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PREFACE

Homer’s Odyssey tells a familiar story: a hero, a veteran of the Trojan War, returns
home after ten trial-filled years of wandering in exotic lands only to find his halls
occupied by 108 carousing youths who court his wife in the hope that the lawful
husband and master has perished abroad. And yet for all the simplicity of its tale,
the poet’s technique is brilliantly intricate; from the notorious tease of the opening
line which hides the epic hero’s name, to the sudden threat of retaliation from the
dead suitors’ kin in the closing episode, the composition uses flashbacks and internal
narratives, dramatic irony, doubling, and retardation devices to keep us wondering
how exactly affairs in Ithaca will be resolved. It is a work that, not surprisingly, has
exercised a lasting fascination from archaic through to contemporary times, and that
has been re-imagined in countless forms, visual, verbal and musical among them.

If another study of the Odyssey needs no justification, then the choice to focus on
books 17 and 18 may prompt the question ‘why these?” One reason is the sheer diversity
and tonal range of the two books’ contents, which run from the burlesque comedy of
the boxing match between the disguised Odysseus and the parasite Irus to the charged
moment when the hero re-enters his home after his twenty years’ absence and first sets
eyes on his wife. The pathos of the death of the tick-infested Argus, who has kept vigil
for his master ever since his departure, is unmistakable, its poignancy sharpened by the
entirely different episode preceding it, where Odysseus meets the churlish cowherd
Melanthius and is treated to language and threats normally excluded from the epic
register. Books 17 and 18 also offer the first full exploration of the contrary impulses
and motives that will inform Penelope’s future conduct, articulate the theodicy that
in part shapes the hero’s revenge, and offer virtuosic displays of Odysseus’ capacity
for role-playing, mendacity and verbal irony at the expense of his interlocutors.

Previous work on the Odyssey, particularly in this series, also helped determine my
selection of these two books. A previous edition by R. B. Rutherford treats books 19 and
20, while A. F. Garvie’s edition covers books 6-8. As will be clear, I owe many debits,
frequently unacknowledged for the sake of economy, to the work of my predecessors.
Following the lead of Rutherford, Garvie and C. W. Macleod in his edition of Iliad 24,
also in this series, I emphasize the ‘literary’ or stylistic and structural over the more
strictly technical aspects of the poem, aiming to illuminate Homer’s compositional
procedures and to show how artfully the poet constructs individual phrases, lines, and
passages through the purposeful deployment of formulas, similes, modes of address,
apostrophe and other rhetorical devices. Assuming that Homer has in mind a unified
and overarching poetic design, I draw attention to how one scene echoes or anticipates
another and how the poet develops themes and motifs sounded at other points in
the tale. The commentary also incorporates some of the chief critical approaches
developed over the last two decades: it signals the variety of narratological devices
that shape the action, the poet’s use of narrative indeterminacy, and his glances to
other competing versions of his hero’s adventures so as to enrich and promote his

ix



X PREFACE

novel account of events; the notes also explore the poem’s ideological orientation and
the social, political and religious context that it assumes, observe ways in which the
Odyssey revisits and even revises Iliadic material, and suggest that at various points
the poet foregrounds and comments on his own art and modes of composition. As
a way of indicating the degree to which the poem has influenced subsequent texts, I
have also included some of what I see as among the most significant echoes in later
Greek and Roman authors. In keeping with previous editors, I have reserved for
the Introduction discussion of more general issues of oral composition and poetics,
and the still outstanding questions concerning the nature of the occasion and the
makeup of the audience before whom the poem would have been performed. Here
too I place books 17 and 18 within the context of the larger Odyssey, also signalling
their major themes and particular contribution to the poem as a whole, and briefly
discuss Homeric metre and the transmission of the text. The Introduction does not
include an overview of Homeric grammar (the editions of both Rutherford and
W. B. Stanford offer helpful sections on that), but the body of the commentary should
supply the necessary help. Throughout I have tried to keep in mind the double aim
of providing the lexical, grammatical and syntactical assistance that students may
require and of trying to show the richness and complexity of the poet’s compositional
techniques.

I am happy to acknowledge my many debts to other previous commentaries on
the poem. I have drawn repeatedly on the discussion of books 17 and 18 by J. Russo in
vol. 11 of the three-volume Oxford Commentary, a work which covers the entire
Odyssey (first published in a six-volume format in Italian), as well as on the contributions
by other scholars in that edition. These frequently go more deeply into the textual,
lexical and archaeological questions treated briefly here, and offer much information
of a more technical kind. Also indispensable is the older but still very valuable two-
volume edition of the poem by W. B. Stanford. Again, to save space, I have often
incorporated material from these works without acknowledgment.

It is a pleasure, finally, to thank my many teachers, colleagues, students and friends
who have guided this project to completion. This commentary simply could not have
come about without the patient and painstaking assistance of the two editors of the
series, Richard Hunter and Pat Easterling. Not only did they read far too many
versions, correct countless mistakes, alert me to repetitions and superfluities, but they
tactfully but firmly kept reminding me of the larger purposes of a commentary in
this series, that it should, in concise fashion, both help and engage its readers. Mark
Griffith kindly read a very early draft, showing me just how to go about the project, and
Marco Fantuzzi heroically commented on a completed version of the whole, catching
numerous errors along the way. Helene Foley continued in her long-standing role
as guide by giving help on the Introduction, Suzanne Said was a touchstone for
all matters bibliographic, and Tobias Meyer acted as ‘guinea pig’ for one of the
introductory sections. Other colleagues at Columbia have provided assistance and
encouragement of many different kinds, and I am also grateful to the many students
there who have read the poem with me over the years. Thanks too to Eleanor Dickey
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and Joshua Katz on whose linguistic expertise I have drawn. Other debts are of a
more personal kind: to my husband, Andrew Feldherr, thanks for everything over
these years and more, and not least for revising the adage ‘get a life’ when I was ata
moment of scholarly aporia, and suggesting that I ‘get a commentary’, which I did. To
my two children, Rebecca and Miriam, the first of whom loves hearing stories from
the poem, the second of whom understands why the Argus scene would first have
turned me into a juvenile Hellenist. And to my father, to whom this commentary is
dedicated, who treated me to his own version of the Odyssey when I was a child, and
whose bookshelves are filled with multiple translations and re-tellings of this endlessly
fascinating tale.






INTRODUCTION

1. HOMER AND HIS POETIC MEDIUM!'
(a) The Iliad and Odyssey

According to ancient tradition, a poetic genius by the name of Homer from some-
where in the region of Ionia, and blind by many accounts, composed both the fliad
and Odyssey. Some sources assign his activity to the period of the fall of Troy (dated in
antiquity to the twelfth century), others to some 500 years afterwards. The poet was
credited with a variety of compositions, and Herodotus is the first extant author to
mention either the fliad or Odyssey by name. Modern scholars have variously rejected,
altered and refined these heterogeneous ancient views. There is now reasonable con-
sensus that the two poems are the products of a tradition of oral hexameter poetry
developed over the course of the Dark Ages and reaching back to Mycenaean times.
The Iliad and the Odyssey as we have them were composed in the period of the eighth
to the early seventh century, quite plausibly in Smyrna or Chios, where the ancient
biographical tradition records the poet’s presence. ‘Homer’ himself and his author-
ship of two epic poems may be nothing more than a fiction that originated some
time after the works’ composition. According to one modern reconstruction, the cor-
poration of rhapsodes from Chios, the Homeridae whose role it was to perform the
Homeric epics and who are first visible in the second half of the sixth century, would
retrospectively have created ‘Homer’ as putative ancestor to their ‘guild’.*

Where ancient and modern views coincide is in recognizing pronounced differ-
ences between the fliad and Odyssey in their subject matter and sensibility. While the
two poems, both monumental in scale (the [liad runs to 15,689 lines, the Odyssey to
12,110), focus on the period of the Trojan War and its immediate aftermath, revolve
around a single hero whose exploits and emotional affinities they describe, present
their protagonist enacting a bloody revenge against those who have done him and his
¢ido1 wrong, and foreground contention between members of the elite, the Odyssey
incorporates material not just from the heroic sagas also basic to the fliad, but from
folk-tales and mariners’ stories.’ Sharply divergent goals motivate each poem’s hero
(kAéos for Achilles, véoTos for Odysseus), and where the fliad rarely looks beyond the
battlefield and war camp, the Odyssey moves between exotic lands and the domestic
sphere (see section 2). These differences are variously explained. In Ps.-Longinus’
much quoted view (On the Sublime, 9.12—-13), Homer composed the Iliad ‘in his prime’,
while the Odyssey is the poem of his old age. Other ancient scholars assumed two
poets, and many modern readers adopt their view. However we imagine a solution

' In parts 1 and 2 of the Introduction, I have deliberately limited citations of the secondary
literature from which many of my points are drawn.

2 West 1999.

3 For these see Page 1973, Crane 1988, Holscher 1988.
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2 INTRODUCTION

to the authorship puzzle (for purposes of convenience, I assign both works to a single
individual called ‘Homer’), one point remains undisputed: as philologists, archae-
ologists and historians have shown, the Odyssey we possess postdates the [liad. This
can be demonstrated on both ‘objective’ and internal grounds. The Odyssey uses lan-
guage and syntax that belong to a later linguistic stratum than those of the [liad (see
p- 5) and its broader geographical scope and western orientation reflect historically
more recent colonizing ventures and trading networks; indicative too is the promi-
nence of Egypt in the Odyssey, perhaps a reflection of increased contacts between
the Greeks and Egyptians during the reign of the late seventh-century pharaoh
Psammetichus L.

‘Posterity’ is further visible in the Odyssey’s internal chronology and design. The
poem emphatically presents itself as ‘an epilogue’ (as Ps.-Longinus termed it) to the
carlier work insofar as it describes the heroes of the Trojan War returning home,
avoids repeating material covered in the existing poem, and supplements that com-
position with episodes absent from but important to its story (e.g. the tale of the Trojan
Horse, the funeral of Achilles). It will be an assumption of this commentary that the
complementary relations between the poems reflect more than their participation in
a common poetic tradition: although the point cannot be proved, it is highly probable
that the author of the Odyssey was thoroughly acquainted with a version of the fliad
and that his poem is conditioned by and a response to the traditional tale as presented
in that work. While the poet borrows from what might have been recognized as the
Iliad’s most successful innovations, apparent too in the Odyssey is the agonistic impulse
shaping early song composition and performance (acknowledged at /I. 2.594—600,
and on display in the competing narratives of Helen and Menelaus in Od. 4).
Books 17 and 18 include several passages illustrating how the later poem challenges
Iliadic values, revises its version of events and demotes some of its episodes to a lower
social plane.t In his exchange with Eumaeus at 17.286—9, Odysseus, in his beggar’s
disguise, applies to the stomach and its impetuous demands language that the Jliad’s
proem (likely to be one of the best known parts of that work) used to describe Achilles’
heroic wrath, while the tussle between the parasite Irus and Odysseus in book 18
offers a burlesque reworking of the boxing match at the funeral games of Patroclus
in liad 23, substituting, among other innovations, a blood sausage for the high-status
horse and goblet that were the prizes on that more elevated occasion.

The Odyssey should be viewed in relation not only to the fliad, but also to the larger
tradition of heroic poetry to which both belong; while other epic compositions earlier
than or contemporary with Homer’s are lost to us, audiences in later archaic, classical
and Hellenistic times were familiar with a more expansive body of epic poems relating
other parts of the Trojan saga and its heroes’ adventures prior to and following the war.
The poems of the so-called Epic Cycle, which postdate the Homeric compositions, but
include themes and subjects narrated in earlier epics, preserve some of these incidents

+ For the close and sometimes polemical relations between the songs, see particularly Nagy
1979: 1558, Pucci 1982, Pucci 1987.



1. HOMER AND HIS POETIC MEDIUM 3

and Homer can presume his audience’s knowledge of the events and characters given
fuller treatment elsewhere (see, for example, the passing reference to Jason’s voyage
on the Argo at Od. 12.69—70 and the mention of Heracles’ dealings with Iphitus
at 21.22—33; the Odyssey also alludes to matter included in the fliou Persis, Parva Ilia
and Memnonis).> Set within this broader repertoire, Homer appears less the singular
genius of the ancient picture than a master practitioner who deploys an existing
poetic medium with particular brilliance and capacity for innovation and whose
superiority over rival composers the early sources already recognized (see Aristotle,

Poetics ch. 23).

(b) Oral composition, the Kunstsprache and formulas

Current understanding of the medium in which Homer composed still depends
to a large degree on the work of Milman Parry who, in a series of publications
from the 1920s on, profoundly reshaped earlier Homeric scholarship.® Before Parry,
readers had chiefly focused on the inconsistencies and redundancies apparent in the
Iliad and Odyssey (e.g. Penelope’s coquettish self-display to the suitors in book 18, so
strikingly at odds with her fidelity to her husband up to that point, or Theoclymenus’
‘revised’ version of his prophecy at 17.160—1n). Where the so-called Analysts posited
the existence of many independent, shorter songs or ‘lays’ composed by various poets
of different dates, who would have altered and corrected their predecessors’ accounts,
and whose works were then cobbled together by a less than skilled final ‘redactor’, the
‘Unitarians’ countered with a single poet of consummate artistry whose occasional
slips could be argued away.’” Parry’s fundamental contribution was to identify the
Iliad and Odyssey as products of an oral tradition of hexameter poetry, a technique
of composition developed and refined over hundreds of years by illiterate bards
who preserved and transmitted their common heritage. This heritage consists of
a repertoire of story patterns and motifs (e.g. the return of the hero, disguise and
recognition), themes or ‘type-scenes’ (recurring units of action, such as a sacrifice,
feasting, the departure of a ship, and descriptions of phenomena and objects),’ and
formulaic phrases (see p. 6). In Parry’s view, this traditional phraseology and narrative
stock had been devised for a very specific purpose. Thus equipped, and schooled
through listening to other bards performing the extant repertoire, the oral poet could
compose ex tempore, fashioning an original song each time he performed by using pre-
existing elements, which he would expand, curtail, reorder and modify at will and in
accordance with audience expectations and demands. Parry’s insights, reinforced by

5 See West 2003a: 13. As West notes, by the end of the seventh century, the Lesbian poets
knew not only the Zliad, but also the Cypria, Iliou Persis, Nostoi, or poems including much of the
same material.

6 His writings are conveniently collected in Parry 1971. See too Lord 1960 and 1ggt.

7 For an overview of this older debate, see Turner 1997.

8 According to Lord 1951: 73, ‘the theme can be identified 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.’
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his visits to the former Yugoslavia in 1933—5 where, together with his assistant Albert
Lord, he recorded examples of heroic poetry still performed by the guslars (traditional
singers/poets) of the region, undercut the very axioms of Analytic and Unitarian
criticism. Since an oral poet sings a new version of his song on every occasion,
the notion of a primary, ‘original’ or fixed text that could deliberately be emended
and changed was meaningless; nor could a mode of composition conditioned and
determined by the traditional repertoire accommodate the lone creative genius of the
Unitarian description.

In Parry’s account, two chief elements establish the oral nature of Homeric poetry
and the poet’s participation in an extended tradition of heroic verse composition.
The first is the linguistic medium. No Greek ever spoke the language that Homer
and his characters use. Instead, the poet composed in an artificial idiom, the so-called
Runstsprache, an amalgam that reflects the different developmental stages through
which the oral tradition had passed from the late Bronze Age until around 700 Bc.?
This language, purely a sung medium, satisfies the poet’s needs on several counts;
first, it is expressly designed to suit the metrical requirements of the hexameter line
(see section 5); second, because it does not correspond to the language spoken in any
particular region of Greece, it allowed the poems more easily to claim panhellenic
status; and third, as Parry emphasized, the very artificiality and archaic-sounding
quality of the diction distinguishes the heroic milieu from the everyday world, giving
it the requisite remoteness and elevation.

A principal indicator of the artificial nature of Homeric diction is its regionally
heterogeneous makeup. Epic language includes words and forms drawn from different
dialects, chiefly Ionic and Aeolic as spoken in two neighbouring areas in the Eastern
Aegean, but with contributions from the Arcadian and Cypriot dialects; among the
terms found uniquely in these last two regions, and retained in the Homeric poems,
are aloa, pdoyavov, fjuap, autdp and ide. The predominance of Ionic forms (n
has replaced & in virtually every line) suggests that Homer, having inherited an oral
tradition that had already passed through an Aeolic phase, was composing in an
Ionic milieu. The poet may select the Aeolic forms of the first person plural pronouns
&uues and Uppes or, under different metrical conditions, prefer the Ionic fuels and
Upels. Infinitives ending in — ewv and — vau are Ionic, those in —pev and —pevar are
Aeolic; Tpds, the Ionic form, can be replaced by Aeolic TpoTi, and TTTéAIs (originally
a Mycenaean formation) can take the place of Ionic TéAls when the poet needs
a lengthened vowel at the end of the preceding word. The two dialects may be
combined within a single formula (in TInAni&dew AxiAfios at II. 1.1 the quantitative
metathesis typical of Ionic formations appears only in the first of the two terms), or
even within a single word (as when the Aeolic dative plural ending —eco1 is attached
to the Ionic stem in vfieoot at 17.429).

9 The fullest description of Homer’s language and grammar remains Chantraine, GH; for
more succinct and recent accounts, see Palmer 1962: 75-178, Janko 1982, Janko 1992: 8-19,
Horrocks 1997.
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The presence of forms from different chronological stages of the language’s evo-
lution, with archaisms and neologisms standing side by side, also points to Homer’s
use of a traditional diction developed over the course of many generations (and not
to the existence of ‘earlier’ or ‘later’ strata of his poems). The decipherment of the
Linear B tablets showed that epic preserved expressions already current in Mycenaean
times (just as archaeological evidence proved that artifacts such as Ajax’s tower shield
hark back to weaponry already outdated by the end of the fourteenth century) and
the stately phrase iepov pévos used for Antinous and Alcinous may have originated
in the formal diction of the Mycenaean court (see 18.34n). This particular formula,
like several others (kAéos &pOiTov most famously), may be of still greater antiquity;
Vedic cognates for the expressions point to their emergence from a common Indo-
European poetic heritage. Several innovations in morphology and syntax appear
without displacing the older forms. The early genitive termination -o10 exists along-
side the later -ov (e.g. KAauBuoU . . . oTUyEpoio ydolo, 17.8); some imperfects are used
without the augment, while others, following subsequent linguistic developments, are
augmented, and the poet enjoys a similar freedom with respect to v—mobile.”” One
feature of Homeric diction, its use or neglect of the letter digamma (f, pronounced
w), further indicates its chronologically composite character: by the time the Odyssey
was composed, Ionic had lost the digamma, retained in the majority of dialects, and
the poet could preserve or ignore it at will. Thus some words beginning with a vowel
behave for metrical purpose as though they begin with a consonant, with the ‘silent’
element serving to create hiatus or lengthen the previous syllable. The phenomenon
frequently occurs in the context of inherited phrases and older formulas (see 17.84n
for a rare exception to the rule). The common phrase &1 §(F)fijv at 17.72 preserves
digamma, giving the necessary v — — scansion, as does the formulaic expression at
18.104, kai v pwvnioas (F)éTea TTepdevTa TPoonUda, though not when the phrase
has a feminine subject (pwvnocao’ Emea)."

With these resources, the poet enjoys a greatly expanded dictional range. In 17.2
Telemachus binds his sandals about his feet, roociv; at 27 the poet uses the form Toai;
T68ecot s astill third option in the composer’s repertoire. For the verb ‘to be’, Homer
may choose among five metrical variants for the infinitive (efvon, éuev, Eupev, Euevan,
gupevar) and four for the third person singular of the future (oTau, goeTan, EooeTan,
¢ooeiTan). On occasion epic diction includes artificial word-formations, designed to
allow the word a place in the hexameter line; so the artificially lengthened &mrovéeofon
(18.260), and several of the forms used in the beautification of Penelope, including the
irregular plural TpoowmaTa at 18.192. A few Atticisms also enter the text (e.g. s,
8maws for the Ionic kds, 6kws), but these may have been introduced at a later stage
or be the result of scribal corruptions. Seeming peculiarities and unusual formations

!9 For the use of augmented and unaugmented forms, see Chantraine, GH 1479-84 and van
der Valk 19.49: 140—1; for v—mobile, see Hoekstra 1965: 71-87.

' It has been calculated that Homer observes digamma some 3,354 times and ignores it 617,
a proportion that suggests that singers tried to maintain it despite current linguistic usage.
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are not sure grounds for excision or emendation or proof of interpolation; whereas
vernacular speech will exclude anomalous forms, the poet’s medium preserves them
as markers of its distinctive character.

Justasintegral to Homeric poetry as the Kunstspracheis the ‘formula’, a basic building
block of oral epic song essential for the singer’s work of improvisatory composition
and his transmission of the traditional repertoire.'* In 1928, Parry defined the formula
as ‘a group of words which is regularly employed under the same metrical conditions
to express a given essential idea’. By ‘essential idea’, he meant ‘that which remains
after one has counted out everything in the expression which is purely for the sake
of style’.'” More simply, a formula is the means by which the poet articulates a
given thought or phenomenon in metrical form. The line opening book 17 belongs
among the examples that Parry cites: used 20 times in the Odyssey, the expression
‘when young rosy-fingered dawn appeared again’ is, in his account, simply the oral
tradition’s way of saying that a new day has dawned. Even more common is 17.16,
‘in answer to him [or her] resourceful Odysseus replied’, a formula that appears
45 times in the Odyssey to indicate that the hero is about to speak. Parry’s work on
formulas concentrated chiefly on noun-epithet combinations (‘rosy-fingered dawn’,
‘resourceful Odysseus’), and demonstrated the intimate relation between the phrases
and the line’s metrical sequence. As his research showed, the principles of ‘economy’
or ‘thrift’ and of ‘extension’ govern Homeric verse composition: as a rule, only one
noun-epithet combination exists for each metrical condition, and duplications are
largely avoided; and for each case or form of a name there are several different
epithets, each designed for a different slot in the line."* Two large-scale conclusions
follow. First, such is the refinement and scope of the formulaic repertoire that it must
have been developed over many generations; and second, what determines the poet’s
choice of word or phrase is principally metrical convenience, not its suitability to a
particular context.

(¢) Modifications and challenges

While the account that Parry and his followers have given of the makeup of Homeric
poetry and its oral character seems fundamentally correct, questions concerning the
relation of the individual composer to his poetic medium still remain. The poet’s
use of traditional material, which may have been devised for contexts and scenar-
ios different from his own, can explain some of the incongruities and anomalies
that vexed Analysts. Because a recognition scene conventionally requires the testing
of the individual to whom the disguised hero is about to reveal himself, Odysseus
must, in seemingly cruel and gratuitous fashion, follow the standard sequence in
his encounter with his father in Od. 24, for all that the hero need no longer be

2 Important discussions of the formula include Nagler 1967, Whallon 1961, Heubeck 1974:
130-52, Austin 1975: ch. 1, Hainsworth 1993: 1—33, Foley 1995, Foley 1997, Russo 1997. For good
bibliography, see Edwards 1986 and 1988.

'3 Parry 1971: 272. ' Parry 1971: 276 and 277-8.
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disguised and Laertes’ loyalty is not in question. As Lord remarks, ‘in a traditional
poem . .. there is a pull in two directions: one is toward the song being sung and the
other is toward the previous uses of the same theme’."> But on other occasions Homer
may vary an existing type-scene so as to invest a situation with the desired thematic
significance: a detailed description of a sacrifice can indicate a well-regulated, sta-
ble society; the curtailed procedures performed by the suitors on Ithaca highlight
the current social disarray (see 17.180—1n). Through modification of a motif, the
poet also creates novel combinations that are both conventional and situation-
specific.'® Foley analyses the lines in book 18.119-52 as an instance of a ‘greeting
type-scene’, in which typically an individual (Amphinomus here) presents a cup of
wine to someone and accompanies that gesture with a verbal pledge;'" in this episode,
Homer interrupts the traditional sequence (e.g. 13.50—62) so as to accommodate the
unparalleled warning that Odysseus gives Amphinomus, thereby reminding an audi-
ence of the hostile environment surrounding the hero and intimating the dark fate
hanging over the suitor. More famously in book 19 the poet seems launched on a
recognition type-scene between the disguised Odysseus and his wife. Because Pene-
lope must not yet be party to the revenge plot, the formulaic line ‘she recognized the
sure proofs that Odysseus had given her’ (250) that regularly precedes recognition
does not produce the usual result; instead Eurycleia takes over the role of ‘recognizer’
seemingly allotted to the queen. Fresh anomalies arise when Penelope, still ignorant
of the beggar’s identity, reclaims her forfeited part: the interview concludes in the
manner typical of standard recognition scenes as husband and wife devise a plan to
ensnare the suitors.

Purposeful repetition is a second area that demonstrates that the poet composes in
anything but mechanistic fashion. On three occasions in books 17, 18 and 20 a suitor
hurls an object at Odysseus. While the events and diction are broadly the same, the
details that distinguish one episode from its predecessor reflect the growing power
of Odysseus and Telemachus and a corresponding loss of efficacy on the suitors’
part (see 17.462—5n). These patterns can stretch over many books, creating large-
scale structural relations between the poem’s different parts (see further section 2(a)).
Odysseus’ walk from the Phaeacian shore to Alcinous’ palace in book 7 supplies a
template for the hero’s passage from Eumaeus’ hut to his home in book 17. The surface
similarities (springs and groves in both places, prayers for the hero’s safe reception, a
description of the palace) play against the deeper distinctions between the sites, one
a fantastical, super-luxurious environment, the other very much of this world with a
patina of ‘historical’ authenticity (see 17.207n).

Nor does the poet prove an uncritical transmitter of his traditional material. With-
out returning to the notion of a compositional patchwork, recent (‘neo-analytic’)
work has shown how Homer draws on the contents of poetry, particularly tales pre-
served in the Cyclic epics, that predates or is contemporary with his own and whose

'5 Lord 1960: g4. But see Scodel 1998b for the coherence of the Laertes’ scene with the
poem’s themes.
16 Foley 1997: 16g—70. '7 Foley 1990: 257—63.
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versions of events the composer can allude to, ‘sample’ and/or reject with subtlety
and no small degree of one-upmanship.” Frequently cited is the Odyssey’s debt to
a seemingly pre-existing account of the voyage of the Argo for its representation
of Circe and for Odysseus’ passage from her island;'* Homer seems deliberately to
have his hero reject the route that Jason would have followed, through the Clashing
Rocks, so as to introduce what may have been his innovation, passage through the
monstrous Scylla and Charybdis instead (see 12.55-8). In the versions of his wander-
ings that the disguised Odysseus devises in books 17 and 18, the protagonist borrows
from alternate accounts of his journey and his post-Odyssean travels as presented
in other contemporary compositions. Homer’s agonistic impulse may again inform
that act of appropriation. Because the hero’s Cretan associations and sojourns in
Thesprotia are embedded in Odysseus’ lying tales, these competing versions of events
are ‘de-authorized’ and the veracity of the current poet’s more ‘authentic’ account
highlighted.*"

If the Homeric epics demonstrate the plasticity of the poetic medium at the level of
story patterns and motifs, the same flexibility is evident where formulas are concerned.
While Parry came to view the Iliad and Odyssey as almost entirely formulaic, a notion
that allows the poet little capacity for innovation and that privileges the tradition
over what any individual practitioner can contribute, readers now recognize how
different passages deploy formulaic density to varying degrees and how the poet can
re-cast standard verbal expressions or create novel formations.*’ Speeches, similes
and episodes involving singular and/or exotic situations are likely to exhibit the
lowest frequencies of formulaic expressions, or the greatest number of modifications
of the usual system. Odysseus’ encounter with Argus in book 17 is a scene without
parallel in Homeric epic (although its subject matter may be a standard element in the
‘return’ story type; see 17.291—327n), and consequently contains a comparatively small
percentage of formulaic diction.** Both Hoekstra and Hainsworth have demonstrated
the versatility of the formulaic system beyond what Parry imagined, showing how

'8 1 borrow the term ‘sampling’ from Richard Martin, who in several public lectures has
compared the epic poet to a contemporary rap artist, who ‘samples’ songs of other singers
familiar to his audience in his composition with just the competitive and ludic impulse that
seems to motivate Homer’s borrowings.

'9 For details, see West 2005.

2° See King 1999 and Marks 2003. This type of rivalry is still visible in contemporary oral
song traditions; cf. the remark of a Bosnian poet concerning a fellow singer cited in Murko 1929:
21: ‘We are enemies of one another. It is torture for me when I see another singer who knows
more than I’.

2! According to one hypothesis, that treats any expression found two or more times in the
Iliad and Odyssey as formulaic, approximately one third of the Homeric corpus is made up of
lines repeated in part or in their entirety elsewhere. For varying accounts, see Page 1959: 223,
Notoupolos 1960: 180. However, with little agreement on what actually constitutes a formula,
such assessments remain a matter of debate. The loss of earlier material contributes to the
uncertainty; had we pre-Homeric heroic epic, expressions considered unique might turn out to
be formulaic.

22 See Russo 1976: 45—7 for a formal analysis of the formulaic diction in the passage.
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changes in the language allowed the development of new combinations.”* The lofty
phrase used of Zeus at 18.137, TaThp &vdpddv Te Beddv Te, must compete with the newer
and more flexible Kpévou mdis (&ykuAourjTew), which includes metathesis and has
the advantage that it can be shortened when necessary. In other modifications, noun-
epithet formulas normally occurring in one metrical shape may, when divided up and
positioned in different parts of the line, appear under other metrical conditions, or the
order of a formula’s two terms can be inverted, with or without additional changes; the
insertion of epithets, adverbs, particles and prepositions creates an expanded formula,
while a complex formula results from the combination of an existing expression with
another standard set of terms. Where Parry assumed that formulas were metrically
conditioned, Hainsworth has shown how ‘mutual expectancy’, in which the use of
one word creates a strong expectation that another will follow, also determines the
formation of word-groupings.

No element of Parry’s work has been more contested than his assertion that the for-
mulaic epithet is wholly ‘ornamental’: ‘the technique of epithets.. . . is solely designed
to help the poet to fit a noun into a line of six feet; once the noun has been fitted
in. .. the epithet has no further function’.** But an unconsidered application of the
available repertoire is hard to reconcile with even a cursory reading of the poems.
Epithets are introduced with an eye to context, and exceptions such as ‘loud-barking
dogs’ that are silent (Od. 16.4—5), Penelope’s surprisingly ‘stout hand’ (Od. 21.6), and
Irus’ improbably ‘revered mother’ (Od. 18.5n) are few. Through purposeful selection
the poet also invests his phrases with the requisite stylistic, emotional and/ or thematic
charge. The inclusion or omission of epithets (this more frequent in dialogues and
speeches than in the poems’ narrative portions) can alter the pacing and representa-
tional impact of the lines, while Homer’s choice to style Telemachus ‘the dear son of
godlike Odysseus’ at 17.3 in place of another formulaic designation reminds an audi-
ence of the tearful reunion between father and son that has just occurred. Significant
too are variations between the different systems of address available to characters, and
their selection of the formula best suited to their sentiments towards an interlocutor
(see 17.152n). Thematic concerns may also prompt departures from the principle of
‘economy’ that Parry defined: within a space of ten lines, the poet substitutes for Hep-
haestus’ regular epithet TepikAuToU (Od. 8.287) the metrically identical ToAUgpovos
(297), a term coupled elsewhere in the poem only with Odysseus. The point may be
to alert listeners to the parallels between god and hero, and the ruse of the marital
bed deployed by both to test the fidelity of their wives.*

Particular formulas also become significant through changes in context, repetition,
and minor variation. When Homer uses the phrase so often applied to a hero’s martial

~ >

death, kaT& poip EAaPev pédavos BavaTolo (‘the fate of black death claimed him’),

23 Hoekstra 1965, Hainsworth 1962, Hainsworth 1968.

24 Parry 1971: 165. Sale 2001: 65 proposes replacing Parry’s ‘essential idea’ with the perhaps
better notion of an epithet that is ‘context free’.

25 The suggestion belongs to Sacks 1987: 13-17.
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for Argus (Od. 17.326), that demise acquires a nobility and stature consonant with the
dog’s larger characterization. Redeployment with a difference occurs when the poet
terms Aphrodite éUoTépavos Kubépeia (‘fair-crowned Cythereia’) in the context of
the beautification of Penelope, who is about to display herself to the suitors (18.193).
A listener might recall an earlier scene in which Aphrodite played a much more
central role and where the poet also called the goddess, there about to embark on an
adulterous tryst, éUoTépavos KuBépeia (8.288). The phrase’s appearance uniquely in
these two contexts invites us to consider possible affinities between the situations of
the goddess and queen (see 18.193—4n). As Foley’s notion of ‘traditional referentiality’
explains, these formulas as well as other traditional elements act as repositories of a
significance that can extend far beyond their denotative meaning in any individual
passage and that encompasses not just the particular poem, but even the entire
tradition that stands behind the expression.*® This larger frame is one with which both
the poet and at least some portion of his audience are thoroughly familiar: according
to the recent ‘performative’ approach to Homeric composition, individuals in cultures
where a tradition of song-making still survives possess ‘the mental equivalent of a CD-
ROM player full of phrases and scenes’,*” and can instantly recognize innovations
and departures from the norm.

By virtue of his mastery and creative use of his medium, Homer composes poems of
alength,*® sophistication and thematic density unparalleled in the South Slavic mate-
rial gathered by Parry and Lord. For some readers these very qualities pose a challenge
to what is axiomatic in Parry’s work, the fact of oral and ex tempore composition-in-
performance. But poems created without the aid of writing and ‘on the spot’ need not
lack the complexity, structural coherence and elaborate patterning of the Homeric
epics: through repeated performances over many generations (and oral epic poets
can also think about their songs in advance, rehearse and improve on them each time
they perform), a composition may achieve the outstanding unity and organization of
Homer’s poems. Nor does the older hierarchical dichotomy between oral and liter-
ate poetry, the first marked by ‘primitive’ compositional practices such as formulas,
ring composition, digression, anaphora and parataxis (the ‘adding on’ technique),
the other by a more sophisticated syntax and structure, still stand. Instead recent
work views the poetic medium deployed by Homer as ‘a way of using language that
is different from, and opposed to, written communication’, and treats his traditional
poetry as a form of ‘special speech’, spoken discourse that is stylized and regularized

26 Foley 1991: 7: ‘Each element in the phraseology or narrative thematics stands not for
that singular instance but for the plurality and multiformity that are beyond the reach of
textualization.’

27 Martin 1993: 227. For this ‘performative’ approach, see too Martin 1989, Bakker 1993,
Bakker 1997a, Bakker 1997b. However, note Scodel 2002: 6—9 for the problematic assumptions
that go into supposing this ‘supremely competent audience’.

28" One of the Serbo-Croatian examples, “The wedding of Smailagi¢ Meho’, runs to 13,000
lines, but generally the songs are very much shorter.
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for the purposes of performance before a group of listeners.* The context-bound and
audience-oriented nature of oral poetry informs the structure, syntax and metre of
Homeric epic, which uses linguistic, rhetorical and rhythmical devices — particles and
segments of speech such as noun-epithet phrases among them — to enhance audience
involvement and to make listeners believe themselves present at events re-enacted
by the performing poet posing as eye-witness to a scene. Homer’s apostrophes to
Eumacus (see 17.272n) are a striking instance of the singer’s self-insertion into his
story, his role as mediator between his fictional world and his audience. Signalling
his intimate relations with a character whom he suddenly situates in the ‘here and
now’, the poet invites listeners to experience a commensurate proximity. The Odyssey
includes a model practitioner of such ‘oral poetics’: in the accolade that Odysseus
addresses to the Phaeacian bard Demodocus, he praises his capacity to sing the trials
of the Achaeans at Troy ‘as if you had been there yourself or heard it from one who

was’ (8.491).

(d) Audience and setting

As the example of Demodocus reminds us, oral poetry requires both an audience
and an occasion. Because social context so powerfully conditioned the composition
and production of poetry in archaic Greece, the poet of the Odyssey cannot be viewed
in isolation from the venues and the public before whom he performed.’* Together
Demodocus and Phemius, the bard at Odysseus’ home, seem to provide a window
onto contemporary practice. Both frequent the palace of the local lord where they
perform epic-style songs for a self-selected audience of aristocrats. But for a variety of
reasons (Homer may draw on Mycenaean rather than current practices, and/or his
account is idealizing), these scenes probably reveal little about the real-world &o186
or conditions for performances of epic in eighth- and seventh-century Greece. Poets
would more likely be itinerants than fixtures in aristocratic homes (see 17.385n), and
in place of the luxurious settings and exclusive audiences portrayed by the Odyssey,
open spaces and public occasions that attracted a more inclusive group of listeners
offer the likeliest context. A variety of such gatherings may be imagined. For the coffee
houses, wakes, weddings and fairs where oral poets perform in traditional cultures
still today, we can probably substitute the public lounge mentioned at 18.329n, funeral
games (see Hes. IVD 654—7), marriage celebrations and local and inter-community
religious festivals held at sanctuaries. The Homeric Hymn to Apollo, usually dated to
within one hundred years of the Jliad and Odyssey, describes song performances at the

29 Bakker 1997a and 1997b: 287. According to Bakker 1993, the style and syntax of Homeric
discourse ultimately reflect the cognitive processes that lie behind speech production and that
involve the ‘activation of small amounts of information in the speaker’s consciousness and the
subsequent transformation of this information into speech’ (6).

3¢ For issues of performance setting, see Kirk 1962: 135-8, 27480, Nagy 199oa: 21—3, Taplin
1992: 22—31, 39—41 and 2000: 36—46 (on which I chiefly draw).



12 INTRODUCTION

Ionian festival at Delos, where a blind Chian poet garners particular renown (14655,
169-73).

Occasions like these satisfy many of the necessary criteria for performances of the
Iliad and Odyssey. First, drawing diverse audiences, they go some way to explaining the
nuanced ideological orientation of Homeric poetry. The Jliad’s all but exclusive focus
on kings and aristocrats and its largely dismissive depiction of the lower classes seem
designed to play to an elite audience. But the account is also calibrated to appeal to
a more heterogeneous public;** Agamemnon’s deficiencies as leader, his ill-founded
arrogance and greed, would supply a cautionary example to contemporary BaciAfjes
and find a sympathetic hearing in the small-holder and peasant who might have suf-
fered from a local ‘bribe-eating’ king (Hes. VD 39). The Odyssep, with its more socially
varied cast of characters and attention to the agrarian sphere (see 2b (iii)), offers even
stronger grounds for supposing a mixed group of listeners. Balancing the sympathy
shown for the ‘small man’ and the dispossessed, and the endorsements of parsimony,
self-reliance and hard work that cluster about Eumaeus, is the poem’s promotion of
the institution of inherited monarchy, its elitist insistence on excellence transmitted
from father to son, and its restoration of the normative hierarchy at its end.** The
scale of the lliad and Odyssey offers a second argument for gatherings extending over
several days. More informal occasions, and the homes of local aristocrats, could host
performances of ‘extracts’ of the poems (Demodocus’ first and third songs provide
a model for that), but it is hard to imagine that a composer would bother to create
works as complex and tightly-structured as the fliad and Odyssey unless they could be
delivered in their entirety. Homer’s compositions would each require approximately
20 hours of listening time, with the story perhaps segmented and sung on successive
days; only a period of sanctioned leisure, such as a religious festival affords, would
guarantee a public with time to spare.

These considerations bear on the ancillary question of the poet’s social status and
here the representations of Phemius and Demodocus may be of greater help. There
is no indication that either belongs to the elite:* the honoured place that Demodocus
enjoys notwithstanding, both he and Phemius must sing when and/or what their
audiences please. Other internal evidence, suggesting the poet’s limited exposure
to the lifestyles and attitudes that his poetry principally depicts, corroborates our
sense that Homer stands outside the elevated circle of kings and nobles;** Penelope’s

3! Hainsworth 1980: 37-8 and Morris 1986 assume an aristocratic audience and/or the poet
as spokesman for its values; for challenges to this view, see Janko 1998: 12—13, Taplin 2000: 37-8
and Dalby 1995.

32 Compare the variety of ‘subject positions’ offered by Greek tragedy, similarly produced
before a diverse audience, where the elite can identify with the noble (but often less than
exemplary and disaster-bound) hero, while the &fjuos finds its counterpart in members of the
chorus and other more humble characters who survive. For this see Griffith 1995.

33 Demodocus’ name (‘received by the 8fjuos’), his status as ‘honoured by the Aaof’, 13.28),
and the fact that he has to be summoned to the court all suggest that he is a ‘public worker’; see
17.383-5, 385nn on the social position of these.

3¢ For this argument, see Dalby 1995, whose examples I cite.
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remarkable capacity to hear what is going on in the hall while in her chamber
supposes a small-scale dwelling with a few rooms in close proximity, quite unlike
the multi-roomed, spacious homes that archaeologists have found for the period (see
17.492—3n). The vagueness, inconsistency and reliance on traditional diction more
generally visible in descriptions of aristocratic dwellings, diets and personnel stand
in striking contrast to the precise accounts of Polyphemus’ dairy farm and Laertes’
orchard. Where Phemius and Demodocus provide less sure guides to the position of
the Iliad and Odyssey’s composer is in their relations of dependency towards the nobles
whom they serve. The epics’ shifting ideological standpoints tell against the view
of Homer as ‘court minstrel’ and mouthpiece for the royal or aristocratic interests
ascendant there.

Of particular pertinence to the Odyssey, which, as so much recent scholarship details,
allows women both mortal and supernatural a place that far exceeds their Iliadic
roles, is the question of the gender makeup of Homer’s audience.’> In the absence
of evidence external to the poem,* readers have explored scenes of performances
of epic-style poetry internal to the work. The evidence is equivocal at best. While
on occasion women are excluded or made to depart from Phemius and Demodocus’
performances,’” Odysseus seems to welcome and accommodate Arete’s presence
at his bard-like recitation in book 11 before the Phaeacian court, and ‘performs’
both lying and true tales of his wanderings for the exclusive audience of Penelope
in books 19 and 23. Whether the poem’s concern with female chastity and with
women’s powers of seduction/dupery signals Homer’s accommodation of an all-male
audience’s perspective and preoccupations, or whether the idealized representations
of Penelope and Arete hold up a model both flattering and instructive for women
listeners, readers must themselves decide.

2. BOOKS 17 AND 18 WITHIN THE ODYSSEY

The Odyssey is the tale of a hero’s far-flung wanderings as he struggles to return
home in the face of the divine, supernatural and human powers ranged against him,
and of that individual’s success through his use of his cunning intelligence, powers
of speech, capacity for endurance and suffering, and, ultimately, martial prowess. It
also presents in its protagonist a character who, through the course of his travels,
will forfeit much of the identity he enjoyed as a member of the successful Trojan
venture, and who must laboriously reclaim the domestic, social and political position

35 For detailed discussion, see Doherty 1992. Bentley 1713 already asserted that Homer made
‘the Ilias for men, and the Odysseis for the other sex’.

36 Visual representations from Minoan court culture suggest the presence of women at public
rituals or performances, while post-Homeric archaic sources also point to mixed audiences at
religious festivals including epic recitations (H. H. Ap. 146—78).

37 See 1.356, where Telemachus dismisses Penelope from Phemius’ performance; the absence
of goddesses from the scene of Aphrodite’s exposure (8.324) recounted in Demodocus’ song may
be viewed as corresponding to the exclusively male audience for that song Note, however,
18.305-6n.
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that was his before departing from home. The Odyssey proem succinctly previews the
nature of Odysseus and the trajectory of his story, pointing its audience to many of the
hero’s chief characteristics and the modes of conduct and concerns that subsequent
books explore. Within the opening ten lines, the poet suggests Odysseus’ wiliness and
the capacity to preserve his incognito that prove critical to his survival in Ithaca (in
place of Odysseus’ name, only the epithet ToAUTpoTrOS, ‘of many turns’, appears
at 1), twice evokes the vooTos (5, g) that is Odysseus’ goal, privileges the fact of
his travels (ToAA& | A&y xOn, ‘wandered much’, 1—2; also 3), and underscores his
suffering (TTOAA& . . . Té&Bev &Ayea, ‘suffered many pains’, 4, cf. 18-19). As the proem
also indicates, this is a poem of a ‘controlled economy of life’, the preservation of men
(and livestock), rather than the ‘total expenditure’ that the /liad describes.’® Whereas
the Iliadic proem cites Achilles’ heroic wrath, which causes the death of myriad Greeks
and Trojans, in the Odyssey’s opening account, Odysseus endeavours to save the lives
of his crew (5). The very fact of the men’s destruction for ‘wanton recklessness’ (7)
anticipates the poem’s moral sensibility: although its gods can exhibit the partisanship,
vindictiveness and caprice of their Iliadic counterparts, they display a novel concern
with questions of ethical worth, visiting punishment on the morally reprobate (see
further pp. 19—20).

Books 17 and 18 realize much of what this proem anticipates. A guest in the
swineherd Eumaeus’ humble home when book 17 opens, Odysseus has, with the help
of Athena’s transforming magic, assumed the appearance and persona of a vagrant
down on his luck, dependent on the kindness of strangers. By book 18’s end, the hero,
having suffered repeated physical and verbal abuse from underlings and the suitors
in his hall, has gained a precarious foothold in his home where, unrecognized by all
except his son (and dog), he has had a first glimpse of his wife after twenty years.
As this summary suggests, although books 17 and 18 may not rank highly in readers’
catalogues of the Odyssey’s ‘purple’ portions and seem less immediately compelling
than, for example, Odysseus’ first-person narrative of his adventures in books g—
12 or the long-postponed reunion between husband and wife in book 23, they are
integral to the Odyssey’s structure and motifs and possess a richness of their own.
After first looking at the books’ place within the poem’s larger design and their
internal coherence, I then explore themes central to the poem that they foreground,
develop and sometimes complicate; as section 2(b) also argues, the books deserve fresh
attention for their introduction of elements, ideological, ethical and generic among
them, that are their more particularized contributions to the multi-layered poem.

(a) Books 17 and 18 and the structure of the Odyssey
The Odyssey broadly falls into two halves, the first chiefly taken up with its hero’s

adventures overseas, the second opening with Odysseus’ arrival on Ithaca at the start

38 Pucci 1982: 42.
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of book 13 and detailing his gradual reclamation of his home. Within this second half,
triadic divisions further segment the poem’s action (for the question of book divisions,
see pp. 36—7). While books 13-16 present the hero still in the island’s outlying areas,
whether on the shore or in Eumaeus’ hut, books 17—20 describe the early stages of
his reception in his palace and the failure of its occupants to recognize him. In the
remaining four books Odysseus will reveal himself to the suitors, prevail in the contest
of the bow, slaughter his enemies, be reunited with his wife and father and resolve
his quarrel with the families of those he has killed, all elements necessary for the
completion of the story.**

Still more particularized connections exist between books 17 and 18. Common to
both is their sustained attention to each stage of Odysseus’ covert and difficult passage
into his home, through the boundary between the countryside and urban sphere, to
the courtyard of the palace, and finally into the dining hall. The poet introduces
several devices to postpone the critical moment of entry, whether the intervention
of the goatherd Melanthius who tries to prevent Odysseus’ forward progress, or the
conversation between the hero and Eumaeus at the very entrance of the house; the
demise of Argus, also a symbol of the neglect of Odysseus’ property during his time
abroad, gives the moment when the hero arrives in the palace courtyard maximum
emotional intensity. Even when Odysseus reaches the dining hall, his position is still
contested and literally ‘liminal’. In the second part of book 17 and the first episode of
18, the hero remains at the threshold, where he must fight with the beggar Irus for
the right to occupy even that peripheral spot.

Further linking the two books is the elaborate patterning that informs the episodes
featuring hostile and abusive individuals (see further b (iii) below), who stand in
intricate relations to one another.*” The first of these, as noted above, is Melanthius, a
low-life rustic who has gone over to the suitors’ camp. The mockery that he addresses
to Odysseus finds its echo in the insults, framed in identical terms, with which Antinous
reviles the new arrival. It is also Antinous who realizes the threat that Melanthius first
makes, that on his arrival in the hall Odysseus will be the target of footstools hurled
at him. This sequence, where a base individual insults Odysseus then to have his role
assumed by one of the suitors’ ringleaders, repeats itself in book 18: the beggar Irus
ridicules Odysseus at the start, while Eurymachus’ derisive address appears near the
book’s close. The correspondences between this quartet of ‘high’ and ‘low’ individuals
create their own symmetry. Melanthius is Eurymachus’ particular favourite, while Irus
and Antinous form a matching pair whose words and gestures mirror one another."'
Completing this cast of hostile characters is Melantho, Melanthius’ sister; who also
mocks the stranger. Eurymachus’ favouritism towards the brother parallels his sexual
relations with the sister, and the suitor insults Odysseus with the words that the serving

39 See Tracy 1997 for the various structures of the poem and earlier bibliography on the
topic.
4° See Fenik 1974: 174—9. 4 See Levine 1982 for details of the parallels.
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maid supplies. Audiences might observe other ‘doublings’ and re-soundings of the
same motifs; in both books Odysseus uses an almost identical lying tale to warn
one of the suitors, first Antinous, then Amphinomus, whose signal decency, however,
contrasts with the villainy of his fellow diner and explains variations in the account (see
p- 21); in both, Odysseus’ maltreatment provokes Penelope’s intervention, and both
books detail the preliminary steps towards the delayed interview between husband
and wife.

In keeping with the reflective relations between the so-called world of the adven-
tures, when Odysseus is in the fantastical lands overseas, and the more mundane
Ithacan milieu, the two books also revisit earlier and adjacent parts of Odysseus’
experiences abroad. Most particularly they draw on books 6, 7 and 8. The Phaeacian
princess Nausicaa’s encounter with Odysseus rehearses the moment when Penelope
shows herself to the suitors and disguised hero in book 18. In book 6, the high-born
maiden with marriage on her mind, having cast off her headdress and been aban-
doned by her attendants, confronts Odysseus ‘alone’ (oin, 139). The same diction
recurs, with a difference, when Penelope, another noble lady pondering (re)marriage,
appears before the suitors emphatically ‘not alone’ (oUk oin, see 207n) and deco-
rously ‘holding (oxouévn) the shining headdress before her cheeks’ (210; cf. oxouévn
at 6.141). Following his meeting with Nausicaa, Odysseus then walks from the shore
to Alcinous’ palace, an episode, as noted above, revisited in the ‘beggar’s’ passage
from Eumaeus’ hut to his home. Altercations between the hero and an individual who
mocks him occur in Scheria and Odysseus’ hall. In book 8, the youth Euryalus makes
denigrating remarks about the stranger’s appearance, suggesting his unfitness to par-
ticipate in athletic competitions; Odysseus disproves his words by hurling a discus
further than any of the Phaeacian competitors has done. When Irus (his youth also
stressed) derides his fellow mendicant’s seeming debility in book 18, the boxing match
that follows allows Odysseus a similar show of physical prowess. Both confrontations
exhibit the same structure: an insult and challenge on the unjustified aggressor’s part,
a refutation and display of strength by Odysseus.** The defeat of Irus, the suitors’
surrogate here, looks forward as well as back, foreshadowing the moment when the
hero will engage in a more serious show of force in an athletic event, the contest of
the bow.*’ An unmistakable pointer to the scene’s anticipatory function is the phrase
describing the suitors’ reaction to Irus’ bathetic flailing after Odysseus’ blow, ‘they
died laughing’ (18.100); the fate that Irus experiences will, in more deadly fashion, be
their own.

42 See further Kilb 1973: 183—4, Bannert 1988: 100. The different milieus in which the two
exchanges occur, as well as the differing social standings of the initiators of the quarrel, explain
their contrasting outcomes. While the two ‘beggars’ come to blows, the competition between
Odysseus and Euryalus is peacefully resolved. The Phaeacian youth gets off with an elegantly
worded rebuke, and subsequently makes amends by giving the stranger a valuable gift, the sword
that implicitly acknowledges him as a social equal.

43 Levine 1982: 202.
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(b) The thematic concerns of books 17 and 18

(1) Hospitality, theoxeny, and the ethical problems of Odysseus’ revenge

From the poem’s first episode in Odysseus’ home, where Telemachus plays host to
the disguised Athena, to the lying tale that the hero tells Laertes in the final book,
relations of §evia, so critical in the Homeric world, and the hospitality accorded
the §eivos (a term that simultaneously means stranger, guest and guest-friend) shape
the plot and intersect with two other of the Odyssey’s prime concerns, its hero’s
highly problematic vengeance and the gods’ part in it. Just as the poem’s first half
invites audiences to compare and contrast the diverse receptions that Telemachus and
Odeysseus receive abroad, a theme anticipated by the opening books’ vivid depiction of
the breakdown of §evia in Ithaca that is symptomatic of the larger social chaos there,
so its second offers two more drawn-out explorations of exemplary and reprobate
hosts. Eumaeus’ paradigmatic hospitality in books 14—16 is designed by way of prelude
and counterpoint to the reception scene that extends from book 17 to 23, and whose
transgressive character 17 and 18 so exactingly document. Among the departures from
correct protocol, the new arrival receives no greeting on his entrance (the wag of the
dying Argus excepted), he must beg for rather than be given a meal (and in book 18,
earn his supper by supplying pre-prandial entertainment), he is provided with neither
chair nor table at which to eat his scraps, and goes without the bath and/or fresh
clothing that are de rigueur for a travel-stained newcomer. In place of the guest gifts
that the §eivos should receive, objects associated with the feast are hurled at the hero
instead.** As Eumacus has emphasized, it should not matter that this §eivos comes
in beggar’s rags: mendicants also enjoy the protection of Zeus and an individual still
more derelict than Odysseus is owed hospitality at another man’s home (14.56-8;
cf. 6.207-8). The poet’s diction further blurs the distinction between stranger and
beggar: in books 17 and 18, Odysseus is designated Eeivos 21 times, TTTwX6s only 8.

The suitors’ behaviour in books 17 and 18 does more than simply demonstrate that
in Odysseus’ absence a central social institution, and one that the hero was celebrated
for practising while still lord in Ithaca (19.313-16, 24.281-6), has broken down.*> It
is also central to the poet’s resolution of one cardinal difficulty that his narrative
confronts: the exemplary host Odysseus, whose return should signal the restoration
of order to his house, slaughters his guests feasting peacefully (if indecorously) at his
table. Homer does not scruple to underscore the doubly transgressive nature of the
hero’s revenge.'® First, the context in which Odysseus performs his act — the contest

44 See Reece 1993: 168-87 for these deviations from the standard scene.

45 The feasters are such depraved guests that they cannot even be accommodated with a
conventional §evia paradigm; when Homer terms their consumption of Odysseus’ livelihood
vfiTrovov, ‘without recompense’, at 1.377 (cf. 18.280), he uses an expression not suited to the
spontaneous give and take characteristic of genuine hosts and guests, but reminiscent of the
&mowa that a criminal or injurer must pay his victim or his family so as to make restitution for
the inflicted loss. See further Edwards 1993: 51—2.

46 For the ethical problems of the revenge, see Nagler 1990, Nagler 1993, Crissy 1997,
Thalmann 1998.
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of the bow, an event designed to resolve questions of elite status without recourse
to arms — turns what is set up as a peaceful courtship competition into a bloodbath
(a shift signalled by the phrase &A1 kai pévou &pytv at 21.4) and a catalyst for
internecine violence. Equally troubling is the transformation of the space reserved for
congenial feasting into an Iliadic-style battleground. Odysseus’ ironic words equating
the banquet with the coming carnage just before he shoots his first arrow!’ should
be read alongside stories within the poem that highlight the unpardonable nature of
dinner party violence (see 21.295-8, where a Centaur is the perpetrator), and most
pointedly, of hosts who murder guests at their table, whether the villainous Aegisthus
(11.409—21),** or Heracles who slew Iphitus while he was dining at his home, a deed
condemned by the poet in his harshest terms (21.26—9).

But for all the disturbing analogies between Odysseus’ vengeance and these other
episodes, the poet also clarifies the differences. While Heracles’ act was unmotivated
(or perhaps inspired by his illicit desire to keep the horses that Iphitus was searching
for), Odysseus not only has impeccable ethical and religious justification for his deed,
insofar as abuses of §evia are crimes against the gods, but he is, in a very real sense,
incidental to the suitors’ death. Leitmotifs and recurrent terms in books 17 and 18 are
the suitors’ UPpis and &racBalin (‘wanton recklessness’), moral failings which both
here and elsewhere the poem closely associates with violations of hospitality.” Both
terms signal a willingness to ride roughshod over the accepted system of rights,
privileges and obligations that govern relations among men and between mortals and
gods in the archaic world, and both are crimes that result in what is presented as a
self-incurred punishment and death. The poem’s opening passages include several
programmatic statements that bring together the overlapping human and divine
dimensions to the suitors’ offence. In the proem Odysseus’ crew are charged with
&tacBahin for laying hands on the property of Helios, a deed designed to mirror in
starker form the suitors’ appropriation of Odysseus’ livestock, and their destruction
follows directly on from their self-perpetuated crime (c@eTépniow &racBainiow
SMovTo, 1.8). Zeus’ remarks on Aegisthus’ fate shortly afterwards illustrate the more
general proposition that men incur evils through their own reckless folly, cpfjiow
&racfoliniow (34), rather than divine hostility (see too 20.166-71, 22.413-17, 23.63—
7)- When Odysseus clears his halls, he is thus, within the poem’s own terms, guiltless;
as he claims at 22.413-17, the suitors’ death has been brought about by their ‘recklesss
folly’, &Tagfalin once again.

Book 17 adds one other exculpatory device. After Antinous assaults Odysseus with
the footstool, his fellow suitors sound a rare note of dissent: ‘Antinous, it was not
well for you to hit the wretched beggar, accursed man, if indeed he is perhaps some
heavenly god. The gods do, in the likeness of §eivol from other lands, take on all sorts

47 21.428-30: ‘now it is time for dinner to be prepared for the Achaeans...and then for
other entertainment, the song and lyre; for these are the adornments of the feast’.

48 His killing of Agamemnon ‘like an ox at the manger’ turns out to presage not Odysseus’
but the suitors’ fate; see 22.299 and 403 for the comparison of the suitors to cattle.

49 See 17.169, 587-8nn.
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of shapes and roam around the cities, observing the UPpis and edvopin of other men’
(483—7). The remark offers the most explicit sounding of the theoxeny motif woven
into the story of Odysseus’ return, and deployed with particular frequency in books 17
and 18. According to this widely diffused narrative pattern (already used for Athena’s
reception by Telemachus in the opening book), a divinity visits mortals in disguise,
determines their moral worth on the basis of the hospitality s/he receives, and deals
out rewards and punishments accordingly.>* In keeping with this story line, individuals
whom Odysseus encounters during his wanderings and return raise the possibility
that the stranger might be one of the immortals,” a response sometimes prompted
by moments when the hero performs deeds or behaves in a manner reminiscent of
divinities revealing themselves to mortals after shedding their disguise; these include
transformation scenes (involving the sudden acquisition of stature, beauty and/or
radiance), the display of special and unlooked for powers, and the announcement
of the rewards or punishments to be dealt out to others.>* Like the disguised god,
Odysseus explicitly sets out to test the individuals whom he visits,> and also consistent
with the position of the disguised god in the face of mortals is the ironic divergence
between appearance and reality. The stranger, for all his seeming inferiority and the
abuse that he appears passively to accept, retains the upper hand, manipulating
those who fail to recognize the counterfeit quality of his abjection. Following this,
the suitors fit the role of benighted mortals typical of theoxeny narratives. With their
moral baseness goes mental and physical blindness as, from books 17 and 18 on, these
characters fail to apprehend the meaning of the stranger’s words, actions and the signs
that he displays.>* That the suitors voice the possibility of a divine visitor sharpens
the irony and makes their folly and ignorance the more culpable: if they know such
things can happen, all the more instantly should they mend their ways.

As several episodes in books 17 and 18 make clear, the poet also shapes the theoxeny
motif to his thematic ends, casting his hero not so much as a disguised divinity as
an instrument whereby the gods promote their Olympian designs (as Kearns aptly
remarks, the hero ‘stands for a god’).> It is Athena who orchestrates Odysseus’ testing
of the suitors as he begs for food and who endows it with an ethical dimension (see
17.360—4n), and she contrives his display of prowess when challenged by Irus; the
goddess also participates in the final battle, and shares in the victory. By diminishing
Odysseus’ agency, the poet further diffuses the moral conundrum already discussed.
Deploying the hero as a junior partner in their scheme, the gods punish wrongdoers
(particularly those guilty of UBpis and &racfalin; see 18.139n) and restore social and
religious institutions to a community in disarray. Such extensive divine intervention

5° Very familiar from Ovid’s reworking of the Philemon and Baucis story in Met. 8.611—724,
the pattern is also visible in the tales of the wanderings of Demeter and Dionysus in the Homeric
Hymns. See 17.485—7n and Kearns 1982 for additional details.

5! See 7.199, 16.178-85, 17.483—7, 23.62-8. 52 See 18.69—70n; also 22.1—2.

53 See 17.360—4n; cf. 14.459-61, 15.304.

5+ See, among other instances, 17.446, 18.37, 112-16, 353 with nn.

55 Kearns 1982: 5.
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on the side of morality and justice would, for an audience familiar with the gods as
portrayed in the lliad, belong among the Odyssey’s striking innovations.

(i) Disguise, impersonation and fiction

Forming part of the theoxeny theme is the disguise that Odysseus assumes for much
of the poem’s second half. Books 17 and 18 pay close attention to the outward aspects
of the hero’s persona — his transformed appearance, and the mendicant’s accessories
with which Athena has equipped him — while exploring a third, less visible aspect of
his metamorphosis. As Odysseus impersonates the vagrant, the poet alerts us to the
fact that his mimicry is so perfect that it seems ‘as if for a long time he had been a
beggar’ (17.365-6n). Elsewhere in this and the subsequent book Homer returns to
the relations between the ‘beggar’ and the hero, challenging his audience to discern
when Odysseus speaks ‘in character’ and when he reverts to his more authentic heroic
voice. Is it the abject wanderer who names the stomach as the source of his woes
(17.473—4), or Odysseus, the hero whom the epic tradition repeatedly identifies with
the belly? Has the protagonist actually come to embrace the more populist, agrarian
perspective visible when he proposes a reaping competition against Eurymachus at
18.366—70 (see nn. and section b (iii) below), or is he role-playing here? While disguise
highlights the ‘polytropic’ nature of Odysseus, it further serves to reveal the moral
worth of those who encounter the down-and-out individual and, as part of this, their
sentiments towards the absent hero. Those sympathetic to Odysseus intuit something
of the reality behind the disguise, but the hardened criminals that are the suitors and
treacherous domestics see only the tattered beggar before their eyes. In books 17 and
18, the poet also looks more deeply at the assumptions that determine these different
responses. Those who treat the beggar kindly acknowledge that an individual can
possess ethical qualities independent of his external condition; those who spurn him
assume that social status and a man’s appearance dictate and reflect his essential
being. The noble-born but now servile Eumaeus raises a further issue very pertinent
to his and Odysseus’ situation: is worth so predicated on birth that it can endure the
vagaries of fortune, or does a man become debased together with his loss in economic
and social standing (see 17.320—2n)?

Equipped with an exterior that so thoroughly belies his true identity, the hero has
another means of reinforcing his incognito. Books 17 and 18 include fresh variations
on the lying tales presented in earlier episodes (and reused later on) in which Odysseus,
uniquely among the Homeric heroes, either gives himself a false name and/or endows
himself with a fabricated persona.’” On each occasion the nature of the audience and
the particular message required by the context determine the story’s shape and details
even as Odysseus, like the oral poet working within a traditional repertoire, redeploys
and modifies material from previously narrated versions of events. The themes of

56 In this too Odysseus resembles gods in their dissembling appearances before men; they
regularly assume disguises and devise fictive personas. On the lying tales, see Trahman 1952,
Walcot 1977, Haft 1984, Emlyn-Jones 1986, Clayton 2004.
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gevia and theodicy included in the ‘biography’ fashioned for Eumaeus in book 14
(and there designed to endorse the hospitable reception that Odysseus was enjoying)
reappear in the stories in books 17 and 18. Antinous is the chief audience for the
narrative at 17.419—44 that begins by promoting virtues conspicuously lacking in the
interlocutor, those of a liberal host as exemplified by the beggar in his former state of
prosperity. The reversal of fortune that this open-handed character suffered should
also hit home: if disaster came to a man guiltless of misconduct towards a stranger,
how much greater a punishment will fall on the individual who wilfully ignores Zeus
Xenios. For Amphinomus, the decent suitor misled by the depraved company that
he keeps, Odysseus equips his fictive alter ego with a father and brother on whom he
erroncously relied in committing his deeds of wickedness (18.140n). The omissions in
these stories are calculated too: whereas the hero’s tale to Eumacus included details
of Odysseus’ whereabouts, now the speaker leaves out all mention of his links with a
figure naturally inimical to the suitors.

The hero’s powers to spin the fictions narrated in books 17 and 18 also allow
Homer to develop the on-going overlap between Odysseus and the professional
&o1806¢ (see 11.366—9, 17.518—21n, 21.406—11) and further to explore the nature of a
poet’s sometimes problematic artistry. A preoccupation with skilled storytellers and
singers, something that distinguishes the Odyssey from the Iliad, has been apparent in
many earlier parts of the poem: Homer has admitted bards and magical singers into
his cast of characters, shown performers negotiating with audiences about the subject
of their songs, made characters comment on the merits of ongoing compositions,
observed the different reactions that songs and stories can provoke, and has even
assigned KAéos to the singer’s art. Integral to many scenes where speakers and singers
perform are questions about the truth and accuracy of their tales and the reliability of
their sources.5” These issues are also central to the two extended narratives included
in book 17. Telemachus’ account of his meeting with Menelaus and citation of the
story that his host had from the Old Man of the Sea contains repeated affirmations
of the accuracy of his report and the infallibility of the youth’s informants (see 108—
49nn). But for Homer’s audience, Telemachus’ claims ring hollow: he concludes his
otherwise genuine account with what we know to be a glaring lacuna as he omits
the all-important fact of his encounter with his father. Odysseus’ ‘autobiographical’
tale later in the book takes mendacity to fresh heights; the speaker does not so much
suppress the truth as create a fiction so plausible that no one thinks to question
its veracity. With so much emphasis on the different forms that stories can assume
and on the agendas of their tellers, the Odyssey invites its audience to wonder about
Homer’s own exercise of his art.”* For all the distinctions that the poem registers
between the professional singer and the individual who merely tells a story,® in

57 E.g, 3.101 = 4.331, 3.247, with additional examples in Mackie 1997: 86.

58 Homer also omits conventional elements of the stories that he tells: so as to use Orestes as
a positive paradigm, he says nothing of the matricide that is implicit at 3.309-10.

59 See the discussion at 17.518—21n.
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the &o186s-like Odysseus, who for the duration of books g—12 takes over Homer’s
narrative voice and who ‘enchants’ the Phaeacians and Eumaeus with his singer-
like skills (see 17.521), the two figures inevitably blend. Already in antiquity readers
recognized how in his hero the poet created a mirror image of his persona, prompting
a commentator to remark, ‘Homer is the bravest of men in lies, and is no less
brave and confident in lying than in telling the truth’ (Dio Chrys. Trgjan Discourse,
11.23); no wonder that, in one ancient genealogy at least, Odysseus was grandfather
to Homer.™

Disguise and mendacity, of course, beg for recognition and revelation of the truth,
and the second half of the poem is punctuated, as ancient readers already observed,
by the series of recognition scenes that span books 13 to 24.%" Book 17, which includes
the reunion between Odysseus and Argus, has an integral place in this carefully
plotted sequence. Although the episode sounds several variations on the conventional
encounter (most obviously because an animal is the ‘recognizer’ here, and requires no
display of ‘signs’), in many ways it runs true to type. Like the other scenes, it involves a
flashback to an earlier moment in Odysseus’ life in the form of a story that a character
tells about the hero’s youth, an intervention which allows the requisite dramatic delay
before the moment of recognition; it also repositions the hero in one of the roles
that he forfeited on leaving Ithaca, and forms part of a topographical scheme, in
which each successive reunion brings Odysseus one step closer to the palace and
its central public and private spaces. Balancing the dog’s acuity in instantly sniffing
out his master is the signal failure of Irus and the suitors in book 18 to grasp the
meaning of several indicators of the beggar’s identity, whether Odysseus’ show of
his heroic body before dispatching Irus, or the quasi-divine radiance that emanates
from his bald head. Together the two books chart the trajectory that the remainder
of the poem will follow, with its regular alternation between recognition scenes with
loyal followers and family, and the continued and culpable ignorance of Odysseus’
enemies.

(iii) Abuse, genre and ideology

Costume, impersonation and lying stories allow Odysseus actively to evade detection
of his identity. But as the hero explains to Telemachus at 16.274—7, the success of his
stratagemn will also depend on their mutual capacity to suffer passively the insults and
violence that Odysseus will attract in reclaiming his home. Books 17 and 18’s sharp
and singular focus on the ridicule, vilification and manhandling directed at the hero
allows the poet both to showcase a fundamental element in Odysseus’ heroic identity,
his signature capacity to endure, and to enrich his composition by introducing modes
of discourse and types of action that epic usually keeps at arm’s length.

6o For truth, fiction and the relations between poets and storytellers, see Goldhill 1991: 56-68,
Pratt 1993, Mackie 1997, Scodel 1998a.

6! On the recognition scenes, see particularly Austin 1975, Murnaghan 1987, Zeitlin 1996:
19-52, Henderson 1997, Scodel 1998b.
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The verbal and physical drubbings that Odysseus receives on entering the dining
hall are not unheralded. Earlier in book 17 Homer prefaces Melanthius’ verbal
barrage with the term that regularly flags agonistic, insulting or ‘blaming’ speech;
it is a velkos (215), and appears first in the sequence of such quarrelsome addresses.
Also a predictor of the episodes to come is Odysseus’ reaction to the attack; deciding
not to respond to Melanthius’ kick, the hero exercises the restraint and passivity (see
17.238n) that he has schooled himself in, and allows Eumaeus to reply on his behalf.
The promotion of this stance of resignation and submission to a mark of grandeur
belongs among the modifications that the Odyssey introduces to the heroic model
imagined in the Jlad.

Where Melanthius is a character integrated into the larger narrative, the low-life
abuser whom Odysseus encounters in book 18 has little role beyond quarrelling with
the hero. The public beggar Irus no sooner opens his mouth than he insults and
challenges his fellow mendicant in highly spiced diction. Both the language and
physique of this wTwyds and the tit-for-tat character of his altercation with Odysseus
might put the audience in mind of a distinct generic paradigm: Homer gives Irus a
profile (gluttony, physical debility, shamelessness, bellicosity, and the role of buffoon
among its elements) that anticipates the personas assigned to the several parties in
exchanges of hostilities in later iambic poetry. Both the Ionian iambographers and
their targets are depicted as similarly anti-heroic, abject and ill-formed individuals,
often in dire material straits and concerned with satisfying their clamorous appetites.
If a tradition of poetic mockery and invective already existed in Homeric times, then
the choice to include a base-born abuser may have inclined the poet to look to this
literary mode most opposite to his own. Like so much in the Odyssey, the episode
may also rework an Iliadic scene, where Odysseus responds to the vilification that
Thersites, an abuser, jester and possibly low-class individual, levels at Agamemnon
in book 2. The misshapen form that the Iliadic poet imagines for his calumnist
in 21619 corresponds to Irus’ bloated physique, while Thersites’ desire to raise a
laugh among his audience (215) anticipates Irus’ role as the source of the suitors’
dinner-time divertissement. Like Thersites too, Irus functions as a scapegoat figure
whose humiliation and expulsion from the group allows a (momentary) recovery of a
fractured harmony and good fellowship among the company."

The interventions of Melanthius, Irus and Melantho call attention to an element
in the poem’s second half largely absent from its first. While most of the scenes in
books 1-13 (the world of the adventures partially excepted) occur in elite dwellings,
and feature a chiefly aristocratic milieu, books 14—24 cast a much wider social net,
accommodating rustic settings, agrarian concerns and the perspective of low-life,
marginalized and/ or servile figures. In book 17 Melanthius proposes putting Odysseus
to work as a sweeper of his pens, his slack muscles improved through a diet of whey,
and Argus lies on a heap of dung to be used as manure for the fields; in his exchange

62 See Nagy 1979: 222—42 and 259—64, Suter 1993. For the link between Thersites and Irus
and the pharmakos of myth and ritual, see Thalmann 1988.
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with Eurymachus in book 18, Odysseus envisions a richly detailed scene of springtime
mowing. The homely spheres of animal husbandry and of sowing and harvesting —
matter that the Jliad restricts almost wholly to its similes — stand in the forefront
here.

The poem’s inclusion of the countryside and low-life characters results, in part,
from the disruptions of the normative social and topographical orders brought about
by the hero’s absence and the suitors’ incursion into his home.*> Whereas in Scheria
civilized practices, including proper hospitality, religious rituals, and orderly decision-
making, cluster in the palace and the surrounding urban spaces, on Ithaca the suitors
have corrupted those sites and perverted the ethics normally associated with them.
Aristocratic values, social relations and modes of conduct must be reassigned to the
countryside and to those necessarily base individuals who populate it. If Eumacus’
exemplary hospitality and observance of etiquette can be explained on the grounds
that he is, in fact, of noble provenance, the same cannot be said of the other obliging
herdsmen and agrarian labourers, Philoetius and Dolius, who rally to the hero’s
side. Odysseus’ encounter with Melanthius, staged at the boundary between the
welcoming rustic region and the hostile spaces of the city, succinctly shows this
urban/rural divide. Instead of pasturing Odysseus’ herds, and tending the resources
of his master, Melanthius prefers to drive the animals to the suitors’ table, and to
loiter about the town, flaunting his citified finery.

Consistent with its attention to country life and the seasonal round is the Odyssey’s
generally positive portrayal of labour, and its inclusion of rural activities as areas where
a man can prove his moral excellence and gain status. In place of the Iliadic spheres
of competition, chiefly athletics and warfare, the later poem cites reaping, mowing
and the capacity to split wood as enterprises where merit can be won; at 18.318-19,
the hero also boasts of his prowess as a lamp-tender. But the poet’s endorsement of
values associated with productive labour only goes so far, and several factors work
to restore the ‘top-down’ point of view more conventionally associated with epic. As
Odysseus comes ever closer to reclaiming his identity, both poet and ‘beggar’ engage
less frequently in paeans to rustic life, and Odysseus’ challenge to Eurymachus at
18.366—75 offers the last major sounding of the motif.* Nor does Homer extend the
sympathy that he accords to the hero in his beggar’s disguise to other, more authentic
specimens of the labouring classes and dispossessed. The ignoble, churlish Irus shows
how a genuine mendicant behaves, and the audience is made to endorse the comic
beating he receives. The other low-life abusers in books 17 and 18, Melanthius and
his sister, suffer gruesome and ignominious punishments that distinguish their deaths
from those of the high-class suitors.®

63 For this, and the points made here and in the next paragraph, see the rich discussion in
Edwards 1993.

64 Indicative of this shift is the hero’s horrified response when, his identity restored, he is
confronted with the spectacle of his own father looking and labouring like a serf (24.249—50).

65 For issues of class and ideology, see further Rose 1975 and 1992 and Thalmann 1998.
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(iv) Penelope

For many readers, much of the richness of the poem’s Ithacan books depends on the
focal position of Penelope, a figure drawn in such subtle fashion that her character
and motivation remain a source of debate. Where earlier readings faulted the queen
for her inconsistency, her obtuseness and seemingly irrational behaviour (so like a
woman...), contemporary Penelopes range from a canny plotter, hoodwinker of
those around her, to an unconscious puppet, the instrument of the divine and human
figures who orchestrate her moves. She may be an autonomous and ethically right-
minded agent trying to do her best in a situation that lies outside her control, a site
for the poet to play complex narrative games, or an unsolvable riddle which reflects
the larger problems that the female gender poses in early Greek myth and poetry. For
all these accounts, the episodes in books 17 and 18 are critical: they both set up the
terms of the conflicting representations of the queen that Homer deploys right up to
the moment when husband and wife are finally rejoined and supply prime examples
of her riddling words and actions. The discussion that follows falls into two parts:
first some brief points about Penelope’s position in the poem; then the view that this
commentary takes concerning the enigmas raised by the queen’s conduct.

Books 17 and 18 develop and on occasion clarify several puzzling aspects of Pene-
lope’s role within the Odyssey. First, the suitors’ eagerness to pursue what seems at
times a fruitless and unending courtship.®® While several passages make Penelope’s
remarriage bear on the problem of the Ithacan kingship (see 15.522 and 22.45-54)," a
matter which Odysseus’ prolonged absence and likely death have made an object
of potential contestation, nowhere does the poet suggest that the suitors are wooing
the queen in the expectation of inheriting Odysseus’ pre-eminent position.*® Nor do
Odysseus’ ample household and estate go with the person of Penelope.®® Should she
remarry, she must quit the home where she resides more as caretaker than owner
(18.270n, 19.579-81, 20.334—7, 341—4, 21.77—9, 103—4). Instead Penelope’s supreme
desirability, which book 18 details in particular fullness, depends on her surpassing

66 For discussion of this question, see Thomas 1988, Carlier 1984: 206-7, and Thalmann
1998: 180—93.

67 The term PaoiAeus and the nature of the institution it connotes in Homer are notoriously
difficult to define. The expression is used both of the individual who stands as a paramount
local chieftain in Ithaca and of the Phaeacians at 6.54—5, who seem to be nobles whose role is to
advise the king; see further 17.416n and Garvie on 6.54—5. On the issue of Penelope’s marriage
and the succession and power struggle in Ithaca, see Rose 1975, Halverson 1985 and 1986,
Scodel 2001.

68 Ttshould, however, be observed that although kingship through marriage is not a historical
reality in Homeric Greece, it regularly occurs in the mythical world, and audiences might project
that mythical construct onto the heroic age in which the Odyssey’s action occurs.

69 This too is the source of some confusion. Although the poet never raises the possibility
of an uxorilocal marriage, the early books do not make explicit Penelope’s departure from her
home on the occasion of her remarriage (with the exception of 2.113, 130). This also bears on
the problem of the ‘kingship’. Without some other adult male to claim possession, the successful
suitor might attempt to appropriate Odysseus’ property and, by virtue of the wealth and power
base that it gave him, aspire to the status of BaciAeUs.
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beauty, her intelligence, virtue and marital fidelity (see 18.248—9; also 2.116-19g); her
high lineage means alliance with a prominent yévos, and her expertise at the loom
generates the precious cloths that are part of the treasures of the home and belong
among the currency of aristocratic gift exchange. In book 18, Penelope also exhibits
her capacity to accumulate wealth independent of her handiwork, soliciting textiles
and jewelry. Finally, and as the suitors’ reaction to her appearance at 18.212-13n
illustrates, Penelope is desirable quite simply because she is desired. Much like Helen
in the Jliad, Odysseus’ wife is positioned first implicitly and then explicitly as an object
of male competition, a prize (21.73, 106—9) that individuals contend for because others
do. At stake is a man’s position among his peers, his victory in the jockeying for status
characteristic of the elite.

This account of Penelope would seem to leave the queen without the autonomy
and subjectivity required of an individual able to chart her course, and the poem
remains imprecise as to the precise extent to which the queen can determine her
future; her father, Telemachus and Penelope herself all seem variously to have a role
in the decision concerning remarriage, and her words at 18.269—70 (see n), ‘citing’
Odysseus’ recommendation that she select a second husband in the event of his death,
add a fresh element to the several voices.”” More consistent is the representation of
the two courses of action that lie open to the queen, and the negative consequences
that both carry. Penelope can either stay in Odysseus’ house guarding his possessions
(in which case the suitors may devour his livelihood and kill his son and heir), or leave
her home and marry whomever of the suitors she chooses, in which case she does
something profoundly antithetical to her desires and courts the charge of faithlessness;
as the poem several times observes, public opinion on Ithaca holds that she should
remain steadfast.”

By book 17 Penelope’s position in Odysseus’ home has reached such a pass that
her stance of deferment and inaction is no longer possible: Telemachus, on the cusp
of manhood, has grown increasingly assertive and eager to claim his role as master of
the house, and the suitors, alarmed at his shows of initiative and authority, are plotting
to take his life. Meanwhile Penelope has exhausted her delaying devices; since the
discovery of the trick of the web, she has failed to find another ruse. At this eleventh
hour, Odysseus’ return to Ithaca and covert entry into the palace coincide with (or
perhaps, in the poem’s curious logic, precipitate) a shift in Penelope’s behaviour. From
the moment that she first learns of the beggar’s presence, and with her emotional
and intellectual faculties now fully re-engaged, she changes from passive bystander
endlessly weeping in her chamber to an active agent who intervenes, as far as she is
able, to direct events. What is less certain is the shape that she intends those events to
take.

7° Attempts to make Penelope’s position correspond to that of women in eighth-century
Greece are circular at best. Homer’s account is not a reflection of historical reality, but an
amalgam that freely mixes traditions about the heroic age with contemporary practices, filtering
both through his inherited diction and thematic design.

" 16.75 = 19.527, 23.149-51.
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Penelope’s conduct in book 17 appears quite consistent with the poet’s earlier por-
trayal of a wife devoted to the husband whose return she ardently desires. Accordingly
she receives indicators that Odysseus is still alive and on his way home with alacrity
and joy. She is upset by Telemachus’ refusal to tell her instantly what he learnt of
his father while abroad, and reacts with delight to Theoclymenus’ prediction of the
hero’s imminent return. Her attention seems almost preternaturally fixed on events
in the hall and the treatment of the beggar there. Despite Eumaeus’ claim that ‘no
roving traveller who comes here bearing news of my lord will be able to convince his
wife’ on account of the many lying tales by which she has been duped (14.122—30),
Penelope is all eagerness to discover what this new arrival can tell her of Odysseus.
At the book’s end, after pressing Eumacus instantly to arrange an interview with the
beggar, she utters a wish for her husband’s return and the suitors’ destruction. When
Telemachus’ lucky sneeze caps her speech, Penelope welcomes the omen and gives
the first of her two laughs in the poem.

With such emphasis on the queen’s nascent optimism, her subsequent behaviour
begs for explanation. The problem begins in book 18, where Penelope declares
(following Athena’s prompt) her intention of showing herself before the suitors; when
displayed before them, she announces her willingness to remarry and to be won with
gifts.” Not only does her action smack of a flirtatiousness at odds with the conjugal
fidelity shown so far; her stated intention also flies in the face of the news just received
and that should counsel continued waiting on events. Penelope’s actions in book 19
will take her even closer to the denouement that she has so strenuously resisted.
Although confronted with still stronger proof that Odysseus is on his way home, she
proposes the contest of the bow, ostensibly the means by which she will select her
second husband. Penelope’s emotions share the shifting character of her actions. In
place of her earlier eager endorsements of predictions of her husband’s homeward
journey in book 17, an unshakable pessimism seems now to take hold. Even when
the truth, in the shape of her husband, is quite literally staring her in the face, she
continues to hesitate until she finally receives the proof of Odysseus’ marital identity
that she seeks.

A number of different factors, this commentary assumes, inform Homer’s repre-
sentation of his queen and can account for the oscillating conduct that books 17 and 18
describe. Without presuming that the poet attributes to Penelope the complex inner
life and psychology that belong to individuals in works that long postdate archaic
epic, nothing prohibits Homer from portraying his heroine intuitively responding
to the cues that Odysseus and his advent supply (part of the almost magical ‘like-
mindedness’ of this marital pair), and that prompt her emergence from a state of
mourning and her show of initiative even before Athena instigates her self-display.”™

72 The Analysts would resolve the difficulty by condemning 18.158-303 as an interpolation.

73 For accounts of Penelope’s ‘intuitive’ recognition of Odysseus, see Amory 1963, Austin
1975, Russo 1982; note too Winkler 19go who grounds Penelope’s behaviour in the stratagems
of dissimulation prized in Mediterranean culture. Other important treatments include Emlyn-
Jones 1984, Marquadt 1985, Murnaghan 1986, Foley 2001: 126—43.
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Penelope’s shifting course, in which eagerness and caution play an equal part, also
suits the poet’s complex narrative design. So as to keep his audience in doubt as
to how exactly his familiar tale will be resolved, Homer has used earlier parts of
the poem to offer several models for Penelope and her trajectory.’ The opacity of
the queen’s behaviour in book 18 make us wonder whether she will turn out to be
another treacherous Clytemnestra, Helen or Aphrodite, a seductive Circe type, or a
maidenly provider of help, like Nausicaa or Ino Leucothea. From the poem’s start
too, Homer has placed his heroine within a network of familial and social relations
that circumscribe her role and deprive her of the freedom of action that the epic hero
enjoys in pursuing his personal ends:”® as a married woman, mother and daughter she
must protect her ofkos and serve the interests of her male kin. Further constraining
Penelope is the conflict that the poet, much like later Attic tragedians, has engineered
between these roles. As wife she should remain loyal to her husband, as guardian of
the house prevent the destruction of his property that her continued presence there
causes; as mother she must protect the life of the son that her prevarication jeopar-
dizes, and as widow satisfy her natal family and marry again. In another harbinger
of tragic drama, the poet deprives his heroine of the information necessary to know
how to act; excluded from Athena and Odysseus’ machinations, she makes her moves
in ignorance of whether her husband is alive or dead. That she chooses the correct
course at every juncture, unwittingly promoting the goddess and hero’s designs, is
part of the cleverness of the plot. Finally, the poet incorporates into his ‘Penelopeia’
the archetypal story of the maiden on the brink of marriage. Many Greek myths, one
told in the Hymn to Demeter, paint the reluctance and ambivalence that the prospect
of marriage arouses in the bride-to-be. Penelope’s tears, her prayers to Artemis for a
rapid death, her grief at the destruction of the domestic sphere that her dream in book
19 seemingly projects, all conform to this paradigm. When we add to these elements
the facility for tricks, dissimulation and acute perception that the poet makes integral
to his queen, and that makes her so fitting a partner for her spouse, we may have
explanation enough for the ambiguities of Penelope’s behaviour.

(v) Telemachus

Telemachus inaugurates the action in book 17, and figures in almost all the episodes
in this and book 18. As a visitor to Eumaeus’ hut, Theoclymenus’ escort to Penelope,
and a participant in the events in the dining hall, he interacts with the poem’s key
players while attempting in covert fashion to shield his father from the suitors’ worst
abuses. Both Telemachus’ relations with the other characters and his interventions
during Odysseus’ initial reception suggest some answers to two central questions that
the youth’s role in the poem poses: does the poet offer his audience a Telemachus
matured as a result of his travels and experiences in the poem’s first four books, and
how does the Odyssey treat the potentially clashing interests of father and son?

74 Katz 1991 and Felson-Rubin 1994 argue for this deliberate ‘narrative indeterminacy’.
5 For this, and several subsequent points, see Foley 2001: 126—43.
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Telemachus’ words and actions in books 17 and 18 allow audiences to compare the
youth as he now appears with the individual featured in the poem’s opening two books
(almost identical diction at 17.328n and 1.114 may signal the connections between the
‘reception’ scenes; see too 17.61-83n for the links with book 2). Although Homer
presents a somewhat altered picture of the prince, chiefly through his considered
use of formulas,” Telemachus’ maturation does not seem a self-evident result of his
earlier separation from home.”” There are many moments when he appears as gauche
and ineffective as before: his attempt to check Antinous merely elicits a threatening
gesture on that suitor’s part (17.397—410), and he chooses the moment when his
mother aims to protect him from his enemies to give an ill-judged display of authority
(18.227—42n). But the youth’s travels and subsequent recognition of and by his father
have brought about a change. As books 17 and 18 illustrate, through hearing tales of
Odysseus’ deeds, and being acknowledged as his father’s son, he has acquired a major
portion of his paternal heritage, the endurance, restraint and facility for role-playing
that are so much a part of Odysseus’ identity and that he recommends to his son
at 16.274-80. Thus the youth can feign a roughness of manner with the beggar in
Eumaeus’ hut, and, in his conversation with Penelope afterwards, omit all word of his
father’s presence. He preserves silence in the face of Antinous’ assault on Odysseus,
for all that he feels ‘a great sorrow over the blow’ (17.489—90), and, maintaining that
fagade, responds in a muted manner to the second projectile directed at the beggar in
book 18.

The finely-honed picture that Homer supplies of a youth ‘at the critical moment of
the passage from boyhood to manhood’,’* but with that passage still incomplete, forms
part of the poem’s innovatory solution to the problem of Telemachus’ maturation.
Attainment of adulthood would mean Telemachus’ fitness to take on his father’s
role as head of the ofkos and community, a course that would necessarily involve
displacing the hero poised to return. Intergenerational conflict between ‘king’ and
heir is not a theme that the poet wishes to pursue;™ instead, departing from the models
in other myths and later tragedy, he imagines the uniquely harmonious relations
between Odysseus and Telemachus that are visible in the charade they play before
the suitors in the hall in books 17, 18 and beyond. Despite the poem’s occasional
glances towards the ‘Oedipal’ path not taken (see 1.215—20, 350-5, 21.125—9), the
prince shows himself willing to postpone his claims and to work wholeheartedly
towards his father’s restoration. Indeed, the poem’s conclusion signals this rivalry
forestalled when together with Laertes, Odysseus and his son confront the suitors: the

75 See 17.3, 45nn and Beck 1998—9.

77 For the degree to which Telemachus is cast in the role of the ‘initiate’ of myth and ritual,
and the question of his maturation, see Eckert 1963, Martin 1993: 232—9, Felson-Rubin 1994:
67—91, Beck 1998—9, Heath 2001, Toher 2001.

