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ABSTRACT

Models of Reception in the Divine Audience of thad

Tobias Anthony Myers

This study argues that thed in certain key passages construes the Olympian
gods as an internal epic audience offering andoexyg multiple configurations of
response to the poem. Chapter 1 explores the $fpeaiares of the divine audience in
general terms and considers previous scholarshigpt€r 2 reads Zeus’ provocation
of Hera and Athena in Book 4 as a “metaperformatwevocation of the poet’s
audience. Chapter 3 argues that the audience’saifergwing” experience is
construed as attendance at a live spectacle whegods also attend, a spectacle for
which the duel in Book 3 provides a paradigm. Ceagtinterprets the duel in Book 7
as a reevaluation of that paradigm, motivated textaially by the internal audience of
Apollo and Athena. Chapter 5 shows that the climatiel in Book 22, and
especially the passage describing Hector and Ashdircling Troy as the gods watch
and discuss, problematizes the ethical stancesoéttratextual audience. Chapter 6
argues that in thilad as a whole the poet uses “the gods” to modelfaishi

audience sympathy from pro-Achaean bias to pityterTrojans.
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CHAPTER 1 — Introduction and Overview

Thelliad offers the story of Achilles' wrath as tragedy &hmbdy entertainment, a
complex combination of aural performance and th@vimmediacy énargeig that
creates a viewing experient@he present study examines how these elements of
performance and reception are modeled within thetkegough the figures of Zeus
and the other Olympian gods. Much extant scholprshows how th@©dyssels
representations of performances of epic poetryd-odr©dysseus’ own bard-like
storytelling — serve to explore the purpose andneadf the live performance
medium? By contrast, the only lliadic representation ofcgperformance is an
enigmatic, six-line description of Achilles singimdnile Patroclus wait3 The passage
is typically held to be less sophisticated tharOitl/ssean parallels, and thiad as a
whole less concerned with the dynamics of perfogeahan th@dyssey My aim
however will be to show that thiead can be read as a sophisticated, sustained
meditation on the role of the performing poet,duslience, and the story itself in
some ways even more interesting than that offeyetiddOdysseyThe gods of

Olympus are the key to such a reading: as a vaadgparticipatory audience of

! Dionysius of Halicarnassus descrilegmargeiain terms of vision and presence, the power by Wwhic
listeners are made “to se&p@av) and “to mingle with the persons brought on byspeaker as if they
were present’fwdueva t& SnAovpeva Opév kai cdotep TapoUoiv ols &v 6 PpriTwp elodyn
TpoocoTols duiAeiv. Lys7) The quality oenargeiain Homeric poetics is discussed in Chapter 3.

2 Recent examples include: Walsh 1984; Pucci 198§alS1992, 1994; Doherty 1995 Zervou 2007;
Murray 2008.

%9.186-91. Frontisi-Ducroux 1986 uses this imagthasstarting point for a study of lliadic self-
reflexivity.

* E.g. Murray 2008: “Théliad is not a self-reflective poem: nowhere do we findoet performing an
epic or even a fragment of an epic for the kinggrimate or in public.” Many studies demonstrate
lliadic self-reflexivity of other sorts, howeverh& poem’s concern witkleossuggests awareness of its
own ability to transcend time through repeatedqrerfince (Nagy 1979). So too objects such as
Helen’s web (Bergren 1979-80, and see Chapter@Weind the Achaean wall (Porter forthcoming)
have been read as reflections on the poet’s woakratblogical approaches to self-reflexivity are
discussed below.



often dubious morality, they can raise — and evanevwithin the text — important
guestions about audience complicity, pity, andreesi

The lliadic gods model response in two wayd #re interwoven in practice,
though | will sometimes discuss them separatelyHersake of clarity. First, by
depicting Zeus and the other gods deliberatindhercourse the events will take, the
poet offers internal models of audience responsatimternal narrator persona,
Zeus? While many scholars have drawn connections betwWees and the poet, few
have asked how and to what purpose Zeus is cotetiras a poet figure within the
text. My analysis shows that through Zeus’ intaoang with the gods in council on
Olympus — particularly in Books 4 (Chapter 2) ad@hapter 5) — the poet is able to
stage within the text a dramatic rendition of thbtke process of “poet-audience
symbiosis” that notionally determines the courséefstory on an extradiegetic
level® In so doing, the poet invites vicarious participatwhile emphasizing the
complicity such participation entails.

Second, by depicting the gods observing evanisoy the poet offers a
representation of his own audience’s mental “viglexperience of his narration.
Previous scholarship has shown that the poet pasitiis audience as eye-witnesses

of the poem’s eventsl draw on this work and take it a step furtheguémg that the

® In this dissertation the terms “poet’s audiena®™{isteners”), the “epic audience,” and
“extradiegetic audience” all denote the same canstnamely, the audience projected by the text, to
whom the narrative voice sings. These phrases mef@rto any more particular or historical audienc
To refer to the corresponding extradiegetic perfarimplied by the text, who notionally sings to the
audience, | use “singer,” “poet,” and “narrator'uéglently (varying between them to emphasize
different aspects of that figure’s role, and fopleany.)

® On the “poet-audience symbiosis,” see Taplin 1%9&nd further below.

" For the “viewing” experience of the audience, whis discussed in Chapter 3 below, see Pseudo-
Longinus 26.1; Bakker 1993, 13-14; Bakker 1997:B&kker 2001; Slatkin 2007; and Clay 2011: 14-
37, with further bibliography. | am very gratefol have had the opportunity to read a draft of Rsiie
Clay’s book manuscript at an early stage of workhas dissertation. An important source for the
relationship of the visual to the verbal in the f®art is the description of the shield of Achdlli

Book 18: Becker 1995 combines a survey of theaktipproaches with exacting readings of the text



poem promotes a particular way of conceptualizivegviewer’s role as attendance at
a live spectacle attended by both the divine apcettiradiegetic audiences. The gods’
responses to this spectacle then provoke refleciatihe moral status of the viewer.
The particular terms for conceiving of this expede of epic spectacle during
performance, and the viewer’s relationship to tteoa, are laid out in the duel
between Paris and Menelaus in Books 3-4 (Chaptem8) reevaluated in the duels
between Hector and Aias in Book 7 (Chapter 4), ldactor and Achilles in Book 22
(Chapter 5).

In this introductory chapter | lay the grouratwfor my argument by indicating
what in the text invites this study’s “metaperfotim@” approach to the gods, while
situating my approach in respect to various aré&tomeric scholarship. After that, |
begin with the poem’s first depiction of the diviaedience, in Book 4; it turns out to
be crucial that this comes just at the close oftilnel between Paris and Menelaus,
and justbeforethe poem’s first descriptions of large scale camble passage is so
rich that two chapters have been devoted to itst o the gods’ discussion (Chapter
2), and then to their function in bridging the daet the warfare, by which the poem
offers a model of epic as spectacle (Chapter 3.veny next appearance of the
divine audience motif comes in Book 7, and it iscomcidence that this is also in the
context of a duel, this time fought by Hector ands\(Chapter 4). This passage looks
ahead intently to the duel between Hector and Aeshih Book 22, which has
received much attention, but yields fresh resultsesponse to questions about the
gods’ role as internal epic audience (Chapter Bapfer 6 steps back to read the
divine council scene in Book 24 in light of thad as a whole, and argues that the

poet uses “the gods” to model a shift in audieryeemathy from pro-Achaean bias to

and extensive bibliography, to which can now beeald8cott 2009; 1-13 and the most recent studies
cited thereipid. 207 n.2). Another is Helen’s web, for which seafgter 3 below.



pity for the Trojans. Set against the internal ande of Olympians, the extradiegetic
listeners are construed as a human(e) divine aceliglivine in scope of vision, but

with a human potential for responding emotionadsuffering.

Divine Viewing

The bT-scholia folliad 4.4, a verse which describes how the gods “tcadt e
other while gazing down at Troy3£8éxat’ &AAjfAous, Tpcdwv oA
eloopdwvTes), begins thus: “they say that it is unfittingthie viewing of wars gives
pleasure to the gods&frpetés paotv, i Téprel Tous BeoUs ToAéucov Béa). One way
to understand such representations of divine vigugro see these gods, as the
scholiast does, as “real” gods, figures of divinipssessed of a special divine
perspective that sets them apart from moft&lthereas the scholiast suggests that
this divine perspective allows them to see harnmrgn in wars that is invisible to
mortals? modern critics who read the gods as “real” godsl te see the divine
perspective as characterized by a fundamentaldas&riousness which Reinhardt
memorably called ‘sublime frivolity*° On this view, the deathless gods cannot truly
understand human suffering, and it is humans’ weoytality that affords them

dignity. That human life and death provides thegeith entertainment then adds to

® The debate as to whether the Homeric gods ar# ‘Bediterary” gods is very old; for a survey of
scholarship on the question see Bremer 1987: 313&lysis of the Homeric gods as poetic devices
rather than straightforward representations ofrdiieings goes at least back to Aristotle (see T®te
below).

° The full comment of the scholiastirpetés pacv, el TépTrel Tous BeoUs TToAéucov Béa. fi ok
aTmpeTés TEPTEL y&p T& yevvaia Epyar &AAcos Te méAepol kal pdxan fiv Sewvd Sokel, T 8¢ Bedd
oUdt TaUTa dewd: oupAnpol y&p dmavTta ThHy &puoviav Tév dAwv, &mep kal HpdkAeitos Aéyel,
€5 TCY MEV Bed KaA& TévTa kal dyabd kai Sikaia, &vBpcoTrol 88 & utv &dika UtelAripacty, & 8¢
dikawa. (“They say that it is unfitting, if the viewing e@fars gives pleasure to the gods. Or it is not
unfitting: for it is noble things that give pleasuiWhile wars and battles seem terrible to ushéo t
divine not even those are terrible, for [the diVifiks out the total harmony of all — and thisjist

what Heraclitus says, that ‘to the divine all théraye beautiful and good and just, whereas humans
regard some as unjust, others as just.” ")

10 «“Erbabener Unernst” Reinhardt 1960: 25.



the poem’s pathos. This may be called the “theclg@pproach” and it has also
become the standard approath.

The theological approach is essential, babtsn itself sufficient. The gods are
multi-faceted, and their perspective is not whaliyided from that of mortals.
Nietzche’s (characteristically enigmatic) readirighe lliadic divine audience aligns
poets’ mental “viewership” with that of the godeydescribe, thus finding not
sublime frivolity but human cruelty behind the godatching eyes:

With what eyes do you think Homer made his godk imwvn upon the
destinies of men? What was at bottom the ultimagammg of Trojan
Wars and other such tragic terrors? There can lm®uabt whatever: they
were intended a®stival playdor the gods; and, insofar as the poet is in
these matters of a more “godlike” disposition tistimer men, no doubt
also as festivals for the poeﬁ.

Elsewhere in the same essay he remarks: “withaigltyrthere is no festival*®
Nietzsche’s reading blurs the distinction betwdenTrojan war as the subject of
poetry on the one hand and real suffering on theroHe is right to do so because, as
| will show in this dissertation, the blurring dfi$ distinction is a particular strategy

of the poet. For Nietzsche, Homer’s attitude igraid with the gods’, due to his
“godlike disposition.” But in seeing the gods apmssions of the perspective of
poets only, Nietzsche omits a key component frasrfdnimulation: the human

audience that the poets address, and with whomptigort to share their privileged

perspective?

1 Griffin 1978, appearing in a slightly differentrfo as the final chapter of Griffin 1980, has beeryv
influential in this regard; other examples includwlmann 1984: 78-112, Ford 1987: 138-42.

12«Mit welchen Augen glaubt ihr denn, dass Homeneebétter auf die Schicksale der Menschen
niederblicken liess? Welchen letzten Sinn hatteimnde trojanische Kriege und d&hnliche tragische
Furchtbarkeiten? Man kann gar nicht daran zweifewaren als Festspiele fur die Gotter gemeint:
und, insofern der Dichter darin mehr als die Ubriljeenschen “goéttlich” geartet ist, wohl auch als
Festspiele fur die Dichter.” Nietzsche 1991: 298e English translation used above is that of
Kaufmann and Hollingdale (1967: 69.)

13«Ohne Grausamkeit kein Fesbid. 296. (Engl. trans. from Kaufmann and Hollingda®67: 67.)

4 For the sharing of the poet’s privileged perspectiith his listeners, see Bakker 1993 esp. 14.



Critics have often noted that the Homeric a@nr purports to share his privileged
vision with his listeners; this is explicit in ti@dysseyproem, when the poet urges the
Muse to tell Odysseus’ story “to us as wela{nuiv 0d.1.10), thereby aligning
himself with his listeners’> Recent years have seen increased attention tolthand
experience of the audience in the oral performaoogext assumed by the Homeric
poems. Particularly germane to the present studyésent article by Pietro Pucci,
which draws attention to the “effect of mediatiani the extradiegetic audience
produced by the gods’ viewersHipPucci reads the gods’ pleasure and pity as
“inducement” of those same feelings on the pathefpoet’s listeners. This is
welcome as a recognition of parallels between thi@& audience and the poet’s
audience, but glosses over the difficulty thatttieological readings have brought out
so well — namely the dubious moral status of thestehing gods, which so disturbed
the scholiast. The present study’s “metaperfornedtigading of the divine audience
considers both the ways in which the divine andaghk¢getic perspectives align and
the moral problems which this rais€s.

This study’s approach draws on and conneversi areas of Homeric
scholarship, particularly narratology, oral theagd the study of visualization and

enargeiain Homeric poetics. Work on visualization amaargeiawill be surveyed in

15 Bakker 2009: 134 has a novel interpretation of tfo” (kai) as indicating “an inclusion in what
Odysseus already knew: ‘to us , too’ — in addito®dysseus.”

18 pycci 2002.

" A note on terminology is in order here. In a refirent of the opposition “real gods” and “literary
gods,” Pucci contrasts the “theological” aspedhefgods’ representation to the “poetical” asphet (
recognizes the importance of both, while focusinghe latter in his article). Both sets of termn ba
misleading, however — “real” for example could medther “real in the story world” (rather than
poetic ornamentation) or “corresponding to godgelvel to exist outside of the story world.” Then
too, even a “theological” interpretation of the gazhtails many “poetic” effects (as Reinhardt 1960
and others bring out). My opposition of “metapenfiative” to “theological” is intended to refer as
plainly as possible to the distinction important iee present studyjz the extradiegetic audience’s
relationship to these gods. A “theological” readérgphasizes the vast gulf between the gods
represented in the poem and the poet’s (mortadness, whereas a “metaperformative” reading
focuses on the parallels between them. The twastgpeeadings, theological and metaperformative,
are not mutually exclusive but should inform eatteo.



the beginning of Chapter 3, but a few words onatalogy and oral theory will be
useful here. Following Irene de Jong’s bdddrrators and Focalizerghe last two
and a half decades have seen the publication oy mvarks applying narratological
tools of analysis to the Homeric poefi#\ key contribution of this work has been to
emphasize the sophistication of Homeric narratahnique and to provide a
language for discussing it — as, for example, tienpmenon of embedded
focalization, whereby the language of the poetatarrreflects the perspective and
mental processes of a certain intradiegetic charactcharacterS, However, as
Egbert Bakker has recently pointed out, narratoisgyot yet capable of addressing
issues of live performané8 As it is precisely live performance, or aspectéivef
performance, that | argue is modeled by the godisaHiad, this study adapts certain
analytical tools of narratology to a poem that meepresents itself as narrative in the
abstract, but as a live, public event capableasfdporting its listeners into an
imagined past.

One key issue is the relationship betweenoperér and audience. In Bakker’s
words, “what is fictional in narratology and in thevel (i.e., the narrator and the
narratee), becomes embodied in epic....;” and “Hanpeerformance... is much more
than the mere declamation or recitation of theystdthelliad or OdysseyThat
recitation is built into the very fabric of its mative contract®' Bakker is here
concerned with the differences between the perfogrpoet’'s adoption of the role of

“Homer” (which he calls “indexical”) and his adopi of the roles of characters

'8 |Important studies on tHiad include de Jong 1987; Richardson 1990; Rengak@6.20

9 Bremer 1987, published in the same year as des)biagrators and Focalizersalready discusses
this kind of focalization in a few lliadic passages

20 Bakker 2009.

21 Bakker 2009: 118, 123.



within the story (which he calls “mimetic®.1 would like to pursue this issue in a
somewhat different direction than Bakkasking what it means for the “narratee” of
Homeric epic to be a live, pluralistic entity respang to a “composition in
performance®

Ourlliad, regardless of the historical circumstances gbitgluction, assumes a
live audience. Beginning with the work of Parry draitd, comparative studies of
oral story-telling cultures emphasize the roleh&f audience — or rather, of the
performer’s perception of the audience’s desirgsdetermining the content of the
narrative. Richard Martin’s survey brings out tipafticipatingaudience as a key
element in the performance of oral epic,” and ‘tbatractual nature of the epic event
and the intensity of contact [between performer andience] thus produced® Ruth
Scodel's account emphasizes the potential vanesyudiences’ knowledge, critical
sophistication, and attentiveness, and cites ins&of performers including content
comprehensible or meaningful only to certain grooipsven individuals within the
audiencé> While details differ to an anstonishing degrees broad conclusion holds
true for nearly all the comparative evidence: thed performer, confronted by a live

audience and capable at any given moment of altdigperformance in small or

22 Bakker {bid.) focuses in the first part of his article on timcés claim to perpetuity, by which every
performance is conceived as a re-performance (¥22¥he latter part of the article aims at showing
that the hierarchical relationship between narratat character assumed by narratology does not work
in Homer, especially in the case of Odysseus irOithgssey(128-36).

% The model of composition in performance, articedbin Lord 1960 (esp. 13-123), has been variously
developed and interpreted in such works as Nag®,18996; J.M. Foley 1995, and Scodel 2002.
Articles by J.M. Foley and Russo in Morriss and Bibd997 survey trends in oral theory since Parry.
Evidence from comparative studies must be usedgvéht caution since contemporary oral song
cultures differ widely among themselves — and arot forget that thiad andOdysseyhat we

have are in fact texts. In broad terms, howeverntlodel of composition-in-performance has won

wide acceptance at least as part of the culturgkdraund assumed by the poems, and the term “oral-
derived texts” has been usefully applied (J. Melydl997) to acknowledge their textual character
while emphasizing the importance of the oral tiadifrom which they stem.

24 Martin 1989: 232.

% Scodel 2002 esp. 6-11.



large ways, must be attentive to the mood of hieamce in a way that the narrator of
a work of modern fiction cannot be. Oliver Tapliesdribes the result of this as a
“poet-audience symbiosis”:

The symbiotic collaboration of poet and audietieeides what to
include in the poem (and what not) and how to titeétdecides, in other
words, whom and what to celebrate or make notottloksigh poetry....
Such choices lie with the poet, taking due consitien of the
expectations of his audience....

And the poet-audience symbiosis not only deteesiwho are given
time and attention, but what they are given it Tdrere is no other
external, impersonal power (not even ‘the plot'tadition’) which
determines that Agamemnon'’s rejection of Chryséisasvery first
incident of the poem, or that he play virtuallypert after book 19;....
By including some things and not others, emphagigome more than
others, putting them in a particular sequenceptet wields mighty
power. That extends to the power to influence bdiences, to stimulate
change or encourage stability in various ways agteaks in their
aesthetics, their values, and their politics. At same time that power is
not unlimited, because of the need to catch a paipld to retain it, 26

My interest here is not in trying to decidentthe audience” — corresponding to
the “narratee” of literary narratives in the modé&ation whose study gave birth to
narratology — should be assumed to be reactinggltiielliad’s performance, which
is after all unknowable and must vary to some degreny case from listener to
listener in a plural audience. Nor am | concernétl describing an original audience
for thelliad. This is not only futile in practice but problencan its very conception.
From the perspective of an “evolutionary” modetttd poem’s development, the
poem is a multiform with no origin&l.On the other hand, if one believes that the
poem was composed and written down by a literagt well-versed in the oral
tradition, or dictated to an amanuerf§ighe “original” audience turns out again to be

a figment of the poet’s imagination: he is not tipenforming in the traditional

% Taplin 1992: 5.
2" Nagy 2003: 1-19 is a recent formulation of hisugftial, if controversial, evolutionary model.
2 For Martin West, “each epic was written down oahgce, or if other versions ever existed, they

disappeared at an early date. @iad took on its definitive form as it was written doinf2000: 3). Cf.
Janko 1998, who differs from West on many pointsrmi on this main one.
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context from which his poetic idiom derives, butyocomposing as though he were,
using the same traditional language and tropes.

While thelliad does not necessarily have an original audiencd®ds imply an
audience, that to which the narrative voice spethis;audience is an essential
component of Homeric poetry, yet notoriously difficto define?® Many critics have
argued that the poem reinforces aristocratic vadumesthat this suggests it is aimed at
an elite audiencé&’ others have argued that its audience is lowestddowever,

Ruth Scodel is persuasive in arguing for the ineltysof Homeric epic; its success
depends in part on its ability to speak to a vardétaudiences: “patently, the epics
were available for different understandings; othsewthey could not have achieved
the canonical status they did during a period ohense change®

Rather than trying to reconstruct a particutgplied audience, | show that internal
representation®f a participatory audience are to be found antbegyods on
Olympus, and | consider their potential significatearing in mind the possibility of
varying attitudes among listeners. In contrash®recent project of J. Marks on the
Odyssey” | do not claim that these passages of divine @®timiaking occur at
places where thiiad makes an actual choice between extant compeing khes.
Instead, | will argue that the internal model ofigality generates a type of dramatic

effect: the poet-narrator wants to present cegaints as critical, and invites his (the

? Thelliad also has many historical audiences in actual fsts of performance. The fraught question
of historical audiences is beyond the scope ofdtssertation.

30 See especially Morris 1986; Latacz 1996: 48-66kdd 998: 12-13 sees implicit support for kings
rather than for aristocrats.

31 Dalby 1995 is particularly interesting.
32 Scodel 2002: 173-212 (quote from 182). Cf. Dohéf95: 24: “We need to consider whether the
conception of the relationship between bard andesgé is inspired by a (projected) nostalgia for a

more homogeneous society than our own, one in wileblogy was not as overtly contested.”

33 Marks 2008.
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extradiegetic) audience to participateariouslyat those points by portraying
dynamics reflective of a performing poet’s wiststdisfy his audience.

While Pucci speaks of the poem’s ability todluce” a certain response through
intratextual models like the god5Lillian Doherty shows greater caution in speaking
of the way “epic elicits our assent to a particutgndered model of response;” any
given listener or reader has the potential to tefez model, or accept it only
provisionally®® The present study also recognizes the audienossilge resistance
to the internal models of response offered by tidsgHowever, it goes further,
arguing that the poem engages with and even engesithis potential for resistance
to the internal model it presents, and thereby lprohtizes the act of reception; this
reveals a high level of sophistication on the péthelliad. In contrast to the many
studies that focus on gender and class, the preseht focuses on problems such as
pity, desire, and complicity; the reason is thasthare the issues that the internal
audience on Olympus problematizes in the most tivag.

Fundamental to this reading is the issue @ver complicity which Nietzsche
seems to have sensed, and which is central tiidlés treatment of the divine
audience but has not received the attention itrdeseFor instance, when Zeus finds
himself witness to the impending death of Hecter|dments?Alas! that | see with
my eyes a man dear to me / pursued around the~wayl heart grieves / for
Hector...” € 1ol ) pihov &vdpa Bicokdpevov mepl Teixos / dpBaAuoiow
opduarl udv 8’ dhogupetal ftop / "EkTopos 22.168-70). Here Griffin compares
Zeus to the audience for a tragedy. But this aggréganot sufficient because it does

not recognize the extent to which viewership anatrad are intertwined in this

34 Pucci 2002.

% Doherty 1995: 25.
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passagé® Zeus concludes by asking the assembled godshtuld we now slay
[Hector] through Achilles son of Peleus?” (uv #8n / TInAeidn AxiArt
Saudooouev 22.175-76). Though Zeus takes no active handarsldwying, nor does
any other god except Athena, he makes himselflaa®tympians the subject of the
verb of killing. The implication that the divine @ence could decide even at this
moment of “performance” to call off the slaughtethiey really wanted to
communicates complicity beyond that shared by viswé a staged theatrical
performancé’ If comparisons are worth making simply for theesakillustration, |
would suggest that in terms of complicity the deveudience is rather like the crowd
gathered at a stoning. Not everyone watching thimwxck, and not everyone may be
happy. But when it's all over the chosen persatteizd at the hands of the crowd.
How does this divine complicity attach to thelience of the poem? To address
this question, it is necessary first to ask whét ih particular that makes the gods of
special significance as viewers — to make a falgument for the prominence of
Pucci’s “effect of mediation.” After all, thiliad’s interest in the act of viewing is

well known, and in particular the possibility thhe poem’s many internal observers

% Griffin selectively cites only 22.166-70 in hicdBsion of those lines.

37|t is frustrating that although seeking to captine big picture Griffin’s beautiful and influentia
essay sometimes fails to consider the contexteptssages cited (tbaveatoffered on pg 5 of the
1978 version is not enough). For instance, Grifiitiudes Hera’s viewing at 8.350 as an example of
the divine audience suggesting the audience fragetly; yet Hera moves to act in lines 8.351ffsThi
is not an example of passive “looking on”; certgitilere is nothing “tragic” about the passage.
Griffin’s other four examples of the gods as thdiance for a “show” or a “tragedy” are also cited
without discussion or attention to context. Alltbése passages emphasize complicity on further
examination, by detailing the gods’ previous agewbjch led to the spectacle in question, or their
failure to intervene now despite an interest imdaio: the passivity of Hera and Athena in 4.1-4 is
commented on by Zeus, who teases them for thdirréatio intervene; 7.61ff shows Athena and Apollo
taking their positions to attend a spectacle withiely have just orchestrated, namely the duel betwee
Hector and an Achaean champion; 8.51 shows Zeusrexin his glory as he watches the battle over
which he has just taken personal control, as isadigd by his descent to Ida and emphasized
throughout Book 8; Zeus’ contemplation of the imghieg death of Sarpedon (16.438) emphasizes his
own complicity.
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may serve as models of response for the poetanlisg audiencé® | suggest that
among these internal observers the gods are ofa$jp@erest for particular reasons,
which the poet exploits to construe the gods astannal audience for théad. First,
they form an identifiable group, generally gatheredne place: this is not
remarkable in and of itself — as the same coulgai@, for example, of the Trojans in
the city — but it is striking that for thgodsthis situation seems to be an invention of
epic® In any case, this feature requires attention e#uurns out to be important
for how the gods function as the model of a plaradience. The second point is that
the setting in which they are normally found isaatpuet ais) at Zeus’ house,;
similar settings are associated in @ayssewvith the performance of poetry. Third,
though they are free (like the poet’s listenerg)lioose other entertainment, the
object of their attention as a group correspondbhéassential action of the poem.
Fourth, the gods’ ambiguous relationship to theysteorld allows for a unique way
of modeling vicarious participation. Finally, theds are not only characters within
the story but also author events and influenceatigg strategy through the figure of
Zeus. This last point is fundamental in addresiregssue of complicity.

To begin with the first point: the gods formationally coherent group of diverse
individuals. This is key to their function as ateimal audience, and not as trivial as it
may seem. On the one hand, the poem’s abiding oomath what divides the human
from the divine prepares the listener to understiviche observers as examples of a

type — to recognize not only instances of divineestsation but also an lliadic “divine

3 Scholarship on internal observers who model augieasponse includes Bremer 1987: 41-43; Pucci
2002; Slatkin 2007. For a narratological approaele, De Jong 1987, with bibliography. See also
Morrison 1997: 20: “The audience’s experience @iy the epic, then, is analogous in crucial ways
to the experience of characters within the epic aiso confront the unexpected against a backdrop of
what appears likely to occur.”

39 S0 Griffin 1978: 9: “The conception of a unifi@btterstaatis alien to later Greek religion, and
doubtless Nilsson is right to regard it as essaliyth creation of the epic.”
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audience.” Yet the gods are not all together aricalveays based on Olympus:
Aidoneus for example dwells in Hades (e.g. 20.6)%-Bbetis in her grotto (e.g.
1.337-38); even the Olympian Apollo can sometimesssumed to be in hsmenos
on the citadel of llium (e.g. 7.20-21). Historicealigious practices associate the gods
with a variety of cult centers. Also, the gods enaracterized frequently by
disagreement and in that sense do not presentiadiaudience. It is striking, then,
that thelliad marks off “the gods” as a notionally coherent grauterms of their
response to events at Troy. Significantly, theoral collective of the gods is not a
constant: its composition and overall attitude giveen passage can vary — and may
depend on the aim of the speaker who invokes it.
The first time in thdliad that the gods are depicted as a group gazing @i@m

Olympus comes in the uncertain aftermath of the dewveen Paris and Menelaus:

O1 8¢ Beol Tap Znvi kabrjpevol fyopdwvTto

XPUCEw €v damédey, HeTa O€ opiol méTvia “HPn

VEKTOpP EOIVOXOEL" TOl OE XPUOEols BeTTAEDOI

Bedéxat aAArjAous, Tpcdwv oA eicopdwvTes. — 4.1-4

But the gods for their part, seated beside Zeuss agsembled

on the golden floor, and among them lady Hebe

was the “wine”-pourer of their nectar. And theytiwjolden goblets
made toasts to each other, gazing upon the cityeoTrojans.

The gods 41 8¢ Beoi 4.1) sit beside Zeus and toast each other whidangan the city
of the Trojans. Zeus is among them, but not guithem — it is notable that he is not
included in the actual phrase “the go&&Does the phrase “the gods... beside Zeus”
then denote a group made upatifthe gods who dwell on Olympué7hat is at least

possible here — though we are not told whether égite has returned to Olympus

0 Zeus is sometimes included with the gods, sometisee beside them. Cf. 24.98-88pov &’
gupvotra Kpovidnv, mepl 8 &AAol &mravtes / elaf’ dunyepées pdxapes Beol aitv édves.

*1 The “gods who dwell on Olympus” is of course auping familiar to epic, appearing in the
formulaic language@Avpmia 8copat’ Exovtes): 1.18, 2.13 etc. The formula is also used of the
MusesOAduma Scopat’ éxovoal €.9. 2.284; see Said 2007 for the Muses’ conrmettidlympus.
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after seating Helen next to Paris in their bedr¢g®@m24-26) — but even so it is not
always the case. Much later, for example, in BodktBe narrator says that “the
gods” Peoi) pity Hector as they gaze upon his mistreatmerdtilles, and keep
asking Hermes to spirit his body aw&y'The gods” in this example are again being
represented as a monolithic whole, but now thatlevhiearly does not include Hera,
Athena, or Poseidon, to whom the suggestion oftipse’s rescue is not pleasing
(24.25-26). The poet’s generalization is not ndutvhat he has done is put Hera,
Athena, and Poseidon in the minority, to make thpinion sound as though it runs
against the grain of the group’s will. When Zeusiaescribes the situation to Thetis,
it suits him to conceal the existence of that migarpinion entirely: he tells Thetis
that a quarrel has arisen among “the immortai®apatoiov 24.107), but according
to Zeus the disagreement is that “they” were raysiermes to steal the body, while
he (Zeus) alone was holding out — not out of spi@inst Troy, but out of respect for
his promise to Thetis (24.109-1F)He then instructs Thetis to tell Achilles thatéth
gods” Peous 24.113) — as well as now Zeus himself — are aaghym (Achilles).

This reflects the poet’s earlier generalizatiom,if@again leaves out Hera, Poseidon,
and Athena, but to a different end. However, Zeasschot give any hint to Thetis (or
Achilles) that “the gods” do not now represent deualy unified front. And after all,
what would it have served to give her the wholéys&? By giving Thetis a blanket
statement that the gods’ response as a group ®ohé& behavior is outrage, he
emphasizes his own faithfulness to his promise avéme face of what he misleading

construes as unanimous opposition; then, by teliergo say to Achilles that “the

42 s ’ ; s . ’ s s ’ 5 5 .
TOV 8 EAeaipeokov pdkapes Beol eicopdeovTes / kAéwar 8 dTpuveckov tliokoTrov Apyelpdvtny.

24.23-24

B héwai &’ dTpuvouciv ElickoTTov Apyeipdvtny: / aUtdp &yco TéBe ki8os AXIAAR TpoTI&TTe /
aidéd kal PIASTNTA TeNv peTémMOode puAdoowy 24.109-11.
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gods” as a group are andi{Zeus avoids mentioning the dissenting views and
thereby presents the discussion as closed, rulihgar example, any possibility of
appeal by Achilles to some sympathetic défty.

Zeus'’s rhetoric in Book 24 shows his awaretieasthe notion of a unified “divine
audience” can be used as a strategic tool for sgape responses of Thetis and
Achilles: the poet is not likely then to be unawaf¢he possibility of shaping with
similar kinds of rhetoric the response of his owdiance. In Chapter 6 | will argue
that the poet’s varying characterization of theargyerfectly unified “divine
audience” forms part of the poem’s broader expionatdf the relationship between
pathos and glory: the “group” response changestowerin such a way as to
represent a transformation of pro-Achaean biassgtopathy for both sides in the
war. For now, it is enough to note that in the sewf treating divine response to
events at Troy, the text does identify the divindiance as a single group despite the
heterogeneity of individual responses within it feiat that can result in a rich
subtext of characterization. As a plural body obsgy and discussing the action at
Troy, the gods can offer multiple configurationg@$ponse to the poem within the
framework of a group — much like the extradiegatidience.

The second reason that the gods are markawl iasernal audience of particular
interest is that they are normally situated inthrsgg associated with the performance
of poetry. Passages in Books 1, 4, 8, 15, 19,1 24 in particular represent the gods

as gathered at a banque&ig) at Zeus’ house on Olymp(d8This is very like the

* okUCeoBai of eimt BeoUs, éut 8 EEoxa TavTwy / dBavdTwy kexohdobar... 24.113-14.

“5 Such an appeal would not be out of character fdrilfes; Book 1 shows his ability to play on divine
politics. For the background to Zeus’ delicate maseging around Thetis, see Slatkin 1991.

“% For the passages in Books 1 and 4 see Chapter thérest: in 8.436-37 Athena and Hera return
and rejoin the others in their golden chairs; omaereturn after seducing Zeus, the other godrai
their glasses to her (15.84-86) and she invitesniiéo lead the gods in thiis (15.87-88, 95). Her
suggestion that thdais might be less than pleasant "already" due to thehmations of Zeus in
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setting at which the Odyssean audiences of epaydhg banquet and the
accompanying entertainment, and indeed the lliddison Olympus when first
introduced is the venue for poetic performance byl and the Muse¥. The
leisurely enjoyment of the lliadic gods at theiagehas inspired comparisons with
that of the Phaeacians and suitors inGlssey® Recent work on the origins of the
symposiunprovides evidence that such an association bettiesedais scenes is
already discernible in the composition of the poedarek Wecowski finds evidence
in the lliadicdaison Olympus as well as in those on Scheria anddtii@at the epics
assume knowledge of the institution of #yenposionwhile suppressing it in the
heroic settings in order to represent an archat’pé# the symposioris a subtext for
both the Olympian and the Odyssean banquets, #nerether parallels as wélllt is

notable that, like the Phaeacians and suitorsedDtysseythe gods are a part of the

support of the Trojans (15.96-99) indicates thans in the Trojan war are still the gods’ chief
entertainment as they drink together. That thengpttf thedaisat Zeus’ home on Olympus remains
constant through Book 24 is made plain when lrisgs Thetis up from the sea, and they find Zeus
and “all the other blessed gods who are eternalkegatl around,” (24.98-99), and Hera offers Thetis a
goblet, which she accepts, drinking (24.101-2)84585, 19.355, 21.438 all specify “Zeus’ house” as
the location of the gathering.

471.584-611. The Odyssedaisis featured for example on IthacaCud.1.144-55, 339-40; on Scheria
at0d.9.1-10. Cf. Pucci 2002: 21. To be clear, | dosu@gest that historical performance settings of
epic resembled the banquets depicted in the teleisieric epic encourages its audience to see #@self
part of a continuum reaching all the way back wrhythical past, when Demodocus sang to the
Phaeacians, and all the way into the future, skatglles’ kleosis undying. Cf. Murray 1991: 95: “it

may indeed be that our problem in envisaging aiphysontext for the performance of the Homeric
poems relates to the fact that the Homeric desorniptare themselves attempts to accomodate the role
of the poet to a changing environment....”

8 E.g. Griffin 1978: 13.

49 Wecowski 2002 makes a strong case that our Hortexis already betray knowledge of the
institution of thesymposionOn the continuity between epic treatment of comsaéty and the
symposiorsee also Slater 1990; Murray 1991; Ford 1999 &82 Zhptr 1; Irwin 2005: 43-45.

0t is instructive to compare two omissions in tive Homeric epics which | believe to be related: on
the one hand, thiéiad never depictslaisscenes of poetic performance of the sort fourthé©dyssey
(as is commonly noted). On the other, @dysseynowhere depicts thegaison Olympus that is a
constant backdrop for the gods in thad. | suggest that these omissions are reciprodhkirsense

that thedaison Olympus and those at Phaeacia and Ithaca ogargilel, though not identical,
functions in thdliad andOdysseyThis then provides an answer to the old questioited recently by
Murray 2008: 61: “Why this difference between tli@d and theOdyssey Is it pure chance that the
content of thdliad is silent about the role of the poet...?” As | &dp show, the self-reflexive
possibilities of the banquet sceae explored in both poems.
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epic events which absorb their attention. Yet thadcians do not at first realize that
the character Odysseus from Demodocus’ songs is@ithem, any more than the
suitors listening to Phemius’ song of Achasastosrealize that they themselves will
soon be slaughtered to a man as part of the mosius instance of the genre. By
contrast, the gods of thiad participate in events with full knowledge and loéit

own choosing, and this allows the poet to creaightened tension in scenes which
construe them as an audience for the performamteéstinderway.

The third factor making the gods of speci&iast as an internal audience is that
the object of their attention roughly corresporage poem’s core narrative. While
the image of the gods looking down from Olympussome level reflects the
expectation of divine oversight for all mortal aff’* in practice thdliad makes the
gods an audience for the events comprising thg sfoAchilles’ wrath. The poem
makes clear that the gods cannot look in two platesice: thus, to take one
example, when Zeus turns his shining eyes away frooy in the first lines of Book
13, Poseidon has the opportunity to help the Aahseanoticed? This means that
the gods’ attention cannot be taken for grantegir flocus on Troy is a choice, and
hence a good internal advertisement for the poet'sative. Furthermore, the gods’
moments of distraction from the story encouragepthet’s audience to follow all the
more closely, for such moments are typically asged with events unwanted by the
god in question. Like sports fans convinced th#tdéfy miss a second of play their
team will lose, the poet’s audience is proddeddy alert by the negative example of
Zeus whose team indeed starts losing when he hisresyes away from Troy (13.1ff),
or when he makes love and sleeps afterward (14)188d of Ares whose own son

dies when he is not watching (13.521-25).

1 Agamemnon for example swears by Zeus and “Helios sees all.” 3.276-77.

ZeVUs... 8¢ TdAw Tpétrev 8o0e Pato.... & Tpoinv & ol autav €11 Tpémev doce pasived 13.1-7.
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The fourth reason that the gods are of spetiatest as an internal audience is that
their ambiguous relationship to the story-worledbads them to model (vicarious)
audience participation in a unique way. Thed’s other internal observers fall into
two basic types. Some are characters within thg;steese can model complex
emotional responses. Others stand outside of thg, stnd their very “remoteness”
draws attention to the audience’s own exterionitgt aence to the act of reception
itself. The gods however are paradoxically bottciauand incidental to the story’s
events, both outside the story and bound up withand this makes them uniquely
well positioned to model complex emotional respsnskile simultaneously drawing
attention to the audience’s act of viewing. The amt@nce of this is best illustrated by
a comparison between three kinds of internal olesenvthe poem.

In Book 22 of thdliad, Achilles runs toward Troy. One among the poet’s
audience, observing this movement in his mind’s ayight focus on Achilles’
marvelous speed and the expectant hush as coueyles$ollow his course across the
plain. This much is expressed in the simile of esaan a chariot race at full gallop:

“(Ws eircov TpoTi AOTU HEYya ppovEwV EREPTiKEL,

OEUAUEVOS COs 6 ITrTos deBAopdpos olv Sxeoptv,

S5 p& Te pela Bénol TITavduevos ediolo

&5 AxtAeUs Aawynpd Tédas kai youvaT’ évcdua. — 22.21-24

So speaking he made for the citadel, full of cosfice,
rushing as a prize-winning horse with a chariot,

that runs easily, galloping, over the plain —

so Achilles speedily put his feet and his kneasation.

But as Priam becomes an internal observer of ttierg the poet invites the audience
to see through Priam’s eyes and so become emdtionablved in a particular way:

Tov 8" 6 yépwv Tpiauos TpddTos 18ev dpBaApuoiol 25
Taueaivovd’ ¢ds T' &oTép’ émecoupevoy Tediolo,

8 p& T dmopns eloww, dpilnAol &€ ol avyai

paivovtal ToAAoIoL HET” AOTPAGCL VUKTOS AUOAY S,

8v Te kUv" Wpiwvos emikAnoiv kaAéouol.

AautpdTaTos pév & y’ ¢oTi, kakdv 8¢ Te ofjua Tétuktal, 30
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kai Te pépel TOAAOV TrUpeTOV Bethoiol BpoToiowy:
&5 ToU xaAkods EAautre epl otrifecol BéovTos.
OHWEEY & O Yépaov.... - 22.25-33

And the old man Priam was first to see him withdyes
shining like a star as he rushed across the plain,

the star of late summer, whose bright rays

stand out among the many stars in the darknesgjlaf, n
and which they call the dog of Orion.

It is exceedingly bright, but is a sign of euvil,

and brings much fever to wretched mortals.

So the bronze shone on his chest as he ran.

And the old man groaned....

To Priam the sight of Achilles does not evoke haesmes: instead he shines like
bright, baleful Sirius, a “sign of evil” for humas Achilles signifies evil for Priam
and his people. Through Priam’s eyes, Achilles ls@® both an immediate threat
and a portentous apparition embodying Hector’s inemi death and his city’s
eventual fall with all of the misery that will bgn(22.37-76). As a viewer internal to
the story, Priam prompts the extradiegetic listeaeecontextualize the picture of
Achilles running in a web of claustrophobic emo#tibantanglements. Yet nothing in
this passage draws attention to the audience’saoeviewer or to the poet’s
manipulation of the shift from Achilles as race4$®to Achilles as coming doom.
While this example is particularly striking, most&of observeration described in the
lliad are similar to Priam’s in this much: while theyiie the audience to adopt the
observer’s perspective, they do not invite the anck to reflect on their own role in
the process.

But some internal observers are differenhat,twhile part of the text, they stand
outside the world of the stof§.Such is the shepherd who gazes at the stars thwhi

the Trojan campfires are likened at the end of B&ok

*3In de Jong’s terminology one would say that tHageres are outside the fabula. The fabula,
“consisting of a logically and chronologically ridd series of events, is the result of all kinds of
activities by characters in a fictional world.” Ttsory” on the other hand“is the result of the
focalizing activity (focalization) of a focalizer* and the text is the result of the narration ef th
focalized story. De Jong 1987: 31.
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Ol 8¢ uéya ppovéovTes Tl TTTOAéHOL0 YePUPQS

flato Tavvixiol, Tupa 8¢ opiol kaieTo TTOAAG.

€5 8” 8T’ &v oUpavdd EoTpa eaclviy AUl oeArjvny 555
paiveT” dpimpetéa, 8Te T’ ETAeTO Vrjvepos aibrip:

€K T Epavev TAoQl OKOTIIAL KAl TIPLOOVES &KPOL

kal vamat oupavdbev 8 &p’ Ueppdyn &omeTos aibnp,
TavTa Ot eideTal GoTpa, Yeéynbe 8¢ Te ppéva oy

TOOOQ UECT) YV VEQV NOE Z&vBolo podeov 560
Tpdwv katdvtwy Tupd paiveto TAidB Tpd. — 8.553-61

But [the Trojans], thinking high thoughts on thédiges of war,

sat through the night, and their fires burned &irtmultitudes.

As when in the sky the stars around the bright moon

appear brilliantly, when the air is windless;

and all the peaks and beetling crags stand out,

and the glens; and from the heavens the infinitessaient,

and all the stars appear, and the shepherd rejoites heart —

so many between the ships and the streams of Xanthu

appeared the fires that the Trojans burned befioma.|
The shepherd’s gladnesgifnoe 8.559) at the starry sky suggests a possible acelie
response to the poet’s description of the fielthyitampfires. In the context of the
main narrative, the Trojan campfires are remindérsrojan dominance in the past
day’s fighting and the prospects of pressing thisaatage on the following day. But
the shepherd’s view of the stars offers a diffexeay of seeing the campfires, with an
emotional distance from the characters and evdriteeanain narrative. This
remoteness has the potential to draw attentiong@udience’s own remoteness from
the world of the story. Notably, the poet has repréed here a keeper of sheep whose
gaze is presently turned toward the sky — i.e. ishtike the extradiegetic audience,
at leisure. The simile invites the audience to vieevcampfires with deep aesthetic

appreciation and wonder; the cosmic beauty andr afdée sky mirrors the beauty

and order of the poem’s desith.

% Cf. Clay 2011: 8: “But the pleasure of the intémiaserver also invites the audience to be entnce
by the sheer beauty of the scene and to share ntaritg@a divine perspective, viewing the Trojan
watch fires from afar, where a transient human nmarigemirrored in the eternal cosmic phenomena of
the heavens. Like the gods, we the audience caresgtthis interplay of the ephemeral and the
timeless, this conversion of the fleeting into &verlasting, that constitutes the transformativegro
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Another “remote” observer of thiead is the “would-be eye-withess” or
“hypothetical observer” invoked in passages sucliNas even a perceptive man
would have recognized Sarpedon..aU§’ &v €11 ppdducov Tep avnp Zapmnddéva
Siov ¢yvw 16.638)%° This perceptive man is barely a character, becaeses no
characteristic, except for the (hypothetical) fafchis capacity for observation. Since
this, his only attribute, is one that the poetsdners also share, the observer
constitutes a blank onto which the audience maijyga®ject themselve¥ There is
some difference in effect between the shepherdtatypothetical observer. The
shepherd could hardly be more remote from the stodystill be mentioned in the
text — he neither knows of the heroes nor theyiof and he has no effect on their
actions, nor they on hiBut the observant man is (hypothetically) obserthng
action of the narrative: he gives the sense ofga@imostthere. But he is still
ethereal, a figment in the imagined “reality” oétlvar. He and the shepherd are alike
in this: while calling attention to the audiencatgivity of reception, they do not offer
a complex or intensely emotional model of resp@ssdo characters embroiled in the
plot.

The gods, however, share traits with bothctieracters at Troy and the “remote”
observers, for they read ambiguously as both iateémand external to the story. It
has often been remarked that Hied plot could be summarized without much

mention of the god¥/ yet the gods are also depicted as responsibk|iforajor

of poetry transcending both time and space andfibaming the visual into the verbal, which in turn
allows the mind'’s eye to re-imagine the initialigis”

%5 For a fuller discussion of the hypothetical obserwith bibiliography, see Chapter 3.
*% One might say that the passage invites the listengzecome his own focalizer for the narration.
Contrast the specificity 00d.11.418: “You [Odysseus] would have been sornem[sis all lying

slaughtered at that feast]..dXA& ke kelva udAiota idcov dAogupao Buu).

