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ABSTRACT
This thesis investigates the nature of memory in the //iad. Chapter 1 analyzes the
meaning of the verb pupvijoxopaou (usually translated as ‘remember, have in mind’); it concludes
that this verb refers to an experience which is intrinsically both mental and bodily, and that the
verb therefore has a more restricted meaning than English ‘remember’. Chapter 2 discusses the
relationship of pupviioropon to memory in general within the /liad, focusing in particular on the
performance of paradigmatic memories by characters within the poem. Chapter 3 uses the results
of Chapters 1 and 2 to illuminate a particular literary question: how do memory and the
experience referred to by the verb pupviioxopon underlie Achilles’ character development in the
Iliad.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In this thesis I study the semantics, pragmatics, and thematic significance of the verb
pupvioxropow in the Iliad—in other words, what the verb literally means, how it is used, and
how it interacts with the poem’s core themes. I take it that providing full answers to these three
questions would amount to providing a full description of the cultural and poetic ‘meaning’ of
this very important word in the Iliad. 1 do not claim to have achieved such an exhaustive
description in this thesis, but I hope to have established its main contours and also to have filled
in some of the most important details. The question of ppvijoropol’s significance at the levels
of literal meaning, usage, and theme bear on fundamental issues in our understanding of Homeric
poetry: the psychology and world-view articulated in the Homeric poems; the relationship
between the Homeric poet and the Muses who guide him as he sings; even the basic cultural
function of Homeric poetry in Archaic Greece, to the extent that it infuses the present with living
connections to the heroic past through performances of memory. While I cannot, of course, fully
address these issues in my thesis, I attempt to draw them into consideration wherever possible.

How do characters in the Iliad experience memory? This is the rather vague question I set
out to address as I began researching this thesis. It was prompted by puzzlement over common
Iliadic phrases like pvioavto 8¢ ydoung—if this means ‘and they remembered (the joy of)
battle’, as is regularly assumed in translations and scholarly discussions, what experience could it
possibly refer to? Thinking back on combat experiences after the fact, maybe. But this is not

what it refers to in the Iliad (or the Odyssey, where a formulaic variant of it, pvnoouefa



yéoung, occurs once). It does not refer to any kind of mere mental recall, or even a recollection
fused with emotions; rather, pviioavto 8¢ xdoung describes warriors reexperiencing the state-
of-being referred to by the word xGoun (roughly, ‘combat adrenaline’) in the heat of battle.

Of course, every reader of Homer knows that this is what the phrase describes. The
puzzling question is what the phrase means, literally. If it literally means ‘they remembered the
joy of battle’, we have to assume that it is nevertheless used without exception in Homer, and
with very un-Homeric understatement, to refer to the experience of being flooded with combat
adrenaline; or, what is even less likely, that there is something especially intellectual about the
way Homeric warriors conduct themselves in warfare, so that for them being a fierce fighter
depends crucially on the sharpness of their memory. If we reject these interpretations, our only
alternative is to hypothesize that the verb pupviioropow literally means something other than
‘remember’ —something closer to the very bodily experience which it apparently refers to in the
phrase uvnoavto d¢ xdouns—and then to study its occurrences in the Iliad in order to propose
a more suitable literal meaning.

This is the project which I pursue in Chapter 1 of the present thesis. I begin with a brief
overview of Homeric psychology, focusing on the family of terms in Homer that apparently refer
to the ‘mind’ (Ppofv/poéveg, moamides, ®fo, xoadin, NToe, Buude, and vH0oC). As has often
been noted, these terms (with the exception of vO0c) can also refer to particular internal organs,
or in the case of Oupog, to breath. Following Clarke 1999 and Long 2015, I take this to indicate
not that each of these terms has a distinct mental and physical/bodily meaning, but that Homeric
culture does not recognize a sharp distinction between ‘the mind’ and ‘the body’; the so-called
‘mental’ terms in Homer never, in fact, refer to experiences that are exclusively ‘mental’ (a

concept that Homeric culture does not share with us). As Long puts it, Homeric human beings



are (i.e., feel themselves to be) ‘psychosomatic wholes’ not divisible into ‘minds’ and ‘bodies’. I
provide further support for this conclusion by considering the wide range of ‘mental” and
‘physical” phenomena that the term pévog can refer to in Homer. In light of these considerations,
I argue that the verb pupvioxopo (etymologically related to pévog) fuses mental and physical
experience as well. Based on a systematic consideration of all of its occurrences in the lliad,
together with all occurrences of AavOdvopau, I conclude that the literal meaning of
ppvioxropon, when it takes a genitive object X, can be glossed as ‘have [or ‘get’, if aorist] X in
one’s thumos' and be guided/bestirred by it’, and that AavOd&vouau refers to the absence of this
experience with respect to a given genitive object. In the few cases where pupvijoropan takes an
accusative object, I argue that it does mean something close to ‘remember, recall’—but with the
important qualification that, insofar as these English verbs refer to exclusively mental
experiences, they imply a sharp distinction between the mind and the body which is
inappropriate to the Homeric poems.

If wpviornopon is not a straightforward semantic equivalent of English ‘remember’, then
the question immediately arises of how it relates to the many acts of remembering that we find
depicted in the Iliad—for instance, the remembering of genealogies, or of paradigmatic stories
from the past. I consider this question in Chapter 2, together with certain aspects of the
pragmatics of pupvioxoupou (i.e., regularities in how it is used, both in speech-acts performed by

characters and in poetic formulas). In the first section of the chapter, I argue that in both the Iliad

"T use ‘thumos’ in transliteration, rather than the inappropriate term ‘mind’, to refer to the entire
Homeric psychological apparatus, encompassing experiences that we would be likely to
distinguish as mental, emotional, or bodily.



and the Odyssey a person can be said to puviioxeoOor® or AavOdveoOoun something (whether in
the genitive or the accusative) only if he or she has previously had direct, living experience of it.
This argument entails a reconsideration of several important scenes in the Iliad and the
Odyssey—most notably, Phoenix’s telling of the Meleager story in Iliad Book 9. In the next
section of the chapter, I go on to consider the significance of memory more generally in the /liad,
and especially as it is manifested in characters’ performances of stories that have paradigmatic
bearing on their present situation. I then situate this ‘performative’ memory of paradigmatic
stories within the broader context of paradigmatic thinking in the /liad (manifested also, for
example, in the intepretation of omens).