7 Holscher 1996: 139.

79 Although Homer seems aware of a probably already extant story preserved in a sixth-
century epic, the Telegony, in which Odysseus is killed by Telegonus, his son by Circe.
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youth’s grandfather rejoices as his two heirs, exact equals, ‘contend in courage’, not
against one another, but united against a common enemy (24.513-15).*

Telemachus’ new-found affinity with his father and their unity of purpose stand in
contrast to the tensions that, from the poem’s first book through to book 23, estrange
him from Penelope. The exchanges between mother and son in books 17 and 18, which
illustrate their conflicting goals and misinterpretations of one another’s actions, are
typical of their interactions elsewhere in the poem. The queen’s necessary exclusion
from the revenge plot and Telemachus’ distrust of his mother as a result of Athena’s
warning (15.20) prompt his harsh dismissal of Penelope’s request for news early in
book 17 and her consequent pain. In book 18, in one of the queen’s several attempts
to forestall Telemachus’ maturation and the changes in the household that this would
bring about, Penelope assumes the capacity to instruct her son in how to behave in
the company of older men, even as she acknowledges that the time has come for him
to marry. The very fact of the disharmony between mother and son heightens our
sense of the extraordinary strength of the marital bond. According to the ‘ideology of
exclusivity’ that informs the mutuality between this husband and wife, Telemachus is
denied the ability to fathom his parents’ relationship and refused participation in the
supreme moment of their reunion.”’

(vi) The ofkos

The attention to family relations and explorations of hospitality detailed above are
among the several pointers to the spatial and corresponding thematic orientation of
books 17 and 18. Quitting the exotic lands of the poem’s first half, and the peripheral
regions of Ithaca, Homer narrows his scope, rarely looking beyond Odysseus’ dining
hall and Penelope’s chamber. The prominence of the hero’s okos, a unit that includes
the physical house, its inhabitants, property, livestock, fields and human resources,
conditions Homer’s depiction of the dispute between Odysseus and his rivals in this
portion of the composition: it is less a struggle for political or public primacy than a
clash over questions of domestic authority and the suitors’ usurpation of Odysseus’
prerogatives as master of his home. On repeated display here are the interlopers’
profligacy and unceasing consumption, their sexual dalliance with the maids, their
neglect of the dog that was once a prized member of the house, and even their
want of care with regard to the resources in the homes that are properly theirs
(see 17.533)-

The suitors’ ‘domestic’ offences extend to the marriage relationship fundamental
to the olkos, whose continuity depends on the legitimate offspring that the wife bears,
and whose wealth she should preserve intact. The poet’s earlier use of the House of
Atreus paradigm has already criminalized the act of courtship, casting the intruders
in the role of Aegisthus even as it glosses over the asymmetry between the two

80 On father-son relations, and the potentially conflicting trajectories of Telemachus and
Odysseus, see particularly Murnaghan 1987: 33—7 and Thalmann 1998: 206—23.
81 For this ‘ideology of exclusivity’, see Katz 1991: 170-82.
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situations: Aegisthus courts Clytemnestra while Agamemnon is still very much alive,
but the suitors do their wooing in the belief (or hope) that Odysseus is dead (see too
22.35—40). The gift-giving scene in book 18 also conforms to the negative model that
Aegisthus has supplied: the objects that the suitors present to Penelope may better
suit a seduction scenario than the legitimate courtship intended by the queen (see
18.278, 292—301nn).

A corollary to this promotion of the olkos and the social relations located there is the
much-diminished or occluded place of the civic sphere, with only passing mentions
of the 8fpos, of communal opinion and polis-based institutions (the assembly in book
2 is the only such meeting).** Book 17 includes Telemachus’ excursion to the agora,
but on this occasion no public assembly takes place, and book 18 turns the ‘public’
beggar Irus (18.1n) into the suitors’ domestic stooge. It makes perfect sense then that
Odysseus’ revenge occurs within the ofkos. Where other versions of his return may
have imagined him leading a band of retainers (the lying tale of the Aetolian cited
by Eumaeus hints at this alternative ending at 14.385), and a pitched battle of an
Iliadic kind, the Odyssey prefers first to stage the slaughter in the banqueting hall (with
members of the ofkos as Odysseus’ sole mortal supporters in the fight) and then shuts
the house doors against outsiders (23.134—6).

3. TRANSMISSION

There is only one secure reference to writing in the Homeric corpus, in the story
of how Proetus, king of Ephyre, sought to punish his guest Bellerophon whom he
(wrongly) thought guilty of trying to seduce his wife. Inscribing ‘baneful signs on a
folding tablet, many and deadly’ (/I. 6.168—g), Proetus sent the hero to his Lycian
father-in-law in the expectation that the miscreant, on showing his host the notations,
would be punished. Homer may tell the story in ignorance of the medium he describes,
adapting a tale borrowed from the Near East (where audiences would be familiar with
writing) while preserving both the geographic orientation and the ‘fatal letter’ motif
of the original. And yet the assumption that Homer was unaware of the technology
that he includes is problematic. On several counts (although with the caveats noted
below), it seems probable that the fliad and Odyssey assumed written form quite shortly
after their date of composition. Oral preservation over several generations is possible
(and some would postpone the poems’ transposition into writing to the sixth century;
see below), but less plausible. Since transmission through performance inevitably
involves alteration and innovation, poems of such length and complexity could not
have long survived in the form in which Homer composed them unless they were
transcribed within or soon after his lifetime. Janko’s tabulation of the incidence of
various older linguistic forms in early epic poems shows that the Iliad and Odyssey’s

82 For Thalmann 1998: 131, it is less a case of erasure than cooption: ‘the oikos stands by
synecdoche for the whole community, and the hierarchical relations in the oikos are presented as
the model for the community’s structure’.
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linguistic evolution was arrested at a very early point, sometime in the eighth century,
and well before Hesiod’s time.*$ An external stop must have prevented the natural
process of modernization and change, and a written version readily explains such
fixity.

The scenario described above is not unproblematic.* Since the earliest examples
of Greek writing date only from c. 770, in the form of inscriptions, the transcription
of two immensely long oral poems would have had to occur when the technology
was still very new. Compounding the challenge of writing down some 12,000 lines of
the Odyssey was the cost of acquiring the necessary quantity of papyrus, a material
imported from Egypt (perhaps via Phoenicia, also the origin of the syllabary that
the Greeks adapted for their alphabetic writing system).?> Attempts to push back the
date of writing’s introduction or to place Homer at a later stage run into fresh and

86

still greater difficulties of their own.” How the works were first written down also

remains a matter of conjecture. We might imagine that Homer, having composed his
poems in the traditional manner, then transcribed them. But living oral poets have
proved disinclined to use writing, which hinders compositional flow, and visible in
the Jliad is a marked ambivalence, if not hostility, towards artifacts (Proetus’ lying and
destructive Triva most emphatically) that, like written records, aim to preserve past
events in unchanging form.*” More plausible is the notion of Homer dictating to a
scribe, much as the Yugoslav guslars did to Parry and Lord.** As for the impetus
behind the decision to record the poems in writing, we can only speculate. The
singular excellence of Homer’s poetry, transcending anything a bard had achieved
before, might have moved a wealthy patron to pay a scribe so as to guarantee the
compositions’ preservation, or the task may have been undertaken for more political
reasons, as a local PaciAels saw in the poems a means of asserting a traditional
model of kingship and aristocratic values increasingly under challenge. The growth
of Panhellenism, competition with new performance genres, and a grasp for the

83 Janko 1982: 228-31 assigns the fixation of the lliad to 750—725 Bc, that of the Odyssey to
743713 Bc. However, considerable dispute remains, and the present tendency is to down date
to c. 700 BC or even later. See further Andersen and Dickie 1995 with Papadopoulos 1996.

84 For detailed discussion of the issue, still useful is Allen 1924; more recent work includes
Pasquali 1971: 201—47, Gentili 1988: 3—23, 223—33, S. West 1988: 33—48, Haslam 1997: 79-84. Kirk
1962: 87, 98-101 and Kirk 1964: 79—89 argue for uniquely oral preservation without significant
modification until transcription in the sixth century; for effective counter-arguments to this, see
Notopoulos 1960 and Parry 1966: 215-16.

85 See Lewis 1974: 86-8 for the advent and spread of papyrus in Greece.

86 See Powell 1997: 3—4 for these.

87 For hostility towards monumentalized records in the Jliad, see Ford 1992: 131-71. See too
Fowler 2004: 225-6.

88 As Lord 1960: 128 has shown, a poet grown accustomed to the slower process of dictation
is able to improve the quality of his work, both avoiding inconsistencies and anticipating the
future course of events. Parry 1971: 475, however, acknowledges the problems dictation creates
for an oral poet. Proponents of dictation include Jensen 1980: g2, Janko 1982: 191, West 19go:
34, Powell 1991: 221—37 and West 2000.
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power that comes with canonization and control over future recitations of the epics
are other possible motives for transcription.*

The ‘evolutionary theory’ promoted by several recent scholars questions this
account of the poems’ transmission.”” Instead, texts of the Homeric epics would
not have existed until the middle of the sixth century, perhaps, in the view of
some, first dictated and edited in Athens under the Peisistratid regime. According
to an Athenian tradition dating back to the fourth century,” Peisistratus (who seized
power c. 561) first brought the poems to Athens, while his son Hipparchus (who died
c. 514) instructed the rhapsodes performing the compositions at the Panathenaea, the
venue for such recitals since the festival’s inception in 566/5, to ‘go through them in
order’, each taking up where his predecessor had left off (a description that suggests
that previously episodes may have been sung out of order or independently).”* While
the regularization of Homeric recitals at the Panathenaea under Hipparchus receives
external support from the proliferation of scenes in their correct sequence from the
Iliad and Odyssey on contemporary Attic vases,” the tradition of the ‘Peisistratean
recension’ (an episode wholly unknown to Alexandrian scholars) is likely to have
been a later fabrication. Rather than crediting the Athenian tyrants with establishing
official, definitive and archetypal texts of the fliad and Odyssey, it seems more likely
that Athens, and the Peisistratids who may have procured the first complete set of
rolls, would have had an important part in the transmission of the poems that were
already in written form; hence the epic diction’s acquisition of its ‘Attic veneer’.**

Regardless of the date of the first transcription, the existence of a text, itself subject
to insertions, emendations and deletions, would not have precluded simultaneous oral
transmission, particularly in a society where literacy was limited and where no special
authority adhered to written as opposed to verbal accounts. The broad diffusion of
the lliad and Odyssey throughout the Aegean points to this on-going performance
tradition, as does the presence, attested in sources from the sixth century on, of
the professional bands of Homeridae on the island of Chios, whose role it was to
recite Homeric poetry; song competitions consisting of performances of Homer also

89 For these different views, see Nagy 1979: 1-11, 19g0a: chap. 2, Morris 1986, Burkert 1987,
Janko 1992: 38.

9° The ‘evolutionary model’ has chiefly been advanced by Nagy; see particularly Nagy 1992,
1996a, 1996b; note too Seaford 1994. For critiques, see Janko 1998: 12 nn. 63—4, Powell 1997: 30
n. 54, Finkelberg 2000.

9" Chiefly Plato [?] Hipparch. 228b; see also Isoc. Panegyr. 159, Lycurg, Leocr. 102, Cic. De
or 3.137; Diog Laert. 1.57 assigns the innovation to Solon. For the debates surrounding the
Peisistratean recension, see Jensen 1980, S. West 1988: 36—9, Janko 1992: 29—32, Seaford 1994:
14454, Scodel 2002: 54—5.

9% But as Fowler 2004: 224 observes, the very desire to establish a standard version ‘implies
an interesting textual awareness of oral vagaries’ and does not prove there was no existing text
at that point.

93 See Shapiro 1990: 43—6. But it should also be noted that the iconographical tradition
shows the popularity of several episodes not included in the canonical versions of the songs; see
Lowenstam 1997.

9¢ Haslam 1997: 83.
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occurred at Sicyon in the early sixth century. Even if texts in the rhapsodes’ possession
inclined them to memorize the two works, some degree of continuing recomposition
would inevitably occur as long as the poems were orally performed. Such a continuing
composition-in-performance tradition alongside written transmission explains why,
when confronted with texts gathered from as far afield as Marseilles, Cyprus, Crete,
Chios and Sinope, the third- and second-century scholars of Alexandria had the
daunting task of producing the standardized and stabilized versions of the two works
that stand behind the manuscripts on which our present texts are based.

4. THE TEXT

Four chief sources for the Odyssey text exist: (a) the fragmentary papyri from the Ptole-
maic period and Roman Egypt, of which our earliest date back to the third century
BC and the latest to the 6th or 7th century Ap; these preserve portions of the text that
predate the first complete manuscripts by many centuries;” (b) verbatim quotations
in ancient authors and lexicographers, including early inscriptions citing Homeric
material; (c) medieval (and post-medieval) manuscripts, the earliest of which dates
to the 1oth century;*® (d) textual comments and quotations in the ‘scholia’, many
of which record the readings favoured by the Alexandrian scholars and editors of
Homer; these scholia are far less abundant for the Odyssey than for the fliad."” Occa-
sionally commentaries exist as independent works, the prime example being that
compiled by the twelfth-century archbishop Eustathius.

The broad picture of the transmission of the text is quite clear. As indicated above,
the early material suggests a very fluid tradition with increasing diminution in textual
variations over time. The first of the two chief watersheds in the regularization of
the text occurs in the sixth century (the so-called ‘Peisistratean recension’ described
above). However the many discrepancies that persist due to simultaneous oral trans-
mission are visible in quotations of Homer in fourth-century authors, Plato and
Aristotle among them, and in the ‘city editions’ (politikar) gathered by the Alexandri-
ans. This last group shows many departures from what became the base text, although
curiously several of them agree with one another or with citations in fourth-century
authors that differ from the later vulgate. It seems unlikely that there was any single
pre-Alexandrian prototype, despite Aristarchus’ reference to a text or texts called koine
or kotnai (presumably manuscripts going back to some kind of ‘standard’ version) and
which the Alexandrian scholar classifies, together with the city editions, among the
‘random’ or ‘inferior’” Homeric texts that were unedited by previous hands.*®

95 For the papyri of the Ptolemaic period, see S. West 1967.

96 For discussion of attempts to classify these into families, see Haslam 1997: 87—99.

97 These are gathered in Dindorf 1855, and are just starting to be properly edited; see Pontani
2007.

98 Nagy argues that this koine or ‘vulgate’ would have been derived from the text established
in Athens under the reforms of the fourth-century Demetrius of Phaleron; see especially Nagy
1996b; note too Jensen 1980: 109—10 for the equation of the koine with the Athenian city edition.
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The second decisive stage, which aimed to standardize the number and sequence of
the verses and to remove many variant readings, is associated with the three scholars
and Heads of the Alexandrian Library who collated and edited the available texts.
Following his predecessors Zenodotus of Ephesus and Aristophanes of Byzantium,”
Aristarchus of Samothrace (c. 216-144 Bc) produced an edition of the Homeric
poems.'”" His version seems to have proved much more influential than those of the
two earlier scholars, prompting, from c. 150 Bc on, the rapid disappearance of the
‘wild’ or ‘eccentric’ texts distinctive for their many variants and so-called ‘plus-verses’
(and some minus-verses too) that made the poems more verbose and repetitious
than in their post-Aristarchean form. Following Zenodotus’ practice, Aristarchus
would ‘athetize’ the suspect lines (which have survived in the manuscript tradition),
marking each with an obelus or dash in the left hand margin. Modern scholars
have variously reconstructed Aristarchus’ editorial principles. In the view of some, he
based his corrections chiefly on the external, manuscript evidence; others argue that
his subjective sense of what was redundant, incoherent or unseemly guided his choices,
together with the desire to standardize the text. Because we lack information about
the manuscripts available to Aristarchus, it remains impossible to determine in each
and every instance the grounds on which he rejected lines or chose one reading over
another, although documentary evidence clearly determined most omissions in his
text. Most plausibly, the scholar would have charted a middle course between collation
and conjecture.'”' Absent from Aristarchus’ evaluations of his material was, of course,
any awareness of the oral tradition shaping the poems: for the Alexandrian, Homer
was an Athenian who lived around 1000 Bc and wrote down his two compositions,
works that Hesiod had a chance to read (see = A to II. 13.197 and II. 12.22a). The
degree to which the later manuscript tradition derives from the version established
by Aristarchus is also unclear:'** while the number and sequence of verses in our
manuscripts almost exactly matches the verses admitted by Aristarchus, his readings
are quite regularly ignored. This may be because Aristarchus’ ‘edition’ was not a newly
created text, but an existing manuscript judged superior by the scholar, accompanied
by his annotations and something in the manner of an apparatus.'”

99 Zenodotus’ revisions are known to us only second- and third-hand; neither he nor Aristo-
phanes left commentaries to accompany their text, although Aristophanes authored many
lexicographical works. See S. West 1988: 415 for further details.

'9° Current assessments of Aristarchus differ widely; while older scholars tend to defend his
reliability, in recent times the negative judgment chiefly associated with van der Valk 1949, that
faults him for his subjectivity and foolish standards of suitability, has tended to prevail; for a
balanced view, see Janko 1992: 25—9; other helpful treatments include Schenkeveld 1970, Porter
1992, Montanari 1998, Porter 2002, Nagy 2004.

1! Nagy 2004: 46.

92 To cite the two extremes, for Bolling 1914: 128, ‘all our manuscripts are reproductions
of [Aristarchus’ edition]’; for the editor of the still current OCT, T. W. Allen, his influence was
non-existent; see Allen 192.4: 326—7. For further discussion, see van der Valk 1949, Apthorp 1980,
S. West 1988: 46-8, Janko 1992: 20—38.

193 For this view, see Haslam 1997: 856 and Montanari 2002. According to our later sources,
Aristarchus produced first a commentary on Aristophanes’ text, then his own text and finally an
accompanying commentary. A further text was subsequently produced by Aristarchus’ pupils
on the basis of the scholar’s later thoughts.
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While the reconstruction just offered conforms to standard accounts of textual
transmission, it is not the only picture available. In an attempt to reconcile the
Parry-Lord notion of an on-going tradition of composition-in-performance with
the ‘historical reality of an integral and unified Homeric fext inherited from the
ancient world’,'"* Gregory Nagy has used Lord’s concept of ‘multiformity’ to chal-
lenge attempts to establish an ‘original’ text. Multiformity, which describes songs in
a constant process of evolution as each performance introduces fresh modifications,
and which ‘does not give preference or precedence to any one word or set of words
to express an idea’, but recognizes that the idea may exist in several forms,'*> also
dispenses with the question of which of two textual variants is correct: since both stem
from the multiform performance tradition and reflect different stages in the tran-
scription of that tradition, they possess equal legitimacy. Only lack of conformity with
traditional oral epic diction warrants a variant’s rejection as ‘inauthentic’.'® A strict
regard for oral poetics additionally reshapes the view that editors take of plus verses;
because the performing poet expands or compresses his poem on each occasion, there
is no single correct number of verses.

The production of such a ‘multitext’'*’ is not my intention here, and the text I print
relies on the editions of T. W. Allen (Oxford, 2nd edn 191g), P. Von der Miihll (Basel
1946), J. Russo (vol. v of the Italian edition, Rome 1985) and H. van Thiel (Hildesheim
1993). It is not based on any new examination of the manuscripts, and the apparatus
is extremely simplified (explanations for the abbreviations used in the notes at the foot
of the text are given on p. 44). It generally notes major areas of divergence between the
readings in standard editions, but minor variations (such as the inclusion or omission
of the augment), misspellings due to scribal errors, and divergent orthographies
are largely ignored; particular manuscripts or manuscript families to which variants
belong are not identified. The apparatus also notes readings proposed or favoured
by Alexandrian and other early editors and commentators and identifies the author
by name. More extensive quotations, paraphrases or allusions in sources that provide
our ancient indirect evidence for the text are cited in the body of the commentary.

Finally a word about book divisions. The twenty-four segments into which the
Iliad and Odyssey are conventionally divided do not date back to the period of the
poems’ composition (not least because the standard twenty-four letter Ionic alphabet
on which those demarcations depend did not yet exist). The name paywibia given
by the ancient sources to the individual books suggests these divisions’ genesis in a
performance milieu, perhaps in the context of the sixth-century Panathenaea (where
they would have helped the sequential delivery of the poem and the assignment of
successive portions to the different days of the festival), or in the late fourth century, as
part of the reforms of rhapsodic performances in Athens under Demetrius of Phaleron
(317307 BC)."*® Ps.-Plutarch’s Homeric Vita assigns book divisions to the school of

%4 Nagy 1992: 31. '% M. L. Lord 1995: 23.
196 Nagy 1996b: 133. 7 Nagy 1996b: 113.
198 S, West 1967: 18—25 proposes the divisions’ origin in the fourth-century book trade instead.
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Aristarchus (2.4), and many modern accounts endorse that view."" But the evidence
can be argued both ways: against the absence of standard indicators of book division
in most early papyri, we must weigh the several papyri that do suggest awareness
of segmentation of some kind; if classical authors refer to Homeric passages not by
book, but by the episodes in which they appear, this may reflect nothing more than
the citation practices of the time. Nor can we rule out the possibility that Homer
was first responsible for some form of partitioning, both to help him structure his
complex narrative and to allow audiences to recognize important junctures within
the poems; distinct narrative ‘blocks’ that broadly coincide with the book divisions
as they now stand seem integral to the works’ intricate patterning and design. A
pre-existing and in some way ‘authoritative’ source for the segmentation would also
explain the unanimity with which Alexandrian scholars accepted the partitions: not

1o

known for scholarly concord, they seem in remarkable agreement on this point.

5. HOMERIC METRE

Greek metre differs fundamentally from English; in English verse, rhythm depends
on the number of syllables and the pattern of stresses in each line. In Greek, a
pattern of alternating long (or ‘heavy’) and short (or ‘light’) syllables, distinguished by
their relative duration (‘quantity’), determines the line’s rhythmical structure. Homer
composed in the dactylic hexameter, a line of six feet (metra), which may be dactyls
(- v v) or spondees (— —). All Homeric verses have an internal line break or caesura
(see below) and form a complete metrical period with a pause at the line’s end. The
scheme of the hexameter line is as follows (v is a short syllable, — a long syllable, x
an anceps, a syllable which may be long or short; | marks the end of each foot):

—ool-ool-Sol-ool=-ool-x

Any foot can be made up of a dactyl or a spondee, except for the truncated last foot;
this consists of only two syllables and concludes in an anceps. Spondees occur more
rarely in the fifth foot than in the first four, and the fliad and Odyssey include only five
purely spondaic lines (e.g. Od. 15.334). The discussion that follows presents the chief

factors that determine the scansion of Homeric verse.

(i) Syllable quantity: In Greek, the vowels 7 or w are naturally long and € and o
are naturally short; o, 1 and v may be either long or short. Diphthongs (a1, av,
€1, €U, NV, ov, u1) are long; these are normally pronounced together as a single

'°9 However, the consensus seems to be shifting to an earlier date; see Haslam 1997: 57-8
and Heiden 2000.

' Different positions on the debate concerning book division can be found in Taplin 1992:
285-93, Stanley 1993: 24993, Jensen 1999, Heiden 1998, Heiden 2000; see too 17.1, 18.428 nn.

"' For introductory discussions of the Homeric hexameter, see Monro, HD 366—405 and
West 1982: 35—9, 1987: 19—23. My account draws additionally on Wace and Stubbings 1962:
19—25, West 1997, Russo 1997, Pulleyn 2000.
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syllable but if the modern text prints a double dot (diaeresis) over the second
of the two vowels (e.g. 17.8, 6iw), the vowels must be scanned separately. In
Greek verse, syllables are treated as long or short.'* A syllable is short if it ends
in a short vowel. A syllable is long if it contains a long vowel, a diphthong or
ends in a consonant (e.g. ToA-A&, Od. 1.1). Thus it is necessary to distinguish
between vowel length and the metrical quantity of a syllable. In the word ¢o—T1
at Od. 17.18, the first syllable is long because it ends in a consonant but the vowel
remains phonetically short. In syllabification, words are treated as a continuous
succession of sounds; when a word ending in a short vowel is followed by a word
beginning in two consonants, the syllable counts as long (e.g. Te oTuyepoio, Od.
17.8); so too, when a short vowel followed by a single consonant at the end of the
word precedes a word beginning in a consonant, the syllable counts as long (e.g.
&Gnxts payéuev, Od. 18.3)

Two consonants occurring together are normally divided between two syllables
(¢o—T1, as above). The letters ¢, §, y indicate two consonants (68, kg, T0) so that the
preceding syllable is always long. The aspirate or rough breathing does not count
as a consonant. Before certain combinations of consonants, a plosive (x, X, T, 9, T,
P, Y, 5, P) followed by a liquid or nasal (A, p, W, V), a short syllable is sometimes
permitted. Examples include 17.32, where the final syllable of kagTopvioa must be
short despite the fact that the two consonants in 6pévois follow, and 18.173, where the
first syllable of axpuUoiot is short. Some of these combinations are very rare,' and
in every instance the poet is using metrical licence so as to accommodate words that
would otherwise not fit into the hexameter line.

(i) Where a vowel or diphthong occurs at the end of one word and another vowel
begins the next, one of several things may occur: elision and correption are the
regular practices, hiatus and synizesis are the exceptions, recognizable because
the line will not otherwise scan.

(a) Elision: if the final vowel of the first word is short, it is normally eliminated,
regardless of whether the vowel beginning the following word is aspirated
or not. This elimination is marked by an apostrophe in the text (e.g. 17.33,
& tmelT i0Us). Final —ou1 terminating a middle or passive verb form is also
sometimes elided (e.g. 17.81, BoUAo). In Homeric epic, elision can never
occur between one line and the next, although it is admissible at the caesura
(e-g» 17-24).

(b) Correption (‘tightening up’): if the final vowel of the first word is long or a
diphthong, it is usually shortened (see the lines scanned below). In Homer
‘internal’ correption can occasionally occur within a word, a device used for
metrical convenience (so éutratov — v v at Od. 20.379).

2 On one calculation, an average long syllable would have lasted about five-sixths as long
as two average short syllables; see West 1982: 38 n. 18.
'3 See Monro, HD 370.
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(c) Hiatus (‘gap’): the final vowel or diphthong may sometimes preserve its
original quantity. But often hiatus, normally prohibited in Greek poetry, is
more apparent than real, the result of the second word’s loss of an original
initial digamma (e.g., ZI. 1.7, Te F&vag &vdpddv). Hiatus can also occur when
two formulas are juxtaposed,''! or at the caesura. In other instances, there
is no obvious explanation for the poet’s choice to use the device; Homer has
simply exploited the licence that his poetic tradition allows.

c

Synizesis (‘sitting together’, also called crasis, ‘mixing’): this means that two
or more adjacent vowels or a vowel and a diphthong are run together so as to
produce one long syllable (e.g. jvadyea, scanned — — — at 17.55, & &piyvwTe,
scanned — —— v at 375, 1} oUY, scanned — at 376). The device regularly occurs
with the case endings —¢w (from —aw) and —éwv (from —&eov).

In addition to the quantity of the syllables, word placement and the internal articu-
lation of the hexameter line are equally important determinants of rhythm."> Homer
achieves rhythmical variety by allowing pauses between two words, which may occur
at various points and are subject to certain rules. When this word break occurs within
a foot, it is called a caesura (‘cutting’ or word-division). Every verse has a ‘main’ or
‘central’ caesura, which may fall in one of three places in the third or fourth foot:

(i) after the first short syllable of a dactylic third foot (the ‘feminine’ or trochaic
caesura, much the most common); this rhythmical pause often coincides with a
sense pause, e.g. 17.36:

78 fev & Boh&poto ﬂep_i‘pp?.ov MnveAdTes

(ii) after the firstlong syllable of that foot (the ‘masculine’ or penthemimeral caesura),
e.g. 17.16:

Tov émorue_lﬁéuevgs ﬂpooéq)'?] ToAUunTIs OBusoels

(ili) after the first long syllable of the fourth foot (the hepthemimeral caesura), e.g.
5.2093 etc.

gl\c;y\ejvgs /\TIE_pT\lJC\'XJS?], WZACLR]X;V’ Osuooey
Although a main hepthemimeral caesura is by far the rarest of divisions, a break in
this position frequently appears side by side with a third foot main caesura (e.g. 17.1).
A third foot caesura occurs in over 9g8% of Homer’s lines, causing the line to

divide into two halves, the first slightly shorter than the second; many epic formulas
are designed to fill one or another of these cola, and the poet may combine two

4 See Parry 1971: 191-6, 235-7.
5 On line structure and segmentation, see West 1982, Kirk 1985: 1737, Kahane 1994: 17—42.
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formulaic expressions, each occupying one segment of the line (see below). The
two cola are additionally divided into two smaller word groups, with a word-break
generally occurring after one or one-and-a-half feet in the first half, and before the
fifth (and occasionally the fourth) foot in the second half. When that pause comes
between two whole feet it is called diaeresis (‘division’). Most frequent is the word
break at the end of the fourth foot that generates the familiar rhythm — v v — —at the
line’s end; this so-called ‘bucolic diaeresis’ occurs in approximately 60% of Homer’s
lines (e.g. 17.36 above).

The opposite of the caesura is a ‘bridge’, a place in the verse where the poet tends
to avoid word end: such bridges can be found after the first short syllable of the fourth
foot (‘Hermann’s bridge’, where word break occurs only about once in 550 lines), and
at the end of the third foot. It is also very unusual to find a pause later than the end
of the fourth foot. Some common short words are so closely associated with the word
that precedes or follows them (called ‘postpositives’ and ‘prepositives’ respectively)
that a caesura may not divide the combination. Postpositives include enclitics and
particles such as pév, 8¢, yap; among ‘prepositives’ are the definite article and some
particles, particularly kai and &AAG.

Many of these features of Homeric verse can be seen at work in the opening lines
of book 17. The notes that follow signal the chief metrical devices and the internal
articulation of the lines. The gap in each line indicates the main caesura.

"Huos & F]pTy\éJve_lc\(J q;Jav_n f);S;SC—'lKT;A;S Hods,

8_1‘] 147 Ereid’ Imd Toooiv %JBEGET; KoA& Tl‘\és_ll)((:
T?]Azu;xgs, q>\iJ7\\cJJsTJi:")s ’68\700_1"‘]0_; Ggio_l)o(,

¢ieTo S’EAKTu;v §;x;s, 3ol ;M\&u;wlk\l) &Jp;']pzl,

T v oy— vv —

&oTude iéuevos, Kod £V TIpOCEeITTE cruBo)'rnv 5

3

"'r'r ﬁ Tol uev eycov eTu eg 1'ro7\1v oq)por ue un'rnp

SyeTal- 0¥ yap i ﬂpooeev Tovoeshan &f w

v — v v—

KAowBoU Te oTUyepoio yoom Te 8cx|<puoev10s,

- YNy Y

Tpiv Y Ty pe ST c’rrc'xp coly’ &8 FmTEAG'

1. Line g has a spondaic fifth foot, quite rare in the Homeric hexameter (it occurs
in approximately 5% of Homeric verses).

2. There are elisions in lines 1, 2, 4, 6, and g.
Correption occurs in 5 kai €é6v, where the syllable of xai would normally be long;
similarly at 7 TaUgeofan diw, g BTN &TP.
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4. Hiatus occurs at 4 6 of and 5 &oTUS¢ iéuevos; the hiatus at g pe FidnTou is caused
by digamma.

5.  Of the nine lines, six have the feminine caesura. Line g is an example of a line
where the caesura coincides with a strong sense break and at 8 it occurs between
two formulaic expressions.

The bucolic diaeresis occurs in lines 6, 8 and g.

7. There is no violation of the ‘bridge’ in line 8 since T¢ (a postpositive) is tied to
ydoto.

8. Lines g and 7 have prominent pauses at the end of the first or first-and-a-half
foot.

The existence of different internal divisions, and the rules governing them, facil-
itate composition and audience reception in several ways. The caesura and bucolic
diaeresis allow the poet to structure his lines so that they match and promote nar-
rative progression. In addition to the strong sense-break that occurs at line end in
well over 50% of the lines in the fliad and Odyssey, internal articulation creates other
sense-pauses or ‘stopping points’ and signals relations of meaning between the line’s
different elements; lines that fall naturally into two parts often include parallel or
mutually reinforcing statements, while those that contain three elements may offer
a sequence of increasingly emphatic or more particularized terms. A pause within
or after the first foot isolates a significant opening term. Relations between lines
are also conveyed by the use of sentence structure. Self-enclosed thoughts, gnomic
reflections or proverbial ‘one-liners’ tend to fill a single line (e.g. 17.218); enjamb-
ment, where the sense runs on into the next line, and particularly common when
a new phrase begins at the bucolic diaeresis, may highlight the ‘run over’ word
(e.g 18.21—2) or simply serve to keep the story going. Parry distinguished between
two kinds of enjambment: the ‘unperiodic’ or (in Kirk’s terminology) ‘progressive’
kind, where a grammatically integral phrase is extended by an additional term or
phrase; and the ‘necessary’ or ‘integral’ kind, where the enjambed element completes
the unfinished meaning."® These various structural elements also allow the reciting
poet to avoid the too pronounced regularity and monotony that would result from
sequences of lines which fell into a single rhythm, all probably performed to the same
melody.'"

"6 For enjambment, see Bassett 1926, Edwards 1966, Parry 1971: 251-65, Kirk 1985: 30~7,
Higbie 1990, Clark 1994 and 1997. There has been relatively little discussion of the stylistic
significance of the device beyond its capacity, on occasion, to lend emphasis to the enjambed
term. See Bakker 1997a: 152—5 for the suggestion that clusters of enjambed lines can convey
heightened emotion or accompany ‘chaotic scenes’ through their deliberate violation of the
usual hexametric rhythm.

"7 The only extant scrap of musical notation accompanying a hymn composed in epic metre,
an inscription dated to the third century ap, suggests that the same melody would be used for
every line; for this and other aspects of musical performance, see West 1992: 208—9 and 328.
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Verse segmentation demonstrably exists in close relation to formulaic diction,
with specific formulas slotting into the different portions of the line (e.g. at 17.16,
the formulaic TToAUunTIS O8ucoels follows the fourth-foot caesura; contrast 280,
where the poet needs the longer ToAUTAas &ios O8uacoeus to fill the space between
the feminine caesura and the line end). It is easy to imagine (and comparative
Indo-European poetics bears this out) that certain formula shapes predated and
even generated the structural units subsequently joined into the hexameter line,
although without firm knowledge of when the metre first evolved (see below), questions
of priority remain unresolved. The interdependence between verse structure and
traditional diction goes beyond noun-epithet phrases: for certain word types, syntactic
patterns, and colon-length phrases there are strongly preferred positions in the line,
suggesting the presence of an ‘inner-metrical’ level visible in the division into cola.'®

The degree to which sound, metre and colometry (the arrangement of individual
rhythmical word groups) can mirror meaning remains hard to gauge. In a few well-
known instances, a metrical sequence does seem ‘mimetic’, coinciding with the action
described."" At Od. 11.593-600 (a passage already commented on by Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, On the composition of words, 20) metrical devices reflect first Sisyphus’
laborious effort as he pushes his stone to the top of the hill, and then the stone’s rapid
descent as it rolls back down. Heavily spondaic phrases, long participles and the hiatus
in &vw &OBeoke convey the sinner’s slow and effort-filled toil, while the sequence of
uncontracted dactyls at 598 evokes the boulder’s downward rush. On other occasions,
metre may enhance the poet’s characterization of an individual and his speaking style.
Thersites’ abusive address (II. 2.225-42) contains an unusual amount of correption
and synizesis; this bears out the descriptions that the poet and Odysseus give of the
defamer, a man ‘of unmeasured speech’ (&ueTpoeTs, 212) and ‘indiscriminate in
his words’ (&xp1Téuuos, 246).*° But for the most part judgments that the metrical
sequence would cause one phrase or line to sound ‘harsh’ and another ‘mellifluous’
must remain largely subjective.

Further questions surround the origins and early history of the dactylic
hexameter.”' The existence of formulas uniquely adapted to hexameter verse and
whose morphology places their coinage in Mycenaean times confirms that poets were
already using the metre for heroic epic in the fifteenth or fourteenth centuries. The
dactylic hexameter is most likely to be an indigenous creation. While some have
argued that it seems ill suited to the Greek language because it necessarily precludes
words that contain a cretic (- v —) or have a sequence of more than two short syllables
(contrast the iambic trimeter), and hence must have been adopted from the Near
East, no plausible foreign predecessors have been found. The most likely scenario
is that proposed by Martin West in which Greek poets, working in a tradition of

18 As explored in O’Neill 1942. "9 See West 1997: 232—3.

12 See Martin 1989: 109-13

2! My account draws chiefly on West 1997; see too West 1973, Nagy 1974, Gentili and
Giannini 1977.
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quantitative verse whose antecedents lie in Indo-European poetry, would have com-
bined two independent cola (visible in other combinations in lyric poems), adapting
the beginning of the second so as to preserve the dactylic rhythm.'** The existence of
the caesura and the differentiation of the line’s two segments, the first with its char-
acteristic ‘falling’ rhythm, where the emphasis comes at the beginning of each foot,
and the second with its corresponding ‘rise’, stand witness to this original division.

'22 See Od. 7.89 for a rare instance of a failure to perform the necessary adaptation.



ABBREVIATIONS IN THE
APPARATUS CRITICUS

Sigla explanations

a areading, different from that in the printed text, which appears in the
manuscript tradition that provides our direct evidence for the text; the reading
may also appear in the papyri, but not exclusively in these

a second variant reading in one or more such witnesses

a third such variant

a reading that exists only in a papyrus and not in the manuscript tradition
readings conjectured by modern editors out of dissatisfaction with the direct or
indirect evidence for the text supplied by the ancient sources; some editors are

[P B -

identified by name
The abbreviation codd. indicates that the reading is found in all manuscripts, but not

all papyri.

Abbreviations for ancient scholars

Apol. Lex.  Apollonius (author of Lexicon Homericum)

Ar. Aristarchus
Arist. Byz.  Aristophanes Byzantius
Callistr. Callistratus

Clem. Alex. Clemens Alexandrinus
Dio Chrys.  Dio Chrysostomus

Diod. Sic. Diodorus Siculus

Dion. Hal.  Dionysius Halicarnassensis

Eust. Eustathius

Hesych. Hesychius

Himer. Himerius

Ptol. Asc. Ptolemaeus Ascalonita
Zen. Zenodotus

44



OMHPOY OAYZZEIAZ P

Huos & fpryéveia pévn pododdxTuros Heds, 1

817 TOT Emre1f’ Utrd Troooiv EdfocaTto kaAd TrEdIAa

TnAépaxos, pidos vios Oduaatios Beiolo,

eiAeTo & &Akipov Ey'xos, & oi TTaAGunPIv &ppEl,

&oTude i€pevos, kal €OV TrpocterTre cUBL TNV 5
“&TT, 7) Tol pev Eycv el & TTOAY, Sppar pe PNTNP

SYeTal” oU yap v poctev mavoeohan diw

KAauBuoU Te oTUYEpoio Y6010 TE SAKPUOEVTOS,

Tpiv Y aTodv pe idnTan &tdp ool Y OF EmTEAAW:

TOV §eivov BuaTnuov &y & TTOAW, Sp Gv ékelb 10

Saita TTexeUnt Swoel 8¢ oi &g K é8EAN 101,

TTUpVoV Kol KOTUAN V" épug & ol Trws EoTiv &ravTtas

avBpwTrous &véxeobal, Exovta Tep EAyea Bupddl.

6 Eeivos 8 el Trep pAAa unviel, &Aylov aUTdL

gooeTal’ ) yap épol @iX dAndéa nubnoachar.” 15
TOV & &rapelPopevos TTpootpn oAUunTis Oduooels

“@ pilos, oUdt Tol aUTds EpUkecBan peveaive.

TTWX®D! PEATEPSY 0TI KT TTTOAY TiE KT &y pous

SaiTa TTwyeVEV: Swaoel 8¢ pot 8s K EBEAN 101V,

oV y&p émi otabuoiot pévev €1 TnAikos eipi, 20

@S T EMITEIAQEVWL oTpavTopl TTavTa TifécHa.

&ANX Epyev” Ept & &Ger &vr)p 6Be, TOV oU KeAeUels,

aUTiK ETrel ke TTUPOS Bepéd &AénN Te yévn T,

aivéds y&p TASE elpaT Exw KoK& pn pe daudoont

oTipn UTnoin ékabev 8¢ Te &oTu QAT elvan.” 25
@ paTo, TnAéuayos 8¢ Si1x oTabuoio PePrkel,

KpalTTV& ool TpoP1Pds, Kakd 8& WnoTHpot PUTEVEV.

abTap Emel § ikave Sopous &V valeTdovTas,

Eyxos Bév P EoTNOE PEpwV TTPOS Kiova poKpTV,

alTos & eiow fev kai UtrépPn A&ivov oUdov. 30
TOV 8¢ oAU TpoTT €lde Tpogods EUpUkAeia,

KEa kaoTopvioa Bpdvois vt Satdaiéolot,

> >

SakpUcaca & EmealT i0Us kiev: &uei & &p &AAa1

3a eipata éooduevos Tepi 8¢ §ipos dEU BET duw a 9 WéoidnTara 26 itk oTaducio a
Bitk peydpolo b 29 oTfjoe TPOS Kiova pakpov épeicas quoted by Eust.; cf. 8.66, 473, 1.127.
32 kaoTpwv(v)Uoca a kaoTpovvica b
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Suwiai Oduootios TaAaoippovos fyyepéBovTto
Kad KUveov &yatralopeval KEQaATV Te Kai COUOUs.
1) & iev &k Badpoto repippwv TnvedTEIq,
ApTEmS ikéAn NE Xpuoént AgpodiTn,
&poi 8¢ Taudi pidwi PaAe TN Xee SaxpUoaoa,
KUCOE 8€ v KEPaATV Te Kol GUPw PAEX KaA,
Kai p dSAopupopévn ETTea TTTEPOEVTA TTpOoTUS
“AABes, TnAéuaye, YAUKEPOY P&os. ol o' ET Eyw Ye
Syeoban Epapnv, emei diyxeo vni MUAovde
A&Bpn1, Euel &éknTl, PiAou pET TTaTpds &koutiv.
&ANX &ye pot KaTaAe§ov &mrws fivTnoas dmwiis.”
T & al TnAépayos Temvupévos &vtiov nUdar
“uf)Tep £pr), UM pot ydov pvub pndé por fiTop
&v otnfecolv Spive pUYOVTI Trep iUy SAeBpov
&AX Udpnvapévn, kaBapd X poi eipal’ éAoUoq,
eis Utrepddr dvaPdoa ouv &perrorolot yuvai§iv
gUyeo o1 Beoiol TEAnEooas EKaTOPPas
pECev, o ké Tob1 ZeUs &vTiTa Epya TEAéoonL.
aUTdp gy &yopny éoehelcopal, dppa KaAéoow
Eetvov, &T1s pol kelbev & EoreTo SeUpo KIGVTL.
TOV piv &y TrpoUTepya ouv &vtiBéols éT&polot,
Meiponov 8¢ piv Hivwyea wpoTi olkov &yovta
gvBUKEwS PIAéelv Kad Tipev, eis & kev EAOw.”
s &p Epaovnoe, T & &mrrepos EmAeTo pUbos.
1) & USpnvapévn, kaBapd xpol eipad Eholoa,
eUxeTo Tr&Oo1 Beoiol TeEAntooas EkaTOPPas
peCewv, ai ké mob ZeUs &vmita Epya TeAéoon1.
TnAépayos & &p EmerTa Siek uey&poto PePrikel
Eyxos Exwv &pa T Ye KUves TOSas &pyol EovTo.
Beotrecinu & &pa T ye X&pIv kaTéxevey ABTvn”
TOV & &pa Ty TES Acrol Erepy dpuevov BnedvTo.
apoi 8¢ piv pvnoiipes &ynvopes fyepédovto
€00 &yopevovTes, kakd 8¢ ppeci Pucoodopevov.
alTap 6 TGV pév EmelTa GAeUaTo TTOVAUY SpiAov,
&AX tva Mévtwp floTo kal AvTigos 718 AAiBépans,
of T¢ ol &€§ &pxfis TaTpwiol floav éTaipol,
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65

36 PBfi & itvan BoAduolo a 42 &y tpauny Syect a 49 (= 4.751) omitted in some
MSS; placed after 51 by some MSS. 52 &yoptivd’ toedeloopan a &yoptv EmeAeloopal

b &yoptivBe éAeUoopat Arist. Byz.; cf. 1.88. 62 SUw kUves &pyoi a
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BvBa kaBECeT icov- Tol & Egepéervov EkaoTa.

Toiol 8t Meipaios SoupikAuTds &y yUbev HiABe

Eeivov &ywv &yopmnvde Si&k TTOMYV' oUT &p ET1 BTV

TnAépayos Eeivolo Ekds TpATeT, dAAX TTapéoTn).

TV Kai TTeipatos TpdTEPOS TTPOS WUbov Eerre:
“TnAépaxy, aly dTpuvov éudv ToTi ddpa yuvaikas,

@5 Tol dp &moTéuyw, & Tol Mevéhaos Edwke.”
TOV 8 o TnAéuayos Trervupévos &vtiov nidar

“Tleipar, o¥ y&p T idpev, 6rws éoTon TASe Epya.

el Kev &pé pvnoTh pes &ynvopes v pey&poiot

A&Bpn1 kTElvavTes TATpWia TAVTA SadcwvTal,

TV EXovTa ot PoUlol ETraupéuey ] TIva TAOVSE

€l 8¢ K €y ToUToI01 PovoV Kal kfjpa QUTEUCW,

81) TOTe pot XaipovT Pépelv TTPodS ScopaTa Yaipwv.”
s eiraov Eelvov ToAaeipiov fyev s ofkov.

a¥Tap Emel § ikovTo Sopous EU vaneTdovTas,

XAaivas pév kaTéfevTo kaTd kKAlopoUs Te Bpdvous Te,

&5 & &oauivBous PavTes EUEéoTas AovoavTo.

ToUs & étrel oUv Suwiai AoUoav kai ypicav EAaiwt,

quel & &pa xAaivas oUAas BdAov 115¢ Y1 TGOVAS,

&k § &oapivBwv PavTes éri KAiopoiot kabifov.

XépviPa & &ppiTrodos Trpoxdwl ETTéXEVE pépouca

koA Xpuoeint, Utrep &pyupéoto AéPnTos,

viyaoBar® rapd 8¢ §eoThv ETdvuooe Tpdegav.

oiTov & aiboin Tapin Tapédnke pépovoa,

eidaTa TTOAN Emibeioa, Xapifopévn TTapedvTwy.

unTnpe & &vtiov e Topd oTabudv peydpolo

KAIOUAL KEKAIPEVT), AETTT HASKATA OTpweRoa.

oi & &t dvela®’ ETolpa Trpokeipeva xeipas iaAAov.

aUT&p &l TTOTI0S Kal E5TTUOS £§ Epov EvTo,

Toio1 8¢ pUbwv fipye Tepippwv TTnveAdTeaiar
“TnAépay, Ty Tol Eycov Utrepwdiov eicavaPdoa

AéCopa gis eUvnv, T pol oTovdéeooa TETUKTAL,

aiel 8akpua Epoiot TepUppEVT, £§ o Oduooeus

1y ed” & ATpeidniow & IAlov oUBE pot ETANS,

Tpiv ENBETV punoTipas &ynvopas & TOSe Sdua,

Voo ToV 00U TTaTpods caga eirépey, €i TTou dkovoas.”

70 &mwavtaa 78 y&p iSpev d,; cf. 10.1g0 V1. 83 xaipwv: TaTpds a
tAaicol a; cf. 10.450. 9o &oapivlou a

47

70

75

8o

85

90

95

100

105

88 ypicav i’
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TNV & o TnAépayos Tremrvupévos &vtiov nUdar
“Tory&p &y Tol, pijTep, GANBeinV kaTaAéSw.
a1 6ued’ & Te TTUAov kai NéoTopa, Troipéva Aoy
Se§dpevos 8¢ ue kelvos &v UynAoiol Séuoiotv
&vBUKéws EPiAel, cos €l Te TTaTp £OV Vidv
ENBSVTO X pbvIov véov EANoBEV Gds EuE KeTvos
£vdUKEws EkSUILe oUv vidot kudaipolotv.
a¥Tap Oduootios Tahacippovos ol ToT Epaoke
Cwol oUdt BavovTos émixBoviwy Tev &koloat,
&ANG W &5 ATpeld T, SoupikAerTov Mevédaov,
frrrolol TpoUTrepye Kal &puact KOAANToiov.
&vB idov Apyeinv EAévny, fis elveka TToAAG
Apyeiot Tpddés Te Beddv i6TNTI pOynoav.
gipeTo & a¥TiK EmerTa Potv &yaBds MevéAaos
6TTev X pNigoov ikopnv Aakedaipova Siav*
alTap &y T Taoav GANOeinV kaTéAe§a
kad TOTe 81) f Eréeco1v &uelPOpevos TpooEelTrey:

“&d oTrOL, T pdAa 81) KparTEPOPPOVOS &vBpds £V edvVijL
f18eAov eUvnBijvan, &vaAkides auTol E6vTss.
@§ & OOT &v EUASY w1 EAapos KpaTepoio AéovTos
VEPpoUs kolpfoaoa Venyevéas yoahabnvous
KvT|HoUs E§epéniot Kai &ykea TToIMevTa
Pookouévn, & & EmerTa éfjv eioAubev edviiy,
&uoTépolol Bt Toiolv &elkéa TTOTHOV EQTIKe,
&5 OBuoeus keivolotv &eikéa TTOTPOV EQT)OEL.
ol ydp, ZeU Te wéTep kai ABnvain kai AroAAov,
Tolos &dov olds TroT EUkTipévn &vi AéoPoot
£§ Ep18os DrhopnAeidn ErdAanoey &vaoTds,
k&S & EPaie kparTepdds, kex&povTo Bt TTavTes Axatoi,
Tolos &V pvnoTiipolv dSpiAfoeiey Oduooeus:
TAVTES K GKUpopol Te yevoiaTo miKpdyapol Te.
TaUTa § & U elpwTdis kai Alooeat, oUk &v £y ye
&AAa TTapt eiroipl TTapakAdov ol &TaTnow,
AAAG T pév pol Eerre yépwv &GAL0S VNUEPTTNS,
TGOV 0UdEV Tol £y KpUWw ETTOs 0Ud’ ETTIKEUT .
i} M & Y &v vijow idée1v kpaTép EAYE ExovTa,

111 via a, Ar, Eust.,, Taida Zen. (cf. 16.17, Il. 9.481). 118 ToA)oi a
128 kpnuvousa &yyexa 129 6 8¢ T OKara 130 tpfioel a tpfiat b
kot 8akpu XéovTa v.l. in Eust.

110

115

120

125

130

135

140

119 Saunoav a
142 [Baepov]
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viugns év peydpolol KaAuyous, f uv &véyknt
foyer 6 8 o SUvatan fijv TraTpida yaiav ikéobar
oU ydp oi Tdpa vijes EmipeTpol Kad ETaipot,
of kév pv répTroley &1 eUpéa VAT Bahdoons.”
ads Epat ATpeidns, SoupikAeiTds Mevédaos.
TaUTa TEAeUTN oGS veduny: €8ocav 8€ pol oUpov
&B8&vaTol, Toi ¥ dka iANY & TaTpis Emeuyav.”
@S PaTo, T & &pax Bupdv évi oTNBecolv Spive.
Tolol 8¢ kai peTéerre OcokAUpevos Beoe1ds
“@® yuval aidoin AaepTiddew Oduotios,
1) To1 & Y o¥ odpa oldev, ueio 8¢ oUvbeo uibov:
&TPEKEWS YApP TOl pavTeUcoual oUd’ ETTIKEUCw.
foTw viv Zeus mpdTa Beddov Eevin Te Tpamela
ioTin TO8vofios duupovos, v &pikave,
s 1) To1 Oduoeus 1181 év TaTpidt yaint,
fjuevos ) Eptroov, TadEe TreuBopevos kakd Epya,
EoTIV, &T&P MVNOTHPOL KOKOV TTAVTEST1 QUTEVEL
olov &y v oiwvov ElooéApou Etri vods
fiuevos éppacdunu kai TnAepdywt éyeycveuy.”
TOV 8 aUTe rpootertre Trepippoov IMnveAdmeiar
“of y&p ToUTo, Eeive, Eros TeTeEAeopévov ein’
T Ke TAX A Yvoins PIASTN TS Te TOAAK Te S&pa
&€ &pel, s kév Tis o cuvavTopEVos pakapifor.”
s oi pév TolalTa TPds dAATHAous &ydpevov:
uvnoTiipes 8¢ T&poibev Oduootios pey&polo
Siokolo TépmrovTo Kad alyavénio iévTes
&v TUKTG1 Sarédoot, 661 Trep Tapos, UPpiv ExovTes.
&AN &Te 81| deiTrvnoTos Env kai ETnHAube ufiAa

avTobev & &ypdv, ol & fiyayov ol 16 Tr&pos Trep,

kol TOTE 81 oiv Eerre MéSwv' &5 ydp pa péAioTa
fijvBave knpUkwv kai opiv TTapeyiveTo SouTi:

“koUpol, &mel 1) TavTes ETEPPONTE Ppév’ &éBAoIS,

gpxeode Tpos dcopal, v’ EvTuvmpeba Saitar
oV pgv ydap T1 Xépelov év pn1 Seitrvov EAéoBar.”

@5 Epad’, of & &voTavTes EPav TeiBovTd TE uUBeoL.

49

145

150

155

160

165

170

175

150—65 athet. in the ‘common’ (kowvoTépois) editions; only 160—1 are athetized in the ‘better’
(xapieoTépols) ones; see 2. 153 &Y. 88’ a 155 8eddv UtraTos kai &pioTos a; cf. 19.303,

20.230 156 éoTin a 161 ¢yeycoveov a, Herodian ad /. 13.337
&v 15 codd. 169 E&xeoxov a 177 EBav ToTi olkov (olkévde) EkacTos a

165 kév Hesych. ¢
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aUTdp el § ikovTo Sdpous EU vaieTdovTas,
XAaivas pév kaTébevto kaTd KAlopoUs Te Bpdvous Te,
ol & iépevov &is peydhous kai Triovas alyas,
ipeuov 8¢ ouas o1dAous kai Polv &yeAainy,
SaiT évTuvdpevol. Toi & & &ypoio TTOAVSE
@TpUvovT V8uceys T iévar Kai Sios UpopPos.
Toio1 8¢ pUbwv fipxe ocuPwTnS, dpxamos &vdpdv:
“Eelv), emel &p BN EmerTa MOAIWS’ {van peveaivels
oTuepov, &s émréTeAAey &vag épds, — ) o’ &v Eyw ye
a¥ToU BouAoiunv otabBudv puTthipa Aitrécbar’
&ANG TOV aibéopan kai Seidia, pt) pot dtricow
Velkeint yoAetrai 8¢ T &vakTowv gioiv SpokAal’
&ANX &ye vOv fopev' 81 yap pépPAwke pGAIoTa
fluop, &Tap Taya Tol ToTi éoTrepa piytov EoTan.”

TOV & &mrapelPouevos Tpoctpn ToAUPNTIs Oducoeys:

“Y1yvooKw, Ppovéw’ TG Ye B1) VooV T KEAEUELS.
&AX fopev, oU & ETre1Ta S1auTTePES 1)y EMOVEUE.

565 8¢ pot, € Tobi Tor péTTatoV TETPNPEVOY EOTT,
oknpitmrtect, émei ) pat’ &pr1o@alé Eppevar oudov.”
1) pa, kad &ug dpolot &eikéa P&AAeTO TPV,

TIUKVS Py aény, &v 8t oTpdos flev &opTnp’
EUpcios 8 &pa oi okfjrTpov Bupapts ESwke.
T PATNY, oTaBudv 8t kUves kai PoTopes &vdpes
pUaT 8miode uévovtes 6 & & TOAY fyev vakTa
TTWX O Aevyoéwi Evaiykiov 1188 yépovTi,
oknTrTépevoy” T& 8& Auypd Trepi Xpoi eipara oTo.
&ANX &Te B1) oTeElOVTES OBOV KATA TrTaITTaASETTAV
&oTeos EyyUs Eoav kal £l kpfivnv &pikovTo
TUKTT|V KaAAipoov, &8ev USpeUovTo TroATTal,
TH Toing’ “I8akos kai Njpi1Tos 115¢ TMoAUkTwp*
&poi & &p aiyeipwv USaToTpepéwy fiv &Aoos,
TTAVTOCE KUKAOTEPES, KT 8¢ WYuxXpodv péev Udwp
Upobev &k TETPpNS Pwpds & épurepBe TETUKTO
Nupgedawv, 861 TavTes Emppéleokov 6diTar
gvBa opéas Ekiyavev vids AoAiolo MehavBeus
alyas &ywv, al o1 petémpeov aiToAiolot,

181 athet. Arist. Byz. and Ar. 187 yevéoBau a, Eust. 189 T del. Dawes

padés. .. oUdas a 198 omitted in some MSS 199 Bupfipes a

180

185

190

195

200

205

196 &pio-
208 fjv codd., tevd
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o

SeiTrvov pvnoThpecor” SUw & & ETovTo vopdies.
ToUs 8t idcov veikeooev Etros T EpaT &k T dvdpalev
gkTraryAov kad &eikés' dpive B¢ kfjp O8uotos’
“vOv pév 81| udAa Ty X Kokds kakdy fynA&del,
ws aiel TOV Spoiov &yel Beds & TOV Spoiov.
i1 81) TOVSe poAoPpov &yels, &uéyapTe cUPDTA,
TTWYOV &uINpodv, STV ATTOAVMaVTTpa;
8¢ TTOAATiIS PAIfIol TTapacTas HAiyeTar dduous,
aiTifwv dkdAous, oUk &opas oUdt AépnTas’
TV K € pot Soins oTabudv puTthipa yevéoha
onkokopov T Eueval BaAAov T Epigolot popiival,
Ko Kev Opov Tivwv peydAnv Emryouvida Beito.
&AX el oUv 31| Epya koK Eppadev, oUk é8eArioel
gpyov émoixecfal, GAAK TTTWOCWY KaTd 8fjuov
BoUAeTan aiTiCwv Pookev iy yaoTép &vaATov.
&AX Ek Tol Epéw, TO 8¢ kal TeTeEAeouévoy EoTar’
ai K EABn1 pods dcopaT ‘Vduootios Beioto,
TOAAG oi &pi k&pn opéAa &vdpddv ék TTahapdowv
TAeUpal &roTpiyouot dopov k&Ta PaAAopévolo.”
@S PaTO, Kai Tapicv AX§ EvBopev &ppadinictv
ioxiwr oUdé piv EkTds &TapTiToU EoTUPEANISEY,
&AN Epev’ doparéws. & 8t pepurpi§ev OBuooeus,
1t peTaifas potréAwi &k Bupdv EorTo,
) Tpds yhv EAdoeie képn &pPoudis &eipas.
&N EmreTOAUNOE, Ppeci & EoxeTo. TOV B¢ oUPWTNS

veikeo EodvTa idcv, péya & elfarto yeipas &vaoy v
eikeo’ & 5 gya de €
“NUpgar kpnvaial, koUpat Aids, i ToT Oduocoeus

Upi &l unpi’ Ekne, kaAUyas Triovi dnpddt,
&pvédv )8 Epipwv, TOBE pot kpnHvaT EéAdwp,
s EABo1 pev keivos &vnip, &ydyor 8¢ & Saipcov.
T ké Tol &yAaias ye Siackedaoeiey araoas,
T&s VOV UPBpigeov popéels, GAcAT|uevos ot

&oTu KAT alTap PijAa kool pleipoust vopies.”

TOV & aUTe Tpoaoterte MeAdvbios, aitréros adydov:

“&d oTrol, ofov EerTre KUWV dAopwia idws,

217 fynAdges a 218 &5 TOV: s TOV a 219 uoAaPpov vl Arist. Byz. in Eust.

51

215

220

225

230

235

240

245

221

QAiyeTan a, Ar. (?), Eust. 222 Gop& Y a &opa b 231 &ueikapf) (—k&pn) a, Apol. Lex.,
Ptol. Asc.; cf. 18.335. 232 TAeUpas a TTAsupd b 237 &u@ oU8as a tpeicas a, Eust.

241 Tiovi: &pyéTia
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TéV TTOT Eydov &l vnds EUcoéApolo peAaivng

&€w TN 184&Kns, iva pot PBioTov TTOAUY EAgot.

al y&p TnAéuayov P&Aot &pyupdToEos ATTdAAwY
ofjuepov &v pey&pols, fj UTrd pvnoTiipot Sapein,
@5 O8uct)i ye TnAoU &TrcoAeTo véoTIpOV fuap.”

G eiTreov Tous pev Aitrev aUTdh fika K1dv TS,
aUTdp 6 By, HdAa & dka Bdpous Tkavey EVakTos.
abTika & elow fev, peta 8¢ pvnotiipol kabidev,
&vTiov Ebpupdyou” Tov yap piAéecke udAioTa.
TR TTAPA PEV KPEIGV poipav Béoav of TovéovTo,
oiTov & aidoin Tapin Tapébnke pépovoa
gdpevar. &yyinoAov 8'0O8uoeUs kai dios UpopPos
oTNTNV épXouévw, Trepl B¢ opeas HHAUD icon
POpULYYos YAaupfs' &v& yap ool PAAAET &eidelv
Dryuios. aUTSp & XEIPOS EACOV TTpOCEeITTE CUPBWTNV:

“Edpat, fj ndAa 81 T&de SwopaTa k&X 'Oductios’
peia & &plyvwT 0Tl kai v TToAAoTo1 idécbal.

&€ ETépoov ETep EoTiv, oK TN B€ of aUAT)
Toiywl Kai Bprykoiot, BUpon & evepkées eioi
S1kAiSes oUk &v Tis v &viyp UtrepoTrAicoaiTo.
Y1yveokw &, 8T1 TToAAol &v aTd SaiTa TiBevTan
&vdpes, £mel kvion pév éviivoBev, év 8¢ Te pdppry§
NrUel, fiv &pa ol Beol Troinoav éTaipny.”

TOV & &TrapelPopevos Tpoctpns, EUpaie cupddTar
“PeT Byvoos, Erel oUdE T& T A« Trép 00’ GvoT)ucwv.
&ANX &ye 81 ppadaoued’ drws EoTal T&de Epya.

NE oU Tp&dTOS EoeABe Sdpous EU vaieTdovTas,
SUoeo 8¢ pvnoTipas, Eyw & UToAeiyopar ool
€l & E0éAers, Emripevov, Eydd & elul TrpoTrépoibev.
undt oU dnbuve, un Tis o’ EkToobe voroas

1) P&AN1 } EA&on1” T& 8¢ o€ ppalecdar dvwya.”

TOV & fuelPeT EmerTa TOAUTAGS Sios Oduoaeus:
“Y1YVioKkw, ppoveéw’ TA Ye B1) VoEovTl KEAEUEIS.
&ANX Epyxev TrpoTrapotbev, £y & UtroAsiyopal aUToU.
oV yap T1 TANY£wv &8anuwv oUdt BoAdwv,
TOAUTELS pot Bupds, &trel kak& TTOAAS TréTTovla
KUPOO1 Kal TToAépwI” PETG Kal TOBE Tolol yevéoHw.

254 oUTOU a 267 eUepyées a, Dio Chrys., Eust. 269 TévovTtal a
(ai kotvai) 276 SUccu a SUeso b

250

255

260

265

270

275

280

285

270 &vfjvobev a
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yooTépa & oU Tws EoTiv &rokpUyal pepaviav,

oUAopévnv, fj ToAA& k&K &vBptrolot §idwort,

Tfjs Evekev kai vijes EGGuyor dSrAiovTan

TOVTOV ETC &TpUYETOV, KoK SUcuevéeoo pépouaal.”
@5 oi pév TolalTa Tpds dAATHAous &ydpevov: 290

&v 8¢& kUwV KEQPOAT|V Te kai oUaTa Keipevos Eoyev,

Apyos, Oduoaotios Tahacippovos, 6V p& TToT adTods

Bpéye pév, oUd &mévnTo, Tapos & eis IAlov ipnv

@d1xeTo. TOV BE Tapoifev &yiveokov véor &vdpes

alyas ¢ &ypoTépas 15t TTpdkas 115& Ay wous’ 295

81 TOTe KeIT &mwodbecTos &roryouévolo GVakTos

&v TTOAAT|1 KOTTPWI, 1) of TrpoTTapolfe Bupacwv

TUIOVWV Te PodV Te &AL KEXUT, Spp &v &yolev

Sucdes O8uooiios Téuevos péya KoTTpicooVTES'

EvBa KUV KelT "Apyos, EVITIAEI0S KUVOPOITTEWY. 300

81 TOTe Y, s évonoey Oduocta &y yUs éovTa,

oUpfi pév § & Y Eonve kail oUata k&PPoAev &ppw,

&ooov & oUkéT EmelTa SuvfjoaTto olo &vakTos

ENBEpeV aTSp 6 vdoiv iBcov &ropdp§aTo ddkpu,

peia AabBoov EGpaiov, &pap & épeeiveto pubur 305
“Epat, ) pdha Batpa kUov 88e KeIT &vi KOTTpwol.

KoAds pév Bépas EoTiv, &Tdp TESE Y o odea olda,

1) 81 kad ToryUs Eoke Béerv Eri eidei TASE,

) aUTes oloi e Tparrelfies kUves &vdpdov

yiyvovT, &yAains & évekev kopéouotv &voakTes.” 310
TOV & &rapeiPodpevos Trpootpns, EGpaie cupddTar

“kai Ainv &vdpds ye kUwv 68 TijAe BavdvTos

el To1608’ €in Nuev Sépas 15t kai Epya,

olév mv Tpoinvde kicov kaTéAertrey OduooeUs,

alya ke Onnocio i8cv TaxuTHTa kai &Aknv. 315

oV pgv yap T1 pUyeoke Pabeing PévBeciv UAns

Kvdahov, dTTI diolTo" Kai Ixveat y&p repiidn.

viv & ExeTal kakoTnTl, &va§ 8¢ oi &AAch TTaTpNS

GAeTO, TOV 8¢ Yuvaikes dkndées oU Kopéouol.

Spcdes &, eUT &v PNKET ETTIKPATEWC1IV GVOKTES, 320

OUKET EmelT E8éAouoiv Evaioipa épyadecfar’

286 &momAfioal Clem. Alex. 296 -volo (-vou) dduaotios a 299 KOTIPT)TOVTES a KOTrpi-
oovtes b 302 K&uPoAev a 308 1 d (cf. 18.265) €i codd. 316 TApPeclv a 317
dioiTo: idoi1To a 318 T&TpENS: yains a



54 OMHPOY

fiuiov y&p T &peTiis &moaivuTan elpUoTrar Zeus
&vépos, eUT &v piv kaTd SoUAiov fijpap EAMoIY.”

& eitrcov eiofiABe Sdpous &V vaieTdovTas,
pf &8 16Us uey&polo peTd pvnoThpas &yauous.
Apyov & o katd poip EAaPev péAavos BavéTolo,
aUTIK id36vT OduoTia Eelkoo T EViauTAL.

TOV 8& TTOAU TTpddTOS i8¢ TnAépayos Beoe1drs
gpyduevov KaTd Sdpa cUPOTNY, Gka & ETelTa
veUo’ étri of koéoas™ 6 Bt TramrTrvas EAe Sippov
Keipevov, BvBa Te SauTpos Epileoke Kpéax TTOAAK
Saidpevos punoTipot dopov kaTa Saivupévolot’
TOV KaTébnke épwv Tpods TnAepdyolo Tpamelav
avTiov, 8vba & &p aUTos EéCeTo” TAL & &pa Kijpu§
uoipav EAcov éTifel kavéou T &k oiTov &eipas.

&yxinoAov B¢ peT auTov EdUceTo Swpat Vducaeus,
TITWY D1 AeUyatéwt évariykios 7185¢ yépovTi,
OKNTITOUEVOS” T& 8€ Auyp Trepl X poi eipaTa éoTo.
1Ce & &mri peAivou oUBol EvtooBe Bupdwv,
KAWVGpevos oTaBpdd1 KUTTapIocival, SV TTOTE TEKTWY
Eéooev EmoTapévws Kai ETri oTdBun iBuve,
TnAépaxos & &mi of kaAéoas TTpootelte cuPOTNY,
&pTov T oUAov NGV TrepIKaAAéos K Kavéolo
Kad kpéas, 65 ol Yeipes Exdvdavov &ueiPaidvTy

“B0¢ T Eelvadl TaUTa PEpwV aUTOV T KEAEUE
aiTiCew pdAa TévTas ETTorydpEVOY punoTiipas’
aidos & oUk &yabn) kexpnuéver &vdpi Tapeivar.”

&5 p&To, BT} 8¢ cupopPds, Etrel TOV uibov &kouoev,
&yxoU & ioTduevos Emrea TTeEpSEVT &y dpeve

“TnAépayos Tol, Eeive, B80T TASE Kai o€ KEAEUEL
aiTige pdAa TTAvTas ETTolXOUEVOY pVnoTipas’
aidd & oUk &yadnv eno Eppevan &vdpi poikTnt.”

TOV & &mrapelPouevos Tpoatpn ToAUPNTIs OducoeUs:

“ZeU &va, TnAépayxov pot év &vdpaoiv SAPiov elva,
Kad of TavTa yévorto doa peaiv Aot pevorvar.”

1) pa, kal dupoTépniotv §8é§aTo Kail KaTéBnkey
aUb1 o8V TrpoTrapoifev, &elkeAing émi e,
fiobie & flos &o180s &vi peyapolotv &eidev.

325

330

335

345

350

355

331 Ted, 8¢ codd. 334 tvbaTepa 335 TpoTifeia 347 Kexpnuévov &vdpa kouilev

a Tapeivar TpoikTnt a, Eust. 349 TITEPOEVTA TTpooTUSa a
358 flos d, cos 8T’ a Ews 8T'b

354 Mol codd., 865 p
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€00’ 6 dedertrvnkely, & & EraveTo Belos &o186s,

uvnoTipes & dpddnoav &vd péyap” aitdp Adfvn

&yxt TopioTapévn AcepTiddnv Oductia

ATPUV, G§ &V TTUpVa KaTd punoThpas &yeipol

yvoin € of Tivés eiotv évaioipol of T &BépioTor

&AN oU8’ &5 TIvV' EueAX &troAeEnoelY KaKSO TN TOS.

B & ipev aiTriowv EvdéSia pidTa EkacTov,

T&QVTooE XEip Opéywv, S €l TTTWYOS T&Aa €in.

oi & \eaipovTes Sidocav, kal 8dauPeov aUToV,

&AANAous T eipovTo Tis €in kail Tobev EABol.

Tolo1 8¢ kai peTéertre MeAdvbios, airdros aiydov:
“KEKAUTE PEV, BUNOTT)peS &y okAelTRS PactAeins,

ToUBe Trepl Eeivou: f) y&p wpdodev v dmwma.

1) Tol pév ol delUpo ocUPLTNS NYEWOVEVEY,

a¥TOV & 0¥ odpa olda, obev yévos elxeTau elvan.”

>

@S EpaT, AvTivoos & Emreoiv veikeooe cuPo TNV
“@ &plyvwTe oUP®OTa, Tin 8¢ oU TOVSE TTOAIVEE
flyayes; 7§ oUx &Ais fiuv &Afpovés eiot kai Ao,
TrTwyol &vinpol, dauTdv &TroAupav T peEs;

1) dvooa 8T1 Tol PioTov kaTédouatv &vakTos

8vB&d &yelpdpevol, ou 8t kai TpoTi TOVE Ekdecoas;”
ToV & &mauelPopevos Tpooéens, EUuaie cuPdTar

“AvTivo, oU ptv koh& kai E0BAds Ecov &yopeUels’
Tis y&p O1) §eivov kahel EANobev ciTds ETreABcov
&AAov ¥, i un TGV of dnuioepyoi Eaot,
p&vTIv i inTiipa KoKV 1) TékTova SoUpwv,
1) kai Béoriv &o186v, & kev TépTMIoIY &eidwv;
oUTol yé&p kKAnTOi Ye PpoTdV &1 &Treipova yaiaw
TTWXOV & oUk &v Tis KaAéol TpUSovTa & alUTov.
AN aiel XoAETTOS TrEPE TTAVTWV EiS UV TPV
Spwoiv Oduootios, Tepi & aUT Euoi” aUTdp &y ye
oUK &Aéyw, 1165 pot exéppowv TMnueAdmeix
Caoet &vi peyapois kai TnAépayos Beoe1dris.”

TOV § aU TnAépuayos emvupévos &vTiov nUda
“olya, uf pol ToUTov &ueiPeo ToAX émréecolv
AvTivoos &’ eiwbe kakdds Epebiléuev aiel

359 athet. Ar. JdeSeimviikel a 364 omitted in p kokOTNTQ a

375 @ &piyvwTe dy dpiyvwTe a &piyvwTe b & piyvewTe Eust.
d €iws codd. 393 oiya: &rTaa

55

360

365

370

375

380

385

390

371 M Tpdofev a
390 fios
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uUboiotv yoAetroiot, éroTpuvel 8¢ kai &AAovs.”
1) pa, kai AvTivoov ETrea TTTEpOEVTA TTpOCTIUS A
“AvTivo, f| pev kaA& TraTh)p &s kndecn ulos,
8s ToV Eelvov Evwyas &mrd pey&poto diechon
uUBwt &vaykaiowt” uty ToUTto Beds TeAéoele.
86 oi EAcov" oU Tol phovéw: kéAopal yap Eyw Ye.
uNT oUv pnTép Euny &lev 16 ye pfTe TIvV' &GAAov
Suwwv, of kaTtd dwpat Vducotios Beioto.
&ANX oU Tol ToloUTov évi othfecol voénua:
TS Yap parytuev oAU BoUAean 1) Sopev &AAwL.”
ToV & U1 AvTivoos &rapelPOpEVos TTpootelTe’
“TnAépay Uparyopn, uévos GoXETE, TTolov EEITTES.
€l of ToooOV TTAVTES Opt€elav uvnoTH pes,
Kad kév piv Tpels ufjvas &dmrompobev olkos épukor.”
&5 &p Epn, kai Bpfivuv EAcov UTrépnve Tpaélns
Keipevov, @1 § Erexev Arrapous Todas eiAamvalwv.
oi & &AAo1 TavTes 8idocav, TAfjoav & &pa TTHpnV
oiTou Kal Kpel@dv” Tayxa 81) kai EpeAAev Oduooeus
aUTIS &1 oUBY icov Tpoikds yeuoeoBon Ayxcuddv:
o1} 8¢ Tap AvTivoov kai piv pods ulbov Eerre:
“Bs, PiAos’ OU pév pot Sokéels & KAKITTOS AtV
gupeval, GAN QpioTos, étrel PaciAfi Eolkas.
T o€ XpN Sdueval kai Awiov Nié Tep &AAot
oiTou &y 5¢ ké o€ KAeiw KaT &meipova yoiav.
Kad y&p &y moTe olkov év &vBpaTolotv Evaiov
8APros &Puerdy kad TTOAAGKL Sdokov AT TN
Tolwl, roios Eot Kai &Tev key pnuévos EABor’
fioav Bt Suddes pdAa pupiol SAAa Te TTOAAG,
oloiv T €0 {wouol Kai &pveloi KaAéovTal.
A& Zeus dA&mrage Kpovicv - fiBehe yép Trou —
85 i &Gua AnioThpot TOAUTTAGYKTOIo1Y &VTiKeV
AlyutrTovd ivai, SoAixmv 686v, 6@p &oloipnv.
oTfjoa & &v AlyUtTwl TToTapd! véas duieAicoas.
gvl 7 Tol pev &y KeASPNV Epinpas ETaipous
alToU T&p viecol pévely Kai vijas Epuoal,
dTTHpas 8¢ KaTd okoTds DTpUva véesHal,
ol & UPpel eifavTes, ETIoTTOPEVOL PéVET TPL,

395

400

405

410

415

420

425

430

401 PTE TL a 402 del. Knight (cf. 568 and 18.417) 405 &mapeiPeTo poovnoéy Te a

413 yeUoacfoi a 417 &A\Aov a GAAw! p 429 vijaa
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adya udX Aiyutrticov &vBpddv TrepikaiAéas &y pous
TépBeov, &k 8t yuvaikas &yov kad vITIa TéKva,
aUToUs T EkTelvov” Téya & & TTOAW ikeT &UTH.
oi 8¢ Pofis &lovTes & 6T paivopévn et 435
fABov" AT To 8¢ Tra&V Trediov eV Te kad TRV
XoAkoU Te oTepoTriis” &v 8 ZeUs TepTTiképauvos
Qulav épois ETapolot Kaknv PaAev, oUdE Tis ETATN
oTfivan évavTiPiov: Tepi y&p kKakd Travtobev EoTr).
€v0’ fuéwv TToAAOUS pév &TrékTavov dEET X oKk, 440
ToUs & &vayov fwous, ogioiv épyddecar &vayknt.
alTap & &s Kutrpov Eeivool 8ooav &vTidoavTi,
Apntopt lacidn, 8s Kurpou T &vacoev
gvBev 81) vOv delpo TOY Tkw TNHpaTa Taoywv.”
TOV & aUT AvTivoos &rapeiPeTo puovnoty Te: 445
“Tig Saipwv TOBE THjpa TpooNyaye, daiTds &vinv;
oTi8 oUTws & péooov, épfis &raveube Tpaédns,
um Taxa mikpnv AiyutrTov kai KUtrpov iknar
@5 Tis Bapooéos kai &vaidris éool TPOIKTNS.
gGeins TavTeool TapicTacar oi &t Si1doUol 450
pay18icws, étrel oU Tis ioxeols oUd EAenTUS
&M hoTpiwy yopioacBal, émel Tapa TOAAK ékdoToor.”

2

TOV & dvaywpnoas Tpootéen ToAUunTis O8ucoels'
“d oTrOL, OUK &pax ool Y i €idel kol ppéves Tioaw.
oV oV Y &v £§ oikou o1 émoTdTn oUd &Aa Soins, 455
85 viv &AhoTpiolot Trapriuevos ol Ti pot ETANS
oiTou &moTrposAcov ddpevar’ T& 8¢ ToAAG TTépeoTIv.”
s EpaT’, AvTivoos & éxoAwoaTo knpdd p&AAov
kad piv Urddpa idcov Eea TTEpOEVTA TTpoonUSar
“viv 81 o oUKETI KoK Bitk pey&poid Y diw 460
&y &vaywpmnoely, 6Te 81 kai dveidea Paders.”
@5 &p Epn, kal Bpfivuv EAcov PAAe Be§1ov Guov,
TPUPVOTATOV KaT& VQTOV. 6 & EoTddn NUTe TéTpn
gutredov, oUd &pa v opiiAev PéAos AvTivoolo,
&AX &kéwv Kivnoe KapT, kakd PuccodopeUwy. 465
&y &6 Y & oUBOV idov kaT &p EleTo, k&S & &pa NPTV
Bfikev EUTTAEinY, peT& 8€ punoTipolv Eertre’
“KEKAUTE PEV, pUNOTTpes &yakAeITRS PactAeins,

444 fikw a 448 ®nau a, Eust. 449 65 Tis a, Eust. 450—2 athet. Ar. (voBeUovTan in

2) 455 oUBaAa (T kéTrpia) Callistr. in 2 466 &y &&p a
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Bop el T& pe Bupds vi oThBeco1 KeheUel.
oU pav oUT &yos EaTi METS Ppeaiv oUTe Ti TévBos, 470
OTrTTéT &unip Trepi ool HayEIOPEVOS KTEXTETTT
PAneTal, ) Trepi Pouciv i &pyevvijis diecor
aUTdp B AvTivoos PdAe yaoTépos eiveka Auypfis,
oUAouévns, 1) ToAA& kaK &vBpcotrolot Sidwaotv.
&ANX €l Trou TTTw) GV Ye Beol kal Epivies gioiv, 475
AvTivoov Trpd yduolo TéAos BavaToto kiyein.”
TéV & a1 AvTivoos Trpooéen, EUreifeos vids
“oBr EknAos, Eeive, kabBnuevos, §j &b &AAN1,
un ot véol 81k ScopaT’ EpUoowd), of &yopeves,
1) To80s 1) kai Xe1pos, &rodpUywot 8¢ TavTa.” 480
s Epad, of & &pa TTAVTES UTTEPPIGAWS VEpETTIoQV
B¢ B¢ TIS €iTTEOKE VEWV UTTEPT)VOPEOVTWV!
“AvTivo, oU pev k&N EBahes SUoTnvov AN TNV,
oUAOUeV), €l 87) TToU Tis EToupavios Beds éoTr
Kai Te Beol Eeivolonv EoikdTes &AAoSatroiot, 485
Travtoiol TEAEBOVTES, ETOTPWPDGCT TTOANAS,
avBpawTeov UPptv Te kad edvopiny épopdovTes.”
&5 &p Epav pynoTiipes, 6 & oUk EutrdleTo pUbuwv.
TnAépoxos & &v ptv kpadint uéya mévos &ee
PAnuévou, oUd &pa Sdkpu xauai PéAev &k PAepdpotiv, 490
&AX &iéwov Kivnoe K&p, Kok Puccodopedwy.
ToU & 65 oUv fikouoe Trepippwv ITnveAdTreia
PANuévou &v pey&pwl, peT &pa Suwifjiot Eertrey:
“odf’ 0UTows atitdv oe PaAor KAuTdToE0s ATTOAAWY.”
T & aUT EYpuvdun tapin mpds plbov termev: 495
“el y&p €T &pfjiov TéAos NueTépnIol YévorTo'
oUk &v Tis ToUuTwv Ye é08povov H& ikorto.”
T & aUTe TTpootertre Tepippwv IMnveAd eIl
“uai’, éxBpol pév TavTes, ETrel Kakd unyavéwvTal’
AvTivoos 8¢ p&AioTa peAaivnt knpi Eoike. 500
Eelvds Tis BUoTnvos dANTeUel KaTd SGdpa
avépas aiTifwv &y pnuocuvTn Yap VaYEr
£v0” &AAo1 pev TduTes EVETTANIOGV T ESocdv Te,
oUTos 8¢ Bpnivut TTpupvdy Paie SeSiov dupov.”

47580 athet. Ar (vofeYovtar in 2) 487 UgopddovTes a toopdvtes Diod. Sic. 1.12.10,
tpémovtes Himer. Or. 4.3 496 Tékosa 501—4 athet. Ar. (voBeUel in 2)
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1) p&v &p G5 &ydpeve PeTd Spwifjiol yuvaagiv 505
fuévn &v BaA&uowr” 6 & &deitrvel Sios Oduooeys.
1) & i of kaAéoaoa TpoonUda Siov UpopPév
“Epxeo, 8T EUpate, kicov Tov Eelvov &vay b
ENBEpev, dppa Ti piv TpooTrTUSopal 78 Epéwpal
€f rou O8uoatios Tahacippovos fiE TéTuaTal 510
1) i8ev d@Bapoiol” ToAUTTAGYKTw! yap Eolke.”
TNV & &mapePopevos Tpoctpns, Ebpaie cupdTar
“el y&p Tol, Paciteia, orwmfiogiav Axaloi’
ol’ 6 ye pubeiTal, BEAyo1To ké Tol pidov fTop.
TPETS y&p 81 uv vUkTas Exov, Tpia & fipat épufa 515
&v K\ioint® pddTov Yap &Y TkeTo vnos &rodpas’
&AX oU Trw KakOTNTa Sifvuoey fiv &yopeUcwv.
@5 & 6T &o18ov &vi)p TToTIdépKeTaL, S Te Bedov E§
&eidn1 Sedacos ETre ipepoevTa PpoToiot,
ToU & &uoTov pepdactv dkovépey, STTTTOT &eidn1 520
@S EuE KETvos EDeAye TTapTIUEVOS €V HEYApPOIOT.
pnoi 8'Oduootios Eeivos TaTpdios elvai,
Kpftnt vaietdov, 681 Mivwos yévos éoiv.
gvBev 87 viv BelUpo 168 ikeTo TrMpaTa TTAOY WOV
TrpoTTpokUAIVEOpEVos” oTeUTar 8 O8uatos dkolUoal 525
&yxoU, OeorpwTdY &udpddv v Triovt 81w,
Cwol ToAA& & &yel ketufiAia SvBe SSuovde.”
TOV & aUTe Trpoctertre Tepippoov ITnveAdTeiar
pX€EO, deUpo k&Aeooov, iV’ &vTiov auTds évioTrni.
oUTol & 7t BUpniol kabrjuevor éyradobuwv 530
1) aToU Kot ScopaT, el oPiot Buuds Eippwv.
QUTGV pEV y&p KTHUAT dKfipaTa KEIT évi oikwl,
oiTos kai pébu 80" T& pév oikfjes ESouoty,
oi & eis uéTepov TTwAeUpevol fipaTta TavTa,
PoUs iepevovTes kai &is kai Triovas alyas, 535
eidamvadovotv Tivovoi Te oifomra ofvov

o
€|

pay18iws T& &€ ToAAN KaTaveTal oU yap & &viip,

olos O8ucoeus Eokev, &pnv &mod oikou auival.

€l §"'0O8uoeus EABol kal Tko1T & TaTpida yaiav,

alya ke oUv @1 Trandi Pias &moTiceTan &vdpddv.” 540
@S paTo, TnAépuaxos 8¢ uéy ErTapey, &ugl 8¢ Sdpa

506 ESeitrvee a 508 8T 81 a (cf. 16.461, 22.157) 509 Tpocgdéyfoual a 533 Mév T
a 534 fjueTépou a; cf. 2.55, 7.301.
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ouepSotéov kovaPnoe yéhaooe 8t TInueAd e,
alya 8 &p' Ebpatov Emea rTepdevTa TpoonUdar
“Epxed pol, TOV Eeivov évavTiov Hde k&AeoTOV.
oUy 6pdais, & pot vids émémTape Ao ETECOl, 545
T Ke Kad oUK &TeAT)s O&vaTos pnoTiipol yévorto
Tr&o1 P&X, oUdE ké Tis BavaTov kai kijpas GAUEEL
&AAo &€ Tol Eptw, oU & &vi ppeci PAAAeo ofjiotv
ai K aTov Yvow vNpepTéax TTAVT EvéTTovTC,
¢oow PIv YAQIvav Te X1TOVG TE, eipaTta Kahd.” 550
s p&ro, BTy 88 cugopPds, étrel TOV pibov &koucev,
&yxoU & ioTapevos Emea TTEPOEVTA TTpoaUda’
“Eelve TraTep, kahéel ot Trepippoov TTnVeASTEIQ,
unTne TnAepaxoto” peTaAAfjoad Ti € Bupos
qpol TooEl kKéAeTal, Kad KN8e Trep TETTABUIN!. 555
€l 8¢ ké o€ yvn1 vnuepTéa TAVT EvéTTovTa,
gooel o€ XAQTVAV TE XITOVA TE, TOV OU PAAICTA
Xpnigeis oiTov 8¢ kai aiTifwv kaTd 8fjuov
yaoTépa Pooknoels” dwoel 8¢ Tol 8s K é8éAnion.”
TéV & aUTe Trpootertte ToAUTAQS Sios OduooeUs: 560
“Etpar, alpd K Eyco vpepTéa TAVT évétrotut
koupnt Tkapioto, Trepippovi TTnvedoTreint’
ofda y&p U Trepi keivou, Sutv & &vedéy ped Siguv.
AN pvnoTNpwV XOAETTV UTTodeidT SpiAov,
TGV UPpIs Te Bin Te o181)peov oUpavdv ikel. 565
Kad y&p viv, 8Te i oUTos &vnp KaTd SQdua KIGVTa
oU T1 kokov pe§avta Patdov ddUvnioty ESwkev,
oUTe T TnAépayos TO Y émrnpkecev oUTe Tis GAAOS.
T viv TTnveAdTeiav évi peydpolotv &vawy b
ueival, émreryopévny Trep, & AoV KaTadUVTY 570
Kad TOTE | eipéoBw Tdo108 TrEPL VOO TIROY Tuap
doooTépw kabBicaoa Trapal TTupi® eipaTa yap Tot
AUYp Exow: olofa kai aUTds, Emel oe TpddE ikéTeuoa.”
@S paTo, BTy 88 cuPopPosS, ETrel TOV pUbov &xouae.
TOV & UTrép oUdoU PavTta rpoonUda IMnveAdTeiar 575
“oU oU Yy &yeis, Ebpaig; Ti ToUT évodnoev SANTNS;
| TIv& Trov Beioas E§aioiov fle kad EAAwWS

542 kavaynoe a, Eust. 547 omitted by some MSS (= 18.558) &AUSor a 555 OO
a mool b 556 yvoin a 564 YaAemov a 565 omitted in some MSS (= 15.329)
568a Spcwv of kaTtd dwuat dducoijos Beioto in some MSS (= 402) 5772 UPptv &Auokadev
&vdpddv UtrepnvopedvTeov in some MSS (= 581)
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aideitan kot Sdpa; kakds & aidoios &AHTNS.”
T & &mrapePduevos pooéens, Eucie cupdTar
“uubeiTan katd poipav, & Trép K oioito kai &AAos, 580
UPp1v dAUcK&GwV &vBp&dv UTTEpTIVOPESVTWV®
&AAG o€ peivar Gvawyev & HiEAIov KaTaduvTa.
kad 8¢ ool OF aUTTit TOAU kK&AAIoV, & Paoilelq,
oinv mpos Eeivov paodan Emos 118’ éraxoloar.”
TOV 8 aUTe Trpocteltre Tepippwv MnveAdmeiar 585
“oUk &ppwv 6 Eelvos dieTat, Cos Trep &v ein’
oV ydp T Tives 08e kaTabvnTdv &vbpidTaov
&vépes UPpifovTes &Tdoboda unxavowvTal.”
1) pév &p Qs &yopevev, 6 & dixeto Sios UpopPos
MVNOTHPwV & dAov, émel SieTéppade TTavTa. 590
alya 8¢ TnAépayov ETea TTTEPOEVTA TTpOCoNUSQ,
&y X1 oXwVv KePaAny, iva ufy TreuBoiad’ of &AAor
“@ @i, &y ptv &mrelpt oUas Kail kelva pUAGEwY,
ooV kad épov PioTov ool & évBade TTAVTa HEASVTV.
aUTOV PtV ot TPOTA 0dw, Kai Ppddeo Bupddi 595
pn T1 é&On1s ToAAoi 8¢ kKakd ppovéousiv Axaiddv,
Tous Zeus E§oAéoele Trpiv fju Trijua yevéohon.”
TOV 8 o TnAéuayos Trervupévos &vtiov nidar
“ooeTon oUTwWS, &TTar oU & Ep)eo Seiehifjoas
N&Bev &’ ivon kad &ryetw iepniic koA 600
aUTdp Epoi T&Se TavTa Kai dBavdTolot peAnoe.”
s @&l 6 8 amis &p ELeT EUGEoTOU ETTi Sigpov.
TAnc&uevos & &pa Bupdy EdnTUos 118¢ TToTH TOS
BT § iuevan ued’ Uas, Aitre & Epre& Te uéyoapdv Te
TAglov SaxiTupdvawy” ol & dpxnoTul kai &o1dijt 60,
TéprovT )81 Y&p Kal EmfiAube Seieov fjuap.