*" Lloyd-Jones 1971: 10: “... the part played bydle can always be subtracted without making
nonsense of the action.” Also Janko 1985: 4: “H i@markable paradox that nearly every important
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events and many minor on&sThis points to their paradoxical nature of beingb
remote and implicated at the same time. Howeveretfects of this paradox have not
been adequately examined: the gods’ detachmerisaswers can be used to recall
the audience’s own remove, but their personal esgagt with events can also draw
the audience into the action. In other words, #ueyideally suited to model vicarious
participation; instances of this effect in practicd be analyzed in Chapters 2-5.

Finally, the gods will be seen to provide ad@ldor poet-audience dynamics. It is
not only by leaping down to Troy that the gods gegaith the story; they also
influence Zeus in making decisions about narratwvieomes. My analysis in
Chapters 2 and 5 will show that in such cases Bssmetimes construed as a poet
figure. Then his verbal interactions with the otbeds — particularly their influence
over his “plotting” decisions — offer an intrateatunodel of poet-audience dynamics
aimed to give the extradiegetic audience a greatiese of involvement and
complicity by suggesting that the poet is in somrese answerable to their
(collective) wishes and expectations. | am noffits¢ to see a connection between
Zeus and the poét,but in the history of scholarship Zeus’ “authdtialle has not
been interpreted in light of the gods’ mediatintpras intratextual viewers. Instead, it
has been seen as part of a related set of queditonwbat extent the divine machinery
—including Zeus, the gods, and “fate” — should/iesved as intratextual expressions
of the poet’s will; and to what extent Zeus’ deaisimaking corresponds to the

plotting of the poem, the will of the poet, or @tery tradition. Therefore in order to

event in thdliad is the doing of a god, and that one can give ar@ecount of the poem’s entire action
with no reference to the gods at all.” These remadrhaps overstate the case, however, since some
events, such as Paris’ removal to Troy in Bookr8,lerd to account for without reference to thesgod

8 See Dodds 1951: 7, 16 for “over-determinationHimmeric causality, and Lesky 2001: 201 for “the
Homeric conception of collaborating divine and hanfiarces.”

%9 See notes 74 and 75 below for bibliography.
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locate my approach within this body of scholarshipill be helpful to review briefly
the difficulties in assessing tiiéad’s account of cosmic order and design.

The terms commonly (and somewhat misleadingayslated “fate” in English —
moira, aisa moros and their cognates — all suggest order arisiog fa process of
allotment or apportionin’ In the case of an individual mortal this allotment
constitutes “the particular shape of his lifé 4nd it is particularly the use of these
terms to refer to events in mortal lives (rathemttiportions” of land for example)
that | am interested in het&How are such allotments made and who makes tHem?
Some language posits Zeus’ agency: Helen asseattZé¢is has assigned her and
Paris their “evil portion” Kaxov népov 6.357) and the traditional phradeds aicav
“portion from Zeus” is used not only by mortal caeters but also by the narrafér.
Other passages suggest that it is the gods asip tirat decide how events will come

out® Some passages hint that ‘Zeus’ and ‘the godsinai@ct two different ways of

 The ultimate lot of mortals is death, aMdira is also a goddess worshipped in cult and assakciate
with death;aisaandmorosalso have or take on associations with deathtif&se terms, which the
lliad frequently uses interchangeably (regardless af thieerse origins), see Dietrich 1967 esp 249-
83; Yamagata 1994 Chapter 7; Sarischoulis 2002 és§0. Sarischoulis persuasively argues on the
basis of an exhaustive analysis of the relevamden both Homeric texts that no concept “fate” can
be abstracted from them: “Meine Untersuchung zigi, dass die “traditionelle” Interpretation der
sogenannten Schicksalsbegriffe als umfassend ddscli&al” bezeichnende Ausdriicke nicht
zutreffend ist” (127). Accepting this conclusiondarecognizing that “fate” is an incurably loaded
word in any case, | avoid the term here. Though phactice sometimes necessitates unwieldly
language, it seems worth avoiding the evidenthychranistic and pernicious associations that “fate”
can bring. [The ultimate aim of Sarischoulis’ moreggh — namely to attempt to establish that freedom
of action and choice exist for mortals in Homeroesinot bear directly on the present study.]

®1 Phrase taken from Clay 1983: 156.
%2 For the full semantic range of these terms, sekolgraphy in note 61 above.

% Yamagata 1994: 105-120 covers many of the follgveramples, and adds evidence from the
Odyssey

8 A1ds aton by Achilles 9.608. The narrator fashionstp Aids afoav, (17.321) as a combination of
Aids afoa andumep afoav (examples of the latter include 3.59 and 16.786holars now regularly
acknowledge the distinction drawn in both Homep&s between mortal ignorance and the priviliged
view of divine workings granted by the poet, forigihsee, e.g. Lloyd-Jones 1971: 7, Winterbottom
1999: 33; Taalman Kip 20Q8assim Dietrich 1967 is less than perfectly careful heee note below.

% At 16.693 the narrator speaks of “the gods” cglifatroclus to deathEvfa Tiva TpcdTov Tiva &’
UotaTov egevapigas / TTatpdkAets, &te 8rj oe Beol BdvaTov 8¢ k&dAeooav; 16.692-93). Cf. Priam’s
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referring to the same idé&pthers suggest that this is true of ‘Zeus’ amira (or
Moira).®” Sometimes Moira, or Aisa, is a personified figuteo spins out the thread
of a mortal’s life at his birth, apparently indepent of Zeus and the gotfSother
passages makesoira an impersonal constructifGiven this range, it is impossible
to tell whether, for example, Hector refers to espaified Moira or an impersonal
‘allotment’ when he tells Andromache than none heseapednoira (uoipav & ol
TW& et Tepuypévov Eupeval avdpddv 6.488). It is striking that within a few lines
Achilles, in his famous speech to Priam in Bookra#kes up both imagery and
agency with no discomfort as he first describeg ‘gbds” in the act of “weaving” a
mortal’s future, and then “Zeus” in the act of ‘jpiensing” evils and blessings from
two jars’® It is evidently not the case that Achilles is ams#d, but rather that the
discourse about cosmic design in which Achillegipigates does not value

consistency of this kind.

assertion that the gods instead of Helen are todlar the wafbeoi v pot aitiol eiciv 3.164).
Dietrich offers several examples to demonstrateZkas alone obsoi together can assign a fate
(1967: 322-33), but does not acknowledge the faadtévery one of his examples is taken from the
speech of a (potentially ignorant) mortal rathertla god or the narrator.

% The people “pray”#{prioavTo 3.318) and reach out their hands “to the goéssit: 3.318); but
address “Zeus” (3.20)aol 8" fipricavTo, Beolol 8 xeipas dvéoxov, / CO8e 8¢ Tis eireokey Axaiov

Te Tpcdwv Te' / ZeU matep “I8n0ev pedécov kUdiote péytote. 6.318-20. This lovely example is taken
from Yagamata 1994 4.

67 Lycaon says that because (a) destruatieira has placed him in Achilles’ hands he must theeefor
be hateful to Zeus, “who gave me again to yeir ab e Teijs v xepoiv €0nke / poip’ dAor): péAAcw
Tov amexBéobal Aii matpi, / &s e ool avTis Bddke 21.82-84. Zeus ammhoira appear to be
interchangeable here. Cf. Dietrich 1968: 215.

% Hera speaks of Achilles’ life having been spuntout personified Aisaxloa / yryvouéve

¢mévnoe Avep &te v Téke prjtnp 20.125-28. Hecuba apparently uses the same tradiitianguage as
Hera when she refers to Hector’s lot spun out pgraonified Moiraxréd 8 ¢35 mofi Moipa kpaTair

/ yryvouévep émévnoe Ave, 8Te v tékov avtr 24.209-12.

9 E.g., the Trojans fighting the Achaeans for Pdtrsicorpse vow to fight even if “it is allotted
(moira) that all alike die beside this man” {i kai poipa map’ avépt TE8e Saurfjval / Tévtas UGS
17.421-22).

0 og Y&p émexAcooavTo Beol Sethoiol BpoToiot / Ldev dxvupévols: aUtol 8¢ T akndées elol. /
Boloi yép Te mibol kaTakeiaTal év Aids oUBel / Bcopwv ofa Bidwot kakdv, ETepos Bt Edwv: / @ Hév
K auui§as dcon Zeus Tepmiképauvos... 24.525-29.
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There have been various ways of treating *fatel theDios boué metapoetically.
In 1923 P. E. Eberhard sought a solution for tliedalbate about whether fate or the
gods are the higher power by suggesting that bethepresentations of what he
called thepoetische Ide&' Others too have noticed that the gods’ interverstio
sometimes prevent events from transpiring “beyahdir fixed allotments
(Utrépuopa, Uépuopov), and have interpreted those interventions asesspns of
the poet’s will within the poerff: Gregory Nagy has called Zeumuk in 1.5 “the

self-proclaimed plot of thidiad,” "

which Allan accepts as a “primary (local)
referent” for the phras€.Redfield finds a “sense” in which “fate is plof”
Richardson one in which “fate is Homer;” Mark Eddsremarks that “fate, of

course, is the will of the poet, limited by the ordjeatures of the traditional

legends.*®

" Eperhard 1923.

230 Bremer 1987: 34 comments on Zeus’ mobilizatibthe gods to prevent Achilles from sacking
Troy at 20.4-31: “Here the poet shows his handirterventions of the gods which are to follow will
serve the purpose of preventing things from hapyetiiat should not yet happen at this moment. The
divine planning of the moment of the fall of Trdys coincides with the poetical planning of it-ao
put it differently — if an early fall of Troy is pclaimed by Zeus to bertp ndpov, this means also that
it would conflict with the organization of the sydoy the poet.” Cf. Nagy 1979/99: 40: “The poet
Demodocus lives up to the challenge of Odysseushtheecite the story of the Trojan Hoksera

poipav ‘according to destiny (viii 496).” Within the ceantions of epic compaosition, an incident that
is untraditional would bémep poipav ‘beyond destiny’.”

3 Nagy 1979/1999: 81-82, incl n.25.2. Cf Nagy 2083; Fowler 2004: 230 n.40. Not all agree: v. e.g.
Friedman 2001: 100 n.4.

™ Allan 2008 does not cite Nagy, but evidently kndvswork, because his cited source for the idea of
bouk as plot is Fowler 2004, who gives Nagy’s work sattention. Allan 2008: 207: “Of course, the
primary (local) referent of thBios bouk [at 1.5] is the plot of théiad itself, that is, Zeus'’s plan to

bring honour to Achilles by strengthening the Tngjd This article features a problem not uncommon
in discussions about tligios bouk at line 1.5: they easily slide into discussiongetis’ “will,” or

Zeus’ desires whatever they might be, without agkadging the shift (212-1ibid).

" Redfield 1994: 133. Redfield’s comment “everythimgich happens is according to fate,” while part
of an insightful set of suggestions for thinkingpabfate, is nevertheless illustrative of the dasgsd
importing a concept “fate” into the text. When halgto the language of the text, Redfield’s stat@me
proves false (assuming that his “fate” includéss): as Patroclus leads the Achaean assault on the
Trojans, the Achaeans prove stronger “beyond #ilitment”kai téte 81 p’° Umep aloav Axaiol
pépTepol Noav 16.780.

"8 M. Edwards:1987: 136. See furthibid. 127.
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If there is self-reflexivity in the divine apmtus, what is the point of it? After all,
it is a disservice to Homer to assume the answsritti his inability to compose a
poem in which his planning and control are not esgab Yet many critics have seen
the gods’ appearance as tools of the poet as aatgnal crutch: “[The Olympian
gods] become a machine, always at the poet’'s dipobo uses their superhuman
strength to impose his will on the action of thepo This machine is a convenient
tool, often detrimental to the art of the epic’’.KMore recent work tends to view the
displayof plotting operations as a positive achieveniRichardson is most explicit
in this, articulating the idea that directing atten to the existence of an all-powerful
narrator constitutes a “point” that is being matidevertheless, most commentators
seem content to identify rather than justify insesof self-reflexivity. Yamagata
helpfully discusses the self-reflexive aspect i of point of view: “from the
poet’s point of view, these ‘fates’ are... the legry ‘facts’ that he cannot chang®&.”
Frontisi-Ducroux locates that “poet’s point of viewithin the text, in the figure of
Zeus: she suggests that Zeus’ worries about upgette gods might mirror the poet’s

need to work within the story traditidh However, Frontisi-Ducroux does not provide

" Dietrich 1965/67 297-98. Cf. Bremer 1987: 32 ofsbin et al; also AristotlRoetics1454a37-b2:
Pavepdy oUv 8TI kai T&s AUoels TGV pUbwv ¢€ altol Bel Tol pubou oupPaivel, kai pry chotep év
1) Mndeia &md pnxaviis kai év T TA1a81 T& epi 1OV amdmAouv. “It is clear therefore that the
resolutions of the stories should come about thndhg story itself, and not as in thkedeafrom the
mecha® and in thdliad in the situation of the disembarkment [i.e. wheheka and Hera stop the
Achaeans’ stampede for the ships at 2.155ff —c@&zéd by Aristotle here asdeus ex machina
solution].”

8 E.g. Richardson 1990; Morrison 1992. But Breme871®inds up being more neutral (see his
comments omyper mororat page 34), and Redfield 1975/1994 thinks thatvég the poet’s hand
can be a weakness (see page 271 n.6.)

" This is of course natural in the context of a gtwthose purpose is to search for the “Homeric
narrator.” Richardson 1990 writes that depictiohthe gods making the equivalent of “plot decisions
on Olympus make the self-reflexive “point... tha tharacters do not act of their own accord, bt a
controlled by a narrator who is godlike in his poweshape the course of their actions accordingso
artistic judgment” (193).

8 yamagata 1994: 99 n.7.
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analysis to show that the poet actually draws suphrallel in the passage in
guestion, nor does she ask why the poet might wagtaw such a parallel if that is
what he is in fact doing.

The remarks about what “fate is” run into d@otproblem: they presuppose that
some concept “fate” exists in Homer, while the @safjterms translated “fate” is
sufficiently complicated to warn against such aspppositiorf” Eberhard begins his
study with a reference to “Die hauptsachlichstesdkiicke, die Homer fir das
Schicksal verwendet®® in so taking the existence of a concept of “fdte"granted,
Eberhard stands with the majority. Dietrich is wallare of the variety in terms, but
still presupposes the existence of fate in Homamniserse when he refers to the
“terms for fate” — and suggests that they corredgorknown mythological material
and/or the poet’s desidfi Richardson begins with a promisingly guarded sanc
remarking that “fate in Homepoipa (or uépos or aica), canhave a narrative
significance,” but does not look at particular passajésstead citing Redfield and

Schein before quickly moving on to suggest thatel® a sense in which “fate is

8L «Ce dosage de liberté et de nécessité reprodiitsituation de I'aéde bridé par les impératifdale
tradition mais maitre des détours du récit? Latiéaac’Athéna lorsque Zeus feint d’hésiter, de
consulter les dieux pour arracher Hector au trgpasigurerait alors I'indignation du public a qu
aede oserait proposer une fin inattendue: [cites72281]” Frontisi-Ducroux 1986: 53. @jid. 57.

82 See note 61 on Sarischoulis 2008 above.
8 Eberhard 1923: 9.

8 Dietrich 1965/67: 282: “As has been seen, howdtlee, words for fate in Homer] extend over a
wide field of meanings which can be outlined in thkowing way. Firstly, the outcome of an event in
Homer could be determined by the content of antiegi®lder myth which was known to the poet and
his audience, and which had already told of thentazg fate of that hero. Secondly, the poet avails
himself of various means to ‘motivate the dramatition’ of the poem, and he in this way creates
certain conditions of fate which have to be fuffillwithin the poem.”

8 Richardson 1990: 194; emphasis added.

8 |bid. 194-195. Richardson also notes correspondencazetific passages between the narrator and
Muse(s) on the one hand, and Zeus eita on the other.
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Homer.”®’

Key questions remain largely unaddressed: to wisaims “narrative
significance” significant? And why?

The present study’s approach is to avoiditrgdfate” or theDios bouk as
conceptual objects and instead to concentrate @t thib poet has made available in
the particular: namely the gods and Zeus intergdbgether to make plot decisions.
The factors that link Zeus to the extradiegetictpagher than being an end in
themselves, are here used as supporting evidendeefalose reading of passages in
which Zeus poses questions about narrative direcBooad considerations that
facilitate the positioning of Zeus as a poet figun@dude the following: Zeus alone
makes decisions that cannot be contravéfietis boule looms behind the action of
the poem (1.5), and this appears to be a traditiooéf. Furthermore, Zeus is among
the gods, but not (quite) of them; the formulaitgaage speaks of “Zeus and the
gods,” or of “the gods” sitting “beside Zeu&*He shares in their viewing of Troy,
but there are consistent differences in the naifires engagement with that ongoing
spectacle. The gods normally descend from Olympuasder to take a hand in the

action — all except for Zed8.In mythology Zeus also descends to the mortal chiorl

various guises, but never does so inltiagl.** Instead, his will alone makes things

8 |bid. 195. These citations imply that all of these fakations — “fate is Homer,” “fate is plot” —
convey more or less the same thing idea, the digliytriticism being to say that Nagy makes the
point “rather strongly” (189). But Homer is morathnarrative — he is (notionally) a human presence
speaking to a live audience.

8 His nod in particular is final, as he tells Thetistito yap ¢€ éuébev ye uet’ &BavdTolol HéyioTov
/TéKUP® oU y&p Eudv TaAwdypetov oud’ amatnAov / oUd’ atehedtnTov 8 Ti Kev KepaAf
kaTtavevow 1.525-27.

89 E.g.0l 8¢ Beol ap Znvi kabrjuevol ... / BnedvTo.... 7.443-44. The expression “Zeus and the other
gods” (e.gZeus pév Tou TS ye ofde kal dBdvaTol Beol &AAot 3.338) likewise implies Zeus’
Separateness.

% The typical pattern of leaps between divine anuhdnu spheres by the other gods is evident at 1.44-
48; 1.194-195; 3.121; 4.73-73; 11.3-5; 15.169 (fida); 15.237 (from Ida); 16.677 (from lda);
17.544-45; 18.166-68, 202; 18.614-17; 19.350-55;55; 20.32, 21.504-505, 468, 478, 22.213, 518-
20; 22.186-187; 24.76-78; 24.144-45, 159,188; #3483, 468-69.
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happen, as for example when he is said to “rousibleconfusion” §v 8¢ kudoiudv

/ &poe kakdv 11.52-53) on the battlefiefd.In this regard, Zeus is somewhat
mysteriously presented as being the enactor oftewenvhich he takes no hand, as
when Patroclus in his dying vision recognizes Zaus Apollo as his divine slayers
(rather than just Apollo, as the action describgthie narrator would warrantj,and

as when Zeus asks whether he should slay Sarptstwil (| slay [Sarpedon] at the
hands of Patroclus?{dn umod xepoi Mevortiddao Saudoow 16.438). These general
considerations contribute to Zeus’ potential aset{igure, which is then available to
be exploited by the poet in particular passages igortant instance of which is the

topic of the next chapter.

L The closest he comes is Mt. Ida: e.g. 8.41-52.

92 Some other examples of Zeus guiding events djréctm afar include 8.69-77; 8.169-171; 11.163;
11.336; 11.544; 12.37; 12.437-38, 450; 15.242;@5.594-95; 15.594-95; 15.637; 15.694-95; 16.656;
17.268-273; 17.400-01; 17.593-96, 545-45.

B . Zels Kpovidns kai ATdAAwv, of ue dduacoav 16.845. Patroclus’ dying speech, in which he
correctly predicts Hector’s death, is a case obatah character partaking of divinely privilegediain,
and so entails a glance “behind the curtain.” Zepgcial role is also apparent in that Patroclesnse

to equate Zeus with Moira (or hisoira) by following the above statement with this orfew lines

later: &AA& pe poip’ dAon kai AnToUs Ektavev vids. 16.849. For Patroclus, it seems, to say that Zeus
and Apollo have killed him is to say that Moiradira and Apollo have killed him.
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CHAPTER 2
Reflections on Audience and Poet in Book 4: Zeus,dgrh, Athena

The opening of Book 4 of thiad depicts a conversation between Zeus and Hera
at the assembly of the gods on Olympus, in whiely tigree to and thereby confirm
Troy’s future destruction, sending Athena to acclishpghe breaking of the truce
which will set the necessary chain of events iniomtThis conversation and its
conseqguences raise questions of causality, teniyoaaid divine morality in the
epic, to which previous scholarship has been fillytfattentive. In terms of divine
morality, at issue has been Hera’s excessive waaitththe ready acquiescence of
both her and Zeus to the destruction of their rbedved cities, on the principle
which they appear to hold in common that a god'atiwagainst mortals takes
precedence over a god’s protection of those sant&tsblin terms of temporality,
the discussion on Olympus and confirmation of Tsaydom is seen by some as a
“reenactment” of a divine discussion that one stiemlagine having taken place
before the war began — in much the same way tledéithoskopiaand other episodes
in Books 2 and 3 are seen as being out of sequemoaologically? Finally, the
episode of the truce-breaking, like others in themp, presents an apparent paradox of

causation — and responsibility — whereby the TréjJandarus’ truce-breaking bow-

! Zeus acquiesces to Hera’s wish that Troy be dgstrin exchange for her agreement not to make
trouble if he later wishes to destroy a city belbte her (4.34-49). O'Brien 1993: 82-83 sums up
Hera’s hostility toward Troy as portrayed by Zemhis scene as being “incessant... bestial...][and
incurable.”

2 See Whitman 1958: 268 for “the scenes of Aphrodiis, and Helen, Menelaus in mad frustration
hunting for a vanished Paris, and finally Pandahaoting Menelaus” as “a kind of compressed
reénactment of the original treachery which caukedvar.” Taalman Kip 2000: 6 applies this
observation to the conversation on Olympus, whiolist be seen as a re-enactment of the negotiations
which, at some time in the past, sealed the faler@§. Apparently the narrator wanted us to know

why the gods passed this sentence on Troy.” Biib&ysing exclusively on the scene’s function of
elucidating an earlier divine “sentence” on Trogalman Kip downplays too much the scene’s

function in its present location (for example onon.5). For other episodes, such astéehoskopia

as reenactments or reflections of the early patti@fvar see Kullmann 1960: 366-67; Whitman 1958:
269-71; Rengakos 2006: 20-21 n.8.
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shot is “doubly motivated” by the gods’ decisiordakthena’s intervention on the one
hand, and Pandarus’ desire for glory on the other.

In Chapters 2 and 3 | argue that this sceneghwtonstitutes the gods’ first
appearance as a “divine audience” for events at, tanstrues them as an internal
epic audience. All of the tensions just descrilzae ton another layer of significance
for listeners who accept the poet’s invitation ¢ée she divine audience in this scene
not only as a body that by virtue of its divinetgtacan direct mortal affairs, but also
as an alternative epic audience that is interntiéqoem. In Chapter 2, | analyze the
conversation on Olympus as a staged model of teemarrator provoking his
listeners to demand the continuation of the peréoroe. The models provided by
Hera and Athena connect audience desire follitiek to excessive bloodthirst and
unreasonable hostility toward Troy: thiad, then, is advertised as simultaneously
awful and irresistible. Chapter 3 then steps badlead this scene on Olympus in its
local context in Books 3-5 and their treatmentha&f theme of spectacle: here | show
the particular techniques by which the poet aimsltio the distinction between
listening to a story of the mythic past and viewalve spectacle in which real
humans are made to die before the audience’s eydisdir pleasure.

The poet begins by describing the merrimerithed gods” as a group on Olympus:

O1 8¢ Beol Tap Znvi kabrjpevol fyopdwvTo

XPUOEw v damédep, HeTa 8¢ opiol méTvia "HPn

VEKTOpP EOIVOXOEL" TOl OE XPUOEOLs BeTTAEDOL

Bedéxat aAArfAous, Tpcowv oA eicopdwvTes. — 4.1-4

But the gods for their part, seated beside Zeuss agsembled

on the golden floor, and among them lady Hebe

was the “wine”-pourer of their nectar. And theytiwgolden goblets
made toasts to each other, gazing upon the cityeofrojans.

% See Lesky 1961 fatoppelte Motivatiorand earlier bibliography. Dodds 1951 applies éient“over-
determination” to the world view of the Homeric poe
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This passage recalls the close of Book 1, the pusw and so far only other —
depiction in the poem of the gods as a group erjagshared activity. Similarities
of setting and mood emphasize a contrast which tdte present scene’s dramatic
effect. Book 1 had ended with the conclusion obarigquet” @ais 1.602) at Zeus’
house with the featured entertainment consistingpetic performance by Apollo and
the Muses:

“Ws TOTE pv TPdTTAV Auap & HéAIov kaTadUvTa

SaivuvT’, oudé T1 Bunods EdeveTo danTds lons,

oV UV popuUtyyos TepikaAAéos fiv €x’ ATTOAAwV,

Movucdcov 8’ ai &eidov aueiPdueval &1l kaAf. — 1.601-4

In this way then all day until the setting of thens

they banqueted, nor did their hearts lack whatsoevmeasurediais
nor in the beautifubhorminxheld by Apollo

and the Muses who picked up each other’s singitig Mvely voice.

This scene in Book 1 ensures that for audiencesngeabout Olympus in thiéiad,
as for those hearing about Scheria in@laysseythe performance of poetry is

marked as the natural “companion of trags”*

When Book 4 opens, it is now the
following day? and the gods are again gathered at Zeus' Haugeine"-pourer

(Hebe rather than Hephaestus) makes the roundseglare raised and a fine time is
being had by all. The setting and mood are the shatehe accompaniment of this
daisis different. While the gods making toasts “toleather” @AArjAous 4.4) still
recall the inward-looking revelers at the end 0bB4, the final phrase following the

strong caesura marks a switch: “gazing on thedfithe Trojans” Tpcocwv TéAw

gloopdwvTes 4.4). With this, the poet has neatly substituigectacle for song as the

*«_..and thephorminx which is the ‘companion’ of the bounteous bandugiépyyds 6', fi Sarti

ouvrjopds ¢oTi Bakein Od8.98). This quote from Alcinous appears proverbisle context makes
clear thaphorminxis being used here as a metonym for poetic perfocma specifically, the epic
poem which Demodocus has just performed, and oftwAicinous is saying that all have had their fill
(xekoprjueba 8.98) since he saw Odysseus’ teatsmopog is a hapax.

® Nightfall at the end of Book 1; night and morningpening of Book 2; same day through books 2
and 3.

® Suggested byap Znvi (4.1) and confirmed bypos déoua Aids (5.907).
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entertainment at the gods’ banquet, implicitly drayjyvan analogy between the gods’
viewing activity and the reception of poetry. Ictfathe shift from Book 1, where the
gods are an audience for poetic performance, t& Bowhere the gods are a live
viewership for the events constituting thad story, can be seen as a metaphor for
the mental transformation sought by the poet ferdudience from hearers of song to
viewers of what his song describes. It is thisgfarmation that can bridge the great
distance between the world of the heroes and fithecaudience, making them seem
to exist in the same time and space with each dther

The gods in this initial description appeaified in the conviviality and merriment
of thedais as they “make toasts to each other” and gazeewudty events being
narrated by the poet (4.2Drinking together and observing the Trojan wathair
daison Olympus, they resemble the Phaeacians dDthessewho enjoy poetry
about the Trojan warr§pmovT’ ¢méecov Od.8.91) while drinking together at their
daison Scherid.If one were to apply the standards of Alcinouth®Odysseyo

judge thisdaison Olympus, it could be called a success. Alcinmlses shared

" On this distance and its bridging, see Clay 207126.

8 For Greek audiences familiar with the institutimfrthe symposionthe activity of toasting could add a
generic dimension to the passage: here an incongiybight-hearted “sympotic” audience is posited
against the gravity of thepic material that entertains them. The middle voicdesknumi(or

deikana) is used to mean “offer a toast to” [+ acc.] ireh other passages in tiiad: in Book 9
Odysseus toasts Achilles as a prelude to his sge@gfvauevos &' ofvoio Sémas deidekt’ AxiAfia: /
Xaip” AxiAel: Sautds ptv ttons ouk émdeuels 9.224-25), and the Achaeans then greet the embassy
their return by standing up and toasting them whitir glassestioUs pév &pa xpucéoiot kutéAAots

ules Axaicov / Betdéxat’ &AAobev &ANos dvaoTaddv, ék T épéovto 9.670-71); the Olympians do
the same for Hera when she returns to Olympus foanin Book 15(iketo 8" aimmuv "OAuptov,
ounyepéeoot &' emfjAbev / &BavdToiol Beoiol Aids 8duc: of 8t i8dvTes / TdvTes dvijifav kai
BeikavdwvTo démacoiv. 15.84-86). But the situation in Book 4 is sometdifferent: since the gods
are toasting “one another” synchronously with tbgom of gazing upon Troy it is clear that this
toasting activity continues over a period of timifliffe callsde18¢xaTto pluperfect with imperfect
sense). Thus, if the toasting is a prelude to dpeeor greetings as in the parallel passages, those
speeches or greetings are multiple and they aegtapthe ongoing event. To audiences familiahwit
the symposionwhere “virtually every... activity was subordiadtto wine and its manipulations”
(Wecowski 2002: 629), and toasts between sympasieate frequent (Critias, fr. 6 West 1971 vol.2,
v.3-7; Dionysius Chalcus, fr.ibid.), this toasting would suggestively position thelgianerriment in
that premier contemporary setting of convivialitard of poetic criticism.

® Demodocus'’ first and third songs are of the Trojam: Od.8.62-92; 499-531.
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enjoyment, in contrast to which Odysseus’s weepinfypoio ydoio 0d.8.540) and
grief (&xos 0d.8.541) are taken by Alcinous as proof that Demadbsong has

failed in the case of Odysseus: “in singing thésegs [Demodocus] does not delight
everyone” 6U ydp mws mavteoot xapifopevos 148’ deidet 0d.8.538), and
Demodocus should cease “so that we may all talkaespte alike” v’ oucs

Tepmopeda évtes 0d.8.542)° From such a perspective the gods at this point
would appear to present a model of an audienceessfidly entertained by the poet’s
performance, i.e. of thiiad.**

Despite the gods’ evident enjoyment, howetrezy do not represent a
straightforwardly positive model of “receptioff’Indeed, the interest of this scene on
Olympus is that it suggests a variety of possibiponses to the poem. First of all,
their attention appears to be divided. When Odysgpeaises Alcinous’ hospitality at
Scheria, he specifies in his conception of the ‘hpbsasant consummationté\os
xapiéotepov 0d.9.5) that the poet’s audience sits all in ordso(&lwvtal doidol
/ fjuevol é€eins 0d.9.7-8). When Penelope enjoins Phemius to singha@nsbng than
the Achaeamostoj she specifies that the suitors will listen anidkitin silence”
(1ot 0d.1.340)'° The Phaeacians are so gripped by the magknfuc

0d.11.334) of Odysseus’ song-like story that theya®gnsilent ravres axrv

1 This criterion is echoed in Odysseus’ famous praisAlcinous’ hospitality, which extols the
excellence of Demodocus’ poetry and the idksas$ at which “good spirits abound throughout the
entire company” gippoouvn pev éxn kata dfjuov dmravta 0d.9.5). Nevertheless, it is very difficult
to determine where, to what extent, and for whaseebt Odysseus may be adopting an ironical
attitude in this speech; does he include himsetiragrthe company in “good spirits"?

1 Cf. Pucci 2002: 22.

12 7ervou 2007:38, in a discussion of the Phaeaciameg in the@dysseyusesecepteurto cover both
“celui qui entend attentivement un chant et qui sahsciemment un spectacle” (see déd. 33), i.e.
the intradiegetic viewers of the action and theatgetic audience of the poem. It is worth noting
that the Enligh word “audience” is similarly inclue and therefore useful in this regard, as it is
commonly used of those who attend primarily visspdctacles as well as (the more etymologically
correct) audial performances.

13 61 B¢ oot / olvov mwévTev 0d.1.339.40. This may or may not be taken to meainsitting in
silence is the suitors’ normal practice when ligigrto Phemius.
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¢ytvovTo owcomij Od.11.333) even after it has abruptly stoppeBy contrast, the
gods in thdliad are pledging each other with their cups even eg Watch: the
activity of “reception” occupies only part of theminds, while they also talk and
interact socially'?

Furthermore Alcinous’ criteria for a poem’seass are not the only possible ones.
Plato’s rhapsode lon considers tears the measwaeswécessful performance. “If |
leave [my audience] crying, | laugh;” the rhaps@lglad for the money he will earn
from his grateful listeners who have been moveg#os'® That text is late, and lon’s
performing role not the same as that of a bardikenodocus; but this is a useful
reminder that from another perspective Odysseumbigtdisplays a more appropriate
response to the lliadic poetry of Demodocus thathéddhaeacians. Here it is well to
recall thaterpomaiis also used to denote the paradoxical pleasuieedefrom
grieving®® In fact, the term for the weeping which Alcinousserves in Odysseus

(Y6010 0d.8.540) is frequently the object of the vedopomaj as when Achilles

161 8 &pa TavTEs Ak EyEvovTo CleT, / KNANBUG 8’ EoX0oVTO KaTd péyapa OKIGEVTA.
0d.11.333-34.

15 Studies of contemporary oral traditions frequeettyphasize the performer’s potential difficulty in
keeping his audience focused: e.g., Lord 1960:mghasizes the “variability and instability of the
audience” of the guslar in Serbia. Scodel 2004tesd. Fleuckiger’s description of epic in Central
India, where members of the audience “may comegandrink tea and talk, and even fall asleep.”

8 Kai péha kahéss ofda kabopéd Yap ékdotoTe aUToUs &vcbev &d To PrinaTtos kAdovTds Te
kai Sewodv euPAémovTas kai ouvbBapuPoivTas Tois Aeyopévols. Sel ydp pe kal opddp’ auTols TOV
VoUv TTPOCEXEY" €5 £av Uy kKAdovTas auTous kabiow, alTds yeAdoouat &pyUpiov AauPdvcov,
¢av 8t yehdvTtas, autds kAavoopal dpyupiov &moAAus. Pl.lon 535e.

" But see Nagy 1996: 59-86 for an argument thattegphor of sewing implicit in the word
rhapsoidosdescribes Homeric composition in performance.

18 Walsh 1984 identifies two separate poetics inQdgssean scenes of epic reception (on Ithaca as
well as Scheria): one that assumes poetry shooldige pleasure, and another (represented by
Odysseus) that also sees possible benefit in ptetycauses sorrow - the paradoxical pleasure of
sorrow already suggested by the Homeric phgasgo terpein Cf. Segal 1992: “Through these
contrasting responses, Homer reveals the paradbetween the pleasure that mimetic art affords its
audience and the pain in its contents.” For théh&urdevelopment of this poetics in Euripides, see
Segal 1993; Fantuzzi 2007; Said 2007.



37

enjoins all to “take our pleasure of weeping” f@atf®clus fetapmpecba ydoio
23.10)%

The text does not rule out the possibilityt tBdysseus is indeed taking “pleasure”
(terpoma) in weeping, a pleasure made possible by the duagoming praise of
Alcinous’ hospitality could thus be read partlyaasendorsement of Demodocus’
performance from the only competent listener inrthaam. After all, it is Odysseus
himself who requests the song of Troy’s capt@d.8.487-98), which features
himself and causes his tears. Various interpretatad this request are possible: that
he does not anticipate his own emotional respahsé he does anticipate it, but
endures the pain in order to set the stage the pesfectly for the coming revelation
of his own identity; that he does anticipate hisxawsponse and in fact desires the
experienceé’ Whichever reading one prefers, it is evident dysseus’ emotional
engagement with Demodocus’ Iliadic song appeabetdeeper than that of the
Phaeacians. Thus, even if Odysseus suffers mamneotiecould wish from listening
to an epic poem, the intensity of his response ralakes the Phaeacians seem overly
casual, even shallow by comparisomll of these complications should caution
against reading the gods’ enjoyment in Book 4 eflliad simply as a representation
of ideal audience response.

Thelliad narrator, as | hope to show, is not satisfiedaweehan audience of

Phaeacians (or suitors) who indulge in his perfarceaas casually as they drink their

% There are countless other examples of the expresSee further Latacz 1966: 174-219.

2 A related issue is Odysseus’ attitude toward #ia prhich he says Alcinous gives him by asking
him to recount his trouble©¢.9.1-12). How does this reflect on his praise afiddus’ hospitality?

%L One possible interpretation is that the scenadates two extremes: the ideal listener being
somewhere in between, touched more than the Phasdoathe suitors listening to Phemius’ song on
Ithaca inOdysseyBook 1) but less than a character for whom théesuaf) described is or has been
fully real — i.e., Odysseus (and Penelope.)
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wine. Rather, he wants an audience on emotiontri¢oks’? The image of the
gods as an internal audience united in casual, lBmapt pleasure is vividly drawn in
the opening lines only to be fractured and comiddy Zeus:

auTik’ émeipato Kpovidng épeBiléuey "Hpnv 5
kepTopiols eméeoot TapaBANdnv &yopeldcov:

Solai pgv MeveAdop dpnydves iol Bedcov

“Hpn ' Apyein kal AAaAkouevnis Abrjvn.

&aAA’ fitol Tai vooe! kabrjpeval eicopdwoal
Tépmeobov: TG 8 alTe prAouedris Appoditn 10
aiel TapuéuPAcwke kai avToU kijpas AuUver

Kal viv eEechwoev diduevov Bavéecbal.  —4.5-12

Right away the son of Kronos began trying to prevblera

by speaking obliquef§ with teasing words:

“Two goddesses are the helpers of Menelaus,

Argive Hera and the defender Athena.

But look!, those two sit apart looking on and

taking delight {erpesthoi But as fohim [Paris] — laughter-loving Aphrodite
consistently protects him and wards off death.

Even now, she has spirited him away, when he thicuglvould die.

Zeus has singled out Hera and Athena, not becaaegeate now behaving differently
from “the gods” but because the passivity they shéth the others is most
incongruous in those who desire most to see TrhyZaus’ description of Hera and
Athena echoes the poet’s description of the godsgsup. Like the rest of the
group, Hera and Athena are sitting and lookingxai®fuevai sicopdwoar 4.9;
kabrjuevol 1.1, eicopdwves 4.4). But by setting this behavior against thedgsses’
particular partisan interests, Zeus gives thatrijgsan a critical bite: he calls Hera
and Athena the “helpers of MenelauBb(ai pév MeveAdeo apnydves 4.7), and
contrasts their passivity with Aphrodite’s activiap behalf of her own favorite, Paris.

Zeus notes that in sitting and watching along wh#h others, Hera and Athena are far

% pacePucci 2002: 22, who says “[The gods] are the itérual readers who effect a certain reading
of the scene, first by assuring us of the trutivbét is going on, secondly by inviting tesseethe
action as they see it and to be detached enoughifrito enjoy it.”

2| use Pucci’s translation “obliquely” fqrarableden(Pucci 2002: 22). The point pairablederseems
to be that Zeus has aimed his words at Hera whilleesssing not her but rather the group as a whole.
See Taalman Kip 2000: 6 n.5 for other possibilitegardingparableden
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(véogt kabrjpevar 4.9) from Menelaus, in contrast to Aphrodite wheagys stands
beside &iel TapuéuBAcoke 4.11) Parig’

Zeus’ use of the vetlkrpomai(tépmecbov 9.10) drives the point home further.
terpomaievokes shared pleastitand pleasure taken at leistffeand is regularly
used of those enjoying the pleasures d&&?’ Thus, its application to Hera and
Athena further emphasizes their participation i altivities of the groufs
Moreover, its appearance develops the metaperforenditnension of the scene, for
terpomaidenotes the expected effect of poetry in both Haapics. It is significant
that the word for this enjoyment appears first @u& taunt, rather than in the initial
description (which conveys enjoyment without usangord to denote that

enjoyment). By givingerpomaia provocative edge, the poet (through Zeus) sigges

2 One could also takeboq! kabrjuevan as meaning that Athena and Hera have removed #heess
physically from the other gods (the two are sitticlgse to each otherftAnociai 4.21) rather than
Menelaus. But when a character sits or stands tagadogi) from the main group this normally

entails a greater degree of separation: e.g. wlees Zits “apart” he must be sought out by those who
want to speak to him; Achilles is “apart” from tAehaeans when angered at Agamemnon (e.g. 9.348).
In any case, the reading | follow supports Zeushpthat Athena and Hera, unlike Aphrodite, are not
being good helpers.

% n thelliad, only Zeus and Achilles are saidt@spomaialone. Interestingly, these cases can all be
interpreted in terms of the subject’s special céapdor enjoying a work of art: for Achilles his aw
poetry (9.186-89) and the images on the shield rbgddephaestus (18.19), and for Zeus the grand
battle scene at Troy that he has just put tog€2@®R0-25). See further Chapter 5. (Apollo’s pleasu
in the songs sung in his honor at 1.467-74 is eally lone enjoyment, since his pleasure is much in
harmony with that of the celebrants who are theweseéngaged in a banquet, drinking, and singing.)

% |n fact it is often used to emphasize that theéyparquestion is (temporarily) at rest or othemvisot
involved in a given activity or labor — especidiye war. Examples include the Myrmidons enjoying
games amongst themselves instead of fighting TsafarY73-75) and Achilles enjoying his own music
while the Achaeans are embattled (9.186).

27 Only the gods are ever said to take the pleasurrmomaiby being witnesses to conflict before
their eyes; the special application of the wordspbieir pleasure in another class, serving as adem

of the detachment which their immortality ultimatelffords them. Cf Pucci 2002: 22 “[The gods] are
the intra-textual readers who effect a certain irepdf the scene [of the duel], first by assurirsgod

the truth of what is going on, secondly by invitingto seethe action as they see it and to be detached
enough from it to enjoy it.” Mortals, who are natdched, can of course feel very good about battle
scenes — as when the Achaeans delight in Aiastiieus appearancedv 8¢ kai Apyeiol utv ¢yrifeov
gloopdwovTes 7.214). The point is that the term is then differ@otterpomaibutgethe.

% The bT-scholiagd log themselves use the verrpeito describe the pleasure taken by all the group
of gods in lines 1-4: it seems likely that the di@st extrapolates it from line 7 (where Zeus use$
Hera and Athena), and from its frequent use in bahgcenes more generally.
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that the casual, complacent enjoyment depicteth@s [1-4 is not in itself a sufficient
response to what is happening at Troy — at anyn@attéor anyone who, like Hera and
Athena, is invested in the idea that Troy must¥all

In the following lines Zeus’ provocation expiarto encompass a wider audience:

AAN’ fjtol vikn pev dpnipidou MeveAdou:

NUels O ppalcoued’ dmes éoTal Tade Eépya,

] 0" aUTis TOAEUOV Te KakdV Kai pUAOTIV aiviv 15
Spoopev, i PINOTNTA UeT” AupoTépolot B&Acopev.

el 8 av mws Té8e méol pilov kai 1dY yévorTo,

fTol uév oikéorto oA TTpiduolo &vakTos,

aUTis 8" Apyeinv EAévnv Mevéhaos &yorto. -4.13-19
Well, look now — as to the victory, it belongs tamoving Menelaus.
But as for us, let us take thought how these thimiide:

whether we will again stir up the evil warfare dhd terrible strife,
or whether we will cast friendship among them othizides.

And if, somehow, this thing in its turn should belgome and sweet to all

well!, the city of lord Priam could continue to imdabited,
and Menelaus could lead Argive Helen back again.”

By having Zeus articulate this provocatiirthe poet is able to give it voice himself
as well, for Zeus’ words, like all the words of theem, are to be imagined issuing
from the singer’s lips. These lines create a heigid awareness of the world of the
performance setting, in which the poet is ableptak to his audience without ever
ceasing to play the role of Zeus speaking to thlisfjoOn one level, Zeus is the

blustering yet enigmatic ruler of the divine reata character in his own right — and

29 Another possible interpretation is that Zeus’ abterpomaiactually distinguishes Hera and Athena
from the group in terms of the nature or degretheif enjoyment; perhaps the two have enjoyed
Menelaus’ easy victory over Paris (Pucci 2002: ZBg two readings are not mutually exclusive, and
both ideas may be present to some degree.

%9 My reading takes Zeus’ provocation, indicatectpsBiCéuev (5) andkeptopios éméeco (6) as
applicable to his whole speech (7-19) rather thadp w lines 7-12 (as Taalman Kip 2000: 38-39
would have it). This puts me in agreement with g-tE994: 20 n.27, though for very different reasons.

31 Bakker 2009 esp. 125-26 proposes a useful theatdtamework for the effect | am describing: the
performer has both a “mimetic” role by which hedalon the role of a character in the story, such as
Zeus, and an “indexical” role by which he plays pizet of the performing “Homer.” In these terms,
what | am arguing is that in this passage in Bodtfedpoet cultivates ambiguity from moment to
moment, thus blurring the boundaries between ttexical and the mimetic to create a particularly
challenging and engaging persona. Cf. Nagy 1996:tB8 ‘I of the lliad proem’s ‘Tell me, Muse’ is
perhaps the most dramatic of all the charactehginic song — once we see this song on the level of
performance as well as composition.” See furthegyNE996:59-86 and Bakker 1999: 8 for the nature
of mimesis for the poet performing the part of theintessential narrator” (Bakker 1999: 8).
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the gods constitute his divine coffBut on another level the poet is now engaging
his listeners through Zeus, and this he does eetlrays: his words draw attention to
a glaring lack of resolution in the plot at thismgpthey claim that the traditional
narrative could come out differently in this teffimo matter how familiar it may be;
and they suggestively tie the outcome of the n@eaand indeed its continuation, to
the collective will of those who are its audience.

Zeus’ activity parallels that of the poet. Tgeet's insertion of the truce episode in
Book 3, whose terms guarantee friendship therebéisveen Trojans and Achaeans
(3.94), has implicitly invited his listeners to @ther a scenario in which Troy does
not fall after all. Zeus now explicitly issues theme invitation to the gods on
Olympus: “welll, the city of lord Priam could contie to be inhabited....7jfo uév
oikéorto OAis TTpiduoio &vaktos 4.18). Both Zeus and the poet thus provide the
opportunity for their respective auditors to conpdse the possibility of an early end
to the war. The model provided by Zeus within @ raises the possibility that the
poet, too, is doing this teasingly — to provokesponse.

This is not the first time that the poet hessed his listeners in this way.
Agamemnon’s testing of the troops in Book 2 caasstampede for the ships, which
the poet makes vivid and urgent by describing thwhe same grand similes and
other language normally used to give a sense ohifiag scale and significance

when armies clash together in baffléde then explicitly invites his audience to

% Flaig 1984 analyzes the decision-making processenfjods in terms of deliberating governmental
bodies.

332.142-54. The whole passage is a succession dawguage geared to magnify the scale of fleeing
rather than of fighting: the similes of winds bloiwaves; the noise of the rush; the dust rising up
from their feet rodcov 8" Uévephe kovin / loTat deipouévn 2.150-51). “The shouting reaches to the
heavens” §utn 8 oUpavov Tkev 2.153), a line used so often of intense batttegiven a nice twist

with the enjambed continuation “of them as theyhasshomeward”dikade iepéveov 2.154).
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imagine the consequences of this developmentahvaid to go on, thereby presenting
the route as a narrowly avoided threat:

"Evb& kev Apyeiolov uépuopa vooTos £TUXON
el un ABnvainv "Hpn mpos nibov éeimrev: - 2.155-56

Then would the Argives have had a home-conhiyggermora
if Hera had not spoken to Athena.....

