, he won the bull back, but
also raised suspicions among the Trojans, for a low-born shepherd should not
be capable of defeating the sons of a king. Deiphobus and Hecuba even
plotted to kill the young shepherd, who had to take refuge at an altar. In due
course, Paris was recognized by Cassandra and welcomed back to the royal
palace, everyone seemingly forgetting the original reason for which he had
been exposed.

So much the ancient mythographers tell us; moreover, it seems fairly
certain that these events made up the plot of Euripides’ lost Alexandros, and
some of these events were probably dealt with in Sophocles” own Alexandros
and in his satyr play about the Judgement, the Krisis.190 Strikingly, none of
these stories is told in the Cypria, as far as we can tell from Proclus’ summary,
a place where we might expect to find them. The evidence from Archaic art is

also meager.

190Cf. Apollodorus, Bib. 3.12.5-6; Hyginus, Fab. 91; the various
arguments for the reconstruction of Euripides’ Alexandros and for Sophocles’
Alexandros and Krisis are best treated, with extensive bibliography, by Stinton
56-70 and Jouan, Euripide et les chants cypriens 113-142.
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A. Hecuba’s Dream

The first mention of Paris’ birth is in Pindar, Paean 8a, which tells how
Hecuba dreamed that she gave birth to a fiery Hundred-hander who razed
Troy (texelv nopedpov ... ‘Exatéyxerpo ... “TAiov nac&v viv éni n[£dov / kaTepelyat,
20-23). There follows a mention of forethought (rpopdBera, 25), and the
fragment breaks off.191 We can safely say that the story of Hecuba’s dream
indicates that Pindar also knew of the infant Paris’ exposure on Mt. Ida. In
Euripides’ Trojan Women (920-922), there is an allusion to Hecuba’s dream of
the torch, familiar from later mythographers; and in the Andromache (293-
300), the chorus sings of how Cassandra vainly called for the destruction of
the infant Hecuba was to bear. Whether Sophocles told the story of the dream
and the exposure in the Krisis cannot be ascertained from the meager
fragments; in Euripides’ Alexandros, it may have been told in the
Prologue.192 The important point to note, however, is that the story cannot

be dated earlier than the fifth century.193

B. Boyhood on Mt. Ida

For the stories of Paris’ boyhood on Mt. Ida and his recognition by his
parents, the nature of the evidence is even sketchier. This part of the story is
told fully only by Hyginus, whose sources may have been the two plays by

Sophocles and Euripides. Even if this were the case, there is no way of

191Cf. Gantz 562 and Stinton 57.

192Cf. Stinton 66-70 and Jouan, Euripide et les chants cypriens 117.

193Note also that no artistic representations of Hecuba’s dream exist.
Only one even suggests the dream; it depicts Hecuba holding the infant Paris,
with Cassandra and Priam in attendance. This is on a wall painting from
Pompeii, for which, cf. Laurens, “Hekabe,” LIMC #3.
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determining what details came from which play or even if any were added
from later sources. To Sophocles’ Alexandros, we can assign only a context of
a herdsman who defeats the Trojans.194 From the more substantial
fragments of Euripides’ Alexandros, we can determine that Cassandra
appeared, that Deiphobus took offense at being defeated by a slave, and that
Hecuba, likewise finding this situation intolerable, proposed to her sons that
they kill Paris.195

Two late Archaic cups may depict the homecoming and recognition of
Paris. One is by the Briseis Painter and is taken by Beazley and Hampe to
portray Paris’ return to his father’s house after the judgement of the
goddesses. He is welcomed home by Priam and Hecuba, while Cassandra,
behind her parents, has her hand raised, as if in imprecation.19 Hampe also
interprets a cup by the Brygos Painter as depicting Paris’ recognition. It shows
a young man being greeted by an old woman, whom he takes to be Paris and
Hecuba. A bearded man, perhaps Hector, also greets him, as does a seated,
white-haired old man, perhaps Priam. Two women are present, one of

whom may be Cassandra, for her hand is again raised as if to provide

194Gantz 562. Cf. Radt, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta IV, fr. 93.

195Cf. Scodel, The Trojan Trilogy of Euripides 20-42; and Gantz 563. Cf.
also Jouan, Euripide et les chants cypriens 135-137, who believes that the
Cypria is the source for Euripides’ Alexandros. His arguments, however, are
not convincing: both works involve the plan of Zeus, present Cassandra as a
prophet and Paris as enjoying the protection of Aphrodite. These similarities
are too general — and certainly not restricted to these two works — to argue
for the dependence of one upon the other.

196Beazley, ARV? 406.8; Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #17. For a more
cautious interpretation, cf. Stinton 58.
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warning.1%7 In neither piece is there any trace of the funeral games which
made up the plot of Euripides’ Alexandros.

Based on this evidence, Gantz concludes that “we must admit, as so
often, that though the motif of prophecy and abandonment is certainly old,
we cannot say how old it is in the particular case of Paris. Proklos’ summary
of the Kypria, where we might have expected to find it, has nothing on Paris’
early life at all, and one does not immediately see where else it might have
been told.”198 Stinton agrees, but goes on to say that the particular story of the
lost bull and the funeral games was probably invented by the tragedians “to
give a suitable dramatic background for the judgement,”199 though this too

must remain in the realm of conjecture.

C. Oenone

While Paris is living as a herdsman on Mt. Ida, he meets and falls in
love with the nymph, Oenone, daughter of the stream Kebres. They live
together happily until the judgement of the goddesses. Oenone, who has
been endowed with the powers of healing and prophecy by Rhea, warns Paris
not to abduct Helen. He, of course, pays no heed, deserts her, and thinks no
more of her until wounded by Philoctetes, when he asks her to heal him. She
refuses, telling him to go to Helen for help, and Paris dies. In grief, because
she still loves him, she kills herself. This is the basic story of Paris’

relationship with Oenone, as culled from such Hellenistic writers as Bion,

197Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #16; cf. also Beazley, ARV? 369.4;
Robertson, The Art of Vase-painting 96; and, again more cautiously, Stinton
58-59.

198Gantz 564.

199Stinton 59.
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Lycophron, and Parthenius, and from Ovid who is the first to treat it fully 200
The romantic elements of the story, the shepherd’s love for the nymph, his
desertion of her, and her eventual suicide, would obviously have appealed to
Hellenistic writers, but this does not necessarily mean that they invented
these elements, much less the whole story. What we must determine here is
whether a case can be made for the inclusion of Oenone in the epic tradition.

To start with, it seems that Oenone had no place in the Epic Cycle. The
only point at which she might have appeared is in the context of the
Judgement in the Cypria.201 However, as there is no evidence to suggest that
any events of Paris’ early life were known to the Cypria poet, it seems
unlikely that Oenone would have figured in this poem at all. According to
Proclus, in the Ilias Parva, Paris dies on the battlefield after being wounded by
Philoctetes; this obviously excludes any visit by the dying Paris to his former
mistress, and may well indicate that this part of the story, at least, was not
known to the oral epic tradition.

However, the story is certainly older than the Hellenistic period, for it
was known in some form by Hellanicus. Parthenius cites Hellanicus as a
source for the story that Korythos, the son of Oenone and Paris and more
beautiful than his father, came to Troy, perhaps sent by a jealous Oenone to
seduce Helen, and was received by Helen. When Paris found them together,

not recognizing him for his son, he killed Korythos in a fit of jealousy.202

200Cf. Lycophron 57-68; Bion ii. 2; Parthenius 4; Ovid, Her. 5; cf. also
Apollodorus, Bib. 3.12.6.

201Welcker (Der epische Cyclus II, 92) thought it likely that Oenone did
appear in the Cypria, but offers no arguments to support this.

202Parthenius 45 = Jacoby, FGrHist 4 F 29. Cf. Stinton 49-52; Vian 50;
and Gantz 638. Oenone's motivation for sending Korythos to seduce Helen is
reported by Konon (Jacoby, FGrHist 26 F 1.23), who adds that it is the murder

(cont.)
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This is the only part of the Oenone story that is demonstrably earlier than the
Hellenistic period.

In art, there are only two secure identifications of Oenone, the earlier of
which is from the first century of the Common Era.203 It is possible that on a
tripod kothon of the second quarter of the sixth century B.C., depicting the
Judgement of Paris, an unidentified woman standing between Paris and
Hermes may be Oenone, though Iris, Eris, and simply a generic nymph have
also been suggested.20¢ Also worth noting is the complete silence of the
tragedians, especially Euripides, who could easily have mentioned her in one
of several accounts of the Judgement, in Iphigenia in Aulis (573-585, 1283-
1310), Hecuba (629-656) and Andromache (274-308), for example.205

Thus, the only thing we can say for certain is that Hellanicus knew of a
son of Paris by Oenone whom his father rashly kills. This means that the
relationship of Paris and Oenone, in some form or other, was known in the
Archaic period. We cannot say whether the version of the story known to
Ovid and the Hellenistic writers is likewise early. The romantic elements of
the story seem out of keeping with heroic epic and may well have been
invented at a later point. Moreover, Proclus’ summary of the Ilias Parva
seems to preclude the part of the story that recounted Paris’ death because of
Oenone’s refusal to heal him and her subsequent suicide. In conclusion, so

little evidence exists to argue for an epic version of the story of Paris and

of her son, and not Paris’ desertion of her, that prompts Oenone’s refusal to
heal the mortally wounded Paris. Meither Apollodorus nor Ovid mentions
any son of Paris and Oenone.

203Kahil, “Oenone,” LIMC #1-2.

204Kahil, “Oenone,” LIMC #3 and Kossatz-Deissmann, “Paridis
Iudicium,” LIMC #6.

205Cf. Krischam, “Oinone” 2252.
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Oenone, that this part of Paris’ biography, like the stories of his birth,
exposure, and recognition, are best left aside in any assessment of this figure’s
place in the oral epic tradition. As I said at the outset, these stories may have
been part of the oral epic tradition, but unfortunately our limited knowledge

of that tradition prevents us from being able to argue for their inclusion.

IV. The Judgement of Paris

As we have seen, Homer is silent about Paris’ early life, and it may well
be that the myths surrounding his birth and youth are late. Homer certainly
knows that Paris abducted Helen from Sparta and brought her back to Troy,
but by the time this act took place Paris was already a grown man. The
references to the abduction are numerous, as it, of course, forms the necessary
background to the plot of the Iliad. However, scholars have been much less
certain whether Homer knew of the immediate cause which we take to be
behind Helen’s abduction, namely Aphrodite’s promise of the most beautiful
woman if Paris chose her in the beauty contest between her, Hera, and
Athena. There is only one passage in the Iliad where this myth is referred to
directly, but the wording is so curious that since antiquity its authenticity has
been questioned. It is important, therefore, to begin with an examination of
this passage and the objections commonly raised against it. For, if the
authenticity of the passage cannot be defended, then the job of proving that
Homer knew of the Judgement of Paris must rely only on indirect and
external evidence.

The one reference to the Judgement comes near the beginning of Book
24, as the gods are discussing Achilles’ continuing outrage of Hector’s corpse.

Homer tells us that the gods all felt pity for Hector and were urging Hermes to
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steal the corpse away from Achilles. However, this plan was not pleasing to
Hera, Poseidon, and Athena, who continued to hate the Trojans as from the
beginning because of Paris’ insult to the two goddesses and his praise for her
who gave him grievous lust:

1ov &’ éAeaipecxov paxopeg Oeol elcopdwves,

xAéyou 8’ dtpdveckov éboxonov "Apyerpdviny.

&v0’ GAAorg pev oot Efvdavev, 008¢ 108’ “Hen

o0d¢ [Tooeddwv’ 0bdE YAovkamidt kovpT,

GAA’ Exov @¢ opv tpdtov anfyBeto “TAtog 1pn

xod [Tpiapog kol Aadg "AAeEGvdpov Evex’ g,

o¢ veixeooe Bedg, 0te o1 péssovrov Txovro,

v &’ fivno’ 1 oi ndpe poyhoovovnv aAeyeviv.

(24.23-30)

It is difficult to say if this is a reference to the myth to the Judgement of Paris
as we know it from later writers. The scholiasts report that Aristarchus felt
the whole passage to be a late interpoiation and, accordingly, athetized these
lines.2%6 Some of his reasons for athetesis are obviously based on subjective

notions of what constitutes Homeric ethics and values, as van der Valk

points out.207 Others, however, raise serious problems that must be

206There is actually some confusion in the scholia about exactly which
lines Aristarchus athetized. Aristonicus, in the A scholia at 24.25, says that
Aristarchus athetized only 25-30, but the bT scholia at 24.23 claim that he
athetized 23-30. Van der Valk (Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad
10, 29-30) thinks that Aristonicus is correct, for he says that Aristarchus
athetized six lines and relates in detail the reasons for athetesis; therefore, if,
to his knowledge, Aristarchus had also athetized the two preceding lines, he
would have said that eight lines had been athetized and discussed the reasons
for the athetesis of 23-24 as well. Cf. also Bolling, The Athetized Lines of the
Iliad 187-189.

207Van der Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad II, 29.
These include the supposed absurdity of Athena or the matronly Hera
participating in a beauty contest with Aphrodite. Aristarchus also objects that
all sorts of things are said to be the cause of the war, but that the Judgement is
never mentioned as one of them. Priam blames the gods (3.164), Helen

(cont.)
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addressed. These are cited ir. the bT scholia at 24.23 and in the A scholia at
24.25-30:208

1. The mention of Poseidon at line 26 is odd because he is not
consistently an ally of the Greeks.

2. The verb veixecoe is inappropriate for a judge, such as Paris is
supposed to be in this myth.

3. A péocavAog, where Paris encounters the goddesses, signifies a
rural dwelling; however, Homer thought of Paris as having been raised
in the city, for he is an accomplished musician, which is out of keeping
with a rustic life.

4. The word paxAostvny is spurious and late. It cannot be applied
to men, but describes yvvoixopavio; moreover, this was not what
Aphrodite gave Paris; she gave him tiv xaAAiomv t@v téte "EAévnv.

5. Homer obviously does not know about the Judgement, for if
he did he would have mentioned it often (tfjv te nepi 10D kaAAovg kpiov

ok 01dev- moAlaxd yop &v éuviioBn).20% Moreover, he ignores it at key

blames Paris (3.172-242, 6.344-358, 24.762-775), and the poet calls the ships
which took Paris to Sparta dpyexdxovg ( 5.63). But, mortals blame the gods for
all sorts of things, as Zeus observes (Od. 1.32-34). Helen's hatred of her
husband can easily account for his blameworthiness in her eyes. That the
ships which took Paris to Sparta should be called &pxexaxovg does not
preclude all other &pyai of the war. Aristarchus also objects that it would be
unseemly (0% npénov) for the gods to encourage Hermes to steal Hector’s
corpse; but, as Richardson observes, “the idea of Hermes stealing the corpse is
odd but not impossible” (Comm. VI, 276).

208Cf. Erbse, Scholia V, 519-522 and Severyns, Le Cycle épique dans
I'école d’Aristarque, 261-263.

209Cf. Erbse, Scholia V, 521-522. Eustathius (vol. V, 1337.30-40) too
records the general objection that if Homer had known of the myth he would
have mentioned it more than once and notes that Aristarchus objected to the

(cont.)
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places, the most important of which is at 4.31-32, where Zeus asks Hera

why she hates the Trojans so much (zi vi ce Mpiapog Mprapord te noideg /

16000 xaxd péEovory;). Apparently, Homer would not have Zeus ask

the question, if he knew the answer.210

Analytical scholars, in particular, accepted Aristarchus’ condemnation
of these lines and his conclusion that the Judgement was unknown to
Homer.2!1 Welcker seems to have been the first scholar to argue for the lines’
authenticity, on the grounds that the Judgement forms one of the necessary
pieces of background information about the Trojan war which the poet can
depend on his audience knowing.212 The discovery in the early part of this
century of an ivory comb in the sanctuary of Artemis Orthia at Sparta gave
concrete support for Welcker’s position. It shows Paris seated on an elaborate
chair, while three goddesses approach, first Hera, followed by Athena and
Aphrodite. The majority of scholars have dated the comb to the middle of

the seventh century.213 One other depiction of the Judgement also survives

use of veixesoe and poayroovvny for the same reasons as preserved in the
scholiasts.

210This objection is also recorded by the AbT scholia at 4.51-52, where
they all say that, if Homer had known of the Judgement, Hera would have
given this as the reason for her hatred here; cf. Erbse, Scholia I, 453-454.

211Cf. Ameis-Hentze, Anhang zu Homers Ilias V, 94-99, 114-115 for a
bibliographic survey.

212Welcker, Der epische Cyclus 1I, 113-120, esp. 114-115. Scott, “The
Choice of Paris in Homer” 326-330 also argued that Homer and his audience
knew of the Judgement. He presents many of the same arguments as does
Welcker, but, once again, nowhere cites his Analytical predecessor. Drerup,
Homerische Poetik I, 360, n. 1, too believed that the Judgement would have
been known to the audience of the Iliad as a general piece of background
information.

213 Cf, Dawkins 223 and pl. 127; Hampe, “Das Parisurteil auf dem
Elfenbeinkamm aus Sparta” 77-86 and “Alexandros,” LIMC #6; Ahlberg-
Cornell 50-51; Kossatz-Deissmann, “Paridis Iudicium,” LIMC #22; Clairmont

(cont.)
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in Archaic art, on the Proto-Corinthian Chigi vase, which dates from c. 640-
630. The principal scene on the vase is a hoplite battle, but tucked beneath the
handle we see Hermes leading the three goddesses towards Paris. The vase is
damaged, and the three goddesses in particular are fragmentary. Paris is well
preserved and inscriptions confirm the identity of Athena and Aphrodite.214
The iconographic evidence, therefore, demonstrates that the Judgement of
Paris was known in some form already in the Archaic period.

In 1938, encouraged by the discovery of the Spartan ivory comb, Karl
Reinhardt set out to prove that the lines in Book 24 were not an interpolation
and that the Judgement was, in fact, known to Homer.215 Reinhardt argued
that, though Homer knew the story as an integral part of the Trojan cycle, he
chose not to tell it in detail because its unheroic atmosphere was unsuited to
epic narrative. Such stories are at times referred to in the Homeric epics, but
they are never fully narrated and then always with their unheroic features
adapted to the epic style. One example is the story of Penelope’s web, a simple
tale of cunning, stupidity, and betrayal and told only briefly in the Odyssey.
The real influence of the story is felt in the way Homer adapts its basic
components to epic situations. Accordingly, Penelope’s cunning becomes

wisdom and the suitors’ stupidity becomes arrogance and impiety which

14-15; Huxley, Greek Epic Poetry 132; Wathelet, Dictionnaire des Troyens 835;
Gantz 568; and Scaife 179-180.

214Cf. Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #5; Kossatz-Deissmann, “Paridis
Tudicium,” LIMC #26; Clairmont 13-14; Robertson, A History of Greek Art ],
52-53; Ahlberg-Cornell 50-51; Wathelet, Dictionnaire des Troyens 834-835; and
Scaife 179.

215Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil,” in Tradition und Geist 16-36 (orig. publ.
in Wissenschaft und Gegenwart, 11 [1938]). Griffin has called this work “a
landmark in Homeric studies” (HLD 195, n. 49); Wiist (1496-1497) asserts that
Reinhardt’s conclusions must be taken as fact — which now seems to be the
majority view (cf., for example, Richardson, Comm. VI, 277-278).
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warrant retribution. Thus, the basic elements of the story are “heroized” to
suit the conventions of epic poetry.216

The same is true of the Judgement in the Iliad: “Auch die
Parisgeschichte wird nur ein einziges Mal erwihnt, auch sie ist Vorgeschichte
in einem doppelten Sinn: nicht nur, weil ihr Geschehen dem ‘Zorne Achills’
vorausliegt, sondern auch weil sie von einem Geist zeugt, der dem epischen
Stil, wenn nicht der spiteren Stoffsammiler, der ‘Kykliker,” doch um so mehr
der Ilias widersprach.” The basic elements of the story — the shepherd
tending his flocks and the beauty contest between the goddesses — are
unsuited to the epic style; accordingly, as with Penelope’s web, it is only told
once and briefly. However, its influence is felt throughout the poem in the
relations between the three goddesses who took part in the beauty contest:
Hera and Athena are the most outspoken and active of the pro-Greek gods
and tend to work together, while Aphrodite not only favours the Trojans, but
Paris and Helen in particular.

But the general political alignment of the gods is well-known and can,
to some extent, be explained at the level of religion and cult. Hera’s
association with Argos is well established, and known to Homer, as we can
see from the choice of her three favourite cities — Argos, Sparta, and
Mycenae — which she offers up to Zeus in return for Troy’s destruction (4.51-
52); this makes her a natural, even indigenous, ally of the Greeks.
Aphrodite’s origins are probably in the Near East and may, therefore, provide

some explanation for her association with the Trojans.?!? However, what

216Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 19-20.

2170On the antiquity of Hera’s connections with mainland Greece, cf.
Burkert, Greek Religion 131-132; Athena’s connections with the mainland are
likewise very ancient, cf. Greek Religion 139-140; on Aphrodite’s origins, cf.

(cont.)



116

Reinhardt found most puzzling, if Homer were supposed to be ignorant of
the Judgement, was not Hera's and Athena’s love for the Greeks, but their
intense hatred of the Trojans. Both goddesses are unflinchingly committed to
the annihilation of the Trojans, Hera so much so that she is willing even to
offer up her three favourite cities to ensure this.218
The other gods do not show this degree of hatred for the side which

they do not favour. Apollo is pro-Trojan and Poseidon pro-Greek. Yet their
favouritism does not require the complete destruction of the other side.
Apollo, for example, sends a plague against the Greeks in Book 1, but relents
after restitution is made. In Book 20, Poseidon, feeling pity for Aeneas
because of his blamelessness and piety, rescues the Trojan from Achiiles so
that fate will not be altered by his unavoidable death should he be allowed to
meet Achilles. Hera and Athena, on the other hand, refuse to help Poseidon,
good though his reasons may be, for, as Hera says to him:

fitor pév yop vl noréog OPOCOUEY OpKOVG

néo pet’ dBavétorswy, &yo xai Maiiag "AbGnvn,

uf mot’ émi Tpdeoov dAehcetv kaxdv fipop,

und’ 6mdt’ &v Tpoin parepd nupi naca dantat

xaopévn, kaimot 8 dpiot vieg "Axcidv.
(20.313-317)

Reinhardt sums up the difference between Hera's and Athena’s
favouritism from that of any of the other gods: “So viel ist sicher: deutlicher
lieRe sich nicht sagen, dag die Hilfe, die Poseidon den Achdern leistet, nicht
zu verwechseln sei mit dem gemeinsamen Haf der beiden Géttinnen auf

Troia. Hasserinnen um jeden Preis sind einzig Hera und Athene; sie wollen

Greek Religion 152-154, where Burkert tentatively supports an association
with the Semitic goddess of love, Ishtar-Astarte.
218Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 21-29.
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nicht nur den Ihren helfen, sie wollen vernichten.”219 Thus, Hera and
Athena are committed, more so than any of the other pro-Greek gods, to
Troy’s destruction; furthermore, Troy’s destruction takes priority over the
welfare of the Greeks. According to Reinhardt, only the Judgement of Paris
can adequately explain the unique hatred that these two goddesses have for
the Trojans.

A passage in Book 8 illustrates this point particularly well. Zeus forbids
all the gods to take part in the battle, but Hera and Athena disobey, and the
two of them prepare Athena for battle. Zeus sends Iris to recall them and
chastises them. Their response to Zeus reveals a contradiction between what
the poet tells us they are thinking and what, in fact, they say to Zeus. At 457-
458, they contrive evil for the Trojans:

“Qc Epaf’, ai & énépvEoav 'Abnvain te xai “Hpn-
rAnoiot ol ¥’ Hobnv, xaxd 8¢ Tpdeoor uedéstnv.

At 464-468, however, Hera says that they feel pity for the Danaans and are
afraid that they will perish altogether, unless she and Athena can, at the very
least, put good counsel in their heads:

GAN’ Eumnc Aovadv 0AoQupdéued’ ailyuntdaov,

ot xev 87 xaxdV oitov vanAficavieg SAmvtal.

&AM’ fitor moAépov peév Gee€oued’, el oL xkedeberg:

BovAtyv &’ 'Apyeiorg brobnodued’, i Tig dvioer,

¢ Un tévteg SAmvtal 0dveoauévoto teolo.

The two goddesses claim that their actions are motivated by feelings of
compassion for the Greeks; the poet asserts that they are motivated by feelings

of hatred for the Trojans.220

219Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 22.
220Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 22.
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Reinhardt also points to other passages which he argues can only be
understood with reference to the Judgement. For example, when Aphrodite
is wounded by Diomedes, Athena, at Hera’s bidding, teases her (5.418-425),
and in the battle of the gods, Hera encourages Athena to fight Aphrodite and,
with one blow, Athena sends her sprawling (21.418-433).221 Only one myth
can explain this unusual triangle in which two goddesses act together against
the third.

One other passage is particularly interesting. At the beginning of Book
4, after the duel between Paris and Menelaus, Zeus contrasts Hera and Athena

as helpers of Menelaus with Aphrodite as the helper of Paris:

Sorai pév Mepeldo dpnydveg eici Bedov,

“Hpn ©° 'Apyein xoi "AAoixopevnig "ABAvn.

aAA’ fitor tal vosgr xaBiuevol eicoponwcar

téprecBov- 1® 8’ adre prhopuedig "Appodit

alel nappéufroxe kol adTod Kfipog APvVeEL:

kol viv éEesdacey 6iduevov BavéeoBor.

(4.7-12)

It is curious that Zeus does not speak of Hera and Athena as allies of the
Greeks, but rather specifically as helpers of Menelaus and contrasts them as
such with Aphrodite as the helper of Paris.222 Kullmann adds that, while it is
not unusual for Athena to help Menelaus (since she does the same for other

Greeks such as Achilles, Diomedes, and Odysseus), Hera’s role as patron of

221Scott, “The Choice of Paris in Homer” 328, also notes that in Book 5
Athena tells Diomedes that the only god he can attack is Aphrodite (5.129-
133). Reinhardt compares the scene between Athena and Aphrodite in Book
21 to the stand-off between Apollo and Poseidon which follows immediately.
Their favouritism for one side does not involve hatred for the allies of the
other side (“Das Parisurteil” 21).

22Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 29.
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Menelaus needs explanation. Generally speaking, in the Iliad, Hera does not
favour specific mortals; therefore, her role here as Menelaus’ helper invites
the audience to remember the Judgement.223

Thus, Reinhardt concludes that, not only did Homer know of the myth
of the judgement of the three goddesses by Paris, but that he used this myth
throughout his poem as the basis for the all-important political loyalties of
the gods. The hatred of Hera and Athena for the Trojans is the epic working
out of the simple, unheroic tale of the shepherd who arbitrates in the beauty
contest. The original story may only be referred to in passing; nonetheless, its
influence is pervasive. As Reinhardt says, “Ohne Parisurteil, keine Ilias.”224

An answer then emerges to one of Aristarchus’ principal objections,
namely that, if Homer had known of the Judgement, he would have
mentioned it not once, but often, and most certainly in Book 4 when Zeus
asks Hera why she hates the Trojans so much. Not only is the true reason
unheroic, or out of keeping with the atmosphere of epic, but silence makes

the goddesses’ implacable hatred all that much more terrifying:

Der gewaltige Hafl der gewaltigen Géttin lodert, lebt und
rechtfertigt sich aus sich selbst. Das Parisurteil als
Begriindung wiirde hier nur schwichen, oder wiirde doch,
als Ursache, die Wirkung nimmermehr erkliren. Von so
furchtbarem Ritselcharakter ist die Gottheit — nicht nur

223Kullmann, Quellen 238. Kullmann also refers to 5.714-717, where
Hera reminds Athena of the promise they made to Menelaus that he would
return home having sacked Troy (Quellen 239). He also believes that when
Hera and Athena are first introduced in the Iliad as working together for the
general benefit of the Greeks without any explanation, the poet is assuming
an acquaintance on the part of his audience with the Judgement (Quellen
237). Cf. Quellen 236-244 and “Ergebnisse der motivgeschichtlichen
Forschung zu Homer” 433-434, for a complete discussion of all the passages
which Kullmann argues demonstrate the poet’s awareness of this myth.

224Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 32.
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Hera; Zeus selbst, wenn erst er einmal beschlossen haben
wird, eine Stadt zu vernichten, wird nicht anders sein!
Daher ihr beider Pakt: lal du mir dies, laf ich dir das! Daf
hier das Parisurteil nicht erwdhnt wird, liegt nicht daran, daf
der Dichter es noch nicht gekannt hitte, sondern liegt daran,
daf die Grée der olympischen Begebenheit iiber den Geist
der alten Geschichte hinauswuchs. Das alte Motiv wird
wesenlos, die ihn entsprungene epische Situation wird zum
Gefiff neuen Gehalts.225

Thus, Reinhardt argues that Homer’s general silence about the Judgement
does not warrant the athetization of its one mention. He demonstrates that a
number of passages, in fact, presuppose a knowledge of the Judgement.
Moreover, he suggests a reason why the poet does not mention this myth
more often, namely that silence makes the gods’ hatred of Troy all that much
more terrifying than ascribing a specific reason would.226 Stinton sums up
the importance of Reinhardt’s argument: “what Reinhardt shows is that the
Iliad is consistent with Homer’s having known the story; and the burden of
proof now lies on those who say he did not.”2%7

Reinhardt, however, does not answer all of the problems raised in the
scholia. We should still wonder why Poseidon is mentioned in the context of
the Judgement? Why is a Trojan prince playing the part of a shepherd? Why
does Homer use the verb veixesoe to describe Paris’ rejection of the two

goddesses? And, why is Aphrodite’s gift to Paris described as poxAosvvn?

225Reinhardt, “Das Parisurteil” 29.

226Cf, also van der Valk, “Homer’s Nationalistic Attitude” 17-18, on
this point, who agrees with Reinhardt and suggests further that the poet is
silent about the Judgement in general because Paris’ crime against Menelaus
is much more serious than his offending two goddesses in a beauty contest.
The poet wants to emphasize the Trojans’ guilt and their consequent doom;
therefore, he frequently recalls Paris’ abduction of Helen and not his
judgement of the goddesses.

227Stinton 19.
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Two of these objections do not really pose problems at all. As Robert
pointed out long ago, shepherding on Mt. Ida is a common activity for Trojan
princes in the Iliad.228 Nor does veixesce require the elaborate hypotheses
about alternative versions of the myth some have invented in attempts to
explain it away.22? As Adkins points out, “when Paris gave his judgement
that Aphrodite had won, the other two goddesses naturally felt his words to
be hostile, and indeed would feel é\eyyein at their defeat.”230 Thus, veikecoe
describes not so much Paris’ action as the way it was received by Hera and
Athena and makes perfect sense in a passage meant to explain why they are so
angry.

Poseidon’s persistent anger is perhaps explained by his betrayal at the
hands of Laomedon, as he himself recounts (21.441-457).231 But, as Davies
observes, the fact still remains “that as they stand the lines in effect present us

with the remarkable statement that Poseidon, no less than the two goddesses,

228Robert, Griechische Heldensage II, 978, n. 3. Robert lists Aeneas
(21.91), Anchises (5.313 and h.Aph. 55), the brothers of Andromache (6.424-
425), and six other minor figures as examples of Trojan princes who also
engage in shepherding.

29Wilamowitz suggested that there existed a version of the myth in
which Paris haughtily turned away Hera and Athena and graciously received
Aphrodite, and that this basic myth of gods testing human piety via
hospitality was turned by the Cypria poet into the judgement of the three
goddesses (“Lesefriichte” 242). Rose agreed that veikeooe indicates open insult
and some kind of hospitality motif, and suggested that Poseidon may also
have been present and rejected along with Hera and Athena (“De loco
Homerico male intellecto” 282-283). Even the much more cautious Stinton
(3, n. 4) leaves open the possibility that “there may well have been a version
in which Paris added insult to injury by open abuse.”

230Adkins, “Threatening, Abusing and Feeling Angry in the Homeric
Poems” 20.

231Cf, Macleod 88 who comments that “[t]he curt and elliptical style is
natural when, as here, a story is only mentioned, not told.”
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was angry with Troy and its inhabitants because of the Judgement of Paris.”232
Moreover, the scholiasts’ objections to payAoovvn have never been adequately
addressed: this is not what Aphrodite gave Paris, and, besides, the word is late
and only applies to women.

Davies suggests a solution to these problems by examining not why
Homer is silent about the Judgement in places where he could easily have
mentioned it, as Reinhardt did, but why Homer chooses to mention it where
he does. He argues that its placement at the beginning of Book 24, just before
the final resolution of the plot, is significant. The Iliad ends with Achilles
giving up his anger at Hector and, in an act of compassion, restoring his
enemy’s corpse to Priam. Just before this final movement is set in motion,
we see the gods on Mt. Olympus. Homer tells us that the majority of them
felt compassion for Hector and wanted Achilles’ outrage of his corpse to stop.
However, three important gods object because of their unending hatred of the
Trojans. It is only in this one place that the Judgement is mentioned, that is
to say, it is only here that we are told why it is that Hera and Athena hate the
Trojans. In this context, the reference to the Judgement serves to underline
the difference between the gods and men. Priam and Achilles, both of whom
have good reason to hate one another, can put aside their hatred and be
reconciled with one another. The gods, however, continue to hold onto their
hatred, no matter how old and trivial the reasons for it may be. Priam and
his city will be destroyed because the gods are incapable of the kind of
generosity that Achilles can show toward his enemy. Davies sums up: “[o]n

the mortal level Achilles abandons his anger and becomes finally reconciled

232Davies, “The Judgement of Paris and Iliad XXIV" 57.
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with Priam and with humanity. On the divine level the first explicit
mention of the Judgement reminds us of grudges and resentments which are
not resolved, but linger on relentlessly and inexorably, to issue in the
destruction of Troy.”233

In short, Homer mentions the Judgement in order to juxtapose the
lasting nature of divine anger to Achilles” abandonment of his anger against
Hector. In this context, the inclusion of Poseidon makes sense, for he, like
Hera and Athena, has a grudge against the Trojans. The different reasons for
the different gods’ hatred are not set out because it is not the specific reasons
which are important here, but simply the existence of the hatred itself.
Poseidon is present because he “is still firmly registered in our minds within
the company of gods who cherish undying hatreds because of past
offenses.”234

Davies tries to account for payAootvn along the same lines. He notes
that payAoostvn, that is, some kind of sexual impropriety, is normally the
punishment which Aphrodite inflicts upon her enemies, not a reward that

she would give to one of her favourites.23> For example, according to

233Davies, “The Judgement of Paris and Iliad XXIV” 59-60. Davies sees
this as a reversal of the situations on the divine and human planes in Book 1,
where the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles found no resolution,
while the argument on Olympus dissolves in laughter and music. Cf. also
Macleod 88: “the origin of Hera's and Athena’s hatred of Troy comes
effectively at the end of the poem ... Homer heightens and extends his tragedy
by taking us back to where it started. This reminds us that even if for the
moment ‘the gods’ are to unite in allowing the ransom of Hector’s body, the
gods hostile to Troy still have reason to be as angry as ever; and the city they
hate must fall.”

234Davies, “The Judgement of Paris and Iliad XXIV” 59.

235The evidence shows that payAoostvn and its derivatives are not
confined to women at all, as the scholiasts claimed. Hesiod uses it twice of
women (W&D 586 and fr. 132MW), Herodotus once (4.154). But in

(cont.)
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Stesichorus, she, in anger at Tyndareus for omitting her in his sacrifices,
punishes him by making his daughters promiscuous.23¢ Likewise, she
punishes Pasiphae, who neglected her rites, by perverting her sexuality.237
And Euripides’ Hippolytus makes Phaedra’s desire for her step-son the result
of Aphrodite’s vengeance against him.238 Thus, the scholiasts were right to
object to the idea that Aphrodite should give this quality as a reward. With
this one word, the poet casts Aphrodite’s gift to Paris in a negative light.
Davies does not elaborate beyond this ; I would argue, however, that
we can push his suggestion further. By describing Aphrodite’s gift to Paris in

terms that normally would describe the way this goddess punishes mortals,

Aeschylus’ Suppliants (636), the adjective is used of Ares; and, in Aeschylus,
fr. 325 (Radt), it is used to describe an over-luxuriant &ureloc. Much later,
Lucian (Alexandros 11) uses paxAog to describe a man. Thus, Friis Johansen
and Whittle suggest that payAosOvn and payAog are not so much associated
with women as descriptive of sexual immorality, such as adultery, that stems
from Aphrodite and is applicable equally to men and women (Friis Johansen
and Whittle, The Suppliants III, 13-14). Cf. further, Stinton 19, n. 9 and
Davies, “The Judgement of Paris and Iliad XXIV” 57, n. 13.

B6oYvexa Tovddpeog / péwv moxd oot Beolg pévag Adbet’ riodopov /
KonpiSoc: ketva 8¢ TuvSapéov xdpag / xolwoapéva Sryduoug Te kKoi tpryduovg étife
/ xoi Mnesavopog, fr. 223 Davies.

237This version appears only late, in Hyginus, Fab. 40; in other
versions, also late, it is Poseidon, for reasons similar to those of Aphrodite,
who punishes Minos by afflicting his wife with her passion for the bull
(Diodorus Siculus 4.77.1-4). The story, however, of Pasiphae’s desire for the
bull is certainly much older, as it is attested to in Pindar (fr. 91 SM) and
Bacchylides’ fragmentary Ode 26. The latter may have presented Aphrodite as
responsible in some way for Pasiphae’s passion, for, in the third line of the
papyrus we read the letters ev xur, which Snell (in the Teubner edition of
Bacchylides, 10th ed., p. 77), followed by Campbell (Greek Lyric IV, p. 242),
suggests may have been év Konprg. Cf. further, Gantz 260-261.

238Cf. Davies, “The Judgement of Paris and Iliad XXIV” 58, n. 14 and
Gantz 105, for further examples of individuals punished in this way by
Aphrodite. Cf. also Walcot 33-37.
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her gift is consistent with other gifts which the gods give to mortals in the
Iliad. For divine gifts in the Iliad bring little benefit for their recipients;
instead, they frequently serve to underline the very mortality of those who
receive or even come into contact with them. The most famous example is
the divinely wrought armour which the gods gave to Peleus at his wedding to
Thetis.239 In the Iliad, both men who wear this armour die in it. When
Hephaestus agrees to replace the armour which Achilles has lost, he says that
the new panoply will not save the hero from death (18.464-467); he too will
die wearing the gifts of the gods.240

Divine gifts are inappropriate for humans, for they blur the otherwise
distinct boundaries between mortality and immortality, with fatal results for
the gifts’ recipients. As Heath concludes, “in the world of the Iliad, then, it is
not the case that human beings turn the gifts of the gods to perverse use —
the gifts themselves are pernicious.”?4! Just so, Aphrodite’s gift of Helen to
Paris brings with it death; perhaps the poet had this in mind when he called
her gift dAeyewviiv (24.30). In this way, her gift, like all divine gifts, can rightly

239Cf. Heath, “The Legacy of Peleus” 387-400, who argues that “not only
are the divine offerings of little use to their recipients, but they are frequently
connected in a most destructive fashion with human mortality. Even the
most illustrious benefaction of all, Hephaestus’ armor for Achilles, will not
protect the hero from death, as its creator himself laments (18.464-467).
Indeed, it is only with this armor that Achilles can re-enter the battle to kill
Hector and meet his own death soon thereafter” (388).

240Cf, also Odysseus’ words to Dolon who hoped to receive as his
reward for the spying mission Achilles’ divine horses. Odysseus tells him
that they are difficult for mortals to handle, except for Achilles, Tov dBavém
téxe pfitnp (10.404). Achilles can handle the horses, because he is partially
divine, but even so they cannot save him from death in battle (cf. 19.408-410).
As for Dolon, the mere hope of owning them results in his death.

241Heath, “The Legacy of Peleus” 394.



126

be described in less than positive terms, even, as here, in terms befitting
punishment.242

Thus, Davies demonstrates that we should not expect Homer to
provide us with a straightforward version of the Judgement of Paris. Instead,
he uses the myth to underscore certain thematic developments, namely the
contrast between human forgiveness and divine implacability. Homer’s
curious wording in his one mention of the myth tells us that Hera and
Athena continued to hate the Trojans on account of Paris’ judgement.
Poseidon is mentioned as another god who, likewise, has reasons to hate the
Trojans and persists in his hatred. Even Aphrodite, the Trojans’ divine ally,
is absorbed into this theme. For her gift to Paris, no less than the three other
gods’ hatred, will result in the Troy’s destruction; accordingly, her gift is
described as a punishment.

Taken together, Reinhardt and Davies answer the scholiasts’ objections
to this passage by demonstrating that Homer not only knew the passage, but
had good reasons not to mention it more often and equally good reasons to
word his single mention of it the way he did. Thus, we can safely conclude
that there are no reasons to follow Aristarchus’ athetization of the lines about
the Judgement and that the allusive nature of the passage indicates that the
myth was well-known to both poet and audience. As Gantz asserts, “if we
cannot get the exact sense of these last words, we still have enough to say that

this is the Judgment as we know it: two goddesses are disappointed, while the

242We would do well to recall Helen’s own situation as the recipient of
Aphrodite’s favour (3.399ff.). The goddess makes clear that her love could
easily turn into an equally strong hatred which would destroy Helen.
Moreover, it is clear that Helen has not gained happiness as a result of
Aphrodite’s love.
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entire Iliad proclaims that the third, here chosen by Paris, has provided him
with Helen.”243

Since we can say that, in all likelihood, the heroic tradition in which
Homer worked knew of the Judgement, we are entitled to ask what this myth
tells about Paris. First and foremost, we must ask why Paris was chosen to
arbitrate between the three goddesses. For in this respect his role in the
Judgement is unique; no other Greek myth exists in which a mortal is called
upon to settle a dispute that is exclusively between gods about an issue that
concerns them only.24 The selection of Paris as arbitrator implies a singular
honour, one that would be accorded only to an important hero.

Though it is nowhere stated why Paris is chosen as the judge
particularly of a beauty contest, his role as such suggests that he was well
suited to determine who was most beautiful because he himself possessed
great physical beauty. In the Iliad, as we have seen, he is preeminent among
the Trojans for his beauty and is even insulted because of his beauty. Hector
calls him &{8o¢ &piote and says that the Achaeans think him the Trojans’ best

fighter because of his beauty, but in fact he is without valour (3.44-45).245

243Gantz 567.

244The closest parallel is the contest between Athena and Poseidon
regarding the patronship of Athens in which, variously, Cecrops or the
Athenians are asked to arbitrate between the gods and their offerings (cf.
Preller, Griechische Mythologie I, 202-204). However, the prize over which
the contest is being fought is one which is closely connected to the mortal
judges. In Paris’ case, the gods ask him to settle an issue of concern to
themselves only.

245Paris’ surpassing beauty would make him the most appropriate
judge of a beauty contest in the same way that Helen's status as the most
beautiful mortal in Sappho fr. 16 LP make her the most reliable judge of what
is most beautiful. As Most (15) argues, “Rhadamanthys’ actions have the
greatest authority for determining what is 16 Sikonétatov; Achilles’, for 0

avdperdtatov; and Helen’s, for 10 xdAAictov. We sense here the notion of

(cont.)
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Paris’ beauty in the Iliad is one component of his unheroic characterization.
In other passages, a similar juxtaposition of beauty and cowardice is apparent.
When Glaucus calls Hector £idoc &piote (17.142), he means to insult the
Trojan leader who has just withdrawn from the fight over Patroclus’ corpse
when he saw Ajax approaching. Nireus, a minor Greek leader, is described in
the catalogue of ships as the most beautiful Greek after Achilles (xaAAroTog ...
uet’ audpova MnAeiove, 2.673-674) and also as weak (GAarnadvog, 2.675). The
routed Achaeans are twice reproached for their cowardice before the enemy
and called e18oc &ymrot (5.787=8.228). Thus, a connection appears to exist
between male beauty and cowardice. However, the description of Nireus
compares him in beauty to Achilles, who certainly could not be accused of
cowardice of any sort. In fact, in the Iliad and Odyssey, Achilles is several
times referred to as the most beautiful man at Troy, in passages that
simultaneously draw attention to Ajax’ beauty and compare it to Achilles’. At
Iliad 17.279-280, Ajax is described as 0¢ mepi pev g100¢, mepl &’ Epya TéTVKTO / TAV
AV Aavadv pet’ apdpova IInAsiova. The verses recur in the Odyssey (11.550-
551), where the comparison is made again when Ajax is referred to as oG
&protoc Env €186 e époag e / 1@V GAAWV Aavadv peT’ dpduova IMmAciove (11.468-
470=24.17-18).246

The physical beauty of Achilles and Ajax would seem to be something
different from that of Paris and Nireus; in the former, it is an attribute of

heroism, in the latter, of cowardice. And yet, Homer uses the same word,

Buotov bpoie, which we can certainly presume to have been a common model
of thought in ordinary Greek life ... .”

246For the physical beauty of other heroes, cf. Il. 21.108 and 24.376
(Achilles), 22.370 (Hector), 20.233 (Ganymede); Od. 4.264 (Menelaus), 8.116
(Naubolides), 24.374 (Laertes).
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gldoc, to describe the beauty of Ajax, Achilles, and Paris, and directly compares
the weak Nireus to Achilles in beauty.

The passages describing Ajax and Achilles point to the beauty of the
two heroes as a component of their heroism. In fact, the references to Nireus
and Paris confirm this. Nireus is not described as beautiful and ineffectual; he
is described as beautiful, but nonetheless ineffectual (xGAAio7t0g ... AR’
dAanadvéc). Likewise, Hector says that the Greeks will naturally think that
Paris is the Trojans’ best fighter because he is most beautiful, but, in spite of
his beauty, he has no strength or valour (pévreg aprotiia mpdpov Eppevar, obveka
xaAdv / €1d0¢ £n’, GAL’ oUx EoT1 Pin 0VdE Tig GAx1, 3.44-45). The fact that Nireus
and Paris are both beautiful should mean that, like Achilles and Ajax, they
are great heroes. Homer asserts that they are not, but in order to make this
clear, he must make explicit mention of it, for their beauty would lead
automatically to the opposite conclusion. Thus, the heroic ethos of the Iliad
naturally connects beauty with valour; however, it does allow that beauty can
exist without other heroic qualities. When this is the case, a man’s beauty can
be a source of abuse, for then, instead of confirming heroism, it appears to
mock it.

I have argued that Paris as a figure of abuse, in part for his beauty, is
part of the Homeric recharacterization of the hero. The Iliad shows us that
latent within the concept of beauty is the potential for abuse. In the epic
tradition as a whole, however, physical beauty is a regular attribute of
heroism. Therefore, the story of the beautiful judge of a beauty contest
naturally assumes a heroic figure as its subject.

Perhaps another reason for the selection of Paris as judge is provided
by his ancestry, for he comes from a family that has extremely close

connections and relations with the gods. His grandfather is Laomedon, in
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whose service, as we have seen, both Poseidon and Apollo worked. His uncle
Tithonus is the immortalized lover of the Dawn; and Anchises is the still
mortal lover of Aphrodite. His cousin, Aeneas, is the son of Aphrodite.
Another ancestor, Ganymede, is the immortal lover of Zeus. Dardanus, the
founder of the Trojan royal dynasty, is the son of Zeus.

In the Iliad, Paris’ choice of Aphrodite is represented as a foolish one.
On one level, he favours a goddess who has no place in a military epic like
the Iliad. Either Hera or Athena would have been a better choice in this
poem. In addition, Homer says explicitly that Paris’ choice of Aphrodite
ensured the hatred of the other two goddesses, a hatred that will only be
appeased by the destruction of the city. In this regard, however, we should
remember that any choice would have made enemies of Troy of two
goddesses who, no matter which two, would have been instrumental in
bringing about the destruction of the city. Thus, it is not in actuality Paris’
choice of Aphrodite which brings about the destruction of Troy, but his role as
arbitrator between the goddesses, a role which he did not choose.