587 Tmou Eust. 593 KUva a Kuvas b kolva ¢ 595 odou a, Apol. Lex. 599
S(enehiviicas a 602 eUEtoTou émi Sippou: £l Bpdvou Evlev GvéoTn a 603a aUTap érel
Seitrvnoe kai fipape Bupodv £8wb1 in some MSS (= 5.95, 14.111)
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"HABe & &mi TrToxds Travdnuios, 8s katd &oTu
TTwXEVETK 184kNS, netd & Erpetre yaoTépt udpynt
&lnxEs poryépey Kai Triépev oUdé oi fv Is
oUdt Bin, eldos 8¢ pdha péyas fiv dSpdactar.
‘Apvaios & dvoy Eoke' TO yap BéTo OTVIC uNTNP
&k yeveTiis "lpov 8¢ véor kikAnokov &ravTes,
oUVeK &Trary YEAAESKE K1V, OTE TToU TIS &QVadYyol.
85 P’ ENBcov OBuciia dickeTo ofo Sdpolo,
Kad M1V VEIKEIWV ETTEQ TITEPOEVTA TTPOCTUS

“glke, yépov, TTpoBUpou, pf) 87 Taya kai TTodos EAKNL.
oUk &leis 611 81 pot EmAAIlovotv &ravTes,
EAképevar B¢ kéhovTal; Ey & aloyUvopar EuTrns.
&ANX &va, ut) Taya vediv Epis kal Xepol yévnTar.”

TOV & &p UrdSpa idcov Tpocéen ToAUpnTis O8ucoeus:

“Boupudvr, oUTe Ti o€ PECw Kakdy oUT &yopeUw,
oUTe TIvd pBovéw Sdpeval kad TTOAN &vehdvTa.
oUdos & &upoTépous 8¢ xeloeTal, oUdE Ti o€ Xp1)
&AAoTpiwv pBovéelv: Sokéels ¢ por elvar SANTNS
&ds Trep &y cov, SAPov 8¢ Beol uéAAouotv dTTaGev.
Xepoi 8t un T1 Ainv Tpokaileo, uty pe XoAwonis,
un o€ yépwv Trep v oThBos kal yeiAea pUpow
aipaTos fiovuyin & &v époi kai p&AAov ET €in
aUptov’ ol ptv yép Ti o UrooTpéyecBan diw
SeuTepov & uéyapov AaepTiadew Oduaoiios.”

TOV 8¢ XOAWOAPEVOS TTPOCEPLVEEY  Ipos GATTTS'
“dd oTOl, (S & poAoPpos ETITpoxadnV &yopeUel,
Ypni kautvol Toos” dv &v kakd unTicaipnv
KOTITWV GuPoTépniol, Xaual 8¢ ke TTavTas 486vTas
yvaBpddv EEeA&oalp ouds dos AniPoTeipns.

o viv, fva TavTes Ty vowol kai oide
Hapvapévous' s 8 &v ou vewTépwi &vdpi payolo;”

&5 ol pév Tpoapoife Bupawv UynAdwv

oUdoU &l §eoToU TTavBupadov dkpléwvTo.

5 8670 of ToTe pfiTNP Et. M. 146.12  TéTVIA: BEIAT) a 6 yevefis a, Ar.

15

20

25

30

7 TroU TIS: KéV

TISa 14 & &p UdBpa 18cov: & &rapePdpevos a 24 SeUTepov &5 péyapov: alTis Eow

ueydpwv (Héyapov) a (= 23.24) 27 KoUIV@dL a 28 8¢ e Ar.: & & codd., p, Eust.

62
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Toliv 8¢ uvény iepdv pévos AvTivdolo,
18U & &p EKyEA&OOS UETEPWVEL VO TT)PECTIV' 35
“& @iol, oU pév T TI TT&pPOS ToloUToV ETUYOT,
oinv TepTrwAnv Beds fiyayev & TOSe Sdpuar
& Eeivds Te kai "lpos EpileTov dAAH oLV
Xepol paxéooachon” dAA& §uvehdooopey QKa.”
s Epad’, of & &pa TavTEs dvni§av YEAOWVTES, 40
&ugi & &pa TTwYoUS kakoeipovas 1) yepédovTo.
Toiotv 8 AvTivoos peTépm, EUmeifeos vios:
“KEKAUTE pev, pnoTipes &ynjvopes, Sppa Ti EiTTw.
Yoo Tépes aid’ aly dv kéat v Tupl, T&S i SopTTEol
katBépeba kvions Te kal aipaTos EuTTACAVTES. 45
OTTTOTEPOS BE KE VIKNONL Kpeloowv Te yévnTal,
Tawv flv K E8EANIo1Y dvaoTas alTds EAéobw:
aiel & aUf’ fiuy petadaioceTal, oUdté TIv' &AAov
TTWYOV Eow picyeobon édoopev aiTricovTta.”
@s EpaT AvTivoos, Tolow & émfvdave pibos. 50
TOls 8¢ SoAoPpovéwy PeTépn ToAUPNTIS Oducoeys
“& @ilol, oU Trws EoT1 vewTépw &vSpi pdyeoar
&vBpa yépovTta, dUni &pnuévov' dAAK ue yaoThp
STpUVEl kaKoepyds, Tva TAT Y101 Sapeiw.
&AX &ye vOv pot TAVTES SUOCOATE KAPTEPOV SpKOV, 55
un Tis &1 lpoot Hipa pépeov Ept Xerpi Papeint
TANEN &TacBdAAwY, ToUTw! 8¢ ue Tpr Sapdoon.”
s Epad’, oi & &pa Ty TES ETTCOUVUOY, G5 EKEAEVEV.
aUTp ETEl § Spoodv Te TEAEUTNOAV Te TOV SpKov,
TOls & aUTis peTéerq iept) Is TnAeudyoio 60
“Eeiv), €l 0 OTpUvEl Kpadin kai Bupds &ynvewp
ToUTov &Aé§aobal, TGV & &AAwY pf TIv' AXaidv
5eid16, &mel MAedVESO1 paxoeTar 85 ké ot Beivnt.
Eevodokos uev ey v, et & aiveiTov PactAfie,
AvTivods Te kai EUpUpayos, Tremvupéver Euew.” 65
s Epal’, oi & &pa TwavTES émmiiveov. aUTdp DBucoeys
{woaTo pev paKectv Trepl undea, paive 8¢ pnpous
KaAoUs Te peydhous Te, pavev B¢ oi elpées dpol

35 WETEPLOVEE a TTpooepwovee b 38 Te omitted in one MS 44 kéaT &v: kéoTon a TAs &
aTas T b 56 ¢ del. Knight Papeini: wayeint a, Eust. 58 &ma(d)uvuov a, Eust.
59 omitted in one MS and Eust. 60 petépn a 64 PaciAiie Ar., PaoiAfies codd., p
65 eUpUnaxos. .. avTivoos a
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oTNBe& Te oTiPopoi Te Ppayioves altap Adrvn
&y Xt TapioTapévn uEAE iASave Troipévi Aaddv.
uvnoTiipes 8 &pa Ty TES UTrEPPIEAWS &y &oavTo®
&Be 8¢ Tis eireokey idcov & TANCiov EAAov

“f Téxx"lpos Aipos émioTracTov Kakdy Eet,
oinv & pakéwv 6 yépwv émlyouvida paivel.”

s &p Epav, “lpwi B kakdds cpiveTo Bupds.
&AAG Kal s SpnoTiipes &yov {woavTes &vaykni
Be1816Tar odpkes B¢ TTEPITPONEOVTO UEAECTIV.
AvTivoos & évévitrev Etros T EpaT Ek T dvopale

“viv pev pnT ging, Pouydie, pnTe Yévolo,
€l 87 ToUTOV ye Tpopéels kal Seidias aivéds,
&vdpa yépovTa, dunt &pnuévov, fi uiv ikavel.
&ANX &k Tol Epéw, TO 8¢ kal TeTeEAeouévov EoTarl’
al kKév 0 oUTOS VIKNOT1 KpEioowv Te YévnTal,
TéPYw S Trelpovde, PaAcov év vni ueAaivni,
eis ExeTov PaoiAfia, PpoTddv dnAnpova TavTwy,
85 K &1rd piva Tépniot kai oUara vnAEl YoAkdL
unde& 1’ EgepUoas dwont kuoiv ud ddoachal.”

&S paTo, TA!L & ET1 uGAAoV UTrd Tpdpos EAAaPe yvia.
&s péooov & &uayov' Te & &uew Xelpas &véoyov.
&1 T6TE pepunpi§e TToAUTAGS Sios OducoeUs
1) EA&oer s pv YuyT) Aitrol aUb TrecdvTa,
Né mv AK EA&oeie Tavdooeiéy T &mi yaint.
B¢ 8¢ ol ppovéovTl SodooaTo képSiov elvan,
K EAdoa, fva un) wv émepacoaioat’ Axaioi.
&1 16T &vaoxopéva & pev fidace Se§1dv duov
“Ipos, 6 & auxév’ EAacoev UT’ oUaTos, doTéa & giow
g0aoev aUTika & fiABe kaTd oTéUA Poiviov alpa;,
k&S & Etred’ &v koviniol pakwv, ouv & fiAac’ d86vTas
AakTigwv ool yalav' &Tdp uvnoTiipes &yavol
XElpas dvaoydpevol YEAwl EkBavov. autap Oducoeus
&Ake S1tk TTpoBUpolo AaPoov TTodds, Sep TKeT aUAT|V
aifouons Te BUpas kai v ToTi Epkiov aUATs
eloev dvakAivas, okfirTpov 8¢ oi EuPaie xelpi,

73 &Sl a 76 SpnoTipes: uvnoTiipes a, Dion. Hal. dnt. Rom. 7.72.4
tvbnittev b 79 Pouytie Zen. ad II. 13.824, Poukdic a 84 "Hreipbvde a

70

75

85

90

95

100

78 tvéeirev a
86 Taunia

88 T & T6vE a EAAaPe: fjAube a 97 fiABev &v& a 98 yavov ed. Aeolica 99

Trool: TToTi a
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kol piv povioas ETex TTeEpSEVTA TTPOoTUS
“tvtaubol viv floo kUvas Te oUas T &TrepUKwV, 105
undt o ye Eeivwov kal TTTwY GV Koipavos elval
AUy pds &cov, pr) TToU Ti Kokdv Kai peifov Eravpnt.”
) pa, kad &ug dpolot &eikéa B&AAeTO TTHPNV,
TIUKVA Py oAény, &v 8¢ oTpdgos flev &opTnp.
&y &6 ¥ & oUBov v kaT &p EfeTo" Tol & ioav giow 110
NBU yeAwovTes kai delkavowvT ééecot’
“ZeUs To1 doin, Eelve, kai &B&vaTot Beol &ANol
STTI pAAIoT E0éAels Kad Tol pidov ErAeTo Bupddl,
&5 ToUTov TOV &vaATov dANTEVEY &TréTTAUC QS
&v dNpwI" TaXa Yap uv &vafopev firelpovde 115
eis ExeTov BaciAfia, PpoTédv SnAfjpova TavTwv.”
@5 &p Epav, xaipev 8& kAendovi 8los OduooeUs.
‘AvTivoos & &pa of peydAny apd yaoTépa Biikev,
guTrAeiny kvions Te kal aipaTos Augivopos 8¢
&pTous &k kavéolo BUw TTapédnkev &eipas 120
kad Sétrai Xpuctwl Se1diokeTo poovnoty Te
“xaipe, T&Tep @ Eelve yévorTd Tot Es Trep dTTicow
8APos &Tap uEv vV ye kakols Execn TToAéeool.”
TOV & &rapelPopevos TTpoottn ToAUunTis Oduooels
“Augivol, ) u&ha pot Sokéels TreTTvupévos elvan’ 125
Tolou y&p kad TraTpds, étrei kAfos E0BASY &kouov,
Nicov Aovhixifia &0v T Epev &puerdy Te
ToU o' #k paol yevéohal, EmnTijt & &vdpi Eoikas.
ToUvek& Tol épéw, oU &t ocuvBeo kai pev &xoucov:
oUdtv &xi18voTepov yoia Tpégel &vBpcotrolo 130
T&vTwv, dooa Te yoiav ETri Tveiel Te kai EpTreL.
oU pEv ydp oTé ot kKakdv Treicecdon dTricow,
Spp &peTNv TTapéxwal Beol Kal yoUvaT dpwpnt
&ANX &Te 81y Kl Auypd Beoil pakapes TEAéwaT,
kal TS Pépel dekalOpevos TETANOTI Bupddl. 135
Toilos ydp voos éoTiv émixBoviewv &vbpomwy
olov &1 fluap &yniot TaThp &vdpddv Te Beddv Te.
kol y&p €y ToT EpeAAov év avdpdotv SAPios elva,

105 fioo: keloo a (cf. Ar. ad /. 21.122) oUas Te kUvas T a 107 ¢maUpnis a 110 §0Yy: &
&pa 111 YeA@wvTes a yehoiwvTes Eust. (cf. 20. 347, 390) &8eikavdwvto a 1112 &OOe &€
Tis €iTrecke véwv UTrepnvopedvTwy included in some MSS (= 2.324 etc.) 115-16 athet. Ar.
and Z (116 = 8p) 122 & Trep: OoOTrEp a 131 omitted in some MSS, p and Apol. Lex.
132 9acla 134 TeAéowol a
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TOAAG & &TdoBal Epe§a Pint kad k&pTET ek,
TaTpi T Epddt Tiouvos kai éuoiol kaolyvnTolol. 140
T& un Tis ToTe TéuTTav &vi)p &lepioTios €in,
&AX 6 ye o1yfj1 S&dpa Beddov Exol, &TT1 S180iev.
ol’ $pbdw pvnoThpas &rdobada pnyxavéwvTas,
KTHpoTa KelpovTas kai &TipafovTas &kolTiv
&vdpds, 8v oUkéTI el PiAcv Kal TTaTpidos aing 145
dnpodv &méooeobor’ pdAa 8¢ oxedov. dAAG o€ Saipwv
oika®’ Utme§ary&yol, und’ avTidoeias éxeivol,
STTTOTE Voo TN oele PIANV & TraTpida yoiav:
oV yap avapwTi ye SiakpivéesBar Siw
uvnoTiipas Kal keivov, étel ke péAaBpov UTréAdn1.” 150
&S paTo, Kal omeioas Emiev peAindéa olvov,
&y & &v yepoiv EBnke déras koounTopl Aaddv.
alTap 6 Pii dix dddpa pidov TeTINUévos fTop,
VEUSTALWV KEPOATI” 87) yap kakov dooeTo Bupddl.
&ANX oU8’ &5 pUYE kijpar TESNOE B¢ kai Tov Abfvn 155
TnAepcyov Ut xepol kai Eyxel Tpr Sapfjvan.
&y & amis kot &p EeT Emri Bpdvou Evlev &véoTn.
i1 & &p & ppeoi Bijke Be& yAaukdmis ABrvn,
koupnt lkapioto, Trepippovi TTnveromein,
HVTIOTHPECT1 pavijval, STrws TETEoEIE HAAIOTS 160
Bupdv punoThpwy idt TiuNmecoa yévorto
uSAAoV TTpoS TOC10S TE Kai vios 1) &pos fev.
&ypeiov & tyéhaooev Emos T Epat &k T dvodpadev
“EUpuvdpn, Bupds pot EAdeTal, o T1 TT&pos Y,
HvnoTnpecol pavijval, &rrexBopévoloi Trep EuTrns 165
Tondi 8¢ kev eiTroip ETros, T Ke képSiov i,
UM TAQUTa BWNoTHpo1v UTTEPPIEAOICIV SPIAETY,
oi T e ptv P&gouat, kakdds & diev ppovéouot.”
TNV & oUT EUpuvdun Tapin mwpods ptbov Eermre:
“val 81 TaUT& Ye TAVTQ, TEKOS, KT poipav EElTTeS. 170
&AX 161 kal o1 TTeudi Eros p&o pund’ Emrikeube,
XPOT &moviyapévn kal émiypicaca Tapelds,
und oUTw Sakpuolot TepUpPEVT EuPl TTPOCWTTX
gpxev, &mel kakiov TevBnpevon &kpiTov adel.
1181 pév yap Tol Tais TnAikos, Sv oU pdAloTa 175

149 SioxpivecBon p 153 Sik kaTd a 154 KePaAf)v a Bupds a, Eust. 160 TeTAOEIE
BéAEeic a 167 SwmAgy: émoaveiv a 173 ddxpuot a
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Np& &BavaTolol yeveifioavTa i8écban.”

T & aUTe Tpooterte Tepippwv TTnveAdTaix
“EUpuvdpn, ut) TaUTa Tapauda, kndouévn Trep,
Xp&OT &mroviTTeoban kai émiypiecBar &Aorpijr-
&yAainy y&p éuoi ye Beoi, Toi OAuptrov Exouaty,
dAecav, € oU kelvos EPn koiAnis évi vuoiv.
&AAG pot AUTovony Te Kal Trroddpeiav &vwyx b
ENBEpEY, SQpa Ké POl TTAPCTNETOV €V HEYAPOLCIY®
oin & oUk eiceim peT &vépas” aidéopat yap.”

s &p Epn), YpnUs B¢ ditk pueydpolto PePrikel
&yyeléovoa yuvau€i kai dTpuvéouoa véeaBal.

Ev0 aUT &ANX Evonoe Bed yAaukdd s ABfvn®
koUpnt Tkapiolo kaTd yAukUv UTtrvov Exeuvev,
eUde & &vakAvbeioa, AUbev 8¢ ol &yea TTavTa
a¥ToU &vi KA Tpl' Téws & &pa Sia Bedwov
&uppoTa Sdpa didov, tva wv noaiat Axalol.
KAAAET pév of TpOTQ TTPoc AT KaAX K&Bnpev
&uppooiwi, oiwi Tep EUoTépavos Kubépeia
XpieTa, 0T &v im XapiTwv Xopdv ipepdevtar
Kad piv pokpoTépny Kad Trdoocova Bijkev i8écbal,
AeukoTépny & &pa wiv Bfike TTp1oToU EAépavTOsS.
1) uév &p s Ep§ac’ &mrePrioeTo Sia Bedeov.

TABov & &u@itrolol AeukcoAevol &k pey&polo

PBOY Y1 Emrepydpevar’ TNV 8¢ yAUkUs UTrvos &vijke,

€ 3 1

kad  &ropdpEaTo Xepol TapeIds PuwVnNoEy Te'

“f pe MAN advoTradf) poAakodv Trepl KO EKEAUWEY.

aiBe pot éds poAakodv BdvaTov Tdpor ApTepls &yvi)
aUTika VOV, Tva pnkéT dBupouévn katd Bupdv
aidva ehivibw, Tréolos TTobéouca pilolo
Travtoiny &peTtv, érel E§oxos flev Axaidov.”

@S papévn KaTEPary’ Utrepidia o1y aAdevTa,
oUk oin, &ua Th1 ye kal &ugiToAol 8U EmovTo.
1) & &Te 81 uvnoTiipas &eikeTo dia yuvaikédv,
oTi) pa Topd oTabudv Téyeos TTUKa TrolnToio
&UTa TTapEIdwV oXOoMéVT) AlTTapd Kpndepuvar

179 &moviyaoha kai émiypeicacBar Ap. Lex. s.v. &Aoipiijt
184a picyeafan pvnoTiipotv UreppidAolotv &vayknt (= 14.27)

67

180

185

190

195

200

205

210

184 oUk eiceipt: oU ke’ €l a
190 Sia Bedwov: ST ApodiTn

Zen. 191 Tva pv Bnnoaiato Eust. iva 8nnoaiat’d 192 TPOoWTa T& (T€) @, Apol. Lex.

s.V. KGAAEL 197 &TéPn yAaukddmis Affivn a
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&ugitrolos & &pa of kedvny tx&repBe TTapéoTn.

T&V 8 ool AUTO youvaT, Epwt 8§ &par Bupdy EBeyBev,

TavTes & fipfioavTo TTapal Aexéeool kKhbfjvan.

1) & aU TnAépayov Tpooepdoveey, 8v gilov vidv
“TnAéucy, oUkETI Tol Ppéves EuTredol oUdt vompar

Trais 1" &dov Kol pGAAov évi ppeai képSE évapas’

viv &, 6Te 87 péyas éooi kai fiPns wéTpov ikavels,

Kad kév Tis pain yovov Eupevan OAPiou &vdpds,

&5 péyebos kal kK&GAAos Opwuevos, GAASTPIOS PAS,

OUKETL Tol ppéves eiciv vaioipol oUdt vonua.

olov 81y TO8e Epyov &vi pey&poiotv ETUydn,

85 TV Eelvov Eaoas &elkiofnpevar oUTow.

65 vUv, €l T1 §elvos év fpeTépolot Sopoioty

fluevos 8 TaBol pucTakTUos £§ SAeyeviis;

ool K aloyxos AwPmn Te et &vbpcotrolot mérorTo.”
TNV & o TnAépayos Tremvupévos Gvtiov nUdar

“ufiTep €ut), TO pEv oU ot vepeso@ual kKexoAdodar

aUTdp £y Bupdl voéw Kai olda EkaoTa,

g0OA& Te kad T& Yéperar Tr&pos & ET1 viTTios o

SAAG Tol oU SUvapal TrETTVWWPéva TTAVTa vofjoat’

&k Y&p pe TAfiooouot Trapnpevol EAAoBev &AAos

oide kak& ppovéovTes, époi & oUk eioiv &pwyol.

oU pév ot Eeivou ye kai “lpou pédAos ETuxon

pvnoThpwv i6TNTI, Pint & 8 ye pépTepos Tev.

ol ydp, ZeU Te wéTep kai ABnvain kai ATroAlov,

oUTw viv pvnoTiipes &v fueTépoiot Sdpoiot

vevolev kepads dedunpévol, oi uev &v oL,

oi & évtoobe dopolo, AeAUTo 8¢ yvia ék&oTov,

s vuvlpos ékeivos &’ avAeiniotl BUpniotv

floTan veuoTawv kepadiil, ueBliovTi Eoikeds,

oUd’ 6pBos oTfivar duvaTal Trociv oUdE véeahal

oikad, dTrn1 oi vooTos, Emel pida yvia AéAuvTan.”
s oi pév TolaUTa pods &AATAoUs &ydpeuov

EUpUpayos & éméecot rpoonUda TTnveAdTeiav:
“koupn lkapioto, Trepippov TMnverdTela,

el TavTes oe iSotev &v’ “lacov Apyos Axalol,

212 Epws...E0eAysva 223 TLTiISa 229 athet. Arist. Byz. and Ar. (= 20.310)
240 KEPaANV a

& tT1 vijrios floe péyas 8¢ ke virios inv in X 238 AéAuvTo a
yolUva a

215

220

225

230

235

240

245

Té&pos

242
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TrAEOVES KE MVT\OTTIpES &V UETEPOITT BSHOIOTIV
N&Bev Savia, érel Trepiecol yuvaikdy
el86s Te péyedods Te idt ppévas Evdov Eoas.”

TOV & fueiPeT EmerTa epippeov TTnveAdTreIar
“EUpupay, fj Tol éutjv &peTt)v eldds Te Sépas Te
Aecav dbavaTol, 6Te “TAlov elcavéPauvov
‘Apyeiol, petd Toiol 8 éuds oéois fiev OducoeUs.
€l keTVos Y ENBoov TOV épov Biov &pproAevol,
WEIZOV Ke KAEoS €in EudV Kad K&AALOV oUTwW.

viv & &yopal Téoo y&p Hol ETTECOEVEY KoK Saipoov.

) uév 81 &7e T fie Aoy k&Ta TaTpida yaiav,
Se§1Tepv £l KapTdI EAGOV Eué XElpa TTpoonUSa
“@ yuvai, o y&p Slw éUkvnimdas Axaious
&k Tpoings €U mavTas &mfjpovas &mrovéeobar
kal yap Tpdddas pact paxnTas éupevar &vdpas,
Tuév &xovTIoTas 1)BE puThpas SioTGOV
IV T OkUTToSwv EmPnTopas, of Te TayloTa
Ekpvav péya veikos dpotiou ToAépoto.
TG oUk old’ 1 kév f &véoel Oeds, ) kev GAdw
aUToU &vi Tpoint® ool & &vB&Se TTavTa peAdVTWY
pepvijoBon TraTpds kad pnTéPOS &v pey&polotv
@s v, § €Tt p&ANov, Epel &rovdopiv EdvTos
aUTdp eV 81 Taida yeveifjoavTa idnai,
Yoot &1 K E8éANI08a, Tedv kaTd S&dpa Airoloa.”
Kelvos Taos &ydpeue T& 81 vOv TavTa TEAEITAL.
vUE & EoTon 8Te 81| oTUYEPSS Ypos &vTiPoAnioel
oUAopévns épédev, Tijs Te Zeus SAPov &rrnipa.
A& TOS aivov &xos kpadin kai Bupov ik&ver
uVNoThHpwv oUy 78 dikn TO TT&po1be TETUKTO,
of T &yadnv Te yuvaika kai &gveloio BUyaTpa
uvnoTevely é8éAwaot kai GAAfAoIS Epicwaty’
aUTol Toi Y &mré&youot Boas kai ipia uijAa
koUpns SaiTa idolol, kai &yAad d&dpa S18oUciv*
&AX oUk GAAOTpIoV BioTov vrjTroivov ESouctv.”
@S paTo, yNBnoev 8¢ ToAUTACs dlos Oducoeus,
oUveka TV pév ddpa TTapéAkeTo, BEAye 8€ Bupov

248 SaivuvT a 256 éméooeuey: Eé(y)xevey a EmékAwoey b; cf. 19.129

69

250

255

260

265

270

275

280

263 of Te d: of

ke codd. 265 fi: eia  &vémid (cf . 16.590), dvéom d 271 TS Ar. ad /l. 16.330: 6’ ¢

Herodian: & &s codd. 279 KoUpnis... giAniol a
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pelAryiors émréecol, vdos 8¢ oi EAAa pevoiva.
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Thv & aUT AvTivoos Trpocten, EUtreibeos vids:
“koUpn lkapioto, Trepippov TTnverdTTeIq,
S&pa ptv 85 K E0EANI01V Aoy EvB&S’ Eveikan,
5€€aot” oU yap koAov avnivacHal déotv EoTiv:
Tuels 8 oUT & Epya T&pos ¥ Tuev oUTe Trn1 &AANL,
Tpiv yé o€ T&d! yNiuacBor Ayxouddv &s Tis &pioTos.”

&s Epat AvTivoos, Toiow & émnvdave nibos.
ddpa & &p oictpevan TTpdETaV KNpUKa EKXOTOS.
AvTIvoml pev Evelke péyav TeEpIKaAAEa TTETTAOV,

TroikiAov: &v

& &p Eoav Trepoval Suokaideka TTaoaL

Xpuoelal, kKAniow éuyvapTrrols dpapuiat,
Spuov 8 Epupdywt roAudaidaiov aUTiK Evelke,

Xpuceov, HAékTpolatv éeppévov, HEAIoV Gos.

EpuoTa & EUpudapavTi 8Uw BepatrovTes Evelkav
TplyAnva popoevTa, XAapis & ATTEAGUTTETO TTOAAT).
& & &pa MMeiocavdpoio TToAukTopidao &vakTos
foBuiov fjveikev Bepdreov, TrepikaAAts &yoAua.

&Mho & &g &\

Aos 8dpov AX a1V KaAOV BVEIKEV.

1) uév et &véParv’ Umrepwia Sia yuvaakv,

> % > >

T & &p &

>

&ugitrolol Epepov TrepikoAAéa Sddpa.
oi & eis dpxNoTUV Te Kal ipepoesoav &o1dtv

Tpeyd&uevol TépTrovTo, pévov & &tri Eorepov EABev.
Toiol 8¢ TepTropévolot péhas éri Eorepos HABev.
Uik AopTrTiipas Tpels ioTacav év pey&poioty,
Sppa paeivolev Trepi 8¢ EUAa k&ykava Bfikav,
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COMMENTARY

Book 17

After three books in which the hero, in his beggar’s disguise, has remained as a guest
in Eumaeus’ hut, book 17 features the transition necessary for the plot’s resolution in
the final portions of the poem. It follows Od.’s passage from the swineherd’s dwelling
in the countryside back to the more ‘urban’ area (see Introduction pp. 23—4), and
from the courtyard of his house to the banqueting hall where he will first encounter
the suitors feasting on his property. The hero’s progress is more than just spatial. The
move from the periphery to the palace interior, a site still empty of legitimate authority
and waiting to be reclaimed, allows Od. to begin the long process of resuming his
role as master of his olkos.

But Od.’s journey is anything but smooth or direct. A series of encounters punc-
tuates, and delays, his entrance into the palace. The abusive goatherd Melanthius,
whom he meets on the road to town and who tries to prevent him from advancing
further, offers a foretaste of the verbal violence and physical assaults that Od. will
suffer at the suitors’ hands. The faithful dog Argus, occupying the site immediately
before the house doors, gives the newcomer a reception of an entirely different kind
but stands witness to the neglect and maltreatment that the property and its loyal
retainers have experienced during their master’s absence. When Od. finally takes up
the regular position of a newly arrived §eivos and beggar, the threshold, he becomes
the victim of the taunting of the suitor Antinous and, more generally, encounters
a series of perversions of the proper norms of hospitality (see Introduction p. 17)
which further retard his reincorporation into the household. The poet thus offers a
long-drawn-out type-scene, the arrival and reception of a §eivos, with a difference:
the stranger has come home.

1-25

Eumaecus, Telemachus and Od. plan Od.’s departure for the town and palace.
Although Telemachus initially addresses Eumaeus, the swineherd remains a silent
presence in the exchange. Od. will assume the initiative in answering his son.

1 This line occurs x 20 in Od., x 2 in I; the noun-epithet phrase occupies its
typical verse-terminal position. The poet has a variety of epithets to accompany Eos,
but ‘rosy-fingered’ is much the most common (x 27 in the two poems). The rose-
coloured fingers most probably correspond to the sun’s first rays, spread out like a
hand; there may also be a reference to the narrow band of red light as dawn breaks
(see West on Hes. IVD 610). The day that commences here, the 3gth since the opening
assembly of the gods according to most reconstructions of the chronology of Od.’s
return (see 515-17n), is the ‘longest’ day in the poem; a fresh day will not break until
20.91.

74
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On a striking number of other occasions in the Homeric compositions (Od. 2, 3, 5,
8,16; Il. 8, 11, 19) daybreak coincides with the opening of a new book according to the
now conventional divisions of the poem; the poet may already have used sunrise and
sunset as markers to segment and punctuate his larger narrative (see 606n, 18.428n,
de Jong 1996, and Introduction p. 37).

2 Umd mooolv. . .kaA& WESi1Ax also appears at 1.96, 5.44, 15.550 and Il. 24.340,
in three of the four instances of Hermes (whose footwear is additionally &uBpdoia
XpUoela). TESIA is a term already used in the Mycenaean period, and appears in
H. only in formulas; for the more recent UodfuaTa, see 18.361n. H. regularly calls
sandals kaA& and the formulaic expression appears only at the conclusion of the line
(x 12). ‘Binding’ suggests shoes equipped with a fastening (cf. 18.361), perhaps laces
passed through a slit cut in the sole.

3 TnAépayos: the nominative form of Telemachus’ name (x 128 in the Od.) is
unsuitable for terminal positioning in the line (cf. 17.328n). H. may additionally deploy
name positions in his compositions for thematic ends, preferring to reserve the final
metrical slot for top-rank heroes, Od. most conspicuously in the Od.; the pattern thus
denies Telemachus full heroic status, defining him as the ‘non-Odysseus’ (Kahane
1994: 137; see too Bakker 1997a: 170-1). @fAos vids Dduoaiios feloto: x 6 in Od.;
the formula O8uoofios Befolo regularly completes the line after the trochaic caesura
(x 22). Other periphrases for Telemachus in the nominative are also v.- terminal (see
18.60n). If metrical convenience frequently dictates the choice of formula, the poet’s
selection can be purposeful. References to Telemachus as ‘the dear son of Odysseus’
occur much more frequently in the episodes following the reunion between the
youth and his father than in earlier portions of the poem; here the designation most
immediately recalls the emotional meeting staged in book 16; Telemachus can now
legitimately think of himself as Od.’s ‘dear son’, although the hero must maintain his
disguise before all other individuals. See further Beck 1998—9: 135.

The poet’s nod towards the complicity between father and son is a reminder that
both characters will be role-playing in the encounter about to occur, Telemachus
feigning to regard Od. as a beggar, and Od. assuming the persona required by
his disguise. Telemachus’ exclusive knowledge of his father’s identity turns this and
subsequent scenes into subtle explorations of the nature of impersonation and disguise.
Since the son alone is aware of the artificial, temporary quality of the external signs of
Od.’s condition (his rags, wallet, stick and overall decrepitude are mere ‘stage-props’),
his ‘internal’ perspective on his father coincides with that of the poet and his audience
(see further Introduction p. 20 and Rabel 1999).

3a This formulaic line, identical to 2.3, occurs in only one MS, and other overlaps
between the openings of books 17 and 2 would explain its inclusion here: in book
2 Telemachus, similarly equipped and also at dawn, set out for the agora where he
encountered the suitors and several of his friends (see 61-83n).

4 &pfiper: 3 sing. pluperf. of &papiokw; both perf. and pluperf. forms of the verb are
used intransitively. Telemachus’ actions belong to the standard ‘dressing’ type-scene;
as frequently, the scene occurs at daybreak and/or before a departure (cf. 1.96-101;
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4.308—9; 5.44-8; 20.125-7 and Arend 1933: 97-8). As these other instances show, the
poet can expand or abbreviate the account.

5 &oTude lépevos: the —8e suffix indicates motion towards; cf. the Attic expression
Abnvale (i.e. —aocde) This phrase marking Telemachus’ journey from Eumaeus’ hut
back to his home introduces the distinction critical in book 17 between the rural scene
and the cityscape; for the contrast between these two ‘geopolitical’ realms, see 1011,
182nn. £¢6v = 6v. The possessive pronoun emphasizes the bond between Telemachus
and the swineherd, prominent in both this and the previous book.

6 &7 ‘papa’, a colloquial and affectionate form of address, found exclusively in
the vocative and derived from children’s speech (cf. w&mwma, TéT7a), with parallel
forms in many IE languages. The doubling of the consonant or syllable (‘Mummy’,
‘Daddy’) is typical of words of this kind. The term survives only in epic (Achilles to
Phoenix, x 2 in the I; Telemachus to Eumaeus, X 6 in Od.), in a few inscriptions,
and, according to Eustathius Hom. 777.54, is Thessalian.

6—7 S¢pa. ..dyeTar: an unusual use of dppa in a purpose clause with the future
indicative found only in H.; for other examples, see 4.163, II. 8.110-11, 16.242—3 with
Chantraine, GH 11 273.

7 &lw: the poet regularly uses the verb at line end with enjambment; cf. 18.23,
3.27, Il. 21.92. This is the only form of éiopan found in the active in H.

8 KAauBpoU. . . ydoid Te SakpudevTos: the poet combines ‘weeping and wailing’,
with or without the accompanying adjectives, on three other occasions (4.801, 21.228,
24.323); the second noun always falls immediately after the caesura. On such ‘doublets’
as integral to oral compositional technique, see 86n.

10 TOV §eivov BUoTnvov ‘him, the stranger in his wretchedness’: the so-called
‘deictic’ use of the article, where it preserves its original demonstrative force and
functions as a demonstrative pronoun; see Monro, HD 261, Chantraine, GH 1 164.
The Od. reserves almost half of its uses of the deictic article for the term §eivos,
perhaps a means of emphasizing the crucial stranger-motif by marking it out with
this archaism. 8UoTnvos regularly describes Od. (15 out of 17 instances); H. likes to
associate with his hero terms that echo elements of Od.’s name (§UoTnvos, SUouopos,
é8uooopat). The adj. appears almost exclusively in speeches (the sole exception is
5.436); typically the poet avoids emotionally charged terms for his own narrative,
favouring a more ‘objective’ style; for distinctions between the diction of the poet and
that of his characters, see 586n and Griffin 1986: 42.

10-11 £kelf1. .. TTwXeUN: begging, as opposed to the productive activity that
goes on in the countryside (20-1), is regularly associated with the urban sphere; see
18, 245-6, 18.358nn.

12-15 Telemachus enters fully into the charade, feigning an impatience and
callousness very much at odds with his true feelings towards the ‘beggar’.

12 Upvov kal KoTUANY ‘a bit of bread and a little cup’ = 15.312; cf. II. 22.494
(of Astyanax begging). The first term is probably derived from mupds ‘wheat’
(cf. Attic TUpvos); the second is of unknown origin. For ancient conjectures, see

Athen. 11.478d—gc.
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12-13 &mwavtas &vBpdous &véxeoba ‘tolerate all men’; cf. 7.32. The ep in the
line’s participial phrase is concessive (cf. 46—7n) as Telemachus explains that he would
help the beggar, but cannot because at this point he has too many troubles.

15 Epol ¢iN dAnbéa pubfiocacba ‘truth speaking is what I like best’; for the con-
struction, cf. II. 1.107, 4.345 and Hes. IVD 306. Odyssean characters have a habit
of asserting the truth content of their words precisely when they are lying; cf. 108n,
14.192, 19.269 and 24.303.

16 ToAUunTIs O8uooels: the epithet is applied to the hero Od. x 66, II. x 18,
and is exclusive to Od., with the exception of II. 21.355 (of Hephaestus, a significant
parallel; see 195, 18.10, 328nn). The expression almost always occurs between the
fourth-foot caesura and verse end. Of the examples in the Od., 63 are preceded by
Tpocépn (or occasionally petépn), of which 45 occur within the entire formulaic line
used here; the frequency with which the poet combines the formula with a verb of
speech suggests that Od.’s signature mental acuity manifests itself particularly in the
form of clever speaking. Strikingly after pooéen Od. is always styled ‘many-wiled’.
See further 28on, Austin 1975: 28—9, 39—40 and Tsagarakis 1982: 36—41.

17 Tot = gol. The notion that a guest ought not to be detained when he wishes to
go is a leitmotif in the poem (see 15.68—74 for the fullest elaboration of the sentiment;
note too 15.200—1 and 8.31-3). As Od.’s account of his wanderings to the Phaeacians
repeatedly demonstrated, it is the mark of a bad host to attempt to retain a §eivos
against his will (witness the Lotus-Eaters, Circe, the Sirens and Calypso; see too
Most 1989: 24-5, 27-8). The guest’s freedom to determine his own departure time
may already have been an axiom of elite conduct in Homeric times and recurs in
later sympotic lore; cf. Theogn. 467, ‘do not hold back anyone of these so that he
remain with us unwillingly’ (undéva TGVE’ &ékovTa pévelv KaTépuke Trap fKUIv); note
too Theoc. /d. 16.27-8, perhaps with Od. 15.68—74 in mind.

18 PBEéATepdv toTi: regularly before the trochaic caesura and followed by an inf.
construction. The notion that ‘it is better for a beggar to beg his dinner in the city
than in the countryside’ is reaffirmed in 18.1—4 where Irus scrounges his meals kaT’
&oTv (see n. and Edwards 1993: 46 citing 2446, 3759, 15.308—9, 18.357-64).

20-1 TnAikos ‘of such an age to’ governs both the infinitive and the &s clause that
follows; for the syntax, see Ruijgh 1971: 501, Chantraine, GH 11 314. &s + infinitive is
found only here and at JI. g.42; the construction lies behind the common Attic use of
&oTe + inf.

22 Epyev: the contracted form of the pres. imper. mid. of pyopat is found fre-
quently in the MSS (cf. 6.69, 10.288); where the form is not metrically guaranteed,
it may be a modernized form of the more ancient ending —eo with elision; see
Chantraine, GH 1 59—60.

23—5 Itis cold notjust because of the dawn hour, but because, in the poet’s carefully
calibrated seasonal chronology, Od.’s return occurs in late winter. According to the
calendar that the gods have determined, Od. leaves Circe’s island in the late autumn
(as indicated by the winds that blow while the hero is at sea), washes up on Scheria at

the start of the winter (5.469, 485), and reaches Ithaca when the nights are long (15.392)
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and the weather bitterly cold (14.457-522, 529—33); only the Phaeacians, supremely
skilled mariners with magical self-propelled ships, could undertake such a journey at
the dead of winter, a season when the Greeks studiously avoided sea-faring (see Hes.
WD 619—21 with West’s note.). On this timetable, the hero’s triumph over the suitors
coincides with the advent of spring. For discussion of H.’s artful use of seasonality, see
Austin 1975: 242-51.

23 aUTiK émel . . . yévnTau ‘straightaway when I have warmed myself by the fire
and there is warmth from the sun’. Tupés is best understood as a partitive gen (cf.
1. 6.331, 11.666—7); Greek usage regards the fire as the source from which a portion
of warmth is taken. Oepéco: probably an aor. subj. passive from an aor. passive é0épnv
(see Chantraine, GH 1 71, 401, 459). &\én refers either to the sun’s warmth or to
warmth more generally. The former meaning (as assumed by the scholia, Frisk GETV,
Snell-Erbse, LfigE among others) fits the context better; it coincides with the opening
reference to dawn and the detail of the early morning frost.

24 alvds...kaka ‘these clothes. . .are terribly bad’; the adv. has an intensive
sense, ‘to a high degree’; cf. 9.379. This is one of the repeated references to Od.’s rags.
At 13.434—7 Athena changed the hero’s clothes, given to him by the Phaeacians, along
with his physique; he will not resume dress appropriate to his status until his triumph
over the suitors is complete and he needs to persuade P. of his true identity (23.155).
Clothing is an important motif in the poem, both as an element in hospitality rites
(the host should furnish his guest with new clothes and clothing can figure among the
parting gifts a §eivos receives), and as a device through which the poet explores the
question of outward appearance vs. inner reality — do clothes really make the man?
See further 550n, Schadewaldt 1959a, Griffin 1980: 2—7, 28—, Block 1985.

24-5 Cf. 5.467-8 where Od., newly washed up on Scheria, also feared the impact
of morning frost (uf & &uudis oTiPn Te kokn kai BfjAus &épon . . . Saudont). For the
many parallels between his passage from the seashore to Alcinous’ palace and his
journey from Eumacus’ hut to his home, see 26—30, 206nn. The cold at dawn (U1rnoin
‘of dawn, at break of day’) became proverbial: see Hesych. s.v. Ai@pos, Propert. 1.16.24.
@4&T’: a nice touch; Od. feigns ignorance of the locale, dissembling before Eumaeus
as Telemachus did at 12—15. For similar precautions, see 196 and 18.126.

26—60

Telemachus returns to the house to see P. After abruptly refusing her request to tell
her what he discovered on his journey, he sets off to fetch the prophet Theoclymenus
whom he met while abroad.

26—30 The poet devotes only five lines to Telemachus’ journey from Eumaeus’
hut to the interior of the palace; for Od., the process will occupy well over 100. By
going in advance of Od. (following his father’s instructions at 16.270—3), Telemachus
repeats Nausicaa’s action at the end of book 6 after her meeting with the hero; there
the maiden returned to the palace before Od. arrived. For other coincidences in the
roles played by the two youthful characters, see Reece 1993: 114.
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27 @UTevev ‘he was planting’; the metaphor occurs again at 82 and 159; H. uses
the verb almost exclusively in connection with Od.’s plans for revenge on the suitors.

28 aUTap tmel P Ikave: cf. 85. H. regularly uses phrases of this type to express the
idea ‘when he (we, they) had done so and so’; as here, the expressions are located
between the verse beginning and the third foot trochaic caesura (Parry 1971: 276).

29 Some editors print the variant reading (see app. crit.) on the grounds that the
spear-holder in which Telemachus places Athena-Mentes’ spear at 1.127—9 is located
inside the hall. It seems more reasonable to assume two possible sites where arms
might be left; here the youth leans his spear against a column on the colonnaded
porch.

30 fev: 3 sing. imperfect indicative of €lp, ‘go’.

31 Characters sympathetic to a new arrival are regularly the first to spot him (or
her), sometimes a clue to existing relations of familiarity or intimacy between the
individuals (see 328—9). Failure to perceive or acknowledge the newcomer can suggest
an inimical attitude.

32 kaoTopvioa: i.e kKataoTopvioa, with loss of the second vowel by apocope
(cf. xaPB&AAw, &uPaivew etc.) and subsequent loss of the redundant consonant.
6povois. . . BauBaAtoion: the poet differentiates seats by their epithets and the indi-
viduals who sit on them. The poet reserves the 8pévos, the grandest type of chair that
would have had a straight back and armrests, for gods, heroes and male members of
the elite (Athena, Nestor and family, Telemachus, Hermes, Alcinous, the Phaeacian
nobles, Demodocus, Theoclymenus and the suitors). Here the seats are ‘fine-wrought’,
an adj. cognate with Mycenaean da-da-re-jo (see Morris 1992: 75), and are covered, as
usually, by a fleece. One of the Pylos furniture tablets describes an elaborately deco-
rated throne (fa-7a-nu), inlaid with figures of men and lions (PY Ta 707). For ancient
attempts to differentiate between Homeric chairs, see Athen. 5.192d-e; see too 86,
33onn, Houston 1975 and Richter 1966: 13—25 (with representations from Greek art).

33 SakpUoaoa ‘bursting into tears’; ingressive aor. indicating the start of an action;
s0 too at 8. 10Us ‘straight (towards him)’.

33—4 &uol. .. fyeptdovTo: ‘tmesis’. The verb occurs only here and at 7. 18.37.

34 Suwial and the masculine Sudes are regular terms in the poem for dependent
labourers, particularly when they are referred to as a group rather than as individuals
(Suwiai never appears in singular form; the masculine does so only twice). Here, as
frequently, the noun occurs together with the name of the master or mistress in the
genitive case, emphasizing the subordinate and dependent nature of the servants. The
word dpcs, generally agreed to be related to 86pos, would originally have referred
to inhabitants of the house and then have gained the more specialized meaning
of slave; for the etymology, see Chantraine DE, Frisk GEIW, Snell-Erbse, LfigE; for
slaves in the Homeric ofkos, see Gschnitzer 1976: 47-68 and Thalmann 1998: 53—62.
TaAaoippovos is one of Od.’s regular epithets that accompanies the hero’s name in
the gen. (Od. x 11, 1. X 1);s0 too of Od. at Hes. Th. 1012, Orph. Lith. 678. The Homeric
Od. repeatedly attracts TAe—, TAa—and TaAa—forms; see his programmatic statement
at 5.222, TAfjgopat év aThfecov Exwv TaAamevbéa Bupdv and 84n. These prefixes,
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which include the qualities of ‘endurance’ and ‘daring’, express the two potentially
clashing facets of the protagonist’s heroic nature; while through much of the poem that
heroism consists in Od.’s ability to undergo trials and sufferings, a concept already
announced in 1.16-19, the prefixes can on other occasions emphasize the element
of ‘boldness’, a trait evoked in the several applications of the epithet TAfjucwv to the
Iliadic Od. See further Pucci 1987: 459, Marzullo 1970: 59—67, Eisenberger 1973:
108 n. 4.

35 xUveov: the lengthening of the final syllable is unusual; while initial v can
lengthen preceding short vowels, final v generally cannot (Chantraine, GH 1 99—105,
Monro, HD 344, 349). &yamaféuevar: the etymology of &yamdw and &yamdgopat
remains unknown, but here the verb carries what looks like the earliest attested
meaning, ‘to welcome affectionately’; cf. 7.33 for this sense. Slaves regularly kiss their
masters on their head, shoulders and sometimes hands; Penelope will kiss Telemachus
on his head and eyes (39).

36 For P’s descents to the uéyapov, see 18.158—303n; the present instance offers
a very abbreviated version of the sequence described on other occasions. Twepippwv
TInveAdrreia: by far the most common formula for P. (X 44), always occurring at v. end
after the feminine caesura. The epithet is used exclusively of women in early epic.

37 = 19.54. Aptéudu: the final —1 of this dative ending is long, probably the
original quantity retained by poets for metrical convenience (see Monro, HD 373).
The digamma at (F)ikéAn is preserved here, as frequently, to prevent correption. The
conjunction of Artemis and Aphrodite signals the two antithetical sides of P. as the
poem depicts her. On the one hand she stands as a paradigm of chastity (the ‘Artemis’
side; see 18.202n and the earlier comparison of the maidenly Nausicaa to Artemis at
6.102, 151) and of the marital fidelity that goes with it; on the other her beauty arouses
a powerful erotic response (see 18.212n). The characterization also suggests her two-
fold attitude towards Od.’s return: she is at once the virginal bride-to-be, fearful of
her coming change in state, and the nubile maiden ready for the (re)marriage that
Od.’s advent will bring about. See Introduction p. 28 and Felson-Rubin 1994: 36—7.

39—42 = 16.15, 22—4. The passages exist in close thematic relation. In book 16,
a simile likening Eumacus’ greeting to that of a father welcoming his long-departed
son and kissing him ‘even as if he had escaped dying’ separated the embrace from
the swineherd’s speech. That simile would now be redundant; whereas Eumacus’
welcome was only ke that of a father, here an actual mother and son are reunited.

39 kepaAfiv...@dea: probably, along with uw, external objects of kUooe rather
than accusatives of respect. Wyatt 1969: 100—1 suggests that the long first syllable
of pdea depends not on metrical lengthening, but on the noun’s connection with
Sanskrit bhdsah, ‘light’. The plural form appears only in H. in this formulaic line
(x g 0d.) and always in the context of an emotional greeting; it does not appear again
until Call. H. 5.92 where, in a passage reminiscent of this scene, Tiresias’ mother
Chariclo tearfully embraces her son (& ptv <&u> &upoTépaiot gilov Tepi Taida
AaPoica. . . &ye PapV KAaioloa, 93—5), and mourns the loss of his eyes (p&ea); cf. A.
R. 1.268 for another mother’s sorrowful embrace of her son (Jason), with additional
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Homeric echoes. On the relation of p&ea to dos, ‘light’, ‘safety’, as in 41, see Wyatt
1969: 101.

40 Emea wTepdevTa TpoonUda: this formulaic expression appears X 125 + variants
in H. The metaphor &mwea rrepdevTa (‘perhaps the most famous and least understood
phrase in Homer’, Martin 1989: 30) is commonly explained by modern scholars as
coming from archery: words go straight to their mark like an arrow that is, in another
frequent expression, TTepoels, ‘flying easily, equipped to fly’ (by virtue of its feathers).
For speech as arrows, see Pind. Ol g.11-12, A. Supp. 446, Eum. 676, Eur. Supp. 456,
with further discussion in S. West on 1.122, Hoekstra on 13.165, Latacz 1968, Durante
1968. Also possible is an ornithological connection — like birds, words fly rapidly
through the air; quite plausibly the formula combines notions of archery and birds
(see Kirk on . 1.201, Martin 1989: 35). The force of the phrase is uncertain: it may
be a fossilized and empty formula inserted when the character about to speak has
been named as the subject of the preceding sentence (Parry 1971: 414-18), or a more
pointed and situation-specific expression. A particularized usage is probably correct:
the poet seems to favour the formula at moments when one person addresses a second
with whom he is in close contact, or as a preface to ‘directives’, speeches designed to
make the addressee do something (Martin 1989: 31). See further 57n.

41 fAGes: found regularly in greetings (generally of a friendly nature); cf. 16.23,
461, II. 3.428, 24.104; for later examples, Alc. fr. 350.1 L-P, Theogn. 511, Ar. 4.
680, Theoc. Id. 12.1—2 (with Gow’s note). TnAépaye: vocative forms of Telemachus’
name usually occur in v. initial position (e.g. 75, 101); here, however, the designation
occupies a different metrical slot as P. repeats the very emotive greeting used by
Eumacus (16.23), addressing her son as ‘sweet light’.

43 A&Bpni: enjambment, further emphasized by punctuation, signals the distress
P. felt at Telemachus’ covert departure; cf. 8.269.

44 xaTtdAe§ov ‘recount’, always found in epic in forms of the aor. or future so as
to obtain the lengthened third syllable suitable for hexameter composition (vv—X).
In H., the verb retains something of its original meaning ‘recount in order, present as
a list, enumerate’ (see 16.235, &p1Bpfioas katéAe§ov and 19.497) and is reserved for
the relay of information and the narration of accurate, ‘point-by-point’ tales (so 108
and 122nn). The poet uses the verb only for the narratives of characters in the poem,
never applying it to his own activity (Krischer 1971: 132). Telemachus will not satisfy
his mother’s request until their second exchange (108n). dTws fiyvTnoas dmwis:
‘how you came to the sight’. The entire line, with its curious final phrase, echoes
3.97 and 4.327, but the change in context and speaker suggests Telemachus’ new
authority. In books g and 4, the youth, in a state of ignorance, addressed the request
to those who were better informed; now Telemachus ‘in the know’ is able to inform
another unknowing individual. P’s words have a significance of which she cannot be
aware: Telemachus has not only heard about his father, but seen him too. For all the
oddness of the phrase (hence the variant &xoufis at 3.97), the emphasis on autopsy
is consistent with the privileged status that the poet, anticipating Herodotus, grants
to eye-witness accounts; for this, see 3.93—4 = 4.323—4 and particularly 8.491, where
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Odysseus praises Demodocus on the grounds that he performed his story not &A\Aou
&xovoas but ‘as though you had yourself been present (rapéwv)’. (Perhaps, following
this remark, P. imagines that a vivid account of Od. would have allowed Telemachus
to ‘visualize’ his father.) The prologue already heralds Od.’s particular authority in
‘seeing’: 18ev &oTex (1.3).

45 THv & a¥...&vTiov nU8a: by far the most common speech-introductory
formula for Telemachus (Od. x 43); the poet also closely associates the expression
&vTiov NUSa with the youth’s addresses. wemvupévos: the epithet accompanies names
shaped — v v — (X 47 in H.), and indicates a variety of properties. While in the 1.
Tremvupévos regularly accompanies ‘youthful or subordinate’ and often peripheral
individuals (so Hainsworth on 8.388), in the Od., where it occurs in conjunction with
Nestor, Menelaus, Od., Telemachus and Laertes, it has a less generic and certainly
less age-specific character. Common to both poems is the term’s close association
with speech (for its regular application to heralds, see 18.64—5n): it is frequently used
of someone who has spoken or is about to speak wisely and can also describe the
content of speeches (see further Clarke 1999: 84—6 with the suggestion that the epithet,
perhaps derived from the perf. mid. of véw ‘I breathe’, refers to the speaker’s intake
of breath before beginning an address: ‘with a deep breath Telemachus spoke’). The
epithet also characterizes members of Od.’s family, used of the ‘beggar’ by P. (19.350;
see too 23.209-10, in the context of P’s declaration of Od.’s intellectual excellence)
and of Laertes by the poet, and may point towards the acute mental faculties that
distinguish Od.’s lineage, flagging speeches in which an individual displays intellectual
finesse; for Temvupévos specifically as an indicator of wisdom (consistent with a
possible derivation from the same root as mivuTés, ‘prudent, discreet’), see 18.125,
3.52, 328, 4.190, 8.388, and the expression Temvuptva pridea eidas at 2.38 = 4.696,
711, 24.442.

46—56 Telemachus refuses his mother’s request here, but gratifies it (albeit with an
economical version of the truth) when he returns with the prophet Theoclymenus at
85. Dramatic, thematic and structural elements explain the delayed revelation. (a) By
making Theoclymenus party to the relay of information, which he will confirm and
‘update’ with his solemn utterance at 152—61, the poet adds weight to Telemachus’
belated report and allows Theoclymenus to realize his prophetic function in the
plot (see 53 and 152—61nn and Erbse 1972: 47—9); (b) the postponement heightens
audience expectation as we wonder how much of the truth Telemachus will reveal.
(c) Telemachus’ refusal demonstrates his new-found ability to exercise the caution
and circumspection that make him resemble his father (see Introduction p. 2g); Od.
also delays or evades answers to direct questions, notoriously when responding to
the inquiry of another curious queen, Arete, at 7.238—9. (d) The delay emphasizes
P’s prolonged exclusion from the knowledge that other individuals already enjoy and
her need to act in ignorance of crucial elements of the plot. (¢) This encounter and
request form one of the many ‘anticipatory doublets’ in the Od., small-scale rehearsals
of scenes or motifs which recur in more extended and prominent fashion later on (see
Fenik 1974: 101, Edwards 1987, de Jong 2001: xi). ‘Doubling’ also occurs insofar as
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the book will end with another retardation device, when Od. refuses P’s wish for an
immediate interview until later in the day.

The exchange between mother and son constitutes an instance of the ironies
that permeate the second half of the Od., where the poet repeatedly pairs a better
informed individual with one in a state of ignorance, giving the words spoken by
the first a significance of which the second cannot be aware (see 152—61n). In two
subtle senses, Telemachus does obliquely answer his mother, much as Od. did Arete.
First, by ordering her to cleanse herself so as to perform sacrifices to bring about the
punishment of the suitors, he intimates that the hour of reckoning is near. Second, if
audiences were aware of a possible different version of the Od., where Theoclymenus
is none other than Od. in disguise (see 53n for details), Telemachus’ answer to P. would
have considerable piquancy. Asked whether he had encountered Od., Telemachus
responds by telling his mother that she should bathe, change her clothes, wait and
pray while he goes to fetch the stranger (i.e. Od.) who accompanied him from overseas
(see Reece 1994: 164).

The abrupt and even discourteous tenor of Telemachus’ reply has also struck
readers. But the youth’s suspicions concerning his mother’s fidelity to his father
have been sounded since the start (1.215-16, 2.130—7), and Athena’s recent caution
concerning P’s readiness to abandon her marital family’s interests (‘you know what
the mind is like in the breast of a woman’, 15.20) may further have alienated his
sympathies. For the mother-son relationship, see Introduction p. 0.

46—7 uo1. .. pou two different uses of the dative. The first is the so-called ‘ethical’
dative, used to denote the interest of the speaker or to gain the interest of the individ-
ual addressed; ethical datives are generally untranslatable, although their meaning
sometimes resembles ‘please’; the second is a possessive dative, ‘my heart in my chest’.
fiTop &v oTfiBecoiv: a variation on the formulaic Bupdv &v oThiBecov. Trep, concessive,
‘since I have just escaped such a deadly fate’; for a similar use of the particle in the
context of requests to desist from an ongoing activity, see 1.315. aiTruv dAebpov: a for-
mulaic expression; the adj. also regularly appears with the terms 86Aos, pdvos, Tévos,
and x6Aos (cf. Hes. Th. 589, WD 83, H. H. Merc. 66). The metaphoric meaning ‘hard
to overcome, irresistible’ derives from the lit. ‘steep, sheer’. Telemachus’ objection to
his mother’s request, that satisfying her curiosity would be grievous for him, sounds a
particularly Odyssean theme: recounting tales of first-hand experiences is frequently
a source of pain to the storyteller (cf. Od.’s complaints at 7.297, 9.12—13, 19.116-18;
see too §15-17n).

48 UBpnvapévn: both prayer and sacrifice must be performed with clean hands.
kaBapd xpof eluad’ this phrase typically occupies this position in the hexameter; cf.
58, 4.750, 759, 6.61. H. always prefers this form of the dat. xpcs over xpwTi, although
the acc. form xp&Ta appears at 18.172n in place of the more common ypéa.

50—1 ¢eUxeo ‘promise, vow’ (see Il 4.101—2). TeAnéooas: the fixed epithet for
hecatombs in H. Its primary meaning is probably ‘gaining its TéAos or ‘fulfilment’
(see H. H. Merc. 544), but it is often treated as a synonym of TéAeios, ‘perfect, unblem-
ished’. Most probably the two ideas are linked: only faultless victims will guarantee the
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efficacy and fulfilment of the offering, a connection made evident by the reuse of the
term (TeAéooni) in the subsequent line; for Zeus as the ‘accomplisher’, see Theogn.
341, Pind. Ol 13.115; for the cult of Zeus Teleios, see Fraenkel on A. Ag. 973; cf.
Eum. 28. &vmita: ‘in requital’, from &vti-TiTos by haplography; see II. 24.213 and
Snell-Erbse, LfgrE s.v.

52 &yoptiv: H. always uses the term to mean the ‘assembly’ or, as here, ‘assem-
bly place’; see 67—70n. In this and the subsequent line, Telemachus announces his
intention to play host, a role that he earlier deemed impossible for him (16.70).

53 A reference to Theoclymenus, the prophet and fugitive whom Telemachus
met on his departure from Pylos at 15.223. For all that the detailed introduction and
family history that he receives on his first appearance (15.223-56) suggest a character
of the poet’s invention, his lineage, which includes the famous seers Melampus and
Amphiaraus, exists in the legendary tradition independent of the Od.; see Hes. frr.
37 and 261, [Apollod.] Bzbl. 1.9.11-13. Quite plausibly H. has linked his prophet with
the Melampus story that would already have existed in epic poetry (see Danek 1998:
294—6). Theoclymenus’ prophetic authority depends in no small part on his lineage;
a seer’s gifts were thought principally to be derived from inherited powers rather than
learning.

Theoclymenus’ presence has been the target of sustained censure among modern
readers; critics have charged the poet with introducing a redundant character (a
‘manifest embarrassment’, Page 1955: 83) and scholars of Analyst sympathies have
claimed later authorship for the episodes in which he appears (see further Kirchhoff
1879, Kirk 1962: 240; Fenik 1974: 233—44 mounts a point-by-point defence of the
prophet’s role). But a strong case for Theoclymenus’ relevance can be made on sev-
eral grounds. First, in his two chief interventions in affairs in Od.’s home, here and
at 20.351—7 (his hallucinatory vision of the suitors’ demise), the character occupies a
position midway between the Olympian and human levels of the plot: able to inter-
pret and predict events beyond mortal comprehension and to apprehend the divine
design shaping affairs (the return of Od. and his wholesale punishment of the wicked
suitors), he gives audiences internal and external to the song an authoritative pre-
view of the story’s denouement; their acceptance or rejection of his words and vision
are also an index, as so frequently in Greek myth, of their moral worth and acuity.

Second, and very differently, the poet may include Theoclymenus in order to
‘sample’ (see Introduction p. 8) an existing tale, incorporated so as to enrich his story
and open up a variety of possible plot trajectories. Evidence both internal and external
to the Od. allows us to hypothesize the existence of a pre-Homeric or contemporary
epic tale in which Telemachus discovers his father in Crete, where he has taken
refuge from a storm with Idomeneus. The two fashion a conspiracy in which Od. is
to accompany Telemachus back to Ithaca disguised as a soothsayer — Theoclymenus
in the Od. This helps to explain several seeming anomalies: the fact that Telemachus,
gone in search of word of his father, returns not with Od. but with Theoclymenus,
and the elaborate introduction the character receives, quite out of proportion with his
actual role in the plot. Also striking are the overlaps between Theoclymenus and Od.,
their ‘biographies’ and experiences. Od.’s lying tale to Athena at 13.258—75 closely
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anticipates the account given by the poet of Theoclymenus’ situation; see further 55
and 152—61nn. For this neo-analytic (see Introduction pp. 7-8) approach, see Reece
1994; he additionally notes that ‘Odysseus and Theoclymenus never converse or
interact with each other, despite being for a long time simultaneously present in the
palace at Ithaca. This is particularly remarkable in view of Od.’s incessant interaction
with almost all the other characters’ (164).

55 fivdyea: —ea is scanned as a single long syllable (‘synizesis’). Telemachus’ earlier
decision to entrust Theoclymenus to the loyal Peiraeus (15.509—46) finds its parallel
in his recommending Od. to Eumaeus’ hospitality at 16.69—89. Both actions signal
Telemachus’ difficulty in fulfilling his role as host because of the suitors’ presence.
wpoTi: cognate with the Sanskrit prdt;, this form was elsewhere preserved only in the
Doric dialect; epic language would have retained it as a metrical alternative to Ionic
Tpos.

56 &vdukéws ‘in a kindly manner’. The adverb is of uncertain etymology, but
regularly appears in accounts of the hospitable reception of guests (e.g. 113, 7.256,
14.62); not surprisingly, the II. uses the term much more sparingly (X 4); see further
Leumann Worter, 311—12, Snell-Erbse, LfigE. iAéewv ‘to welcome, entertain’ (as at
7.256; see LS]J s.v. 1.2). The same terms appear again at 111.

57 ‘and for her the word was wingless’. This much-debated expression appears
on three other occasions in the Od. (19.29, 21.386, 22.398; never in the 1), always
following a speech of command addressed by a man to a woman; the subsequent
passage invariably indicates the directions’ fulfilment. The phrase raises a series of
still outstanding questions. (a) Is the ‘wingless word’ the speaker’s or the addressee’s?
According to the first interpretation, the puUfos belongs to the silent recipient of
the address, and &mTepos means ‘unspoken’ (Monro, A-H-C, Latacz 1968: 27—38).
According to the second, the uU6os is that of the speaker which does not fly back
(i.e. ‘it stayed unwinged with her’). (b) Is the & in &mwTepos privative (as both the
readings cited above assume) or intensive, indicating the swiftness with which the
word travels (see 40n for words equipped with wings)? The use of the phrase at Hes.
fr. 204.84 M—W may suggest an intensive force; Helen’s suitors’ rapid adherence (Toi
& &mrrepéws EwiBovTo) to Tyndareus’ order that they swear to help her future husband
in the event of her abduction parallels P’s speedy compliance with her son’s command
(see too Parmenides fr. 288.17 KRS). The Attic dramatists oscillate between the two
possibilities; for the privative sense, see S. El. 242—3; for the intensive, A. Ag. 276 with
Fraenkel’s note. ErAeTo: g sing. aor. mid. of TéAw ‘to be’.

58—60 In H. instructions are regularly performed exactly according to the terms
in which they were originally stated, a device that facilitates oral composition; for a
much-debated deviation from the norm, see Nausicaa’s instructions at 6.210 and 216.

61-83

Telemachus makes a brief visit to the agora to fetch Theoclymenus. The youth’s only
other visit to the site occurred in book 2, and on several counts the present scene
resembles 2.6—259: again the youth has dogs, again he is beautified and admired,
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again the scene features several individuals still loyal to his father. However, missing
from this more abbreviated excursion is the public address made by Telemachus in
book 2; with his father now in Ithaca, and plans for revenge under way, he no longer
has any interest in attempting to persuade the suitors to leave his home.

62 kUves TdBas &pyol: a regular descriptive formula for dogs; although the more
authoritative MSS have this reading, the v.l. (= 2.11) is also attractive since it coin-
cides with the other connections between the present scene and book 2. &pyds (‘swift,
bright’; see 292n) is the standard epithet for dogs; cf. the description of the two watch-
dogs made by Hephaestus, which actually are of precious metal: they are &pyUpeot,
‘flashing’ or ‘silvery’ (7.91). The ‘flanking’ or ‘attendance’ motif here may be compared
to P’s similar accompaniment by her maidservants (see too 214n).

63 Oegmreciny. .. xapw: earlier of Telemachus at 2.12; the adj. is derived from
*Beoc—omeTos, ‘spoken by a god’; in epic diction the original meaning has faded and
it simply means divine (see Frisk, GEW}). Athena ‘pours down’ the same feoTreginv
X&pw on Od. at 8.19 (cf. 6.235 = 23.162). For other instances of divine beautification,
see 18.187—96n; beyond the Od., see Hes. IVD 65 (Aphrodite bestowing charm on
Pandora) and Pind. Ol 6.75-6 (the distillation of beauty the victor receives from
Charis herself).

64 OnelvTo ‘they gazed in wonder at’. néopar (Attic Becopan) is regularly used
of a reaction to a beautiful/wondrous sight, whether an individual or an object; cf.
5.75—6, 7.133—4, 8.265, 19.235 and Mette 1960—1. The combination of an infusion of
X&pts, movement towards the agora and the admiration of the onlookers recalls the
scenes at 8.170—5 and Hes. Th. 81—92 (see Martin 1984 for the diction common to both
passages and their possibly generic character). In both those instances, an individual
with divinely given grace is imagined addressing an assembly and inspiring admiring
wonder among his audience. By using what may be conventional diction for the
prelude to a persuasive public speech by a regal figure/orator, the poet indicates the
trajectory he will not follow; because of the nature of Telemachus’ audience, the youth
must confine himself to private conversation with his allies rather than delivering the
expected address.

66 ¢peoi Buooodbpevov ‘they devised deep down, evilly in their minds’. Puo-
coBopeUelv appears X 7 in Od. (465, 491; also 4.676, 8.273, 9.316, 20.184), never in the
1., and always refers to deep and maleficent plotting; hence its inevitable coupling
with kak& in the poem (at [Hes.] Scut. 30 it is combined with 86Aov). The term
variously describes the designs of the suitors, of Od., and of Od.’s divine counterpart,
Hephaestus (see 16n). The verb is derived from Buoooi, ‘the depths (of the sea)’, regu-
larly a site for covert and/or malignant designs; cf. Pind. Pyth. 2.79—80, contrasting his
‘above board’ mode of speaking with the practices of those who work in the depths,
or secretly, and A. Supp. 407—9, describing a thinker as one diving in the deep sea; at
A. Ch. 650, the Erinys is Bugoogpawv; for other instances of the metaphor, Theogn.
1051, A. Supp. 1057-8. In this instance, the paired é69A&/ kakd beginning each of the
two clauses emphasize the contrast between the surface and depth. The inclusion of
¢peci here reinforces the notion of concealment in the internal spaces of the body
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(cf. 11. 9.313, Achilles’ rejection of the man who ‘hides one thing in his mind but speaks
another’).

67—70 As this scene suggests, the agora is not principally a site for a formal
assembly, but an informal meeting place where friends might get together to discuss
the business of the day or pressing concerns (cf. 16.361 and 24.420). The ‘civic’-
style gathering held in book 2, that more resembles assemblies in the II., proves the
exception in the Od. (see Introduction p. 31).

67 TouAUv: this lengthened form (cf. 8.109, 19.387, Theogn. 509) provides a
convenient metrical alternative; according to the MSS, H. also uses ToAAGs (12.407,
15.494 and II. 18.603). TTouAUs and ToAASs are variants at Od. 19.387. See further
West on Hes. Th. 190, Wyatt 1969: 195, 198.

68 Iva ‘where’. Mentor is Telemachus’ most staunch supporter and the individual
to whom Od. entrusted the care of his estate (2.224—7). In book 2, Antiphos’ father
Aegyptios was a speaker at the assembly; curiously H. mentions the death of Antiphos,
consumed by Polyphemus, at 2.19 (a line that was, according to the scholia, athetized).

69 & &pxfis ‘from of old’.

72 oUB'...ET1 81jv: the phrase occurs x 7 in H., often at line end (e.g. 2.296, 397);
the preserved digamma in 87v (5f1v) always lengthens the final syllable of €.

74 TOV...Tpds ulbov Eeimre: a very common Homeric phrase, used repeatedly
in speech introductions. The adverbial Tpds belongs with Eeire, which governs a
double acc., Tév and uGov. The epic poet enjoys considerable (although not unlim-
ited) flexibility in placing such ‘preverbs’ in the hexameter line, a freedom that
facilitates oral composition (see further Horrocks 1984: 153—61). These independent
preverbs belong to a very early stage in the development of epic diction, predating
the Linear B tablets; the linguistic phenomenon occurs already in the Veda (see West
1988: 156).

76 8dp: these are the gifts that Telemachus received from Menelaus (15.99-130)
and then placed with Peiraeus’ father Clytius for safekeeping. Contrast the gifts given
to Od. by the Phaeacians; those tokens from the ‘fantasy world’ never reemerge from
the Cave of the Nymphs.

78 18uev = Attic iopev. The emendation of the MSS yd&p T restores what is likely
to be the correct reading (Hoekstra 1965: 30); for the typical function of y&p Teas an
introduction to a general truth, hard to extract from Telemachus’ phrase here, see
Ruijgh 1971: 602.

79-80 Telemachus’ conjectures concerning the suitors’ designs against his life
and property are remarkably accurate, although he has been told nothing of the plot
devised at 16.383—6. H. frequently allows his characters knowledge of events which
have only been revealed to the external audience; for this ‘transference’ device, see
de Jong 2001: xviii.

81 Emaupépev ‘partake of, profit from’; aor. inf. of éwaupioke.

82 @ovov kai kijpa: X 4 Od., one of the many ‘doublets’ or combinations of two
virtually synonymous terms used by H.; these belong among the oral poet’s formulaic
elements, an aid to composition in performance. Typically, as here, the doublet falls
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after a third foot caesura (see O’Nolan 1978); cf. 547. The primary meaning of kfjp
(variously derived from kepaifw, ‘ravage’, or, probably better, keipw, ‘cut’) may be
‘fate, destiny’; in Homeric usage the noun has become sufficiently concrete to permit
this combination. The ‘fated’ or appointed nature of the moment when a man dies
would explain the close association between k1p and death (so Garvie at 6.11; see too
Onians 1988: 399—410, Lee 1960-1: 191-7).

83 xalpovTi. .. xalpwv: as typically, X&pis involves reciprocity, a notion empha-
sized by polyptoton. Here x&pis designates both the pleasure derived from the favour
bestowed and the return the original donor will reap; for this, see A. Ag. 354 with
Frankel’s note, S. 4j. 522 (x&pis x&pw y&p éoTwv ) TikToud &ei) and g5n. gépev:
imperative.

84-166

Telemachus returns to the palace with Theoclymenus, bathes and belatedly answers
the questions that P. earlier posed.

84 Tahameipiov ‘much tested, much suffering’. The epithet, which describes one
of Od.’s signature traits, is suggestive of the Od.-Theoclymenus link (see 53n). H.
always applies the adj. to a §eivos, except at 6.193 (= 14.511), of a suppliant. fiyev &
olkov: also at 14.318; one of the few formulaic expressions that neglects the digamma
in the noun (Folkos), suggesting its late addition to the epic repertoire. The line initiates
a conventional hospitality scene (so 1.113—43, 3.34—67, 4.22-68, 6.206-50, 7.139-84,
10.311—73, 14.29—111, 15.134—43), in which a host, Telemachus here, welcomes his
guest who receives a bath and meal (note that the suitors are still absent, allowing for
the smooth fulfilment of the protocol; also varying the regular pattern is Telemachus’
return together with his guest). The episode is the first of three instances of the
reception motif in book 17; Telemachus subsequently welcomes Eumaeus (328—35)
and Od. (336—47)-

86—go A routine ‘bathing-type’ scene. The sequence, which may vary from g to 11
lines, also occurs at 3.464—9, 4.48—51, 6.224-8, 8.364-6, 44951, 10.360-7, 23.153-64,
24.365—71; in all but book 23, the bath is followed, more or less directly, by a feast.
For the standard elements the scene includes — stepping into the bathtub, washing,
anointing, clothing, stepping out of the bathtub, sitting down — and variations on the
type, see de Jong on 3.464—9, Arend 1933: 1246, Foley 1990: 248-57.

86 kat& kAopoUs Te Bpdvous Te: a doublet unique to the Od. (x 8). Ancient
scholars describe the kAiouds (used by both Helen and P) as a light easy chair with
sloping back, but on occasion the distinction between it and the 8pévos disappears.
Telemachus is the only character to use both.

87 & & &oapivBous...tUfEoTas: the initial preposition 4+ noun begins the
thematic sequence; the answering & p at go indicates its termination. &oduivlos
(0d. x 10) is a pre-Greek word; the form a-sa-mi-to appears on a Linear B sealing
from Knossos (KN Ws 8497). Bathtubs already existed in Minoan-Mycenaean cul-
ture; the Mycenaean examples are made of earthenware, which suits the epithet used
here, although wooden tubs are also possible (see Laser 1968: 139); Menelaus’ silver
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bathtubs (4.128) are consistent with the luxury that distinguishes his home from the
more prosaic palace in Ithaca.

88 AoUcav kal xpicav EAalwi: so at 4.49, 8.364, 454-

go ¢l kKAiopoiot kabifov: Homeric heroes always take their meals in an upright
position; the Eastern practice of reclining, Attic vase-painting suggests, did not become
widespread until c. 600. Both kAiocpoi and 8pdvol (see 32n) are found only in the
dining hall; elsewhere in the Homeric household, individuals sit on low stools. This is
consistent with the practice of displaying wealth in this most public part of the home.

91—5 These lines appear x 6 in Od., with various omissions in the MSS; cf. 1.136—
40, 4.52—6, 7.172-6, 10.368—72, 15.135—9; heavily formulaic language characterizes
such type-scenes (see Arend 1933: 68—76). As in other standard Homeric descriptions
of dining, the focus falls more on the preparation and serving of the meal than on the
food itself.

91 épviBa: in this context the term specifies water for hand-washing before meals;
elsewhere in the Od. it describes lustral water for purification prior to a sacrifice.
As the overlap suggests, hand-washing may originally have been religious rather
than hygienic in intent (see further Ginouves 1962: 152). wpoxdwi Eméxeve pépovoa
‘carrying [water] in a pitcher, she poured it over their hands’.

93 viyaocbai ‘for washing’, inf. of purpose. H. reserves this verb for washing
hands or feet while AoUopat is used for the whole body (so 87). wap&. . . ETdvuooe
TpdmeGav: as 332 and 447 make clear, each diner ate at his own individual table.
The formula suggests a portable folding table, of which examples have been found
on Hittite, although not Greek, monuments (see further Laser 1968: 56, Richter
1966: 63).

94 oiTov: this properly refers to food made from grain as opposed to meat, but
eidaTa TOAN in the next line suggests a more varied menu. The limited nature of the
diet served even in the homes of Homeric aristocrats (meat and bread exclusively),
and the discrepancy between this meal and the poems’ abundant references to other
possible foodstuff, fruit, vegetables, birds, fish and game (the latter two are eaten,
but only under duress and in very exceptional circumstances), has puzzled audiences
since at least the fourth century: the Platonic Socrates, noting that Homeric heroes
on campaign eat only roast meat, comments, ‘nor, I believe, does Homer make any
mention of sauces’; the poet, he thinks, has a practical and didactic purpose, selecting
what best nourishes warriors (Pl. Rep. 404b—c); Athen. 1.8f-ge and 1.25d-e explains
the absence of variety from the Homeric table as a mark of heroic abstinence from
luxuriousness, greed and ‘culinary trickery’ (even the hybristic suitors ‘are not shown
eating fish or birds or honey cakes’); ancient readers also suggest that the poet regarded
the cooking of vegetables, birds and fish as beneath heroic dignity. See further < AT on
1. 16.747 and Suda s.v. Dunpos; cf. Davidson 1997: 12—13, 16—17, Dalby 1995: 2767,
with the proposal that the Homeric menu reflects the poet’s own limited exposure to
the type of elite social setting he ostensibly describes (see Introduction pp. 12-13).

95 Xapifopévn TapedvTwv ‘giving freely of the available things’; for other instances
of the partitive gen., see 452, 13.15. Used as a middle, xapifoucn means to gain favour
by giving a favour; see 83 and 451—2nn. The formula, indicative of the integral place
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of x&pis at the feast, thessite for the practice of the relations of reciprocity and exchange
that characterize correct social interactions, appears x 6 in the Od.

96 Tap& oTabudv ‘beside the door-jamb’; cf. 4.838, 21.45, 22.181; see 18.209n for
a different meaning (with discussion in Knox 1973: 5-6); at 20 and 26, sing. and plur.
forms of oTafuds referred to Eumacus’ farmhouse and its outbuildings, a regular
usage. P. would be sitting by the door, isolated from her more centrally located son
and his guest; the spatial division proves apposite to the tone she will adopt when
she renews her request for news at 101. Nausicaa assumes the same position at 8.458;
cf. H. H. Cer. 186 (of Metaneira).

97 fAdkaTa oTpwedoa ‘twisting the strands’. fAdkaTa refer to the bundle of
loose wool held on the distaff after it had been cleaned and was ready for spinning.
As suits the distinction between the fantastical and super-wealthy Scheria and the
more mundane Ithaca, Arete spins wool that is &GA\itépeupa, ‘sea-purple’ (6.306).
Following Od.’s return to Ithaca, P. spins rather than weaves; the shift may reflect
weaving’s symbolic significance in H., where the activity represents women’s attempts
to preserve a traditional but threatened social and familial order. For this, see Pantelia
1993: ‘The replacement of [Penelope’s] weaving with spinning symbolizes the renewal
of her marital stability and the transfer of power and responsibility from her hands
back to Odysseus” (497). Like Helen and Arete, P. brings her spinning with her to
the dining hall (much as nineteenth-century novels portray upper-class women doing
needlework while receiving guests); Homeric women never eat or drink in this public
space.

98-9 Two frequently repeated and probably very old formulaic lines, found in
conjunction X 8 in Od. and separately on many other occasions. Tpdkelucn appears
uniquely in this context and étofpos is used independent of the formula only at 8.384
and II. x g. évelad® from Svivnu: literally ‘profitable things’ but regularly applied
to food. &€ Epov &vTo ‘they put away their desire’; from &§inui, ‘put off, release’, i.e.
to satisfy. The expression occurs x 15 in Od; cf. II. 13.638, 24.227, Sappho 94.23,
Theogn. 1064 and V. Aen. 8.184. This second line is of particularly evident antiquity,
as revealed by its vocabulary, ‘tmesis’, and the Aeolic (Lesbian) form £pos. Phrases
like this demonstrate that during the Aeolic phase of the epic tradition poets already
included scenes of dining (see Durante 1971-6: vol. 1, 55).

101-6 P’s speech, which calls attention to her sorrows and reminds Telemachus
of his former refusal to satisfy her request for news, includes both a strong plea for
the desired information and an implicit reproach for his earlier conduct.

103 TeQuppévn: fem. nom. sing. of perf. pass. participle of pUpw, ‘moisten, stain’.

106 véoTov: when véoTos refers specifically to Od.’s successful return, the noun
regularly appears as an acc. in the emphatic v.-initial position. Zeus’ programmatic
remarks at 1.76—7 initiate the practice. Together word-placement and syntax appear
to create a pattern whereby the poet highlights his central theme, the return of the
hero; for such ‘pattern deixis’, see Kahane 1994: 67-79.

108—49 Telemachus offers an abbreviated and not entirely candid version of his
travels and events since his return. His suppression of the critical fact of his meeting
with Od. follows his father’s instructions at 16.303.
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108 TOydp: a compound reserved for individuals preparing to speak or act
according to a previous request (Denniston, GP 565). &Anfeinv kataAé§w: x 4in Od.;
cf. Il. 24.407. The formula here occupies its common v. final position, where it fills
the second half of the line after the trochaic caesura (cf. 122). Terms expressing the
truth, accuracy or exactitude of the narration about to be, or just delivered, frequently
accompany the verb (Od. x 29), highlighting the speaker’s authority in recounting
what are often first-hand experiences (see Finkelberg 1987). However, such emphatic
declarations are no guarantors of the actual (or in this instance complete) truth of the
account (see, notoriously, 24.303, the preface to Od.’s lying tale to Laertes); contrast
Telemachus’ claim here with his all but identical phrasing at 122n, where he cites an
instance in which he was wholly truthful (dAneinv koTéAe€a). See further Pratt 1993:
55794

109 Toipéva Aadv: on the expression, see 18.69—7on.

111-12  Telemachus earlier used the father-son comparison in his words to
‘Mentes’ at 1.308 and will give the expression an ironic turn at 3g7n, there directing
it at an individual, Antinous, who manifestly fails to treat him in a paternal fashion.
See too 16.17-19, where Eumaeus is cast in the father’s role. Telemachus’ several
deployments of the conceit indicate the poet’s fine-tuned psychological portraiture:
it recalls for the audience the individual’s sense of his vulnerability as a seemingly
fatherless youth.

112 Xpoviov: predicative. véov: adverbial acc.

113 EvBukéws Ekdmle: the repetition of the adverb from 111 (dvBukéws épiAer) signals
the resumption of the narrative following the brief simile.

117 &ppaoi koAAnToiow: the epithet ‘fastened’ (whether with glue, studs or other
materials) is regularly used of chariots (II. X 4; here uniquely in the Od.); it could
apply either to the construction of the wheels or to the body of the vehicle, a wicker
frame with interwoven leather thongs. Here, as frequently, the plural noun is used
for the probably singular chariot. Rather than a poetic plural, the expression may be
a derivative of the Mycenaean a-mo-ta, ‘wheels’, used of a chariot at PY Sa 790 (see
Hoekstra on 15.145).

118-19 Telemachus’ mention of Helen (whom he ‘saw’, an affirmation of the
veracity of his account) and the Trojan War is not strictly necessary, but adds colour
to his travelogue; Helen’s abduction was, of course, the initial reason for Odysseus’
departure from Ithaca, and P. would naturally be curious about a figure who, accord-
ing to mythical genealogies, is her cousin and clearly already enjoys notoriety.

119 9e®dv 16TnT ‘by the will of the gods’, a phrase typical of the Od. (x 6; Il. x
1). In four of the six Odyssean examples, a form of poyéw follows. The same line
appears in reference to the Trojan War at 12.190, but without mention of Helen.
Telemachus’ suggestion that responsibility for Helen’s behaviour lay with the gods
is consistent with the largely exculpatory view of the character elsewhere in the Od.
(4.239—64, 23.222—4).

122 &Andfeinv kaTéAe§a: with the echo of the phrase at 108, Telemachus closes the
first portion of his speech concerning the stages of his outward journey; he will now
report Menelaus’ words.
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124—41 = 4.333—50. For speeches embedded within speeches, see de Jong at 2.96—
102. In this instance, the verbatim citation of Menelaus’ words gives additional per-
suasiveness to the narrative.

124 TwémoL almost certainly an onomatopoeic exclamation of grief or dismay
preceded by & in exclamations and & in vocatives; cf. 13.139—40 with Stanford’s note.
It frequently ‘expresses alarm or pained surprise, only occasionally in a sarcastic or
light-hearted way’ (Kirk on II. 2.272). Various Hellenistic and post-Hellenistic authors
(see Lyc. Alex. 943, Euphorion 136.1, Et. M.) mistakenly propose an invocation, ‘ye
gods’; Plut. Mor. 22d conjectures that TéTro1 meant ‘divinities’ (Beof) in the language
of the proverbially ancient Dryopians.