This earlynostoswould have preempted the rest of the performande@sulted in an
unsatisfying end to the story, with the Achaeansegmome and Troy not sacked.
Through Zeus in Book 4 the poet is able to enaik flirtation with the idea of an
earlynostoswork in new ways. The present case begins aslarged version of the
same strategy: the Catalogue of Ships later in Boséts up listeners for an epic
battle of gigantic proportion,but when the armies come together at last in the
beginning of Book 3 the battle is called off by Bachallenge to Menelaus before a
single blow is described (3.1-110). There is fofsall here a difference of scale: the
stampede for the ships lasts only a few linestheiduel and the peace treaty
associated with it keep the threat of an early &emahomecoming hovering
throughout Book 3. But there is difference of kaslwell. In Book 2 the poet
explicitly voices the possibility of an early Acteaenostosonly while simultaneously
assuring his listeners of its unreality by meana obntrafactual: the Argives “would
have had”Kev ... éTUx6n 2.155) an earlypostos By contrast, when Zeus says in Book
4 that the war might end now “if this is welcomelaweet to all” the possibility of
the earlynostosis still open. This is a very different matter; fbconfronts listeners

with the question of whether such an endirauld be sweet to them at this momént.

34 Morrison 1992: 54-63 sees Book 3 as building snspehe does not consider Book 4 in this context.
Cf. Rengakos 2006: 43-45, whose conclusions ortapis are similar to Morrison’s.

% This is the first of four times in the text tha# presents the gods with the possibility thahesve
contrary to what has been allotted may yet ocosiiagks Hera whether he should spirit away or kill
Sarpedon in Book 16, suggests to the gods thatléstmight sack Troy in person in Book 20, and
asks the gods whether they should save or kill ®fdntBook 22. Zeus’ questions about Sarpedon and
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The whole scene is constructed so as to aelicggative answer, working
simultaneously on both the audience’s suspenséhairdfamiliarity with the
tradition. As regards the first factor, suspenithia poet’s performance has been
going well, no one would want it to end now. Instheéspect the poet’s strategy is
reminiscent of Odysseus’ pause at a suspensefulemiimthe telling of his travels to
the Phaeacians in tli@dysseysensing that his listeners are hooked, he pamsegs
suggests that the story may end H8i@dysseus seems to have had financial benefit
in mind — he passes the hat, as it were, to cathere lucre before continuir Like
Odysseus, thiiad narrator takes his story to a moment of hightesweppense and
pauses to solicit a renewed commitment from hiseanog: not material goods in this
case, but focus and engagement with the storygtli

In the case of théad narrator it is not only through suspense thatete 8p his
audience to be resistant to the proposed posgibilian Achaean departure. He also
plays on an oft-noted similarity between the pectipe of an epic audience and that
of the gods, namely that both groups will have saiea of what is supposed to
happen in advance, stemming in the gods’ case tihemspecial knowledge of the

apportionment of mortals’ lot§,and in the case of the epic audience from their

Hector are formulated on the same model as theprasene, and are treated in Chapter 5. His
suggestion that Achilles might sack Troy motivatestheomachiafor this see Chapter 6.

% For this persuasive interpretation of Odysseuatsty at0d.11.328-84 see Dougherty 1991: 3.
3" Note the gifts which his pause elici®d,11.335-61)ibid.

3 Of course, material goods and audience engageanemot separate in the case of real performers,
whose careers and economic well-being would haperm#ed upon their audiences’ engagement. It is
notable that the Odyssean passage too toys witldelaethat the audience helps determine the dimecti
that the narration will take, though in a very di#fint way: Alcinous asks Odysseus whether he saw
any of his comrades from Troy in the underwof@di(11.370ff) and Odysseus continues his story-
telling in the direction suggested by his rapt ande.

% This feature of the divine perspective has regdreen alluded to by Priam, in his final words efo
the duel between Paris and Menelaus, which he tavatch for worry: “Zeus, | suppose, and the
other immortal gods, know this much at leaste-which of the two the finality of death has hee



44

knowledge of stable elements in the traditionadaDne need not take any particular
stand on the Homeric question(s) to accept themahassertion that tHead

assumes some prior familiarity with some elemehte@story, and that the fall of
Troy is among the most important of those elemeah&ything is necessary, it is the
fall of Troy.”® Through Zeus’ suggestion that the gods’ priorrageanents might be
altered, the poet is also challenging his audi¢a@®nceive of the story’s events as
contingent, rather than inevitable — and hencdmt#el the complacency which Zeus
described as pervading some in the divine audidngep sit up and pay attention.

In this scene, Zeus’ teasing provokes HeraAgthdna into taking responsibility
off of Zeus’ shoulders for something that Zeuslisady obliged to accomplish,
namely honoring Achilles according to his promisd hetis, as a scholiast saw: “He
wished to bring about the breaking of the oathsAdrilles’ sake, but put the blame
on them.*! It is worth noting that Zeus and the poet havalperobligations: as Zeus
has promised Thetis that Achilles will be honortd, poet has already provided the
outline of a plot that will necessitate a good d#aliolence for the sake of Achilles
(1.1-5).

A key feature of Zeus’ rhetoric is that italls the poet to engage his listeners by
implicating them in the decision making processhibuld be noted that Zeus’ speech,
though directed at Hera, is not addressed to hena i$ spoken of in thé%person
throughout. Thus, when Zeus says “let us take thug@ueis 8¢ ppalcoued[al 4.14),
the “us” is broadly inclusive: on the level of theds on Olympus, it includes Zeus

and the gathered gods; on the level of the poemgdied performance setting, the

apportioned” Zeus pév Tou 16 ye oide kai dB&vaTol Beol &AAor / dStmoTépa BavéToio TéAos
Tempcopévov éotiv 3.305-9).

0 Kullman 1960: 12-13 refers to the basic assumptimfraudience knowledge as fhaktenkanon

L #BeAe utv TapdPaciv TAdV Spkwv Totfioat 31° AxiANéa, Tiv 8¢ aitiav avTals TepiTiBévon bT-
scholiaad loc
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poet’s “us” potentially includes himself and histéners. The same is true for the
“all” (rao1 4.17) whose pleasure is said to be important feistbry’s direction at
this point; it is a broadly inclusive term, easslyggestive of the external as well as
the divine audiencdn the moment of performance, as he plays fordairtlines the
part of Zeus, the singer takes the opportunityhi@lenge his own listeners to take a
stake in the outcome of events. The key to thelehge is the conditional
construction, which both suggests the nature optet’s game and ups the ante: “...
if... this ... should be welcome and sweet to alle}!, let Troy stand” {... T8¢ raou
@ilov kai 1dU yévorto, / fjTol... oikéorto TOAIS... 4.17-18Y? The rhetoric implicates
the poet’s listeners in the story’s events by regnéing narrative outcome as
contingent on audience response: if Troy is tq &l Zeus and the poet, it will be
because “we’f{ueis 4.14) as a group want this.

Hera and Athena rise to the bait, reactingteamally to Zeus’ provocation. Hera
even voices her displeasure. Of course, Hera ahdnatare characters in their own
right, with their personal reasons for resistingiZesuggestion of Trojan peace.
However, the language keeps the scene working ornetvels simultaneously, those
of divine council and internal audience of the epic

“Ws €pab’, all & émépuEav Abnvain te kai “Hpn- 20
mAnoial al ¥’ fobnv, kaka 8¢ Tpcdeoot uedécdnv.

fjTol ABnvain &kéwv fv oudé Ti eiTre

okuCopévn Al Tatpi, x6Aos 8¢ pwv &ypios fjper

“Hpn 8" oUk #xade oTfifos xéAov, &AA& TTpoonudar

aivéTaTte Kpovidn moiov Tov nibov Eerres: 25
s E0€Aels &dAiov Belvan TTévov 11d° &TéAecTov,

2 Sweetness is a standard attribute of poetry itadircas well as later poetrg.g.1iSuémeicn of the
Muses in HesTh. 965-66;18¢ia of the Muses’ song ifih. 39-40;118eTav &oidnv granted to poets by
the Muses irDd.8.64. Cf. Liebert forthcoming (doctoral dissemati University of Chicago). The
potential for connections between poet and Zeatss exploited in sympotic poetry. Theognis’
sphragis seems to be playing with the present gassathelliad, as he both compares himself to Zeus
and despairs of pleasing attgow 23): “But | am in no way able to please g@héir) the people; / nor

is this to be wondered at, Polypaides, for not eXeus / pleases everyone, either when he rains or
when he holds back&pTtoicwv & ol Tractv &deiv Suvauar / oudtv Baupactdy, TToAuTaidn:

oudt y&p 6 Zevs / ol Ywov mavTeco’ auddvel oUT dvéxcwv. — Theognis23-25).
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13p&d 6’ v IBpwoa oy, KapéTnv 8¢ pot (ot
Aaov ayelpovor, TTpiduw Kaka Told Te TAGiv.
€pd™ aTap ol Tol wavTes émaivéopev Beol &AAol. — 4.20-29

So [Zeus] spoke, but as for them — Athena and Hehay muttered at him.
They were sitting beside each other, those twdtiptphardship for the Trojans.
Athena, to be sure, was silent, and said nothing

though she was angry at father Zeus, and a fiareor took her.

But Hera’s breast did not restrain her rancor, shelspoke:

‘Wretch! Son of Kronos, what sort of word have ygpoken?

How are you willing to make the labor vain and nighed? -

and the sweat that | sweated in toil! And my hotabsred for me,

as | roused the people - the hardship on Prianhanchildren.

Do it — but not all of us other gods will praiseuyo

Hera declares that if Zeus allows the mortals’drtechold “not all of us other gods
will praise you” et tol avTes éraivéopev Beol &AAor 4.29). This language is
particularly suggestive of poet-audience dynanbesause audience satisfaction is
precisely what a poet must negotiate for his pagtretsuccessfif Zeus’ challenge
is a reminder that in live performance, audiencgrdeequires narrative resolution.
Hera’s response picks up on this subtext, by ddiig the source of an audience’s
power over a poet in the context of the oral poetidition that forms the background
to thelliad: the ability to give or withhold praisé.

Hera’s verb for praisepain® (¢mawéopev 4.29), is regularly used in thiead to
denote voiced approval of a leader’s decision oppsed course of actidn.
However, it also resonates on a metaperformative.lén Book 8 of theddyssey

Odysseus usesnizomai(¢§oxa 1) oe PpoTtdov aivifou’ amavtwv 0d.8.487), a

3 Frontisi-Ducroux 1986 touches briefly on this idea different context, that of Zeus’ interchange
with Athena in 22.166-87: “La réaction d’Athénadque Zeus feint d’hésiter, de consulter les dieux
pour arracher Hector au trépas, préfigurerait dlmmdignation du public & qui un aéde oserait pregr

une fin inattendue...”

4 Commentators have noted that Hera’s implied theeatysterious: Taplin 1992: 5 says “clearly this
threatens something far worse than merely withingigiraise;” Clay 1983: 157 (commenting on the
parallel passage in the death of Sarpedon (4.22448)) says “Hera only hints at the consequentes o
Zeus’ acting in opposition to what he knows to &ed: the collapse of all order both among the gods
and in the relations between gods and men.” Ontapagormative level, the praisgthe point.

S E.g. 7.344; 9.710; 18.312.
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cognate okpaine, to praise Demodocus for putting the events ofliadic poetry in

order, the way that they happened-x kéopov Od.8.489)%

as if there [at the
Trojan war] yourself, or having heard it from ar@th(cos Té TTou 1} auTds Tapecov
il &AAovu dxovoas 0d.8.491). Odysseus then says that he will spreadting of
Demodocus’ gift to all the world if he should go tansing the sack of Troy according
to moira (kata poipav 0d.8.492-98), by which he apparently means the samg:t
as the story goe€¥.As Nagy notes, the opposite would be for Demodadaising
something “beyondtoira®® Thus, Hera’s words to Zeus are, on a metaperfavenat
level, an inversion of Odysseus’ promise of praisBemodocus. As Demodocus is
promised further praise for getting the story rigiéra’s words to Zeus model a
listener promisingnot to praise the poet in the event of an early Achaestos— an
event that has already been explicitly called “emoira’ during the stampede for
the ships"Evb& kev Apyeioiow Utrépuopa véoTos eTuxdn 2.155). The exchange
thus serves as a reminder that the poet is boumiskgudience’s knowledge of the
story to get it right, make it convincing, or risls song becoming the object of blame
rather than praise.

Having made their bid to provoke resistanajsZand through him the poet now
issue a challenge on a different order:

datpovin Ti vu oe TTpiapos TTpiauoid e maides
TOooa Kaka peCouctv, & T’ AOTIEPXES MEVEAIVELS

“® See Finkelberg 1998: 124-30 and further next note.

" Finkelberg 1998: 124-30 demonstrates that thessph essentially mean the same thing and reads
them in terms of the epic’s claim to telling truthdeed, for a listener who accepts that the pogss

of historical events — and this certainly inclu@ysseus listening to Demodocus — to sing “as the
story should go” to a large extent means “as teesats actually happened.” But in practice, as 8kcod
2002 esp 65-89 shows, the singer of Homeric paetkg his audience to accept his story not only by
claiming truthfulness (guaranteed by the Muses)ylrd by reminding them at every turn of the
familiarity of the events narrated and the manner of narradioth the generations of others who have
heard these tales too: in other words, the poelaimdo traditionality is part of what makes it
acceptable to its audiences.

8 Nagy 1979/99: 40.
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IAiov éEalaTrdEan tUkTipevov TTToAiebpov;
el Ot oV ¥’ eloeABoloa TUAas kai Teixea pakpa

wpov BeBpwobors TTpiauov TTpiduold Te maidas 35
&AAous Te Tpdoas, TéTe kev xOAov E€akéoato.
gpLov Smeos EBéAers.... - 4.30-37

Incredible woman, what wrongs so great have Priam

and the children of Priam actually’§ done to you, that you rage

ceaselessly to demolish the well-built city of th@

But if you should enter the gates and high walls

and eat Priam and the children of Priam

and the other Trojans rawthenyou would purge your rage.

Do as you wish....
The image conjured up by Zeus of Hera eating tlogahis raw in her rage (4.34-36)
is one of hyperbolic vengefulne$sHis question “what wrongs so great have Priam
and his children done to you?” (4.30-31) is nevevweered by Hera. Scholars have
seen in this unanswered question a suppressioeraf${‘real” motivation for
wanting Troy destroyed, namely the Judgment ofs®a®ne explanation for the
suppression of the story — especially at this pioifdook 4, which literally asks for it
—is that its inclusion would make Hera’'s wrathraewerely petty, rather than
terrible>! I would concur with this as far as it goes. Howewee important issue is
not so much why the poet has Hera leave the quesgtianswered, as why the poet
creates tension by having Zeus ask the questitheifirst place, so that it is then left
to hang, unanswered. This study’s approach leadshew interpretation of that issue.

Zeus’ question is openly voiced not only oyr@bus but also in the setting of the

poem’s performance. Raised and left open at a edargpment in the text, the

guestion “what wrongs so great have the Trojangdoryou?” is also up for

9 The two parallel passages of raw-eating are Aeshilpeaking to Hector (22.346-47) and Hecuba
fantasizing about eating Achilles’ liver (24.212}1Both likewise evoking hyperbolic bloodthirst.

* Reinhardt 1960 convincingly argued that the JudgroéParis is part of the background knowledge
of the poem. Cf. Griffin 1980: 197; Taplin 1992:2133.

1 Edwards 1987: 128: the judgment is omitted “pesh@pmake her anger — and thus the causes of
man’s suffering — seem even more irrational.”
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consideration by the poet’'s audience. Of courgethi® audience Priam and his
children are story-characters, figures of the noygast; but it is precisely this
distinction between story-characters and living harbeings that the poem aims to
blur by staging its listeners as spectators ateadivent also attended by the gods.

An audience that continues to listen contirtogzarticipate; to want the poem to
go on at this point is to want what Hera wants idws, Zeus’ negative
characterization of Hera puts the extradiegetidgengt in a potentially uncomfortable
position. Zeus and Hera’s conversation implicilises two related issues: audience
complicity, and audience desire for the bloodsheti@estruction depicted in such
great quantity and vividness in the poem.

Hera’s single-mindedness, which Zeus linkexoessive bloodlust, suggests one
model of audience response to the poem: she isyébareof the audience who, on
some level, just can’t wait to see Trojans slaugiateThis in itself may not be
surprising. Thdliad is full of carnage; there is an artistry to th@idaons of gore,
that forms part of the poem’s draw, such as Paisoéilling of Cebriones, a son of
Priam:

oud” &Aiwoe Bélos, BaAe 8 "ExTopos rvioxiia

KeBpidvnv vébov uidv &y akArios TTpiduoio

{(Trreov i’ éxovta HeTOV OLET Al

aupoTépas & dppls oUvelev Aibos, oudé oi éoxev 740

doTEov, dpBaApoil 8t xaual Téoov év kovinotv

aUToU Tpdobe Toddv: 0 8 &p’ APVEUTIPL £01KCOS

KATITIES” &1 elepyéos Sippovu, Aitre 8 doTéa Bupds.  — 16.739-40

He did not cast the missile in vain, but struck tdes charioteer,
Cebriones, a bastard son of renowned Priam

in the forehead with the jagged rock as he heldthees’ reigns.
And the stone caved both his eyebrows in togetirdid the bone
withstand it, and his eyes fell on the ground i diust

there in front of his feet. And so he plunged kkdiver

from the well-built chariot, and his life left himnes.

%2 See Chapter 3.
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Even Patroclus - praised by all for kindness ottigaess® - then jests at length over
the corpse:

TOV & emkepTouécov Tpooépns TTatpdkAees imrmed:

& ool 1) AN’ EAappOs avrip, cos pela KUPLOTA. 745

€l 31 TTov Kal TévTe v ixBudevTt YévolTto,

ToAAoUs &v kopéoeiev Avnp 88t Trbea Sipcov

vnos ATobpcdokwv, el kai SuoTréugelos &in,

s viv év edic €€ (mmeov pela kuPLoTa.

N pa kai év Tpoeool kuBioTnTripes éactv.  — 16.744-70

And as for him, mocking over him you spoke, Patre¢he horseman:
Oh, no! My my! The man’s quite light, how he eagilynbles.

Why, if he'd also been born somewhere in the fishy,

this fellow would’ve fed many men, diving for shéih,

leaping from his ship, even in a stormy sea,

as now in the plain from his horses he easily tasbl

Yes indeed! There are acrobats even among thenkioja

This extended burst of wit appears in the episedéufing Patroclus’ own death,
whose overall tone is one of grief at that cergxadnt. If exultation in inflicting death
and misery is possible for kind Patroclus, it isgible vicariously for an epic
audience as well, and the picture of Hera eatimggahss in part reflects and comments
on that possiblity. By characterizing Hera’s bldadt as excessive, Zeus’ words at
this point in the performance caution against aepding” of the poem which would
simply glory in slaughter and Achaean victory.nfyan the audience feel themselves
anticipating a vicarious revel in the coming brityalthey are first asked, on the eve
of the grand spectacle, what wrongs so great tbgiis have done to them.

Hera, on the model offered in Book 4 is natsk# “us,” but rather among “us.”
Nevertheless, it is not easy to dismiss Hera,tfsr ier desires that are carried out in
what is nominally a group decision. Other gods mdjsagree with her, but they are
silent. Apollo will raise the issue of pity for tAeojans in Books 7 and 24 - but here

Apollo, with the others, remains unmentioned argkpsally invisible, helping to

5317.204; 17.670, 21.91; 23.252-3; 23.281.
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form the divine audience simply by filling out thembers of “the gods” (4.1). In
their silence, the gods are still complicit, ang tlaises the issue of audience
complicity in the events of the poem. After allethoet’s listeners and the gods, for
all their potential differences, have this in conmmthey are each members of a
collective whose pleasure guides the course trettewvill take.

The close of the conversation between Zeudand returns to the issue of
audience complicity. At this point, Zeus has oftern®t to oppose Troy’s destruction
in return for a free hand with a city beloved ofrtié4.39-49). Hera agrees, and the
conversation then ends with these lines from Hera:

... oU 8¢ Bacocov Abnvain émteiAal
gNBeTv &5 Tpowov kal Axaiéov puAoiv aivrjv,

Telpav &’ ¢35 ke Tpddes UepkUSavtas Axaious
&pEwoot TpdTepOl UTrEP Spkia dnAjoachai. - 4.64-67

.... but you, quickly send Athena
to go to the terrible strife of the Trojans and Aehns
and see to it that the Trojans, before the gloristisaeans,
lead the way in transgressing the oaths first.

Hera’s concluding point, that it should be the &rg who first break the truce, is
taken up and repeated by Zeus to Athena (4.68-72: 722 = 4.66-67), and Athena
then carries it out, through Pandarus. The stimuighat makes the Trojans the truce-
breakers deserves special attention, not only lsecalits pleonasnépfwol

mpoTepol 4.67), because of its repetition by Zeus, anditiye of its placement as

the concluding words of the conversation, but &lscause of its content. The
insistence that it is the Trojans who must be thh-dreakers is strangely satisfying
and confusing at once. As | will show, these wasalso operating on the level of
poet-audience dynamics, in a way that accountbdtr the satisfaction and the

confusion that they generate.
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The implication of Hera’s words, and Zeus’ ers&ment of them, is that having
the Trojans break the truce will somehow ensurg/ $rdestruction. But why should
this be so? When mortal characters think that Trojace-breaking will result in
Trojan destruction, it is because they expect tisgpunishment to conté.

However, as many have pointed out, a central iairtiie scene is that the gods are
actually agents in bringing about the truce-bregRint is rather on the level of
performance and story-telling that the decisiomtike the Trojans the truce-breakers,
rather than the Achaeans, is motivated. The duBbwk 3 has framed the conflict at
Troy in terms of transgression and punishment, Wahs’ egregious breach of
Menelaus’ hospitality leading inexorably toward thesstruction of his city. The
narrative is invested in the idea of the Trojanthastransgressors, and it is on the
basis of this underlying thematic consistency thigtimportant — for the poet, for his
audience, and by extension for the gods — thattbgns be kept in that role. Hera as
an audience figure wants the story to continueclvimeans Trojan transgression and

punishment; Zeus as a poet figure agrees. Withdasdbowshot, the fall of Troy is

** The Trojans and Achaeans alike pray that the thueakers and their families be made to pay the
price: olvov & ¢k kpnTiipos apuooduevol demdecotv / Ekxeov, 1) elxovTo Beols aieryevéTnow.

/6o8e B¢ Tis eimeokev Axaicov Te Tpcdcov Te / Zeb kUdioTe péyioTe kal dB&vaTol Beol &AAot /
oTTdTEPOL TTPSTEPOL UTTEP SpKia TMURVEIaY / 8¢ 6’ Eyképalos xauddis péot cos 88e olvos /

auTév kal Tekéwv, &Aoxol 8 &AAoiot Sapeiev. — 3.295-301 Later, Agamemnon shows confidence in
eventual retribution for the oath-breaking (4.18)-6-or the mortals, we also have Antenor’s words i
Book 7 that fighting as oath-breakers will comeétogood:8eit’ &yet’ Apyeinv EAévny kai ktrijpad’

& avTh / Schouev ATpetdno &yew: viv 8 Spkia TOT / Weuoduevol paxouecar Téo ol v Ti
képSiov fuiv / EATropan éxteAéeoBal, tva ) pé€opev He. (By the terms of the oath when it is actually
announced by Agamemnon (3.276-91), Paris or Mereimuld have to be actually killed for the two
sides to part in friendship. However, this seentsmbe an issue: since Zeus and Hera use theghras
Umép Spria SnAfjoacbat it is clear that they understand a truce to befece)

* Thalmann 1984: 86 remarks on this passage: “Menmoaalways get what they deserve, it seems,
but they are made to deserve what they get, dtfieasally.” Cf. Taalman Kip 2000, 18: “And in
creating this re-enactment of Paris' transgressimhof the gods' process of decision, [Homer] drew
sharp line between the human level and the didiatwveen the motives of men and those of the gods,
between human expectations concerning the godthairdactual behaviour.” Taalman Kip argues that
the transgression(s) exist in order to justify Auhaean aggression, which would otherwise be too
“naked” for audience tastes.
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overdetermined by multiple transgressions — rathem being simply a matter of
Hera’s vindictiveness. This accounts for the satisbn.

The confusion arises from the way that thesgddcision, following the demands
of story-telling, diminishes the sense of morakageé available to be enjoyed. This is
partly because it makes the Trojans, and Pandanparticular, seem helpless pawns.
Lesky’s view that Athena’s role in the arrow-shagtdoes not remove Pandarus’
responsibility for the deed has been widely, thonghuniversally, accepted.
However, it should be noted that by Lesky’s accdremidarus’ motivation no more
diminishes Athena’s responsibility than her motimatdiminishes his. Nor, | would
add, does it let the poem’s audience off the hptdasing them is a third motivation,
external to the plot, but configured within thettexthe figures of Zeus and Hera.

This third level of causation, sketched outdeyis’ exchange with Hera, stages an
inverted causality whereby the audience is impéidah the creation of its own
villains. Zeus’ conditional sentencéwith Hera’s reply’® imply that the truce will be
broken not merely due to Trojan arrogance, norgdhe such arrogance in
combination with fate and Zeus’ will, but also bgndand. Accordingly, the natural
causal relationship between Trojan transgressidreadience demand for retribution
has been reversed: it is not only Trojan transgrag$aris taking Helen) which fuels
(audience) demand for retribution, but also (auckg¢mlemand for retribution that
causes the Trojan transgression (Pandarus’ bow:-gheelf-fulfilling loop of

causality has been created: we want them to payesmake them transgress, so they

%% Sarischoulis 2008: 151-60 sees humans and dinisidn as separate. Pucci 1998:194-99 sees in
Athena’s intervention in Book 1 “the violent intios of textual concerns” (197). Greenberg 1993: 194
n.5 has a salutary warning about how far the imafiims of Lesky’s analysis can be taken.

el 8 al s 6B ol @iAov kai 118U yévorto, / ftol pév oikéorto wdAls TTpiduolo &vaktos, /
alTtis 8 Apyeinv EAévnv Mevéhaos &yorto 4.17-19.

58y s, o . , , , <
€pd’ &Tap ol Tot TdvTes Emaivéopev Beol &AAol. 4.29
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transgress, so we want them to pay. But what cdims® Do the Trojan characters
act as they do simply to satisfy audience desir¢rémsgressors? The question may
not be as whimsical as it sounds — Helen, for oames to just such a conclusion:

olow émi Zeus Bike KakOv Hépov, s kai OTTicow
AvbpcdoTroiot eAcoued’ doidipol éooopévolol. - 6.357-58

Upon [Paris and me] Zeus has set an evil fatehatoin the future as well
we might be song-worthy for the men who are ydigry

Even from her position within the story, Helen easert to Hector (and to herself, the
gods, and the future generations that will hedrarj that hers and Paris’
transgressions, and their grievous consequenciss t@satisfy the needs of the
poetic mediunf® | suggest that these words of Helen’s are a gesdription of what
happens in Book 4. There Zeus is in the very poéassigning an “evil fate” to the
Trojans for the very reason that they be “song-moftThe “evil fate” is that they,

like Paris and Helen, become transgressors. Thgworthiness comes out in the fact
that Zeus does this at the behest of (4.71-72 6@/, and needful of praise from
(4.29), the internal audience represented by Hera.

Helen attributes what for her is a cruel arfteary fate to the demands of poetic
performance — song-worthiness — and makes Zeugeaart eoncerned with fulfilling
audience desire: this is the role which | haveltteeshow that he plays in the opening
of Book 4. Helen’s tone is accusatory, and indéethe degree that one accepts the
lliad’s illusion that these mythical story-characters i@al people living and dying
before one’s eyes, the issues of audience participand complicity raised in Zeus

and Hera’s conversation create a rich tensionesvtr is about to be reignited. | will

%9 cf. Alcinous at0d.8.579-80.

60 Cf. Thalmann 1984: 153: “the realization of thegdielen imagines is tHéad, which bears out the
truth of her words even as it records them;” Fibkej 1998: 152: “... the song has become more
privileged than the events in which it originatefand this] allows the work of poetry a degree of
ontological independence not envisaged in the ipsef truth.” While de Jong 2006: 195-6 sees
Helen thinking of futuresingers my reading recognizes also the futatgliencesn essomenoisi
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close this chapter by showing how this tensiomesaased by the brilliantly perverse
choice of Menelaus as the target of the truce-lngederow. But first, a brief word
about the relationship between Athena and Heraamkels of response is in order.

In terms of modeling audience response to tsvafithe poem, Athena’s role and
Hera’s interwine. When Hera is moved by care foarsgmnon and Achilles (1.206-
9), or by her chagrin at the prospect of Achaeghtflfrom Troy (2.155-65), she
sends Athena. That Athena does Hera’s biddingtigusba matter of obedience to
authority; she shares Hera'’s perspective and dedifes is confirmed in the opening
of Book 4, the first real evidence of Athena’s mations: Zeus links Hera and
Athena as “supporters of Menelaus” (4.7); Athenagddera in muttering angrily at
Zeus' idea of calling off the sack of Troy (4.2@)gether they scheme with ill-
intention toward the Trojans (4.2%)Athena remains the silent partner when Hera
takes the issue up with Zeus (4.22ff), but is alyesager to go when Hera obtains
Zeus’ agreement to have her desires enacted onee(th@3). By emphasizing the
shared perspectives of Athena and Hera, by notinffelues as to how to distinguish
between their attitudes toward the Trojan confletg by presenting Athena as the
agent who regularly carries out what are understodx the shared desires of herself
and Hera, the poet ties Athena’s actions, espgdiall leap down to Troy in Book 4,
to the internal audience model developed througHiture of Hera.

Zeus’ taunt begins by implying that the twaldesses who should have been
“helpers” @pnydves 4.7) to Menelaus have been negligently passiveiris far off,
looking on and having a good timeido! kabrjuevan eicopdwoat / Tépmecbov 4.9-

10), and Zeus drives home the point by referringeoa as “Argive” Apyein 4.8)

1 O’Brien 1993 81-82 finds too much significancelie fact that Hera’s angry feeling is said to be

coming from within and Athena’s from without; iti®t, in my view, the nature of their feelings trsat
thus distinguished, but rather their ability orlimiginess to suppress those feelings. Their feekgait
the developments at Troy, and Zeus’ taunts, arentisfly the same.
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and Athena as “ProtectorApaAkopevnis 4.8) %% The correction to such negligence
would be, logically, to get involved and go helpd&aus. Instead, Athena goes to
wound him. The irony in the fact that it is Menedaneglected by his protectors, who
is singled out to be wounded, is highlighted anacexbated in what follows:

Oudt oéBev Mevéhae Beol pdrapes AeAdbovto

abavarol, pcotn 8¢ Aids Buydtnp dyelein,

1] Tol Tpdobe oTdoa BéAos exeTeukes GUUVEY.

1| ¢ TéoOoV HEV EepYyEV ATTO XPods cos OTe uTNe 130

Todos &€pyn nutav 88 18éi AéEetal Utrvep,

auTn & avT’ {Buvev 801 LooTiipos dxries

XpUoetol olvexov kai dirAdos fjvteto Bcopng.  —4.127-33

But no, Menelaus, they did not fail to take notg@d, the blessed gods,

the immortals — and first [among them] the daugbfeteus, drawer of spoils,
who stood in front of you and protected you froma gointed arrow.

And she kept it away from your flesh just so musiwéen a mother

keeps a fly from her child, when he has lain dowsweet sleep;

and she herself directed it on a new coussa’) to where the golden fastenings
of [your] belt held together, and double plateswhor overlapped.

The irony in saying that the blessed godsdidfail to notice Menelaus is evident:
it is the blessed gods who have personally engateleis deadly predicament. The
enjambed “immortals” pushes the point further: véhiglenelaus is in mortal peril,
those who have put him there not only live in happs (idkapes) but are themselves
deathlessgB&vaTor) and hence can never pay the price Menelaus istm@atened
with paying. Finally, that Athena was “first” ofélgods as a group to take note of
Menelaus’ peril and move to help him heightensitbey another notch: of course
she is first! She’s on hand for no other reason thaensure that he is shot down. It

should be noted in addition that the formutagebtn 8¢...+ nameimplies that she is

leading the charge, as it were, of a group efforescue Menelaus: thiéad is full of

%2 This critical bite is all the stronger becausehef pointed contrast between Hera’s and the Actgean
reactions to the parallel speeches of Agamemnoraddimg (3.455-60) and Zeus suggesting (4.5-19)
that the terms of the treaty be upheld: the Achs@aite approvalkri & tjveov 3.461), while Hera
threatens the opposite(.. ¢émawéopev 4.29). It is thus made clear how different aredbsires of the
Achaeans themselves from the desires of their patooldesses — “Argive Hera and Athena the
Defender” {Hpn " Apyein kai AAaAkouevnis Abrjvn 4.8) as Zeus mockingly calls them. This is the
only use of the epithet for Hera.
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battle sequences that begin with the phrase “Xtivadirst to kill a man....” to signal
a new direction in the fighting, a change of foesli® In reality, of course, Athena is
leading the charge to resume the warfare; many gidblsoon leap down to Troy to
take part.

The singer mixes pathos into the irony: tirectiaddress to Menelaus in
apostrophe establishes a bond between singer andTie simile of the sweetly
sleeping child evokes a maternal tenderness. Agaroes fraternal affection is
brought out and then tied to Menelaus’ fear fordws life by repetition of the verb
plynoev:

Piynoev & ap’ émeita &vaf avdpdov Ay apéuvwv

o5 €18ev péAav alpa kaTtappéov £€ cTelATs:

plynoev 8¢ kai avtds apnipihos Mevélaos. 150
s Ot 1dev velpodv Te kai OyKous EKTOS ESVTAS

ayoppov ol Bupods evi otribecov ay€épbn. — 4.148-52

And the lord of men Agamemnon then shivered

when he saw the black blood flow down from the wajun

and war-loving Menelaos himself also shivered —

but when he saw that the arrow-band and barbs evetlee outside
his heart rose once more in his chest.

Though it has been made clear that Menelaus wiltieof his wound, the poet holds
his listeners in the crucial moment of the woundumgng the figure of the frightened
Agamemnon to explore the possible ramificationthefdisaster, so narrowly
avoided, of his brother’s death. For Agamemnon, &leus’ death would have meant
the end of the expedition (4.153-182) — for theianck, that means the end of the
epic®* By almostbut not quite killing Menelaus, Athena as agerthefgods’ will
makes sure that the story continues, negotiatingagherous path on either side of

which looms the supposedly impossible prospectroy hiot being sacked — either by

%3 Some are about to come up in these first battjeesgces: e.g. £Ae 8 &vdpa EkacTos /1yeudveov:
Tp&TOS 8¢ &vaf dvdpcov Ayauéuveov / dpxov AAiLveov ‘Odiov uéyav ékxBale Sippov... 5.37-39.

% Note Talthybius’ coda to Machaon on the subjedfleh.’s wounding:ré utv kAéos, &uut 8¢
mévBos 4.207. This implies that treachery or no treachidsosattends victory and slaying.
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truce and victory for Menelaus, as teasingly sutggeBy Zeus, or Achaean flight and
deathfor Menelaus, as feared by AgamemfidRurthermore, since she has been set
up as the agent acting out the result of Zeusudision with Hera, which model
dynamics between poet and audience, her actiomal@dte a picture of audience
complicity in the transgression against Menelaugels

The internal epic audience represented bgdias on Olympus in Book 4 is an
audience that looks on, and also participates. #gisdeap, in particular, is an image
of audience patrticipation elicited by the poet’sraive strategies. This raises the
guestion: what is the relationship of the audigiocthe story-world created by the
performance of the poem? Chapter 3 will show theatltad offers a way of
conceptualizing its audience’s role as viewers\aadrious participants: the duel in
Book 3, set against the large battle scenes in 8dadnd 5, provides a paradigm for

understanding the latter as a virtual spectaclatedeby thdliad’s performance.

% | have held off the unthinkable in a similar wagmy times in the course of a dream.
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CHAPTER 3
Reflections on Audience and Poem in Books 3-5:
Epic Experienced as Spectacle

The previous chapter argued that the godowkB} are construed as an internal
audience for the poem. Interestingly, while thegfmdlow the story simultaneously
with the extradiegetic audience — seeing eventsajuthe moment that they are
narrated by the poet — for the gods these eveatsarnarration but rather actual
occurrences taking place live in front of their y€he present chapter steps back to
consider the significance of this difference in toatext of Books 3-5, and the theme
of spectacle with which these books are so conderne

Recent narratological studies of Homer hawdully applied the concept ofise
en abymethe image of a work within itself, and its relatj the “mirror” tale orécit
spéculaire to sections of the Homeric poems that repriseotlegarching themes and
situations of the main narrativeBut thelliad does not present itself simply as
narrative. Critics since antiquity have praisedgbem’senargeia(vividness and
immediacy), and have identified particular stragsddy which the poet positions his
listeners as eye-witnesses of the events he nafrateeady in antiquity one scholiast
observed in the context of the funeral games afoekts that “[the poet] has set forth
the whole imaginative representation so vividindrgs) as to render his listeners

nothing less than spectatotkdata).”® In fact, this observation applies not only to the

! Rinon 2008: 114-26 considers the three songs ofddecus as instancesrofse en abyme
Rengakos 2006 analyzes the funeral games for Radrimdliad Book 23, particularly the chariot race,
as apassage spéculairdor they refract in manifold ways the epic motidtanger and honor....” (103).

2 Of particular interest are Pseudo-Longinus 26ith&dson 1990; Bakker 1993; 13-14; Bakker 1997:
55; Bakker 1999: 18; Clay 2011: 23-26.

3 bT Scholia at 23. 363t&cav pavtaciav tvapydds TpoPEéRAnTal cas undtv fTTov TGOV Beatdv
goxnkéval Tous akpoatds. Translation taken from Clay 2011: 6.
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funeral games, but to the epic as a whole, fan&rgeiarenders listeners spectators
whenever “confrontations with things seen placeuhi®I|ding of the poem before the
audience’s eyes.”

What | argue here is that the gods providexg @ conceptualizing audience
“viewership” of those events as attendance ateadpectacle, in such a way as to
invite and problematize audience participation. M/previous critics have described
the atmosphere of spectacle conveyed by the gaselsing activity through
metaphors of theatrical shoend athletic§,| show that within the text it is the duel
between Paris and Menelaus in Book 3 that firstiges a paradigm for conceiving
of the Trojan war as live spectacle. | will begiithna look at scholarship concerning
the poem’s emphasis on viewership and visualizaferward, | examine the
factors, such as the duel’s special placementemairiology used to describe it,
which make the duel stand for the larger war. tpea to analyze the duel as a model
of spectacle, and then show how the gods’ appear@man audience facilitates the
transfer of the duel paradigm of spectacle to tdemes of warfare that follow. The
chapter concludes by looking at the significancehf paradigm for the extradiegetic
viewer’s experience of the scenes of warfare.

Much recent scholarship has been concernddthet epic poet’'s adoption of the

stance of virtual eyewitness to the events heesglatnd the corresponding positioning

4 Slatkin 2007: 19.

® E.g. Griffin 1978passim Of course, given how little is known about thedtefore Aeschylus,
synchronic connections between thad and theater would be impossible to establish. iDi@tic
connections between thiead and Athenian tragedy constitute a separate questioffin 1978: 16
n.51 gathers material on this subject from the kasks. See Rinon 2008 for an attempt to define “th
tragic” across both Homeric epics, and Redfield41#9 a reading of thdiad through an Aristotelian
lens, as the tragedy of Hector. Clay 2011 use$hieter metaphor in a new way, connecting her
book’s themes of viewing (dramatic theater), menfthng Renaissance “theater of memory”) and
space (“theater of war”) in tHéad.

® The text itself makes a comparison to athletid8dok 22, when the poet famously likens Achilles’
pursuit of Hector to a chariot race (22.162-66)isTi& analyzed in detail in Chapter 5.
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of his listeners as virtual eyewitnesses. By tlstsdegies, the audience is invited
through visualization virtually to enter the wodtlthe story and enjoy the illusion of
events unfolding right before their eyeEgbert Bakker has applied tools of discourse
analysis to demonstrate that various deictic deviceate the illusion of the poet’'s

and audience’s shared presence at the events mairaged Here | quote some of his
reflections about the particta;:

The particledr}, belonging to a class of linguistic markers tisat i
sometimes called “evidentials,” is typically usadconversation when a
speaker wants to convey that he or she thinksathat he or she says is
obvious, not only to himself or herself, but to Hodressee as well, or
better:visible (3fjAov), present already in the mental or physical cantex
shared between speaker and addressee.

The narrative voice thus establishes a relationsftipthe extradiegetic audience,
suggesting that poet and listeners share an expger@ viewing the (narrated) events
unfolding before all of their eyes:

...what becomes real for the narrator, due torhislvement with the
scenes of his imaginative memory, activates visnages in the minds
of the audience as well. The “presencing” of thetpherefore, is not
limited to the poet’s private consciousness, bt thuthe dynamics of
the epic performance is no less an experienceecdtidience; and the
involvement of the performer with his images ishmag other than the
natural counterpart of the audience’s involvemeitt their images, the
natural consequences of their being “drawn” ineoribality deployed by
the performer?

In point of fact, of course, the mental images \advy the poet will never be exactly
the same as those of any given member of an awgianc any audience member’s

just like another’s. But as Bakker’s analysis bsimgit, the poet’s rhetoric persistently

" Cf. Dionysius of Halicarnassu#st. Rom11.1.3 on the enjoyment produced by such virtual
“viewing”: fidetat y&p 1 Sidvoia Tavtds dvbpdrou Xelpaywyoupévn St TAv Adycov ¢l T&
gpya kal un pévov dkovouoa TGV Aeyopéveov, GAAE kai T& TTpaTTOHEVa Spddoa.

® Bakker 1993.

® Bakker 1993: 13.

Qibid. 18-109.
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creates the impression that all parties are seébangame thing. Thuspargeiain
Homeric poetics does not only make the poem’s cast@n object of viewing but of
sharedviewing.

There are various ways that one can integureh viewing. Some discussions of
enargeiahave emphasized its “pictorial” qualityand Helen’s tapestry in Book 3 of
thelliad indeed suggests that thiead’s strong visual character could be thought of in
terms of shared appreciation on the part of theéemgeé of lovely (and terrible)
pictures? On the other hand, there is a tendency nowadagmsphasize the poem’s
visual character as a kind of “cinema of the mittBYy contrast with both of these
models, | argue here that thiad invites its audience to understand its reception
experience in terms of attendance at a live splecgavhich viewers play — or can
feel that they play — a more active role than maoers or admirers of already-
crafted imagery.

According to this model, the story world congées a well-defined space into
which the audience is invited to enter. The deptthelliad’s spatial conception is
only recently coming to be appreciatédh recent study by Jenny Strauss Clay shows
that the poet-narrator’s use of spatial and visuainory not only allows him to
follow the story-pathdime) as the sighted Muse “puts him in mindfiimneta) of the
sequences of images which he conveys to his awgl@hoarrative poetry, but also
allows him to keep track of where the heroes atbenmagined geography of Troy

and what they are doing in complex battle sequewtthsremarkable consistency.

1 E g. Zzanker 1981 and many of the ancient critissubsed therein.
2 For discussion and bibliography on Helen’s wek, selow.

13 Bonifazi 2008: 45-61 (quote taken from 61); Wink#®07; de Jong and Nunlist 2004. Casual use of
the metaphor is also common: e.g. Van Wees 19%8#7@7Clay 2011: 36.

4 Minchin 2008; Purves 2010; Clay 2011.
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Clay’s argumentation demonstrates the surprism@ fnodern readership) degree to
which the lliadic theater of war is conceived bg fhoet, and understood by the
audience, both visually and spatialfy.

While discussions @nargeiaoften make the key difference between listenirgd) an
viewing,*® even more important is the distinction betweenpiadormance setting
projected by the text and the story-world describgdthe narrativeenargeiais not
only about vision, but virtugresenceBakker describes this effect of the poet's art as
a “presencing” of the mythic past, and this is amrhony with the poet’s “mimetic”
role as performer: by speaking the words of e.dnilfes, he takes Achilles’ part, so
that in a sense it appears that Achilles himsedfrhanifested in the setting of the
poetic performanc¥. Anna Bonifazi concludes her study of discoursekmiar with
language echoing Bakker’s: “neither the perforn@mrthe members of the audience
transfer themselves into the remote world of th&;pather, they stay respectively in
front of the audience or in front of the performemgd re-experience all the events on
the spot.*® However, Clay’s study of the spatial and visuahgs out a different
sense:

To claim that the Homeric poet makes the past ptaséhis audience or
that he transports them from the present into #s¢ p although he
manages to do both — does not quite do justiceadaleidoscopic and
shifting character of thaoidos relation to the heroic world of which he
sings. | would prefer to describe that relatiors lesterms of past and
present than in spatial terms. The world of theégiis not only past but
elsewheré?

15 purves 2010 takes a very different approach tdlitka#s spatial character, which she calls
“protocartographic” (24). See also Minchin 2008 fioe importance of spatial memory in tlied’s
composition (without however much attention to mie). To the discussion of composition Minchin
adds that “in turn, the poet’s audience would cwmicsta spatial model from the information he has
given them in order to understand the text” (28hgiin this context the work of G. Miller.

16 zanker 1981 surveyanargeiain ancient criticism and often focuses on it &pietorial” quality in
verbal art.

" The fullest exposition of this argument is to barfd in Bakker 2005: 154-76.

18 Bonifazi 2008: 61.
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| contend that a model for entering this “elsewhe&®ffered in Books 3-5. The
engaged listener is invited, not to sit and pasgieeperience images alternately
presented at greater and lesser remove — as thaiic metaphor suggests — but to
move god-like, invisible and invulnerable, througlk imaginary space of the field at
Troy.

Let us now turn to the duel. Discussions &f @pisode have often focused on the
apparent lack of logic in the scene’s placemert tha duel would more properly
belong at the beginning of the war — and scholav® lshown how through this and
other scenes in the early books (such as the Qatalof Ships), the poet is able to
reach beyond the poem'’s narrative horiz8H8ut the duel episode does not only look
toward the war’s beginning: it also looks aheadrd prepares for the poem’s coming
battle scenes by offering an initial set of termisdonceiving of the Trojan war as
spectacle.

The duel has been carefully constructed tongeestand for the larger war, and
this is true on several levels. On a basic leveldhel’s mortal authors have designed
it specifically as a replacement for the war: faling the duel, the Achaeans are to go
home and the Trojans to remain at Troy, with frigtig established between thém.
Further, the episode is internally constructedsstb@mphasize connections between

war and duel: that they represent the same candbietnming from the same dispute

9 Clay 2011: 26.

2 Whitman 1958; Kullman 1960; cf. Dowden 1996: 55-B8rgren 1979-80 persuasively argues that
theteichoskopiaand other episodes that seem temporally displioetia naturalistic perspective are
not illogical but should be interpreted through pagadigm of the epic medium offered by Helen’s
weaving (3.126-27): “by [the] transcendence ofdintme, [these scenes] show simultaneously both
something that happened once and what there ligirfsomething” that ever recurs” (23). See below.