Dumézil has shown that originally the myth probably portrayed Paris
in a more positive light than does Homer’s use of it. He sees the Judgement
as an example of an Indo-European trifunctional myth in which a mortal is
asked to choose between three standard mythological functions which appear
in all Indo-European mythological systems. Paris is asked not so much to
decide which of the three goddesses is most beautiful, but which of the things

they represent is best — sovereignty, valour, or prosperity. Paris chooses
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which of three things is best, or, since his choice will alter the rest of his life,
what life is the best.247

In the Iliad, Paris chooses Aphrodite because she offered him a bribe,
poyAoovvn. Thus, from early on, the notion of gifts or bribes is present, and it
may well have been that Homer knew of the other two goddesses also
offering gifts that are representative of the givers’ specific qualities. In
another passage, the opposition of Aphrodite and Athena is described as being
one of marriage and war (5.429-430), demonstrating that there is, already in
Homer, a close connection between a divinity and his or her sphere of
influence. Wathelet notes that the dichotomy between choosing the most
beautiful versus the best prize would perhaps not have existed for Homer and
the ancient Greeks, “parce qu'il ne s’agit pas de mortelles, mais de déesses,
dont I'apparence physique est inséparable de leurs fonctions et de leurs
pouvoirs.”248 Thus, choosing a particular goddess is akin to dedicating
oneself to her, or choosing for oneself what she stands for. Whether or not
Homer and the oral epic tradition knew of explicit offers of gifts to Paris by the
three goddesses, the myth itself certainly implies that there is more at stake
than physical beauty in the choice of one goddess over others. With such a
choice comes the selection of everything that goddess represents and a
rejection of what the others represent. The bribes merely make explicit what
is already implicit in the myth.

Dumézil defends payAoctvn as an appropriate term to describe
Aphrodite’s bribe on the grounds that an abstract gift like payAostbvn provides

an appropriate contrast with the well-known, though unstated, abstract

247Dumézil, Mythe et épopée 580-586 and L'Oubli de 'homme 15-17.
248Wathelet, Dictionnaire des Troyens 861.
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concepts which Athena and Hera would traditionally have offered the prince.
On the other hand, if Aphrodite had offered Helen, we would have two
abstract bribes juxtaposed with a concrete one. In addition, a pejorative term
is chosen because the word denotes the feelings of the goddesses about this
gift and constitutes a further insult to the man whom they detest. The three
goddesses, and by extension their gifts, represent three ideas which appear
throughout Indo-European myth. According to Dumézil, Aphrodite’s gift of
Helen to Paris, the concrete realization of her offer, symbolizes prosperity.

For originally Helen would have been simply the fulfillment of the offer of
prosperity, for she represents not so much the most beautiful woman — a
frivolous, sensuous choice — but marriage, fertility, and, hence, prosperity —
as wise a choice as any.24?

Dumeézil’s interpretation of Paris’ choice appears contradicted by
everything we know about the marriage of Helen and Paris in the Iliad,
where their union is presented as barren, adulterous, devoid of love and is
contrasted to the marriage of Hector and Andromache which is lawful and
fertile. But, as with much else to do with Paris in this poem, this appears to
be a re-working of traditional material. For Helen seems to have been,
outside of the oral epic tradition, a divine figure. She remains in the Iliad the
daughter of Zeus, that is, the only mortal daughter of Zeus — a status which
itself deserves attention, since the gods do not normally produce female
offspring in their relations with mortals. Nilsson, Farnell, and Calame,
among others, have argued that she is an ancient fertility goddess, closely

associated with vegetation and with streams, whose cult was observed

249Dumézil, Mythe et épopée 583.
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particularly in Laconia, Rhodes, and Cyprus. In fact, a cult of Helen persisted
in Sparta into the Classical period.20 Clader has studied Helen's epithet
systems in the Homeric poems and found that Helen tends to share her
epithets not with other mortal women, but with goddesses, particularly the
other daughters of Zeus, Athena, Artemis, and Aphrodite. This, she argues,
supports the notion that Helen’s origins are divine.25!

As a fertility goddess, myths of abduction and rape logically attached
themselves to Helen, as with Persephone. The tale of her abduction as a
young girl by Theseus appears to be known to the oral epic tradition.252
Moreover, though in Homer Helen has only one child, other sources indicate
that this may not have been the case outside of the Homeric poems. For the

ancients knew of children of Helen by Theseus, Menelaus, and Paris.253 The

250Njilsson, The Mycenaean Origin of Greek Mythology 73-76 and
Homer and Mycenae 252; Farnell, Greek Hero Cults and Ideas of Immortality,
323-325; Calame, Les Chaeurs de jeunes filles 1, 335-350 and “Héléne: son culte
et l'initiation tribale féminine en Gréce” 489-491; and Backes 12-14.

251Clader 41-62.

252 At [liad 3.143-144 Helen is accompanied by Aethra, the daughter of
Pittheus, and mother of Theseus. Kullmann (Quellen 248), Ghali-Kahil (19),
Huxley (Greek Epic Poetry 120), and Gantz (289) argue that Aithra’s presence
can only be accounted for by the story of Helen’s abduction by Theseus and
her rescue by the Dioscuri, who took Aithra with them as retribution.
Moreover, Pausanias claims the story was mentioned in the Iliou Persis
(10.25.5) and depicted on the Cypselus chest (5.19.3), which makes it pre-fifth
century. The A scholia at Iliad 3.242 claim that the story was told by in the
“Epic Cycle, though where is not specified, and by Alcman (Alcman, fr. 21 PMG
and Erbse I, 404); Pausanias says that Alcman and Pindar told the story
(1.41.4=Alcman, fr. 21 Davies).

253 According to Pausanias, Stesichorus claimed that she is the mother
of Iphigeneia by Theseus (2.22.6; Stes. 191 PMG); four children by Paris are
recorded — Korythos (elsewhere the son of Oenone and Paris), Bounomos (or
Bounikos), Idaios, and Aganos (Dictys Cretensis 5.5, Tzetzes’ scholia to
Lycophron 851; Parthenius 34); three children by unnamed fathers are also
mentioned — Aithiolas (Tzetz. Lyk. 851), and Nikostratos and Pleisthenes
(Cypria 12 Bernabé). Cf. further, Robert, Griechische Heldensage 984-985;

(cont.)
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choice of Helen, if indeed she was a fertility goddess, would not at all have
been fool’s choice, as Homer suggests. Rather, when Paris chooses Helen he
chooses prosperity.

When Homer mentions the Judgement of Paris, he reminds us that
Paris’ choice of Aphrodite — an essentially unheroic choice in the Iliad —
will lead to the destruction of his people. The choice of Paris, especially since
it is described by the term payAoos¥vn, accords with the overall characterization
of Paris as the unheroic, cowardly favourite of Aphrodite. However, if we
separate the myth from its place in the Iliad, this negative portrayal must stay
behind. For it is clear that Homer has used the myth to support themes and
characterizations important to his poem. The myth itself does not carry with
it only the interpretative use Homer makes of it. In other poems with other
thematic concerns, it could very easily have been told in a way in which Paris’
choice would not have been viewed so negatively.

At the very least, the myth places Paris in the unique position of arbiter
of the gods, an honour bestowed upon him because of his place in a family
especially honoured by the gods. Moreover, his own surpassing physical
beauty made him the most appropriate judge of this particular contest. No
matter what choice Paris might have made, a poet could emphasize the
alienation of the two goddesses he did not choose and the foolishness of the

choice he did make. For any choice involves not only giving up two other

Bethe, Homer HI, 100-101; Clader 74; Ghali-Kahil 34-35; Huxley, Greek Epic
Poetry 134; and Griffin, “The Epic Cycle and the Uniqueness of Homer” 43;
and, on Iphigeneia, Gantz 291. These sources are, of course, late and cannot be
used to prove that Homer knew of children of Helen other than Hermione;
however, they do raise the interesting possibility that the barren marriage of
Helen and Paris in the Iliad may also be part of the Homeric re-
characterization of Paris for which I am arguing.



135

important qualities, but also setting oneself up in opposition to them. As
Dumézil shows, Paris’ choice may originally have been a preeminently
sensible one. Thus, Paris’ choice of Aphrodite does not necessarily mark him
as unheroic in the oral epic tradition, even though it does in the Iliad.
Rather, the myth itself, first and foremost, draws attention to Paris’ unique

status as arbiter of the gods, a heroic status by any measure.

V. The Death of Achilles

A. Direct References in the Iliad

Besides the judgement of the three goddesses and the abduction of
Helen, Paris performs one other outstanding feat in the Trojan cycle. He slays
Achilles. Given Paris’ characterization in the Iliad, this is surprising. We
expect great heroes to be slain by great heroes. Patroclus kills Sarpedon;
Hector kills Patroclus; and Achilles kills Hector. That Paris, who cannot even
fight successfully against Menelaus, should be the slayer of Achilles does not
follow this pattern. And yet Homer is explicit on this point. The dying
Hector says to Achilles that Paris and Apollo will slay Achilles in the Scaean
Gates (fjuott 1@ dte kév e [dpig xai Goifog 'AndéAAwv / €é6BA0V €6vt’ dAécwov Evi
Ixaifict TuAnoy, 22. 359-360).

Achilles’ death is referred to in other passages as well, and these
confirm the details set out by Hector. Achilles’ immortal horse, Xanthus,
prophesies his master’s death just before the hero returns to the battlefield:
GAAE G0l 00T / popoyudv ott Bed te xol &vépt it Sapfivon (19.416-417). Achilles
will die through the combined agency of a god and a man. The ghost of
Patroclus, too, foretells his friend’s death: xoi 82 coi abT® poipa, Beoig Emeixel’

'AIAAED, / teixer Bro Tpdwv evmpevéav drnodésBon (23.80-81). Achilles will die
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beneath the walls of Troy. Achilles himself knows that he will die by the
shafts of Apollo, for his immortal mother has told him so: i u” €épato Tpdwv
L1 teixel Oopnxrdav / Aoynpoig AéesBar "AndAAwvog Berléeoov (21.277-278).

Taken together, these passages tell us that Achilles will be slain by Paris
and Apollo, at the Scaean Gates, and by bow and arrow. These three
elements, though not all present in any one passage, are nowhere in the
poem contradicted. Homer, though he does not narrate it as part of the

events of the Iliad, is explicit about the circumstances of Achilles” death.254

B. Other Literary and Iconographic Evidence

These three elements were probably not unique to Homer. Proclus
tells us that, in the Aethiopis, Achilles is killed by Paris and Apollo near the
walls of Troy (tpeyduevog 8’ "AxiAAebs tobg Tpdag kal eig TV TOALY SLVEIORESOV
1o [épidog dvarpeiton kai "AnéArwvoc?S). A fragment of the Hesiodic
Catalogue of Women (212 MW) refers to death at the Scaean Gates which
March has argued refers to the death of Achilles.25¢ Pindar tells us that
Achilles is killed in battle by arrows (év moAépw t6€01g drd yuxav Awndv, Pythian
3. 101), though, as we shall see, elsewhere he has a rather strange account of
who the bowman was.

Representations in Archaic art further confirm these details. The

earliest possible depiction of Achilles’ death is on a proto-Corinthian lekythos

254Cf. Burgess, The Death of Achilles in the Iliad 98-104 and Erbse,
“Betrachtungen tiber das 5. Buch der Ilias” 173-176.

255Bernabé, p. 69, lines 15-16.

256March 8-23 and Burgess, The Death of Achilles in the Iliad 128-129.
Note, however, that Merkelbach and West argue that the passage refers to the
death of Patroclus.
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from the early seventh century B.C. On it we see a kneeling archer who has
just shot an arrow that is headed for a standing warrior’s shin. There has
been much controversy whether this scene depicts Paris shooting Achilles or
Diomedes, or, indeed, whether it depicts a mythological scene at all.257
Likewise, a proto-Corinthian aryballos of the mid-seventh century may also
represent the death of Achilles by Paris’ bow and arrow, though this
interpretation is far from certain. In the midst of a battle, we see a fallen
warrior and a kneeling bowman; however, it cannot be discerned whether the
warrior has been killed by the archer’s bow and arrow.258

From the late sixth century, we have an Attic neck-amphora which
depicts Ajax removing Achilles’ corpse from the battlefield. On the left-hand
side is a warrior in Scythian dress with a quiver at his side who could well be
Paris.25? From the same period, an Etruscan black-figure amphora apparently
depicts a duel between Achilles and another warrior. A bowman wearing a
Phrygian cap, who may be Paris, comes up from behind and appears to take
aim at the lower part of the leg of the warrior closest to him.260 A lost
Chalcidian amphora by the Inscription Painter from the mid-sixth century
B.C. depicts a scene immediately after Achilles’” death. Positive identifications
are possible as most of the figures are named. Ajax kills Glaucus over

Achilles’ corpse. To the right, fleeing the scene, is Paris, turning to fire an

257Cf. Kossatz-Deissmann, “Achilleus,” LIMC #848; Hampe,
“Alexandros,” LIMC #93; Gantz 626; and Burgess, “Achilles” Heel” 227, with
bibliography.

258Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #94.

259Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #95.

260Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #97; Gantz 626; and Burgess, “Achilles’
Heel” 227.
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arrow at Ajax.26!1 A mid-sixth century cup after the manner of the Heidelberg
Painter may also depict Paris wounding Achilles with bow and arrows. It
shows a fight over a fallen warrior struck by two arrows, one in the back and
one in the buttock; a third arrow is directed toward his heel. At the handle is
an archer with a high pointed oriental cap who may be Paris.262

An Attic red-figure kyathos by the Oinophile Painter from the early
fifth century shows Achilles having just wounded Memnon; from the right
comes a bowman wearing a Phrygian cap and a leopard skin over his
shoulders and left arm and aiming his bow, much as Homer describes Paris at
Iliad 3.17.263 Finally, an Attic red-figure pelike by thé Niobid Painter, also
from the early fifth century, shows an archer on the left who has just shot an
arrow at a fully armed warrior standing on the right. The arrow is apparently
being guided by a figure standing in the middie. The scene probably
represents Paris and Apollo together slaying Achilles, just as Hector
prophesied they would.264

Thus, all the earliest evidence, literary and artistic, is in agreement.
Achilles is killed before Troy, frequently at the Scaean Gate, by an arrow. The
agent of his death is Paris, frequently aided by Apollo.

Curiously, when we turn to slightly later sources, lyric and tragic
poetry, there appears to be some confusion about the agents of Achilles” death,

as sometimes Apollo alone is represented, while at other times it is Paris

261K ossatz-Deissmann, “Achilleus,” LIMC #850; Hampe, “Alexandros,”
LIMC #90; Gantz 626; and Burgess, “Achilles’ Heel” 226-227.

262Brijder 427ff., esp. 430-432.

263Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #91.

264Hampe, “Alexandros,” LIMC #92; Gantz 626; and Burgess, “Achilles’
Heel” 227-228.
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alone. In Pindar (Paean 6.75-86), Apollo, in the guise of Paris, kills Achilles
himself.265 In a fragment of Aeschylus, which Gantz believes may be from
the third play of the Memnon trilogy and about the death of Achilles, Thetis
rebukes Apollo as the god of prophecy for saying that her children would be
long-lived and then slaying Achilles.26¢¢é However, the statement that Apollo
is the killer of Thetis’ child, especially given the dramatic circumstances, does
not mean that Apollo acted alone or that Paris played no part.267 The same
can be said of Neoptolemus’ words in Sophocles’ Philoctetes that his father
was killed not by a mortal but by the god Apollo (té8vnkev, &v8pog 008evig, Beod
&’ ¥ro, / To€eutdc, g Aéyouoiy, éx doifov dapeig, 334-335), for, as Gantz says, “the
point here is the hero’s invincibility under normal circumstances and the
god’s maliciousness.”268

Euripides, on the other hand, twice has characters say that it was Paris,
with no mention of Apollo’s assistance, who killed Achilles. Hecuba, in
begging for Polyxena’s life, asks Odysseus to sacrifice her on Achilles’ pyre,

since it was she who bore Paris, the slayer of Achilles (éyd "texov Ilapv, / 6g

265Cf. Gantz 625 and Roussel 369. The scholiast to Pindar, Pythian
3.178a says that Achilles was killed by the arrows of Apollo; however, this
appears to be simply an explanatory expansion of Pindar’s line rather than
evidence for an alternative tradition. Compare the scholiast’s comment (&v
16 "Thioxd rorépw toig "AndAhwvog 1601 dronav v yuymv) with Pindar’s
words (&v ntoAépe t6Eorg and yuxav Mnav, Pythian 3. 101). In Hyginus, Fab. 107,
Apollo also takes the form of Paris and kills Achilles himself.

266Radt, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta 3, fr. 350. Cf. esp. lines 8-9:
oVTOG ESTIV O KTav@V / 1OV maida TOV Eudv.

267Cf. Gantz 625 and Roussel 369.

268Gantz 625. Cf. also Roussel 370. Quintus Smyrnaeus also has Apollo
alone kill Achilles (Posthomerica 3.61-62). Horace (Ode 4.6.3ff.) mentions
only Apollo in connection with Achilles’ death, though he does not give an
account of the actual killing and, therefore, does not explicitly exclude Paris.
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noida Otidoc HAesev 16Eorg Baldv, Hecuba 387-388). Menelaus rebukes Peleus
for his kindly treatment of Andromache, saying that, as the sister-in-law of
Paris, the killer of Achilles, she deserves no mercy (II&pig Yap, 0 GOV Tald’
Eneov’ "AxiAréa, / “Extopog 68edpdc fiv, Sdpap 8’ 118’ “Extopog, Andromache 655-
656). But again, the dramatic circumstances explain the mention of Paris, for
in both passages Trojan, and not divine, culpability for Achilles” death is the
point at issue. Hecuba stresses that Paris, and indirectly she as his mother, are
responsible; while Menelaus argues that Andromache through her
connection with Paris is also to blame. In this context, the absence of Apollo
as an additional agent of Achilles’ death is probably not significant.

The representation of either Apollo or Paris alone as the killer of
Achilles in post-Homeric literary and artistic sources does not, in all
likelihood, iﬁdicate that alternative versions of the death of Achilles existed
in the heroic tradition; instead these poets and artists seem to select one agent
or the other in accordance with their own narrative or artistic purposes.26
The most plausible explanation of Homer’s insistence on the god and the
man working together to slay Achilles is that Paris shot the arrow and Apollo
guided it.270 This is what the Niobid Painter depicts on the Attic red-figure
pelike discussed above. Curiously, it is not until Virgil that we find an author
who states what Homer seems to imply: Phoebe, graves Troiae semper
miserate labores, / Dardana qui Paridis derexti tela manusque / corpus in

Aeacidae (Aen. 6.56-58).271

269Cf. Burgess, “Achilles” Heel” 235-236.

270This is the majority view among scholars; cf. Burgess, “Achilles’
Heel” 236, n. 77 for bibliography.

2710vid, likewise, has Apollo guide Paris’ shaft against Achilles (Met.
12.598-606).
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C. Indirect References in the Iliad

There are also several passages in the Iliad which scholars have argued
indirectly prefigure the death of Achilles. As I have already said, the Iliad is a
chronologically constricted narrative which relates events that encompass
only a brief period in the story of the Trojan war. The chronological scope of
the story is, however, opened up by symbolically re-enacting within the
narrative present events which fall out of the time-frame of the poem. For
the most part, the poet employs this technique to recall events from the early
years of the Trojan war; however, he also uses it to pre-figure events which
occur later in the war. The most striking and frequently anticipated of these is

the death of Achilles.

1. The Death of Patroclus

The passage which most certainly looks forward to Achilles’ death is
the death of Patroclus.2’2 Perhaps this is to be expected given the poet’s
tendency to recast important events in the Trojan war that fall outside the
Iliad and his explicit use of Patroclus as a substitute for Achilles on the
battlefield. The circumstances of Patroclus’ death mirror those of Achilles’ in
quite specific ways. Both men are killed attacking Troy, specifically while
driving the Trojans back toward their city. Both men are killed at the walls of

Troy. Apollo is instrumental in the death of both men.273

272This notion is now generally accepted in Homeric scholarship. Cf.
the discussion of Burgess, The Death of Achilles in the Iliad 229-234, esp. 230,
n. 120 with extensive bibliography.

273For Burgess this last point of comparison is the strongest piece of
evidence in proving that Patroclus’ death anticipates Achilles”: “The fact that

(cont.)
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There are, of course, differences in the circumstances of the two heroes’
deaths: Patroclus is killed by a spear, Achilles by an arrow; Euphorbus and
Hector are the mortal slayers of Patroclus, Paris of Achilles. But, we should
not expect Homer to reproduce all the circumstances of one event in another
in order to justify an argument that one scene anticipates or recalls another
event outside his poem. For traditionally fixed elements in both the Iliadic
and the extra-Iliadic event are not endlessly flexible; the event must remain
recognizably what it traditionally is. That is fo say, the death of Patroclus
must function first and foremost as the death of Patroclus, the pivotal event
of the Iliad. Its anticipation of the death of Achilles is an important secondary
function. Thus, it may well have been fixed in the oral epic tradition that
Hector and Euphorbus are the slayers of Patroclus. Paris, then, could not be
substituted, no matter how much stronger that might make the
correspondence with Achilles’ death. Furthermore, as Burgess points out,
Paris could not kill Patroclus, for that would mean that Achilles’ anger would
have to be directed against Paris — “an unsuitable recipient of it” because
Achilles must avenge Patroclus’ death.274 If this meant that Achilles had to
kill Paris, this would leave him in the ridiculous position of being deprived

of his traditional slayer.

Apollo is involved in the death of Patroclus seems to be certain evidence that
this scene imitates the death of Achilles, for the famous participation of the
Apollo in the slaying of Achilles is undoubtedly a specific motif that belongs
to that hero’s story” (The Death of Achilles in the Iliad 230-231. Heubeck
(“Homeric Studies Today” 12) too makes this claim. Other correspondences
between the two deaths exist beyond this specific scene: most notably the roles
of Ajax and Odysseus in the difficult rescues of the warriors’ bodies; the
mourning of Thetis and the Nereids for both men; and the funeral games for
both men. Cf. further, Burgess, The Death of Achilles in the Iliad 234-241 and
249-252.

274Burgess, The Death of Achilles in the Iliad 233.
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Hugo Miihlestein has argued that Euphorbus serves as a doublet for
Paris in his role as one of Patroclus’ mortal slayers, thus providing a further
correspondence between the deaths of Patroclus and Achilles.2’”> His views
have generally been accepted by subsequent commentators on this passage.?76
Miihlestein’s arguments, however, are far from certain, as they depend
largely on correspondences between the two figures that cannot be confirmed
from the Homeric poems or be demonstrated to have been part of the oral
epic tradition. He maintains that Euphorbus is a pastoral name, signifying
“mit guter Weide,” or “with good pasturage, ” and indicates that the character
is represented as being a shepherd.2?7 This is further confirmed by his being
described as a Dardanian (16.807), since Dardanians live on Mt. Ida where
shepherds keep their flocks.2’2 Moreover, Homer tells us that he surpassed
all other men his age in spear-throwing, horsemanship, and swiftness of foot
(16.808-809). In addition, he attacks Patroclus from behind (16.806-807). In
Book 17, he is killed by Menelaus, at which point the poet draws special
attention to the sullying in the dust of Euphorbus’ hair and to his beauty in
general (50-60).

Miihlestein argues that all of these points correspond to the biography
of Paris. Paris was a shepherd on Mt. Ida. He excelled at athletic

competitions, as we know from his success in the funeral games in his own

275Mijhlestein, “Euphorbus und der Tod des Patroklos” 78-89, esp. 80-
84.

276Cf. Janko, Comm. IV, 410, 414-415; Edwards, Comm. V, 18, 64; and
Baldick 81. For a different view on Euphorbus’ role, cf. Lowenstam, The
Death of Patroklos 122-124, who argues that he is like Achilles and, therefore,
serves to remind us of Achilles at the moment of Patroclus’ death in order to
emphasize that the latter dies because he is no Achilles.

277Miihlestein 79.

278Cf. 2.819ff.; 11.105-106; 20.215ff.; and 21.448-449.
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honour. He kills Achilles by attacking him from behind. He is noted for his

beauty, and his hair is singled out as one his most comely attributes (3.35).
And, Menelaus, according to Miihlestein, hates both Paris and Euphorbus.

To begin with the last of Miihlestein’s points, Homer does not say that
Menelaus hated Euphorbus, but simply reports that he killed him. This does
not warrant an argument of enmity, particularly since Menelaus kills many
others in the Iliad, including Euphorbus’ brother, Hyperenor, at 14.516.
Euphorbus is indeed noted for his beauty and his hair is singled out. But, the
defilement of beautiful hair in the dust is a favourite motif in the Iliad.
Hector says that this will happen to Paris (3.55) and it does happen to Hector
(22.401).279 In addition, the assertion that Paris, like Euphorbus, attacked his
opponent from behind is untenable. We simply do not know whether such a
detail was traditional. It is not reported in Proclus’ summary of the
Aethiopis; nor is it a consistent feature of the iconographic material.280
When Paris wounds Diomedes, Machaon, and Eurypylus, all with bow and
arrow, there is no mention of his doing so from behind.

Most tenuous of all are the parallels which Miihlestein adduces to
Paris’ early life. For they presume the story of Paris’ exposure on Mt. Ida, his
life there as a shepherd, and his subsequent recognition by his family at his
own funeral games. As we saw above, none of these details can be confirmed
as belonging to the oral epic tradition. The story of the Judgement is
traditional, but it is just as likely as not that the other details were added

either in conformity with or to account for Paris’ presence on Mt. Ida when

279Cf. Fenik, TBS 163 for further examples.

280Though note that attack from behind is featured on the Etruscan
black-figure amphora discussed above. The Attic red-figure vase by the
Niobid Painter, also discussed above, is ambiguous in this regard.
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Hermes and the goddesses came to him. In no way does the Iliad demand
these details about Paris’ early life, since Trojan princes commonly tend flocks
on Mt. Ida.

Moreover, it appears likely that Euphorbus is a traditional character. A
plate from Cnidos dating from the late seventh century shows Hector and
Menelaus fighting over his corpse. The artist suggests that Menelaus will
obtain the fallen warrior’s armour. Euphorbus’ corpse lies on the side of his
opponent Menelaus. The decoration on his shield is similar to that on
Menelaus’ but altogether different from that on Hector’s. In the Iliad,
Menelaus does not obtain Euphorbus’ armour (17.69ff.). Schefold concludes
from this that the plate represents an alternative tradition which explains
Menelaus’ dedication of Euphorbus’ shield in the Argive Sanctuary of
Hera.281 If Euphorbus is a traditional figure, the details of his biography at
16.808-811 may be traditionally fixed and not meant to recall similar features
in Paris’ biography.

Thus, Miihlestein’s argument that Euphorbus is a doublet for Paris in
the scene of Patroclus’ death is by no means conclusive. It depends on details
that both men share with other heroes as well — so much so that Lowenstam
could argue that Euphorbus is a doublet for Achilles, not Paris?82 — or on
details which do not correspond to what we know for certain about the
Homeric Paris.

The scene as a whole, however, remains the poem’s most powerful
anticipation of Achilles’ own death. It confirms the role of Apollo therein, as

well as the location before the walls of Troy. Moreover, the wider general

281Schefold 9, 90 and pl. 75.
282Cf. n. 276 above.
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context in which the scene is placed confirms its function in this regard, most
strongly in Patroclus’ role as Achilles’ substitute on the battlefield. However,
we cannot look to this scene for additional confirmation of Paris’ role in
Achilles’ death. For that we must look elsewhere, and, indeed, the poem does

provide such confirmation of what Hector and the poet tell us explicitly.

2. The Wounding of Diomedes
In Book 11, Paris wounds Diomedes — a scene which I have already

discussed in the previous chapter in a different context and will have
occasion to return to again. It has long been thought that Diomedes serves as
a substitute for Achilles during the latter’s absence from battle and before
Patroclus takes on that role in Book 16.283 Consequently, when he is shot
with an arrow in the foot by Paris (11.369-378), many scholars have seen this
as an anticipation of Achilles’ own death.28¢ The similarities are striking, but
before a clear-cut association between the two events can be made other
factors must be taken into consideration. Fenik has shown that the scene in
Book 11 is, in most ways, made up of elements common to other battle
scenes.285 Dijomedes is shot while stripping the armour from a fallen enemy.
These are the same circumstances under which Agamemnon (11.246),

Eurypylus (11.580), and Deiphobus (13.525) are wounded. Paris appears

283Cf., for example, Erbse, “Betrachtungen iiber das 5. Buch der Ilias”
passim; Schoeck 75-80; Nagy, Best of the Achaeans 30-31; Mueller 97-98;
Kullmann, “Oral Poetry Theory and Neoanalysis” 312-315; and Burgess,
“Achilles’ Heel” 239, n. 87.

284In addition to those mentioned in the previous note, cf. von der
Miihll 195-196; Ph. Kakridis 293, n. 1; and Heubeck, Die homerische Frage 46.

285Fenik, TBS 234; cf. also Erbse, “Betrachtungen iiber das 5. Buch der
Iias” 175-176.
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frequently with his bow and is always successful in hitting his target (11.504,
581; 13.660). Most importantly, the scene of Diomedes’ wounding by Paris
shares a remarkable number of elements with the scene in which he is
wounded by Pandarus (5.95 ff.). On both occasions, Diomedes is wounded
while fighting successfully. Both Pandarus and Paris use the bow and arrow.
Both heroes rejoice, though, in Book 5, Diomedes does not respond, as he
does in Book 11. Both times, he withdraws from the fighting; in the earlier
scene, Sthenelus extracts the arrow, in the latter, Odysseus does so. Thus, the
scene in Book 11 has more in common with the scene in Book 5 than with
what we know for certain about the death of Achilles.

The wounding of Diomedes specifically in the foot remains
remarkable. No one else in the Iliad receives such a wound. Therefore, the
poet may well be drawing special attention to this wound, and the reason
seems obvious — it mirrors the fatal wound of Achilles in nearly the same
location, the heel. Recently, however, Burgess has argued that we do not
possess sufficient evidence to support the notion that, in the oral epic
tradition, Achilles enjoyed partial invulnerability, that is to say that, for
whatever reason, his body was impervious to all attacks except for one
vulnerable spot, the heel, to which a wound would prove fatal.286 Without
any evidence to support the claim that Achilles died because of a wound to

the heel, the argument that Diomedes’ wound in the foot mirrors Achilles’

286Burgess (“Achilles’ Heel” 224-237) argues that a wound to the lower
leg was traditional, but not connected with the motif of imperfect
invulnerability. This motif, which is realized most fully in the myth of
Thetis dipping the infant Achilles in the River Styx, cannot be attested before
the Roman era, though it may well go back to Hellenistic times (cf. “Achilles’
Heel” 221-222).
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death would seem to disintegrate. However, though the story of the fatal heel
wound cannot be presumed traditional, Burgess has demonstrated that a
lower leg wound of some sort did play a part in Achilles’ death. The wound
was probably not a fatal wound, as frequently the iconographic evidence
shows more than one wound. It probably stems from Achilles’ best known
traditional characteristic, his swiftness of foot, which would make
immobilization a necessary pre-condition of death in battle.

Thus, we are in a position to say that both Achilles and Diomedes
suffered lower leg wounds that were inflicted by the arrows of Paris. Where
does this leave us with regard to interpreting the wounding of Diomedes by
Paris in Iliad 11 as an anticipation of Achilles’ death at the hands of the same
hero? To begin with, we must note that some of the traditional elements in
Achilles’ death are absent from Paris’ wounding of Diomedes, namely the
location at or near the Scaean Gates and the presence of Apollo. These
elements are both present in the death of Patroclus, where, however, any
representation of the agency of Paris is difficult to determine with certainty.
Nonetheless, that scene remains the most fully worked out anticipation of
Achilles’ death, as we would expect given Patroclus’ function as Achilles’
substitute. The wounding of Diomedes does not suggest the death of Achilles
nearly so strongly. However, the suggestion, muted though it may be,
remains. Diomedes, the hero who most conspicuously replaces Achilles in
his absence, is wounded in roughly the same place, by the same weapon, and
by the same attacker.28” Surely we cannot be accused of over-interpretation

to see at least a fleeting anticipation of Achilles’ death. As such, the scene

287Cf. Burgess, “Achilles” Heel” 239-240.
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confirms implicitly what is elsewhere stated explicitly: Paris is the slayer of
Achilles.

3. The Death of Euchenor

In Book 13, Paris, in anger over the death of his guest-friend,
Harpalion, kills Euchenor, the rich son of the Corinthian seer, Polyidos, who
had foretold his son’s fate to him before he came to Troy. That fate is
reminiscent of the fate which Achilles tells us his mother prophesied for
him. Both men possess a double fate, that is one in which different lives are
available to them, depending on whether or not they choose to participate in
the Trojan war.

Thetis has told Achilles that for him the choice is between heroic fame
(xAéoc) and an early death, on the one hand, and a long life and obscurity, on
the other. By being at Troy, Achilles seems to have committed himself to the
former destiny; however, his reason for iterating the prophecy is to inform
the ambassadors of Agamemnon who sit before him that, not only will he
not rejoin the fighting, as they have requested, but he has chosen not to fight
at Troy at all but to go home and enjoy a long and ordinary life:

pfTnp Yop é pé pnot Bed Oénig dpyopodmelo
SuPadiag xfipog pepépuev Bavdrtolo hocde.

el pév ¥’ adbr pévav Tpowv ROMV GUQIUAYOHO,
éAeto pév por véoTog, &tdp kAfog Gebrov Eotan
el 8¢ xev oixad’ Tk piAnv &g natpida yaiov,
&AeT6 pot kAéog EoBAGV, émi Snpdv 8€ pot aidv

Zooeton, 008 ké 1’ dxa Téhog Bavatoro xiyein.
(9. 410-416)

The poet narrates Euchenor’s double destiny just before he is killed,

thus making clear what his choice has beer:

v 8¢ Tic Edyfivarp, ToAvidov pavriog vidg,
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aoveiog T’ dyaBog te, KopvB66r oixia vaiawv,
8c p’ e e18dg xfip’ dAonv ént vog EParve-
noAAdxL Yap ol Eewne yépav dyaBog IToAbidog
votow v’ &pyoén eBicBoun oig év peydporo,
fi pet’ "Ayoudv viueiv vrd Tpdeoor dapfjvor -
T® p’ dpo 1’ dpyarény Bonv aréevev "Axondv
vobadv te oTuyEpRY, Tvar pfy 8ot GAyea Bupd.
(13.663-670)

That Euchenor possesses a twofold fate involving a choice between an early
death and an inglorious one and that he is killed by Paris suggest that he
serves as a doublet for Achilles, that his purpose is to remind the audience
that Achilles will die at Troy at the hands of Paris after having made a similar
choice. Aristarchus certainly thought so, and the majority of modern scholars
have agreed.288

Fenik, however, has argued that there are factors which militate
against a certain conclusion.?89 First of all, we should notice that Achilles’
and Euchenor’s choices are not exactly the same. The former chooses between
an early, glorious death and a long, obscure life; the latter between a short,
glorious life and a premature, unheroic death. Moreover, the biographical
details which make up the account of Euchenor’s death are not unique to
him. The sons of priests and seers are a widely represented group in the
Iliad 290 Two of these seers are mentioned in connection with their sons’
deaths. At 5.148-151, Diomedes kills the sons of the dream interpreter
Eurydamas, who failed to foresee his sons’ deaths at Troy. At 11.328-334,

288For Aristarchus, cf. the A scholia at 13. 663 (Erbse III, 526): dic0d.c
elpappévag drotiBeton Tod Edyfivopog, kaBdnep xoi én” "Axiddéwg, "SixBadiog xfipag
gepépev”. Cf. also, Strasburger 75-76; Erbse “Betrachtungen iiber das 5. Buch
der Ilias” 174-175; Michel 103-104; and Janko, Comm. I, 127-128.

289Fenik, TBS 148-150, 235-237.

290Cf. 5.9, 76-78, 149; 11.329; and 16.604-605.
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Diomedes kills the sons of the prophet Merops, who foresaw his sons’ deaths
but was unable to prevent them from going to Troy; they, like Achilles and
Euchenor, knew what awaited them at Troy and went regardless. Finally,
Paris strikes several other warriors with his bow and arrows, warriors who
have no connection with Achilles or with Euchenor, such as Machaon and
Eurypylus (11.505-507, 581-583). Thus, his biographical details connect
Euchenor not only to Achilles but also to other warriors who have little or
nothing in common with Achilles. Fenik concludes that “[w]e cannot,
therefore, say that the poet was thinking only of Achilles when he composed
the story of Euchenor.”291 For we must remember that just as there are
typical elements that make up type-scenes and battle narrative, so there are
motifs which the poet uses in constructing the lives of his characters. This is
not to say that all heroic biographies or type-scenes are identical; they clearly
are not. But we should remember that within these and other categories
certain elements and motifs tend to re-appear and are recognizable as
belonging together. Thus, when the poet inserts a biography for a character
like Euchenor, who appears only once and may well have been invented
exclusively for the place in which he occurs in the narrative, we must
consider the possibility that he constructs his biography using one of many
endlessly malleable models or outlines available to him.

Fenik is undoubtedly correct in arguing that Homeric compositional
techniques argue against an exclusive correlation between Euchenor and
Achilles. For all we know, a double destiny of the sort they share may have

been common to many other heroes as well. We cannot say that, given his

291Fenik, TBS 150.
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knowledge of a tradition about which we are largely ignorant, Homer was
thinking only of Achilles when he sang of Euchenor. However, in view of
the importance of Achilles’ fate in the Iliad, surely we can say that, when
Homer sang of the double fate of another hero who is killed by the same
warrior who will kill Achilles, he is thinking first and foremost of Achilles.
The motif of parents who prophesy their sons’ deaths or of warriors who
possess a double destiny may be typical and widespread in the tradition; but,
in the Iliad, they are of great thematic importance, and, therefore, all their
appearances warrant attention.

This is especially true in the case of Euchenor. For, although there are,
in the Iliad, other seers who could potentially alter their sons’ destinies, he is
the only Greek warrior besides Achilles who possesses a double destiny.
Moreover, as Erbse concludes, despite the fact that their choices are not exactly
identical, the respect for and valuation of heroic xAfog, like the arrow of Paris,
clearly binds Euchenor and Achilles together: “Euchenor steht allerdings
nicht vor der Wahl zwischen Ruhmlosigkeit und Ruhm, sondern vor der
schlichteren, auch durch praktische Erwigungen erleichterten Entscheidung
zwischen schmerzvoller Krankheit und raschem Tod. Aber die Hochachtung
des Heldentums hat er doch mit Achilleus gemeinsam, und der Pfeilschuf8
des Paris bindet beide Schicksale auch duflerlich aneinander.”292

D. Conclusion
Thus, the evidence, explicit and implicit, from the Iliad, supported as it

is by later iconographic and literary sources, allows us to say that the oral epic

292Erbse, “Betrachtungen tiber das 5. Buch der Ilias” 175.
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tradition presented Paris as the slayer of Achilles. This, like so much of
Homer’s Paris, is curious. Why would Homer have his principal hero, the
greatest warrior at Troy, killed by his least heroic character? To say as
Pestalozzi, for example, does, that “[e]ine zweite tragische Idee liegt Achills
Tod zugrunde: der Starke und Heldenhafte wird vom Schwicheren, je Feigen
iiberwunden” will simply not do.293 Great heroes in the Iliad are not killed
by cowards. Such a death is not “tragic,” but unheroic. It has no place in a
hero’s life, and certainly not in the life of the greatest hero. A great hero must
be killed by an equally great or even greater one, as the examples of Sarpedon,
Patroclus, and Hector attest. Anything else would diminish the hero’s xA£oc.
At one level, the reason Homer tells us that Paris kills Achilles is
simply that the anticipation of Achilles’ death is thematically important in
the Iliad and the identity of his slayer was fixed in the tradition and could not
be altered. The incongruity, however, remains between the heroic victim and
the cowardly victor. Essentially, this is similar to the contradictory
characterizations of Paris in different parts of the poem that I examined in the
previous chapter. The unheroic coward we meet in the early books becomes a
hero like any other in the latter part of the poem. There, we could merely
observe the contradictions. Here, we are in a position to say that the oral epic
tradition, in all likelihood, portrayed the slayer of Achilles in a manner in
keeping with, not contradictory to, this status. This myth, like Suter’s
arguments about the double name, and even more so than the story of the
Judgement, supports the hypothesis that the poet of the Iliad has portrayed

the traditionally heroic figure of Paris in a new and unheroic manner, most

293Pestalozzi 16.
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evidently in Books 3 and 6 when the character is in the forefront of the
narrative. Thus, perhaps it is not entirely coincidental that the references to
Paris as Achilles’ slayer never occur in parts of the poem where Paris is
presented as anything less than a hero; perhaps the poet himself is being

careful not to associate Aphrodite’s favourite too closely with Achilles” slayer.

V1. The Death of Paris

For the placement of the death of Paris in the Trojan cycle, we must
turn to Proclus’ summary of the Ilias Parva. According to him, that poem
told how Odysseus captured the Trojan seer, Helenus, who then prophesied
about the taking of Troy (xpficavtog nepi Tiig aAdoeng).294 Unfortunately,
Proclus does not divulge the contents of that prophecy. Next, and seemingly
in response to the prophecy, Diomedes brings Philoctetes from Lemnos to
Troy, where he is healed of his snake-wound by Machaon. Philoctetes fights
Paris in single combat and kills him (novopoyicog "AAeEGvpm xTELVEL).
Menelaus outrages his corpse, but eventually the Trojans recover and bury it.

Some of these details are confirmed by the Iliad. The entry for
Philoctetes in the catalogue of ships explains briefly why he is not at Troy. He
is suffering from a snake-bite on the island of Lemnos; however, the
Achaeans will soon remember him (2. 721-725). Thus, we can say that Homer
knew of Philoctetes’ late arrival at Troy, although he offers no information
about his accomplishments there. Nor is there any mention in the Homeric

poems of Paris’ death, let alone the circumstances surrounding it.

294Cf. Bernabé, p. 74, lines 6-9. Note that in the Iliad Helenus also
possesses prophetic skill (6.76).
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Philoctetes’ story is not treated again until the fifth century. Pindar
tells us that, when Philoctetes fought at Troy, he had not yet been healed of
his wound (Pythian 1. 50-55). The scholiast explains this odd detail by noting
that Hieron, the ode’s dedicatee, was suffering from gall stones; therefore,
Pindar probably adapted the myth for the sake of the analogy between the
hero and his own patron. The scholiast also says that a dithyramb by
Bacchylides (fr. 7 SM) contained the story of Philoctetes’ late arrival at Troy;
he was brought back because Helenus prophesied that Troy could only be
taken with the bow of Heracles.2%5

In Sophocles’ Philoctetes, Neoptolemus tells Philoctetes that he must
come to Troy, where he will be cured of his wound and, with the bow’s help
and Neoptolemus’, will sack Troy (1329-1335). Later on, Heracles prophesies
that Philoctetes will go to Troy, be cured there, and with Heracles’” bow, kill
Paris and sack Troy (1421-1430, especially 1425-1428: dpetij e npdtog éxxpiBeig
otpatedpuatoc, / [Tdpy pév, 6 1@dvd’ aitiog xakdv Epu, / 1650161 T01g EL0ICL VOOPIELQ
Biov, / répoeig e Tpoiav).2%

Artistic representations of Philoctetes with the bow of Heracles are rare.
The earliest certain one dates from c.460 on an Attic red-figure crater. It
depicts Heracles lying dead on the pyre and Philoctetes to the right of him
holding Heracles’ bow.297 Roughly contemporary is an Attic red-figure

295Cf. Gantz 635.

296 Aeschylus and Euripides also wrote plays about Philoctetes. In
Aeschylus, Odysseus alone appears to gave gone to Lemnos; in Euripides,
Odysseus and Diomedes go. Helenus also appears to have prophesied in
Euripides’ version about the bow of Heracles being necessary for the fall of
Troy. It is also interesting to note that in Euripides’ version a rival Trojan
embassy, perhaps led by Paris, came to Lemnos to retrieve him. Cf. Calder
171-179; Webster’s edition of the Philoctetes, pp. 3-5; and Gantz 635-636.

297Pipili, “Philoctetes,” LIMC #3.
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psykter, c.460-450, which shows Heracles reclining on his pyre and handing
over his bow and quiver to Philoctetes.2% An Attic red-figure calyx-crater
from c.450 is less securely identified as depicting the same scene. It shows
Athena giving a quiver to a warrior standing on her left; on her right is a
draped man with a club. The scene has been interpreted as Heracles
entrusting his weapons to Philoctetes through the mediating agency of
Athena.2%9

Some of the details in Apollodorus’ account (Epit. 5.8) differ from those
of the earlier sources discussed above. He tells us that Calchas, not Helenus,
prophesied about the need to retrieve Philoctetes and to bring the bow of
Heracles to Troy.3%0 Diomedes and Odysseus, not just Diomedes, go to
Lemnos. Philoctetes is cured at Troy by Podalirius, not Machaon, and then
kills Paris. Apollodorus may be relying on another tradition, for he has
Machaon killed by Penthesileia (Epit. 5.1); therefore, Machaon cannot cure
Philoctetes, since the Amazon’s arrival and death at Troy precede Philoctetes’
arrival. In the Ilias Parva, however, Machaon is killed by Eurypylus, which
would leave him alive at the time of Philoctetes’ arrival and available as his
healer. The role of Podalirius as the healer of Philoctetes may well belong to a
version of the story in which Machaon is killed before Philoctetes’ arrival.301
This may also account for the prophecy of Calchas and the different

ambassadors who go to Lemnos. In addition, Konon, followed by

298Pijpili, “Philoctetes,” LIMC #4.

299Pjipili, “Philoctetes,” LIMC #10.

300Quintus Smyrnaeus (9.326-332) offers the same account.

301Schnebele 48-49. One might also mention that if he is the healer of
Philoctetes, Machaon has the satisfaction of curing the man who will kill
Paris, by whom he himself had been wounded in the Iliad.



157

Apollodorus, relates that Helenus and Deiphobus both sought to marry Helen
after Paris’ death.302 This would mean that Helenus was in Troy at the time
of Philoctetes’ retrieval and may explain why, in Apollodorus, Calchas
delivers the prophecy. If this series of events does represent an alternative
version, it was probably not the version treated by the poet of the Ilias Parva.
For Proclus reports that in that poem Helenus was captured by the Greeks
well before Paris’ death. This would make his presence in Troy as one of the
widowed Helen's suitors unlikely.

In general, later sources agree with Proclus’ summary of the Ilias Parva.
Lycophron (911-915) confirms that Philoctetes killed Paris, with bow and
arrow, and Athena guiding the fatal arrow. Tzetzes says that Helenus
delivered the prophesy and that Machaon cured Philoctetes who then killed
Paris with Heracles’ bow. He adds that Paris was wounded three times before
he died: first in the left hand, then the right eye, and in the feet (Posthomerica
571-595 and the scholia to Lycophron at 911). In Dictys Cretensis (4.19-20),
there is a fierce battle around the corpse which is eventually recovered by the
Trojans, as in the Ilias Parva. Dictys and Hyginus (Fab. 112) also have the
detail about the three wounds. Dio Chrysostom mentions Philoctetes as the
slayer of Paris (Discourse 11.117).

Only one possible artistic representation of the death of Paris exists.
This is on one of the Tabulae Iliacae, probably from the first century of the
Common Era. Most scholars believe that the literary sources for these reliefs

are the Homeric and Cyclic poems, as well as Stesichorus and Virgil 303 The

302Jacoby, FGrHist 26 F 1.34 and Apollod. Epit. 5.9.
303Cf. Sadurska 26-29; Gantz 637; Bowra, Greek Lyric Poetry 105-106; and
Fuqua 38, n. 28.
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one in question shows scenes from the Iliad, the Iliou Persis, the Aethiopis, as
well as five scenes from the Ilias Parva. These five scenes comprise the death
of Paris, an unidentified scene (perhaps Eurypylus pledging fidelity to Priam),
the fight between Eurypylus and Neoptolemus, the theft of the Palladium by
Diomedes and Odysseus, and the Trojans bringing into the city the wooden
horse. The part of the relief depicting the death of Paris is damaged, but we
can see clearly an archer falling backwards with his bow; the part depicting his
assailant is missing. But, in the broader context of the tablet, there can be little
doubt that the scene represents the death of Paris.304

From all this material, we must determine what was known to the oral
epic tradition. Though it is tempting to utilize the material of later sources,
especially given the limited nature of the early material, this material must be
set aside if its contents cannot be corroborated by evidence from the early epic
or iconographic traditions. Once this is done, we can say with certainty that
the oral epic tradition knew of the late arrival of Philoctetes at Troy, that he
was part of the original expedition but had been left behind on Lemnos
because of a wound inflicted by a snake. This much Homer tells us. We can
also say with relative certainty, based on Proclus’ summary of the Ilias Parva,
that Philoctetes was brought back to Troy as a result of a prophecy by Helenus,
and that, upon his return, he was healed of his wound by Machaon and killed
Paris in single combat. After a fierce battle, the Trojans recovered Paris’
corpse. Iconographic evidence does not expand upon these few details; and

further literary evidence does not exist until the fifth century.