In Chapter 3 I apply the general insights into pupvioropatl and memory gained in the
preceding chapters to a specific literary question: the development of Achilles’ character
throughout the /liad, and the shifts in his mood which accompany it. It is clear that Achilles
moves through three basic stages of development in the poem — pfvig against Agamemnon,
deranged grief at Patroclus’ death, and a final reintegration into human society which begins in
the funeral games but is completed only in the supplication scene with Priam in Book 24. In my
third and final chapter, I show that the shifts between these three phases of Achilles’
development are correlated with shifts in what Achilles pupvioxetar. First, as he himself states

to the embassy in Book 9, Achilles cannot stop pupvnoxroduevog Agamemnon’s mistreatment of

* At various points of the thesis, because I find it necessary to avoid translating puuvijoxopua as
‘remember’ or ‘recall’, I resort to leaving the verb untranslated and then conjugating it to fit the
English sentence in which it occurs (sometimes only loosely). When I require a sense of the
word that would be equivalent to an English gerund (e.g., ‘remembering’), I use the present
participle pupvnoxopevog; this, of course, departs from the meaning of such forms in Greek,
which are exclusively verbal adjectives and not nouns. I have, unfortunately, not been able to
find a less obtrusive solution to this terminological problem.



him, and this fuels a wrath that overrides all other concerns.’ Next, after Patroclus dies, he turns
to obsessively pupvnoxropevog his dead companion; this experience underlies the extreme grief
and berserker rage that he displays from Book 18 through the first half of Book 24. And finally,
Achilles is released from his obsessive grief for Patroclus when Priam appears in his hut and
pupviioxer him of his own father Peleus, while at the same time making Achilles see the
fundamental similarity which he, Priam, bears to Peleus. This moves both Achilles and Priam to
tears, and the two of them satisfy their desire for mourning by weeping together —the one
ppvnoxropevog Hector, the other pupvnoxnopevog by turns Peleus and Patroclus. In the speech
that follows, Achilles reflects on the similar fortunes of Peleus and Priam, and articulates the
deepest insights into mortal life found in the Iliad. This first exchange between Achilles and
Priam, the most powerful scene of the poem, is also the densest in both memories and significant
attestations of pupvijoropat. And following it, Achilles at last pupvioxeton food —something
which he has conspicuously not done since the death of Patroclus.* Moreover, he convinces
Priam to do the same with tactful compassion by telling him the paradigmatic story of Niobe
who also ‘¢uvijoato ottov’ (1. 24.602) after wearing herself out with grief. As this abbreviated
survey indicates, pupvioxropar plays a central role in Achilles’ development and motivation
throughout the Iliad. It underlies some of the most consequential transformations of feeling and
perspective that he undergoes in the poem. And we can make better sense of this fact if we
understand that pupvijoxopan does not just mean ‘remember’ in these passages, but instead

(literally) refers to an experience that is indivisibly mental, emotional, and physical.

*11.9.645-8.

* Achilles has, of course, eaten since Patroclus died (II. 23.54-6, 24.475-6); but food remains
loathsome to him and he only eats reluctantly (/1. 23.48). Even after he has eaten, Thetis still tells
him that he is not pepvnuévog...ottov (I1. 24.128).



This final chapter does not, of course, exhaust the thematic significance of wpvinoxropaut,
let alone the much broader topic of memory, in the Iliad. But I hope that it shows the importance
of attending to the real distinctions that exist between these two partially overlapping categories
of experience in the Homeric poems —not just for coming to grips with the psychology that the

poems embody, but also for encountering their literary power.



CHAPTER 2
THE MEANING OF wpvfioxopou IN THE ILIAD
1. Introduction
The usual translations of upviioxopol are ‘remember’ and ‘have in mind’, and for
classical Greek texts these translations are accurate. But the situation seems to be different in
Homer, where upviioropou often refers to experiences that are not exclusively mental. Indeed,
we might expect this to be the case. For human beings in Homer do not recognize a sharp
distinction between the mind and the body,” whereas we do recognize such a distinction, and the
distinction for us runs deep. It structures, on a fundamental level, the set of concepts and
vocabulary that we use to reflect on our experience, and to describe it.’ In line with this
distinction, ‘remember’ and ‘have in mind’ refer strictly to mental experience —and specifically
to intellectual experience rather than emotional. Though the activity of remembering (like the
activity of considering a math problem) always happens in a body, and is always accompanied
by a certain emotional state, the word ‘remember’ itself makes no reference to this bodily or

emotional experience. Nor is it even just conventionally associated with, without directly

> The scholarship on Homeric psychology is vast, and there is much that I have not been able to
read. The works I have found most helpful are Jahn 1987, Darcus Sullivan 1988, Williams 1993,
Long 2015, and especially Clarke 1999.

%I do not intend to suggest that English speakers have no words or conventional expressions for
referring to experiences that are both bodily and mental at once —we certainly do. I can, for
instance, ‘know something in my heart’, or even ‘in my gut’. All of human experience is in a
very basic sense strongly unified, and so (to put it in our terms) it is always ‘bodily’ and ‘mental’
at once. This is true for us just as it was for the archaic Greeks. But cultures differ hugely as to
how they divide up this experience on less basic levels—the levels at which people intuitively
conceptualize their experience, and which their culture and everyday vocabulary reflect.



referring to, certain bodily or emotional experiences. It simply has nothing to say about the body
and the emotions.

But in a culture like the one depicted in the Homeric poems, a culture that conceives of
no rigid boundaries between intellectual activity, emotions, and bodily experience, it would be
surprising if a word nevertheless just happened to refer to one of these areas exclusively. And so
we should not assume that the word in Homer which we translate as ‘remember’ or ‘have in
mind’ refers to an intellectual experience in the same way that these English expressions do.’

In this chapter, I attempt to provide a complete description of the literal meaning of
wpviioxopaon in the Iliad ® 1 argue that puuvijoxopcou refers to an experience that is intrinsically
both mental and bodily.’ The English phrase ‘muscle memory’ perhaps comes closest to
capturing the bodily meaning of pupviioxopan. But this phrase is a metaphorical extension of

‘memory’ to the realm of the bodily experience, whereas pupvijoropa involves no such

’ Even oida, usually translated as *know’, does not refer exclusively to intellectual experience in
Homer. This is indicated both by the fact that it can take a non-human animal as its subject (e.g.,
at 11. 10.360 two dogs are €id0te O1)01G); and by the fact that it can take objects like ydioun
‘battle joy’ (e.g., Il. 5.608) and BoDoLg Ahxr1| ‘rushing strength’ (e.g., Il. 11.710, 15.527).