251 8" &Aoot pIASTTa Kal Spkia ToTa TapdvTes / vaiorte Tpoin épiBoAaka, Tol 8t veéoBeov /
vaiorte / Tpoinv ¢piPcoAaka, Tol 8t veéoBuov / Apyos &s imméRoTov kai Axaiida kaAAryUvaika.
3.72-75. Cf. 3.94, 3.283, 4.15-16.
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and fought for the same prizes. Within the spademfines, Helen is identified as the
cause and prize of the duelkpi osio 3.137¥ and of the wartev eivex’ 3.128) by

Iris and the narrator respectively. Riches are atsiake in both, as is made clear
elsewhere (3.91-93, 136-38). The identity of thebatants in the duel suggests a
particular narrative about the war, framing itemms of transgression and
punishment? With Paris as the transgressor and Menelaus tiyéeagd, the death of
either would remove the ostensible cause for timflicbeven outside of the duel’s
terms®* and this is reflected in the structuring of thelduhich looks to the death of
one or the othe?’

Finally, the duel has replaced the war in geahnarrative sequence. Anticipation
of a grand battle scene has been building sincprtiem’s promise of Achaean
suffering and many noble souls sent to Hades. Tdtal@ue of Ships (2.484ff) is a
display of the great scale of the conflict, andghend similes at the end of Book 2
make battle seem imminent (2.708-85; 3.F%fThen, as battle is about to be joined at
last, with the clamorous Trojans rushing at theigisied and determined Achaeans
(3.1-9), the poet compares the dust that is togpdd a vision-obscuring fog (3.10-

14):

2 airrép ANEEavBpos kai apnigihos Mevéhaos / pakpfis &y xenol paxrioovTtal ept oeto: / T 8¢

ke vikrjoavTi piAn kekArjon &xortis. 3.136-38. (She is much like a prize in games 23c659, etc.)

% Both Trojans and Achaeans hope for an outcomehiohwthe culpable party will be slaitsde 8¢
Tis eimeokev Axaicov Te Tpcdwv Te' / Zed maTep “I8n0ev pedécov kUBioTe péytote / OMTOTEPOS
TGSe Epya HeT” aupoTépolaty EBnke, TOV 8Os amoebipevov Sivat Sépov ‘Aidos elow 3.119-22.

4 Fearing his brother might die, Agamemnon bemohaagptospect of the war effort collapsing as a
result (4.169-182), while other passages maked#rdhat it is Paris’ determination to keep Helealla
costs that prevents the Trojans from coming to gldhiterms with the Achaeans. The Trojan council at
7.345-78, in which Paris refuses Antenor’s suggestif offering Helen to the Achaeans, is a good
example. Cf. ldaius’ irrepressible condemnatioiPafis as he delivers the message latefuata v

80" ANEEavBpos kolAns évi vnuciv / fiydyeTto Tpoinvd™ cos mpiv OpeAN’ dmoAéchar: / TavT é8¢Ael
Sbueval 7.389-91.

% &t uév kev Mevéhaov ANEEavBpos kaTamépu)... / & 8¢ K AAEavdpov kTeivn EavBos Mevéhaos.
4.281, 284.

% See Morrison 1992, 54-63 and Rengakos 2006, 48+%is delay as a building of suspense.
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EUt 8peos kopugtiot NéTos kaTéxeuev opixAnv 10
Totpéoty oU Tt piAny, kKAETTn 8¢ Te vukTOS AuEive,

Téoodv Tis T émAevooel Soov T éml Adav (notv:

&5 &pa TGV UTrd TToooi kovioaAos Spvut’ deAATs
EPXOUEVLOV pdAa 8 dka Siémpnooov Tedioto. — 3.10-14

As on mountain peaks the South Wind pours down fog,
no friend to the shepherds, but better than nigkie thief,
and a man sees only as far as [one could] thraworee s-
so the dust rose dense from under their feet

as they came on — and very quickly they crossegldis.

This last magnification or glorification of the aea also removes them from sight.
That dusty blur is the last the armies are seehidattor and Agamemnon bring
them all to a halt (3.76-85) for the purpose of@mcting the duel. In terms of
narrative sequence and expectation, the smallagedtas been set in the place of the
grand oné’

What is the purpose of prefacing the firstrespntations of the Trojan war waged
in earnest with a smaller representation of thaflmd, conceived as spectacle, with
detailed attention to audience response? | sugjggisthe duel episode within the
lliad is self-reflexive, anise en abynféof the spectacle experience offered by the
poet to his listeners. The text supports such tampretation, pointing to the self-
reflexive function of this spectacle by the unuguaase with which Iris describes the
duel to Helen when she summons her to become oiteoéwers:

Bevp’ 161 viupa @iAn, fva BéokeAa Epya idnat 130
Tpcocov B immodducov kai Axaicdv xaAkoxITcvwo
ol mpiv ¢’ &AArjAoiol pépov ToAUSakpuv Apna

¢v edic dAooio Athaiduevol ToAéuolo:
ol 81} viv éaTtat oy, méAepos 8¢ méTavTal,

2" Rabel 1997: 38 points out how the perspectivéefcharacters, for whom the warfare has merely
paused during the duel between Paris and Menalantasts with that of the poet’s listeners, for
whom the war’s depiction is about to begin for fingt time in this performance of thkad.

2| do not usemise en abymia the narratological sense developed by Dalleni£¥7 and usefully
applied to theddysseyy Rinon 2008, and to Book 23 of thiad by Rengakos 2006, but in the
broader (and closer to the original) sense: thegend a work of art within itself. The narratologic
approach is insufficient for the present purpobesause in these duels the epic offers a conception
an image — of itself not just as narrative butias $pectacle, and of its listeners not as abstract
narratees but as participants in a public perfooeand as virtual viewers present on the scene.
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aoTriol kekAlgévol, Tapd 8’ €y xea Hakpd TTETINYEV. 135
aUtap AAéEavdpos kal apnipihos Mevéhaos

HaKpTs £y XEInol paxrioovTal Tepl oeio:

TS 8¢ ke vikfjoavTt @iAn kekArjon &kortis.  — 3.130-38

Come here dear bride, so that you may see the wosdieedstheskela ergh
of the horse-taming Trojans and bronze-clad Achaean

who earlier were bringing tearful battle againatheather,

on the plain, eager for baneful warfare:

Those very ones now sit quietly - and the warfa® $topped —

[they] leaning on their shields, and their longasgeare fixed beside [them].
But Paris and war-loving Menelaus

with their long spears will fight over you:

and you will be called the dear/own wife of him wikwictorious.

By calling Helen to “see the wondrous deedigbgeAa épya idnai 3.130) of the
Trojans and Achaeans, Iris invites her to becomiewaer of the duelTheskela erga

is striking, because it includes not only the cagrfight between Paris and Menelaus
(3.136-38) but also the troops’ disarmament (3.33)}-as is clear from the fact that
the disarmament is described in five full versesrdo mention of the two
combatants, and that tkegaare described as being not just those of Menelads
Paris but “of the Trojans and Achaeans.” To be,dhefact that “the warfare has
stopped” (3.134) and the conflict is apparentlywtio be resolved may well be
“wondrous” PéokeAa) to Helen?® But there is also an apparent paradox in the fise o
ergain such a way that it also includes the Trojamsl Achaeans’ assumption of the
passive role of spectators: tha of warriors on the battlefield usually constitate
display of battle prowessroAeutiia Zpy«).*® The “terrible work érgon) of the

Trojans and AchaeansZyov... apyaiéov Tpcdwov kai Axaicdov 4.470-1) should
properly consist of fighting with wolf-like ferogit(4.471-2). Here, thegrgaseem to

consist of disarmament. Can entering a state afiwity really be arergorf?

% This reading is consistent with Helen’s reactiofiris’ words: her impulsive longing for her forme
life (3.139-40) reflects her sense that the end,areturn to that life, may suddenly be near. @irse,
the fact that it will be a combat between her aurend former husbands that decides the outcome is
related and equally important.

% Asin 13.727.
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The beginnings of an answer can be sougtmamagsonance of the marked phrase
theskela ergawhich appears in only two other places in the domepics, both in
Book 11 of theDdyssey" First, Alcinous denotes wittheskela ergahe spell-binding
narrative of a poet-like story-teller: captivatédicinous urges Odysseus to continue
to tell the “wondrous deedsbBdokeAa épya Od.11.374)*? Odysseus also uses the
phrase of the designs on the belt of Heracles'leidm the underworld:

XpUoeos Nv TeAapcov, iva Béokeda épya TéTukTO,
&pkTol T &AypdTtepol Te oves xapoTrol Te AéovTes,
Uouivai Te paxat te pévol T avdpokTaocial Te.  —0d.11.610-12

Golden was the baldrick, and théheskela ergdad been worked:
bears and wild pigs and bright-eyed lions,
fierce battles and the slaughter of men.

Heracles’ belt is an artistically fashioned vistegiresentation of wild beasts and
“fierce battles and the slaughter of med&|(ivai te paxat te pévor T’
avdpokTtacial Te 0d.11.612). These passages suggest that the tradition
referentiality’® of the phrase includes both the power of vivida@re description
and unsettlingl¥ life-like visual representations of combat: ontbodunts, this is
precisely what a singer provides for his audiehceugh performance of tHkad. On
a self-reflexive level, thergaof the Trojans and Achaeans are not only theidslee
but also the poet’eepresentatiorof their deeds — and it is this latter sense witieh

phraseheskela ergaoiced by Iris evokes.

31 Theskelosippears only once otherwise, used adverbially dhyilles to describe Patroclus’ shade: “it
looked wondrouslytheskelop like him” 23.107.

32 . oU 8¢ pot Aéye Béokela Epya. 0d.11.374

¥ See J. M. Foley 1997 for “traditional referentiali Some are happy to see tiiad making
references to th®dysseybut many are not — and such is not necessampiforeading, which requires
nothing beyond the traditionality of the phrase.

% Odysseus goes on to wish that the artificer obeélewould never make such a thing agaip:
TexvNoduevos und’ &AAo T1 Texvrioarto / & kelvov TeAaudva i ¢ykdtheto Téxvn. (0d.11.613-
14). It is perhaps worth noting that whiteeskelais not related etymologically thheeomaiand similar
words denoting seeing (Chantrai@& 21), the ancients might easily have understotallie so in a
context such as this.



69

Significantly, Iris’ phraséheskela ergg@omes at a moment already charged with
heightened awareness of the extradiegetic prodestery creation. Only three lines
earlier, when Iris comes upon Helen in her chambéeten is at work weaving “the
many contests/toilsagthloud” of the Trojans and AchaeansdAéas... &é6Aous /
Tpdwv 6" immodaucov kai Axaiddv xaAkoxitwvewy 3.126-7). Critics from antiquity
to today have taken Helen’s weaving as a metagiidhé poet’s craft® | suggest
that the tapestry and the duel are juxtaposeddsecemplementary models of the
lliad’s functioning. That Helen’s web and the duel asthbinternal representation of
the same subject — the Trojan war — is emphasigedeblanguage: Helen weaves
“the manyaethlousof the Trojans and Achaeans,” while Iris summoasth see “the
theskela ergaf the Trojans and Achaeans.” What is remarkable s that each
phrase points to the context in which the othereappAethloi describing Helen’s
weaving, suggests spectacle: while the term camrfieds” in Homer, it also
frequently refers to “contests” in the sense ofedit contests in front of crowds,
fought for particular prizes — very much like theetlbetween Paris and Meneldbs.
Theskela ergaon the other hand, referring to the duel, suggestittsmanship: aside
from thetheskela ergaf Heracles’ belt noted abovergaoften refers to such things

as the works of an artisapdpievta épya 0d.6.234) — or indeed to a woman’s work

® aE16xpewv dpxéTuTrov AvérAaocev 6 TroinTrs T idlas TTomjoecos bT-Scholia at 3.126-27. Bergren
1979-80; Clader 1976. The web can also be intexgriet terms of Helen's psychology: Whitman
1958: 117-18 says the web “becomes in an instansymbol of her self-conscious greatness and
guilt.” Cf. Yamagata 1994: 23: “Even the web sheéaving depicts the battle between the Achaeans
and the Trojans... No doubt she cannot get it bheohead at any time.” The scholiast’s specutatio
that Helen’s web would emphasis the justice ofAbbaean causédcos 53¢ ToUTe Tols dpddoiv

¢mepdTo Seikvival v Tpcdcov Biav kal thv EAAfveov Sikaiav ioxiv bT at 3.126-27) seems ill-
founded, since Helen’s longing for her former haane husband are aroused by Iris asleheesthe

web (3.139-40).

% Aethloiis used in the plural of Patroclus’ funeral garf®%646) and in the singular of the individual
competitions (23.707, 753, 831). In tBelysseythe contest of the bow is aethlos both athletic and
deadly in the eventdd.19.572). Recent treatments of thad-poet’s interest in the line dividing
athletics from martial contests include the pajpgrsetoublon, Clay and Maronitis in the 2007
collection edited by Paizi-Apostolopoulou, Rengaiod Tsagalis. See further Chapter 5 below.
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of weaving (6.490-92) like that in which Helen rsgaged. The two phrases, so
similar, positioned so closely to each other, apitijing to each other in the way just
described, ask to be interpreted in terms of edoéro

The tapestry, as Bergren has effectively atgpeovides a metaphor for
conceiving of the poet’s creative process thaturagstthe diachronic dimension of the
epic mediun®’ A tapestry depicts “the action of struggle in stasoth movement in
time and metatemporal permanence.” That is, thestays imagery captures
ephemeral moments, and holds them in a sense euftane by making them
available for repeated viewings. The tapestry'$itglip “capture” and preserve the
moment in this way corresponds to epic’s traditibyafor it is through repeated
performances over time that epic claims the poweate ephemeral moments from
oblivion — to give what the poem refers to as “utgeng glory/fame Kleo9”>® to
those whose deeds it recounts — or (in Bergrermrasa) to “make the historical
universal.” Thus, to see thikad as tapestry is to take a step back from the curren
performance, and to see the poet’s craft and teelpmself as part of a larger
tradition.

Nevertheless, while it is a wonderful intetpre tool the tapestry model is
markedly incomplete: within the text Helen’s worksno viewers other than herself,
and even the poet's audience is denied a desaripfithe imagery® Without
viewers, the tapestry model conveys its senseeoétérnal, of a moment that is held

forever outside of time, without treating the imnaay of live performance. It is

37 Bergren 1979-80: 23 from which the quotes in fisisagraph are also taken.

3 K\éos &gbrrov 9.413. For the debate on the traditionality o fbiirase (and whether or not it
constitutes a phrase) see Volk 2002.

39 Contrast the description of Achilles’ new shieidBook 18, which both displays the poet’s skill at
making pictures live and demonstrates his intéreskploring this aspect of poetry’s power. Yet
Helen’s web remains a mystery if taken on its oalththe more tantalizing for the revelation of its
subject matter. In this it is like Achilles’ songBook 9, which is also not described — thougleast
in that case its effect on its intended audienazh{lfes himself)is described, as pleasuterpein)
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these gaps which the duel fills, offering a neahptement to the model of the
tapestry by providing an invitation out of “metafeonal permanence” and into the
story-world, where a live viewership responds tergs as they happen from moment
to moment. In this sense, Iris’ call to Helen, “@fook!” (Setp’ 161 ... (va...

idnat 3.130), is also a call to the poet’s listenerpio the duel’'s many audiences: to
experience the work not just as a story handed dowtnadition but as the actions of
living humans carried out before their eyes.

The effect of this transition is complicatedlanriched by the fact that it is
accomplished within the text through the figurdHeilen, whose roles are multiple.
She is the creator of the conflict at Troy in mthran one sense, being a cause of the
war and also the artist who depicts it. Furthee, ishmarked as a figure of lamentation
for the conflict she creates — not only in the fatdfament for Hector in Book 24, but
already in her speeches in Books 3 and 6 as Ridflartin has showfi’ In Helen,
too, the transition from tapestry to duel displagsh rupture and continuity. In the
same moment that she appears to take on a poetlé&éhrough her weaving, she
sets that weaving aside, so that her art and tbgspoart ways for a time: the tapestry
is left unfinished, while the performance continu&sd yet, Helen’s “authorial” role
is also reprised in the new paradigm; no longeeawer, she is now a speaker, doing
the poet’s duty of description, helping to setdtege for the conflict by identifying
the Achaean leaders on the field, and thus brintfiegy before Priam’s — and the
audience’s — eye.

Having shown that the duel in some way standigr the poet’s depictions of
warfare, | now turn to analyze the duel itself, #mel terms it provides for conceiving

of the viewer’s role. | aim to show that viewerskggonstructed on the following

40 Martin 2008.
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terms: spectators, while not part of the actioa,@art of the spectacle, and frequently
objects of viewing and criticism; and it is by enirtg the space in which the action
occurs that individuals assume the role of actapdrtantly, these terms will then be
available in Books 4 and 5 when the extradiegettience is cast as an ethereal
“viewership” of the Trojans and Achaeans clashmgrms on the large scale, with
the suggestion that by “watching” they too havedoee a part of the spectacle at
Troy — and that by mentally transporting themseteethe battlefield they can

become part of the action as well.

As soon as Menelaus accepts Paris’ challdhgeAchaean and Trojan armies
rejoice (3.111-12), and then rein in their horsksmount, and strip off their arms and
armor:

kai p’ (rrous pév épuEav émi oTixas, ek &’ éRav avuTol,
TeUXe& T’ E€edUovTo" T& UEV KaTEBEVT’ €Tl Yain)
mAnoiov dAAAcwv, dAiyn & fv augis &poupa.  —3.113-15

And their horses they drew up in ranks, and disredithemselves,
and removed their armor — which they placed dowtherearth
one man’s beside another’s, and little space vess fr

Kirk (IC ad log calls the disarmament “a surprising detail”, g precisely this
detail that the poet uses in ring composition teroand then to conclude the
preparation scene (3.113-339). The poet uses thé dedisarmament to mark the
warriors’ assumption of the role of spectators, emdharacterize that role through
two basic distinctions. First, lines 111-115 makeraporal contrast: the troops’
transition from their active role as fighters ir thvar to their passive role as spectators
for the duel. Then at the close of the preparatimane, just before the duel begins, the
image of the disarmed troops is conjured againthisdime set against the arming of
Paris and Menelaus: spectators outside contrastadhetors as part of the action.

ol uév €melf’ iovTto KaTa oTixas, HX! EKAOT

{TrrOo1 depoitodes kal TolkiAa TeUxe’ Ekelto
aUTép &y’ aug’ copotot EdUoeTo TeUxea kKaAa
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8Tos ANEEavdpos.... --3.326-329
[The troops] on the one hand, sat in their rankere each man’s
high-stepping horses stood and where his decoaatedr lay.

But shining Paris for his part placed his beautiuthor over his
shoulders....

These are precisely the same two contrasts us&giig sum up the duel to Helen:
“those who were waging tearful war now sit quiet{$32-34), and “Paris and
Menelaus will fight with their speargyxeinot 137)” while the rest sit inactive with
their own speargyxesa 135) fixed in the ground. Far from being an odthdethe
troops’ disarmament is a defining feature of thenfal duel scene, separating the
troops from both their own past activity and thenaag activity of the duelists.
Importantly, the conceptual distinction betweetor and viewer is constructed in

spatial terms. Hector and Odysseus “measure oatsplace in which the duel will
take placexcpov pev mpddTov Siepétpeov 3.315), and this circumscribed area
corresponds to the “middle” space in which Parid ldector declare that Menelaus
and Paris will fight §v uéooco 3.69, 90). The spatial coordinates of the speetacd
re-emphasized just as the action is first beginroigpwing the arming of the
combatants (3.329-39):

Ol & é1rel oUv ék&Tepbev Ouilou Beoprixbnoav, 340

és uéooov Tpcdwv kai Axaiéov EoTiXOwVTO

Seov depkduevorl: BauPos &’ Exev eicopdovTas

Tpddds 6 immoddapous kai eukvriudas Axailous.

kai P’ £y yUs oTrTNV SIQUETPNTE Vi XOpw

oelovT” ¢y xelas dAAAolow koTéovTe. 345

Tpdobe 8 AANEEavBpos Trpoiel BoAixdokiov EyXos....

And when they had then armed on either side oftbed,
they marched into the middle of the Trojans anda%ams,
glaring fiercely — and wonder held those watching,

the horse-taming Trojans and the well-greaved Aahse
And they stood close within the measured out space
brandishing their spears at each other fiercely.

Paris first hurled his long spear... - 3.340-46
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While the armies are immobile and sedtethe actors, Paris and Menelaus, take up
arms and enter the middig (1écoov 3.341). It is just at this point that wonder stgk
the armies who are looking obi(uBos &’ éxev eicopdwvTas 3.342), spears are
brandished and the first spear-cast is made (34344The crossing of the boundary,
emphasized b¥yyUs otriTnv SlapeTpnTd €vi Xwpw 3.344, marks the beginning of
the action: it is by their entry into the arenaitlseparation from the viewers who
remain outside, that viewers and actors assumerthies in earnest

The viewers are not only a defining part & #pectacle, but are themselves
frequently objects of viewing, and criticism. Asesldy noted, Iris summons Helen to
see not just the combat but also the disarmed ovarrin the event, the time spent by
Helen and Priam gazing on and discussing thoseveasarriors in theeichoskopia
occupies much more of the duel episode line fa tiran does the combat itself.
Helen’s own appearance on the wall provides anakample: accepting Iris’
invitation and assuming the role of viewer, Helemmediately spotted
(ei8ovd’ EAévnv 3.154) and remarked upon by the Trojan elders, avhawed at her
beauty — commenting that one can’t blame the Teogard Achaeans for fighting for
her — but hope she goes home, regardless (3.15M63bly, all of the duel’s
viewers are also part of the conflict it represeatsl they attract comment from each
other concerning their roles in that conflict: Hefeom the elders for her dangerous
beauty (3.155-60); Agamemnon from Priam for hidigitio marshal large forces

(3.182-90); Odysseus from Antenor for his eloqueacan ambassador before the

413.68; 3.78; 3.326-27.

*2 This “arena of action” corresponds roughly to wlttnsbury-O’Donnell 2006 calls the “nucleus” of
action in vase paintings that depict a spectadle wewers: the nucleus is “the essential acticthits
participants on which a narrative hinges.” (236jlwfl 12). However as will be seen shortly, spectacle
as conceived in thiliad allows for the crossing of this spatial/conceptu@indary, which is not
possible for painted figures.
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opening of hostilities (3.203-2243“The warfare has stopped” but the conflict
continues. With everyone watching, there is nowoopmity for reflection on it.

By casting his work as a spectacle and elaingran the audiences, the poet also
makes that work more of a draw. A cat caught irea imight catch one’s eye, but a
cat in a tree surrounded by a crowd is almostistiéde: one is impelled to stare at
what everyone else seems to find so interestindyaéso to gawk at the other
onlookers. In the case of the duel, the extra @stegenerated by a multitude of
watchers is not without a certain irony. In plat¢he expected bloodshed, deaths,
and derring-do on the large scale, the duel is aahmost silly in comparison. And yet,
the very number and variety of the onlookers seenscrease its significance. The
irony is that in the course of adding an intergstirowd to this exciting war, the poet
has removed almost all the combatants. There isaettling reversal in the move
from the tapestry, in which the Trojans and Achaeamgage in motionless
“contests,” to the duel, in which the Trojans anthaeans are not cloth but flesh and
blood — yet have ceased to move, becoming thensphs&sive viewers of the
spectacle that is beginning. Through the deviagh@uel, the war is simultaneously
spectacularized and stripped to its bare, unglsressentials.

Indeed, the action of this duel (3.340-8%hsrt and amusingly lop-sided. It is

ended by Aphrodite’s last minute rescue of Parlseen begins a sequence of events

3 It is worth noting as an aside how Helen’s rolealen up by the poet in this passage. Helen takes
her place beside Priam on the wall and supplenféssutopsy with comments and orientation based
on her own outside information. But the episodectaes with an instance in which Helen’s
knowledge fails her; she does not know where CasidrPolydeuces are. At this moment, the poet
steps in to do for his listeners just what Heles Ibaen doing so well till now for Priam — he téflem,
on the authority of his own outside knowledge, tHaten’s brothers are dead and buried in
Lakedaimon (3.243-44). The effect of these paradiids is to enhance the illusion that what the
extradiegetic audience is “seeimipesrepresent autopsy — like that experienced by Pwithin the
story — though in fact such “vision” is just as dadent on the words of the poet-narrator as the
information he gives in supplementary asides.
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unknown to most of the duel’s spectators — but kmemthe god¥ and to the poet’s
listeners — that culminate with Paris and Helenim@love in bed (3.380-448). The
duel is now over, but its audiences continue taaexlp- for it is revealed that the gods
on Olympus have been viewing the scene as wellf{4.1

The divine audience motif facilitates the #fem of the duel paradigm to the
warfare that follows. In the context of the abogading, it is evident that the phrase
“gazing on the city of the TrojansTpcbcov TéAW eicopdwvTes 4.4) carries a double
valence, which underlines the duel’s function asaad in for the war. On the one
hand, “gazing on the city of the Trojans” suggélsésgods’ abiding interest in the
conflict at Troy being waged about that city, ascdissed abovB.0On the other hand,
it construes the gods as an extension of the iatewundiences for the duel, as quickly
becomes clear when Zeus speaks. The last linesak B consist essentially of a
survey of audience responses to what just happarted duel: the Trojans are ready
to see the fight finished, and would throw Pariskd® Menelaus if they could see
him; Agamemnon claims a victory for Menelaus; thieeo Achaeans voice their
agreement (3.451-61). Here one might expect a ffemty Hector, or another Trojan
prince; instead the discussion of the duel’s outeamd implications continues on

Olympus amongst the gods. Agamemnon’s assertiale&d the victory clearly

| disagree with Pucci 2002: 23 on this point. Toes’ enjoyment (4.1-4, 7) seems to me partly to
reflect appreciation of the comedic quality of jtetaposition of cuckold Menelaus roaming the
battlefield and Paris making love to Helen withlito pév &p’ év TpnToiol kaTtevaoBev Aexéeoow, /
ATpeidns & av’ Suidov époita Bnpi éoikcas / €l Tou écabprioeiey AAEEavBpov Beoeidéa. (3.348-50).
“[Paris and Helen] lay in their fitted bed, but Mg#@us wandered through the crowd like a beast, if
perchance he might catch sight of Paris with hid-jee good looks.” (My over-translation 6fosidéa
(“with god-like appearance”) is intended to emphasi contrast which does seem to me to be in the
text: Menelaus looks like an animal, Paris likeoal,gand who has Helen?) The humorous character of
the scene finds a parallel in Demodocus’ song esfand Aphrodite in Book 8 of tiigdysseythere
too, the gods join in laughter at a comedy of adyltagain arranged (however unwittingly) by
Aphrodite.

> Chapters 1 and 2. For the bT scholiast this igamic image of the gods engaged in their usual
activity of viewing the Trojan war.ampemés paoiv, et Tépel ToUs Beols ToAéucov Béa. 1) ouk
ATIPETTES” TEPTIEL Y&P T& Yevvaia épya.
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belongs to war-loving Menelaosbign pév 8n paivet’ &pnipilou Mevehdou 3.457)
is essentially restated by Zeus to the gods jistvdines later: “but as you see, the
victory belongs to war-loving Menelaos&XA’ fjtot vikn ptv apnipilou MeveAdou
4.13). Agamemnon’gev (3.457) looks ahead to his demand in&belause that the
Trojans “[therefore] give over Helen and the trea8(uueis 8 Apyeinv EAévny kai
kTHHad &’ auti / ExSoTe 3.458-9)° Zeus'utv (4.13) looks ahead to his
entertainment of the idea that the Trojans be atbto do just that (4.14ff). The
movement from Troy to Olympus is almost seamlegkanthe conversation is
continuous, picking up above from where it left bélow*’

The phrase “city of the Trojans” (4.4) mayrsa#-suited to indicate the duel,
which takes place on the plain between the citysimgs, but in fact conveys very
well the sense of smoothly expanding scale thatacit@rizes the poet’s depiction of
that spectacle. The duel’s audiences form a kirtteofrrangement: the first tier is
constituted by the massed Trojans and Achaeanseditetd, who remain outside the
duel’'s “marked off spaced{aueTpnTd évi xcopw 3.344) and “marvel gazing at”
(6&uBos & Exev elcopdwvTas 3.342) the combatants Paris and Menelaus witlaih th
central arena. But further away and higher up enhlls of Troy are still more
spectators, including Helen, Priam and the Trojders. This second tier observes
not only the duel but also the inner ring of spexta in theteichoskopig3.121-244)
Priam asks Helen about particular Achaean chiafsqmt in the first tier beloi.

This provides an excellent point of departure famstructing the divine audience: on

6 Agamemnon adds an additional penattyjv 3.459); see further Chapter 4 below for comparison
of the terms of the three spectacular duels in B&k/, and 22.

*" The book divisions are generally agreed to beftsitures of the epics but it requires vigilance to
resist the temptation to see them as inherentidihgs Such vigilance is called for here. On the
possibility of thelliad’s self-division into three parts, see Taplin 1282 Heiden 1996 and 2008.

“8 Of course, watchers on the second tier also obseagh other, as the Trojan elders observe and
comment on Helen (3.155-60).
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Olympus, the gods are still higher and much furthveay, constituting in effect a
third tier of spectators. They observe not onlydhel and the first ring of spectators,
but also see each other and the second ring ofatpeson the city walls: this
expansive view is encapsulated in “gazing uporcityeof the Trojans.” The effect is
a continuous regression of ever more remote auelgeri@ne might be tempted to
imagine at one further remove the poem'’s extradiegsteners, who will be aware
of each of the inner tiers and perhaps have ameyach other as well.

That the divine audience is introduced asuahemce for the duel is in one sense
simply a matter of careful timing: to be lookingvdoat Troy at this moment is to be
looking down at the duel and its inner tiers ofiandes. Yet the gods’ role as
spectators also fits the temporal contrast withcwithe poet and Iris have
characterized the duel: those who before were @aetig now passive. Just as the
armies have seated themselves and put aside thedy so too the gods who normally
“look after” mortal doings now sit passively “loaig on.*® Griffin's terms for the
divine audience can be applied to the human audiehthe duel as well, since in the
lliad it is not only the gods for whom observation ipested to lead to intervention:
humans too look after their comrades in arms, and Wwarriors on the battlefield and
gods on Olympus are regularly criticized for peveelfailures to perform the
“looking after” function®® Both have set aside that function for now, to beea
passive spectatorship.

Yet the gods are different from the duel'sestimternal audiences in a way that

also aligns them with the extradiegetic audiendeemthe duel ends and the war

9 Griffin 1978: 1-2.

%0 For example, Menelaus calls Zeus the most “bahéfidlocotepos 3.365) of gods when he
(Menelaus) fails to slay Paris on the spot. Amanmyimerable examples for mortals are Diomedes
criticism of the fleeing Odysseus at 8.92-96 asniides moves to rescue Nestor. For the close
connection in thdéliad between pitying one’s friends and taking actiooaadingly, see Kim 2000: 26
with bibliography.
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breaks out, the gods will still be watchitigThe depiction of the divine audience thus
bridges the two spectacles of duel and warfarepnhytin terms of narrative
sequence, and of causal connection, but also Im@weay as to invite the application
of the paradigm established in the former to tiedaThis invitation comes through
clearly in the language used to describe Athersap ko Troy (4.73-79). Darting from
Olympus to Troy like a comet, Athena leaps ontogimind (4.75-78) and into the
space in which Paris and Menelaus have just bgatirig. Now Athena, who 70 lines
earlier was an internal audience gazing on Te@ppdwoar 4.9), becomes the
viewed:

kad & €Bop’ és péooov BauPos &’ Exev eicopowovTag
Tpddds 6 immodapous kai eukvriudas Axaious:

And she leapt into the middle, and wonder heldeheatching —
the horse-taming Trojans and the well-greaved Aghse- 4.79-80

This closely recalls the language which earlienaigd the beginning of the duel:
g5 peooov Tpcowv kail Axaiddv E0TiXOwWVTO
Sewov depkduevol 8&uPos & Exev elcopdeovTag

Tpddd&s 0” immoddauous kai elkvrudas Axatovs.

[Paris and Menelaus] marched into the middle ofTttigans and Achaeans,
glaring fiercely — and wonder held those watching,
the horse-taming Trojans and the well-greaved Aaha.— 3.341-42

The unmistakable suggestion is that a new spedsalew to begin, taking the place
of the old. The poet has gone out of his way t@axgaish this effect, by making
Athena go out of her way: in a moment she will icelthe Trojan Pandarus to break
the truce, yet instead of going to Pandarus dieeatho is surrounded by the strong
ranks of his spearmen (4.90-91) amid the crowdhefTtrojans Tpccov... Suihov
4.86), she first symbolically enters the areliaufooov 4.79). The transition between

spectacles of duel and war is wonderfully fluice ffrojans and Achaeans are

*1 Notable examples include: 7.61; 16.431; 20.2216@. 24.23.
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momentarily held in their spectator roles, as tfegpgnize a divine portent and
wonder what the gods have decided (4.81-84). Theffamiliar sequence proceeds:
just as Paris struck the first blow after entetimg arena (3.346-49), so now Athena,
having symbolically entered the arena, will joimBarus in striking the first blow in
the larger conflict for which the duel had till nd&en a substitute. The parallelism
between the two scenes is underlined by the fattimhboth cases Menelaus is the
target of attack?

Accepting the invitation to see the warfaraalimow ensues as an expanded
version of what has gone before, one finds that edthe duel's defining features
corresponds to features of the spectacle on tgeracale. The duel's “marked off”
space corresponds to the space in which the passhian takes place: the city, the
ships and the plain between. Within the text, fpigce is most clearly defined by the
descriptions of the gods’ viewing activity. Thus &xample when Zeus sits glorying
on Ida he looks down at “the city of the Trojans éime ships of the Achaeans”
(eloopdwv Tpcdwov Te TOAW kai vijas Axaicdv 11.82); Zeus’ position outside of the
“theater of war” helps the poet demarcate it aartiqular are&> Descriptions of the
gods’ viewing not only define the center of thepele in spatial terms, but also
mark it as the area within which the conflict isifit. It is striking that although there
is no battle underway when Hera enjoins Zeus td #¢hena to break the truce in
Book 4 — and indeed, the question raised by theesisewhether or not the action will
start again — she asks him to send Athena to éhible strife of the Trojans and

Achaeans” {\Beiv &5 Tpcowv kai Axaicov puAomv aivrjv 4.65). This is not a case of

*2 Taalman Kip 2000 makes the attractive suggestiahRandarus’ wounding of Menelaus — a
transgression of the truce’s oaths — constitutesenactment” of Paris’ original transgression agai
Menelaus and the laws of hospitality. Both transgi@ns point to a narrative of Troy’s fall as
retribution for transgression. See Chapter 2 above.

%3 Other passages that help define ships and cityeasuter limits of action include (but this is @ot
complete list): 5.791, 7.71-72, 8.52 (= 11.82),181, 16.66-70, 18.259-65.
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Homer nodding: rather the “strife of the Trojansl #&chaeans” is being used to
denote the spectacle at Troy by referring in bitegihs to its action.

As Troy corresponds to the arena of the ddBimpus — the usual site of the gods’
viewing — corresponds to the area of passive vigwuiside the duel’s “marked off”
space. While the gods play many fundamental réihesaction of the poem takes
place not on Olympus but at Troy. Of course, theésghemselves are not always
passive viewers: in fact, thigad sometimes presents the conflict at Troy as the
expression of a divine conflict, between Athena Heda on the one hand and
Aphrodite on the other (4.7-12; 24.28-30), or be&twepposing factions of deities
(20.19-40, 54-155; 21.328-520). Yet the gods nattack one another except within
the arena of activity, the Trojan plain — everythfrom Athena’s attacks on Ares and
Aphrodite in Book 5 to théheomachian Books 20 and 21 transpire at Troy. When
the gods do want to take action they, like Pards Menelaus stepping into the
marked-off middle space, must typically leap dowenf Olympus to Troy? The
consistent exception is Zeus, who often intervehetly yet never descends to Troy
at all. Zeus aside then, it is striking that whiee gods want to act within the story of
Achilles’ wrath they first literally enter the ar@n

The duel's motif of tiered viewership, wherdahg act of viewing marks one as
part of the spectacle, is also carried over tddhge scale. In Book 8, Zeus moves to
Ida above Troy, where he sits for several bookgifgaupon the Trojans’ city and the
ships of the Achaeanstifopdwov Tpcocov Te TOAW Kal vijas Axaicov 8.52 =
11.82). In effect, the poet’s listeners are beiivgig a view of both Troy and Zeus

gazing at Troy. But they are not the only ones withh a vantage. Poseidon, as it

* The typical pattern of leaps between divine anahdu spheres by the gods is evident at 1.44-48;
1.194-195; 3.121; 4.73-73; 11.3-5; 15.169 (from);]1d®.237 (from Ida); 16.677 (from Ida); 17.544-45;
18.166-68, 202; 18.614-17; 19.350-51, 355-56; 2(R32504-505, 468, 478, 22.213, 518-20; 22.186-
187; 24.76-78; 24.144-45, 159,188; 24.340-48, @88-
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emerges in Book 13, has been sitting marvelingatarfare and fightingéi yap 6
Baunualeov fioto TTdAepdy e pdxnv te 13.12) from atop Thracian Samos, “for
(y&p) from there all of Ida was visible, and the cifyRsiam and the ships of the
Achaeans” {vBev yap epaiveTo aoa pev "I8n, / aiveto 8¢ TTpidpoio mdAis kai
viies Axaicov 13.13-14). To see the spectacle of war, Poseidgdoh&s not only the
action but also the first tier of viewership —Imstcase Zeus — and has now himself
become an object of observation for the poet’'senas.

Perhaps the clearest schematic recollectiaheofluel in descriptions of the
warfare comes at 20.144-57, when the gods sit®enehy edges of the arena of
action — some on “Heracles’ wall” by the sea, atigks on the brow of a hill — and
watch as “the whole plain&rav... mediov 20.156) is filled with men and horses and
glows with their bronze. As with the armies watchthe duel, the gods have now
taken seats on opposing sides of the action, aioeptd their partisanship in the
conflict they observe. All of this is evidence bétcontinuing relevance of the duel
paradigm for the interpretation of the epic as tge. Most important, however, are
the implications for the role of the extradiegefiewer of the epic material, to whom
| now turn.

It is in the warfare scenes that will follokat the role of the extradiegetic
“spectator” begins to be defined. Following the kslwot of Pandarus and Athena, the
old spectacle on its own terms has been unmadarthies who before sat passively
now “take up arms” and “remember their fightingrépi4.220-22)° It is at the very
moment when this audience is gone, swept up iexpanding conflict, that the poet
begins to allude to another:

"EvB’ ouk Gv Bpilovta (dois Ayauéuvova diov

% "Ogppa Tol augemévovTto Borv dyabov Mevéhaov / téppa & i Tpcowv otixes fjAubov
AOTMOTAwWY" / ol & aUTIs KaTa TeUuxe’ Eduv, pvrjoavto 8¢ xapuns. 4.220-22
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oUdE KATATTWoooVT oUd’ ouk éBéAovta udxeobal,
aAA& pdAa omevdovTta pdxny €s kudidvelpav. - 4.223-25

Then you would not see bright Agamemnon dozing
or cowering or avoiding the fight,
but exceedingly eager for glorious battle.

The phrase “then you would see...” is an examplkh®flevice sometimes called the
hypothetical observer, or the would-be eye-witnesdely recognized by critics as a
way for the poet to engage his audietfc€he placement of these would-be eye-
witnesses is significant: the passage under coraide is the very first occurrence of
the device in the poem, and four of the poem’s rem@ eight are clustered together
in these first depictions of mass combat in Booksid 5> Furthermore, their
placement punctuates the structural segmentsobtitle episode: 1) beginning the
survey of the ranks; 2) concluding the survey efrdinks (and hence in ring-

composition with 178 3) appearing as the troops clashmasseprior to the first

%% For bibliography see note 2 above.

> Those four are 4.223-25; 4.421; 4.429-31; 4.539485-86. The others are scattered widely through
later battle books (13.343-44; 15.697-98; 16.638140366-67). | follow Clay 2011: 23 in treatingeth
2"person potential observers together with tHe8rson examples: the phrase “you would not have
seen Agamemnon dozing” is very similar to such m@gh as “not even a perceptive man would have
recognized Sarpedon” (16.638-39). They read astianis on a single trope; neither tHé mor the &'
person examples are transparent direct addresses éxtradiegetic audience. In this, | would swsgge

a refinement of de Jong’s discussion (1987: 54-B8)Jong considers the “you” in this and similar
passages to be equivalent to her Primary Narratealizee (NeFel), but this elides an important
distinction — or, if it is correct in narratologldarms, then the narratological approach is ineigffit

here. The narrative voice of th&ad (what | have been calling the “poet” or the “n#org without
reference to any historical singer) is assumecktsiiging to a group of listeners, a plurality. Hwer,

the “you” of {dois (4.223), as in every other example of the devgsingular. If de Jong is right to

say that the second person singular addressesdresaes to her Primary Narratee-Focalizee (NeFel),
then the terminology ignores an even more primalyral audience assumed by the text, so we may as
well call that the NeFel. The point is that thegsiar “you” is actually constructing and addressing
new focalizer within the text. This resolves degsmiifficulty in evaluating the " person passages,
where it seems that insistence on a particulariteiogy has led to needless confusion: “in facg, th
focalizee here functions as a focalizer, yet, afree, as a focalizer who is instructed by the NRatw

to see, think” (De Jong 1987: 55). A better apphoiado group the™ person examples with th&'3
person examples. Both offer ethereal, hypothetadlizers to the extradiegetic audience. Both sype
sketch a generic observer, a listener-turned-speaato whom any listener may project himself.

%8 "H pa kai ¢€ dxEwov ouv Teuxeow &ATo xaudle / Sewdv 8 EBpaxe xahkds e oTifecotw
&vakTos / dpvupévou: UTtd kev Tahaoippovd Tep Séos eAev. 4.419-21
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sequence of individual combats4) concluding the first sequence of individual
combatgand hence in ring-composition with %):5) appearing within Diomedes'’
aristeia®

What are the effects of this trope? In thstfilace, each occurrence will have its
own point. In the passage just cited, the suddestdaddress accomplishes a shift in
focus and energy, looking forward to Agamemnonivey of the ranks, his praise
and blame of the commanders which represent thadeetis preparations for battle
(4.223-421). The Achaean camp in the last minuéésrb battle will be joined is an
exciting place to be, and the poet’s use of a taddress here contributes to the
mood of anticipation that will run throughout Agameon’s survey of the ranks and
that culminates in the three consecutive similehefarmies meeting in 4.422-8%5.

But the hypothetical observer technique als® dpeculiar effect of its own. As
other scholars have noted, in a sense invokingpathgtical observer stages or
invites the poet’s listeners into the story-wdtlid.would emphasize that these
invitations, or stagings, are always double-edgedaccount of the optative verb on
which they are founded. The phrase “You would eet Agamemnon dozing....”
comes laden with the unspokdahyou could see it...” and the teasing reminder that
any such vision is not based on genuine autopsisbuediated by the poet’s
narration. In this context, one should bear in nihmat to a greater or lesser degadle

of the poem’s descriptive passages invite listeteeenter the story — whenever

59 s, Vs . . oy " Vs , .y ~
..ol 8" &AAot akn {oav, oUdé ke pains / Téooov Aadv émecbat ExovT’ év oTriBectv audriv, / oy

Sedidtes onudvropas.... 4.429-31
694.539-45. See below for analysis.
1 TuBeidnv 8 ouk &v yvoins ToTépoiot petein / Nt peta Tpcdeoow opiAéor i pet’ Axaiols. 5.85-86

%2 De Jong 1987: 60 notes that “the function” of sl similar passages “is to involve the NeFel
[extradiegetic audience] more directly into thergfbbut does not give a reading in context.

% Frontisi-Ducroux 1986: 27-29, Bakker 1999: 18;yC2811: 23.
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“confrontations with things seen place the unfoddoi the poem before the
audience’s eyes’® To an audience already caught up in the storintglthe potential
optative’s reminder that they amet actually there but in fact far removed in time and
space can actually register as a waking pinch ematim. Given these considerations, |
would suggest that in constructing his extradiegatidience as an ephemeral
phantom in the text, the poet induces listenersaahuch to enter the story — they
are already there at this point of Book 4, if tlaedosings as well as the text reads —
but rather to conceptualize the accomplished fatiter entry.
A particularly rich example of such concepizetion concludes Book 4:

"EvBd& kev oUkéTL Epyov aunp ovdoaiTo HeTEABCOY,

8s Tis T’ &RBANTOS Kai AvouTaTos OEEl XaAke 540

Swevol kata péooov, &yor 8¢ ¢ TTaAAas Abrjvn

XEPOS EA0OUC’, auTap PeAéwov &Trepukol épcorjv

moAAoi yap Tpcowv kai Axaiéov fuaTt keived
TPNVEEs év kovinot Tap’ aAAjAolol Tétavto. -- 4.539-44

Then no longer would a man disparage the work asemt among [the fighters],
[a man] who, still unharmed, unwounded by the slhaomze,

would move about through the midst of it, and Rafthene would lead him
taking him by the hand, and ward off the rush afsihes;

for many Trojans and Achaeans on that day

lay prone in the dust stretched beside each other.

The man being (hypothetically) led through the cabhtly Athena is there to observe
and also to critique — to disparage or not to dege. In this, his role is the
audience’s role as well. By stating that a man wadt disparage the fighting the
poet seems to be asking his listeners to admirevéingors’ prowess and valor, and
perhaps also the poet’s skill in describing thelmodgh hypothetical, the man takes
on greater reality as the poet spends more and timoeeon him, becoming almost as
vivid as the battle itself, and indeed almost d péit. The liminal position of this

observer, who is simultaneously present and abpeimtts to the liminal position of

54 Slatkin 2007: 19.
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the audience in relation to the world of the stdriy.see oneself in this viewer is to
accept the illusion that the tableaux one is behgldnd the deeds of the heroes have
an independent existence. After all, in these ppessH is the outside observer, not the
story characters, who is ethereal, whose pressmmaniditional, while the world of
the story is vivid and primary.

This passage suggests a model for understhsianers’ experience of the
shifting points of view supplied by the poet’s d@sitons. Shifting points of view are
a feature of the epic as a whole, and are exemglifi the battle scene through which
this observer is understood to be moving. Unlikk23, the passage about
Agamemnon which prefaced an especially excitingiporof the performance, the
present passage directs attention backward: theefraelee through which the
observer moves is the very one that the poet Isisigscribed at length. The first
view is from a distance: far enough that the arrajgsear to clash like rivers, and
their sound resembles that heard by a shepherchedus rivers roaring “far away”
(TnAdoe 4.455) in the mountains (4.446-56). Following thisad and imaginative
view of the action, the poet draws in to offer acassion of highlight& from
Antilochus’ slaying of Echepolos (4.457-62) to Aiakughter of Simoeisios (4.473-
89), and finally to the disembowlment of Diorea@-26) and the subsequent death
of his killer (4.527-531). At this point, the britg statement “many others also were
being killed around them” (4.538) entails a shdtk to a somewhat wider visual
perspective. There are various theoretical modstsoould offer of these changes in

perspectivé® But the poet’s description of the man led by Athenggests that one

% The poet brackets these single combats with Emeshasizing that many other deaths are meanwhile
happening all around: 4.450-51, 538.