304Cf. Sadurska 27-28; Pipili, “Philoctetes,” LIMC #78; and Gantz 637.
For an illustration, cf. Kossatz-Deissmann, “Achilleus,” LIMC #543. In
addition, Paris and Philoctetes are depicted shooting at each other on an
Etruscan urn from the second century B.C. (cf. Pipili, “Philoctetes,” LIMC #77).
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As a result, we are not in a position to say what role, if any, the bow of
Heracles played in the tradition about the sack of Troy, for there is no
mention in Homer or in Proclus’ summary of Philoctetes being in possession
of the bow. No connection between the bow of Heracles and the fall of Troy is
attested before the fifth century. Moreover, we should note that we cannot
even be certain that the oral tradition knew of Philoctetes as the inheritor of
Heracles’ bow, for this too is not attested before the fifth century.

It would be tempting to connect the unelaborated prophecy of Helenus
in Proclus’ summary of the Ilias Parva with the events of Sophocles’ play, to
propose that the latter depends upon Helenus having prophesied that
Heracles’ bow is necessary for the sack of Troy. One could then argue that the
story of Heracles’ bow being necessary for the taking of Troy is traditional,
since we know that Helenus’ prophecy was recounted in the Ilias Parva. This
appears to be what Kullmann believes, for he argues that, in the oral epic
tradition, Troy could not be taken so long as Paris remained alive to defend it,
and that only this can adequately explain why Philoctetes and Heracles” bow
had to be brought to Troy.395 This argument, however, depends upon two
details which cannot be proven to have been part of the oral epic tradition.
As I have said, we cannot say with certainty that Philoctetes traditionally
possessed Heracles’ bow. Nor can we even say that Philoctetes killed Paris
using a bow and arrow. Proclus’ summary says that the two men fought a
duel. The word he uses, povopayicag, implies a duel with spears and swords,

as in the duels in Books 3 and 7 of the Iliad, not with bows and arrows.306

305Kullmann, Quellen 43-44; cf. also van der Valk, “Ajax and Diomede
in the Iliad” 272.

308Dictys Cretensis (4.19) and Quintus Smyrnaeus (10.230 ff.) recount
that Paris and Philoctetes fought a duel with bows and arrows. This detail

(cont.)
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All we can say for certain is that the available evidence about the
circumstances surrounding the death of Paris shows that his death was an
important incident in the final stages of the Trojan war, that it was the
culmination of a long series of events that began with a prophecy by his
brother and required the retrieval of a long-forgotten warrior. In the Ilias
Parva, further importance was attached to the event by isolating it from the
general combat and presenting it as part of a duel, and then by narrating the
battle over the corpse. Perhaps the importance of the event would have been
further underlined in the tradition by the fact that Paris is the last Trojan
warrior of any significance, with the possible exception of Aeneas, still alive at
this stage in the war. All in all, the traditional story of his death, even from
what little we know about it with certainty, points, like the story of the
Judgement, to Paris’ general importance in the oral tradition. Moreover, like
the story of Achilles’ death, it points to his prominence as a warrior fighting

in the defense of Troy.

VIL. Conclusijon
Taken together, these three myths — the judgement of the three
goddesses, the death of Achilles, and Paris’ own death — the only ones which

may well be late, as no other duel with bows and arrows is attested in Greek
myth or literature. Gantz (459) thinks that the two men would have fought
in hand to hand combat in the Ilizs Parva. The only piece of evidence which
might support the notion of a duel with bows and arrows is the depiction of
Paris’ death on the Tabula Iliaca discussed above, for it shows an archer falling
backwards. But to use this as evidence we must assume that the artist’s
source was the Ilias Parva, that the scene does depict Paris’ death, and that the
missing assailant is the archer Philoctetes — all of which are tenuous
assumptions.
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can be securely ascribed to the oral epic tradition, require a hero very different
from the one we meet in the opening scenes of Iliad 3. For these myths
require a heroic figure at their centre not much different from the other
heroes of Trojan cycle. They require a figure of noble birth, of great physical
beauty, and capable of notable achievements on the battlefield. All of these
elements are, of course, present in Homer’s Paris, even if the last of these is
there only grudgingly. In Homer, however, we see that these heroic qualities
are undermined by an indifferent and sometimes cowardly attitude to his role
as a warrior in Books 3 and 6. Homer’s Paris is characterized as having no
regard for xAéog or for aidag, as Helen in fact says of him (6.350-353). His
priorities appear to be the physical pleasures of the realm of Aphrodite, as the
final glimpse of him at the end of Book 3 suggests.

Nothing in the traditional stories about Paris that we have examined
here excludes a figure who prefers erotic pleasure to military achievement.
On the contrary, Paris’ traditional association with Aphrodite would
obviously lend itself well to such a portrayal. However, the seemingly
disparate characterizations of Paris in different parts of the Iliad, coupled with
Suter’s conclusions about the double name of the hero and with what can
securely be said of him as a traditional figure, suggest that the anti-heroic,
erotic figure is Homer’s creation. In the tradition from which Homer took
him, Paris appears to have been a heroic figure who had much in common
with the other heroes of that tradition, instead of one who was essentially

their opposite.
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L Introduction

Book 3 of the Iliad opens with the Greek and Trojan armies advancing
against one another. The poem’s first day of fighting is about to begin. Then,
rather unexpectedly, Paris steps forward from the Trojan battle lines and
challenges anyone of the Greeks to a formal duel, and Menelaus accepts. The
duel is meant to bring the war to a quick end, as the winner will obtain Helen
and her possessions and the two sides will make peace.

The duel between Paris and Menelaus is the focal point of Book 3, as
the poet sings of the preparations for the duel, the duel itself, and its
immediate aftermath. In this chapter, I will examine one important
narrative sequence in the preparation for the duel. This is the arming scene
of Paris which precedes the contest with Menelaus. As arming scenes are one
of many different kinds of type-scenes in the Iliad, I will begin with a
discussion of the nature and purpose of type-scenes in general. From there, I
will move on to the type-scene of arming, its structural features and its
purpose both in the oral epic tradition and in the Iliad. This will involve an
examination of the other Homeric arming scenes, which will provide a basis
of comparison with the arming scene of Paris. From this body of evidence, I
hope to draw conclusions about the way in which Homer uses arming scenes
both as traditional stock material of oral epic and as material which he has
adapted to serve themes, imagery, and characterization which are probably
unique to his poem. This combination of the traditional, or inherent,

meaning of a type-scene and the meaning which the poet can confer on the
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same scene will be examined in the arming scenes of Agamemnon, Achilles,

Patroclus, and, finally, Paris.

A. Type-Scenes

Any discussion of type-scenes must begin with Walter Arend’s 1933
work Die typischen Scenen bei Homer in which Arend studied the structure
of scenes depicting arrivals, journeys by land and by sea, sacrifices, assemblies,
and the donning of armour and clothing, among others. He noted that such
scenes were built up around a more or less fixed sequence of elements. He
then meticulously outlined this sequence for a variety of different type-scenes
and went on to show how, in many cases, the type-scene was adapted to the
narrative situation of the moment, most frequently by means of elaboration
of one or more of the regularly present elements of the scene.*”’

Arend’s work was done before Parry’s research on the oral formulaic
nature of the Homeric poems was disseminated in Germany. Parry, in a
largely appreciative review of Arend’s work, points out that the fixed
sequence of elements in type-scenes is something which the poet would have
learned from his tradition, in much the same way that he learned the many

noun-epithet combinations which form the basis of his poetic diction.*®®

¥7For a fuller discussion of the importance of Arend’s work, cf.
Edwards, Comm. V, 11 and “Homer and Oral Tradition” 290; and Patzer 26-27.
In the same year that Die typischen Scenen appeared, George Calhoun
published a short article (“Homeric Repetitions” 1-25) in which he examined
repeated scenes, such as arming, in the Iliad, their structure and the way they
were adapted to the specific narrative moment.

%EMHYV 404-407, originally published as “On Typical Scenes in Homer,”
CP (1936): 357-60. Cf. Shannon 20-21 for a discussion of Parry’s views of
Arend’s work.
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Parry himself, in his unfinished work Cor Huso, turned his attention to type-

scenes, which he called “themes,” and which he came to regard as probably
the most important of the oral poet’s compositional tools.*® Lord studied the
type-scene, or theme, at considerable length, demonstrating that in Serbo-
Croatian oral epic it is one of the principal tools of composition, inasmuch as
it allows the singer to work with a fairly large unit of narrative that is
schematized in its basic structure but flexible enough with regard to the
development of this structure to allow for its adaptation to a variety of
stories.*

Fenik was the first to apply Arend’s and Lord’s work on type-scenes to
the Homeric poems in any detailed kind of way. In Typical Battle Scenes in
the Iliad, he examined the poet’s use of and dependence on recurrent details,

scenes, and narrative patterns in the composition of battle scenes. He was

*®MHYV 451-452 and xli-xliii. As Adam Parry states in the introduction
to MHYV, “[t]he principle change in Parry’s work ... in the last year of his life is
the emphasis on the theme in oral poetry at the expense of the formula”
(MHYV xli). Lord also uses “theme” to designate what is more generally
referred to as “type-scene.” Early in his career, he defined the theme as “a
subject unit, a group of ideas, regularly employed by a singer, not merely in
any given poem, but in the poetry as a whole” (“Homer and Huso” 440). This
definition can take in a larger number of oral poetic features than just the
type-scene, and, at times, Lord uses “theme” to refer to narrative units which
subsequent scholars would define as elements of story pattern (cf. Edwards,
“Homer and Oral Tradition” 291-292). Most frequently, however, it is clear
that he uses “theme” to mean “type-scene.” He later made the equation
explicit: “the theme can be defined as a recurrent element of narration or
description in traditional oral poetry. It is not restricted, as is the formula, by
metrical considerations, hence, it should not be limited to exact word-for-
word repetition. It is approximately what Arend has called ‘die typischen
Scenen’ in his work on Homer” (“Composition by Theme” 73; cf. also Foley,
“The Oral Theory in Context” 34-36 and Oral Formulaic Theory 33-34).

*®Lord, ST 68-98. Lord also offers a more limited discussion of themes
such as “the assembly” and “the donning of armour” in the Homeric poems
(pp- 89-91, 145-148, 158-164).
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able to demonstrate that “almost all the Iliad’s battle narrative consists of an
extensive, but limited store of ‘typical” or repeated details and action
sequences which undergo numerous and repeated combinations” and that
the “poet put together his battle descriptions in much the same way as he
constructed his verses and sentences, namely out of smaller, relatively
unchanging ‘building blocks” — phrase and sentence formula at one level,
typical descriptive details and action sequences at another.”*!!

From the work of such scholars, it is possible to define the Homeric
type-scene as “a recurrent block of narrative with an identifiable structure,
such as a sacrifice, the reception of a guest, the launching or beaching of a
ship, the donning of armor.”*'? What is of primary importance here is that
the type-scene can be identified by its structure, by a number of narrative
elements in a more or less regular sequence. Sufficient flexibility, however,
exists in the application of these elements to allow the poet to fit a specific
instantiation of a type-scene to the immediate demands of the narrative. To
this end, he may omit some elements altogether, while amplifying others in

considerable detail.’® For example, it is rare to find two instances of the same

3Eenik, TBS “Summary of Contents” (no page number). Cf. also
Patzer’s discussion of Fenik, particularly his application of Arend’s work on
type-scenes to the Iliad’s battle narratives (p. 27).

312E ywards, “Homer and Oral Tradition” 285. Edwards’ article is
particularly useful, for he provides an extensive annotated bibliography on
the Homeric type-scene in general, as well as various specific type-scenes.

*3Tilman Krischer examined this phenomenon in the large-scale
aristeiai of the Iliad (Formale Konventionen, 23-36). He demonstrated that
certain structural elements, of which the arming scene is one, are regularly
present in an aristeia and that these elements tend to occur in a regular
sequence; however, one or more of these elements may be absent in a
pariticular aristeia. For example, the aristeiai of Diomedes and Hector have
no arming scenes. Nonetheless, the presence of other elements enables the
audience to identify these narrative sequences as aristeiai.
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type-scene in close proximity to one another, even though, at times, a fairly
small section of narrative may require more than one application of the
action sequence contained in a particular type-scene. To avoid redundancy,
the poet will relate an attenuated version of the type-scene or even reduce it
to a single verse, as at the end of Paris’ arming scene, when Menelaus arms in
just one line.*™

More important, however, for the following discussion of the Iliad’s
arming scenes, is the way in which the poet uses the principle of
amplification or elaboration in order to fit a type-scene to his narrative
needs.’”® As Shannon comments, “in the case of Homer, we find elaboration
and variation used with scrupulous selectivity in sets of typical scenes which
range from unelaborated narratives of action to descriptions so fully
elaborated that they digress completely from the action — all composed on
the same basic pattern but selectively adapted by the poet to their contexts.”>'®
The poet can take any one of the regular elements in a type-scene and develop
it at greater length, as we shall see particularly in the case of Agamemnon’s
arming scene. Often this technique allows the poet to focus the audience’s
attention on a particular character, image, or theme. As Edwards says, “the
major means of giving dignity, color, and emotional impact to the narrative

is by controlled elaboration of details of the type-scenes, by skillful selection of

the amount of elaboration in a particular instance and of its nature and

34 Arend 72, 79 and Edwards, “Topos and Transformation” 50.

3150n elaboration of traditional elements of type-scenes in general, cf.
Armstrong 342; Danek 205; Edwards, “Convention and Individuality” 2-3,
“Topos and Transformation” 47-49, HPI 71-77, Comm. V, 200, “Homer and
Oral Tradition” 287-288; Hainsworth, Comm. II, 216; and Reece 193.

316ghannon 21.
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relevance to the situation.”*”” In narratological terms, this is “a slowing
down, a deceleration, of time,”318 the purpose of which is to focus the
audience’s attention on a moment in the story which the poet wishes to
stress.

Deceleration is a feature of Homeric narrative in general, as the
scholiasts themselves were aware. They refer to the phenomenon as abvénoig,
by which they seem to mean “the art of making something seem more
significant.”*" This includes a wide variety of techniques such as the use of
similes or the expansion of a narrative pattern.**® Furthermore, Austin
argues that elaboration is perhaps the fundamental principle which underlies
the poet’s handling of digressions, for the length of a digression establishes
the speaker’s claim to be heard and lends authority to his advice or his

' The same principle operates in battle

warning by the appeal to precedent.32
narrative. For example, Book 17 is entirely devoted to the fight over

Patroclus’ corpse, “for the duration of the battle reflects the importance of the

317Edwards, “Convention and Individuality” 1.

38Edwards, “Topos and Transformation” 47.

9Richardson, “Literary Criticism in the Exegetical Scholia” 276.

30Richardson, “Literary Criticism in the Exegetical Scholia” 276: “In
general, the expansion of standard themes and the addition of details adds to
the importance of what is being described. Thus divine assemblies, ‘typical
scenes’ such as those of arming, invocation of the Muses, an accumulation of
similes and other devices can be used to signal a major episode, whilst details
of wounds or a hero’s background are used to draw specific attention to a
character or scene in the midst of battle.”

%21 Austin, “The Function of Digressions in the Iliad” 306: “It is a
surprising fact in Homer that where the drama is most intense the
digressions are the longest and the details the fullest. In paradigmatic
digressions the length of the anecdote is in direct proportion to the necessity
for persuasion at the moment. The more urgent the situation, the more
expansive the speech and its illustrative paradigm.”
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person over whom the fighting is taking place.”*? Again, we shall see that
Homer uses this principle extensively in the Iliad’s various arming scenes.
These two principles, elaboration and the avoidance of repetition of the
same type-scene in close proximity, indicate that there is no standard model,
no Grundform, of any type-scene. As we shall, type-scenes can vary
dramatically in both structure and content. At Iliad 11.16ff., Agamemnon
arms in thirty verses, while Ajax in Book 7 arms in just one line (7.206).
Nagler argues that such diversity exists because the type-scene is
fundamentally an abstract idea which only takes on a fixed form when the

poet introduces it into his song:

[1]t also seems clear that a type scene is not essentially a
fixed sequence ..., nor even a fixed pattern for the
progressive selection of fixed or variable elements ..., but
an inherited pre-verbal Gestalt for the spontaneous
generation of a ‘family’ of meaningful details. An absence
of variation in the realization of such a pattern, as with
the phrases or the narrative details themselves, need not
mean that the pattern could never be different or that it
was fixed in the poet’s mind in the form in which we
know it from the texts. In practice, therefore, not only are
no two passages normally the same verbatim, they need
not be of a pattern (an identical sequence of elements) in

order to be recognized as the same motif.*>

322penik, TBS 159.

%Nagler, S&T 81-82. Cf. also Lord, ST 94: “The theme in oral poetry
exists at one and the same time in and for itself and for the whole song. This
can be said both for the theme in general and also for any individual singer’s
forms of it. His task is to adapt and adjust it to the particular song that he is
re-creating. It does not have a single ‘pure’ form either for the individual
singer or for the tradition as a whole. Its form is ever changing in the singer’s
mind, because the theme is in reality protean; in the singer’s mind it has
many shapes, all the forms in which he has ever sung it ... . It is not a static
entity, but a living, changing, adaptable artistic creation.”
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Nagler introduced the concept of the pre-verbal Gestalt as a means of
understanding how the oral poet selects, both consciously and unconsciously,
specific formuiae. He was particularly interested in groups of phrases which
the poet employed in a formulaic manner, at the level of metre, but not at the
level of sigm'fication.324 For example, the word xpndeuvov, though having one
etymological sense, “top-, or head-binder,” is used with at least three different
meanings: veil, battlement, and stopper or seal.®® Regardless of meaning,
however, the various xpfdeuvov word groupings, or allomorphs (to use
Nagler’s term), are consistently used under the same metrical conditions.
This disparity between the lexical and metrical use of identical word
groupings led Nagler to reject the notion that the Grundform of any given
allomorph in such a group could be any other existing phrase. Instead, he
postulated that all these allomorphs are realizations of “some central Gestalt
... which is the real mental template underlying the production of all such
phrases. The Gestalt itself ... would seem to exist on a pre-verbal level of the
poet’s mind, since we have found it impossible to define other than as a
comprehensive list of all the allomorphs which happen to exist in the
recorded corpus.”>*® Because the Gestalt is pre-verbal, it is undifferentiated

into any of its possible representations; therefore, the poet cannot be said to

324 hen referring to “a formulaic manner,” I, of course, have in mind
Parry’s classic definition of the formula as “a group of words which is
regularly employed under the same metrical conditions to express a given
essential idea” (MHV 272). Cf. Austin, Archery at the Dark of the Moon 13-23
for a useful summary of Parry’s work on the formula. Adam Parry (MHV,
xli-Ixii [introduction]) and Foley (“The Oral Theory in Context” 60-79) survey
work on the formula since Parry.

*PNagler, “Generative View” 279-280.
326Nagler, “Generative View” 281.
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327

adapt or change it.”” Nagler notes that rhythmical and phonetic patterns, as

well as syntax, can be observed in a given Gestalt, but that not all such
parameters need be present in a specific allomorph. What one must look for
is the “poetic meaningfulness [which] inheres in the preverbal Gestalt.”*?®

The xpfidepvov groupings, for example, are unified as one such preverbal
Gestalt by the inherent idea of “chastity,” literally applied when it signifies

“veil,” and metaphorically when used to mean “battlement” or “stopper.”>>’

More recently, Foley has taken the idea of inherent poetic
meaningfulness and applied it to oral traditional elements other than the
formula, namely to story patterns and type-scenes. He argues that, just as the
poet creates his song by putting together traditional units such as formulae

and type-scenes, he also generates meaning in his poetry in a traditional way:

If traditional phraseology and narrative are conventional
in structure, then they must also be conventional in their
modes of generating meaning. That is, at least part of the
answer to the question of “how” these elements function
is “in the same way each time.” There will of course be
room for the individual poet to contribute to the
negotiation of meaning, the relative importance of that

*7Nagler, “Generative View” 285-286.

3®Nagler, “Generative View” 296.

*®Nagler, “Generative View” 298-307. Cf. Shannon 31-86 for a similar
study of the inherent meaning in a particular formula group. He examines
ueAin, the ash-tree or ash-spear and its derivatives, peiAwvog and ébupering.
Shannon associates the ash-spear with the origin of the human race, its
mortality, and with fire. He then demonstrates how Homer uses these
inherent associations in a thematically organized manner, specifically around
the ash-spear which Achilles received from Peleus and which he uses to kill
Hector. He concludes that “[t]he use of peAin, peidvog, and ébppering offers an
example of the extent to which an oral poet, using his inherited tradition
proficiently, was able to perceive, organize, and regulate narrative details in

order to achieve a desired thematic effect, even in an epic of the size and
scope of the Iliad” (86).
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contribution depending on factors such as the
idiosyncrasies of each tradition, genre, and text. But by
and large the referential function of traditional units will

remain consistent everything else being equal.33°

Traditional oral compositional units are imbued with traditional,
immanent meaning. This means that the audience of an oral poem must
constantly reach beyond the poem it is hearing performed to the larger
tradition from which the poem was generated in order to understand and
interpret what it is hearing. This “extratextual dimension [is] uniquely the
domain of oral traditional art” and is encapsulated by Foley in the rhetorical
figure of metonymy.>" Each traditional element in an oral poem is
meaningful only once it has been re-connected with the traditional Gestalt
from which it originated. Foley calls this feature of oral poetry “traditional

SR T 3
referentiality.””*

330Foley, IA 6. Lord also observed the same phenomenon: “Each
theme, small or large — one might even say, each formula — has around it
an aura of meaning which has been put there by all the contexts in which it
has occurred in the past. It is the meaning that has been given it by the
tradition in its creativeness” (ST 148).

BlEoley, IA 7. For Foley, metonymy is coincident with “a situation in
which a text or version is enriched by an unspoken context that dwarfs the
textual artifact, in which the experience is filled out — and made traditional
— by what the conventionality attracts to itself from that context” (IA 7-8). Cf.
also IA 29: “Homeric diction is not ‘literary” in its powers of inherent
signification; embedded in the idiomatic fabric are metonymic meanings
derivable only from the extrasituational, finally extratextual context.”

32Eoley, IA 6-8. Once again, Lord also observed both the poet’s and the
audience’s dependence on the larger tradition in order to understand the
individual song: “To any given poet at any given time, meaning involves all
the occasions on which he has used the theme, especially those contexts in
which he uses it most frequently; it involves also all the occasions on which
he has heard it used by others ... . To the audience the meaning of the theme
involves its own experience of it as well. The communication of this supra-
meaning is possible because of the community of experience of poet and
audience” (ST 148). Cf. also p. 94: “In a traditional poem, therefore, there is a

(cont.)
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Perhaps most important for the following discussion of the type-scene
of arming is Foley’s assertion that the inherent or immanent meaning of any
oral traditional element is fixed both in the tradition and in any specific
textual realization of a traditional element. It must be, or the audience of a

traditional song would be unable to interpret what it is hearing:

Though all structures in oral tradition are to one degree or
another multiform,-the relation between multiform
structures and their meanings is fixed; while the
superficial demands of the narrative may add situation
specific details, the core meaning of these metonyms is
inherent, not conferred. The ability to (re-)instill what
may appear, from a literary perspective, to be repetitive,
mechanical structures with the referentiality they
command under the aegis of tradition allows an audience
to respond faithfully to the signals encoded in the text and
thus to assist in fashioning an aesthetically coherent

work.>®
For example, the type-scene of feasting, whether it appears in a more
developed form, as at the beginning of Odyssey 3, or, as happens more
frequently, in an attenuated form, will always be interpreted by Homer’s
audience as “a celebration of community, an affirmation of comity and
hospitality near the center of the Homeric world.”** The traditional poet is
then free to adapt the “traditional referentiality” inherent in the scene to his
immediate narrative, as we see in Odyssey 1 when Telemachus and Athena
eat together as the suitors continue to abuse the hospitality of Odysseus’
household. “In this case Homer’s representation of the severity of the

[suitors’] insult depends directly on realizing not only how boorishly the

pull in two directions: one is toward the song being sung and the other is
toward the previous uses of the same theme.”

333Foley, IA 47.
334Foley, IA 34.
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suitors are behaving but also how starkly that behavior contrasts with the
values metonymically embodied in the conventionality of the Feast
theme. 3%

In summary, the type-scene is one of the fundamental building blocks
of an oral traditional poem. It appears as a recurring block of narrative with
an identifiable, but fluid, structure which the poet can amplify or abbreviate
to suit his narrative requirements. In the type-scene, therefore, the poet can
develop his unique version of the traditional story he is singing, for it is
flexible enough to allow for the presence of the poet’s own themes, images,
and characterization. At the same time, however, the type-scene exists
separately from any particular realization of it. It exists in the oral tradition as
an abstract notion, as a thought pattern. This extra-textual existence
necessarily implies that a fixed meaning inheres within the type-scene. It is

this immanent meaning which the poet requires and summons each time he

re-creates a type-scene.

B. Arming Scenes

That descriptions of armour should find a place in epic poetry is not
surprising, since the epic genre frequently deals with the careers of men
whose reputations are established and maintained on the battlefield. As
Fenik says, “there can be scarcely any doubt that splendid armour was a

”3

popular theme in all epic poetry.”>** Homer often describes the beauty and

*Foley, IA 35. Cf. also Edwards, “Type-Scenes and Homeric
Hospitality” 51-72 and Tsagarakis, “Oral Composition” 23-48.

3%Fenik, TBS 78. Cf. Arend 92; Patzer, 28, 34-35; Krischer, Formale
Konventionen 23; Shannon 26; Thornton 101; Edwards, “Topos and
Transformation” 50; Bannert, Formen des Wiederholens 13-14; Danek 205;

(cont.)
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magnificence of a particular hero’s armour.”’ On the battlefield, warriors risk
their lives in the effort to strip the armour from the corpse of a fallen enemy,
for this is the warrior’s pre-eminent trophy. Armour in the Iliad represents
nothing less than the achievements and reputation of the hero. Descriptions
of armour, therefore, are never decorative embellishments; their purpose is
to honour the hero associated with the armour in question.

The most highly developed type of description of armour is the arming
scene, which Fenik describes a “a typical scene par excellence ... where
identical actions are described in exactly or almost exactly the same words.”**®
As one would expect, no two type-scenes of arming are identical. Their
general structure, however, is consistent; the heroes all put on or take up the
same pieces of armour and do so in the same order. The scene is always

introduced by a verse announcing that the hero is about to arm.**® He then

puts on his armour always in the same order: greaves first, followed by

Fehling 16-17; and Hainsworth, Comm. III, 215-217. Cf. also Lord, ST 86-89,
who shows that arming scenes continue to serve this fuction in Serbo-
Croatian epics.

*¥7In addition to the four arming scenes to be discussed below and the
description of Achilles’ shield in Book 18, the Iliad contains descriptions of
the armour of Sarpedon (12.294ff.), the shield of Ajax (7.219ff.), and the bow of
Pandarus (4.104ff.). Homer also takes note of the fantastic armour of Peleus
(17.194), Areithods (7.136), Idomeneus (12.241), and of Nestor and Diomedes
(8.191). Cf. Calhoun 12, n. 36 and Fenik, TBS 78.

***Fenik, TBS 191.

**0On the announcement verse, or Ankiindigungsvers, cf. Arend 93
and Bannert, Formen des Wiederholens 12. Compare the following verses
which announce the four arming scenes in the Iliad:

3.328: avtap 8y’ due’ duotctv éddoeto Tedyea KoAd.

11.16: év &’ abtdg €800ETO VOpORa YOAKOV.

16.130: I&tpoxAog 8& x0pUGGETO VDPOTL YOAKD.

19.364: év 8¢ péooior kopvooeto dlog "AXIAAEDG.
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breastplate, sword, shield, and helmet. Then the hero picks up one or two
spears and enters the fighting. The differences between the Iliad’s four
arming scenes arise from the degree of elaboration of these standard
elements.**’
The description of the greaves with which all the arming scenes begin

is the same in all four cases:

xwnuidog pév npdro nepi kviunowv Ednxe

xoAdc, dpyvpéorov Eniceupiog dpapviag:

(3.330-331=11.17-18=
16.131-132=19.369-370)>*

The basic corselet verse is also identical in all four cases: Sebtepov ad
0dpnxa nepil othBesov Eduve (3.332=11.19=16.133=19.371).>*? In three cases, the
description of the corselet continues, with the next verse indicating its
provenance.*®® For Paris and Patroclus, this is accomplished in one line. The
poet then moves on to the next item in the arming sequence. Agamemnon’s
breastplate, however, is described over ten lines in which we learn from

whom the hero obtained it, from what it is made, and how it is decorated.

¥0For a comparative analysis of the structure of the four arming scenes,
cf. Kirk, Comm. 1, 313-314; Thornton 101; Shannon 24; Willcock, “The Search
for the Poet Homer” 5-6.
3#1The Aspis contains an arming scene (for Heracles) in which “many
of the same verses [as found in the Homeric versions] recur, despite two
centuries’ evolution of the oral tradition” (Janko, Comm. IV, 333). Heracles’
arming scene also begins with a two line description of the greaves, though it
differs from what we see in the Iliad:
“Qc elndv xvnuidog OperydAKkolo PoEIVOD
‘Hooaiotov kAvTd ddpa, mepl kviunow 6nke.
(Aspis 122-123)
2At Aspis 124, following directly upon the description of the greaves,
we find the identical verse, introducing the breastplate.
*In the Aspis, we learn that Heracles received his breastplate from
Athena when he first set off on his labours (125-127).
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Achilles’ breastplate is not elaborated because this would be inappropriate as
most of Book 18 was devoted to the provenance of this armour; we know
very well from where it came.
Paris and Patroclus share identical verses, with no elaboration, for their
swords and shields:
auei 8’ &p’ duotowv Baleto Eigog &pyvponiov

yOAxeov, DT Enerta odxog uéyo te oTiPapov Te.
(3.334-335=16.135-136)

Achilles also shares these two verses (19.372-373), but the poet then describes
in a simile how brightly his shield shines. Agamemnon’s sword is
introduced at 11.29 in the same way as are the others’, albeit with a different
line-ending after the bucolic diaeresis. Over the next eleven verses, the
composition and decoration of both the sword and shield are described.
Paris and Patroclus share the same two verses for the helmet:
xpati d’ én’ 1pBipe xuvény ebtuxtov EBnke

{nnovpiy - Sewvdv 8¢ Adpog xkaBinepBev Evevev.
(3.336-337=16.137-138)

The poet varies the first verse in Agamemnon’s case, making his helmet a
superior object (cf. dupiparov and tetpapdAnpov, 11.41), but the second verse is
the same as in Books 3 and 16. Achilles’” helmet is a tpvedAeic. Its brightness
is also emphasized in a simile of four lines (19.380-383).

Paris takes one spear, described in a single verse (3.338). Achilles too
takes one spear which he removes from his spear case in a unique verse
(19.387). The poet then elaborates on the spear in four more lines. Patroclus
and Agamemnon both pick up two spears. The verses are introduced in the
same way, eiAeto 8’ &Axipa dobpe, but completed differently (11.43-44, 16.139).

The four arming scenes in the Iliad all begin with the same three lines

and share other lines and phrases throughout. No two of the arming scenes
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are exactly the same, just as no two of any kind of type-scene are the same.
For, as we saw earlier, a type-scene appears to exist as an abstract notion with a
general structure and an immanent meaning. As a result, no fixed set of
phrases and formulae can be identified as the definitive form of the arming
scene. None of the Iliad’s arming scenes is a better or an inferior example of
this type-scene. The poet creates, or re-creates, the arming scene anew from
the pre-verbal notion which underlies it each time he wants this particular
action sequence.

Nonetheless, the arming scene does have a general pattern. The same
weapons are always put on in the same order, and some lines, those about the
greaves and the breastplate, may in fact be fixed. It appears, however, that at
any point in the scene the poet can elaborate, sometimes at considerable
length, on any piece of armour (with the possible exception of the greaves) in
a number of ways. For example, he can insert similes or describe the
provenance, composition or decoration of a piece of armour.

These elaborations, as we shall see below, are never random; the poet
uses them to achieve specific ends. Elaboration serves to slow down the
narrative pace, which the poet tends to do at important points in the story.
We must also pay attention to the surrounding narrative in which any highly
elaborated example of a type-scene is placed. For the events which precede or
follow a type-scene may shed light on the poet’s use of amplification in that
scene. For instance, the sacrifice to Apollo which follows the return of

Chryseis to her father in Book 1 (447-474) is one of the lengthiest examples of
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this type-scene.*** This is in all likelihood due to the importance of the

events which have led to this juncture. Agamemnon has been forced to
hand over Chryseis in order to appease the wrath of Apollo, but has
demanded immediate recompense, which has roused the anger of Achilles.
The detailed description of the sacrifice to Apollo constitutes the formal end
of the god’s wrath, which has been and will, indirectly, continue to be so
calamitous for the Achaeans. The poet keeps the audience focused on the
momentous nature of this wrath by slowing down the narrative pace in a
highly elaborated type-scene at the crucial moment of the appeasement of that
wrath.

Secondly, each instance of elaboration is uniquely fitted to the
situation. It supports or furthers the development of the plot, specific
themes, imagery, or the characterization of the hero in question. All of these
are ways in which Homer can use the arming scene to shape the unique
poem that is the Iliad. For this reason, each arming scene must be examined
individually, to discern the specific meaning which the poet has conferred on
it.

However, at another level, Nagler’s pre-verbal level, or Foley’s of
traditional referentiality, the arming scene is imbued with immanent
meaning. We must also examine this inherent level, for each realization of
an arming scene metonymically reflects this inherent meaning. This
combination of conferred and immanent meaning gives each of the four

arming scenes its particular resonance.

*4Arend isolated 21 elements in the sacrifice scene (pp. 64-78); 18 are
present here. For a detailed analysis of this scene, cf. Edwards, “Convention
and Individuality” 20-22.
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I will proceed at this point, firstly, to examine each one of the arming
scenes in the Iliad as a unique scene in a specific narrative context. Secondly, I
will consider the four arming scenes together in order to understand what the
immanent meaning of the type-scene may be. For this is the approach which
will best allow us to interpret these arming scenes, particularly the one which

I feel is the most unusual, that of Paris.

II. The in ne of Agamemnon

Agamemnon’s arming scene in Book 11 is the longest example of this
type-scene in the Iliad. The scene begins, after the announcement verses (15-
16), with the two unvarying lines about the donning of the greaves (17-18).
The poet continues with the standard verse for the corselet (18), and then
specifies in the next line from whom Agamemnon received it. This appears
to be the traditional way in which the corselet verse is amplified. Here, the
elaboration is particularly extensive, as the corselet receives ten lines of
description: Agamemnon obtained it from King Cinyras when the Greek
armada stopped in Cyprus on its way to Troy. It is composed of ten bands of
xoavog, twelve of gold, and twenty of tin (24-25), and decorated with three
snakes on either side extending upwards to the bearer’s neck (26-27). These
snakes are like rainbows which Zeus fixes among the clouds to serve as a
portent to humans (27-28).

The sword verse is changed so as to give Agamemnon a sword with
gold rivets (29-30), instead of silver ones as Paris, Patroclus, and Achilles
have; é&v 8¢ ot fidor (29) replaces apyvpdémAov (3.334, 16.135, 19.372) at the line
end. Only in the case of Agamemnon is the sword’s scabbard described. It is

silver, and attached to it are golden straps (30-31).
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Agamemnon’s shield is also described in detail. It is elaborated with a
unique accumulation of descriptive adjectives: &v 8’ &\et’ apeifpotnv
roAudaidoaiov donida Bodprv / koA (32-33).345 The description of
Agamemnon’s shield is unique: augiBpémnyv is taken from the formula &oridog
apue1Bpdtnc which occurs only three times in the Iliad; noAvdaidahov is used
only here of a corselet; and 8obpw is an unusual adjective for a piece of
defensive equipment.?’46 The shield, like the breastplate, is composed of
various precious metals: bronze, tin, and xbavog (33-35), and decorated with
the figures of Gorgo, Deimos and Phobos. The shield strap is made of silver
and on it is depicted a three-headed snake.

Like Paris and Patroclus, Agamemnon receives two verses for his
helmet, but this object is made grander by the epithets dugiparov and
retpagdAnpov (41). Agamemnon takes up two spears. The scene ends with
the poet noting that the gleam of the armour went up to heaven and that
Hera and Athena thundered to honour the king (44-46).

Agamemnon’s arming scene follows the typical sequence, but is unique
in the degree of elaboration which the poet has employed, particularly with
regard to the breastplate and the shield.*” What is the purpose of all this
elaboration? As elsewhere, Homer adapts this type-scene to the situation and

to the character in question. The detail which he lavishes on the breastplate,

with its bands of xbavog and its silver strap, all draw attention to the

345Cf. the shield verse that serves for Paris, Patroclus, and Achilles: —
avtdp Enerta cdxog néya te stPapdv te (3.335=16.136=19.373).

346Cf. Hainsworth, Comm. III, 220-221.

*70On the elaboration in Agamemnon’s arming scene, cf. Armstrong

344-345; Hainsworth, Comm. III, 216-217; Patzer 29; Russo 282-286; Thornton
101-102; and Willcock, “The Search for the Poet Homer” 6.
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magnificent wealth of Agamemnon. Homer makes this explicit when, at the
end of the scene, he refers to his subject as BaciAfia ToAvypvooto Muxivng
(46).>*#® We also learn that the shield was a guest gift from Cinyras, a figure
proverbial for his wealth.3#? This provenance underlines Agamemnon'’s
wealth and status, as one king honours another.

In addition to informing his audience about the origin and
composition of the breastplate, Homer describes its decoration:
xvdveot 8¢ Spdxovieg Opwpéxato npoti derpnv
1pelg Exdtepd’, Iproctv éorkdteg, ag te Kpoviav

év vépel ompiEe, Tépag pepdnav avlpdnwev.
(26-28)

According to Hermann Frénkel, snakes in Homer are a symbol of
“Kampfeswut und lauernden Todes,” while the rainbow generally announces
that some sort of disaster is in store. Thus, “[ijn Begriffssprache iibersetzt,
bedeutet die Beschreibung des Panzers: Agamemnon legt einen wilden

Mordwillen an, und grauenhafte Kriegsereignisse bereiteten sich vor.”>*®

*%0n the proverbial wealth of Mycenae and its kings in antiquity, cf.
Hainsworth, Comm. III, 223 and Russo 284.

349Cf. Tyrtaeus 12.6 W where Minos and Cinyras are mentioned as
proverbially rich kings.

30Frinkel, Dichtung und Philosophie 56-57. On snake imagery,
Frinkel refers to 3.33-37 where Paris, retreating at the sight of Menelaus, is
compared to a man retreating before a snake. On the rainbow sent by Zeus
and its connection to war, he cites 17.547ff. where its function is explicitly
tépog Eupevor fi moAéporo, / fi kol yeipdvog dvoBoainéog (548-549). Thornton (102)
also calls the snake an image of warlike aggression, and refers to 22.93-95,
where Hector, in his determination to face Achilles, is compared to a snake.
Russo (285-286) notes the prophecy of Calchas (2.301-330), where the Greeks
are likened to a snake which devours a sparrow and her nestlings who are
identified with the Trojans. At 12.200-207, an eagle wounded by a snake it is
carrying in its talons is interpreted as an omen that the Trojans should give
up their present onslaught against the Greeks. As Russo notes, “[a]gain, the

(cont.)
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Topy®d Bhocvpdnig and her attendants, Aeipog and ®6Bog, further the imagery of
the terror of war, its violence and destruction. The cumulative result is to
emphasize the formidable presence of Agamemnon as a warrior, as well as
the leader of warriors. As Patzer sums up, the elaborations in this scene
“dienen offenbar der kennzeichnenden Hervorhebung dieser Riistung und
durch sie des Helden, hier des méchtigen, geehrten und reichen ...
Kriegsherren Agamemnon.”*”!

This arming scene, through its elaboration, supports the general Iliadic
characterization of Agamemnon as the wealthy king of a wealthy city, leader
of the expedition to Troy, and a powerful warrior in his own right. But, as we
have noted, the arming scene, ideally, should also be fitted to the immediate
narrative. We must next examine if this is the case here.

The arming of Agamemnon occurs at a crucial point in the narrative.
It comes after the disastrous embassy to Achilles, and it stands at the
beginning of the longest and the most important day of fighting in the Iliad,
the third day which begins with the dawn in the first line of Book 11 and lasts
until the sun goes down at 18.241.%? As Book 11 opens, Achilles has already
refused to return to the fighting. The Greeks must face an enemy who on the
previous day were so successful that, for the first time in nine years, they were

able to bivouac on the plain in full view of the Greek camp. Agamemnon

Greeks are identified with the snake’s destructive powers” (295, n. 8). Cf. also
Mueller 97.

*lpatzer 29.

%2 As Danek observes, “[d]ie Riistung des Agamemnon im A ... markiert

vor allem den Beginn des langen dritten Schlachttages, der das Zentrum des
Kampfgeschehens der Hlias darstellt” (209).
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must now lead his army into the battle without the help of his most powerful
warrior.

By beginning this day of fighting with the leader of the Achaean forces,
who, through this treatment of Achilles, has brought matters to this point,
Homer emphasizes the nature of the crisis for the Greeks. Agamemnon is
indeed a wealthy king and a powerful warrior, but, without the aid of
Achilles, his efforts will come to nothing. Agamemnon arms and then leads
his forces into battle. The poet describes his successful aristeia, as the Trojans
are driven back toward the city. But this success soon comes to an end when
he is disabled by a sword wound and forced to withdraw. The Trojans quickly
regain the upper hand, and four more Greek leaders are injured in quick
succession.

The immediate context in which the arming occurs is of the utmost
importance in the development of the Iliad’s principal narrative, the wrath of
Achilles. One way in which Homer signals this importance is by granting an
arming scene to the man who initiated this wrath and then by amplifying the
traditional details of the scene to the point where this becomes the longest
arming scene in the poem. For, as we saw above, it is precisely when the poet
comes to a crucial point in his story that he is most likely to slow down the
narrative pace, as he does here through the copious elaboration which

Agamemnon’s arming receives.

III. The Arming Scene of Patroclus
The structure of the arming scene of Patroclus is fully typical insofar as

all of the normally found elements of the scene are present. The hero puts on

the greaves, breastplate, sword, shield, and helmet, and then takes up a pair of
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spears. The scene proceeds quickly, and, unlike Agamemnon’s arming, with
very little amplification. In all, only two elements are elaborated, but both of
these are significant and serve a very different purpose from the elaborations
in Agamemnon’s arming scene.

The breastplate which Patroclus dons receives the standard verse of

elaboration about its provenance:

devtepov od Bdpnko nepi otHBesov Eduve

nowciAov dotepdevia todaxeog Alaxidao.
(16.133-134)

Agamemnon received his breastplate from Cinyras; Patroclus receives his
from Achilles. But there is also a difference which the poet here introduces
and will develop shortly. Cinyras gave Agamemnon a corselet as a gift, a
Eewviiov; it now belongs to the Greek leader. Achilles, however, only lends
his armour to Patroclus. It still belongs to Achilles and the poet reminds us of
this at line 134. This reminder is significant for, when a hero arms, he puts
on the outward symbol of his military valour. Here, Homer stresses that
Patroclus is not doing this. His own valour is not enough in the present
crisis; only Achilles’ is, and, hence, the necessity for the exchange of armour.
The second elaboration develops this idea more fully. After putting on

his (borrowed) helmet, Patroclus takes up two spears:

eiketo 8’ &hpa Solpe, 16 ot moAaun@v apripet.

&yxoc 8’ ovy EAet’ olov dpdpovog Alaxiboo,

Bp1BY péya otiBoapdy - T pév od dovar’ GAlog "Axondv

ndAAewv, GAAG pv olog énictato miidot 'AxiAiedg

[InAdda perinv, thy notpi ¢ile nope Xeipav

[InAiov éx xopvoTic, POvov Eupeval |pRESSV.
(16.139-144)

The only part of Patroclus’ armour that belongs to him is this pair of spears.

He takes them because they fit his grasp. The spear of Achilles does not; only
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the great hero himself can wield the Pelian ash spear. Patroclus must leave it
behind, and the poet reminds his audience that, although he is borrowing
Achilles’ armour and will present himself as Achilles, he is in fact no
Achilles.

The elaboration is unique in the poem’s four arming scenes for being,
as Arend observed, “eine Variation ins Negat:ive."353 This has caused much
consternation among scholars since antiquity, not least of all because the lines
re-appear in the arming of Achilles at 19.388-391. As Leaf said, in arguing
against their authenticity, “the poet should enlarge upon the spear when it is
being taken, not when it is being left behind.”** The notion that these lines
were interpolated from their original place in Book 19 originates with
Zenodotus who, according to Aristonicus, athetized line 140 and did not print
lines 141-144.3° But, as Janko notes, the fourth century historian, Megaclides,
read lines 140-144 in his text and, therefore, Zenodotus’ athetesis of 140 and
omission of 141-144 is, in all likelihood, not based on manuscript evidence

but on his own dislike of repeated passages.’® The same can also be said of

33 Arend 93.
34 eaf, Iliad 11, 166.
35Znvddotog todtov dBethoag tobe EEfc Téooapag ok Eypagev (A Scholia.
Erbse, Scholia IV, 193). Aristarchus, on the other hand, felt that the lines
belonged in Book 16, because they explained why Patroclus did not take the
spear, but were out of place in Book 19:
&Betovvton otixor téssapeg, 6T1 éx 10D [Tatpdxrov oOnAcuoD (SC.
IT 141-4) petaxevror. 1| 8¢ neprestiyuévn dinAd, ot éviavBo pev
avtovg Znvddotog xataAédowney, ént 8¢ [Tatpdxiov ROétnkev
(***). éxel 3¢ dvoyxaing Aéyovtat, Tva Yvduev, S ti ovk EAoPe
thv peAlov. (A Scholia. Erbse, Scholia IV, 644)
3Janko, Comm. IV, 335. According to the D Scholia, Megaclides
argued that Patroclus could not take the Pelian ash spear because it was the
one piece of armour which Hephaestus could not replace, once the original

(cont.)
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the suspicion with which the passage has been viewed in much of pre-
Parryian scholarship, both Analytical and Unitarian.*” Since the work of
Parry, however, such verbatim repetitions no longer present a problem, since
they are recognized as a standard feature of oral diction. Instead, we must, as
here, look for some sort of poetic link between repeated passages.

In Book 16, these lines serve to characterize Patroclus, and they do so by
direct comparison with Achilles. Patzer notes that they are especially
important since they are the scene’s only major elaboration. That this
elaboration takes a negative form indicates that it serves a function opposite
to that which we normally find for amplification in arming scenes. Instead of
adding to the hero’s glory, these lines reveal his weakness.358 The
comparison with Achilles which the lines evoke is a negative one. It is not

simply the case that Patroclus leaves behind Achilles” spear because he cannot

armour was lost to Hector, because the wood necessary for making a spear did
not exist on Olympus. Only materials worthy of the gods, such as gold and
silver, were available to them; the very idea of heavenly wood was
xatoyehaototatov (cf. Erbse, Scholia IV, 194).

37Cf. Bolling, Interpolation 163-164 for a bibliographical survey of
nineteenth and early twentieth century scholarship on this question. It was
also once common to object to these lines’ authenticity on the grounds that
the whole idea of the exchange of armour was a late interpolation. Cf., for
example, Leaf, Iliad II, 154-155, 217-218; Bolling, Interpolation 163; and Ph.
Kakridis 288. Cf. van der Valk, Researches II, 80-81 for a discussion of the
question in the scholia. A brief glance, however, at the number of passages,
some widely separated, in which the exchange is referred to demonstrates just
how carefully integrated into the main narrative this theme is and how
unlikely it is that is was interpolated. Cf., for example, 11.792ff. where Nestor
introduces the idea and 15.403-404 where Patroclus repeats some of Nestor’s
words; cf. also 16.34ff., 17.186ff. For a fuller discussion on the question of the
exchange of armour, cf. Shannon 23-24 and Edwards, HPI 255-256.