® My investigation of the meaning of puvijoxopon turned out to require a systematic
investigation of the meaning of AavOd&vopau as well, but it is not necessary to present the results
of that investigation here. The key conclusion is that AavOd&vopau in the middle voice denotes
the absence of the experience referred to by wpvijoropon (with respect to a given object). There
are many passages where these two verbs occur in a proximity to one another that is clearly
significant (e.g., Il. 13.721-2,22.84-5,24.4-13,24.429-40, Od. 4.527) and several passages
where they straightforwardly gloss one another (e.g., Il. 16.356-7, 22.387-90, 23.648; cf. Hesiod
Th. 54-5, 102-3). See pp. 34-6 for further discussion.

? On this point and many others, I agree with Egbert Bakker’s interpretation of puuvioxopot
(Bakker 2008; see also Bakker 1999: 17-20, Bakker 2002, and Bakker 2013: 145-50). However,
I cannot follow Bakker in taking pupvioxropou to mean ‘be in a state of uévog’, ‘be filled with
uévog’ or the like (Bakker 2008: 69-71). He is right to point out that pupviioxopon and pévog
are etymologically related, and, moreover, that they are associated with one another in Homer;
nevertheless, I find that these words have substantially different literal meanings.



metaphorical extension—it literally refers to bodily and mental experience at once.'’ A full,
albeit clumsy, paraphrase of pupvijoxopat’s meaning when it takes a genitive object is ‘have in
mind/spirit, and be both mentally and corporally guided/bestirred by’. The precise experience
that pupvijoxopan denotes in a given case will depend on the semantic type of its object. For
example, when the object is a battle emotion like xGoun, ‘battle-joy’, the experience referred to
is extraordinarily intense —so intense that it is frequently connected with the activity of the gods.
But when the object is food (ottog, etc.), the experience referred to is less intense, and of a
different character. Nevertheless, in both cases the notion of being ‘guided’ or ‘bestirred’ by the
genitive object is present. Before turning to a detailed consideration of the evidence for this
meaning, I should do more to emphasize the strangeness of the Homeric world-view (relative to
our own culture, and also to classical Greek culture). For in the context of such a world-view, the

meaning of pupvioxopau that I propose does not seem as surprising as it otherwise might.

2.1. The Ouuog family and respiration

We get directly at the heart of the issue by asking what the words ¢poNv/Ppoéveg,
moautideg, xfj, xpadin, Nroe, Buude, and voog mean. ' These are the nouns in Homer that
refer in some way or other to what we would call the locus of mental activity. If pressed to
identify the words that are closest to meaning ‘mind’ in Homer, we would have to point to these.

Oupog is the most prominent among them, and so, following Michael Clarke, I will refer to them

'%T am grateful to Professor Peter O’Connell for suggesting the muscle memory analogy.

" For a thorough study of the meaning of ¢po1v/péveg in Homer and the Homeric hymns that
takes into account the physical and psychological poles (from our point of view) of its meaning,
see Darcus Sullivan 1988 (esp. pp. 29-30, 178-83, 194, 198-99). She describes the ¢poNv/poéveg
as a ‘[psychological] faculty indeterminately corporeal’. On the similar but much less common
word mautideg in Homer, see Darcus Sullivan 1987.
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as ‘the Oupdg family’."> I do not propose to settle the elusive question of exactly what these
words mean—whether individually, or as a group. In fact, Jahn has established that the members
of the Oupog family, with the exception of vooc, are deployed according to a system of metrical
economy when they describe psychological activity, just like the noun-epithets studied by
Milman Parry."” So, in a given phrase, the use of a form of Oupdg rather than a form of %fjo, or
of the singular ¢po1)v rather than the plural ¢ppévec, will be determined primarily by meter, rather
than by semantic distinctions between the various words. As Clarke rightly notes, this does not
entail that all the words in the Oupog family mean the same thing—0Qvpog, for example is
especially associated with passionate emotion. But it does suggest that, at least when referring to
psychological activity, their meanings overlap enough that they can be treated as interchangeable
labels of the same overarching network of psychological experience.'* We can surmise that this
interchangeability is licensed by different relations of synecdoche —even if each word literally
refers to a different part or aspect of this network, by synecdoche they can all refer to the
network as a whole.

However, the chief peculiarity of the meanings of the Ouudg family is that, in addition to
referring interchangeably to what some would call the Homeric ‘mind’, a number of them—all
but Oupodg and voog—can refer to solid body parts in the torso. And Oupog, it appears, can refer
to breath." In fact, many other words in Homer besides those in the Buudg family can refer to

(what we would sharply distinguish as) physical/material and psychological/mental/spiritual

12 Clarke 1999: 63.
13 Jahn 1987: 182-246.
4 Clarke 1999: 64.

" For detailed discussion of these ‘physical’ meanings of the Oupodg family, see Clarke 1999: 74-
83 (drawing on Onians 1951: 13-83).
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phenomena, and they appear to refer to these phenomena with equal literalness. By contrast, our
own familiar psychological vocabulary cannot describe material things,'® except through
metaphorical extension.

Beyond the Oupog family, another striking example of a key Homeric word that straddles
the boundary between the psychological and the physical is mémrvupou, together with its
participle mertvupévog. These appear to be perfect forms of mwvé(F)w ‘breathe, inhale’, so they
should mean, respectively, ‘I have inhaled’ and ‘having inhaled’. But they seem instead to mean
‘I am thinking wisely’ and ‘thinking wisely’. The semantic difficulty of this (for us) is so severe
that Chantraine, Frisk, and Beekes in their etymological dictionaries of Greek have all taken
némvopoun to be unrelated to véw.'” However, the objections of Chantraine and Frisk are based
on their own intuitions of semantic common sense. (Though, as often, Beekes does not provide
any reasons for his decision, we may assume that his objections were similar.) But this is
problematic, for cultures disagree dramatically over what conforms to ‘common sense’,
especially when it comes to the interpretation of unseen internal phenomena like mental activity
and its interaction with air inside the chest."® From the standpoint of Indo-European and early
Greek morphology, mémvupal would be the expected perfect to tvéw (whereas the later Greek
nemvevra shows the innovating -»- suffix, and is also active rather than medio-passive). So,
rather than invoking our own common sense, we should try hard to see whether there are indeed

felt semantic connections in Homer between thinking and breathing that would correpond to the

' Perhaps ‘heart’ comes closest. But even with this word we clearly separate the anatomical and
psychological senses of the word, whereas there is no such clear separation in the Oupog family.