% Recent critics have noted that these shifts intpafi view lend themselves well to description in
cinematographic terms of zooming, panning and s f@.g. Winkler 2007: 46-63.) Here | am
interested in the poem’s own model of its functimpiwhich does not, of course, involve cinema.
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should understand these changes in perspectivdyyaextension the changes in
perspective experienced throughout the epic pedao®, as a function of (mental)
movement through the same space as that occupite Isyory characters. As
Pseudo-Longinus notes @®n the Sublimehe hypothetical observer has the effect of
“making the listener seem to find himself in thedstiof the dangerst¢ uéocois tois
kwdUvols ololoa Tov akpoaTnv dokelv oTpépecbal 26.1). Though Pseudo-
Longinus includes only the"®person examples of hypothetical observers in his
discussior?/ his observation applies even better to this “okegrman” led by

Athena through the fray.

This model for conceiving of the audience’'snmtaéexperience finds support in the
following passage in Book 15 where Hera is saichtwe as a person travels with his
thoughts:

B & ¢ 18aicov Opécov &5 paxkpov "OAupTrov.
€5 8 8T & &iEn vdos avépos, &s T &t ToAATY
yaiav éAnAoubcas ppeot reukaAiunot vorjon

€vB’ einv 1 #vBa, yevovnnot Te TOAA4,
WS KPAITIVAS pepavia SiémTato moTvia “Hpr. -- 15.79-83

And [Hera] went from the mountains of Ida to higlyi@pus.
And as when flits the mind of a man who has tradele

over many lands, and conceives an intention irshiswd mind
“Let me be there! — or there!”, and yearns for mtriggs,

so swiftly did queenly Hera fly in her eagerness.

In this passage, the poet represents somethiniglohef which his listeners cannot
experience — namely the movement of a god thropghes— in terms of something
familiar to them, namely the speed with which a roan travel with his thoughts.

When the man conceives an intention “let me beetheor there!” gorjon / €vb’ €inv
f évBa 15.81-82) he can achieve not actual but virtuesence, which is also what

the poem’s audience is invited to experience thin@rgrgeia The most direct points

%7 pseudo-Longinu®n the Sublim&é.
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of contact between the simile and the situatiothéhmain narrative are these: as the
man’s mind flits &i€n véos avépos 15.80) and he yearns for many things
(uevowrinoti... ToAA& 15.82), Hera swiftly flies in her eagernessoimvéos pepavia
SiémrraTto 15.83). Interestingly, while this man’s desir@mphasized, it is not clear
whether his mental activity satisfies that desirevbether his yearning is unfulfilled.
On the one hangievowrinot... ToAA& could easily mean the desire to actually be in
places he can now only imagine. Yet the compatrisatself suggests that his
“movement” is in some way successful, since thaipai the simile seems to be that
the human imagination is comparable to the godsacnious flight: by this
interpretationuevowrinot... moAA& denotes a successful effort of the will, and is a
celebration of mental powers. Taking this passagktlae one in Book 4 together,
they seem to be advancing a connection betweegotli&® movement as described
within the world of the poem and the audience’s @ote travel mentally in that same
space: both extradiegetic audience and Olympias guoale freely, invisibly and
invincibly through the Trojan plain.

The terms for conceiving of this spectaclevaffare, elaborated in the duel in
Book 3, are now relevant. The detailed descriptibthis hypothetical observer on
the battlefield moving amongst the warriors suggeastaudience who has entered the
“arena” — carrying with it an association of thartsition from passive viewership to
active participation. As shown above (Chapter 2hefda’s leap to Troy to break the
truce models audience demand for ltfeal to go on, provocatively coupled with the
desire to see the Trojans punished, and invitemieigs participation in her actions.
With the present passage, the poet offers a vidi@am engaged audience, that has
been successfully provoked by the poet’s perforrmanand the particular narrative

strategies articulated by Zeus — to “enter” theystworld at Troy, joining Athena on
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the battlefield. Why Athena? This configurationtioé audience, led by Athena in
particular through the fray, implies a particulargssan outlook: after all, Athena has
been rousing the Achaeans to greater efforts yesttly lines prior to the present
passage (4.514-16), and in the lines immediatélgviing it Athena will incite
Diomedes to his bloodgristeia (5.1-8), so fierce that it sends Hector back tyTin
Book 6.

Yet the partisan view of the combat offerediigse lines is mixed with a striking
aloofness, pointing to the fact that the poettehers — whatever their involvement
with the story characters — can afford to step lsaakappreciate the quality of the
battle scenexév oukéTi €pyov avnp ovdéoaito 5.439), for they are as little vulnerable
in this conflict as the god¥.Indeed, in two parallel passages it is the godss/And
Athena who are attributed such dispassionate etimtuaf the quality of fighting?®
| read this balance of aloofness and engagememteftection of the observer’'s
liminal position in the story world, which mirrotisat of the extradiegetic audience.
After all, the extent to which one enters the staoyrld depends on the engagement
of each listener. It is notable that this modéugilonistically) gives mythic Troy a
higher ontological status, thereby making the &t to participate all the more

enticing: that is, it is not so much that eacteh&tr’s visualization will bring the story-

% |n the combat that the observer would not dispartite poet has worked hard to give the impression
of much action and high casualties on both sidesfihal single combats have been balanced with an
Epeian chief and a Thracian chief slain, and teeward on the fight is the even-handed “many
Trojans and Achaeans” lay dead (5.533-34). Thigdes is neither found pitying the Achaeans nor
glorying in Trojan defeats; instead, he appreciatgeod fight, a dead-lock, in which warriors oritbo
sides are not hanging back but giving their aleretheir lives, in accordance with heroic ideals of
valor. Lop-sided battles might make good comedy ftaa fight to be blameless it has to be a close
contest. That the viewer “no longeBukét 4.539) disparages the “work” ergon(4.359) is difficult

to explain except in metaperformative terms: noat the warfare has begun in earnest it is worth
seeing — but there has been a great delay inridtree books of the epic.

6913.126-281ugi 8 &p’ Alavtas SoloUs foTtavto pdAayyes / kapTepal, &s ot &v kev Apns
dvéoaito peTeABov / olte k¥ ABnvain Aaocodos....; and 17. 398-9%Udé k' Apns Aaoccdos oudé
K ABrjvn / Tév ye i8oUo’ dvdoaitT’, oud’ el pdAa wv xdAos kot
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world and the characters into existence for hinthasit will bringhimselfinto
existence in the world of the story. It is all agtion of how much he wants thiad.

By the paradigm laid down in the duel, the&diegetic “viewer,” whether part of
the action or not, may also now be the object etvwimg and criticism: and indeed,
this passage raises two potential types of cnticiBirst, as argued in Chapter 2, close
association with the Athena/Hera perspective orefhie, as in the configuration of
the man led by Athena, carries with it the implaiticism of excessive bloodlust,
and unjustified hostility toward the Trojans, raid®y Zeus against Hera (Chapter 2).
Second, by linking his listeners’ invulnerability that of the gods in this passage, the
poet emphasizes the ethical dimension of viewerstigpwe to be voyeurs on the
field, enjoying the graphic depictions of slaugAtés our emotional involvement to
be merely casual? These questions become moreeg@nt complex as thkad
progresses, and Apollo begins to raise the isspéyfor the Trojans. In particular,
the next two chapters look at how the notion ofdhie as spectacle is reevaluated in

the spectacular duels of Books 7 and 22.
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CHAPTER 4
Reception Reevaluated in Book 7:
Athena, Apollo, and the Second Spectacular Duel

Three times thiéiad offers a treatment of a single combat betweenafrand
Achaean champions conceived as spectacle: theé dfied” between Paris and
Menelaus, treated in Books 3-4; a “second duekivbeh Hector and Aias in Book 7;
and a “third duel,” the deadly encounter betweentbteand Achilles in Book 22.
Each of the three is viewed by assembled TrojadsA@haeans who wait passively
by, having paused from taking part in the strugdigét two lone champions now
continue before their eyes. These duels also fedlar only three times in the poem
that the divine audience is compared to the audiémcsome particular type of
spectaclé.No study has yet been devoted to exploring thegeitant parallels.
Stuctural parallels have been noted between thedird third duels: they occupy
much of Books 3 and 22, respectivélgnd represent the first and fasbmbat scenes
of the poent. Scholars have noted many internal structural gomde lexical)

parallels between the two “formal duels” of Bookar&l 7° Finally, some have

! The duel between Aias and Diomedes at the fugenales of Patroclus (23.798-825) is different for a
number of reasons, chief among them being thatfdught between Achaeans, with an audience of
Achaeans, and is not meant to end in death. Itiume partly as a counterpoint view of combat as
spectacle, with reference to the three duels betweErojan and Achaean. See further Chapter 5.

2 In Books 4 and 7, the gods are constructed agtansion of the audiences for each duel; in Boak 22
they are likened to the audience for a chariot.race

3 Bowra 1950: 16: “In the third book, we have the duel between Paris and Menelausherigoime-

life of Troy with Priam and the old men, with Heland Aphrodite. In the last book but twg,we

have the duel between Achilles and Hector whiclsarat in the bridal chamber as the first duel ended
but in death and the broken-hearted lamentatiodsmdfomache.”

* Again, the duel between Aias and Diomedes in B2®is not really an exception.
® This is at least implied in Schein 1997: 346.
® Kirk 1978 makes some interesting points, but istigaoccupied with trying to work out which duel

is the more likely prototype for the other. Dub&81: 99-109 charts out the parallels between these
two duels even more extensively than Kirk. SeeheriChapter 5 for discussion of the traditionadity
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pointed out that Hector’s loss in Book 7, the sekduel, foreshadows his ultimate
defeat in Book 22.What previous studies have neglected is the tmets’ shared
concern with spectacle and audience response, esiomwhich the present study
aims to reddress.

As shown in Chapter 3, the first duel offersay of thinking about the
extradiegetic audience’s relationship to the smdetaf combat created by
performance of thdiad. The duel represents the larger conflict of the; wee
demarcated space in which it is fought correspaadise “Trojan theater” in which
thelliad’s action occurs; and the divine audience provalksd ofmise en abymef
the poet’s listeners, who are conceived as vielilegghe gods and whose mental
travel to and within the story-world is like thedgd movement to and within Troy. In
Chapters 4 and 5 | show that the duels in Booksd722 develop the themes of the
first, with each offering a different epitome ottkpic material and a different
understanding of what the struggle at Troy is lati. The three duels taken together
constitute a sustained reflection on the kind @fcspcle the poem is offering to its

audience, and the kinds of responses it sees ésalting.

the “formal duel” motif and its relationship to genetic cousins in the HomeHKainstsprachenamely
the motifs ofpromachoicombat and athletic competition.

" Duban 1981: 99: “... [le duel] du chant VII seramifestement de repoussoir a I'action du chant
XXII...." Kirk 1978: 27 notes that Hector’s “conaefor the treatment of the loser’s body, as wehias
dismay, soon overcome, when Ajax advances so imglysiaccord quite closely with his character
and behaviour just before his death in 22.” AlsBa&ssett 1927 153; Frontisi-Ducroux 1986: 68.

8 Duban 1981 is the only study of the three duels sst that | have been able to find. The English
preface to the (French) article notes that theyhirig@ called “spectator duels, as they are the sunti
[sic] duels to be detached from the general battle enefel observed by the opposing sides. This
feature gives the duels a set-off or staged qusligred by no others.” (97) However the articlesdoe
not investigate this aspect further, and in tHe &hd body of the article the author abandonsctsyper
duels’ — a phrase that draws attention to the visWwele — in favor oles duels majeursThe article is
very good on connections between any two of thésdbet does not deal further with the element of
spectacle. Duban’s account of the relationshile®tduels majeurt the rest of the poem also differs
significantly from that advanced in the presentigtiStarting with the premise that the most basic
function of epic is to glorify the heroes, Dubarmggests “il n’est pas improbable que les duels nmajeu
dés le départ, avaient quelque autonomie par rap® qui est devenu le plan principal de l'oeatre
gu’ils ont été appréciés pour eux-mémes, indépentarhde I'ensemble.’ilfid. 99) By contrast, |
view the duels as problematizations of the rolthefspectator.
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A brief summary of the second duel episodé lv@luseful. The duel follows soon
after the intimacy of the domestic scenes in Bookltich depict Hector’s
interactions within the walls of Ilium with his nfar, his sister-in-law and brother,
and finally his wife and child (6.237-502). Whendtte and Paris return to the field,
they turn the tide in favor of the Trojans (7.1-1dspite the fact that Hector’s
mission to secure divine aid through Trojan prayes failed (6.110-15, 311). In fact
it is Athena, the goddess whose aid he had hopsédare, who leaps down from
Olympus to intervene on the Achaeans’ behalf whensges the Trojans slaying
Achaeans (7.17-20). On the battlefield, Athena faee to face with Apollo who
has just leapt down himself from the citadel ofy(8.20-22). After a brief
discussion, the two gods agree to arrange a pauke warfare, in the form of a duel
between Hector and an Achaean champion (7.23-41&) clairvoyant Helenus
“overhears® the gods’ conversation and passes on their wistettior (7.44-53). As
Hector and Agamemnon halt the fighting, Apollo &ttena settle themselves to
observe — not from the vantage of Olympus (fromclvlane can only assume that the
other Olympians are watching), but within the arefhwar between city and ships,
perched on the oak-tree in the Trojan plain (7.51-After initial speeches, and
difficulty in finding an Achaean willing to acceptector’s challenge, Aias is selected
by lot from several volunteers to fight Hector @-899). The fight begins and Aias is
getting the better of it when the heralds of batles, Idaius and Talthybius, urge that
the duel be halted (7.200-82). Aias leaves it totbig as the challenger, to call off the
duel and Hector does so (7.283-302). The two chanspexchange goods in a public

show of friendship, and the two armies retire wirthespective camps, with the

® suvBeTo Buud (7.44) has been variously interpreted as mystitetstanding and audial reception of
the gods’ words, or some mixture, But” &xouvoa Becov aieryevetdeov (7.53) indicates that the latter
interpretation is correct. Cf. Bassett 1927 whouradOd.1.328, 15.27, 20.92 and Kit& at 7.44-45,
52-53, who notes that “this kind of prophetic ealvepping on divine plans is unparalleled in Homer.”
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Trojans rejoicing to have Hector back alive andAlthaeans rejoicing in Aias’
“victory” (7.303-12;vikn 312).

The second duel has been criticized for baipgorly motivated, disconnected
episode with no satisfactory conclusion and no messon for existing’ The troubles
can be summarized as follows. The episode appeanstivated and artificial* the
gods initiate the duel for obscure reasons, ialked off by heralds, and it ends in
friendship. Moreover, the use of the duel motifiaga soon after Book 3 seems
anticlimactic*? in contrast with that first duel, which is presshais an attempt to end
the entire war once and for all, this one is folfightho particular stakes.Critics
sometimes suggest that the gods’ interventionsedbe purpose of delaying the
progress of the pldf: but this kind of explanation is never sufficiemtsatisfying in
itself because it leaves a key question unaddresgedeffect delay in this way, i.e.
through divine intervention? There are many othaysmo accomplish delay, if that is

the aim, as Books 8-15 attest by their existentshbrt, while the motivations of the

10 Kirk's commentary calls this duel “curiously likkat of bk 3 but without stated or accomplished
purpose” and “bizarrely curtailed by the herald€™Vol 2. 230.

1 «As for the duel’s ultimate effects, they are nexistent apart from the provision of a transition,
convenient but not necessary, to the gatheringetlead and the building of the wall and trench.
Contextually, then, the duel in 7 is negative ifeetfand weak in inception.” Kirk 1978: 23.

12 Fenik 1968: 213-15 by identifying “anticipatoryusets” is able to account for some scenes that are
otherwise hard to explain: the small version aptités the grand, thus building towared a satisfying
climax. Here, the order is reversed.

13 Kirk 1978: 19 quotes Leaf’'s commentary: “It isiiself somewnhat surprising that the two duels
should be fought on the same day; but when we rdraethe very remarkable manner in which the
first had ended, by an unpardonable violation itiee made with all possible solemnities, and then
find that the second is entered upon by the twtiggawithout apology or reproach, the difficultydse
which can hardly be explained. Nor can it be smedthver by the excuse of artistic propriety; for no
canon of art will justify what we have before ugjwel which is proposed as a decisive ordeal,
designed to finish the war, is succeeded at thartis of a few hours by another which is a meag tri
of prowess... This surely approaches near to thigsliof an anticlimax.”

14 Kirk 1978; Bremer 1987.
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characters within the episode have been illuminkgeprevious scholarship,the
poet’s motivation in offering the scene as partisfepic have not.

The scene’s apparent weaknesses can be eegbiaiterms of the poet’s larger
intention. On the one hand, the gods effect thaydeécause the gods are the point:
their perspective on the epic spectacle, here coed@gain as a duel, suggests
multiple potential responses to the poem. The caad®n between Apollo and
Athena not only introduces but also motivates thel,doy framing the issues of
reception with which the episode is concerned. l@nother hand, the contrast in
stakes between the first and second duel is madetsm®able precisely because it is
vital to their interpretation as a pair. The fipsirt of this chapter analyzes the gods as
an internal audience. The second part looks atidieéitself, showing that it offers a
view of the epic material that complements and gpsethe one already provided by
the first duel, while looking ahead to Book 22 asdlw

The episode begins as Paris and Hector rédutre battlefield:

cos B¢ Beds vauTnolv éeABouévoloty E8cokey

oUpov, eTel ke KAUWOLY EUEEOTTS EAATTOL 5
TVTOV EAUVOVTES, KAUATE 8 UTTd yula AéAuvTal,

&5 &pa T Tpcoeoov éeAdopévolot pavriTnv.

"EvO’ éAéTtnv S pev vidv Apnibdolo &vakTos

‘Apvn vaieTaovta MevéoBiov, 6v kopuvrTns

yetvat ApniBoos kai Gulopédouoa BodaTris: 10
“ExTteop 8 "Hiovija B&A’ &y xei dEudevTi

aUxév’ UTTO oTepduns eUxdAkou, AUvTo 8¢ yuia.

Maikos & lirmoAdxolo mais Aukicov &y ds Gudpdov
lpivoov B&Ae Soupi kaTa kpaTepnv Uouivnv

Ae€1&8dn iTmeov émdApevov ckeldwv

Qpov: 8 8 €€ (rmeov xauddis méoe, AUvto 8¢ yula. —7.4-16

And as a god brings to sailors who long for it

a breeze, when they toil with polished oars,

pushing against the sea, and their limbs give diln tve toil —

so then those two [Paris and Hector] appearedetd tbjans who longed

15 Bassett 1927 defends this episode’s integrity bofhilological terms and by showing that the
speeches and actions it depicts have been shobaadfully crafted with attention to the psychofog
of each character. Kirk 1978 also finds that thel dhas internal interest, while expressing regrettie
poet’s supposedly botched job of fitting it inte thoem.
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for them.
Then each of the two killed [a man] — the one @d]llord Arithous’ son
Menestheus who lived in Arnes, whose parents werelub-wielder
Arithous and cow-eyed Philomedusa.
And Hector struck Eioneus with his sharp spear
in the throat beneath his bronze helmet, and imisdigave out.
And Glaucus son of Hippolochus, lord of the Lyciaan
struck Iphinous with his spear in the fierce figiati
as [Iphinous] was leaping onto his swift horses,
[struck] him in the shoulder — and he fell from hi@rses to the earth, and
his limbs gave out.

The Trojans are now dominant, the Achaeans ondfendive, and this creates
tension. Thdliad, after all, is told from an Achaean perspectivéelgins by drawing
its listeners’ attention to, and presumably askivegn to pity, Achaean tribulations
(&Ayea 1.2). The epithet system for the Trojans markathe the enemy,
traditionally® Underlying the duel in Book 3 is an understandifithe Trojan war as
a narrative not of Achaean aggression but of Trajamsgression and ensuing
punishment” Even the poet’s spatial orientation in descrikiagd, presumably,
visualizing) battle scenes in terms of left andhtig consistently taken from the
Achaean sidé® All of these factors position the audience asAchaean — a group
expected, all other things being equal, to be ¢hgdor the Achaean side of the
conflict, wincing at Achaean setbacks, and looKmrgvard to expected Achaean

victories. Thdliad’s power depends partly on the fact that in spitéis basic

16 sale 1987 demonstrates that the epithet systethdoFrojans suggests that they are traditionally
regarded as the enemy rather than sympathetically thelliad. Cf. Taplin 1980: 11-18. lliadic flyting
speeches also show a well-developed idiom for gigatver a vanquished warrior’s death,
humiliation, mutilation and the prospect of tereilgrief and/or slavery on the part of his lovedsone
An epic poem featuring such language, but lackiregltad’s sensitive characterization of the losers,
would tend to involve its audiences in this glogtattitude as well, and it is against the backgdooi
such hypothetical poems that it seems best to siiseltiad .

" Taalman Kip 2000 notes the discrepancy betweeninehchaeans’ belief that the gods will punish
Trojan transgression and the lack of interest thszonsiderations on the part of the gods themselve
However, the goddo insist that the Trojans must be the ones to bileakruce, thereby ensuring that
the underlying tale of transgression and punishmamtins intact. See Chapter 2.

18 Clay 2011: 43-52. It is appropriate that the davirewer Eris, perched on Odysseus’ ship at 11,3-11
has an orienting function in a depiction of armedftct.
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Achaean orientation it does not demonize the Tofaut instead portrays them more
sympathetically than it does the Achae&hs.

For all these reasons, the switch to Trojamidance on the field is a tense
moment in the performance, for all that it is arafive necessity guaranteed by Zeus’
promise to Thetis in Book 1. Thus, when Athengigreed by these developments in
the narrativé’ to end her passivity and enter the arena of viarjsset up,
potentially, as a model of response:

Tous 8 cas oUv évdnoe Bedx yAaukéois Abrivn
Apyeious OAékovTas £vi kpaTepT] UopivT,

Bri pa kat’ OvAvuTtolo kaprjveov aifaca

"I\ov eis ieprjv-.... -7.17-20

But when she took note of théla the goddess, bright-eyed Athena —
slaying Argives in the thick of the fight,

she leapt and descended from the peaks of Olympus

to sacred llium....

The language here is formulaic, used frequenthyarfiors who observe a comrade in

need and go to their aid — or of gods doing*d4t this instance reads differently for

9t is perhaps significant in this context that thedic passages which connect divine travel to
visualization, precisely the kind of participatitivat is demanded of the audience, both involve Hera
and Athena: 4.539-44; 15.80-83. See Chapter 3.

% As no verb of seeing is used of Athena in the ggssshat follows, the element of spectacle is rbt y
being foregrounded: that will come, appropriat&lith the duel itself. Nor is it not necessary foy m
reading that Athena be understood as a viewelisrpissage, since it is response to the narrated
events, rather than viewership, that the text seerbe emphasizing and in which | am interested.
However, | note in passing that the opening of Béaeems to me to be paradigmatic, and thus
informs the reading of later passages such asitgsthe gods of thdiad follow events at Troy by
watching them, not through some kind of omnisciefndgs is supported by passages in which the gods
are unaware of events at Troy as a result of thsion being distracted or obscured: e.g. 13.1-9 of
Zeus; 13.521-25 of Ares (of which Jarnkdad locremarks “the clouds explain why Ares cannot see.”)
Of coursegvdnee frequently does refer to specifically visual pgrioen — as when Andromache sees
Hector being dragged in the dugt{n Tamtrivac’ émi Teixei, To6v 8¢ vénoev.... 22.63).

2L | note in passing that the addition of Glaucesitfof arms (7.13-16), following the killings
accomplished by Paris and Hector, nicely facildatee reading of these individual victories as
representative of the general state of the batlea switch to Trojan dominance. The dual “eatcthe
two killed” (¢éAétnv 7.8) refers to Paris and Hector, who have justrneih Glaucus is then appended
to the list, signalling an expansion of the shifbattle fortunes from the reinforcements to onthef
leaders who is already fighting and whom they haow joined. This expansion continues, as the
“them” (ToUs 7.17) observed by Athena refers to Paris, Heetod, Glaucus specifically, and also the
Trojans by extension.
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two reasons. First, it marks the end of a perioghich the gods have not been
involved. The period of fast and furious divinearventions that followed Athena’s
dramatic leap as a comet to Troy (4.74%88pmes to a definite end with the final
lines of Book 5, after the climax of the woundifgimes and his removal to Olympus
(5.825-906). Now Hera and Athena also return “@®libuse of Zeus mpds ddoua

Awos 6.907), and the poet makes clear that this meaesa@ of their participation for
the present: “the strife of Trojans and Achaeans & alone” Tpcowv & oicdbn

kai Axaicdv puAois aivry 6.1). The image of the gods with which the poet iaw
left his listeners is that of Ares being restoredhis glory by Hebe (5.905-6) — the
same figure found pouring the wine at the beginmhBook 4, just before the phase
of multiple interventions begai.With this image, the passivity and aloofness so
memorably represented in the opening of Book 4bleas restored. The phrase “left
alone” piwbn 6.1) is not idle: though the battle goes on fanedime, in Book 6 the
gods are barely mentioned, and do not interiere. a result, Athena’s descent from
Olympus at this moment does not suggest a warrmg®ing activity so much as a

passive, outside observer’s renewed engagementheitaction on the battlefiefd.

22 As when Odysseus sees Tlepolemus go down and tie@gsion (. vénoe 8¢ dTos OBucoeys 5.669).

It is also different because of what follows. Nehkantical language is used in Book 5 before Herh an
Athena move to put a stop to ArdSsus 8° cos oy évédnoe Bedx AeukcoAevos "Hpn / Apyeious
OAékovTas évi kpaTepij Uopivy 5.711-12.

B E.g. 4.507-14 (Apollo); 4.514-16 (Athena); 5.1/8Hena); 5.22-24 (Hephaestus); etc.
% There is only one other mention of the figure Hebthelliad , also within this ‘episode ' — at 5.722.

% | take Zeus’ stealing of Glaucus’ wits (6.234-38)a self-conscious witticism — a figure of speech

on the poet’s part, not an intervention by Zeuse ®hly other mention of the gods’ activity in Bo®k

is a half-line stating that Athena refuses the dmojomens’ prayers to save their cityls épat’

gUxouévn, davéveue 8¢ TTaAas Abrjvn. 6.311 “So [Hecuba] spoke in prayer, but PalldseAdt nodded
upward [in refusal].” Book 6 also contains Helefamous statement that Zeus gave her and Paris their
fates for the sake of the epic medium (6.357-5B8Wwioich see Chapter 2.

% This is also emphasized by the wording of Apolipiestioning of Athena following her
intervention: “whyagain (o) have you come?” (7.24). The gods had been remfsgadthe action for
some time.
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The second way in which this intervention srked emerges in the follow-up.
While Athena’s leap, met immediately by Apollo’spwd seem to herald a new
battle sequence in which gods fight alongside nhgritinstead prompts a peaceable
(if barbed) conversation between those two dedrethe topic of viewer response.

... TN 8" dvTios dpvut’ ATTOAACOV
TTepydpou ékkaTidcov, Tpcdeoot 8¢ BouAeTo viknv:
aAAridoior 8¢ TCd ye ouvavTéodny Tapd eryo.
TNV TPOTEPOS TTpocteltrey &vaf Aids uids ATTOAAwY:
TiTe oU & av pepavia Aids BUyaTtep peydAolo

NABes &’ OvAUumolo, péyas 8¢ ot Buuds dvrikev; - 7.20-25

... but Apollo rose to meet her,

having descended from Pergamum — and he plott¢aryifor the
Trojans.

So those two came face to face with one anothéndwpak tree.

He addressed her first, the lord Apollo son of Zeus

‘And why is it that eagerly, daughter of great Zeagain you

have come from Olympus, and your great heart stiyoel up?

Apollo’s questions are apt. Clearly, Athena presentodel of renewed engagement,
but at this point the nature of that engagemeahdear — her efforts on behalf of the
Achaean war effort are familiar, but the motivasare various. Her leap might be
interpreted as care for Achaeans being killed, Hiega’'s carexrdeto 1.56) at the
sight of Achaeans dying of plague in Bookkfeto yap Aavadv, é1i pa

BvriokovTtas opaTo 1.56). Alternatively, it might represenémesisat Achaean
disgrace, like theemesisttributed to Apollo in Book 4 as the Trojans eoeted in
their turn®’ after all, Athena’s move to halt the Achaean’srfcs the ships in Book

2 was motivated by what Hera described as conbatrAchaean defeat would allow
Trojan gloating?® A third possibility is to see this interventionas expression of

desire for Troy’s destruction, a desire supersedorgern for the Argives

27 veuéonoe 8 AdAAcov / Tepyduov ékkaTidcov... 4.507-8. Omemesisas “justified anger or

public disapproval” (conceived as external sociakpure, as opposed to the internal pressure of
a1dcxs) see Yamagata 1994: 149-56 (quote taken from 89 6 Yamagata notesysieois is also
felt... at military shortcomings'i§id. 152).

%82.155-65, esp 160-6R43 8¢ kev euywAnv TTpidue kai Tpaot Aimoiev / Apyeinv EAévny, fis
glveka ToAAol Axaicav / ¢v Tpoln amdlovto ¢iAns &md Tatpidos ains.
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themselve$? All of these could be plausible for Athena, bugideparture from the
parallel passages the poet does not propose awpartimodef’ Instead of detailing
her response, how she feels and what she intertts the poet has Apollo leap down
and ask her about it.

Apollo’s questions draw attention to the feett the perspective of Athena, who
with Hera has become the most familiar divine fegtor modeling response at this
point in the poenit is now made to be strange, with the poet givinglinect access
to it. Into this blank left by the poet, Apollo #rgs his own interpretation of Athena’s
response:

7 iva 81 Aavaoiol pdxns éTepaAkéa viknv
8¢as; emel oU T1 Tpddas amoAAupévous éAeaipels.

AaAN’ €l poi 11 miBoto TS kev TOAU képBiov el
VOV HEv TTavowuey TTOAepov kal dnioThTa

oruepov’ UOTEPOV aUTE HaXTIOOVT €ls & KE TEKHWP 30
IAlov elpcoot, étrel ¢os pilov ETAeTo BuuG
Uuiv aBavaTnol, diampabéelv TOde &oTvu. -7.26-32

Ahh — surely it was in order to give tide-turninigtery in battle to the
Danaans?

For you don't pity the Trojans dying at all.

But if you should somehow be persuaded by me, itlvbe far better:

For now, let's stop the warfare and fighting —

for today. Later, when the time comes, let therhtfigntil they come

upon the end of llium, since thus did it pleasethbart

of you goddessess — that this city should be dgstird

Apollo’s “why” (timrte 7.24) is really a two-fold question, “promptedwigat?” and

“in order to do what?” — corresponding to the twissing elements in Athena’s

# Athena’s dramatic leap at 4.74-80 is construeklossility to Troy overriding concern for Achaean
death: contrast the joy shared by Achaeans andisdix&pnoav 3.111) when they think the war is
over at the announcement of the first duel (3.12)1-1

% previous instances of Athena’s interventions halvimcluded two things: a statement about the
emotions — hers or Hera’s — that motivate her dasfcem Olympus, and the implementation of her
desire. For example, as Achilles prepares to lgihkeemnon in Book 1, Athena’s sudden appearance
(..AABe & Abrjvn 1.194) is followed immediately by a flashback whapecifies Hera'’s feelings that
prompted the intervention (1.195-6) and a desaniptif Athena’s restraining action (1.197ff). Thiws,
effect Apollo’s words have taken the place in therative of the very information they solicit.

31 See Chapters 2 and 6.
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intervention, the motivation and the execution.adewers both parts: according to
Apollo, Athena has come to give victory to the Aeaias (7.26-27), motivated
ultimately by her wish to destroy Troy (7.32), wis unmitigated by any pity for the
Trojans (7.27). This last point sounds natural sunthble coming from Apollo, the
principal protector of Troy in thiéad. It also positions him as a voice within the text
critical of the models developed already throughliera-Athena duo, whose unity he
emphasizes by the phrase “you goddessest @bavétno: 7.32)

Whereas Apollo has put Athena’s interventiothie worst light — as pitiless, and
connected to vengefulness against Troy — Athenesgawery different account of her
own intention:

Tov 8" alte mpooteite Betx yAaukddms Abrjvn:
@8’ €oTw EkAePYE' TA Yap ppovéouca Kai auTn
NABov &’ OuAuuTtolo peta Tpddas kai Axaiovs. -7.33-35

And the bright-eyed goddess Athena spoke to hitarim

‘Let it be so, worker-from-afar. For it was thingithese things [i.e.,
arranging such a pause in the fighting] thayself

came from Olympus among the Trojans and Achaeans.’

Athena claims to have come not to give the Achadam&tide-turning victory”
(ETepaikéa viknv 7.26) of Apollo’s accusation, but simply to arrarthe same pause
in the fighting as Apollo suggests himself. Thing two give plausible but mutually
contradictory accounts of Athena’s intentions. Wigtevious attention to this
passage has involved speculation as to the “reativiations of Athend’ it is
impossible to know what is going through her hehenvshe sees the Trojans cutting

down the Achaeans, nor whether she comes seekiagse or a tide-turning victory

32 Some manuscripts read “you gods” here, with omidow eta in the penult. In that case, Apollo
would be emphasizing the Olympians’ (the “godsté$ponsibility as a group for the course which
events ultimately take - and rhetorically settimp$elf apart from the body of the “gods” to sharpen
his stance of opposition to the decision - as hesaéa 24.33 and 24.39.

B E.g., KirkIC at 7.34-35: “Athene makes a quick decision anéegrbut disguises the real reason for
her descent to Troy — which was presumably not tmyounter the threat posed by Hektor with Paris
and Glaukos but also to help the Achaeans takeftbasive again.”
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— and trying to figure it out is not the point. &tre’s inscrutability in this passate,
emphasized by Apollo’s criticism, points to theiesy of conflicting desires which
the poem sees itself engendering. The passagevtiris as a kind of Rorschach test
for the audience: what do you see in the inkploAthiena’s reaction? Each listener
may answer differently, for the question is as malsbut them as it is about Athena.

The construction of Athena and Apollo as @enmal audience follows closely the
developing events and themes of the poem. Thisiéintst time that the issue of pity
for the Trojans has been explicitly raised amoreggbds® and it comes immediately
after the scenes in Book 6 which are famous prigciseevoking pity for the
Trojans. Hector's interactions with Andromache &stlyanax in particular bring out
the humanity of these characters, and Andromadaeghter through tears elicits pity
not just from Hector§akpudev yeAdoaoa: moois & éAénoe vorjoas 6.484) but from
legions of readers and commentators. The vividdiepis of Thebe’s fall,
Andromache’s plight, and future slavery (6.405-B%)out the consequences of
Trojan defeat in the war, from a Trojan perspective

This sympathetic picture of the Trojans, ggtiast a background of Trojan doom,
directly precedes the duel episode at the beginmiifBpok 7 and even serves as an
introduction to it: there is no pause between thieims.important to see that the book

division between Books 6 and 7 — while making semaemuch as it divides the

3 Athena is inscrutable also in tlelysseywhich subtly raises the question of why she abasad
Odysseus during part of his travels. Clay 1983wa#ns against “swallow[ing] the goddess’ alibi”
(that she did not want trouble with Poseid®l,13.341-43) which is “at best partial,” and ultimigt
concludes that it is “the pressure of events oaciththat compels Athena to release Odysseus and to
bring him home to set things rightb{d. 234).

% Though there are inclinations in that directiorug question to Hera in Book 4, “what have the
Trojans done to you?”, does not appeal to pityatliyeit focuses more on Hera’s behavior than the
plight of the Trojans. Apollo’s reaction to Chryspgayer is presented in terms of anger, not piby,
does hismemesisn Book 4 constitute pity. Finally, Ares’ complaito Zeus in Book 5 focuses on the
behavior of Athena, which he claims is inapprogriathe does not solicit pity for the Trojans he
supports.
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domestic scenes from the warfare — masks an imgartantinuity and would not
likely correspond to a pause in performafite:

TOV TPdTEPOS TTpoctéeltey AAEEavBpos Beoeidris:

NOeT’ 7 u&Aa 81 ot kai é0oUpEVOY KaTePUK

Snbuvecov, oud’ HABov vaiciuov cos EkéAeues:

Tov 8" amapuelBdéuevos rpooépn kopubaiolos “Extwp: 520
datuodvl’ ouk &v Tis Tol avnp Os évaiolpos ein

Epyov aTtiurjoeie pdxns, el &Akiuds ¢oor

AAAG Ekcov eBIeTs Te Kai ouk €0éAels TO 8 EUOV Kijp

axvuTal v Bupd, 66’ Utrep oébev aloxe’ akouw

mpds Tpddwv, ol éxouot ToAUv TTévov elveka oelo. 525
AAN’ {ouev: T&x 8 8Tiobev dpecodued’, af ké Tobr Zeus

Scon émoupaviolot Beols aielyevéTnot

KpnTipa otrjoacbal éAevBepov év peydpoio

¢k Tpoins éAdoavTas éukvriudas Axaiovs.

“Ws eioov TUAéov EEéoouTo paidipos "ExTeop, 1
T 8 U’ ANEEavBpos ki’ adeAgeds....

Godlike Alexandros addressed him first:

‘Sir, have | not indeed overtaken you even as yauidd —

l, as | ‘tarried’?’ And have | not come at the due time as you bid?’
And bright-helmed Hector addressed him in answer:

‘[Yes], incredible man, nor would any man who gitemgs their due
speak ill of your deeds in battle, since you arespssed of prowess.
But of your own accord you hang back and don’t wamfight]. And my heart
is pained in my chest, when | hear shameful thatgsut you

from the Trojans, who have so much hardship for waike.

But come: these things we will reconcile in theufet if ever Zeus
grants that to the gods who live in heaven, borexist forever,

we might set up thkrater of freedom in our halls

after driving the well-greaved Achaeans from Troy.’

So speaking, glorious Hector rushed out from thiegya

and with him went his brother Alexandros.... - 6.518-29, 7.1-2

The words exchanged by Hector and Paris as theg kba& city together give a life-
like picture of affection and familiarity in theda of brotherly frustration, and a

twinkling illusion of hope for Trojan victory, redd as “thekrater of freedom”

% For bibliography on book divisions, see Chapteoge 48.

37| put “tarried” in quotation marks because it ssgmme that Paris, by adding the enjambed
dnbuvewov (519), makes a playful retort to what he knowbédlectors expectation of his own
behavior after their meeting in Paris’ chamber viiden. The point is that it is not true — Paris hat
now been loitering (as the narrator has just rephrlOUSE TTdpis Sribuvev év UynAoiol Sduoiov

6.503) — and that this must also now be obviouddctor from the fact that Paris has indeed overtake
him at the gate. In fact, it is Hector's own tamyi— with Andromache — that has made this meeting
possible.
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(6.518-29). There is no possible stopping placefersinger between the final lines
of Book 6 and the rush to combat that begins Badkd speaking, glorious Hector
rushed out from the gates...” The Trojan princeslaught, which seems to the
Trojans as welcome as a godsent wind to exhausteers (7.4-7), flows out in one
breath from this illusion of future freedom, andet starkly against the still-vivid
picture of Trojan doom painted by Hector and Andache. This continuity between
books sets up the poet’s audience to see Trojaoryion the battlefield still from a
Trojan perspective: that is, as desirable — a postiment, at least, of the coming
doom. And yet, when the fighting begins in Boolaidd it is the Achaeans who are
being cut down, Athena’s appearance also recadlgutible of reasons why such a
sight may not please an audience.

At this point, | suggest that the poem’s intdrepic audience — previously
represented primarily by the Hera and Athena dhas-been diversified to reflect
upon the possibility of an extradiegetic audienaved by the pathos of Hector and
Andromache’s farewell, with the meeting of ApolladaAthena staging a
confrontation between responses to events on titlefiedd. Athena embodies the
poem’s Achaean orientation, representing possimeséon to the prospect of an
Achaean route, and also the desire for Troy’stfet looms beyond the poem’s
horizon. Apollo’s criticism connects identificatiovith the Achaean war effort to lack
of pity for the Trojans, thus voicing and implyiggestions that are relevent for the
extradiegetic listener: do you feel pity for thejans — enough not to want Troy to
fall? Not to relish Achaean victory? Not to cringiekAchaean losses?

Apollo wants a pause in the fighting, sayintpiould be far better” than what he
takes to be Athena’s plan of routing the Trojan28if), and Athena quickly agrees.

This desire for a pause, like the rest of the cosatéon, operates on two levels. On
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one level, it is in some sense logical from eaadlfigpoint of view as a character:
Athena as defender of the Achaeans wants to deéayrojan victory, which is now
underway in accordance with Zeus’ plan and prorasEhetis. A pause in the
fighting makes sense for her&( yap ppovéouoca kai avutn 7.34) in terms of the
immediate situation, in which the Achaeans areibdind simply in need of defense.
Apollo’s corresponding wish for delay looks to fbag-term situation, in which he
recognizes that Troy is doomed to fall at the Aamsehandsefs & ke Tékucop...
Siatrpabéev Té68e dotu. 7.30-32). However, while the desire for a pagsaotivated
on this level, the decision to make that pause tiagdorm of a duel appears arbitrary.
It is on the second, extradiegetic level thatdecision to make this pause take the

form of a duel becomes intelligible: to provideegvaluation of the view of the epic
conflict presented in the first duel, with a treatrhof the issues that the conversation
between the internal audience of Apollo and Athleasiraised. The many parallels
between the two duels signal their parallel funttionce more there is a call for
parley on the battlefield; once more the armiessaeded by the leaders, and two
champions will fight in the centéf.The role of the gods in viewing both duel and
war also recalls the previous use of the divindenae motif, with certain important
variations:

kai p’ &5 péooov icov Tpwwv avéepye paAayyas, 55

uéooou doupos €AV of 8’ idpuvbnoav dTmavTes.

kK& & Ayauéuvev eloev eukvrudas Axaiovs:

kad 8" &p’ Abnvain Te kai apyupdTofos ATTéAAcov

eCéobnv Spvictv éoikdTes aiyuTioiol

PNYS £’ UYnAT) TaTtpds Ads aiyidxolo 60

avdpdol TepTTdUEVOL TGV Bt OTiXES TjaTO TTUKVal

aoTriol kal kopubeool kai €y Xeot TTEPPIKUTal

oin 8¢ ZepUpolo éxevaTo TOVTOV ETL PPIE

SpVUHEVOLo Véov, ueAGVel B¢ Te TTOVTOS UTT aUTTis,

Tolau &pa oTixes HaT Axaicdv Te Tpcowv Te 65
gv medic.... -- 7.55-66

3 See Duban 1981 for a schematic arrangement of dress other parallels.
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And going into their midst, [Hector] held back ttaaks of Trojans,
holding his spear by the middle, and they drew lmaekand all.
And down Agamemnon seated the well-greaved Achaeans
and down Athena and golden-bowed Apollo

seated themselves, as predatory birds,

upon the high oak tree of aegis-bearing Zeus,

taking pleasure in the men, whose thick ranks \set#ing,
bristling with shields, helmets and spears —

and as a ruffling ripples over the sea, with Zephyr

rousing anew, and the sea goes dark beneath it,

so did the ranks of Achaeans and Trojans settle

in the plain....

As in Book 4, the divine audience is construed lastlan extension of and in contrast
to the mortal audiences for the duel. The juxtapmsiof divine and mortal viewers in
this case is even closer. By making the gods aeréimg duel, then sit down along
with those who will watch it, the poet raises tkpectation that the gods are
essentially joining the mortal audiences. The satige is amplified by the repetition
of k&8 & andk&ad 8 &p’ (7.57-58) in the initial position of the line, atite
enjambment ofCéobnv (7.59), completing the parallel wika3... elcev (7.57),
techniques which give the juxtaposition a powerftorical pull®® and sharpening
the contrast that is then drawn between themapdor tepmduevor (7.60) and the
simile make clear, the spectacle for the two gadkides the very audience they had
seemed to be joining. One thinks of the tiers efwarship in Book 3, with the armies

watching the duel, Helen and Priam watching dudlamies, and the gods on

Olympus seeing all of the above and mdFpdbcov TéAW eicopdovtes 4.4)*° Here

39 Kirk (ad log calls the lines “primarily a rhetorical devicéiat gives the duel “a special and
unworldly status,” presumably because it indicéias the upcoming duel will have gods amongst its
spectators.

0 On tiers of viewing, cf. Maronitis 2007: 62 n.10.



107

the tiers are condensed, as the gods are presengahe audience on the battlefield,
yet nevertheless occupying a somewhat higher vargamt®**

The gods’ closer proximity models closer eregagnt with the poem’s events:
Apollo and Athena are apart from the other godsibse it is they who have been
moved to leap down into the arena of war. Everiteyerbterpomai(tepmduevol
7.61) recalls the pleasure of Athena and Hera virmgdinom Olympus in Book 4
(t¢ptrecBov 4.10)7 and the shared pleasure of the partisans Apotlodhnena, who
sit beside each other on the oak, points to thaagpof the extradiegetic listener to
maintain a double perspective on the story’s eveamsultaneously becoming
emotionally involved while maintaining an apprematof the beauty and excitement
of the poet’s art in the performative moment. Héres evident that the pleasure
shared by Athena and Apollo in viewing is an adsth@easure, derived from the
image of the vast armies settling themselves likpg@ing ocean: “Enjoying the men,
whose thick ranks were settling...du®pdo1 Teprduevor Téov 8¢ oTixes HaTto
mukvai 7.61). The comparison of armed ranks to the seatisncommon in the
lliad,*® but is special here in that the image is focalitedugh the watching gods:
the gods are enjoying the same aesthetic pleaseniged from the same image,
which the poet is simultaneously offering to hsgdners by means of his song. This is
why terpomaj the verb for the enjoyment of poetry, resonatestsongly at this
moment, and contributes further to the sense timtuel too will offer an internal

representation of audience enjoyment ofltiael’s depiction of the conflict at Troy.

*1 This recalls a recurring theme from the first dtieht a spectacle consists not only of the
participants, but the spectators as well. All dvgeots worthy of attention, and by watching the
spectacle one becomes part of it too.

2 See Chapter 2.

43 Cf. 4.422-28.
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The second use of the duel motif invites reaispl of the first instance: is this
really, after all, a story about Paris and Mene?afibout just punishment for
transgression? About money and a woman? Or isathiecshifting as the poem
moves forward? What stands to be won in this wapa®ése is also an opportunity to
reflect; and the gods’ conversation has just itatstd the need for reflection in light
of recent thematic developments. If the pause dgvaeby Apollo and Athena is the

mechanism for this reevaluation, the second dulébeiits venue.

Combatants

As views of the epic conflict at Troy, eachetlprovides a very different but
equally coherent vision of what the war is “abouwatytl this emerges partly in the
identity of the combatants. Confrontations betwieawlers are thiéiad’s regular way
of depicting combat on a large scale. In the spetaa duels, this regular system is
taken to its limit: each combatant stands for th@&ety of his side in the war.
Whereas the first duel presents the conflict ayB®a match between transgressor
and aggrieved, the second is fought by the arngiesitest champions. The result is a
a shift of emphasis and narrative. Whereas thedirsl offers one understanding of
the causes for the war - adultery and the breattospitality -+* the second takes the
war as a given and instead foregrounds concerheroes fighting within the war,
namely immortal glory and proper funeral rightsiliBduels are concerned with

proper and improper behavior, and look ahead tdllkshand Hector’s confrontation

*4 Other possible understandings of the wars’ caasesalso subtexts for the first duel: Eris’ golden
apple and the Judgment of Paris are recalled bggpesition of Hera and Athena on the one hand and
Aphrodite on the other (especially in Zeus’ teasihg.5-19). The war may also be seen as a gldrifie
act of piracy, and indeed the many pointed refexgie the riches at stake keep this interpretation
always in play.
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in Book 22, for which the Book 7 duel in particufarms an anticipatory doublet, as
it is the poem’s first sketch of Hector's deéth.