125 &vdAkiSes: the adj. is also used of Aegisthus at 3.310; the repetition of the term
may be deliberate, promoting parallels between events in the House of Atreus and in
Od.’s household, where the hero risks meeting the fate inflicted on Agamemnon by
Aegisthus (the paradigm for the suitors) and Clytemnestra (the negative counterpart
to P); for this, see 1.298-300, 3.193-8, 2325, 306—10, 4.524—37, 11.405-39 and Katz
1991: 29-53. In its 26 appearances in H., the adj. generally refers to those who shun
battle, whether from cowardice or lack of familiarity with warfare (cf. its Iliadic usage
as a reproach to warriors). Because lions are prime symbols of the martial prowess that
the suitors lack (see next note and Philemon fr. 93.4 K-A, &mravTes oi AéovTés eiov
&Axipor) &véAkiSes might have suggested the simile that follows. The two antithetical
elements are memorably brought together when Cassandra designates Aegisthus a
AedvT &vokiv at A. Ag. 1224; also apposite to the Homeric precedent is the fact that
Aeschylus’ adulterer has taken up residence in Agamemnon’s bed.

126—31 One of the relatively rare developed similes in the Od. The II’s much
more frequent use of the device may in part be due to the poet’s desire to juxtapose
the world of the battlefield so dominant in that poem with the spheres of normal
human activity that the heroes have abandoned and that risk destruction with the fall
of Troy. While in their concise form similes may be a feature inherited by H. from the
primary tradition in which he works (parallels exist in Near Eastern poetry, including
comparisons to lions), the extended and complex simile is, in the view of many, the
poet’s innovation. Several scholars also argue that certain linguistic features in similes
mark them out as ‘late’ elements; see Shipp 1972: 3, 208—22, cf. Rutherford 1996: 103
n. 45.

The lion simile is among the commonest of Homeric similes. In symbolic terms,
lions in H. figure heroic prowess and courage, and the similes often describe the
Iliadic warrior during his aristeia. In the Od. the comparison appears at 4.335-9,
791-2, 6.130—4, 9.292, 22.402-5, 23.48, variously used of Od., P. and Polyphemus.
This range of characters corresponds to the animal’s two-fold nature: courageous
and powerful, it is also famished, predatory and lives beyond the civilized realm (cf.
6.130). It can also be a figure of vengeance both here and in later sources (cf. A. Ch.
938, probably applied to Orestes and Pylades, and Eur. Or. 14002, of the same). For
additional discussion, see Wolff 1979, Schnapp-Gourbeillon 1981: 39—48, 50—63, King
1987: 19—28, 38-39, 42, Lonsdale 19go. For the question of whether lions were actually
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still at large in Greece in historical times, or whether H. was working from a tradition
inherited from the Near East and/or from Mycenaean times, see Hopkinson 1984
on Call. H. 6.51. Fifth- and fourth-century authors record the animal’s presence in
the remote and mountainous north-western regions of the country (see Hdt. 7.125-6
and Arist. HA 579b6ff., 606b14fT.), but both they and H. might have had a different
animal in mind (possibly the so-called leo spelaeus).

Critics have found little to approve of in this particular simile. They object, for
example, that a sensible doe, endowed with a powerful sense of smell, would not leave
the lair; the sympathetic depiction of the fawns seems inapposite to the suitors, as
is the implication that the parent is to blame for their destruction; the suggestion that
the doe herself escapes appears out of place. S. West at 4.335—40 proposes that the
poet has slotted a ready-made simile into an inappropriate context, but the image
fits the scenario too well to support that view. Just as the non-martial suitors aim to
take their place in the heroic Od.’s bed, so the fawns occupy the lair of a creature far
superior in strength and courage (see 126n). Both the doe and fawns can emblematize
the suitors: the first unaware, incautious and preferring to satisfy her appetite, the
second the weak and cowardly victims of an aggressor’s attack (for deer as cowards
and victims, see I[. 4.243, 21.29, 22.1). The sympathy accorded to the fawns (consistent
with H.’s frequent use of the vehicles of similes to generate an emotional response)
also coincides with the poem’s equivocal representations of Od.’s vengeance and
acknowledgment of the destructive and even gratuitously violent elements of the
deed; see particularly 19.536—43 (P.’s dream) and 23.48, where Od. appears aiuaTi
kal AUBpwr TemoAaypévov s Te Aéovta. Equally indicative of the poet’s careful
choice of terms are the divergences from II. 11.113-19, also of a lion’s attack on fawns.
There the young are in their own lair, and the doe, for all that she is very near by,
proves unable to help because of fear.

Where usually the poet reserves similes for his portions of the narrative, characters
may deploy the device; here, as in these other instances, the rhetorical figure can
reveal the speaker’s emotions and point of view. Menelaus’ experiences of domestic
interlopers prompts his highly negative evaluation of the suitors’ conduct.

126 §uAdywri: used here and at 19.445 of an animal’s lair and probably derived
from *E§uho—Adxos; elsewhere in H. the noun describes a copse or thicket. In the
present context, where the fawns’ occupation of the lion’s den (called an edv1 at 129)
corresponds to the infiltration of Od.’s bed that the suitors hope to achieve (¢v edvij1 |
fi8ehov ebvnBfjvan, 124-75), the poet may be punning on the proximity between §UAoxos
(oUv + Aéxos) and Aoxos (see Edwards 1991: 33, citing the compounds cUAAexTpoS
and &Aoxos).

126—9 o5 & 6wéT . . . E§epéniot: in similes, and particularly following ds 6ToTe,
H. regularly uses the subj. to describe an action that may take place at any time or
repeatedly (i.e. ‘as in any case when’). As typically, &v is omitted (xév never occurs).
The speaker shifts from the subj. to the indicative (eion)AuBev) as the scene becomes
increasingly vivid; the change in mood occurs in other similes (cf. 5.368—9, /. 4.141-3).

127 yaAadnvous ‘milk-sucking’.
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1301 The repetition of the key terms (TréTpov épfikev, TOTUOV £prioet) and their
identical placement in sequential phrases is unusual in lines that pivot from the world
of the similes back to the on-going narrative; by making emphatic the correspondence
between the untimely deaths of the fawns and that of the youths, the parallelism may
give the simile something of the force of a prediction.

132 The line occurs Od. X 5, I. X 4, often in situations where the speaker does not
so much address an appeal to the gods as express ‘frustration, sympathy or approval’
in conversations with other mortals (Kahane 1994: 102); cf. 18.235n, and 7.311, where
Tolos &wv ofos also follows the line. In oaths, prayers and other addresses, several
deities are more effective than one; three is the usual number.

133 tUkTipévm ‘well-settled, well-inhabited’ i.e. ‘good to reside in’; from €0 +
kTi¢w (‘build’); cf. 15.129. Anacr. fr. 358 uses virtually the same epithet of Lesbos
(eUxTiTOV).

134 &6 Ep18os, a match caused by rivalry (cf. /. 7.111 and Hes. fr. 204.96 M-W); for
gp1s in the Od., see 18.13 and 366nn. ®1AounAeidni: ancient readers were puzzled by
the name, a patronymic in form, but probably used as a proper noun here. Eustathius
identifies Philomeleides as a king of Lesbos who challenged all newcomers to compete
with him in a wrestling match; the scholia, quoting the account given by Hellanicus
of Lesbos (FGrH 4 F 150), add that when the Greeks put in at the island, Od. and
Diomedes killed the king through treachery, and made his grave into a resting place
for strangers.

136—7 =1.265-6. mikpdyauol ‘encountering a bitter marriage’; cf. A. dg. 713,
aivéAekTpov, Eur. Hel. 1120, &ivéyapos, both of Paris.

139 TapakAiBov ‘obliquely’; the prefix, echoing the Twapé§ earlier in the line, is
often found in compounds suggesting evasiveness and/or deviations from ‘straight’
and hence strictly veracious talk; see too 18.282n and Hes. Th. go and 103, where
Trapa— terms describe the persuasive (rather than strictly veridical?) speech of kings
and poets (Pucci 1977: 17-18). Menelaus will reinforce his emphatic assertion of
the truthfulness of his account by fresh statements concerning the accuracy and
completeness of his report, which relates the ‘unerring’ information given him by
that model of true utterances, the Old Man of the Sea (so 141, with tautology; see too
154). This preoccupation with truth-telling echoes Telemachus’ earlier assurances to
P. at 108 and 122. The prominence of the motif throughout this and the surrounding
speech makes Telemachus’ suppression of certain elements in his story all the more
glaring; with his skilful mixture of scrupulous reportage and calculated omission,
the youth leaves his mother still very much in the dark. The anxiety of Odyssean
characters to provide and procure reliable accounts visible here goes against the
view that H.’s audiences were as much concerned with a storyteller’s artistry and
ability to supply a compelling, persuasive and plausible tale as with his veracity
(see Walcot 1977, Emlyn-Jones 1986, Pratt 1993; contra Mackie 1997). See further
Introduction p. 21.

140 T& functions as a relative ‘as to what things’; cf. II. 1.125; Monro, HD 262
cites these as the only examples in H. where an article used as a relative precedes
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the noun or pronoun to which it refers. yépwv &Aios: the so-called Old Man of the
Sea, a marine deity, master of sea creatures (particularly of seals), and, like Thetis, a
shape-shifter; at 4.431—59, Menelaus describes how, with the help of the Old Man’s
daughter Eidothea, he overcame the divinity so as to force him to divulge his prophetic
knowledge. Variously styled Proteus and Phorcys in the Od., he is nameless on other
occasions in H. (as in cult; cf. Paus. 3.21.9). Hes. Th. 233 calls him Nereus; elsewhere
he is Glaukos (‘blue-green’). The Old Man appears frequently in archaic art, usually
depicted as half man, half fish, often in combat with Heracles; see further Burkert
1979: 95—6. vnuepTNs ‘unerring, not missing the mark’, from the negative vn— and
&uapTave; X 27 in Od.; cf. Hes. Th. 235. In the Hesiodic account considerable stress
is placed on the veracious nature of Nereus’ speech and on the prophetic powers that
he shares with other sea gods. The adjective, whose core meaning is the absence of
error, is particularly used to qualify oracular or infallible speech (cf. H. H. Merc. 369,
S. Trach. 173). The association with veracity may be in part due to the god’s age (see
West at Th. 234): for the conjunction of old age, wisdom and truthfulness, see the
example of Nestor at Od. 3.19—20.

142 kpaTép’ GAye’ ExovTa: an expression regularly found in this line position. For
the many line-completing formulas expressing the idea ‘to suffer woes’ available to
H., see Parry 1971: g11.

143-6 = 4.557-60 (Menelaus’ report of what Proteus told him), 5.14—17 (Athena
to Zeus). In each instance, the speaker comments that Calypso detains Od. ‘by
constraint’, &vérykni (in its usual v.-terminal position; cf. 441, 18.76). Here the repeated
expression carries particular significance: Telemachus, the ‘focalizer’, must present
a sympathetic portrait of his father to P. From the narrator’s objective account at
5.153—4, we know that, initially at least, Calypso exercised no such constraint on
Od.; compulsion only became necessary when her charms wore thin (oUxéT! fivdave
vougn).

144 Yydiav ikéoBau: the phrase, first used at 1.21, occurs on 11 other occasions,
frequently expressing the hero’s final goal; in many instances, as here, TaTpida
modifies the noun (cf. 539).

145 EmfipeTpol ‘equipped with oars’, a regular epithet of Homeric ships.

148—9 The audience knows that Athena sent the wind (15.292). This is an instance
of so-called Jérgensen’s law, whereby internal speakers attribute a seemingly divine
phenomenon to Zeus, a Saipwv, an unspecified 8e6s or the collective feoi. Telemachus
brings his tale to a rapid close, omitting all details of the dangers he escaped on his
return and, of course, saying nothing of the critical encounter with his father on
Ithaca.

148 vedunv: since véopau lacks an aor., the imperfect is used with aor. force.

150 P’s powerful emotional response to this news of Od.’s survival is consistent
with her dawning optimism in book 17; for this, see Introduction p. 27.

152—61 This is the first of the series of prophecies P. receives concerning Od.’s
imminent return. On her seemingly oscillating reactions to these predictions, see
Introduction pp. 27-8. If H. glances towards the tradition in which Theoclymenus
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is actually Od. in disguise (see 53n), then the prophet anticipates his double here; as
beggar, Od. will similarly announce his return at 269—307. In delivering the prophecy,
Theoclymenus fulfils the purpose for which he may chiefly have been included, that
of giving oracular weight and divine sanction to the fact of Od.’s homecoming. But
curiously neither here nor in his later appearances do characters ever refer to his
status as prophet (although see pavteioopa at 154n); perhaps too great an emphasis
on Theoclymenus’ mantic authority would give the queen sufficient grounds for
quitting the state of uncertainty in which she must continue (see Introduction p. 28).
As in the earlier encounter between P. and Telemachus, the poet juxtaposes characters
possessed of different levels of knowledge, with all the dramatic ironies that result; here
Telemachus, feigning the ignorance genuine to his mother, knows that the prophecy
has already been realized.

152 & yUvai...OB8vaoijos: this full-verse vocative formula (x 5 in Od.) will be
used by the ‘beggar’ on four occasions in his interview with P. in book 19, including
at 19.262 just before his prediction of Od.’s return. Od. is the only other character
who addresses P. with this phrase, which defines her in terms of her marital relation
to the absent hero and, with the epithet aidoin, ‘respected’, suggests the improper
character of the suitors’ courtship. See further 18.245n and Beck 2005a: 97.

153 1) Tou the expression frequently introduces the first term of an antithesis,
but may also serve ‘to bring home a truth of which the certainty is expressed by %
(Denniston, GP 553). 6 y’: context suggests that Theoclymenus refers to Telemachus
rather than to Menelaus, although &8’ (found in one of the oldest MSS) would more
naturally designate the youth. The prophet can best be understood as seeking not to
undermine the credibility of his host (hardly good etiquette), but to contrast two types
of knowledge: one depends on human powers of (re)cognition, the other on infallible
oracular insight. If Menelaus is the subject, Theoclymenus would then be setting his
more recent, direct testimony above the second-hand and out-of-date information
received by that hero. (In an agonistic move, the prophet would also trump the divine
authority cited by Menelaus.) oUv6eo: lit. ‘put together in your mind’, i.e. ‘pay close
attention, mark my words’: 2 sing. aor. imperative middle of uvTifnut, usually found
in the sense of ‘consider’ and so in the middle in H.; see too 18.129.

154 cf. 19.269 where Od.’s phrase echoes Theoclymenus’, with the necessary
replacement of pavTtetoopar with pubficopan. &tpexéas: lit. ‘unswerving’, from &-
*Tpékos (cf. Lat. torqueo).

1556 = 14.158—9; cf. 19.303—4. In book 19, where the ‘beggar’ addresses P, she
rejects the prophecy. §evin Te Tp&mela: the table at which a host fed his guest is
symbolic of the guest-host relation and an object on which oaths are sworn (so 14.158,
21.28—9; see Laser 1968: 58); for later uses of the conceit, see Pind. Nem. 11.8—9, Isth.
2.39—40 and A. Ag. 4o1. loTin T VBduafios: the term ioTin, probably cognate with
the Latin Vesta, occurs only in this oath formula, always in v. initial position. The
hearth is the site sacred to its personified divinity Hestia; cf. Hes. T%. 454, WD 734 and
Vernant 1983: chap. 5. Oaths sworn by the hearth became frequent in Attic drama;
e.g. S. El. 881, Ar. Plut. 395.
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159 EoTv: the run-over position throws the crucial expression into greater relief;
word order adds additional tension and force with ésTiv emphasized by hyperbaton;
cf. 4.95, 1l. 6.224-5, 16.515, 24.407.

160-1 The scholiast comments that the ‘better’ editions athetize these lines while
the ‘more common’ ones remove 150-65 in their entirety; ancient editors were trou-
bled by inconsistencies between this account and the earlier description of the por-
tent. The bird omen (a falcon tearing apart a pigeon) occurred at 15.525—34, when
Theoclymenus and Telemachus were no longer on board ship (as described here);
on that occasion the prophet interpreted the portent to mean not that Od. was in
Ithaca plotting vengeance, but that there was no clan ‘more kingly’ (Bac1AeUTepov)
than Telemachus’ and that his family would enjoy lasting sovereignty in Ithaca.
Such discrepancies are not, however, grounds for excision; they may result from the
process of oral composition and/or would reflect the poet’s desire to ‘update’ the
prophecy to suit the progression of the plot (in the elaborate synchrony between
Telemachus’ and Od.’s journeys, Od. would not yet have arrived on Ithaca when
Theoclymenus saw the omen). For other bird omens in the Od., see 2.146-67, 15.160—
78 and 20.242-6; note too 19.535—53; in all four instances (although less obviously
in Theoclymenus’ earlier interpretation of the falcon’s attack), the portents sig-
nal Od.’s coming vengeance over his enemies; bird omens in H. are invariably
fulfilled.

160 tUgoéApov i vnds: the formula appears x 5in Od. (x 2 with plural subject),
regularly at line end; in H. the epithet uniquely describes ships.

161 Eppacdunv: early epic regularly uses the verb in the context of the display or
perception of a sign, whether visual or oral, whose significance may be intelligible only
to a select audience (e.g. 19.250, 21.222, 23.75, 24.346; cf. Hes. VD 448). tyeycveuv
‘declared aloud’; a form fashioned as though from a pres. * yeywvéw rather than from
the usual perf. yéywva (cf. 9.47, 12.370 and Chantraine, GH 1 347-8).

163 ol ydp: an expression frequently used in dialogue to introduce a wish that
something just hoped for or stated by the previous speaker may or might have been
realized; cf. 496, 8.339, 15.536 with Denniston, GP 92.

163—5 These are the lines that Telemachus spoke at 15.536-8 in reaction
to Theoclymenus’ original prophecy; P. repeats them at 19.309-11 following the
‘beggar’s’ prediction. In the reuse of the lines in book 19, the term @iAéTns, which
can denote not just friendship, but love of an explicitly sexual kind, whether in or
outside marriage (e.g. 8.267, 313, /l. 6.25, 14.237), carries fresh significance as P. unwit-
tingly acknowledges her readiness to grant the ‘beggar’ his status as her husband. This
type of repetition must be purposeful; as Od.’s return becomes ever more imminent,
the predictions gain in cogency and underline the ironic gap between the predictor’s
knowledge and the continuing ignorance of his interlocutor.

164 74 ‘in that case, then’, a particle or conjunction, not the dat. of the article or
demonstrative pron. T@1 as the MSS regularly spell it.

165 s ‘in such a way that’; cf. 23.133-5.

166 This speech-concluding formula occurs x 16 in Od. (e.g. 290), X 7 in /.
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16782

This brief interlude shows the suitors amusing themselves out of doors before being
called into dinner, an abrupt but not unusual change in locale (cf. 4.624-5, 6.1-3,
13.185—9, 20.240—2). The intermezzo sharply contrasts with the episode that follows,
which will focus on Od.’s degraded and excluded state; in the face of the prophecy
just uttered, the scene additionally supplies a glimpse of the idle existence that the
hero’s return is soon to bring to a close. In structural terms, this episode forms
part of the larger section describing Od.’s arrival at his palace (166—491), a block
surrounded on either side by mirroring scenes in which P. receives and welcomes
predictions concerning Od.’s return; the same triptych with ring-composition occurs
in the subsequent book (see 18.158—303n and Tracy 1997: 364).

167—76 One of the many passages depicting the suitors engaged in non-productive
activities, sport and consumption; see 1.106-12, 159, 225-6, 421-3; at 1.106— the
youths were also in front of the palace playing at games; that scene also preceded the
beginning of a feast. The present banquet does not conclude until 18.428.

167—9 = 4.625~7. The aiyavén (lit. ‘goat spear’, used against goats at 9.156) is a
light javelin, found in the context of hunting as well as sport; it may be significant
that it is all but absent from the battlefield (see II. 2.774; note Il. 16.589—91 for the
sole and qualified exception; the object can be used ‘either in a contest or in battle’).
The combination of athletic activities and dining anticipates the marriage contest
organized by Cleisthenes, tyrant of Sicyon, to select a husband for his daughter
Agariste (Hdt. 6.126—30; see Seaford 1994: 535 for the overlaps with the courtship
of P). There the would-be sons-in-law, all aristocrats, are subjected to a series of
tests designed to assess their athletic prowess and their ability to conduct themselves
properly at the feast.

169 &v TUKT®!1 Bamrédwt ‘on the levelled terrace’; the adj., from TeUxw, means
‘wrought’ (so 206); the noun combines *dm-, a weak form of 8éuos, 8dua, and wéSov.
&01. . . ExovTes: this brief editorializing comment underscores the darker side to the
seemingly benign scene; the suitors have been there a long time, and are guilty of
UBpis. The poet generally reserves this condemnatory term for the suitors’ conduct (19
out of 26 occurrences in the Od. refer to the suitors; UBpis appears only 4 times in 11.);
cf. the use of the expression in Athena’s programmatic description of the uninvited
guests at 1.227—9. Typically in the Od., the poet applies the term to disruptions and
violations of guest—host relations (see Introduction p. 18), although it more generally
involves attempts by a stronger party to humiliate a weaker individual and so to cause
his loss in status. See further Fisher 1992: 151-84 ‘[UBpis] is the serious assault on the
honour of another, which is likely to cause shame and lead to anger and attempts at
revenge’ and ‘the impetus gratuitously to insult and dishonour those one should not
so treat’ (1, 173); note too van Wees 1992: 115-18 and 565n.

170 BeimvnoTos ‘time for dinner’.

171 includes small but telling details; ‘from all over the countryside’ suggests both
the extent of the suitors’ power and their greed; the observation that the servants are
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‘the same ones as before’ focuses attention on those retainers disloyal to their master
shortly before the introduction of the turncoat Melanthius.

172—3 The herald Medon previously appeared at 4.677. Despite the suitors’
preference for him, Medon’s loyalty to Od. remains unswerving and he will be
spared in book 22. The kfjpu§ frequently performs tasks associated with dining,
typically mixing and pouring wine; cf. 334—5. See too 18.291 and 423nn for the
figure’s heterogeneous role.

174 EtépednTe: 2 pers. plur. aor. pass. of Tépmopa; for the different forms and
uses of the verb in the aorist in H., see Latacz 1966: 174—219.

176 oU...xépelov ‘not worse’, i.e. (here) ‘better’, the so-called ‘contrastive’ com-
parative; H. frequently uses the idiom where the contrast is merely implicit (e.g. 3.69,
16.147; see too Hdt. 6.107); later authors prefer to use it where the contrast is explicit,
particularly with paired adjectives (e.g. Theogn. 9356, Pind. Pyth. 10.58—9). &v dpmi
‘in a timely way’; so Ar. Vesp. 242, Eccl. 395. Such gnomic utterances usually occupy
the end of speeches and are voiced by a character rather than the poet; cf. 246 and
578. Often, as here, they lack a main verb.

180—1 I¢pevov is . . . Ipevov: a sacrifice precedes the meal, one of several occasions
when the suitors perform the rite (535, 2.56, 14.28, 94, 20.3, 250-1, 391). But various
elements distinguish these episodes from the more properly conducted sacrifices in
the Od.: when the suitors are the subjects, the verb iepeUeiv functions as a virtual
equivalent for kTeive, rather than denoting a separate activity as elsewhere, and
the participants invariably omit the requisite offerings to the gods (see Said 1979:
36—41). The suitors’ abbreviated procedure should be contrasted with the sacrificial
protocol minutely described at 3.404—63, a scene located in Pylos, the model of a pious
community. o1&Aovs: a noun already found in Mycenaean (PY Cn 608); a scholion
at 20.163 glosses ‘well-fattened and tame’, in contrast to wild pigs; at 14.81 Eumaeus
explained that these animals were what the suitors preferred. The plural may signal
the excessive nature of the diners’ consumption on this occasion; normally Eumaeus
just brings one pig for their meal (14.19 and 27).

182—260

The scene shifts abruptly back to Eumaeus’ hut where the swineherd and beggar pre-
pare to leave. An encounter with the treacherous and quarrelsome goatherd Melan-
thius interrupts their journey to the palace; after an abusive exchange, Melanthius
enters Od.’s home before the hero and his escort.

182 A mid-line scene change is unusual, but not unparalleled; cf. 260, 13.187,
a shift from Scheria to Ithaca, and 15.495, where the poet moves from Eumacus’
hut to Telemachus’ arrival at Ithaca. &ypoio wéAwde: the juxtaposition marks the
important transition; from a realm of simple but proper hospitality provided by a
humble host sympathetic to his plight, Od. enters an urban sphere characterized
by the improper treatment of guests and a hostile set of elite hosts (see Introduction
p- 24 and Edwards 1993).
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183 &ios UpopPos: the adjective Sios (lit. ‘Zeus-like in appearance or ancestry’)
is derived from *Aifyos; the etymological sense appears already in the Mycenaean
di-u-ja, di-wi-ja and at Il. 9.538. More usually ‘god-like, illustrious’ in reference to
individuals, 87os is the most frequent of generic epithets, used of 32 heroes, but rarely
in the metrical position found here. Frequently applied to the humble Eumacus, it
probably does no more than register the elevated stature that belongs to any individual
of the heroic age preserved in epic, and can be inserted in mechanical fashion and for
metrical convenience (Parry 1971: 151—2). Plausible too is the suggestion of a deliberate
paradox or puzzle on the poet’s part: in a poem about a king disguised as a beggar,
the swineherd Eumaeus, most likely H.’s own addition to the traditional tale, may be
‘noble’ (note the postponed revelation of Eumaeus’ noble birth at 15.413; but see 184
and 508nn; see further Scodel 2002: 156—60). Less likely is the view that H. intends
the designation to be parodic.

184 OSpxauos &vSpdv: since H. also uses this phrase of the herdsman Philoetius
(20.185, 254), an unequivocally low-born character, it cannot depend only on the
higher standing that Eumaeus once enjoyed. Again, a term originally designed for
those of elite status has probably become a more generalized tag. However, when
attached to Od.’s retainers, it may also convey an intrinsic excellence that exists
independent of birth, and signal the narrator’s sympathetic view of these individuals.
It also anticipates the more elevated status that both Eumaeus and Philoetius are
promised at 21.213—16 and looks forward to the closing portion of the Od., where the
two rustics fight alongside Od., although not on wholly equal terms, and without the
honorific epithets used here (see Thalmann 1998: go—8, Edwards 1993: 58).

185 &eiv), tmel: the phrase frequently appears at the line beginning (cf. 1.231, 6.187,
8.236, 15.390); on several other occasions the sentence also lacks an apodosis.

187 puTiipa ‘keeper, guard’, from pUopan, Epupal, ‘to protect’ (contrast 18.262n).
Coupled with Eumaeus’ obedience to Telemachus’ orders announced in the previous
line, the expression indicates the swineherd’s loyalty to the wishes of Od.’s family and
his care for their property.

188 aidtopan kal Seidia: for this same ‘mixture of considerations of reverence or
honour with considerations of prudence’ (so Macleod at II. 24.435), see 577-8, 7.305
(where the expression is also followed by a generalization by way of explanation), 8.22,
14.234. For later instances of the combination, see Cypria fr. 23 (iva y&p Séos &vha
kai aidaws) and Thuc. 2.37.3 with Gomme’s note. édmigow ‘hereafter, in the future’;
since the future remains unseen, the Greeks imagined it as approaching a man from
behind; the past, insofar as it is known, is visible.

189 veikein: veikeiw occurs in only two other places in the Od. (18.9, 22.26) where
the metre requires the lengthened form; elsewhere the poet prefers veikéw. On the
verb’s significance, see 215n. 8¢ T &véxTwv: Teserves its frequent generalizing function
here; see Ruijgh 1971: 540 for this and comparable phrases.

190 fopev: hortatory, as usually in H., and particularly common after &AX &ye
or &AN; this form is a regular epic usage (see 194). péuPAwke: g pers. sing. perf. of
PAwokw, ‘go’; only the pres. and perf. tenses retain the B; contrast aor. €unoAov.
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191 ToTl fomepax ‘towards evening’; this neut. plur. form has the meaning
‘evening-time’. Chantraine, GH 11 133 cites this as the only use of wpds/moTi in H.
with a temporal meaning. pfytov ‘more chilly’, a comparative formed directly from
the noun piyos; there is no simple form. In every other instance in H. the expres-
sion has a metaphoric sense (i.e. ‘worse’, cf. 20.220). For the emphasis on the cold,
see 23—50n.

195 pémadrov: Od.’s request follows on from his having abandoned the staff that
Athena gave him as part of his beggar’s disguise (13.437) and which he dropped
when confronted by Eumaeus’ barking dogs at 14.31. The stick, variously designated
OoKfTITpOV or poéTTaAov, carries, like other seemingly chance or mundane objects in
H., thematic weight. Athena’s choice to equip the hero with a staff not only suits Od.’s
assumed persona, but recalls his comment on the weakened state of his legs at 8.233,
a debility he shares with Hephaestus (see 16n for the god—mortal link). Od.’s use of
potaiov here may reflect his desire to preserve his incognito; while the oxfiTrTpov
can have much loftier connotations, the patently unregal pémoov earlier appeared
in Polyphemus’ hand (9.319). See 199n and Nagler 1974: 123—4.

196 &piogalé’ ‘very slippery’ (intensive &pi + o@A&AAw) occurs uniquely here.
oU84v: not ‘threshold’ but, as a scholion comments, a form of 686s; the first syllable
is lengthened for metrical purposes. Chantraine, GH 1 104 suggests the analogical
influence of 0¥86s, ‘threshold’.

197-203 Seven lines bring out the degradation inherent in Od.’s disguise; the
detailed description may remind the audience that his infiltration of the palace will
depend on the convincing quality of his debased appearance.

197-8 = 18.108—9. f§ pa ‘so he spoke’, a formula equivalent to the metrically
longer ¢&s &paTo; for the verb fpi, found only in this form in H., see Chantraine,
GH 1 291. The remainder of the phrase reworks the common formula for a hero
arming himself with a sword, &uei 8 &p duoiow BaAeTo §ipos &pyupdnAov (II. x 4;
cf. 1. 1.45, 3.17 and Od. 10.261—2, with similar phrasing for arming); the departure from
conventional diction emphasizes the disjunction between the hero’s proper sphere of
activity and his current situation. &eikéa: the epithet, usually applied to objects rather
than people, is first used of the wallet at 13.437. The ‘unseemliness’ or ‘shamefulness’
of the purse lies not only in its shabbiness, but also in the disgrace it inflicts; an
erstwhile lord and master should not have to carry it (see Pucci 1987: 83 n. 1 and
Rutherford’s note at 20.394). The wallet seems to have become a regular accessory
for beggars on the Attic stage: the destitute Telephus arriving in Argos in Euripides’
Telephus carries one, a detail parodied by the comic dramatists (see Z Ar. Nub. g22b,
and Collard, Cropp and Lee 1995: 23—4).

198 = 13.438. Tukva pwyalény ‘full of holes’. The second syllable of TTukva
is scanned long, either because of initial p (cf. 18.15, o€ péfw), or due to the initial
digamma of pwyaAény, still retained when the expression was created. The adj. is
already an archaism.

199 okfiTrTpov: cf. 195n; the substitution of okfiTrTpov for péTaAov may glance
towards Od.’s true status. The shift anticipates the poet’s reminder of the beggar’s
actual identity and the fact of his disguise at 201—3 (see n); see further 18.103n. fupapés
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‘suited to his Bupds; H. has this form of the adj. at 23.232 and 1. 9.336; cf. Call. H.
4.29 and H. 6.55. The variant reading Suunipns (see = ad /l. 9.336) appears in the
neut. as an adv. at 10.362, and as an adj. at H. H. Cer. 494, Mosch. 2.29; both forms
are probably derived from &papioke.

200 PBf)iTNV ‘they went’, dual.

201 & TOMv fjyev: there is considerable emphasis both here and elsewhere (10,
22, 194) on Eumaeus’ role as the one who conducts Od. Combined with the stick that
the swineherd has just given his guest, the motif indicates Eumaeus’ ever-scrupulous
observance of the niceties of the guest-host relationship. The okfjmTpov acts as the
parting guest-gift, the action as the safe conduct or TrouT that the host is obliged to
supply (Nagler 1974: 125, Reece 1993: 39).

201-3 A nice touch of verbal and dramatic irony as the unknowing Eumacus
escorts his lord (&vaxTa) to his rightful place; in this instance the narrator deploys
the same periphrastic denomination typically used by Eumaeus for his master (e.g.
14.366, 450). The participle oknTrTépevov (‘supporting himself, leaning on a stick’)
picks up the term okfiTTpov. In conjunction with that noun, it nods towards the
‘sceptred lord’, granting Od., now equipped with his badge of office, his true status
(Nagler 1974: 123).

202 = 337, 16.273, 24.157.

203 £0To ‘he was wearing’; grd sing. pluperf. middle of évwu ‘put clothes on
oneself’; since the perfect carries the present meaning ‘I have put on’ = ‘T am
wearing’, the pluperf. serves as a regular past (‘I was wearing’).

205-11 A brief pause for a scenery description; as commonly in the poem, the
landscape carries thematic weight (see Byre 1994). The sanctity, beauty and other-
worldliness of this rustic spot, in contrast to Od.’s current squalid and marginal
condition, make Melanthius’ imminent impious and boorish conduct the more dis-
cordant and reprobate; see 240—3n for Od.’s properly reverent practices at the site.
The combination of grove, altar, trees and cool running water anticipates what became
the standard poetic depiction not just of gods’ sanctuaries, but also of the locus amoenus;
for other such sites in the poem, see the descriptions of Calypso’s cave (5.63—73) and
Alcinous’ gardens (7.114—32); among later examples, S. OC 16-18, 668—93, Pl. Phd.
230b—c, Call. H. 6. 27—9, Theoc. /d. 7.6—9, 135—46 (see too 205, 208, 209—10, 21011,
212—53nn). Events within this grove also observe the scenario played out in such set-
tings in later sources, where an intruder regularly shatters their signature tranquillity.
Unusually for H., this scene is not explicitly ‘focalized’, but presented directly by the
narrator (contrast 264-7).

205 kpfivnv: the combination of water and shade, prized in an arid and hot
country, regularly distinguishes such Greek beauty spots: see 5.70, 6.292, 7.129—31,
9.140—1 (the Cave of the Nymphs also has a perpetual water supply at 13.109); for later
examples, Theoc. /d. 1.2, Call. H. 6.28, Hor. C. 2.3.12 with N.-H., Ov. F. 2.315 and
additional examples in 209—10n. In contrast to the Ithacan townspeople, the urban
dwellers in the idyllic Scheria enjoy a water source located within the city (a rare
luxury) and that, in contrast to this one (207n), has gods for its builders (see Garvie
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at 7.129—31). Scully 19g0: 13-14 suggests that such springs mark the division between
the city and countryside; this suits the episode’s emphasis on Od.’s passage from the
rural to the urban sphere.

206 &0ev UBpevovTo oAiTan = 7.131 (cf. H. H. Cer. 99), another glance back to
Scheria and to Od.’s approach to the city there (see Lowenstam 1993: 208—9). Even
in the fantasy realm in books g—12, fetching water from the spring is, as in traditional
cultures still today, a woman’s task (cf. 10.105-8); for the numerous representations of
women at water sources on Aydriai, see Richardson at H. H. Cer. g8.

207 The scholia cite the fifth-century historian Acusilaus who names Ithacus (the
eponymous hero of Ithaca), Neritus and Polyctor as three brothers who founded
Cephallenia and then Ithaca. Neritus gave his name to the mountain identified at
13.96. The detail not only lends a patina of authenticity to the poet’s narrative of
the heroic age but also reflects the broader role of &o180i in oral societies, where
they serve as repositories and transmitters of ‘historical’ information. Typical too
of practices in pre-literate cultures is this combination of topography and history:
objects in the landscape serve as catalysts for recalling past events (cf. II. 22.152-6,
the washing-troughs outside Troy). This glance towards the original builders of the
site finds an echo in Theoc. /d. 7.6—7, with details about the foundation of the Burina
spring.

208-10 Through a sequence of spatial indicators (&ugi, UyoéBev, EpUTepBe), one
for each element of the grove, H. visualizes the sanctuary in its several dimensions;
cf. 5.63—73 (the description of the environs of Calypso’s cave). The organization of
the material may reveal something of the bard’s technique: not only does he prompt
listeners to create pictorial images of what he describes, but spatial clues are aids to
the singer’s memory that furnish him with a ‘cognitive map’ preserving information
about the elements of a site (see Minchin 2001: 85—7).

208 alyelpwv: gen. of material, governed by &\oos; as Theophr. H. P. 4.1.1
notes, the black poplar likes well-watered sites (see too Il. 4.482—3, Ov. Rem. 141).
Cf. Nausicaa’s description of the approach to her father’s estate: there Od. will find
‘a glorious grove of Athena with poplars close to the road’ (6.291—2). Theoc. /d. 7
relocates the detail to the final scene of the poem (136); Call. H. 6.37 echoes the
Nymphs’ predilection for the black poplar.

209-10 For cool running water as a feature of the locus amoenus, cf. Sappho
fr. 2.5-6 (8v & USwp Yy pov keA&del 81 UoBwv | poAivawv), Mosch. fr. 1.12-13; among
Roman examples, V. E¢l. 1.51-2, Propert. 4.4.4, Ov. Am. 3.1.3, Met. 2.455, 3.31, 161.

210-11 Altars for burnt offerings, which first appear in the material record from
the second half of the eighth century, are common in H. Some are found in con-
junction with temples and sanctuaries; the majority, like the one cited here, stand
independent of buildings (3.273, 13.187; cf. Il. 4.48, 8.48, 23.148). While temples in H.
are inevitably within the city boundaries, sanctuaries are located outside. For the cult
of the Nymphs on Ithaca, see 13.104, 348—50.

211 061 answers to the &0ev at 206; the echoing terms, as frequently, demarcate
the beginning and end of the descriptive passage (‘ring-composition’). émippéfeoxov:
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an iterative form of the verb; the suffix ok implies repeated or habitual action; see
Chantraine, GH 1 323-5.

212-53 Into this idyllic setting comes Melanthius, the palace goatherd and the
one named male labourer who has gone over to the suitors’ camp. The opening
characterization casts the herdsman in an unequivocally negative light (cf. 18.g321—
6nn for the similar introduction of Melantho) and serves to juxtapose him with the
loyal Eumaeus, a contrast reinforced by the different kinds of diction used by each
character (see 217—32n). The individuals’ ‘speaking names’ presage the distinction:
whereas the one is ‘desirous of/striving after the good’, the other has a name as black
as his nature. The contrast further offers a study in master—slave relations in the
poem. While Eumacus’ nobility reflects that of the master who still commands his
loyalty, and points to the benign nature and influence of Od.’s dominion, Melanthius
reproduces, in debased form, the villainy and brutality of those whom he serves,
his character and outlook a product of their very different mode of stewardship
(see Thalmann 1998: 83—4). Melanthius properly participates in two sets of paired
individuals or ‘character doublets’: Eumaeus’ mirror image, he closely resembles
his sister Melantho (see 18.321—26nn). See further Fenik 1974: 174 and Introduction
pp. 15-16.

The encounter involves several distortions of the standard preliminaries to a hos-
pitality type-scene. Frequently the newly-arrived stranger is met en route to his
destination by an individual; typically that individual offers help in the form of
directions/advice as to how the soon-to-be guest should conduct himself with his
hosts. But Melanthius warns the stranger against going to the palace and previews
the abusive treatment that he will receive there (see Reece 1993: 168—9). Both the
setting and encounter would offer a model for the very different events in Theocritus’
Id. 7; for the parallels, see Halperin 1983: 224—7, Hunter 1999: 147-8.

212 vids AoAforo: Dolius, identified here as the father of Melanthius and later of
Melantho, carries the same name as the servant given to P. as a gift from her father on
her marriage (4.735—9). He reappears as a labourer who, with his sons, works the farm
to which Laertes has withdrawn (24.222-5) and later, in company with his six sons,
sides with Od. in his confrontation with the suitors’ families (24.497). Earlier critics
assumed several characters with the same name: a servant of P’s, the father of the
two renegade slaves, and the loyal retainer with six stalwart sons. A single individual
seems more likely: the poet associates Dolius with Laertes already at 4.737-8, and
with the orchard (4.737) where Od. encounters his father after Laertes has dispatched
Dolius and his sons for stones to build a wall to enclose the site (24.222—5). Dolius’
‘speaking name’, clearly derived from 86Aos, suits his several roles. Within the larger
poem, a facility for tricky contrivances is generally positive and the source of Od.’s
KA£os (9.19—20); Dolius’ name thus already suggests relations of affinity between the
figure and the hero. But as father of the vituperative Melanthius, ‘Crooked’ shows
a different face. The father’s name anticipates the depiction of the goatherd as a
practitioner of the discourse of mockery and abuse, frequently a Trickster figure (see
18.1-110n).
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212-14 MehavBels alyas &yowv. . . Seirvov pvnoThpeoor: the goatherd selects
the choice specimens from the herd, thus rapidly depleting the livestock of Od. that
Eumaeus tries so carefully to husband.

214 8Uw .. .vopijes: a humorous variation on the standard ‘attendance’ motif (see
62n), here relocated to the rustic sphere. Two followers regularly attend (generally)
prominent characters in epic. Nagler 1974: 94 suggests the aesthetically pleasing,
‘pedimental’ quality of the arrangement, reflected in archaic and classical art and
architecture.

215 Like Irus after him (see 18.9n), Melanthius opens his mouth only to utter abuse.
velkegoev: the verb regularly flags invective and ‘flyting’ discourse, cf. 18.9, 8.158,
1l. 2.224, 243 (of Thersites), 4.336. On the verb’s range of meanings, see Adkins
1969; for ‘flyting’, agonistic speech including threats, rebukes, quarrels and insults,
see Martin 1989: 68—77. #wos T EpaT &k T dvépalev ‘and spoke a word to him and
addressed him’; the formula occurs Il. x 17, Od. x 26. dvopale, lit. ‘called him
by name’, has in H. come simply to mean ‘address’ and often no name, or only
a descriptive term, follows (cf. 18.78). The formula always occurs after the third
foot caesura. For discussion, see S. West on 2.302, Hoekstra on 14.52 and D’Avino
1969.

216 ExmayAov kal &eikés: the first of the terms means ‘vehement, violent’; for
its application to words, see 8.77, II. 15.198. Here uniquely H. qualifies the common
introductory speech formula with two adjectives, as though to underline the trans-
gressive quality of what we are about to hear. Unusually too, the poet signals the
interlocutor’s emotional reaction even before the speech begins; in all other instances,
the phrase &pive 8¢ kijp occurs after the speaker’s words are done (e.g. 150; Edwards
1970: 33).

217-32 Melanthius’ address is striking for its richly abusive vocabulary, alliterative
phrases and ‘homely’ language, replete with details of agrarian life. As in the descrip-
tion of the rustic hospitality that Eumaeus supplies in book 14, the speech offers a
rare instance of the accommodation of a ‘diction and an outlook that are other than
aristocratic’ within the metrical and formulaic system of epic (Thalmann 1998: 83).
For the linguistic anomalies in the passage, see Shipp 1972: 344.

217 kakods kakdv: the first of the many echoing terms and alliterative phrases;
cf. 218, 219, 221n, 222, 224, 228. Such juxtapositions of two cases of the same noun
(polyptoton) are frequent in archaic sources; for examples see 1.313, 7.120—1, 9.47,
10.82 and Fehling 1969: 222—3; for polyptoton with kakds, II. 16.111 and H. H. Ap.
354-

218 5. .. & TOV dpoiov ‘one rogue is usher to another still’, in Pope’s colourful
translation. Citations in Plato (Lysis 214a) and Aristotle (Rhet. 1371b15, EE 12352a4) show
this to be a proverbial expression; note too Theophr. Char. 29.6. For other proverbial
remarks, see 246n, 19.13 with additional discussion in van der Valk 1949: 202—4 and
Ahrens 1937. The usual Homeric & seems to have been displaced by Attic ¢&s in the
MSS under the influence of later quotations of the phrase; otherwise this would be
the only instance of s used in the sense of €is before Attic Greek.



106 COMMENTARY: 17.219-221

219 Tj1 87 ‘but where on earth’, sarcastic or derogatory (cf. 21.362); H. uses
both Trfj1 and Téoe for the later Trof, ‘whither’. poAoPpév: a term of uncertain and
possibly two meanings; (a) ‘glutton’ (cf. Chantraine 1972; so too the scholia’s fanciful
derivation from poAoUvTa Tpds THV Bpdov or pdAiokovTa émri Bopdv, ‘one who goes
after food’); (b) ‘piggish’, cognate with poAdBprov, a young wild pig (Ael. N4 7.47; LS]).
See additionally Coughanowr 1979: 229—30 for the post-Homeric and modern Greek
sense ‘hairless’ (tempting, in view of Od.’s hair loss; see 18.354—5n), ‘pest-ridden’ or
‘diseased’. Both greed and swinishness may be operative here; cf. Semonides 7.6 W,
where the two properties form a pair. The suggestion of gluttony suits the description
of Od. at 220 and 228; the ‘piggishness’ explains why Eumaeus, a swineherd, would
be leading him, much as Melanthius is driving his goats. The term’s exclusive use
in H. by Melanthius and Irus situates it within the discourse of abuse; cf. Hippon.
fr.iigb W (noAoPpitns); for a later instance, Lyc. 775. &uéyapTe ouBdTa: the adj.
(& + weyaipw, a verb similar in meaning to pfovéw) means ‘unenviable’; hence, in this
context, ‘miserable, awful’. While Od. and members of his family regularly address
Eumaecus by name, hostile characters avoid the vocative or call him ‘swineherd’.

220 SaiT®v &mwoAvpavtiipa: most likely ‘the one eating the off-scourings of
the feast’ (cf. Antinous’ reuse of the expression at 377, an instance of the damning
correspondences between the suitor and Melanthius). The scholia offer two explana-
tions for the unique second term: (a) ‘lick-plate’, with a derivation from AUpa, ‘filth,
offscourings’, i.e. the one who eats the left-over scraps, the behaviour of the typi-
cal parasite (see Athen. 3.125b for the ‘fat-licker’, the hungry and uninvited guest);
Eustathius uses the expression 8a1Té®v AUpaTa to gloss the expression (1817.32fF);
(b) ‘spoiler (destroyer) of feasts’, assuming a derivation from AUun, ‘damage’. The
choice between the two meanings is difficult. Sinclair 1953 makes a convincing case
for the first on the grounds that the second stems from a confusion with later Attic
Avpaivopal, ‘damage’. However, ‘spoiling the feast’ is also a leitmotif in this and
the subsequent books (see 446, 18.401—¢nn, 19.12, 20.376-80, 21.428—30, where Od.
anticipates a much more radical form of feast-spoiling than has previously been imag-
ined). Callimachus’ phrase AUpaTa Santéds at H. 6.115 may play on the term’s two
meanings (Bulloch 1977: 109 n.17); cf. Nic. Th. g19 for the same expression (Schnei-
der: &moAUpaTta codd.). In Theocritus’ reworking of Melanthius’ speech, the insult
becomes benign: Lycidas merely teases Simichidas with the suggestion that he is
hurrying uninvited to a feast (ueT& 8adT &xAnToS Emeiyean, Id. 7.24).

221 ‘will rub his shoulders on many doorposts’. The old Aeolic form AiyeTat
appears in several MSS and in Eustathius (cf. Hippoc. Loc. Hom. 9. 13 and Theoc.
Id. 15.76 for later uses of the verb); the Alexandrians knew both readings and the
scholia report that Zenodotus preferred 8AiyeTau. If correct, the v.l. would continue
the string of alliterations (pAifjiot. . . AiyeTan). The vivid image further suggests the
meaning ‘swinish’ for poAoPpds (see 219n). As Aristotle’s comment at HA 6.18, 571b
illustrates, the Greeks were familiar with pigs’ practice of rubbing their bodies against
trees (TO Sépua. . . Tpos T& Sévdpa TpiPovTes); here that aspect of porcine behaviour
has been transferred to the beggar (Jacobson 1999).
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222 aiTifev: H. uses the verb almost exclusively of Od.’s mendicancy (228, 346,
351, 502, 558, 20.179, 182); the ‘beggar’ also applies it to Od.’s quest for possessions
to bring home from abroad when assuming the persona of ‘Aithon’ (a name perhaps
suggestive of a ‘burning’ hunger) at 19.272—3. Callimachus reuses this epic expression,
found only in surviving texts from the intervening period in a passage of hexameter
verse (Ar. Pax 120), at H. 6.115, where the larger phrase looks back to this passage:
Erysichthon sits ‘begging for scraps and the refuse thrown out from the feast’ (ai7igwv
GréAws Te kai E&kPoAa AUuata Sartds); on the Od.—Erysichthon connection, see
Hopkinson 1984 on H. 6.115 and Levaniouk 2000; cf. Bulloch 1977: 108—9. &xéAous
‘morsels’, a Homeric hapax; the term does not recur until Hellenistic and later
authors. In addition to Callimachus, see Leon. A.P 9.563.4, Maced. 4.P 6.76.4 with
additional sources in Hopkinson 1984 at 115. &opas: a word of uncertain etymology,
connected by some with &eipw, and so ‘that which hangs’ (cf. &opTrip, the strap
from which the sword hangs), and synonymous with §ipos. Elsewhere in H. the noun
occurs only as the neuter &op (see v.l. &opa). In trisyllabic forms, the initial & can be
either long as here or short; in disyllabic forms it is always short. Melanthius, perhaps
aping the values of his masters, contrasts the scraps that the beggar seeks with the
proper objects of aristocratic gift-exchange, which regularly include cauldrons (e.g.
Il. 9.123) and finely worked arms and armour; Od. receives an &op Tayx&Akeov from
Euryalus at 8.403 in implicit recognition of his elite status.

2235 TOv Kel. .. OelTo ‘but if you were to give him to me so as to be a guard of
the stalls and a stable-sweeper and to carry foliage (as fodder) to the kids, then indeed
he might drink whey and make his thigh-muscles big’. onkoképos is a compound
of onkds and kopéw ‘sweep’; ‘sweeping’ by high-class and/or royal individuals in
reduced circumstances would become a topos in Euripides (e.g. Andr. 166, Hec. 363).
tmyouvida, the part above the knee; at 18.74, Od. reveals that he does possess
powerful thighs — thanks not to Melanthius’ whey but to Athena’s intervention.

226-8 An almost exact anticipation of Eurymachus’ words to Od. at 18.362—4.
The parallel diction is not surprising in the light of that suitor’s particular patronage
of the goatherd (257n).

226 Epya k&K: an inversion of the more usual formula. &gppadev: the doubling
of the consonant is a scribal convention designed to indicate the lengthening of the
preceding vowel; the form is created on the analogy of verbs where initial A, p, u, v,
o are doubled, probably due to the assimilation of an initial f or o (Monro, HD 67);
cf. 18.88n and Wyatt 1969: 81 n. 48.

227 Epyov tmolxeofat: an expression used regularly in H. for ‘setting about’ a
task, sometimes, as here, of an agrarian nature (see 1.358, 18.363). kaT& is the regular
preposition with 8fjuov (Od. x 20).

228 Pdoxew: equivalent to Lat. pascere ‘graze’, Pookew, specifically denotes con-
suming ‘the sustenance that the earth’s vegetation provides for grazing animals’
(Pucci 1987: 177). For its pejorative quality when applied to humans, see 2 Ar. Eq. 256
(Bookew yap émi TGV &Adywv Onpiwv TiBeTan) and Headlam on Herod. 7.44; note
too Eumaeus’ use of the expression at 559 and its return at 18.364. yaoTép GvaATov:
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the first of repeated mentions of the belly in this and the subsequent book (see 286n);
Yo Thip, probably derived from ypd&w, ‘devour’, refers to the stomach as the locus of
hunger x 15 in H.; of these 13 occur in the Od. Immediately following Melanthius’
charge of laziness, the focus on the beggar’s voracity is particularly apposite: see Hes.
Th. 5945 for women as drones who constantly fill their bellies; there too the verb is
Poéokw. The etymology of &aATos ‘unable to be filled, insatiable’ already puzzled
ancient commentators (see Et. M. 97.14-15 for four different conjectures); the scholia
gloss &mAfpwTos.

229—32 TO 5t kal TeteAeopévov EoTan: X 8 in H. The poet has a variety of
formulas to express this idea of the accomplishment of something predicted; for a
modification of the phrase, see 163. The ‘prophecy’ uttered here offers a parodic and
inverted instance of the frequent predictions of Od.’s return to his home and the fate
he will unleash on the suitors.

231—-2 ‘his ribs will wear out many stools (thrown) from men’s hands around his
head’, a vivid and paradoxical formulation: not only is the expected order inverted
(stools more naturally wear out ribs), but it makes little sense for the missiles to hit
the target’s chest while flying about his head. As a scholion noted, it is probably best
to assume that Melanthius speaks in his characteristically colourful and hyperbolic
manner, ending his abusive address by picturing the beggar in a maelstrom of stools.
Efforts to emend the eccentricities of the phrasing are less convincing: editors have
proposed the MSS variants TTAeupds and TAeupd, but the first form, requiring a short
final syllable in an —a stem, never appears in H., and the second introduces a normally
prohibited hiatus before the verb. BaAAouévoio: probably a gen. absolute, ‘as he is
being hit’; but the use of a gen. partic. after a dat. pronoun is not uncommon; for an
analogous switch from an acc. pronoun to a dat. partic., see 555. The attack imagined
by Melanthius, in which dining-hall furniture serves as offensive weaponry, anticipates
the moment when Od. will be targeted with a footstool at 462n. A fourth-century
Apulian volute krater (Boston 03.804), probably depicting the death of Thersites,
presents an analogous scene; in what seems to be a dinner party gone awry, various
vessels, as well as basins and a footbath, have been deliberately used as missiles hurled
about the room.

233 A&S ‘with a kick’, adverbial. &ppadiniow: almost always applied in the Od.
to characters who, whether individually or as a group, bring suffering on themselves
through their thoughtless folly; see 9.361 (Polyphemus), 10.27 (Od. and his men),
22.288 (one of the suitors); it is largely confined to speeches or Od.’s narrative.

235 Cf. 463—4n for Od.’s steadfastness in the face of another physical assault.

235—7 uepptipifev. .. &elpas ‘he pondered whether rushing on him he should
take his life with the club, or raising him up around the middle, strike his head
to the ground’. A conventional description of a character weighing a sequence of
alternatives: cf. 4.117, 6.141, 10.50, 16.73, 18.90n, 22.333, 24.235. For the conventions
of pondering scenes, see Arend 1933: 10615, Voigt 1934: 11-13, 30-82, Russo 1968.
These deliberative moments are likely to go back to a very early stage of the epic
tradition; a —§a and —§w aor. and fut. ending for verbs with present tense ending —w
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was a W. Greek feature and may reach back to the ‘Achaean’ phase in the formation
of the epic language (West 1988: 158 n. 56).

In the present instance, as usually, the protagonist ponders two alternatives, whether
(fé or ) he should do x or y; but instead of selecting the second course, as more
regularly occurs, he rejects both scenarios for a third. Typical, however, is the choice
between a violent and/or instinctual mode of action and conduct that requires
passivity and suppressing an initial impulse (cf. 18.9o—4n). Although conventional in
structure, these episodes of introspection may allow H. to showcase Od.’s ‘bifurcated’
nature as illustrated by his signature ToAUTAas epithet (see 34n and Pucci 1987:
69). A violent response would demonstrate the hero’s rashness and daring, while the
forbearance and caution he chooses, and that are necessary for the preservation of
his disguise, demonstrate his capacity to suffer and endure; see 238n.

236—7 EAoiTo. .. EAd&osie: for the use of the optative in indirect speech replacing
the subjunctive in direct speech (‘should I take his life . . . or dash him to the ground’),
see Monro, HD 302.

237 &ueoudls: the meaning of this hapax remains uncertain. It may be derived
from *&ugwradis, ‘by both ears’, or be an adverbial derivative of &ugi, ‘by the
middle’, as in a wrestling hold (for the first see Bechtel, Lexilogus, Chantraine, DE;
for the second, LS] and Stanford). The first would suit the low status and character
of the abuser and show Od. imagining an appropriately antiheroic, homely form of
retaliation. Od. also responds in kind when he answers the vituperative remarks of
Thersites with an off-colour threat (ZI. 2.260—2).

238 Very unusually, in a line not found elsewhere, the poet spells out the fact of
the hero’s resisting his initial impulse; restraint and endurance are made the better
part of valour. Cf. 9.299—306 where Od. rejects a violent action (stabbing Polyphemus
in the chest) and chooses to remain passive, postponing revenge. Tov &¢: Melanthius.

239 velked ‘railed at him’; cf. 8.158, /1. 10.158.

240—3 The opening of Eumacus’ prayer with its account of his master’s piety
reinforces the impropriety implicit in Melanthius’ abuse and attempted violence
in this sacred space; for a petition uttered in a holy site, see Od.’s prayer to
Athena in her grove on Scheria (6.324—7). Eumacus follows the standard tripar-
tite prayer format: invocation, a reminder of the earlier benefactions that the peti-
tioner has performed for the deity (hypomnesis), specific request; cf. Chryses’ prayer
at Il. 1.37—42. We first hear of Od.’s scrupulous performance of offerings at 1.60—2;
cf. 4.762-6.

240 NUpoa xpnvaiai, koUpan Aibs: the homoioteleuton may be deliberate as
Eumaeus uses a device frequent in invocations. For Nymphs (regular denizens of the
later bucolic world) associated with springs, see Eur. I4 1294, Cycl. 66, Theoc. Id. 1.22,
13.43-5, Leon. 4. P. 9.326, A. R. 1.1228—9. So close was the identification that viuen
could, in Hellenistic and later sources, supply a metonym for water.

241 tmi. .. E&ne: ‘tmesis’, ‘burn on’, with an implied altar, as in 3.9, 22.336. The
phrase offers an abridged version of the sacrificial procedure detailed at 3.436-63. A

reminder of the punctilious performance of sacrifice is a regular feature of prayers
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that seek to create an obligation on the gods’ part to grant the request (e.g. 4.762—6,
1l. 1.39—41, 8.238—42).

243 Eumaeus’ wish stands in apposition to éA8wp; the verbs’ attraction into the
preceding phrase explains the use of the optative. keivos: a reference, of course, to
Od. on whom Eumacus’ thoughts, like P’s at 4.832 and 19.354, are always focused;
see 18.181n. & = a¥ToV.

244 &yAdaias: both ‘fancy airs’ and ‘finery, showiness’.

245-6 Not just the country-dweller’s suspicion of town ways. In linking Melan-
thius’ ostentatious finery and abusive behaviour to his preference for frequenting the
city, Eumaeus develops the ethical opposition between the two spheres in the poem’s
second half. While those who live in the countryside practise piety and thrift, ‘urban-
ites’ disregard social and religious niceties and are profligate and idle (see Edwards
1993, esp. 48—54). UPBpiLwv: see 16gn; again, the poet signals the equivalence between
the suitors and Melanthius. Here alone H. uses the term UBpis of the behaviour
of a low-class character. The goatherd’s UBpis includes both his attempt to humili-
ate a seeming inferior through violence and bullying (a conduct that H. frequently
describes with this term) and the insult and dishonour that he inflicts on his absent
master through his ostentation, neglect of his work and aggression towards a potential
guest of the house (Fisher 1992: 171). &AaAtfjuevos: H. always places the expression
after the hephthemimeral caesura (e.g. 13.333).

246 Eumaeus’ closing remark, with its reuse of the term xaxds, nicely answers
Melanthius’ opening sally. For the sentiment, cf. Theoc. 1d. 4.1 (of heifers), SeiAanai y’
aUTan, TéV BoUkoAov &g Kakdv elpov. A seeming commonplace, Eumaeus’ statement
carries particular significance in both the Od. and the world of early epic. While
the Od. makes the preservation or destruction of livestock particularly central to
its ethical system, H., Hesiod and the Homeric Hymns more generally foreground
the role of the shepherd and herder, whose failure to protect the flocks supplies
a figure for other kinds of negligence, helplessness and defeat (see Haubold 2000:
18—20).

247 aimwdlos alydv: such instances of redundancy are frequent in H.; cf. 19.343
(TroS&viTrTpa ToSGV), 1. 17.389, 24.673.

248 A highly assonantal phrase with its repeated ‘o’ sound; cf. Il. 7.455 for the
same effect. kUcwv: a frequent term of abuse in epic (cf. 19.91, P. of Melantho, 22.35,
Od. of the suitors, II. 1.225 and 9.373, Achilles of Agamemnon, . 6.348, Helen of
herself). The insult, regularly glossed by the scholia with &vaid1is, designates conduct
of a particularly shameless kind (as Griffin on /I. 9.373 remarks, ‘Dogs do openly and
without embarrassment what humans do not or should not’). Also applied to those
who speak out of turn or in vituperative manner (see 18.338n), the rebuke is doubly
apposite here. dAopwia: most probably ‘deceitful, tricky things’, as derived from
EAepaipopat; cf. its use as an epithet for 81vea, ‘thoughts, counsels’. The meaning
‘destructive’ (from 6AAuw), an association assumed by Hellenistic poets, is less likely.
€i8as: moral qualities are commonly described in terms of what the subject ‘knows’
(cf. 20.287, &BepioTiax €iSaos, Il. 24.41); see Onians 1988: 15-16 for the early Greek use
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of ol8a to express not just cognition but ‘a condition or rather attitude of the whole
mind’.

249-50 peAalvng probably refers to the black pitch used as a protective covering
for the hull; cf. Kurt 1979: 32—3. For the proposal to ship the beggar abroad, compare
Antinous’ threat to Irus at 18.84—7nn. &\got: in keeping with his base character, the
goatherd is looking for gain; in H. the verb quite frequently describes profit derived
from selling people (e.g. 15.452—3, 20.383). The use of the optative in a final clause
following a future in the main clause can imply a wish (Chantraine, GH 1 271).

251 PBdAotl &pyvpdTo§os ATTOAAwv: Melanthius’ suggestion of the god’s hostility
towards Telemachus is particularly ill-grounded, an instance of the misperceptions
common to Od.’s enemies; we later learn of the god’s tutelary concern for the youth
(19.86). There is, of course, additional unconscious irony in the invocation of the god
in his capacity as archer; the slaughter of the suitors will occur on a feast day of
Apollo, carried out with the god’s own weapon; see 494n.

251—3 This wish formula, an optative with €i/ ai y&p or €ife followed by a reference
to a deity and a cs—clause, occurs on three other occasions in H. (9.523-5, II. 8.538—41,
13.825-31). In each instance a speaker declares his certainty (cs ‘as surely as’) about
something by opposing it to a wish that, for all its strength, lacks the same assurance.

253 véoTipov fjuap: fluop is an archaism, used in epic in place of the metrically
intractable Ionic fjuépn. H. regularly couples the older term with an adj. indicating
a state or condition (see 322—3n) that frequently will not be realized; the more recent
noun is never used in this way.

257 TOV yap gidéeoke: the subject is Eurymachus; see 18.244n for his character-
ization. Eurymachus’ preference for Melanthius will be matched by the mention of
his liaison with the goatherd’s sister, Melantho (18.325). For the wording, cf. 1.434-5,
7.171. Seating arrangements always carry significance in the Od., frequently indicating
alliances and affinities between characters; cf. 6770, 333—4.

258 ol TovéovTo ‘those who were working’, i.e. the servants. poipa, as usually,
refers to the ‘portion’ or ‘share’ of meat the diner receives; cf. 3.66 and peipopon
‘receive as one’s share’.

260 Eduevai ‘(for him) to eat’.

260—327

Od. and Eumaeus arrive outside the palace where they encounter Od.’s dog Argus;
a recognition scene between the dog and his master follows.

260—1 Through the enjambed verb &Supeva, the poet juxtaposes the treacherous
Melanthius, now accommodated and fed within the house, with the rightful owner
of the site, still out of doors but sufficiently close to hear the music from within.

261 The sound ‘surrounds’ (Trepi) the listeners; cf. I. 10.139 and, similarly of the
lyre, H. H. Merc. 421: Epatn) 8& 81& ppévas fAUE’ iwt.

262 Audiences would probably imagine the ¢opuiy§ as equivalent to the four-
stringed box lyres used by eighth-century singers and visible in the archaeological
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record of the late Geometric period; these replaced the seven- and eight-string lyres
current in Minoan and Mycenaean times; see Wegner 1968: 2-16, 25-7 and West
1992: 52—3. The lyre is regularly hollow: so 22.340, 23.144, H. H. Ap. 183 and H.
H. Merc. 64, where the adjective follows naturally enough from the construction of
this ‘first’ popury§ from a tortoise shell. &v. . . B&AAeT &elSev ‘struck up [so as] to
sing’; as frequently, the infinitive expresses purpose. For the distinction between the
preliminary notes or prelude and the beginning of the actual song; cf. 1.155, 8.266,
Pind. Nem. 7.77, Theoc. Id. 6.20, 8.71.

263 ®1juios: the bard in Od.’s house earlier appeared at 1.153—4 where he sang
at the behest of the suitors. For the status and position of professional singers in the
0d., see 385n and Introduction pp. 12-13. Xe1pds ‘by the hand’, partitive gen.; the
gesture is perhaps indicative of Od.’s heightened emotions at this first glimpse of his
home.

264—71 A scenery description regularly occurs at the moment of arrival at a
place, frequently accompanied, as here, by an account of the activities of those inside
(Reece 1993: 13-14). Again in keeping with many other site descriptions, the arriving
character ‘focalizes’ the account (cf. 5.63—75, 7.81-135, 14.5—22) and, in subtle but
discernible fashion, offers a picture consistent with his perspective and intent (see
267 and 268nn). Odysseus’ sketch of his home takes its place in a series of other
palace descriptions: e.g., Nestor’s at 3.386—92, Menelaus’ at 4.43-7, 71-5, but this
visualization is unique insofar as the speaker recognizes his own dwelling. Moreover,
this is the first aristocratic, urban and/or properly human residence that Od. has
encountered since the start of his adventures (contrast 5.55-75, 7.81-133, 10.210—20,
14.5—22, with Goldhill 1988: 10).

265 pela & &plyvwT’: for the formular expression (Od. x 3), cf. 6.300, of the palace
of Alcinous. Od.’s home, while well-constructed and outstanding in the community,
lacks the magnificence of Menelaus’ residence and has none of the other-world luxury
or fantastical features of Alcinous’; for the way in which H. sounds variations on these
earlier episodes, see Goldhill 1988: 10. There is also pride (xai & TToAAoio1 i8éaBau)
and poignancy in Od.’s detailed account as the master of the house, whose skills as
carpenter/builder the poet has already signalled, reacquaints himself with his home’s
architecture. The topography of the palace proves important in the later battle with
the suitors (see 268n).

266 Etep’ ‘one building leads to another’; with étep understand ScpaTta in 264. of
and ww in 268 also refer back to SopaTa, now treated as a singular. The description
implies a series of interconnecting halls; for the Homeric house plan, see 492, 18.10 and
1o1—2nn, with Lorimer 1950: 406—33, Knox 1973, S. West on 1.103—4 and Garvie on
6.303—4. For the possible origins of this design in the Geometric age, with exaggeration
by H. to suit a heroic age setting, see Drerup 1969: 128—33. Exact reconstruction of
Od.’s palace remains impossible; the poet can modify and alter an earlier floor
plan according to new plot twists (see 492—3n). émwfoknTa ‘has been completed
with’; perf. pass. of éraokéw; without the prefix, &okéw frequently describes superior
craftsmanship (e.g. 1. 23.743).
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267 Bprykoiot are ‘cornices’; cf. 7.87 (Alcinous’ dark-blue enamel cornice) and the
rustic variation at 14.10. elepkées: a problematic term. Its usual meaning ‘well-fenced’
(so 21.389, 22.449, II. 9.472, always of a courtyard) does not suit the context; but used
of doors here, the adj. could, by extension, denote ‘secure, giving good protection’.
That sense would anticipate the force of Od.’s subsequent comment, in which he
surveys his home from the perspective of one who must penetrate its defences. There
will be considerable focus on the doors in both the anticipation and execution of
Od.’s revenge (18.384-6, 21.388—91). Possible too is the well-attested variant eGepyées,
‘well-built’; good craftsmanship also features in Od.’s account of his home.

268 uw...UmepomAicoaiTo: either ‘would overpower it’ or ‘would scorn it’.
This hapax already perplexes the scholia. Aristarchus (according to Apollonius the
Sophist’s Lexicon) derived the verb from 8TrAov, ‘weapon’, and gave the first meaning;
also plausible is a derivation from UTépotrAos, ‘arrogant’; hence the second inter-
pretation found in the ancient commentators. Both meanings are apposite in this
context, where Od. may be hinting at the imminent recovery of the house from the
suitors’ arrogant presence through force of arms.

269—71 This approach amid feasting and singing recalls Telemachus’ arrival at
Menelaus’ home (although the reception awaiting Od. is nothing like that which his
son received). Dining and music also coincide at 8.98-9, 9.7-9, 21.430 (with heavy
irony), H. H. Merc. 31.

270 tvfivoBev ‘has risen into the air’, perf. tense. Many commentators prefer the
vulgate reading &vfjvoBev to Aristarchus’ emendation; both variants are found on
other occasions in H. The choice depends on the origin and meaning of the verb, for
which no present form is attested. Frisk, GETV assumes a haplology, &v(ev)fivoe (cf.
A.R. 1. 664) from unattested évBeiv = &ABeiv (so too Shipp 1972: 115). Chantraine, DE
s.v. offers a derivation from the stem &vef—, &v6—, signifying something that appears,
or rises up on the surface; the connection with &fos (‘growth’) could allow the
meaning ‘sprout up’ or ‘grow on the surface’. In H. the subject of (¢mr—, kaT—, év-)
fivoBe is variously hair, a smell, oil, dust and even blood (cf. 8.365, 1. 2.219, 10.134,
11.266; see too H. H. Cer. 279, [Hes.] Scut. 269). The fat’s tantalizing smell (cf. 10.10,
where Od. approached Aecolus’ palace) is a detail relayed only by the speaker, and
not given independently by the poet; cf. 18.11 and 250-83 for other examples of this
narratological device, found in the Od. but not in the I., with de Jong 2001 at 1.400.

271 SaiTi. .. tTaipfyv: for the lyre as companion of the feast, see H. H. Mer. 31,
BauTos eTaipn, Pind. Ol 1.16-18, epigr. Kaibel 1025.8, 4. P 6.248.3. Od. gives the idea
a grim twist at 21.429-30 (By1&acBan | poATi kai Pépuryyl: T& yép T dvabfuaTa
Sa1Tos) as he anticipates the coming slaughter.

272 Tpooéens, Elpaie ouPdTa: the poet speaks directly to the swineherd with
this formulaic line (x 15); Eumaeus is the only individual whom the Od. singles out for
the form of address. The apostrophe always occurs in the second of the three metrical
slots available. The device seems deliberate, rather then dictated by the metre; EGpcue
could be also accommodated at line beginning (with elision) or end; for this, see

Kahane 1994: 111.
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Readers continue to debate the force of Homeric apostrophes and the poet’s
striking departure from his more usual practice of hiding his presence. Since metrical
convenience alone does not require the direct address, H.’s choice could serve a variety
of ends: (a) the poet demonstrates particular sympathy with the individual and invites
the audience to share this special interest or emotional bond. This explanation suits
both Eumaeus (since only the poet and the immediate members of Od.’s family call
the swineherd by his name, the use of that name in itself points to a sympathetic
attitude) and the two Iliadic figures so addressed, Menelaus and Patroclus. Readers
have found other affinities between the three: a complex characterization, some
mixture of vulnerability, loyalty, sensitivity and/or altruism, relations of dependency
towards a more powerful and protective individual. See further Parry 1972, Block
1982 and Kahane 1994: 111-12. (b) The poet’s choice to single out Eumaeus, a low
status individual, in this way may reflect the Od.’s nuanced ideological stance as the
poet elevates a humble (although noble-born) character to prominence (see 183n and
Introduction p. 24). (c) Apostrophe offers perhaps the most powerful of rhetorical
stratagems whereby the poet compels audience involvement in his narrative as he
addresses a character as though that individual were present before our eyes. For
the ‘epiphanic’ force of epic apostrophes and their power to create ‘a maximum
of presence’, see Introduction p. 11, Bakker 1993: 22—3 and 1997a: 172—3. (d) By
positioning Eumaecus as a listener, H. also implicitly aligns him with his present-day
audience; Eumaeus’ mundane role and status bring him closer to the ‘post-heroic’
generation to which Homeric listeners similarly belong. For further discussion of the
device, see Yamagata 1989 and Louden 1997: 108—.

273 too’ (tooi), 2 sing. pres. ind. of eipi ‘I am’; éooi is W. Greek for Attic-Ionic €.

275—-9 This seemingly redundant debate over who should go first not only serves
to postpone and emphasize the critical moment of Od.’s entrance to the palace, but
also flags distortions in the proper hierarchy brought about by the hero’s disguise: the
master should precede the slave, but in this inverted situation, the reverse holds true.
The correct sequence will not be restored until 21.230—1 when Od. orders Eumaeus
and Philoetius to follow rather than (as at 21.188—q0) to precede him. The question of
who should take precedence at a doorway is not restricted to Homeric epic; Nagler
1974: 108 n. 48 cites Beowulf 722—4 and Nibelungenlied, 14th Adventure, 838ff. among
other examples.

278 &nfuvew: H. frequently uses an infinitive for the second person imperative;
cf. 18.106. For the construction, see Goodwin, M7 784, Chantraine, GH 11 316-17.

279 A fresh anticipation of violence (cf. 268n, 13.310). These frequent warnings
intensify the tension surrounding Od.’s entrance.

280 Tov & fuelPet’. . . OBuagoels: a formulaic line occurring x g in the Od.; in
speech introductions ToAUTAas Sios V8uooeUs appears X 11 (see 560), preceded
by a variety of phrases. Because the entire line is metrically equivalent (‘isometric’)
to the more frequent speech introductory formula Tov & &mapeiBouevos Tpocépn
ToAUuNTIs OBucoeUs (see 16n), the poet’s choice between the two possible phrases,
one evocative of the hero’s suffering, the other of his craftiness, may be significant;
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in this instance Od.’s reply will focus on the trials he has endured. ToAUTAas &ilog
'Obvooes: Od.’s regular ‘expanded’ formula found Od. x g7 in the nom. case after
the feminine caesura, usually after an aor. or imperf. active verb (Parry 1971: 10-13,
38—40, Austin 1975: 28). ToAUTAGs belongs exclusively to Od. in H., combining two
of the hero’s principal characteristics, his ‘many-ness’ and his endurance of suffering
(cf. 18.319n, where the hero puns on his epithet, ‘I am very much-enduring’). For the
clustering of TroAU—epithets around Od., see Stanford 1950: 108-10, Peradotto 1ggo:
155. Emphasis on another of Odysseus’ signature traits, his mental acuity, appears in
the next line.

283—5 The lines echo much of the vocabulary used by Od. at 5.222-4 in his
rejection of Calypso’s offer of an immortal existence (TAfjoopc év oTiifegotv Exov
TaAamevia Bupdv | 8 yap ndAa ToAA& wéfov kal ToAA& péynoa | kipaot kad
TroMépw1 HeTd Kol TOBE Tolot yevéaBw). If purposeful, the repetition would remind
the audience that the heroic Od. persists beneath his disguise, even as he delivers
a remark consistent with the hard-luck persona that he has assumed. Coupled with
the subsequent reference to the belly (see 286n), Od.’s self-description also registers
the difference between the present occasion and that on which he formerly used the
words; there an eternal and trouble-free future was available to him. As Pucci 1987:
78 comments, ‘here the theme of TAfjvan is accommodated in a realistic setting: the
poor man must silently accept all sorts of insults if he wants to eat’.

285 ‘let these (evils) be added to those’. peté governs Toign here; its placement
allows for the T68¢ Toio1 juxtaposition. The phrase at 284 5 includes the three stages of
Od.’s ordeal: first the Trojan War, then his wanderings, and now the coming encounter
with the suitors in his home. But while the speaker seamlessly joins the different parts
of his experience, the audience should perhaps be aware of the incongruity brought
about by the fact of Od.’s disguise. The anticipated assaults have little in common
with his survival of the more conventionally heroic trials of war and shipwreck.

286 A reprise of the yaothp motif, for which see 6.133—4, 7.215-21, 15.344, 18.2n,
53 4nn). Od.’s characteristic focus on the appetite and its need for satisfaction (already
visible in 1. 4.343-6, 19.155-72, 225-33) has proved a sticking point for both ancient
(see Z on 7.215) and modern readers who view the trait as unbecoming to a hero;
the divergence may, however, be less glaring than generally assumed: Heracles, with
whom Od. shares many properties, also has an outsized appetite (see Finkelberg 1995:
4). Again, the reference to the yaoTip draws attention to the difficulty of separating
Od. from his assumed persona (see Introduction p. 20): the belly was the organ that
Od. cited when he offered the most basic definition of his identity at 7.208-21; in this
respect at least, Od. remains the same, whatever his location or disguise, a notion
reinforced by his comment that the belly is the one aspect of a man that cannot be
hidden. Juxtaposed with the 8upds cited in 284, the evocation of the yaoTp also
belongs together with the poem’s other reflections on the relations between the two
organs, one usually elevated, the other belonging to the lower bodily stratum (for this
opposition, see too 18.61n). pepaviav: in the three other Odyssean uses of this form
of the participle pepacdys (probably from the root pévogs), it describes Athena and her
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impetuous desire to fight (13.389, 16.171, 24.487). For audiences attuned to the term’s
more common context, the reapplication of pepacs to the belly would reinforce their
sense that Od. is speaking in his beggar’s persona, with the corresponding demotion
of normally ‘high’ terms.

286—7 In both structure and vocabulary, the line offers a striking and very plausibly
deliberate reprise of Il 1.1-2 (ufjviv... | oUAopévny, §| pupl Axoiois &AY Enke),
with one outstanding change: the belly takes the place of Achilles’ cosmic wrath, so
underscoring the contrast between the two heroes (see Pucci 1987: 175-6). In Od.’s
next remark, commercial ventures displace the Trojan war, the forum where Achilles
displays his pfjvis. f§ TToAA&. . . 8i8wot: in almost all other instances, the gods, not
the stomach, are the givers of ills to men; e.g. 1.33, 244, 6.172—4, 7.242, 14.39.

288-9 At 15.343—5, Od. similarly made hunger the impetus for the roving life
that men are forced to undertake (TAaykTooUvns & oUk Eomi KakdTepov &AAO
BpoToiciv- | &ANX EveK oUAopévns yYaaTpds Kakd KNHSE Exouoty | &vépes, v Tiv’ TknTan
&An kal Trijpa kad &Ayos). A direct relation of cause and effect between hunger and
navigation is common in archaic and later Greek poetry. Because of the abundance
of spontaneously generated food, the men of the Golden Age do not need to seek a
livelihood abroad (Hes. WD 236-7, ‘they flourish continually with good things, nor
do they go about on ships but the grain-giving field bears fruit’; for the contrary
scenario, WD 633—4); cf. Pind. Ol. 2.62-5, Arat. Ph. 110-13. For good discussion of the
trope, see Dougherty 2001: 8g—91.

289 &rpUyetov: a common formulaic epithet, always reserved in H. for the sea
(with one exception; see below) and understood, since antiquity, as meaning ‘barren’.
Its etymology remains uncertain, but the initial & is generally assumed to be privative.
The meaning ‘infertile, unharvested’ found in the scholia (supposing a philologically
impossible derivation from TpUyn) does not explain the adj.’s application to aifp
at /l. 17.425, Hes. fr. 150.35 M-W, H. H. Cer. 67, 457, Stesichorus PMG 209.4. Other
possible definitions include ‘untiring’, ‘sparkling’ and ‘fluid’, or a derivation from
*TpuyeTds, ‘noise, surf’ (cf. TpULw, ‘to murmur, make a low noise’) combined with an
a—copulative. See further Leumann, Wirter, 214 n. 8, Leukart 1985,

291—327 This celebrated and moving episode (‘a model of restrained pathos’,
according to Rose 1979: 220) has multiple functions beyond its appeal to centuries of
dog-lovers. (a) As a recognition scene. The encounter takes its place in the extended
sequence of recognitions that punctuate Od.’s return (see Introduction p. 22), posi-
tioned between the hero’s self-revelation to Telemachus at Eumaeus’ hut (16.188—214)
and Eurycleia’s recognition of her master while washing him in the hall (19.392-3). As
these other locations indicate, the site of the recognition is critical: at each stage of his
progress from the periphery of Ithaca to the marital chamber, Od. will be recognized
by a loyal member of his household. This is a particularly charged moment of passage,
as the beggar negotiates his transition into the house. For variations on the standard
recognition format in this instance, see Introduction p. 22.

(b) The episode supplies a conventional element in a second ‘type-scene’, the arrival
and reception of the §eivos. In accordance with the usual scheme, Od.’s arrival is seen
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and heard by an inhabitant of the home, Argus in this instance, although, unusually,
the stranger is not then immediately led inside.

(c) Argus stands in intimate relations of likeness to and difference from the three
other ‘dogs at the threshold’ whom Od. has previously encountered: the gold and
silver dogs crafted by Hephaestus outside Alcinous’ palace (7.91—4), the wolves and
lions that behave in the manner of domestic dogs outside Circe’s dwelling (10.214-9),
and the watchdogs that bark clamorously as Od. approaches Eumaeus’ hut (14.29-31).
The distinctions underlying the repeated use of the motif demarcate the real from
the ‘fantasy’ realm, and the margins from the centre, as well as serving to presage the
nature of the place to which Od. has come. The divinely fashioned dogs in Scheria,
characterized by the two epithets reserved for immortal beings (&8avérous. . . kad
&yfpws), signal the Phaeacians’ proximity to the gods and the idyllic nature of
their existence, where simulacra eternally do the work of mortal creatures elsewhere.
The dog-like, fawning wild beasts at Circe’s door suggest the confusion between
the realms of the domestic and wild on the island and the metamorphoses that
occur there. Outside Eumaeus’ hut the dogs follow the opposite trajectory; although
domesticated, they are ‘like wild beasts’ whose aggressive behaviour reminds us that
on Ithaca, as opposed to the world of the adventures, watchdogs are necessary to
protect property. The series of encounters also forms a structural sequence: in the
‘fantasy’ realm Od. twice meets with dogs at thresholds; in Ithaca he does the same.
For further discussions, see the acute treatment in Goldhill 1988: g—18 and Rose
1979

{(d) Argus’ condition offers an indictment of the suitors and their neglect of Od.’s
olkos (see Introduction p. 30). The poet lingers on the dog’s degraded location,
a dung heap, and unkempt condition (also associated with mourning; cf. the rep-
resentation of Priam at Il 24.163-5) to indicate the larger state of decline and
urgent need for the hero’s restoration of order. In a book that has already fea-
tured the contrast between the loyal Eumaeus and treacherous Melanthius, Argus
offers a second example of the faithful ‘retainer’ who resists the new regime (see Beck
1991).

{e) Argus as symbol of Od. The dog reflects the master in many respects: both
used to be swift and strong; both are remarkable for their intelligence and, perhaps,
tracking ability; common to both is the capacity to bide their time — the dog has
waited twenty years for this moment — and degradation (Rose 1979: 221). The poet
later returns to the dog/hero motif: the brooch that the hero describes to P. at 19.228-
31 features a hound grasping a fawn, a possible anticipation of Od.’s vengeance on
the suitors; Od.’s ‘growling heart’ is likened to a bitch growling at an intruder as she
secks to protect her puppies at 20.13-16. The Od./Argus affinity may have figured
in a work called Trepl ToU kuvés by Antisthenes, the student of Gorgias and author of
numerous essays on the Od.; see Richardson 1975: 201.

(f) The reunion between a long-absent hero and a faithful animal belongs to a more
broadly-diffused motifin the 1E oral tradition of the return song; in the Central Asian
epic of Alpamysh, which parallels the Od. in many respects, an aged and decrepit



118 COMMENTARY: 17.291-295

camel that has been lying inert without food or drink for seven years catches his
returning master’s scent and rises to greet him (for the Uzbek version of the story and
translation, see Reichl 2001).

291 By contrast with the dogs of Eumaeus, who run at Od. barking furiously
(14.30), Argus remains still and silent, only raising his head and pricking up his ears.

292-5 The narrator pauses to introduce several lines of background information,
typically presented in ring composition form (so keiT "Apyos at 300, a reprise of
"Apyos at 292); the device serves to postpone the actual moment of recognition,
creating a minor instance of the delay typical in such scenes (see 18.158-303n); cf.
the much more extended tale of the scar at 19.392—468 which similarly interrupts
Eurycleia’s reunion with her master.

292 "Apyos: the only named dog in epic; the name is enjambed for additional
prominence. The most appropriate translation is ‘Flash’ since the term similarly
combines the two qualities that the adj. &pyds describes: speed and brightness of
appearance. (For the difference in accentuation between the adj. and noun, cf. paidpés
and ®aidpos.) The cognate Sanskrit 7jrd-, a probable synonym for ‘horse’ in the
Rigveda, can similarly mean ‘shining’ and ‘swift’. While fleetness may easily prompt the
notion of flashing brilliance, the term’s two aspects remain independent in H.: oxen,
normally regarded as lumbering, are regularly &pyoi. Here speed seems uppermost
in the poet’s mind, perhaps with a deliberate play on the notion as both narrator
and speakers repeatedly evoke the dog’s present immobility or his earlier rapidity; so
forms of keéioBon occur three times in the first ten lines of the description (291, 296,
300) with the first and last instance (with pronounced k alliteration in both phrases)
forming a ring (see Peradotto 19go: 112). 8v p& ToT: a relative clause to describe
an individual typically occurs when H. first introduces a character (see 18.1); also
conventional is the establishment of contact between the new figure and another
protagonist through a verb of seeing or perceiving; for these features, see Race 1993:
99—100, who comments of this encounter, ‘one of the satisfying aspects of this passage
is precisely its conventionality, applied with such surprising verisimilitude to a dog’.
pa frequently occurs following &5 or &v in such ‘digressive’ relative clauses that supply
background biographical information (e.g., 1.30, 154, 2.225, 9.187, 14.449); the particle
may serve in these instances to present to audiences individuals belonging to the epic
past and to alert them to a character’s share in the poet’s KAéos—conferring medium
(Bakker 1993: 20).

293 &mwdvnTo: §sing, aor. middle of &rrovivn, ‘to give enjoyment’, mid. ‘to profit,
derive enjoyment from’. The mention of the special bond between master and dog at
the line’s opening (6péwye) makes the fact that Od. ‘had no enjoyment of the hound
all the more poignant. The phrase is also used of Od.’s relations with Telemachus at
16.119-20; cf. 11.322-5, 21.35-8 for other examples of the motif.

295 &ypoTépas ‘rather fierce’. The epithet, also applied to goats, bears and mules,
properly means ‘living in the wild’; cf. 6.133, 11.611. For the —tepos suffix, Arcado-
Cypriot in origin, used to indicate a contrasted pair (&ypdTepos/ dpéoTepos), see Wace
and Stubbings 1962: 113, Chantraine, GH 1 257-8.
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296 &wéBeoTos: a hapax. The context indicates the meaning ‘neglected, uncared
for’. In the view of the ancient lexicographers, an a—privative has been combined
with an adj. derived from Toféw, *méBeTos; also possible is a derivation from
&méd +8écoaaba (i.e something ‘that one prays not to encounter’), but that meaning
does not fit the present context. See too Call. H. 6.47 (ToAUBeaTe), Lyc. Alex. 540
and Supp. Hellen. 1066, which seem to assume the second derivation, and modern
discussion in Leumann, Wrter 64—5, Chantraine, DE s.v. 6écoacfau.

297-9 KOTpwI...koTplooovTes: a reminder of the importance of manure from
draught-animals, which would have been spread on the fields, and an element typical
of this book’s attention to the minutiae of agrarian life (see Introduction pp. 25-6).
On the necessity of fertilizing fields, see Xen. Oec. 17.10, 18.2, 20.3—4, 10 and the
koTpoAdyol, ‘dung-collectors’, in fifth-century Athens, who would probably have
sold what they collected to farmers in the countryside. kéxuT’ ‘is heaped’, cf. Hdt.
1.22. 6¢p &v &yoiev: for this rare use of dppa (‘until the time when’) with the optat. 4
&v following a main verb in the aor. or imperf., see Wace and Stubbings 1962: 172,
Chantraine, GH 1 263; contrast 18.133, where 6¢pa with subj. means ‘as long as’.
Téuevos: used of the king’s domain at 6.293, with Garvie and Hainsworth’s notes, and
at /1. 18.550 (on Achilles’ shield). The term, already found on the Pylos tablets (PY Er
312), probably designates ‘land cut out’ (from Téuvw/Tauvw; see Il. 6.194 and 20.184
for an etymologizing play) from the public domain and given to the local king by the
community. Commentators identify it as a Near Eastern loan word, citing Akkadian
temmenu, and Sumerian TEMEJ, ‘temple’, as is consistent with its later use to describe
a sacred precinct reserved for a hero or god.