' Chantraine s.v., Frisk s.v., Beekes s.v.

"® It does not readily conform to our common sense that Sanskrit atman should have the meaning
‘self, soul’, but also ‘breath’ (cf. Germ. Afem ‘breath’); and yet this is the case.
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apparent formal connection between mémvupal and tvéwm. Clarke has already done this work for
us, and he shows that the connections are there; and, further, that they parallel the seamless
integration of mental and respiratory activity in Ouuog ‘the mind/vital breath’, as well as in

¢poéveg ‘the mind/lungs’ and its derivative (via -powv) ¢poovéw ‘think/breathe(?)’."”

2.2. The meaning of pévog

The full persuasive force of Clarke’s observations can only be felt within the larger
context of his discussion of mental life and the body in Homer.” But one detail that he adduces
which should be mentioned here is the phrase €éumtvevoe pévog, which always describes a god
breathing puévog into a hero or horses.*' This is yet another example of ‘the psychological’ being
described in terms of ‘the respiratory’. It should be obvious by now that in Homeric poetry these
cannot be readily distinguished from one another.

Now, what is pévog? From a morphological perspective, it is exactly equivalent to Vedic
mdnas ‘mind, sense, will, thought’ (and also to Avestan manah- ‘id.”).?> Moreover the poetic use

of uévog shows a host of striking parallels with the poetic use of its Vedic and Avestan

" Clarke 1999: 79-89. An alternative derivation of ¢poovéw pointed out to me by Professor
Richard Martin would take it not as a denominative formation from ¢po1v via -¢powv, but as a
regular causative-iterative formation (o-grade of the root, -éye/o- suffix) from the same root:
*b"ron-éyelo-. Most verbs showing this formation in Greek have iterative rather than causative
meaning (e.g., poéw ‘I carry habitually’), and this would correspond well to the meaning of
doovéw. On the PIE causative-iterative formation, see Fortson 2010: 99.

2 Clarke 1999: 61-126.

' 11.10.482, 15.60, 15.262=20.110, 17.456.

Al of these are straightforward reflexes of the Indo-European neuter s-stem *mén-os, built
from *men-, the basic verbal root for mental activity.
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cognates.” Only two need to be mentioned here. First, the fixed Homeric phrase ieo0v pévog
‘vigorous/sacred(?) uévog > is exactly paralleled by a Vedic phrase isiréna...mdnasa ‘with
vigorous mdnas’ (RV 8.48.7).”° Second, the Homeric idea of gods breathing pévog into humans,
‘in-spiring’ them, finds parallels in Vedic as well (though with a different verb meaning in-
spire).”® These parallels tell us first of all that uévog is a very significant word, full of resonance
with the poetic tradition. More specifically, the first parallel indicates that, long before our
earliest attested Greek, Proto-Indo-European *ménos could be described as ‘vigorous’ or
‘rushing’. And the second parallel provides more justification for Clarke’s claims that mental and
respiratory experience are closely associated—even in distant poetic prehistory, it appears that this
was the case.

The question of what pévog itself means is more perplexing, for it means something
manifestly different from its Vedic and Avestan cognates, and something that is quite hard to pin

down. Most often, it refers to the impetuous battle-drive of a warrior, and it therefore has an

* For a thorough survey, see Schmitt 1967: 103-22.

** Almost always as the ‘periphrasis’ for Alcinous igQOV pévog AAxivoolo, 7x Od. (though there
is probably more to this phrase than mere periphrasis).

» The whole clause reads isiréna te mdnasa sutdsya bhaksimdhi pitryasyeva raydh ‘with
vigorous mdnas we would partake of you[=Soma] when you have been pressed, as of paternal
wealth’. On the relationship between the Greek and Vedic phrases see, among others, Schmitt
1967: 113-4, Hooker 1980a, Garcia-Ramoén 1992, Clarke 1995.

*® See Schmitt 1967: 115. The parallels are bhadram no 4pi vataya méanah ‘blow in/inspire
auspicious manas for us’ (RV 10.20.1), bhadram no api vataya mano daksam uta kratum
‘blow in/inspire auspicious mdnas, capability, and will-power for us’ (RV 10.25.1ab), manmani
citrd apivatayanta esam bhiita naveda ma rtanam (RV 1.165.13cd) ‘blowing in/inspiring
thoughts, O shimmering ones[=the Maruts, a troop of storm gods], become aware of these truths
of mine’. The meaning of the verb vatati (always with the preverb api) is disputed. It has been
taken to mean ‘know intimately’, but following Schmitt 1967, Thieme 1954, and Mayrhofer
1956-1980 (s.v. vatati) I have translated it as ‘blow in, inspire’. Mayrhofer relates it to Greek d-
vT-u) ‘breath, vapor’ and Latin vates ‘poet-seer’.
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undeniable psychological content; in this use it is often said to take hold of, fill, or be
thrown/breathed into the Ouudg or the ¢pévec.”’” The meaning of pévog in the fixed phrase
ieQOVv uévog seems to belong in this sphere, but at a slightly more abstract level —it is general
‘mental/bodily vigor’. But uévog can also refer to tangible bodily fluids®® as well as something
less tangible that can be breathed into and out of a warrior.”> And, beyond the human person,
pévog can refer to the vigorous impulses of natural phenomena— of fire, rivers, the sun, wind —
and of a spear.™ Further, Zeus is strongly associated with the dispensation of pévog,” and he
accordingly bears the epithet Uregueviig—as do the foothfleg who are his particular charge.”
Like the other words we have considered, pévog can apparently refer to ‘material’ and

‘spiritual/mental’ phenomena with equal literalness. To try to smooth over this perplexing

*7 For pévog taking hold of (¥AAafe Oupov), cf. I1. 23.468; for pévog filling (uéveog Gpoéveg
mpthavto), cf. 1. 1.103-4=0d. 661-2; for pévog being thrown into ([god] éupaie pévog), cf. I1.
10.366, 16.529; for pévog being breathed into ([god] €umvevoe pévog), cf. 11. 10.482, 15.60,
15.262=20.110, 17.456.