Paris and Menelaus represent the two siddseafonflict, inasmuch as it is their
quarrel that underlies it. Indeed, the premiséneffirst duel is that with Helen and
riches parceled out to one side or the other, everygan go home. At various points,
the poem reinforces the impression that the defagitleer, by removing a major
impetus for the conflict, might be enough to end\iith Menelaus dead, the
Achaeans would probably just go home: such at ateyis Agamemnon’s fear when
he confronts the prospect of Menelaus’ death byd&as’ arrow in Book 4 (4.172-
82). Other passages make it clear that it is Pde&rmination to keep Helen at all
costs that prevents the Trojans from coming to gkedhterms with the Achaeans,
suggesting that his removal could be enough tatlemavar?® The duel between Paris
and Menelaus presents these two visions of thesveaud in terms of a formal
arrangement.

But Aias and Hector also represent the twessif the conflict, as each side’s best
hope for warding off destruction, and this putsfeecent face on the spectacle
created by the epic, corresponding to the issussdan the conversation of Apollo
and Athena. Apollo raises the issue of pity forTnejans, and then suggests that
Hector fight a duel. In Book 6, Hector has justrbpertrayed for the first time as

doomed in his defense of Tr8¥lt is also Book 6 that first makes a point of

%> See Fenik 1968: 213-215 for anticipatory doubldswever, Fenik’s distinction between “genuine
doublets” on the one hand and “previews of scemesme” on the other, a distinction he proposes to
make based on “similarity of detail” (214), is haodunderstand or usefully apply here.

“® The Trojanagore at 7.345-78, in which Paris refuses to Antenauggestion of offering Helen to
the Achaeans, is a good example. Cf. Idaius’ iesiple condemnation of Paris as he delivers the
message latektipata ptv 86" AAEEavdpos kotAns v vnuoiv / fydyeto Tpoinud' dos mpiv
OPeAN’ &moAécbar / TTaVT £6éAel Bdpevar... 7.389-91.

476.497-502 is the scene of the lament for thelstithg man in his own halls.
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interweaving Hector’s fate and his city*sAstyanax has his name from the Trojan
people, as the poet says, because “Hector alonéheagmotector of llium” ¢ios yap
gpueTo “IAov “ExkTeop 6.403). Meanwhile, depictions of Andromache erstband
Astyanax orphaned create a picture of the grieeousequences of the city’s
destruction in microcosm, in Hector's immediate ilgnParis is responsible for the
Trojan predicament, but Hector is responsible fiaryT

This development is incorporated into Heleracgount of the gods’ wishes for the
duel. Helenus’ words do not form an exact or evanigularly close copy of the
words he overheard the gods speaking, and thdddecause more or less precise
repetition — with necessary grammatical changesa(fewitch between second and
third person, for example) — is the poet’s nornrakpice when one character repeats
the speech of anoth&tHere are Apollo’s words to Athena:

Trv 8" alte mpooteitrey &vaf Aids uids ATTéAAcov:

“ExTopos épowpev kpaTepov Hévos ITTodauolo,
Hv Tvd Tou Aavadv mpokaAécoeTal oidBev olos

avTiPBilov paxéoachal év aivi) SnioTrTL, 40
ol 8¢ K” dyaooduevol XaAkokviiuides Axaiol
olov émdpoeiav oAepilev "Extopt Sico. -7.37-42

And lord Apollo son of Zeus addressed her in turn:

‘Let us rouse the mighty spirit of Hector tamethofses,

[to see] if he might challenge one of the Danaalw)e and unaided
to fight face to face in fierce battle.

As for the bronze-greaved Achaeans, let them beojeal

into rousing [someone] to stand alone in battleresgdrilliant Hector.’

Helenus conveys the gods’ wish, but uses other svord

“ExTtop vit TTpidpoto Al uijtiv &tdAavte

N P& vU poi T1 mibolo, kaoiyvntos &€ Tof iy

&AAous pév k&bicov Tpdas kai TavTtas Axaious,

auTos 8¢ rpokdAecoal Axaicv és Tis &PLoTos 50
avTiBlov paxéoaobal év aivij dnioThTl:

“8 Contrast 5.595-96, 5.703ff, where he is killingrajside that nasty piece of work, Ares. Cf. Redfiel
1975/1999: 109 “[Hector’s] story does not propdaggin until Book 7.”

9 There are also sometimes changes for clevernesshamacterization: as in the interjection by Idaiu
cited above (note 46), or in the embassy scen@aokB® when Odysseus repeats Agamemnon'’s offer
to Achilles —verbatim, but for the cleverly modiéinal lines (9.158-61 replaced by 9.300-6).
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oU ydp Ted Tot poipa Bavelv kal TOTUOV ETOTETV
S Yap €y O akovoa Beddv aielyeveTdwv. - 7.47-53

Hector son of Priam, equal to Zeus in wits,

come now and be persuaded by me in something;aor your brother.

The other Trojans and all the Achaeans, seat tlwom d

but you, challenge whomever of the Achaearsiistos™

to fight face to face in fierce battle.

For it is not yet your portion to die and come upgonr fate —

for so | myself heard the voice of the gods of mdégeneration
[speaking].

Only one line is repeated verbatim (40=51), with tlorresponding previous lines
also sharing the lemma for “challengefpoxdAecoar andmpokaiécoeTal).
Particularly striking is Helenus’ statement thasihot yet Hector’s portiom{oira
7.52) to die — despite the fact that Hecton@ira is not mentioned by the gods at all.
Helenus’ claim that he heard the gods speakings"ttdss 7.53)°* might not be taken
to apply to the whole statement, but surely musast include the contents of the
line that directly precedes it. The seer shouldo@otinderstood to be wrong or lying
here® instead, | suggest that the seer accurately teattisthe divine will and the
link between Hector’s fate and Troy’s. The gods they the fall of Troy will come
later (7.29-32); Helenus correctly understandstthize equivalent to saying that
Hector will not yet die. By making Helenus, withethuthority of a seer, “repeat” the
gods’ words in a way that replaces Troy’s fall withctor’s, the poet makes the
equivalence of Hector’s and Troy'’s survival a keytf the duel episode as well.

So much for Hector; what of Aias? The poetsetup a situation in the opening
of Book 7 in which concern for both Trojan and Aeha destruction are at issue

(though it is never in doubt which will actuallyg@en). This will remain a central

0 Often translated “best,” the word has connotatisfsobility as well as prowess; Yamagata 1994:
202-7 gives a useful overview of its uses. Nagya199: 28-29 shows that the phrase in this passage
points to the absence of Achilles, the true “béshe Achaeans.” See furthidid. 26-41.

> ¢5s with a verb of speaking is elsewhere used of dpeceported more or less verbatim: e.g.
Agamemnon'’s report of the Baneful Dream’s wordssenébs & pév eitrcov / Hxet’... (2.70-1).

230 | disagree with Dietrich 1965/1967: 200 thatdras prophecies “falsely” to Hector here.
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issue for a large part of the poem to coasethe Achaeans will now go on the
defensive in fulfillment of Zeus’ promise to Thetighough a burning city looms
beyond the poem’s horizon, it is the image of lagrships, and Achaeans
slaughtered beside them, which will be conjuredstestly between now and
Patroclus’ entry into battle in Book f8Aias is the perfect choit&to represent the
Achaean side in this altered situation. The offemshampion, Diomedes, may have a
good claim to be “the bestristog of the Achaeans’Axaicov &s Tis &pioTos 7.50)
after Achilles: he has so dominated the Achaeagnsite in Books 5-6 that Helenus
himself said that Diomedes is more fearsome thahillés > In fact, Diomedes
actually gets the best of Aias in their (frienddiy)el in Book 23° But Diomedes
would not embody the Achaean side in terms of $kaes raised by the gods’
conversation. The poet’s choice of Aias signalkiti #om the period of Achaean
victory to a period of defensive fighting in whiéas will emerge as the crucial

figure: the Achaeans’ bulwark against destructiohg is never wounded himséff,

%3 Morrison 1994: 209-27 documents this phenomenaoensively, and argues persuasively that this
creates an inversion by which the experience afd#i a city under siege is represented from the
point of view of the Achaeans rather than the Twsjdorrison sees the turning point in the Achaeans
fortunes as beginning with Book 8, and thus saytb@building of the Achaean wall in Book 7 —
which will allow for the language and imagery ofity under siege to be used of the Achaean camp —
that it is “unmotivated at this point” (212). | &grwith Morrison’s interpretation of the wall’s fttion,

but do not agree that it is unmotivated at the tiheonstruction: the rush of Paris and Hector into
battle in the opening of Book 7 is where the dhifthe period of Achaeans on the defensive first
begins — and this is also reflected in the pedtsae of Aias rather than Diomedes as the champion
who stands against Hector. See further Porterdortting on the purpose of the Achaean wall.

** The motif of selection by lot emphasizes (if merephasis were needed) that Hector’s opponent will
be chosen by the powers that be (i.e. the poet).

%5 v [i.e. Diomedespr) ¢yco k&pTIoTOV AXa1GV gt yevéoBat. / oud’ AxiAfid Tob’ &8¢y
£8eiBipev Spxapov avdpdov, / dv ép paot Beds eEéuuevalr AAN 88e Ainv / uaivetal, oudé Tis ol
SuvaTal pévos icopapilewv. 6.98-101 Hector’s mission to solicit divine asdeixplicitly meant to
procure against Diomedes: 6.275-78; 6.306-7. Seyy N879-99: 26-41 on the claims of Diomedes
and others to baristos

56 23.798-825.

" Though Diomedes in the funeral games keeps togdtimneck with a speafudeidns &' &p’
greita UTrep odikeos peydAolo / aitv ¢ aUxévi kUpe paevol Soupds dkwkij 23.820-21.
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and stands valiantly — and in vain — trying to keéfhe fire from the ship¥ The
second duel is a staged version of the epic comfficsketched by Apollo and Athena
at the time of their conversation and as it wilfbesome time to come: Achaeans
and Trojans both in their own ways in need of succo

Whereas the first duel casts the conflict asoaality tale, with revenge or
punishment following transgression, the seconcekcgslrealities on the ground: the
loss of Paris or Menelaus could end the conflictdayoving the reason for fighting,
but the loss of either Hector or Aias could englyiremoving the ability to resist
enemy attack. The shift between these two persfsctin the epic struggle — the shift
from the first duel to the second — is itself maggble by subtle early suggestions in
Book 7 that it could again be Paris and Menelaus will represent their sides in the
war. Just before the first duel Paris is fighting im front, challenging all the best of
the Achaeans (3.16); now in Book 7, just beforesieond duel, he is again a
promachos- in fact, he kills a man first, before Hector7¢20)>° Then, just as
Menelaus came forth in Book 3 to accept Paris’lehgke for the first duel (3.19), it is
Menelaus who first accepts Hector’s challengeliersecond duel, before he can be
convinced that his prowess is insufficient for task (7.92-122) — a reminder that in a
sense this is Menelaus’ fight, and that this was tie previous duel staged the
conflict. Thus, Paris and Menelaus each appeafiygrie such a way as to recall their
prior roles, before being visibly shuffled out betdeck in favor of each side’s

greatest defendef8.

815, 727-46; 16.102-124. For Aias’ role as gredtuaer, see for example Trapp 1961: 275.

*¥ The poet shows attentiveness to the order ofraiyin descriptions of combat, as for example @t th
beginning of tharisteiaof Agamemnon: “Tell me now you Muses who have hewme Olympus, who
indeed was first to come against Agamemnon..”E81{ete viv pot Motoai OAduma dcouat’

gxovoal / 8s Tis 81) TpdTOs Ayapéuvovos avtiov AABev 11.218-19).

% paris’ opening onslaught, which has troubled n@ompmentators, has not been otherwise explained.
Duban 1981: 102 n.10 says the fact that Parisillenemy at all prior to the second duel appears
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Stakes

A common complaint about the second duelas ttdoes not specify stakes, but
this is not quite true, as a comparison of the dpegthat introduce the two duels can
show. In Book 3, Agamemnon begins by invoking Zétsdjos and other oath-
guarding gods to bear withessiptupot éote 3.276-80). He then continues:

el uév kev Mevédaov ANEEavBpos kaTaTrépur
auTos £1eld’ EAévny éxéToo kal kThuaTa TavTa,
NUETs &’ év vneool vecopeba TovTomdpolotv:
el 3¢ K” AAéEavBpov kTeiv) EavBos Mevéhaos,
Tpdas émmel6’ EAévny kal kthiuata vt &modolval, 285
TNV &’ ApYyeiols ATOTIVEUEY Ty TV’ EOIKEV,
1] Te kal éocopévolol peT” AvbpcdTrolol TéAnTal.
el & av épol Tiunv TTpiapos TTpiapoid te maides
Tivew ouk £0éAwotv AAeEavdpolo TecdvTos,
aQUTApP EYCd Kal ETMEITA HaXTOOHAl EIVEKA TTOLVTS 290
alibl pévaov, fids ke TéNos TToAépoto kixelco. ™
-- 3.281-

If, on the one hand, Patris kills Menelaus,

then let him have Helen and all the wealth,

and let us go home in our sea-crossing vessels.

But if yellow-haired Menelaus kills Paris,

then must the Trojans give back Helen and all thalth,
and pay back a penalty to the Argives, one whidhtisg,
and which will be also among future generations.
But if Priam and the children of Priam are not indj

to pay me the penalty, with Paris having fallen,

then I will fight for the penalty,

and keep on until | come to the war’s finish.

This speech lays out the stakes for which the iduel be fought, namely Helen and
possessions. Since the war is to end with the theeimplication is that these are the

stakes of, and the motivation for, the war as widlis formulation is versatile in a

“peu motivé” — and, in a telling slip, places HeadveforeParis in his listing of the killingskid. 102).

M. Edwards points out that Paris’ preeminence pdvoth of the two duels constitutes a parallel
between them, but without explaining or interprgtihe parallel (this in a personal communication to
Duban cited inbid. 102 n.10).

61 Agamemnon goes on to add a third possibility, icl the Trojans refuse to pay his extra monetary
penalty in which case he vows to go on to sack Tooyaccount of the penaltytveka mowris 3.290

(not any more on account of Helen or her richekl#ss “about you [Helen] mepi oeio 3.137). The
Trojans, for their part, had set up the duel withefierence to such a penaltyoious &ue’ EAévy kai
KTrjHact Taol pdxeobat. / STOTEPOS 8¢ Ke viktion kpeloowv Te yévntal / kTriuad’ éAcov el mévta
yuvaikd Te oikad’ ayéobw 3.91-93 (Hector announcing Paris’s offer to all.)
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sense: it encompasses both the view that Helerthe deart of the war (recalling the
common vows taken by her suitors) on the one hamdl an economic view of the
war as an attempt to recover stolen resourcegerbiaps a glorified act of piracy —
on the other. Agamemnon’s conclusion is very mucthiaracter for him, with
demand and threat uttered in the same breath: ihareextra monetary penalty for
the Trojans if Paris loses, and if they refusedy pe vows to go on to sack Troy “on
account of the penaltytipeka owris 3.290). But these concluding words of
Agamemnon’s also suggest an overarching narrabivéhé story of Ilium: the
Trojans will pay the penalty for what they have eonhis is not just Agamemnon’s
idea: the whole structure of the duel, with Pdristransgressor pitted against
Menelaus the aggrieved, conveys just such a picture

Hector’s speech follows the same format, petsies different concerns than
Helen, riches and penalties:

de 8¢ pubéopal, Zeus & Guu’ EMUAPTUPOS EOTCO"
€l Hév Kev €uE KeTvos EAN Tavarikel XaAko,
TeUxea ouArjoas pepéTw koiAag £ vijas,
odua 8¢ ofkad’ éudv ddéueval TaAw, dppa Tupds pe
Tpdes kal Tpcocov &Aoxol AeAdxwot BavdvTa. 80
el 3¢ K’ £y o TOV €A, Bcon 8¢ pot eUxos ATTOAAwV,
Teuxea oUAnoas olow mpoTi “IAlov iprjv,
Kai kpepdw mpoTi vnov AmdAAwvos ek&Ttolo,
TOV 8¢ vékuv i vijas élooéAuous arodoc,
Spp& € TapXUOWOl K&PN KOUOwVTES AXalOf, 85
ofju& Té ol xevwotv éml TAaTel EAAnomdvTe.
kal TToTé Tig €(TMol Kai dYrydvwv avBpcdawov
v ToAUKATiB1 TTAécov i olvoTra TévToV:
Avdpods Pty TEBE ofjua TTaAal kaTaTefunadTOoS,
v oT’ AploTevovTa KaTekTave paidipos "EkTop. 90
€5 TTOTE Tis €péel’ TO 8 EUoV kAéos o ToT” dAsiTal.
48-91

But thus do | speak, and let Zeus be the withasado

if on the one hand that man takes me with his skdged bronze,

let him strip my arms and bear them to the hollbips,

and let him return my body home again, so that

the Trojans and the Trojans’ wives may make mera mfnen | have died.
But if | take him, and Apollo grants me the riglitmasting,

I will strip his arms and bear them toward holyk,
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and | will hand them before the temple of Apollo-&aooter,

and as for him, | will give back his dead bodygtoto the well-benched ships,
so that the long-haired Achaeans may give him firrées,

and heap up a grave-mound for him on the wide kiediat.

And someday even people born in later times will sa

as they travel in ships of many oar-locks on theesdark sea:

“This is the grave-mound of a man who died long,ago

whom shining Hector once slew, even as he foughisdbest.”

Thus will they say some day — and kigoswill never perish.

The structural parallels are clear. Hector’'s spdesgins with an invocation of Zeus
as witness of oaths. He then gives an account af whl happen in the case of
victory for either side, starting with the lessda®d scenario (his own death), just as
did Agamemnon. The symmetry of these lines retla#ls of Agamemnon’s statement
of terms:ei pév kev... katamépurn (3.281) mirrored byi pév kev... €An (7.76), andi

8¢ k... kTetvn (3.284) matchingi 8¢ k'... {Acwo (7.81). As did Agamemnon, Hector
then goes beyond the symmetry to add a personahws the future very much in
keeping with his own character: he allows his mim@vander into an elaborate
fantasy (cf. 22.98-130, his fantasy of intimacyhmtchilles) centered on his personal
reputation (cf. 6.440-65, where the sad thoug®rafromache enslaved climaxes
with someone saying “and that was the wife of HettS?

In both speeches, the poet indicates awarariedsthe duels’ audiences: the
Achaeans and Trojans whom Agamemnon and Hectoalfcaddress; the gods
whose presence is acknowledged through the imtvalcations; and the extradiegetic
audience lurking behind tRgpiyovor &vbpcomor whom Hector envisions looking at
his opponent’s grave-mound, and #aedusvol &vbpwor mentioned by

Agamemnorf? This reference to future audiences of epic noy oetalls the role of

%2 For Hector's tendency to “drift briefly into drearof thekleoshe will get in the future” see Mackie
1996: 98-99. Duban 1981 is also good on Hectoriguage here and for the duel of Book 22.

83 My ... 1§ Te Kol EocopEVOIoT HET’ avBpcotrotol éAnTat 3.286-7. Thus, while concern with future
generations is characteristic of Hector it is albaracteristic of the spectacular duels, appeasng
does in the first duel which does not feature Hedtothe case of the first duel Menelaus, tomKkhi
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the extradiegetic audience, who is in fact heasunch an epic, but locates that
audience in a community of previous and future @pidiences hearing about these
same deeds; after all, it is through successionspErformance that those deeds are
preserved. In summary, Hector’s speech, parallstriurcture and position to
Agamemnon’s, also plays a parallel role in artitotathe vision of epic as spectacle
to be staged in the coming duel. But instead oEHand riches, Hector’s speech asks
its audiences to witness a struggle foughkfeos(7.91). The term as used here
suggests the tradition of epic poetry which wikgerve and glorify Hector.
Hector’'s speech offers no narrative of thgdmavar, but instead takes the war as

a given. This is not only a reflection of Hectgossition as brother of the adulterer
Paris, but also an important viable alternativawad the conflict: as is widely
recognized, the society depicted in the Homerioymis based on war. Sarpedon’s
speech to Glaucus in Book 12 is often pointed taraaccount of how “Homeric”
society is structured*

Matke i 1) 31 vdi TeTuRUecOa pdAioTa 310

€5pn Te kpéaoiv Te id¢ TAeiols Semdeoow

gv Aukin, TavTes 8¢ BeoUs s eilcopdwoat...;

Tco viv xp1n Aukiolol HéTa TTPLOTOIoIY EGVTAS 315

€oTdueY NdE udixns kauoTeipns avTiBoAfioal,

Sppd& Tis 8’ gl Aukicov TUka BeopnkTdcov

oU péav axAeées Aukinv k&ta kolpavéouotv
Nuétepol BaoliAfies.... --12.310-12, 315-19

Glaucus, why indeed are we two honored most
in our place at table, in meats and full goblets
in Lycia, and everyone looks on us as though wes\geds?....

of the extradiegetic audience, as he prays to #eoske of the conflict a morality tale for thoshov
hear it told in the future: Menelaus asks Zeudltmehim to punish ticacfai 3.351) Paris who
transgressed first(ue TpodTEPOS K&K Eopye 3.351) “in order that those of the futuggu{ydveov
avBpcomeov) might fear / to work evil against their host, thee who offers hospitality'&ppa Tis
¢pplynot kai dprydveov &vbpcdmeov / Eewvoddkov kakd pé€al, & kev pIASTNTa TTapdoxn 3.353-54.)

% On the warrior’s role in the society depictedtie poems, see Raaflaub 1997: esp 633-36. Pucci
1996: 49-68 rightly draws attention to pointed aguiities in this speech’s construction of the rdle o
the “kings” BaociAties 12.319.)
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....Therefore, now we must go among the first Liysian the ranks
and stand, and confront the blazing battle,

so that the close-armored Lycians may speak thus:

‘No, not withoutkleosdo our kings rule

over Lycia....’

The Homeric warrior’s willingness to risk his lifie battle for his people, and thus to
receive honort{mé 310) and gloryKleos318), is the basis for his position in society:
and a society without warriors is not liable ta kesry long. It is this view of war as a
fundamental fact of life and the source of the é&zadsocial position and identity
which informs Hector’s speech. TH&d presents the warriors at Troy as fighting not
just for Helen and her riches, but also for hoaod for the glory entailed in their
inclusion in the poem’s performance. The second piwides a necessary corrective
to the overly simplistic morality tale delineatedthe first duel. Here, the war is its

own narrative.

View from Within

The second duel provides a representationeoiviar from within, as seen by those
in the thick of it. This difference emerges in #igtude of the observers. In the first
duel, in Book 3, the Achaeans and Trojans are cheniaed by a unified response: it
is their status as spectators, more than represasaf opposite sides in the conflict,
that determines their point of view. The moment thiat duel is declared, they
become the joint subject of a series of verbsicijg at the decision, drawing up
their horses, dismounting, and disarming (3.111-THhjs shared response continues
during the duel itself: at 3.342-43 they are togetiwestruck at the sight of the

combatant§® Even at the fight's conclusion, the Trojans digmatipathy to Paris,

& . BduBos & Exev eioopdwvTtas / Tpdds 6 irmodduous kal éukvrijudas Axaiovs. 3.342-3. Kirk
1978: 36, contrasts 20.159-60 and 23.814-15, lybtiig how in 3.341-3 the poet emphasizes the
viewers.
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whom they “all” hate like “black death®— with reason, since it is black death that he
brings them — rather than disappointment at thée's loss in the duel. This shared
perspective is striking because for most of thenptdee Achaean and Trojan forces
present opposite perspectives on events that osicge their interests are opposite:
victory for one is defeat for the other. A victdor Menelaus would mean, according
to the terms of the first duel, empty coffers amdjdn dishonor. For the Trojan and
Achaean warriors however, shared freedom from #mger of war has overriden

their partisan positions in the conflftt.

In the second duel, by contrast, the armitegus as spectators removed from the
combat does not play the crucial role in formingitliesponse as it did in the
previous duel. Now, they greet the appearance a$ Riith opposite reactions: the
Achaeans are gladdeneég(6eov 7.214), while the Trojans feel fear:

TOV O¢ Kail Apyeiol pev éyriBeov eicopdwovTes,
Tpdas 8¢ Tpduos aivds UTmMAube yula €kactov. - 7.214-15

And the Argives were gladdened as they gazed ufsiais],
but as for the Trojans, terrible fear came intolimbs of each.

Hector the combatant in the ring shares the regpohthe watching Trojans:

“EkTopl T' auTtd Bunds évi otnbecol maTtacoey:
AAN’ ol Tres £T1 elxev UTroTpéoal oUd’ avadival
ay Aacv &s Spidov, émel TpokaAéooaTto Xapun. - 7.216-18

And the heart of Hector himself beat fast in hisast,

but he was no longer able to shrink back or withdra

again into the crowd of his people, since he haded a fighting
challenge.

Hector is like the Trojans — except he cannot attirgto their ranks. In contrast to the

first duel, the mortal spectators are reacting ating to their partisan positions,

ooV yd&p o maow amrixeTo knpi pehaivn 3.454.

®" Redfield 1978/1994: 99 notes that “combat generatiéght-knit community” that “consists, in
effect, of those who are ready to die for one agmtthe perimeter of each community is a potential
battlefield.” The first duel seems to temporariygraw the lines of these communities: the distimcti
of spectator vs. actor overcomes the distinctiomrofan vs. Achaean.
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rather than their shared status as spectatossedsy to see why that is so: as
spectators for the first duel they considered tleves outside the war and free of
dangerwhereas now their perspective is no different thanfor any of the single
promachossombats that take place around them while thdyt.fil§s spectators they
may not intervene, but their own lives are stilbttke, for the loss of either hero
would put all his allies at greater risk. Unliketire first duel, that grim prospect is
seen not by those believing themselves beyondtieattof war's deadliness, but by
those caught up within &

The divine audience is perfectly positionedsdo reflect this shift in perspective:
perched on the tree, they watch not from Olympusabilin the theater of war. Their
spatial proximity is directly connected to theigagement with the story: they are
there because they were moved to take a leap. Ageanal audience, they represent
views strong enough to bring a listener into tlogystAthena’s ambiguous negative
reaction to Trojan victory and Apollo’s sense thaé should pity the Trojans. Their
partisanship does not vanish during the duel: Apl#ips Hector rise after he is
struck by a boulder (7.272). Yet the poet’s desinpof the gods’ attitude as an
audience again emphasizes unity: their viewindhefwarriors produces a single and
shared response, namely pleastegpomendi. They do not glower at the sight of
one army and smile benignly upon the other. In mdwtontrast to Achaeans and
Trojans, they even sit together. Their proximitg amared experience of pleasure
suggest that their contrasting reactions to theasaisubsumed under the poem’s
power to entertain, and that their conflicting veemay be present within a single
audience or even within a single person. By remrtasg Apollo and Athena as an

internal audience in this way, the poet claimstiiailiad the ability to involve a

% This fits well with the narrative of punishment toansgression inherent in this duel’s perspeative
the war: given the narrative, every audience carmgeind it, with the exception of those who love
Paris, namely Priam (3.304-9) and Aphrodite (3.309).
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variety of listeners, with conflicting interestsdaattitudes, in the communal

experience of pleasure in listening — and viewing.

Second Duel Looks to First and Third

As the second duel looks back toward the, firgreby presenting itself as a
development of the themes there treated, so fooks ahead to the epic’s final
commentary on itself as a spectacle, the confriomtdtetween Achilles and Hector in
Book 22. As the poet toys with Paris and Menelauscmbatants before moving on
to Hector and Aias, he also directs his listenat®ntion to Achilles in the distance:
just before the fight begins, Aias remarks to Hetltat Achilles is really the
Achaeans’ greatest champion, though presentlypodisd (7.228-30). Other parallels
abound, and in each case the situation in Boolokslahead to its reversal in Book
22: the terms of the duel in 7 are to honor th@senf the loser, starkly contrasted
with Achilles’ refusal to accept similar terms wittector in 22 (22.254-72). In 7
Apollo raises up Hector when he is wounded; buwvhlesuddenly abandon him in 22
(22.213). The contest in 7 presents a proper tiongtrife — the night to which it is
good that combatants should yield (7.282 = 293h#ent is the lack of proper limits
that characterizes Achilles’ behavior in 22.

In fact, the second duel’s strange endings-ctlled off by the heralds as Hector
seems in danger of losing, and then friendship éetwHector and Aias is sealed by
gift exchange — can partly be explained by its fiomcas an anticipation of the
confrontation of Hector and Achilles: it danglefew very particular loose threads,
each of which is recalled and tied up in B2lenus’ remark that Hector is not yet
fated to die in 7 is recalled and reversed by thkirsg of Hector’s “fated day”

(afowov fuap) on Zeus’ golden scales (22.209-13). The frieruépirétnT 7.302)
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in which Hector and Aias will part, while Hectordhbeen wounded and seems in
danger of losing, is recalled and reversed by Hectlesperate, hopeless fantasy of
intimacy between himself and Achilf@sand Achilles’ disavowal of the possibility of
friendliness §iArjuevan 22.265) between them.

What makes these links between 3, 7, and &2 &od memorable is the reduction
of the grand conflict to a single fight, a speatawith the whole world watching, in
three progressive installments, like a triptycht thféers three views on the conflict at
Troy. Apollo acknowledges the finality of the d&ion made in Book 4, that Troy
will indeed fall, for “so did it please the heaftywu goddesses — that this city should
be destroyed” (7.31-32). But now voice has beepmgio a part of the divine
audience which does not respond as Hera and Ath¢itlathe combat concluded,
and Hector back safe for now with his people, thesgreactions to the second duel
are left to the imagination. The extradiegetic ande is left to ponder in the space
that the gods have defined by their questions laeid $subsequent staging of the duel,

and to look ahead to the final confrontation thébieshadows.

6922.111-30. See further Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5
Duel and Athletics in the Death of Hector

The confrontation between Hector and AchilleBook 22 is a spectacle of
particular intensity. With the Trojans watchingrfiradhe walls, Achaeans in the field,
and the gods looking down from Olympus, two lomgifes contend for the survival
of Troy, which will not be able to stand after thss of its greatest defender. In this
chapter I will try to show that this scene create¢kirdmise en abymef the epic
experienced as live viewing, wherein the role aftitlide of the extradiegetic listener
is a central concern, and is provocatively modetgdin the text by the gods on
Olympus. The poet initially toys with two ways adrstruing the spectacle, namely
the formal duel and the athletic competition. Thisge paradigms vie quietly, both on
offer, until the contrasts between them are brotglite foreground in the famous
lines comparing Achilles and Hector first to rumer a foot-race (22.157-61), then
to race-horses (22.162-66), whereupon an abrugbdbe watching gods confronts
the extradiegetic audience with a reflection ofrtbevn parallel activity of “viewing:”
“and all the gods looked onBgoi 8’ &5 TavTes dSpovTo 22.166). | will show that in
this passage, and the conversation on Olympuddhaivs, the poet presents his
listeners with a fractured perspective, with mudtiponfigurations of possible
response — including casual enjoyment versus iatengagement — and provokes
them to feel compassion for Hector while joiningis ritual slaughter. The final
section of the chapter follows the evolving sigrafice of the image of Troy being
circled as it is reprised in the funeral rites Ratroclus.

In contrast to the two contests analyzed iapgiérs 3 and 4, in Book 22 no duel is

formally declared. Instead, the scene is constduisyethe combination of elements
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from three kinds of type scen¢he combat between warriors in the front ranks
(promachoj, the formal duel, and the athletic competitiobebgin with a few general
observations about the relationship between thagéibnal scenes and note
significant differences, before showing how thetpmenbines the three types to
construct in measured steps a spectacle grandefandater import than those that
have gone before, with richly ambiguous implicasidor the role of the extradiegetic
“viewer.”

Confrontations between warriors in the frarks promacho) form part of the
regular depiction of mass combat in thad, and have been analyzed in depth under
the somewhat misleading rubric “duél&s Van Wees notes, it is often the case for
these encounters that “ ‘hit-and-run attack’ is@emappropriate label than ‘duel.””

In the briefest cases, which are plentiful, a vaarsimply leaps out of the ranks and
hurls a spear at one of theomachoj retreating thereafter to the safety of his
comrades.The term “duel” becomes more appropriate whentiftis scene nudges
closer to its cousin, the formal duel: i.e. inatgpanded form, where it shares with the

formal duels not only formulaic language but alsatifs such as flyting and the

! Edwards 1992 has a useful general bibliographstyge” or “typical” scenes. On the creation of
song through recombination of traditional elemesté® especially Lord 1960. Lord considered a “type
scene” and “theme” to be essentially the same thirag is, “a recurrent element of narration or
description in traditional oral poetry” (Lord 19523). Attempts at more precise definition than #rat
probably not helpful for the present study. Edwelrfl82 for example differentiates “amplified [i.e.
expanded] type scenes” from traditional “themesiianratological terms: “themes” are the building
blocks that make up the “story” (the events oftlat), whereas “type scenes” are not part of the
“story” as such but rather part of the “discourses’ the narrator’s representation of the story
(Edwards 1992: 2). But it is not clear how suchsdinction could be applied for instance to theldne
Book 3. The duel is part of the story, but alsortherator’s representation of the story, as it fobkth
to the beginning of the war and to the beginninthefpoet’s depiction of the war. My aim here is
simply to investigate what resonance and assoomtite use of any given traditional material igljk
to convey.

% Latacz 1977 esp. 77-78, Thornton 1984: 93-100, Waes 1987: 676-80, 687-89 with further
bibliography; M. Edwards 1992 esp. 17 also hasresite bibliography. | follow Van Wees in

referring to instances of this motif as encounbstveerpromachoirather than as ‘duels.’ Fenik’s
1968 classic analyzes in depth the componentsrababdescriptions in general, looking at the use of
formulaic language and common sequences of adtidoes not consider the books containing the
three spectacular duels (but rather analyzes cobk85, 11, 13, 17, 16 and 8).

3 van Wees 1997: 688, citing 13.642-49 as an example



125

exchange of blow$As noted in Chapter 4, the meeting of Hector arabAn the

front ranks of battle in Book 14 (14.402-439) iskshgly similar to their formal duel
in Book 7. Nevertheless, there are certain definiiffgrences between the two kinds
of scene, to which | now turn.

The formal duel appears in Books 3 and 7 (dised in Chapters 3 and 4) and also
in Nestor’s account of his own duel with Eurythalio the war between the Pylians
and the Arcadianslts distinguishing features can be gathered frions¢ examples:
the duel entails a fight between champions duritrg@e on the battlefield, and is
marked by the shift of the armies from active figbtto passivity, the creation of a
marked off space separating action from viewes ntiatual oaths which put the
contest on formal terms, and the intensified fomfugewer attention on the kernel of
action® As the duel exists within the context of a war @ditnessed by those
involved in the war, the duel paradigm of viewepsimplies partisanship for one side

or the other Zas Trojans and Achaeans watch lttagl’s formal duels, the Pylians

4 Kirk 1978; Duban 1981.

®7.132-158. The fact that Ereuthalion “was challegall thearistoi’ (7.150) does not in and of itself
ensure that the reference is to a formal duel ratt@promachoicombat, since that same phrase is
used of Paris’ challenge in the front ranks oflbgd.19)beforehe puts the challenge that leads to a
formal duel. Nevertheless, the fact that Nestos ulse story as a paradigm for the present situadion
all are “trembling and fearing greatly” (7.151)tbat none dare accept until Nestor steps in to Save
day, suggests that the passage be read as a tlesavipanother formal duel on the battlefield, gbt

in prior generations. This implies the traditiohalf the duel motif in epic, as do the many stouat
parallels between the two in Books 3 and 7, forchitsee Kirk 1978 esp 18 and 40, and Duban 1981.
Whether the sophisticated techniquaro$e en abymthat | argue is found in tHéad is a traditional
feature of the formal duel in epic is unknowablet bam tempted to suppose, as is often argued for
cases in which thiéiad apparently reflects on its own meaning, that & feature setting théad apart
from the tradition.

® See Chapters 3 and 4. A good illustration of g differences is obtained by juxtaposing 1) Paris’
first challenge to the Achaean warriors as a figiitehe front ranks and Menelaus’ acceptance ef th
challenge (3.15-29) with 2) the formal duel thdldes Paris’ retreat and Hector’s rebuke, and
occupies the rest of Book 3: places are taken;saatide; eyes turned to the actors.

" The duel between Paris and Menelaus is exceptioniaat the Trojan warriors appear quite happy to
see their own “side” lose, and the poet makes nofithis situation; see Chapter 4.
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and Arcadians would presumably be witnessing Nistiurel with Eurythalion on the
battlefield®

The athletic contest is clearly traditionaicamaterial as well; aside from the
funeral games for Patroclus in Book 23, there laeghon-funeral) games contested
by Tydeus (4.385-90), and two instances of gam@ash times being discussed by
characters during the games for Patroclus (23.6223.678-80.In addition to
these, and fundamental for this chapter, are thdes and ‘reverse simile’ (see
below) that evoke chariot-races and foot race@&1224 and 22.157-66. Athletic
games are fundamentally displays of martial skiid prowess and hence closely
related to the fight betwegmomachoias well as the formal duel: contestants vie in
strength, speed, horsemanship, skill with the javaadd bow, and outright fighting
with fists or with weapon¥’ This last event, which could be called simply &nmed
combat, is exemplified in the funeral games foré@tis when Aias and Diomedes
arm and face each other in a public contest todseddd by the first drawing of blood
from the “innards” (23.798-825Y. This event in particular closely resembles the
formal duel on the battlefield. A comparison betwearallel passages in the formal

duel in Book 3 and the armed combat in the gam@&ook 23 highlights the shared

8 Eurythalion’s challenge, certainly, has cowedRiyéians into passivity — it seems that they arénmy
attention.... [EurythalionfrpokaAiCeto évtas dpiotous / of 8¢ [i.e. the Pyliansh&\’ éTpdueov kai
¢8eidioav, oudé Tis ETAN / &AN’ Eut [i.e. Nestorjpuuds avrike.... 7.151-53.

° RichardsorC: 23.262-897 conveniently gathers these, togetliter passages involving games in the
Odysseyaside from the Phaeacians’ games that featuraipemtly in Book 8, two others are
mentioned a0d.8.100-103 an®d.24.85-92 (the latter are funeral games for Ach)lién addition to
these Richardson mentions the Myrmidons in BodHd@wever, it is not clear to me whether they are
in fact participating in athletic contests or sijmphtertaining themselves by practicing for future
contests (and of course battles) in an informdlitas Aaol 8¢ Tapa prnyuivi Baidoons / Siokoiow
TépTovTO Kai atyavénow iévtes / ToGoloiv 8’ 2.773-75. The worterpomai(tépmovto 2.774), not
elsewhere used of those competing in athletic gameéEates perhaps the latter.

9 These are featured at the funeral games for Rasr(23.262-897); most appear elsewhere in Homer
as well. See further Richardst ad loc

" The victor will be “whoever reaches the innartisptigh the armor and the black bloogiagion &°
¢vdiveov 814 T’ #vtea kai péAdav alpa 23.806.)
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formulaic language and similarities between the types of spectacle, as well as one
of the key differences. The enemies Paris and Meisaheet in a formal duel:

Ol & &1rel oUv ék&Tepbev duilou Beoprixbnoav,

g5 néooov Tprcwv kai Axaiddv EoTixdéwvTo

Sewov depkduevol 8&uPos & Exev eicopdeovTag

Tpddds 6 immodapous kai eukvriudas Axaious. - 3.340-43

But when they had then armed on either side oftbed,
they marched into the middle of the Trojans anda%sams
glancing fiercely — and wonder held them looking on
the horse-taming Trojans and well-greaved Achaeans.

The same moment in the contest between DiomedeAiasdn the funeral games is
described in nearly equivalent lines:
ol & emei oUv éxdTepBev Ouilou Boprixbnoav,

€S UEOOV AUPOTEPLD OUVITNV HEMATE HaxeoHal
Selwov depkopévaa 2 BauPos &’ Exe TavTas Axaiovs. — 23.813-15

And when they had then armed on either side ottbed
they both went together into the middle, eageidbtf
glancing fiercely — and wonder held all the Achaean

Both events are presented as spectacles, with whideos 3.343, 23.815) holding
the onlookers. However, the formal duel is contésietween enemies, with the two
mutually hostile bodies of Achaeaasd Trojans watchinge uéoocov Tpcocov kai
Axaicv 3.341, Tpddds... kai... Axaious 3.343), while the athletic games are
contested between and witnessed by alfi@sfas Axaiovs, 23.815)" Thus,
whereas viewers of a duel are divided accordirthed partisan positions in the war,

the audience for an athletic competition is par ahited body (whatever their

2 The duaBeprouéve (23.815) is used rather than the pl@glkduevor (3.342). The choice (whether
of the composer or of early copiers, for whom trsei@l difference between omega and omicron iota is
not likely to have been great) appears to be bsiseply on the inclination to follow the example set

by the preceding grammatical construction in eadecthe dual form in 23 (23.815) follows the dual
aupoTépw (23.814) (itself apparently a modification of fleemulaicés péoov aupoTépcov (6.120) in
the meeting of Diomedes and Glaucus on the batibfivhile the plural form in 3 (3.342) follows the
formulaic6cwprixfnoav (3.340 = 23.813).

13 ¢f. comments of Kirk 1978: 36.
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various interpersonal relationships) which alsdudes the contestant$This
common identity and common sense of purpose igcp&atly true for funeral games,
in which spectators and contestants are joinednoting the dead. The athletic
competition is overseen by an arbiter who keepsrardd to whom the audience and
contestants may appealno such safety exists for formal duels. A finay ke
difference is that of stakes: both are fought fazgs of honor, but athletic contests
are normally non-fatal whereas the formal duellenliattlefield is conceived as a
fight to the deatt®

The confrontation between Hector and Achiigeatypical’’ Hector's meeting
with Achilles in Book 22 is arranged on no formainhs, either as duel or as games.
In this much it is a fight betwegaromachoi indeed, it is the climax of the series of
deaths of Sarpedon, Patroclus, and Hector, thetfitssof whom fall in the front lines
of combat, in extended versions of ffremachoicombat scen® The warfare has
not stopped: when Hector praises the false DeiphebAthena in disguise — for

coming to his aid (22.232-37), his words also dediention to the fact that the

4 Tydeus competes with the Thebans who will soohibenemies (4.385-90), but at the time of the
competition he is a guesge{vds 4.387). Viewership at such an event might be ataraed by
something in between the shared purpose of the gantethe partisan structure of the formal duel on
the battlefield. It is notable that Tydeus’ victanythe games both leads to his conflict with the
Thebans in battle and prefigures his victory th{dr891-98).

15 Achilles is that arbiter for the funeral game®iwok 23: he sets the prizes for all events; he @uiso

for the caprice of the gods, misfortune, and cheati the chariot race by considering irregulasitie

and awarding extra prizes accordingly (23.514ffiralugh him, the Achaeans as a body have a say as
well: “let usgive Bduev) second prize to [Menelaus], as is fitting” (237533) says Achilles, and the
Achaean crowd voices approval § &pa mdvtes émijveov 23.540). The unified Achaean audience is
also able to call off the armed combat between ArasDiomedes by their “urging” (AlavTt
Tep18eioavTtes Axatol / Tavoauévous ékéAevoav aébAia 23.822-23); cf. Zervou 2007 52.

18 While the formal duel between Hector and Aias @oB 7 ends in friendship and exchange of gifts,
and Helenus assures Hector in advance that hasitvdll not die (7.52-53), it is intended as atlleatd
death, as Hector’s proposal of terms for disposififpe loser's body makes clear (7.76-86).

7 Cf. Duban 1981: 98, 118 n.74.
18 Zeus himself construes the deaths of Sarpedorgdhag, and Hector as a series at 15.65-68. For the

motifs connecting their death scenes, see Segdl I%ialmann 1984: 45-47 suggests that Ares’s son
Ascaphalus should be counted as first in that sefieonnected deaths.
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warriors on the walls are held back not by oatlts@demarcated spaces — as in the
formal duels — but by fear of Achillé8 As a combat betwegromachoithe contest
of Achilles and Hector stands outside any rule-lshwivilizing framework.
Nevertheless, Hector and Achilles fight under bizaircumstances which defy the
conventions opromachoicombat: while the warfare has not been formalbppéd,
the armies nevertheless cease to fight, and instaszch the expression of the war in
more focused form as a contest between two lonedg] just as in Books 3 and 7.
The following reading shows how the poet subtly asdhe action into a spectacle.
By bringing material from the three kinds of typeses together in this way, with
their shared and contrasting associations, thegqwoits the resources of the

traditional language to problematize the act ohwing).

Construction of an Atypical Scene

The process begins with the first lines of B@&. At this point in the narrative
Achilles is far from Troy and moving still furtheff, on the banks of the Scamander:
Apollo has lured him away, disguised as Agenor§@8-11)*° Now the Trojans rush
into the city, wipe off their sweat and quench thiirst, leaning on the breastworks:

“Ws of utv kata dotu epuldTes NiTe vePpol

1®p& ameyuxovTo Tiov T’ akéovTd Te diyav

kekAlpévol kaAfjo emaAfeov autap Axaiol

Teixeos &ooov {oav odke’ douolot kAivavTes.

“Extopa 8" auTtoU peival dAoir) poipa Tédnoev 5

IAiou TrpoTrdpoife TUA&coV Te Zkai&oov.

autap TnAsiwva Tpoonuda ®oifos ATéAAwv.... —22.1-7

Thus they, on the one hand, having fled througtteutitadel like fawns,
dried off their sweat and drank and healed théisth
leaning on the lovely breastworks — but the Achaean

9 “you dared for me, when you saw with your eyes;dme out from the wall; but the others remain
within” (8tAns éuel elvek’, éTrel des dpBaAuoiol, / Teixeos eEeAbelv, &ANoL 8" EvToobe névouot
22.236-37).

2021, 602-04. See Clay 2011: 103 for the coursté@Scamander in tHéad’s imagined geography.
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went close to the wall leaning their shields orirtekoulders.

But as for Hector, [a/his] deadigoira®* bound him to wait there
before llium and the Scaean gates.

But as for the son of Peleus, Phoebus Apollo addrekim....

On the one hand, this tableau suggests a variati@anscenario familiar from
promachoicombat, particularly in the first six lines whidlscribe Hector and the
two armies. While the Trojans have fled, the Acmsesre approaching the wall,
apparently with the intention to press the att&eicov icav (22.4) in a military
context conveys aggressitnHector, meanwhile, positions himself in front bét
gate. It happens several times in Hreed during scenes of mass combat that all the
troops of one side turn to flight, except for omedwho stands alone against the
advancing enemi€s.One recurring lesson of these scenes is thaisthifiopeless
proposition — no warrior, however great, can fightentire army. Odysseus requires
rescue in such a situation (11.401-463), and ewdnllas himself proclaims that it
would beargaleon— which in parallel passadésneans essentially impossible — for
him to fight all the Trojans alone (20.353-63Here, that common motif is brilliantly
joined to a set of associations particular to Heettor Hector has elsewhere been
cast symbolically as the lone figure standing betwall the Achaeans and his people

and city. That symbolic role now finds momentargual expression on the

2t is also possible to take this B®ira the death goddess, as Dietrich 1965: 78 n.7.