300 EvimAeios kuvopaioTéwv ‘full of dog-destroyers’, i.e. vermin; the hapax resem-
bles the Iliadic coinage BupopaioTrs (e.g. 1. 13.544, 16.414). Stanford proposes that
the poet deliberately avoids a simpler, but cruder word and devises a (parodic?)
periphrasis suggested by @8eip ‘louse’; paiw is an epic synonym for ¢8eipw, hence
the use of the expression for the pests. On dog fleas, see Arist. HA 557a18 (oi kaAoU-
Mevol . . . kuvopaioTai, suggesting an artificial coinage), Pliny NH 11.116. The scholia
record a debate over whether H. means fleas or ticks. Argus’ infestation more broadly
promotes the motif of the misuse, neglect and depreciation of Od.’s prized possessions
during his absence; cf. 21.395, where the hero fears that wormwood may have eaten
away his bow.

gor Evonoev: the sole instance in epic in which a term built about véos refers to an
animal. The line neatly recapitulates 296 in language (57) T6Te) and metrical structure
even as it underscores the difference in the situations described; the earlier line ended
with a statement of Argus’ neglected condition ‘while his master was away’; now
Odysseus is ‘close by’. ¢yyUs ¢évta: X 6 in Od., always at line end. For the short
syllable in hiatus before the bucolic diaeresis (O8vooéa £y yUs), see Parry 1971: 211. In
only one other line in the poem (6.212, with Garvie’s note) does the metre require an
acc. of Od.’s name with the shape v ——or v — v v; one MS reads O8uaoty.

302 Eonve: caivw ‘fawn’, is, in its literal sense, reserved almost exclusively for dogs,
used three times of the dog-like wild animals outside Circe’s dwelling, 10.214-19, and
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again of Eumaeus’ hounds greeting Telemachus (16.6). x&BBaAev = kaTéBadev; a
contracted aor.

303 olo ‘his own’, a note of additional pathos; cf. 18.8n.

304—5 pela AaBcv: Od.’s ease in escaping Eumaeus’ notice contrasts with Argus’
acute perception. The presence of a third party from whom the recognition must be
concealed anticipates the scene of Eurycleia’s reunion with her master in book 19;
there P. is the unknowing bystander. Russo comments on the several instances where
Od. must hide tears elicited by painful memories and the strong emotions that these
recollections cause (8.83—95, 521-34, 19.209—12; cf. Telemachus at 4.113-16):

306 1} pdAa Balua ‘it’s quite extraordinary that’.

307 Jtpas: a term usually reserved for human (as opposed to divine or animal)
bodies; the only animals to whom H. attributes a Séuas are Argus and Od.’s men
transformed into swine (10.240). See further Clay 1974.

308 ‘used to be (Eoke) swift in running’; &l ‘in addition to’; cf. 454n.

30g9-10 Tpamelfjes kUves: ‘table dogs’ appear at . 22.69, 23.173, but in contexts
indicative of the differences between the two poems; at II. 22.69, Priam imagines how
his domesticated animals, turned savage, will lap his blood; at 23.173, Achilles kills
two table dogs as a funeral offering to Patroclus. Some rare images from Corinthian
vessels of the seventh and sixth centuries show dogs beneath the tables of heroes
(Mainoldi 1984: 113); they would have formed part of the lifestyle of the elite and
an element of the display of wealth that the dining hall included. Od.’s devaluation
of these dogs is consistent with his assumed humble persona and forms part of the
on-going critique of the luxuriant, parasitical and lazy existence of the ‘urbanite’
suitors. &yAains recalls Melanthius’ &yAaias (244n); like the goatherd, the dogs are
divorced from productive activity and implicated in the suitors’ profligate regime. Cf.
Eumaecus’ description of the youths who serve the suitors at dinner, ‘well dressed in
cloaks and tunics, always with sleek hair and fine faces’ (15.331—2).

312 kal Ainv always indicates an emphatically positive response to the preceding
question or comment. With one exception (14.461), AMinv occurs only in direct speech,
perhaps because the term was too colloquial for the poet’s narrative (Griffin 1986:
46).

313-15 An application of the common sentiment ‘if he were such as he used to
be’ to the canine sphere, in keeping with the humanizing thrust of the whole episode;
cf. 1.233-65, 14.468-505, 24.376-82; cf. I. 4.341-6, 11.498—503. Here the poet com-
bines the motif with a second frequent conceit, in which a speaker evokes an earlier
(and happier) state of affairs prior to Od.’s departure for Troy (cf. 11.67-8, 4489,
15.348, 16.288—q0).

317 Sloito: opt. mid. of Siw. wep11dn: grd sing. plupf. of wepiowSa (perf. with
present sense). The prefix has the meaning ‘exceedingly, beyond others’ (see Monro,
HD 18g5).

318 ExeTan kakéTNTI ‘is in the grip of evil’, a metaphor from wrestling; very similar
expressions are used of Od. on several occasions; cf. 8.182 (Exouan kakéTnTI), 18.123N.
GAAof TaTpns, lit. ‘elsewhere from his native land’ = ‘away from his country’. The
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poet has combined two expressions used independently elsewhere, &AAof1 yaing
(2.131) and TNASE! TT&TPNS (2.365).

319 An anticipation of the treatment Od. will receive at the maidservants’ hands.
&xndées ‘uncaring’ here (cf. /l. 21.123), but more usually ‘uncared for’; the adj. is
emotionally charged, confined to speeches in H. The care that wealthy individ-
uals lavish on their lapdogs (kouéouatv, 310) contrasts with the neglect of Argus
(o¥ kouéouan).

320-3 Argus’ decrepit state prompts Eumaeus to general reflections on the
behaviour and character of servants; his remarks offer a rare glimpse of archaic
notions of master—slave relations before Aristotle’s later and more theoretical treat-
ment of the issue. Anticipating the philosopher on several points, Eumaecus assumes
a lack of autonomy and subjectivity in the slave and his assumption of a ‘servile’
nature as a result of his condition (cf. Arist. Pol. 1255a3-55b15; 1260a33-36, cited with
discussion in Thalmann 1998: 36). According to the swineherd, a man’s place in the
social hierarchy determines his character and moral worth, and downward mobility
involves a corresponding decline in virtue. And yet there is a paradox insofar as the
loyal and admirable but servile Eumaeus gives the lie to his statement here; despite
his calamitous fall from fortune (see 15.415-83), he retains his native excellence (see
Edwards 1993: 62—3).

321 fvalolua: see 363n.

322—3 The lines were clearly very familiar to ancient readers (see Pl. Laws 777a
and Athen. 6.18.264¢, who read Te véou &traueipeTat . . . &vSpddv, oUs &v 81)). SoUAiov
fiuap ‘day of slavery’ (see 253n), an expression used at 14.340 (cf. /1. 6.463). The phrase
always indicates a precipitous fall from prosperity to servitude.

324 Sdpous: acc. of direction.

326 The terms used for the death of Argus resemble the formula that describes
the death of several Iliadic warriors (EAAafe TroppUpeos 8avaTos kai poipa kpaTair,
1. 5.83, 16.334, 20.477), lending further nobility and heroic status to the figure. The
dog’s fate also recalls the end which Od. presaged for himself at 7.224-5, ‘let life leave
me, when I have once more seen my house’. In view of this earlier statement, Argus
may be seen as a surrogate for his master, and his death is the necessary precondition
for the hero’s successful return; more darkly, his demise demonstrates the price that
unmediated recognition of Od. can exact; in all other instances (Athena in book 13
naturally excepted) it is Od. who chiefly orchestrates and/or controls the moment
of revelation. The motif of the death of an individual (more usually a parent) from
the returned hero’s innermost circle following his/her recognition of the long-lost
protagonist also appears as a standard element in the Yugoslav tradition of heroic
epic (Lord 1960: 177).

327 auTiK. .. EtikooTd éviauTdi: the phrase is constructed to achieve maximum
poignancy. The instantaneous nature of the death announced at the line’s start is
juxtaposed with the length of the time that Argus has waited for his master. A
mention of Od.’s return in the twentieth year, presented in very abbreviated form
here, appears in all the recognition scenes (16.206, 19.484, 21.208, 23.102 = 170, and
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24.322). For the line end, cf. 2.175, 16.18, Hes. IVD 386; in all these instances hiatus,
frequent in this position in epic, is observed. The poet does not record whether Od.
witnesses the dog’s end.

328—491

The disguised Od. enters the hall following Eumaeus and, after receiving food from
Telemachus, begins, at Telemachus’ prompting, to beg from the suitors. Antinous
objects to the beggar’s presence and provokes rejoinders from both Eumaeus and
Telemachus. Following a hostile exchange between Antinous and Od., the suitor
throws a footstool at the hero, an action criticized by his fellow diners.

328 TnAépayos Oeoardrs: one of the four noun-epithet formulas used of
Telemachus in the nominative, and the only v.-terminal proper name + epithet
combination available (x 5; cf. 391). Except for the gender of the person perceived,
this line recapitulates the phrase used when the poet first introduces Telemachus as
he catches sight of ‘Mentes’, the disguised Athena (1.113). There the epithet 8eoe181s
may indicate the youth’s heroic potential, still to be realized in the first book. Mar-
tin 1993: 229—34 suggests a contrast between Telemachus’s flustered reception of his
guest and the outpouring of speech on that earlier occasion with his controlled and
purposeful behaviour here; this reading assumes some kind of ‘maturation’ in the
figure of Telemachus as a result of his travels (see Introduction p. 29).

330 Blgpov: social protocol is strictly observed; this type of chair, used by Eumaceus,
Philoetius, Dolius, P. and by the suitors as they attempt to string the bow, is, unlike
the 8p6vos and kA1ouds, also suited to low-class characters. In keeping with its more
modest character (a four-legged stool that could, as Eumaeus’ action here indicates,
be carried from place to place), it has a set of less grand epithets than other seats
and is never covered by anything but a fleece. Od., still disguised, sits on a Sippos
(cf. 19.97, 101, 506, 20.259, 21.243). The swineherd’s need to borrow the carver’s
seat suggests a paucity of furniture more appropriate to a humble house than to an
elite dwelling; cf. 6.303—9, where Arete seems also to lack a seat, and Introduction
pp- 12-13.

331 &0a Te: Te serves its common ‘characterizing’ or ‘generalizing’ function,
indicating the fundamental property of an object: ‘where the carver regularly sat’.
For this, see Chantraine, GH 11 239—41, Denniston, GP 520—3.

332 Saibpevos. . . Sawupévolot: the two similar terms frame the sentence. The
root 8ai— common to both signifies division and hence the act of sharing food and
communal dining (cf. 8ais, the feast where each diner has his share); the emphasis
consequently falls not on consuming the meal, but on the fact of distribution (see Said
1979: 15-16).

334 Eumaecus’ seating position signals his loyalty to Telemachus just as Melanthius’
did his allegiance to Eurymachus at 257.

336—58 This is the last and most significant (and hence most extended) in the
rapid sequence of three entrances or ‘arrival scenes’ (Melanthius, Eumaeus, Od.).



COMMENTARY: 17.336-343 123

336 t8UoeTo: a so-called ‘mixed’ aorist, combining the —o— of the first aor. with
second aor. endings. This epic formation is confined to a few verbs, chiefly dUopai,
Paivw and their compounds. Ancient grammarians suggested that the type was an
imperfect, but it was more probably a secondary tense of the future in origin; see
Chantraine, GH 1 416—17, Prince 1970, Roth 1974.

337-8 = 202-3. Some modern editors delete the lines on the grounds of repetition.
However, by re-describing the elements of Odysseus’ disguise here, the poet not only
slows the action so as to focus audience attention on this critical entrance (see next
note), but also indicates the fact of the hero’s displacement from the identity that he
should properly enjoy as master of his home; see too 197—203n.

339—41 ‘The poetframes [Od.] visually in the door of his palace’ (Tracy 1997: 364);
the subsequent accumulation of details concerning the site allows H. momentarily to
‘freeze’ the action at this charged moment of crossing the threshold.

339 1Ze &'tml peAlvou oU8oU: Od. adopts assitting position, indicative of his helpless,
defensive and/ or submissive role; cf. 14.31, confronted with Eumaeus’ watchdogs, and
18.395-6, following Eurymachus’ assault. Normally in arrival scenes a stranger stands
by the door until led in by a resident. The discrepancy between the wooden threshold
here and the stone threshold at 30 would not trouble ancient audiences; metrical
considerations may determine the shift. Thresholds in the Od. are significant and
strategic sites, regularly occupied by suppliants and strangers on their first arrival.
Od.’s present ‘liminality’ is social as well as physical; occupying the beggar’s spot and
the position associated with the weak, he is both marginal to the society to which he
rightfully belongs and on the point of effecting a transition back to his proper identity.
Od. appears at the threshold again at 413, 466 and 18.110n. For thresholds in the
0d., see Segal 1967: 337—40, Goldhill 1988: 10—11, Kullmann 1992: 308-10 and Reece
1993: 15-16; for the source of its symbolic power, see Hes. Th. 749 with West’s note.

340 The pillar similarly figures in the arrival/hospitality scene at 10.62.

3401 ~ 21.43—4 (identical except for the first hemistich); cf. 5.245, 21.121, 23.197;
all the passages include a mention of the oT&8un and the verb i8Uvew. §éooev tmio-
Tapévas ‘smoothed skilfully’. Alcinous earlier used the adverb when praising Od. for
‘skilfully’ telling his tale (11.368; cf. Hes. IVD 107); its application to both contexts
signals the affinity between verbal artists and carpenters (cf. 384—5n). &ml oT&bunv
‘along the line’; only here does the oT&fun function as a plumb-line-like tool for
checking the vertical alignment of the door-jambs. Elsewhere it serves more as a type
of ruler for verifying that objects are horizontally aligned (so the raft planks at 5.245,
the axes at 21.121 and the bed planks at 23.197).

343 &pTov T oUMov: the first term, found only here and at 18.120, may refer to
an inferior type of cereal food, in distinction to the &A@iTa (barley-groats) and oiTos
(food made from grain) that Homeric heroes eat on other occasions; cf. Hippon. 115.8
W, SoUAiov &pTov €8wv. But in later sources this wheaten bread carries ‘top rank’
status (cf. the proverb cited in Zenob. 1.12, ‘next to &pTos, barley cake is good too’,
with discussion in Braun 1995). oUAos ‘whole’ (the Ionic form of the Attic Aos), from
*OAFos, occurs again at 24.118 and H. H. Mer. 137.
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344 XEipes. . . &peiPaiovTi ‘as much as his hands could contain as he placed
them around (it)’; the active participle means ‘throwing (one’s arms) around’; cf.
23.192. &5 is equivalent to éoa here.

345 86s: through the repetition of the verb at 350 and 400, the poet highlights
Telemachus’ fulfilment of his obligations as host and his display of a generosity which
contrasts with Antinous’ subsequent denial of Od.’s request that he also ‘give’ (cf. 415,
417, 455)-

345—7 ~ 350—2 The speech reported by Eumaecus repeats Telemachus’ words
in oratio obligua, a technique very common in H. and probably a hallmark of oral
composition. In the second instance, however, the speaker replaces the subjective and
humiliating term xexpnuévwt with the more neutral wpoikTn.

347 Hes. WD 317-19 is clearly the source of the v.l. kopiZev and offers much
the same sentiment (xi8c>s & oUk &yabt) kexpnuévov &vdpa komilel, | aidws, fij T
&vSpas uéya oiveton f18°dvivnow’ | aidws Tot Tpods &voABint, 6&paos 8¢ rpos SAPwI).
The parallels suggest a proverbial expression, a likelihood reinforced by the phrase’s
appearance at the speech’s end (see further 578n).

3545 uot: a dative following an implied eixopar or 86s. por could addition-
ally function as a possessive dative meaning ‘my Telemachus’; this would create a
nice double-entendre (see A—-H—C). Wishes for the future expressed by an infinitive
with acc. subject occur on several occasions in H.; see 7.313, 24.380 and Goodwin,
MT 785,

356 &ugoTépniow: sc. xepoi. Ellipse of words for body parts which go in pairs,
particularly hands, is frequent in H. (see 18.28n, 11.594); Hellenistic poets imitate the
mannerism (e.g. A. R. 1.472, 3.146, Theocr. Id. 7.157, 10. 35, with Gow’s note, 22.96).

356—66 The poet achieves a split perspective that echoes the doubleness of the
disguised hero. Viewed from without, Od. is a beggar, performing all the gestures that
go with that condition. But the gloss that the narrator places on the hero’s behaviour
reminds the audience that he is role-playing, and that he has an ulterior purpose in
‘acting’ thus (see Introduction p. 20).

356—7 Again the poet includes a finely calculated detail indicative of Od.’s degra-
dation and the perversion of proper standards of hospitality: the beggar is forced to
use his unseemly satchel by way of the usual folding table with which each guest would
be equipped. &eixeAins: the adj. carries the same force as &eixris, used previously for
the wallet; see 197-8n. At 20.259, Od. does eat from a table, but the object is qualified
by the term 6Aiynv; in practice, such portable tables may have been quite ornate and
even decorated (see Laser 1968: 56—68).

358 fiobie: the imperf. form of the verb regularly appears in v-initial position in
H.; see 1.9, 9.292; cf. Hes. IVD 147. fos: editors restore this unattested Ionic form
for the Attic €&ws where the metre requires it, although the MSS and papyri regularly
have &ws or €iws; since the ‘quantitative metathesis’ visible here (the process whereby
juxtaposed vowels exchange quantities, so that, for example, trochaic no becomes
iambic ew) probably entered epic diction shortly before H., the poet may have used
both forms; see further Hoekstra 1965: 35, West 1967. &vl pey&poiow: an initial A,
M, v, p, or o can cause the lengthening of the preceding short vowel. By juxtaposing
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Od. eating his beggar’s scraps with the bard singing for the suitors’ delectation, the
poet brings out the pathos of his hero’s situation; in H., the presentation of two
simultaneous but contrasted activities can heighten the emotional impact of a scene
or create tension (e.g. 10.447-50, 12.244-6).

359 Aristarchus athetized this verse, according to the scholia, because it seemed
to contain something ‘ridiculous’ (81& T6 yeAoiov), presumably what the Hellenistic
editor understood as the causal relation between two independent actions: Phemius
stopped singing because the beggar had finished his meal (note the pluperfect). But as
Monro points out, the actual apodosis only appears in the next line (unoTfjpes &
Spadnoav).

360—4 Athena’s incitement of Od. to ‘test’ the suitors belongs to the theoxeny
motif (see 484—7n and Introduction pp. 18-1g). Her role also involves an instance
of ‘double motivation’ insofar as Telemachus has already urged Od. to perform
the act that she now instigates (345—6), but without the underlying aim that the
goddess gives to it at 363—4. The modification distinguishes the divine from the
mortal perspective: gods are able to endow human actions with a significance and
moral dimension hidden to the mortal agents. For the ‘testing’ motif, frequently found
in conjunction with hospitality given or denied, see 14.459, 15.304—5, 16.304—5. The
poem repeatedly integrates questions of just and unjust behaviour into the context of
the feast, the site at which individuals, by virtue of their respect for or violation of the
conventions determining the distribution of food, display their moral standing (Said
1979: 30).

363 ‘which of them observed moderation, and which were lawless’. The first adj. is
derived from &v and aloq, ‘in accordance with the appropriate order’ (cf. 5.190, 7.299,
18.220n and Dietrich 1965: 258-60); it regularly denotes orderly conduct as contrasted
with ‘emotional excess and unruliness’ (Clarke 1999: 88 n. 69). &¢uicTo1: a very strong
expression used by Od. of the Cyclopes at g.106; cf. 9.18g. The adj. appears only in
passages of direct speech or where the narrator expresses the perceptions, thoughts
or interpretations of characters; cf. 18.141.

364 P. Hibeh 194 (3rd cent. AD) omits the line, also marked as doubtful in another
papyrus from the early first century ap. S. West 1967: 267—70 suggests an interpolation
based on 5.379, but grounds for deletion are weak: the poet regularly notes Athena’s
intention of destroying all the suitors (see esp. 18.155-6n). To some extent this divine
‘masterplan’ forestalls objections an audience might raise against the hero’s final act
of vengeance: why must all the suitors die when the guilt seems imperfectly distributed
(see particularly the ‘good’ Amphinomus)? But all have participated in the violations
that the term &BémoTor implies and the suitors are as much the victims of the gods
(as the theoxeny motif dictates) as of Od. (see Introduction pp. 18-19g). 008’ . . . EueAN’
‘she was not about to’. Athena is the subject. T’ . . . &waAe§foew kaxdTnTOS ‘protect
any (of them) from evil’; the verb’s prefix explains the unusual syntax with the acc. of
the person and the gen. of the thing warded off; the variant kakéTaTa depends on
taking T’ as T

365-6 Evdé§ia: from left to right, the lucky direction and the direction in which
wine, toasts and poetry circulate at the later symposium; so too the direction in which



126 COMMENTARY: 17.367-375

the suitors will try to string the bow (21.141). The poet invites us to consider Od.’s
act of impersonation, offering a reminder that the hero is role-playing even as his
mimicry seems so perfect that a viewer could not discern the artifice involved (see
Introduction p. 20). With the term &A1, H. may recall an earlier occasion when
Od. played the beggar so as to infiltrate Troy (4.244—50). Athena’s part in his conduct
adds a fresh level of complication. While Od. is made complicit in the act of ‘testing’,
it is not apparent from &Tpuv whether or not he is aware of the divinity orchestrating
his actions.

367 &0&pPeov suggests the surprisingly powerful impression that the beggar makes
on the suitors. On other occasions, individuals experience 8&ufBos when they suspect
a divine presence (cf. 1.323, 3.372—3, 16.178—9, Telemachus’ wonder and awe at Od.’s
transformed appearance) or on unexpectedly meeting Od. (10.63, 24.394); cf. 18.71n;
both contexts are apposite here. For 8&upos and equivalent reactions to epiphanies
in the Homeric Hymns, see Richardson on H. H. Cer. 188—go.

368 Tis. .. &0 for this use of the optative in indirect questions equivalent to an
indicative in direct speech, see Chantraine, GH 11 224 with further (uniquely Odyssean)
examples. Here the interrogation offers a condensed version of the standard question
(is wBev €ls &vBpdov; OO Tol TOAIS 11BE Tokies, e.g. 1.170, 10.325) used in full or
partial hospitality scenes and that may properly be asked of the guest only after he
has been fed. Unusually, the conventional query is addressed not to the stranger but
framed as an indirect question that the suitors exchange among themselves, perhaps a
reflection of their misguided sense of the unbridgeable social gap between themselves
and the beggar.

370 kEKAUTE pev: a perf. imperative; on the form see Wyatt 1969: 211. The expres-
sion is formulaic (ZI. x 9, Od. x 10; e.g. 18.43); cf. Hes. Th. 644.

372 ) To1 uév regularly marks emphatic and/ or earnest statements (see Denniston,
GP 389). Melanthius is eager to cast the blame on his opposite number.

373 To0ev yévos: the term yévos can indicate a place of birth, but just as fre-
quently refers to paternity and line of descent. If it carries the second meaning here,
Melanthius’ reply would involve the unwitting ascription of elite status to Od. (cf.
4.62—4 and Edwards 1993: 43, ‘in general Homer regards yévos as the very vehicle
of the ethical and physical excellence of the &pioTor). elxeTay, lit. ‘assert loudly, say
proudly’ (thence ‘boast’ or ‘vow’), but here simply ‘claim’, a usage already found in
Mycenaean (PY Eb 297 and Ep 704). The expression is typical in heroes’ genealogical
self-identifications. On eixoua in H., see Adkins 1969, Muellner 1976.

375—9 Antinous, ‘anti-mind’ and arch-villain among the suitors, is frequently cast
as the ring-leader among the group. It is he who initiates the plot against Telemachus
(4.660—72) and he remains throughout the most shameless, rough-tongued and impor-
tunate of the suitors. Appropriately he will be the first to be dispatched by Od.’s bow
(22.8). His name belongs together with many other ‘speaking names’ in the Od. that
are determined by a character’s personality and function (see von Kamptz 1982;
Peradotto 1990: 135-8 gathers cross-cultural evidence for parents bestowing seem-
ingly pejorative or inauspicious names on their offspring). A variety of metrical and
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acoustical devices contribute to the harsh tone of Antinous’ words, among them
synizesis at 375 and 376, assonance (e.g. 376) and hyperbole (377). An unusual amount
of synizesis may be typical of angry and abusive addresses; cf. Thersites’ speech at
1. 2.225—42, with Martin 1989: 111-13. As Martin remarks, Thersites’ words would
sound slurred; the same may be true of Antinous’ delivery here.

377 For the echo of Melanthius’ words, see 220n.

378-9 ovooai 6T ‘complain that’, i.e. ‘don’t you think it’s bad enough that’.
BloTov kaTéSouav: heavily ironic, as Antinous echoes the charge repeatedly levelled
against him and his fellow diners (e.g. 1.160, 2.237-8, 4.318, 16.431, 18.280, 19.159).
Metaphoric ‘eating up’ of property (usually one’s own) becomes a commonplace in
later Greek and Latin poetry and prose, particularly in invective contexts; cf. Hippon.
26.3—4 W (Savipevos ddorep Aauyaknvos edvouyos | kaTépaye 87) Tov KAfjpov), Ar.
Eq. 258, Aeschin. 1.94, 96, Men. 303, 287 (Korte), Call. H. 3.125. H. 6.102-15, Juv.
1.137-8, 11.39—40, Petron. Sat. 141. wpoTi ‘in addition, as well’; cf. Il. 16.504, where
the MSS and Aristarchus also read the unmetrical ToTi.

382-5 are cited, evidently from memory, at Arist. Pol. 1338az25.

383-5 Here Eumaeus lists four categories of Snuioepyoi, lit. ‘those who work
for/among the people’. At 19.135 heralds are included in the group. Two principal
questions turn about these ‘public workers’: what set them apart from other groups,
and what social status did they occupy in archaic Greece? Eumaeus’ formulation at
382 (‘for who goes abroad and calls another, a stranger, from elsewhere’) goes some way
to answering the first issue: in a society where most individuals belonged to a specific
community and an ofkos within it, what distinguished 8nuioepyoi was their itinerancy
and/or migrant status, combined with the possession of a specialized skill. Archae-
ological and linguistic evidence indicates the presence of skilled eastern craftsmen
(chiefly metalworkers) in Greek cities from the end of the ninth century on, migrants
from Assyria, Egypt, Lydia and elsewhere. There was internal migration too: in early
sixth-century Athens, Solon encouraged craftsmen ‘to take up residence [in Athens]
for the purpose of trade’ (ueToikiZopevors émi Téxvni. Plut. Solon 24.2). The seers and
doctors (individuals with overlapping functions) named by Eumaeus were also among
the foreign itinerants, responsible, like the craftsmen, for introducing new practices
and skills among the Greeks. Archaic and classical sources additionally record the
transient status of many doctors and seers from different parts of the Greek world,
whether the Locrian Onomacritus, his pupil Thales of Gortyn, or the Cretan Epi-
menides; with good reason Empedocles, the self-styled seer and healer (B 112 DK),
describes himself as a ‘wanderer’ (B 115.13 DK). Singers, Eumaeus’ final category, also
belonged to this group of itinerants (see next note). For further discussion, see Burkert
1992; for Near Eastern craftsmen, Morris 1992. The position of these individuals
in the social hierarchy was most probably ‘floating’; seers and physicians might be
members of the elite, frequently presenting themselves as part of family groups that
traced their ancestry back to heroic times; craftsmen occupied a much lower social
rung. However, the value accorded to the skills that some of these artisans possessed,
combined with their ‘special’ outsider status, explains the ambivalence with which
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they were regarded, also visible in myths about the powers of their divine and fantas-
tical counterparts, Hephaestus and Daedalus. For further discussion, see Finley 1978:
36-7, 56, 72—3, Murray 1980: 57, Frontisi-Ducroux 1975.

The context of Eumaeus’ remark may account for the four professions singled out
(although the absence of metalworkers remains surprising). While seers and doctors
form a natural doublet, and were perhaps most prominent among the itinerants,
carpenters and singers have particular relevance to Od., whose boat-building skills
the poem described in book 5, and whose affinity to the &o186s H. signals on a
number of occasions (see 518—21n and Introduction p. 21). The remark may also
convey Eumaeus’ sense that this stranger is no mere beggar, but enjoys a loftier
status.

385 Eumacus devotes an entire line to the singer, reserving special elaboration
and ‘top’ position for this final craft (a piece of self-promotion on the performing
poet’s part?; cf. Hes. IVD 25-6, also a list of four, with the singer named last). 8égmv
&o186v: the epithet ‘divinely inspired’, a shortened form of 6eoTécios (see 63n), is
found only in this formula and combined with &o181v at 1.328 and 8.498; cf. the
name of the sixth-century Thespis, supposedly the first Attic tragedian.

Eumaeus’ comment is — with the exception of the brief description of the
singer Thamyris, whom the Muses ‘met...as he was journeying from Oechalia’
({l. 2.594—6) — the only evidence in H. for the ‘travelling’ status of the bard, although
itinerancy became common in later times when composers and rhapsodes would
move from place to place: see the opening of the pseudo-Homeric Margites (fiA6¢
Ti5 &5 KoAopddva yépwv kai Beios &o186s), the traditions surrounding figures such
as Arion and Ibycus, and the self-description of the poet of the H. H. Ap. who will
propagate the Delian maidens’ fame on his poetic round (kAéos oicopev dooov ém
olav | &vBpcdreov oTpepduecda TOAels, 174—5). A lifetime of peregrinations also fea-
tures in several of the Lies traditions concerning Homer, works from the Roman
and early Byzantine period which preserve material dating back to the sixth century
(see West 2003b: 296—317). The Certamen reports that ‘H. went around (Trepiépxecfan)
from town to town reciting’ (5); the detailed pseudo-Herodotean Life traces the poet’s
visits to numerous Greek communities in search of livelihood, as well as his travels at
sea, which he undertook in order, Odysseus-like, to see ‘countries and cities’ (6). On
poetic itinerancy, see Svenbro 1976: 169—70, West 2003b and Hunter and Rutherford
2009.

More typical of the &o186s portrayed elsewhere in the Od. is a longer-lasting
association between a poet and an elite household: so Phemius, the bard in Od.’s
palace, Alcinous’ ‘court poet’ Demodocus (although with a name, ‘welcomed by the
people’, that suggests a more public role; see Garvie at 8.62—82) and the &o156
at 3.267-8. The discrepancy between Eumaeus’ account and this more standard
picture probably results from the poem’s characteristic blend of fantasy, contemporary
reality and fossilized practices from Mycenaean times (these preserved in the poet’s
traditional diction and repertoire), an amalgam that must also serve the Od.’s themes.
Mycenaean palace arrangements might have included a poet attached to the court,
although evidence for this is lacking, while in eighth-century Greece itinerancy would
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be the norm. The bard’s changed position could account for a tension discernible in
the Od. between poetry as a ‘gift’ given by the Muses and transmitted by the &o1865
to his audience in return for hospitality (a ‘gift-exchange’ model), and poetry as a
commodity for which remuneration in the form of goods is expected (as occurs in
the ‘exchanges’ between Od. as storyteller and Eumaeus in book 14). The portrait
of Demodocus also coincides with the distinction between the idealized Phaeacian
society with its venerated bard and the harsher reality of life in Ithaca, for which
Eumaecus, who works to earn his keep, serves as appropriate spokesman. For additional
discussion, see Introduction pp. 12-13, Kirk 1962: 278—9, Segal 1984: 145-57, von
Reden 1995b, Dougherty 2001: 50-60.

386 xAnTol: on the distinction between the ‘summoned’ and ‘unsummoned’
individual (the &kAnTos in the context of a feast), see 18.1-110n. ¢ &mweipova yaiav:
x 5 Od., x 2 II., often at the line’s end. See 418 for a modification of the expression.

387 TpUSovta & alToV ‘to bring waste on himself’; the fut. participle expresses
purpose. TpUXw frequently describes the suitors’ activity in Od.’s house (e.g. 1.248,
16.125, 19.133); cf. the pointed use of the term at Solon 4.21—2 W, in an account of
destruction inflicted by (elite) citizens on their community: ék y&p Suouevéwv Tayéws
TroAunNpaTov &aTU | TpUXETa év guvodols Tois &dikéouat gidais. The parsimonious
and hard-working Eumaeus exhibits his characteristic dismay at the dissipation of
Od.’s property (cf. 14.80-108) while neatly picking up the charge made by Antinous
at 378—9. For this ‘catch-word’ technique, see de Jong 2001: xii.

388 Typical of the diction of reproaches and quarrels in H. is the accusation that
Antinous is ‘always’ (aief) the harshest of the suitors; cf. 394. wepl ‘beyond all others’.
For this use of the preposition + gen. to express superiority, see Chantraine, GH 11 129.
In the next line Tepi is used adverbially, ‘especially’. eis ‘you are’, the less common
Ionic form of €f, the 2nd pers. sing. of €lvau; this is the only instance in which the form
occurs before a consonant (Chantraine, GH 1286, 469).

390 oUk &Aéy: sc. goU. poi: a common use of the dat. in H. to express the person
principally affected or interested.

393 wot: ethical dative. &ueifopan takes the acc. of the person replied to.

397 uev...&s kfdear ‘you care for me as a father for his son’. Telemachus’
sarcastic deployment of the father—son analogy is particularly loaded in the light of
his earlier acknowledgments of the genuinely paternal conduct of Mentes (1.308) and
of Nestor (111-12n) towards him. For the first time the comparison is drawn in the
presence of Telemachus’s actual father.

398 8ieobau: infinitive of Siepa, ‘chase, drive away’.

400 0oU. .. ¢fovéw ‘I do not mind, object to’. Stanford notes the ‘staccato rhythm’
of Telemachus’ words, indicative of the speaker’s rising anger, made explicit at 403—4.

401-2 pfHT olv pnTép’. .. T6 ye pfiTe TV’ &GAAov | Spcdwv ‘don’t fear to offend
my mother in that respect (T6 ye) nor any other of the servants’. 76 ye refers to the
matter of giving. The &\ Aov is curious; either the poet has recourse to a common
turn of phrase without considering its non-applicability here, or Telemachus, with
harsh irony, equates P. with ‘the other servants’, thereby suggesting that Antinous
treats them on a par. Several MSS omit 402 (= 18.417, 20.298, 325), which makes the
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sense easier. &Gev: &opa, from the root &y—, ‘holy’, regularly refers to the deference
or pious dread shown to gods or venerated individuals (cf. 9.200, 478, /. 1.21, 5.434)
and so contributes to the youth’s bitter tone.

402 of: in this nominal phrase, the verb ‘are’ or ‘live’ is implied. For a possible
play on the similar sounding, and perhaps related terms Sucwwv and 8cdpaTa, see
Garvie on 7.103 and g4n.

404 TOAU PouAeat ‘you far prefer’. Telemachus has excellent grounds for mak-
ing this charge; unlike Antinous, he practises the reciprocal hospitality (SaiTas
tioas | Baivurat, 11.185-6) that the suitor manifestly fails to observe.

406 Uyaydpn: the adj. is used uniquely by Antinous of Telemachus (1.385, 2.85,
303).

407-8 ‘if all the suitors would offer him as much as this, the house would keep
him off (with enough food) for three months’. A deliberately ambiguous and sarcastic
statement; the verbs &péyw and &pUkw, here used with negative force, could refer
to positive acts of hospitality (giving gifts and detaining a guest with good intent);
Téooov will very shortly be seen to describe the stool with which Antinous threatens
Od. at 409.

409 UTrépnve Tpatrélns ‘he showed it from under the table’.

410 & § Erexev Mirapous wédas eldamivélwv: a phrase indicative of the suitors’
luxurious and idle lifestyle (see Z/. 14.241, Hera’s promise of a lavish chair and footstool
to Sleep, for the same terms). The participle situates the footstool, which will become
a missile, in the context of the feast; if Od. later transforms the suitors’ banquet into
a battleground (see Introduction p. 18), Antinous is guilty of being the first to bring
together the antithetical spheres — dining and assault and battery with the feast’s
accoutrements; see 470-3n.

413 wpoikds ‘with impunity, gratis’; later sources use the acc. mwpoika for the
adverbial form. yeUoeoBca: in H. the verb always has its figurative meaning, ‘make
trial of’, rather than lit. ‘taste’; the metaphor is particularly apt for the constantly
feasting suitors.

415 ¢lAos: for @idos as voc., cf. 1.301, 3.199, 8.413 etc.; the relations of §evix
between the households of Od. and Antinous make the mode of address entirely
suitable (see 16.424—30).

416 &proTos: this crasis of & &proros, frequent in the /1., occurs only here in the Od.
The term &pioTo1 appears frequently in association with the suitors (e.g. 1.243, 16.122,
251, 21.187, 22.224); it is not a class designation, but simply distinguishes ‘the best’ of
a social group; see further 18.28gn. The remainder of Od.’s ironic characterization,
‘you look like a BagiAels, taunts Antinuous with the position that he aspires to, but
whose standards of behaviour and obligations he fails to fulfil. The suitors are also
styled BaoiAfies, local lords or paramount chiefs, on several occasions (cf. 18.64-5n;
see t0o 1.394, where the noun applies to all the candidates for the ‘kingship’ in Ithaca,
and 24.179), but never in unequivocal fashion: the suitors are not yet BaoiAfies, nor, if
they continue on their present course, will they ever attain a rank that involves both
social standing and the observance of elite standards of behaviour (Scheid-Tissinier
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1993: 19). For the imprecise meaning of BactAels in H. and the political situation the
poet imagines for Ithaca, see Carlier 1984, Halverson 1985, and Introduction p. 25.

417 Adiov ‘better’; this comparative form, of unknown etymology, appears only
in the neuter in H.

418 olTou: partitive genitive. KAeiw: for the only other uses of the verb in the active
sense, see 1.338 (of Phemius’ song), Hes. Th. 105; Chantraine, GH 1 3467 assumes
metrical lengthening of a primary form kAécw, derived from the root *klu-; for other
explanations, see Wyatt 1969: 128-9. Typical of the Od.’s promotion of the institution
of hospitality, a host’s kindly welcome and the largesse that he bestows on his guest
become a source of renown (see 19.332—4; note too 14.402-5). Also consistent with the
poem’s themes, the speaker, styling himself a propagator of kAéos, aligns himself with
the bardic role already suggested by Eumaeus. The quid pro quo that Od. announces
here fits that professional identity: in return for celebrating an individual, the archaic
and early classical poet expects a reciprocal gift, frequently in the form of the diffusion
of his own renown. For this, see 8.496-8 and H. H. Ap. 166—75: the Delian maidens
will bestow praise on the Chian poet’s songs, while he will declare their fame on his
poetic circuit (see 385n for citation). Like the peripatetic Chian after him, Od. here
reminds Antinous of his powers of propagation (cf. Pind. Pyth. 4.298—g).

On other counts Od.’s formulation of the relationship between laudator and subject
strikingly departs from the conventions visible in these other transactions: (a) the
celebrant atypically requires remuneration before he performs his praise (contrast
11.355 74)- (b) the return that Od. seeks takes the form not of KAéos or the goods
that figure in aristocratic gift relations, but oitos. This demand not only reduces the
exchange to the base material register; but goes against the archaic and later view
that those concerned with filling their bellies are excluded from the singer/celebrant’s
role (so Hes. Th. 26 with Svenbro 1976: 50—9; see too his discussion of Od. 7.217-21),
or are performers of blame rather than praise poetry (see Nagy 1979: 224-31 for the
conjunction of ravenous hunger and blame, and Hippon. fr. 39 W, a petition for food).
The changes that Od. rings on the usual poetic relationship doubly undermine his
offer of kKAéos. Poets who sing to eat are prone to be mendacious and/or lack the
objectivity that makes for genuine praise; inapposite too is the thinly veiled threat
that Od.’s words contain: the singer deprived of food may change his tune, defaming
rather than praising. The ps.-Herodotean Vita realizes the scenario insinuated here:
in the face of the Cymaeans’ refusal to nourish him at public expense in return for
making their city émudeeoténu, ‘Homer’ lays a curse on Cyme to the effect that
the city might never produce a poet (12-15). For this incident, and cross-cultural
examples of singers who substitute calumny for praise in the face of ungenerous hosts,
see Martin 200q.

419—-44 Oneamong the sequence oflying tales that Od. devises through the course
of books 13—24 (13.256-86, 14.199—359, 19.172—202, 24.303-14; see too 18.138—40n and
Introduction pp. 20-1), and a shortened version of the story told to Eumaeus at 14.199-
359 (exact repetition at 427-41 = 14.258-72). That story itself borrowed material
from Od.’s account of his Ciconian adventure at 9.39-61 before the Phaeacians (see
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Emlyn-Jones 1986: 58 for the correspondences). The abridgment and redeployment
of narrative patterns and motifs used on these previous occasions allow us to see
an oral poet at work; he can expand or contract his material at will and alter it to
suit a particular audience and the message/moral he wishes to convey. For further
discussion, see Emlyn-Jones 1986, Goldhill 1991: 43—4, Clayton 2004: 68—70.

419-24 =19.75-80. Inbook 19 the words preface a rebuke addressed to Melantho,
who is warned that just as the speaker lost his prosperity so she may lose her good
looks. Here they serve a similar minatory purpose insofar as they caution the listener
against the instability of good fortune while also introducing a tale recounting how
UBp1s provokes divine retribution. The emphasis on the speaker’s former liberality to
wanderers (420} is one of the modifications to the story told to Eumaeus and obviously
calculated to suit the audience and context.

419 kol yép: the combined particles signal the paradigmatic, generalizing force
of the story; cf. 18.138 and 19.75.

420-1 ‘frequently I would give to a wanderer such (as I am now), whatever he
might be like and whatever he might come in need of . &o1: g sing. pres. opt. of elpi.
&tev = oUmivos. Séokov: the frequentative form of the verb emphasizes the repeated
nature of the speaker’s generosity.

422 fioav: sc. &pol, ‘I had’.

423 oloiv: a subject, ‘men (in general)’, is implied.

424-6 In the previous account (14.245-7), the Egyptian venture had been the
narrator’s idea, although Zeus was named as responsible for other bad courses of
action (235, 243).

424 fi6ehe y&p mou ‘for so, I suppose, he willed it’; rou is often used in the context
of strongly-held but non-demonstrable suppositions about the nature of divine power;
cf. Fraenkel on A. 4g. 182—3.

425—6 &vfikev ‘incited’; also used of a divinity impelling a mortal to commit
a foolhardy action at /. 5.405. The storyteller passes directly to the expedition to
Egypt, omitting all the details of his former life included in the version that Eumaeus
heard. Zeus’ role here makes Od.’s point: divine power works in an arbitrary and
unpredictable fashion, and if even so liberal a host suffers at the will of the gods, what
might divinities do to the individual who gratuitously neglects his social/religious
obligations to wanderers? oAix#v &86v: the noun is a cognate acc.; cf. 3.316. For an
echo of the phrase, with equally negative associations, see A. R. 3.602.

427-41 This section of the story is clearly modelled on the tale of the raid
against the Ciconians (9.39-61). However, the ‘performer’ tells his tale very differently,
endowing it with a moralizing tone absent from the more neutral account before the
Phaeacians; see 431, 4324, 437-8nn.

427 oTijoa. .. véas ‘1 brought my ships to anchor’. Aly¥Umrwi Totapd: H.
regularly uses this expression for the Nile; cf. 4.477, 581. In antiquity, local rivers or
springs regularly gave their names to the larger community; see too Hecataeus FGrHist
1 F g10, where Egypt is called a ‘gift of the Nile’. The name NeiAos first appears at Hes.
Th. 338 (see A. R. 4.269 for the river’s supposedly older name Triton). &ugieMooas:
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commentators propose three possible meanings for this epithet used regularly of ships
at line-end: ‘wheeling either way’, ‘curved at both ends’, or ‘curved on both sides’.
S. West at 3.162 argues for the third; the epithet is used, with only one exception,
uniquely of ships when they are drawn up on the beach, a position in which the two
curved sides would be visible. See further Alexanderson 1970: 7, 28—9, 31 and Kurt
1979: 39-41.

428 tpinpas tralpous: x g in H. The epithet, used only of companions and
heralds, is of uncertain meaning, although usually rendered ‘loyal’; Hesychius glosses
HeydAws Tipcopevol. &yaboi. TpdBupol. eUx&pioTol; e-ri-we-ro appears as a Myce-
naean personal name (PY Vn 130). For modern conjectures concerning the term’s
derivation, see Chantraine, DE and Frisk, GEW s.v. The prefix ép1—, an Aeolic ele-
ment replaced by lonic &pi- in verbs and adverbs, is regularly preserved in formulaic
phrases.

429 Epuobai ‘to draw up’, the term commonly used of ships in this context.

431 ol 8" this refers to the companions of 428. The language used of the crew’s
transgression promotes the speaker’s point: in his Ciconian story, Od. called the
crew vijTriol (9.44) and noted their disobedience, but here the term UBpis conveys
much stronger moral disapprobation. Fisher 1992: 158 locates the crew’s UBpis in
‘the element of contemptuous thoughtlessness in their desire to rush into kiling and
pillaging’. The context makes the expression so frequently applied to violations of
§evia particularly apposite: Antinous has just made his threat with the footstool and
refused to give food; his subsequent assault will show his failure to apprehend the
meaning of the framed exemplum. See further Emlyn-Jones 1984: 7.

432—4 Again the speaker artfully reshapes material from the Ciconian venture.
In the earlier account, Od. gave himself the leading role in sacking the city and
slaughtering its people. Since now he must project a more upright persona, the men
perform the deeds of violence, concentrating their attack on the outlying fields.

432 TepikaAAéas &ypous: the epithet suggests that Egypt may already have been
proverbial for the fertility of its soil (cf. 4.229 30; amonglater accounts, see Ar. fr. 581.15
K-A, Theoc. /d. 17.79, Herod. 1.26), caused by the flooding of the Nile each year (cf.
Eur. Hel. 1, Neidov . . . kaAMiTrépBevor poai). More usually in H. the country figures
as a site eminently worth raiding and with wealth as its chief association; cf. 3.301,
14.285-6. The raid described here may reflect historical events of the late Bronze
Age, when Egypt was the object of attack by numerous foreigners who skirmished
with Pharaonic forces.

435 ol 8 Pofis &lovTes: for the same phrase, see g.401 (the Cyclopes hearing
Polyphemus’ cry for help). More usually a battle cry in H., here Botj approaches the
meaning it has frequently in later sources, a ‘call for aid’ {cf. A. Supp. 730, Ag. 1349).
& H61 parvouévnet: the formula, with or without the participle, appears x 8 in Od.,
% 4 in {l. The participle suffix —¢1 can carry instrumental, locative or comitative force
(as here). As its frequent appearance in formulas suggests, it is an archaism, already
visible in Linear B and extended by poets for metrical convenience. For discussion,
see Chantraine, GH 1 234-41.
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436 A strikingly alliterative phrase whose repeated 1 sound conveys the clamour
of the massed horses and men.

437-8 Tepmixépauvos: either ‘delighting in the thunderbolt’ (but this should prop-
erly require *tepyi-) or ‘hurler of the thunderbolt’ (with 2 on /. 1.419); cf. Virgil’s
Jove: cum fulmina torques (Aen. 4.208). See further Janko on /. 16.231—2 and Cunliffe
s.v. Following the description of the men’s ‘yielding to hybris’, Zeus’ action appears a
direct consequence of that morally inflected transgression. By contrast, the kakt Aidg
aloa (9.52) of the Ciconian narrative is more random, unconnected with the crew’s
rashness.

441 &vayov ‘led inland’. The encounter takes place on the coast close to the
riverbank mentioned in 427.

442-4 Here the speaker varies the account given to Eumaeus. Whereas that
tale continued with Od.’s supplication and kindly reception by the Egyptian king
(consonant with the narrator’s emphasis on hospitality in his larger story) prior to
several fresh misfortunes, now Od. rapidly concludes: he is given over to the Cypriot
king, the otherwise unknown Dmetor (‘the Subduer’). Cyprus is among the sites visited
by Menelaus in his wanderings (4.83) and is also home to the sanctuary of Aphrodite at
8.362—3. The island plays an otherwise surprisingly minor role in the Od.; the Cypriot
material record suggests that it may have been a central site for the transmission of
some of the Oriental elements in Homeric epic and includes considerable evidence for
the burial rites and high-status luxury goods described in the poems (see Richardson
1989: 125 8). The story of the exchange between the Egyptian and Cypriot kings fits
a Bronze Age setting, when such relationships between rulers were part of regular
Near Eastern diplomacy; cf. 7I. 11.19-46, the sole mention of the island in that poem.

The scholia comment on Eumaeus’ silence in the face of this obvious inconsistency
with the tale that he earlier heard (an inconsistency made more emphatic by Antinous’
reference to the new Cypriot element at 448; what is novel in the story, from our
perspective, seems also to command the internal audience’s attention). The ancient
scholars explain that Eumaeus would assume the beggar’s wish to suppress, given the
bias of his listeners, the detail concerning his meeting with Od. that figured in the
sequel to the events narrated here. But probably such deviations would not bother an
archaic audience accustomed to and appreciative of the narrator’s skill in refashioning
earlier material to suit the context. Indeed, the swineherd showed himself well-versed
in the dynamics and aims of storytelling in his comments at 14.363-5 and 508—9.

444 768 ke ‘I came in this way’; cf. 524; T68' is an adverbial acc. (cf. 1.409 and
Chantraine, GH 11 44).

446-52 Antinous’ discourteous response should be set against Eumaeus’ very
different reception of the story; at 14.388—9 the swineherd affirmed his respect for
Zeus Xenios and expressed compassion for the beggar’s plight.

446 Already in H., a Saipcwv might be cited as the power responsible for an
unforeseen and frequently unpleasant event; cf. Pind. Nem. 5.15-16, Eur. Hel. 669 for
later usages. Here the question includes an unconscious irony as the speaker betrays
that want of finer perception characteristic of the hero’s enemies (contrast Eumaeus’
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invocation of the propitious Saipwv at 243); Od. has returned with the help of at
least one divinity; see too 18.353n. The expression 8catds &vinv echoes Melanthius’
remarks at 220n.

447 oTi® oUTtws ‘stand just as you are’; for oUrews with an imperative, cf. 6.218,
1l. 21.184. & péooov ‘in the middle’; the suitors would be seated against the walls
(see 7.95). This seating arrangement may already have already existed in Mycenaean
palaces and was certainly current in the Geometric period.

448 uf Téya mkphv AlyTrrov. . . Ikna ‘lest you soon come to a bitter Egypt’;
this ‘colloquial’ use of the adj. ikpds becomes idiomatic; it regularly appears in
threats in which the speaker picks up terms from a previous speech (so AlyutrToy,
Kuétrpov) and gives them a sinister turn by adding mikpés; cf. Eur. Med. 388, Ar. Thesm.
853, A. R. 3.374 with LS]J s.v. mikpés m1.1. More frequently the usage appears with
verbs of seeing (see v.l.). Antinous’ words here may be read as a perversion of the
‘sending on’ that the host should arrange for his guest; cf. 18.336, 20.361.

449 Tpotkrns: lit. ‘one who asks a gift’ (cf. Tpoi§ ‘gift’), i.e. ‘beggar’.

4512 poydiws ‘recklessly, foolishly’; an expanded form of péy used again of the
suitors at 537. o0 g Emloyeais oUS’ EAenTUs ‘there is not any restraint nor stinting’.
A curious phrase, whose departures from conventional usage may reflect Antinous’
distorted view of relations of §evia. &mioyeois (from &mwéyw) occurs uniquely here in
H. and later appears only in Attic prose with the meaning ‘checking’ and ‘delay’.
EAenTUs (= EAeos) is an exclusively epic and lonic term whose meaning ‘pity, mercy’ at
14.82 does not fit the present context; the lack of ‘mercy’ or ‘sparing’ must here apply
to the suitors’ attitude towards Od.’s goods. Antinous’ juxtaposition of the terms
&AAoTpiwv (partitive gen.) and Xapicacat would also sound strangely to ancient
ears. To perform a deed of x&pis means that the recipient of the favour and largesse
incurs an obligation to respond in kind; but that reciprocal exchange cannot work
when the source of the gift does not lie with the giver, a fact that vitiates the other
suitors’ seeming generosity at 367 and 411. On &A\AoTpicwv, reiterated at 456, see
18.18n. Aristarchus, followed by the H scholiast, athetized the lines; however, neither
the unusual diction nor Antinous’ criticism of his fellow diners are sufficient grounds
for rejection; the statement offers proof of the speaker’s capacity for dissimulation in
this disingenuous show of regard for Od.’s property and is typical of his flaunting of
the usual terms of guest—host relations. w&pa: short for wapeaiv; cf. 457n.

454 &pa: the particle is regularly used to express ‘the surprise attendant upon
disillusionment’ (Denniston, GP35). When combined with the imperfect, particularly
of elven as here, it indicates the speaker’s (chastened) realization of something that has
been evident all along, and still is, but has only just been apprehended (cf. Hes. WD
11-12). &l elBef ‘in addition to looks’; for the preposition with this cumulative sense,
cf. 308. If the poet’s reuse of the earlier expression is deliberate, then Antinous does
not match Argus, who combined a fair form with the speed that was his chief claim
to excellence. More obviously, Od. reiterates the accusation that he made against
another high-born young man who insulted him, the Phaeacian Euryalus. There
oo he charged his antagonist with possessing a fair €los, but not the mind to go
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with it (8.176—7). For the el8os/ ppéves combination, see too 4.264, 11.337, Il. 3.44-5.
The problematic split between the outer and inner man, exemplified by Od. in his
beggar’s disguise, figures prominently in the O4., in contrast to the /., where externals
and internals more usually, although not invariably (cf. Helen’s description of Od.
at 3.216—24), coincide. The Odyssean Ares, Hephaestus and Aphrodite in 8.266—-
366 and Eurybates at 19.246-8 also exemplify the discrepancy between the aesthetic
and moral registers. The 0d.’s different values, and even rejection of what came to
be viewed as elite ideology, finds later expression in Archil. fr. 114 W, a dismissal
of the tall, finely coiffed and elegant general for one who is ‘small and looks bent
about the shins’, but is filled with courage. For the shift, and Archilochus’ possible
debt to the Od. here, see Russo 1974, Seidensticker 1978.

455 &motdarn lit. ‘one who stands near or by’, i.e. ‘follower’ or ‘dependant’
(contrast the term’s meaning in fifth-century drama, ‘commander’ or ‘chief’). &Aa:
salt could represent the most basic and lowest of all condiments; cf. 11.123, Theoc. /d.
27.61, a phrase modelled on the Homeric line, Call. Ep. 48, A. P. 6.302. Also possible
is salt, together with bread, as a symbol of hospitality (its value in many cultures). On
both counts it would fit the present context.

457 oitou &romwpoeAdov Séuevan: glossed by Dio Chrys. 7.83 (giTov &mépEacda,
TOAAGV kaTd ofkov EvTwv). ToAA Tré&peoTiv: the statement affirms the still plen-
tiful provisions in Od.’s house (cf. 18.16-17). For the tension between the seemingly
inexhaustible nature of the household’s supplies and the emphasis on the wasting
of Od.’s property, see Rutherford at 19.133 with bibliography. But, as the scene of
Agamemnon’s defilement of the precious cloths spread before him in Aeschylus’ Ag.
shows, the possession of infinite domestic resources is no justification for the profligate
destruction of the wealth of the olkos.

458 ExoAdoaTo knpdb udAAov: the formula occurs x 4 Od. (see 18.387-8n),
x 1 1., always at line’s end. It forms part of a more extended thematic sequence
describing an escalating anger experienced by the target of a verbal provocation
and/or challenge; see Walsh 2005: 150 8. xdAos, unlike the more particularized term
kdTos, can increase (as the term p&AAov suggests) and diminish, and is an emotion
that an individual may choose to act on or desist from.

459 Umodpa 18cv ‘looking askance’, ‘with frowning look’, ‘from under (¥mé)
the eyebrows’; x 17 in Il, x g in Od. Ywd8pa is derived from Umd + Spax; cf.
UtroBépkopan. Beyond H., who reserves Uméd8pa 18cov for the narrative portions of
the poem, the phrase occurs only at H. H. Bacch. 48 and [Hes.] Scut. 445. ‘Looking
darkly’ invariably indicates the speaker’s anger following an address, frequently by
a social inferior, judged offensive or disrespectful, and precedes an answering act of
verbal and/or physical violence; see 18.14n. Here, as in the parallel missile-hurling
episode in book 18 (see 394—8n) where Eurymachus casts the same angry glance at
Od. at 388, Antinous thinks he can chastise the beggar with impunity. Od. will give
three such ‘dark looks’ at 22.34, 60 and 320, now treating his former assailants to
projectiles of a much more deadly kind. See further Holoka 1983.

460 xaA& ‘in an honourable manner’.
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462—-5 The first in a sequence of three episodes in which missiles are hurled at
Od. (see Introduction p. 17). At 18.394 Eurymachus throws a stool; at 20.299—300
Ctesippus throws an ox foot. The poet’s careful design is visible as he uses each
assault, and variations between them, to structure the narrative, complement the plot
trajectory, and reinforce his thematic ends. Most obviously, the episodes demonstrate
the suitors’ disregard for the norms of hospitality, an offence made still worse by
their choice of articles associated with the proper reception of a guest. In more subtle
fashion, the incidents chart the growing power of Od. (who nonetheless displays
his characteristic ability passively to endure insult), who permits himself a ‘sardonic
smile’ in reply to the final missile, and the increasing confidence of Telemachus,
who intervenes more forcefully each time (see 18.405—9 and 410-11nn); the suitors,
in contrast, suffer diminished efficacy (each throw reaches its target with decreased
success). The suitors’ villainy also escalates insofar as each attack comes as the result of
less provocation on Od.’s part. Each time too, the episode motivates P’s interventions
in the action. See further Fenik 1974: 180—7, Reece 1993: 176-8.

These scenes may additionally recall the moment when Polyphemus hurls a moun-
tain peak at Od. (9.480—3), an attack also prefaced by the rage-motif-marking line
gxoAwoaTto knpot paAAov. There too the hero has just taunted the aggressor for
transgressing rites of hospitality. The analogies between the scenes not only create
one among many links between the suitors and that earlier renegade and greedy host,
but also alert an audience to the forbearance that has come to characterize Od.: while
Polyphemus’ missile prompted Od.’s all-but-fatal abandonment of his incognito, now
he suffers the attack in silence. For this, see further Walsh 2005: 152-8.

462 Antinous’ gesture recalls his earlier violation of the laws determining the
reception of strangers; whereas at 457 the suitor refused to ‘take’ (&mmoTpogAcv) food
so as to ‘give’ (Sépevan) it to Od., now he ‘takes’ (EAcdov) an inappropriate object and
will thereby ‘give’ Od. something very different instead (see 567 with Said 1979: 31).
BdAe Be€16v Guov: Irus’ blow lands on the same spot (18.95n), part of the network of
links between the suitor and the parasite; cf. 18.1-110n, Levine 1982 and Introduction
p- 15. Antinous’ punishment fits his crime: Od.’s return ‘gift’ is an arrow that hits
(B&Aev, 22.15) the suitor in the throat.

463 TpupvéTaTOV KaTA VAOTOV ‘at the base [of the shoulder], near the back’; i.e.
below the shoulder blades, where the shoulders become the back.

463—4 The same immobility that Od. maintained when Melanthius kicked him at
233—5. For the simile, cf. 1. 17.434—6 (&5 Te aTHAAN uéver EumreSov); stones and objects
made of stone were proverbially unmoving. &utredos (lit. ‘solidly planted in the earth’)
also carries particular thematic weight, indicative of the steadfastness that the poem’s
exemplary characters display (cf. 19.493—4). It is a trait that additionally links husband
and wife; P. has chosen to remain at home where she keeps everything &umeda (e.g.
19.525), while the bed that symbolizes the union of the two characters is qualified with
the same term (23.203); for detailed discussion, see Zeitlin 1996: 29—31.

465 &xéwv ‘in silence’. The expression (X 17 in H.) was variously explained in
antiquity, either as a participle, derived from a vanished *&xéw, ‘to be silent’, or
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as an indeclinable adverb. xivnoe k&pn expresses inner indignation; cf. 5.285, 376,
1l. 17.200, 442 (but always with a divine subject). BuoooSoueUwv: see 66n.

466 The sequence of dactyls in the line suggests Od.’s swift movement; cf. 18.110.

4689 KéxAuTé pev... | d@p elme T& pe Bupods vl oTHbeoa KeAeUe = 18.351—2,
21.275-6, always in the context of a public address; in both the I. and Od., the second
line (x 10 in H.) is typically used only by high-status leaders (Od., Alcinous, Hector,
Antenor, Priam and Zeus) and on the occasion of a speech before an assembled group.
Eurymachus’ use of the same formula in book 18 to introduce a derisive joke may
indicate his travesty of conventions governing weighty public speech (see Irwin 2005:
210 n. 12). Od.’s rebuke here forms the first of three condemnations of Antinous’
action, echoed first by the suitors (483—7) and subsequently by P. (499—504).

470—3 The remark draws fresh attention to the correct division between warfare
and feasting; while a man may legitimately fight outside the domestic sphere for the
protection of his livestock, a wound incurred in the context of a banquet, where
hunger is satisfied, represents a violation of the proper code regulating behaviour
among the elite.

470 oUT &xos. . .oUTe T1 wévBos: the phrase may be a virtual tautology. In many
instances in H., the nouns are synonymous. The . uses them interchangeably for
individual and collective sorrow, whether Achilles’ grief at his loss of honour, or both
his and the army’s distress at the death of Patroclus; in the Od. P. has révBos &AaoTov
(1.342) on hearing Phemius’ song, which presupposes Od.’s death, and Menelaus
feels &xos &AaoTov (4.108) at the loss of the hero; cf. Hes. Th. 98— (el yap Tis kai
TévBos Exwv. .. &LeTan kpadinv dxaxnuevos) and Nagy 1979: 69—70, 94-102. But
&xos also has a much broader range of meaning than év8os, variously evoking fear
(21.412), remorse (22.345), shame (II. 9.249), anger/resentment (18.347-8n, 21.299, 1.
20.298), and misery (24.315), all sentiments of a distinctly disagreeable kind; both
shame and resentment are particularly applicable to the situation that Od. describes
here.

471 payeiduevos: for the lengthening required by the metre, see Wyatt 1969: 132—5;
cf. 11.403, payeoUpevov.

472 PAfieTan: g sing. athematic passive aor. subjunctive of B&AAw.

473 YaOoTEpOS. . . AUypfis: at first glance the ‘baneful belly’ seems to belong to
Od., since it was his begging for food that provoked the assault. But, like many of the
seeming vagrant’s remarks, the phrase carries a sinister ambiguity: both Antinous’
niggardliness and his anger, the statement insinuates, stem from the suitor’s gluttony,
which will indeed be baneful and the cause of ‘many evils’.

474 On the adj. oGAopévns see 286n.

475—80 Od.’s evocation of divinities who safeguard beggars prompts a threat
of fresh violence from Antinous, who compounds his earlier violations of §evia by
displaying an impious disregard for the gods. This offence will move even his fellow
suitors to remonstrate. According to the scholia, these lines were athetized (‘for how
could Antinous put up with such imprecations, when he got so angry at slighter
things?). But removal would create an uncomfortable juncture between 474 and 481:
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the suitors’ reproach to Antinous would then follow a speech by Od. rather than
supply a direct response to Antinous’ remark. Antinous’ threat that the youths might
use violence against the beggar at 479—80 would also more naturally prompt their
intervention than 474, which already takes the offender to task for his behaviour.

475 For divine protection of beggars, see 14.57-8 (Eumaeus to Od.); here uniquely
the &pwies are involved. These very ancient chthonic divinities, already attested in
Linear B, are generally associated with revenge and curses (as here); as suits their
(Hesiodic) birth from the blood of Ouranus’ genitals following Cronus’ castration of
his father, epic often introduces them in the context of crimes committed against
parents or children (so Hes. Th. 472, Od. 2.135, 11.279-80, II. 9.566—72, 21.412; note
too A. Ag. 1433, Eur. Med. 1389, Phoen. 624). H. seems not to differentiate between a
specific body of goddesses (Epivues, as at 11.280) and the more general épies here
and at 2.135 and 20.78 (editors capitalize differently). Russo suggests that the tentative
nature of the phrasing (hence the particles i Trou and ye) reflects the originality of
Od.’s concept, that all individuals, even beggars, have their personal gods and erinyes
poised to punish those who have done them wrong.

476 Télos BavaTolo: the ‘end/fulfilment consisting of death’, v. frequent in the
1l. (x 6; see 9.416 for similar diction). Death regularly comes to meet Homeric man,
although it can be evaded or warded off (so 547). Death’s active pursuit of Antinous
(xixein) also fits the curse that Od. formulates here; in the manner of an avenging
spirit, 8&vaTos overtakes its victim. The placement of TéAos immediately after y&uoto
gives Od.’s imprecation an ironic turn; marriage can also be referred to as a Téhos
(cf. Téhos. . . y&uolo at 20.74). Aeschylus exploits the ambiguity to brilliant effect at
Ag. 973—4 where the (re)consummation of Agamemnon’s marriage will consist in his
death.

479-80 For the threat of dragging by the foot, see 18.10n. TévTa: neut. plur. acc.
of respect, ‘all over’, ‘every part of his body’; &mo8pUywat indicates laceration (5.435,
1. 23.187, 24.21).

481 &pawithits frequent sense, ‘as was to be expected’. UTreppidAws ‘exceedingly’,
Od. x 6, always in this line position; see 18.71 and, for the adj., which usually includes
a pejorative note, 18.167n. For a possible derivation from UTrép @1&Anv ‘overflowing
the cup’, see Frisk, GEIV, Chantraine, DE.

482 clmeoke: the iterative form of the aor., used to express repeated or customary
action. This formulaic line appears Od. x 5 to introduce one of the 14 so-called
‘Tis-speeches’, speeches that begin with a formula with the word Tis. As the iterative
indicates, these passages, although voiced by a single anonymous speaker, express
views common to all and allow the poet to portray the shifting moods, sympathies
and sentiments of the larger group as they respond to the actions they witness.
These remarks can also, as here, indicate divergences between the attitudes of the
chief protagonists and the otherwise largely silent majority. Frequently the Tis—speech
includes a critical and/or derisive note (see 18.72n, 2.323—37 and 20.376-84). For
further discussion, see de Jong 2001 at 2.323-37 and de Jong 1987. The same narrative
device concludes the next throwing-scene, giving the suitors’ collective reaction to
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the fresh assault (18.401—4). As suits the youths’ increasing moral degradation as the
moment of reckoning approaches (see 462—5n), there the suitors utter no reproach,
merely wishing the beggar had never come. UtrepnvopedvTeov: with one exception
(tellingly, the Cyclopes at 6.5), the adjective is used only of the suitors; cf. Hes. T.
995-6, of Pelias: Utrepriveop, | UPTIOTHS).

484 oUAGpev’ is either a vocative directed to Antinous (‘accursed man’), or (less
probably) a neuter plur. answering the kaA& in the previous line. The second inter-
pretation would imply that far from having done well, Antinous has performed an
action liable to bring dire consequences.

485—7 For the language, cf. Hes. IVD 24955, where the poet evokes ‘the immortal
guards of Zeus over mortal men, who watch over the verdicts and wicked deeds of
men’ (&OdavaTtor Znvos pUuAakes BvnTdv &vBpwtwvy | of pa puAdooouciv Te Sikas
kal oxéTAiax Epya, 253—4). This is the Od.’s most explicit statement of the theoxeny
motif (see Introduction pp. 18-19, Kearns 1982 and Rutherford’s note on 19.215). The
suggestion that the stranger might be a god in disguise echoes Alcinous’ surmise at
7.199 and Telemachus’ reaction to his father at 16.194—200. Greek gods rarely appear
to men in their own form; for the difficulty of recognizing a divinity, see 10.573—4,
13.312-13, 16.160 (cf. Il. 22.9—10). The theme of the god, hero, or holy individual who
travels among men seeking hospitality extends beyond the Greco-Roman world; for
cross-cultural examples, see S. Thompson, Motif-Index, vol. v, Q. 1. 1. Among many
Greek and other instances, note H. H. Cer. 93 with Richardson, A. R. 3.68, Ov. Met.
1.163-252, 8.611—724 with Hollis, Genesis 18.1-8, I Kings 17.8.

486 TavToiol TeAéBovTes ‘assuming all sorts of shapes’; the verb is synonymous
with efvan or yiyvesbai, ‘become’.

487 For the phrase, see Plat. Soph. 216b: UBpets Te kai edvopias TédV dvbpdmwv
kafBopdv. UBpwv Te kal evopiny: both terms are limited in scope. The first refers to a
wilful disregard of the rules governing social conduct and particularly to an improper
treatment accorded to others as monitored by the gods; Homeric UBpis is not, as
some suggest, a blanket term for action offensive to divinities, nor one that signals
the over-stepping of the limits that mortals should observe. evouin, used uniquely
here and standing in opposition to UPpis, signifies the exact contrary of the first
term, i.e. ‘just dealing’ and a willingness to observe existing sanctions determining
‘the accepted distribution of privileges, obligations and honours’ (Fisher 1992: 173).
Archil. fr. 177 W echoes the phrase when the fox warns the eagle that its crime in
violating an agreement (involving a relationship of §evia) and devouring the fox’s cubs
will not go unpunished by Zeus, who oversees men’s deeds (ou & épy’ &’ &vBpcoroov
6pais | Aewpyd kai BepioTd, ool B¢ Bnpiwv | UBp1s Te kad Sikn péAer). For a fresh
working of the UBpis / ebvouin opposition, see Solon 4.32—4 W; note too A. R. 3.68,
also in the context of the theoxeny motif, with its close echo of the Homeric phrasing
(ebvouins Teipwuévni). The suitors unconsciously provide a wholly accurate descrip-
tion of their own behaviour.

488 tumaleTo: g sing. imperf. from éuragopan (4 gen., so uUbwv), ‘care about,
pay heed to’.
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489—91 Telemachus’ conduct, as he represses his emotions and contents himself
with plotting revenge, mirrors that of his father (see Introduction pp. 29—30 for the
youth’s growing likeness to his father). The parallelism is made more emphatic by
the reuse of line 465 at 491; cf. 4gon. Telemachus will respond more forcefully to the
second assault on Od.; see 18.405—9n.

489 &e€e: unaugmented imperf. of &€w (Att. al€w, aUEavw), ‘let grow, let swell’.

490 PAnuévou...PdAev: by applying to Telemachus’ tears the same verb that
describes the attack on Od., the poet draws attention to the bond of sympathy between
father and son, a connection that the p-alliteration might intensify. Forms of B&AAw
are equally prominent in the surrounding passages (so 483, 494n).

492—588

The scene shifts from the public to the private space as P, having followed the rumpus
in the hall, instructs Eurynome to summon Eumaeus so as to arrange an interview
with the stranger. Eumaeus’ description of his former guest seems to strengthen
P’s desire for a meeting (as the swineherd intends), and she wishes instantly to
question the vagabond. Od. proposes deferring the interview until after sundown
and the departure of the suitors. The episode involves P’s initial step towards her first
interview with Od. in book 19g; typical of the poet’s skill in building towards climactic
events is the retardation of that critical moment; a whole book will intervene before
the proposal made here is realized.

492—-3 fikouoe. .. PAnuévou &v peyd&pawi: P’s apparent ability to hear (and see;
S0 504, 511) exactly what occurred in the uéyapov has long been a puzzle, and raises
several questions about the architecture of Od.’s palace: what is the exact location
of the chamber P. occupies here relative to the banqueting hall, and is this room
one and the same as her upstairs bedroom (as 18.206 suggests)? In order for P. to
apprehend Antinous’ assault, she must be within proximity and sight of the hall; an
upstairs chamber would not allow her to perceive what the beggar ‘looks like’ (511)
or to know that Antinous’ blow was to his right shoulder (504). Quite plausibly H.
locates P. in different rooms on different occasions, an upstairs Utrep@diov (49) and
a downstairs 6&Aapos, but the conventions of oral composition do not require strict
consistency in matters of architectural design, nor would audiences expect it. The
poet also has licence to give his characters the knowledge that his external audience
possesses where the plot requires it (‘transference’). For additional discussion, see 513n,
Lorimer 1950: chap. 5, Monro App. 5, 4937, Gray 1955. uet'. . . Spwifjiow: pet& +
dat. = ‘among’, a mainly epic usage; see 505 and 18.225.

494 PBdMor kKAuTéToE0s ATTOAAWY: P’s wish foreshadows the eventual outcome of
the ongoing struggle. The already critical term B&AAw, now redirected away from Od.
and towards the victim whom P. names, anticipates Antinous’ death from a bowshot,
an exact quid pro quo (see 462n). Although Od. will play the role assigned to the
god here (as suits the hero’s role as ‘junior partner’ to the divine; see Introduction
p- 19), the appeal to Apollo coincides with the poem’s increasing focus on that divinity
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in the closing books (see 19.86, 20.156, 278, 21.258—9, 267-8, 22.7). Apollo is doubly
apposite. As archer god (e.g., I 1.37, 45—52; see too Burkert 1985: 145-6) he is obviously
pertinent to the contest; and the battle in the hall seems to occur on the occasion of
a springtime festival in Apollo’s honour. Austin 1975: 244—6 argues persuasively that
the feast day mentioned at 20.156, 278, 22.258—9, and 2678 celebrates the god in his
capacity as Noumenios (‘of the new moon’), an identification already made by the
scholia.

495 EUpuvéun Tapin: Eurynome is not strictly speaking the ‘housekeeper’, since
that presupposes a single individual in this position of authority, and she shares the
designation with Eurycleia. For her role and characterization, see 18.170-6n.

496 ¢l yap: H. regularly uses the connective to introduce a wish in dialogue ‘that
something stated or wished by the previous speaker may come true or might have
come true’ (Denniston, GP 92); cf. 8.339, 15.536. A word or gesture that serves to
approve and/or reiterate an initial wish or prayer may also be necessary to ‘seal’ or
guarantee the efficacy of the petition; see 545n.

497 TouTwv: the suitors. éU8povov Hé: H. reserves the epithet for Dawn; he
more commonly styles the goddess xpuogdBpovos. Some modern discussions derive
the second element in the compound from 8pdva, ‘flowers’, the likely meaning of the
noun at fl. 22.441 (and reused in that sense by Hellenistic poets), but ‘throne’ was
probably the primary significance for H. and his audience; for a possible play on the
two meanings, see Sappho ft. 1.1, TTo1KIAG8pov’, of Aphrodite; see further Risch 1981:
354-62.

499 uai’ an affectionate form of address for old women, used regularly by Od.
and the other members of his family for Eurycleia; cf. H. H. Cer. 147, S. fr. 959, Eur. Al.
393 (on which Dale comments that the term ‘probably belongs to nursery language’).

501—4 From the moment of apprehending the blow received by the beggar,
P’s ‘attention is riveted on the stranger’ (§eivos Tis SUoTnvos; Austin 1975: 206).
Aristarchus, observing that here the poet showed P. knowing something she could not
know, viewed the lines with suspicion (Z in the MSS H. and Vind. on 504).

503—4 H. frequently uses this type of construction, ‘all the others, but x
(alone). .., to draw attention to the activity of one among a group; cf. 16.393-8,
20.109—10.

507 ol: reflexive pronoun.

508 &1 EJuacue: some MSS offer 87 in place of the honorific epithet, as in every
other instance of the expression in the poem. &vwy61: 2 sing. perf. imper. from &vwya
‘to order’.

509 wpoowTUSopal ‘I may greet warmly’, with double acc. of the person addressed
and the thing said.

5Ix 18ev dgpbahpoiot: for the particular value of an eye-witness account, the
privileged item in the ascending scale here, see 44n. ToAumA&ykTw! y&p Eoike: P.
unwittingly (or, according to some readers, acting on a subconscious or intuitive sense
of the ‘beggar’s’ true identity, see Introduction pp. 26—8), gives the stranger an epithet
particularly appropriate to her husband (see 1.1-2); cf. 20.195 for the identical ‘slip’



COMMENTARY: 17.513-515 143

on Philoetius’ part. Characters sympathetic to Od. regularly, if unknowingly, observe
similarities between the appearance and condition of the beggar and that of the
seemingly absent hero (whom Athena’s magic has aged, but not entirely transfigured;
see Hélscher 1939: 77—9 for the distinction), while those hostile to him remain blind
to the correspondences. For the most striking instances, see 19.358-60, 363-81; Od.
promotes the identification; cf. 563 with n. For the concentration of TToAu— epithets
(e.g- TOAUPNTIS, TOAUQpwV, TToAUpuTiXavos) around the figure of Od., see 28on; for
Od.’s use of these epithets at moments of subtle self-revelation, see 18.319n, 19.118.

513 olwmfoeav: the suitors are ‘deaf’ to Od. as well as blind; the audi-
ence was silent during the hero’s exercise of his bard-like powers of enchantment
(evoked in the next line, with note) over the Phaeacians (oi & &pa Tw&vTes ¢yévovTo
o1, | kKNANBu & EoxovTo, 11.333—4). The detail could also go some way to
resolving the problem of P’s location (see 492—3n); the unruly suitors are raising such
a din that it penetrates the further reaches of the house.

514 OéAyorto: those treated to skilled performances of song, storytelling and seduc-
tive speech in the poem are frequently ‘enchanted’; 8éAyw and 8éAyoucu regularly
refer to a performer/speaker’s powers and to an audience’s corresponding ‘rapture’
(e.g, 1.57, 3.264, 12.44, this of the Sirens’ song). The verbs’ application to the impact
of words and music distinguishes the Od. from the /l. and is indicative of the poem’s
preoccupation with its own medium (see Introduction p. 21); in the /., the terms are
used only of changes that occur in an individual as a result of divine interventions
(cf. the Od.’s analogous use of 8éAyw for Circe’s magical transformations, 10.213, 291,
318, 326). Eumacus’ remark prepares the way for the comparison of Od. to an &o1865
at 518—21n. The overlap between the bewitchment caused by speech/song and that
brought about by &pws (the latter so patent at 18.212n; cf. 519—20n) gives the phrase
a second level of meaning. Od.’s capacity to ‘enchant’ P. depends not only on the
seductive powers of the stories that he will tell her, but also on the love between
husband and wife.

515-17 Eumaeus’ reference to the three days and nights that the stranger spent
in his hut must be accommodated within the chronology of Od.’s return. According
to the calendars that readers have constructed, Od. would have arrived at Eumaeus’
steading on the 35th day since Athena’s visit to Telemachus initiated the poem’s action,
bringing us to the 3gth day for the present episode. kakéTnTa. . . fjv &yopeUwv: fol-
lowing immediately after his mention of the duration of Od.’s stay, Eumaeus’ remark
belongs together with several other characters’ comments on the extent of time
required for Od. to recount his outsized trials and sufferings (cf. 9.14-15, 11.375-6,
14.196-8, 15.399—400). Insofar as the Od. announces itself the story of its hero’s GAyex
(1.4), the poet’s subject matter coincides with that of his protagonist’s stories (see next
note); perhaps at these moments H. also glances towards (and justifies) the commen-
surately grandiose temporal requirements of his composition. The connection made
here between storytelling and suffering is typical of the Od.; the tales narrated by
both Od. and other characters predominantly concern the trouble-filled experiences

of the teller (see Mackie 1997: 84—5).
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518—21 The equation of Od. with an &0186s appears several times: Alcinous first
sounds the motifat 11.368; Eumaeus promotes the identification at 14.387 (see Louden
1997 for the parallels between these two self-styled ‘audiences’). The comparison finds
its most extended (and sinister) expression in the simile accompanying the stringing
and testing of the bow at 21.406—11: Od. plucks the bowstring like a musician tuning
a lyre.

The repeated uses of the conceit invite us to see the storytelling hero as a double
for the poet/rhapsode currently singing the song and seemingly equate the internal
listeners to the protagonist’s tales with the external audiences at performances of
the Od. But the fact that the hero is only ke the singer (as the use of similes makes
clear) preserves the distinction between the two: in epic’s own account, there are
critical differences between bardic performances and storytellers’ narratives within
the poems. First, bards, by virtue of the Muses’ patronage, have knowledge of events
on Olympus and need no external authorization for their tales beyond that which
the goddesses supply; other characters who tell stories, by contrast, describe their
narratives as based on first-hand experience or cite oral tradition — the stories other
people tell — as the source of what they recount (see 12.389—g0, where Od. explains
how he knew about Helios’ complaint to Zeus). Second, the songs of the &o186g
are unmotivated insofar as they neither respond to requests for information nor
seek to manipulate their audiences for personal ends. Instead their chief purpose is to
delight and entertain, while also preserving the memory of past events. The narratives
‘lay’ storytellers devise are goal-oriented: Helen treats her hearers to a piece of self-
exculpation (4. 240-64), Od. fashions a story for the disguised Athena designed to
warn her against laying hands on his goods (13.256—-86), and his aivos to Eumaeus
aims to get a cloak from his host (14.462—506). These distinctions require listeners
to evaluate and respond to the songs or stories differently: the bard’s audience may
succumb without danger to the charm of the performance (the Sirens’ virtuoso recitals
notoriously excepted) without worrying about its truth content; other characters’
stories require consideration of their tellers’ motives and attention to their veracity.
More minute differences in narrative technique, formulas and word placement also
keep the professional and layman apart. See further Scodel 1998a, Beck 2005b.

Complicating the comparison between Od. and bard, and going some way to
effacing the separation described above, is Eumaeus’ acknowledgment of the beggar’s
ability to enchant. Since H. frequently uses 8éA\yw and 8éAyoua for the impact of
deliberate deceptions or seductions as well as applying the second term to responses
to performances of song by professional singers (see 514n), Eumaeus’ complimentary
account locates Od. mid-way between a character-narrator and an &o186s while
assimilating ‘positive’ bardlike powers of enchantment and the potentially harmful
charm of the duplicitous raconteur (see Pratt 1993: 81). At 519, Eumaeus will reveal
that he has been beguiled by Od.’s skills, having accepted much of his mendacious
narrative.

518 moTiSépkeTan ‘looks upon’. The verb suggests a visual as well as aural compo-
nent to the enchantment produced by poetry, as though the singer’s demeanour and
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perhaps movements were also part of the ‘spell-binding’ nature of his performance.
8¢ Te: the particle is common in comparisons; see Chantraine, GH 11 240-1.

519—20 &efdni: a subjunctive in place of the indicative that H. more normally
introduces in relative clauses following comparisons; see Ruijgh 1g71: 326 and the
less well attested v.. &eiSer. The first syllable is long, a form found only here in
H. but used frequently in the context of invocations in the Hymns (12.1, 17.1. 27.1,
32.1; see too llias Parva 1 and Theogn. 4); Hellenistic poets more regularly use the
lengthened first syllable; e.g. Theoc. Id. 7.41, 16.3. Call. frr. 26.8, 75.5, A. R. 4.1399;
see further Hoekstra 1965: 121, Wyatt 1969: 182. 8e8adds: from *8é&w (cf. H. H. Merc.
510); B18&oww is the causative form (‘I cause to learn’). H. regularly describes the
art of singing, as well as skills such as craftsmanship and navigation, as having been
‘taught’ by the gods (so 8.488 for song); the 8edv of 518 would refer to the Muses
and Apollo (cf. 8.63-4, 488, Il. 13.730-1, H. H. Ap. 518-19). The terms used here,
Inepdevta and &poTov pepdaoty, confirm the erotic element already hinted at in
514. The adj. may be related to Sanskrit wchdti, ‘desire’; the adv. &poTov ‘eagerly’,
‘incessantly’, ‘vehemently’ is of uncertain etymology and confined to epic and the
Hellenistic poets. The /1. also frequently combines it with some part of pepacss; there
it refers to a passionate desire.

522 A §evia-relation between Od. and the ‘beggar’ did not figure in the tale that
Od. told Eumaeus, where the ‘beggar’ merely heard about Od. while in Thesprotia
(14.321). See 419—44n for such inconsistencies. But Eumaeus has good reason to
introduce the fresh element: eager to promote his visitor’s cause, he exaggerates the
bond between his guest and Od. the better to engage P’s sympathies. In a striking
case of one storyteller redeploying a motif initially introduced by another narrator,
who was re-telling the tale that he heard from that first individual, Od. will preserve
and amplify the detail when he fashions a fresh version of events for P. at 19.185—98.

523 Kpfitm: Crete and Thesprotia (526) bulk large in the lying tales fabricated
by Od., which imagine the hero visiting both sites. The ‘beggar’ repeatedly styles
himself a Cretan (13.256, 14.199, 19.172 81, the last with detailed information about
the island) and constructs complex links with the Cretan hero Idomeneus and his
family; the mendacious Aetolian whose visit Eumaeus describes also reports that Od.
was in Crete (14.382—3). Thesprotia, part of Epirus in north-west Greece, figures at
14.315—30 and again at 19.271—90 (see previous note), where, in his interview with P,
the speaker claims that Od. is in Thesprotia, collecting treasure prior to his return
home, information he learnt from the king. Non-canonical versions of Od.’s wander-
ings also give the sites prominence in the hero’s itineraries. Dictys of Crete, probably
writing in the first or second century ap, has Od. taking refuge in Crete and telling
the tale of his wanderings to Idomeneus there (6.5); see further Haft 1984, Reece
1994. Thesprotia is also the site of a post-Odyssean journey made by Od. in the lost
Cyclic poem Telegony, in which the hero marries Callidice, queen of the Thespro-
tians. For the poet’s reasons for glancing towards elements perhaps already familiar
to contemporary audiences from different versions of his story, see Introduction
pp- 7-8. Mivwos: for other mentions of the legendary Cretan king, see 11.568-71
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(Minos as judge in the underworld, perhaps a later addition), 11.321—3 (the Ariadne
story, also considered an interpolation by some) and 19.178-80 (where Od. claims
descent from the king); see too /. 13.499-54 and 14.321—2. Additional references in
Hes. Th. 9479, fr. 144 M-W) suggest that the poetic tradition preserved some dim
memory of Minoan Crete and the rulers of Knossos. In later sources, Minos appears
chiefly within the Theseus legend (e.g. Bacch. 17), as the first thalassocrat, and as
judge in Hades (Pl. Gorg. 523a—7a).

525 TwpomwpokvAivBopevos lit. ‘having been rolled on and on’ i.e. ‘driven about’.
The reduplicated prefix of the compound imitates the action described. The expres-
sion occurs only here and at /. 22.221 (of Apollo ‘grovelling’ in front of Zeus). oTeUran:
an exclusively epic verb (x 6 I/, x 2 Od.; absent from Hesiod and the Hymns), regu-
larly found with the inf. and used of an individual declaring, promising or threatening
something in an insistent and assertive manner. At 11.584 (of Tantalus straining to
drink) it must carry a different meaning.

526—7 &yyoU...LwoU: in both instances, enjambment allows the speaker to
withhold the critical detail so as to place it in emphatic v-initial position. Od. virtually
echoes the lines at 19.271—2.

529 The sequence of rapid dactyls may reflect P’s eagerness for the interview.

530 tyradadwv ‘let them amuse themselves’. The simple form of the verb appears
in H. only here and at 21.429; compound forms occur at 19.331, 370, 372. Ancient
commentators dispute the term’s etymology and meaning (in addition to the Homeric
scholia, see Z A. R. 1.459, Pearson on S. fr. 3), variously deriving it from #mwos and
tyia. Both ‘talk’ and ‘play’ are possible in the present context, which may be the
source of the later controversy.

532 &xfipata ‘untouched’, from knpaivew, ‘harm, destroy’.

533 T& utv olxijes EBovatv: the transmitted 1" before olkfjes is unnecessary since
the scansion of pév observes the digamma with which the noun originally began.
The oikfjes, as their name’s derivation from olkos suggests, are workers attached
to the household. On several occasions (14.4 and 63) they have the clearly servile
status evident in later sources’ uses of the term; elsewhere they may be no more than
inmates/dependents of the house (Thalmann 1998: 65 suggests that Homeric usage
registers the transition from the generalized to the more particular meaning). Here
the inhabitants of the suitors’ homes commit the same transgression as their masters
and social superiors, as though taking their cue from those who should observe higher
standards of conduct.

534—9 = 2.55-59. P. echoes Telemachus’ words of complaint during the meeting
in the agora.

534 ¢ls fuérepov sc. Bdpa. Most MSS give els fjuetépou; see 2.55 with S. West
and 7.301, where Aristarchus prefers the gen., for the same v.l. The gen. may be due
to the false analogy with phrases such as & woTpés.

535-6 See 180—1n for the suitors’ performance of sacrifices.

536 alfomra olvov ‘sparkling wine’, a formula (Od. x 12, Il. x g) most frequently
found at line end. Here, as regularly in H., hiatus reflects the digamma with which
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olvos began (cf. Lat. ztnum). In a characteristic disregard for ritual protocol, the suitors
drink without performing the preliminary libations that accompany the act elsewhere;
the formula that describes the correct sequence, arr&p Erel omeicdv e iov (3.342,
395, 7.184, 228, 18.427, 21.273), indicates the tight conjunction of ‘making libations’
and ‘drinking’; see further Said 1979: 33-6 and 18.427n.

537 T& &t woMA& katévetan ‘these things are chiefly wasted’. The T& is demon-
strative, the ToAA& adverbial. En’ = EmweoT as the accent indicates.

538 olos. . . &ubven ‘such as Odysseus was, to ward ofl harm from the household’,
a phrase which anticipates the role that Od. will shortly assume; see also 539—40. &pfjv,
‘harm’, a term independent of &pfj (long &) ‘prayer’ or ‘curse’ and perhaps already
confused with the god Apns at I/. 5.31 (see Wyatt 1969: 88). The word, of uncertain
formation and origin (see Chantraine, DE s.v. for conjectures) survives in H. only in
two formulas, &priv + forms of &uivw and &piis &AxTiipa.