* Cf.11.1.103,24.319(2), Od. 2.270.

* Greek warriors are pévea mvetovreg at 11. 2.536, 3.8, 11.508, 24.364; and cf. £umtvevoe pévog
above, n. 27.

30 uévog of fire: 11. 6.182,23.238=24.792, Od. 8.359, 11.220; pévog of a river: 1/. 21.383; puévog
of the sun: /1. 10.160; pévog of a spear: 11. 13.444=16.613=17.529.

*! There is a suggestive connection between the puévog of fire and the pévog of Zeus in Hesiod’s
Theogony, when Zeus withholds the (his?) pévog of fire from mortals:

éx ToUToV dMjrerta OAOU HEUVNUEVOGS aliel
olUx £€dldov pelinol mEog HEVOS AOUATOLO
Ovntoig dvBpmmoLg ot &l xOovi vatetdovoLy:

It seems likely that the archaic Greeks perceived a connection between Zgvg Umepuevig and the
pévog of the natural phenomena through which he manifested himself: fire (via lightning), wind,
rain (e.g. Th. 869), rivers (via rain—N.B. the epithet of rivers umetig < *AlpeL-meTg).

2 Of Zeus: 11. 2.116,2.350, 2.403, 7.315, 7.481, 8.470,9.23, 11.727, 13.226, 14.69; of kings: II.
8.236,13.205, Od. 20.222.
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situation by calling one class of usages ‘metaphorical’ goes directly against the grain of the text.
If we do that, we are looking in Homer and finding only ourselves. Instead, we should take this
as a sign that our scheme of disjunctive categories ‘bare matter’, ‘body-as-opposed-to-mind/soul’
on the one hand, and ‘life’, ‘soul’, ‘spirit’, ‘mind’, on the other, does not apply in Homer.* The
human person in Homer is a totally unified living body, indivisible into a merely material body
and an enlivening soul.” To use Merleau-Ponty’s phrase, Homeric people are their bodies, they
do not ‘have’ them (which is how we would most readily put it). This is why Homer does not
have a word for ‘the body’ of a human being while he or she is alive—as is often remarked,
o®uc. means only ‘corpse’.” Further, as we have seen from the attestations of pévog, even non-
human reality is pervaded by some of the same vital (and divine) impulses that flow through

human beings.

** Indeed, the absolute divide between ‘the merely material body’ and ‘the immaterial mind’ as
two fundamentally distinct substances has to wait for Descartes and the anti-Aristotelian
scientific revolution to really come into its own. Still in Aristotle, the body is far from being
‘mere matter’, i.e., matter whose essence is merely extension (even the four basic elements have
their own inherent powers and potentialities). As Code and Moravcsik put it, ‘Aristotle himself
does not have a sharp contrast between the psychological and the physical because, in so far as
he has a conception of the physical, the physical is just the natural, and so he treats the
psychological as a part of the physical’ (Code and Moravcsik 1992: 129).

**Long uses the term ‘psychosomatic whole’ to capture this: ‘Homer’s men and women, rather
than being represented as embodied minds or as having a mind that is distinct from the body, are
what I call psychosomatic wholes. They are infused throughout with life. Where they think and
feel, and what they think and feel with, are as much parts of their general makeup as are their
hearts and their guts’ (Long 2015: 6).

> It was this fact more than any other which led Bruno Snell to imagine that Homeric man could
only conceive of the living human body as a collection of parts, not as a unit (Snell 1948). See
Williams 1993: 21-49 for an illuminating discussion of Snell’s confusions.
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3. Can pupviioropal mean ‘remember’?

Now that we have a sense of how different Homeric psychology is from our own, we can
return to consider the question of what pupviioxopor means. The first thing I will try to show is
that it cannot just mean ‘remember’, at least when it takes a genitive object.

In examining this question we should begin by noting that there are no words attested in
Homer corresponding to what we call ‘the faculty of memory’ or to the ‘memories’ that this
faculty stores and accesses. The word that comes closest to meaning either of these things is
pvnuoovvy, which occurs only once in Homer, in a passage rich with metapoetic significance
(Hector speaking):

AL’ Ote nev 01 vinuoly €m y)»aqzvgﬁot vEVOLOL,

LVNUOOU VT TIS EeLta Tueog dmntoto yevéobm,

g L vijog évimenow  (11. 8.180-2)
Here pvnuoovvy is part of a periphrastic construction for expressing the passive of
ppvhoxopan.™ It is a nomen actionis derived (via the adjective pviumv, 2x Od.) from pvn-."

So it refers to an activity, not to anything so abstract as a cognitive faculty or a piece of

information.*® What Hector seems to be commanding here is that a pvnuootvn mog take hold

*® The periphrasis is necessary, since all medio-passive forms of pupvijoxopon have middle
semantics. And the three aorist passive forms in Homer (Od. 4.118; with ém-, Od. 1.31,4.189)
seem to have middle semantics as well (though it is difficult to say what Od. 4.118 means—see
pp. 58-60 for discussion).

*7 See Risch 1974: §55a; for the periphrastic expression of the passive with pvnpootvr, see
LfgrE s.vv. uuviornm 4d, pvnuoovvy.

* See Ford 1992: 53 making a similar point about pvnuootv) in Hesiod. As Ford puts it, ‘The
function of [uvnuootvn] is not simply preservation of the past but a psychological experience,

to change the present frame of awareness’ (my italics). The other word in Homer that might
appear to refer to something as abstract as a cognitive faculty or a piece of information is

pvijotis (1x, Od. 13.280). But, in fact, it is basically equivalent in meaning to pvnpoovvr), and

it functions in a similar periphrastic passive construction; see LfgrE s.vv. upvioxw 4d, pviotis.
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of each soldier, or perhaps even the army itself regarded as a collective psychological whole,™
so that the Trojans will be guided by Hector’s need for fire at the right moment.