# The same expression is in fact used of Achilleg durious onrush 88 lines lat&rA\’ & ye [i.e.
Hector]uiuv’ AxiAfia redcoplov &oocov idvta 22.92. Achilles’ advance has replaced that of the
Achaean armies; Hector is still waiting.

3 E.g. 11.401-463 (Odysseus); 8.76-91 (Nestor, weneains not out of courage, but because he is
wounded). A closely related motif is the warriopepached by a (single) stronger enemy in the front
ranks; Fenik 1978b treats the two together andaddieey sometimes are mixed. In Agenor’s lone
stand (21.544-598), which anticipates Hector’s atamnd (Fenik 1968: 214), Agenor is placed by
Apollo to stop single-handedly the oncomifsghaeandrom sacking Troy (21.544)... but all of his
thought concerns Achilles alone.

%4 Hephaestus for instance says it wouldabgaleonto battle Zeus (1.589).

% |s this insistence on the limit of what a lone nean do, however strong, particular to the thematic
bent of thdliad? It is not hard to imagine more fanciful epicsnich heroes vanquish large armies
single-handedly. Even thiad gestures in that direction with Achilleatisteia, and with Patroclus’
slaughter of nine men in each of three offensiveaps (16.784-85).
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battlefield, as the Achaeans’ threatening advasigextaposed in sequential verses
with Hector’s stand before the gat&dn this much, the tableau depicted in lines 1-6
still representpromachoicombat, and the war being fought on the large scale

With line 7, the situation changes. The poeldenly shifts his audience’s “eyes”
away from the city to the plain, far out by theem&camander, where Achilles is still
chasing the will-o-the-wisp he thinks is Agenor.th\Mihe move from Hector to
Achilles in line 7, the opening lines take on a r@gnificance, silently signaling the
spectacular character of the coming scene by cdimgldhe regular pattern for the
introduction of formal duels. According to this b, the poet first directs his
listeners’ attention to the armies taking the pgaitem which they will view the duel,
and then immediately to the two combatants-to-twen@are the first formal duel,
which Iris announces to Helen in these words:

Belp’ 161 viugpa @iAn, iva Béokeda épya idnat 130
Tpwv 6’ immodducov kai AXaiddv XaAKoxITWVwY

ol Tpiv ¢’ &AArjAoiol pépov TToAUSakpuv Apna

¢v ediw dAooio Athaiduevol TToAéuolo:

ol 81 viv €atai oryi), TéAepos 8¢ TéTauTal,

&oTriol kekAipévol, Tapd 8 Eyxea pakpd TETNYEV. 135
autép AAéEavdpos kai apnipihos Mevédaos

HaKPTs €Y XEnol paxrioovTal Tepl oelo:

TS 8¢ ke vikfjoavTt @iAn kekArjon &kortis. -3.132-38

Come here dear bride, so that you may see the wosdieedstheskela ergh

of the horse-taming Trojans and bronze-clad Achsiean

who earlier were bringing tearful battle againstreather,

on the plain, eager for baneful warfare:

Those very ones now sit quietly and the warfare has stopped —

[they] leaning on their shields and their long spears are fixed beside
[them].

But Paris and war-loving Menelaos

% Astyanax is so named because Hectdorieprotects” the cityqlos yap ¢pveto IAiov “ExTeop
6.403;0los ydp ogw Epuco TUAas kai Teixea pakpd 22.507). In her pleas, Andromache conjures the
image of “the Achaeans, all of them&aioi / mévres 6.409-410) killing Hector in a great onrush.
(Tdxa ydp ot kaTtakTavéouow Axaiol / TévTes épopunbévTes.... 6.409-10. The enjambment of
TavTes gives it weight: “for soon they will kill you, thAchaeans: all of them, rushing [upon youl]....")
When Hector is lamented, still living, by Andromacéind her servants, they do not expect him to
return unharmed from “the hands of the Achaean®0®). Achilles is not yet a part of the image at
that point. Of course, Andromache’s fearful visismltimately fulfilled in gruesome form when the
Achaean soldiers all stick their swords into Hestbody (22.369-75).
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with their long spears will fight over you:
and you will be called the dear/own wife of whoeigevictorious.

Lines 132-135 set the armies in their places anghasize their transition to a passive
state®’ line 136 then identifies the combatants ParisMedelaus’® That same
juxtaposition appears in Book 7 when Helenus speakkector:

&AAous pév k&bicov Tpdas kai TavTtas Axaious,

auTos 8¢ rpokdAecoal Axaicav és Tis &PLoTos

avTiBilov paxéoacBat év aivi) dnioTTL.... —7.49-51

The other Trojans and all the Achaeans, seat tlwon d
but you, challenge whichever of the Achaearaistos
to fight face to face in fierce battle

Again the settling of the armies in their placesasagainst the image of the
combatants assuming their rofédn this case, the identity of one combatant is
unknown.

Lines 1-7 of Books 22 employ the same juxtémrsthough in rougher fashion,
with no formal announcement and with loose endshiafiging. As Iris helps signal
the start of the formal duel in Book 3 by tellinglein that the warfare has stopped
and the Trojans and Achaeans are “leaning on shétds” @otriol kekAipuévol
3.135), so now the Trojans are “leaning on the divearks” kexAipévor... émdAfeotv
22.3) in an attitude of resting At this point, the Trojan armies have already Ibeeo

passive and occupied the place from which theyviéllv the duef* The eyes of

"t is a common feature of these scenes thatrthiea’ transition to a passive state is emphasited
first, rather than their role as viewers. The viegviole is implicit, however, and eventually made
plain: 8&uPos & Exev eicopdcovtas / Tpddds 6’ immoddauous kai eukvipdas Axaious 3.342-343
(quoted above, pg 5).

% See Chapter 3 for the poet’s use of this samaymsition elsewhere in the first duel as well.

2 Again, their role as viewers will be emphasize@rarov [i.e. Aias]8t kai Apyeiol pév éyrfeov
gloopdwovTes, / Tpddas 8¢ Tpduos aivds UTrAube yula ékaoTtov.... 7.214-215

% The word breastworkepalksi$ otherwise appears only in Book 12, of the Achaealh. There, it is
clear from its many uses that tbpalksiscould be a platform for fighting off attackers rdahence,
certainly, for viewing as well.

3L For walls as place of viewing, see also 8.518+&2cf Taplin 1980: 6-7.
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Trojan warriors are felt strongly by Hector throoghthe scen& and their presence
as a viewership is recalled again after he is d@ddn Andromache mounts to the
tower she is said thereby to be joining “the cradfidhen” @vdpcov... duihov 22.462)
who can be on the wall for no other purpose tharota — to look®

As for the Achaeans, they seem menacing esl|8t4 but the sudden switch to
Achilles in line 7 effectively cuts them out of thealm of activity, by leaving them
hanging indefinitely: their menacing never matézis into action, and they are not
mentioned again until their passivity is emphasizexhd belatedly accounted for —
when Achilles nods them away as he pursues Hemdand the walls: “but godlike
Achilles nodded refusal to the people with his hearl did not allow them to hurl
bitter missiles at Hector, lest someone strikewimdglory, and he come in second”
(Aaoiow & avéveue kaprjaTt 8Tos AxiIAAeUs / oUd’ Ea iéueval émi "ExTopt Tikp&
BéAepva, / un Tis kiSos &porto PaAcov, & 8¢ devtepos EABot 22.205-7).
Interestingly, this nod to the conventions of tbenfal duel, whereby a leader’s
authority renders the people passive, is couchségrims that also recall athletics, the
alternative paradigm: the idea that one might “camsecond” §sUtepos éAbBol
22.207) evokes the games’ prizes that are awaadifdbt (mpcotep), second

(Seutépeo) and so on (see e.g. the prizes for the charist & 23.262-70%

32 Waiting for Achilles, Hector imagines the Trojarmghnsure should he too retreat inside the walls
(22.98-107) — particularly that of Polydamas, anearwho had been out on the field with him
(18.249ff). Later, mistakenly believing that histirer Deiphobus — actually the disguised Athena —
has come to stand with him against Achilles, Heetorisions Deiphobus as part of a group looking
on: “youdared to come out from the city-wall on my accowhen you saw with your eyes — but the
others remain inside” (#xAns éuel elvek’, el (8es dpBalpoio, / Teixeos eEeABeiv, EAAoL &

gvtoobe puévouot 22.236-37). The commendation for Deiphobus’ braweplicit in the contrast with
the “others’ " behavior requires that those othkks, Deiphobus, be warriors. Thus, it is appatbat
Hector feels that the Trojan warriors who reachedireastworks in the opening of Book 22 are now
viewing from within.

3 atréxp el TUPYdY Te kat &vdpcov TEev Suhov / EoTn TraTrTivac’ £ Teixei, TOV 8¢ vonoev....
22.462-63.
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Thus, though rarely mention&the Achaeans, like the Trojans, are a viewership
whose silent presence adds to the intensity oft¢lkee’s focus. By line 7 all fighting
has stopped, the armies are in their places, antbHand Achilles have been
identified as the focus of attention. Though ndeatre sworn, the formal duel is
present, woven into the fabric of the scene. Latdigwing Achilles’ pursuit of
Hector round the walls, the poet will bring histfition with the duel motif to a
serious point, as Hector proposes terms like tbosehich he fought Aias in Book 7:

AAN" &ye Belpo Beols emdcoueba- Tol yap &piotol

HA&PTUPOL ECOOVTAL KAl ETTIOKOTTOl XPHUOVIAOV” 255
oU Yap £yw o EkayAov &eikidd, af kev élol Zeus

8con kaupovinv, ofv 8¢ wuxnv apéAcouar

AAN’ éTrel &p ké oe OUATiow KAUTS TeUxe AXIAAeT

VekpOV Axatoiotv 8coow TaAw: ¢s 8¢ ov pélelv.  — 22.254-59

But come here, let us give each other the godwifagsses]; for they
will be the best witnesses and watchers over ageetan

For as for me, | will not abuse you outrageouslyeus grants me
perseverance, and | take your life;

but after | strip you of your glorious arms, Achsl|

| will give your body back to the Achaeans — and,ydo likewise.

Though much abbreviated, this is clearly from thamnes traditional stock as the
agreements prior to the other duels, and bringetiteunter right up to the brink of
becoming a formal duel after all: yet Achilles &gethe possibility of sworn
agreements between such bitter enemies (22.260F6id$, by incorporating elements
of the formal duel early, the poet prepares toteregeaning not only through positive

assertion but also through significant omission.

3 An interesting parallel is the case of Patroctiesith, where P. essentially tells Hector that meeca
in third place:ue poip’ dAor) kai AntoUs Ektavev uids, / &vdpdov & ElpopPos: ou &¢ pe Tpitos
¢Eevapilets. The language of the present passage appearshelseanly in Book 10, thought by most
scholars to be a later addition. There, Athenadeyalver to Diomedes, to stop Dolon before he
reaches the ships: va urj Tis Axaidov xaAkoxitcoveov / @bain émeuduevos Paiéew, & 8t devtepos
£€\Bo1. 10.367-68. The suggestion of athletics seems timated in Book 10.

% Their other turn as viewers comes at the endefitrel when they approach Hector and “marvel at

his form and wondrous appearance”fmrfjcavTto gurv kai eidos ayntdv 22.370), before stabbing

him in an almost ritualistic act. For the beautyhs dead man see Vernant 1982: 59-60, who compares
Priam’s words at 22.71-76, which contrast the beatia slaughtered young man to the envisioned
mutilation of his own aged body.
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The poet loses little time in building on asamplicating these first hints of
coming spectacle, by subtly evoking an alternaive of public contest, the athletic
games. This solidifies the sense of crowds hawakgr their places for a spectacular
competition on the one hand, but otherwise callguife a different set of
associations. Having learned of Apollo’s deceptidehilles races back toward Troy
from his position far off on the Scamander’s banksereupon the poet compares
Achilles to a “prize-winning horse with chariot’Z22):

“(Ws eircov TpoTi &OTU HEYya ppovEwv EREPTiKEL,
OEUAUEVOS COs 6 ITrTros deBAopdpos olv Sxeoptv,
S5 p& Te pela Bénol TITavduevos edioto

&5 AxiAeUs Aawynpd é8as kal youvaT’ évcdoua.
Tov 8" 6 yépwv Tpiapos mpddTos 18ev dpBaAuoiot... - 22.21-25

So speaking he made for the citadel, full of cosfice,
rushing as a prize-winning horse with a chariot,

that runs easily, galloping, over the plain —

so Achilles speedily put his feet and his kneasiation.
And the old man Priam was first to see him withdyss....

The comparison with the racehorse primarily empeassAchilles’ speed, but also
comes with a strong traditional resonance: racedsorun for display, before
crowds>®

The simile meshes with the visual elementsaaly in place in the main narrative
in such a way as to give it special vividness aomqy: bringing about, in effect, a
conflation of duel and race. It is first of alliktng that the setting of this simile
overlaps with that of the main narrative, for tia&ip over which the horse runs in the
simile (ros... TiITawduevos ediolo 22.23) might as well be the plain over which
Achillesis in fact running at the moment of the comparis@x(AAfia] émecoupevov
mediolo 22.26). Moreover, listeners already familiar witle games for Patroclus

(from previous performances of this or similgds) will know that the plain on

% Maronitis 2007: 59-60 observes that the imagdefdhariot race that will soon appear in the famous
simile seems already to be in the poet’'s mindiatahrly point.
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which Achilles is running in the main narrative M@bon host the very scene
described in the simile, as race-horses speedsattreplain in honor of Achilles’
friend ({Trmol] éoxa Siémpnoocov Tedioto 23.364)% Thus, this is no passing reference
to a “world of similes,” populated by lions, herdsm and inclement weath&rput

the incursion of one major lliadic motif, athlegames, into another, warfare.

The invitation to superimpose a race framewmrkhis scene is made even more
compelling by the surreal manner in which suchaangwork maps onto the visual
topography of the situation in the main narratiéhereas formal duels are fought “in
the middle space” between two armies who watch feéthver side’® chariot-races are
run over a wide expanse of plain, viewed by a simgbup gathered in one sybt
this moment the “race-horse” from far off by theeri Scamandét surges toward
llium (22.21), on or around which all the othere gathered (Trojans and Achaeans).
Priam, from his perch on the wall, is the firstiecern Achilles’ approach (22.25),
evoking the moment at which the lead horse is diszkby the waiting spectators
during a race. The importance of this moment iarcleom the description of the

chariot race in Book 23:

3" Thus begins the opening description of the raeé that description ends on a similar note, in ring
compositionitrrors, of & émétovto koviovTes ediolo 23.372. The equivalence of the space on which
the war is fought and in which this race is run esrout strongly with the specificatiofrbjan plain”

for the race at 23.463-64:m&vtn 8¢ pot dooe / Tpwikdv &u mediov TamtaiveTov eloopdwvTi.

3 0On the “world of the similes” see for example Bux2004, who comments that “the cumulative
effect of these comparisons... is to build up aypecof a world outside, a world alongside, a world
which will exist when all the bloodied dust haglset, all the lamentations have ceased, and all the
booty has been distributed” (152). Buxton also sidlte interest then generated by the rare similes
which come quite close to the situation in the nrarrative, using as an example the comparison of
Priam to a suppliant polluted by bloodshed at 24-8% (bid 153-5). For the weather in thié&ad’s
similes and its curious absence for the most patié main narrative, see Frankel 1921: 121 and the
interesting treatment of Purves 2010: 324-34. SM@0: 221 n.94 notes that the two lliadic race
similes are unusual (“there are not enough paratiede similes to derive a simileme”) and that they
look ahead to funeral games in Book 23, but doégadurther with this thinking.

% See discussion above.
0 Called aragon — e.g.¢v dycow 23.448. On this term see Zervou 2007: 42-43.

“1 Achilles’ pursuit of the disguised Apollo had takieim to the Scamander and along its banks; v.
21.600-5.
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Apyeiol & év &yt kabrjuevol eicopdwvTo

{Trrous® Tol 8¢ TMETOVTO KoviovTes Trediolo.

TpddTOoS & 18oueveus Kpntdov ayods éppdoabd’ (Trmous:

NOTO Yyap EKTOS Ay dVOS UTIEPTATOS €V TMEPLOTY: - 23.448-51

And the Argives sitting in their gathering gazeauap

[Diomedes’] horses — which flew, raising dust, otres plain.

But the first to recognize the horses was Idomet@dsof the Cretans,
for he sat outside of the gathering, very high n@dookout....

The actual chariot race scene gives an idea dfdké@ional material on which the
scene with Priam is playing: race-goers are eaggnd out which horses lead as they
return into view, and someone on a raised vantag# firepicoti) 23.451) with
particular interest in the event will logically bee first to see. Just as Idomeneus
spots the horses of Diomedes, Priam is first talseérace-horse” Achilles from his
vantage on the walf: Thus, for an audience familiar with chariot-racerses in epic
Priam’s glimpse of Achilles eerily locates him withhe situation of the simile — as
the first to spot a race-horse approaching the @row

The result is a split perspective, as the amnat distance required to see Priam
and the other mortals on and around Troy as raeesdtows as suddenly and
smoothly as a cataract into Priam’s own deep distfieom Priam’s point of view
Achilles is no horse but a supernatural harbingeteath?* The emphasis on the

importance of spectators remains; the nature o$peetacle shifts. Priam’s

“2\Why Idomeneus? “[The] bT [scholia] comment thairfieneus was clearly anxious about his
companion Meriones, and so went up to a vantag# fmivatch: not an unreasonable guess as to why
the poet should introduce him at this point,” Ricts®n 1985: 220. In passing, | propose an alteraati
reason, namely ldomeneus’ age. Priam is an old emahthe scene in the funeral games clearly recalls
the scene in Book 22: as Idomeneus recognizesatthiée’ sign” Aeukov orjua 23.455) like the moon

on one horse’s forehead; Priam sees Achilles bBikee¢he star Sirius, the “evil signkékov... ofjua

22) for men. Oilean Aias makes much of Idomenegs;, insisting he can’t be right about who’s in
front since old men have bad eye#re vecoTaTtds éoot pet” Apyeioiol TooouTtov, / olTé Tol

oEUTaTov kepaliis ekdépkeTan ooe (23.476-77). The scene in the games could repdm@sly: the
moment at which Priam first spies Achilles comiagd recognizes the import of this doom, is recalled
but reprised as a spat about the quality of hierigCassandra’s view of Priam coming back to Troy
(23.696-706) also clearly recalls Priam’s view ahflles, but interacts differently with it, havititfle

to do with race imagery.)

3 Bremer 1985 persuasively reads the simile of twestar as ‘focalized’ through Priam. However, |
disagree with Bremer’s view that the second chaiioile is ‘focalized’ through the gods, for reason
discussed below.
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appearance on the walls (22.25-32) not only suggekey moment in a chariot-race
but also unmistakably recalls Book 3, and thuspdradigm of the formal duel. In
Book 3, Priam gazes down onto the plain with Héfetieteichoskopiabut

ultimately chooses not to be a spectator for Paratch with Menelaus, recoiling
from the possibility of seeing his son slain befoieeyes (3.303-09). Now, it
becomes clear that Priamill attend his son Hector’s death in single combatglo
with all the other onlookers. In Priam and Hecubaipassioned speeches which now
follow, the consequences of Hector’s loss for thelies and for the Trojans are
spelled out graphically, including Troy’s fall, aRdiam’s death and mutilation by the
dogs of his table (22.33-89). All of this hangsHector’s life, so that when the poet
later declares that “Hector’s life” is the prizetims contest at Troyngpi wuxijs 8éov
"Extopos 22.161), the listeners will recognize this as gygng not only his life but
also the devastation tied to its loss. The contvasteen the two paradigms of
viewership, with the athletics paradigm implyingader (though still exciting and
engaging) spectacle, and the duel paradigm implgimgtional involvement of a
greater intensity because of the gravity of whatt istake, has become a powerful

subtext already at this point in the narrative.

Foot Race, Chariot Race, and Divine Audience

The dissonance between the two ways of sdmngmes greatly pronounced as
Hector, having failed to stand by his resolutioridoe Achilles outside the gate, is
pursued around the city walls. Hector and Achiliase just passed the two springs
where the Trojan women used to do laundry in tiofgseace, before the sons of the
Achaeans came:

M) pa Tapadpapétnu pevywv 6 8 dmobe dicokwv:
Tpdobe putv EcBAOs Epeuye, Sicoke B¢ pv péy” Aueiveov
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kapTaAiucos, Tel oux ieprjiov oudt Boeinv
AapvUobnv, & Te Toooiv &EBAia yiyvetal avdpdov, 160
AAA& Trepl Wuxiis Béov "ExTopos irmodduoto.
€5 8 8T debAopdpot Trepl TépuaTa HOVUXES ITITTOoL
pinpa paAa Tpwxdor TO 8t péya keital &ebBAov
1 TpiTmos 1E yuvr) avdpos kaTaTeBvnddTOS"
&5 Ta Tpis TTprauotlo TOAw Tépt SlvndrjTnV 165
kapTaAiyoiol Tédecor: Beol 8’ &5 TAVTES SpAOVTO.
- 227166

There, then, they raced by — [he] fleeing, andother pursuing behind.

In front there fled a man of high birth and prowdsg one much greater pursued
him.

[They ran] quickly, since no sacrificial beast haoil’'s hide

were they striving after — which are the prizethia foot-races of men -

but they ran for the life of Hector the horse-tamer

But as when around goal-posts prize-winning sotidfad horses

swiftly race — and a great prize is offered,

a tripod or a woman, with a man having died [ituaeral game$} —

so then three times they circled the city of Priam

with swift feet — and all the gods looked on.

Lines 158-61 constitute a kind of reverse simitstead of identifying a
correspondence between two images, as is donesithile, the poet here points to
a particular lack of correspondence. Achilles amdtdr arenot running to win beasts
or hides, the prizes in men’s foot-races, but raéine running for Hector’s life.
However, the device has an effect similar to ttia simile: it superimposes one
image or idea — men running in a foot-race — ovetlezer — Hector fleeing Achilles.
The implication is that therare correspondences between the two situations, which
the audience is expected to notice; otherwise toeyd hardly recognize the
incongruity pointed out by the poet between thegwiin each. These implicit
correspondences are not limited to the action whing @éov 22.61) along a pre-
made coursebt’ auagitov 22.146) with the aim of outperforming one’s oppaine

(&pvicbnv 22.60;repi + gen 22.61), but also include the presence ofyman

* Importantly, it is also possible to regdvr) &vdpds kaTaTedunédTos with no comma: “the wife of a
man who has died.” See below.
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onlookers® Thus, by conjuring the image of the race, the poiegs to the
foreground the issue of what correspondence ortlaateof there might be between
the role of spectators at a race and all thosegalze upon Hector and Achilles —
including the extradiegetic listeners. The poenhtheceeds to articulate a simile after
all, not of a foot-race but a chariot-race (22.882; in which he lays heavy emphasis
on the prize gebAogdpol... TO 8¢ péya keital &ebBAov / i Tpimos nt yuvn)... 22.162-
64) — the very factor that is supposed to makea camparison unworkable. Why
suddenly embrace athletics as a point of compaimeamediately after rejecting it?
And why the switch from foot to chariot? One corgdd this apparent contradiction
as evidence of the narrator’s shifting thoudfitsyt | think it is best understood as a
deliberate act of communication with the audiefce.

In what follows, | argue that the switch iggéed so as to construct a possible
audience perspective from which this suspensefuhemt in the narrative seems just
as entertaining as a grand sports event, and sinedtisly to criticize that perspective
as callous. The effect of this is to suggest thatvery nature of thiéiad spectacle
depends on the attitude of each viewer, and togk®\isteners to care more about
the characters, particularly Hector — a provocatitiich the poet then develops and
amplifies through the figure of Zeus. The remainofaihe chapter follows the
imagery of the simile through the funeral rites Ratroclus in Book 23, wherein the

athletics paradigm acquires an ethical dimensidtsaiwn, and develops a

45 Cf. Bremer 1985.
6 50 RichardsoiC: ad loc

*" de Jong 1987: 130-1 also emphasizes the coneasebn the two passages, and reads them as
representative of a straightforward division betwbeman and divine perspectives. This is usefal to
point, but insufficient. For one thing, the podtwiman) listeners might adopt what de Jong cadis th
“divine” perspective to a greater or lesser extant] this is part of the point of the lines asll show.
Further, Zeus takes on some of what de Jong tel$htuman” perspective in the lines that
immediately follow. Griffin 1978:14-16 points oubth of these complications, but does not recognize
the importance of the contrast between the foot-eaw the chariot-race. See further below.
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perspective from which the spectacle offered bylltad is not only a competitive

event, but part of a ritual in honor of the dead.

The Prize

The switch from foot-race to chariot-race oéfa tempting path of interpretation
which it simultaneously undermines; following thew of thought leaves the listener
with a fractured perspective, and a choice. Thectsi ¢mei 22.159) clause naturally
follows on the adverb “quickly’dapmaAipcs 22.159), indicating that Hector and
Achilles are running even faster than would becdree in a footracéecauseahey are
pursuing no ordinary prize&dpmaAiucos, el oUy iepriiov oudt Boeinv /
AapvYobny... aAA& Tept Wuxiis Béov "Extopos... 22.159-61). This discrepancy then
appears to motivate the switch from foot-race innage chariot-race imagery: horses
are much fastef® Chariot races are also more prestigious, the prizare valuable
than in foot-races — hence the emphasis on the fudga... &e6Aov). The
implication is that while the sight of two men rumg evokes a foot race, a chariot
race better conveys the spectacle’s magnificenbghais heightened after all not
only by the speed of the runners and the importahtiee prize, but also by the gods’
attendance as spectators (22.166). This sequerthewgfht constructs within the text
the perspective of a listener who finds ted quite as diverting as a particularly
impressive chariot race. By developing the athégparadigm in this way, the poet
invites his audience to appreciate the excitemedtsaispense of the moment, and to
enjoy the feeling of being part of the crowd ataent so prestigious that the gods

likewise attend.

8 Achilles was famous for being as fast as a hoffee ehasing down on foot the mounted Troilus.
The poet makes clear that Hector could never kbepdof him without Apollo’s help (22.202-204).
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However, in constructing this perspectivepbet also critiques it. The
fundamental problem with comparing Hector’s lifehe prizes in foot-races is that
they are different not so much in magnitude asma kNot only has Hector’s life just
been explicitly connected to the disaster of Trdgls(in Priam’s speech), but the
idea is thematic to thidad that no matter how valuable a given object, nav hauch
prestige {ime) attaches to it, a manfige (yuxrs 22.161) is of a different order of
importance altogethé?.This at any rate is what Achilles avows to the assly, and
to himself, in Book 9:

AnioTol pev ydap Te Bdes kai ipia pijAa,
KTNTOl 8¢ TPimodés Te Kal (TTmwv Eavba kapnva,
avdpds B¢ yux) T&Aw ENBeTV oUTe AcioTr)

oUB’ EAeTr), émrel &p kev aueiyeTal épkos O8OV TwV.
- 9.401-409

50

For while cattle and fat sheep can be seized,

and tripods and tawny-headed horses can be acquired
a man'’s life cannot be seized so that it comes hgain
nor snatched up after it has crossed the gatesdéath.

Tripods can be lifted too: the tripod of the chariace simile (22.164) is no more
comparable to a man’s life than the sacrificialdte®f the foot-race (22.159). By
suggesting that comparison with a grander specisithee way to capture the
importance of the contest between Achilles and étd@2.162-66), the passage thus
elaborates a seductive misreading of its own lilnsts, provoking listeners to assent
or object based on their own ethical judgment.

The incongruity between a race and the presardtion in terms of stakes is
especially pronounced from a Trojan perspectivd,fansome time now the poet has

been offering a Trojan perspective to his listenBream’s view of Achilles shining

“9 Note too how in the shift from the foot-race te tthariot-race the sequential line-enders
immod&uoto andinmol bring out some of the irony in looking ahead tactde's death through this
particular simileaAA& mepi wuxiis B¢ov “ExTopos immoddpuoto. / cos 8 81" aeBAopdpor mepi

TépuaTta pcovuxes itrmror (22.161-62). Hector “horse-tamer” is made intaesk — and one that is also
about to be “tamed¥audoocopev 22.176) by the gods at the hands of Achilles.

¥ The ‘woman’ is here too: Helen, the greatest poizéhe war, is alluded to witk\etr.
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like Sirius (22.25-32) flows without interruptionto Priam’s and Hecuba’s pleas to
Hector (22.33-92), Hector’s intensely psychologioéérnal monologue (22.98-130),
and Hector’s own view of Achilles’ approach (22.1835). The description of the
washing troughs (22.145-156) reinforces the sehaeloojan orientation: the
references to the “lookout” (22.145) and the citgHw22.146) under which Hector
and Achilles run are also both suggestive remindetise presence of Trojan
onlookers. The description of the springs’ functiban gives information which
would be known by, and relevant to, watching Trejarhe final reflection before the
reverse simile, that it is no longer safe for worteeteave the walls to wash the
clothes (22.156), conveys familiarity with and y@ag for the past times of peace —
at Troy. The reverse simile does nothing to chahge The sight of two men aiming
to outdo each other in running round a track, comdiwith awareness of the crowds
looking on, is unusual for war and so brings famtas eerily to mind: but a Trojan
perspective demands the comparison be rejectex® tie “prize” is Hector’s life and
hence also their own lives, and utterly incongrueul material prizes of honor.
While the watching Trojans could not imagiherhselves as spectators at a race,
the extradiegetic audience, having viewed the stmretime from a Trojan
perspective, is asked to be more versatile: toNm@eathat for them the possibility
exists of also seeing it from a greater emotioaalave. The first chariot simile has
pointed the way to this; in that earlier case tbetffers an emotionally distant
perspective on the tableau at Troy (the chariotlg)rset against an emotionally
involved one (Priam’s), but moves his listeners sthly between the two
perspectives and does not ask that they chooseeetiiem. Now the poet again

superimposes the race framework on the tableawogt But this time h@oints out
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the emotional distance that such a perspectivaresjand renders it problematic, by

focusing on the “prize” of life in the reverse sieni

It is at this moment of heightened tensiorthwivo contrasting perspectives on

offer, that the poet deploys the divine audiencéifrmoan arresting hemistiche: “and

all the gods looked on'doi &’ és TavTes dpddovTo 22.166). The immediate

juxtaposition of the simile with the abrupt movethe gods raises the possibility that

the gods view the scene as one would view a rameer8l recent commentators have

emphasized the theological implications of 22.162-6ere is a reminder that the

gods’ immortality and easy living make them capaiflevatching the life-and-death

struggles of mortals as one might watch an athtetinpetition>* This is a

compelling reading and contributes greatly to ttene’s effect, but the theological

dimension does not in itself give a sufficient agaoof the passage’s complexity.

While the passage suggests the gods might watsleweint as a chariot race, it does

not say that they do. Moreover, the phrésgeg 5 és mavtes OpcddvTo (22.166) not

only provides a sharp, unsettling coda to the sade but also introduces a

conversation on Olympus (22.166-87). If divine d&t@ss is implied by line 166, it is

immediately complicated in line 167 and following:

...0Beol &’ &5 mAvTES OplOVTO*
Tolol 8¢ pUbov TipxEe TaThp avdpddv Te Beddv Te:
& ool 1) pilov &vdpa Blcokdpuevov Tepl TETXOS
opBaAuoiow dpdpal épuov 8 dAopupeTal fTop
“EkTopos,.... 22.166-70

...... And all the gods looked on.
And to them, the father of gods and men began ke words:
‘Alas! that | see with my eyes a man dear to me
pursued around the wall — my heart grieves
for Hector....

The two speakers in this conversation, Zeus anémghare quite aware of the

difference between war and sports, and in factisp€httle else but Hector’s

L E.g. Griffin 1978 esp. 14; de Jong 1987: 130-kyC1011: 5-6.
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impending death, the very element which the postaieked out as making a race
simile unworkable. Zeus says his heart achesvu(d’ dAogupetal fiTop 22.169) as
he watches. He then asks of the gods “shall we [¢¢a@tor] from death?”i(g uwv €k
BavdTolo cacoopev.... 22.175). Athena’s answer also focuses oralifg death:
“will you save a mortal, long-ago given his portidrom death that brings agonies?”
(&vBpa BunTodv dvTa aAal TeTppévov aior) / &y eBéAels BavaTolo Suonxeos
¢Eavailoar; 22.179-80). Athena and Zeus have a cosmic peispebut they are
not race-goers, and the chariot race simile caba®aid to be ‘focalized’ through
then?? — at least not in a straightforward way.

| suggest that the image of the gods watchiegtor and Achilles should not be
taken as a sudden, isolated vision of divine alesdnslightly softened by Zeus’
speech: rather, the divine audience motif is besed to explore the problem of
viewership pinpointed by means of the race simi¢eidience aloofness. Like the
extradiegetic audience, the divine audience hapdtentialto be either dispassionate
or engaged, to an extent impossible for the intanaatal characters, who must
endure the consequences of the story’s actiorserfall to do so. Both gods and
extradiegetic listeners are ultimately immune tg s@rious consequences from events
occurring in the story world; though both may beintily invested in the story at a
given movement, neither is in any danger of dymgght at Troy. In the present
passage, | suggest that the image of the watchidg, gvith no verb of emotion
attached to their viewing, raises the questiontiwihat eyes” any one of them might
be looking on the scene below: the perfect inttai@xigures to treat that issue of

emotional distance that has just been broughteddte.

2 paceBremer 1985 and de Jong 1987: 130-1.
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As in Book £ the line between the poet performing Zeus angtes performing
himself blurs in this passage:

...0Beol &’ &5 mAvTES OplOVTO*
Tolol 8¢ pUbov TipxEe TaTp avdpddv Te Beddv Te:
& ool 1) pilov &vdpa Bicokdpevov Tepl TETXOS
opBaAuoiow dpdpal épuov 8 dAopupeTal fTop
“ExTopos, &s pot moAA& Bodov émi unpi’ éknev 170
"I8ns &v kopu@Tjol ToAuTrTUXOoU, EAAOTE & aUTe
¢v TOAel AkPOTATY" VUV aUTE € BTos AxIAAeUs
aotu mépt TTpi&uoto Tooiv Taxéeoot SIcokel.
AAN &yete ppaleobe Beol kai unTidacbe
né L ék Bavéatolo cacdoouey, N W 1dn 175
TTnAetdn AxiAfi daudoocopev éoBASY €dvTa.

—22.166-76

...... And all the gods looked on.
And to them, the father of gods and men began tivéke words:
‘Alas! that | see with my eyes a man dear to me
pursued around the wall — my heart grieves
for Hector, who burned many thighs of bulls for me
on the crests of ridged Ida, and other times too
on the summit of the citadel. But now godlike Atdsl
pursues him with his swift feet around the cityPoiam.
But come, gods, let us consider and take thought
whether we should save him from death, or whefigbt now
we should slay him through Achilles son of Pelewdle though he is.’

Zeus’ activity mirrors the poet’s: through Zeus ffoet stages within the text an
image of the provocation he has made to his rea@aespoet first points to the
possibilitythat some of the group gathered before him magnipsying their virtual
“viewing” as one does a chariot race, and provakem to reconsider such a
perspective by pointing out that Hector's life isstake (22.158-66). He then raises
the possibilitythat the gods, too, have the perspective of raegsg by the sudden
juxtaposition of the divine audience (22.166), &ad Zeus provoke them while
pointing out that Hector’s life is at stake. Thilwas him to advance his strategy of
engaging his audience emotionally in the evente@ftory, and also to develop it

along new lines by posing a potential “responsedugh the figure of Athena.

%3 See Chapter 2.
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As a poet figure, Zeus fleshes out the pelggredready discernible behind the
narrator’s words. A certain pathos emerges fronlities “since no sacrificial beast
nor bull’s hide / were they striving after... / buthe life of Hector....” el oux
ieprjiov oUdt Boeinv / apvicbny... / &AA& mepi wuxis... “ExkTopos... 22.159-61).
When Zeus reprises this thought to the gods, he thay his heart aches, thus
providing within the text an image of this elusivarrator, and giving the sense that
the narrator does indeed pity Hector — or at thstléhat he adopts an attitude of pity
toward Hector as a way of moving his audience ty. pi

According to Zeus’ rhetoric, when all is dahwill not only be Athena, nor only
Athena and Zeus, who join Achilles in slaying Hectut the gods as a body: “should
we save him from death or should we slay hiniig'\gv... cacboouev, Né pv...
Saudooopev 22.175-76). Whether or not individual gods agredisagree, the death
of Hector (and the fall of Troy) in this way becosren expression of their collective
will. For the performing poet speaking in the comtef performance, the “we” of
these ¥ person plural verbs potentially includes and iwgties his listeners as well:
the poet has the power to dictate the outcomerlagtdrically includes his audience
not only in the decision but in the execution too.

Athena’s reply also works on a metaperforneatével, as she suggests that an
action contrary to Hector’s longstanding “allotmgptdAal remrpeopévov aion
22.179) would be wrong, and makes withholding graishreat:

Tov 8" alte mpooteite Betx yAaukddms Abrjvn:

& TATEP ApYiképauve keAavepes olov Eees:

&udpa BunTov EdvTa TaAatl TeTpopévov aion

ay £0éAets BavdTolo uonxéos eEavalioal;

€pd’* aTap ol Tol mavTes émaivéopey Beol &AAol. —22.177-81

Then she answered him in turn, the grey-eyed gadéiteena:
‘Loud-thundering father of the dark clouds, whatrvbave you spoken?
A man — a mortal — who long ago received his alétmn-

you wish to lift him up out of death that bringages?
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Do it — but not all of us other gods will praiseuyo
Athena does not address Zeus’ pity for Hector,dsmy Hector’s great piety, nor does
she try to justify Hector’'s death by presentingsta consequence of Trojan
transgression. Instead she gets her way by makiogoints, which | take as
logically connected: that Hector’s death is necgssand that Zeus will be denied the
endorsement he wants if he should ignore that sig&$ Scholars have long debated
whether or not Zeus could “actually” save Hectothé point if he decided t&,but
what is more important is the evident fact thatZand Athena speak as if he could.
Moreover, Athena’s point seems to be that it i<igedy Zeus’ desire or need for
praise from the others that will prevent him froatimg contrary to what has already
been established. This logic is obscure on a tiggzdblevel, but resonates powerfully
on the level of poet-audience dynamics: a storgtt&ho deviates from the pre-
established ‘facts’ of the story will not earn fhr@ise that is the measure of a poem’s
success® Hector's death is necessary not only becausesdidt’ (aion 22.179),
but because of Zeus' prior announcements that helie®’ As scholars have noted,
in these moments of telling future events Zeusdakethe poet’s role to a certain
degree, and Zeus’ word guarantees the future riptiminatextually but also for the

benefit of the listening audience. When Zeus aw#biésving theDios apag, he

¥ Contrast Yamagata 1994: 115 who considers thelse tavo separate arguments, the second weaker:
“...the point that the other gods would not apprbigeaction is not so powerful as the argument

implied in the first two lines: ‘He is destinedd@ anyway; if you cannot give him an eternal lifgat

is the point in letting him die a little later thaow?’ ” By my reading the specific and compelling
reason why Zeus (standing for the poet) will nohista bring about events contrary to Hector's $ot i
that to do so would invite the gods’ (standingtfte audience’s) disfavor. Frontisi-Ducroux 198@®als
suggests a correspondence between the gods aaddiemce of thdliad in this scene, and Zeus and

the poet, though without argumentation or analgéthe effect.

% See Chapter 1.
*® See Chapter 2 for more detailed discussion opé#rellel passage in Book 4.
> The two may in fact be connected: while the egisadibes no fixed system for cosmic allotments

(see Chapter 1), the formulaic language sometirmgscates Zeus’ decision-making witisa, as
when Achilles says that he will be honored suffitig by theAios aion 9.608.



149

reasserts control of the narrative by summariziggpiot to come, including the death
of Hector at the hands of an enraged AchflféBhe event is necessary on both the
extradiegetic and intradiegetic levels; read inapetformative terms, Athena’s words
suggestively tie that necessity (22.179-80) to enck demand (22.181).

Thus, at this crucial moment of the narrativigh Hector’s death and Troy’s fate
on the line, Athena provides an internal modeluafiance insistence that Hector must
be slaughtered. The model is convincing becausgs wfide applicability: rather than
being framed in terms of hostility to Troy — a mbthat would have limited appeal at
this point in thdliad, particularly after Priam’s and Hecuba’s piteonge&aties — it is
framed in terms of unwillingness to see the st@apait from its necessary course. In
this way Athena, who is herself characterized bstihty to Troy, becomes
uncomfortably persuasive in her ability to represewider group, including many
who might pity Hector.

The exchange concludes with Zeus’ invitatio#thena to act as she desires:

Trv 8" amapeBdéuevos rpocépn vepeAnyepéta Zeus:
B&poer Tprtoyéveia pidov Tékos: ol vU T1 Bupdd

Tpdppovt pubéopat, e8¢ 8¢ Tol fimos elvar

EpEov &1 81) To1 vdos EmAeTo, un 8 T Epcdel - 22.182-85
And answering Zeus the cloud-gatherer addressed her
‘Take heart Tritogeneia, dear child — in no wayhwatwilling

heart do | make my speech, but | wish to be milgaio:
act in whatever way you wish, and hold back no éorig

| suggest that when Zeus bids Athena to “do aswish, and hold back no longer”
(EpEov 8y 81) Tor vdos EmAeTo, un 8 T ¢pcdel 22.185), these words — voiced aloud

by the poet in the setting of performance — als@envicarious participation on the

%8 15.49-77:r00 3t xoAwoduevos kTevel “ExTopa dTos AxiAAeUs 15.68. Friedman 2001 notes that
Zeus here becomes the “mouthpiece” for plot sumpiaryfinds a lingering gap between Zeus’ and
the poet’s authority in this speech because oféh@nder of Zeus’ promise to Thetis (and hence his
function as an intradiegetic story character)srfiital lines. | would emphasize again here the gmm
of performance: when the poet performs Zeus majiingouncements about the future, with language
emphasizing his own power to make that future hapthere is a conflation of the poet’'s and Zeus’
authority. Zeus is not only predicting to Hera; gaet is predicting to his audience. In this seaseh
takes on — and ultimately fulfills — correspondatgligations.
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part of the extradiegetic audience in bringing dliba story’s climax. Here it is

worth noticing the attribution of agency in the Bange between Zeus and Athena.
Zeus' initial T-person plural (“shallve slay him?”), includes the group in both the
decision and the act. Athena’s response, howevele wnderlining the importance of
audience desire in the poet’s decision-makingibaties the actual action of saving or
slaying to Zeus alone: “do you wish to save...t8¢Xeis... éEavaAioon 22.180), and
“‘do it!” (€pd[e] 22.181). By the disarming mildness of his refdgus neatly transfers
agency in carrying out the decision to Athet#b(e] 22.181;¢pEov 22.185): here is
the invitation to vicarious participation. Mostttie scene’s internal viewers are
powerless: the Trojans would like to come to Héstard, but are held back by fear
of Achilles? the Achaeans would like to attack Hector, butheiel back by the
authority of Achilles’® All they can do is watch. Not so Athena: her l&ap

Olympus to Troy now offers the audience a way thistory-world to act — and a
provocation to join in the terrible, and necessalgughter of Hector.

Support for the above reading is found invilag it gives a point to behavior that
is perplexing if the passage is read simply apeesentation of divine decision-
making. In the latter case, Zeus’ motivation initimg the gods to reconsider the
necessity of Hector’s death is obscure, and hiersient afterward that he was not in
full earnest in the first place when he spoké WU T1 6upd / Tpdppowt pubéouat) Is

dramatically unsatisfyin8’ But while Zeus the divine tyrant generates puzelenat

922.236-37.
6022.205-7.

®1 RichardsorC: 22.182-5: “To us it seems as if Zeus gives wayoal easily, andu vu 11 / bupéd
Tpdppovt pubéouan sounds very casual. It is as if he knew all altiveg nothing could be done to save
Hektor. But this debate, and Zeus'’s consent, selramatic function of re-enacting for us the
process of divine decision which seals Hektor'srdoo” It should be noted that there is internal
consistency in the representation of Athena as’Zeumal favorite: his wish to be mild to her appea
elsewhere as well (following Athena’s protest & fiohibition of divine interference at the begimmi
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this point, as an intratextual stand-in for thetpgeus’ attitude is fiendishly
convincing. Here is an internal model of performadgnamics whereby a poet-figure
suggests that he, for one, pities Hector and wiikedto save him. In doing so, and
through the exchange that follows, he successfmblyes the responsibility for killing
Hector off of his own shoulders and onto an audieiigure, Athena, with the silent
complicity of the group as a whole. As an intenegdresentation of the poet, this
Zeus’ satisfied air is justified, for by first pding out that Hector should be pitied and
then implicating his audience in Hector’s killing has offered his listeners a more
powerful emotional experience — the better to gateesome tears of the sort that
Plato’s lon depends on for his livelihood — as vaslisatisfaction in the completion of

a necessary part of the plot.

The lliad as Funeral Rites

| have shown that the poet’s focus on thezgdrin the chariot simile, following as
it does the observation that Achilles and Hecteramtending for the latter’s life,
brings out one salient difference between the pgnasiof athletics and duel — the
gravity of the stakes — and attaches an ethicapoment to the choice between them.
However, this picture is complicated by a seconddiference between athletics and
duels, namely that whereas the formal duels areestsbetween enemies, witnessed
by opposed partisans, athletic spectacle suggesteunal activity with shared
purpose — a sense that is developed in Book 2Bidrsection | argue that Book 23
recalls and responds to the passage in Book 2zcim & way that the athletics
paradigm of spectacle also acquires an ethicalmbioa. This development

underlines a perspective in which thad becomes a ritual in honor of the dead, and

of Book 8: 8.39-40 = 22.183-184). However, thisghat does not solve the problems presented by the
present passage.
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reveals new layers of irony and pathos in the inag&chilles and Hector circling
Troy.

The sense of communal purpose and its irareslready hinted at in the simile
in Book 22, before they are recalled and developd&bok 23. This emerges from
analysis of two features of the simile, the firbimich is the phrasé&vdpos
kaTaTtebvnddTos (22.164):

M) pa Tapadpapétnu pevywv 6 & dmobe dicokwv
Tpdobe utv EcBAOs Epeuye, Sicoke B¢ pv péy” Aueiveov
kapTaAiucos, Tel oux ieprjiov oudt Boeinv
AapvYobnv, & Te Toooiv &EBAia yiyvetal avdpdov, 160
aAA& Trepl Yuxiis Béov "Extopos immodauoto.
€5 8 8T debAopdpot Trepl TépuaTa HCOVUXES ITITTOL
pinpa paAa Tpwxaor TO 8t pnéya keital &ebBAov
1l TpiTos M yuvr avdpods kaTaTebvnddToS
&5 Ta Tpis TTprauolo TOAw TépL SlvndrjTnV 165
kaptaAigoiol Tédeoot: Beol 8 &g TGV TES OPCOVTO.
- 227166

There, then, they raced by — [he] fleeing, andother pursuing behind.

In front their fled a man of high birth and prowgsst one much greater pursued
him.