358Cf. Patzer 36: “Die einzige Verbreiterung des Grundmodells, die
diese Riistungsszene aufweist ... bedeutet, in die negative Form gewendet,
gerade das Gegenteil des Ublichen: statt den Helden zu erhéhen, enthiillt sie
an ihm eine schwache Stelle.” Cf. also Griffin, HLD 36.
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wield it. He can disguise himself as Achilles by putting on the hero’s armour,
but his military prowess is inferior to that of his friend. It is the mistaken
assumption on the Trojans’ part that Achilles has returned and the panic that
results which will turn the tide of battle, not Patroclus’ skill as a warrior.>”

The elaboration on the spear which is not taken also serves to
foreshadow Patroclus’ death. At the very moment when Patroclus arms
himself, Hector is enjoying his greatest military success in the whole of the
war. In Book 11, Zeus granted him supremacy on the battlefield until the end
of the third day of fighting (191-194). Itis still this same day when Patroclus
prepares to go to battle. The lines on the spear then serve to foreshadow
Patroclus’ death at the hands of Hector, for Homer emphasizes that he is no
Achilles, and the audience knows that only Achilles could stand against
Hector, especially now that he has the support of Zeus himself.

Homer has, in fact, prepared us for the death of Patroclus since Book 8,
where Zeus announced to the assembled gods that Achilles will not return to
battle until the fighting is around the corpse of Patroclus:

oV yap piv noAépov dronadoetan 6fpipog “Extawp,

rpiv EpBon rapd vadet toddkea [InAsivva,
Ainatt 1@ 817 &v ol piv éni TppvnoL paywvral

***Thornton (102) argues that the paucity of elaboration in comparison
with the arming scenes of Achilles and Agamemnon indicates that Patroclus
is inferior to these men as a warrior. I will argue below, in regard to the
arming of Paris, that the immanent meaning of the type-scene of armning does
not permit such a conclusion. Patroclus’ inferiority as a warrior is here meant
to be seen in direct comparison with Achilles and, less directly, with the
dangerous situation created by the Aiog fovAn which has resulted in Hector’s
ascendancy. This was also true for Agamemnon who, Thornton argues, is
superior to Patroclus as a warrior. He too was no replacement for Achilles
and could not fight against the plans of Zeus any more than Patroclus can.
And yet, his arming scene was highly elaborated.
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oteivel &v aivotdrto nept [Tatpdxroto Bavivrog,
Qg y&p Bécpatov eoTu-
(8.473-477)

Later, in Book 11, when Achilles sent Patroclus on a mission to Nestor who
would propose the exchange of armour, the poet commented that this was for
Patroclus the beginning of evil (xaxod 8’ &pa ol néAev dpyfi, 604). In Book 15,
we heard for the first time how Patroclus will die: Achilles will send him
forth into the fighting and Hector will kill him (6 8’ &vetficer dv Eraipov /
TI&tpoxAov - Tov & xtevel Eyxel aidipog “Extap / TAiov npondpoiBe, 64-66).
Finally, when Patroclus puts the proposal before Achilles, Homer comments:
“Qc péto Aocdpevog péyo vimiog - 1 yop EpeAdev

o y o~ ’ ’ Y L ~ ’
ol a0t Bdvartdv e xaxodv xai kiipo ArréoBou.
(16.46-47)

The introduction and conclusion to the arming scene also serve to
anticipate Patroclus’ death. The verse which announces the arming is
unusual in the verb which the poet chooses to describe the arming: "Q¢ @dro,
Tétpoxhog 8¢ kophooeto vdpom xaAxd (16.130). Shannon notes that there are
only two other instances of the unaugmented inceptive imperfect of xopvoocw
in the Iliad: in the arming scene of Achilles (19.364) and in the arming of Ajax
before the duel with Hector (7.206). In both cases, the verb is followed by a
more generalized one for arming, éscato for Ajax (7.207) and dboeto for
Achilles (19.368).360 This is not so for Patroclus; xopdsseto stands alone to
describe his arming. Shannon argues that Homer uses xopdoceto here both in

its general sense of “arming” and in its more restricted sense of “helming” in

360Ghannon 24-25.
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order to anticipate the particular emphasis on the loss of the helmet at his
death:
100 &’ &nd pev xpatdg xuvénv Péaie ®oifog 'AnoAAwy -
11 8& xvAwvdopévn xavayfv £x€ Toceiv VY’ TNV
aOADTIC TpLQaALL, pidvBnoov 8& EBerpan
ofpatt koi kovinot: mépog ye wEv od Béuig fiev
inmoxouov miAnka piaivesBar xovinow,
AN’ Gvdpdg Beloro xdpn xapiev te pétwnov
poet’ "AxiAAfiog- tote 8& Zevg “Extopt ddkev
fi kepoAfi popéev, oxeddBev 8¢ ot fiev SAeBpog.
(16.793-800)

Shannon concludes that “Patroklos’ ‘helming’ is isolated by its idiosyncratic
diction because his defeat is the result of his ‘unhelming’ by Apollo.”**' In
this way, Patroclus’ death is foreshadowed in the verse which introduces his
arming scene by anticipating a specific feature of his death.

The arming scene is followed immediately, as also in the case of
Agamemnon, with preparations for chariot warfare, as Automedon harnesses
Achilles’ horses (16.145-154). These are the immortal horses Xanthus and
Balius. They are accompanied by a third horse, Pedasus, who is mortal and
serves as a trace horse (cf. év 8¢ rapnopinow, 152). These lines have puzzled

critics, since divine horses obviously would have no need of a trace horse.

%lghannon 25. Reinhardt (Ilias 319) and Patzer (37) both interpret the
death of Patroclus as a mirror image of his arming scene. First the hero is
unhelmed, then his spear is shattered (801-802); his shield drops to the
ground (802-803); and Apollo breaks his corselet (804). As Patzer states: “Die
Katalogform der typischen Riistung wird bei dieser Abriistung genau
beibehalten, nur das jetzt, auch im Gegensinn, von oben nach unten
abgertistet wird. So wird die Erniedrigung in der dem Hoérer eindriicklichen
gegensitzlichen Entsprechung zur anfinglichen Riistung, die den Helden
erhShte, durchaus sinnfillig” (37). Cf. also Bannert, Formen des
Wiederholens 162-163 and Stanley 167.
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Armstrong argues that Homer introduces Pedasus not for any practical

reason, but rather for a symbolic one:

the mortal horse reinforces our sense of the mortality of
Patroclus. In the sequel and at the height of the Patrocleia
Pedasus is slain. The fate of the mortal Pedasus becomes

the counterpart of the fate of Patroclus.>®?
The arming scene thus ends as it began, with the poet preparing his audience
for the imminent death of Patroclus by the introduction of details whose full
meaning will only become apparent when the hero is actually dead.

In conclusion, lines 140-144, which are the only substantial elaboration
in the arming of Patroclus, serve to characterize the hero as inferior to
Achilles in battle, and, on account of this inferiority, to foreshadow his death.
As such, the elaboration is part of a complex and ultimately interconnected
series of references that stretches back to Book 8 and culminates here in the
arming of the hero. As Fenik states, “[t]he futility of Patroclus’ attempt to fill
the role of Achilles, the inevitability of his failure and his imminent death
are all expressed in the few lines about the Pelian spear.”>®

In this way, the elaboration in the scene serves a thematically narrower
purpose than did the elaborations in Agamemnon’s arming scene. There
they served to glorify the hero by concentrating on his wealth and his skill in
battle. The poet did so in a manner which fitted this characterization of
Agamemnon, but which also served the general purpose of glorifying the
hero by slowing down the progress of the narrative and focusing the
audience’s attention on him before he goes out to fight. Here, in the arming

of Patroclus, Homer amplifies the scene so as to foreshadow what will prove

%2 Armstrong 348. Cf. also Wilson 386.
36*Fenik, TBS 191.



191

to be the pivotal event of the whole poem. In this way, lines 140-144
contribute to the particular way in which Homer has shaped the traditional
narrative material that underlies his poem. Therefore, we see in these two
arming scenes that the oral poet can use elaboration in quite different ways,
both to make more generalized effects, which one could expect to find in any
heroic poem that utilized this type-scene, and to emphasize very specific
developments in his narrative.

I noted earlier that Homer places arming scenes at significant points in
the narrative. Agamemnon’s arming followed upon the failed embassy to
Achilles and introduced the all-important third day of fighting. The arming
of Patroclus inaugurates the second half of this day’s fighting.*** So far on this
day, five of the front rank of Greek fighters have been injured, all in Book 11.
At the end of Book 12, Hector breaks through the Achaeans’ defensive wall.
At the end of Book 15, he leads his men up to the enemy’s ships, and early in
Book 16, the Trojans hurl fire onto the ships. Homer draws attention to the
moment of supreme crisis with an invocation to the Muses:

"Eonete viv pot, Modoon 'OAdumio Sopat’ Exovcat

Snrac 8 npdtov ndp Eunece vivoiv "Axoidv.
(16.112-113)

Ajax can no longer withstand the onslaught and retreats; Protesilaus’ ship is
set on fire. At this critical moment, Achilles tells Patroclus to arm for battle
(16.126-129). Thus, the arming of Patroclus, which the audience has been

waiting for since Nestor first suggested the idea of the exchange of armour in

%4 A s Danek notes, “[m]it dem Eingreifen des Patroklos im II beginnt
der zweite Teil des dritten Schlachttages, der deutlich als selbsténdige Einheit
erscheinen soll und als solche folglich auch durch die Riistungsszene, die den
Neueinsatz markiert, gekennzeichnet ist” (209-210).
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Book 11, is delayed until the crisis reaches its greatest point, when the Greeks
are on the verge of defeat and, if they lose their only means of escape,

annihilation.

V. The in ne of Achilles

A. Structural Development and Elaboration

The arming scene of Achilles occurs at the end of Book 19, after the
formal reconciliation between Agamemnon and Achilles. It introduces the
final, climactic fourth day of fighting and, with it, the culmination of the
central story pattern of the poem, Achilles’” wrath, withdrawal, and return.

Danek sums up the scene’s significance as follows:

Die Riistung des Achill im T steht am Beginn der Aristie
dieses Helden, die den ganzen vierten Schlachttag umfafit,
gleichzeitig aber auch Abschlu8 und Héhepunkt des

Kampfgeschehens der Ilias bildet 3
The importance of Achilles’ return has already been established in Book 18,
through the lengthy description of the making of his new set of armour. The
so-called démhororia obviously has direct relevance for the scene at the end of
Book 19 where Achilles puts on this newly made armour. Patzer argues that
the plot demands that the two scenes be read together, as the loss of Achilles’

original armour makes it necessary that the gods supply him with a new set:

Der Verlust von Achills Waffen durch Patroklos’
Niederlage, eine Erniedrigung auch Achills, die er durch
seine eigene Verblendung heraufbeschwor, macht es
notig, daR neue Gotterwaffen fiir ihn gefertigt werden, die
dann in seiner letzten grofen Riistung von ihm angelegt

35Danek 210.
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und in seiner letzten Aristie zu erhabenster Wirkung in
Titigkeit gesetzt werden. Waffenfertigung (Z) und

Achillriistung (T) gehoren also zusammen.**®

The connection between the two scenes at the level of narrative
development is easy enough to see. But, as Patzer and Edwards both point
out, the conventional structure of the type-scene of arming further
underlines this connection. Edwards call the énAonotia “a relocated expansion
of Akhilleus’ arming-scene.”*’ For it serves the function of informing us of
the provenance of the hero’s armour, jointly from Thetis and Hephaestus.”®®
The extraordinary length of the expansion is in keeping with the importance
of Achilles’ return to battle. It is also, as Patzer notes, our first indication, well
before the arming scene itself, that this final arming scene will be the most
important one in the poem.’® Homer again anticipates the importance of
this arming scene at the beginning of Book 19. When Thetis presents the
armour to Achilles, he records the terrified reactions of the Myrmidons and
the joyful one of Achilles, as they all gaze upon the armour (12-18).

Therefore, before the arming scene itself, Achilles” armour is described in two

¥5Patzer 40.

3%7Edwards, Comm.V, 200. Cf. also Mueller 97.

368C¢. Patzer 40: “Der Bericht von der Herstellung der neuen Waffen
durch Hephaistos ist im Grunde ein zerdehntes und verselbstindigtes
typisches Element, das sich in den typischen Riistungsszenen beobachten liefs,
der riihmenden Herkunftsgeschichte. Im Rahmen der Waffenfertigung ist
die grofangelegte in Handlungsform gegebene Beschreibung des
Achillschildes wiederum die vergréfierte und gesteigerte Gestaltung des in
den typischen Szenen festen Elementes der riihmenden Beschreibung.”

369Cf. Patzer 38, n. 1: “Nimmt man die Waffenfertigung des X zur
Riistungsszene hinzu, wie sie sicher vom Dichter verstanden wurde, dann
ergibt sich, daf auch im Umfang die Achillriistung alle ibrigen weit
ubertrifft.”
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separate scenes: as it is being made in Book 18 and when Achilles first sees it
in Book 19.*”°
The scene’s Ankiindigungsvers comes at line 364 (év 8¢ pécoiot
xopdooeto dlog "AxtAdedc) and employs the same verb of arming that
introduced Patroclus’ scene (16.130). Achilles, like Agamemnon and
Patroclus, arms immediately before a major new phase in the battle. Like his
two predecessors, he arms while the army itself prepares to go out to battle.”!
In the three other arming scenes in the Iliad, the Ankiindigungsvers
leads directly into the arming scene, with the two seemingly fixed verses
about the greaves following. But here, four lines intervene which describe
the emotional state in which the hero arms and which introduce imagery
that will pervade the arming scene and, beyond that, the whole of Achilles’
aristeia:
10D ko 086vTeV pEv kovoyt téAe, T O€ ol 6oce
Aapnéotnv dc el te Toupdg oélag, &v 8¢ ol fitop
Vv’ dixog &tAntov- 6 8’ dpa Tpwoiv peveaivav

Svoeto ddpa Beod, 16 ot “HPaiioTtog KAE TEDYWV.
(19.365-368)

The poet emphasizes that Achilles arms in grief and in anger (&xog &tAntov,
ueveaivav). The hero’s emotional state is further reflected in his bodily
responses, in the gnashing of his teeth and in his eyes which flash like blazing
fire. These verses are important for the arming scene which they introduce,

for, as Armstrong notes, “[t]he tone and color which is to pervade this

Mueller 97.

7 adtap "Axonol / adtike Bopficoovto katd otpatdv, 19.351-352; cf.
"Atpeidne 8’ éBénoev i8E LdvvucBou dvayev / "Apyeiovg, 11.15-16; Muppidovog 6° &p’
érovydpevog OdpnEev "AxiAreds / tdvtag dva khsiog obv tedyeowv, 16.155-156.
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climactic moment are set indelibly at the outset.”*”? They stress Achilles’
anger and associate that aﬂger with the image of fire, which is introduced
here in a brief simile at line 366. The lines also tell us that, not only do
Achilles’ eyes flash like fire, but that the armour he puts on was made for
him by the god of fire, Hephaestus. As we have seen, it is conventional for
the poet to describe the origin of either all of the armour or specific pieces of
it. Here, we see Homer invoke the convention and simultaneously link it to
the narrative beyond the scene itself, for, from now on, fire will be almost

exclusively Achilles’ image.”

372 Armstrong 350. On these four verses, cf. further Patzer 38, n. 1 and
Edwards, Comm. V, 278.

33Whitman discusses the overall importance of fire imagery in the
poem, from the funeral pyres of the Achaeans in Book 1 to those of Patroclus
and Hector at the end of the poem (HHT 129-146). He draws attention to the
image of fire in the individual hero’s aristeia, as when Athena kindles fire
from Diomedes’ head (5.4-7) or when Idomeneus goes out to battle like a
lightning blast sent by Zeus (13.240-244). As Whitman observes, “[t}here could
scarcely be a more apt symbol of Greek heroism, which turns upon the poles
of divinity and death. The fire of the funeral pyres betokens one side of the
heroic nature; the other reaches toward the gods through the lightning-
flashes, which presently become the explicit sign of Zeus’ acceptance of the
hero’s cause” (132-133). He also notes that, after the death of Patroclus, this
prevalent and thus far generalized image becomes concentrated around the
figure of Achilles and his wrath over his companion’s death. The image first
appears in this connection in Book 18 when Achilles stands at the trench as
the Achaeans and Trojans fight over the corpse of Patroclus, and Athena
kindles fire around his head which is likened to the fire seen from a distance
which burns in a city as it is being sacked by enemy warriors (205-214).
Whitman calls this moment “the peripeteia of the Iliad,” presumably because
it marks the hero’s return to battle (137). Moulton discusses in more detail
how fire imagery is developed in the aristeia of Achilles, particularly in the
similes, and how it is connected with the hero’s wrath against Hector and,
therefore, ultimately with the fall of Troy (106-111). Cf. also Scott, The Oral
Nature of the Homeric Simile 114-120; Patzer 28-29; Krischer, Formale
Konventionen 26-28, 36-38; Shannon 26-28; Strasburger 116; and Griffin, HLD
37.
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In Patroclus’ scene, Homer employed the convention of noting the
armour’s provenance in a thematically significant way. For the fact that
Patroclus received his arms from Achilles both transformed him into a
substitute for the great hero and led directly to the events of Book 18. Now
Achilles needs new armour, and none that is available to him is worthy of
him.374 All that is left of his original armour is the spear he inherited from
his father. Thetis, therefore, commissions a new suit from Hephaestus and
presents it to her son. In this way, Homer makes the element of the armour’s
provenance even more complicated than it was in Patroclus’ case. For now
we must consider three different sources. The spear is from Peleus. The rest
is made by Hephaestus, and presented to the hero by Thetis.

The divinely made armour is, of course, a sign of great honour for the
hero, just as was the armour which Peleus received from the gods or the
immortal horses which Zeus gave to Tros as recompense for the abduction of
Ganymede.3’5 But Homer makes more of this divine gift by connecting it to
the image of fire, which, as Whitman argued, encompasses the paradoxical
nature of Greek heroism, the simultaneous mortality and immortality of the
hero. The divinely made armour, presented to the hero by his divine

mother, emphasizes Achilles’ immortal side. The Pelian ash spear reminds

374As Achilles himself says at 18.192-193: &Alov &’ o) tev oida Ted &v
KALTY tedyea 800, / el ph Alavtég ve odxog TeAapmviddao. Shannon (26) notes
that Achilles gives prominence to the shield here as the most important piece
of armour, a notion which he says has previously been associated only with
Ajax. This newly placed emphasis anticipates the centrality of the shield in
the onlonotia later in the book.

3750n Peleus’ armour, cf. 17.194-197; on Tros’s horses, cf. 5.260-273.
Regarding the latter, Diomedes is acutely aware that their capture would bring
him great renown; cf. 5.273, where he says to Sthenelos: ei 10010 xe Adfopuev,
apoipeBd ke KAéog E6OASV.
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us of kis mortal side because of its links with his father Peleus. Hephaestus’
association with the armour mediates between these two sides of Achilles’
nature. For the armour’s origin in the workshop of the fire god connects it to
the poem’s fire imagery and the twin themes of death and immortality which
attend that image.”’”® In this way, the multifaceted provenance of Achilles’
new armour brings out the complex nature of this hero with its simultaneous
links to mortality and immortality. This is particularly fitting here, for the
audience already knows that, as a result of going out to battle to kill Hector,
Achilles himself will die. However, his performance on the battlefield will
now be superhuman; just before his death, he becomes, for a short time, more
god than man.

Furthermore, the image of fire is also connected with the wrath of
Achilles, as we see when Thetis presents the newly made armour to him.*”
The Myrmidons tremble in fear and dare not look at it directly (19.14-15).
Achilles, however, responds quite differently; the very sight of the armour
increases his anger. Here, as in the opening of the arming scene, Achilles’
emotional state is underlined by a description of his bodily responses; his
anger causes his eyes to shine like fire:

i avTip "AxtAAeng
dog £18°, éd¢ piv paAAov E8v x6Aog, év 8¢ ot booe

Sewvov vred PAegdpmv dg el céhog EcpaavBev-
(19.15-17)

%76Cf. Shannon 27-28.

*70n the multivalence of the image and its application to Achilles after
Patroclus’ death, Whitman states that “[a]ll the associations of the image —
death, rage, heroic greatness, the fall of Troy, and divinity itself — now play
against each other constantly” (HHT 137-138).
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The opening of the arming scene re-enforces the connection. Achilles
gnashes his teeth, and, again, his eyes flash like blazing fire. The physical
response is once more related to the hero’s emotional state of anger and grief.

The arming scene itself is most like that of Agamemnon in the
richness of elaboration which the familiar elements of the scene undergo.
However, unlike Agamemnon’s arming, the elaborations here are dominated
by a single image, that of fire, and a single form, the simile. The scene
contains four similes and is both introduced and completed by a simile. In
five of these six instances, the similes’ point of comparison is fire. As
Moulton observes, “[t]he concentration within such a small segment of the
narrative (33 verses) of so many similes with essentially the same vehicle is
unparalleled in the Homeric poems.”’® The effect of this concentration of
fire similes is to enforce the notion that from now on this previously

generalized image will now be associated particularly with Achilles.379

38\oulton 108. The only comparable passage is the cluster of similes
describing the marshalling of the Achaean army before the catalogue of ships
(2.455-483), on which cf. Moulton 27-33 and Kirk, Comm. I, 162-166. The effect
of such a large group of similes is like that of the arming scene itself: it slows
down the narrative and focuses the audience’s attention before a significant
moment in the poem. As Moulton (33) says of this passage, “[t]here can be no
doubt that this group of successive similes powerfully emphasizes the
appearance of the army en masse, and its effect is to draw attention to this
picture before the poet turns to enumerating the individual contingents.”
Seven similes appear in just under thirty verses; however, unlike the passage
in Book 19, each simile has a different point of comparison. The army is
compared first to a forest fire, then to flocks of birds descending on a meadow,
to flowers blooming in season, and finally to flies around a milk pail. The
leaders of the different contingents are compared to goatherds, and
Agamemnon to various gods and to an ox pre-eminent in the herd. Thus,
each of the similes draws upon an image not shared with any of the others in
the series.

379Just before the arming scene, there is a simile which compares the
armour of the Myrmidons as it is being taken from the ships to snowflakes:

(cont.)
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The first elaboration in the arming scene comes after the description of

the greaves, breastplate, and sword; it is applied to the shield and takes the

form of two similes:

avtap Enerta odkog péya te oTfapov e
elheto, 10D &’ &ndvevBe oédag yéver’ fidTe uAvNC.
ag 8’ 81’ &v éx mdvroro Gélag vadTnot eovin
xoropévoto tupde, 16 xexaieton dydd’ pecor
0taBud év olondre- Tovg &’ ovk é0&AovTag deAlat
névtov én’ ixBudevta gpidwv drdvevBe pépovory-
&¢ ar’ "AxtAAfiog odxeog céhag aibép’ Tkave
xaho? dadaAéov-

' (19.373-380)

The light from Achilles’ shield is compared first to the light of the moon and

then to a fire burning on a mountain top in a sheep steading and seen by

sailors on a stormy sea. The latter simile emphasizes the longing which the

g &’ &te Tapopelal vipddeg Aldg Exrotéoviat,
yuxpadi, brd punfic aiBpnyevéog Bopéao,
&g 101e Tapperal képvBeg Aaunpov yavomoot
wndv éxpopéovto kol &onideg opupaiossoar
Bdpnxéc te xpatarybahot xoi peihve Sodpa.
aiyAn 8’ ovpavov ixe, YéAaooe 8¢ naca nept xBdv
£ 0AX0D VRO GTEPOTTG-

(19.357-363)

There are only three other snow similes in the Iliad (3.222; 12.156-158, 278-
289). None is applied to the type-scene of the marching out of an army to
battle, as here, although similes are applied to this type-scene in Books
2.455ff., 3.1-7, and 16.259-267. Perhaps Homer is avoiding the use of a fire

simile here and stressing the application of fire imagery to Achilles by setting
up a contrast to that image by the use of its virtual opposite. The main point

of comparison in the simile is the density and relentless movement of the

snow vis-2-vis the armour as it is being brought from the ships (cf. tapoeiai,
357, 359; éxnotéovtar, 357; éxgopéovto, 360). But the brighiness and glitter of the

armour is also mentioned, though it is not amplified by a fire simile (cf.

Aapumpdv yavéwoat, 359; aiyAn, 362; xadkod vrd oteporiic, 363). On snow similes,

cf. Moulton 64-66 and Edwards, Comm. V, 276.
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beleaguered Greeks are feeling for Achilles and depends upon the notion of
light shining through darkness as the symbol of salvation.
Achilles’ helmet also shines, this time like a star:
nepi 8& TpLedAsiav Gelpag
xpati 0éto Bprapfv: 7 &’ dothp O¢ anédapnev
TrrovpIc TpLPdALLD, TEproceiovto 8’ EBepon

ypooeat, g “Heaiotog Te1 Adgov duei Bapeardc.
(19.380-383)

The image of light is further enhanced by the description of the golden
plumes which flutter around the helmet and which, the poet reminds us,
were set there by the fire god himself.
The lines which follow have no precedent in any of the other arming
scenes, and contain the only simile whose point of comparison is not fire:
neteﬁﬂn &’ £o avtod év évteot dlog 'AxAielc,
el ol épapudooeie kol Evipéyot dylaa yoia:

10 8’ eVte nrepd Yiyver’, depe 8¢ nowéva Aadv.
(384-386)

In none of the other arming scenes is the fit of the suit of armour, as opposed
to the simple donning of armour, mentioned. A similar passage does occur
in Book 17, when Hector puts on the armour he stripped from Patroclus. We
are told that the armour fit him and that, as a result of this fit, he acquires a
renewed fighting spirit and strength.380 Achilles, however, wants to see if he
can run in his new armour, and, when he does so, it becomes like a pair of
wings, lifting him up. Thornton points out that the image stresses “the god-
given mobility of [Achilles’] limbs in the armour.”*®" But perhaps Homer is

380“Extop1 &’ fippooe tedye’ émi xpot, 8D 8¢ uv "Apng/ dewvog vuArog,
nAfioBev 8’ &pa ot péde’ évtdg / aAxiig xai oBéveog (17.210-212).
*¥1Thonton 103.
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also telling us that the armour enhances Achilles’ already considerable

swiftness, with the result that we know in advance that, when Hector tries to
outrun him in Book 22, the attempt will be futile.*®
The final simile of the scene comes at its very end. After Automedon
and Alkimos harness the horses, Achilles steps into the chariot and takes his
place behind Automedon:
8mBev 8¢ xopvocapevog Bt "AxtAieds,

redyect napgaivav g T NAéktap Yrepiav.
(19.397-398)

Achilles is now fully armed (the aorist participle xopvscédpevog echoing and
completing the inceptive imperfect xopvooetro which introduced the scene at
line 364) and he shines like the sun. The two similes which frame the
arming scene both attach the image of fire to Achilles himself. In the first, his
eyes blaze like fire; in the second, having donned his armour, his whole

person has taken on the splendour of the armour.’®

32Ct. i po nopadpopétny, eevY@V, 6 &’ Smobe Srdxov- (22.157) and @¢g
“Extop o Afife moddxen [TnAciova (22.193).
3¢ the T scholia: mepi 10 Bdpaxog Egn "@avétepov Tvpog avyhic” (2610)-
nepi 88 100 obxoug "oéhag yéver’ fivte pAvng” (T374) - nepi 8¢ tiig x6pvlog "1 &’ dotip
&c nédopnev” (T381). eikdtwg odv adtov oV dnhicuévov AAip anewxalel (Erbse,
Scholia IV, 645; cf. also Edwards Comm.V, 281-282). We should note that,
although Achilles’ spear receives no simile and is not here associated with
the image of fire, when the hero fatally hurls it against Hector it does receive
a fire-based simile:
olog 8’ GoThp €101 HeT’ AGTPAOL VUKTOG GHOAYD
gomepoc, O¢ kGAALGTOG &v oVpavd Totatot dotp,
&c aiypiic dnéhoun’ edfxeog, fiv &p’ "AxtAdedg
néAAev SeErtepfi ppovéwv xaxov “Extopt 8ig.
(22.317-320)
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B. The Pelian Ash Spear

One problem must still be addressed in this arming scene, namely the
function of the lines about the Pelian ash spear which are repeated from
Patroclus’ arming scene (16.141-144=19.388-391). The repetition of the lines in
Book 19 links the two scenes together in an immediate and undeniable
manner.”® For, although each Iliadic arming scene shares verses with one or
more of its parallel scenes, such shared verses consist of more or less fixed
elements in the structure of the scene. For example, all four scenes contain
the same two lines about the warrior’s greaves, Paris and Patroclus share the
same helmet couplet, and Paris, Patroclus and Achilles are all given the same
verse for their shields. The repeated lines about Achilles’ spear, however, are
different, for they amount to the verbatim repetition of an elaboration in the
type-scene.

We have seen that the function of such elaborations is to adapt the
generic scene to its specific subject and the surrounding narrative. The
repetition, therefore, of such an elaboration in two of the same type-scenes is
undoubtedly purposeful. The unique context in which the lines first appear
in Patroclus’ scene should draw the audience’s attention and isolate them as
significant. For they constitute the only example of the description in an
arming scene of a piece of armour which is not taken. The inclusion in the
scene of the single piece of Achilles’ armour which Patroclus leaves behind
prepares the way for the re—appéarance of that very same piece when Achilles

arms. The first passage explains why the spear is still available to Achilles,

384Cf Bannert, Formen des Wiederholens 163: “Die Szene mit der
Riistung Achills T 369ff. hat ihr Gegenstiick und ihre Vorbereitung in der
Riistung Patroklos, mit der Negation einer wesentlichen Gegebenheit, des
Aufnehmens der Lanze.”
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when the rest of his arms are not. Furthermore, it is with this very spear that
Achilles will kill Hector. The repetition then becomes highly significant; as
Thornton sums up, “the spear which Patroclus could not wield Achilles will
wield in order to avenge his friend on Hector.”**

As we saw earlier, Patroclus’ inability to wield Achilles’ spear
foreshadowed the disastrous end of his aristeia; when Achilles takes the

famous spear with him to battle, it serves as an indicator of his successful

return. As Patzer says:

Der in der Riistung Achills nun anders als bei Patroklos
rechtens ergriffene Speer besagt, daf8 die so eingeleitete
Aristie Achills nach der unwahren, nur halberfiillten und
deswegen scheiternden des Patroklos die wahre, voll
geleistete und von hochstem Gelingen gekronte sein

wird.>*
The presence of the spear foreshadows Achilles” successful aristeia. This, in
turn, connects the repeated lines about the spear to the poem’s main story
pattern, Achilles” wrath, withdrawal, and return, and its most important
concomitant pattern, the death of the substitute. For the death of his
companion is the event which brings the hero back to the fighting. The
repetition of the four lines about the spear in Book 19 refers the audience back
to the arming of the substitute in Book 16 and, therefore, brings into focus the
events which follow upon that earlier arming and ultimately are the reason

for Achilles’ own arming. Patzer, once again, sums up the situation:

Aber in ihrem ausdriicklichen Riickbezug auf die
Riistung des Patroklos enthiillt sie sich zugleich als
tragisch hintergriindig. Der bisher unverséhnlich
Grollende ist nun durch den von ihm selbst

385Thornton 103.
86patzer 38.



204

verschuldeten Tod des Gefihrten unvorhergesehen und
ungewollt gezwungen seinen Groll aufzugeben und zu
kampfen, und seine letzten alles iiberstrahlenden
Heldentaten, nach denen ihm der Tod gewif8 ist,

geschehen vor diesem dunklen Hintergrund.*

The death of Patroclus brings about the end of Achilles” wrath and his return
to battle. This progression in the narrative begins with Patroclus’ arming and
ends with Achilles’; the four line repetition about the ash spear makes explicit
this crucial connection between the two scenes.

Finally, Shannon sees the importance of the repeated verses in terms
of what they reveal about the two heroes. He argues that the armour which
Achilles dons in Book 19 is symbolic of the duality of his nature as the child

of one mortal and one immortal parent:

Achilles’ original armor, although divine, was inherited
from his mortal parent; the new armor with which Thetis
supplies Achilles is divine in all senses and lends him
new stature which fits his immortal parentage. The
element of continuity which connects them and gives
Achilles the strength of both his parents is Peleus’ spear,
the only piece of original armor not replaced by
Hephaistos ... . Peleus’ spear is made a special symbol of
Achilles’ mortal prowess, just as the arms forged by
Hephaistos ... become the symbol of his immortal

stature.”®®
As we have seen, the similes attached to the armour depend upon the image
of fire, the attribute of the arms’ creator. The effect of these similes is to
associate fire with Achilles, as we see at the end of the arming scene when he
himself, and not just his arms, shines like fire. The provenance of the arms

and the image of fire, connected as it is with Hephaestus and with

%7patzer 39.
388shannon 27.
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immortality in general, emphasize the superhuman stature of Achilles. The
spear, on the other hand, coming as it does from his mortal parent balances
this picture. For, not only is Peleus mortal, but in the Iliad he is consistently
represented as old and on the verge of death (cf. 16.14-16, 18.432-435, and
24.486-487).

In both arming scenes, therefore, the presence of the spear characterizes
the hero. The spear which only Achilles can wield defines, firstly, its owner’s
unique stature as a warrior and, secondly, the inability of Achilles’ substitute
to take his place.389 Furthermore, in both scenes, the spear symbolizes
mortality and foreshadows the deaths of both Patroclus and Achilles.
Patroclus is shown to be no Achilles and will, therefore, be unable to stand
against Hector. Achilles, when he takes his father’s spear, and, with it, his
mortality, to battle, goes out to fight with one purpose only, to kill Hector,
knowing full well that the act is suicidal, that his death must come shortly
after Hector’s (18.95-96). Thus, the spear symbolizes the paradoxical nature of
Achilles’ return to battle. He must return in order to kill Hector, and killing
Hector is the only measure of success for Achilles. The spear will be the
weapon he uses to kill his enemy. However, in killing Hector, Achilles also
kills himself. In this way, the spear is simultaneously the instrument of
Achilles’ success and of his death. The spear is most aptly described as a

389Cf£. Shannon 71: “the repetition of the special nature and origin of the
spear emphasizes the difference between the two heroes. The reiterated
description brackets Patroklos’ substitution for Achilles in the battle, and just
as the exhange of armor stresses Patroklos’ role as a surrogate for Achilles,
Achilles’ retention of the spear affirms his individuality and his special
prowess. The ash spear consequently both unifies the two preparations for,
and entries into, battle and also defines the distinction between the two
heroes.” Cf. also Fehling 72-73.
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source of death for heroes (pévov Eupevar fipaesoiv, 16.144=19.391), not only for
Hector, the one hero in the poem struck by it, but also for the two heroes who

wield it.>°

C. Conclusion

To sum up, we have seen that the arming scene of Achilles, like those
of Agamemnon and Patroclus, comes at a crucial point in the narrative and
that the basic type-scene is adapted to the present situation and to the arming
warrior. The scene marks the beginning of the fourth day of fighting and
Achilles’ return to the battlefield. It introduces the event which, according to
the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern, we have been led to believe will be
the climax of the poem. The fact that Achilles puts on a new set of armour
made for him by Hephaestus underlines the importance of both the hero and
the moment. In addition, it reminds us that Achilles’ previous armour is no
longer available to him, while the repetition from Patroclus’ arming scene of
the lines about the ash spear reminds us why Achilles cannot put on his old
armour. This scene, however, more than the other two already examined,
focuses on the characterization of its subject. Agamemnon’s arming scene
gave us a picture of the wealth and the military prowess of the Trojan leader;
Patroclus’ stressed his position as Achilles’ substitute. In the present scene,
the single dominant image of fire emphasizes that Achilles arms in anger,

that his purpose in returning to the battle is to avenge the death of Patroclus

3% A chilles casts the ash spear at only two other warriors throughout
his long and bloody aristeia, at Aeneas and at Asteropaeus (20.272-281, 21.169-
179). In both cases, he misses. The spear, it seems, is meant for Hector alone.
Cf. Shannon 83-84 and Bannert, Formen des Wiederholens 159.
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by killing Hector. Almost every single elaboration in the scene directly
supports and adds to this picture of Achilles. The scene, therefore,
emphasizes a major thematic shift in the poem. Achilles returns to battle not
because he has given up his wrath, but because his wrath is no longer directed
against Agamemnon, which led to his withdrawal, but against Hector, which

requires his return.

V. The Arming Scene of Paris

A. Structural Development and Immanent Meaning
Paris receives the first arming scene in the Iliad. After the preparations
for the duel have been completed, the poet introduces the arming scene:
adT0p & ¥’ e’ dpoicty £30GETO TEL EX KOAL

Slog "AAéEavdpog, “EAévng mOG1g T1kop010.
(3.328-329)

Paris then proceeds to put on his greaves, breastplate, sword, shield, and
helmet. Lastly, he takes up one spear. Thus, in its basic outline, the scene
contains all of the same elements as the three other arming scenes already
examined. It receives one elaboration, which appears to be a standard one,
inasmuch as the same kind of elaboration occurs at the same point in three of
the four scenes. We are told from whom the hero acquired this breastplate.
Paris borrowed his from his brother, Lycaon (333).

The brevity of the scene (11 lines in all, compared with 15 for Patroclus,
27 for Achilles, and 28 for Agamemnon) and the paucity of elaboration have
resulted in a lack of critical appraisal of this scene. Arend had little to say
about it, other than that the structure of the type-scene can be seen in its

simplest form here. Patzer’s only comment is that the scene amounts to “die
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einfache Form, offenbar die Grundform” of the arming scene; while
1391

Thornton sees it as “schematic and almost entirely formulaic.
These scholars and, indeed, the majority of those who work on type-

scenes are interested primarily in the elaborations attached to a hypothetical

standard, or Grundform, of the scene. Reece sums up this view, using as his

example Paris’ arming scene:

The simplest kind of interaction between type-scenes is
their relative length, considered entirely apart from their
content. A short, synoptic, bare-bones type-scene carries
relatively little weight compared to a fully-developed and
elaborated scene. The scene of Paris’ arming in the Iliad,
for example, is short and perfunctory, containing just the
skeleton of the arming type-scene, and thereby suggesting
Paris’ relative unimportance on the battlefield. This is in
stark contrast to the fully developed arming scenes of
Agamemnon and Achilles, which are elaborated with
extended descriptions of the armor ... . Such elaboration
slows down the pace of the narrative, adds weight to the
scene, and signals the advent of a major episode on the

battlefield.

The length of one type-scene compared with that of another example of
the same type-scene is certainly an important criterion for interpreting the
function of that type-scene in a given poem. However, Reece simplifies the
issues involved and mixes together features common to type-scenes which
need to be treated separately. He states that Paris’ arming scene, in
comparison with those of Agamemnon and Achilles, is not fully developed

or elaborated. But what does it mean for a type-scene to be fully developed?

31 Arend 93; Patzer 29, who also dismisses Patroclus’ arming scene for

the same reason; Thornton 54. Cf. also Calhoun 11; Russo 282; Hainsworth,
Comm. 11, 216; and Willcock, “The Search for the Poet Homer” 6, all of
whom similarly dismiss the scene as lacking in importance.

392Reece 192-193.
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Such a designation suggests that there must exist a standard form of a type-
scene to which all examples can be compared and deemed fully or under
developed. As we have seen, the work of Lord, Nagler, and Foley
demonstrates that no such standard exists, for the type-scene originates as an
abstract, pre-verbal idea that comes into existence only and every time that a
poet places it into his song. This accounts for the fact that no two examples of
the same type-scene are the same.

The arming scenes of Agamemnon and Achilles are longer than that of
Paris, but this does not allow the critic to designate them as fully developed,
for such a designation suggests a norm which does not exist. What we can say
is that all four arming scenes in the Iliad contain common structural
elements which occur in a fixed sequence.

Thus, instead of speaking of a type-scene as being fully developed, we
would do better to note the different ways in which a type-scene can be
composed, in terms of the presence or absence of structural elements
common to the type. When noting the presence of common structural
elements, it is more accurate to speak of the scene as more developed or less
developed, rather than fully or under developed. The latter designations
refer to a non-existent standard. The former acknowledge the presence of
common elements, but see the development of a type-scene along a
continuum that has no fixed termini.

This is easier to demonstrate with kinds of type-scenes that occur more
often than those of arming, such as the feast scene, in which certain elements
occur with sufficient frequency from scene to scene to allow for a positive
identification of the scene whenever it occurs. However, not every feast
scene employs all of the elements associated with this type-scene. At times,

the absence of particular elements indicates the relative lack of importance of
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the narrative moment; at other times, however, it indicates that the poet has
chosen to stress the importance of the moment in some other way. Similarly,
the presence of a large number of shared elements can indicate the
importance of the narrative moment or equally the adaptation of the scene to
the demands of the narrative at a specific point.

To illustrate this point, I will examine three instances of the type-scene
of feasting in the Iliad. The first occurs in Book 1 when Odysseus returns
Chryseis to her father (458-474); the second in Book 7 after the duel between
Hector and Ajax (313-322); and the third in Book 24 at the end of Priam’s
successful appeal to Achilles (621-627).

The first scene contains more of the structural elements common to
this type-scene than either of the other two. In particular, the preparation of
the sacrificial victim is described in more detail. Between lines 458 and 466,
we are told that prayers are said and barley scattered over the victims. They
are then slaughtered, skinned, and butchered. The thigh bones are wrapped
in fat and roasted, while Chryses pours a libation of wine over them. Then
the remainder of the carcasses is spitted, roasted, and eaten.

In the scene in Book 7, we are told simply that Agamemnon sacrificed
an ox to Zeus. The victim is then skinned, butchered, spitted, and roasted
(314-318).

The scene in Book 1 is twice as long as that in Book 7; it contains more
of the structural elements common to the type and is, therefore, more
developed. In part, this is a reflection of the importance of the former scene
which signals the end of Apollo’s wrath against the Greeks and the plague
which accompanied it. The wrath of Apollo led to the argument between

Agamemnon and Achilles and the latter’s withdrawal from battle. It is an
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event of the utmost importance in the poem, and the detailed description of
the sacrifice to the god and the preparations for the feast reflect this.

The scene in Book 7, however, does not come at a moment of
particular importance in the poem. It simply forms the conclusion to the
duel which ended the martial exploits of the inconclusive first day of fighting.
The brevity of the scene is commensurate with its lack of importance in the
surrounding narrative.

The poet’s art is, however, more complex than a simple correlation
between the length of a scene and its importance. The elements which are
present in the scene in Book 1 draw attention to the religious function of this
scene. What is of primary importance here is the sacrifice to the angry god;
therefore, the poet incorporates those elements found in other examples of
the type-scene of feasting which emphasize the sacrificial aspect of the feast.
In Book 7, there is no particular reason why a sacrifice to Zeus should be
important or necessary at this moment; accordingly, the poet abbreviates
these parts. This feast is meant to honour Ajax as the victor in the duel. The
poet notes this by ending the scene with the hero being given the prized
portion of the sacrificial animal (321-322).

We see from these two examples that the length of a type-scene as
measured by the presence of structural components common to the type-
scene in question can indicate two things: the importance of the narrative
moment, as well as adaptation to the immediate exigencies of the narrative.
Length is not, as Reece argues, simply an indicator of narrative importance.

We can see this most clearly when the poet inserts a brief instance of a
type-scene at a significant point in the story. An example of this is the feast
scene in Book 24 between Achilles and Priam. The whole scene is narrated in

only seven verses (621-627), and obviously a number of common elements
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are omitted. Even so, the scene is one of great importance, for it marks the
climax of Priam’s successful appeal to Achilles. In addition, the meal marks
the end of Achilles’ self-imposed fasting in his grief over Patroclus. And yet
Homer chooses to give us an attenuated example of the feast scene. He can do
this because he has at his disposal other devices to mark the importance of
the occasion. Here, it is by means of a mythological paradigm, the story of
Niobe and her grief (602-617). The story slows down the narrative pace and
makes a comparison between the situations of Priam and Niobe, and thereby
stresses the importance of Priam’s grief. The peculiar emphasis on eating
relates the story back to the immediate moment and also involves Achilles
and his refusal to eat in his grief, a motif which goes back to Book 19 (209-214)
and reaches completion here with the shared meal.*®® Strictly speaking, this
feast scene contains fewer of the structural elements common in this type-
scene and is, therefore, less developed than the scene in Book 1, just as the
feast scene of Book 7 was seen to be. However, even though the scene is a less
developed example of its type, it still carries with it considerable importance
for the narrative.’®*

Reece over-simplifies matters when he argues that length is primarily

an indicator of a type-scene’s importance. Length is, in part, a function of the

330n the function of the Niobe story, cf. Richardson, Comm. VI, 339-
342, who also supplies a bibliography, to which add: Braswell 16-17, 24-26;
Austin, Archery at the Dark of the Moon 124-126 and “The Function of
Digressions in the Iliad” 301; Lang, “Reverberation and Mythology” 143-146;
and Gantz 536-537.

3% Arend examines these three scenes, among others, in his chapter on
sacrifices and meals (pp. 64-78, especially 68-76, and Table 4). He isolates
twenty-one elements in the feast scene, of which seventeen are present in the
scene in Book 1, six in the scene in Book 7, six in Book 24. Cf. also Edwards,
Comm. V, 13.
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number of elements present in a particular type-scene, and this can be just as
much an indicator of a scene’s adaptation to the narrative exigencies of the
moment, as of the scene’s importance in the overall narrative. Moreover, the
brevity of a type-scene may result from the poet having given emphasis to an
important moment in the narrative in some other way. Therefore, length,
when it is evaluated based on the number of structural elements in a scene, is
not necessarily an indicator of a scene’s importance.

In returning to the arming scene of Paris, we see that it contains all of
the same structural components as the Iliad’s three other arming scenes. In
this regard, its development is equal to that of these scenes. Moreover, its
length, as measured by the presence of these elements, is also equal to these

scenes, as the table below demonstrates.



Structural Elements of Arming Scenes

(excluding elaboration)

214

Paris Agamemnon | Patroclus Achilles
(Book 3) (Book11) (Book 16) (Book 19)
Greaves 2 lines 2 lines 2 lines 2 lines
(330-331) (17-18) (131-132) (369-370)
Corselet 1 line 1 line 1 line 1 line
(332) (19) (133) (371)
Sword & 2 lines 2172 lines 2 lines 2 lines
Shield (334-335) (29-30, 32)t (135-136) (372-373)
Helmet 2 lines 2 lines 2 lines 1 line
(336-337) (41-42) (137-138) (380-381)*
Spear(s) 1 line 1 line 1 line 1 line
(338) (43) (139) (387)
TOTAL 8 lines 9 lines 8 lines 7 lines

$Agamemnon’s sword is described in line 29 and line 30 up to the

tritotrochaic caesura.

*2 lines from the penthemimeral caesura of 380 to the penthimemeral

caesura of 381. N.B. 1 line as defined by six dactylic feet, but in fact spread out

over 2 verses.

In this table, I have separated the six structural components which

regularly occur in the Iliad’s arming scenes from the various elaborations
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which the poet attaches to them. In doing so, we see that the length of each
scene, as measured by these elements, is approximately equal, that each of the
arming scenes is developed to the same degree in terms of the presence of
these elements. The table also reveals that the length of the four arming
scenes is not a result of the presence of common structural components, that
is to say of the scenes’ development, but of elaboration of these structural
elements.

Each of the three arming scenes already examined contains some
elaboration. The arming scene of Paris, however, lacks all but the most
rudimentary elaboration. Does this want of amplification, however, suggest,
as Reece concludes, Paris’ relative unimportance as a warrior in comparison
to Agamemnon and Achilles? The answer to this question is more complex
than Reece would have us believe. If his conclusion is correct, then we
would also have to conclude that Patroclus is a relatively unimportant figure
on the battlefield. For his scene is much less elaborated than either
Agamemnon’s or Achilles’. And yet, Patroclus is a more important figure on
the battlefield than Agamemnon. He, after all, saves the Greeks from defeat
and annihilation by driving the Trojans back from the ships. In addition, he
slays one of the most important warriors on the enemy side, Sarpedon, the
leader of the allied forces.

On the other hand, the principal function of Agamemnon’s short-lived
aristeia, which is introduced by his arming scene, is to demonstrate that he
cannot hope to be successful against the Trojans without the support of

Achilles.*” That Agamemnon receives one of only five large-scale aristeiai in

Willcock fails to see this point; for him, the importance of this
arming scene and the aristeia it introduces is simply to honour the Greek

(cont.)