Of course, the archaic Greeks were surely aware that they could remember information,
just as every conscious human being everywhere is. But it does not follow from this that their
conception of the human ability to remember information corresponded to ours. And even if in
everyday speech they had nouns dedicated to referring to this ability, or the information that it

accesses, these nouns do not occur in the Homeric poems (at least with the relevant meanings).*’

3.1. pupvioxopou in the context of battle
Given all of this, let us now consider whether pupvijoxopoun in the following passage
could nevertheless mean just ‘remember’:
o1 0o T0H’ ot pev mEdabe ouv Evreot doudaréoLol
uagvavto Towolv te xol "Extoot yaAroxoQuoti,

ot 8’ drubev Parlovteg EAAvOavoV: 0VOE TL X AQUNG
Toheg upviorovto: ovvexrhoveov yap ototot. (1. 13.719-22)

The Trojans are fighting hand-to-hand before the Achaean fortifications, but o0 Tt ¥ &Qung
pupvnorovto, for (YoQ) they are confounded by volleys of arrows from archers they cannot see.
Can the underlined phrase really mean ‘but the Trojans were not remembering battle-joy’? That
they simply were not recalling, in their minds, a certain kind of experience? This seems
impossible. Why would arrows make them unable to remember something? Surely we should not

say ‘because the arrows were distracting their attention’. And what good would just

* T am grateful to Professor Andrea Nightingale for pointing this out to me.

0 Professor Richard Martin points out to me that, in the domain of verbs, voéw covers the
meaning ‘remember/recall information’ (though it covers other meanings as well, such as
‘intend’). Like ¢poovéw, voéw could be another (causative-)iterative formation (perhaps < *nos-
éye/o- from the root *nes- ‘return, save, heal’, but the etymology is uncertain); cf. p. 12 n. 19 on
the PIE causative iterative-formation.
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remembering something do them in this situation anyway? It seems, rather, that the passage is
telling us that the Trojans were not able to get xdoun in their thumoi and then be guided in battle
by it. And this is because a thick barrage of arrows was actively blocking x&oun (which
apparently refers to intense combat adrenaline—not something one is likely to experience just by
recalling the right thing). If this interpretation is even close to right, pupvijoropol cannot refer to
mere mental recall.

Uses of pupviioxopaun like this one abound in the I/iad. In fact, the central formulaic
occurrences of both pupvioxopon and AavBdvopoun involve states or qualities of warriors in
battle.*' Before turning to a systematic overview of the meaning of pupvijoxopou in the liad, let
us consider one more example in which it is particularly obvious that it does not just mean
‘remember’:

Alog & dlhote pev pvnodoreto BoLdog ahxilg

avTIg VTooteedOelc, xal onricaone pahlayyag
Tohwv immoddpwv- 6t¢ 8¢ Towmdoreto Gpevyewv. (1. 11.566-8)

Here Ajax is gradually retreating from a throng of Trojans. The force of the -ox- suffix in all of
these verbs is iterative: at several points he uvijoato Oovoudog aAxfic, and then at other points
he Towanoato ¢petyerv. This in and of itself makes it doubtful that pupvioropow means
‘remember’ here. For such a meaning would have us believe that within a span of mere minutes
Ajax remembered 0000Ld0g dAxfic, then forgot it again, then remembered it again, then.... And
that will not do. So what does the passage mean? I propose that it describes Ajax at several

points getting B00QLg dAx1) in his thumos and being guided by it accordingly —i.e. turning

*! See appendices B and C, which collect the formulas of ppvijoxopor and AavOdvopon in the
Illiad.
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against the Trojans and furiously warding them off; and then at other points relinquishing this
more aggressive state of being, and turning to retreat.*

Like &, (0o00Lg) ddxt) is not a mere state of mind. It is a total state of being of the
warrior—he can enter it/put it on,” be ‘clothed’ in it,"* and by the power of a god it can literally
fill his limbs™* or his ¢poévec.*® Further, it has been shown by Derek Collins in his study of &Axf)
in the Iliad that the state is particularly associated with Ares.*” Both ydoun and dAx1 do not

appear to be things that one merely remembers; and yet, as we will see, the core occurrences of

*> We can note further that the -0%- suffix in pvnodoxzeto has the effect of iterating a
psychosomatic process that is itself already intrinsically iterative, insofar as puuvioropot X
effectively means ‘feel X again’ (when X is a state of being) rather than ‘recall the feeling of X’.
I am grateful to Professor Richard Martin for pointing this out to me.

*> Whether Achilles, in particular, enters &Axf] is of great consequence in the Iliad. Cf. Odysseus
to Achilles: deldipev- €v douf) 0¢ oamoépev 1) amoréoOat / vijog €Dooéhpovg, i ur ol ye
dtvogon ahxfy (9.230-31); and likewise, Thetis to Achilles: pufjviv Amoewtv Ayapéuvove
moLEVL Aa®V /  atpa péh’ &c mohepov Bwoetiooeo, d0ogo 8 dhxiv (19.35-6).

* Alavtec 0odowy meluévol dAnny (7.164=8.262=18.157).

* 80 8¢ v Agng / devog Evuahog, mhijoBev 8 doa ol uéhe’ Evtog / dhuic val 00éveog
(17.210-12). Collins 1998: 18 observes that these lines, occurring just after Hector has donned
Achilles’ armor, contain the only direct description in the //iad of a mortal becoming possessed
by a god (860 &¢ v Agng).

58 evEGuevog Al ol / dhrfic ol 00éveog Ao doévac dudl pehaivog (17.498-9).

*" Collins 1998. In his principal discussion of the evidence (pp. 27-45), Collins claims that dAx)
is only indirectly connected with Ares. Nevertheless, he convincingly establishes the connection
throughout the course of his book. He appears to miss, however, a piece of evidence that would
dramatically strengthen his case: both dAx1 and Ares are almost uniquely associated with
adjectives in OoDQ- (BoDeog or 00DELS) ‘rushing’. The breakdown of all occurrences of OoDe-
in Homer is as follows: modifying dAxi) (24x Il., 1x Od.), modifying Ares (11x I1.), modifying
aomtig or aiyic (3x 11.). Moreover, each of these occurrences is thoroughly formulaic. This
would appear to establish a direct connection between dAx1) and Ares. This connection, via
BoDQ-, between dlxi] and the god of war is not unrelated to the fact that dAx1 is strongly
associated with the Iliad (59x I1., 11x Od.), and that the phrase Bo0QL00¢ dAx1|g is essentially
Iliadic property (21x 1., 1x Od. but in an unmistakably Iliadic formula).
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ppvioxopon and AavBdvouou in the Iliad involve precisely these two nouns, together with
their antithesis pofoc.