539—40 &mwoTloeTan: either a non-thematic aor. subj. middle or a fut. ind. (see
Chantraine, GH 11 225 for other examples of the same two possibilities); the meaning
remains unchanged. In conditions in H., an opt. in the protasis may be followed by
a subj. or future with e; cf. Il. 11.386, 10.222-3, Monro, HD 311 (assuming a subj. at
540) and Goodwin, MT 499. Plas: ‘force’ is linked with the suitors’ chief moral failing,
UBpis, on a number of occasions (see 565n), and regularly describes the ensemble of
activities for which Od. will exact retribution (&woTioeTan, 3.216, 11.118, 16.255). For
this combination of violence and revenge, see Irwin 2005: 223, with the observation
that the poem does not apply Bin to Od.’s actions towards the suitors. P’s phrasing
sounds a variation on the regular formula that links the hero’s véaTos with his act
of retribution, &mwoTice—Tan/—cn EABcv (3.216, 5.24, 11.118, 16.255, 24.480; see Irwin
2005: 302-3). The mention of Telemachus’ participation points towards his role in
the final battle.

541 TnAéuayos 5t péy’ Ertapev: the only sneeze in epic; for an exhaustive list of
sneezes in other ancient sources, see Lateiner 2005: gg-101. Because of the sponta-
neous and involuntary nature of sneezing, the ancients invested the act with prophetic
power, believing it an omen generally of good fortune, but sometimes of ill (e.g, Arist.
Prob. g62b1g, Plut. Mor. 581b). Because a sneeze originated in the head, later sources
viewed it as an indication that the sneezer’s thought would be fulfilled; it was also
treated as evidence of demonic possession since spirits might enter through bodily
orifices. Cf. Hdt. 6.107.3, Ar. Av. 720, Xen. Anab. 3.2.8—9. Theoc. Id. 7.96, Catull.
45.8-9, 17-18, Propert. 2.3.24, Petron. Sat. 98.4; for a play on the prophetic sneeze,
here preceded by a less decorous form of bodily emission, see H. H. Merc. 297. In
this instance, Telemachus’ sneeze is handled in precisely the manner used by H. for
other kinds of omens, whether a chance speech (a kAn&cv, see 18.117n) or thunder-
clap (21.413-5; cf. 20.100, 105, 120). As with these seemingly random phenomena, the
sneeze predicts the fulfilment of a wish. This scene also includes the three elements
common to the apprehension of prophetic signs: the portent, the onlooker’s per-
ception of and reaction to that portent, a gloss on its meaning by an onlooker (see
de Jong 2001 on 2.143-207).
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542 opepdaiéov kovéPnoe ‘rang terribly’; the formula is coined for warfare (e.g,,
1. 2.466, 15.648, 16.277, 21.593; note too Hes. Th. 840, H. H. Merc. 420, H. H. 28.11).
Monro seems right in seeing its application to Telemachus’ sneeze as mock-heroic.
The adverb regularly appears in v-initial position, often of a noise (8.305, 24.537).
yéhaooe 5t lTnveAémeia: again, P. is either credited with preternaturally acute hearing
(although the poet notes the tremendous resonance of the sneeze) or must be in a
chamber within earshot of the banqueting hall; see 492—3n. This is the first of P’s two
laughs (see 18.163n for the second; for the very different nature of the suitors’ laughter,
see 18.35n). The response suggests both her confidence that the coming interview will
confirm the hopes that she has formulated and, more broadly, her emergence from
a protracted state of mourning; grief for her husband has effectively placed P. in a
death-like condition which she begins to quit in the face of repeated predictions of
his return. Cf. H. H. Cer. 204, with Richardson’s discussion of laughter as a folkloric
symbol of rebirth or of the dead’s return to life (217), and Austin 1975: 206—7. For
the tension between P’s optimistic reaction here and her conduct in books 18-23, see
Introduction p. 27.

544-50 P’s speech ‘caps’ the omen, alerting the divine force inspiring the sneeze
to the nature of the wish to be fulfilled; verbally accepting the portent, according to
Greek thought, guarantees its realization in the sense desired by the speaker. P. also
suggestively couples together two seemingly independent themes: the vengeance on
the suitors that is dependent on her husband’s return and the reception that she will
give the beggar.

544-88 From here almost until the book’s close, the poet focuses on arrange-
ments for the coming interview. The protracted negotiations concerning the timing,
circumstances and location of the colloquy mark its importance.

545 tmwémwrape w&or Eweoo ‘sneezed for/at all my words’. It may be indica-
tive of P’s mental acuity that she, like Helen in book 15.172-8, is able to decipher
the meaning of the sign; more crucially, her discernment proves one among the
traits she shares with Od., who also shows himself a master in interpreting seem-
ingly random events and remarks that portend his future triumph (18.112-17nn,
20.102-21). P’s rapid apprehension of the significance of Telemachus’ sneeze is also
critical for the realization of the omen; the witnesses’ active participation in and
corroboration of cledonic phenomena help bring about the desired result {Lateiner
2005: 94-5).

546 &Terfis ‘unaccomplished’; the term appears uniquely here in H.

549 vnuepTéx vt dvérovra: the verb &v(v)étrw carries particular significance in
H., regularly used of ‘an authoritative speech-act, initiated by a request for informa-
tion, which is then recounted at length’ (Martin 1989: 238). In the Od., the verb, which
opens the poem (1.1), frequently appears in the context of narratives that describe
first-hand, autobiographical experiences {e.g. 9.37, 23.301).

550 YAdivév Te Y1T@dv& Te: the phrase occurs x 15 in the Od. in the context of
promises or actual bestowals of clothing (5.229, 10.542, 14.132, 154, 320, 341, 396, 516,
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15.338, 368, 16.79, 17.557, 21.339, 22.487) and belongs to the ‘clothing motif’ (see 24n).
Garments not only form part of the conventions of hospitality and serve as guest-
gifts at the various sites visited by Od. and Telemachus (see 8.425, 13.10, 15.123—30,
cf. 24. 276—7) but, more fundamentally, they mark Od.’s passage from a state of beast-
like nudity when he first appears in Scheria to a restored humanity. See too 18.41,
361nn. Also visible here is a second Odyssean concern, the problematic connection
between storytelling, veracity and remuneration. P.’s promise of a tunic and mantle in
return for an entirely truthful narrative recalls Eumaeus’ remark in the context of his
description of other vagrants who had visited P. and who recounted fictitious tales in
the hope of reward: ‘and you too, old man, would change your tale if someone gave
you a cloak and mantle’ (14.131—2). However, on that occasion the ‘beggar’ deferred
bestowal of the clothing until the fulfilment of the promise that he made to Eumaeus,
that Od. would shortly be home (152-5); in the bargain proposed there, the payment
that the storyteller exacts depends exclusively on the truth value of his words; see
further von Reden 1995b.

553 §eive wérep: the expression is used uniquely in addresses to Od.; see 18.122.

554—5 HeTaAAfioal. . .ké\etat ‘her heart bids her inquire something’. ep: con-
cessive, as at 570. emraBuini: the dative should be construed with Bupds. . . kéAeTan.

557 Eooe: 3 sing. fut. of &vwum, ‘clothe’.

558—9 Eumaeus attaches a two-line coda to his otherwise verbatim account of P’s
words (see 345—7n for the conventions of oratio obliqua reports in H.). Such additions
or, on occasion, alterations to the original statement are not uncommon in the Od.;
whereas messengers in the /. usually reproduce in unchanged fashion, or with only
very minor departures, the instructions they transmit (Od.’s omission of the ending of
Ag’s speech in his report to Achilles at I/. g notoriously excepted), in the Od. the issuer
of the directive and messengers regularly diverge. The swineherd quite naturally
imagines the ‘beggar’s’ resumption of his habitual circuit and activity whereas P,
whether acting on some internal prompt or merely following H.’s plot design, has
projected nothing beyond the bestowal of the clothes that she promises (because, in
effect, Od. will remain with her).

563 &vebéyped: &vadéyopa in its metaphorical sense, ‘undergo’. Here the ‘beggar’
explicitly equates the ‘misery’ he has endured with the suffering of Od., who has
frequently ascribed just such &igUs to himself (e.g. 7.211-12, 11.167; cf. 23.307).

564 UTobeldr ‘I am a little afraid’; perf. with present sense.

565 = 15.329. Here H. pointedly varies the standard formulation whereby the
kAéos of an individual or thing reaches the sky (8.74, 9.20, 19.108, II. 8.192). o151 peov
oUpavév: the sky is called ‘iron’ only here and in the identical line at 15.329. A
development from the more common epic ‘bronze sky’ (II. 5.504, 17.425; cf. Od. 3.2),
and an indicator of the use of iron in the Homeric age, the adj. may refer to the
sky’s colour or stability; however, following the Hesiodic scheme of the Ages of Man,
where the defining characteristics of the age of iron are UBpis and Bin, the epithet
may have thematic significance.
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567 &BUvnioiv EBcokev: for the expression, see 1. 5.397; cf. Pl. Phaedr. 254e.

568 &mwhpkeoev ‘did [not] give protection from’.

569—70 Even after the extended relay of messages, the interview is further post-
poned. Od.’s deferral of the meeting recapitulates a motif at the book’s start, where
Telemachus more harshly rebuffed his mother’s first request for news. Once again P.
must wait.

571 ‘then let her ask me about her husband, as to the day of his homecoming’;
véoTipov fiuap is an internal accusative.

572-3 Twapal wupl: together with the threshold (339n), the fire and the hearth
that it occupies are privileged locations in the poem, reserved exclusively for Od. and
his hosts (e.g. 6.52, 05, 7.153—4, 160, 19.55, 389, 506, 23.71, 80; see further Katz 1g91:
137). It is also a site particularly associated with a woman’s activity as mistress of her
household, and so provides a fitting spot for P’s projected meeting (cf. Od.’s interview
with Arete at 6.305). In this instance the motif coheres with the clothing theme as the
poet reminds us of the cold outdoors; for the wintertime setting, see 23-5n. The book
that begins with Od.’s desire to wait for the sun’s warmth before venturing out nears
its close by anticipating his accommodation at the domestic fire.

574—5 Eumaeus’ second trip to P’s chamber. The use of the go-between empha-
sizes the physical separation between husband and wife even as they become increas-
ingly mentally and emotionally attuned to one another.

575 P’saddressto Eumacus even before he has fully crossed the threshold indicates
her eagerness for the interview.

577 talorov ‘excessively, beyond measure’, adverbial; the expression is derived
from aloq, ‘destiny’ and forms the opposite of afo1pos, ‘in accordance with ofod. P.
unwittingly reveals a confidence in the beggar — for whom it is ‘destiny’ to overwhelm
the suitors — which contrasts with the seemingly more realistic appraisal of his situation
offered by Eumaeus at 580. &\Aws ‘for another reason’.

578 xaxds 8 alboios &AfyTns ‘a wanderer who is shame-faced is in a bad way’.
Typically sententiae occur at the end of speeches (see 246n). For the probably proverbial
view that the deference and restraint that a poor man or beggar might naturally feel
are detrimental to his cause, see 347n and Theogn. 177-8. Hesiod’s more extended
use of the yveoun at WD 317-19 explores the seeming paradox that ad8cs, normally
the mark of an ethically upright individual, can be undesirable: ‘it is not a good aicds
that attends a man in need, aidcds, which greatly harms or profits men, aidds, I say,
leads to poverty but boldness to wealth’. Od. 7.51-2 also recommends boldness as
the most advantageous course an individual, here the destitute Od. newly arrived in
Scheria, can follow.

580 kaT& poipav: the expression regularly appears in H. with verbs of speaking
(uniquely here with puBeiton; cf. 18.170 for the much more frequent res); it describes
utterances deemed appropriate and that conform to common standards of propriety.
When applied to other activities, e.g. dividing up a sacrificial victim, equipping a
ship, or milking sheep, the phrase indicates the sequential and orderly performance
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of a task (‘in order’; cf. the cognate terms peipopan and pépos with Chantraine, DE);
this was probably the formula’s original meaning (see Finkelberg 1987: 137-8).

583 «xal 8¢ the juxtaposition of the two particles without intervening terms is
unique to H., ‘the former particle denoting that something is added, the latter that
what is added is distinct from what precedes’ (Denniston, GP 199).

584 olnv: emphatically positioned here. Respectable women never do appear
‘alone’ and unaccompanied by maidservants before men who are not members
of their family (for Nausicaa’s violation of the code see 6.139, where the term also
appears at line beginning; see too 18.182n and Nagler 1974: 64-72). Eumaeus’ caution
is warranted in the light of the treachery of P’s maids.

586 oUx &ppwv. . . dferau: cf. Nausicaa’s remark at 6.187 after Od.’s first speech,
oUT &ppovi pwTl Eorkas; the adj. refers not just to intellectual qualities, but to knowl-
edge of how to behave. &ppwv belongs among the terms that are all but exclusive to
speeches in H. (the one exception is /l. 4.104; see Griffin 1986: 38). In his own narra-
tive, H. uses vocabulary expressing such judgments or appraisals more sparingly. &s
Tep &v eln ‘however it may be’.

587-8 ‘for never yet of mortal mankind have there been men who have devised
such outrageous deeds in their violence’. UBpifovTes &rdofada punyavdwvTa is
formulaic (x 4 Od., x 1 Il). P’s phrase combines two terms reserved for emphatic
condemnations of violations of the rules and regulations governing social conduct (see
487n) and for descriptions of actions that involve morally reprehensible wantonness
and aggression. The terms are joined at 3.207, where Telemachus details the suitors’
offences, and, by Od., at 20.170. Not surprisingly, both UBpis and &réofoda occur
much more frequently in the Od. than /I. (UBpis x 5in Il., x 26 in Od.; &r&oBcra and
its cognates X 5 in the /I, x 26 in Od.). The deeds that the Od. qualifies as &réofaRia
are of a particularly heinous nature, including Od.’s crew’s eating of the cattle of
Helios (1.7) and Aegisthus’ seduction of Clytemnestra (1.34). &raofBaia indicates
not just outrageous and abusive conduct, but the reckless culpability and disregard
for correct social and ritual protocols that leads an individual to his own perdition.
The Il. combines UBp1s and &r&oBoda on an occasion where a speaker describes
the deliberate infliction of dishonour, perhaps with violence (11.694-5). For detailed
discussion, see Fisher 1992: 151-84, Introduction p. 18.

589606

The book concludes with a brief exchange between Eumaeus and Telemachus before
the swineherd’s departure for his home with orders to return the next morning, a
preparation for action still to come. The suitors continue carousing.

590 Sieméppade: an epic reduplicated aor. form of ppéleo.

591-601 The closing dialogue between Eumaeus and Telemachus succinctly
characterizes the individuals and demonstrates their relations. Typical of Eumaeus
is his care for his masters’ possessions, his paternal solicitude for Telemachus, and
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his hostility towards the suitors. Telemachus’ use of &TTa at 599 (see 6n) signals his
reciprocal affection.

593 ovas kal kelva: keiva may be equivalent to T& keibi, describing everything
that Eumaeus’ farm comprises as opposed to the urban environment; the rural
space contrasts with the subsequent é&v8&8¢ (594). However, the combination of keiva
with oUas remains curious, lacking the parallelism such phrases normally observe
(contrast 18.105, kUvas Te oUas); the variant kUvas achieves that correspondence, but
is unmetrical.

595 0Gw: an imperative of disputed derivation and form. At 13.230, c&w appears
in the MSS without the variant oc&ou recorded here, but MSS for later authors
sometimes use one form, and sometimes the other, and both may be authentic. See
further A-H-S on H. H. 13.3, Schwyzer 193953 1 728 n. 2 and Chantraine, GH 1
307.

599 EooeTan oUTws: Telemachus uses the same polite turn of phrase to Eumaeus
at 16.31; for later examples of the expression, originally used solemnly to affirm that
a wish or promise would be fulfilled, see Fraenkel 1962: 77-89. deieAifioas ‘having
had supper’. The verb is clearly derived from BeiAn, Seiedos, referring to the late
afternoon, near sunset (see 606n), but its meaning has been a source of controversy
since antiquity. Aristarchus took the view that there were only three meals in H.,
breakfast (&pi1oTov), lunch (Sefrvov) and dinner (56pTrov), inclining some ancient and
modern readers to give the phrase here the meaning ‘having spent the afternoon’.
But the action that immediately follows (Eumaecus eats and drinks) more naturally
suggests that Telemachus instructs him to take a meal that would fall between Seitrvov
and 8épTrov. Cf. the expression at Call. fr. 238.20, 8e1€Aov aiTifoucv, probably with
the meaning ‘ask for an evening meal’. For the ancient debate surrounding the term,
see Athen. 1.11b—f and 5.193a-b.

600 7@Y%ev &' the expression regularly appears at line beginning when it refers
to an action to be performed on the next day (e.g. 19.320, 21.265); the suffix is abl.
(‘at dawn’). iévan and &yew are imperatival. lepfjia kaA&: a metrically convenient
inversion of the more regular word order.

604 Eumacus will not re-enter the city until 20.162, fulfilling Telemachus’ order
at 600. His departure from the house stands in symmetrical relation to the action that
initiated the book, when Telemachus left Eumaeus’ hut for the palace.

605-6 SpynoTul kal &o1dfj1 TépovT: the two activities are combined at line end
at 8.253. For the pleasure derived from song, see 18.305-6n.

606 Bceledov fjuap: late afternoon, rather than evening (cf. Theoc. Id. 25.86); the
next temporal indicator will be at 18.306 (uéAas Eaepos). On eight other occasions
in the poem (books 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 16, 18, 19), the close of day coincides with what is
conventionally regarded as the book’s end (see 1n). In this instance (as in books 2,
3, 5, 16), the detail complements the sunrise that opened the book and seemingly
concludes what is going to be the suitors’ last complete day. However, the action does
not end here and the suitors’ pastime leads into the subsequent episode, featuring the
‘entertainment’ (see 18.37) that the advent of Irus will provide.
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Book 18

By the end of book 17, Od. is reinstalled within his house, a site he does not leave
until after his reunion with P. in book 23. Like the preceding book, book 18 vividly
depicts the abusive treatment that the disguised hero receives at the hands of the
suitors and two more of their underlings, the stooge Irus and the treacherous maid
Melantho. While the private interview between Od. and P. projected at the end of
book 17 is further postponed, this book stages a public encounter between husband
and wife, allowing Od. his first glimpse of the queen and an opportunity to gauge
her state of mind. P’s decision to appear before the suitors is also critical in moving
the plot towards its denouement. Her apparent capitulation when she announces her
willingness to remarry forms the necessary prelude to the contest of the bow and
Od.’s reclamation of his wife.

I1—II10

The public beggar Irus, a highly unsympathetic figure, arrives at Od.’s home and,
fearing a rival, insults the disguised hero and attempts to drive him from the house.
Incited by the suitor Antinous, Irus and Od. have a boxing contest. Od. knocks Irus
down with a single blow and drags him out of the hall and into the courtyard.

This episode carries at least four levels of significance, structural, thematic,
social/ideological and generic: (a) In structural terms, the scene looks back to past
episodes and anticipates action still to come. It recalls the pattern of the hero’s quarrel
with Euryalus in Scheria in book 8 (see Introduction p. 16 and Fenik 1974: 166) and
recapitulates several other scenes, Od.’s encounter with the churlish goatherd Melan-
thius in book 17 most immediately, in which individuals from different social strata
verbally and physically abuse the disguised hero (see 17.212—-53nn). Od.’s victory over
Irus also acts as a comic hors d’oeuvre to his more critical triumph in the contest of
the bow and defeat of the suitors (see Introduction p. 16, Levine 1982, de Jong on
1-158 and 50-1, 66-87, 76, 77, 88, ggnn).

(b) Thematically, the quarrel and contest highlight the unmannerly, intemperate,
rash and myopic behaviour characteristic of Od.’s antagonists, whatever their place on
the social ladder. Consistent with representations of the suitors throughout the second
part of the poem, the dispute shows up their blindness in the face of indicators of Od.’s
true identity (see particularly 67—70nn). The hero’s ability to maintain his disguise
while being insulted demonstrates anew his endurance, suppression of emotion and
the self-discipline gained through the course of his adventures (a regular motif through
books 17—21; see 17.235-7, 462—5nn). At the same time the encounter with Irus allows
the poet to remind his audience that Od.’s temporary degradation has not weakened
his innate strength and pride. In this ‘crisis of differentiation’ (see 108—gn), Irus is
made to function much as the scapegoat of myth and ritual, whose expulsion could
restore a fractured social harmony (35n). Driven outside the company of diners,
the mendicant reaffirms his truly marginal status when the episode ends with his
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investment with one of the trappings, the staff, which earlier formed part of the hero’s
beggarly disguise.

(c) For several recent readers, this low-life, burlesque scene supplies insights into
social conditions in eighth-century Greece, giving a glimpse of a figure probably
familiar to the Homeric audience. Irus, the ‘common beggar’ (18.1, see further 6—
7n) belongs to no household as the other base-born individuals in the poem do,
but looks for handouts from the 8fjpos at large. As the swineherd Eumacus has
indicated (17.382—7), the unproductive TTwYos stands in contrast to other public
and ‘extraterritorial’ but valued individuals, the Snuioepyoi, whose specialized skills
were available to those who could command their services. As Eumaeus’ speech also
anticipated, Irus fills the role of &AnTos, the uninvited guest or parasite. Melanthius
has already linked beggars with this unlovely presence in the dining hall when he
calls the TTwyds a ‘lick-plate of the feast’ (17.220n), the one who makes a meal
from the scraps left by the more select company of diners. As Archilochus 124 W
(oUBe pév KAnBeis. .. fiABes ola 81) @ilos, | &AA& ceo yaoThp vdov Te kai Qpévas
Tapfiyayev | els &vouSeinv) and other post-Homeric sources confirm, Irus already
displays many of the traits that would come to be associated with the parasite, the
individual who is permitted (on sufferance) to feast at another man’s table without
providing reciprocal hospitality (cf. Alexis fr. 123 K-A). Greed, quarrelling, fistfights,
an unprepossessing appearance and shamelessness characterize the &AnTos, who
frequently plays the clown before the legitimate diners in return for handouts (see Fehr
1990).

Following this rare snapshot of a figure normally excluded from epic, the treatment
that the beggars, real and apparent, receive also illustrates the poem’s variegated
ideological orientation (see Introduction p. 12). If Od., ragged, cold and hungry,
commands our sympathy, the poet carefully distinguishes the disguised hero from the
genuine mendicant in the dining hall. The unmistakably negative depiction of Irus,
the comic representation of his discomfiture and the suggestion that such men deserve
their poverty because of their idleness and voracity, tell against the view that H. offers
an unequivocally positive account of the dispossessed and seeks to expose the ‘callous
arrogance of the ruling oligarchs who find such hysterical sport in the sufferings of
poor men compelled to fight over food’ (Rose 1992: 111-12). The triumph of the
individual who, the audience knows, has merely assumed his position as déclassé
serves to reaffirm the status quo and to re-establish those aristocratic and hierarchical
values called into question by the suitors’ practice of conduct unbecoming to the elite
(see Thalmann 1998: 104-7).

(d) Finally, in his characterization and role, Irus exhibits many links with another
Homeric figure whose prime function seems to be to mock/abuse and then to be
humiliated, silenced and excluded. Like Thersites in the I/, Irus may be read as a
‘crossover’ character more at home in a possibly contemporary style of satiric and
invective poetry that defines itself in opposition to epic. Both blamer and blamed,
Irus’ depravity, physique, discourse and punishment also anticipate both the personas
adopted by the later Ionian jambographers and the properties they would assign to
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the targets of their mockery; see 17.212, 215, 18.2—3, 5, g—110, 35nn and Introduction
p. 23, with further discussion in Nagy 1979: 228—31, Suter 1993, Thalmann 1988.

1-8 This introductory section offers a brief characterization of Irus; the echoing
terms fjAG¢ (1) and éA8cv (8) mark the beginning and end of the ring composition
typically found in such passages (see 17.292—300n). The appearance of this new
character is unusually abrupt; cf. 24.1 for the sole parallel; like book 17, book 23
ends with a temporal marker, suggesting a break in the action (see further 17.1n). But
Irus’ arrival is not completely unheralded; see Antinous’ comment at 17.376—7 on the
‘wanderers and beggars’ already spoiling the feast.

1 &mi: adverbial (= &mfjAfe). TTayOs TavSfiuios ‘common beggar’. The adj. indi-
cates Irus’ lack of attachment to any particular houschold and capacity to travel
among the different segments of the local community. But for all his marginal sta-
tus, the TTwYs would come surrounded by social, ethical and religious sanctions
that required his proper reception and nourishment. So at 14.57-8, after Eumaeus
declares in the strongest terms (‘it is 9éwis’) his obligation to ‘honour’ and give hos-
pitality to the beggar at his door (Od. in disguise), he remarks that ‘strangers and
beggars are from Zeus’. See further 6—7nn and Hesiod’s reminder that poverty alone
should never be a reason for abuse (VD 717-18). For a thumbnail sketch of the beg-
gar very different from Eumaeus’ and consonant with the vituperative character of
its author, see Melanthius’ remarks on the ‘vexatious’ TTwyds (17.220 and 377nn).
0s: the relative clause explains the adj., serving, as is common in epic style, to gloss
what comes before; cf. 1.300, 2.65-6. For the pronoun in passages of character intro-
duction, see 17.292n. &oTu: at Il. 17.144, the poet seems to differentiate between the
&oTv and TOAs (the former may describe the city proper, its streets, walls and build-
ings, the latter, following its earliest meaning of ‘citadel’ or ‘stronghold’, the true city
heart), but elsewhere the two are synonyms (Od. 6.177-8, 8.524-5). Here the term,
which gives a glimpse of the ‘urban’ character of Ithaca and the social and political
institutions most apparent in 2.1-257, further emphasizes that Irus does not belong
to any particular ofkos.

2—3 The second of three sequential enjambments, a device particularly com-
mon when the new thought begins, as here, at the bucolic diaeresis. TTwyeUeoK:
iterative, ‘whose custom it was to beg’; cf. 6 (kikAnokov), 7 (&wayyéAAeoke). petd &
Empeme. . . Mépev ‘he was distinguished for his ravenous belly, for his incessant eat-
ing and drinking’. peTampéTmw, usually introducing heroic distinction (e.g. II. 2.579,
16.194), here sounds a note of parody in the light of the phrase coming immediately
after; cf. Hippon. fr. 128 W, where grandiose Homeric diction introduces a character
also faulted for his voracious appetite. yaoTépt pdpyni: a unique expression in H.
The stomach has, however, been an important element in the poet’s characteriza-
tion of Od. (see 17.286n) and establishes an initial link between Irus and his fellow
mendicant. For the derogatory implications of the yaoTfp in archaic song, see Hes.
Th. 26; for its role in the Od., see Rose 1992: 108—10, Thalmann 1998: 102, Garvie
at 7.215—21 and below, 44, 53—4nn. The adj., ‘wanton, importunate’, reinforces the
pejorative quality of the belly, and deprives the hunger motif of the pathos that it
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carries elsewhere in the poem; cf. the titular low-life hero of the mock epic Mar-
gites, the comic composition attributed in antiquity to Homer. The expression was
earlier used of Antinous (16.421), Irus’ upper class counterpart (see Levine 1982 and
Introduction p. 15). In later sources, yaoTpiuapyia describes intemperate behaviour,
sexual and, most frequently, alimentary (e.g., Pind. O. 1.52—3, ‘far be it from me to call
any of the immortals a glutton [yaoTpipapyov]’, Ar. fr. 11 K-A, Pl. Tim. 73a, Phaed.
81e, Arist. NE 1118big); for the term’s association with the notoriously immoderate
satyrs, see Arnould 1989. Irus’ greed is one of the several elements linking the beggar
with later jambic discourse and invective (cf. Archil. fr. 124 W; Hippon. fr. 118 W,
Alc. fr. 129.21 L-P, Pind. Pyth. 2.55-6, Ibycus fr. g11a, with discussion in Nagy 1979:
225-30). A clamorous appetite is also typical of the &kAnTos throughout the Greek
literary tradition (Fehr 19go: 186). &&nxés: internal ‘adverbial’ accusative and object
of the verbs that follow. The term is of uncertain etymology, but its context indicates
the meaning ‘incessant, without interruption’ (adj. and adv. X 4 in /., uniquely here
in Od.; for its derivation, see Bechtel, Lexilogus 1415, Frisk, GEIV, Chantraine, DE,
Snell-Erbse, LfgrE). paryéuev xal miépev: complementary infinitive forms following
METETTPETTE.

3—4 The ‘virtual tautology’ (so Stanford) of is (cf. Lat. vis) and Bin and anaphoric
oU8¢ emphasize the spinelessness that Irus will demonstrate later in the scene. Coupled
with the reference to the beggar’s bulk, the phrase signals the disjuncture between
outward appearance and inner essence, a critical motif in the poem (see 17.454n, de
Jong on 1-158, Dimock 1989: 232, Bernsdorff 1992). For the possible anticipation of
Irus’ transformation into A-ipos later on, see 6—7 and 73 nn.

5 Apvaios: commentators variously interpret this patently ‘speaking name’. From
2 B on, many derive it from &pvupai, ‘acquire’; hence Irus = ‘the Getter’ (Russo).
Also noted in the scholia is a possible link with &pva ‘lamb, sheep’; Apvaios would
then be ‘sheep-like’ or ‘foolish’, a derogatory soubriquet in keeping with Irus’ role as
target of invective discourse, where animal names are commonly used by the author
of the abuse (Davies 1985: 36); for other proposals, see von Kamptz 1982: 285-6.
The very emphasis on Irus’ name, a topic filling two of the eight introductory lines,
coincides with the poem’s preoccupation with nomination, and particularly with the
name (or suppression thereof) of its hero. While Irus has an excess of names (see
73n), Od. remains strictly incognito in the episode (see further Austin 1972, Peradotto
1990: 94—142). Eoke ‘used to be’. wé6TVIa pfiTNp: a very common formula used at v.
end, x 33 in II. and Od. The application of the seemingly honorific epithet ‘august,
queenly’ to Irus’ mother has long been a critical problem; a variant reading probably
dating back to Alexandrian times replaces the term with 8eiAf); the Et. M.’s reading
of oTe, (‘[his mother gave it] to him once’) similarly attempts to skirt the difficulty.
For many, éTvia belongs to the class of epithets denoting a regular attribute of a
phenomenon that may be absent in particular instances of the genus (a distinction
already drawn by Aristarchus). Since etymologically éTvia is the feminine form of
Téa1s, ‘husband’, the term could also simply refer to marital status (Lowenstam 1993:
24-6). Irony directed at Irus’ (doubtless) low-class mother is less likely; while Homeric
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speakers do play on formulaic expressions (see 17.511 and 18.319nn), the poet does
not usually deploy epithets with mocking intent. The ancient sources variously assign
name-giving to mothers and fathers; for mothers, see H. H. Cer. 122 (in a phrase
identical to this), Pind. OL 6.56—7; for fathers, e.g. Eur. Phoen. 12—13. At Od. 19.406—9,
the hero’s maternal grandfather names him.

6—7 “lpov. .. &mwayyéAAeoke: Irus stands as the (comic) male equivalent to the
messenger goddess Iris. As message-carrier, ‘Irus’ might also put an audience in mind
of the form *Tpos, from which the Homeric iepés, ‘strong, quick’, is derived (see Russo
ad loc.); the messenger’s name will prove particularly inapposite when he is shown
up as the reverse of ‘the one who has strength’ (see 73n and Nagy 1979: 229 n. 4).
ouvek: H. and Hesiod regularly choose this conjunction when explaining names; cf.
1. 7.140, 9.562, Hes. Th. 144, 197, 235. kikAnokov: an iterative and reduplicated form
(xi—xA— + ok) and near synonym of koAéw. Irus’ tenure in the dining hall seems
to depend on the offices he performs, much as a retainer’s would. In this instance,
the suitors appear to disregard or confuse correct divisions between the public and
private domains, the olkos and TéAls, treating as their own an individual who owes
allegiance to no single household (so Tav8nuios). Their failure to observe societal
norms governing meum and fuum is, of course, the nub of their crime towards Od.,
whose property they devour and whose hospitality they enjoy without reciprocating.

7 67e woU Tis ‘when someone somewhere’. TTou makes the clause still more vague;
cf. 1. 11.292.

8 J&s: demonstrative. S1cokeTo ‘he tried to chase’; conative imperfect. Because of
their frequent double-short endings, middle-passive forms frequently precede the
bucolic diaeresis. ofo 8éuoto: ‘his own home’; the use of the redundant possessive
pronoun commonly adds emphasis and pathos (cf. 13.251, 14.32, 23.153); here it
underscores the outrageous nature of Irus’ action in aiming to displace the rightful
lord. Verbs of separation, deprivation or distance from are regularly followed by the
gen. (‘ablatival gen.’); see Monro, HD 152; cf. 10, Tpo8Upou.

9-110 Here begins the common assault pattern, featuring abuse of Od., his
defensive or conciliatory reaction, fresh attack and finally the hero’s response to
and defeat of the abuser. The scenario recalls several scenes in the fl. (Thersites’
intervention in 2.211—77; Paris’ duel with Menelaus at 3.15-110) where the mocker
is transformed into the mocked and conflict between the protagonists occurs while
an audience looks on. This sequence, parallel to the modern Punch and Judy show,
may ‘reflect the pattern of festival presentations’ that would also have accommodated
early forms of iambic song (Suter 1993: 7).

9 veikelov: for the verb, see 17.215n. An exchange of threats, boasts and insults is a
standard prelude to the heroic duels in the /I., the model that this encounter repeat-
edly draws on and inverts (for details, see de Jong 2001 on 1-158). wea wTepdevTa
Tpoonuda: see 17.40n.

10-13 [Irus’ initial protests at the new beggar’s presence echo Antinous’ complaints
at 17.375—9, 406—8. This parallel forms only the first of the repeated analogies between
the chief suitor and parasite. See 10, 15—24, 20—1nn and Levine 1982: 200.
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10 TpoBUpou: see Bn for the genitive. Here, as commonly, the ‘fore-door’ must be
the vestibule of the hall (cf. 18.101, 21.299, 22.474); see 386n for a different meaning.
woBds ‘by the foot’, genitive of the part, as with other verbs signifying touching and
taking hold of (see 17.268n). &\xn1: 2 sing. passive, for EAknen, one of the rare contracted
forms in H. For similar formations, see Shipp 1972: 164—5. Dragging by the foot forms
a leitmotif in the palace scenes (cf. 16.276, one element of Od.’s predictions that does
not come true, and 17.479—80, where Antinous claimed that Od.’s failure to heed his
warning would result in this indignity). In the event it will be Irus who is dragged by the
foot (101). This mode of ejection seems particularly suited to the buffoon or &xAnTos
at the feast; see further Fehr 19g0: 187, citing the example of Hephaestus at 7. 1.591
together with artistic representations of the practice; on Od.—Hephaestus parallels,
see 111, 328 and 17.16nn. The motif also parodies lliadic battlefield encounters; there
dragging by the foot is the typical method of removing a dead enemy from the field
(10.490, 11.258, 13.383, 14.477, 17.289, 18.537, 21.120). Irus, by contrast, will suffer the
same fate while still very much alive and literally kicking.

11 ¢mAMGovov ‘winking, squinting the eyes’, a rare term found here, at H. H.
Merc. 387 and A. R. 1.486, 3.791, 4.389. Terms derived from the adj. iAASs (‘squinting’)
can refer to various distortions of the eye: directing mocking glances at someone (A.
Eum. 113), peering at an object (A. fr. 226 Radt), or ogling an object of desire (Philem.
fr. 124.4 K-A). In all its extant uses, &mAAN G serves as a gesture that conveys reproach
or occurs in the context of shame-causing speech (Lowry 1991: 118—29). The wink
affirms the complicity between the suitors and their factotum (cf. 26 31n), a bond
already signalled by his willingness to run messages for them (albeit for the privilege
of eating Od.’s food).

12 aloyUvouai: the middle form of the verb appears elsewhere in H. only at 7.305
and 21.323. See Shipp 1972: 191 for its eventual replacement of ai&éopcn in Attic
prose. Of course aicds is a property which Irus singularly lacks.

13 &va ‘up’, the adverbial use of the preposition; anastrophic accents occur in
some instances when prepositions are emphatic or comparatively independent in a
phrase (Monro, HD 180). The term replaces the longer &v&oTnf, ‘get up’ (/l. 6.331).
Od. is sitting on the ground, a position suited to his degraded status (17.339n); in Greek
vase painting, proximity to the ground similarly characterizes those of low or servile
condition (e.g. the furnace-stoker on the Foundry Painter Cup, Berlin F 2294). The
poet charts Od.’s transition from beggar to guest to master through his literal elevation
and change of seats — from the ground to the 8igpos, ‘stool’ (19.97), to the grander
0pdvos at 24.385 (see 17.330n, Houston 1g75). This final line recapitulates the structure
of Irus’ opening sally, an imperative followed by a threat. v&iv ‘between us two’. The
dual is the first indicator of the (apparent) parity and kinship between the beggars
(cf. 34n). &ms: Hes. WD 24-6 includes strife between beggars in his account of the
two Erides: Trraoyds wTooxdn ¢pdovéer; for Homeric #pis, much more akin to ‘rivalry’
than ‘conflict’, see Hogan 1981 and 366n. Consistent with the use of the dual here,
archaic poets seem to favour the noun where parity and homogeneity exist between
contenders (so /. 11.73, Hes. WD 24-6). pis also appears in the characterization of
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Thersites’ words (2.214, 247). With one exception (the chariot race in II. 23), no &pig
in H. is ever peacefully resolved. xai: sc. ‘as well as with words’. xepoi: the first of
repeated mentions of hands (cf. 20, 89 and 100nn); these will be critical in the boxing
match.

14 Umobpa 18cv: see 17.459, 18.337, 388nn. In this instance, the angry look,
properly directed by a superior at an inferior, is appropriate to the social distinctions
separating the interlocutors (so too at 37). This is also the glance with which Od.
begins his answer to Thersites’ abusive speech (/. 2.245).

1524 Od.’s reply starts out very different in tone from Irus’ address. Initially he
seeks to defuse the conflict, and his declarations recall his response to Antinous’ abuse
at 17.566—7 (see Levine 1982: 201 for parallels in diction). In characteristic fashion, the
hero attempts to establish a bond of sympathy with his interlocutor by citing shared
experience (‘you seem to me to be a wanderer, even as I am’, cf. his lying tale to
Eumaeus at 14.287—98 and Austin 1975: 204—5). However, exactly half way through
the speech Od. switches to a much more threatening mode that matches Irus’ own.

15-16 Od. begins with a disclaimer in the form of a tricolon crescendo with
anaphora.

15 Soapdvi: a term found only in the vocative in H., frequently (but not always;
see [I. 24.194) introducing a rebuke: ‘What has got into you?” The original meaning,
‘acting under the possession of a daemon’, has been weakened or lost by this time, and
the term now expresses only the speaker’s surprise or bafflement (real or feigned) at
what s/he regards as an addressee’s aberrant behaviour (see further Brunius-Nilsson
1955)-

16 gBovéw: the verb (/l. and Od. x 9 + ¢m@Bovéw at Od. 11.149) indicates not
envy, but, in the negative, ‘I do not begrudge’ or ‘object’. xad ‘even’.

17 oU86s: in prominent position at the line’s start (as again at 33); see 17.339n for
the site’s significance. Since the hero will return to the threshold to string the bow
(see 20.258, 21.124, 149; 22.2, 72, 76; note too 22.203), his defeat of Irus at this critical
location prefigures the more important later victory over the suitors. xeloeTan ‘will
contain, accommodate’, from yovBdvew. oUSE Tl ae xpty + infinitive is regularly used
to express polite imperatives (x 8 Il., x 7 Od.). The expression always appears at line
end.

18 &AAotpiwv: a term regularly applied to the suitors in their repeated character-
ization as individuals who devour the goods of another (so 1.160, 17.452, 456, 18.280,
20.171, 221); cf. 20.347 (‘and they were laughing with jaws not their own’) with Kurke
1999: 258. In charging Irus with behaving as though he had special rights to the food
and drink available to the suitors, Od. turns the beggar into a miniaturized version
of these rapacious consumers of another’s property. In Attic comedy, the expression
T&AASTPIa BerTrveiv is virtually synonymous with ‘to be a parasite’.

19 péAAouotv: with present infinitive ‘are accustomed to, are likely to’ (cf. Stan-
ford on 13.383—4 and Chantraine, GH 11 307—g). Here Od. briefly echoes the view
commonly expressed in the poem that prosperity — as well as its reverse — lies in the
giving of the gods, and does not depend on an individual’s merit or worth (cf. 1.348-9,
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4.236-7, 6.172—4, 180, 18890, 14.444—5). In the present context &ABos probably refers
to material wealth rather than to a more generalized ‘prosperity’ or ‘good fortune’;
cf. 19.76, Hes. WD 320-1, 379-8, H. H. Merc. 379, Solon 6.3—4 W, Theogn. 1534,
1656 for 6APos as equivalent to TTAoUTOS or XpHpaTa. dT&w recurs frequently in
contexts where gods are the bestowers of good things; cf. Hes. Th. 420, H. H. Cer.
494, Bacch. 17.130—2, Ar. Thesm. 972—3.

20 Xepol stands in emphatic position here, echoing 13 (with n).

20-1 Od.’s second use of anaphora in a tricolon (cf. 15-16), but with a different
pattern: pf) + imper. twice, followed by uf) + subj. The hero’s threats are typical
of those issued by boxers prior to their bouts; cf. ZI. 23.673-5, A. R. 2.57—9 (with an
echo of 18.21—2). Od. similarly warned Antinous of the consequences of his abusive
behaviour at 17.475-6.

21 yépwv Trep Ewv: the first mention of the ‘youth/age’ motif that runs through
the scene. Part of Irus’ bond with the suitors depends on his being young like them;
cf. véor in 6.

21-2 QUpow aluaTos ‘defile with blood’. By throwing the noun into prominent
v.- initial position, the enjambment highlights the violence of the threatened act.
Irus will be bloodied (97) just as Thersites was in /l. 2.267 when Od. drove that
wrangler from the scene with his blows. afpaTos is gen. of material or source; cf. the
use of the gen. with verbs of filling (e.g. 7. 1.470, ‘filled up the cups. .. with drink,
TOTOI0).

22 fovyin: later sources privilege the ‘quietness’ and tranquillity of the well-
conducted feast; see Solon 4.9-10 W, Pind. Pyth. 1.70, Nem. 9.48, 4.294—6; Theogn.
757-64, 773—88. fjouxin is strikingly juxtaposed with aipaTos in v. initial position.

24 AaepTi&Sew Vduaijos: a pointed application of a formula used Od. x 12; the
name complete with patronymic at the speech’s end recalls the true identity of the
speaker and his rightful possession of the space contested here. This solemn closing
forms a piece with other moments when Od.’s manner and rhetoric hint at his
true identity (cf. 14.158-64, 16.90—111 with virtually the same line at 104, 18.313-19,
19.582—7, 20.230—4).

25 Tpooepaveey, followed by either the subject or the object, commonly appears
in this position; cf. 8.381, 16.56.

26—31 Irus begins his second speech by addressing the suitors so as to reinforce his
solidarity with them. Escalating the conflict, he will add insults to his earlier threats.

26 & poloPpéds: cf. 17.219n; this is one of several elements that the two scenes
share. The article in H. preserves its demonstrative or ‘deictic’ force; used this way,
it can convey a speaker’s hostility or contempt for the addressee (cf. 114, 333). Irus
would impute to his rival the greed that is his own motivation. émTpox&dnv ‘glibly’,
here with the pejorative sense of talking ‘too much’; contrast its positive meaning at
1l. 3.213 MevéAaos émiTpox&dnv &y dpeve (although, contra Shipp 1972: 72, the present
instance does not parody that line). A critique of an opponent’s speaking style seems
characteristic of ‘flyting’ discourse; cf. Il. 4.355, ‘you are talking idly’, with Martin
1989: 70.
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27 ypni: a fresh reminder of the age distinction. The scholia observe the gar-
rulousness of old women. kapwvol ‘furnace-woman’ (nom. kauve), a hapax and,
according to the ancient commentators, a hypocoristic (i.e. ‘pet name’) form of
KaMIvo—KaUoTpia, ‘one who heats an oven or furnace’; nouns ending in w may have
had a popular flavour (see Snell-Erbse, LfigE) consistent with the low-class status of
the oven- or furnace-tender (cf. 13n). The designation ‘furnace-man’ appears as an
insult addressed to the Sicilian tyrant Agathocles (Diod. Sic. 20.63). Why furnace-
women should be associated with glib speech remains unclear, but perhaps there
is some anticipation of the figure of the baker or bread-woman, notoriously loud,
foul-mouthed and quarrelsome (Anacr. fr. 388.4, Ar. Ran. 858, Vesp. 1388-1414, Lys.
457-9).

28 &ueoTépmiot: sc. xepoi; for the ellipse, see 17.356n.

29 ovds &s AniBoTelpns ‘as of a crop-destroying pig’. The lengthening of the
syllable preceding cos is a carry-over from a period when the term still had the form
*Fas (cf. 234, 4.32, 5.36, 7.71, 8.173, 9.413, 14.205, 19.280, 23.239, with Frisk, GEIV,
Ruijgh 1971: 701). Explaining this next insult, the scholia and Eustathius cite a Cyprian
law permitting any landowner who caught a pig eating his crops to pull its teeth out;
cf. Ael. M 5.45, Call. H. 3.156. However, any formalized penalty is highly unlikely to
have been current in Homeric times.

30 G&doai ‘gird yourself’, an infinitive with imperatival force (so too 106).

32—3 s ol uév: this expression followed by the imperfect serves frequently to
recapitulate the events of the preceding scene and to suggest that the action is still
going on. dkp16wvTO ‘were growing sharp, becoming incensed’, from &kpis ‘sharp
point’.

34 Toliv: genitive, as often with verbs meaning to hear, mark or learn. For the dual,
cf. 13 v&iv with n. As Antinous’ use of the form suggests, from his faulty perspective
the beggars constitute an undifferentiated pair. iepov pévos Avtivédoio ‘the holy might
of Antinous’; iepov uévos is found uniquely in the Od. and used, in all 7 other instances,
of Alcinous; its application to both individuals indicates that the periphrasis could suit
villains as well as heroes. The phrase, cognate with the Vedic isiréna mdnasa, belongs
among the expressions that Greek epic inherited from the IE poetic tradition (see
West 1988: 155, Stella 1955: 16—7, 65—6, 107-8, 163—4, and Introduction p. 5). iepds is
never assigned directly to persons in Homer; it would originally have been connected
with the idea of the charismatic, numinous force or impetus (‘imbued with divine
vigour’) that emanates from royalty, but its significance has by now been weakened.
See further S. West on 2.409, Hainsworth on 7.167, Locher 1963: 54—5, Hooker 1980.
For the IE antecedents of uévos and its appearances in the Rigveda, see Durante 1971-6:
vol. 2, 94, 142 and Schmitt 1967: 103-12.

35 &kyeAdoas: an ingressive aor. participle; see 17.33n and XoAwod&uevos at 25.
Laughter, chiefly hostile in nature, will be directed at Od. (by the suitors and the maids)
throughout this book (40, 100, 320, 350) and again in book 20.374; cf. 20.346, 347,
358. That the hero should be an object of derision coincides with his assumed role as
figurative scapegoat and proto-iambic victim in these scenes (see Introduction p. 23).
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Much in Od.’s profile (not least his preoccupation with his stomach) also links him
more generally with a kemos tradition involving buffoonery and revelry that anticipates
his prominence in later satyr plays (Eur. Cyel,, A. fr. 17g-80 Radt, S. fr. 565 Radt; see
further Arnould 1989, Casolari 2003: 210-11). In this instance, the derision also reveals
the nature of the suitors, signalling their blindness and mistaken sense of security as
well as their absence of self-control. Of the 23 laughing scenes in the Od., 15 belong
to the suitors; Od. and Telemachus almost never laugh; instead they chiefly smile,
indicative of their higher degree of discretion and self~command (16.476, 20.g01—
2, 22.371, 23.111); the gods laugh uniquely at 8.326, in the context of Demodocus’
light-hearted song. See further Levine 1982 and 1984, Colakis 1986.

37 TepwwAfv: a hapax in H.; the term next occurs in Archil. fr. 11 W, oUte m
Yap Khadwv Ifjoopa, oUTe kéwiov | Bjow TepTrewAds kal Boias Epémreov. Beds: the
audience would appreciate the unconscious irony (a device frequent in this portion of
the song; cf. 17.446n, 18.112—13, 122—3): Athena has effectively ‘brought’ Od. home.
For the hero as an agent of the divine, see Introduction p. 19.

39 SuveAdooopev: hortatory aor. subj. In encouraging a bout between the beggars,
Antinous aims to supply the after-dinner entertainment standard in hospitality scenes,
which can feature athletic contests as well as storytelling, music and dance (see Reece
1993: 28—9). With the suitors in their role as renegade hosts, however, the master of
the house will provide the spectacle, while an interloper stage-manages the event. On
the tendency of the &AnTos to ‘perform himself’, see Fehr 19go: 186.

41 xaxoelpovas: a reminder of the ragged appearance of the beggars. See 17.24
and 550nn for the clothing motif. Among the suitors’ many offences is their failure
to give their guest fresh clothes (see 361n for Eurymachus’ proposed travesty of the
practice).

42 EUmelBeos ulds ‘son of Persuasive’; in this instance the father’s name anticipates
his son’s powers of speech (see 50).

44 YyaoTépes: regularly compared to blood pudding, haggis or the French boudin,
this seemingly choice repast appears again in the simile used of Od. at 20.25 8.
The reference to the sausage picks up the stomach motif prominent in this episode
(2n) and suits both the glutton Irus and the hero represented metonymically by his
belly (17.228, 473, 18.53—4, 364nn). Consistent with his self-appointed role as chief
impresario, Antinous designates the prizes; typical of an Homeric £pis is the existence
of a concrete object (or person) for which the rivals contend. kéar’ = kéaran; cf. g4n.
86ptreon: for the different meals in H., see 17.599n. This particular supper will acquire
sinister connotations; at 20.390-2, the poet pointedly contrasts the 8eitrvov, described
with words indicating pleasure, with the 86ptov that the suitors will never in fact
consume. Instead that meal becomes a metaphor for the death that Athena and Od.
will ‘set’ for them (cf. 21.428). Lunch has already occurred at 17.170, 176, 269.

46 dmrmérepos 8é ke. . . yévnTtan: this formulaic line occurs at . 3.71 in the
context of Paris’ challenge to Menelaus, one of the heroic duels subverted here; in
that instance, Helen, not a blood sausage, was the prize. Cf. Il. 3.92, where Hector
repeats Paris’ words, again in reference to the dispute over Helen. The Iliadic echo
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may be purposeful insofar as the Irus—Od. match anticipates the hero’s battle against
the suitors, which also concerns possession of a bride; for this see Schein 1999. vikfionu:
very unusually the verb overruns the regular position of the penthemimeral caesura.

47 Téwv. .. E¢obw ‘let him, coming up, take whichever of them he wishes’. T&owv
= T&v, demonstrative pronoun.

48-9 The speaker here unwittingly reveals (see particularly alel 8 o¥8) his char-
acteristic disregard for the sanction requiring that beggars who come to the door,
regardless of their numbers or frequency, must be admitted and nourished (see 1
and 6-7nn); also unconsciously, he anticipates the exclusive role that Od. will enjoy
(although not as beggar). The expression fiuwv petadaioeTal, ‘he will take his meals
together with us’, suggests a very different status for the victor than that held by Irus
(see II. 23.207).

501 formulaic lines: 50 ~ 13.16; 51 = 21.274, where the hero is also about to enter
a contest, albeit of a very different nature and for a very different prize. EmfvSave
‘was pleasing, acceptable’, g sing. imperf. of EmavBdvw. SoAogpovéwv: the masculine
(as opposed to much more frequent feminine) participle otherwise occurs only twice
in archaic epic (Hes. T#. 550 and fr. 76.8 M-W; Quint. Smyrn. 12.374 supplies the
sole later use of the term). On these other occasions it also belongs within an agonistic
context (Thalmann 1998: 223—4). ToAUunTis: the epithet is more than simply an end-
of-line filler here. Od.’s speech will display his cunning intelligence at work when he
feigns expectation of being beaten in the upcoming contest.

53 &vdpa: Od. may be covertly nodding towards his true identity, already signalled
at 51 (for the development of the motif, see 8in). In 5 of the 11 instances in which
&vnp appears in acc. form and v-initial position, it specifically denotes Od. (see
1.1 for the most striking example); on several other occasions, H. uses the term to
glance obliquely towards his disguised hero. If &8pa does suggest ‘Od.’ here, then
it is nicely balanced with the yaoTp at the line’s end, the organ that symbolizes
the essential ‘humanness’ of the protagonist. For this possible ‘pattern deixis’, see
Kahane 1994: 58 67 and 17.106n. &pnupévov ‘impaired, broken down’. This perfect
passive participle, always found in the same metrical position, is the sole surviving
form of a verb (*&pn?), probably related to &py, ‘harm’, Apns or &pos (see Garvie
on 6.1-8). The scholia gloss it with BePAauuévos ‘damaged’ (so too Apollonius the
Sophist and Hesychius s.v. &pos).

53—4 YaoThp...Kakoepyos: the nom. form of the noun always occurs in v.-final
position in H. The remark picks up the yaoTiip motif (2 and 44 nn), with a comic
ambiguity. While the epithet applied to the belly makes clear that Od. means his
stomach, the audience also understands that the paunch appointed by Antinous by
way of prize is the spur for the speaker’s reluctant entry into the ring. The stomach
is always described in pejorative terms; see 2, 17.286—7nn and 7.216-17, where it
again compels action on the part of the hero (‘for there was never anything more
shameless than the hateful belly which by force orders one to remember it’). For other
evocations of hunger as the prime mover for beggars, vagrants and others, and of
Od. in particular, see 15.343-5, 17.288—9n.
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55 &AX &ye: frequently followed by viv (as here) or 81} and introducing an imper-
ative (so dudooaTe) or hortatory subj. in the singular or plural (cf. Denniston, GP
14, Monro, HD 336). duéooaTte: such demands for oaths are conventional in H.
(X 4 in Od., see Arend 1933: 122—3) and are frequently answered by the formu-
laic line found at 59. kapTepdv Spkov appears 6 X in fl. and Od., uniquely in this
position.

56 & “lpwr fipa pépeov ‘showing favour to Irus’; &mi with @épw by ‘tmesis’. The
noun flpa is found only in the accusative (perhaps preserved from a root-noun *fnp-,
‘favour, service’; cf. Bacch. 11.20—1 where the term has the sense ‘for the sake of’,
equivalent to Homeric x&pw); the phrase seems to mean the performance of an
acceptable or agreeable service (e.g. 16.375, II. 1.572, 578, 14.132, this uniquely without
&mi; note the cognate epithet épinpos, 17.428n); in H. fipa appears only with forms of
¢épw. For discussion, see Janko on II. 14.130-2.

57 &tag@&AAwv ‘behaving recklessly’; for &raobain, see 17.587-8n. The verb is
found again at 19.88 (of the partisan women-slaves). ToUTw ‘for his [Irus’] benefit’.

58 Etmwopvuov ‘swore to it’. The variant &rwuvuov would mean ‘swore they would
not’. The choice between the unaugmented forms of the verbs found in the MSS
(¢réuvuov, &mrépvuov) and the augmented forms preferred by many ancient and
modern editors is difficult, but H. more regularly uses the augment in the narrative
portions of his text. It is chiefly omitted when context indicates that past time is meant.
See further Monro, HD 6qg.

60 iept) Ts TnAepdyoto ‘the awesome might of Telemachus’, a periphrasis (Od.
X 7) belonging uniquely to Telemachus, generally introducing a speech that he
makes to more than one person or his reaction to someone else’s speech. While the
grandiose-sounding phrase, evocative of the special vigour or charisma thought to
adhere to royalty (see 34n), seems not wholly apposite to the youthful Telemachus, the
designation may be purposeful; because it appears almost exclusively in the poem’s
latter portion (16.476, 18.405, 21.101, 130, 22.354; the only exception is 2.409, where
Telemachus shows an unusual degree of initiative), it may register his increased stature
following his reunion with his father (cf. 17.3n); in all later instances, the expression
prefaces speeches in which the youth is dissembling or role-playing, thereby also
demonstrating his new found affinity with Od. (see particularly 406—9, Beck 1998—9:
136—7 and Introduction pp. 29—30). The phrase O8ucotis iept) is occurs at Hes. fr.
198.2 M-W; probably a formula of Mycenaean origin, it may be the model for the
diction used here (West 1988: 157-8).

61 dTpuver. .. Bupds &yfivwp: x g in H. Telemachus’ phrase picks up on Od.’s
earlier statement that his yaoTnp rouses him to fight (53—4), but tactfully replaces
the belly with more noble and literally ‘higher’ organs as the fight’s motivators. On
several occasions the Od. assigns to the yaoT1p the role played by the Iliadic Bupés; cf.
17.286n. Telemachus’ ‘correction’ also elevates the coming encounter into something
more than a beggars’ brawl over a sausage and so restores the social differences
between Od. and Irus that his father’s language has occluded. For discussion, see
Pucci 1987: 157-64.
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62 &’ an example of the so-called ‘apodotic’ 8¢, frequently used, as here, following
a conditional protasis; it serves to lay emphasis on the clause in which it appears. This
usage is found principally in H. and Herodotus (see Denniston, GP 180).

64 Eewodokos: the difficulty that Telemachus confronts in properly entertaining
guests due to the suitors’ disruptive behaviour recurs as a motif throughout the Ithacan
episodes; it first appears at 1.119—20, the encounter between the youth and ‘Mentes’.
In showing his hospitable nature, Telemachus is proving himself a worthy son of his
father (cf. 1.176—7 for Od.’s kind treatment of strangers). ¢l & aiveitov: émaivéw
originally meant ‘to say yes to something, agree, approve’; it is formed from aivéw,
whose root meaning ‘tell, say’ developed into ‘say yes’, and stands as the opposite
of &vaivoupai (again at 66). Here Telemachus may try to co-opt an audience that he
knows to be hostile.

64-5 PaoiAfje: this dual form is one of the few references to the suitors, either
individually or collectively, as BaoiAfies; Telemachus may be feigning deference to the
pair, or seeking their cooperation. In association with the epithet he then applies to
Antinous and Eurymachus, however, the designation has an ironic ring, reminiscent
of its use at 17.416n. wemvupéve Guew ‘both wise, sensible’; this formulaic phrase
occurs Il. x g, always of pairs of heralds or councillors, uniquely here in the Od.
Since the adj. usually appears in the context of wise or tactful speech and particularly
describes those who behave with respect towards their elders (see 125 and 17.45n), it
manifestly does not suit the present conduct of the suitors’ ringleaders, who mock
and maltreat an older man.

66-87 The sequence in which the fighter prepares himself, impresses those about
him, and frightens his opponent, who is nonetheless forced to carry out an initial
threat, recalls /I. 7.206—18. There Ajax arms, his opponent Hector and the Trojans
tremble at the sight, but Hector recognizes that he must follow through since he was
the challenger (see de Jong 2001 ad loc.). The lines also presage the contest of the
bow. At 22.1, Od., again located at the threshold, casts off his rags and prepares to
shoot. The exclusive appearance of the genitive paxéwv (at 74; see next note and
Levine 1982: 202 n. 5) in these two instances reinforces the status of the present bout
as an ‘anticipatory doublet’, in which the poet foreshadows a coming event, motif or
episode by rehearsing it in minor form (see 17.46—56n for this).

67 CdoaTo...undea ‘girded himself with his rags around his loins’. Od.’s rags
have been a conspicuous feature of his disguise since 13.434 (cf. 6.178, where he
requests a rag of Nausicaa, couching his demand, as a scholion notes, in very humble
terms). Not surprisingly p&xos is not found in the I. with its more exclusively aristo-
cratic focus. Here, in preparation for the boxing, the hero makes his tattered garment
serve as a G@ua (later called the Siafwpa or mepifwua; cf. 30, 76, II. 23.683), the
girdle or loincloth worn by athletes in the Bronze-Age Aegean, the ancient Near East
and early Greece. Athletic nudity, probably introduced gradually, dates from a later
period (see McDonnell 1991).

67—70 a clear case of prothysteron (where the poet cites an event occurring second
in a sequence first in his account): Od.’s impressive appearance is caused by Athena’s
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intervention. For the device, see Bassett 1920. The beautification of Od. reverses the
metamorphosis brought about by the goddess at 13.430 (‘she shrivelled the skin on his
limbs’). Whereas Od.’s decrepit appearance endures for as long as he preserves his
beggar’s identity, physical enhancements are more temporary phenomena, confined
to the episodes for which they are designed; both Telemachus and Od. undergo several
such transformations at Athena’s hand; cf. 187—6n for P’s beautification. Consistent
with the Od’’s focus on the split between a superimposed, surface appearance and
the ‘natural’ body beneath, the hero must remove his clothes in order to reveal his
true essence here (see 3—4n, 17.454n; cf. Pl. Charm. 154d—e, where Socrates wants not
only to expose the body beneath the clothes, but the soul hidden within the body).
Where the Iliadic warrior arms prior to a duel, and his armour enhances his beauty
and prowess, here external trappings mask what lies below. Stripping, as opposed to
arming, contributes to the changes that the poet rings on the heroic duels of the 1L.;
the intervention of a deity aligns events with the more standard battlefield pattern.

67-8 Cwoato ptv...qaive dt...|...@&vev 8¢: a tricolon crescendo, with
anaphora and polyptoton in the last two cola. pavev = épéavnoav. Non-thematic
past tenses in H. frequently end in v; the vowel preceding the consonant is always
short. pnpovUs. . . peyd&Aous: the thighs, here qualified by two adjectives in run-over
position, are an area of particular heroic strength in H. and figure prominently in
representations of heroes in Greek art. For the thighs as a marked site of vitality and
even generative power, see Onians 1988: 175-80; for their beauty, already noted here,
as a cause of erotic arousal, see Solon fr. 125 W and A. frr. 135 and 136 Radt. eUptes
dupot: Od.’s signature broad shoulders (see following note) are visible even while the
hero is disguised; see 6.225, 22.488.

67—9 Od.’s appearance recalls the description of the hero at 8.134—6, where the
Phaeacian Laodamas comments, ‘as to his appearance, he’s not bad looking, in his
thighs and calves and both arms above, and his stout neck and great strength’; cf. II.
3.193—4, ‘[Od.] was smaller by a head than Agamemnon. .. but his shoulders and
chest were broader’. For parallels between the present scene and the altercation with
Euryalus in book 8, see Introduction p. 16.

6g—70 aUTAp...Aadv = 24.367-8 in reference to Laertes whose transforma-
tion will echo that of his son. fiA8ave ‘filled out’; from &ASaivew ‘make to grow’, a
causal form of &A8fokw; H. uses the verb uniquely in the aorist. At 13.430, the god-
dess ‘withered’ (k&pye) Od.’s flesh. In addition to her later enhancement of Laertes,
Athena augments individuals’ stature at 6.230, 8.20 (Od.) and at 18.195n (P). In the
present scene, Od.’s increased size suggests an epiphany (characteristically missed
by the suitors; see 17.485—7n). Divinities at their moments of self-revelation regularly
reassume their characteristic exaggerated stature (e.g., H. H. Cer. 275 with Richard-
son’s note; presumably Od.’s new proportions do not match those of Demeter, whose
head touches the ceiling (188—9), a phenomenon whose significance even the suitors
would have grasped; cf. H. H. Ven. 173-5); outsized proportions regularly distinguish
gods from men (/. 4.443, 18.518-19; cf. Hdt. 1.60.4—5 where Peisistratus attempts
to persuade the Athenians that he is being ushered into Athens by Athena when
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he selects a girl of exceptional size to accompany him). On colossal representa-
tions of divinities in Greek archaic and classical art, see Gordon 1979: 14. To1évL
Aadv: this expression (x 28 in H., generally of prominent characters) is regularly
used of BaciAfies. The concept of the ‘shepherd of the people’, perhaps imported to
Greece from Mesopotamia and western Asia, signals the leader’s obligations towards
those under his care (see Haubold 2000: 17—28). Included here, it calls attention to
the true identity of Od. showing through the disguise. Thalmann 1998: 106 n. 130
compares this use of the expression to its deployment in the Thersites scene where,
in like fashion, ‘class distinctions are very much at issue’.

71 &pa: here expressing ‘a lively feeling of interest’ (Denniston, GP 33). &y&oavTo
‘admired’, just as Telemachus marvelled at his father at 16.203 (&yd&ac6ai). The
suitors peruse the body of Od. much as subsequent Pindaric viewers feast their eyes
on athletes in the games (e.g., Ol 10.100-5, Pyth. 9.97-100) and viewers on Attic
vases gaze at participants in athletic events (but see 74n). It is typical of Homeric
‘transformation’ scenes that the witness(es) to the event react to and pass comment on
the change (73—4); note the exception in book 23, where Penelope seems unaffected by
Od’’s gleaming new physique. The suitors’ amazement also promotes the dramatic
irony of the scene: mortals regularly respond to divine epiphanies with wonder or
awe (see Murnaghan 1987: 84 n. 27 and 17.367n).

72 @8¢...&NNov ‘thus one of them would say looking at another beside him’.
Visual contact between the speaker and another member of the larger group fre-
quently accompanies Tis speeches (see 400), perhaps to emphasize the collective
nature of the sentiment expressed. Such speeches occur with particular frequency in
book 18 (112-16, 401—4), but here the comment lacks its usual note of criticism or
mockery (see 17.482n). Instead it registers a shift in the onlookers’ sympathies as, in
spite of themselves, they are forced to admire the hero’s physical qualities.

73 "lpos "Aipos ‘Irus-unlrused’. Similar etymological plays occur at 19.260 = 597
(KokoiAiov oUk dvopaoThv ‘Evil-Ilium not to be named’) and 23.97 (uiiTep &ury,
SUounTep ‘my mother, evil-mother’); also at /. 3.39 = 13.769 (AUcTtrapt ‘Vile-Paris’,
spoken by Hector to Paris); see further Fehling 1969: 287—93. Because of the power
of names, Irus’ new designation is not just humorous but predictive. If Aipos can be
glossed as ‘he who has no force’ (see 6—7n), then his un-naming rehearses his defeat
and expulsion; cf. the comparable demonstration of Thersites’ mis-nomination — he
is shown up as the contrary of the Bold One (/I. 2.268—9, ‘he sat down and was
fearful . . . and looking foolishly wiped away a tear’). émiowacTov kaxédv: the self-
inflicted harm that Irus will incur is one among the many links between his fate and
that of the suitors, the unwitting spokesmen of the phrase. The expression occurs
again at 24.462 when Halitherses warns the parents of the suitors who are bent
on fighting that they risk bringing trouble on themselves through their actions; the
implication is that this is what their sons have already done (Levine 1982: 202). The
notion of an individual’s responsibility in bringing disaster on himself or herself is
prevalent in the poem and forms part of its larger exoneration of Od.; cf. 1.7, 32—,

22.416, 23.67 and Introduction p. 18.
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74 olnv = &7 Toiny, ‘(seeing) such thigh muscles as the old man displays’. For
gmyouvida, see 17.223-5n. Are the suitors missing something? Od.’s scar is similarly
located ‘above the knee’ (19.448). [ owe this point to Mark Buchan.

76 BpnoTiipes: male workers employed around the house, who most frequently
perform tasks for the suitors (16.248; also 15.330). At 20.160—1 they split wood. Their
precise status remains unclear: they may be slaves, or free workers in a position of
dependency; see further Pind. Pyth. 4.287 (where they are lower in the social hierarchy
than 8ep&rovres) and Thalmann 1998: 66. &véyxm typically appears at line end; cf.
17.143, 441; at 67 the nobler Od. required no compulsion to gird himself. Like Irus, the
suitors will want to escape their battle with Od.; so 22.43. Constraint over dependents
seems very much a part of the suitors’ oppressive regime (cf. 1.154); here, as on other
occasions (see 17.533n), lower-status individuals apparently follow the model supplied
by their masters, coercing one still baser than themselves.

77 Tepitpoptovro: a hapax; uncompounded Tpopéw is found in the middle at
16.446 and /. 10.492. H. uses the active and middle voices of this and many other verbs
without any perceptible difference in meaning (e.g. kpnTfpa képaooev at 3.390 vs.
KpNTHpa kKepdooaTo at 18.423; see too 227n). In some instances metrical convenience
may have determined the choice, but more frequently the variation between the
voices seems to be a development from an early idiomatic practice subsequently
preserved as a characteristic of epic diction. See further Chantraine, GH 1 1734,
Hoekstra 1981: 66-81. The trembling Irus anticipates the similarly afflicted suitors at
21.412 13, 22.42; cf. Il. 3.31 7 (Paris shrinking before Menelaus) and 7.215 18, where
Hector is terrified by the appearance of Ajax, but pride prevents him from behaving
in the ignominious fashion of Irus here.

79-87 A harsh and abusive speech on Antinous’ part, particularly treacherous in
light of the suitors’ implied support for Irus (11-12) and his own sponsorship of the
bout.

79 uAT elns. . . ufyTe yévoio: effectively ‘you’ll wish you were not living nor had
ever been born’, an anaphoric phrase. Monro cites /. 2.340 and 6.164 for comparison.
The succession of spondees in the first hemistich, also found in the early portions of 83
and 84, may be a deliberate device to convey menace or warning. Bovy&le ‘you oaf’,
‘great boaster’ or ‘great ox’, a term found only here and at /. 13.824, where Hector
directs it at Ajax. Clearly the expression carries a pejorative note, but its exact mean-
ing remains obscure. The prefix fou— has an augmentative sense and in a number of
compounds carries the meaning ‘big’, ‘powerful’. Its negative implications become
apparent in later sources, particularly in iambic song and Attic comedy, where com-
pounds including the term are patently abusive (note the name of Hipponax’s victim
Boupalos, with additional examples in Richardson 1961). Ancient commentators also
associate the prefix with PoUs, sometimes privileging the bovine element over the
intensive force. Eustathius suggests either ‘a weight upon the earth (because Irus is
fleshy)’ or ‘one who does an ox’s labour’, while Hesychius reports that the term was
used of a plough ox because it worked the ground (yaia); the meaning would then be
‘cowherd’, ‘yokel’, in a derogatory sense. The second element, usually derived from
yaiw ‘exult, rejoice in’, suggests a braggart (Apollonius the Sophist glosses ‘one who
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bears himself very proudly’). For some modern commentators ‘boaster’ is the expres-
sion’s chief implication, while others think the ox aspect paramount (‘you lumbering
ox’, according to Stanford). Links may additionally exist between Bouyé&ios and the
curious expression at //. 24.532, PoUBpwaTis. The scholia gloss the term ‘famine’,
and explain it as a reference to the ox’s continual and destructive appetite (cf. Call.
H. 6.102, of Erysichthon’s hunger and Chantraine, DE s.v. Bou-). If Bov compounds
are associated with those possessed by ravenous hunger, then the designation would
suit Irus very well.

80 Selias alvids: cf. 6.168, 1. 13.481, 24.358 for the expression found at line end.
Here, as at 6.168, 19.324, 24.353, the adv. preserves its primary sense of terror or
dread (cf. advés); elsewhere (17.24) it simply means ‘very’ (cf. Eng. ‘terribly’).

81 &vbpa . . &pnuévov: in this recapitulation of Od.’s words at 53, Antinous is
made unwittingly to acknowledge the beggar’s actual identity (see 53n and Kahane
1994: 65). Trus has every reason to be ‘terribly afraid’ of this old man, despite his age.

84 fiymapdvbe: the suffix 8¢ (like —Ce and —o¥) regularly indicates motion towards.
For this travesty of the ‘escort’ motif, see 17.448n.

85 "Exetov: this sinister bogey-man, mentioned again at 116 and 21.308 (in the
same formulaic line), must be a fictitious character whose ‘speaking name’ means
‘Holder’. The scholia, however, identify Echetus as a king either of Sicily (son of one
Bouchetus, whence the Sicilian city of that name) or of Epirus, son of Echenor and
Phlogea; the association with Sicily may be prompted by the suitors’ later suggestion
that the beggar and Theoclymenus be sent ‘to the Sicilians’ (20.383), and that with
Epirus by fimeipduBe (see v.l. Hrreipdvde in the previous line, 84).

86—7 The gruesome forms of mutilation cited here are generally associated with
those who perform acts of outrageous cruelty (although the Lapith Perithous does
precisely this to the Centaur Eurytion at 21.300-1), and/or carry ‘barbarian’ or
tyrannical connotations in later sources. Scythians ritually ‘cut off a part of their ears’
(Hdt. 4.71.2) on the death of their king and Aietes threatens to cut off the Argonauts’
hands (A. R. 3.378). ‘Drawing off the genitals’ suggests a form of castration, later
regarded as the business of the Erinyes (A. Eum. 187-8) and of tyrants (Hdt. 3.48;
Periander is unable to carry out the projected act in Corinth, and has to have it
done abroad, at Sardis; cf. Hdt. 8.104—6). The scenario threatened by Antinous will
be realized later in the poem. The account of Melanthius’ punishment at 22.475-6
(thought interpolated by some on account of its excessive cruelty and because no one
orders the deed) almost exactly repeats Antinous’ language and phrasing here. Cf. A.
R. 4.1092-5, where Echetus tortures his daughter in particularly horrible ways.

86 &mwd. .. Téunion a ‘tmesis’ that nicely matches the action described; cf. Hes.
Th. 180-1. oUaTa: acc. plural (= Attic &va) of oUs ‘ear’; for the gen. obaros see g6.
vnAél xaAkéi: a common expression found /. x 11, Od. x 8 at verse end. In many
places empty of significance, here the epithet preserves the original sense of “pitiless’.
For an alternate interpretation of the term (‘unavoidable’, with the second element
derived not from &Aeos, ‘pity’, but from &Aéopan, ‘avoid’) when used of weapons, fate,
or death, see Chantraine, DE.
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87 wxvolv bk d&oaoBo ‘for the dogs to feed on raw’. This line end matches
Achilles’ promise to Patroclus’ shade at /I. 23.21, ‘dragging Hector here, I shall give
him to the dogs to devour raw’.

88 Irus’ fear again anticipates that of the suitors when confronted with Od. at
22.42; the poet uses much the same language for both moments (‘pale fear stole over
them all’). #Aape: see 17.226n for the doubling of the A, reduced from an original
—oA—; other examples include 394, 1.298, 22.71 (see further Wyatt 1969: 81—2). The
prefix Utrd indicates something that ‘creeps up stealthily’ on the individual concerned;
cf. 150n.

89 &vayov: the subject must be the SpnoTiipes mentioned at 76. xeipas &véoyxov
‘put up their hands’. Here the beggars fight bare-handed; contrast the boxing match
at {l. 23 where the contestants wear leather thongs (684; cf. V. Aen. 5.69, 379); Stanford
suggests that the distinction reflects the distance between the beggars’ brawl in the
palace and a ‘more formal contest . . . between gentlemen’. For other literary boxing
matches, see Theoc. /d. 22.27-134 (with several echoes of the present scene, although
largely purged of the burlesque elements and domestic setting), A. R. 2.1-97; for
discussions of ancient boxing, see Harris 1964: 97-101, Gardiner 1978: 17-18, 402—34
and Laser 1968: 43—9.

90—4 A typically formulated deliberation or pondering sequence (cf. 4.117, 6.141,
10.50, 16.73, 22.333, 24.235), most immediately reminiscent of Od.’s dilemma when
confronted with the abusive Melanthius at 17.235-7n.

91 WuxN Afmor: in the Archaic period, wuxt refers variously to ‘life-breath’ (as
here), ‘ghost’ or ‘courage’ (see Clarke 1999: 137 for the suggestion that the expression
implies the ‘extinction of the final breath’). The phrase, with slight variation, is
used of death on two earlier occasions (14.134, 426). a8 ‘on the spot’, i.e. at once;
cf. Il. 5.296, a8 AN Yux.

92 fi¥ ‘gently, slightly’.

93 The regular formula for describing the decision the ‘pondering’ individual has
reached (x 7 Od., x 3 Il.), and an indication that the choice made will result in the
desired outcome. The phrase was strikingly absent from the ‘deliberation scene’ at
17.235-7, there replaced by the unique formulation at 238 (see n). So&ooaTo, aor.
‘seemed’ = &5oev; with one exception (/l. 23.339, So&ooeTan), the form occurs only
in this formula; see Chantraine, DE s.v. 8éxto.

94 tmepacoalat’ ‘should take note of, recognize him’; —ato = vTo, with vocal-
ized v; cf. kéaT' at 44.

95 &vaoyopévew: dual nom. plur. participle, agreeing with & pév and & &. Here
the verb carries its full middle force, ‘drawing themselves up’ (as at 14.425). Many
commentators (following /1. 3.362, 22.34, 23.660) prefer the meaning ‘raising their
hands’, but this makes less good sense since the fighters already have their hands
aloft (8g). & uév: the postponement of Irus’ name until the following verse through
enjambment leaves the initial assailant unidentified and so heightens the tension.
Se61dv dpov: the blow to the right shoulder resembles the wounds dealt by Iliadic
spears (e.g., 5.46, 11.507, 14.450, 16.343). On the battlefield, such assaults tend to be
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fatal (see Kirk on //. 5.46; so too Od. 19.452—4, where Od. kills the boar with a blow to
the right shoulder), but this attack, as suits its light-hearted and inverting character,
leaves its target intact (see next note). Unwittingly Trus repeats the action of his alter
ego Antinous who struck the beggar — to no good effect — on the right shoulder with
the footstool (17.462n); on that occasion, however, the victim did not retaliate.

96 alyév’ EAagaev U olatos: according to Philostr. Gymn. 9, Greek boxers aimed
their punches exclusively at their opponents’ heads (vase representations never show
body blows); in striking Od.’s shoulder, Irus perhaps reveals himself either inept or
unacquainted with the conventions regulating such bouts.

97 9olviov alua: cf. /. 16.159, 23.717, [Hes.] Scut. 194. Theocritus may have the
expression in mind at /d. 22.98-9.

98 &5 & Emeo’. . . pakddv: the aor. participle is from pnkdopa, ‘squealing’, an
onomatopoeic term that more frequently describes the bleating of sheep. This par-
ticular phrase appears elsewhere only of a mortally wounded animal, and is regu-
larly followed by the death of the victim; see 10.163, 19.454, /. 16.469 and Levine
1982: 201. oUv & fidad’ 88évTas ‘and he knocked his teeth together’; the expression
probably indicates that the fall has knocked out Irus’ teeth, although a gesture of
impotent rage (teeth-grinding) is not impossible (see next note). Irus’ threats have
come home to roost: in place of his striking out another’s teeth (28—g), his own are
dislodged. The motif of the abuser who loses his teeth as a result of an ill-judged
invective attack appears in later sources: Aristophanes’ reference to the boxing match
between Hipponax and Boupalos suggests that the poet’s victim suffered injury in
the same site: ‘By Zeus, if anyone had struck their jaws two or three times like
that of Boupalos, they wouldn’t have any voice’ (Lys. 360—1; cf. Hippon. frr. 120
and 121 W, on which Aristophanes’ lines are based); cf. the description of Achilles’
response to the calumny of Thersites in the fourth-century Ap epic poet Quintus of
Smyrna: ‘[Achilles] struck him with his strong hand on his jaws and ear, and all his
teeth were poured out to the ground, and he himself fell to the ground on his face’
(1.742 5).

99 Aoxtifwv ool yaiav ‘kicking the ground with his feet’, i.e. helplessly flailing
about. ool . . . AexTi{wv occurs again only at 22.88, describing the mortal fall of
Eurymachus. For the ‘vulgarization’ of the meaning of the verb, used chiefly in the
Ii. of the warrior planting his foot on his victim’s corpse, see Fernandez-Galiano on
22.88.

100 Yeipas &vaoyduevor: the suitors repeat the gesture of the fighters (8g), but they
raise their hands only to laugh. The contrasting motives for the action highlight the
youths’ role as vicarious participants and spectators here, a position consistent with
their preference for consuming the goods of others rather than their own. Cf. Kurke
1999: 257. YéAw #Bavov: exactly analogous with Eng. ‘died laughing’. Eustathius
comments that the expression ‘has continued in use up to the present day as a
proverbial way of speaking about great and concentrated laughter’ (Hom. 1839.30-1).
Laughter (see 35n) becomes increasingly sinister through the course of the episodes
in the dining hall, most obviously when Athena arouses ‘uncontrollable laughter’ in



172 COMMENTARY: 18.101-107

the revellers at 20.346—9. As at that moment, here the poet anticipates the suitors’
actual death (see further Levine 1982: 203).

101 #AKe...T0d6s: a reprise of the foot-dragging motif as Od. carries out the
threat made against him by Irus (see 10n).

101-2 aUAtv albolons Te BUpas ‘to the courtyard and the doors of the portico’.
The ‘portico’ or ‘colonnade’ would lead to the aAf} through which one would
reach the péyapov. At 20.1 the poet also mentions the pd8ouos, an ‘entrance hall’
between the aUA1) and péyapov. For this house plan, see Palmer 1948, Lorimer 1950:
415, Drerup 1969. The roofed porch where Irus ends up would give an individual
shelter and a place to sleep without allowing admission to the house proper. The
topographical details draw attention to Irus’ stage-by-stage expulsion from the house
as he quits the space to which the hero is gaining increasing access.

103 eloev: g sing. aorist of 1w, ‘I seat’; here ‘he installed him’. okfjmwrpov: the
staff given to Od. by Eumaeus at 17.199n. Usually symbolic of the authority and
legitimacy invested in kings (most famously detailed at /I. 2.101-8) and speakers, in
the upside-down world of Ithaca the object is associated with the hero’s (temporary)
degradation. This normally high-class article undergoes an analogous demotion at
1. 2.265-8, where Od. uses the sceptre borrowed from Agamemnon to beat Thersites,
perhaps another indicator of the generic affinities between the two episodes; for this
see 1-110n. Whereas the victor of an Iliadic duel strips his enemy, Od. ‘arms’ his
instead; cf. 108—gn.

105—7 Much like the Iliadic hero after a victory in a duel, Od. adds insult to injury
by exulting over his defeated foe.

105 fioo ‘sit, ‘be seated’, 2 sing. imperative from fjuai. The command may parody
battlefield rhetoric: cf. ZI. 21.122, where Achilles directs his victim to ‘lie with the fishes’
(2vTouBol viv keloo; the scholia on that passage report the variant fjoo, probably
derived from the expression addressed to Irus). kUvas Te oUas &TrepUkcov: the idle Irus
is finally given a productive function, much as those who mock Od. repeatedly propose
that he should perform some useful labour instead of begging. The choice of animals
known for the voracity and shamelessness that Irus has displayed is particularly
apposite; both dogs and pigs figure prominently in the invective register (see 338n).
The apotropaic task assigned to Irus corresponds to the protective role that ritual
mockers and performers of invective were thought to play in their communities.
Through their abuse and aioxpoloyia, Greek and other evidence suggests, such
individuals were credited with the ability to ward off evil and blighting influences
even as their powers might cause them to suffer punishment and expulsion in turn
(for this, see Elliot 1960: 3—48, 135).

106 ¢lvar: imperatival; cf. 17.278n. Od.’s prohibition mockingly positions Irus as
his (would-be) inverse or parodic double: where the hero remains, for all that he is
disguised, the legitimate sceptered king of Ithaca (see 17.201—2n), the parasite aspired
to be ‘king of strangers and beggars’.

107 Avypos, ‘baneful’, is used of people at 9.454 and II. 13.119, 237; the later
tragedians take up the usage. éwaUpnu: either 2 sing. sub. mid. (but contrast /. 15.17,
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traUpnan) or 3 sing 2 aor. subj. act. of Eraupiokw, ‘to reach, touch’ (the second
assumes kakév as the subject). Although &radpnt is the reading of almost all the
MSS, several editors prefer the v.l. fradpms.

108—-9 = 17.197-8. The reference to the wallet, which was given along with the
staff to Od. by Athena, recalls the protagonist’s initial assumption of his beggar’s
disguise (109 = 13.438). Russo assumes a second transfer of property as, now divesting
himself of his bag as well as his stick, Od. makes Irus an embodiment of or surrogate
for the persona and abject status that he slowly begins to discard. However, in
book 17, the lines described Od. himself assuming the degrading article.

110 On the significance of the threshold, see 17n. Od. has now definitively claimed
this earlier contested site.

110 57

With the expulsion of the ‘scapegoat’ figure (see Introduction p. 23), good fellow-
ship and group solidarity now temporarily prevail as the suitors welcome Od. into
their company. After an anonymous individual addresses good wishes to the victor,
Antinous fulfils his earlier promise of a stuffed sausage for the winner of the bout;
Amphinomus then offers a toast to the beggar’s future good fortune, prompting a
moralizing response from Od. who tries to warn him of the fate that awaits him if he
continues associating with the other suitors. But despite the surface harmony, tensions
persist: implicit in the exchanges here are questions concerning the underlying sig-
nificance of Od.’s victory over Irus, the status of the stranger, and an ongoing debate
as to who accurately understands the meaning of words and events (see Murnaghan
1987: 84-5).

11X yehwovTes: H. uses both yeAéw and yeAdow; cf. Chantraine, GH 177, 365-6.
For the suitors’ laughter, see 35 and 100nn. In this instance, the response signals
that the expulsion of Irus has dispelled the spirit of animosity previously at large in
the dining hall; cf. the gods’ laughter at /. 1.599; in that scene Hephaestus (who
recalls his ejection ‘by the foot’ from Olympus on an earlier occasion) has served as
the object of collective mockery and so diffuses the tensions that threaten to spoil
the feast. SeiavéwvT tmréegor ‘pledged’ or ‘toasted with words’. The verb occurs
only in the middle in H. (24.410, /. 15.86); for its formation, see 121n. The phrase
is a modification of the older formula SeikavéwvTo Béracon (cf. 121, with Janko on
1i. 15.86).

11ra = 2.324. Most MSS as well as the earliest papyrus evidence for the text omit
the line, probably one of the ‘superfluous’ lines removed by the Alexandrian editors,
but preserved in the post-Hellenistic tradition. Since 111 already includes a term
signalling speech (étréecon ‘with words’, i.e. ‘saying’), the additional phrase, perhaps
repeated from 2.324, serves little purpose.

112-13 In one of the many unconscious ironies uttered by the suitors, the well-
wisher believes the ‘beggar’ simply eager for his creature comforts; Od.’s desires are
actually fixed on the speaker’s and his fellow diners’ death. Contrast 14.53—4 where
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Od. addresses the same words to Eumaeus, but without the irony. Od. will take the
speaker’s self-inflicted curse here as a good omen. To1 = oot in both lines.

114 Tov &vaATov ‘this fellow, insatiable that he is’; see 17.228n for the adjective.
The article conveys the speaker’s contempt (see 26, 333nn and Monro, HD 261). Note
the alliterative phrasing (&voATtov &AnTeUev &rémavoas).

117 Ydipev. .. O8ugoels: 20.120 is virtually identical. kAen8éwi: a word of omen
significant only to the listener seeking a response to a question or problem unknown
to the speaker, which may, as here, be redirected against its source (on cledonomancy,
see Peradotto 1969). The noun is cognate with kAéos and kKAéw. Here Od. assumes the
capacity to determine the true meaning of others’ words and actions. Viewed through
the filter that the hero supplies, the suitor’s words seem in retrospect particularly ill-
chosen; as he remarked, the bogey-man Echetus destroys ‘all men’ (Trévroov).

118 As a mark of his momentary elevation in status, Od. receives the sausage
from Antinous’ own hands; (Trapa)Tiénum is used frequently of placing food or drink
in front of someone (120; cf. 8.69—70, 10.355, 20.260).

119-52 These lines belong to the ‘greeting type-scene’, a thematic sequence that
features an individual presenting a cup of wine to someone, a gesture accompanied
by words of greeting, leave-taking or honour, and a prayer or wish for the individual
concerned (see 3.41-50, 4.59—64, 13.56—62, 15.150—9). See Introduction p. 7 for the
poet’s modification of the usual scenario.

119 Of all the suitors who receive characterization, Amphinomus is consistently
the most moderate and conciliatory, and, as his ‘speaking name’ suggests, mindful
of convention and the gods (see particularly 16.401—2). It was he who dissuaded the
suitors from their plot to kill Telemachus (16.394—405) and here too he demonstrates
his tendency towards decency and restraint (see 412—-21n). For all this, he will die along
with the rest (22.94). For additional discussion of his role, see Fenik 1974: 192-5, and
on this scene, 177, 185,

120 For the ké&veov (Attic kavoUv) as breadbasket, 1.147, 8.70, 16.51.

121 Seiblokevo: as at 111, the term is used of a pledge, this time with a gesture
rather than words. The verb may be derived from &éxopen (with reduplication) or
Seikvup, or from both, but any clear etymology is impossible to recover due to the
too close assimilation of these two verbs. See further Stanford on 15.150, Chantraine,
DE s.v. 5n8éxorron and Wyatt 1969: 105 n. 1.