216

the poem does indicate his importance as a warrior in the [liad. However, of
these five aristeiai, his is the shortest and least impressive. Agamemnon kills
the fewest number of named opponents and, in fact, does not even come face-
to-face with a major Trojan warrior.>® Patroclus, Hector, and Achilles all
accomplish tactically important feats and slay important opponents.
Diomedes kills Pandarus, fights against Aeneas, and brings the Trojans to the
crisis which results in Hector’s return to the city to instruct the women to
make a special appeal for help to Athena. Less than three hundred lines after
the commencement of his aristeia, Agamemnon is wounded by the otherwise
unknown and insignificant Koon.

In the cases of Agamemnon and Patroclus, the degree of elaboration
does not accurately reflect each warrior’s importance on the battlefield. In the
case of Agamemnon, the high degree of elaboration draws attention as much
to the crisis on the battlefield as to the warrior who is preparing to go out on
that battlefield. In the case of Patroclus, the whole structure of the first part of
Book 16, all the events leading up to the marching out of the Myrmidons,
draws attention to the hero’s importance. Patroclus’ appeal to Achilles which

opens the book, Achilles’ injunction that Patroclus arm once he sees Hector

leader: “Agamemnon is to have an aristeia, to show that though he may
make mistakes in man-management and strategy, he at least deserves his
position by his status as a warrior. Consequently, the poet gives him a big
arming scene” (“The Search for the Poet Homer” 6). In fact, the purpose of
his arming scene is to underline just how serious Agamemnon’s “mistakes
in man-management and strategy” are, and to demonstrate that his “status as
a warrior” can do nothing to mitigate these mistakes.

Cf. Krischer, Formale Konventionen, 23-24, 28-29 and 35-36. The
four other aristeiai which he isolates belong to Diomedes, Hector, Patroclus,
and Achilles. Cf. also Edwards, HPI 79-81, who gives a useful summary of
Krischer’s work; and Mueller 96-98, for a different view.
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fire the ships, the arming scene itself, Achilles” address to his battle-ready
men, and his prayer to Zeus for his companion’s safe return focus the
audience’s attention to a singular degree on the figure of Patroclus. The
arming scene is but one element in this extraordinary prelude to the hero’s
aristeia.

Therefore, we cannot say, as Reece argues, that elaboration in an
arming scene draws attention to the arming warrior’s importance on the
battlefield. Instead, elaboration is one, but not the only, way that the poet has
of drawing attention to the importance of events which are about to take
place on the battlefield. These events need not necessarily demonstrate the
importance as a warrior of the hero involv’ed in them.

This is not to deny that arming scenes draw attention to their subjects.
Without a doubt, one of the purposes of depicting a hero putting on his
armour is to emphasize his status as a warrior. However, we have also seen
that, in the Iliad, the three arming scenes already discussed come at critical
moments in the narrative. These three scenes all contain a high degree of
elaboration (or, in the case of Patroclus, an equivalent to elaboration), which
underlines the significance of the narrative moment. The arming scene of
Paris contains virtually no elaboration. What can we make of this? Does it
mean that Paris is not an important warrior, or that this is not an important
moment in the poem?

Firstly, that Paris receives an arming scene at all indicates that he must
be worthy of such a scene. The arming scene draws attention to the hero as a
warrior. It honours him in precisely this capacity. This is, as Foley would say,
the immanent meaning of the arming scene, which is invoked each time the
poet creates this scene. This must be so, for, as we have seen, referentiality in

oral poetry is traditional. As both Lord and Foley have observed, traditional
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units of oral composition, such as the type-scene, generate a meaning that
arises from the tradition which created it; moreover, this basic meaning must
remain constant in order for the poet’s audience to be able to interpret and
understand what it is hearing.*’

Paris, therefore, must be familiar to the poet’s audience as a warrior of
some distinction. If he were not, the traditional meaning inherent in the
arming scene would be undermined, as would be the audience’s ability to
interpret what it is hearing. This, however, does not mean that Paris need
necessarily be portrayed as an important warrior on the battlefield in the Iliad.
As Foley says, the poet can “contribute to the negotiation of meaning” of

398 and, here, in Paris’ scene, that the lack of elaboration is the

traditional units,
means by which Homer negotiates the inherent meaning of the arming
scene. Paris must be a warrior of importance in the epic tradition; however,
he will not be one of the most important warriors in this poem. This is, I
suggest, the first reason why his arming scene receives so little elaboration.
The second reason for this paucity is that the narrative moment is less
important than those of the three other scenes. Each of these scenes is directly
related to the main story of Achilles’ wrath, withdrawal, and return.
Agamemnon’s arming scene introduces a narrative sequence which
demonstrates how grave the situation is on account of Achilles’ absence.

Patroclus’ scene comes at the moment of supreme crisis for the Greeks, while

Achilles’ scene signals the hero’s return.’® The arming scene of Paris lies

¥7Lord, ST 148; Foley, IA 6-11.
*®Foley, IA 11.

3This is a point which Willcock fails to see. He argues that arming
scenes sometimes give us information about characterization, but do little
else: “I would not argue that there is any evident artistic intention or

(cont.)
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outside the Iliad’s main story. It is part of a series of events from Books 2
through 7 which recalls in the narrative present the events which belong
more appropriately to the early stages of the Trojan war. Danek sums up the

function of the scene within this framework:

Die Riistung des Paris im I steht vor dem ersten Kampf
der Ilias, markiert damit symbolisch den Beginn des
Krieges; Paris als der erste Held, der sich in der Ilias zum
Kampf riistet, ist gleichzeitig der, durch dessen Schuld der

Krieg ausgebrochen ist.*%
Paris is the first hero to arm prior to the first military encounter in the poem
because Homer wishes to remind us that he is the ultimate cause of
everything that has happened during the whole course of the war. The
arming scene reflects his importance in this capacity. The lack of elaboration
given to the scene by the poet indicates that this scene and this hero are less
important in his poem than are the three other scenes and their heroes. The
arming scene of Paris forms part of a secondary narrative sequence in the
Iliad. As such, it is not as fully elaborated as those which belong to the poem’s
principal narrative.

In conclusion, the fact that Paris receives an arming scene as
structurally developed as any in the poem indicates that he must have been
an important warrior in the epic tradition. That he receives a relatively
unelaborated arming scene indicates that he is not a warrior of the first degree

of importance in the Iliad.

connection between the four descriptions. They do not interact. We do not
see through a comparison of them into the individuality of the poet. Merely,
there is an available sequence, and expansion is used to add effect in
appropriate cases” (“The Search for the Poet Homer” 6).

1%Danek 209
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B. The Function of Paris’ Arming Scene in the Iliad

Three of the heroes who receive arming scenes in the Iliad are central
to its main story. Paris is not. In this sense his scene is anomalous, and we
are entitled to ask why he receives one. Moreover, since the arming scene is
one of the ways in which traditional oral epic glorifies the hero, we must also
ask why heroes such as Hector, Diomedes, and Ajax, who all play more
significant roles than Paris, do not receive one.

To answer the second question first, we have already seen that
Agamemnon, Patroclus, and Achilles are central figures in the poem'’s
principal story pattern, and that their arming scenes come at crucial points in
the development of this pattern. Characters such as Diomedes, Odysseus, and
Ajax, although they feature prominently in the poem, are not essential to the
development of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern. It is not that in
the oral tradition these heroes would be inappropriate candidates for an
arming scene — clearly they would be — but rather that the poet of the Iliad
has, in general, linked the traditional arming scene with the main story
pattern of his poem. This limits the number of heroes to whom the scene can
be applied.

This conclusion further complicates my initial question, inasmuch as it
suggests another reason why Paris should not have an arming scene. Not
only is he less important than other heroes who do not receive arming
scenes, but, in a poem which tends to use these scenes in connection with its
principal narrative, Paris, who has no connection with this narrative,
receives one of only four such scenes.

Before we are in a position to explain this apparent anomaly, we must

answer another question. Hector is important to the wrath, withdrawal, and
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return pattern. He poses the most serious threat to the Greeks during
Achilles’ withdrawal and effects Achilles’ return to the battlefield. Why then
does he not receive an arming scene?

In Book 17, Hector, in fact, puts on the armour which he has stripped
from the body of Patroclus (192-212). Here, it would seem, is the perfect
opportunity to grant an arming scene to one of the poem’s most important
heroes and one closely connected with its main narrative. At lines 192-197,
we are told that Hector removes himself from the fighting and exchanges his
arms for those of Achilles. Moreover, line 194 (6 8 duBpota tevyec dVve) is
similar to 2.328, 11.16, and 19.368 which announce the arming scenes of Paris,
Agamemnon, and Achilles. However, no arming scene follows. Instead,
Zeus observes Hector and expresses pity for him since, unknown to him, by
putting on Achilles’ armour, he seals his fate ( 210-208). One prominent critic
has called this Hector’s arming scene.*”’ Danek, more accurately, refers to it as
Hector’s “Riistungswechsel,” as none of the elements of a formal arming
scene are presen’c.402

The reason that Hector receives no arming scene here is simple. The
moment does not indicate a turning point or a new phase in the narrative.
Book 17 is closely tied to Book 16 and the figure of Patroclus remains central.

As Danek observes:

Der Kampf um die Leiche des Patroklos bildet innerhalb
des Aufbaus der Ilias eine Einheit mit seiner Aristie im 16.
Gesang; die Person des Patroklos bleibt auch fiir den
ganzen 17. Gesang im Zentrum des Geschehens. Die

Ylpdwards, Comm. V, 13 and 80. More recently, however, he states
that “Hector never receives an arming scene” (“Homer and Oral Tradition”
288).

““Danek 212.



tibermafige Hervorhebung von Hektors Riistung wiirde
daher, wenn man sich an den Gestaltungsprinzipien der
Ilias orientiert, diesen Zusammenhang zerreifien, die
iibergreifende Einheit weniger deutlich hervortreten

lassen.*”
Danek is surely correct. Were Hector to receive an arming scene here, this
would indicate, based on the placement of the three previous arming scenes,
a new narrative development, when, in fact, the poet appears to envision the
events from the arming of Patroclus up to the arming of Achilles as one
continuous phase in his narrative. In order to retain this unity, Homer
substitutes Zeus’ forebodings for a formal arming scene. In this way, he is
able to fix the audience’s attention on Hector, glorify him through Zeus'
comments, and still reserve the arming scene for different and very specific

kinds of moments 04

403panek 212.

““we see the poet apply the same principle with regard to his use of
arming scenes in Book 7, just before the duel between Ajax and Hector. At
line 206, as Arend observes (93, n. 1), we find the appropriate
Ankiindigungsvers for an arming scene: “Qg &p’ €pav, Alog 3¢ KOPUGGETO
védpomt yaAx®. But no arming scene follows. Once again, the reason is clear:
“der Kampf zwischen Aias und Hektor stellt innerhalb des
Geschehensablaufs der Ilias eine relativ bedeutungslose Episode dar, er dient
vor allem dazu, das allgemeine Kampfgeschehen fiir diesen Tag zu beenden,
den Kampftag abzurunden. Das Duell soll nicht in gleicher Weise eine
wesentliche Phase der Ilias einleiten wie die ... ‘groflen’ Riistungsszenen”
(Danek 212). Far from initiating a new phase in the story, the duel in Book 7
marks the end of the first day of fighting. Ajax is, however, an important
hero in the poem and Homer does honour him at this point. Our attention is
fixed on him as he proceeds fully armed to the duelling ground. His advance
is compared to that of Ares when he goes to war (208-210). Upon seeing him,
the Argives rejoice (214), while the Trojans and Hector tremble with fear (215-
216). The poet’s gaze then moves back to Ajax and fixes on his shield, the
origin and construction of which he describes (219-223), until finally he stands
before Hector at line 225 (cf. Danek 211, n. 77). By comparing him to Ares, by
allowing us to see the effect he has on those present, and by describing his

(cont.)
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Hector does, however, receive an aristeia. After Agamemnon arms,
the scene switches to the Trojans and specifically to Hector who appears,
moving among the ranks like the dog star seen intermittently in a partially
clouded sky:

“Extop 8’ &v npdroiot 9ép’ donida névtos® éionv.
oloc &’ éx vepémv dvagaivetor obAtog dothp
ropgaivav, Tote 8’ admg Edv vépea oxi0evia,

&c “Extop OTE pév 1€ HETA TPATOLGL PAVESKEV,
&AAote &’ &v Topdtolot kKeEAeD@V - rdg &’ dpa YOAKD

Ape’ G Te otepomh TaTpOg Alog aiyidyoto.
(11.61-66)

An important motif accompanies Hector here, which will be discussed
presently in greater detail. The poet draws attention to the way in which he
glitters in his panoply, that is to the play of light off the armour. The two
similes, the first comparing the shining armour to a star and the second to
Zeus’ thunderbolt, underline this image. Krischer was the first scholar to
study this image, which he called the Waffenglanz motif and which, he
observed, regularly occurred at the beginning of a successful aristeia.*” This is
the first indication that Hector’s aristeia is soon to begin. This is confirmed a
few lines later when Zeus instructs Iris to inform Hector that as soon as
Agamemnon is injured he will make the hero pre-eminent for the
remainder of the day (186-194). The aristeia of Hector begins at line 284 and

continues, albeit with major interruptions, until the death of Patroclus at the

most famous piece of armour, Homer honours Ajax in much the same way
that giving him an arming scene would. Cf. further Danek 206-207; Edwards,
“Convention and Individuality” 4; Tsagarakis, Form and Content 95-96; and
Bergold 107.

4057 _. .
Krischer, Formale Konventionen 23.
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end of Book 16.*% Hector's aristeia is the most important event during the
highly eventful third day of fighting, for it encompasses the firing of the ships
and the slaying of Patroclus.

Given its importance, why is Hector’s aristeia not introduced by an
arming scene? This question is important, not least of all because the
beginning of his aristeia in Book 11 is the only other place, besides Book 17,
where one could plausibly envision an arming scene for him. The answer to
this question reveals another aspect of Homer’s particular use of arming
scenes. We have seen that he uses this type-scene to draw attention to
developments in his main story pattern. Moreover, it is also significant that
the arming scenes of Books 11, 16, and 19 all belong to Greek warriors. That
Achilles and Patroclus receive arming scenes needs no justification, but the
case is not so clear with Agamemnon. We can easily imagine a poem in
which the third day of fighting began with the arming of Hector. Homer
chooses not to do this, and the reason, I argue, is that he wishes to emphasize
the situation of the Greeks, and not the Trojans, at each major stage, from
inception to completion, of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern. It
begins in Book 1 with the quarrel between Agamemnon and Achilles and
ends in Book 19 with Achilles’ return to battle. In Book 16, a new
development is initiated with the introduction of Patroclus as Achilles’
substitute on the battlefield. At the beginning of Book 11, as the Greeks
prepare for battle, Homer emphasizes the futility of any further military

406C¢. Krischer, Formale Konventionen 31-35 for a discussion of the
structure of Hector’s aristeia which is complicated by the insertions of
Agamemnon’s and Patroclus’ aristeiai. For a different view, cf. Mueller 96,
who argues that Hector does not have a real aristeia.



engagement against the Trojans without the help of Achilles. The
devastation of the Greek army for which Achilles prayed reaches its fullest
scope in Books 11 to 15. By having Agamemnon, and not Hector, arm at the
beginning of this sequence, the audience’s attention is firmly focused on the
Greeks’ fortunes in the absence of Achilles.*”

Thus far we have seen why heroes who are more important than Paris
do not receive arming scenes, and, particularly, why Hector, who is intimately
connected with the principal story, does not. We must now answer the
primary question. Why does Paris, given his relative insignificance in the
poem, receive an arming scene?

Let us begin by examining the ways in which Paris’ arming scene is
consistent with Homer’s use of this type-scene. Arming scenes function as
preludes to aristeiai. By showing the hero putting on his armour and by
describing the magnificence of that armour, the poet shows us the hero
donning his valour, and, thereby, anticipates the feats of valour which the
audience can reasonably expect will now be narrated. This is the essential
function of the arming scene in traditional oral epic, and, to a large extent,
explains its function in the Iliad. Moreover, Homer makes the arming scenes
serve as pivotal points in the development of his story, or, as Patzer states,
“wie die Pfeiler riesiger Briickenbogen der Tliashandlung.”*® However, he
adds a peculiar dimension to each of the aristeiai which follow the poem’s
three arming scenes for Greek heroes. These aristeiai all end disastrously for
their subjects, or, in one case, foreshadow disaster as a direct result of the

aristeia. Agamemnon is wounded and cannot fight for the remainder of the

%7Cf. Owen 111-112 and Stanley 129.
48patzer 39.
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poem. Patroclus is killed. In the case of Achilles, both audience and hero
know that a successful aristeia, which for Achilles is nothing else than the
slaying of Hector, will result presently in his own death. Bannert calls this
the Unheil motif.*® Paris’ arming scene conforms to this pattern, even
though it is not followed by an aristeia. In the duel with Menelaus, he loses
and is very nearly killed. Moreover, his expressed intention to bring the war
to an end by means of a decisive duel with his personal enemy is thwarted
when Pandarus, who is unwittingly encouraged by a god determined upon
Troy’s destruction, breaks the truce by firing upon Menelaus. Pandarus’
bowshot will prove fatal to the Trojans, for, in light of the oaths they have

410 1is bowshot also serves to

just sworn, Zeus must make them atone.
remind the audience at the outset of the fighting, of the Trojans’ over-arching
guilt, for in important ways, Pandarus stands in for Paris here. He, like Paris,
is an archer and his crime is directed against Menelaus. Thus, the duel and its
immediate aftermath remind the audience of Menelaus’ initial injury and
also predict the Greeks’ eventual victory over the Trojans through Menelaus’
present victory over Paris.*!!

We are now in a position to answer the initial question of why Paris
has an arming scene in the Iliad. The narrative of Books 3 to 7 serves to

recapitulate the events which led up to and took place during the early years
of the Trojan War. Whitman observes that, for these five books, “very little

19Bannert, Formen des Wiederholens 13-14.

#%For Zeus’ role in the punishment of perjury, cf. Parker 201 and Lloyd-
Jones, 7-8, 37, and 44. Cf. also Agamemnon’s words at 4.157-158 that, even if
Zeus does not exact punishement immediately, sooner or later, he will make
the Trojans, along with their wives and children, atone for their crime, and
will destroy their city (4.157-158).

*11Cf. Whitman, HHT 232 and Taplin, Homeric Soundings 104-109.
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notice is taken of the main theme of the Wrath.”***> Nonetheless, these books
constitute “a most intricately designed, perhaps the most intricately designed,
block of narrative in the whole Iliad.”**> They are a distinct unit with its own
narrative objectives, most importantly the recapitulation of the war. As such,
they tend to ignore the principal story of Achilles’ wrath. In Books 11, 16, and
19, arming scenes are intimately connected with this principal narrative. The
arming scene in Book 3 also reflects the thematic objectives of the narrative
unit to which it belongs. Just like the three later arming scenes, this one
comes at a crucial point in the story, that point at which Homer reminds us of
the cause of the war and emphasizes the Trojans’ ultimate guilt. Just like the
three later arming scenes, this one concentrates on a warrior whose military
exploits will end in misfortune for himself, and, through him, for his people
(the Unheil motif). Thus, Homer applies the same criteria to the arming
scene of Paris as he does to the three other arming scenes: the scene marks a
crucial point in the narrative; it stresses the thematic imperatives of the
narrative unit in which it occurs; and it introduces a sequence which ends
badly for its subject.

To sum up, Paris receives an arming scene because he is, traditionally,
an appropriate recipient of such a scene. Moreover, the use which the poet of
the Iliad has made of these scenes as a means of introducing imminent
calamity allows him to foreshadow the Trojans’ final defeat through the

present defeat of the one who caused the war.

*’Whitman, HHT 264.

“*Whitman, HHT 265. One could also add the omen at Aulis and the
marshalling of the fleet from Book 2 to the list of events that recapitulates the
beginning of the war.
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C. Elaboration in Paris’ Arming Scene

Before leaving the arming scene of Paris, it is necessary to look at those
features of the scene which make it unique. This is not as complicated an
undertaking as it was for the poem’s other arming scenes, as this one has only
one elaboration. As we have seen, most of the scholars who have worked on
arming scenes have dismissed this one as the basic form of the scene,
containing nothing of great interest. A few, however, most notably Keith
Stanley, have examined it in more detail.

Stanley argues that the arming scene anticipates Paris’ defeat in the
duel. The poet achieves this effect in three ways: through an emphasis on
Paris’ helmet, through elaboration on the breastplate, and through the
absence of a motif which is normally present in arming scenes, namely
flashing of the armour.*** I will argue that the evidence does not support
Stanley’s claim, that these three elements do not prefigure Paris’ defeat. Paris
is, indeed, defeated in the action which follows his arming scene. However, it
is not the individual features of his scene which allow us to anticipate this;
instead, it is the general Homeric usage of arming scenes that permits the
connection to be made between this type-scene and imminent defeat.415 For,
as we have seen, the four arming scenes of the Iliad are all followed by

disaster for their subjects. Only in the arming scene of Patroclus, with its

“4Stanley 34-35.

415Stanley argues that Paris’ defeat is foreshadowed by elements in the
scene; I maintain that Paris’ defeat is consistent with Homer’s use of the scene
elsewhere. This naturally means the audience would not know while it is
listening to the first such scene in the poem that it portends some sort of
Unheil. For Paris’ arming scene sets out how other such scenes will be used;
thus anticipated defeat can only be read into the scene retroactively.



229

verses describing the spear which the hero does not take, do we find an
incontrovertible example of a feature in the scene itself foreshadowing defeat.
Normally, the scene as a whole carries with it, in the Iliad, the notion of
Unheil *'¢
Stanley’s first point is that Paris’ arming scene reaches its climax not

with the spear, but with the helmet. The spear, he claims, receives only
cursory treatment at line 338, in comparison with the two verses given to the
helmet at 336-337. This apparently anticipates the finale of the duel in which
Menelaus grabs hold of Paris’ helmet and begins to drag him toward the
Achaean ranks. At this point Menelaus would have been the winner and
Paris would have lost his life, if Aphrodite had not intervened (369-378).

tanley sees here a parallel to the “helming” of Patroclus emphasized at the
beginning of his arming scene and the “dishelming” which occurs at his
death.*”” Shannon was able to argue for this interpretation of Patroclus’ scene
by pointing to the unique use of the verb xoptoco to introduce the scene and
to the emphasis on the helmet at his “dis-arming.” Stanley, however, cannot
provide any similar evidence for his assertion. I fail to see in what sense the
poet marks lines 336-337 as the climax of his scene, as Stanley argues. These
lines recur in the arming of Patroclus (16.137-138) and in Book 15 when
Teucer puts down his bow and takes up a shield, helmet, and spear (480-481).

“1In Patroclus’ arming scene, the verses about the Pelian ash spear
underline the Unheil motif, for the most important feature of Patroclus’
arming is that it will result in his death. The scene itself can and does convey
this; the scene’s one and only substantial elaboration makes this its most
important feature. In the same way, the scenes belonging to Agamemnon
and to Achilles also, in and of themselves, convey the notion of imminent
Unheil; however, the elaborations of each scene serve different functions
which make those scenes unique.

“gtanley 34, n. 106.
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Line 337, moreover, appears in Agamemnon’s arming scene at 11.42.
Therefore, it is difficult to see how the poet singles out these lines, which
appear to be the standard way of expressing that a warrior is putting on his
helmet, as the climactic finale of the scene.

The second feature which Stanley argues predicts Paris’ defeat is the
elaboration on the breastplate. At 3.332-333, we learn that Paris borrowed a
corselet from his brother Lycaon: debtepov ad 8dpnka nepi othifesorv Eduvev / olo
xaoryviito10 Avkdovog- fippoce 8’ avtd. The elaboration appears to be
conventional, as we have seen, inasmuch as the breastplates of Agamemnon
and Patroclus are similarly amplified. Most scholars who comment on these
lines merely observe that, because Paris first appeared at 3.17ff. as an archer,

he has no corselet; therefore, he must borrow one for the duel 18

“°Cf. Leaf, Iliad 1, 144; Ameis-Hentze, Vol.1.1, 132; Willcock,
Commentary 111; Kirk, Comm. 1, 315; Edwards, Comm. V, 13. Thornton and
Bergold both argue that the mention of Lycaon is significant. Thornton states
that “[t]his piece of information [that the breastplate is Lycaon’s] is pointless in
its context, but foreshadows what happens in the arming of Patroclus who
puts on ... [the] corselet of Achilles. It may also be a foreshadowing, if only in
the mind of the poet, of Lycaon’s death, who is killed naked by Achilles in the
river-battle (21.50)” (101). Thornton surely goes too far in trying to create a
parallel between Paris and Lycaon, on the one hand, and Patroclus and
Achilles, on the other. In the second case, we have a complete exchange of
armour; in the first, only one piece of armour, which the hero lacks but now
needs, is borrowed. Paris’ situation, far from foreshadowing Patroclus’, finds
better parallels in Meriones’ acquisition of a spear from Idomeneus’ store
(13.294ff.) and in Diomedes’ and Odysseus’ borrowing of various pieces of
armour from Thrasymedes and Meriones (10.254-271). In all three cases,
pieces of armour necessary for the task at hand are missing and, therefore,
borrowed from the nearest source. Thornton’s second point, that the
mention of Lycaon may foreshadow his death, is developed further by
Bergold. He sees a direct progression from the defeat of Paris to the death of
Lycaon, then of Hector and, through him, ultimately to the fall of Troy (108,
n. 1). Although one can see the connection between Lycaon’s and Hector’s
deaths (cf. especially 22.46-55, where Priam makes it explicit), I fail to see any

(cont.)
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Stanley, however, sees more in the elaboration than a simple
explanation of how the presently corselet-less Paris came by this now essential
piece of armour. For him, this is evidence that “Paris is here preparing to
play an atypical role in borrowed armor ... . For he is an archer, and his
preparations to do battle as a spearman carry a suggestion of sham, as the
result is something of a farce.”*’® Homer, Stanley argues, is telling us that the
bowman will necessarily be defeated by the spearman.

However, if we examine the role of archers in the Iliad, we find that
the poet makes no such clear-cut distinction between archers and spearmen.
All of the warriors who use the bow in battle also use either a sword or a
spear. Teucer, who is perhaps the poem’s most prominent bowman (he is the
only one to receive an aristeia, 8.273-334), kills with a spear at 13.177-178, and
at 15.478-482 he exchanges his bow for a shield, helmet, and spear. Meriones
is successful with both the bow and the spear."‘20 Pandarus, who wounds
Menelaus (4.105ff.) and Diomedes (5.95-100) with his bow, can also fight as a
spearman (5.237-238, 277-279). In Book 13, Helenus, in a matter of a few
verses, switches from the sword, with which he kills Deipyrus, to the bow
with which he shoots at Menelaus (13.576-587).421 Finally, Paris himself,

similar relationship between Paris and Lycaon, who are nowhere mentioned
together except in this one verse.

“Pgtanley 34. Edwards agrees, noting that Paris is presented as an
archer, and, therefore, “unused to the hand-to-hand combat he will face
against Menelaus” (Comm. V, 13).

20t 5.65-67, 13.527-530 and 567, he uses a spear; at 13.650, he kills with
an arrow.

421Similarly, at 3.17, Paris is armed with both sword and bow. Janko
observes that a sword is a vital part of the archer’s panoply in the event that
he is attacked at close range (Comm. IV, 118).
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whose success with the bow in Book 11 we have already discussed, fights with
the spear as well (15.341-342).2

The evidence of the poem suggests that warriors who have reputations
as archers must also be able to wield sword and spear. It may even be that
Homer envisaged the warrior’s training as encompassing all the weapons of
the battlefield: sword, spear, and bow. Pandarus suggests as much when he
curses his lack of success with the bow, referring to his failure to kill either
Menelaus or Diomedes. He recalls how his father, Lycaon, urged him to
come to Troy with his horses and chariot instead of his weapon of choice, the
bow (5.180-215). His father’s preference for horse and chariot is based on their
greater prestige (5.199-200). Pandarus now wishes that he had taken Lycaon’s
advice, not because of their prestige, but because he feels that, having failed
with the bow, he could have done better as a spearman fighting from a
chariot (201-211). His words suggest that, although he prefers the bow, he has
been trained to fight with the spear and could have done so at least as
successfully as has done with the bow. Odysseus, too, can wield the bow with
great success. Although, in the Iliad, he prefers the spear, when he and
Diomedes set out for the Trojan encampment in Book 10, the poet notes that

Meriones lent Odysseus his bow and quiver (260). In the Odyssey, he boasts

“2C¢. Janko, Comm. IV, 264: “Deikhos is hit with a spear: Sianpd 8¢
xoAxov élaccev implies that this is Paris’ weapon, not an arrow as at 13.662.”
Incidentally, Paris is only rarely depicted in vase painting with a bow; his
most frequent representation is in the context of the judgement of the three
goddesses. Here, he frequently holds a sceptre, and in one case (the famous
Munich amphora by the so-called Paris Painter), a spear. Most frequently, he
holds a lyre, though seldom before the middle of the sixth century. The
judgement is also a popular subject on Etruscan mirrors, where his most
common implements are the spear, followed by the sword. Cf. Clairmont
104-105 and Beazley 1 and pl. 1, no. 3-4.
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that he was the best archer who went to Troy, after Philoctetes.*” In light of
all this, Stanley’s argument that an archer and a spearman joining in hand-to-
hand combat carries with it a suggestion of sham and is ultimately predictive
of the archer’s defeat cannot stand.***

Finally, Stanley observes that Paris’ armour does not flash or glint as
the hero puts it on. The absence of this detail, he feels, foreshadows Paris’
defeat. Stanley refers here to Krischer’s work on the five large scale aristeiai

in the Iliad. Krischer notes that as the hero arms just before his aristeia, “von

“20d. 8.215-220. Cf. also Od. 1.260-264, where Athena/Mentes tells
Telemachus that Odysseus is nearby in Ephrya collecting poison to smear on
his arrows. The only other place in the Odyssey where is he is presented as an
archer is when he takes vengeance on the suitors (21.393ff. and 22.1ff.). The
name of his son also suggests a predisposition to the bow. On Odysseus’ skill
as an archer in the Odyssey, cf. Heubeck et al., Homer’s Odyssey I, 91-92, 107-
108, 359 and Kirk, Songs of Homer 290, who sees Odysseus’ bowmanship in
the Odyssey as evidence of major compositional difference between the two
epics.

24 Archery does not play a very important role in the fighting in the
Iliad. In general, it is associated with the Trojans and their allies or else with
heroes of an earlier generation, such as Heracles and Eurytus. Among the
Trojans, Paris, Pandarus, Helenus, and Dolon are all archers; of their allies the
Carians and Paeonians are described as ayxvAdtoEor (10.428 and 2.848). The
Paeonians, incidentally, are first introduced in the Trojan catalogue as
dyxvAdto€or, but are later described as spearmen (SoAyeyxéag, 21.155). Among
the Greeks, Teucer and Meriones are prominent archers (both participate in
the archery contest at 23.850ff.); in addition, the Locrians fight with bows
(13.712-722). Most scholars feel that this lack of prominence of archery in the
Iliad reflects military practices on mainland Greece during the Bronze and
Iron Ages, where archaeological evidence for archery, most in the form of
arrowheads, is scarce. This is in contrast to Egypt, the Near East, and Crete
(from where Meriones comes) where archery was clearly important in
warfare. On archery in early Greek warfare, cf. Lorimer 276-301, especially
289ff.; Stubbings, “Arms and Armour” 505-520; Page, History and the Homeric
Iliad 278-280; Kirk, Oral Tradition 40-64; Greenhalgh 90-95; Luce 101-119;
Snodgrass, Arms and Armour 17-24, 80-84, and Early Greek Armour 141-156.



seinen Waffen erstrahlt ein siegverheifiender Glanz.”*” The flash of the
armour is usually developed by a simile whose point of comparison is either
fire, lightning, or the gleam of a star. This is most fully realized in Achilles’
arming scene where the flash of both individual pieces of armour and the
whole of the hero’s panoply is emphasized in no fewer than six similes.*?®
The aristeiai of Diomedes and Hector have no arming scenes; nonetheless,
each one is preceded by the flash of the armour and an attendant simile. At
the beginning of Book 5, Athena kindles fire from Diomedes’ helmet and
shield; it burns “like that star of the waning summer who beyond all stars
rises bathed in the ocean stream to glitter in brilliance.”*”” In Book 11 Hector’s
shield shines like a star moving across a partially clouded sky (61-66). The
motif is missing in the arming scene of Patroclus, and this, Krischer argues,
foreshadows the tragic outcome of his arming.*”® Agamemnon’s case falls
between those of Achilles, Diomedes, and Hector, on the one hand, and that
of Patroclus, on the other. In his arming scene, the poet notes the flash of the
armour, but does not develop it with a simile (11.43-44). Agamemnon’s is the
only one of the five principal aristeiai which ends with the warrior being
injured. This is reflected in the underdeveloped nature of the preparatory
motif, which has the flash of the armour but no attendant simile.*”” Krischer

summarizes his findings as follows:

425Krisc:her, Formale Konventionen 23.
426Krischer, Formale Konventionen 27.
4275.4-6, trans. Lattimore.

8K rischer, Formale Konventionen 29: “Die Patroklie is die einzige der
finf groflen Aristien, in der dieses Vorbereitungsmotiv fehlt, und damit
deutet der Dichter ... den tragischen Ausgang an.”

4291, _. .
Krischer, Formale Konventionen 29.
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Blicken wir einen Augenblick zuriick auf die Behandlung
der fiinf grofen Aristien, so kommen wir zur folgendem
Resultat: die Aristien von Achill, Hektor und Diomedes
werden durch ein Waffenglanz-Gleichnis angekiindigt.
Bei Patroklos fillt das Motiv weg wegen des
bevorstehenden Todes, wihrend es bei Agamemnon
angedeutet, nicht aber im Gleichnis ausgemalt wird. In
der Tat steht ja auch diese Aristie, was das Ende anlangt,
zwischen derjeniger des Patroklos und den drei anderen.
Wir diirfen also annehmen, daff im Normalfall die
Aristie durch ein Waffenglanz-Gleichnis angekiindigt
wurde.*®

In Paris’ arming scene, there is no mention of his armour flashing.
Can we conclude, based on Krischer’s work, that this indicates his upcoming
defeat in the duel, as Stanley asserts? Krischer nowhere refers to Paris’
arming scene, and we might do well to ask why this is the case. The answer
lies in the fact that he is interested in aristeiai principally and arming scenes
only insofar as they are part of aristeiai. Moreover, he examines the
Waffenglanz-Gleichnis motif as a feature of the aristeia and not of the arming
scene. It may occur in an arming scene, as in the case of Achilles, but it can
also stand on its own, as at the beginning of Diomedes’ and Hector’s aristeiai.
Thus, the motif serves mainly to introduce aristeiai and to characterize them.
It need not be connected with an arming scene. Krischer makes this clear.
For him, the arming scene and the Waffenglanz are two separate motifs

which introduce the aristeia.®*!

430k rischer, Formale Konventionen 38. Krischer (36-38) also examines
the aristeia of Idomeneus in Book 13 and the marshalling of the Greek army
in Book 2, where, in both cases, the poet notes the flash of the armour and
expands upon it with similes.

31t Krischer, Formale Konventionen 24, where he lists the
individual elements of the aristeia: “Die Vorbereitungsmotive sind beide
vorhanden: T368ff. wird die Wappnung des Helden beschrieben und T374ff.
der Glanz der Waffen.”
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Paris has an arming scene, but neither here in Book 3 nor anywhere
else in the poem does he have an aristeia. He does perform notable deeds on
the battlefield, particularly in Book 11, but nowhere is he given a formal
aristeia such as Agamemnon and Hector have in that book.432 In fact, this is
one of the ways in which his arming scene stands apart from the others in the
poem, and, thereby, serves to indicate that the role which this scene plays in
the narrative is also different. The absence of the Waffenglanz motif is not an
indicator of Paris’ imminent defeat; there is no reason for the motif to be
present here because no aristeia follows.

Moreover, Krischer argues that a purposeful omission of the motif
indicates more than imminent defeat, as Stanley would have it. Rather, it
announces death. As Krischer says, “Wenn der Kampf, zu dem der Held sich
riistet, sein letzten ist, wird das Motiv ‘Waffenglanz’ weggelassen. Der Horer
der Erzihlung weifl damit, was geschehen wird.”**® The only example in
support of this usage is the arming of Patroclus. Even there, the poet has
other means of indicating that this will be the last time the hero arms for
battle, namely the verses about Achilles’ spear. In Paris’ case, defeat ends the
narrative sequence that began with his arming; however, this is by no means

the last time we will see Paris on the battlefield.

432 endle (67) sees Book 3 as “eine Parisaristie,” albeit a negative one;
and Ph. Kakridis (293, n. 1) speaks in passing of an aristeia for Paris in Book
11. But these can only be very loose uses of the term. In Book 3, none of the
elements of an aristeia is present, other than the arming scene, which
Krischer lists as one of the possible preparatory elements; likewise, in Book
11, none of the elements of this action sequence is present for Paris, as
Hainsworth (Comm. III, 267) observes. Cf. further Krischer, Formale
Konventionen 23-36.

433K rischer, Formale Konventionen 36; cf also 29.
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In conclusion, Stanley’s analysis of Paris’ arming scene cannot stand.
The scene itself contains nothing which foreshadows the hero’s defeat in the
duel. Instead, a comparison of the way in which the poet uses all four arming
scenes as indicators of new and important narrative sequences which will end

badly for the principal figures allows us to see, in retrospect, that Paris’ arming
will end in defeat.

VI. Conclusion

I began this chapter with a claim that the arming scene of Paris, though
the shortest in the Iliad, is the poem’s most unusual. The characterization
which Paris receives on his first appearance in Book 3, and, indeed, for much
of the rest of this book and also in Book 6, is hardly that of a great warrior.
Arming scenes serve the traditional function of glorifying heroes before they
proceed to battle to prove themselves as warriors. This is so in the cases of
Agamemnon, Patroclus, and Achilles. But, Paris goes onto the battlefield and
is roundly and swiftly defeated. This, if nothing else, should arouse the
critic’s curiosity about the scene. Instead, scholars have tended to dismiss it as
basic in form and uninteresting.

First of all, my examination of the traditional referentiality of the
arming scene, that is, the immanent meaning which the scene carries in
order for it to be understood, revealed that Paris must be a hero for whom an
arming scene is appropriate. He must be seen by the poem’s audience as a
hero who can be classed together with Agamemnon, Patroclus, and Achilles
in the oral epic tradition.

Secondly, we have seen that arming scenes, like all type-scenes, are

composed of basic structural elements which can appear by themselves or be
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elaborated in a variety of ways. When elaboration does occur, however, it is
always purposeful. It can support or amplify characterization, as in the case of
Agamemnon, or it can be linked to larger themes, as in the case of Patroclus.
Elaboration is a tool which the poet can use to shape a traditional unit, like
the arming scene, to his unique narrative and thematic needs; it does not,
however, affect the scene’s immanent meaning. We cannot, therefore,
dismiss the arming scene of Paris on account of its lack of elaboration. The
scene itself, in whatever form the poet chooses to give it, carries a level of
signification which he inherits from his tradition.

Finally, we have seen that Homer uses the arming scene to mark
pivotal moments in his narrative. Arming scenes inaugurate new
developments in the story which always turn out badly for the hero who
arms, and, by extension, for his side. Paris’ defeat at the hands of Menelaus is,
therefore, the logical conclusion of his arming scene. Moreover, just as the
duel recapitulates the cause of the war, Paris’ defeat foreshadows the defeat of
all the Trojans.

That Homer should give Paris an arming scene is, at first glance, odd.
Instead, of dismissing it as uninteresting in form and content and curiously
applied to a substandard hero, a careful examination of the scene, as part of a
tradition and as part of a whole poem, reveals that it is as complex as any in

the Iliad.
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Chapter 4: The Wrath of Paris

. duction
In Book 6 of the Iliad, Hector leaves the battlefield and returns to Troy
in order to convey to his mother Helenus’ injunction to propitiate Athena, in
the hope that the goddess may put a stop to the onslaught of Diomedes. Once
he has conveyed the message to Hecuba, Hector goes on to the house of Paris,
who has been absent from the fighting since Aphrodite rescued him from
death at the hands of Menelaus in Book 3. Hector enters his brother’s house

and addresses him as follows:

Sopdvi’, o0 pev ko xdhov tévd” EvBeo Bupd.
Mool pév pBviBovot mepi ntéAy aind Te TEIOG
papvapevol: céo 8 eivex’ aith te nToAendg TE
Hoto 168’ duerdédne: ob §’ &v poyéomo kol GAlY
&v v ov pebiévra 18o1g oTuYEPOD ROAENOLO.
SAN’ &va, pfy Tdxo Gotu mupdg dntoto Bépntat.
(6.326-331)

He assumes that Paris is away from the fighting because he is angry. He urges
him to return by emphasizing how dire the situation is for the Trojans — the
city itself, he says, is in danger. Paris responds, by saying that he is not angry

with the Trojans, that he feels sorrow, but that he has already been convinced

to return to battle:

“Extop, énel pe xot’ ooav éveixeoag 008’ bnip aloav,

totivekd Tol épém- oL 8¢ oVvBeo xai puev dxovoov:

ot to1 &y Tpdwv 16060V XOAw 0DSE vepéoor

Hunv év Bcddpw, Eelov 8’ dyel npotpanéoBo.

vV 8¢ pe rapeinodo’ GAoY0g LOAAKOTG ENEEGTLY

Spunc’ &c nbAepov- Soxéer 8é pot Gde kol adTH

Adiov EooecBor- vikn 8’ énopeifeton Gvdpag.

GAN’ Grye vV énipevov, "Aphic tedyeo Sda-

/10, &yd 58 péreynt- xuhoesBar 8¢ o’ dlo.
(6.333-341)
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Paris’ sorrow is easy to understand in light of his earlier defeat in the
duel. He himself may allude to this in his response to Hector when he says
that victory is changeable. He had said much the same thing to Helen in
Book 3, immediately after he had been rescued by Aphrodite (vdv pev yap
Mevéhoog &viknoev obv "ABfvn, / xelvov 8’ adtig éyd- mdpo yap Beol elot xai ARy,
3.439-440). These remarks may indicate that Paris does feel grief at his defeat,
in which case they would explain the reference to &xog at 6.336.434

But what of the x6Aog that Hector initially attributes to Paris? This is
more difficult to explain. We have heard nothing before this of Paris” anger
and will hear nothing of it afterwards. Paris takes some pains to correct his
brother; he is not angry, he is sorrowful, he says. Indeed, it would appear that
Paris is rather slow to anger. When Hector reviles Paris for challenging
anyone of the Greeks to single combat and then retreating before Menelaus
(3.39££.), his response in surprisingly cool: “Extop, énel pe xot’ aloov évelkesog
008’ brgp aioav (59), he begins, just as at 6.333. Paris is not angered even
though he has been publicly abused. And yet in Book 6, Hector assumes right
away that Paris is not fighting because he is angry. Furthermore, Hector
speaks in such a way as to lead the audience to believe that Paris’ anger is

manifest and its causes are well-known enough that they do not need to be

rehearsed. For Hector refers to yéAov 16v8’. The force of the demonstrative
adjective t6v8’ appears to be deictic, and the phrase might well be rendered,

“this well-known anger of yours.”43

434Cf. Ameis-Hentze 1.2, 124; Jachmann 11-12; Heitsch 221; Hijmans 181;
and Bergold 179-182.

435Kirk, Comm. II, 203: “Emphatic t6vd’ might seem to suggest a more
specific cause for resentment.” Leaf, lliad I, 218 refers to the “proper deictic

(cont.)
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Paris’ anger has occasioned much comment in Homeric scholarship,
for its implications are obvious. Wrath is the main theme of the Iliad and is
closely tied to the poem’s greatest hero, Achilles. To have Paris sitting at
home and refusing to fight on account of wrath suggests a comparison
between the two men. Paris, however, is thought to be one of the poem’s
least heroic figures and has already shown himself, on his first appearance, to
be a poor fighter and a coward . When, in Book 9, Phoenix draws a parallel
between the wrath of Achilles and the wrath of Meleager, we feel the parallel
to be appropriate: one great hero is compared to another. The same certainly
cannot be said if we make the connection between Achilles” wrath and that of
Paris.

For this reason, the wrath attributed to Paris at 6.326 has been the
principal zetema of Homeric scholarship on this character since antiquity. In
this chapter, I shall examine the different interpretations of the wrath and
their implications for Paris in the oral tradition and in the Iliad. I shall begin
with the Alexandrian scholiasts, since their views are varied and frequently
referred to by modern commentators as viable solutions to the problems
posed by Paris” wrath. I shall then move on to the modern commentators
themselves. As I noted in Chapter 2, Paris” wrath was widely treated in
Analytical scholarship and was the main evidence for the belief among many
Analysts that the pre-Homeric Paris was a great hero, who, at some point
during the Trojan war, created a crisis for the Trojans by absenting himself
from battle because of an insult to his honour. Finally, I shall study the story

pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return in the oral epic tradition to see what

force” of 16v8e, which he says must mean that the anger referred to by Hector
is readily discernible to both men.
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elements the different examples of this motif have in common. This will
involve a study of the wrath of Achilles and of Meleager in the Iliad, of
Demeter in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, and of Hera in the Hymn to
Apollo. By isolating the regularly recurring elements of the motif, we will
have a body of evidence to apply to the scene in the Iliad in which Paris is
presumed to be sitting at home on account of wrath. An examination of the
scene along these lines will put us in a position where we can re-evaluate the
Analysts’ belief that a wrath, withdrawal, and return story for Paris existed in
the epic tradition. The evidence will not allow us to argue, as the Analysts
did, for the existence of a lost Paris-epic, but it will allow us to see whether
Homer had in mind the same story pattern when he composed the scene
between Hector and Paris in Iliad 6 as he did when he composed Phoenix’
story about Meleager or when he sang of the quarrel between Agamemnon
and Achilles. If this can be demonstrated, then I believe we have still more
reason to believe that the traditional Paris was a heroic figure who has been
re-characterized in a generally negative way to play his unique role in the

Iliad.

I1. The Scholia to Iliad 6.326

All the principal Iliadic scholia address the problem of Paris” wrath and
propose solutions.#36 The A scholia are of particular interest here, for, as van
der Valk has shown, they probably reflect the views of Aristonicus, who

summarized the comments of Aristarchus wherever Aristarchus placed an

436For the following discussion, I am particularly indebted to Heitsch’s
examination of the scholia to 6.326 (“Der Zorn des Paris” 222-226).
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obelus to indicate athetesis or a diple to refer to a critical note in his
recension.437 Aristarchus appears to have placed a diple at 6.326. If this is so,
then this line has puzzled critics from at least the second century B.C.438

The A Scholia read as follows:

&t &mopov, nolov xéhov. Adorto &’ &v €€ bmoBécewg. pAmot’ odV
axovav Tovg Tpdoag katapisBor adtd éxorodto. dueifetat yodv
«ovtol &ye (Tpdwv) 10660V XO0Aw 008E vepéose» (Z 335)439

The A scholia propose to solve the problem of Paris’ wrath by suggesting that
Paris has heard the terrible things the Trojans have been saying about him.
In Book 3, Trojan sentiment toward Paris was revealed to be overwhelmingly

negative, as the scholiast aptly notes with xatap&ofai. Just before the duel

between Paris and Menelaus, both Trojans and Achaeans pray for the death of

437Van der Valk, Researches on the Text and Scholia of the Iliad 1, 553-
592. Cf. also Kirk, Comm. 1, 38-43, esp. 39. Although van der Valk shows that
Aristonicus used other sources than Aristarchus, and offers his own
observations without always indicating that he was doing so (cf. 506-507), he
feels, nonetheless, that Aristonicus is a reliable source for the views of
Aristarchus, even more so than Didymus. Cf., in particular, van der Valk’s
discussion of Aristonicus’ treatment of the Aristarchan obelus (554-561).

438Heitsch (225-226) believes that we can push this date back to the
fourth century. He argues that the bT scholia here, as well as Plutarch who
also comments on this line (discussed below), were indebted to the
Peripatetics for their views on Homer, in particular the lost "Anopnpata
‘Ounpixa of Aristotle. Both Heitsch (225-226) and Lamberton (ix-x) show that
by the fifth century a hermeneutic tradition was well established for the
Homeric poems. Heitsch, therefore, concludes that 6.326 was already a zetema
in pre-Alexandrian work on Homer. Cf. also Richardson, “Homeric
Professors” 65-81.