We can go further in our understanding of the states dAx1] and pOfog if we note that they
are personified as divine forces in the Iliad—and ¢6fog thoroughly so. For example, dhx1| and
$OPog are both visually portrayed on the Aegis of Zeus, which Athena brings with her to battle
in Book 5 (5.738-42). And the personification of ¢pOog goes so far that he is often regarded as a
god. He (and Fear, Aeiudg) are the sons of Ares by Aphrodite,” and they yoke Ares’ horses for
him when he prepares for battle.*’ It is also worth pointing out that we find Phobos represented
anthropomorphically in Archaic Attic vase painting, most often as a charioteer.”

With this in mind, let us consider a pair of examples. At the beginning of Book 9, the
Trojans are encamped around the Achaean fort with their thousand watchfires blazing, and the
Achaeans are gripped by a divine panic:

Ayouovg
Beomeoin €xe DT POPov novdevtog Etaion (11.9.1-2)

We should note that both ®UCa and P6Pog are clearly personified here (by the relation of
companionship), and that the personified ®0Ca is described by the adjective Beoméoilog
(roughly) ‘divine’.”" Next, let us consider the last line of the following passage, in which
Menelaus is desperately searching for Ajax:

nastaivov Atavta péyav Tehopmviov viov.
TOV 8¢ PaN’ ai’ eévonoe payng €m’ AQLOTEQA TTAONG

* Cf. 11. 13.299-300 and Hesiod Th. 933-6.
*11.15.119. Other pairings of ®6Pog and Aeipudg as divinities include 4.440 and 11.37.
%0 See Shapiro 1993: 208-215.

>! Departing from Allen‘s edition, I have capitalized ®0Ta and @6PBov in this passage because
of the obvious personification.
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Baoivovl’ étdpoug xnal £moteUVovTa pdyeoOou:
Oeoméoov yao odpv pofov EuPare Poifog AmdOMMmy- (1. 17.115-18)

Given that ¢pOPog is often personified in the Iliad, and further that Oeoméolog in the previous
passage modified ®0Ca., the personified companion of ®6fog, it seems likely that $pOPog in this
passage is felt to refer to a divine being or force —not just the psychological experience ‘fear’ we
are familiar with.

From passages like the above, and many others like them, I believe we can infer that
most, perhaps all, of what we would call ‘the psychology of battle’ in the Iliad is felt to have an
intrinsically divine aspect in the world of the poem —that states of being like ydoun, dhx1, and
$OPog are on some level always perceived as divine forces interacting with both ‘body’ and
‘mind’.>*> So when heroes are said to pvijoao0ou or MOeoOou them, the experience at issue is
one of full psychosomatic guidedness and influence, not just intellectual recall. I believe it is
somewhat akin to what is described in the Homeric hymn to Dionysus when the singer proclaims
to the god:

oV0¢ 7 EoTLv
oel’ ¢mmAn0opevov iepfg pepviobor aowdfic (k. Dion. frag. D 9-10)

It is not possible for a singer to ‘remember’ (and be guided along the path of) sacred song if he is

not aware of and guided by the god.” Likewise, it is not possible for a hero in the Iliad to fight at

> This is in line with the phenomenon of divinities throwing or breathing uévog and 60¢vog into
warriors (see p. 14 n. 27 above). In general, the psychological influence of gods over humans is
often described in terms of them ‘throwing something into’ (¢ufaie) a hero’s Ouuodg or peéveg
(see further p. 22 n. 54). For examples involving psychological phenomena other than pévocg, cf.
11.3.139,13.82,17.118, Od. 19.10, 19.485.

> We should compare this with the line that ends approximately half of the Homeric hymns
(avTa €ym ol oglo nol GAANG pvijoop’ dowdfg) as well as with the first line of the Hymn to
Apollo (pvhoopor ovde AMaBwpon > AtoAlmvos £éxdtolo). See Bakker 2002 for thought-
provoking discussion of these lines.
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full power if he does not get his thumos—and the rest of his body —into the right (divine) state of
being.

An important general point that arises from the preceding examples is that it is not
entirely within a warrior’s power to pupviioxeofau a state of being like ydoun, ahxt|, or popog.
This is because, unlike remembering, the experience of pupviioxopor does not entirely depend
on, or take place within, the mind of the experiencer. Rather, it depends on the thumos, the rest
of the body, and forces in external reality (especially the gods)>* all at once. In this respect at

least, it is similar to an aesthetic experience.

4. Systematic Overview of pupvinoxopou in the lliad

Now that we have a provisional grasp on what puviioropou can refer to in Homer, I will
present a systematic overview of its meaning in the Iliad.> I have restricted my investigation to
the Iliad because many of pupvioxropal’s core uses (such as formulas in the context of battle)
are specific to this poem, and the //iad furnishes enough attestations of the verb to support
substantial conclusions about its meaning. A fuller study of upvijoxopon would, of course, go
on to investigate its meaning in the Odyssey, and then compare the results of both investigations.

Forms of pupvijoxopon are built from the Proto-Indo-European verbal root *mneh,-, a

root which Calvert Watkins claims to be ‘the lexical expression’ of the poet’s ‘function of

>* Professor Peter O’Connell points out to me that when a god is said to éufaleiv poPov into a
group of warriors, this probably describes the same experience as the phrase ‘[warriors]
pvnoavto ¢opowo’ (e.g., Il. 16.356-7), but from an external rather than an internal point of
view. This suggests that the event [WARRIOR] pvijoato [WARRIOR STATE] is the passive
equivalent to the active event [GOD] éupaie/Eumvevoe [WARRIOR STATE] (into)
[WARRIOR].

> My overview of puuvijoxopon’s meaning is based on a study of all occurrences of both
ppvhoxopon and AavBdvouou in the Iliad.
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custodianship and transmittal’ in Proto-Indo-European culture.’® *mneh,- is itself derived from a
more basic form of the root *men- ‘think, be mentally agitated™’” by the appending of a laryngeal
as an extension.” *men- is the prototypical verbal root for mental activity/force in Indo-
European languages, and shows a wide range of verbal and nominal reflexes. It furnishes such
Homeric catchwords as pépovo ‘be eager, have one’s thumos fixed upon’ (<*me-mon-, also the
pre-form of Latin memint), its participle pépawg (<* me-mn-uds)™, uévog (<*mén-os, discussed
above), as well as many less common words.*

Compared with *men-, the root variant *mneh,- has a far more limited distribution in the
Indo-European daughter languages —it has reflexes in Luvian (where it means ‘see, experience’)
and late Vedic, but it is most extensively attested in Greek. The earliest Greek trace of it is in the
Mycenaean name ma-na-si-we-ko [: Mvaoipe@yog] ‘who “minds™ his work’.”" Then there are

the reflexes in Homer, of which pupvijoxopau is the most prominent.””