122—3 = 20.199—200.

122 & mep dwioow ‘for the future at least’.

123 &xeon ‘you are in the grip of’, 2 sing. pres. indic. passive of &w, usually &xer.
For similar expressions, see 8.182, 17.318n (of Argus).

125-51 Od.’s reply belongs within the broader genre of paraenetic or ‘wisdom’
discourse where the speaker instructs, advises and warns his interlocutor (see 125-8,
128, 129, 1307, 138—40nn for hallmarks of the genre). That so skilful a piece of rhetoric
impresses but ultimately fails to benefit its addressee requires authorial explanation
at 155-6. Nor is this the only time that warnings go ignored or learning comes too
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late; see 1.37—43, 8.564-71, 9.507, 20.345—70. For this motif in the Od., see Rutherford
1982: 149.

125-8 Amphinomus’ courteous words elicit a correspondingly cordial opening on
Od.’s part; establishing friendly relations with the interlocutor also serves the speaker’s
paraenetic aims. Od.’s initial focus on the virtues of Amphinomus’ father creates the
expectation that a contrast between the worthy father and unworthy son will follow,
but Od. departs from the paradigm, offering his own life story as an illustration of
the fact that social standing and reliance on family members (140) cannot protect a
man from a precipitous fall from prosperity.

126 Tolov yd&p kal waTpéds: supply éoai, ‘you are’. Od. arranges his words in
chiastic fashion: details of the excellence of Amphinomus’ father are framed by
affirmations that the addressee is born from this man. The Od. places considerable
emphasis on the idea of inherited excellence, particularly in the early portions of the
song where Telemachus’ unique fitness to assume the kingship that his father held by
virtue of his lineage is a recurrent theme (see 1.387, 4.62—4, 204—11 and Introduction
p- 12). However, the disguised Athena also raised the possibility of the opposite
trajectory, and the one the suitors have followed. Commenting that Telemachus’ status
as the son of Od. and P. guarantees his success in his coming mission, she adds, ‘few are
the children who are equal to their father; most are worse, although a few are better’
(2.274—7), a caveat that suits the poem’s orientation towards a post-heroic genera-
tion for whom the battlefield glory won by the Iliadic heroes is no longer available.

128 EmnTii also at 13.332; cf. 21.306; the adj., of debated etymology, indicates
both courtesy and friendliness. The scholia and Eustathius derive the term from the
root ¢1— (cognate with efmrov and &mos) and assign it the meaning ‘very proficient in
speech’ (see further Dale 1982); for other accounts, see Stanford on 13.332.

129 oV 8¢ an emphatic appeal to the addressee. gUvBeo: see 17.153n. Such exhor-
tations to ‘mark’ and ‘listen’ also punctuate Hesiod’s advice to his brother; cf. IVD 27
(oU 8¢ TaUTa Tedd1 évikéTheo Bupddi), 107, 213, 274.

130—42 For the gods as dispensers of good and evil and man’s necessary resignation
to his ‘mixed’ condition, see 6.188—90, 20.195-6, Il. 24.524—33 (Achilles’ consolatio to
Priam), Hes. WD 638, H. H. Cer. 147-8 (with Richardson’s note and the additional
examples cited there), Theogn. 133—4, 14950, 155-8, Pind. Pyth. 3.81—3, Hdt. 6.11.3.
For the ethical viewpoint expressed here, that wrongdoing and a wilful disregard
for morality produce retribution, compare 19.328-34. See further 13gn. Typically,
reflections such as these occupy the opening of speeches, particularly when the speaker
addresses a stranger.

130~ Generalizing, gnomic utterances are a common feature of ‘wisdom’ dis-
course, often framing the speaker’s turn to a particularized illustration of the message
he conveys.

130—1 See II. 17.446—7 for a very similar expression of human weakness and
insignificance (131 = 17.447).

130 &kidvoTepov ‘weaker, feebler’, an exclusively Odyssean term (X 3) and always
in comparative form (5.217, 8.169, both in reference to €180s). The scholia offer various



176 COMMENTARY: 18.131-136

guesses at its etymology; Hesychius and the Et. M. gloss &ofevtis. For the weakness of
humans, particularly when compared with the gods who dispense evils to them, see
Hdt. 1.86.6, S. 4. 121-6. yoia Tpéget: perhaps an already standardized expression;
see II. 11.741, H. H. Ven. 4—5, Alcm. fr. 89.3, A. Ch. 585.

131 Tvelel Te kal pmer a natural doublet since respiration and motion are two
defining features of living (as opposed to dead) organisms; divine and legendary arti-
sans (and the fifth-century sculptor Myron, according to the Hellenistic epigrammists)
demonstrate their magical powers by endowing their products with these properties.
See the similar combination at Genesis 1.21, 26, 28, etc. For the form mveicw, see
Wyatt 1969: 127-8. Several of the MSS omit the line, but the echo of the formulation
already found at Il. 17.447 may be deliberate: there the speaker was Zeus, reflecting
in pitying but superior fashion on the debility of men compared with immortal exis-
tence; now the same sentiment comes from a mortal seemingly in just the feeble state
the expression describes.

132 ¢not. .. meloegbo for he thinks he will not suffer’, a common use of pnui to
mean ‘think’ rather than ‘say’ (see 342 and Cunliffe s.v.); for the notion and expression,
cf. Solon fr. 13.63-6 W. For man’s general feebleness and ignorance in the face of the
future, see H. H. Cer. 256—7, H. H. Ven. 189—93, Mimn. fr. 2.4—5, Theogn. 13942,
159—60, Pind. Ol 12.1-12.

133 O¢p ‘so long as’, a usage found either with aor. indic. (of a fact of past time)
or with subj., with reference to the future; éppa in H. is sometimes final, sometimes
conditional (see Monro, HD 287). &petfiv: &peTt) in H. variously refers to prowess,
manliness, beauty, moral virtue, prosperity, success or overall excellence; cf. 13.45 (with
Stanford’s note), 17.322, 19.124 and 21.187 for some of the different uses of the term.
If the phrase that follows serves to gloss the expression, then here &peT1) most likely
refers to physical strength; however ‘material success’ also suits a narrative focused
on the speaker’s loss of economic standing. kal yoUvat’ dpdpni ‘and his knees have
spring’; for the knees as the source of a man’s vitality, see /. 4.313-14, 19.354, 22.388
(where living and having functioning knees are combined); for other instances, Hes.
WD 587, Pind. Nem. 5.20, Eur. Phoen. 843—4, Ar. Vesp. 345, Call. H. 6.132, Theoc. Id.
14.70. Pliny NH 11.250 suggests that the life spirit, liquid in form, is located in the
cavity joint of each knee. See further 212n and Onians 1988: 121-7, 175-86.

134 OTed1. .. TeAbwot: for this use of the bare subj. following 67¢, see Chantraine,
GH 11 256. udxapes is a formulaic epithet for the gods (rarely used of mortals); here, in
close proximity to the term Auyp& that precedes 6¢oi, the word suggests the paradox
of divinities who dispense evil even as they remain forever untouched by suffering.

135 kaf ‘even’. &exafduevos = &ékwv ‘unwilling’; cf. 19.133. TeTAnéTI Bupdor: a
common Odyssean formula (x g, always at line end), not found in the . For words
formed on the root TAe— in the poem, see 17.34n and Pucci 1987: 44—9; cf. g19n.

136 véos ‘disposition’, ‘mentality’; cf. Solon 4.7 W for similar usage. For discussion
of the term, see von Fritz 1943 and Krischer 1984: 136—7. Archil. fr. 131 W may echo
the lines (‘so the mood varies for mortal men according to the day that Zeus brings
on (¢ uépnv &yn)’), replacing véos with Gupds.
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137 &', .. &ymot: ‘tmesis’. For man’s ‘ephemeral’ nature, his necessary subjection
to constant change and alterations in fortune, see Frinkel 1968: 23-39. wap &vdpddv
Te Beddv Te: the formula probably belongs to the very early stages of epic language
formation; parallel expressions exist in Sumerian, Hittite and Ugaritic texts (West
1988: 170).

138-40 Od.’s turn from the general to the personal is very much in keeping with
the paraenetic genre deployed here, as is the particular persona he will adopt. While
the ‘biography’ that Od. presents is, in essence, a much abbreviated version of the
story offered to Antinous at 17.419-44nn, its several changes are calibrated to suit
the nature of the addressee and the message it contains (see 139 and 140nn). Advice-
givers regularly include autobiographical recollections and personal details as part
of their claim to authority and expertise (they know of what they speak), using their
(constructed) identity or {805 and life-history to engage and persuade an audience. So
Phoenix prefaces his counsel to Achilles with a cautionary autobiography designed to
mesh with elements of Achilles’ own situation (/. 9.447-84), while Hesiod introduces
recollections of a ne’er do well father-sailor to hammer home his precepts on sea-
faring (WD 633—9). See further Griffith 1983 and Martin 1992; for overlaps between
Od.’s words here and the themes and expressions of Solon’s exhortations to wisdom,
particularly at 4.5-6 W, see Irwin 2005: 117-9.

138 xal yép: for the expression, see 17.419n. &ueAdov ‘I was supposed to be’, ‘1
was on my way to being’; see 19n. Followed by the present infinitive, the past tense
conveys what should have been.

139 &tréobaX’ EpeSa: here, uniquely, Od. charges himself with &t&oBada (see
17.587-8n), although he says nothing of the nature of the misdeeds. This description
of how he brought about a reversal in his fortunes through misconduct involves a sharp
departure from 17.424, where the teller stressed the wilful quality of Zeus’ decision
to cause his downfall, a decision all the more unmotivated in the light of the victim’s
earlier morally upright behaviour (see n; at 14.246, however, the choice to embark
on the roving life was the speaker’s own). The purpose of the speech and character
of the addressee explain the change: Amphinomus, more moderate than Antinous,
might respond to an argument that assumes divine retribution for ethically faulty
conduct (note 16.402-3, the suitor’s expression of concern for the 8émoTes of Zeus;
see 141n); such reasoning would make no impression on the more hardened villain
(Fenik 1974: 225 and Clay 1983: 229). The inconsistencies also form part of the larger
dynamics of oral narrative and performance: no two renditions of the same story are
ever exactly alike. Od.’s proposition here, that moral faults incur divine punishment,
forms part of the poem’s ongoing preoccupation with questions of retributive justice
and the gods’ role in dealing it out; for this see 141-50n. Bin1 ken k&pTel: the two terms
are frequently coupled (4.415, 13.143, Hes. 7. 437; Solon 36.15-16 W). Hes. Th. 385
makes Kpé&tos and Bin the children of Styx and the two appear as the henchmen of
Zeus at the start of Aeschylus’ PV.

140 A second detail absent from the earlier story told to Antinous. Wayward or
hostile fathers and brothers appear frequently in the Near Eastern and Greek tradition
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of advice literature; see West 1978: 3—25 for Hesiod’s brother Perses and parallel figures
in other ‘wisdom’ texts; cf. Il. 9.447—77, where a quarrel with his father forces the
Ihiadic ‘adviser’ figure Phoenix into exile. Here the father and brothers mirror the
bad company which Amphinomus is currently keeping: just as the ‘beggar’ would
not have come to grief had he disassociated himself from those around him, so the
addressee should distance himself from his fellow diners. For an earlier example of
how Od. includes ‘biographical’ details tailored to his audience’s life experience,
see 14.288-98, a portion of his tale to Eumaeus. The misplaced confidence that the
advice-giver once felt in his kin (tTricuvos) demonstrates the common tendency against
which Od. warns his addressee: prosperity creates over-confidence and the mistaken
belief that one can act with impunity. The statement is arranged in chiastic fashion,
with the different family members positioned at line beginning and end, surrounding
the individual who trusted them.

141-50 Divine retribution for misdeeds stands alongside the strictly amoral notion
of the ‘wheel of fortune’ or random apportionment of good and evil articulated in the
speech’s earlier part; for H. and his audience the two models could clearly coexist (see
too H. H. Cer., where an initial statement of men’s subjection to the mixed hand the
gods deal them (147-8) is ‘corrected’ by Demeter’s later assertion that human folly
and blindness are the cause of their suffering (256—7)). Already at the Od.’s opening, H.
explores the nature of the gods’ interventions in human affairs in one of the poem’s
several expressions of some form of moral causality and theodicy; see Introduction
pp- 19 20. For good discussion of the oscillation between statements describing the
indifference or capricious cruelty of the gods and affirmations of divine concern for
justice in the Od., see Clay 1983: 213—39.

141 T& pr Tis. . . €ln ‘so I would have a man never be utterly lawless’; a ‘softened
imperative’, used to convey a suggestion or advice in a deferential fashion (see Monro,
HD 2qgq). &epfomios: if the story here is a briefer version of the narrative that Antinous
heard, then the offence against 8éug would presumably consist in the acts of piracy
and violent assault that the expedition described in book 17 involved; unwittingly
the speaker picks up Amphinomus’ earlier stated respect for divine @émoTes (see
139n). This and the subsequent line offer more gnomic reflection serving by way of
transitional device before a renewed turn to the specific instance.

142 & ye may refer to the lawless individual just described, or act as a pivot back to
the suitors (of whom this unspecified individual would be a representative), the focus
of the speaker’s next remark. Od. effectively elides the &BepioTios and the targets of
his tale.

143 ol causal; cf. 17.479, 514. The repetition of &r&oBcAa makes emphatic the
parallels between the speaker’s misconduct and that of the suitors. 6pdw: a metrically
convenient ‘distended’ (ancient Siéktacis) form of an -&w verb, which corresponds to
no vernacular form. In spoken dialect, such forms were subject to contraction (6p&);
cf. Parry 1971: 350-1, Chantraine, GH175-6. unxavéwvTas: another ‘distended’ form
of an &w— verb; it occurs in the active only here.

144 &nip&bovras &kortiv: the Od. reserves 17 of its 21 uses of &mip&lw and dnpdw
for the mistreatment of the hero and members of his family (note 8.309 where the verb
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is used of Aphrodite’s conduct towards her cuckolded husband; see further Edwards
1985: 57 n. 36). For the displacement of issues of honour away from the public
forum (where the /. chiefly locates them) to the domestic sphere, see Introduction
pp- 30-1.

145—50 One of the many occasions on which Od. hints at his imminent return
and forthcoming vengeance. See, for example, 384, 17.525-6, 19.84, 300—7. For the
phrasing at 145-6, cf. 1.203—4, 8.150, 19.301—2, all expressing hopes for Od.’s home-
coming,

150 UTEAONL: the prefix Umo (cf. Lat. sub) often suggests ‘secrecy’ (but contrast
Utre§ary &yot at 147); the hero has ‘slipped into’ his home.

151-2 Od.’s actions here round out the sequence initiated by Amphinomus’ pledge
at 121, where the suitor sealed his wish for the beggar’s future success with a formal
toast. Now the object of that wish pours a libation to the gods, and, after drinking from
the cup over which the wish was first pronounced, returns it to the donor, thereby
completing both the ritual circuit and the ‘greeting theme’ (see 119—52n). The gesture
serves to reinforce the warning delivered in Od.’s speech, harnessing divine powers
to its fulfilment. peAin8éa olvov: the formula occurs x 5in Od., X 2 in II.

153 auTtap 6 PBfj Six Sdua: Amphinomus is the subject; cf. 7.139 for the phrase.
H. frequently uses 81& + acc., expressing the idea of movement over circumscribed
space (see Chantraine, GH 11 96). ¢fAov TeTinuévos fitop: this formula appears x 5
in Od., x 1 in II. (11.556, without @iAov).

154 vevoT&lwv ‘nodding’, an intensive form of veUw, here more in the sense of
Eng. ‘bowing his head’ as the individual soberly reflects on the words he has just
heard; cf. 237, 240 for a similar expression, and S. Ant. 269—70. dogeTo ‘imagine,
forebode’; the verb is cognate with oak, ‘the eyes’.

155—6 Tédnoe. .. dapijvar ‘for Athena had bound him to be overcome’. The
goddess here replaces the vague Saipwv named as a possible saviour of Amphinomus
at 146; the narrator, a more privileged source for future events, has sure knowledge of
the suitor’s death and its agent. For Athena’s role in the provocation and determination
of the suitors’ fate, see 346-8n, 17.360—4n, and 20.284-6. H. regularly uses the notion
of ‘binding’ to express the constraint that compels an individual to encounter the
ineluctable and negative fate awaiting him or her, and names a variety of binding
forces, a god or, more frequently, poipa (e.g. 3.269), or another abstract agent. On
some occasions Teddw suggests the actual paralysis that immobilizes the victim like
a shackle (1. 13.435), on others it is a less concrete form of compulsion (see Onians
1988: 326—31). The notion of the gods (or fate) propelling a man towards death finds
more frequent expression in the I.; see Il. 14.464, 16.693, 22.297 and the discussion
in Griffin 1980: 42—4.

157 A formulaic line, x 4 in Od., with pleonasm (&y . . . aUTIs).

158—303

The scene shifts upstairs to P, whom Athena inspires with the idea of showing
herself to the suitors. Seemingly startled by the notion, P. tells her servant Eurynome
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of her intention, explaining that she aims to warn Telemachus of the dangers of
consorting with the company downstairs. While Eurynome goes in search of maids
to accompany P, Athena puts the queen to sleep and beautifies her. Following an
expression of grief for Od., P. descends to the dining hall, causing the suitors instantly
to be aroused. After an exchange between mother and son, Eurymachus flatters P; she
rejects his compliments but announces her intention of remarrying soon and solicits
gifts. Following the arrival and description of the suitors’ gifts, P. returns upstairs. The
central position of the episode neatly inverts the previous book’s design. There two
scenes with P. framed the arrival of Od. at the palace; here Od.’s physical and verbal
victories over the suitors and their inferiors bracket P’s single appearance (see Tracy
1997: 364-5)-

P’s decision to leave her room and her first appearance before the disguised Od.
carry dramatic, thematic and psychological significance. (a) The queen’s descent and
apparent readiness to countenance remarriage put an end to the long period of
inaction and indecision concerning her future fate, and supply the necessary catalyst
for the contest of the bow. (b) The episode allows the poet to develop one of the
most important narrative patterns in the Od., that of ‘delayed recognition’; P. already
embarked on the trajectory followed (to a greater or lesser degree) by all other
characters who ‘recognize’ the hero when, in book 17, she received prophecies, hints
and omens of Od.’s advent, talked about him in his absence, and revealed a surprising
preoccupation with the ‘beggar’ in the hall. The present episode adds other elements
integral to the motif: P. discusses Od. in his presence and is, unknowingly, ‘tested’,
proving herself a loyal, desirable, worthy and fitting wife by virtue of her beauty,
her declarations of fidelity and her cleverness in extracting gifts from the suitors (for
this narrative pattern, see Fenik 1974: 5-60, Richardson 1983, Emlyn-Jones 1984:
6—7, Holscher 1988: 284—91, Goldhill 1991: 5-24). (c) Both the conversation with
Eurynome and the exchanges with Telemachus and the suitors furnish the audience
(and Od.) with a chance to ascertain the queen’s state of mind, and to witness fresh (if
highly ambiguous) indicators of her motives and design. P’s actions and words here
serve as a prelude to her more intimate dialogue with Od. in book 19, which further
develops the portrait supplied in this episode of a supremely faithful spouse driven to
desperate measures by force of circumstance and her ignorance of the true state of
affairs.

For additional discussion of Penelope’s conduct, see Introduction pp. 25-8.

158—303 The fourth of the seven episodes in which P. leaves her chamber to inter-
vene in the action down below (1.328-66, 16.409—51, 17.36-166, 19.53-604, 21.1-358,
23.1—296). The conventional scene regularly (if variously) includes some indication
of P’s motives, a description of the actual descent, mention of P’s position as she
stands veiled and flanked by her maidservants, her speech, an answer, her reaction,
and finally her return to her room. The scenes are purposefully arranged, building
towards the prolonged and climactic episode in book 23. P’s early interventions show
up her inefficacy and impotence as she is repeatedly rebuffed, frustrated and/or
dismissed, while her appearances in books 17, 18, 19 and 21 portray her still the
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victim of forces beyond her control. Only on the last occasion will she fully take the
initiative, tricking Od. into identifying himself and ultimately retiring not alone, but
with her reclaimed husband, to the marital bed. See further de Jong on 1.328-66 and
Rutherford 1985: 136—7.

158 &ml gpeoi Ofixe ‘put in her mind’; the aorist of Tifnw is H.’s usual word
for divinities generating thoughts in mortals; x g of Athena’s suggestions in the Od.
The formula may be followed, as here, by an infinitive. On the question of whether
the divine intervention is simply a succinct way of expressing a character’s inner
impulses or preconceived notion, see next note. fe& yAauk@ris Affjvn: the formula
regularly found (x 32) for the goddess after the feminine caesura. The yAaukds ele-
ment either indicates colouration or, much less likely, comes from yAau§ ‘owl’ (H.
knows nothing of the later association between Athena and the owl). —wT may refer
either to the eyes or to the entire face; the composite term, variously rendered ‘with
gleaming eyes’, ‘with clear blue eyes’, or ‘grey eyed’ probably evokes the luminos-
ity of divine eyes and faces (cf. H. H. Cer. 194, H. H. Ven. 156, both gestures that
promote the deities’ incognito lest their faces betray them, A. Ag. 519—20, Eur. Jon
1550).

160—2 ‘that she show herself to the suitors so that she might further expand their
hearts [with passion] and become more honoured in the eyes of her husband and
son’. The two optatives depend on 6fjke and not gavfjva, indicating the intention
behind the action rather than, as the grammatical construction also allows, its results.

These lines raise a double question, debated since antiquity: to whose intentions
do the two elements of the 8Trews clause refer, and is there a shift in the person whose
agenda the lines describe between the first and second elements? Both parts of the
phrase most naturally represent Athena’s designs, not P’s. Elsewhere in the song the
goddess devises hidden ends which are invariably fulfilled (see 1.88—g5, 17.360—4n,
20.284-6); for the realization of both divine intentions here, see 212—13 and 244—9
(for the first) and 215—42 and 281—3 (for the second). But the lines do not prohibit an
overlap between Athena’s first aim (stoking the suitors’ passion) and P’s own motiva-
tion and plans. Quite plausibly P. does wish to beguile the suitors and encourage their
hopes for remarriage so as to gain more time and to protect Telemachus. She has
tricked the youths on previous occasions (so 2.91-109, 13.380—1) and might now again
plan to give overt encouragement while actually stalling. Already a scholion to 160
comments, ‘P. does not approach [the suitors] seductively, but she inspires them with
the expectation that she is planning to marry one of them in order to forestall their vio-
lence’. For additional discussion, see Biichner 1940: 143, Allione 1963: 76, Emlyn-Jones
1984: 10, Byre 1988: 15960, 170, Katz 1991: 81-3. Note too van Nortwick 1979 for
parallels between Athena’s intervention here, and her visit to Nausicaa at the start of
book 6; on each occasion, he suggests, the goddess serves as an external device used
by the poet to signal the (re)Jawakening of dormant sexual impulses in the object of
the visitation.

160 weTdoeie: ‘might enlarge’ or ‘open up’ or, as Stanford nicely renders it, ‘spread
the sails of the Suitors’ passion’; not ‘might flutter’ (so Monro, LS]J s.v. wetavvum), a
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sense perhaps based on an early confusion of meTévvup, ‘to expand’ with Tétopa,
‘to fly’. The scholia variously gloss the verb with ékAnEeie and 0éAEete.

163 &ypeiov & tyfhaoaev: P’s second and final laugh in the poem; for the first,
see 17.542n. The exact meaning of &ypeiov (lit. ‘not needed, useless’, see Snell-
Erbse, LfgrE), used only here and at //. 2.26q9 (of Thersites’ reaction to Od.’s rebuke
and threat) remains difficult to determine. Most probably the term indicates the
‘inappropriate’ or ‘pointless’ nature of the laugh. By styling P’s response ill-timed or
aimless, the poet suggests that the impulse just described should be judged surprising
and incongruous, and a cause of discomfort and embarrassment to P. herself. The
adv. may also be rendered ‘illogical’ (so Lateiner 2005: g7) as P. reacts to an externally
generated inspiration that she does not understand. To view the laughter as proof
of P’s duplicitous intentions vis a vis the suitors, and so sardonic (cf. Od.’s smile at
20.301-2) and/or indicative of P’s appreciation of the trick that she has just devised
aligns this scene with other episodes in the Od. and /. (e.g. 9.413, Il. 14.222, the
Awds &mra); see 191-3n), but requires giving &ypeiov the sense ‘knowing, gleeful’;
this, however, is difficult to reconcile with the etymology of the term. For further
discussion, and a review of earlier interpretations, see Buchner 1940: 142—3, Allione
1963: 71-4, Levine 1983, Katz 1991: 83—4, Lateiner 2005: 96-8.

164 Eurynome, among the virtuous and loyal servants in Od.’s household, is not,
as some have charged, a supernumerary whose function duplicates that of Eurycleia.
Such ‘doublets’ are integral to the Odyssean poet’s technique, and Eurynome also
receives a distinctive characterization and role. While Eurycleia is consistently iden-
tified with Od.’s side of the family, and her words and actions always promote
the interests of either father or son, Eurynome serves as P’s particular attendant
and confidante. Following this distinction, Eurycleia appears alone with P. only
when the affairs of Od. or Telemachus require her to meet with the queen, and
Eurynome never confers with the father or son. Instead, both here and at 17.495,
she converses in private with P; cf. Fenik 1974: 189—92, Ramming 1973: 103—4
and, for the different ethical and gender outlooks the two housekeepers represent,
see 170-6n.

164-8 P. has to account for an impulse that seems sharply at odds with her
behaviour up to this point. Her sentence structure, with the single main clause broken
up by two qualifying phrases made more emphatic by the several particles (o0 T1 ré&pos
ye; &mexBopévoloi mep &utrng), reveals the difficulty of her task. Indeed, in recording
her ambivalence and self-division between contrasting emotions (her ‘heart’s desire’
and her undiminished antipathy), P. comes close to doing what Homeric characters
almost never do, resisting a divine suggestion.

Nothing in this or the subsequent scene allows us to make a definitive choice
between three possible interpretations of P’s words. (a) P. accurately represents her
intentions; she genuinely means to warn Telemachus against keeping bad company
but in the event does not carry out the exact agenda announced here (see 167 and
215-25 nn). (b) Her stated purpose is a face-saving, spur-of-the-moment device that
seeks Lo cover up an untoward but powerful impulse and to bring into line with social
convention what would otherwise seem unacceptably flirtatious behaviour that P.
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neither endorses nor understands; this interpretation requires assigning to the queen
both emotions and a duplicitous mode of speech not flagged by the poet. (c) While
covertly planning to deceive the suitors with an apparent move towards remarriage, P.
attempts to mislead Eurynome as to the true nature of her design; again, the intention
canonly be inferred and receives no explicit statement by the narrator (contrast 28gn).
A straightforward reading seems the least problematic: P. sincerely means what she
says, and only partially deviates from her intention when downstairs; however, the
poet may also wish to keep his audience guessing. For additional discussion, see
Austin 1975: 209, van Nortwick 1979: 274, Byre 1988: 163—4, Katz 1991: 86-8 and
Introduction pp. 26-7.

164 ol T wépos ye ‘though not previously’, regularly in contrasts between past
and present (see 4.810, 9.448).

166 «xev elroyu &wos ‘I should like to say a word’; for kev + opt. in this polite mode
of expression, cf. 20.326, 22.262, Hes. WD 10, Alcm. 1.85. See too Fraenkel on A. Ag.
838.

167 UmeppidAoiotv: the adj. is used, with one exception (9.106, strikingly in
reference to the Cyclopes) uniquely of the suitors (e.g. 1.134, 21.289) and often implies
pride, violence and insolence (cf. &rac8&AAwv, 57n); for its derivation, see 17.481n.
On the distinction between Utreppiodos, generally reserved by the poet for a specific
crime, and the more generalized term UtrépBupos, see Parry 1971: 159.

170-6 Inlines that approve her mistress’ design and tactfully endorse her ostensible
reason for the proposed descent, Eurynome also articulates what she understands as
the underlying, if unexpressed, impetus behind the plan: P’s readiness to remarry now
that Telemachus has come of age (for the close relationship between the remarriage
and Telemachus’ maturity, see Katz 1991: 120); cf. 6.57—70, where Alcinous similarly
intuited Nausicaa’s concealed motive for her laundry project, her desire for marriage,
with van Nortwick 1979: 270. In promoting a scenario at odds with the trajectory of
the epic, which requires P. to remain at home and be reclaimed by Od., Eurynome
differentiates herself from Eurycleia who, at 4.750 7, advised P. to return to her
upper chambers and remain inactive. On the links between the two speeches, and
Eurycleia’s role as ‘the feminine voice for the male side of the family’ in contrast to
Eurynome’s promotion of what she thinks are P’s best interests, see Pedrick 1994;
for Eurynome’s words as an anticipation of and possible prompt for P’s speech to
Telemachus, see 221-5n.

170 kaT& poipav: see 17.580n for the expression.

171 o waubl. . . brikevbe = 16.168. pdo appears only on these two occasions
in H.; cf. 10.333 (8éo) and /. 15.475 (b&pvao). For these, and similar imperative forms
which preserve the intervocalic o lost here, see Chantraine, GH 1474-5. The repetition
of the phrase used eardier in book 16 may be significant: there the words were spoken
by Athena to Od.; here Eurynome, who unconsciously is promoting Athena’s design,
acts as a surrogate for the divinity.

172 Yp&®T (also at 179): this T-stem is unusual in early epic, which more commonly
preserves the uncontracted forms ypda, xpods etc.; however, since XpwTés appears
at /1. 10.575 and Xp&Ta at Hes. WD 556, the form can be considered a neologism that
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has found a place in the poet’s traditional diction. For other possibly linguistically late
and anomalous elements in the episode, see 171, 173, 176, 179, 190, 191, 192nn.

173 Baxpuotor: uniquely found here in place of the regular 8é&xpuot.

174 ‘since always grieving indiscriminately isn’t a good thing’; the comparative
kdkiov, has its weak sense here, implying ‘bad as opposed to the alternative’ (Monro,
HD 122). evbfjuevan: intrans. act. pres. inf. of the so-called Aeolic athematic type
with —n— for —&—: see further Chantraine, G/ 1 305-6. &«pitov, lit. ‘not able to be
determined’; here closer to ‘endlessly’. The terms in which Eurynome advises P. to
beautify herself anticipate P’s language in her speech to the ‘beggar’ at 19.120. On
the echoes between the two scenes, see Rutherford at 19.120.

1756 These words could be considered the cue for P’s subsequent decision to tell
the suitors of Od.’s parting instructions that she should remarry when Telemachus
begins to grow a beard. For other references to Telemachus’ advance to manhood,
see 2.270-80, 3.122-5, 19.19, 88, 159-61, 5304, 20.310, 21.113-17, 125—9.

176 Hpd: an unusual contracted 2 pers. sing. imperf. of &pdopen, ‘pray’.
yeveifioavra: the growth of the beard was a critical marker of the transition from boy-
hood to manhood {cf. 11. 320, A. Sept. 5345, Pl. Prt. 309a, Xen. Cyr. 4.6.5, Theoc. Id.
11.9, 4. P. 12.12). Telemachus’ new maturity makes imperative a decision on P’s part:
she no longer has any reason to oversee the house on Od.’s behalf since her son can
now rightfully preside in his father’s place. Since this indicator of maturity also signals
the moment when a youth becomes ready to take a wife, a theme briefly introduced
at 15.126 7, it doubly suggests the need for P. to ‘move on’. The growth-of-beard
motif may be one of the folk-tale elements retained after the story’s transformation
into epic (Holscher 1996: 134).

178-9 P’s refusal to follow Eurynome’s advice and perform the suggested toilette
exonerates her from any hint of coquettishness and conveys her antipathy to the
remarriage scenario that Eurynome proposed; see 182n. Her dismissal of a bath
anticipates the ‘beggar’s’ response to P’s equivalent suggestion of a cleansing at
19.317.

180-1 The subject of P’s vanished beauty returns at 251—2 and at 19.124—5. The
critical verb declaring the loss of this gift is postponed through enjambment.

181 keivos: characters sympathetic to Od. in the poem regularly avoid naming
the absent hero (perhaps on account of the inauspicious quality of his name), using
pronouns or circumlocutions instead (see Austin 1975: 48). Out of the poem’s 89 uses
of keivos/ Eketvos in singular form, 59 refer to Od. Here the substitution is particularly
poignant; for P. kéivos can mean only one individual, the husband constantly upper-
most in her thoughts. For other instances where the lack of name clues the audience
into the emotions and preoccupations of a character, see /. 24.702 (Cassandra of the
dead Hector, with Macleod ad loc.), Theoc. /d. 2.17 (a woman of her absent and
faithless lover), V. Aen. 4.479 (ewn . . . eo, Dido of Aeneas).

182 The unusual naming of the maidservants fills out the regular motif of the
double escort required for high-born women, guarantors of their status and propriety
(for other exceptions to the anonymity usually surrounding &ugitoAol, see 4.123-5
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and /. 3.144). Both this expansiveness and the device of first stating a plan and then
describing its fulfilment (182—4, 207—11) are ‘typical Homeric techniques for making
a familiar point with particular explicitness and emphasis’ (Nagler 1974: 65). In this
instance, the poet wishes again to underscore the queen’s chastity and disinterest in
any seductive purpose. &vwybi: see 17.508n.

183 mapoTheTov: grd person dual 2 aor. subj. act. of TapicTnuL.

184 P. now explicitly states what is usually implicit in the escort motif, as in the
formulaic line at 207; see 182n for the poet’s purpose here. aldtopar y&p: aidcs is
‘that which renders one sensitive to the general values of society and which inhibits
departure from them’ (Cairns 1993: 154). It is a sentiment that frequently regulates
relations between men and women in H. (and later, men and boys): so 6.66—7 (one of
the many links between this and the earlier Nausicaa episode; see 187—96n and van
Nortwick 1979), 6.221—-2, 8.324, with Garvie’s notes.

185-6 = 22.433—4. The two future participles are final in sense.

187-96 The beautification of P. belongs together with the poem’s many other
transformation scenes: cf. 70-1nn, 2.12-13 = 17.63—4n (Telemachus), 6.229-35 =
23.156-62, 8.17—20 (Od.), 10.395-6 (Od.’s crew who had been turned into pigs),
24.367—70 (Laertes). In all but one of these episodes, Athena is the beautician, Od., or
a member of his family, the object, and the onlookers react with admiration. While this
particular scene is unique insofar as it features a woman (hence the ‘facial’ to which
the goddess treats P)) and a sleeping subject (188n), it also establishes the parallelism
between P. and Od. prior to their first encounter. Just as Od.’s transformation in
book 6 prepared him for the (unrealized) role of bridegroom for the nubile Nausicaa,
so here P. rehearses the role of (second-time) bride before an audience of men who
aspire to, but will not gain, her hand. For additional connections between the two
scenes, see 191n.

187 &AN tvénoe. . . Abfvn: the phrase is reserved for Athena’s several interven-
tions in the poem (x 7 Od.). Asyndeton frequently follows the formula (e.g. 2.382,
6.112, 23.242). &GAX = &Ao.

188 Umvov Exevev: Exevev (-av) regularly appears in final position in the line; e.g.
2.395, 20.260. For the common use of the imperf. of Xéw with Umrvov in descriptions
of divinely instigated sleep, see 2.395, 5.492, 12.338, 20.54. The fact that the embel-
lishment uniquely occurs while its object sleeps, as the subsequent lines emphasize,
may promote the verisimilitude of the scene.

189 = 4.794. AUBev 8¢ ol Gyea: &yea, ‘joints’, is derived from &wTw, ‘to join, attach’
(cf. Nic. Alex. 541 for an echo of the Odyssean phrase). Here H. sounds a variation
on the very common expression AUTo yoUvaTta (see 212), the regular response to fear
or, in the ., a sometimes mortal wound. The combination of &yea, lit. ‘things that
are joined’ with AUBev, ‘were loosed’, may be deliberate. (cf. 20. 56—, Umvos. . . AUwv
ueAediuaTa Bupol, | AuciueAns). For the possible erotic connotations of the phrase,
and an anticipation of the subsequent ‘limb-loosening’ episode, see 212n.

190 KAwTipl: a hapax replacing the usual KAiouos. Téws is a metrically convenient
but rare form of the original Tfios (so also at Il. 24.658), formed by quantitative
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metathesis. This is one of several indications of the late stage of composition for the
present episode; see further Hoekstra 1965: 31—41, Wyatt 1969: 123. Sia fedov: 33
x in H., most often applied to minor goddesses, but also to Athena (x 5) and Hera
(x 1). Since designating a goddess ‘god-like’ seems redundant, the phrase is probably
modelled after the common 8ia yuvaikév (so at 208).

191—3 The lines’ diction closely resembles that used for Hera’s self-embellishment
before her seduction of Zeus at II. 14.170—2: there too the goddess cleanses and
anoints herself with oil. The similarities would promote the larger structural and
thematic overlaps between the present occasion and the A16s &maT; in addition to
beautification, both episodes include Athena and Aphrodite, both feature speeches
in which the protagonist gives another female figure a (misleading) explanation for
what she is about to do, and in both sleep (personified in the Iliadic example) plays an
important role. The embellishment also prompts instant sexual desire in those before
whom its object appears (see Levine 1983: 174—5 for additional details). These parallels
add to the ambiguities surrounding P. : does she plan to beguile and seduce the suitors,
much as Hera devised the seduction of Zeus so as to distract him from events on the
battlefield? But there is one cardinal difference: Athena is the beautifying agent here
and initiator of the entire enterprise.

191 Onoafat’ ‘might gaze on with wonder’, an irregular form for the epic g
plur. aor. opt. 8nnoaiaTto (Attic 6écopacn) preferred by some editors (omitting wiv);
cf. 17.315, 8nnfiocio. For discussion of the verb’s range of meanings, see Mette 1960—
1. Nausicaa reacts to Od. transformed by Athena in precisely this manner (8eifjTo,
6.237; cf. 2.13 = 17.64). The re-sounding of the aim stated at 160—2, that P. should
appear before the suitors so as to arouse their passion, confirms that the intention
and execution are Athena’s.

192—3 KA&AAE€i. . . &uPpooiwi: the k&AAos with which Athena cleanses P. must,
uniquely here, describe something concrete rather than abstract ‘beauty’ (as, e.g, at
6.237). As the term XpieTau at 194 suggests, the poet probably has in mind a type
of oil designed to clean and embellish, a divine counterpart to the olive oil used
by mortals for equivalent purposes. &uppogicwt, literally ‘undying’ (< *&—ppdT-109)
but probably with the additional meaning ‘containing vital power’, is here in run-
over position to stress the special quality of this moisturizer and, as many enjambed
adjectives, precedes a relative clause; the epithet, regularly applied to the gods’ posses-
sions, signals the salve’s divine provenance and perhaps its preservative, age-retarding
properties (cf. . 23.186—7, where Aphrodite uses ‘ambrosial oil’ to protect Hec-
tor’s corpse). At 8.364—5, after her adulterous tryst with Ares, Aphrodite receives a
similar refurbishment, washed and anointed by the Graces with Aaiwt &uBpdTol
(cf. H. H. Ven. 61—3). This is one of several links between the scenes, and perhaps part
of the poet’s ‘having it both ways’ as he raises the possibility of P’s succumbing to
the suitors as the goddess did to Ares; see further 193—4, 213nn and Introduction
pp- 27-8. Athena’s association with the cosmetics that more usually belong to
Aphrodite is unparalleled in the archaic sources; note, however, Call. H. 5 where,
even as the poet observes Athena’s antipathy to ‘scented oils’ (16) and use of ‘manly’
natural oil instead (29), he describes the goddess with terms and motifs drawn from
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Aphrodite’s sphere. TpoowwaTa: an irregular plur. form as if from sing. Tpéowa;
cf. Il. 7.212 where the dat. plur. Tpoocact appears. The noun + adj. combination
modifies for metrical purposes the regular formula koA& TpdéowTa; as is frequent,
the generation of the new expression involves inversion of the existing word order
(see Hainsworth 1968: 64—5).

193—4 ‘such as the fair-garlanded Cythereia anoints herself with, whenever she
joins the lovely dances of the Graces’. tUoTépavos Kubépeia: a noun-epithet phrase
found here and at 8.288; cf. Hes. T%. 196, 1008, H. H. Ven. 6, 175, 287. Hesiod’s
account of how the newly born goddess came to shore at Cythera (74. 191-8)
may be the origin of the cult title Kubépeia (Hymns x 5). But the still unexplained
short € of the second syllable makes the link between the title and the location
KUbnpa (the site of a famous and extremely ancient shrine to Aphrodite, suppos-
edly founded by the Phoenicians; so Hdt. 1.105, Paus. 3.23.1) problematic (cf. West
on Hes. T%. 198). The scholia suggest a derivation from keU6cw or, more plausibly,
kUw (‘impregnate, conceive’). Again the poet echoes language earlier and uniquely
applied to Aphrodite when she was caught in flagrante at 8.288. For an audience
culturally predisposed to fear and expect infidelity on the part of women (mortal
and divine), the parallels between the episodes raise fresh questions concerning P’s
already ambiguous actions; see further 18.213n and the discussions in Zeitlin 1996:
39 and Newton 1987. XapiTwv xopdv luepdevra: cf. 8.364, a fresh echo of that scene;
for a further nod to the Aphrodite story, see 2g2—301n. The epithet is applied to xopds
at 1. 18.603, Hes. Th. 8.

195 A fresh glance back to 6.230, where Od. similarly becomes peifové T°eic15éev
kal Téooova (comp. Téyus, ‘stout, well-developed’) as a result of Athena’s cos-
metic powers. Height was considered a necessary component in both male and
female beauty, a sine qua non according to Arist. NE 1123b7; see too Xen. Cyr.
5.1.5. Nausicaa stands out among her companions (6.16, 107, 152); similarly 20.71.
P’s magnified stature reinforces the suggestion, already implicit in the bestowal of
&uPpoTa 8&dpa, the application of ambrosial face cream, and the links to Aphrodite,
of her temporary likeness to a goddess. Divinities regularly surpass mortals in size:
so Calypso’s physical superiority to P. depended in part on her exceeding her in size
(5-217 and 69—70n). 18éa8au ‘to behold’; a frequent use of the inf. after a substantive
or adj.

196 AeukoTépnv. .. wpiroToU EAépavTos ‘whiter than sawn ivory’; H. and later
poets regularly use similes to evoke whiteness; see II. 10.437 (horses ‘whiter than
snow’), Pind. Nem. 4.81 (a monument ‘whiter than Parian marble”) and Theoc. /.
11.20, Polyphemus’ suitably dairy-man’s description of Galateia (‘whiter than cream
cheese’). Contrast 16.175 where Athena causes Od.’s skin to grow darker. The gender
distinction visible here also exists in Greek vase painting of the eighth and seventh
centuries where women’s skin is painted white, men’s reddish brown (see Beazley
1951: 1 and Irwin 1974: 112-14). The common epithet AeukcAevos, used in epic of
women divine and human (see 198n), signals that a pale skin was a conventional and
sought after female attribute, a property more fantasy than reality: in later sources,
white skin results from cosmetics or staying inside (Eur. Bacch. 457, Xen. Oe. 10.2).
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For ‘sawn ivory’, see the identical phrase at 19.564 and the slight variation at 8.404;
cf. V. Aen. 3.464 (secto elephanto) and, from the Hebrew tradition, Cant. 7.5, ‘your neck
is like a tower of ivory’ (of a woman’s skin). é\épas is probably a loan word derived
from Hittite, and was originally used only of ivory; the meaning ‘elephant’ is not
found before Herodotus. Excavations of Mycenaean sites have yielded fragmentary
ivory inlays from furniture and other objects, and a few such pieces appear in Early
Iron Age graves; many of the extant articles are imports from Syria and Phoenicia, or
are inspired by West Asiatic techniques. Homer’s audience might have encountered
worked ivory (x 8 in Od., x 2 in II.) as a result of proliferating contacts with the NE
(see Boardman 1980: 62—3 for ivory statuettes found in a late eighth-century Attic
grave); see further Lorimer 1950: 507, Treu 19545, Burkert 1992: 19, Morris 1992. P.
has a special affinity with the substance: at 19.56 she sits on a kAioin inlaid with ivory
and silver; at 21.6—7 the key she fetches to open the storeroom where Od.’s bow is
kept has an ivory handle; and at 19. 564—9 she makes her notorious statement about
the ivory gates through which deceptive dreams come. The punning association of
EAépas and EAepaipopan (‘deceive’ or ‘do harm to’) on which 19.564—9 depends is in
keeping with the ambiguities surrounding P’s conduct in books 18 and 19. For the
association between P. and ivory, cf. the discussion in Amory 1966.

198 AeukdAevor: the epithet regularly occurs between the penthemimeral caesura
and the bucolic diaeresis; cf. 6.239, 19.60, II. 3.121, 6.377.

199 ¢00yyw: Emepyduevar: the sound of the maids’ voices serves, in realistic
fashion, to rouse P. from her sleep. yAukus Utrvos &vfjke: for the expression, 7.289;
cf. 19.551.

201-5 P. emphatically reasserts her continuing fidelity to Od., a further reminder
of her still steadfast state of mind just prior to her announcement of her intention to
remarry.

201 aivowadii: a hapax that resembles Hecuba’s self-characterization at /l. 22.431,
aiva TaBoUoa, as she leads the women in lament for Hector; the poet may be
borrowing terminology conventional to the threnodic genre. The expression aiva
Tafoloa belongs among a small group of phrases, indicative of an attitude of self-
pity, used only by speakers referring to themselves; such plangent terms may have
seemed too emotionally charged for the narrator’s style (Griffin 1986: 41). Tepl xéW
tk&Auyev: a k@ua is a magical slumber, imposed by the gods on other divinities and
mortals for particular ends; cf. /I. 14.359 (Zeus’ post-coital sleep after being beguiled by
Hera), Hes. Th. 798, Alcm. 7.2, Sappho 2.8, Pind. Pyth. 1.12. The verb demonstrates
the x&ua’s special quality: H. never uses kaAUTTw of normal sleep, reserving the
term elsewhere for the veiling action of grief, death or unconsciousness (see Onians
1988: 421-5).

202 poAakov O&vaTov: the repetition of the adjective underscores the affinity
between P’s sleep and death. Death and Sleep are brothers according to . 14.231,
16.682, Hes. Th. 212 and 755-6; for the pairing, see too 13.80, [I. 11.241, Hes. IWD 116,
fr. 278 M-W, Alcm. 3.62, Heracl. B21 DK. The deities appear together as statues at
Sparta (Paus. 3.18.1); Pausanias also sees them (in contrasting ivory and cedar wood)
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in the arms of their mother Night on the chest of Cypselus (5.18.1). For other artistic
representations and discussion, see Vermeule 1979: 145-51, Ramnoux 1959. ‘ApTeus
&ywvh: Artemis delivers a ‘soft” death because she strikes unexpectedly and kills with
a single shaft from her bow. For extended accounts of the divinity as a gentle slayer
who brings death with her arrows, usually to women, but on one occasion to a man
(Orion), see 5.123-4, 11.172-3, 20.61-3, 80; later sources include A. R. 3.773-4 (with
its echoes of this passage), [Mosch.] 4.29—35. Coming so shortly after the evocation of
Aphrodite, the appeal to the goddess of chastity, here with her formulaic cult epithet
(x 3 Od.), forms part of the ‘correction’ implicit in P’s speech. The poet again affirms
his heroine’s marital fidelity just as she is about to embark on her role as apparent
coquette.

203-4 aUTikaviv: P’semphatic ‘right now’ (repeated in the same context at 20.63)
signals the urgency of her longing for death; cf. /I. 18.98, where Achilles, distraught at
the news of Patroclus’ death, declares arixa TeBvainv. In what follows, P unwittingly
repeats terms used to depict Od. beleaguered and lamenting on Calypso’s island; see
5.152—3, 160-1. 01wU8w (also in Od.’s speech at 5.160-1) regularly refers to the wasting
process caused by grief and lamentation; cf. 10.485-6, 16.144—5; the term describes not
wholesale destruction, but a gradual diminishment or enfeeblement (see Chantraine,
DE for this). aléve: cognate with alef and, in later Greek, used to refer to a period
of time. In H. the term variously describes the vitality or life force that can be lost at
death (7.224, 9.523), the duration of a life (//. 4.478—9 = 17.302—4) and, in the instance
in book 5.152, the life-substance flowing from Od. as he weeps.

204 wobtousa: Tdlos, ‘yearning desire’ is the particularly poignant longing
inspired by a loved object believed (correctly or not) absent, dead or unattainable.
Tré8os for Od. causes Anticleia’s death (11.202); cf. I/. 19.320-1 (Achilles’ yearning for
Patroclus), H. H. Cer. 201 (Demeter for Kore), A. Ag. 414 (Menelaus for Helen), Xen.
Symp. 4.22 (a lover for his beloved). Note Arist. NE 1167a6, ‘one is in love whenever
one longs (1roBei) for the beloved when absent and eagerly desires his presence’; see
further Vernant 1990: 41 50.

206-11 An example of the type-scene ‘young woman (or grande dame) descends
to the main hall accompanied by servants’; for this designation and the conventions
of the narrative motif, see Nagler 1974: 64—72. For the formulaic lines used here,
cf. 158-302n, 1.331-5, 16.413-16, 19.600-1, 21.63-6.

207 ouk oln: see 182n and Introduction p. 16.

209 oTH pa wapk orabudv Téyeos wUka TroinToio ‘she stood beside the central
pillar of the solidly-built roof’, a formulaic line x 5in Od., x 4 of P, x 1 of Nausicaa
(1.333, 8.458, 16.415, 21.64; for imitation, H. H. Cer. 186). cTaBpéds usually describes
a door-jamb or post (see 17.96n), but can also refer to the central pillar supporting
the roof of the péyapov. While a position by the door would convey P’s distaste
for proximity to the suitors, a more central location, indicating the queen’s role as
current and steadfast guardian of the household, makes better thematic sense here.
Such ‘axial’ pillars and posts appear at several points in Od.’s adventures and return.
The motif, common to husband and wife, culminates in the olive tree trunk/pillar
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used to build the wonderfully fashioned marriage bed that the couple shares (23.190—
204); see further Nagler 1996: 153-5. wUxa: an adverbial form confined to epic, from
the same root as Trukvés and Tuk&Zw ‘cover’.

210 Airapd kpfiSepva ‘shining head-dress’; the archaic noun probably referred
initially to head-bindings or head-ribbons; H. would have taken over the existing
formula with the plur. form, and applied it to the head-covering customarily worn by
women in his own society; later sixth-century vase paintings show women with some
kind of veil or head-shawl hanging down their backs (see Wace and Stubbings 1962:
501-2, Marinatos 1967: 13, 46). The adjective ‘shining’ suggests that the material was
treated with oil so as to give it suppleness and sheen; on Scheria, woven materials
actually drip with oil (7.107). The Linear B tablets attest to the practice in Mycenaean
times, specifically in the preparation of linens. Throughout H., veils symbolize female
chastity (contrast 6.100, a pointer to Nausicaa’s sexual readiness). P’s unusual choice
to appear veiled even in her own house conveys her desire to prevent familiarity
between the suitors and herself; Amory 1966 argues that the veil additionally signals
P’s tendency to look obliquely at what is before her, avoiding direct confrontation.
See further Nagler 1974: 44-63.

212 The poet typically does not describe P’s beauty, but records its impact. abrolr
‘there, on the spot’. Auto yoUvaTt’: knees regularly register and react to the influx of
strong emotion, going slack due to fear (e.g. 4.703, 5.297, 406, 22.68) or, in the I/, as a
result of a death-dealing wound; here uniquely erotic desire prompts the ‘loosening’
response. H. may be thinking of &pws in its capacity as AuoipeAtys, ‘limb-loosener’;
so Hes. Th. 120-1, Archil. 196 W (here of wé80s), Sappho 130, Alem. 3.61. A link
between the knees, sometimes described as the site of generative fluid, and sexuality is
plausible, perhaps originally based on the root *gen common to yéws and yiyvoum
(with further discussion in Onians 1988: 111, 175-86, 246). Note too Hes. WD 586—7:
men suffer impotence at midsummer ‘since Sirius dries up their head and knees’,
and 238n. EBeAxBev: 3 plur. aor. pass. of 8Ayw, one of the aorists in —8n-v that H.
includes; these forms appear to be a secondary linguistic development, and tend
to cluster in the Od. or in the more recent portions of the Il. This powerful verb
describes the (usually temporary) alteration of a man’s normal condition, thoughts
and consciousness (see 17.514n for this and the link between the enchantment of love
and speech/song). H.’s use of 8Ayw at 10.326 suggests the connection between magic
and eros; there the seductive Circe wonders at Od.’s failure to be ‘enchanted’ by her
drugs.

213 = 1.366, of the suitors’ reaction to P. the first time they see her in the poem.
fipficavTo ‘prayed aloud to, expressed a wish to’. wapal Aexéeoot kMbijvan ‘to lie
beside her in bed’; apai is adverbial here, going with kAbfjvan, and Aexéegon is
locative. The wish stands as the final element in the sequence of parallels between
this episode and Ares’ tryst with Aphrodite; see 8.342. While the phrase clearly
refers to the suitors’ besotted response, we should remember that Od. is also
silent witness to the scene: P’s capacity instantly to arouse the suitors renews his
ardour in an instance of ‘triangular or “mimetic” desire’ (Zeitlin 1996: 46; see too
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Introduction p. 26). Both parts of Athena’s original plan have been amply fulfilled:
by making P. supremely desirable to the suitors, she also enhances her value in her
husband’s eyes, and thus contrives a scene designed to encourage Od. to compete
with his rivals for (re)possession of his wife.

21525 P’s speech begins with a powerful rebuke and ends with a no less strongly
worded warning. Her tone of authority may be carefully calculated: alarmed at
the plot against Telemachus’ life, she wishes to demonstrate his still immature and
subordinate status so as to convince the suitors that he poses no threat (see Winkler
1990 147)-

216 «épd€ tvapas ‘you used to apply your cleverness’. vwudw has the literal
meaning ‘handle, wield’; here it serves as a metaphor for controlled mental activity;
cf. 13.255 (of Od.), 20.257 (of Telemachus); contrast 20.346, where Athena misdirects
the suitors’ thoughts (TrapémAay€ev . . . vonua).

219 péyedos kal k&AAos: for the association of size and beauty, see 195n. &AASTpI0S
s ‘a foreigner’ (so 16.102).

220 @ptves. . . tvalotpor: for the ad). see 17.363n; cf. 249n for an analogous expres-
sion. This line, set apart from the preceding one by asyndeton, virtually repeats 215
and closes the introductory ring before P. moves from the general point to the specific
nstance.

221-5 At 166—7 P. announced that she was going to warn Telemachus against
mingling with the suitors; instead she scolds him for having allowed the beggar’s
mistreatment. Although a departure from epic convention, the discrepancy between
the stated intention and its realization can be reconciled without too much difficulty:
P. cites a concrete instance of Telemachus’ complicity in the suitors’ general mode
of conduct (at 61—5 he endorsed Antinous’ sponsorship of the bout between Od. and
Irus); this, P. also claims, is an example of his failure to exercise the sagacity that
might be expected from one who has reached maturity, a theme perhaps suggested
by Eurynome’s words on Telemachus’ coming of age (175-6n). However, audiences
may regard the deviation from 166—7 as significant: if the poet means us to register
the shift, it could reveal that P’s original statement was a hastily fabricated excuse for
her impulse to go downstairs, or suggest that she is so preoccupied with the beggar
that, once in his presence, she forgets her original motivation. For the different
interpretations that P’s words allow, see Besslich 1966: 141, Fenik 1974: 117-19, Austin
1975: 209-10, van Nortwick 1979: 274, Byre 1988: 163—5 and Katz 1991: 89; see too
231-2n.

221 olov ‘as exemplified by the fact that’. T68e (F)&pyov: as in more than half the
instances of €pyov in H., hiatus is observed.

222 05 ‘because you allowed’, causal.

223—4 Ti...wa&lo1: combined with the description that follows, this ‘euphemism’
could refer either to the suitors’ generally abusive conduct towards Od. or, more
concretely, to the fist fight that has just occurred, and which Telemachus sanctioned
(see 221—5n). puoTAKTUOS: PUCTAKTUS, ‘a dragging about’, is a hapax derived from
puoT&lw, ‘drag about, maltreat’, a frequentative form of épUcw. For other uses of the
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verb, see 16.109 = 20.319, of the suitors’ maltreatment of guests and of the serving
women.

225 oloxos AdPn Te: for the combination of terms, see 19.373, I. 13.622. Acwpn,
whose meaning is both ‘outrage’ and ‘blame, reproach’, is regularly used of an
indignity that may involve physical as well as verbal maltreatment and ‘expresses the
construction put upon an action by the one that suffers from it. . . It hurts because the
image a hero has of himself is that presented to him by his peers’ (Hainsworth on 1I.
9.387). For the necessary loss of kAfos and the shame that a AcPn entails, consonant
with the public disrepute evoked here, see . 7.96-100; note too II. 24.239 (Priam
abusing the Trojans with the term AwPnTfpes) and 347n.

227—42 Telemachus adopts a gentler and more conciliatory tone than when
previously confronted with P’s displays of authority (contrast 1.356—9) as he feigns
a helplessness that the audience knows that he does not feel. But his new powers
of restraint combined with the wish/imprecation at his speech’s end may cause P’s
plans to backfire: if her aim was to demonstrate Telamachus’ continued immaturity
and the lack of danger that he poses to the suitors, then she has produced quite the
opposite result (see Introduction p. 30). For her renewed attempt to protect him, see
259—70n.

227 TO pév: acc. obj. of kexoAdobau; ot is both the object of vepegoduat and the
subject of the infinitive. o¥ o€ vepeoodua ‘I do not blame you’; the verb regularly
describes the blameworthy, improper and/or annoying nature of an act or word and
the sense of disapproval it arouses in those witness to it; cf. 2.101 = 19.146 = 24.136,
6.286. H. uses the active and middle forms interchangeably.

229 £0OA& Te kal T& Xépeia: for the use of the article, see 403—4n; cf. 8.585. vijrios
fia: the verb is the 1 sing. impf. indicative of ‘to be’ (Attic fjv), a regular Homeric
form (see Chantraine, GH 1 287). Telemachus will use the same phrase of himself at
20.310; for similar remarks, see 2.313, 19.19, and, exceptionally not of Telemachus,
21.95. vAiTrios, possibly the equivalent of the Latin infans, ‘one who cannot speak’,
stands in opposition to the youth’s very frequent characterization as Temvupévos, an
expression used in the next line and often indicative of a wisdom as manifested in
speech (see 17.45n).

231 K. ..TTAfjooouot: ‘tmesis’, ‘they scare, dismay’.

231-2 Telemachus’ words very much echo the spirit, if not the letter, of P’s earlier
account of his dealings with the suitors (167-8): both speakers comment on their
unwanted guests’ covert and evil designs and characterize Telemachus’ associations
with them in similar terms. Even if P. has not explicitly said what she proposed,
Telemachus seems to have understood the rebuke according to its author’s origi-
nal design (see Byre 1988: 164). For the image of an individual distracted or left at
a loss because others have struck the wits out of him, cf. /I. 3.31, 13.394; as reg-
ularly, H. imagines the mental faculties as a substance that can be lost or gained
(see 327n).

233 ouU pév Toi: with adversative sense (Denniston, GP 398—9); contrast the affir-
mative at 16.267.
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234 uwvnoThpwv i6TNT ‘according to the suitors’ wish’. Some commentators
object that Telemachus wrongly assumes the suitors’ partiality for Irus in the fight
(despite Antinous’ apparent sympathy for Od. at 79—81). But his partisanship colours
his overall outlook: since both the suitors and Irus are hostile to Od., he naturally
supposes their identity of interests. His subsequent oath will draw a clear parallel
between the high-class antagonists and parasite, reinforcing the poet’s repeated sug-
gestions of the connections between Irus and the suitors (see 20-1, 75, 76, 77, 88, 99,
236—42nn).

235 A common formulaic beginning for an utterance addressed to the gods
(4-341, 7.311, 17.132n, 24.376) frequently used when, as here, the expression involves a
comparison.

236—42 Telemachus explicitly formulates the earlier implicit parallelism between
Irus and the suitors (oUTw viv uwvnoTiipss . . . s vivTpos). On the passage, see Levine
1982: 202-3.

238 AeAUTo 8t yvia: g sing. perf. opt. for AeAU—1—To, from a conjugation of the
verb in Uut; cf. 248 and Chantraine, GH 1 51 for the form. The description here and
at 242 ironically recalls the evocation of the suitors ‘unloosed’ by erotic desire at 212.
The phrase will be repeated again at 22.68, when the suitors face death at Od.’s
hands.

240 fioTa ‘isseated’, from fjuan, ‘sit, be seated’. peBUovTi: pebUcw derives from pébu
(cogn. with English ‘mead’), an IE word replaced in later Greek by the Semitic loan
word ofvos. In comparing Irus in his collapse to a drunkard, Telemachus denigrates
him further; the constantly carousing suitors, his remark may additionally imply,
have left themselves open to the same charge. For intemperance as a mark of conduct
unbecoming to the elite, see 331n. Cf. Theoc. 1d. 22.98 for the equation of the defeated
boxer with the drunkard (perhaps a reminiscence of this passage) and Opp. Cyn. 4.204.

242 @iAa yvia: the so-called ‘possessive’ use of @iAos, a standard feature of epic
diction (also frequent with fjTop, kijp, Bupds and yoUvaTa, among other bodily organs
and parts) and usually rendered ‘my/your/their own’. But since the adj. is regularly
applied to life and limbs at moments when they are threatened or destroyed, it may
carry a stronger meaning (‘beloved’; cf. Eng. ‘dear life’) and imply affection as well
as possession. The two notions are closely united in H.: men ‘love’ what is giAov or
their own. See further Robinson 1990.

244 Eurymachus ranks second only to Antinous in his villainy and role as
ringleader of the suitors. The two are cited as the pre-eminent and most eligible
among the group (4.628—9, 21.186—7) and frequently act in concert (for examples, see
Fenik 1974: 198); the two will also be the first to meet their deaths at Od.’s hands.
Both have personal obligations to Od. and his family; just as Od. once protected the
father of Antinous (16.424—30), so he used to dandle Eurymachus on his knees when
he was a child (16.442—4). However, the poet also introduces distinctions between the
two suitors’ modes of depravity. While Antinous is intemperate, rash, quick to anger
and violence and utterly unmindful of social niceties and restraints, Eurymachus is
a consummate hypocrite, inclined to temporize, preserve appearances and mask his
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wickedness with lying protestations of good faith. It is entirely in character that, faced
with death, he tries to shift the blame onto Antinous and to appease Od. with belated
offers of restitution (22.48-59). H. uniquely uses a two-name speech introduction
here in place of the more common formula, ‘s/he addressed b’ followed by a qual-
ifying phrase, for the start of Eurymachus’ remarks (‘Eurymachus addressed P. with
words’). The variation may indicate that the suitor has interrupted the more intimate
exchange between P. and her son (Edwards 1970: 33).

245 koUpn...TlInveAémeia: a formulaic address, x 8 in Od; the second noun-
epithet phrase appears X 44. Both Eurymachus and Antinous invariably address P.
in this manner, designating the object of their courtship in a way that suits their
design: Od. is effectively written out of the picture, and P. returned to her unmarried
state as her father’s daughter. See further 259n, 17.152n, and Beck 2005a: g6-100.
Eurymachus’ speech of flattery is entirely true to type.

246 “lacov Apyos ‘lonian (?) Argos’, an expression used uniquely here. Ancient
commentators affirm that the phrase describes the Peloponnese, so called because of
its legendary king Iasos. According to the scholia, Iasos was the son of Io (although
Apollodorus 2.1.3 and Pausanias 2.16.1 identify him as her father). Since Io was
considered the originator of the Ionian race, lacos and 16vios might have come
to signify the same thing. Some commentators object that there is no linguistic
connection between the two terms, and the use of “lacos as an adj. remains odd,
but there is good evidence for the presence of Ionian communities in Argos or
the Peloponnese at an early date and Pausanias (2.37.3) states that the inhabitants
of Argos and Athens once spoke the same language (cf. Hdt. 7.94). For the view
that a branch of the Mycenaean ruling class living in the Peloponnese would have
called themselves ‘Ionians’ or *|&Foves, see Chadwick 1964: 117-18 and Janko at
1. 13.685-8.

247 TAéoves: —eo— is scanned by synizesis as a long syllable.

248 Sawvat is opt. for Savi—1—ato; cf. II. 24.665, SaviTo. See 238n for a similar
form and Chantraine, GH 1 51.

249 Arete uses the same phrase of Od. at 11.337; see too 14.178. For péyefos, see
195n. ¢oas: an epic form of igos with prothetic vowel, used elsewhere of ‘evenly-
balanced’ ships and shields; here the adjective is metaphorically extended to wits that
are ‘in equilibrium’ or well-balanced, as opposed to those that are immoderate or out
of control (for the implied contrast, cf. 2.231= 5.9, 7.309-10). With one exception (I.
2.765), the epithet appears only in formulaic expressions, always modifying a feminine
noun and in final position in the line.

251-80 A crucial speech in which P. adds a new plot twist as she reports Od.’s
parting instructions, directing her to remarry should he not have returned by the time
Telemachus reaches manhood. P. brackets her verbatim repetition of Od.’s words
(259—70) with strong reiterations of her continuing devotion to her husband and
grief at his absence. In the concluding portion of her speech, she makes the possible
remarriage contingent on the suitors’ observing current custom and bringing her

gifts.
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251-6 = 19.124—9 (P. to Od,, also denying or modifying the praise addressed
to her). f§ Tor: this combination marks a qualification or, as in this instance, an
emphatic contradiction of a previous speaker’s words. P’s rejection of Eurymachus’
flattery is sincere; she knows nothing of the earlier visit of the divine beautician (187-
97)- Unusually, the poet seems not to use 8épas as an acc. of respect (although the
translation ‘in respect of appearance and form’ is also possible); see Clarke 2001: 117.

252 “lAiov eloavéPaivov ‘embarked on board ship to go to Troy’; for the expression,
cf. 2.172.

253 fjiev: gsing. imperf. of elwi ‘go’. According to the Cypria, Od. did not voluntarily
join in the Trojan expedition, but was tricked into so doing by Palamedes (Cypria arg.
5W).

254 TOv énov Plov: here ‘livelihood, property’ rather than ‘life’, although the
distinction is a narrow one. &p@iwoAevUol: the verb regularly means ‘take care of,
tend’ (so 24.244 and 257 of Laertes’ careful tendance of his vineyard); the scholia gloss
Trep1TTéCOl, Tepl TOV Euodv Piov ToAoiTo kai &vacTpépoito, and A-H-C render it
‘surround my life (with his concern)’. There may be a latent agricultural metaphor
here.

255 KAtos. . .Eudv: unusually here an individual refers to his/her own renown.
For the only other instance in the Od., see Od.’s words at g.20, kai pev KAéos oUpavov
Tkel; KAéos more conventionally depends on what others say (or typically sing) of you
(see 17.418n). Here P’s fame seems a matter not just of her beauty and soundness of
mind (regular female virtues in the Homeric world; cf. 20.71) on which Eurymachus
has complimented her but, more importantly, of her fidelity to Od. P’s claim thus
stands in opposition to Antinous’ earlier suggestion that she receives kKAéos by virtue
of the suitors’ presence (2.125-6) and instead makes that renown dependent on her
husband’s action. Elsewhere in the poem, P’s kAéos results from her practice of the
86Aot that Od. names as the source of his reputation at 9.19—20; for the association of
kAéos and 860, see the scene in the underworld, where Agamemnon’s declaration of
P’s undying kAéos (24.196) caps Amphimedon’s narrative of her 86Aot (cf. 19. 131—46);
since those tricks are performed so as to promote her husband’s interests, they too can
form part of her wifely devotion. In a sense not intended by the speaker, P’s words
concerning the amplified renown that Od.’s return would bring her are prescient: the
Od. is a celebration of that véoTos which endows fame on P. by virtue of her part in
the story. For further discussion, see Edwards 1985: 80o—1, Segal 1996: 208—g.

256 viv 8’ the expression ‘but as it is’ occurs commonly after unfulfilled conditions;
cf. 1.166; cf. Il. 1.354. In the [liad, Achilles shows a particular predilection for the phrase,
using it far more often than other characters (x 26). Like Achilles, here P’s ‘mind
goes out into a world of possibility, and then abruptly returns to the situation before
[her]’ (so Friedrich and Redfield 1978: 283).

257 Aimrov k&ta: for the reversed ‘tmesis’, cf. II. 17.91, 21.57, Od. 9.17.

258 BeSitepnv il kapwdi: the gesture regularly accompanies leave-taking and/or
serves as a sign of affection; in Attic marriage rituals, the husband would also grasp
his new bride by the right wrist, perhaps a practice additionally suggested here (Foley
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2001: 132). For representations in Greek art, see Neumann 1965: 49—58. éué goes with
TpoanUda.

259—70 The first and only account of Od.’s instructions on leaving home (a
motif reworked at S. Trach. 161-8; the scene of the warrior’s leave-taking from his
family also appears very frequently on later Attic vases; see Lissarrague 1989: 45-6).
Nothing in the text confirms or denies the veracity of P’s report, and several different
interpretations are possible. (a) P. accurately relays what Od. said, citing his words to
demonstrate that her reluctant decision to consider remarriage is both conditioned
and approved by her husband’s intentions (note the irony of the ‘quotation’ in the
original speaker’s presence; the fact that Od. registers neither surprise nor dissent
could be taken as proof either of P’s sincerity, or of Od.’s awareness of her ‘game’; but
see 281—3nn). (b) Her fabricated account could be another face-saving expedient to
explain and excuse a (genuine) change in course; driven to extremity by Telemachus’
manhood, the threats to his life, and the depletion of her husband’s property, she
has decided to remarry. (c) P. makes a fresh attempt to beguile the suitors, using
the fabrication to gain time and shield Telemachus; her apparent capitulation will
also allow her to repair the attacks on the household’s wealth by soliciting gifts. A
deliberate fiction would additionally explain why there is no other reference to Od.’s
important instructions in the poem. (d) H. preserves an element from a folk-tale
version in which P. agreed to remarry according to Od.’s previous directions.

The narrator offers no clues as to which interpretation is correct, and guidance
comes only from Od.’s later; and no less problematic, gloss on P’s conduct here
(281—3nn). But while P’s motives and actions remain opaque (perhaps by the poet’s
design), her behaviour is consistent with the role assigned to her in Athena and Od.’s
revenge plan. As with her proposal to stage the contest of the bow in book 19, P.
unwittingly embarks on a course that will bring about the realization of what she
longs for even as she ostensibly believes herself moving ever further from that goal.
For further discussion, see Biichner 1940: 13746, Allione 1963: 65—70, Vester 1968:
432, Marquadt 1985: 41, Byre 1988: 172—3, Winkler 1990: 1467, Katz 1991: 912,
Hélscher 1996: 134-7.

259 & yuvar: Od.’s reported words open with the regular form of address by a
husband to his wife; the ‘beggar’ favours the same expression during his dialogue
with P. in book 19, where he again avoids the ‘maiden’ name used by the suitors (see
245n). yuvn indicates both wife and the mistress of a household.

260 &movéeoBau: the form islocalized throughout H. as a line-terminating formula
(x 5in Od., x 10 Il.); the a of the prefix is lengthened to supply the required metre
(=ov—-). See further Wyatt 1969: 85—7.

262 #5¢ puTiipas dioT®dv ‘and drawers of arrows’; cf. 21.173. The final vowel of
715¢ is lengthened before the noun’s original double constant *Fp; puTfp is cognate
with £pUw ‘pull’. This particular expression appears nowhere elsewhere in H. (in the
Il. putnp refers to a rein, i.e. that which ‘pulls back’ a horse), and the Trojans are
not typically characterized as archers. There are some notoriously disreputable uses
of the bow on the Trojan side (Pandarus chiefly; see too /. 11.385), but Greek heroes
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(Meriones and Od. among them) use the weapon too. Contingents of archers appear
on both sides, and at II. 3.79 the entire Achaean army is equipped with bows; the
collective Trojans are never so described (see further Hijmans 1976). Why Od., or P,
if she is the author of the ‘citation’, should depict the enemy in this manner remains
puzzling; possibly the poet seeks to promote his hero’s signature skill by including
Trojan bowmanship among the reasons why the enemy seems so formidable.

263 Immov T dkuddwv EmPrTopas: lit. ‘riders of swift-footed horses’, but more
properly ‘riders on chariots with swift-footed horses’; so irreov émiBaivew is ‘to mount
a chariot’. The phrase forms the final member of a tricolon crescendo as the speaker,
elaborating on his statement in 261, enumerates the odds ranged against the Greeks
so as to emphasize the unlikelihood of his return. of Te: Monro’s emendation for the
MSS reading of ke is almost certainly correct; epic poets regularly use Te with a noun
or pronoun to describe a generic or essential property characteristic of a person or
thing; see too 17.331n, Chantraine, GH 11 239—41, Ruijgh 1971: 349.

264 Expwav: gnomic aorist; here the verb means ‘decide, settle an issue’. dporiov
ToAépoio ‘baneful war’, a formulaic phrase found x 8 in H. The meaning and
etymology of the already fossilized epic adjective, variously applied by H. to old age,
death, strife and battle, has puzzled ancient and modern commentators. If related to
6u6s/ duoios ‘like, resembling’, it would mean ‘equal for all’, ‘impartial’, ‘levelling’ (as
at Hes. I¥D 182, Xenophanes B23.2 DK and later authors). Apollonius’ Lexicon glosses
T6 dpoiws oupPBaivov. However, an independent derivation is entirely possible; some
early grammarians gloss kaxos; see too Leaf’s discussion at II. 9.440 and A-H-S at H.
H. Ven. 224. The adj. would have assumed its negative meaning in H. because ‘those
things of which it was predicated were all bad or at least unwelcome’ (Wyatt 1969:
175)-

265 ' &véoer: most probably from *&véfw, ‘set’, ie. ‘restore’ rather than an
irregular future form of &vinui (as assumed by ancient commentators); cf. II. 14.209.

267 pepvijoBai: imperatival infinitive, as at 270.

269 yeverioavTa: see 176n. If we accept that this is what Od. said, then Eurynome
may already have had his words in mind at 176.

270 yfuao® &1 K E0EAnIo0a: yauéw regularly takes a dat. in H. when used in the
mid. of a woman giving herself in marriage to a man. Here the choice of whom to
marry is explicitly placed in P’s own hands (see Introduction p. 26). Both in this and
subsequent references to the future marriage, speakers emphasize P’s departure from
the house, something deeply painful to her (19. 579-81 = 21.77—9, 20.334-7, 3414,
21.103—4).

272—-3 ‘The night will come, when hateful marriage will come upon me, a ruined
woman, whom Zeus has robbed of happiness’. aTuyepos y&pos: the phrase is used
of the remarriage at 1.249 = 16.126.

273 oUAouévns lit. ‘accursed’, that of which one says dAoto (‘go to blazes’). As at
17.287n, the powerful term is given added emphasis by its run-over position. &mnUpa
‘took away’; a defective verb (see Chantraine, GH 1 356, 380 and Snell-Erbse, LfigE

for possible derivations).
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274 = 1. 8.147, 15.208, 16.52; the noun-epithet phrase appears x 10 in H. &A\A&
168 T6S¢e looks forward to the next verse and gives emphasis to what P. is going to
say.

275 wnoTfipwv...dlkn ‘the usage, custom of suitors’; the regular meaning of
8ikn in the Od. (e.g. 11.218, 19.43, 168, 24.255). Only on a few occasions (14.84, II.
16.388, 19.180—1) does the term approach its later meaning of justice. Contrast Hes.
WD g, 221, Th. 85-6, 235-6.

276 &oveioio ‘of a rich man’.

277 &AAfHAois éplowaw: for the suggestion of a marriage contest, see 292—301,
17.167—9nn. The verb is particularly apposite for rivalry and competition over a
woman,; it is used of Agamemnon and Achilles’ quarrel provoked by Briseis (1. 1.6,
8, 2.376—7; cf. 19.58), of Paris and Menelaus’ struggle over Helen (. 3.100), and of
the suitors competing for the hand of Cleisthenes’ daughter at Hdt. 6.129.2. It was, of
course, the personified Eris who, at the wedding of Peleus and Thetss, first prompted
the divine quarrel that was the catalyst for Helen’s abduction and the whole war that
followed; Hesiod evokes that divine £pis in the context of the courtship competition
for Helen at fr. 204.95-6 M-W (¢§ €p180s). For a later play on €pis /€pws, see Eur. I4
585-7-

278 P. highlights how proper suitors behave: instead of consuming their host’s
livestock, they themselves (aUToi is emphatic) bring the meal. Béas kal Ipiax
ufjda: x 7 in H. In place of the animals supplied by the exemplary wooers of
P’s account, the suitors will offer jewelry and clothing, gifts perhaps more suited to a
seduction than to a legitimate marriage scenario (see 292—301nn).

279 ¢iAoiot ‘relatives’, a dat. predicative in opposition to the preceding phrase.
The 8&pa solicited here are distinct from the &8va whose exchange was a necessary
and formal part of a marriage agreement. For the distinction, see Lacey 1966: 55—-60.
H. couples the noun—epithet (x 20 in H.) with forms of 8i8wu1 at line’s end on three
other occasions in the Od.; cf. Il. 24.425, in a variation of the formula.

280 On &ANOTpiov see 18n. v jTrowov ‘without compensation’; see Introduction
p- 17 n. 45 for the poet’s use of the term.

281-2 A notorious crux, and a possible pointer to the motives behind P’s
announcement (as Od. understands them). There are three plausible reasons for
Od.’s otherwise paradoxical pleasure at P’s declaration of her readiness to take a
second husband. (a) Most likely, assuming that P. speaks in good faith and genuinely
intends to remarry, Od.’s delight derives from her display of wifely obedience as she
cites his instructions, even as he knows that she will not have to act in the painful
manner indicated; P’s solicitation of gifts would also please Od.; for his characteristic
preoccupation with gift-accumulation, see, e.g., 9.229, 19.272, 283—4. (b) Od. rejoices
because he discerns that P. is beguiling her love-struck audience the better to hood-
wink and extort marriage gifts from them; previous appearances of the phrase ‘her
mind had other intentions’ (see 283n) make this reading attractive: at 2.92 and 13.381
speakers use the words to describe a trick devised by P. to encourage the suitors
while secretly working against them. P’s duplicity, story-telling and use of fabricated
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citations also constitute a display of ‘likemindedness’ which might delight Od., him-
self master of such procedures. (c) Od., like the audience, is not privy to P’s thoughts
and intentions, but glosses or ‘focalizes’ her conduct so as to bring it in line with
his (and Athena’s) plot trajectory. He believes that she is dissembling, but we cannot
know whether his assumption is correct (cf. 19.583-7, where Od. similarly interprets
P’s actions — here the proposal to set up the contest of the bow — in the light of his
revenge plot). For discussion, see Allione 1963: 67—9, Bona 1966: 151—2, Byre 1988:
166—73, Katz 1991: 89g—93, 118-19, Hélscher 1996: 135-6.

281 = 7.329, 8.199, 13.250; see too H. H. Cer. 370, Hes. Th. 173; for detailed
discussion of the formulaic phrase, see Finkelberg 1989: 182—3.

282 TapéAkeTo: conative. The prefix TTapa may suggest something underhanded
about the procedure, with the implication of trickery; see 17.139n for a similar use
of the prefix. 8éAye: see 212n for the verb. P’s ability to ‘enchant’ once again links
husband and wife: Od. charmed his audience of Phaeacians and solicited gifts from
them (11.334, 357—9); in the former context, the ‘spell’ cast by Od. depended on his
bard-like powers (11.368); here P. enchants not just through the words that the next
line describes, but, more critically, through her erotic allure. For the link between
speech/song and desire, see 17.514, 519—20nn.

283 voos 8¢ ol &AAa pevolfva ‘her mind intended other things’. These ‘other things’
most probably refer to what Od. believes to be his wife’s general intentions, rather
than to any particularized contrivances. The line should be read with 13.381 where,
in identical phrasing, Athena assured Od. that, for all P’s seeming encouragement of
the suitors, her wifely devotion remained unchanged. Od. here interprets P’s actions
in the light (and language) of what his divine source told him, namely that P. means
to remain steadfast. At 19.157-8 P. will confirm that she does not have any further
ruse to use against the suitors: once the web stratagem failed, she could not come up
with another device (see further Bona 1966: 151—2, Erbse 1972: 82—7, Hélscher 1996:
135—6). However, further trickery should not be ruled out. The phrase &AAa pevoiva
reappears in a well-known mid-sixth-century epitaph that directs the passerby who
‘moves along the road with mind intent on other things (&AAa pevoivédv)’ to stop and
mourn the grave’s inhabitant (CEG 28), an expression that might imply not just the
traveller’s distraction but the cunning (he is up to no good) that P. also exercises; so
too H. H. Merc. 62, T& 8¢ ppeciv &AAa pevoiva, of the god’s idea of stealing Apollo’s
cattle while he performs on the lyre.

286 &5 K EBEANIOW . . . Eveika ‘[receive from him] who wishes to bring it’.

287 5t6agf’ imperatival infinitive. 860w ‘the giving’; cf. 4.651. In the previous
book the poet underscored Antinous’ refusal to ‘give’; see particularly 17.455—7.

288 Epya: in this context, the suitors’ ‘lands’ or ‘estates’; this usage is rare in the
Od., where Epya more typically refer to land that is cultivated or tilled (e.g. 4.318,
6.250, 7.26).

289 Axaidv 65 Tis &piaTos: the Od. uses this formulaic expression, always in this
v. position, exclusively in the context of the remarriage of P. (11.179, 16.76, 19.528; cf.
20.335), the forum where Od. will emerge as the ‘best’. At 15.521 Telemachus calls



200 COMMENTARY: 18.291-292

Eurymachus the &pioTos of the Ithacans, again in reference to the courtship struggle
and that suitor’s aspirations to assume Od.’s yépas. In the formula, &p1oTos must
refer chiefly to eligibility and distinction among an elite group rather than to any
moral quality or political status. In the II., H. reserves the expression &pioTos Axaudov
for pre-eminent heroes; the question of who qualifies as ‘best’ is also at the heart of the
dispute between Agamemnon and Achilles (1.91, 2.82; note the ‘revisionary’ stance
of the Od., which relocates the loaded expression to the dispute between Achilles and
Od., described at 8.78 as the &pioTor Axauédv). Cf. 17.416n.

291—-2 The arrival of the gifts follows immediately on the sending of the heralds
(an instance of ‘telescoping’); the verb &veike at 292 indicates the envoys’ return since
a herald must be the subject. H. uses a more ‘naturalistic’ narrative procedure at
185—99 where P’s sleep and beautification occupy the time lag between Eurynome’s
departure to summon the handmaids and their actual arrival.

291 oiotpevar ‘in order to bring’, an infinitive formed from mixed aor. oio—,
the root which supplies the regular future of pépw; cf. 12.10 and Chantraine, GH 1
417-18. kfjpuka: as the term OeparovTes at 297 (see too 300, 423—4) indicates, heralds
and ‘retainers’ may be interchangeable in function, although the former possess a
particular skill (19.135) and have a specific role in the summoning and directing of
assemblies (2.6-8, 37-8, 8.7-15). Both sets of individuals belong to the class of non-
servile dependents who, voluntarily or otherwise, serve in the houses of the rich and
powerful (see further Ramming 1973: 91—5, Thalmann 1998: 66—7). Heralds also go
to fetch gifts for Od. at 8.399. See too 303n and 423n.

292—301 The Catalogue of Gifts, perhaps a conventional element in epic accounts
of courtship contests. Surviving fragments of the Hesiodic Catalogue of Tomen (frr.
196—204 M-W) include a much more extended enumeration of the gifts that each
suitor offered in wooing Helen, sometimes simply noting that they were ‘many’, but
on occasion including details about the objects (e.g. frr. 200—4). There the suitors’
ranking depends on the quantity and preciousness of what they bring, as the gifts
themselves become the medium of competition. For other lists of gifts in H., see
4.589-92, 9.201-5, II. 9.262—98, 24.228-35.

The itemization of the suitors’ gifts also belongs among the narrative pauses intro-
duced by H. so as to give detailed accounts of objects (see, for example, 4.125—32,
615-19, 15.105-8, 19.226—31, 21.11—41). Like scenery descriptions (see 17.205-1In),
these passages serve several functions: while conjuring up for an audience (and invit-
ing them to visualize) objects particular to the grandiose and luxurious heroic lifestyle
that the epics celebrate, they promote the poet’s themes and plot trajectory: gifts are
concrete markers of §evia, mnemonic devices prompting stories about past events,
indicators of the nature of their givers/owners, and pointers to action still to come.
The suitors’ gifts have a four-fold significance: (a) their opulence highlights the wealth
that the suitors have conspicuously failed to share while plundering Od.’s property.
(b) Their belated bestowal underscores the suitors’ prolonged failure to observe
courtship protocol while also preparing us for the climax of the wooing competi-
tion soon to occur. (The poet might also want an audience to compare and contrast
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this episode with the courtship competition for Helen as later described in the Hes-
iodic Catalogue: while that contest successfully mediated elite rivalry (see Introduction
pp- 17-18), here the gifts fail to resolve a competition which, by its nature, lacks legit-
imacy.) (c) the articles coincide with the allurement scenario that P. resists insofar as
they supply the queen with the accoutrements typically used in epic seduction scenes
(for the affinities with Hera embarking on the seduction of Zeus, see 295—6n). But the
poet again exonerates his heroine: P. does not use the adornments, nor are they made
part of the standard ‘dressing’ type-scene. (d) The fact that P. resists the enticement of
these outstandingly beautiful and seductive gifts gives fresh proof of her fidelity and
her departure from the paradigmatic greed displayed by some other women in the
0d.; note 11.326—7 (Eriphyle who betrayed her husband for a necklace of gold) and
8.269 (Ares successfully solicits Aphrodite with many gifts); see further Morris 1992:
26—7, Brown 1997: 45-6.

H.’s account follows the format regularly used in detailing objects: after a ‘summary
description’, the poet more minutely evokes the artifact’s material, workmanship, size
and/or value (see 292—3, 294, 295—-6nn). H. may additionally focus on one conspicuous
feature of the item and, in the longer segments, give its genealogy and history; for
the terms used here, see Minchin 2001: 106—12; note too Bakker 1997a: 56 for the
suggestion that each sequential unit of description conforms to the way in which
speakers transform visual impressions into speech. Combined with the list format,
the present passage allows for a display of mnemonic power and poetic variatio; H.
rearranges the word order of the lines each time a fresh gift arrives (292, 295, 297,
300). Alliteration, enjambment and compound adjectives all figure in the descriptions
as the poet emphasizes each object’s beauty, preciousness and highly-worked nature.
As suits the gender of the recipient, the gifts are articles for P’s personal adornment,
textiles and jewelry (for these as ‘the status trappings of aristocratic wealth’ and
the relations between cloth-making and metalworking, see 5.38, 8.440, 24.274—7 and
Jenkins 1985: 123—4). Just as Hesiod imagines the first-created woman Pandora chiefly
as a vehicle for adornment (7%. 573-84), so H.’s female figures (divine and human)
are objects whose attractiveness depends in large part on the richness and splendour
of their visible surface. (A view that still holds in sixth- and fifth-century Athens: in
contrast to nude kouroi, the korai dedicated on the Acropolis wear richly-ornamented
garments and jewelry.)

292—-3 As befits Antinous’ status among the suitors, his gift arrives first and is
detailed in three (as opposed to two, in the other three instances) lines; this gift is
also pre-eminent for its combination of a decorated piece of cloth and an attachment
of precious metal (see previous note). After the generalizing description (TrepikaAAéx
wémAov), H. indicates the robe’s workmanship and focuses on one remarkable fea-
ture, the multiple golden pins. woixiAov (‘parti-coloured, ornamented’), in run-over
position, continues the string of T’s in the previous line. H. regularly uses the adj.
for intricately worked objects, whether of cloth (where the meaning may be ‘embroi-
dered’), metal, or wood; cf. 1.132, 3.492, Il. 16.134, 22.441; at Il. 18.590 the verb
TroikiAAe describes how the wonderfully skilled Hephaestus fashioned a dancing floor
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on Achilles’ shield. Tepévai Svokaideka T&oai: T&oau is predicative, ‘twelve in all’;
contrast the garment described at 19.225—7 which carries only one pin. Antinous’
gift may have particular implications; a cloth was an appropriate gift for a groom to
give his bride on the occasion of their marriage (see Helen’s words to Telemachus
at 15.124~7; also 4.305, where TavUtemAos Helen lies beside Menelaus); such nuptial
robes, some depicted on Attic marriage vases, and which may have subsequently
served as coverlets for the marital bed, would form part of Athenian marriage cele-
brations in classical times.