439Erbse I, 188. “Because it is difficult [to see] what sort of anger. But it
might be solved by the [following] hypothesis. Accordingly, perhaps he
became angry when he heard that the Trojans were cursing him. At any rate,
he replies, ‘Not so much on account of [the] anger and indignation <for the
Trojans>.”” All translations of the scholia are my own.
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the man who began the conflict (dnnétepog tdde Epya pet’ dugotéporowv Enke, /
7ov 80¢ aroBipevov dbvor dopov “Aidog eicw, 3.321-322). The Trojans, like the
Greeks, seem to be praying for Menelaus to be victorious and for Paris to die.
After Aphrodite rescues Paris, Menelaus searches for him up and down the
Trojan ranks, but no one knows where he is. We are told that not even his
own people would have hidden him, so strong was their hatred of him (cf.
esp. 3.454: icov ydp o@v ndctv anfybeto xmpi pelaivy). 40

The bT scholia offer a different solution to the perceived

inappropriateness of Hector’s assumption of wrath on Paris” part:

b(BCE3E*) :

agopunv Aappdver S thig adtod dpyiag: ob Y&p bg doBevoie,
AL’ g paBbpov o0Tod Kot YopEl. Kai now « oLy LYAG &V EVTH
v pfiviv Egeic: ool yap ot Tpdeg unviovowy (@g BeAncdviav
adtov éxdobvar Meveld). fi xdhov thv paBopiov Aéyer. éBodAeto
peEv odv a010d mAedvag kaBdyaoBat, AL’ 0k EdeL adtdv éni
‘EAévnc AowdopeioBan. 441

T:
dpopunv odtd didwot thg &pyiag: ob yap g dcbevoig, GAL’ dg
paBipov xatnyopel. ody Inidg, enoiv, &v v Exerg Tv pfiviv, v ot

440Hector, in particular, frequently expresses his hatred of Paris; cf. 3.39-
42 (addressed to Paris), 6.282-285 (to Hecuba), 13.769-773 (to Paris). Cf. also
3.159-160, where the Trojan elders express their wish that Helen return to
Greece, indicating, at the very least, disapproval of the marriage of Helen and
Paris, and perhaps in keeping with a more general antipathy to Paris on the
part of the Trojans.

441Erbse I, 188. “He takes his start through [Paris’] inactivity. For he
accuses him not of being weak, but of being easy-going. And he says, ‘It is not
sound for you to keep this wrath in yourself; for the Trojans are angry at you’
(because they want to hand him over to Menelaus). Or he calls his
indifference ‘anger’. So he wanted to upbraid him more, but it was not right
to revile him in the presence of Helen.”
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ot Tpdeg pnviovow (bg BeAfcavteg adtov ExSodvar MeveAdo).
GAAac te 0Ok Edet ént “EAévng adtdv AotdopeicBon. 442

The b scholiast notes that Hector accuses Paris of dpyic and paBupic, not
of doBévera which he implies would be the more obvious or appropriate
charge. In the scholiast’s paraphrase of Hector’s words, the yé&p-clause appears
to function as a justification of oy dnddg. If this is correct, the sense of the Y& p-
clause would be as follows: you have no reason to be angry with the Trojans,
rather it is they who are rightly angered with you.#43 The scholiast seems to
think that Hector would like to have said more to Paris or perhaps have
addressed him more openly and severely, but that he was constrained by the
presence of Helen; it would be ill-mannered of the gentlemanly Hector to
upbraid Paris in front of his wife.

The T scholion is a variant of b, with one important difference: xéAov
t6vd’ EvBeo Buud is understood not as the anger of Paris against the Trojans,
but of the Trojans against Paris. The b scholia say that Paris is angry, but that
the Trojans have more reason to be the angry ones. According to T, however,

the sense of Hector’s words is, “It is not right that you have taken to heart the

442Erbse 1, 188. “He gives him the motivation of inactivity. For he
accuses him not of weakness, but of indifference. For he says, ‘Not rightly do
you dwell on the anger which the Trojans have against you’ (because they
wanted to hand him over to Menelaus). And besides, he could not revile
him in Helen’s presence.” The G Scholia have the following note at 6.326: 0%
xaAdg dpyiln fyoduevog tobg Tpdog dryorvaxteiv kotd 60D, i 611 1@ MeveAde
anododvar fPodAovto drep EAaPeg (Nicole, Les Scolies Genevoises de I'lliade 1-
II, 101). G is a paraphrase of bT, and I cite it here for completeness. On the
history and character of G, cf. the introductory essays in vol. I-II of Nicole’s
edition and Erbse, “Iliasscholien” 170-191.

443Heitsch 223: “der y&p-Satz scheint das ovy vnég begriinden zu sollen:
Du tust nicht recht (hast keinen Grund), den Troern zu ziirnen, vielmehr
ziirnen zu Recht die Troer dir.”
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anger which the Trojans harbour against you.” Heitsch has shown that such
an interpretation is linguistically impossible, on the grounds that, since the
dative, Buud, refers to the person being addressed, the anger must belong to

the same person, and not to a third party:

(&v) Boud 1i0ecBat, BdAlesBon 0.4. bedeutet in Verbindung mit
dem Akkusativ eines Nomens (x6Aog, pfitig, €nog u. dgl.)
immer, dafl derjenige, von dessen Bupdg oder @péveg die Rede
ist, sich den Inhalt des Nomens zu eigen macht (also: in
wessen Boudg xéAog fillt, der ziirnt; wer in seinen Bvudg das
Wort eines anderen aufnimmt, der macht sich dessen
Gedanken zu eigen).444

According to Heitsch, there is no example of the phrase (év) Quud tifecBa,
BaAlesBon etc. plus a noun such as x6Aog, pfitig, or €énog meaning “to take note
of the feelings or actions of another person (and to draw conclusions for
oneself from them).”#445

Leaf raises a second objection to the interpretation of the T scholion.
To understand x6Aov t6v8’ as the anger of the Trojans against Paris “leaves
t6vde without its proper deictic force.”44 For the demonstrative adjective

indicates that Hector is referring to some immediately perceivable

444Heitsch 223. He cites the following examples to support his
argument: 1) I1. 14.49-50 (& némot, A po ko GAAo1 EbkvAdeg "Axaol / év Bopd
BdAAovtan éuoi xdhov, é¢ nep "AxiAdeic); 2) II. 13.82 (xapun ynBéovvor, tv cev
Bedc EuPadrie Boud); 3) II. 15.561 (& pilo, Gvépec Eote, kai aidd 8460’ évi Bupd, /
dAAMAovg T aldeioBe xotd xpatepd Vopivag); 4) Od. 14.490 (&g épauny, 6 8° Erarta
viov oxé0e tov8’ évi Boud); 5) Il. 7.44-45 (rav 8’ “EAevog, [Iprdporo girog nalc,
ouvBeto Boud / BovAnv, 1i pa Beolowv égrivdave untidweot); 6) I1. 10.447 (un o1 pov
eO&wv e, AbAwv, éuPdileo Buud). For further examples, cf. 223-224, notes 17-20.

445Heitsch 224.

446 eaf, Iliad 1, 282.
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manifestation of anger when he comes into Paris’ house, namely Paris’ own
anger.

Eustathius, in his comments on 6.326, combines both the
interpretations of the A scholia and the bT scholia:
“Om kol évtadBa 1ov &deAgov Iapwv “Extop veikeoev 100V
aicypoic énéecotv eindv «daudvi’, od pev Kohor, vl 100 0
xoABG, «xdrov T6vd’ EvBeo Bupd», fiyouv évéBov i yuxdi xod t&
£Efic. kol onpeiocot nwg Thy Tod adedpod dethiav cvoxialev kol
pi avédnv eEoverdilwv xoAov adtiiv edoxnpovéotepov AEYeL, g

8fifev yorovpévou tod Méprdog xatd t@v Tpodwv, ota picovvimv
adTOV Kol S1dx Todt0 Exdedwkodtov eic povopoyiov T® Mevelam. 447

He explains Hector’s attribution of anger to Paris with regard to the
gentlemanly manners of Homeric society (thv 1ob ¢:3eAgod detkiav cuoxidtav
xad pf) avédny EEoverdilwv xdAov adtiv edoxnpovéotepov Agye), and then
accounts for the anger itself as being Paris’ response to the Trojans” hatred of
him.

Outside the explanatory literature on the Iliad, the wrath of Paris
appears also in Plutarch, where Hector’s attitude toward Paris becomes an
example of how a good man can make a worse man rise above himself:

0vdEv yap GAAo motel tov moppnoraldpevov fixiota Avrelv kol

pdArcta Bepanederv fi 10 perdduevov dpyiig év fifer xai pet’ ebvoiog
npopépecBat Tolg apaprivovsv. 60ev olite dpvovuévoug del

447Eustathius I, 322-323. “Because here too, when he saw his brother
Paris, Hector reproached him with shameful words saying, ‘Strange creature,
it is not good (i.e., it is not right) for you to put this anger in your heart (i.e.,
put it in your spirit),” and the rest. And note how, veiling his brother’s
cowardice and not just simply reproaching him, he calls it more elegantly
anger, as if on these grounds Paris is angry at the Trojans, because they hate
him and for this reason had handed him over to Menelaus for the duel.”
The translations of Eustathius are mine.

@
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nikpig eEeléyyev olite xwAdew droloyovpévoug, GAAG kol
TPOPAsELS EVONHOVAG GHACYERMG Suvekropilelv kail Tiig xeipovog
aitiag dprotduevov odtov Evaidovan petprwtépav, g 6 “Extop
(Z326), "Sopdv’, o0 pév xaAd xéAov t6vd’ EvBeo Bopd,” mpog Tov
&deAgdv, i 0dk anddpactv 008t Sethiav odoav GAL’ dpyiv TV €k
T pdme voydpnoty antod.448
By resorting to praise rather than blame, Hector gives Paris the opportunity to
correct his behaviour. Presented with an honourable reason for being absent
from battle, Paris is encouraged to raise himself up to this standard of
behaviour.

All the ancient commentators on 6.326 have a common starting point,
that Hector’s attribution of wrath to Paris is not immediately comprehensible
and must be explained. Their views fall into two categories. Firstly, in the A
scholia, which probably reflect the views of Aristarchus, Paris” anger is
presumed to be real and is a reaction to Trojan hatred of him.44% Secondly,

the b and T scholia, Eustathius, and Plutarch deny that the anger really existed

and interpret Hector’s words either as those of a gentleman loathe to

448Plutarch, De Adulatore et Amico, 73E-F. “For nothing else makes
the free-speaker give the least pain and the most help than to be sparing of
anger in usage and to bring himself before those who are in error with kindly
thought. Accordingly, neither should one bitterly refute them when they
deny it, nor hinder them when they defend themselves, but in some way or
other help them to make plausible excuses, and, distancing oneself from the
worse motivation, give them a more moderate one, just as Hector [said] to his
brother, ‘Strange man, it is not good for you to put this anger in your heart,” as
if his retirement from battle were not running away or cowardice, but anger.”
The translations of Plutarch are mine.

449This view is shared by the majority of 19th and early 20th century
commentators not of the Analytical school; cf., for example, Kennedy 299,
Heyne 318, Paley 1.227, Trollope, Pierron 228, Seymour 176-177, van Leeuwen
167, Monro 1.315, Henry 97, and Bassett 134-135. It continues to find
acceptance; cf. Bergold 179-183; Hohendahl-Zoetelief 11-15; and Kirk, Comm.
0, 203.
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embarrass Paris in front of his wife or as those of a moralist concerned to
improve his fellow man; Hector asserts that his brother is angry rather than
accusing him more accurately of being weak and cowardly.45¢ All the ancient
commentators agree that the Trojans have more reason to be angry at Paris
than he at them, and the T scholia, in fact, presume that the anger which
Hector mentions is the anger of the Trojans directed at Paris.

Although the various comments of the scholiasts have frequently been
cited to explain Paris’ wrath, their solutions are rather limited. They consider
only why Paris is angry or why Hector would say that Paris is angry. The
question is, of course, interesting, and the poem itself may provide the
answer in the enmity of the Trojans for their prince. However, none of them
considers the wider implications of this anger for the figure of Paris in the
poem itself or beyond its confines. None of them considers the parallels the
wrath suggests with the stories of Achilles and Meleager. For such questions,

we must turn to more recent scholars.

nventi tory Patt and the Wrath of Paris
While the Analysts tended to argue that Hector’s attribution of wrath
to Paris was an indication of a traditional wrath story attached to this hero,
other scholars, most prominently Schadewaldt and Jachmann, have argued
that Paris” wrath is nothing more than an ad hoc invention. According to

this view, it is created specifically for the scene in which we find it, and serves

450K akridis, HR 46, and Reinhardt, Die Ilias und ihr Dichter 20 have
also found this view to be plausible.
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a function only in that scene. It may be created out of traditional motifs, but it
is not an indicator that a traditional story lies behind the reference.451

Schadewaldt argues that Hector’s attribution of wrath to Paris is an
example of the way in which Homer uses traditional motifs for specific
purposes and then sets them aside once these have been fulfilled. According
to him, absence from battle on account of anger at some slight was a common
theme of early epic and, indeed, probably reflected the social reality of the
time. Therefore, one need not hypothesize about a now lost story known to
the epic tradition in which the wrath of Paris was treated fully 452

Jachmann also considers Paris’ wrath an ad hoc invention.453 [t is,
however, a specific kind which he terms ein Hilfsmotiv and defines as

follows:

der x6Aog ist insofern ein Hilfsmotiv, als er gleich einer
Briicke dem Dichter dazu dient, den Hérer zur wahren

#510ther scholars who treat the wrath of Paris as an ad hoc invention
include Willcock, “B356, Z326 and A404” 24 and “Ad Hoc Invention in the
Iliad” 51; Heubeck, Die homerische Frage 67-68; Kirk, Comm. II, 203; Collins
28-29; and Lowenstam, The Scepter and the Spear 86.

452Cf. Von Homers Werk und Welt 227: “Daf Hektor zunichst eine
Verdrgerung bei Paris voraussetzt, die ihn von Kampf abhalte ist noch lange
kein Grund, auf einen ilteren und anderen Zustand des Gedichts zu
schlieBen. Das Sichverziirnen war die edle Untugend dieser Herren, die
beherrscht von grofien Trieben lebten; es war ein hiufiges Thema der frithen
grieschischen wie auch der Epik verwandter Vélker und lag also nahe genug,
um im Vorbeigehn aufgegriffen zu werden.”; cf. also “Homerische Szene”
165; and Iliasstudien 142, n. 3. Cf. further, Reinhardt, Die Ilias und ihr Dichter
20, whose views are essentially the same as Schadewaldt’s.

453Cf. Jachmann 13: “Der Zorn des Paris aber als Moglichkeit, die er ja
immerhin darstellt, gehort letzten Endes nicht der hehren und hellen Sphire
der grofien Gestaltungen an wie der des Achill oder des Meleager, sondern
jenem Bereich des Unter- und Hintergriindigen, aus welchem die Dichter in
beliebiger und willkiirlicher Weise ihre fliichtigen Augenblickserfindungen
und ausmalenden Nebenziige holen.”
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Vorstellung zu leiten, nimlich zu der vom é&yog des
Alexandros. Wohl kénnte es Grimm und Unwille sein, was
er im Busen hegt; Hektor nimmt das an und fragt den Bruder
danach und auf diesem Wege erfahrt er und erfahren wir,
daf es nicht Zorn ist, was ihn eigentlich erfiillt, sondern
Gram und Schmerz.454

The main issue for Jachmann is not the y6Aog which Hector attributes to
Paris, but the &xog to which Paris confesses. The only purpose which x6Aog
serves is to introduce the principal issue, dxoc. The wrath of Paris is,

therefore, not a problem, for it does not really exist:

Das ist nicht eben schwer, der Dichter hat es uns leicht genug
gemacht, wir brauchen ihn eigentlich nur beim Wort zu
nehmen, um dann zu erkennen, daff ein x6Aog des Paris im

Grunde garnicht existiert oder doch nur in der Vorstellung
Hektors.433

454Jachmann 13; cf. also Wilamowitz, Die Ilias und Homer 310, with
whom the idea of a Hilfsmotiv originates. I shall pass over Jachmann's
secondary line of argumentation in which he contends that any
inconsistencies with the overall narrative resulting from 6.326 are attributable
to the independent status of the section dealing with Hector’s visit to Troy,
the so-called Homilia. He argues that this was originally an Einzellied,
composed for recitation on its own, without reference to the plot of the Iliad.
At some point, this Einzellied was incorporated into the Iliad, adaptations
were made, particularly at the beginning and end, to facilitate a smooth
narrative progression. Because of this kind of editorial work, infelicities
inevitably remain, such as the wrath of Paris. Cf. Jachmann 29-40. Needless
to say, theories about independent Einzellieder joined together to form longer
poems are no longer tenable in light of Parry’s and Lord’s proofs of the oral
nature of the Homeric poems, which, among other things, preclude the
existence of fixed texts, such as a Homilia, which could be edited and adapted
by subsequent poets.

455Jachmann 10. Cf. also 12: “Als letztes Ergebnis buchen wir, dafs es
den vielerérterten Zorn des Paris in Wahrheit garnicht gibt.” A little later on,
however, he argues rather curiously that Paris is probably somewhat angry
(etwas gram) with the Trojans, because of their sentiments towards him, but
not sufficiently so to warrant a withdrawal from fighting (12-13). This would
seem to contradict his assertion that the wrath exists only in the mind of

(cont.)
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Hector assumes that Paris is away from the battlefield on account of anger,
because this is the only heroic reason which could justify a hero’s absence.
Paris, however, corrects him, saying that he feels &yog, an emotion which
Jachmann also finds readily comprehensible. Paris has just been defeated in
the duel with Menelaus; he must now return Helen; and he knows that his
own people despise him.456 Thus, the one emotion, anger, is explained by the

conventions of epic poetry, the second, grief, by the narrative context.457

Hector. Even if Paris is only a little bit angry, his anger then exists in its own
right. Cf. further Heitsch 242 for a critique of Jachmann’s argumentation.

456Jachmann 11: “Und den Kummer des Paris wiirden wir doch
unschwer begreifen, selbst wenn er seine Ursache nicht in den folgenden
Versen andeutend, doch im Grunde unmifiverstindlich zu erkennen gibe.
Soeben ist er im Zweikampf mit Menelaos offenkundig unterlegen,
eigentlich miifite er nun Helena herausgeben und er weiff auch, daf die
Masse des Volkes ebenso denkt und daB viele ihn geradezu verwiinschen. ...
[F]iir Paris hat sich diese mifiliche Gesamtsituation jetzt geradezu kritisch
zugespitzt, er hat als Kimpfer eine zwar nicht unwiirdige, aber doch
ungliickliche Figur gemacht — was Wunder, da8 ihn tiefes &yog tberféllt und
er in lihmendem Ungemach zu versinken droht.”

457Even if we assume for the moment, with Jachmann, that Paris’
wrath is an ad hoc invention, his argument that Hector’s attribution of wrath
to Paris is a mistaken assumption which Paris corrects does not solve the
problem of 6.326, for the poet speaks as much in the voice of Hector as in the
voice of Paris. In everyday life, an assumption on the part of one person can
be corrected and put to rest by another person. However, when a literary
character says something unexpected or out of keeping with the dramatic
situation, but is then corrected by another character, the audience will not
necessarily be satisfied. The poet speaks with equal intent through both
characters, the one making the unexpected comment and the one offering a
seemingly more appropriate point of view. The audience is expected to take
note of the original comment, and, in the case of a traditional poem, they can
legitimately ask if something deeper lies behind the original comment.
Moreover, this particular motif happens to suit Paris quite well. The Trojans
regularly express their hatred of Paris. For a Trojan prince and a prominent
warrior to respond to this animosity with wrath and a refusal to fight is not
only reasonable but also follows a well-established pattern. Thus, Hector’s
assumption that his brother is not fighting because of wrath is well-grounded,

(cont.)
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Schadewaldt and Jachmann both argue that wrath was a stock motif of

the Greek oral epic, and that, therefore, we need not pay attention to the
wrath of Paris.458 This argument is based on the reasonable assumption that
not every mention of a particular motif must be based on a fully developed,
but now lost, account in the oral tradition. It is plausible that common motifs
can be introduced because they serve an immediate need, and that, once the
need has been fulfilled, they are dropped.

Before proceeding any further, a definition of this phenomenon is in
order. According to Heitsch, ad hoc inventions, or Augenblickserfindungen,
are created for a specific moment and purpose in the narrative; they have no
function outside that moment. Therefore, once they have served the purpose

for which they were created, they cease to operate:

Das liegt schliellich im Wesen solcher Erfindungen; denn
wenn der Dichter nichts mit ihnen begriinden wollte, wiirde
er sie eben fiir den Augenblick nicht erfinden.
Augenblickserfindungen sind zusétzliche Fakioren, mit
denen der Dichter im Augenblick etwas erreichen will; sie
sind in gewissem Sinne immer ,iiberher’. Der Dichter wird
aber nicht etwas zusitzlich erfinden, was ihn und sein
Publikum in diesem Augenblick stort.45

and we are still entitled to ask why Homer has attached such an important
motif to such a significant character in the Trojan cycle. Cf. further Heitsch
230-231, 242.

458In addition to the wrath of Achilles, the Iliad alone gives us the
wrath of Meleager (9.524 ff.), Agamemnon (1.247, 282), Aeneas, (13.460-61),
and the Achaean army as a whole (13.107-110, 14.49-51, 19.85-86). Heitsch 228,
n. 37, expands the motif of wrath to quarrels in general; in the Iliad and the
Odyssey combined, he then counts sixteen examples.

459Heitsch 228, n. 38. Cf. also Willcock, “Ad Hoc Invention in the Iliad”
44-45: “1 intend here to consider a large class of assertions found in speeches,
mostly of statements, promises, threats, and so on, allegedly made in the past.
In some cases there is striking inconsistency with another passage in the Iliad;
in all, it can be demonstrated that the assertion is directly related to the
occasion on which it is made, and to the particular circumstances of the

(cont.)
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Because an ad hoc invention serves a specific and limited purpose, this may,
at times, create a contradiction with other elements in the larger narrative or
even in the mythological tradition as a whole. According to those who
regularly explain difficulties in the text with reference to this phenomenon,
this is merely a peculiarity of the oral poet’s art, and should not lead to
complex or outlandish hypotheses of variant traditions. It is worth noting
Heitsch’s final comment that the oral poet would not invent anything which
would strike his audience as troublesome or odd. Presumably by this he
means that such inventions must not directly contradict the audience’s
general knowledge of traditional stories and the figures in them.

Undoubtedly, ad hoc invention is a feature of oral composition, and it
can, perhaps, explain some difficulties in our texts of Homer. Invariably,
however, such a claim must depend on an argument ex silentio. Moreover, a
danger exists of resorting to ad hoc invention as a ready-to-hand explanation
for difficulties that could be treated more productively by admitting the
possibility that such difficulties may just as well be due to our limited
knowledge of the oral epic tradition. Edwards rightly asserts that no passage
can positively be identified as invention and that any such identification is
“bold.” Instead, he says that “it is safer to speak of the adaptation of
conventional motifs, or the modification of a tale by the inclusion of a
different traditional motif.”460

I argue that we should do more than this. Certainly, we must be wary

of claims that Homer invents myths, like Thetis’ story of an attempted coup

person who is being addressed. These examples cumulatively build a case for
a technique of ad hoc invention by the Iliad poet.” Cf. further Braswell,
“Mythological Innovation” 16-26.

460Edwards, “Neoanalysis and Beyond” 313; cf. also Slatkin 115-118.
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against Zeus by Poseidon, Hera, and Athena. Our knowledge of the epic
tradition is simply too limited to support such a position. Moreover, the
claim that a conventional motif, such as wrath, has been applied for the first
time to a traditional story, such as that of Meleager and the Calydonian boar-
hunt, remains equally tenuous. A more productive starting point is to
assume that seemingly odd passages reflect traditional stories. In many cases,
this position too must remain hypothetical, for little or no evidence will be
found to lend it concrete support. But, by examining the different elements
which have been used to create what seem like narrative inconsistencies in a
given passage, one should be able to determine if some sort of larger pattern
forms the basis of the passage in question. If one can determine that a
particular story pattern has been used to make up the reference in question, a
connection has been made to the epic tradition. The possibility can then be
examined that the events which serve to make up the reference may also
have been part of the epic tradition.

I shall proceed in this way in my examination of the wrath of Paris.
Because the scene in which the reference to Paris” wrath occurs shares certain
elements with the story pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return, I shall
assume at the outset that the poet had this pattern in mind when he
composed this scene. In order to substantiate this assumption, I shall
examine other examples of this story pattern from Greek oral epic in order to
ascertain what elements commonly make up this pattern. This will put us in
a position to determine whether the scene between Paris and Hector has been
created with reference to this pattern.

This does not, of course, mean that the oral tradition knew of a story of
wrath, withdrawal, and return in which Paris was the central hero; however,

it does mean that such a story could have been attached to him. In other
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words, if an oral poet like Homer composed a scene around Paris based on the
pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return, this must strike him and his
audience as reasonable. Paris must be known to poet and audience as a figure
for whom such a story pattern would be appropriate. For, in an oral poetic
system, story patterns, like type-scenes and formulae, carry an immanent
meaning which is conveyed metonymically every time a particular pattern is
used.461 The pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return serves to glorify the
hero at the centre of the pattern. For this motif must develop in such a way
as to demonstrate that the withdrawn hero is essential to his community. He
cannot be insulted, for the community’s very survival depends upon him.
Thus, when he leaves his community, any measures necessary to effect his
return are justified. In fact, the hero must be given even more honours than
he had before his withdrawal; therefore, the culmination of this story pattern
shows the hero to be even greater than he was at its beginning.462

The importance of inherent meaning was the basic premise of my
argument about the type-scene of arming and its application to Paris. Because
arming scenes serve a specific function in oral epic, this function must apply
to Paris in his arming scene. Its function is essentially the glorification of the
hero before a significant military engagement. I argued that this meaning was

at work as much in Paris’ arming as in that of any other hero and, therefore,

4610n this function of story patterns in oral poetry, cf. Lord, ST 186-197,
“The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero in Serbo-Croatian Oral Epic” 18-30,
“Tradition and the Oral Poet” 13-28; Foley, IA 42-48; The Singer of Tales in
Performance 175-179.

462Cf. Nagler’s comments (S&T 131): “the poetic value of the pattern as
auxesis of the hero’s importance is obvious.”
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provided evidence for a traditionally heroic conception of Paris that is at odds
with his general characterization in the Iliad.

I shall be applying the same argument to the story pattern of wrath,
withdrawal, and return and its application to Paris, with one important
difference. Story patterns are the largest of the oral poet’s compositional units
and form the main organizing principal for his songs. Lord defines them as
“narrative patterns that, no matter how much the stories built around them
may seem to vary, have great vitality and function as organizing elements in
the composition and transmission of oral story texts.”463 Because they
function as the fundamental organizing element in a specific song, both in its
composition and transmission, story patterns are in one sense more stable
units than type-scenes or formulae. Story patterns cannot be separated from
the songs formed around them, for their essential function is to define
song.464 The Iliad could not possibly be the story of Achilles’” wrath if the
story pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return were removed from it.465
However, one can conceive of an Iliad without arming scenes. No matter
how integrally they are connected to the narrative as we know it, they are not
an essential feature of the poem. As Foley says, the story pattern “inheres in

certain songs and in certain types of songs as an inseparable (indeed defining)

463Lord, “The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero in Serbo-Croatian Oral
Epic” 18.

464As Lord says (“The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero” 22), the force of
the story pattern is “the subconscious strength of the traditional pattern to
maintain itself, frequently in the same linear order.”

465This is not to say that there is no room for variation in story
patterns. Different elements can be elaborated more than others, simplified
or even omitted. The order of basic elements can also be changed. This
capacity for variation is the same as that which operates in the type-scene. Cf.
further Lord, “The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero” passim and ST 68-98; and
Foley, Traditional Oral Epic 359-387.
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feature of those songs and supersedes the individual text or performance,
poet, local tradition, and so forth.”466 Thus, we can say with relative certainty
that the oral tradition knew of a wrath, withdrawal, and return story centred
on Achilles or on Demeter. These stories were probably not invented by a
single poet for a single poem.467 Because the story pattern is the largest
compositional element in an oral poem and the one which defines the very
nature of a specific poem, we can be fairly certain that a song with a complex,
detailed narrative built up around a particular story pattern has developed
over a period of time. The essential nature of the story pattern, coupled with
its detailed exposition in a particular song, indicates that such a song had
enjoyed a traditional status before any one version of that song became
“definitive”, in the way that our Iliad, by virtue of its survival, is the
definitive version of any story of Achilles’ wrath.

Can we say the same about an isolated reference to a story pattern
involving a specific hero, that this too indicates that the pattern was
traditionally attached to this hero? Here we must exercise caution, for a
reference or even a more detailed explication of the pattern within another
poem is not a whole poem in itself. A reference or a digression may have
been composed for the poem in which it occurs; it need not necessarily have a

traditional basis. We will see that this possibility must be taken into

466Foley, IA 46.

467This is contrary to the view of Kullmann (“Oral Poetry Theory and
Neoanalysis” 316) that Achilles’” wrath is the invention of a single poet, albeit
one using conventional motifs. Kullmann, however, does not take into
account that formulae for the absence of Achilles from battle are well
established in epic diction, something which makes it difficult to maintain
that the story of Achilles’ anger and withdrawal entered the tradition
relatively late. Cf. Nagler, S&T 131-132.
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consideration with regard to the wrath of Meleager. Its status as a paradigm
for Achilles in a poem of his wrath may indicate that no story of wrath,
withdrawal, and return was traditionally attached to Meleager. Of course,
there is no way of proving this, but the possibility must be taken into
consideration. When we are dealing only with a reference to a particular
story pattern, we can never be certain that a traditional story formed the basis
of the reference. The reference indicates that the possibility exists; all we can
do, and should do, is explore that possibility. In the case of Paris” wrath, I will
argue, firstly, that the stbry pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return forms
the basis of the reference and, secondly, that there is a possibility that a
traditional story also forms the basis of the reference.

The approach which I am here advocating owes an obvious debt to the
work of such Neo-analytical scholars as Johannes Kakridis and Wolfgang
Kullman. Recognizing the tradition-dependent nature of the Homeric
poems, they have shown that thoughtful examination of problematic
passages can yield tantalizing results which often shed light on the tradition
of stories that lies behind the Homeric poems. One of the methods which
they regularly employ is the comparison of one myth with other myths
showing the same or a similar narrative development, or story pattern. For
my purposes, Kakridis’ work has been an illuminating starting point. He is
less concerned with the role which Paris’ wrath may play in the Iliad than
with examining how this motif may have come to be applied to Paris. His

hypothesis is provocative:

As Hector enters Ilium, he finds his brother shut in his
wife’s chamber with her. Outside the battle is raging and
the besieged town is in danger of being burned (331). But
Paris is angry and keeps away from the fighting, although
he is the cause of it himself (326, 328f.). In the end, it
seems that his wife persuades him with ‘soft words’ to go
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back and fight (337). One has only to change the names
and it will at once be seen that there is here an exact
repetition of the circumstances of another epic narrative,
the Meleagris.468

In the story of Meleager, each of these motifs was of vital importance to the
narrative, but here in Iliad 6 they are, “kept within the scope of words alone,
either as a merely polite pretext (anger in Hector’s words) or out of shame
(persuasion on the part of Helen in Paris’ words), or as an exaggeration (the
imminent danger of the burning of Ilium).”46

While no Homerist today would argue that one story of wrath and
withdrawal is modeled on another, let alone that the origin of all such stories
is a now lost poem, such as a hypothetical Meleagris, Kakridis nonetheless
makes the important observation that the scene in Paris” bedroom with the
supposedly angry warrior shares some basic elements with another story in
which we find an angry warrior sitting idly in his bedroom. Rather than
arguing that one scene is consciously modeled on the other, I shall begin by
examining the possibility that both scenes are made up of conventional

elements common to the same story pattern.

IV. rative Wr. Withdrawal, and rn Narratives

In the following section, I shall examine the four extant examples from
the Greek oral epic tradition of the story pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and
return: the wrath of Achilles and of Meleager in the Iliad, the wrath of

468Kakridis 46-47. The Meleagris is the name Kakridis gives to his
hypothetical reconstruction of a lost oral epic about Meleager and the
Calydonian boar hunt which, he argues, was the source for Phoenix’ account
of Meleager in Iliad 9. Cf. HR, chapter 1.

469Kakridis, HR 47.
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Demeter in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, and the wrath of Hera in the
Hymn to Apollo. I shall analyse the component parts of this story pattern and
pinpoint their presence in the four stories named above. This will establish a
point of comparison for the wrath of Paris in the Iliad and will allow us to
determine with greater probability whether Hector’s assumption of wrath on
his brother’s part is based on a traditional story of wrath, withdrawal, and
return centred on the figure of Paris.

A word is in order here about the story pattern which I have been
calling wrath, withdrawal, and return. Readers familiar with the seminal
work of Lord and Nagler on story pattern will be familiar with what they call
the pattern of wrath, devastation and return, or the eternal return.470 Lord
argues that this pattern forms the basis of the plot of both the Iliad and the
Odyssey, that both poems essentially are about “an absence that causes havoc
to the beloved of the absentee and of his return to set matters aright.”47! He

has also argued that it forms the basis of poems in the Anglo-Saxon,

470Lord, ST chapter 9 and “The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero”
passim; and Nagler, S&T chapter 5; cf. also Edwards, HPI 7-10, 61-64 and
Comm. V, 15-19.

471Lord, ST 186. Cf. also Edwards, HPI 62: “a state of order is thrown
into disorder and eventually returned to order. This is generally called the
‘withdrawal, devastation, and return’ pattern, or the ‘eternal return’. This
obviously forms the main plot of the Odyssey: the initial scenes in Ithaca
show the evils resulting from Odysseus’s absence, then the young son
Telemachus sets off to find his father, and the eventual return of both brings
about the punishment of the wicked and the end of the troubles. ... The
‘withdrawal-devastation-return’ structure is the obvious foundation of the
Iliad plot, too, with revenge and consolation tales added at the end.”
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Medieval, and Serbo-Croatian oral epic traditions, among others.472 Edwards
calls this “perhaps the commonest of all basic story patterns.”473

What I am calling the pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return
encompasses all the features of Lord’s withdrawal, devastation, and return
pattern: the absence of a powerful figure, devastation, the return of that
figure, and the restoration of order. For my purposes, however, this pattern is
too general. Because the starting point is the hero’s withdrawal, and not why
he has withdrawn, this pattern can encompass a great variety of oral epic
songs, such as the nostos stories of the Trojan cycle.47¢ I wish to limit myself
to a particular sub-set of the withdrawal, devastation, and return pattern, that
in which the hero’s withdrawal is occasioned by anger. My reason for doing
so should be obvious: all that we know for certain about Paris’ absence from
the battlefield, his “withdrawal,” is that it is due to — or, at least, presumed to
be due to — anger. In order to determine whether Paris’ absence may have
had a traditional basis, I will be examining other withdrawal narratives in
which the hero’s absence is likewise motivated by anger. As a result, I have
called the story pattern which I will be discussing for the remainder of this
chapter “wrath, withdrawal, and return.” I see this pattern simply as one
particular category in the more general “withdrawal, devastation, and return”

pattern.

472Lord, ST 198-221; “The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero in Serbo-
Croatian Oral Epic” passim; and The Singer Resumes the Tale 11-13. Cf. also
M.L. Lord 241-248.

473Edwards, HPI 62.

474As Lord says (“The Theme of the Withdrawn Hero” 21), “the
essential element in the theme of the withdrawn hero is neither the manner
of his withdrawal, nor the degree of volition involved, but the absence itself.”
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I summarize the narrative pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return as
follows:
1. At the instigation of a king, the principal character is deprived
of someone or something dear. This deprivation amounts to a
loss of Tiun.
2. The offended party feels grief, then anger, on account of
his/her loss. At this point, the hero/goddess withdraws. From
story to story, linguistic similarities are most pronounced here in
the frequency with which the poets refer to their characters’ dxog
and x0Aog. In addition, the adverb vooer and its cognates are
used to signal the character’s withdrawal.
3. Withdrawal results in devastation as the community is
deprived of an element essential to its success and ultimately its
survival.
4. Embassies are sent to bring the goddess/hero back, but she/he
rejects them and sets certain conditions for her/his return. Here,
verbs of beseeching and persuading (particularly Aiccouar,
AMtavebw, and neifo) predominate.
5. Reconciliation is eventually effected, usually by a female to
whom the principal character is closest, and the goddess/hero
returns, restoring her/his community’s good fortune.475
These five elements are found in the three complete wrath, withdrawal, and

return narratives which occur in archaic epic, those of Demeter, Achilles, and

475My summary is based on the account of Sowa 95-96, with some
additions and modifications on my part; cf. also Lord, “The Theme of the
Withdrawn Hero” 19; H. Foley 92-94; and Muellner, The Anger of Achilles 11-
25.
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Meleager. The wrath of Hera in the Homeric Hymn to Apollo, because of its
peripheral function in the poem as a whole, does not contain all these
elements; nonetheless, the principal narrative motif here will also be seen to

be that of wrath, withdrawal, and return.

A. The Wrath of Demeter

I begin my analysis with the Homeric Hymn to Demeter. Although the
composition of the hymn is later than that of the Iliad, the unquestioned
antiquity of the myth of the rape of Persephone and the anger of Demeter
may well make this the earliest story of wrath, withdrawal, and return in the
oral epic tradition.476

The first element in the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern occurs

in the very first lines of the hymn:

476The use of the word pfivig to describe Demeter’s wrath at h. Dem. 350
and 410 supports the idea that this is the earliest wrath, withdrawal, and
return story, for it has been shown that pfivig describes divine wrath in
particular, while x6Aog can be used of either divine or human anger. This
suggests that the story of the goddess’s wrath is earlier than that of the hero’s.
Cf. Watkins, “A propos de ufivig” 187-190; Nagy, Best of the Achaeans 73-74;
Slatkin 86-93; H. Foley 92; and Muellner, The Anger of Achilles 177-194. On
the pfivic of Achilles, Watkins comments: “L’association de la colere divine et
d’un mortel éléve ce mortel par ce fait méme lors de I’ambiance normale de
la condition humaine vers la sphére du divine.” Richardson, Demeter 3-11,
discusses the linguistic and iconographic evidence, as well as Athenian
interest in the Eleusinian Mysteries for dating the hymn. He favours a
seventh century date, as do Allen, Halliday, and Sikes 110-114. Cf. also H.
Foley 29-30. On the rape of Persephone and the withdrawal of Demeter,
Burkert (Greek Religion, 159) says, “[t]he earliest extended version is the
Homeric Hymn to Demeter, but Hesiod already alludes to it in the Theogony
as an ancient and well known story, and aspects of the later tradition seem to
preserve very ancient material.” Cf. also Nilsson, Homer and Mycenae 252
and The Mycenaean Origin of Greek Mythology 75, 172-173; and Lord, ST 186.
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Afuntp’ ivxopov oepvitv Bedv Gpyop’ aeidewv

avthv 119¢ Boyatpa tavicgupov Tiv "Aidoveng

fipratev, ddxev ¢ Bapixtunog evpvona Zevg,

VOGPV ARUNTPOG XPLCAIPOV GYAXOKAPTOL

naifovoav kovpnot cbv ‘Qxeovod PabukoAroig.
(1-5)

At the instigation of the king of the gods, Demeter is deprived of that which is
dearest to her, her daughter. For Zeus has given her in marriage to Hades.
As we will see in the other stories to be discussed, deprivation of something
dear amcunts to a loss of Tyuf. The clearest example of this is Achilles” loss of
Briseis. Persephone serves the same function here. On the one hand,
Demeter feels grief, as any mother would who has lost her daughter.
(Similarly, Achilles will say that he grieves for Briseis as a husband for his
wife.) But Persephone serves another function at least as important, one that
is frequently overlooked because the story of the mother who has lost her
daughter evokes such sympathy. Persephone is also the symbol of her
mother’s power as a fertility goddess, much as Briseis is commensurate with
Achilles’ success as a warrior. Responsibility for the fertility of the earth,
Demeter’s unique Tiuf), is symbolised by her own fertility. Before Persephone
was taken from Demeter, the earth was always fertile. When she is taken
away, the earth is barren. The compromise achieved at the end of the hymn
results in periods of fertility alternating with periods of barrenness. The
crucial element is Persephone and the dual role she plays. On the personal
level, she is a daughter and her absence grieves her mother who, as a result,
cannot perform her duties. On the cosmic level, she is the symbol of
Demeter’s power, her T, and, therefore, of the earth’s fertility. Accordingly,
her simultaneous removal from her mother and from her mother’s realm,

the earth, results in drought and famine.
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In arranging a marriage for Persephone without Demeter’s consent
(véopwv Afuntpoc, 4), Zeus has offended Demeter’s Tiufi. The goddess herself
may allude to this when, disguised as an old woman, she says to the
daughters of Celeus and Metaneira that she hopes the gods will grant them
husbands of whom (both) parents approve:

GAA’ DUV pev névteg "'OAOpmia dopat’ Egovieg
Soiev xovprdiovg Gvdpag xai tékva texéston

Gc £06Aovot Toxdieg- éue &’ adT’ oixteipate, Kobpa.
(135-137)477

Demeter hears her daughter’s cries as Hades carries her off; her reaction
is immediate. She is overcome with grief, which the hymn poet emphasizes
through the repeated use of &xog and its cognates:

"OED 8¢ pwv xpadinv dyog EAAaPBev, auet 8¢ yaitatg
auPpociong kphidepuva daitleto xepoi gilno,

xudveov 8& xaAvppa xot’ dugotépav Baiet’ dpawv.
(40-42)

Demeter does not know what has happened to Persephone, and no one will
tell her. She wanders over the earth for nine days in search of her daughter.
Her grief is so intense that she will neither eat, drink, nor wash:

gvvijpap pév érerta xatd x8éva nétvie Ano

otpogat’ aibopévag daidag netd xepoiv Eovoa
00d¢ mot’ &duPpooing xai véxtapog hdurdtoro

477Cf. Clay, Politics of Olympus 229: “The prosperity appropriate to
young girls is a husband and a family in accordance with their parents’
wishes. We are inevitably reminded of Demeter’s lack of consent to her own
daughter’s marriage, but we should note that she is not opposed to all
marriage, but only to the uniquely wrenching one between Persephone and
the lord of the netherworld.”
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nacoot’ axnyenévn, ovde ypoda BaAleto Aovtpoic.
(47-50)478

Eventually, she learns from Hecate and Helios what has happened to
Persephone. Her grief and the reason for it are apparent to both gods. Hecate,
who only heard the girl’s cries, but did not see what happened, asks Demeter
who it was that kidnapped her daughter, thereby causing her such grief (tig
Bedv ovpaviev nE Bvtdv dvBporev / fiprace Mlepoepdvny xoi cov pilov fikoye
Bvpdv; 55-56). Helios, who did see what happened, says to her that he will tell
her who the abductor is because he reveres her and pities her in her grief
(eidfoerg- &M yop péyo o’ alopon 18° éAeaipom / dxyvouévnv nepi noudi tovveedpw, 75-
77). He informs her that Zeus has given Persephone as a bride to Hades.

Demeter’s reaction is once again immediate. Anger takes its place
beside grief, even as Helios speaks:

GAAG Bed kaTdmove péyorv yoov - 00SE Ti 6L xph
pay atitog &nAntov Exewv xéAov. ot Tot deikhg
YouBpog év dBavdtorg MoAvenudviwp "Aidwvede
aVTOKOOTYVIITOG KOl OHOOROPOG: AUl OE TtV
EAdayev (g T npdta didtpiya Sacuog ETiydn

101G peTaValeTdeL TOV EAAa)E KOlpovog lvat.
(82-87)

478Cf. lines 197-201, where she is so overcome with sorrow in the house

of Celeus in Eleusis that she will not speak, eat, or drink:

&vBa xoBelopévn npoxatéoyeto xepoi xoAvnTpnV-

dnpov &’ &eboyyog tetinuévn fot’ éni Sippov,

00d¢ v’ o1’ Enel npoonticoero olte T Epyo,

aAA’ ayélootog, Gractog £dnTO0g N18E motiitog

fioto 160 pviBovoa BaBuldvolo Buyatpic.
Cf. also 181-182: 7} 8 &p’ 8micBe pikov TeTimuévn frop / oteixe. Sinos (67) notes
that one of Demeter’s cult titles is "Axaic, because of her &yo¢ for her missing
daughter.
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But Demeter does not heed this advice; her anger will prove to be relentless.
In the end, Helios will be proven wrong. He claims that Demeter’s anger can
only be a wasted effort (nay abtwg, 83), for Persephone’s marriage has been
arranged by two gods whose tiai are greater than her own: Zeus, the king of
the gods, and Hades who received a third of the universe as his Tiuf. These
are powerful gods to oppose, but, as we shall see, the goddess’s, or the hero’s,
anger is never in vain. Demeter’s tTiuf} too must be taken into consideration.
This is precisely what Zeus has failed to do. In the end, however, he will be
forced to make up for this offense.
Demeter’s anger results in her withdrawal from the Olympian

community:

v 8’ dyog aivétepov kai kvtepov Tketo Bopdv.

yooauévy 8’ finerta xeAovegél Kpoviwvt

vooogioBeioa Bedv dyophv xai paxpdv ' Oluvurov

Qxet’ én’ avBpdrav ndAiog kai nlova Epya

e180¢ dpoAddvovoa moAbY xpévov -
(90-94)479

Demeter’s grief has intensified to the point where it results in a second
emotion, anger.480 The combination of grief and anger which resulted from

the loss of her daughter and the loss of Twuf causes her to withdraw from the

community which caused this loss.

479Clay, Politics of Olympus 222, points out that “[a]s the abduction was
carried out in Demeter’s absence ([véseiwv Afjuntpog,] 4), and Zeus absented
himself from the scene of the crime ([@edv &drndvevde,] 28), so now Demeter
absents herself from Olympus and takes up her abode among mortals.”

480Although grief gives rise to anger, it is not replaced by anger. The
goddess/hero feels both emotions at the same time until the crisis caused by
her/his withdrawal is resolved. On the collocation of &xog and yxéAog, cf.
Nagy, Best of the Achaeans 79-83; Slatkin 85-87; and Muellner, The Anger of
Achilles 23-25.
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Demeter wanders over the earth until she comes to Eleusis. She sits
down at the side of the road, near a well, overcome by sorrow (@ilov teTinuévn
fitop, 98).481 She transforms herself into a barren old woman 1 te téxoto0 /
elpynton Sdpov 1€ prhoctepdvov 'Agpoditng (101-102). Presently, the daughters
" of the king, Celeus, come across the goddess and take her to their mother,
Metaneira, who employs the old woman as nurse to her infant son,
Demophoén. Demeter’s choice of disguise is unusual, in that it reflects the
opposite of the gods’ true nature, which is ageless and eternally youthful.
Clay argues that the purpose of the disguise is meant simply to elicit pity from
the daughters of Celeus and ensure that she will be taken on as Demophoén’s
nursemaid.482 I find the significance of the transformation to be more closely
related to the pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return. By presenting herself
as a barren old woman, Demeter becomes the opposite not just of what all the

gods are, but of what she in particular is, a fertility goddess who is concerned

481The formula is used again of Demeter at 181, when Celeus’
daughters return to the well to fetch her; at 198 tetimpévn alone is used to
describe her sitting in her grief inside Celeus’ house. According to Slatkin (98-
99, n. 10), in Homer, the formula tetimpévog fitop, when it is used to describe
the gods, always means “angry.” When Hera and Athena sit apart from Zeus
and refuse to speak to him because he has prevented them from assisting the
Achaeans, they are said to be gilov tetiquévon fitop (8.437); when Hephaestus
discovers Aphrodite and Ares together, he is @iAov TeTinpuévog ftop(Od. 8.303).
Of mortals, this meaning is less clear. At II. 11.555, sorrow rather than anger
seems to be the issue for Ajax; the same seems to be the case with Penelope
(Od. 4.804), Odysseus (Od. 7.287), and Amphinomos (Od4. 18.153). However, it
is used twice to describe Telemachus’ response to the suitors” arrogance (Od.
1.114, 2.298), where it could mean anger, sorrow, or possibly both. If the
formula can indicate sorrow, anger, or perhaps both at the same time, it is
especially appropriate for Demeter.