[They ran] quickly, since no sacrificial beast hoitl's hide

were they striving after — which are the prizethia foot-races of men -

but they ran for the life of Hector the horse-tamer

But as when around goal-posts prize-winning sotidfad horses

swiftly race — and a great prize is offered,

a tripod or a woman, with a man having died,

[OR: a tripod or the wife of a man who has died]

so then three times they circled the city of Priam

with swift feet — and all the gods looked on.

In this passagévdpos kataTtebvndtos has a rich ambiguity noted already in
antiquity®® The standard interpretation is that it speciffesdituation of the race in

the simile: “at funeral games.” By adding such ateat, the poet evokes — however

%2 Scholia: (164a.)) Tpimos it yuvr) <auBpds kaTaTeBveIdTOs>: 8Tt ApgiBolov, TéTepov avdpds
TeBveddTos Yuvr) 1} &l TeBueddT1 Gudpl, & kal Uyiés: ouk oldev y&p &AAous 1) Tous emiTapious
ayavas “Ounpos. // A (164b.) avdpds KATATEONEIWTOZ; 1y katd avti Tijs émi, b(BCE3EL
¢l &vdpds TebveddTos. h(BCEIEAT ouk oide 8¢ otepavitas, &AN ¢mTapious &ydvas. b_(BCESJT.
As so often, the performer’s tone, pacing, and Hadguage could easily prefer one or the other
“reading” almost, but not quite, to the point otkiding the other — or could cultivate the ambiguit
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briefly — associations other than the issue ofpifize. This does not assume an
audience already familiar with Book 23 of dliad, which gives modern readers our
closest look at the Homeric conception of funeeahgs>® Certain lessons from Book
23 — particularly their social function — can amdsld be applied to the present
passage insofar as they seem to be general feaftuteseral games.

In Book 23 the games are one integrated panecfuneral rites for Patroclus; they
serve not only to honor the dead rfidout also to heal the community. James
Redfield puts it this way, drawing general conaasi from the games for Patroclus:

Funeral games thus function as a kind of monunanevent by which

the property of the dead man and his mournersniserted into

memorials of his death, and as a social occasimugn which the

community, wounded and disordered by the loss efadrits heroes,

reasserts its structure and vitalﬁﬁ/.
By including the phrasévdpos kataTtebvndtos in the simile, the poet deepens its
import, subtly implying that to see these runnerfi@rses and chariots is to imagine
them as participants in an agonistic, ritual spgetthat honors the dead and
strengthens the community.

But the poet also points to an inherent iramghe communal healing associated

with funeral games by positionirgdpos kataTeBvnddTos directly afteryuvr). This
encourages the ear to associate the three wortsthei undertone “wife of a man

who has died” as the prize in the r48e; reminder that prizes at funeral games are

often the spoils of wat. Indeed, several factors encourage the listenasgociate

% The question of how funeral games in epic relateistorical funeral games is outside the scope of
this dissertation, and not important to the argumen

® Though the purpose of honoring the dead is nexgicitly stated it seems clear enough. Nestostell
Achilles at 23.6464A\’ {61 kal odv éTaipov &ébAolol kTepéile.

% Redfield 1994: 210.
% This interpretation also goes back to the sch8l&e note 62 above.

®7In the chariot race in the games for Patroclis firize is a slave woman and a tripod (23.263-64).
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Andromache, the paradigmatic widow of war, with thvman” (yuvn), and the dead
man with Hector himself: in stating that Hectoife iis at stake, the poet usgsxr
plus the genitive of Hector's naméXA& trepi wuxis 8éov “EkTopos immodduoio
22.161); elsewhere in Homer the combinatjaryri + proper name is always a
reference to the shade of one who is already tfaddctor's name is itself positioned
at the end of the line, giving it added resonanith @dpds kataTebvundTos, also at
line end slightly below (22.164). The idea that tée¢s somehow already dead is
thematic to thdliad — evoked most vividly by Andromache’s lament fonhn Book

6 — and the enslavement of Andromache that wilb¥olhis death is emblematic for
the suffering attendant on the fall of Troy. Thhe slave woman in the prize evokes
Andromache’s reduction to chattel status in Hestwireboding vision of Troy’s fall
in Book 6, and the suggestion has a point: if Heglde is the prize of the chase
(22.161), then so is Troy — and the women of Tadyyhom Andromache is
representative.

A second feature of the passage subtly resefothis suggestion that the spectacle
at Troy, which the poet invites his audience teradt can be seen as an honoring of
the dead and affirmation of community: namely,\ttsial associations evoked by the
application of chariot race imagéPfyo Achilles and Hector. The two men likened to
horses in a chariot race circle Troy three timids {co tpis TTpi&uoto wéAw Tép!L

Swnbritnv 22.165) — and circling a corpse three tifflesith chariots is a traditional

88 yuxt) TTatpokAfios Sethoto 23.65; 23.106, 23.221 (also Patroclu®)t10.492, 565 (Teiresias);
0d.11.52 (Elpenor); also Achilles to the embagsyBpos 8¢ wuxr) TaAw eABelv oUte Aciotn 9.408.

89 &eBhogdpot... {rmol 22.162.

0 Of course the number three — and the adtrislithree times” — is prominent in the formulaic
diction. This does not necessarily mean thatdieiadweight, however. Scholarship in recent decades
tends to emphasize the power of formulaic langtageeate meaning, rather than its use as a tool in
rapid composition in performance. (For the latsee Lord 1960. The cumulative work of J. M. Foley
(see bibliography) has been influential in thetsbifemphasis.)
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way to honor the dead.Evidence for this practice is found in Book 23ppto the
games for Patroclus, when the other Achaeans lattersed to their shelters.
Achilles leads the Myrmidons in lamentation (233);2and as he begins, the
Myrmidons approach with horses and chariedsrois (Trroiol kai dpuaociv 23.8):

ol 8¢ Tpis mepi vekpdv EUTpixas HAacav {Trmous
HUPOUEVOL.... —23.13-14

And [the Myrmidons] thrice around the corpse drtwer well-maned horses
grieving....

That this ritual circling is traditional in epic &vident in that Achilles refers to it,
together with the lamentation, as “the honor duthéodead” § yap yépas éoTi
Bavdvteov 23.9)/? It is therefore a motif assumed to be familiattte extradiegetic
audience. Thus, even as the poet’s rhetoric isgriiyndwelling on the issue of
stakes, he simultaneously creataagerysuggestive of a ritual in honor of the dead.
Notably, it is the city of Troy that is in the pten of the dead hero.

Book 23 not only provides evidence for thection and character of funeral rites,
but follows the climax of Book 22 sequentially, ando doing brings to the surface
the implications and ironies of the circling of yrd@’he connections between the two
sections of text are dense. James Redfield had tizaefor Achilles, after the death
of Patroclus “there remains one more task: to BRatyoclus, and, as part of that

burial, to kill Hector.”®

From this perspective, the fall of Troy — heralded ensured
by Hector’s death — redounds to Patroclus’ honet.tlfere is also the lingering

image ofTroy being circled, inviting listeners to find a semsevhich the spectacle

"1 By “traditional” | mean traditional in Homeric epiwithout reference to historical practices.

2 The Myrmidons carry it out without specific direst from Achilles — he tells them simply to
approach in their chariots, and both he and theniyons apparently understand what this impligs:
31 T Ut 8xeopt AucopueBa pcovuxas irmrous, / &AN avtols iTrrolol kai &puactv dooov iévTes /
TT&TtpokAov kAaiwuev: & yap yépas éoti Bavdvtaov. 23.7-9 (Do not yet loose the single-hoofed
horses from their chariots, / but come close, Wiihses, chariots and all, /and let us weep foroekts
— for that is the rightful prize of the deceased).

3 Redfield 1975/94: 107.
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offered to them by thiiad, with all its conflict and destruction, is ultinedy about
the honoring of Troy. Here | would like briefly tmnsider the situation of historical
audiences, for whom the performance ofltizel became a regular event, as it is for
these such listeners that the greatest treasudesamies become available.

For repeat listeners in a festival contésty whom thdliad is a special yet
familiar ritual, the circling of Troy in Book 22 éks ahead already to Book 23. As the
poet has tied the stories of the war andntlemistogether in such a way as to make
the fall of Troy appear to be a consequence of lleshiwrath, here, perhaps, Troy’s
fall is envisioned as part of the holocaust in &dtrs’ honor. Now the Trojans soon
to be slaughtered correspond to the Trojan yougwgbktered on Patroclus’ actual
funeral pyre (23.176). The “race” around Troy, bistreading, becomes the first
contest in the funeral games for Patroclus — Heclibe is the prize, and goes to
Achilles.

But it is also possible to see Troy and thgdns themselves as the corpse that is
being honored by the “chariots:” with bitter irorag their destruction becomes
paradoxically their memorialization. After all, Ratlus is not actually being circled
by Hector and Achilles: the Trojans are. The paxadalelicious. Performing the
lliad is a commemoration of Illium: yet it also entaééiving, recreating, the brutality
and tragedy of it, and this is what the poet’s ande is invited to partake in at a
visceral level, with full knowledge. Théad is a ritual that simultaneously honors

Troy in the distant past and wipes it out in theqgrenative moment.

" One such setting was the festival of the PanatrefiaycourgoAgainst Leocrate$02:BovAouat

&’ Uuiv kai TGV Ourjpou Trapaoxécbal éméov. oUtw yop UméAaBov Uudv ol TaTépes omoudaiov

glval o Ty, coTe vouov EBevto kab’ eékdotny TevTeTnpida Tév TTavabnvaicov pévou Tédv

EAAcov oI TV payedeiodal Ta é1m....) on which see for example Nagy 1996: 69-71. For
discussion of certain issues of reception ofilagl and theOdysseat the Panathenaea in the sixth and
fifth centuries, see Haubold 2000: 145-96. See &igulin 1992: 39-40.
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The irony is worked out at each step of thmm@moration. Following the circling
of the corpse, the dead man is immolated asehaa(barrow or grave-marker)
heaped up over hinTlgtpoxhov Béuevar TTupl ofjud Te xedion 23.45)7° After the
“horses” Achilles and Hector circle it thrice (285:66), Troy too is “immolated,” or
rather its future immolation evoked, in a similescigbing the Trojans’ grief at
Hector’s death:

T 8¢ HEAIoT &p’ Env évaliykiov s gl GTTaoa
"IAlos dppudecoa TTuplt opUxolTo Kat” &xkprns. —22.410-11.

Then it was very much as if all
lofty llium were consumed entirely by fire.

For a corpse, the burning is done as the honotaltiee dead. But the Trojans within
the city are trapped on their own “pyre.”

In this split temporal perspective, with Hetdaleath being mourned while his life
is still on the line — and indeed being mourhgdneans othe public event that will
kill him — the sense of common purpose associaiddfuneral games and evoked
through the simile becomes terrible rather thanimgal hrough it, the Trojans and
Hector are reimagined not just as enemies deseofipdgy, but as part of a larger
community that includes all those who watch thdaaéral rites:” Achaeans, gods,
and the audience attending the performance. Thagljgan of commonality offered in
the simile thus shows its fangs, in that it pladestor, who has joined in enacting the
ritual, and also Priam and the other Trojans wieovaatching, as participants in a
public event honoring and enacting the doom thathfem is not part of the mythic
past — as it is for the historical audiences —ablibrror of the imminent present.

Thus, as the repeat listener becomes intimédetiliar with thelliad, a new kind

of ethical interpretive choice emerges from thisne If theliad is a communal

75 as o ) . X .y . N
oV Bépis ¢oTi AoeTpa kapriaTos &ooov ikéoBat / Tpiv ¥’ évi TTdTpokAov Béueval TTupl ofjud Te

XeUal / keipacBai te kounv 23.44-46.
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event, one that honors the dead heroes, does dienag join in honoring the dead at
Troy? Does it witness Troy’s destruction as a lagate part of the honor for
Patroclus? Either path involves elements of thebier And in each performance, the
chariot simile and circling of Troy are followed mediately by the poet’s reminder,
spoken through Zeus, to consider Hector: ‘Alast tlsee with my eyes a man dear /
pursued around the wall — my heart grieves / fartbte..’ (& ool ;i pidov &vdpa
Slcokdpevov Tepl TeIXos / dpBaAuoiow dpdduar epov 8 dAopupeTal ftop /
“Extopos... 22.168-70). Thus, through the course of mamfop@ances, thdiad
becomes a lament and, simultaneously, a rituagblau, in which the rhapsode
performing Zeus invites his listeners to acquiesu@ even vicariously to participate.
In this chapter | hope to have shown thatcthmeactic character of Book 22 is
enhanced by the treatment of the spectacle mdtitiwoffers increased involvement
and rich layers of pathos to the listening audieiite next chapter examines the
final appearance of the divine audience in Booka2dassage whose complexities
prompt reflection on the role of the gods as irdéaudience in the poem up to that

point.



159

CHAPTER 6
The Divine and the Human Audience

The final appearance of the divine audiend@éiliad comes at the beginning of
Book 24. As Achilles continues at intervals to ifgduin mounting his chariot and
dragging Hector three times around sfeenaof Patroclus (24.10-18), perverting a
mourning ritual and recalling the terrible speataaf Book 22 in new form, Apollo
preserves Hector’'s body out of pity (24.18-eaipcwov 24.19). “The gods” too now
pity Hector:

“Ws 6 pev "ExkTopa diov aeikilev peveaivaov:
TOV 8 éAeaipeokov pdkapes Beol eilcopdwovTes,
kAéyau & dTpUveokov EliokoTTov ApyelpdvTny. — 24.20-22

In this way [Achilles] in his fury abused godlikesktor;
and the blessed gods would pity him as they lodted
and would urge the sharp-sighted slayer of Argust¢al [the body].

“The gods” f=oi 24.21) is here used to denote not all of the glodisa representative
body. This representative body specifically exchithkera, Athena, and Poseidon, who
object to the idea of Hermes stealing Hector’s baxgy and are thereby distinguished
from the main group. This is a remarkable shift aargue here that this is the
culmination of a shift already long underway: ie tourse of théliad as a whole, the
divine audience provides an intratextual modelrodadience shifting from support for
the Achaean attack on Troy, associated with thepeetive of Hera and Athena, to pity
for the Trojans.

The poem’s Achaean orientattds crystallized and problematized in the figurés o
Hera and Athena. Hera as a character is many thmoge of which change during the
course of the poem: she is Zeus’ shrewish wif@naetsimes comedic figure; the patron

goddess of Argos and other Greek cities; the fatieeocosmic forces ensuring Troy’s

! For the poem’s Achaean orientation see above ap@h4, pp 99-100.
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destruction. But she is also the poet’s choice faguae of divine observation of the
poem’s events in the opening books. Hera is véesadi an audience figure, and her
multiple responses in Books 1-4 emphasize diffeaspects of the audience being
sketched. By combining aversion to the prospeétabfaean death and dishonor, desire
that the events follow their necessary course harstility toward Troy in the figure of
Hera, the poet identifies a range of potential ingtions of the poem’s Achaean
orientation.

Book 4 contains the first representation efglods as a body observing events at Troy
— the first use of the “divine audience” motif. Bsol-3, while they do not yet use the
divine audience motif as found dramatically in Bahldo sometimes present an
individual deity in the role of an interested, eggd observer of events at Troy.
Strikingly, this observer figure is always Hera.tMd instances of divine intervention
involve divine observation, and a look at one negatxample will usefully bring out the
difference. The first divine response in thad is Apollo’s anger at the treatment of his
priest in Book 1, which prompts him to inflict tbéague on the Achaean camp.
However, Apollo’s anger and intervention are nasgnted as the result of Apollo
watching what happens at Troy, but as a directorespto prayer:

“Ws épaT’ euxduevos, Tol & EkAue DoiPos ATTOAAwV,
B 8¢ kat OUAUUTIO0 KaPTVLY XWOUEVOS Kijp. — 1.43-44

So [Chryses] spoke in prayer, and Phoebus Apolmchieim —
and he went down from the peaks of Olympus, wratifhieart.

No verb of seeing or perceiving marks Apollo a®hserver, and there is no indication
that he has been paying attention to Troy or toy§#s prior to the prayer; he “hears” the

prayer and answers. To be sure, this does nobuilthe possibility that Apollo has been
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looking on with interest all along, but the poeneslmot do anything to characterize
Apollo as one occupied with the events narratethbypoet as they unfold at Trdy.
The opposite is true of Hera’s interventionlib@s later, where her first appearance in
the poem marks her as an interested observer ateaeTroy:
Evviiuap pév dva otpatov doxeTo kijAa beoio,
i) BexdTn 8 dyopnv 8¢ kaAéooaTto Aadv AxiAAeUs:
TG Yap émml ppeot Bijke Bedx AeukcdAevos "Hpry:

kndeto yap Aavaddv, 611 pa Bvrjokovtas dp&To. — 1.53-56

For nine days the god’s [Apollo’s] weapons madértivay through the
army,

but on the tenth day Achilles called the peoplagsembly —

for she put it into his mind to do so, the goddegste-armed Hera;

for she was weighed with care for the Danaans asvsiiched them dying.

Though nine days of plague will surely have le& &chaeans supplicating the gods, and
Hera as a patron deity of the Argives would begiclal choice, the supplication motif is
not repeated. Rather than a response to a sumierss intervention is presented as a
natural extension of her role as an interestedakeio she “watches” the Danaans dying
(6paTo 1.56) and responds emotionally to what she se@sto 1.56). This passage is
relatively brief, and does not use tas setting and other factors which come together in
the opening of Book 4 to construe the gods as t@nnal epic audience. However, it does
form part of the background for that later sceng laglps informs its interpretation: by
marking Hera as an interested onlooker, and desgribhat she feels as she observes,
the passage in Book 1 provides an opportunitylfergoem’s extradiegetic audience to
compare their own responses to the same evente™ e the dying is a far cry from

the wrath that will be on display in Book 4, andtbontrast is important: while the epic
as a whole includes a depiction of Hera as vengefdlunrelenting, her first appearance

casts her as a remote observer who feels cargifog dchaean warriors.

2 The same is true for other passages in which aegmbnds to prayer or supplication: e.g., AcHiled
to Thetis, and Zeus’ response to Thetis’ request.
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The next instance of divine observation arsphoase to events at Troy occurs when
Achilles debates whether to attack and kill Agamemrand is actually drawing his
sword from its sheath:

....7HABe & Abrjvn

oUpavdbev: Tpd yap fke Bea AeukchAevos “Hpn
EUPw OUGSs Buudd PrAéouod Te kndopévn Te. —1.194-96

... and Athena came
from the sky — for the goddess, white-armed Head, dent her forth,
loving and weighed with care for both [heroes] aliik her heari.

Though there has been much discussion about Atheolg' in this episode, it is again
Hera who is paying attention, whose reaction tcstbey’s events the poet describes, and
who thus offers a possible model for the extradiegaidience to compare, consider,
accept or reject: in any case, the two goddessas shsingle perspective. This time,
there is no verb of seeing: Hera is simply assutodx following the action as it
develops. The same vexhdouévn (1.196) characterizes her internal reaction totwha
sees: as the sight of Achaeans dying of plagupsstting, so too is the prospect of
violence between two of their leaders. The vwktouoa (1.196), here accompanying
kndouévn, is often used to denote divine favor for a mowa such, it does not reflect a
judgment on the relative merits of the two chieftaistances in the quarrel; instead, it
implies Hera’s general interest in the welfare ot These lines convey in Hera a
feeling of concern and the wish to avoid immineoblished.

From an Achaean perspective, the quarrel rtweaders iprima faciebad for the

team. The proem already says as much in its cHaiauses leading to Achilles’

® This passage has become a standard focus pottHotarly debate about the degree to which the
Homeric gods might best be understood simply aisl \expressions of the mortal characters’ mental
processes and other natural phenomena: contrastsD@b1 with Griffin 1978, Russo and Simon 1978:
44ff, Redfield 1994, and Pucci 1998: 194-99. | rintpassing that among other arguments against the
strong version of this claim is the fact that toatdver extent Athena may conceivably stand for avisd
and self-control, it is the goddess Hera who iflydreing characterized in this passage. Note iz
Russo and Simon, analyzing the gods as mentasstatss that Hera israotivatedcharacter.

* Hera has a traditional role as a patron deityavbs in the Greek-speaking world, as O’Brien 1983
usefully brings out and applies to her analysithetliad.
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“perishing” wrath. Nestor points it out again jaster Hera’s intervention, calling
“fighting” (napvauévoriv 1.257) between the chiefs a “great grigffya mévbos 1.254)
come upon “the Achaean lanAxaiida yaiav 1.254), and adding that Priam, his sons
and all the Trojans would rejoice to see it (1.28)- Hera in this passage is again a
protector figure, who feels distress at the prospéstrife between the Achaean chiefs.
As a model for audience response, she projectsieede avert @enthosof the kind
envisioned by Nestor, which would be bad for théd@eans — causing them much
suffering — and good for the Trojans.

The passage in which Agamemnon tests the staonprale in Book 2 further develops
Hera’s function as an audience figire:

"Evb& kev Apyeiolov uépuopa vooTos €TUXON
el un ABnvainv "Hpn mpos uibov éetmev.... 2.155-56

Then the Argives would have come upon a home-comimgntravention of
how events had been allotted,
If Hera had not spoken a word to Athena....

There is no verb of seeing, nor of emotion, butiticedent reinforces the impression that
Hera is an interested outside observer; her attenti seems, is still fixed on Troy.
Moreover, the poet makes known her internal readtiche events he has just recounted
by means of her words to Athena:

oUTtw 81 olkovdt @iAnv &5 TaTpida yaiav

Apyeiol pev€ovTal ¢ eUpéa védTa BaAdoorns;
k&S 8¢ kev eUxwAny TTpiducw kai Tpwoi Aitroiev

® Ironically, her first intervention, putting it intAchilles’ mind to call an assembly to deal witle pplague,
is a necessary part of the tangled web of causehwhing about thenenissending Achaeans to Hades in
the proem.

® For the sake of completeness, and in support oflaign for Hera’s primacy as an observer in thestye
books, a word is in order about the only exampfamesolicited intervention from a deity other thdara

in Books 1-3. Two feature Iris. First, Iris comdsoim the side of Zeuspar Dios2.787) towarn the
Trojans about the Achaean approach. Shortly aftelvene comes to summon Helen to the walls of llium
to watch the duel between her former husbands {¥)1Z he third is Aphrodite’s rescue of Paris dhgri

the duelxai vU kev eipuocév Te kai &omeTov fipaTo kUdos, / &l un &p’ 66U vénoe Atds BuydTnp
Agpoditn... — 3.373-74 (And now [Menelaus] would have drdRaris up by the strangling strap] and
won endless glory, if she had not quickly takeniaggtthe daughter of Zeus, Aphrodite...) In nontheke
three passages is any description offered of thisuayind emotions on the part of the onlooker, agg tho
not provide potential models for audience response.
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Apyeinv EAévny, fis elveka ToAAol Axaicov
¢v Tpoin amdAovto piAns amd maTpidos ains. — 2.158-62

Is it really likethis that homeward, toward their dear fatherland,

the Argives will flee on the broad back of the sea?

But they would leave behind, as a source of bdastBriam and the
Trojans,

Argive Helen, for whom many Achaeans

at Troy have laid down their livesawayfrom their dear fatherland.

Hera’s words to Athena cast the proposed intergards an attempt to prevent Priam and
the Trojans from being able to boast that they vemwl, thus to avoid a dishonorable
situation in which the Achaeans will have fled a&itl “so many dead so far from their
own homeland.” That Hera ends her speech with the image of Acislearied at Troy
is telling: it is at once a poignant reminder o tieed for avenging fallen comrades and a
standard of bravery against which to measure thmstlof flight. Hera’s words here
illustrate how concern for the Achaeans, by extegdnto concern for Achaean dishonor,
in and of itself entails hostility toward Troy ihe circumstances depicted in the epic: the
Trojans must be defeated lest Helen be left fomth® boast over, with many Achaeans
already having died to get her b&ckhough the verliedomaiis not repeated here, the
passage is consistent with the previous two inithatcouched in terms of care for
Achaeans: an earlyostoswould reflect badly on them, and leave their deaavenged,
and so is undesirabfe.

By establishing Hera as an observer figurd,dascribing her reactions to the poem’s
events in the way that he does, the poet offersdeirof response that moves from the

most palatable to the most challenging. The firstet is the most straightforward: care

" Josef Brodsky, “Odysseus to Telemachus.” In Brgsgoem, victory and defeat are no longer part of
Odysseus’ thoughts; it is the dead far from homrespective of victory, that he foregrounds.

8 To die for something unfinished-teAeutriteo émi £pyco 4.175) is shameful: Agamemnon later envisions
Trojans jumping up and down on Menelaus’ graveiigehat Agamemnon left his dead brother at Troy
and went home (4.173-182). The shame would be atvutoncludes by wishing the earth would swallow
him up if it should come to that¢te pot xavor etpsia xbcov 4.182).

° Furthermore, according to the narrator Hera ig rgerceding on behalf of fate, for the Achaeanrreat
this point would be “beyond what has been alloti@déppopa 2.155).
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for the dying, who are Achaeans. The second takesra overtly Achaean perspective,
appealing to audience desire for Achaean unity.thind model represents an observer
who reacts negatively to the sight of Achaeansrfteaomeward out of concern for
Achaean honor. Thus, the successive descriptiorteiE's responses move from an
attitude of (defensive) care for the Achaeans tawaggressive) hostility toward Troy
and the Trojans.

This is not to imply a change in Hera’s owtitadle. In chronological terms, Hera has
already conceived the powerful hatred for Troy thgitbe on display in Book 4. As a
character, she is a composite — she cares fort¢haeans, wants them to fight on despite
their wishes and hates Troy. But it is significtrdt these responses come on display in a
certain sequence, following the arc of the earlgksoas the poet moves from describing
Achaeans dying to Achaeans prosecuting the invadidmoy. The point is that the poet
describes Hera'’s successive emotional responsas @sserver in such a way as to
illustrate the variety of issues, which are therfarconsideration as a paradigm by the
time Book 4 begins.

The development of Hera, with Athena, as arBgf divine response sets up the
scene in Book 4, where the patterns analyzed abotecontinue and also move to the
foreground: Hera'’s views remain the focus of atntdespite the presence now of the
other gods who are also interested onlookers; ¢ngopal reasons for Hera’s response
are suppressed, now pointedly; the shift from comé&r Achaean suffering to hostility
toward Troy comes to a climax, as the latter takesspotlight at last, in such a way as to
explicitly trump the former: when confronted witleds’ resistance Hera offers
whichever Argive cities Zeus prefers to destroyeturn (4.39-56).

Zeus characterizes Hera as bloodthirsty. Adaller criticizes Athena for failing to

pity the Trojans. Nevertheless, from Book 8 tottieomachid'the gods” when
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mentioned as a group are still mostly pro-Achaeand, typically set against Zeus’ aid to
the Trojans. Thus, when Zeus forbids any god buskIf from taking part in the action
at Troy in the beginning of Book 8, Athena responds

o maTep Nuétepe Kpovidn UraTe kpeidvteov

€U vU Kal NUETs (Buev & Tol 0Bévos ouk ETIEIKTOV"

AAN Eutns Aavacov dSAopupdued’ aixuntdcwy,

ol kev 31| kakdv oiTov dvamAfjoavTes SAwvTal.

AAN’ fjTol ToAépou pév apeEoued’ cos oU keAevels: 35

BouAnv & Apyeiols UroBnodued’ 1§ Tis dvrjoel,
€5 U1 TavTes dAcovTal dBUcoauévolo TEOTO. —8.31-37

Father ours, son of Kronos, highest of the powerful
we know well that your strength is irresistible —

and yet we pity the Danaan spear-men,

who perish and fill their evil dooms.

Indeed, we will keep away from the warfare as ywob
but let us offer counsel to the Argives, whatevarymelp,
lest they all perish through your anger.

Athena has taken it upon herself to speak for tbam “we pity the Danaan spear-men”
(Aavacov dShogupdued’ aixuntdwv 8.33) and tve will give counsel to the Argives”
(BouAnv 8" Apyeiois utrobnodueb|a] 8.36). Her words do not present a picture of
divided partisanship on Olympus, but rather ofdbds united in support of the
Achaeans against Zeus’ plans to honor Achillesuppsrting the Trojans. This
impression is enhanced by the way her “we” begina sesponse to Zeus’ claim to be
able to out-pulbll of the godsfgoi... m&vTtes 8.18): “we know” {ueis iduev 8.32) that
Zeus’ power is irresistible. There is no questioat some of the gods, such as Apollo,
would rather support the Trojans than give the &ems advice, but Athena’s rhetoric
stands unchallenged.

The theme of pitying the Achaeans is pickecgain in the same book, when Hera
accuses the pro-Achaean Poseidon of not feelifgiguit pity for the Danaans that are
being cut down:

¢ ool évvooiyal’ eupuoBevés, oudé vu ool Tep

OAAULévcov Aavadv dAopupeTal v ppeot Bupds.
ol 8¢ Tot eig EAiknv Te kai Atyas 8&p’ avayouot
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ToAA& Te kal xapievta: oU 8¢ opiol BouAeo viknv.
el TTep Ydp K’ EBéAoipev, oot Aavaoiow dpwyoi, 205
Tpdas amwoacbal kai épukéuev eupvoma Zijv,
3 ~ . 3 9 3 , ’ e d 3 ”
auToU K’ €vB’ akdxoito kabrjuevos olos év "I8n. — 8.201-7

Ah, mighty earth-shaker, not even your heart

pities in your breast the Danaans as they perish.
They bring gifts to Helice and Aigai,

many and pleasing — you, counsel victory for them.
For if we — as many as aid the Danaans — should wis
to push back the Trojans and resist broad-browed,Ze
he would be sorry as he sat there alone on Ida.

Hera’s accusation implicitly raises the questionvbkther the extradiegetic audience is
feeling sufficient pity for the Danaans. Moreowverl|ines 205-7 Hera envisions all the
divine partisans for the Danaans struggling agaiesss.

The statements of Athena and Hera above recatonly silent support from the
narrator, who does not undermine them, but expicitorsement later in Book 14:

"Epis & &p’ Exaipe ToAUoTovos eicopdwoa:

oin yap pa Becdv TaApeTUY XAVE HAPVAEVOLOLY,

ol 8" &AAot ol ogv Tapeoav Beoi, A& éknhot 75
o@oiolv évi Heydpolol kabnaTo, Xl EKAoTe

ScopaTa KaAd TéTukTo KaTd TTTUxas OvAuuTtolo.
TavTes 8 NTIdwvTo KeAawepéa Kpovicwova

olvek’ &pa Tpeootv éRovAeto kidos dpé€al. —11.73-79

But baneful Eris rejoiced as she looked on —

for she alone of the gods was there with the fighte
while the other gods were not beside them, buase e
sat in their own halls, where for each

a beautiful home was built on the folds of Olympus.
For all of them pante$ blamed dark-clouding Zeus,
because he was planning to hold out glory to tlgans.

The battle is at its thickest, and Eris alone wgsi to rejoice in viewing, by this model, is
to join with the personification of strife. Theiean invitation to rejoice, but it requires

some “hard-heartedness,” as the poet will latentpmit'* The other godsof &’

19Which follows closely on Book 8 in these termsicsi Book 9 is concerned with the embassy to Achille
and does not involve the gods at all, and Bookslkeid by many to be an interpolation. Lines 8.649-
according to which “the gods” hate Troy, Priam, &rslpeople, are not accepted by most editors.

1 udha kev Bpacukdpdios e / &5 TETe ynBriceiev i8cov Tévov olid’ dxkdxorto.13.344 Only a bold-
hearted man wouldetheseienand notakachoito i.e., be Eris, and not Poseidon?
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&AAot...8eof 11.75) are not even watching, but they atk§res 11.78) blame Zeus for his
plan to hold out glory to the Trojans. No one idekéng but Eris. Thus, to watch now is
to delight as Eris delights — or as Zeus doesisrtieation>

The sense that “the gods” are a generallydmtoaean body, in opposition to Zeus’
plans for Trojan victory, is consistent through badtle books. First, the poet describes
“the gods, all of them” in pain at the sight of thehaeans losing — though he then
gualifies this with the phrase “those who supploet Danaans:”

Apyeiol ¢ kal axvupevol Tep AvAaykn

VNGV fNuUvovTo: Beol 8 akaxrnaTo Bupodv
Té&vTtes oot Aavaoiol péxns émtappobot NHoav. — 12.176-78

And though they sorrowed, by necessity the Argives
defended the ships — and the gods were grieveebat, h
all of them, as many as were helpers of the Daniacbettle.

The qualification carries the reminder that notgaitls are pro-Achaean, but still
emphasizes the pro-Achaean perspective. When Zakisswollowing théios apag, he
reminds Hera how he once punished her despitegtids” Psoi 15.21) wanting to save
her!® By bringing this up as a point of comparison, Zenkances the sense that here too
in the main narrative he stands against the godsgasup in his support of the Trojans.
Athena prevents Ares from going to avenge his secaphalus on the battlefield “out of
fear for all the gods”ifact mepi8eicaca Beotow 15.123) and the wrath that Zeus will
show to them.

Thetheomachigresents a different picture of “the gods” as dybd\gain, no

particular god has changed in attitude, but ther@sgion given of an overall pro-

12 7eus is treated in the following linesv utv &p’ oUk &Aéyile Tatrp: & 8¢ véopL AlacBels / TV
EAAcov amrdveube kabéleTo kUBel yaiwv/ elcopdwv Tpcowv Te TOAW kai vijas Axaicov / xaAkol Te
oTepoTiy, SAAUVTAS T” dSAAupévous Te. 11.80-83. Maybe that’'s why many readers are bbyetthese
books today — they haven't got the Eris or the Zmerspective. It's interesting to note that it'semrall the
gods have gone home and aren’t watching that Agghdlwatching 11.599-615.

136U 8 v aibépt kal vepeAnot / ékpépco TAGoTeov Bt Beol kaTd pakpdy "OAuptrov, / Aloat &' ok
edYvavTo mapacTaddv 15.20-22.
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Achaean body has shifted. In the opening of BogkZ2@is invites the gods to take part
in the action at Troy according to their leaningwdrd one side or the other:

AAN’ fjTol v £y co pevéw TTuxi OUAUptrolo

fluevos, €vl’ 0pdwv ppéva Tépyouar: of 8t dr &AAol

Epxeob’ dpp’ av 1knobe petax Tpddas kai Axatovs,
augpoTépolol &’ apnyed’ dmm vdos EoTiv EKAOTOU. 25
el Yap AxiAAeUs ofos émi Tpcdeoot paxeital

oUdt pivuvd’ é€ouct ToBchkea TTnAeticova.

Kai 8¢ T{ pv Kal TpooBey UTTOTPOUEEOKOV OPEOVTES:

viv & &te 8n kai Bupodv ETaipou xweTal aivéds

Beidwo un kal Telxos Utépuopov eEalatdén. —20.22-30

But I will remain on the fold of Olympus

sitting, whence | will look and delighterpsomaj my heart; but you others,
go until you come among the Trojans and Achaeans,

and give aid to either side, according to the desireach.

For if Achilles attacks the Trojans alone

they will not hold back the swift-footed son of &&$ even for a while.
Even before they shuddered when they gazed upon him

but now when his heart rages terribly for his conipa

| fear lest he even take the wall beyond whatl@tted fyypermoroi.

This passage has a particularly strong metapertorenaspect. Zeus’ plan makes little
sense on the face of it: given that the gods ferAbhaeans are the more powerful (as
their round victory shows) it is hard to accept thending them all to fight would have
the effect of delaying Troy's fall. Moreover, ontteey’ve arrived they all sit down and
watch before they ever fight (20.132-55). On a ipet®rmative level, Zeus’ plan
becomes more intelligible: Zeus the divine orcragstrof the grand war conveys a
creator’s pleasurer¢pwyopat 20.23) in his work, and in seeing his audiencelved in
that work™* He asks the gods to “give help to both sides atiogrto the wish of each [of
you]” (augpoTépotol & apriyed’ &1 vdos eoTiv ékdotou 20.25). The motivation to take
part is strong for both gods and extradiegetiefists: Zeus has made the tantalizing
suggestion that the supposedly fixed course oftsviemot sure — that something might

happerhypermoronthe sack of Troy by Achilles. This prospect mesiged reactions

4 For the leap from Olympus to Troy as an imageicdnous audience participation in the poem’s actio
see Chapter 3.
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from the Olympians, as Zeus knows it will, but egpgmthem enough to cause them to
abandon their passivity and enter the arena of ebnMtixed reactions could be expected
in the extradiegetic audience as well, and evehiwd single listener. On the one hand,
what could be more exciting than the prospect efrggAchilles himself sacking Troy?
The idea is irresistible. On the other hand, wioatiat be more terrible for Andromache,
Priam, and the others — and ultimately unacceptablace of the story tradition?
Conflict comes to an end in Book 24. The ppetinsignment of Hera, Athena, and

Poseidon to a non-representative minority (citeovapis the beginning of a process in
which their viewpoint is marginalized out of existe — simply by manipulation of the
construct “the gods,” and without evidence of aastipular god having a change of
heart. The minority’s dissent is apparently enotgyprevent action, as after nine days
Apollo accuses “the gods” of supporting Achilles:

oxétAiol ¢oTe Beol, SnArjuoves: ol VU 0B’ Uuiv

“ExTeop unpi’ éxne Pocdv aiydov Te TeAeicov;

TSV VUV oUK ETANTE vEKUY Trep £SVTa caddoal 35

N T &Aoxo idée kal unTépt kai TEKEl 6

kai TaTépt TTpiaucy Aaoioi Te, Tol ké pv dKa

€V TTUpl KTJaLEV Kal ETTL KTEPEQ KTEPIOQLEY.

AAN” OAoid AxiATi Beol BouAeod’ émapriyetv.... — 24.33-39

You gods are scoundrels, wicked. Did Hector neven b
for you the thigh-bones of cows and perfect goats?
Now you do not dare to save him, corpse that he is,
for his wife and mother to see and his child

and father Priam, and the people, who would quickly
burn him on a pyre and perform funeral rites.

But you gods contrive to help baneful Achilles....

Apollo’s rhetoric holds the gods as a body accduletavhatever the personal feelings of
each. Hera responds angrily, saying that Achillesan of Thetis cannot be held in equal
honor with Hector, and reminds the group that “gods, all of you attended the
wedding” of Achilles’ parents (24.55-684vTes 8 avTidace beoi ydauou 24.62).

At this point Zeus speaks up and urges Hetamloe angry at “the godsBdoioiv

24.65). By doing so, Zeus again places Hera imtimerity, as did the poet in lines



171

24.21-22. He then goes on to silence the minorgw\altogether when he describes the
debate on Olympus to Thetis as follows:

gvvijuap 8n veikos v dBavaTolov dpwpev

“ExTopos aui vékul kai AXIAATT TToAimdpbeo:

kAépai 8 dTpUvouctv eliokotmov ApyelpovTny:

auTap £y TOBe kUBos AXIAAT TTPOTIATTW
aidd kal PINSTNTa Tenv peTéMobe pUAGCOV. — 24.107-11

For nine days now a quarrel has risen among the god
concerning the corpse of Hector and Achilles thekerof cities:
they are rousing the sharp-eyed slayer of Argisidal [the corpse],
but I am granting this honokido$ to Achilles,

respecting still your friendship and the reveretige to you 4idos).

By casting himself as the one who until now hassted the rescuing of Hector — out of
consideration for Thetis — and not mentioning H&taena, or Poseidon, Zeus conceals
the existence of their dissenting view. His mesdgag@chilles makes “the gods” a
perfectly united body:

okUCeoBai ol eitre Beovs, éue &’ EEoxa TAVTwWVY

aBavétwv kexoA&obal, 81 ppecit patvouévnotv

“ExTop’ xel Tap& vnuoi kopwvioy oud’ améAucey. —24.113-15

Tell him that the gods are angry with him, and thabst of all
the immortals am wroth, because with his mind rggin
he holds Hector by the beaked ships and has ngbmaad him.

All of this entails significant sleight-of-hand d¢ime poet’s part, because that movement in
sympathy on the part of the notional collectivee“tiods” overlays fundamental divisions
within that body, whereby Hera, Athena, Poseidoil, @thers on the Achaean side stand
against Apollo, Aphrodite, Ares, and others onThaan side.

In considering the effect of this overall shilf is important to bear in mind not only
the metaperformative but also the theological aspkthe gods’ depiction in thidad,
and thus to recognize certain fundamental diffezerietween extradiegetic and divine
audiences. Even as the poem nears its end, andurgess pity of Hector and the Trojans,
the poet also makes more and more of a basic distmbetween the capacity of gods

and mortals for pity. The gods, we find, are typicand often emphatically moved to
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pity due to bonds gbhilia between themselves and the mortals in questioms,TZeus is
grieved at heart to watch Hector, thghov &vdpa (22.168), fleeing from Achilles: that
Hector isphilosto Zeus is apparently the result of his many §iaes (22.169-72). It is
impossible for the extradiegetic audience to haweds ofphilia with any of the
characters; if we feel pity, it is of a differemtrs

At the same time, tHead develops another distinct model for one persomgdor
someone else’s sorrows, one which is not clos¢det@xtradiegetic listenefs.
According to this model, through the act of witnegssomeone else’s sorrows, an
onlooker thinks of his own sorrows, and thus jomEmenting.

"Ws épaTo kAaiouo’, émi 8¢ oTevdxovTo Yuvaikes
TT&TtpokAov TpdPaciv, opcdv & aUTdV KNde” ¢kAoTn. — 19.301-4

So she spoke, weeping — and the women followeldeihamenting of
Patroclus, in name — but [in reality] each for bemn cares.

By this model, one laments because of one’s ai#aa. Perhaps that’'s what makes the
women such good mourners — as well as old men:

"Ws épaTto kAaicov, ¢l 8¢ oTevdxovTO YEPOVTES,
nvnodpuevol T& EkaoTos évi peydpototv EAetrov —19.338-339

So he spoke, weeping, and the old men followetlédamenting —
each recalling the things he had left behind inhiaise.

The shared weeping of Achilles and Priam (24.500i the culmination of such scenes:
they weep together, but alone. This model of samgwior another emphasizes the
understanding of a shared human capacity for saffewhile setting this shared capacity
against the isolation implied by the uniquenessawh person’s paifi.It is developed

through the poem’s mortal characters, and is asad@to us as it is to them. This

'3 For an interesting treatment of female lamentaiooused, however, on Book 24) with up-to-date
bibliography, see Perkell 2008.

16 See Mackie 1996: 164 who concludes that “even whepair [i.e. Priam and Achilles] grieve together
the diction seems to imply the separateness aof éxgierience....”
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model of lament is not available to the gods, wherall do not haverndsa as Achilles
points out &uToi 8¢ T° akndées eioi 24.526).

The two patterns just outlined are diverg@&he first shows the divine audience
modeling shifting sympathies throughout thad; the second pattern shows that by the
end of the poem, they have not been able to experithe characters’ sorrows in the
same way that the poet’s listeners may have ddmes,Thdliad presents the gods both
as a divineaudience with which we as an audience for the same evamidentify, and a
divineaudience whose divinity removes us completely ftheir ken. The extradiegetic
audience, while challenged by ethical questiongg@disrough depiction of the gods,
must ultimately respond to them in a human wayufbh contrast with them, the poet
constructs his listeners as an audience at oncéilgndnd potentially humane.

Zeus is, once more, the great exception: rastigan, he pities not only Hector (15.12-
13, 17.201) but Aias (17.648); he pities Achillestses, with whom he is not likely to
have any bond ghilia,” and indeed his pity stems from insight into tHatienship of
mortality to immortality and compassion for humar{it7.441-47). Perhaps most
remarkably, Zeus pities the old men who lamentdeais’ death while thinking of their
own lives — in this way implying, perhaps, pity the extradiegetic listeners who weep at
thelliad because it touches somehow on their own sorroeee,Hs elsewhere, the
narrator seems to reach out through the persodaus to engage with his audience
during performance: the arrogant bluster of thglahthe gods is tempered by the

human compassion of the narrative voice.

71t may also be argued from 17.443-44 that Zeuss f@sponsibility for the gods’ gift of the immolrta
horses to the mortal Peleus.
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Conclusion

Thelliad, like theOdysseycontains representations of the dynamics of
performance and reception, yet the two poems apprtbas common area of interest
from different directions. Th®dysseyepicts the performance itself, with an external
view of the participants: the bard performs, thdiances listen and enjoy (the suitors
and Phaeacians), or are moved to tears or compadysseus and Penelope), or
engage in “literary” criticism (Telemachusp key determining factor in response is
the degree to which each listener is part of theysDdysseus and Penelope
understand themselves to be caught up in the evémtkich they hear, while the
suitors and Phaeacians do not. Telemachus, orthikeelwand, is in the process of
working out for himself to what degree he fits e tstory of his father and his
father's comrades at Troy; and indeed @wysseyeaves this problem as an
unresolved source of tensién.

Thelliad depicts not the external elements of performanttes-acts of singing
and listening, and the social function of epic witthe Homeric world — but rather
the dynamics of the communicative moment: the mexaerience of the listener
presented with a riveting vision, the sense ofeth@nterprise in the symbiosis of
poet and audience. The gods on Olympus are nsteming audience for epic poetry,
but an internal audience for the very epic of whioéy are also a part. Nevertheless,
their immortality and spatial separation from Ty Olympus — which is also the
separation between two spheres, the human andvihe ¢ allow them the potential

for aloofness that would make them as complacetites®dyssels Phaeacians. They

! On Telemachus’ speech@tl.1.345-59 as the earliest surviving example ofitiygortant social
institution of “table-talk,” see Ford 2002: 5-8: 8kher shows pronouncing about poetry as part of a
male citizen’s repertoire of public performances] &e suggests it was something they learned from
well-disposed elders and kin” (7-8).

2 Murnaghan 2002 is a thought-provoking discussicthis and other issues surrounding Telemachus.
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are both involved and detached, characters witterstory and remote observers of
the action, capable of great detachment as wéiypsrbolic emotion. With the gods
providing an internal model of a variety of possihttitudes, as well as a metaphor
for the transition between degrees of involvemetite-mental “leap” to Troy — the
lliad encourages and challenges its listeners to mgmtaler the story and join the
singer in bringing the tale to completion.

By developing Zeus as an internal poet-figthie]liad also provides a different
perspective on the Homeric bard. Thdysseydepicts the social function of bards at
the court of kings: they are dependents, sometaassrving of honor and praise, but
helpless in the face of superior force, as the cahsicene of Phemius begging
Odysseus for his life brings out (23.330-83)he attitude of the performer toward his
own work is not treated. THead gives a very different picture of the epic poet:
within the story-world of which he sings, he isdikeus whose will and authority are
absolute; he abides by his audience’s wishes rtafaervility;* but with an attitude
of combined magnanimity and cunning (in the sedoaés most like Odysseus
narrating his travels), and ultimately from a positof unassailable power. He does
not sing only to make his living, the picture orezides from theéOdysseybut also
delights in his work. He glories at his succesBringing to life great and portentous
battles, and takes pride in his ability to makegudience see what he sees and enter
the world into which he invites them. Finally, hena to confront them with a
recurring question: “with what eyes,” and what eimad, they are — or should be —

gazing on the spectacle at Troy.

% The comedy derives in large part from @dysseypoet’s implicit professional connection to the
character Phemius; the external epic performeavéng fun with his intratextual colleague.

4 Cf. Phemius and the suito®d. 1.154; 22.331, 350-53.
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