294 A second enjambed phrase, this one highlighting the precious metal from
which the pins are fashioned and their intricate design; gold is, of course, the top-
rank metal, prized for its durability and the fact that it does not tarnish. &papuiai:
‘fitted with’. A. R. 3.832—3 echoes Homeric style and expression for the robe in
which Medea adorns herself (TémrAov | kaAdv, éuyvéumToiov &pnpéuevov Trepdv-
niow) before going to meet Jason.

295—6 Following an initial two-word description (6puov . . . ToAuSaiSaAov), the
poet focuses on the materials used to craft the object and its distinctive feature,
radiance. ToAuSaiSalov ‘highly wrought’, a term used for the products of weaving,
metalworking and carpentry (cf. Il. 11.32, 24.597). XpVoeov is separated from its
noun and postponed until the next verse; this inverts the normal formulaic order.
fHiAékTpoiowv Eeppévov ‘studded with amber beads’. fjAekTpov can variously mean
amber (a substance that the Greeks obtained chiefly from the Baltic coast) and a gold
and silver alloy that occurred naturally in Lydia. The use of the plural here and at
15.460 suggests that the poet has amber rather than the metal mix in mind. Amber
necklaces have been found in Mycenaean shaft graves, and the substance became
popular again in the late seventh and eighth centuries; a more recent find is a gold
and amber bead necklace in the Idaian Cave on Crete (see Sakellarakis 1988: 182—7,
figs. 21— for this, and Wace and Stubbings 1962: 503, Beck 1970). In view of these
artifacts, it is hard to determine whether H. intends his description to be archaizing;
the impression is rather of outstanding luxury. fifAlov &s: for the poet’s repeated
use of the formula between the bucolic diaeresis and line end, see Parry 1971: 229;
cf. H. H. Ven. 89, where the moon is the comparandum for Aphrodite’s necklaces.
Although the sun is called fAéxTwp several times (£ 6.513, 19.398, H. H. Ap. 369)
to indicate its equivalent brilliant gleam, the etymology and connection between
fiAekTpov and fHAékTwp remains obscure (see Ruipérez 1972). Other articles compared
to the sun include Od.’s chiton (19.234) and Hera’s veil (II. 14.185).

297-8 The presence of two heralds, one to carry each of the pair, might serve to
emphasize the objects’ extraordinary value. TplyAnva uopdevra ‘with three mulberry-
like drops’. Hera wears the same triple cluster earrings at /l. 14.182—3 (the A16s &TraT?)
again); cf. H. H. Ven. 6.8—9, where Aphrodite is adorned with a rosette-shaped pair,
made of orichalc and gold. Since neither the Mycenaeans nor Minoans wore ear-
rings, the poet must be thinking of Geometric design; earrings with three projections
of mulberry shape have been discovered in an Early Geometric II grave at Lefkandi
(Euboea); see further Janko at II. 14.182—3. TpiyAnva is derived from yAjvn (eyeball)
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and includes the root *gl-, signifying brightness. popdéevta, a term of obscure ety-
mology, is most plausibly derived from the mulberry, uépa; popdeis = ‘like mulber-
ries’; the adj. may describe the effect of granulation in gold. x&pis & &mweAduteTto
ToAAf) = II. 14.183. For x&pis as the critical element in a woman’s adornment, see
Hes. IVD 65 and 73, and for the close association of light and x&pis and its place
in a woman’s erotic allure, note the phrase (x 5 [Hes.] Cat.) XapiTtwv duaplypat
gxovoa(v). This radiant sparkle also emanates from highly-worked objects; so Od.,
gilded like a work of art, glistens with x&pis (6.237).

300 ioBuov ‘necklace’; from iocOuos ‘neck’. An &yaApa is that in which someone
‘takes delight’ (&y&AAeTau), a precious and high-status object, frequently invested with
talismanic status and/or of divine or legendary provenance. &y&ApaTa are typically
‘the medium of aristocratic intercourse’, prominent in gift exchanges between mem-
bers of the elite (Gernet 1981: 113); cf. 4.602. H. also uses the term of offerings to the
gods, the meaning that comes to predominate in later usage.

303 mepikaAAéa Sdpa: regularly at line end; see, e.g., 8.420, 16.327.

3047345

With the object of their desires now back upstairs with her new-won possessions, the
suitors resume their regular amusements while Od. devises an excuse for staying in
the péyapov. His peremptory order to the maidservants to attend to their mistress
and allow him to take over the business of tending the lamps in the hall provokes
Melantho’s sharp tongue. Od. rebukes her in turn, routing his female antagonists.
The scene both echoes Od.’s earlier encounter with Melantho’s brother, Melanthius,
and with Irus, and anticipates his exchange with Eurymachus, with whom the maid
is associated (see 325n).

304—6 = 1.421-3; cf. H. H. Ap. 149. For the combination of dance and song, see
17.605-6n, and for the adj. iuepéecoav, 17.519—20n.

305-6 TépmovTo: delight is the response that song typically elicits in epic. At
22.330, the Ithacan bard Phemius has the patronymic Terpiades, and Hesiod names
two Muses EUTéptrn and Tepyix6pn (7. 77, 78); on Tépyis and song, see Schadewaldt
1959b: 83—4, Lanata 1963: 8—9. Stanford remarks on the euphony of this and the
subsequent line with the repeated use of the vowels € and o and the consonants Tr,
p, 0 and T; the listener’s delight is equivalent to that of the suitors, and the sound
we hear exemplifies the iuepdeacav &o1d7v of 304. Note too the marked assonance
in 305, Tpeyduevol TéprovTo. Some of the maidservants, who are preparing to keep
the braziers alight in the hall (see 311), would be present at Phemius’ performance,
but more as ancillary listeners than as members of the primary audience; on this, see
Introduction p. 13.

307—-44 A menial task, the lighting of the braziers, the AaumTfipes that would
provide both light and heat, occupies a surprising amount of space, and a different
contrivance could have been found for keeping Od. in the palace. But beyond marking
the beggar’s advance from parasite to the usefully employed lamp-tender (a refutation
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of the repeated charges that the mendicant shuns productive labour), the task allows
Od. one of his several ‘epiphanic’ displays and causes a fresh instance of the suitors’
culpable blindness (see 317, 353, 354—5nn); cf. 19.37—40, where the task Od. fulfils
produces a similar effect whose significance Telemachus correctly discerns.

307 lotacav: g plur. imperf. of ioTnu; the MSS record éoT&oav (intrans.), a
dubious form, for the regular Homeric éstnoav; see 3.182, 8.435, II. 2.525 and 12.56
(where the scholia preserve Aristarchus’ reading éoTaogav) for the same variant, and
Shipp 1972: 110.

308—9 §UAax k&yxava: the context suggests the meaning ‘dry’ for the adj. (so
Eustathius and Hesychius), with a probable derivation from kaicw/xéw (see Athanas-
sakis 1976). In H. the phrase occurs only here and at /l. 21.364; see too k&ykava kGAa
at H. H. Merc. 112, one among several expressions that the composition borrows from
the Od.; A. R. 3.272 (also in this v. position), and Theoc. /d. 24.89 (x&yxava. .. EUX)
preserve the Homeric phrasing. The accumulation of ‘dry, crackling consonants’
(§UAa k&ykava Bfikav) here and in the Iliadic usage evokes the noise of the fire-
wood (see Richardson on 1I. 21.364); the sound pattern continues into the next line.
kekeaopéva: from kedGw, ‘chop’ or ‘split’; cf. 14.418, 15.322 and 20.161, of splitting
firewood.

310 Saibas petépioyov: the verb suggests mixing, an activity hard to reconcile
with the noun’s regular meaning, ‘torches’ (cf. 354). Here 8aiSas probably describe
a form of ‘kindling’, small pieces of wood that, together with the §UAa with which
they are mixed, help to ignite the fire in the braziers (see A-H—C). This is better
than imagining torches interspersed with the AautrTijpes. &uo1pndis: the term refers
to people acting in turn (see too Il. 18.506, H. H. Cer. 326), here relieving one another
as they stoke the flame. &vépaivov ‘gave light’. For (dva)paivew used as intransitive,
see 308, 7.102, 19.25 and LS]J s.v. A 1. In the fantastical palace of Alcinous there was
no need for (living) domestics to supply light: golden statues did the job (7.100—2).

311 Spwial: the distinction between Spwiai and &ugitrolo is fluid; most probably
the latter represent a subset of the former, designated as such when female slaves
appear in a particular capacity or are singled out in some fashion. Unlike Suwiai, an
&uiToAos may be referred to in the singular, given a name (see 182n), and directly
addressed in the vocative case, all indicators of a more personalized relation between
the owner and the domestic(s); see further Thalmann 1998: 63.

311—-12 The epithets accompanying Od.’s name represent the two chief elements
in his heroic makeup, his endurance and wiliness, both amply demonstrated in this
scene. See too 17.34n.

314 W aidoin PacfAeia ‘where your respected queen is’.

315 HAdkata oTpo@aAileTe ‘wind the strands on the distaff (the fiAaxdTn); the
verb is an iterative form related to oTpépw.

316 fpevan: women sit to spin, whereas weaving requires the worker to pass from
one side of the loom to the other. eipia: wool in its raw state, prior to cleansing and
combing; an original digamma causes the hiatus (fj Feipia) here (see Chantraine, GH
1156 for the cognate Lat. term vervex). weikete: a metrical lengthening of Trex—.
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317 @&os: Od.’s self-declared role as light-bringer might be an instance of the
ironies that pervade his dealings with the suitors and his other enemies in the house-
hold (see 31gn). In the II., p&os carries the secondary meanings ‘victory in military
combat’ and ‘salvation’ (e.g., 16.95, 17.615, 18.102, 20.95; cf. Electra’s wish at A. Ch.
131, ‘in Orestes kindle a light in the house’, S. El. 1224, 1354). The hero’s declaration
that he will ‘furnish light for all these’, i.e. the suitors, would then be a grim play on
the speaker’s actual design, that of bringing not victory or salvation, but defeat and
destruction to the company.

319 vikfigouot: renewed irony at the maids’ (and suitors’) expense as Od. selects
a verb that can denote victory in a martial or athletic context. The appearance of
agonistic vocabulary in a description of a humdrum domestic chore is exemplary of the
poem’s mingling of elite and base spheres of activity and its application of aristocratic
competitive values to acts performed by the menial/labourer (see 366n and 15.317—24,
with Edwards 1993: 71—2). Here Od. also makes commensurate pursuits belonging to
different ends of the social spectrum, declaring his endurance as a (productive) lamp-
lighter superior to the suitors’ ability to sustain their (non-productive and wasteful)
carousing. TToAVTAfjucv: with this variation on his standard epithet ToAUTAGs, Od.
uses a term that, in its literal meaning, suits the present context but simultaneously
connotes the hero’s particular quality of endurance and survival (and perhaps also
his daring) and so hints at his true identity. In so doing, he engages in the kind of
formulaic play of which the Odyssean poet seems fond (Griffin 1987: 100-1).

320 ai & tyéhaooav: the first of the maidservants’ two misplaced laughs (for the
other, see 20.8). On both occasions the servants hilarity variously ‘connotes blindness,
rebelliousness and sexual misbehaviour’ (Levine 1987: 23). Like master, like maid: in
both books too the domestics’ outburst echoes or anticipates the suitors’ equally ill-
timed and inappropriate laughter as they misapprehend the meaning of words and
events.

321 Sister to the perfidious and abusive Melanthius, Melantho shares many of her
brother’s unpleasant traits (their common name indicates the ‘black designs’ native
to their character). Just as Melanthius stands in opposition to the loyal Eumaeus
and Philoetius (see 17.212—53n), so Melantho supplies the negative foil to the trusty
Eurycleia and Eurynome. Brother and sister both abuse the hero (in similar terms),
and both will be punished with deaths of particularly nasty kinds; cf. Fenik 1974:
174—5. Treachery and disloyalty in the female domain take a distinctive form, sexual
promiscuity (see 325n). If the poem has just exonerated P. from the charge, it does so
in part by then ‘bringing into the narrative foreground a figure who enacts a scenario
of female betrayal. It displaces the question of sexual misconduct from P. onto her
faithless serving-woman’ (Katz 1991: 131—2). For Dolius, see 17.212n.

322—6 H. places this small but damning ‘biography’ within a ring composition
marked off by évévitre (321, 326); the term occupies the same metrical position in the
opening and concluding lines. The repetition emphasizes the abusive and scolding
nature of the remarks that Melantho is about to deliver; cf. Archilochus’ supposed
claim that the slave-woman Enipo (‘Blame’) was his mother (Critias 88 B44 DK).
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322—3 The details of P’s former care (kéuicoe) and kindness, ‘she used to
give her playthings to amuse her’, make Melantho’s present treachery even more
reprehensible.

323 &t &s: hiatus with &g following a short syllable occurs only here in H.

324 TInvedoreins for P’, objective genitive after wévBos.

325 EUpundywi pioytoketo kal pidéeokev: Melantho’s sexual relations with Eury-
machus correspond to the favour that the suitor shows her brother (17.257). The motif
of the slave girls’ sexual misconduct (see 19.496-501, 20.6—7, 22.417—73) offers an
instance of the Od.’s preoccupation with marital fidelity and the threat posed by
female sexuality and promiscuity. Issues of ownership and honour are additionally
at stake: since Od. is the rightful master and proprietor of the household and its
domestics (a position that may include a droit de seigneur; see 1.433, Laertes’ notewor-
thy abstinence in not sleeping with Eurycleia), the suitors’ dalliance with the all too
willing maids undermines his status and constitutes an attack on his prerogatives: cf.
Thalmann 1998: 71—4.

327—36 Melantho’s abuse recalls her brother’s address at 17.217-32nn. But her
response, like the laugh that she and her fellow domestics direct at the hero at 320,
also indicates her failure to discern the significance of Od.’s words and actions.

327 TA&Aav: elsewhere only at 19.68 (Melantho abusing Od. again); the expression
has been much studied as a marker of female speech in later comedy (e.g. Ar. Lys.
910, 914, Men. Epitr. 466, Peric. 712, Sam. 252; cf. Herod. 3.35, 5.55, 7.88). oU yé
Tis ‘you are someone’; Tis is predicative here (cf. 382). &meaTayuévos: a Home-
ric hapax formed from ékmaTdoow, probably onomatopoeic in origin (TT&Tayos
is a sound). Hesychius and Apollonius the Sophist gloss with &kTemAnypévos,
‘knocked out of one’s wits’. For the sole recurrence of the vivid compound, see 4. P
9-309.

328 xaAktjiov & 86uov: a smithy, where the fire would be kept burning overnight,
would provide a comfortable refuge for a homeless wanderer; Call. Hec. fr. 74.27-8,
with its possible reference to ‘tramps’ who pester blacksmiths with requests for light,
may be pertinent here (see West on Hes. WD 493). Melantho’s proposal that the
‘beggar’ seek out the site coincides with the many other seasonal details that the
poem includes (see 17.23-5n): warmth is necessary because it is still deep winter.
The remark also makes thematic sense as the maid unwittingly suggests the hero’s
affinity with a blacksmith. Od., as suits a man of pfjTis, does have a smith’s skills (cf.
his self-comparison to an &v1)p xaAkeUs at 9.391—3; for the blacksmith’s characteristic
ufT1s, see Detienne and Vernant 1991: 259—73, 307). The remark further promotes the
link between Od. and Hephaestus, whom Demodocus depicted making the bonds
with which to entrap Ares and Aphrodite at his forge (8.273; cf. 17.16n, Andersen 1977
and Newton 1987: 15).

329 Aéoyxnv ‘public lounge, gathering place’. Proposed here as an alternative to
the smith’s shop, the ‘warm’ lounge also appears in conjunction with the x&Akelov at
Hes. VD 493—5, where the adjacent sites provide gathering places for people seeking
refuge from the winter cold. The locale may also have connotations of the laziness
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so frequently imputed to Od.; Hesiod’s recommendation of the Aéoxn prefaces his
description of the ruin suffered by a shiftless man who idles his time away there when
there is work to be done. The ps.-Herodotean Vita describes how H. went to Aéoxan
in Cyme and Phocaea to perform his songs (12, 13, 15); this suggests that the sites were
also places of popular entertainment; cf. the coffee houses in modern Egypt, Turkey
and elsewhere, which host performances of oral poetry.

330-3 = 3903

331 For the highly insulting nature of the charge of drunkenness (at least
when directed at an aristocrat), cf. 19.122, Od.’s fear of being thought inebriated
(BePapnédTa. . . ppévas oivwt), and Il. 1.225, where Achilles calls Agamemnon oivo-
Bapés, a slight uniquely here in the /. The Od. reserves actual drunkenness for the
uncouth Polyphemus, the witless Elpenor and the bestial Centaur Eurytion. Melan-
tho, assuming the elitist perspective and code of conduct that her brother also aped
(see 17.222n), here implies that the ‘beggar’ does not know how to behave at a high-
class gathering.

332 O = 071 ‘because, to judge from the fact that’. peTapcdvia: ‘vain’, ‘ineffectual
things’, often used of words (e.g. Pind. Ol 12.6a, A. R. 3.1121). The ancient lexi-
cographers proposed the etymology ‘gone with the wind’ (* uetavepcvios, from pet’
&véuwv), endorsed by Bechtel, Lexilogus 226 and Chantraine, DE; other explanations
connect the term with a bird ‘raised aloft’ in flight (PMG 516). In fact, Od.’s words
are overloaded with significance.

333 &AUels ‘are you carried away?’; in the /1. the verb describes a state of distraction
caused not by exultation as here, but by pain or grief (5.352, 24.12). Tov &AfjTnv: for
this derogatory use of the article, see 18.26n. The repetition of the first element in the
two terms (&GAUels, GANTNV) heightens Melantho’s mockery and sarcasm. Cf. 73 for
an earlier minatory remark addressed to the over-confident Irus: Od. risks the same
fate as his defeated rival.

334 uN Tis. .. &vaoTi ‘lest some other, a better man than Irus, stand up against
[you]’, a use of the subj. with fut. meaning in a final relative clause; cf. Il. 3.287 with
Monro, HD 282 and Goodwin, MT 568. The omission of ke is very rare (cf. /l. 3.287
and 3.459 for the other instances).

336 ¢opuas ‘defiling’ (you); the verb, combining ideas of sullying and mixing,
appears uniquely here in H. and is not attested again until much later.

337 UmoSpa i8cv: for the expression, see 17.459, 18.14nn.

338 xUov: P. will address this harshly abusive term, ‘dog, bitch’, to Melantho at
19.91; for the shamelessness that the designation signifies, and dogs as exemplary of
the fault, see 17.248n. For other instances in which characters whose speech is deemed
inappropriate or offensive are so described, cf. 17.248n, 19.372—4 and Graver 1995:
52—3. o’ &yopeveis: an Odyssean formula (x 5), found only once in 1. (18.95); it has
causal force here, ‘because you say such things’.

339 kelo' EéA0wv: Od. ‘corrects’ Melantho’s derogatory suggestion at 328—g; echo-
ing her term &\0cv, he declares his intention to go not to the smithy, but to
Telemachus. S1& peAsioTl Tdpniow: ‘tmesis’; see 86n for the coincidence between



208 COMMENTARY: 18.341-347

the division of the verb and the action described. As the maids’ subsequent alarmed
reaction to the threat suggests, this is unusually strong language coming from a
‘beggar’ to a servant.

341 AUbev...Umwd: UTOAUw appears regularly in the . of limbs giving way or
collapsing under the impact of a fatal outside force. It provides the final (mock-heroic?)
instance of the motif of limb-loosening in the book (see 189, 212, 238, 242nn), whether
from the impact of sleep, desire, a beating or alarm.

342 ¢&v ‘they thought’; unaugmented p&v appears Od. x 3, II. x 1; cf. 132n for
the meaning ‘say to oneself, think’.

343—4 After silencing the maids, Od. takes up his stand beside the braziers which
he tends. gaceivav. . . & TavTas dpaduevos: pacivw, ‘give light, llluminate’, is more
regularly found in H. with the sun as its subject (e.g. 3.1-2, 12.383, 385), a usage that
may give an additional dimension to Od.’s ‘look’; while the phrase most obviously
describes the beggar directing his attention to the braziers so as to keep them alight,
T&uTas can also refer to the suitors whom he, panoptic like the sun, surveys and
whose crimes he illuminates. ¢oTfikewv: Aristarchus preferred this regular epic and
Attic form to eloTnkel, found in most MSS; cf. 8.505, 21.434, 24.446 and frequently
in the /l. The augmented forms appear in later Attic poetry and prose (e.g. Eur. HF
925, Thuc. 1.89).

3445 G&AAa: for all that he does the work of a menial, Od.’s thoughts are filled
with his more heroic design; cf. 283n, where P, in Od.’s view, also had her mind fixed
on ‘other things’. &téAeoTa ‘unfulfilled, not accomplished’.

34604

An exchange between Od. and Eurymachus, which, like the altercation between the
hero and Antinous in book 17, culminates in the suitor hurling an object at the beggar.
However, H. also varies the scheme; whereas Od.’s rebuke to Antinous took the form
of a moralizing tale (a motif already reused in this book at 138—40n), here he responds
to the second ring-leader’s mockery by proposing that he and Eurymachus engage in
a peaceful competition to settle their differences. See too 394—8n.

346-8 Athena regularly provokes the suitors to still more outrageous behaviour,
the one element of her plot to which Od. is not privy; see 17.360—4n, 18.155-6n,
20.284-6 (a repetition of the lines used here). But the goddess’ interventions are more
than divine meddling. They help the poet in his delicate task of exculpating his hero,
since only the suitors’ excesses can justify the bloody revenge that Od. will exact (see
Introduction pp. 17-19) and confirm the ‘theodicy’ announced by Zeus in the proem
(33—4): the gods are responsible for some of men’s misfortunes, while men, and the
suitors notoriously, also bring evil on themselves by their own wrongdoing.

347 AoPNs. . . Bupadyéos ‘soul-paining disgrace’; the phrase describes unjustified
injury and abuse that cause the victim a painful, public shame; cf. II. 9.387 (of the
injury Achilles has suffered from Agamemnon), 13.622. Coming so shortly before the
joke that Eurymachus makes at Od.’s expense (see 350n), AwPn may include the more
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specific meaning of verbal ridicule and blame that it has on some other occasions; as
the target of such mockery, the victim becomes a source of laughter for others (see
Nagy 1979: 2578 citing Semonides 7.108-11 W).

347-8 ‘so that pain/resentment might still more enter into the heart of Odysseus’.
8Un: g sing. aor. opt. of 8Uw ‘enter, go into’.

350 KepTopéwv ‘utter cutting words at’; the 2 bT on . 1.539 and Od. 2.323 and the
ancient lexicographers derive the verb from «fijp + Téuvw; to speak in this manner
is to speak in a taunting or jeering fashion that would ‘cut’ or ‘divide’ the organ in
question and that aims to cause humiliation, discomfiture and confusion on the part
of the addressee (Clarke 2001; cf. Jones 1989). kepTop— words also commonly describe
speech that involves calumny and abuse; so II. 2.256 (of Thersites), Od. 2.323, 16.87,
20.263, 22.194 (see further Nagy 1979: 261 on the epithet piAoképTopos); the family of
words preserves this last connotation in later sources (Archil. fr. 134 W, Pind. fr. 215a
4 S-M, S. Ant. 956, 961, Eur. Bacch. 1293; cf. Hdt. 1.129.1, 8.92.2), although it may
also appear independent of mockery and vilification. yéA: this acc. of yéAws is also
found at 20.8, 346. For the motif of the suitors’ laughter, see 40 and 100nn.

351 kéKAUTE pev: see 17.46gnn.

353 For this unwitting statement of the truth, cf. 37 and 17.446nn. O8vatiov &
S6pov: the unique use of the adjectival form of Od.’s name in H.; the juxtaposition
of the term with the poem’s subject may be another instance of Eurymachus’ uncon-
scious irony; the adj.’s application to the home also promotes the tight connection
between the hero and his domestic space (see Introduction pp. 30—1).

354—5 ‘the gleam of the torches seems to me to be positively shining from his
very own head, since there aren’t any hairs on it, not even a few’. For 8aidwv, see
gron. géAas: the ironies multiply; for oéAas used of a divine radiance, sometimes in
the context of an epiphany, see II. 8.76, 18.214 (the supernatural gleam emanating
from the vengeance-bound Achilles’ head), H. H. Cer. 189, H. H. Ap. 442. xéx: i.e.
kai é&. Eurymachus’ remark further demonstrates his lack of perception as, failing
to appreciate the epiphanic qualities of Od.’s luminosity, he turns it into a cue for
comic denigration. Od.’s baldness is simultaneously debasing and elevating. His bare
head may, in the eyes of the suitors, indicate his low-class status and/or serve as a
spur to mockery and abuse; for this, see /l. 2.219, where Thersites has ‘sparse hair’
(also 2 Kings 2.23, the mockery of Elisha); by the late fifth century, Aristophanes
can declare baldness so hackneyed a motif that he claims to avoid it (although he
exploits his own hair loss for comic ends; see Nub. 540, Pax 771—4) and jokes about
the reflective powers of a hairless crown have become commonplace (A. fr. 47a Radt,
Ar. Eg. 550). To preserve their subjects’ dignity, red-figure vase painters show old
men with carefully arranged locks to hide their bald heads, and baldness typifies
satyrs in art, fables and satyr drama (Arnould 1989g). But what Eurymachus cannot
know is that Od.’s baldness forms part of his earlier transformation at Athena’s hands
(13.431), and so confirms his statement that Od. has come ‘not without a divinity’.
Od’’s bald head is not only the means by which he assumes a godlike radiance
(divine brilliance regularly emanates from the head or another part of the body:
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e.g. Il 5.7, 18.206, H. H. Cer.189, 278-80 with Richardson’s notes, [Hes.] Scut. 702,
Bacch. 17.103-5, Revelation 1.16; cf. Athena’s self-manifestation through a similar
blaze of light at 19.33-40 and Murnaghan 1987: 85 n. 28); the hero’s capacity for
assuming an impenetrable disguise also makes him godlike (Murnaghan 1987: 86).

356 TwToAlTopBov ‘city-sacker’; the epithet is generic in the //. but the Od. applies
it exclusively to its hero (x 8). In the Od. proem (2), it clearly suggests ‘sacker of
the city (i.e. Troy)’ (contra Stanford ad 8.3—); cf. 22.230. Moreover, on 16 of the 18
occasions that the poet refers to the sacking of a city, Troy is the referent (Haft 1g9g90:
45). In the lost epic Thesprotis, Od. has a second son by P. with the epithet for his
name (Ptoliporthes). Here it anticipates the hero’s attack on the suitors in his halls,
projected at the end of the speech he is about to deliver.

35764 Like Melanthius at 17.223-8, Eurymachus suggests that Od. might work
for him to earn food and clothing, adding that he is too lazy to do so.

357 OnTevéuev ‘work as a day labourer’. A 61 is a landless labourer, forced to
hire himself out for pay for a fixed term (cf. Hes. WD 602, with West’s note); insofar
as the 815 had no permanent attachment to an ofkos, his position was particularly
precarious, and he stood at the very bottom of the social ladder. Cf. 7I. 21.444—
5, and Achilles’ famous statement at Od. 11.48g-91: PovAoiunv K émépoupos écov
OnTevépev &AM, | &vBpl Trap diddfipoor, 1 ity PloTos TTOAUs eln, | f} TT&owv vexUes ot
kaTagbhuévoiov &vdooey; see further Wace and Stubbings 1962: 433-4, 440, Finley
1978: 57-8, 70, 71, Burford 1993: 186—9.

358 &ypoU &’ toyamiis: a formula (cf. 4.517) used to designate land beyond
the cultivated fields, a marginal space where hunting and herding occur (see 14.104
and Eur. Cyd. 27-8). The &oxamify lies between nature and culture, ‘a marginal
environment’ where men and wild beasts share a single space (Redfield 1994: 189—
90). In Alc. frr. 130.9 and 328 it signifies ‘the back of beyond’, outside the civilized
realm that a member of the elite normally frequents. Again, gainful employment
is associated with the countryside rather than the town, where begging replaces
productive labour (363 4); see 17.18, 245 6nn for this. wodés: the fact of payment
follows on from the status of the 81s; for the conjunction of the terms, see /. 21.444-5,
cf. Od. 10.84-5. Eurymachus’ offer carries a slight. A jo86s usually involves relations of
subordination where the wage-receiver stands as social (and/or ethical) inferior to the
one who pays (cf. Il 10.304 with von Reden 19952a: 8g—9o). Relevant to Eurymachus’
remark is the opposition at Pind. Isth. 1.47-51 between men who work for o865 so
as to fill their bellies, and the kU8os that comes to the individual whose prowess in
contests and wars men celebrate: ‘For different wages are sweet to men for different
tasks, for a shepherd, ploughman, a birdcatcher or the one whom the sea nourishes.
Everyone strains to keep dread hunger from his belly. But he who wins luxurious
glory in contests or as a soldier receives the highest profit by being celebrated, the
finest words from tongues of citizens and strangers’ (for discussion of the passage
in the context of Eurymachus’ remark, see Thalmann 1998: 135-6). For Od.’s own
subservience to his belly, see 364; the hero’s response will reclaim the elite status that
the suitor denies him here. &pxios ‘that which can be relied on’ (later ‘sufficient’); the
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adj. is derived from &pxéw (see Cunliffe s.v. for the tertiary meaning ‘to suffice’). It
occurs with mabés at /1. 10.304 and Hes. WD g70.

359 alpacids Te Abycv: Aéyw, ‘collect, gather’. The etymology of the noun, again
at 24.224, remains unknown. The scholia and Eustathius suggest a fence of small
stones (a meaning found at Hdt. 1.191, 2.69, 138; see too Theoc. /4. 1.47 with Gow’s
note), and the activity may describe the building of a dry-stone wall (Hdt. 2.69 notes
the lizards living in such a wall, so it must be dry); this is the task on which Dolius and
his sons are employed at 24.224—5. Together with the tree-planting that Eurymachus
envisions, the proposal unconsciously assigns Od. the patrimony-preserving activities
of Laertes and his retainers in book 24. 8évBpea paxpé: a formulaic expression, x 6
in H.

360 twnsTavév: an epithet confined to the Od. in H., regularly in this v. position;
it variously means ‘permanent’ and ‘abundant’ (cf. 7.99, where the adverbial form of
the term describes the abundance of food and drink in Scheria). A derivation from
&tos would give it the original meaning ‘lasting for a year’ (see Chantraine, DE).

361 Eurymachus’ offer of clothing and footwear sounds a contemptuous variation
on the regular promises or gifts of clothing that Od. has received (cf. 17.549-50).
Urrobfjuara: a more recent term than Tédi1Aa (see 17.2n); it occurs only in the second
half of the Od. Sandals were perhaps an object of particular desire for a poor man:
cf. Hippon. fr. 32.5 W.

362—4 ~ 17.226-8. The Epya kak& with which Eurymachus charges Od., in this
early critique of public ‘welfare’, refer to his laziness and voracity.

364 yaotép &vaATov: see 17.228n.

366-86 Od.’s speech is surprising both in tone and contents and contrasts sharply
with his silence when addressed in similar terms by Melanthius in book 17 (an example
of the pattern of ‘intensification’ that occurs with the recurrence of similar episodes;
see Fenik 1974: 186). The beggar begins in calm, leisurely fashion with a wealth
of ornamental details reminiscent of the language of similes (see 36770 and 367nn)
and of scenery-depictions elsewhere, only to conclude on a taunting, threatening note
which hints at his true identity. He speaks throughout as though he were Eurymachus’
social equal (see 366n), and indicative of the speaker’s status is his mastery of one of
the conventions of heroic contests: boasts and challenges regularly precede physical
competition, where they anticipate the outcome of the martial/athletic encounters.
For the question of whether Od. speaks in his beggar’s persona here, see $76—9n. Cf.
Hes. WD, where the poet, assuming the farmer’s voice and perspective, preaches the
values of agrarian labour to an audience of unproductive BaciAfies (see Nagy 1ggob:
71).

Overall, the address exhibits a careful structure and parallelism. &l introduces each
of the four hypothetical situations, with el & at the line’s start for the latter three; the
opening clauses of 375 and 379 are identical. While diction and syntax equate the
members of the series, the sequence links very different kinds of conflicts. The first
two, involving reaping and ploughing, locate productive competition in an agrarian
setting; the third moves the encounter to the battlefield, where strife is directed at an
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external enemy. The speech concludes with violence in the domestic sphere as the
speaker projects the suitors’ flight from the hall on Od.’s return. For these shifts, see
Thalmann 1998: 111.

366 vdiv £pis: a phrase used by Irus at 13 (see n); in that first &pis, verbal sparring
led to an exchange of blows; here Od. will defeat his opponent through words alone,
postponing (even as he verbally anticipates) his later victory through force. The choice
of terms also allows Od. to reformulate his status vis & vis Eurymachus; &pis exists
chiefly between individuals equivalent in standing and thus implies parity between
the participants; cf. Hes. IVD 25-6; contrast /l. 2.247, where Od. rebukes the perhaps
upstart Thersites for ‘contending with’ (¢p1Zéuevan) his social superiors. Od.’s choice
earlier not to engage with the goatherd Melanthius after similar taunts suggested
the social gulf between them; there Eumaeus had to respond for Od. At stake here
are issues of honour and status; as Hogan 1981: 40 remarks, ‘to leave off from &pis is
necessarily to concede ground to a rival, to lose face, and so to be publicly humiliated’.
gpyolo, i.e. agricultural work; see 14.222 where £pyov explicitly describes agrarian
labour in contrast to warfare. The &pis that Od. proposes here is conducive to what
Hesiod has in mind when he defines the ‘good Eris’ as an emulous striving that results
in a farmer’s harder work and greater productivity (IVD 20—4). Also in the spirit of
Hesiod’s poem is the status that the ‘beggar’ gives to agricultural tasks (see IVD 311-13
where, in a possibly defensive tone, the narrator declares &gpyov & oU8tv &veidos,
and suggests that the farmer who prospers gains elite qualities, &peTf) and kU8os).
In presenting labour as an area where competitive excellence might be displayed,
Od. elevates it from the lowly position it more usually occupies in Homeric epic
and so redefines the nature of Eurymachus’ earlier offer; he thus effectively negates
the assertion of social superiority intended by the suitor when he proposed tasks
connected with the countryside and offered to pay his ‘thete’. See 376—9n, Edwards
1993: 71—4 and Rousseau 1993: 52—3.

367—70 Od.’s very lovely depiction of the scene focuses on time, place and the
parity between the contestants. Reinforcing the link to the world of the similes, and
complicating the relations between the ‘low’ agricultural labour imagined here and
the ‘elite’ fighting that the passage later presents (see 376—9n), are the Iliadic similes
comparing combat to reaping (11.67—9, a simile that also emphasizes homogeneity
between the two sides, and 19.222—3). For 367—75, cf. the images on one of the rings of
Achilles’ shield with ploughmen and reapers (/I. 18.541-60). Precisely such a reaping
enterprise will famously serve as Levin’s ‘test of endurance’ and display of solidarity
with the peasantry as he endeavours to keep up with his serfs mowing hay in L.
Tolstoy’s Anna Rarenina.

367 &pm v elapwiji: the expression occurs x g Od., x 1 II., always in run-over
position; this is the sole example of the phrase outside a simile (elsewhere in H.
the terms eiapivés and elap occur only in similes), again marking Od.’s account as
remote to the immediate action. The detail is, however, also integral to the poem’s
chronological design; Od.’s forthcoming victory over the suitors will coincide with
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the advent of spring (see 328 and 17.23-5nn and Austin 1975: 247). TéAovTtan ‘come
around’.

368—9 Od.’s measured phrasing (utv ¢ycv, 8% o), and reuse of the same verb
(Ex o, Exors), makes patent the exact parity between the contestants.

370 vfioTies lit. ‘not eating’ (vn— éoBiw) ‘fasting’. As Hes. WD 4424 suggests, after
breakfasting the ploughman would not stop to eat until nightfall; see too WD 571-81
for the long hours required for reaping, and the reprise of the motif at Theoc. /.
10.50-1.

371 ‘or if then again there were oxen to be driven’; the subsequent expansion of
the phrase by means of a relative clause is characteristic of H.’s style.

372—3 The two lines mirror one another: both begin with two asyndetic adjectives,
each with the endings —e5 and —o1 and concluding at the masculine caesura; this
accumnulation of adjectives, with or without asyndeton, is a common feature of epic
descriptions (e.g. 9.425-6, /l. 16.802). The animals’ parity, reinforced by the lines’
parallel design, offers a fresh statement of the contestants’ equal standing. This second
visualization also reuses, while altering, terms introduced in the first ‘contest’: there
the reapers did not eat the whole day long, while the abundance of grass added to
the difficulty of their task; now the oxen have ‘sated’ themselves on that same woin.
kekopndTe is the nom. dual masc. perf. participle of kopévwum; H. regularly uses the
verb of eating to satiety (e.g. 10.411, 14.28). loogdpot: a hapax, not found again until its
reuse at Xen. Symp. 2.20. According to Fraenkel on A. Ag.1442f, the term is the only
exception to the rule that in archaic Greek no ioo compound has an unambiguously
verbal second element.

374 Tetpyvov ‘of four measures’, also used for the extent of Alcinous’ garden
at 7.113. This is the only indication of the size of the land measure called a yuns,
apparently the area that a good worker could plough in a day. However, given the
prominence of the term, and the clearly extraordinary capacities of these heroic oxen,
the speaker may be projecting the commonplace task back into the outsized heroic
world; cf. A. R. 3.412, 1344 (where Jason requires two-thirds of the day to complete
the task), Call. H. 3.176.

375 ‘you would see whether I could cut a continuous furrow in front of me’; a type
of object clause frequently found with verbs of seeing and knowing (see Monro, HD
314). Both here and in the subsequent example, Od. imagines Eurymachus no longer
as participant, but as audience (iSos) to his feat: for this spectator status as typical of
the suitors, see 100n.

376—9 An abrupt switch to a more conventional realm of competition, war-
fare. Older readers took the shift from the agrarian to martial sphere as proof
that Homeric kings worked the land, but the juxtaposition more properly raises the
question of whether the poet (and members of his audience) regarded warfare and
agricultural labour as comparable and commensurate; the more conventional epic
account presents the martial arena in a superior and asymmetrical relation to the fre-
quently negatively characterized countryside, its population and activities (but see /.
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18.556—7). Rather than imagining that here Od. and/or H. seek to revise an existing
ideological hierarchy, we should probably see in the speech a confrontation between
the two opposing perspectives which the hero must balance. While speaking gua
vagabond, Od. promotes the type of labour he might plausibly engage in; reassuming
his true identity at 376, he turns to the activity in which he more fittingly excels. The
ascending scale that the contests describe also anticipates Od.’s imminent restoration
to his proper status: while currently suited to a peasant’s tasks by virtue of his fall
from fortune, he will soon be proving himself in an entirely different domain. See
further g79n, 385-6n, Rose 1992: 110, Edwards 1993: 71-6, Thalmann 1998: 110-11
and Introduction pp. 23—4.

377-8 otiuepov: a sudden return to the present moment, and an implicit warn-
ing to the addressee. ofjpepov always occurs in v-initial position in early epic; cf.
17.186, 1l. 7.30, H. H. Merc. 371; Call. H. 4.116 imitates the practice. 8o SoUpe: epic
warriors carry two spears into battle, one for immediate use, the other as spare.
This fighter wears minimal equipment; unlike the fully-armed Iliadic hero, he has
neither breastplate, sword nor greaves. Both lines of the description closely resemble
22.101-2, where Telemachus lists the arms that his father will wear to fight the suitors
(378 = 22.102).

379 TpwToIcv tvi popdyoiot: the position of maximum exposure reserved for
heroes in the Z. Combat among the ‘forefighters’ is proof of valour and elite standing;
cf. Il. 4.354 for Od.’s punning assertion that he, the father of Telemachus (‘fighter
from afar’), will nonetheless fight in the forefront; cf. Tyrt. 10. 1 2 W (with the contrast
between the &yafds who fights and falls &vi rpopdyoiot and the wandering beggar
suffering indignity), 11.12 W, 12.23-4 W.

381—6 These lines turn back against Eurymachus the contents of the abuse that
Melantho earlier directed at the hero (333-6): Eurymachus’ perceptions are faulty
and he enjoys a false confidence in his own powers; he too risks defeat at the hands of
a much more formidable enemy, and not just in peaceful agricultural pursuits. After
Od.’s assertion of his parity with the suitor, his remarks further imply that Eurymachus
could undergo the reversal in fortune that he has suffered; the properties cited at 382
are not innate or inalienable, but the result of external circumstances.

381 UPplers: Eurymachus’ UBpis consists primarily of the insults he has directed
against the stranger; as so frequently, the term occurs in the context of a violation
of proper relations of Eevia (see 17.487 and 587-8nn). Read together with Od.’s
subsequent remark concerning Eurymachus’ apparent status (consisting of physical
size and power), the charge of UBpis is also designed to undermine the suitor’s claim to
&pet) (Fisher 1992: 172). &rrnvis ‘hostile, unfriendly’, from &ro +*&vos, fivos ‘face’,
i.e., ‘with one’s face turned away’; cf. Frisk, GEW, Snell-Erbse, LfigE s.v.

382 Tou Tis Sokéels péyas Eupevan i.e. ‘you think you're a big shot’; the addition
of Tig somewhat softens the derisive remark. Here Od. attacks Eurymachus, whose
imposture he exposes, at his most vulnerable spot: he is a dissembler whose exterior
hides his inner depravity and cowardice (Fenik 1974: 200-2).



COMMENTARY: 18.384-396 215

384 = 17.539. One of the frequent ‘prolepses’ of Od.’s return, which accumulate
as the hour of vengeance draws closer. These take a variety of forms: announcements,
omens, prophecies, wishes, prayers, oaths and hypotheses, such as here.

385-6 ‘the doors, for all that they are very broad, would suddenly seem all too nar-
row as you fled’; a vivid depiction of how, in his panicked flight, the fugitive perceives
what is objectively and actually a very (u&A) broad space as narrow. Tpo@Upoto: here
the vestibule of the a¥Af), which leads from the outer gates to the courtyard colon-
nade; cf. 7.4. The triple repetition of the —8up— element in the lines emphasizes the
suitor’s definitive expulsion from the household. Od. has already shown his facility
in ejecting interlopers from his home; see 101—2n. This ultimate visualization, very
much located in the here and now, supplies a key to how to read the earlier portions
of the passage: it ‘reinterprets the first two [challenges] retroactively as aristocratic
masquerade, and not genuinely popular and rustic’ (Edwards 1993: 74).

387-8 On these formulaic lines, see 17.458, 459nn.

389—93 Eurymachus fails to grasp the prophetic nature of Od.’s closing statement.
His lame repetition of the terms earlier used by Melantho (329—33nn) and subsequent
resort to violence also indicate that Od. has won the verbal bout. Contrast the
outcome to the verbal strife between Euryalus, another aristocratic youth, and Od.
in book 8; at 403-5, following his defeat, the initial aggressor presented Od. with a
sword.

389 TeAbeo: future; for this common Homeric form, cf. 4.48s, 1l. 23.96 and Monro,
HD 63.

394—8 The second of three occasions on which an exchange of insults culminates
in a suitor hurling an object at Od. (a form of assault predicted at 16.277 and 17.230—
2, with the reference to céAa at 231); see 17.462—5n for the sequence. Eurymachus’
attack demonstrates the double causality determining the suitors’ fate. While they
suffer the blindness that afflicts all but the most perceptive and/or pious of individuals
when confronted with disguised divinities and are the victims of Athena’s invisible
provocations, their glaring failure to respect the conventions governing the treatment
of guests and beggars constitutes a self-standing offence (see Murnaghan 1987: 56—o0).

395 Augivépou Trpds yolva: again, Amphinomus plays a sympathetic role. The
crouching or kneeling position adopted by Od. suggests a modified form of sup-
plication; in the more complete form, the suppliant clasps the knees of the person
addressed (cf. 6.142, 7.142, 22.310, 342; see II. 1.500—2 for a fuller range of gestures).
For a list of all 35 instances of supplication in H., see Gould 1973: 80 n. 39. Amphi-
nomus’ protective words on the beggar’s behalf at 420—1 may indicate his acknowl-
edgment of the obligation that Od.’s suppliant-like position here has imposed on
him.

396 After the taunting tone that Od. adopted in the preceding exchange and his
perception of his opponent’s weaknesses, his fear of Eurymachus is surprising; in the
other two throwing incidents, the hero registers no equivalent alarm. However, the
suitor’s threatening gesture would remind Od. of the blow that he earlier received



216 COMMENTARY: 18.396-403

from Antinous. The detail might also anticipate H.’s use of the Iliadic model of a
heroic duel (see next note), where a warrior regularly fears his opponent.

396—7 The action follows the common Iliadic sequence where a hero aims at
one warrior, and, missing his target, hits an inferior or subordinate man, often the
charioteer (e.g. II. 8.119, 311-12, 15.430, 16.466-8, 731—43). See 397 and 398nn for
additional Iliadic borrowings.

396 oivoydov. .. xeipa: both accusatives depend on Bd&Ae in what is sometimes
termed a ‘whole and part’ construction; cf. /l. 24.58, yuvaika. . . pagov.

397 mpdyoos: the jug used to draw the wine-and-water mix from the communal
bowl in order to fill the cups of the individual diners. xapal BéuPnoe weooloa ‘fell
to the ground with a clang’. A second nod to the Iliadic battlefield (e.g. ZI. 13.530, cf.
16.118), where the implements of war (a helmet and spear) fall to the ground in just
this onomatopoeic fashion.

398 UmrTios &v xoviniot ‘on his back in the dust’. For this line-terminating formula,
which concludes the series of echoes (even burlesques) of the heroic duel, see /. 13.548,
15.434, 16.289. The wine-pourer’s instant collapse contrasts with Od.’s steady stance
when similarly assailed by Antinous (see 17.463—4n).

399 oxiéevTa ‘shady, cool’, a fixed epithet of uéyapa, also applied to clouds and
mountains, and always at line-end. For the formula, see Korres 1971.

401—4 This collectively voiced sentiment marks a departure from the suitors’
earlier attitude to the ‘beggar’ and a fresh indicator of their precipitous moral decline.
Following Antinous’ assault, they cautioned the aggressor with the reminder that
his victim might be a god in disguise (17.485—7n). Here the suitors do not censure
Eurymachus, but curse the interloper. Their use of the term &eivos, repeated by
Amphinomus at 416, includes an implicit and self-condemnatory acknowledgment of
the stranger’s right to hospitable treatment. Antinous avoids applying the designation
to Od.

402 uebénke ‘released, let loose’, from peBinui; the variant petédnke adopted by
Aristarchus, probably on the basis of the MSS available to him, and by modern
editors would mean ‘changed [something’s] position’ and is much less appropriate
here; see further van der Valk 1949: 159. pebinu is used of sound at Hdt. 6.29.2, Eur.
Hipp. 1202.

403-4 fi8os ‘pleasure’, cognate with f8ov1}; see Chantraine, GH 1 184 for the
alternation of smooth and rough breathing. The digamma with which the noun
originally began is ignored for metrical convenience. T& xepelova ‘these evil things’;
for the presence of the article, see Hoekstra on 14.12; cf. 15.324, 17.218, 18.229. In this
so-called absolute use of the comparative, the adj. describes what is bad rather than
good. These two lines virtually replicate Hephaestus’ words at /I. 1.575—6 where he
calms the Olympians, whose squabbles also threaten to disrupt the harmony of the
feast (0US¢ T1 SouTds | EoOAfis EooeTon fSos, emel T& Xepeiova vikd). If the poet has
the Iliadic passage in mind, he may be underscoring the very different nature of the
eventual outcomes of the mortal and divine banquets.



COMMENTARY: 18.405-414 217

405—28

The book concludes with Telemachus urging the suitors to go home for the night,
and Amphinomus’ endorsement of his proposal. Libations are poured, and the suitors
drink before leaving the palace.

405-9 Telemachus’ strong rebuke contrasts with his silence in the face of a similar
provocation at 17.489—91; cf. 16.274—80 where Od. cautioned his son to remain a silent
witness to the outrages that he would suffer from the suitors, or at most to admonish
them gently; the latter part of Telemachus’ speech follows his father’s instructions.

406 paiveoBe: charges of derangement recur in the accusations exchanged between
the two antagonistic parties (so Eurymachus at 391-2) and form part of the ongoing
question as to who can correctly perceive the reality around them (see Murnaghan
1987: 87).

407 PpwTUv: final —us is long in feminine nouns. 8e®dv vU Tis Tup’ dpoBuver:
Telemachus unwittingly corrects the suitors’ misapprehensions since a god has indeed
‘stirred them up’. He, like his father, is ignorant of Athena’s provocation.

408 kavaxelete: either imperative, ‘go to bed’, or fut. indicative, expressing the
command in milder form.

409 by ye‘lat any rate’. Telemachus plays the ‘perfect host’, who neither detains
the guest who wishes to depart (see 17.17n), nor makes him leave against his will. For
the obligation expressed here, see Theogn. 468: undt 80pade kéAey oUk E8EAovT févan.

410-11 These lines occur at 1.381-2 and 20.268—9. In each instance, the suitors
respond with silent rage to an assertive and threatening speech from Telemachus;
his interventions follow an ascending scale, each more forceful and effective than its
predecessor.

410 54 tv yefAeor pUvTes ‘fastening into their lips with their teeth’ = ‘biting
their lips’. 84§ is adverbial here. Although related to such later terms as 88&§w and
b8aryués, popular etymology derived the expression from &80Us ‘tooth’ and Sé&xve
‘bite’. &v goes together with the aor. participle pUvTes, from gUw ‘fasten to, attach to’.
The phrase describes the suitors’ attempt to suppress an outburst of angry speech
and conveys their silent frustration and impotence. Eustathius comments on 1.381
that the gesture expresses the suitors’ ‘astonishment and resourcelessness’.

411 &: causal: ‘at the fact that, because’ (Chantraine, GH 11 285 6).

412—21 Here Amphinomus, displaying his characteristic moderating influence,
tries to pour oil on the troubled waters. His intervention and self-dissociation from
his companions recalls 16.400-5 (his attempt to dissuade the others from their plot
against Telemachus’ life) and anticipates 20.245—6 (where he counsels inactivity rather
than fresh attempts against Telemachus).

414-17 = 20.322-5, a similarly courteous and conciliatory speech addressed to
Telemachus by Agelaus.

414 bl pndévTi Sikalen ‘with regard to what has been properly spoken’; for i 4+
dat. with this sense of ‘4 propos of, for’, see Chantraine, GH 11 109; cf. 44, &l 8épmen
‘for supper’.
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415 &vnplois trréeoat: the adj. means ‘opposing force to force’, i.e. ‘contentious’.

417 The oi clause assumes some verb like ‘to be’, ‘to live’.

418-19 tmapf&odow Semwdeoaiv ‘let him make the preliminary ritual with the cups’
(the wine-pourer seems to have suffered no lasting damage from Eurymachus’ missile).
Semréeoov may be instrumental (so 7.137, 183) or, less likely, a dative of destination,
‘into the cups’. The verb Ew&pyopa is a technical term used to describe the ritual
of making a preliminary drink offering to the gods (so in later Greek dmépyopan,
&mrapy refer to the practice of ‘making a beginning’ in an offering to the divine).
The attendant would have poured a few initial drops into each cup to be used for
the libation before the drinker was served with more wine for his own consumption
(see Garvie on 7.183). For this expression (x 6 in H., with slight variation) and other
formulas in this type-scene, see Arend 1933: 76-8. Libations are also poured before
going to bed at 3.339-40, 7.137-8, 228-9, Il. 9.712. For the question of whether the
suitors perform the ritual fully and/or correctly, see 427 and 17.536nn.

419 «xotakelopev: either a future indicative (for &ppa with the future tense,
see Monro, HD 326) or a short vowel subj. of the aor. {cf. 19.17, kaTaBeiopan and
Chantraine, GH 1 453).

420-1 The strongest acknowledgment so far of Telemachus’ authority in the
house and an indicator of how he and his father are increasingly gaining the upper
hand.

422 taddéTa ‘pleasing’; perf. part. of &vBd&vw, agreeing with pifov. The term
appears only in H. in this formulaic verse (= II. 9.173); cf. IG 9.334 (Locris) T&
FeFadnxéTa, A. R. 2.35, 4.1127.

423 xpnTipa kepdooarto: this frequent schema etymologicum (e.g., 3.390, 393, 7.179)
is a compressed expression for ‘mixed wine and water in the bowl’. Whereas Iliadic
heralds serve chiefly as divinely protected messengers, official envoys and attendants
at sacrifices and oaths, in the Od. they officiate at feasts and have charge of the wine.
The shift in functions gave the scholia pause; for Dalby it supplies fresh evidence for
the poet’s vagueness concerning arrangements in a nobleman’s house (1995: 276 and
Introduction pp. 12-13).

425 tmoTaddv ‘in succession, [stopping] by each in turn’; cf. émrap§aodo, 418.

427 A formulaic line, x 5 in Od. (with slight variation at 21.273), x 1 in //. Here,
as at 21.273, the suitors seem to correct their usual culpable neglect of the libation
that regularly accompanies drinking at a banquet (e.g. 3.342, 7.184). However, the
amelioration is more apparent than real; it is the worthy Amphinomus who proposes
the libation at 41819, and his herald (as line 424 emphasizes with its amplifying
characterization) who distributes the wine; the suitors then omit the prayer that
frequently follows a libation (Said 1979: 34-5). In the phrase at 426, the poet reserves
the main verb for the act of drinking, relegating ‘pouring’ to the gods to the participle.
As the audience knows, the ‘blessed gods’ will fail to protect those making the offering.

428 Pév: 3 plur. aor. athematic indicative of Baive ‘go’. kelovTes ‘in order to lie
down’; the participle has either future or desiderative force (cf. 7.229, 13.17, Il. 1.606).
At 3.396 and 7.229 a similar line follows the formula used at 427. Six other books
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of the Od. (1, 5, 7, 14, 16, 19; so too /L. 1, 7, 9) similarly end with people going off to
bed. This form of conclusion suggests either that the editor responsible for the book
divisions saw the action as a natural stopping point or that these divisions actually
follow original units of narrative performance; the action described might even be
a ‘steer’, as the bard would encourage his audience similarly to depart and perhaps
to take a rest before he resumed his tale (see 17.1n and Introduction pp. 36-7). The
conclusion of a banquet and dispersal of the guests, some off to their homes, likewise
concludes Xenophon’s Symposium.
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abuse, 22—3, 17.212—53, 18.1-110, 327—36, 338,
350, 354—5; see also iambic poetry and
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advice-giving, genre of, 18.125-50, 129,
138—40, 141

Aegisthus, 18, 30-1, 17.125, 587-8; see also
House of Atreus

Agamemnon, 12, 18 n. 48, 23, 31, 17.125, 248,
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Alcinous, 5, 7, 17.24-5, 32, 205-11, 265, 267,
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Odysseus’, Scheria
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amber, 18.295-6

Amphinomus, 7, 21, 17.364, 18.110-57, 125-8,
151—2, 155-6; characterization of, 16,
18.119, 139, 401—4; interventions of, 18.141,
395, 40528, 41221, 427; see also
advice-giving, suitors, supplication

Analysts and Unitarians, 3—¢, 16, 27 n. 72,
17.53

anaphora, 10, 18.3—4, 20-1, 67-8, 79

anger, as motif, 17.458, 459, 18.387-8

Antinous, 5, 16, 18, 21, 29, 17.111-12, 378—9,
387, 401-2, 442—4, 459, 469, 484, 492-3,
18.81, 867, 118, 140, 141, 245, 255,
346—404; characterization of, 17.375-9,
388, 454, 473, 47580, 18.34, 64-5, 79-87,
139, 244; fate of, 17.462, 476, 494; gift to
Penelope, 18.292—3; as organizer of boxing
match, 18.34, 39, 44; relation to other
abuser figures, 15, 17.220, 328—491, 18.2—3,
1013, 1524, 20—1, 86—7, 95; violations of
hospitality, 18, 17.345, 404, 406, 407-8, 410,
415, 431, 44652, 448, 451—2, 462, 18.244,
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aorist: forms of] 17.23, 174, 302, 18.191, 212;
gnomic, 18.264; ingressive, 17.23, 18.35;
‘mixed’, 17.336, 18.291; reduplicated,
17.590

Aphroditexjﬁv 17.37, 63, 4424, 454,
18.191-3, 192-3, 195, 202, 295-6, 297-8;
adultery with Ares, 18.144, 192—3, 1934,
292—301, 328; epithets of, 10, 17.497,
18.193—4, 213; see also Demodocus,
Hephaestus, sexual infidelity

Apollo, 17.519—20, 525, 18.283; as archer,
17.251, 294; Noumenios, 17.294; patronage
of Telemachus, 17.251

apostrophe, 11, 17.272; see also Eumaeus

appearance zs. reality, 20, 17.24, 454,
18.67-70

archers, 18.262

Argus, 8, 23, 17.291-327, 454, 18.123; death
of, 9-10, 15, 17, 17.326; name of, 17.292; in
recognition scene, 22, 17.304-5; see also
recognition scenes

Aristarchus, 3¢, 25, 36-7, 17.268, 270, 378—9,
534, 599, 18.5, 307, 3434, 402; athetesis of,
35, 17.359, 4512, 501—4; sense of propriety
of, 35 n. 100, 17.359

Aristophanes of Byzantium, 35

arrival-scene, 17, 17.167-82, 26471, 269-71,
291-327, 336-58, 339, 340; see also
type-scenes

Artemis, 28, 17.37, 18.202; arrows of, 18.202

article, uses of] 17.140, 18.229, 18.403—¢;
‘deictic’, 17.10; derogatory use of, 18.333

artifacts, descriptions of, 18.292—301

asyndeton, 18.187, 220, 3723

Athena, 17, 19, 20, 30, 17.32, 46—56, 53, 1489,
169, 195, 208, 240-3, 286, 326, 328, 3604,
365-6, 515-17, 518-21, 18.44, 126, 1556,
171, 187, 191-3; as beautifying agent, 17.63,
223-5, 18.67—70, 18796, 191, 1923, 195;
disguise of Odysseus, 14, 17.28, 511,
18.108—9, 196, 3545, epithets of, 18.158,
190; provocation of suitors, 17.364, 18.100,
216, 346-8, 394-8, 407; visit to Penelope,
27, 18.158-303, 160—2, 191, 201, 259—70,
283; see also beautification, theodicy

athletics, 76, 24, 17.167—9, 18.39, 67, 71, 319,
366—80; see also boxing-match, courtship
competitions, suitors

‘attendance’ motif; 17.62, 214
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audiences: for epic poetry, 2, 2-3, 7, 8, 10,
11-12, 13, 20, 21, 23, 37, 17.272, 339,
18.292—301; within the Odyssey, 21,
17.442—4, 514, 518—21, 18.138—4o0, 282,
3056

augment, use or neglect of, 5, 17.58, 18.343—4

baldness, 22, 18.354—5

bards, 3, 11, 21, 32, 17.208-10, 263; epithets
for, 17.38s; itinerancy of, 17.385; Odysseus
as, 20-1, 17.418, 513, 518—21, 18.282;
position in society of, 11, 17.385; see also
Demodocus, performance context,
Phemius

bathing and bathtubs, 17.87, 18.178—9; as part
of hospitality scene, 17, 17.84, 86—go0; see
also hospitality

beard, growth of; 18.175-6, 176

beautification: of Odysseus, 19, 18.67—70; of
Penelope, 5, 10, 18.187—96, 191—3; of
Telemachus, 17.63, 64, see also Athena

belly, see stomach

book-divisions, 36-7, 17.1, 18.1-8, 428

bow-contest, 15, 16, 17-18, 27, 17.365-6,
18.66-87, 281—2; see also courtship
competitions

boxing-match, 2, 16, 18.13, 67, 89, 98; sez also
Antinous, athletics, Irus

Bronze Age, ¢4, 17.432, 4424

Calypso, 17.17, 1436, 283-5, 18.195, 203—4;
see also scenery descriptions

Catalogue of TVomen, 18.292—301; see also
courtship competitions

chairs, see furniture

change of scene, 17.167-82, 182,
492-588

characterization, see first appearances

chiasmus, 18.126, 140

chronology of poem, internal, 17.1, 23-5,
515-17, 18.367; see also seasonality

Ciconian episode, 17.419—44, 42741, 431,
4324, 437-8

circumlocution, 18.181

city, 18.1; contrasted with countryside, 2¢,
17.5, 18, 205, 245—6, 604; occlusion of, 31;
see also countryside and agrarian sphere

cledonomancy;, 17.545, 18.117; see also sneeze

Cleisthenes, 17.167—9, 18.277

clothes, 17, 17.24, 86—90, 572—3, 18.41, 67—70;
as gift, 17.24, 550, 18.278, 361; symbolism
of, 17.24; see also disguise, hospitality

Clytemnestra, 28, 31, 17.125, 587-8; see also
House of Atreus

coming of age, see Telemachus

comparative, forms and uses of, 17.191, 417,
18.174, 4034

countryside and agrarian sphere, 12, 15, 20,
23—¢, 17.10-11, 18, 205, 21732, 2456,
297-9, 18.358, 36680, 376—9; see also city,
ideology

courtship competitions, 18, 18.277, 292—301

craftsmanship, 17.266, 267, 519—20; see also
Hephaestus, public workers

crasis, 39, 17.416

Crete, 34, 17.523, 18.205-6

Ctesippus, 17.462—5; see also suitors,
throwing-scenes

Cyclopes, 17.363, 435, 482, 18.167; see also
Polyphemus

Cyprus, 44, 17.442~4

dative: after &i, 17.308, 454, 18.44, 414; after
MeTS, 17.492-3; ethical, 17.46-7, 393;
instrumental, 18.418-19

dawn, 17.23-5, 245, 600; description of and
epithets for, 6, 17.1, 497

deliberation-scenes, 17.235~7, 18.90—4, 93; see
also type-scenes

Demodocus, 11, 12, 13, 17.32, 44, 385; and
song of Ares and Aphrodite, 18.35, 328; see
also bards

desiderative form, 18.428

dialect, see language

dictation of epic poetry, 32—3

digamma, 5, 39, 41; ignored, 17.84, 18.403—4;
observed, 17.37, 72, 198, 533, 536, 18.316;
see also hiatus

digression, see artifacts, scenery-descriptions

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 42

Dios apate, 18.191-3, 292—301, 297-8; see also
Hera, Zeus

direct/indirect speech, 17.236—7, 345-7, 368,
558—9

disguise: of gods, 17, 19, 17.328, 337-8,
35666, 454, 4857, 18.126, 3545, 3948,
401—4; of Odysseus, 20, 17.3, 46-56, 53,
152-61, 183, 195, 197-203, 2749, 2835,
286, 18.67, 67-8, 69—70, 108—9; as motif, 3,
22; see also Athena, theoxeny

‘distended’ forms, 18.143

dogs, 17.62, 195, 291, 302, 309-10, 319, 339,
18.87; epithets for, g, 17.62; as term of
abuse, 17.248, 18.338; see also abuse, Argus

Dolius, 2¢, 17.212, 330, 18.359

doublets: anticipatory, 17.46—56; character
doublets, 17.212-53, 18.164; in oral
composition, 17.8, 82

drunkards and drunkenness, 18.240, 331

dual, 18.13, 34, 64-5, 95, 3723
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Echetus, 18.85, 86-7, 117

economy, principle of; 6, 9

Egypt, 2, 32, 24, 17.383-5, 4246, 427, 432,
44274, 4481 [8-329

ellipse, 17.356, 18.28

enchantment: in response to speech or
song, 22, 17.513, 518—21, 518; of love,
18.212, 282

endurance, of Odysseus, 13, 22, 17.34, 2357,
238, 280, 462-5, 18.311-12, 319; see also
Odysseus, epithets of

enjambment, 41, 17.7, 43, 5267, 18.2—3,
21-2, 95, 180, 292—301

Epic Cycle, 2; see also Telegony, Thesprotis

epiphany, 17.367, 18.69—70, 71, 30744,
3475

epithets, formulaic, 6, g—ro, 11, 17.1, 32, 36,
45, 501, 62, 183, 385, 428, 497, 508,
18.192-3, 196, 202, 399; seemingly
inappropriate, 9, 18.5; significant, g—r0, 14,
17.16, 17.34, 152, 197-8, 2357, 280, 289,
328, 511, 565, 18.50-1, 134, 1934, 245,
311-12, 319, 356; variation in and
modification of, 8-9, 17.46—7, 226,
18.192—3; see also Aphrodite, Athena,
Eumaeus, Hephaestus, Odysseus,
Penelope, ships, Telemachus, Zeus

Erinyes, 17.66, 475, 18.86—7

Eumaeus: characterization and role of] 12,
20, 24, 17.201-2, 219, 243, 272, 3203, 385,
387, 4424, 446, 492588, 522, 591601,
604, 18.366, 381; contrasted with
Melanthius, 17.212-53, 2456, 18.1, 321;
epithets for 17.183, 184; as intermediary
between Odysseus and Penelope, 17.574-5,
584; observance of rites of hospitality, 17,
24, 17.201, 217-32, 44652, 18.1; relations
with Telemachus, 17.6, 39—42, 111-12, 334,
591—601; see also apostrophe, epithets,
hospitality, ideology

Euryalus, 16, 17.222, 18.1-110, 679

Eurycleia, 7, 18.164, 1706, 321

Eurymachus, 18.99, 245, 406; altercation with
Odysseus, 15, 23-¢, 17-339; 459, 462-5,
469y l8'3479 3535 35475, 366—86) 366) 375,
381-6, 381, 382, 394-8; characterization
of, 18.64-5, 244, 289; and Melanthius and
Melantho, 15, 17.226-8, 257, 334, 18.304—
45, 357-64, 358, 389—93; violations of
guest-host relations, 18.41, 361; see also
abuse, hospitality, suitors, throwing-scenes

Eurynome, 17.495, 18.164, 164-8, 1706, 171,
174, 178-9, 221-5, 269, 291-2, 321

Eustathius, 34, 17.6, 134, 220, 221, 18.29, 79,
100, 128, 3089, 359, 410

fantasy realm, 17.76, 206, 291—327; see also
Ithaca

father-son relations, 29—30, 17.3, 4656,
111-12, 397, 48991, 18.126, 176

feast, feasting, 3, 17, 18, 17.86—90, 95, 16776,
167-9, 220, 222, 249-50, 26971, 271, 332,
360—4, 386, 410, 413, 4703, 494; heralds
at, 18.423; parasite at, 18.1-110, I, 10, 22,
403—4; see also Irus, meals, type-scenes

first appearances, 17.212—-53, 292, 328, 18.1-8,
1, 321-6

‘flyting’ discourse, 17.215, 18.26

focalization, 17.143—6, 205-11, 26471,
18.281—2

folk-tale motifs, 1, 17.542, 18.176, 259—70

food, 17.98—9, 418, 18.188, 35764, 360;
absence of variety in, 17.94; different types
of, 17.94, 343; see also hunger, meals,
stomach

foot-dragging motif, 17.479-80, 18.10, 101, 111

footwear, 17.2, 18.361

foreshadowing, 17.46—56, 15261, 184, 320; of
Odysseus’ victory over the suitors, 16,
17.271, 291-327, 304-5, 319, 404, 538,
18.46, 68-87, 77, 88, 100, 356; of the
reunion of Odysseus and Penelope, 16,
18.18796

formulaic composition, see epithets, oral
poetry

furniture, 17.231—2, 320, 18.196; chairs, 17.32,
86, 320, 330, 410; tables, 17.93, 3567

gifts, 26, 17.76, 222, 385, 18.300, 361; given in
marriage, 27, 31, 17.212, 18.158—303,
259—70, 278, 281—2, 292—301, 292—3; in
guest-host relationship, 16, 17.24, 201,
407-8, 418, 451—2, 550; of Phaeacians,
17.76; 18.291; see also clothes

gnomic remarks, 41, 17.176, 18.130-7, 141

gods, 14, 17, 18, 19, 17.117, 475-8, 18.35, 111,
134, 155—6, 192—3, 210; as bestowers of
prosperity and misfortune, 19, 17.286,
425-6, 18.19, 13042, 134, 14150, 346-8;
contrasted with mortals, 18.69—70, 130,
195; difficulty in recognizing, 17.485-7,
18.158, 394-8; as givers of skills, 17.519—20;
as guardians of justice, 19—20, 17.425-6,
485, 4857, 18.130; interventions of,
17.360—4, 364, 425-6, 18.149-50, 171; see
also names of individual gods, disguise,
epiphany, theodicy, theoxeny

guest-friendship, see hospitality

headdress, 16, 18.210, 2956
hearth, 17.155-7, 572-3
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Helen, 2, 26, 28, 17.97, 118-19, 119, 248,
518—2[) 545 18'46) 204, 277, 292301,
292—3

Hephaestus, 17.454, 18.10, 111, 403—4; affinity
to Odysseus, g, 17.16, 66, 195, 18.10, 328; as
craftsman, 17.62, 291327, 383-5, 18.292—
3, 328; epithets of, g, 17.16; see also
Aphrodite, Demodocus

Hera, see Dios apate

heralds, 17.45, 383-5, 428, 18.64—5, 291,
297-8, 423

Hesiod, 32, 35, 17.140, 246, 475, 565, 18.1,
6-7, 129, 138—40, 1934, 277, 292-301,
305-6, 329, 366

hiatus, 5, 38, 39, 41, 42, 17.231-2, 301, 327,
536, 18.221, 316, 323

Hipparchus, 33

Homer: identity of, r—2; social status of, 12—13

Homeridae, 1, 33

hospitality, 24, 17.24, 84, 339, 368, 385, 404,
407-8, 418, 4424, 455, 4857, 550;
transgressions of, 17-19, 17.182, 3567,
360—4, 462—5, 18.6—7, 39; under protection
of Zeus, 17, 18.1; see also Antinous, clothes,
gifts, suitors, theoxeny

house, Odysseus’, 30-1, 17.572—3, 18.101—2,
325, 353; architecture of] 17.265, 266,
492-3, 18.101—2; contrasted with palaces of
Alcinous and Menelaus, 7, 17.87, 265,
18.310

House of Atreus, 30—1, 17.125; see also
Aegisthus, Agamemnon, Clytemnestra

hunger, 17.222, 228, 2889, 418, 18.2—3, 534,
79, 358; see also stomach

hyperbole, 17.231-2, 3759

iambic poetry and iambographers, 33,
18.1-110, g-110, 35, 79

identity, Odysseus’, 13—14, 20, 22, 24, 29,
17.286, 337-8, 339, 18.138—40, 376—0;
concealment of] 17.197—203, 18.67—70;
intimation of, 17.199, 511, 18.24, 53, 69—70,
319, 366—86; see also disguise

ideology, 1213, 24, 17.272, 454, 18.1-110, 126,
319, 3769

lliad, 32, 17.272, 18.105~7, 126, 140, 256,
367-70, 377-8, 403—4; audience for, 12;
compared with Odyssey, 1—2, 13, 14, 19—20,
21, 23, 24, 17.309-10, 454, 514, 5569,
18.423; date of, 2, 32 n. 83; Odysseus
within, 17.34, 286; revisions of in Odyssey, 2,
13, 23, 18.10, 46, 61, 67—70; see also Iliadic
duels

Iliadic duels, 18.396, 396—7; subversion of,

18.67-70, 95, 103, 397

INDEXES

improvisation, 6, 70

inconsistencies, narrative, 3, 17.160-1, 442—4,
522, 18.139; see also Penelope

infinitive, 17.262, 398, 18.2, 195, 291; for
imperative, 17.83, 278, 600, 18.17, 30, 106,
267, 287; in wishes, 17.354—5

insults, see abuse

Ionia, Ionian, 1, 12, 23, 18.246

irony, 19, 17.46-56, 11112, 152-61, 1635,
201-2, 251, 269-71, 378-9, 4012, 416, 476,
18.5, 37, 64-5, 71, 112-13, 238, 25970, 317,
319, 353, 3545, 378

Irus, 2, 15, 16, 23, 24, 17.219, 18.1-110, 234,
304—45, 333, 366; as double for Antinous
and other suitors, 5, 16, 22, 23, 17.462, 18.2,
10-13, 18, 21, 46, 73, 76, 77, 88, 95, 234,
236—42; names of, 18.5, 67, 73; relations
to iambic poetry, 23, 18.1-110, 18.2, 98,
105; as scapegoat, 23, 18.111; see also abuse,
boxing-match, Thersites

iterative forms, 17.482, 18.1, 67, 315

Ithaca, 7, 17, 17.87; in contrast to fantasy
realm, 24, 17.97, 205, 291-327, 385;
foundation of; 17.207; political conditions
in, 25, 17.416; see also kingship

ivory, 18.196, 202

Jorgensen’s law, 17.148—9

kingship, 22; in Ithaca, 25, 17.126, 416,
18.126
Kunstsprache, 4

Laertes, 6-7, 24 n. 64, 17.45, 212, 18.69—70,
254, 325, 359; see also Dolius

lamps, lighting of, 18.304—5, 319

language, 46, 8—9; Aeolic forms, 4, 17.98—9,
221, 428, 18.174; Arcado-Cypriot forms, ¢,
17.295; Attic forms, 5, 17.218, 451—2,
18.343—4; Ionic forms, 45, 17.55, 343, 358,
388, 4512, 18.143

laughter, 18.35, 347; of gods, 18.111; of
maidservants, 18.320; of Penelope, 17.542,
18.163; of suitors, 18.100, 111, 350

lengthening, metrical, 17.35, 39, 67, 72, 189,
196, 226, 358, 418, 471, 519—20, 18.29, 260,
262, 316

libations, 17.536, 18.151—2, 418-109, 427

lies, 27, 31, 32, 17.15; of Odysseus, 8, 13, 16, 17,
20, 17.108, 419—44, 523, 18.15—24

Linear B, 5, 17.74, 87, 435, 475, 18.210

lions, see similes

locus amoenus, 17.205-11, 209—10

Lord, Albert, ¢, 7, 10, 32, 36

lyre, 17.262, 271, 518—21
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maidservants, 30, 17.319, 584, 18.182, 3056,
319, 320, 325; see also abuse, laughter,
sexual infidelity

marriage, see courtship contests, Penelope

master-slave relations, 17.212—53, 320—3

meals, 17.90, 915, 91, 94, 1801, 332, 599;
formulas for, 17.98—9; see also feast, food,
hospitality, hunger, type-scenes

Medon, 17.172—3

Melanthius, 75, 23, 24, 17.205-11, 222, 238,
251, 257, 372, 373, 446, 18.1-110, 18.1, go—4,
30445, 357—64, 366—80; characterization
of, 17.212-53, 212, 245-6, 309-10, 18.321;
death of, 24, 18.86—7; language of, 17.215,
21732, 215, 217, 219, 231—2; see also abuse,
countryside, Dolius, Eurymachus,
Thersites

Melantho, 15, 23, 17.212-53, 248, 257, 41924,
18.304—45, 321, 3216, 3223, 325, 32736,
327, 331, 333, 338, 339, 3816, 389—93; see
also abuse, Eurymachus, laughter,
maidservants

Menelaus, 2, 21, 17.45, 76, 124—41, 126-31,
139, 140, 143-6, 153, 272, 442—4, 18.9-100,
46, 77, 277, 292—3; palace of, 17.87, 26471,
265

metre and prosody, 37—4¢3; bucolic diaeresis,
40, 41, 17.301, 18.2—3, 8, 295-6; caesura,
3943, 17.3, 8, 16, 18, 28, 36, 82, 108, 215,
2456, 280, 18.46, 158, 198, 372-3;
correption, 38, 42, 17.37; crasis, 39; elision,
38, 17.22, 272; see also digamma,
enjambment, hiatus, lengthening

Minoans, see Crete

Minos, 17.523

mockery, see abuse

modification of formulas, 8-9, 17.229—30,
386, 18.111

morality and moral worth, 14, 18, 19—20, 24,
17.320-3, 3604, 431, 437-8, 454, 53940,
5878, 18.13042, 139, 141-50, 4014

mutilation, 18.86—7

names: position of, 17.3; significant, 17.10, 41,
212-53, 212, 222, 292, 3759, 385, 18.5, 67,
42, 73, 79, 85, 119, 321, 356; suppression or
avoidance of] 14, 17.219, 18.18; see also
apostrophe, ‘speaking names’

Nausicaa, 16, 28, 17.26—30, 37, 96, 584, 586,
18.160—2, 1706, 184, 18796, 191, 195, 209,
210

Near Eastern poetry, 17.126-31

Nestor, 17.32, 45, 140, 397; palace of,
17.264-71

Nile, see Egypt

Nympbhs, 17.208; Cave of, 17.76, 205; cult of]
17.210—11; and springs, 17.240

oath, 17.132, 155-6, 18.55, 234, 384, 423

Odysseus, passim: acquisitiveness of, 18.281—2,
282; epithets of, 17.34, 84, 2357, 280, 511,
18.50—1, 3112, 319, 356; physique of, 17.24,
454, 18.67—9, 71; see also abuse, disguise,
identity; lies, stomach

Old Man of the Sea, 17.140

omens, 27, 17.160—1, 541, 544-50, 18.112—13,
117, 384; see also cledonomancy, prophecies,
sneezes, Theoclymenus

onomatopoeia, 17.124, 18.98, 327, 397

optative: following 6¢pa, 17.297-9; in a final
clause, 17.249-50; in indirect speech,
17.236-8; in wishes, 17.249-50, 251-3; to
express polite requests, 18.166

oral poetry, 1, 3-11, 20, 32, 36, 17.8, 58—60,
291—-327, 419—44, 18.139, 329; see also bards,
Serbo-Croatian song

Panathenaea and Panathenaic text, 33, 36

parasite, 17.220, 18.1-110, 18; see also Irus

parody, 17.229—33, 300, 18.2—3, 10, 105;
parodic epithets, 17.183, 18.5

Parry, Milman, 3-11, 32, 36, 41

Penelope, passim; appearance before the
suitors, 27, 18.158—303; beautification of,
18.187—96; beauty and character of, 25-6,
17.37, 18.180, 212, 255; enigmas
surrounding, 26-7; faithfulness of, 26, 27,
17.37, 46—56, 18.201—5, 202, 255, 292—301;
parallels with Nausicaa, 16, 17.37, 96, 586,
18.160—2, 1706, 184, 195, 209; see also
Calypso, Aphrodite, Artemis, Athena,
Eurynome, Telemachus, weaving

performance context, 71-12, 17.329

Phaeacians, 16, 17.23-5, 24, 32, 76, 291-327;
Odysseus’ tales to, 212, 17.17, 419—44,
18.282, 42741, 513; see also Alcinous,
Nausicaa, Scheria

Phemius, 17-13, 17.359, 385, 418, 18.305—6; see
also bards

Philoetius, 2¢, 17.184, 247-9, 330, 511,
18.321

Phoenicia and Phoenicians, 32, 18.193—4, 196

Pigs, 17.180—1, 219, 221, 18.29

‘Pisistratean recension’, see Panathenaic text

poetry, impact of, 17.514, 518-21, 18.212

Polyphemus, 17.68, 12631, 195, 233, 238,
435, 4625, 18.196, 331; see also Cyclopes

polyptoton, 17.83, 217, 18.67-8

prayer, 17.48, 132, 240-3, 496, 538, 18.119—52,
384, 427
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prophecies, 17.152-61, 1601, 229—32,
18.158-303, 384

prothysteron, 18.67—70

proverbs and proverbial wisdom, 41, 17.24-5,
218, 343, 347, 578, 18.100

public loungg, 11, 18.329

public workers, 17.383-5

quantitative metathesis, ¢, 9, 17.358, 18.190
quarrels, 23, 17.215, 388, 18.1-110, 140, 277;
see also abuse, Antinous, Eurymachus,
‘flyting’ discourse, Irus, Melanthius,

Melantho

recognition-scenes, 7, 22, 17.327, 18.158—303

relative clauses, 18.334, 371; in character
introductions, 17.292, 18.1; following
comparisons, 17.519—20

repetition, 17.124—41, 41944, 18.251-80,
346-8, 389—93; purposeful, 7, 9, 17.125,
1301, 163-5, 2835, 337-8, 345, 18.143,
171, 202, 321-6, 385-6

retardation devices, 15, 17.274—9, 292—5,
492-588, 569—70, 18.46—56

revenge of Odysseus, 17.27, 267, 539—40;
problematic nature of, 1718, 31, 17.126-31,
364, 18.346-8

rhapsodes, see bards

ring-composition, 70, 17.122, 16782, 211,
18.220; in descriptive passages, 17.211,
292-5, 18.1-8, 3216

run-over position, 18.67-8, 292—3, 367;
emphatic word in, 41, 17.159; and relative
clause, 18.192—3; see also enjambment

sacrifice, 3, 7, 17.48, 91, 1801, 241, 535-6,
18.423

‘sampling’, 8, 17.53

scenery-descriptions, 17.205-11, 26471,
18.292—301, 36680

sceptre, 17.201—2, 18.103; see also staff

Scheria, 16, 17.23-5, 245, 97, 182—260, 205,
206, 240-3, 291-327, 550, 578, 18.1-110,
210, 360; see also Phaeacians

seasonality, 17.23-5, 191, 18.328, 367; see also
chronology of poem

seduction-scenario, 37, 18.191-3, 278,
292-30

Serbo-Croatian song, 10 n. 28; see also
Yugoslavia

sexual infidelity, 18.320, 321, 325

ships, epithets for, 17.145, 160, 427, 18.249

similes, 8, 23—¢, 17.39—42, 113, 125, 126—31,
126_91 130-1, 463_4) 5[8_2]’ 18~44) 1969
366-80, 367—70, 367

sleep, 18.341; and death, 18.202; of Penelope,
18.187—96, 188, 1913, 201, 291—2

sneeze, as omen, 17.541, 542, 54450, 545

‘speaking names’, 17.212-53, 212, 3759, 18.5,
85, 119

speech introductions, 17.74, 280, 18.244

spinning, 17.97, 18.315, 316

staff, 17.195, 18.103, 108—9; see also sceptre

stomach, 2, 20, 17.228, 2835, 286, 2867,
473, 18.2-3, 35, 44, 53—4. 61, 358

subjunctive: following &¢; following &pa,
18.133, 134; forms of, 17.472, 539—40,
18.107, 183, 419; hortatory, 17.190, 18.39,
55; in indefinite frequency, 17.126—g; in
relative clause, 17.519—20; with future
meaning, 18.334

suitors, passim; collective speeches of, 17.482,
18.72; see also Amphinomus, Antinous,
Eurymachus, hospitality, Irus, testing

sunset, 17.1, 599; see also book-divisions

supplication, 17.442—4, 18.395

synizesis, 38, 39, 42, 17.55, 375-9; 247

tautology, 17.139, 470, 18.3—4

Telegony, 29 n. 79

Telemachus, passim; designation of and
epithets for, 17.45, 328, 18.60; maturation
of, 28-30, 17.328, 18.170-6, 176, 2215,
relations with Eumaeus, 17.6, 39—42,
111-12, 334, 591—601; relations with
Penelope, 30, 17.46-56, 18.227—42, 259—70;
see also father-son relations

testing, 19, 17.360—4; see also theoxeny

text and transmission of poems, 37—7

textiles, 26, 18.292—301, 292—3; see also
weaving

Theoclymenus, 3, 17.53, 55, 84, 152-61, 154,
160-1, 18.85

theodicy, 19—21, 18.139, 141-50, 3468

theoxeny, 19, 17.360—4, 364, 4857, 487

Thersites, 18.163, 350, 3545, 366; as
counterpart to Irus and Melanthius, 23,
17.215, 237, 18.1-110, 9—110, 13, 14, 21-2,
69—70, 103; fate of, 17.231—2, 18.98; name
of, 18.73; speech of, 42, 17.375—9; see also
abuse, jambic poetry and iambographers

Thesprotia, 8, 17.522, 523

Thesprotis, 18.356

threshold, 15, 17.196, 291-327, 339—41, 339,
5723, 18.17, 66-87, 110

throwing-scenes, 7, 17.459, 4625, 482,
18.394-8, 396

‘tmesis’, 17.33—4, 98-9, 241, 18.56, 86, 137,
231, 257, 339

tricolon crescendo, 18.15-24, 67-8, 263
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type-scenes, 3, 7, 17.91-5; arrival, 17.167-82,
26471, 291-327, 336-58, 339; bathing,
17.86—90; descent to the megaron,
18.206-11; deliberation between
alternatives, 17.235-7, 18.90—4, 93;
dressing, 17.4, 18.292—301; greeting, 7,
18.119—52; hospitality, 17.212-53, 291-327;
libation pouring, 18.418-19; meal, 17.91-5;
recognition, 7, 22, 17.291-327, 326,

327

veils, see headdress

wallet, Odysseus’, 17.3, 197-8, 3567,
18.108—9

warnings, 17.279, 18.79, 12551, 1512

weather, see seasonality

weaving, 26, 17.97, 18.295-6, 316

web, of Penelope, 26, 18.283

wine, 17.365-6; epithets for, 17.536; and
wine-pouring, 17.172—3, 18.397, 423, 427

wishes, ways of expressing, 17.249-50, 251—3,
354—4, 496

wonder, reactions of] 17.64, 367, 18.71, 191

writing, 37—2

Yugoslavia; 3—, 32, 17.326; see also
Serbo-Croatian song

Zenodotus, 35, 17.221

Zeus, 18, 17.50-1, 1489, 469, 4857, 18.131,
139, 191—3, 201, 346-8; epithets for, g,
17.437-8; interventions of, 17.424—6, 4256,
437-8, 487; protector of strangers and
guests, 17, 21, 17.446-52, 18.1; see also gods,
Hera, theodicy

2 Greek words

&eikfis, 17.197-8, 356-7
&BémoTos, 17.363, 18.141
aidads, 17.347, 578, 18.12, 184
aifouoq, 18.101—2
&uPpdoios, 18.192—3
&ugitrolos, 18.182, 311

&op, 17.222

&rrepos, 1 7.57

&pa, 17.454, 481, 18.71
&pyds, 17.62, 292

&peth, 18.133

&pnuévos, 18.53

&pioTos, 17.416, 18.289
&odpmvlos, 17.87
&raocfalin, 18, 17.587-8, 18.57, 139
&Tiudw (-&dw), 18.144
&TpUyeTos, 17.289

&TTa, 17.6

a¥Ar, 18.101—2

Pin, 17.565, 18.4, 139
Bdokw, 17.228
Bovydios, 18.79
Puccodoueiw, 17.66

ytvos, 17.373
Yoy, 18.133, 212

Saipdvig, 18.15
Saipwv, 17.446
-8¢, 17.5, 18.84
Seirvov, 17.599
S¢uas, 17.307, 18.251-6

Snuioepyds, 17.383—5
Sios, 17.183, 18.190
Suwiai, 17.34
SvUoTnyvos, 17.10

€ldos, 17.454

tutredov, 17.463—4
Erea TTEPOEVTA, 17.40
gmryouvis, 17.225, 18.74
Ep1s, 17.134, 18.13, 366
eUyouat, 17.50-1, 373

fipa, 18.56
1) To1, 17.153

8&Aapos, 17.492—3

8aupos, 17.67

BAyw (-oua) , 17.514, 518—21, 18.212, 282
BepaTraov, 18.76, 291

Becrécios, 17.63, 385

fnéoua, 17.64, 18.191

615, 18.357, 358

Bupaptis, 17.199

Bupods, 17.286, 18.61

iepds, 18.34, 60
is, 18.3—4, 6o

KaToAéyw, 17.44, 108, 122
KepTOpéw, 17.350

Kfip, 17.82

KAfos, 17.292, 418, 18.255
K&ua, 18.201
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Auoipertys, 18.189, 212
AP, 18.225, 347

uaia, 17.499

uévos, 17.286, 18.34
HETOUAOVIOS, 17.332
uiims, 18.328
woAoPpds, 17.219, 18.26

veikos, 17.189, 215, 18.9
vnuepTs, 17.140

voos, 17.136, 301
véoTos, 17.106
vepdw, 18.216

§eivos, 17, 17.84, 18.401—4

oln, 26, 18.207
SAPos, 18.19
Spolios, 18.264
Svopddw, 17.215

Temvupévos, 17.45, 18.64-5
wepl, 17.308, 454, 18.414
mKpSS, 17.448

ToAUuNTIS, 17.280
TOAUTAQS, 17.34, 2357, 280
woTol, 17.124

INDEXES

OV, 17.424, 475, 18.7
TpdBupov, 18.10, 3856
TTwYSs, 17, 18.1-110, 1

oTaduds, 17.96, 18.209

Tépevos, 1 7.297-9
TépTropat, 17.174, 18.305-6
TeTpd&yvos, 18.374

TAGwW, 17.34, 84

Tolyop, 17.108

TPUXW, 17.387

T®, 17.164

UPpis (-16w) 18, 17.169, 245, 41924, 431,
437-8, 487, 53940, 565, 5878

Utrepnvopéwv, 17.482

Umrepglados, 17.481, 18.167

UmdSpa i8cov, 17.459, 18.14, 337, 388

9L, 17435
¢lAos, 17.415, 18.242
PopuryE, 17.262

XaplGoua, Xdpts, 17.83, 95, 4512,
18.297-8

Xépwiy, 17.91

X6Aos, 17.458