482Clay, Politics of Olympus 227. Allen, Halliday, and Sikes (142) see no
special significance in Demeter’s choice of metamorphosis. Arthur (15-16)
sees the transformation into an old woman as a sign of Demeter’s depression.
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especially with agriculture. Through her transformation into a barren old
woman Demeter represents physically what has been done to her with the
removal of Persephone. On one level, the lonely old woman is an
appropriate disguise for the grieving mother. But it is even more appropriate
to the goddess deprived of her tipny. With the symbol of her fertility gone,
what could be more fitting than for Demeter to transform herself into
something infertile? Moreover, her metamorphosis foreshadows the
transformation of the earth from a fertile to a barren place, which will happen
shortly, when Demeter withdraws her services from the cosmos.

The Hymn to Demeter is unusual in that it has two withdrawals. The
first withdrawal, after the loss of Persephone, is from the divine community
to the world of mortals (92-93). After Demeter fails in her attempt to make
Demophoon immortal, she withdraws once again. This time her withdrawal
is complete; she shuts herself off from both gods and mortals.

When Metaneira spies Demeter putting Demophotn in the fire, she
cries out in fear, breaking the spell which is necessary to make the child
immortal. Demeter is angered (yoAwcapévn, 251) and demands that the
Eleusinians build her a temple. Once this is done, she withdraws into the
temple: |

&vBa xabBelopévn poxdpov drd véoow andviev

pipve m60p piviBovsa Babuldvoro Buyatpde.
aivotatov &’ éviavtov éni xB6va mtoAvBoterpav

noins’ &vBpdnoig kol xOvtatov - 00O T Yol

onépu’ aviel, kpOnTEV YOp Ebotépovog AnuATnp.

oML 8¢ koumOA’ dpotpa pdtnv Poeg EAxov apodpag,

TOAAOV O€ kpl AEVKOV £TO10V EUNEGE YoLiT).
(303-309)

Demeter’s second withdrawal is also signalled by the word véceiv. She sits in

her temple, wasting away in grief for her daughter (168 piviBovoa ... Buyatpde,
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304). Thus, the second element of the motif is worked out at considerable
length as the poet delineates the goddess’s grief, anger, and two withdrawals.

This second and complete withdrawal effects the transition to the third
~element of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern. As Demeter absents
herself from all livings things, so the principle of agricultural fertility
disappears. The earth is barren, and soon famine results. This is not merely
negligence on the part of the goddess; Demeter has not forgotten or ceased to
care about her special area of influence as a goddess. The hymn poet indicates
that she expressly planned that famine would result from her withdrawal:

kol vO ke ndpunoy dAesoe yévog Lepinav avBpanwv

Apod vn’ dpyadéng, yepdov T épikudia TuMV

kol Buodv fjpepsev 'OAdpmia dopat’ Exovrag,

el un) Zebg évonoev £d 1’ éppdocato Bupd.

(310-313)

Demeter intends to accomplish two things through her withdrawal: to
destroy human beings in a huge famine, and, thereby, to deprive the gods of
their collective tiuf, which consists of yépa, gifts which denote the esteem in
which the giver regards the recipient, and sacrifices from humans.

Demeter’s revenge is particularly fitting. Zeus, in depriving Demeter
of her daughter, has deprived the fertility goddess of her tufi. In this regard,
we must remember that the worship of Demeter is always associated with the
worship of Persephone. In Greek myth and ritual, these two gods are much
more closely connected than are any other members of the Olympian family.
They are frequently referred to simply as the Two Goddesses or as the

Anprfitepec.483 Persephone is, in many ways, the principal symbol of Demeter

483Burkert, Greek Religion 159-160.
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as a fertility goddess, as I argued above. For this reason, the abduction and
rape of Persephone amount to an offense against Demeter’s particular Tipf} in
the Olympian community. Therefore, it is fitting that she use her tiun as a
fertility goddess in order to exact revenge. She achieves this through her
withdrawal, which deprives the earth of its fertility, which in turn threatens
to deprive the gods of their Tiufl. Zeus must learn that he cannot with
impunity dishonour Demeter. For even though she is subordinate to him,
her tipf and the powers which emanate from it are considerable and hers
alone to dispense or withhold.

Zeus realizes the magnitude of the crisis which has resulted from
Demeter’s withdrawal, and, accordingly, sends ambassadors to the goddess.
This is the fourth element in the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern. He
does not go in person to attempt a reconciliation, but he sends his messenger,
Iris (314-323). When she fails, Zeus sends all of the gods, one after another.
The ambassadors’ purpose is to persuade the goddess to give up her wrath by
beseeching her. This is done through the offer of gifts and new tipai:

adTic Enerta natip pdxapag Oeove aitv édviag
navrog emmpotaddev: GuoPndic 8¢ xidvreg
xixAnoxov xai toAAdd 6idov nepikaAiéa ddpa,

tudic 0’ b x’ Té0éhortot pet’ dBavatoiot EAésBa.
' (325-328)

But the goddess does not want gifts and tipai; she rejects the ambassadors’
offers (“Qc¢ pdto Mogopévn - tiig 8’ ok énereiBeto Oupndc, 324), and sets the terms
under which she will return to the divine community:

aAlr’ ob 11g meloan SUvato @pévag oVdE vonua

Buud ywouévng, otepeddg &’ fvaivero pvbovg,

0V pév yap not’ épacxke Buddeog OVALURO0
xpiv v’ émBnoecBon, o0 npiv Yhig xapnov avicery,
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npiv 1ot 6gBadpoicty Efv eddOmda kovPNV.
(329-333)

She will not return to Olympus or restore the earth’s fertility until she sees
her daughter again. The absolute nature of Demeter’s demand is emphasized
in a tricolon crescendo with anaphora of npiv in asyndeton. What Demeter
insists upon is nothing less than the restoration of her tipf.

Zeus recognizes Demeter’s implacability and sets out to accomplish her
demands. He sends Hermes to the underworld to bring Persephone back to
her mother so that she will end her wrath:

Adtdp énei 16 v Gxovoe Bapukrunog evplona Zebdg
eic ”EpePog néuye ypucsdppamv 'Apyerpdviny,
Spp’ "A1dNV HoAoK0IOL TAPALPEUEVOG EREESTY
ayviyv lepoegoverav and Lépov fiepoévtog

éc pdog e€orydryor petd Saipovoag, depa € pnTnp

dpBaApoioty 1doboa petarlAnere yoAoto.
(334-339)484

Hermes leads Persephone back to her mother. Although the text is
badly damaged here, enough survives that we can discern that Demeter, upon
seeing her daughter, leaves the temple into which she had withdrawn (7 8¢

iSodoo / HiE’ Hite porvie Spog xdra Sdoxiov HAng, 385-386; &Ato Béev, 389). The

484Compare also Hermes’ summary of the situation to Hades:
Ze0¢ o€ mathp fiveryev &yaviv [epoepovelav
¢Eayayelv "Epéfevoor petd opéag, Sppa € pntnp
opBoApoiowy idoboa ydAov kol piviog aiviig
dBovérorg nodoelev énet péyo undetan Epyov,
eBico PO’ Guevnve xouaryevéov avlponav,
orépp’ Hd Yhg kpdnTovow, xarapbiviBovoo 8t Turdg
dBovétav: fi &’ aivov Exet xbhov, 00t Beoiot
pioyetat, GAA’ dndvevBe Buddeog Evdobt viod
fioton "EAevoivog xpavadv ntoAieBpov Exovoa.

(348-356)
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sight of her daughter puts an end to Demeter’s grief (dxéwv 8’ &ronadeto Buudg,
436). Since her &yoc originally gave rise to her y6Aog, we can assume that the
end of &yog signals the end of x6Aog as well.

Zeus then sends Demeter’s mother, Rhea, to bring the goddess back to

Olympus. Rhea says to Demeter:

AeVpo téxog, xahéer ot Bapixronog ebplona Zedg

EABEpevan peta VAo Bedv, Lrédexto 8¢ Tiudg

[dwoéuev, &g x’ €0éAncBa] pet’ dBavarowst Beoiot.
(460-462)

[6AA’ 101 téxvov] éudv xai neiBeo, undé 1 Ainv

af[nxec nevléarve keAovepél Kpoviave -

a[iya 88 xa]prov deke pepéoProv avBpdnoiowy.

“Ql¢ épat’, 00]8° aniBnoev ébotépavog Anuntnp,

alyo 8¢ koprov Gviikev Gpovpdov ép1fdioy.
(467-471)

Rhea is the final and successful ambassador whom Zeus dispatches to
Demeter. Her success depends, of course, on the fact that Zeus is now willing
to make full restitution; however, as we will see in comparison with other
wrath, withdrawal, and return narratives, her propinquity to Demeter is a
conventional element in the story pattern. As the mother of Demeter, Rhea
is closer to the goddess than any of the other ambassadors, and in all
likelihood second only to Persephone in her affections. Therefore, we see in
the ambassadors to Demeter an ascending order of importance or closeness to
the withdrawn goddess. Iris, the usual messenger of Zeus, comes first; she is
followed by all the other gods, who would have included Demeter’s brothers,
sisters, and other relatives. Finally, her mother comes and effects the
goddess’s return.

Demeter’s tiuq is restored with the return of Persephone. Zeus had also
offered her additional tipai as well as gifts. This offer of gifts and new tipai

seems to be a conventional part of the wrath, withdrawal, and return motif as
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well, and forms an important, albeit secondary, function in accomplishing the
withdrawn goddess’s, or hero’s, return. Once Persephone is restored to

Demeter, it would seem that Zeus’ offer of gifts and new tipai, which Demeter
had earlier refused, should become obsolete. Instead, it continues to play an
important role in her full reconciliation with the gods. - For Rhea is sent with

a message that the offer to tipadi still holds good:

tafic 8& pét’ &yyehov fixe Bapixrrunog edpdona Zebg

‘Peinv fioxopov, fiv untépa xoavéneniov

dEéuevon petd edAo Bedv, drédexto O& Tndg

dwcépev, dg xev EAorto pet’ dBavdarorot Beoiot:
(441-444)

We are nowhere told that the goddess accepts the gifts, but the hymn does end

with Demeter establishing new tipai for herself in the form of the Eleusinian

Mysteries. As Clay says:

The establishment of the Mysteries forms the culmination
of the Hymn to Demeter and the final goal of the narrative.
Yet it does not merely symbolize Demeter’s reconciliation
with mankind; for that, the restoration of agriculture and,
with it, the prevailing relations between gods and men
would have sufficed. Nor can we view Demeter’s action as
a reward or sign of gratitude toward the Eleusinians, as
some versions suggest. In establishing her rites, Demeter
has finally chosen the timai that Zeus repeatedly promised
her. In accepting those timai, Demeter signals her
participation in the new cosmic order. As the goddess of
Eleusis and the Mysteries, Demeter not only acquiesces to
Zeus’ design [the marriage of Hades and Persephone], but
that design becomes the basis for her new timai.48>

Demeter no longer has any reason to be angry. She restores the earth’s

fertility and then returns with her daughter to Olympus (Bé&v p’ pev ObAvumnov

485Clay, Politics of Olympus 261.
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8t Bedv ped’ opfyopiv dAAdwv, 484). The reconciliation between Zeus and

Demeter is now complete.

B. The Wrath of Achilles

The Iliad is the most important narrative based on the wrath,
withdrawal, and return pattern. I have, however, chosen to discuss the
Hymn to Demeter first because of that poem’s much simpler narrative
structure. There we can see the component parts of the motif more readily
and thereby construct a model of comparison.48 The [liad is a much longer
and more complex narrative, and the pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and
return is correspondingly more complicated. For the sake of brevity, I shall
limit my examination to the causes of Achilles” wrath in Book 1, its
consequences in the ensuing battle books, the embassy of Book 9, Patroclus’

intervention in Book 16, and Achilles’ return in Book 19.487

486The principal narrative pattern of both poems is wrath, withdrawal,
and return. Homer makes this clear in the poem’s first line; the hymn poet
chooses not to do this. However, the Orphic version of the Demeter and
Persephone poem began: Mfjvwv &&18e, 8ea, Anpufitepog dyhaokdpmrov (cf.
Orphicorum Fragmenta 119, fr. 48). As Clay comments (Politics of Olympus
249), “the words could well serve as the opening of our hymn.”

487For a more detailed examination cf. Nagler, S&T 131-166, who
argues that the whole poem is unified by three interlocking instantiations of
the withdrawal, devastation, and return pattern. In Book 1, Achilles
withdraws in anger because of an attack on his Tiuf. This leads to the
devastation of the army. In Book 9, embassies are sent offering recompense if
he will return. Achilles’ refusal initiates the second instantiation of the
motif, when, in Book 16, Patroclus goes out to battle in Achilles” armour; this
amounts to Achilles’ first return by means of surrogacy. It also serves as the
equivalent of his second withdrawal, for, in reality, he stays behind. The
second devastation occurs with Patroclus” death, which leads to Achilles’
second return, when he makes his armourless appearance on the battlements
in order to facilitate the rescue of Patroclus’ body. Patroclus’ death brings

(cont.)
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The first episode in the Iliad recounts how Chryses comes to the
Achaean camp to ransom his daughter. The young woman has been given to
Agamemnon as his share of the spoils obtained from an attack on the town of
Thebe. Agamemnon refuses to return Chryseis to her father and sends the
priest away with threats of violence should he return. Chryses leaves and
prays to Apollo to exact vengeance on his behalf. The angered god (xwépevog
xfp, 44) descends from Mount Olympus and causes a plague in the Achaean
army. After ten days, Achilles calls an assembly at which Agamemnon agrees
reluctantly to return Chryseis to her father.#88 Agamemnon, however,
demands that the Achaeans provide him with another prize to replace the
one he is relinquishing (obtép époi yépog adty’ etoypdont’, ppo pi olog /

‘Apyeiov &yépactog o, énel o0dE Eoke, 1.118-119). Achilles reminds

about Achilles’ third withdrawal which is from human society in general and
is symbolized by his refusal to eat and by the gods’ distillation of ambrosia
into his body. Paradoxically, the withdrawn Achilles now returns to the
battlefield where his actions result in the poem’s third devastation. His third
and final return is effected in Book 24 where his meeting with Priam signals
his return to the human community.

488The parallels between the treatment which Chryses and then
Achilles receive at the hands of Agamemnon and the ensuing consequences
are remarkable and surely meant to suggest that Agamemnon is in the wrong
in the second incident as he was in the first, and that he and his army will
suffer as a result of his treatment of Achilles, just as they suffered on account
of his treatment of Chryses. Cf. Reinhardt, Die Ilias und ihr Dichter 60-63;
Kakridis, Homer Revisited 125-137; Rabel 473-481. The story of Chryses is an
example, as Lord points out (ST 188), of the more general pattern of
withdrawal, devastation, and return, rather than wrath, withdrawal, and
return. Chryses never feels any wrath. When Agamemnon dishonours the
priest (otvexa 1ov Xpbonv ftinacev apnrijpa / "Atpetdng, Iliad 1.11-12; f. also
1.94), he is afraid and obeys (£3eigev 8’ 6 yépwv xai éneiBeto pbBe, 1.33). Achilles
will report to his mother that Chryses left in anger (xwépevog, 1.380), but the
narrative does not support this. Achilles appears to be assimilating his own
situation to that of the wronged priest (cf. Robbins 3). On the parallels
between Chryses’ and Achilles’ situations, cf. Robbins 1-9 and Rabel 473-481.
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Agamemnon that this is not possible, as all the Yépa have been distributed
(1.122-124), but soon he will be generously recompensed for his present loss
(1.127-129). Agamemnon responds that he cannot go without a prize of
honour, that the Achaeans must promptly supply him with one or else he
will take one himself from one of the commanders, which will cause that
man to be angered (b 8¢ xev xexoAdoetat v kev ixwpot, 1.139). This threat first
rouses Achilles’ anger. He tells Agamemnon that, even though he, Achilles,
is a great fighter, his yépog is always less than that of Agamemnon (1.163, 167).
In spite of this, Agamemnon now proposes to rob him of his yépac (1.161).
For this reason, Achilles threatens to withdraw and go home to Phthia (1.169-
171). Agamemnon responds that he will take Briseis (10 oov yépag, 1.185) from
Achilles, so that Achilles will know how much greater Agamemnon is and so
that others will shrink from setting themselves up as equals to the king.
Thus the first element in the wrath, withdrawal, and return motif is
completed: the king has deprived the hero of something very dear to him. As
in the Hymn to Demeter, the hero’s wrath is precipitated by the ruler of the
community to which he belongs.

Achilles’ reaction to Agamemnon introduces the second element of
the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern. He feels grief at being thus
dishonoured, and simultaneously anger at the king who proposes to
dishonour him:

[InAeiovi 8’ &yoc Yévet’, év 8 ol ftop
omBecowv Aacioiot Sidvdyya pepunpilet,

fi & ye pdoyavov 4L épucaauevog Tapa PNPov
T0Ug pev dvaotioeiev, 0 8’ Atpeldnv évapilor,
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fie y6hov rodoeiev épnrooeté te Gupdv.
(1.188-192)

Athena tells Achilles not to kill Agamemnon, but only to abuse him with
words. He agrees, even though, as he says, he is greatly angered (udAc mep
Boud xexolmpévov, 217). Athena leaves, and Achilles angrily reviles
Agamemnon (TInA€idng &’ £Eabtig draptnpoig énéeoow / "ATpeidnv tpocéeine, kail
ot @ Afiye xdAoo, 1.223-224).489 He ends his speech with the assertion that
one day the Achaeans will long for Achilles and regret the dishonour done to
him, as they fall before Hector (239-244). The assembly is dissolved. Achilles
returns to his ships, and Agamemnon makes preparations to return Chryseis.
The culmination in withdrawal of the hero’s grief and then wrath completes
the second element in the pattern.

Achilles has felt sorrow and anger at the loss of something dear to him
and at the affront to his honour. Now he withdraws. He returns to his ships
(1.306-307) and will not return to the assembly place which he has just left
until Book 19. When the heralds, Talthybius and Eurybates, come to take

away Briseis, they find Achilles sitting apart from his companions, weeping:

489Compare the way Homer introduces Achilles’ first insulting speech
to Agamemnon (tov 8’ &p’ Vnédpo iddv npocéen nédag drG "AxlAevg, 148).
Achilles is certainly upset here, as dnédpo i8@v indicates, but the difference
between the speeches at 149ff. and 225ff. is that in the first speech
Agamemnon has only threatened to deprive one of the commanders of his
vépag. Prior to Achilles’ second speech Agamemnon has stated that he will
take Achilles’ yépac. This is what rouses x6Ao¢ in him, the explicit and specific
affront to his honour. On the formula dnédpa idov, cf. Holoka, “Looking
Darkly” 1-16, who comments that it “conveys anger on the part of a speaker
who takes umbrage at what he judges to be rude or inconsiderate words
spoken by the addressee” (4); cf. also Edwards, “Homeric Speech
Introductions” 7-8.
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avtap "AxtAredg / daxpdooag Etdpav &eap Eleto vooor AacBeic (348-349).490 This
is the first scene in the poem in which we see Achilles in his withdrawal.

The poet emphasizes the hero’s withdrawal by joining a verb of withdrawal

490Briseis functions as a symbol of Achilles” honour. Overwhelmingly,
she is referred to as his yépag (1.161, 163, 167; 9.111,344, 367; 16.54-56). Her
removal is first and foremost an affront to Achilles” honour. Achilles
himself indicates as much when he says that Agamemnon will rue the day
that he dishonoured the best of the Achaeans (&piotov "Axaidv ovdev €rercag,
1.244; cf. also 1.412) and in his prayer to his mother (tyfyv nép por SpeAdev ...
Zetc, 1.353-354; vdv &8’ 008 pe tutBdv Erercev, 354; 1 v&p p’ "Atpeidng ...
fitiunoev,355-356). Agamemnon too sees giving up Chryseis as a diminution
of his honour (cf. 1.118-119, 137-139). Only once does Achilles refer to Briseis
in terms of affection. In Book 9, he calls her his beloved wife (&Aoxov Bupapéa,
336), and claims that he loves her (xai éy®d thv / éx Bopod pileov, 342-343).
Perhaps the contradiction with the more straightforward portrayal of Briseis
as a prize of war, a yépog, is explained by the fact that Achilles is making a
rhetorical point here. By stating that Briseis is his wife, just as Helen and
Clytemnestra are the wives of Menelaus and Agamemnon, he makes
Agamemnon’s action that much more serious. Agamemnon becomes Paris
to Achilles” Menelaus. This can only be a distortion of the actual situation;
Achilles’ honour has been attacked, but not to the same degree as Menelaus’
was by Paris. We should also recall Achilles’ words of reconciliation in Book
19, where he regrets that he and Agamemnon fought for the sake of a girl
whom he wishes had died before any of this had happened (56-64). Here
there is no mention of Briseis as a beloved wife. Finally, Achilles’ claim of
affection may find a more appropriate parallel in the love which Demeter has
for Persephone. I argued above that the abduction of Persephone is an affront
to Demeter’s tTiun. This does not, however, preclude the love and grief which
Demeter feels for her daughter. Persephone is “dear” to her, but she also
functions as a symbol of the fertility goddess’s honour. In the Iliad, we find
Briseis fulfilling the same double function. She is “dear” to Achilles
principally as a symbol of his honour. When she is taken from him, Homer
gives this affront to the hero’s honour an added emotional emphasis by
having Achilles claim that he also loved her as his wife. There is no reason
to believe that Achilles’ claim of love for Briseis reflects his true feelings; in
fact, I suggest that this claim is purely rhetorical. However, the assertion,
whether it is real or rhetorical, I would say finds its roots in the wrath pattern
and is seen most clearly in the double role that Persephone plays of beloved
daughter and symbol of tyun.
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(AMéLopon) with the key word véoer.491 He is also combining two important
narrative strands, both of which resonate more powerfully through their
juxtaposition. We see Achilles simultaneously deprived of his tiun and
withdrawn on account of this deprivation. In the Hymn to Demeter, the
deprivation necessarily preceded the withdrawal; here, however, by having
Agamemnon threaten Achilles with the removal of his yépag before actually
taking it away, we can see both the cause and the result of the affront to
Achilles’ honour at the same time.
After Briseis is taken, Achilles prays to his mother and elicits from her

a promise to intercede with Zeus on his behalf. This sets in motion the
course of events meant to bring home to Agamemnon how great his need of
Achilles is. As Thetis takes leave of her son, she enjoins him to maintain
both his wrath and his withdrawal (&AL b p&v vdv viiuet ToptiEVOG
dxunépo1ot / pAvL’ ‘Axoroiciy, toAéuov &’ droraveo napnav, 1.421-422). Our final
glimpse of Achilles in Book 1 underlines the consequences of all that has
happened between him and Agamemnon. He is now withdrawn, grieving,
and angry:

ADTGp O pfVie VUG TOPTIHEVOS OKLTOPOIGL

Sroyeviig InAfiog vidg, ddag ®xLE "A1AAevg:

olte mot’ eig dryoptv *WAESKETO KLUS1AVELpOY
ovte mot’ &g moAepov, dALL BviBecke pilov kiip

491Cf. also Achilles’ words to Odysseus at 9.348: 7| pév &) pdda toAld
TOVHCaTo VOOV ENETD.
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avOt pévav.
(1.488-492)492

The third element in the motif is the devastation which results from
the hero’s withdrawal. Surprisingly, the first day of fighting without Achilles
goes rather well for the Achaeans.493 By the end of Book 8, however, as the
second day of fighting ends, the Greeks find themselves in a dangerous and
unprecedented situation on account of Achilles’ absence. Hector and the
Trojans have so successfully routed the Greeks that for the first time in nine
years they decide to bivouac on the plain. Hector’s reason for doing this, he
says, is to make sure that the Greeks do not board their ships and flee by night
(8.503-511). So confident is he of ﬁ&ory that he fears the Greeks may deny
him this by taking flight.

The devastation of the Greek army continues in Books 11 to 15. In
Book 11, several of the most prominent fighters are injured: Agamemnon,
Diomedes, Odysseus, Machaon, and Eurypylus. This leaves Ajax virtually
alone of the first rank of warriors to stand against Hector. By the end of Book
15, this proves too much even for him. Hector and Sarpedon, at the head of
the assembled Trojan forces, cross over the ditch and the fortifying wall in
front of the Achaean camp and fall upon the ships. Thereby, the third
element of the motif is completed: the hero’s withdrawal has resulted in the

devastation of his own army.

492Although Achilles disappears from the narrative, the poet reminds
us of his presence, or rather absence, in several passages that underline that
absence and the anger which accompanies it (cf. 2.240-241, 688-694; 4.512-513;
7.229-230).

493Menelaus is the victor in the duel with Paris in Book 3, although he
himself is wounded in the duel’s aftermath. The Achaeans advance against
the Trojans in Book 4. Diomedes enjoys enormous success in Book 5. And
Ajax is the undeclared winner in the aborted duel with Hector in Book 7.
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The devastation of the Achaean army reaches a crisis point by the end
of Book 8. This results in the dispatch of ambassadors to the withdrawn hero,
the next element in the story pattern. However, both the fourth and fifth
elements of the motif — the devastation and the hero’s eventual return —
are complicated first by Achilles’ refusal to accept the ambassadors’ offer and
then by the introduction of a substitute for him on the battlefield. The
rejection of the embassy is in and of itself not surprising, for, as we have
already seen, Demeter also rejects a number of ambassadors. It is only when
her demand for the return of her daughter is met that she acquiesces and
returns. Once Zeus is willing to restore Demeter’s Tiun, her withdrawal no
longer serves a purpose. Zeus offers many gifts and additional 'ﬂuai as well
(327-328), but the goddess insists upon and effects the return of the Twun of
which she has been deprived. Achilles is sent only one embassy, and he too is
offered many gifts and additional tipai. Only one embassy should be
necessary, for Agamemnon is willing to restore Briseis and, with her, the twuf
of which he deprived Achilles in Book 1.49¢ The comparison with the Hymn
to Demeter shows that Achilles can have no good reason, in terms of the
wrath and withdrawal pattern, to refuse Agamemnon'’s offer. Moreover,
Homer himself has led us to expect that the embassy, with its offers of
additional gifts and the return of Briseis, should end Achilles” withdrawal.
When Athena prevented Achilles from drawing his sword against

494Multiple embassies such as we find in the Hymn to Demeter are in
all likelihood conventional in this motif. We may see a reflection of this in
the Iliad when Achilles says to the ambassadors that he will state his position
openly so that he will not be bothered in future by additional embassies (&g un
pot Tplnte mapfipevor &AloBev Alog, 9.311). Meleager, as we shall see, also
receives many separate ambassadors.
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Agamemnon during their quarrel, she told him that one day he would be
given great recompense for the outrage now being done to him (1.213-214).
This promise leads naturally to the assumption that Achilles will accept the
ambassadors’ offer.4%5 In addition, the opening scenes of the poem, with
Agamemnon’s brutal treatment of Chryses, set up an important paradigm for
the poem. Agamemnon’s treatment of Chryses was unjust and was
punished, just as his treatment of Achilles is unjust and eventually
punished. But when Agamemnon returned Chryseis, Chryses relented and
prayed to Apollo that he end the plague. Thus, when Briseis is offered back to
Achilles, we can expect that he should act like Chryses. Lord summarizes this

odd situation:

the refusal of the embassy is parallel to Agamemnon’s refusal
of the ransom of Chryses ... . The difference is that whereas
up to this point we have seen Achilles playing Chryses to
Agamemnon, now we find him playing Agamemnon to
Chryses. In other words, he was the bereaved seeking
restitution ..., but now he is the mortal refusing to accept just
return. And by slipping into the role of Agamemnon he
brings further disaster upon the Achaeans and on

himself ... 496

Achilles’ surprising rejection of the embassy is prefigured as early as
Book 8, when Zeus announces the conditions under which Achilles will
return to battle. Hector, not Agamemnon, will effect his return by slaying
Patroclus.497 This comes as a surprise, not least of all because Patroclus has

played virtually no role in the poem up to this point. Suddenly we are told

495Lord, ST 193.
496Lord, ST 189.

49707 y&p mpiv moAépov dnonadoetar SPpiuog “Extwp, / npiv §pBat napd
vodgr todoxea [InAeiwva, / fipott 1d 81’ &v ol pév éri mpOUVNoL pdywviatl / oteivel
év aivorare nepi Iatpdxioto Bavévrog, / ¢ yap Bécpatdv ot (8.473-477).
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that the most important event of the poem, the hero’s return, hinges upon
him. But Zeus’ announcement is remarkable at another level as well; it is the
first indication that the expected narrative pattern established by the wrath,
withdrawal, and return motif will be interrupted by and joined with another

motif, the death of the substitute.498 Lord sums up the situation as follows:

by his withdrawal from the fighting Achilles has brought
another powerful pattern into play, that of death and return.
The story pattern of the wrath ... leads to the troubles of the
Achaeans, even to the duplication of those troubles before
and after the embassy. But it does not in itself seem to
include the death of Patroclus. This appears to belong to
another pattern into which the story of the wrath has
modulated.4%?

The ramifications of the introduction of this new pattern presently become
evident. For the new pattern necessitates the failure of the embassy. Achilles
will return in the end. But he will not do so because his tiufi has been
restored and even augmented; he will return to avenge the death of his
surrogate on the battlefield.

The question of Achilles’ rejection of the embassy is one that must be
addressed on many levels, and not only that of story pattern. The complex

characterization of Achilles, the poet’s treatment of themes such as the nature

4980n the motif of the death of the substitute, cf. Lord, ST 189-195;
Atchity 162, 229; Redfield 107; Vivante, The Homeric Imagination 56-57;
Whitman, HHT 194-204; Nagler, S&T 136-146; Halperin 75-87; Janko, Comm.
IV, 309-314; Edwards, HPI 8-9, 63, 228-229, and Comm.V, 15-18; Richardson,
Comm. VI, 18-19. Edwards lists, as other examples of the substitute,
Antilochus in the lost Aethiopis, Enkidu in the Epic of Gilgamesh, Jonathan
in Samuel, and Oliver in Le Chanson de Roland. In addition, he cites the
stories of Castor and Pollux and Theseus and Peirithous (HPI 63). For a
different view, cf. Hooker 30-35 and Finlay 267-273 who argue against viewing
Patroclus as a substitute for Achilles.

499Lord, ST 190; cf. also Nagler, S&T 133-137.
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of heroism, honour, and fame must also be considered in order to answer as
fully as possible this much vexed question. I am arguing, however, that the
normal development of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern (that is,
one uninterrupted by another pattern, as here) suggests that Achilles’
continued withdrawal after the offer to return Briseis is pointless. His refusal
to return is, in part at least, explained by the introduction of the death of the
substitute pattern, with which the poet commits himself to Achilles” return
depending on Patroclus’ death. Achilles must reject the embassy.

Even though Achilles’ rejection of the embassy is not part of the
expected pattern, much that occurs in Book 9 does accord with it. Nestor
suggests that ambassadors be sent to persuade Achilles to return (ppalouectd’
¢ kév pv dpecoduevor nenibopev, 9.112). He then exhorts the chosen
ambassadors to try to persuade Achilles (Sev3iAlwv €g Exactov ... el @G
neniBolev dpvpova IInAeiova, 180-181). As they make their way to Achilles’
ships, they pray to Poseidon that they may easily persuade the hero (pnidiang
nemBeilv, 184). Agamemnon offers Achilles numerous gifts and new tipoi.500

In addition, he offers to return Briseis (131-134). Nestor says that these are

500Nestor first advises Agamemnon to make reparations by persuading
Achilles with offers of gifts and soothing words (8@poisiv T’ dyavoisiy énecoi te
peidixoiot, 113). Agamemnon responds that he will enumerate the gifts he
will give (repikAvtd 8dp’ dvoprive, 121). There is no explicit mention of offers
of additional Tipf as Zeus makes to Demeter, but I would argue that
Agamemnon’s offer to make Achilles his son-in-law, to honour him as the
equal of Orestes (teiow 8¢ pv icov "Opéatn, 142), and to make him king of
seven settlements in the Peloponnese (149-155) is nothing less that the offer
of additional twuf (cf. esp. teicw,142 and Tpncovot, 155).
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gifts which Achilles could not readily scorn (8@po pév ovxét’ dvootda S1d0ig,
164), and he is correct.501

Unexpectedly, however, Achilles rejects Agamemnon’s offer. He says
to Odysseus that Agamemnon will not persuade him (o¥t’ &uey’ 'Atpeidnv
'Ayopépvove rerséuev olo, 9.315; 0084 ue reioer, 345; 000¢ xev dg £T1 Bopdv épov
neioel’” "Ayapéuvov, 386). He also sets out new terms, which have nothing to
do with the restoration of tiuf, under which he will return. Achilles says that
he will not return until Hector is at the ships of Achaeans:

AN’ Dueic Epxece xai ayyedinv dndoacte -

0V YOp npiv TOAEHOL0 HESTCONAL CIPATOEVTOG,
npiv ¥° viov [Tpidpoto daiigpovoe, “Extopa diov,
Mupuidévav éni te xAroiog kai vijog ixésBon

xteivovt’ 'Apyeiovg, xatd e spdon Tupt vijog.
(9.649-653)502

501The pév solitarium at 164 may be seen to refer to line 113 where
Nestor said that gifts and words should be used to persuade Achilles. But as
Hainsworth notes (Comm. III, 80-81), Nestor’s words at 163 ff. confirm that
Agamemnon is neglecting nothing, for he is restoring Achilles’ yépag and
offering him new honours as well, while pév solitarium is too regular an
occurrence to require an explanation.

502Because Agamemnon’s offer constitutes a complete restitution of
1, Achilles cannot declare that he will not come back until his Tiun is
restored. This declaration may be a traditional element in the motif. We see
Demeter do just this when she rejects the ambassadors’ preliminary offers,
saying she will not return to Olympus and end the famine until she sees her
daughter (330-333). Achilles also sets out the terms under which he will
return, and these are couched in language and phrasing reminiscent of the
hymn (cf. the use of a verb of refusal, fivaiveto [h. Dem. 330], coupled with
npiv [332, 333]), but they have nothing to do with the restoration of his tuf, for
this has just now been offered to him. The new terms also have little to do
" with the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern. In this passage, Homer may
well be using a conventional element of the wrath pattern, the iteration of
terms to the ambassadors, to look ahead to a new motif which will soon to
take precedence, the role of the surrogate, who, instead of Achilles, will halt
Hector’s attack on the Greek ships.
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After the failure of the ambassadors, no more embassies are sent to Achilles
because Agamemnon can offer him nothing more.

The immediate effect for the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern is
the delay of the return which should follow upon the (successful) embassy.
Achilles does not return until Book 19, and, although this is the final and
necessary element in the motif, thematically it comes not as the conclusion of
the wrath pattern, but as a result of the death of the substitute.

The pivotal moment for Patroclus comes at the beginning of Book 16,
when the hero’s tears and supplication (Aocsopevog, 16.3, 46) arouse sympathy
in Achilles (dxtipe, 5). Patroclus manages to break through Achilles’ anger
(008’ &po madg Nv / domepyds xexoAdoBo évi ppeciv, 60-61) and gains his
permission to replace him on the battlefield. Nagler points out that Patroclus
here plays a role in the wrath pattern, for he becomes the successful suppliant
who effects the hero’s return. In this capacity, he functions in much the same
way that Rhea does in the Hymn to Demeter and Cleopatra will do in the
story of Meleager’s withdrawal, for it is typically the person dearest to the
principal character who brings about his return. Kakridis argues that it is
normally a closely related female who effects the hero’s return, as in the two
examples just named.503 We may see a reflection of this in the Iliad when, at
the beginning of Book 16, Achilles asks Patroclus why he is weeping like

some young girl:

tinte Seddkpuoat, atpdxheec, ivte Kodpn
wnrin, 7| 0’ Guo pntpi Béovs’ avedéoBor avayet,
£lavoD ARTOpEVT), Kol T’ é0GUHEVTV KATEPUKEL,
Saxpudesoa 8 pv notidépxeta, Spp’ avéAntar-

S03HR 19-20; cf. also, Nagler, S&T 135.
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f {xedog, [Tdtpoxie, tépev kata daxpuov eiferc.
(16.7-11)

Thus, Patroclus plays a dual role in the development of the main narrative.
He is the successful suppliant as well as the surrogate. Paradoxically, the
return which his entreaty achieves is his own. Disguised as Achilles,
Patroclus returns to battle. Initially, everyone believes Achilles has returned.
When the Trojans see Patroclus on the battlefield, they turn in flight,
éAndpevor topd vodel toddkea InAeiova / unviBudv pév droppiyar, pldmmta &’
eéAécBo (16.281-282). However, by the time he is killed, everyone knows his
real identity.

The traditional form of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern has
undergone modification by the introduction of the substitute. We have seen
that the major consequence of this mingling of patterns is that Achilles
returns not once his T is restored, but as a result of the surrogate’s death,
which gives rise to a new grief and anger on his part, directed not against
Agamemnon, but against Hector who killed Patroclus.504

At the beginning of Book 19, Achilles calls another assembly. Everyone
comes, even those who do not normally attend, like the helmsmen and the
food distributors, oVvex’ 'AxiAdevg / éEcpavn, Snpodv O payme énéravt’ GAeyeviig
(19.45-46). Achilles announces that his wrath against Agamemnon and the
army is now at an end: viv &’ fitor pév &y nad® xoAov, ovdE 1i ue xpT / aokerimg
aiel peveouvépev (67-68). All the Achaeans rejoice at the announcement (ot &’

gxdpnoav ebxvipidec "Axonol / piiviv droewndvrog peyaBopov Mnlelwvog, 74-75).

504Nagy, Best of the Achaeans 94, notes that the same words &yog and
névBog are used to “designate the grief of Achilles over his loss of twuf (éxoc : I
188, XVI 52, 55; névBog : 1 362) ... and the grief of Achilles over his loss of
Patroklos (Gyog: XVIII 22, XXIII 47; révBog: XVIII 73).”
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Achilles” withdrawal has ended, but Agamemnon still insists, just as
Zeus did in the Hymn to Demeter, on giving Achilles the recompense he had
promised ten books earlier (& eﬁs}.m apéoan, ddpevon 1’ anepeiol’ &rowve,
19.138). However, with Patroclus dead, Briseis and the additional gifts have
no meaning for Achilles. Comparison with the Hymn to Demeter and the
rest of the assembly scene in Book 19 suggests that Homer deviates from the
conventional pattern of the motif here. Demeter accepted Zeus’ offer after
Persephone was returned; Agamemnon and Odysseus do not seem to
understand why Achilles does not care for the gifts which the king now offers
and which can only augment the hero’s honour. Odysseus insists that public
display and acceptance of the gifts is necessary:

& 8¢ ddpa aval avdpdv "Ayopiuvov
oicétm é¢ péoomyv ayopnyv, tva ndvteg "Axoiol
d¢Baipoicy 1dwot, oL 8 ppesi oficwv 1avBijg.505
(19.172-174)

Agamemnon too is insistent; the assembly cannot be dissolved until Achilles
accepts the gifts (188-191). Even Achilles, eager as he is to have this moment
finished and to be on the battlefield, acknowledges that this is proper
procedure ("Ayduepvov, / ddpa pév ai x’ £0Ancba tapacyéuev, o émekée, /1 T
éxénev, nopd ooi, 145-147). That Briseis and the gifts now have no significance
for Achilles is not so much an innovation in the wrath pattern as a result of
the intrusion of the new pattern of the substitute’s death.

At 19.241ff., the gifts and Briseis are presented to Achilles. Only after he

has accepted them can the assembly end, for this moment signals that

505The same verb is used to describe the effect which reconciliation has
on Demeter and Persephone: "Qg téte npdénav fuap dpéepova Bupdv xovear /
TOAAL P&’ GAANAwV kpadinv xai Bupdv faivov (434-435).
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Achilles has truly returned and is again part of his community, the Achaean
army. With the end of the assembly at 276, the wrath, withdrawal, and return

narrative that began in Book 1 also comes to an end.

C. The Wrath of Meleager

In Book 9 of the Iliad, Phoenix tells the story of Meleager’s wrath and
withdrawal as a paradigm for Achilles. Meleager withdraws in anger at his
mother from the fighting around the city of Calydon. This deprives the
Aetolians of their foremost warrior and, thereby, gives the upper hand to the
enemy, the Curetes. Things soon go so badly for the Aetolians that they
decide to supplicate the hero. Various embassies are sent to him, all offering
gifts if he will return to battle. Meleager refuses them all. When the city itself
is on fire and defeat imminent, the hero’s wife, Cleopatra, entreats him, and
out of pity for her, he relents and returns. Meleager drives the Curetes away
from Calydon; however, the Aetolians now give him no gifts. Phoenix
concludes that Achilles should not act like Meleager; he should not wait until
the Greek fleet is endangered. He should accept Agamemnon's gifts and
return immediately, for if he returns later and without gifts, like Meleager,
his Tyun will be less.

The use of the story of Meleager as a paradigm in the Iliad poses
obvious problems about the extent to which the myth has been adapted to fit

the situation at hand.5% For example, scholars have commented on the role

5060n the use of the Meleager story as a paradigm in the Iliad and the
possible adaptations to the immediate situation, see the following which I
found particularly useful from a large bibliography: Kakridis, HR 11-33;
Rosner 314-327; Nagy, Best of the Achaeans 105; March 27-46; Edwards, HPI
226-229; Held 245-261; Bremmer, “La Plasticité du mythe” 37-56; Morrison,

(cont.)
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that Althaea plays in Phoenix’ version. Her curse on her son appears to
contradict the well-known story of the brand wii:h which Meleager’s life is co-
eval. In addition, her presence in one of the embassies sent to her son seems
odd given that she cursed him because he had killed her brother on whose
behalf the Curetes are taking vengeance in attacking Calydon. The double
name, and lengthy digression on it, of Meleager’s wife, Cleopatra-Alcyone,
has also caused dismay among scholars. Many have investigated how details
such as these have perhaps been added to the Homeric account of Meleager’s
wrath and, consequently, the degree to which the traditional story itself has
been modified.507

I do not propose to enter into this debate, for, important as the issues
are with regard to the oral poet’s use of traditional source material and the
flexibility of that material, I am here concerned with an examination of the
structure of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern in the Homeric
version of the Meleager story. It may well be that significant parts of the
narrative are not traditional but have been invented by the poet to fit the
situation. Bremmer and March, for example, argue that Meleager’s wrath and
withdrawal have been invented by the poet. Both point to the different
narrative pace between the first part of the story, the boar hunt (529-549), and

Homeric Misdirection 119-124. For a bibliography of earlier scholarship, cf.
Heubeck, “Das Meleagros-Paradeigma in der Ilias” 13, n. 1. On mythological
innovation in Homer in general, cf. Willcock, “Mythological Paradeigmata”
141-154, especially 148-149 for the Meleager story, “Ad Hoc Invention in the
Iliad” 41-53, “"Homer, the Individual Poet” 11-18; Braswell 16-26; Lang 140-164;
Griffin, “The Epic Cycle”39-53; Edwards, HPI 61-70.

507Kakridis, for example, attempts to tease apart Phoenix” account to
reveal the plot of Homer’s Urtext, the lost Meleagris (HR 11-33).
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the second part, the withdrawal of the hero (550-598), as evidence of a non-

traditional story. Bremmer sums up the problem:

la premiére partie du récit de Phénix (529-549) est
prononcée de fagon trés rapide, reprenant de toute
évidence une histoire qui était fondamentalement
connue. La seconde partie (550-598) est racontée avec
beaucoup plus de détails — ce qui n’est pas surprenant si
l’auteur est en train de narrer une histoire peu connue.308

March also points out that Meleager’s wrath appears nowhere but in Homer

or sources which draw upon Homer:

Thus it is possible that Homer is innovating here; and this
possibility becomes a high probability when we consider
in detail this second part of the story which contains so
many close similarities between the situations of Meleager
and Achilles that it seems very likely that here in the tale
of the Embassy Homer has adapted the legend of Meleager
to parallel Achilles’ own situation as closely as possible, so
as the more urgently, in the person of Phoenix, to
persuade the hero to return to battle.509

If Meleager’s wrath is a Homeric innovation, this may, however, be
helpful in the examination of the motif. For, if Homer has invented details
to fit the situation, those details should conform to the pattern which is being
invoked. Even though the poet may not be working with traditional

mythological material, he is, nonetheless, working with a traditional pattern.

508Bremmer, “La Plasticité du mythe” 41.

509March 30. Bremmer argues that Meleager is first and foremost an
adolescent in Greek myth and that the story of the Calydonian Boar Hunt is
one of initiation. Once Homer transformed the dispute over the boar’s hide
into a full-fledged war, “il ne lui était plus possible de maintenir le statut
éphébique de Méléagre: les cités ne sont pas sauvées par des adolescents, mais
par des guerriers adultes” (“La Plasticité du mythe” 42). Sargent (217-223)
discusses the initiatory nature of the myth in detail, paying special attention
to the role of the maternal uncles, such as Althaea’s brother, in Greek
initiation myths in general.
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Meleager withdraws in anger to his own house and the company of his
wife, Cleopatra (tfi § ye ropxotédexto xdhov Buparyéa néocav, 565).510 Soon the
city itself is in danger (573-574), and embassies are sent to entreat the angry
hero.511 As in the Hymn to Demeter, numerous embassies are sent. First the
Aetolian elders and priests come, then Meleager’s father, mother, and sisters,

and finally his friends.512 The elders and priests offer the hero a gift

(brooydpuevor péya ddpov, 576); he may choose the choicest piece of land in

510The same expression is used of Achilles at 4.513 where Apollo
exhorts the Trojans, reminding them that Achilles is no longer fighting, GAA’
éni viyuot xohov Bupodyéa nécoet.

511Note the repeated use of verbs of beseeching: Alosovto, 574; Artdveve,
581; éAAicoovd’, 585; AMocet’, 591. It is also worth observing that several
embassies are sent to Meleager, as they were to Demeter. Achilles, on the
other hand, receives only one embassy. I believe, however, that what we see
in Iliad 9 is the compression of several embassies into one. Rosner (316-318)
has argued that the different embassies which are sent to Meleager parallel
the ambassadors sitting before Achilles. The elders who make the initial offer
of land to Meleager are paralleled by Odysseus who reports Agamemnon’s
offer of gifts. Phoenix, whose autobiography established his connection with
Achilles as a family member, finds his counterpart in Meleager’s relatives (cf.
especially lines 9.485-495). Thirdly, Ajax, who emphasizes his position as a
friend (cf. 630, 008 petatpéneton PrAdmTog ETaipav), is paralleled by the etaipot
of Meleager. By selecting for the same embassy ambassadors who can appeal
to Achilles from three different positions, the poet calls into play the idea of
multiple embassies without actually having to send them off one by one. Ct.
also Bannert, “Phoinix Jugend” 69-94.

512Kakridis (HR 19-24, 152-164) has written on what he calls “the
ascending scale of affection” in such embassies. Typically, he argues, the
friends of the hero should rank lower tharn his family, that is to say, they
should be among the first to come, with pressure on the hero increasing as
ever closer ambassadors entreat him. Their exalted presence here is meant to
parallel the presence of the friends who are sitting before Achilles at the very
moment Phoenix is telling Meleager’s story. Kakridis feels that the ascending
scale of affection also necessitates and accounts for the presence of the hero’s
mother among the ambassadors.
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Calydon for his own property (6nné6: métatov nediov KaAvdavog épavviig, / Evla
pw fiveyov tépevog nepikaliig EdécBor, 577-578).513

The offer which the ambassadors make to Meleager differs in two
important ways from those we have examined in the cases of Demeter and
Achilles. Firstly, there is no mention of restitution of twu1, for Meleager has
not been deprived of his Ty in any tangible way, which may be a sign of the
story’s adaptation to the wrath of Achilles. Secondly, there is no overt
mention of new Tipai. Here, however, an examination of the nature of the
gift of land which is offered to Meleager proves significant.

In the famous exchange between Sarpedon and Glaucus in Iliad 12,
Sarpedon asks his friend why they risk their lives in battle. The reason he
gives is the honour which the community bestows on its warrior kings:

IM\odke, Tin 6N vl tetpecBa pdAiota

£dpn 1€ xpéasiv te 10€ mAeiorg derdecorv

év Avkin, ravreg 8¢ Beovg g eicopowot,

xai tépevoc vepdpesto péyo ZdvBoro nap’ Sxbog,

x&Aov gutaAific kai dpodpng TV PoPOPOL;
(12.310-314)

Kings are accorded honour in their community in two tangible ways: the

pride of place at public festivals and symposia and the choicest tépevog in the

district. In Book 6, Glaucus recounts the story of his ancestor, Bellerophon.

513At 598, Phoenix refers to gifts (1® 8’ obkén ddp’ étédesoav), although
earlier Meleager had been offered only one gift. Phoenix’ use of the plural
comes at the end of his speech when he is exhorting Achilles not to be like
Meleager who eventually returned to the fighting but received no gifts.
Achilles should return now and receive the gifts on offer ( AL’ éni ddpwv /
£pxeo, 602-603). Therefore, the use of the plural at 598 could well be meant to
further the parallel between the two heroes, at the point when Phoenix ends
his account.
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After Bellerophon had demonstrated his valour for the king of Lycia, the king
married him to his daughter:
8idov &’ 8 ye Quyatépa 1iv,
ddxe 8¢ ot Tufic BaciAnidog fiov ndong:

kol pév ot Avkiot tépevog Topov EEoxov GAAwV.
(6.192-194)

Bellerophon, as the king’s son-in-law, receives half the kingdom and the best
téuevog. In Book 20, Achilles taunts Aeneas by asking him if he thinks that, as
a reward for killing Achilles, the Trojans will honour him with the best
TEUEVOG: '

1 o ye Bupog époi payéoacBon dvadyer

éAnduevov Tpaoeosor avaely inrodapotst

tiufi tig [Iprapov; ...

7 vo ti 101 Tpdeg téuevog tduov EEoxov dAAwv,

KaAOV QUTOALTG KoL Apovpns, OQpa vEuNat,

ol Kev EUE KTEIVNG;

(20.179-186)

All three passages show that having an outstanding téuevog in one’s
community is a powerful symbol of tiufi. They also demonstrate a close
connection between kingship and the possession of such a téuevog. This is
frequently the case in both the Iliad and the Odyssey. Kings, or those hoping
to be kings, and gods are overwhelmingly the possessors of téuevn.514
Therefore, when Meleager is offered the best téuevog in Calydon, he is being

offered tiun} which he did not possess before, iy which is normally reserved

for the most powerful individual in the community, the king.

514For téuevog connected with kings cf. II. 18.550; Od. 6.293, 17.299. For

the gods and their téuevn cf. Il. 2.696, 8.48, 23.148; Od. 8.363; h. Aph. 59; h. Ap.
88.
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Like Achilles and Demeter, Meleager refuses the ambassadors (aiA’ 008’
®c 10D Bupodv évi omBesowv EnerBov, 587). His initial refusal to return, however,
is not due to the reason which I argued was the conventional one, the one
cited by Demeter who refuses to return until her daughter and her tun are
restored. Achilles’ refusal to return after the offer to restore his tTiun had been
made was, I argued, contrary to the traditional narrative development of the
wrath pattern and, at least in part, a result of the introduction of the motif of
the substitute. In the case of Meleager, no offer of a restoration of Tiuf is made
because he is not deprived of any tangible T1p11.515 More importantly,
however, the function of Meleager’s wrath as a paradigm determines its
development. Meleager refuses the ambassadors because Achilles is doing so
at this very moment. Meleager will eventually return to the fighting because
Achilles also will. Meleager is eventually reconciled with the Calydonians by
the person closest to him, his wife, Cleopatra, because Achilles too will relent
when faced with the pleas of the person he holds dearest.516

However, the story of Meleager’s wrath also develops in a way that is
in keeping with the traditional pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return.
Therefore, Meleager also refuses the ambassadors, as Demeter did, because

this is a traditional feature of the motif. Moreover, the hero’s wife is the

515Because there has been no loss of Tiuf, Meleager cannot set the
conditions for his return as being dependent on its restoration. Nonetheless,
his return is marked by the same phraseology that occurred in the Demeter
story and in Achilles’ response to Odysseus:
AN’ 008’ bg 10D Buudy évi ethBesory EnerBov
npiv v’ dte 81 B&dhopog nox’ éB&AeTO.
(9.587-588)
516Cf. Rosner 324-326; March 32-33; Bremmer, “La Plasticité du mythe”
41-42.
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successful suppliant because she is the person closest to him, as both Rhea to
Demeter and Patroclus to Achilles.

Meleager, however, does not receive the gifts which he had earlier
been promised (t® 8’ ovxéti d@p’ €réhecoav, 598). This is odd, for we saw that
gifts and tipadi played an important part in the returns of both Demeter and
Achilles. Some scholars have argued that Meleager does not receive his gifts
because he died very soon after his return, as a result of his mother’s curse.517
But the simplest explanation is that mention of Meleager’s death would be
inappropriate in Phoenix’ narrative. For Meleager is meant to serve as a
negative paradigm for Achilles. Achilles should not act like Meleager and
refuse the ambassadors’ offer. He should accept their gifts and return at once.
Meleager refused the ambassadors, but in the end returned to battle anyway.
At that time, for whatever reason, the Aetolians would not give him any
gifts. The suggestion that Meleager died before he could receive the gifts,
rather than that the Aetolians refused to give them, would undermine
Phoenix’ use of the story as a negative paradigm. The point which Phoenix
stresses is that Meleager returns but is refused the earlier offer of gifts. This is

the relevant climax of what is a cautionary tale for Achilles.518

517Kakridis, HR 13; Schadewaldt, Iliasstudien 141. It is worth noting
that the earliest references to Meleager’s death make no mention of Althaea
as the cause of her son’s death, either in connection with a curse or the more
famous firebrand. In the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women and in the Minyas,
Meleager dies at the hands of Apollo. Cf. Hesiod, fr. 25 MW, discussed by
March 41-42 and Bremmer, “La Plasticité du mythe” 43.

518Morrison, Homeric Misdirection 122, sees an interesting parallel
between the denial of gifts to Meleager and Achilles” reluctant acceptance of
gifts in Book 19. Athena promises that Achilles will receive compensation
for his treatment by Agamemnon (1.212-214). Zeus swears to Thetis that
Achilles will be honoured (1.508-530). These divine predictions lead the
audience to expect that he will receive gifts and honours. Ironically,

(cont.)
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Meleager’s failure to be compensated upon his return is a breach of the
conventional narrative development of the wrath, withdrawal, and return
pattern. What we see here is that the pattern which was used by the poet as a
paradigm for Achilles is in its final phase modified so that the story can serve
Phoenix’ rhetorical purposes. In spite of this, however, we do see most of the

major elements of the pattern in the Iliadic version of the Meleager story.

D. The Wrath of Hera

The final example of a wrath, withdrawal, and return narrative I wish
to examine before returning to Paris occurs in a digression in the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo. Near the site where Apollo is laying out the foundations
for his temple at Pytho is a spring in which a she-dragon dwells whom
Apollo kills (302-303). We are told that this is the same dragon who received
the infant Typhaon from Hera and reared him. Hera conceived and bore him
herself out of anger at Zeus who had given birth to Athena from his head
and, thereby, offended the goddess’ Ty as the wife of Zeus. Hera intends for
her child to be stronger than Zeus to the same degree that Zeus was stronger
than Cronus.

This digression has been frequently condemned as a late interpolation
into the text of the hymn, principally because the poet appears to be adapting
the story of Typhoeus from Hesiod’s Theogony (820-880).51% Typhoeus was

however, when these are finally given to him, the death of Patroclus has
made them meaningless. Thus, in one sense, Achilles, like Meleager,
returns, but returns too late to receive anything that he values for his efforts.
519Cf. Clay (Politics of Olympus 64, n. 145) who gives a bibliography of
those who condemn the passage as an interpolation. More recently scholars
have attempted to interpret the Hera-Typhaon passage as a thematically

(cont.)
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the offspring of a malevolent Gaea and served as the final threat Zeus had to
overcome before he could firmly establish his kingship. Janko, however, has
shown that there are no linguistic grounds for supposing that the digression
is an interpolation by another poet.520 Moreover, Stesichorus too made
Typhaon the son of Hera, not of Gaea, indicating that this version existed in
the sixth century and may even have been part of a group of myths which
characterize Hera as the opponent of Zeus’ rule, a figure analogous to Gaea,
the enemy of the status quo in the Theogony.521

The similarities between Hera and Gaea in these two accounts accord

with Hera’s origins as an earth goddess. Archaeological excavations of her

integral part of the hymn; cf. Clay, Politics of Olympus 63-74; Miller 82-94;
Thalmann, Conventions 70-71.
520Janko, Homer, Hesiod, and the Hymns 118-119. Typhaon and
Typhoeus are equivalent forms denoting the same character in both the
Theogony (306, 820ff.) and the Hymn to Apollo (306, 352, 367). On the
variants of the name, cf. West, Theogony 252, 380.
521Gtesichorus, fr. 239 (PMG): Tvpwei¢- ‘Hotlodog adtov I'ig yeveadoyel,

Tmoiyopog 8¢ “Hpog pdvng katd pvnoikaxiov Atdg texovong avtov. Typhoeus is
mentioned only once in Homer, in a simile at the end of the catalogue of
ships:

yaio &’ brestevale Al ¢ TEpRIKEPOLOVE

yxwopéva, ote T’ auet Tuewél yalav ipacon

eiv "Apipoic, 6601 paci Tvpwéog Eppevon edVAg:

(2.781-783) -

The mythical Arimoi seem to have been situated in Cilicia (cf. Leaf, Iliad I,
108). Pindar says that Typhaon was raised in a Cilician cave (Pythian 1.16-17;
cf. Pythian 8.16). Aeschylus also situates him in Cilicia (PV 351-352), and calls
him ynyevii (PV 351), which would seem to indicate that he thought of him as
the offspring of Gaea. That Typhoeus’ one appearance in Homer is in
connection with a simile describing the earth may indicate that Homer too
conceived of him as Gaea’s, and not Hera’s, child. Moreover, the tradition
which saw him as Gaea’s child may also have associated him, or at least his
birth, with Cilicia. If this is so, then Pindar and Aeschylus too think of him as
Gaea’s child. Cf. Gantz 49-51 on the various early sources for
Typhaon/Typhoeus.
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cult centres at Samos and Argos, dating from at least the eighth century,
reveal that she was worshipped as a fertility goddess.>?2 The [liad too seems
to preserve vestiges of Hera as an earth goddess. The Aid¢ &ndm of Book 14 is
generally agreed to be a reworking of the myth of the iepog yéuog.52
Moreover, she is the god in the Iliad most closely associated with chthonic
powers. She is the only one to swear by the river Styx or to mention the
Titans (14.271-279, 15.36-40). The story Zeus tells at the beginning of Book 15
of Hera suspended between heaven and earth by a golden chain with anvils
hung from her feet may also refer to some earlier cosmic struggle between sky
god and earth goddess.>24

In the Theogony, Hera gives birth parthenogenetically to Hephaestus as
an angry response to the birth of Athena from the head of Zeus:
adtog &’ éx xepoAiig YAavkdnido yeivar’ "ABAvny,
dewviv éypexidoiov AYESTPATOV GTPLTAOVYY,
nétviav, fi kéAadoi te &dov mdAepol te payan e
“Hpn &’ “Hopaistov xAutdv oV erAdTnTt pryeioo

yeivaro, ki {apévnoe xai fipioev @ mapaxoity.
(924-928)

522Cf. O’Brien, Transformation 17-76 and 113-166 for the evidence from
Samos and Argos, respectively; cf. also Farnell, Cults I, 181-192.

523Cf. Whitman, “Hera’s Anvils” 37-38; O’Brien, Transformation 95-96;
Janko, Comm. IV, 171-172 (with bibliography); and Muellner, The Anger of
Achilles 5-7. According to Whitman (38), Hera’s lustral purification, her
borrowing of Aphrodite’s xeotdg ipudg, and the magical growth of flowers
during the union with Zeus are all appropriate to the iepog yépog (Il. 14.170ff.).

524Cf. O’Brien, Transformation 95-103; Whitman, “Hera’s Anvils” 37-
42; Janko, Comm. IV, 229-231. O’Brien, in connection with this story, notes
that the only two gods whom Zeus lashes are Typhaon and Hera (cf. II. 2.782,
indoon of Typhaon and 15.17 ipdoce of Hera): “a strange way to treat one’s
wife, one might say, but a lashing with thunderbolts is a perfect punishment
for a sky god to inflict on an earth goddess plotting insurrection”
(Transformation 100).
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The circumstances of Hephaestus’ birth are, of course, the same as those of
Typhaon in the Hymn to Apollo and may indicate that one story is modelled
on the other, though we cannot say which one is earlier. However, the
Hesiodic passage does represent Hera as angry with Zeus, seemingly because
of an offense against her T as his wife. Again, her response is revenge. One
might even say that the crippled god she gives birth to is also a monster like
Typhoeus. Moreover, parthenogenetic birth is normally associated with an
earth goddess. In this regard, it is worth remembering that in Homer
Hephaestus is the child of Hera and Zeus.

The b scholia to Iliad 11.783 preserve a curious story in which Gaea,
who is angry over the death of the Giants, complains to Hera about Zeus.
Hera goes to Cronus from whom she receives two eggs smeared with his
semen which she buries in the ground at Arimon in Cilicia. From these eggs,
Typhaon is born. Hera, however, relents and reveals all to Zeus, who smites
Typhaon with his thunderbolt. The T scholia to Iliad 14.296 tells us that Hera
bore Prometheus, another enemy of Zeus, having conceived him by the giant,
Eurymedon.525

Finally, in the Theogony, the union of Typhaon and Echidna results in
numerous monsters. Among them is the Hydra of Lerna which Hera rears
out of anger at Heracles. Heracles kills it with the help of Athena (314-318), in

~ a story which has two children of Zeus, whose very existence is an affront to

525Kirk, Raven, and Schofield (The Presocratic Philosophers 59-60)
argue for the antiquity of the myth about Hera and Cronus on the grounds
that it contains Orphic elements. Cf. also West, Theogony 380; Potscher 95-
103; and Clay, Politics of Olympus 67, n. 157.
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Hera’s tyun as the wife of Zeus, working in conjunction.526 Echidna also gives
birth, apparently in union with Typhaon as well, to the Nemean lion whom
Hera also reared and who was also killed by Heracles (Theogony, 326-332).527
Since Nemea and Lerna are both in the vicinity of the Argolid, which was the
centre of Hera’s worship, these stories presumably reflect local legend.>28 The
epic tradition regularly presents Hera as the mother or nurse of monsters
whom she rears out of anger at Zeus for his affronts to her tiun as his wife.
Therefore, the portrayal of Hera in the Hymn to Apollo as an earth
goddess possessed of chthonic powers and opposed to the rule of Zeus may
well have been traditional. The Iliad, for all that it presents us with a rather
more subdued and civilized Hera, nonetheless preserves a tradition in which
the depiction of the marriage between the two supreme gods remains
frequently tense and even violent. In fact, it is not the hymn poet’s account of
Hera as mother of Typhaon which should surprise us, but Hesiod’s claim that
it was Gaea who bore the last and greatest enemy of Zeus. For, as West notes,
“Gaia’s part in producing an enemy to Zeus’ régime is at variance with her

benevolence toward Zeus in the rest of the Theogony.”52% On the other hand,

526The hymn poet’s story of Typhaon as Hera’s angry response to the
illegitimate birth of Athena finds a striking counterpart in Hesiod’s account of
the Hydra who is born to Typhaon, nursed by Hera (with the roles of divine
parent and monstrous nurse neatly reversed) and killed by one bastard child
of Zeus through the counsels of the same bastard child who initially caused
the birth of Typhaon.

527Bacchylides also has Hera rear the Nemean Lion (Ode 9.6-9);
moreover, in Pindar, Hera sends two serpents to kill the infant Heracles in
his crib; the babe, of course, kills them (Nem. 1.34-47). Apollodorus claims
that it was Hera who sends the Sphinx to Thebes with its famous riddle
(3.5.8).

5280'Brien, Transformation 95.

529West, Theogony 381.
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in Homer, as well as the in the Hymn to Apollo, Hera’s attitude toward Zeus’
rule can never be described as benevolent. Therefore, it should not surprise
us that she would produce a child to usurp his place.

The hymn poet introduces the digression by telling us that Hera bore
Typhaon in anger at Zeus (xoAwoauévn Al natpi, 307), when he gave birth to

Athena from his head. Hera announces her wrath and her intentions to the

assembled gods:

718 olya yoMdoato nétvia “Hpn
119¢ xoi &ypopévoror uet’ dBavdrtoron Eene-
KEXALTE pev, ndvteg te Beol naocal te Bécvon
ac &’ arudlewv Gpyer vepeAnyepéta Zeug
Tp@dTog, nei u’ &Aoyov notcato kédv’ eldviov-
xai vOv vosev éuelo téke yAavk@dmy "ABnvnv.

(309-314)

ridc ETANG 010g TeKéELY YAoUKATS’ 'Advnv;

oVK &V £Y® TEKOUNV; KO OT) KEKANUEVT EUnng

fla p’ év dBavdtoroty ot odpovov edpbdv Exovot. 325

epaleo vOv uf tol TL kaxdv pRticon’ onicow-  325a

Kol VOV [LEV TOL £YM TEYVNGOMOL (OC KE YEVTITOL

naic Euog ¢ xe Beoiot petanpénor dBavdtoioty,

oUte 0OV aloyivas’ iepdv Aéxog obt’ Euov alThg

oVAE 101 elg £OVTV rWANOOUOL, GAL’ Ao GElO

mAGBev odoo Beoiot petéscopot dBovdtoiov.
(323-330)

Hera is angered because Zeus has dishonoured her (éu’ atiuélerv, 312), as he

dishonoured Demeter and as Agamemnon dishonoured Achilles.530 Hera

530Hera’s announcement of her wrath against Zeus takes place under
the same conditions as does Achilles’ announcement, at an assembly at which
the whole community is present, the Olympian gods (&ypouévoiot pet’
aBavdtoior, 310) and the Achaean army (&yopivde kaAhéscoto Aaov "AxiAiel, II.
1.54).
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says that Zeus has taken away her tiuf} as his wife, a crucial component of
which is to bear his children. In an ironic use of a key phrase in the wrath,
withdrawal, and return motif, the hymn poet has Hera say that Zeus
contrived this dishonour against her apart from her (véoou €peio, 314), just as
he made his plans to marry Persephone to Hades véowv Anufitepog (h. Dem. 4).
The use is ironic for now Hera will separate herself from Zeus (ano6 o€io /
™mAdBev, 229-230).

Hera says, however, that she will continue to have relations with the
immortal gods (Beoisct petéscopon aBavarois, 330), seeming to imply that she
is only withdrawing from Zeus. This turns out not to be the case. In
separating herself from Zeus, she withdraws from the entire Olympian
community, as the poet in facts says, “Qg €inove’ drnovécor edv xie ywouévn nep
(331). The gods she refers to at line 330 must be the only ones that she does
have contact with after the assembly is dissolved, the Titans, Gaea and
Uranus.

Thus in Hera’s speech, we see the first two elements of the wrath,
withdrawal, and return motif: the principal character is dishonoured by the
leader of her community; she becomes angry and announces her withdrawal.

The nature of Hera's revenge differs from what we have seen in the
three stories already examined. Normally, the principal character’s
withdrawal is his/her revenge, for the withdrawal results in the community’s
loss of the withdrawn character’s unique skills. Without these, the
community is brought to the brink of disaster and must send gift-laden
embassies to effect a reconciliation. Hera’s withdrawal and her revenge are,

however, separate. She withdraws and prays to Gaea, Uranus and the Titans
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to grant her a son apart from Zeus, but in no way weaker than Zeus (86te
naido / véopr Arde, undév T Biny émbevéa xeivovu, 337-338).531 By bearing a son
stronger than Zeus, Hera demonstrates that Zeus cannot dishonour her
without catastrophic consequences.

Her revenge upon Zeus is, of course, appropriate, for she bears a child
parthenogenetically, just as Zeus did. The birth must be parthenogenetic for
another reason as well. Zeus offended against Hera’s tiu1 as his wife by
bearing Athena apart from her. Her desire for revenge, however, must be
accomplished without her dishonouring herself through an adulterous
liaison.

Because Hera’s withdrawal is not, strictly speaking, her revenge, no
embassies are sent to her. In the stories of Demeter, Achilles, and Meleager
embassies are sent in order to persuade the withdrawn one to return to his
community because his very absence threatens the survival of that
community. In these three stories, the revenge of the withdrawn party is
passive — all that is needed is a withdrawal of services to the community.
With Hera, this is not the case; her absence alone does not threaten the gods.

It is her actions during her absence that pose this threat. Instead of sending

531Hera’s prayer is preceded and followed by an image of her striking
the ground with the flat of her hand, presumably to gain the attention of the
chthonic deities to whom she addresses herself (xeipi xatanpnvel &’ éAace
¥86va, 333; Tnace xB6va xeipi naxein, 340). Lowenstam (The Death of Patroklos
68-73) and O’Brien (Transformation 96) note that the behaviour is meant to
invoke the aid of the chthonic gods in the destruction of an enemy. As such
it is particularly appropriate to Hera as an earth goddess in the Hymn to
Apollo. Althaea makes the same gesture when she calls upon Hades and
Persephone to kill her son (roAld& 8 xai yolav moAveopPnv xepoiv droice, II.
9.568).
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embassies to entreat the goddess to return, other measures must be taken to
thwart her active plans to destroy Zeus.

Hera becomes pregnant. She keeps away from Zeus and spends the
year in her temple delighting in the sacrifices which her human subjects
bring.532 At the end of the year, she gives birth to Typhaon and entrusts him
to the dragon whom Apollo kills. The digression ends at this point, as it
began with the dragon receiving the infant from Hera.

When revenge and withdrawal are one and the same, the appropriate
means to bring about reconciliation is through embassies and gifts, because
the only thing that matters is to bring about the return of the withdrawn
party. Since the two elements are separate here, embassies would serve no
purpose; Hera could return, but Typhaon would still exist. Zeus’ response to
Hera’s revenge is the only appropriate one. He must destroy Typhaon, rather
than try to appease Hera. Therefore, as a result of the separation of the
withdrawal and the revenge, the wrath pattern ends here with the goddess’s
withdrawal. Embassies would serve no purpose, and, without embassies,
there can be no reconciliation and return, for this is the function which
embassies serve. In this way, the hymn poet’s story of Hera and Typhaon
serves as an attenuated example of the pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and
return. The goddess is angered; she withdraws; but, her actions during her
period of absence preclude the possibility that the story can end with her
return to her community. Presumably she does return; however, once

Typhaon is born, the story must find its climax elsewhere.

532Note that Demeter also spends a year withdrawn in her temple (k.
Dem. 301-306).
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E. Conclusion

The wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern. has been shown to have a
recognizably consistent, though somewhat malleable, form. In the four cases
we have examined, the principal character’s wrath and withdrawal are
triggered by an affront to his 1, in the form of the loss of someone or
something dear, at the hands of the king. Agamemnon strips Achilles of his
vépag when he takes Briseis. Zeus offends Demeter’s Tiuf when he arranges,
without her consent, a marriage between Persephone and Hades. Zeus also
offends Hera’s Tyuf] by himself giving birth to Athena. The case of Meleager is
a bit more complicated, perhaps because this was not traditionally a wrath,
withdrawal, and return story, but was made into one in order to serve as a
parallel to the main narrative of the Iliad. This could account for the odd way
in which the pattern is introduced. It is not Meleager who is deprived of
someone dear, rather it is Meleager who deprives Althaea of someone dear,
her brother. This may have been a traditional element in Meleager’s story
and one that Homer could not change, but only adapt, somewhat awkwardly,
to a new story of the hero’s wrath and withdrawal.

The hero/goddess feels grief as a result of this deprivation. Typically,
this is signaled by the noun éyog and its verbal derivatives. Both Demeter
and Achilles feel &xog. In the Meleager story, the &yog is transferred to
Althaea, since it is she who has suffered the loss. In the attenuated wrath
narrative in the Hymn to Apollo, &xoc is not mentioned.

In addition to grief, the hero/goddess soon feels anger, most frequently
indicated by the noun x6Aog and its cognates. At this point, the withdrawal
occurs. Here the key word is voogt or its verbal counterpart voogifopor. The
two goddesses withdraw into their temples; the two heroes to their quarters,

where they find the companionship of the person to whom each is closest,
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Patroclus for Achilles, Cleopatra for Meleager. The absence of such a
companion for the two goddesses is probably due to the fact that they
withdraw from Olympus which constitutes a withdrawal from their closest
relatives.

The withdrawal amounts to an act of vengeance, for it removes from
the community something essential to its survival which the goddess/hero
alone contributed. Consequently, the withdrawal results in devastation for
the community. The Achaeans are on the verge of being defeated by the
Trojans, and the Aetolians by the Curetes. Demeter’s withdrawal results in a
famine which will annihilate the human race and deprive the gods of the
Tipn they receive from humans.

To forestall the destruction of the community, the offending king
sends ambassadors to entreat, persuade, and offer gifts and new tuai. Here
the verbs Aiccopon or Aitdavevo and neiBo are frequently used. Typically, the
injured party refuses the ambassadors and sets out the conditions for his/her
return, which amount to the restoration of the tiuf} which was initially taken
away.

In fact, only in the Hymn to Demeter do we find all of these elements,
which may indicate that the version which the hymn poet relates is the oldest
account we possess of a traditional wrath, withdrawal, and return narrative.
In the Iliad, one embassy comes to Achilles and tries to persuade him to
return with an offer of gifts, new twuai, and the return of his old twufi. Achilles
can have no legitimate reason, within the confines of the motif, to refuse the
offer; nonetheless, he does. At the level of the poem’s narrative structure, I
argued that his refusal resulted from the introduction of Patroclus as the
substitute. In the Iliadic story of Meleager, the hero refuses the various
ambassadors who offer him a new gift. This is typical; however, Meleager
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cannot, like Demeter, set conditions for his return because he was not the one
who was deprived of anything dear to him. This element of the pattern was
transferred to Althaea.

The goddess’s or hero’s anger and withdrawal should come to an end
with the restoration of tipn. This happens in the Hymn to Demeter; once
Persephone is returned, Demeter ends her withdrawal. Her reconciliation
with Zeus and her return to the Olympian community is effected by her
mother, Rhea. This too appears to be conventional: the person closest to the
withdrawn character effects his/her return. Usually this figure is female. In
the case of Achilles, we saw that the motif of the substitute prevents the
hero’s return, even after Agamemncn offers to return Briseis. Homer
combines the patterns of the substitute and wrath, withdrawal, and return in
his use of Patroclus. For it is the substitute, who is also the person closest to
the hero, who achieves his return. In the story of Meleager, because the
initial loss and the withdrawal are connected with different characters, the
restoration of tiun plays no part in the hero’s return. However, his return is
accomplished by the person dearest to him, his wife.

In the following and concluding section, I shall examine the scene in
Book 6 where Hector accuses Paris of being absent from battle because of
wrath. Having isolated the various elements which make up the wrath
pattern, we are now in a position to see if such a story pattern played a role in

the composition of this scene.

Y i d Wrath, Withdrawal, and Return P m
When Hector enters Paris’ house, he finds his brother in his
bedchamber tending to his armour and in the company of Helen (6.313ff.). He
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has come to persuade Paris to return to the battlefield, as he had said to
Hecuba shortly before.533 Hector attributes Paris’ absence from battle to x6Aog
(326). We have not heard of Paris’ x6Aog before now, and learn nothing about
Hector’s reasons for ascribing it to his brother. Moreover, he refers Paris’
wrath as y6Aov 16vd’. As I said earlier (n. 435 above), the force of the
demonstrative adjective is probably deictic and implies that Paris’ wrath is
readily discernible and well-known to the two brothers, for it receives, and
appears to need, no further qualification than a simple tévde. Hector then
explains why Paris’ x6Aog is a negative thing. The people are perishing about
the city while Paris sits nursing his anger (327-328). At this moment of crisis,
Hector has come to urge Paris to return to the fighting, to save the city from
enemy fire (331). Paris responds to his brother that he does not feel x6Ao¢ (or
vépeoic), but rather &yog (335-336), and that Helen has just now persuaded him
with gentle words to return to the battlefield (337-338). The colloquy ends
with Paris telling Hector to be on his way, that he will don his armour and
follow him directly (340-341).

This scene contains, whole or in part, the second, third, fourth and fifth
elements of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern as I have delineated
them above (p. 263): grief, anger and withdrawal; devastation; the dispatch of
embassies; and reconciliation. The hero is thought to have withdrawn as a
result of y6Aoc. This x6Aog is connected by Paris with &yog, albeit so as to deny
the presence of one over the other (element 2). It is worth noting that the
withdrawal itself is conventionally ascribed to x6Aog, not &xog, just as Hector

assumes it has in the present case. Demeter first feels &xoc when Persephone

53326 8t ITéprv petededoopa, Sppo kahécoo, / ai k’ E08Anc’ eirdvtog
axovépev (6. 280-281).
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is abducted, but it is not until she feels x6Ao¢ that she withdraws. Achilles too
withdraws in anger. Meleager feels only x6Aog, as the dxog has been
transferred to Althaea. In the aborted wrath, withdrawal, and return
narrative of the Hymn to Apollo, Hera too feels only x6Aog.

The result of the hero’s withdrawal is the devastation of his
community (element 3). Hector emphasizes that this is precisely what is
happening to the Trojan army. The men are perishing in the battle about the
city, and the city itself is in danger of being destroyed. Kakridis sees a link
between Hector’s words and the danger facing the Calydonians due to
Meleager’s withdrawal. His city too is on fire when Meleager ends his
withdrawal (9.588-589). Kakridis concluded that this was evidence of the
poet’s use of a now lost “Meleagris” epic in shaping the scene between Hector
and Paris.534 [ have argued, instead, that the situation the Calydonians and
the Trojans find themselves in is a typical element of the story pattern which
the poet is using. Demeter does not return to Olympus until the famine
caused by her withdrawal almost wipes out the human race. Achilles says to
the ambassadors that he will not return to battle until the ships of the
Achaeans are on fire and his own ships are in danger (9.650-655).

In response to the imminent danger in which the community finds
itself, ambassadors are sent to the hero to entreat him to return to battle and
ward off destruction (element 4). Hector, here in Book 6, appears to function
as an ambassador come to persuade Paris to return. As Paris’ brother, he

would be a typical choice for ambassador. Meleager and Demeter are both

534HR 46-49.
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entreated by close family members, and Phoenix stands in for the absent
family of Achilles.

As it turns out, Hector’s plea is superfluous, for Helen has already
entreated Paris successfully. This too is probably conventional; the hero’s
return is effected by the person closest to him, most frequently a female.
Demeter’s mother urges the goddess to accept Zeus’ gifts and go with her back
to Olympus. Meleager’s wife brings about his return. Patroclus effects both
the surrogate and the actual return of Achilles.

At the beginning of Book 7, we see Paris return, with his brother, to the
battlefield. The poet emphasizes in a simile how welcome to the beleaguered

Trojans is the sight of the two brothers returning:

g 8¢ Bedg vadtnow ésABopévoroty Edwkev

odpov, énel ke xdpactv ebEéatg EAdmor

n6vTov EAabvovieg, kaudto & brd Yuio AéAvvrad,

&g &pa 1o Tpdesoiv EeAdopévorst pavitmyv.
(7.4-7)

In the last part of the wrath, withdrawal, and return motif, the return of the
hero averts the community’s destruction. This is the case in the stories of
Achilles, Meleager, and Demeter. To what extent, if any, is it also the case
when Paris returns? We saw that in Books 4 to 6 the tide of battle had turned
against the Trojans. Hector goes to Troy to instruct his mother to lead a
procession of Trojan women to the citadel to entreat Athena to put an end to
the onslaught of Diomedes, but the goddess rejects their prayers (&véveve 6¢
M&AAag 'ABAvn, 6.311). In the very next scene, Hector goes to Paris” house to
entreat him to return to battle. The juxtaposition of the two scenes is
interesting. The Trojan women ask Athena for help; she refuses. Hector asks
Paris; he accepts. With the return of Paris, the tide of battle changes in the

Trojans’ favour. Paris’ words to Hector prove themselves true: vikn 6’
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énapeiPetar &vdpag (339). By the end of Book 8, Trojan successes have been
such that for the first time in the course of the war, the Trojans are able to
bivouac on the plain. For the Greeks, the crisis is such that ambassadors are
sent to the withdrawn Achilles. When Achilles rejects the embassy, the
Achaeans are forced to continue the fighting. Book 11 is the turning point.
Five Greek leaders are wounded: Agamemnon by Antenor’s son, Ko6n (248-
253), Odysseus by Sokos (434-438), Diomedes by Paris (369-378), Machaon by
Paris (504-507), and Eurypylus by Paris (579-583). The Achaean army is
seriously disabled and Paris has played the principal role in bringing this
about.

We should also remember that as Achilles sees Nestor conveying
Machaon from the battlefield, he dispatches Patroclus to confirm the identity
of the wounded man (607- 614). Patroclus goes to Nestor’s tent where the old
councilor first proposes the idea that, if Achilles is still unwilling to return to
battle, he should at least let Patroclus do so wearing his commander’s armour
(793-800). Paris’ success ir. Book 11 sets in motion one of the principal
narrative sequences in the poem.

With so many Greek leaders disabled, the Trojans gain the upper hand.
By the end of Book 12, they break through the Achaean wall; at the end of
Book 15, they attack the ships themselves. This is Hector’s most glorious
moment in the poem thus far, and also the event which will result in
Patroclus’, and therefore, Achilles’, return to the fighting. It is Paris’ successes
on the battlefield in Book 11, more than Hector’s, Aeneas’, or Sarpedon’s,
which prove to be decisive in bringing the Trojans to the brink of victory, and
thereby fulfilling the promise Zeus made to Thetis in Book 1. In this way, the

return of Paris to the battlefield is a crucial event for the Trojans.
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In summary, four of the five structural elements of the wrath,
withdrawal, and return motif are present, some albeit in attenuated form, in
the scene between Paris and Hector and its aftermath. The grief and anger of
the hero are both discussed, and his withdrawal from the fighting variously
attributed to them (second element). His withdrawal coincides with the
military crisis facing the Trojans on account of Diomedes’ successes (third
element). Hector comes to persuade Paris to return; Helen has already
entreated her husband successfully (fourth element). With Paris’ return the
destruction of the city is averted and the Trojans gain the military upper hand
(fifth element).

Thus, it appears that, in composing the scene between Hector and Paris
in Book 6, Homer used the basic structure of the wrath, withdrawal, and
return pattern. Does this mean that he was adapting a traditional wrath story
attached to Paris? Although this is a tempting conclusion, it must remain in
the realm of conjecture. Two things, however, might serve to strengthen this
conjecture. The first is the Trojan assembly at the end of Book 7, the second
the general thematic purpose of many of the events narrated from the end of
Book 2 through Book 7.

The Trojan assembly is of interest here because it is the only place in
the Iliad where Paris actually does display anger. At the end of the first day’s
fighting, Antenor proposes that Helen and her possessions be returned to the
Achaeans, for, as he says, the Trojans are now fighting after having broken
the oaths they swore to in Book 3, a reference to Pandarus’ wounding of
Menelaus in Book 4. Although the poet nowhere in this scene tells us
explicitly that Paris is angered over Antenor’s proposal, his reply to the old

man indicates as much:

'Avtiivop, b pév oOkET’ énol pida TadT’ Gyopedes:
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otoBa xai dAAov pdBov dueivova tobde voficat.

el 8’ é1edv 81} ToVTov Gnd orovdiic dyopevers,

¢€ &po d1 o1 Ererta Beoi ppévag dreosav avtoi.

adtap &yd Tpdeoor ued’ inrodauorg dyopevow-

avtikpd 8’ AmdPNuL, YOVAIKX HEV OVK AROdRDC® -
(7.357-362)

Paris publicly insults one of the senior Trojan councilors and repudiates his
proposal with such force that, when Priam speaks after his son has had his
say, he makes no mention of Antenor’s proposal. No one, not even Priam,
dares to debate with Paris about the return of Helen. It is hard to imagine that
Paris’ words, especially in light of the reaction they provoke, could be spoken
in any other way than in anger.335

Kirk wonders if the deictic force of the demonstrative adjective in
x6Aov 16vd’ indicates that Homer had in mind a story known to the oral
tradition in which Paris” wrath figured. He raises the possibility that the
origin of such a story may be glimpsed in the Trojan assembly, particularly in
Antenor’s proposal. He quickly dismisses the suggestion as “improbable,”
though he provides no explanation of this “improbability.”536 The
suggestion, however, deserves consideration.

It has long been recognized that the Trojan assembly of Book 7 is part of
a series of events beginning in Book 2 that is meant to recapitulate the cause

and early events of the Trojan war, a topic that falls outside of the compressed

535Later on, Hector speaks the same words to another Trojan councilor,
Polydamas, who has just urged Hector not to cross the ditch and fight the
Achaeans by their ships (7.357-360=12.231-234). In his reply to Polydamas,
Hector is said by the poet to be speaking these words, the ones he shares with
Paris, in anger (tov &’ &p’ bnédpa idawv npocien kopvbaiorog “Extwp, 230). On the
formula brodpa idav as expressive of anger, cf. n. 489 above.

336 Kirk, Comm. II, 203.
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chronological framework of the Iliad 537 This sequence begins with the
catalogue of ships in Book 2, which most scholars believe was originally a roll
call of the Achaean forces assembled at Aulis, for this most conveniently
explains the important position of the Boeotian contingents in the catalogue.
It also makes more sense to enumerate the contingents fighting on both sides
in a poem that dealt with the beginning of the war. The duel between Paris
and Menelaus in Book 3, as well as the sequence at the end of the book when
Aphrodite summons Helen to Paris’ bed while Menelaus vainly searches for
Paris, symbolically recreate the original cause of the war. The teichoscopia,
like the catalogue, would find a more appropriate place at the beginning of
the war than near its end. In Book 4, Pandarus seems to function, in part at
least, as a Paris substitute when he wounds Menelaus with his bow and
arrows. This event too functions as a recapitulation of the causes of the war
when Paris too broke an oath and injured Menelaus. Diomedes’ encounter
with Glaucus in Book 6 too seems out of place so late in the war and better
suited to its first year where his failure to recognize one of the principal
fighters on the Trojan side would be more plausible. At the end of the first
day of fighting in Book 7, the Achaeans build a wall to fortify their camp.
Again, it seems a little odd that this idea has not occurred to the Greeks in

nine years of fighting. On the other side, the Trojan elders are in assembly

537This lengthy sequence does nothing to advance the main story line
as neither the wrath of Achilles nor the plan of Zeus are much, if at all, in
evidence. The plot may remain static, but as Whitman says (HHT 269), the
events of these books “serve to expand enormously the tapestry of the poem
and to bring within the scheme of the wrath of Achilles a total view of the
war up to that point.”
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and Antenor argues for the return of Helen, a proposal which rouses the
anger of Paris and is, therefore, dropped.

Antenor’s proposal to return Helen to the Achaeans is well motivated
in the immediate narrative, as the obvious and honourable aftermath of the
duel which Menelaus would have won but for Aphrodite’s interferen-ce and
especially in light of Pandarus’ treacherous bow shot. However, the debate
over the return of Helen is also a scene which could be easily placed at the
beginning of the war. In fact, we learn from Proclus’ summary of the Cypria
that in the early days of the war the Achaeans had sent envoys to Troy
demanding the surrender of Helen and her possessions.538 Homer too knows
of this event, for in the teichoscopia, Antenor says that he hosted Odysseus
and Menelaus when they came as envoys to Troy to discuss the return of
Helen (3.204ff.). Later on, Agamemnon kills the two sons of Antimachus
because their father had advised the Trojans to kill Menelaus when he and
Odysseus came to Troy as envoys (11. 122ff.). It would thus appear that an
embassy, probably headed by Menelaus and Odysseus, to negotiate for the
return of Helen in the early days of the war was known to the epic tradition.
According to the Cypria, the Trojans refused the ambassadors. That is to say,
they must have called an assembly in which Antenor, as the host of Odysseus
and Menelaus, could be expected to champion the position of his guests and
in which Paris would have refused to hand over Helen. After this, the Cypria
tells us that the Achaeans attacked Troy, then laid waste the countryside and

cities round about.

538Bernabé, p.42, lines 55-57. Cf. also Apollodorus, Epit. 3.28.
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The position and subject of debate of the Trojan assembly in Iliad 7 at
the end of a long sequence of events designed to recapitulate the causes and
early history of the war point to its inclusion in this sequence. Some of these
events, like the catalogue of ships and the teichoscopia, may have been
traditionally attached to poems dealing with the early part of the war, but
refashioned for the Iliad. The same argument can be made for the Trojan
assembly. It is at this point in the oral epic tradition about the first stages of
the Trojan war that I suggest the wrath of Paris, if it existed, would originally
have been placed.

Antenor’s proposal to return Helen and Paris” angry response could
well have been the genesis of a wrath and withdrawal story for the Trojan
prince. The assembly serves as the locale for the introduction of Achilles” and
Hera’s wrath stories. More importantly, Antenor’s proposal amounts to
depriving Paris of his prize, just as Agamemnon does to Achilles. Here we
need only recall what sort of prize Helen was. Her status as the only mortal
daughter of Zeus makes her the greatest prize anyone could acquire.

In summary, I have attempted to show that the story pattern of wrath,
withdrawal, and return forms the basis of the scene between Hector and Paris
in Book 6. A sufficient number of the elements connected with this pattern
are present in this scene to warrant such a conclusion. In addition, I have
examined the possibility that a wrath story was traditionally attached to Paris
by looking at the placement of the scene within an extended sequence that
serves to recall the early days of the war. This led me to connect the scene in
Book 6 with the assembly of Book 7 and suggest that the latter may be a
reworking of a scene traditionally attached to this earlier period and the
beginning of a wrath of Paris story, while the former represents the appeal to

the withdrawn warrior.
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This conclusion must remain in the realm of conjecture; nonetheless, I
believe it deserves consideration. In focusing on the analysis of a story
pattern, I have attempted to explain the wrath of Paris by looking beyond the
Homeric characterization of Paris and the immediate narrative sequence in
which the wrath has been placed. By restricting their focus to the Homeric
character and the immediate context, scholars have come to the unsatisfactory
conclusions that the wrath is inappropriate when attached to such an
unheroic character or simply that it is an ad hoc invention. As I have shown,
there are many reasons to believe that Paris was not traditionally an unheroic
character, that his characterization in the Iliad may have been peculiar to that
poem. Thus, there is little reason to believe that the wrath pattern would not
have suited Paris. Secondly, the appeal to ad hoc invention must always rely
on an argument ex silentio. Again, I have attempted to show that there are
many reasons why such an argument must be questioned. Although any
reconstruction of a traditional wrath of Paris story is tentative, it seems clear
that the scene in Book 6 was composed with this story pattern in mind. This
in and of itself is an indicator that a wrath story could have been applied to
Paris, that he is not an inappropriate figure for this story pattern. Since the
fundamental purpose of the wrath, withdrawal, and return pattern is to
demonstrate the greatness of its central character, this function must be
applicable to Paris as well. As such, Hector’s attribution of wrath to Paris, at
the very least, is another piece of evidence that this figure was traditionally a

heroic one.
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Conclusion

This study has focused on the figure of Paris in both the Iliad and the oral
epic tradition. For the most part, Homeric scholars have viewed Paris as an
unheroic figure because of the way in which he is characterized in Books 3 and 6
of the Iliad. T have attempted to show that in the oral epic tradition Paris was, in
fact, a heroic figure much like the other heroes of the Trojan cycle. I have done
this by reading the Iliad as a traditional text. By doing so, I argue that we can
glimpse the heroic figure behind the Homeric characterization of Paris.

In Chapter 1, I examined the issue of characterization in Homer and in
oral poetry in general. Most scholars agree that Homer is able to take the figures
of the oral tradition and characterize them in specific ways that serve the
thematic exigencies of his poem. I argued that this is particularly striking with
regard to Paris. In Books 3 and 6, he is characterized as the antithesis of the
warrior, as an antiheroic, erotic figure — a favourite of Aphrodite. In the rest of
the poem, however, we see a different picture of Paris. We performs well on the
battlefield where, in fact, his performance as a warrior is crucial to the Trojans’
military success during Achilles’ absence. From this, I concluded that two
characterizations of Paris actually co-exist in the Iliad.

In the second chapter, I argued that the characterization of Paris outside of
Books 3 and 6, the heroic Paris, represents the older, traditional figure. Ann
Suter’s work on the double name Paris/Alexandros has shown that the figure
known as Alexandros was in all likelihood the traditional, heroic one, while the
one known as Paris represents a Homeric re-characterization of this figure as the
erotic anti-hero and figure of abuse. Building upon this body of research, I
examined the myths about Paris that we can say for certain were known to

Homer and the oral tradition: the Judgement of Paris, his role as the slayer of



322

Achilles, and Paris’ own death. These myths consistently demand a heroic figure
as their subject and indicate that the figure whom Homer inherited must also
have been a heroic one. In this way, the body of myth from the oral tradition
which Homer utilized indicates that Paris was, in that tradition, a heroic figure.

In the third chapter, I examined the type-scene of arming. This scene is a
traditional element of oral epic and its function is to glorify the hero who is its
subject. This is obviously the case when it is applied in the Iliad to Agamemnon,
Patroclus, and Achilles. Yet scholars who have examined Paris’ arming scene
have assumed that this is not the case with the Trojan hero. I have argued, on the
other hand, that traditional elements of oral poetry, like type-scenes and story
patterns, carry with them an immanent, unchangeable meaning. Therefore,
when Paris receives an arming scene, the same inherent meaning must apply to
him as applies to Agamemnon, Patroclus, and Achilles. The arming scene
always serves to glorify its subject. That Paris receives one indicates that he must
have been an appropriate subject for this scene, that he must have been known to
Homer’s audience as a heroic figure very much like the other recipients of this
scene.

In the fourth and fmal chapter, I undertook a similar study to the one in
chapter 3. I examined the story pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return. Like
the type-scene of arming, this story pattern carries an immanent meaning, the
auxesis of the hero who is its subject. I argued that in the scene between Paris and
Hector in Iliad 6 vestiges of this story pattern can be seen. By looking at other
examples of this story pattern from Greek oral epic — the wrath of Demeter in
the Homeric Hymn to Demeter, the wrath of Achilles and of Meleager in the Iliad,
and the wrath of Hera in the Hymn to Apollo — I isolated the various elements
which commonly occur in this story pattern. I then argued that we see a

sufficient number of these elements in the scene in Book 6 of the Iliad to argue
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that Homer had this story pattern in mind when he composed the encounter
between the two brothers. From this, I concluded that there are grounds for
believing that the oral tradition knew of a story of wrath, withdrawal, and return
that centred on Paris. This part of my argument must, of course, remain within
the realm of conjecture; however, at the very least, we can say that, because
Homer appears to have modelled a scene for Paris around this story pattern,
Paris must have been an appropriately heroic subject for this pattern.

In summary, I have argued that Homer has re-characterized a
traditionally heroic figure as an anti-heroic, erotic one. This newly defined
character served largely to define the dominant heroic values of the poem’s main
heroes and was himself defined in opposition to these values. Ibelieve that the
implications of my work are important for the study of characterization in
Homer. For I have argued that Homer was able to take the figures he inherited
from his tradition and re-create them so as to conform to the specific narrative
and thematic priorities of his poem. In addition, I have attempted to set out a
way in which we can determine the extent of such re-characterizations. By
looking at the stories traditionally attached to these figures, but not part of the
main narrative of the Homeric poems, we can determine what sort of figures
would perhaps have been the subjects of these stories. In the case of Paris, this
study revealed that a different sort of figure was demanded by these stories than
the one we find in the Iliad. In addition, we must also look at the traditional
elements attached to Homer'’s characters in his poems. I examined two of these,
the type-scene of arming and the story pattern of wrath, withdrawal, and return.
Again, I concluded that the traditional subject of these two elements must have
been a more heroic figure than Homer’s Paris. In other cases, obviously, an
examination of different elements will be necessary, different type-scenes and

different story patterns. A study of epithets, which was only a small part of my
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work, could also be instructive. The results of my examination of the figure of
Paris, I believe, contribute to a better understanding of the many ways in which
an oral poet like Homer was able to characterize the figures he inherited from the

tradition in which he worked.
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