% Watkins 1995: 68.
>7 For an old but still illuminating treatment of the meaning of this root see Meillet 1897.

> This process is probably observable in a few other pairs of IE roots, such as *seu- ‘press out’
and *seuH- ‘give birth’.

* For a detailed discussion of pépova and pépawg, see Cebridn 1996: 13-47. Cebrién (p. 33)
entertains the idea that pépowg might be related to an unattested Greek present *uaw, and
Collins 1998 frequently refers to this purported *udw. But all of this is unnecessary, because the
form pépamg reflects a totally regular IE perfect active participle * me-mn-uos. Historically,
paivopan (< *mn-io-) is the only present in Greek that belongs with pépova, though by the time
of our earliest texts these forms would not be felt to belong to the same verb.

% The less common verbs in Homer which are derived from*men- include peveaivow,
UEVOLVAM, paivopaL, AUEVVOW.

6! See Hooker 1980b: 69, Garcia-Ramon 2011: 221.

% Other reflexes of *mneh,- in Homer include: pvijpo, pvnuooive, pvijoTig, pvijpwmy,
OOV VN TNE/CLOV VI TNG, TTQOUVNOTIVOS. pvaoual ‘woo’ (Od. only) probably also derives
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The three principal linguistic factors that affect the literal meaning of pupviioxopou are
its voice, its aspect, and what kind of object argument it takes.” In the remainder of this chapter,
I will discuss each factor in turn, focusing in particular on the object argument.* Then, in the
following chapter, I will go on to describe the pragmatics of pupviioropaut, including its use in
formulas and the pragmatic/poetic connotations of these formulas.

At the most basic level, pupuvioxropon in the medio-passive takes two syntactic
arguments: a subject denoting who ‘remembers’® and an object denoting the thing that they

remember. Since Greek verbs encode the person and number of their subjects, their subject

from *mneh,- but it is difficult to say exactly what the path of semantic development was. At any
rate, Chantraine, Frisk, and Beekes in their etymological dictionaries (s.v. upvioxm) all follow
Benveniste 1954 in deriving it from from *mneh,-. Nevertheless, the alternative derivation of
pvaopal ‘woo’ as a denominative of *uvo ‘woman’ < *bna < *g"na (< *g"n-eh, ‘woman’, cf.
yuvn) first proposed by Osthoff remains phonologically possible and semantically less difficult.

% The presence of a preverb such as ém- (or xata- with AavOdvopat) does not fundamentally
change the meaning of pupvioxopou; rather, it appears to intensify the basic meaning. The one
exception to this is dsto-, which when appended to pupvioxopaw significantly changes the
meaning and argument structure of the verb. dsopvioaoOow means roughly ‘repay’, and it
takes a dative argument denoting the person repaid, as well as the accusative noun y&ouv
construed with a genitive denoting the benefactions which are repaid. This argument structure is
fully expressed at Hesiod 7h. 503: of ol dustepvioavto xdotv evegyeotdwv. Other examples of
this sort are Thucydides Hist. 1.137.2 and Euripides Alc.299. In Homer, amopviioacOou occurs
only once, and with much of its argument structure ellipsed:

O Té%0G, N O &ya00ov #al Evaioua ddea didodval

gmel oV motT’ €UOGC Tdilc, €l ot €NV YE,

M0eT’ évi peydooiol Bedv ot Olvpsov Exovol:

TM Ol AmEPVI|oaVTO ®ol €V Bovatold mep ailon (Il. 24.426-30)

% This discussion is keyed to appendix A, which collects all occurrences of puuvijoxouat in the
Illiad, sorted by the grammatical type of the object, and then further by the object’s semantic type.
Examples from the appendix are referred to by numbers in brackets (e.g., [1]).

% In the following overview of pupvioxopon’s meaning, I will sometimes translate it as
‘remember’ for ease of expression, but this is just a place-holder for the fuller meaning that I
have argued for.
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arguments are frequently omitted, and pupviioxopon is no exception. The subject of
ppvioxopou is, however, always conceptually present; when it is not overtly expressed, it is
inferred from context. This is to say that pupvijoxopaon cannot be used impersonally. Much less
often (4x), and only with participle forms, the object argument of wuvfoxopo is unexpressed.”
But here too it is always conceptually present, inferred from context (the kind of event denoted
by pupvioxopon requires it). pupviioxopow occurs in the active only twice: once as an aorist
participle and once as a finite future.®’ In this voice it takes three syntactic arguments: a subject
who reminds, an accusative object denoting the person reminded, and a genitive object denoting
what they are reminded of.

Forms of pupvioropon show three kinds of aspectual semantics. The perfect forms have
stative aspect, the present (and imperfect) forms have imperfective aspect, and the aorist forms
have perfective aspect.”

The object argument of pupvioxopow comes in a variety of syntactic types (in order of
descending frequency): a noun in the genitive case, a clause, a noun in the accusative case (3x),
an infinitive (1x), or a directional adverb (1x).” I suggest that there are two basically distinct

meanings of pupvioxropat, corresponding to its construal with a genitive argument and its

% The four instances are [16], [17], [33], [35].
57 Aorist participle: [52]; finite future: [53].

% Stative: [14], [18], [19], [25], [28], [31], [33]-[38], [45]-[49]; imperfective: [4], [10]-[12], [20],
[24], [50]; perfective: [1]-[3], [5]-[9], [13], [15]-[17], [21]-[23], [26], [27], [29], [30], [32], [39]-
[44], [51]-[53]. N.B. that the perfect forms of pupvioropau are true statives, not resultatives as

is sometimes claimed; the modification of the perfect forms in [25] and [36] by the adverb d(1)el

‘always’ confirms this. By contrast, the perfect forms of AavOdvopou are resultatives, not
statives. The examples in the Iliad are: 11.313, 13.269, 16.538, 16.776, 23.69.

% Genitive: [1]-[43]; clause: [20], [28], [31], [32], [44], [45], [47]; accusative: [46]-[48];
infinitive: [49]; directional adverb: [50].
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construal with an accusative argument.”” When upvioxopou takes a genitive object X, it means
‘have X in one’s thumos and be guided/bestirred by it’. But when it takes an accusative object, it
means just ‘remember X’,”' with no conventionalized implication of being guided or influenced
by X in any particular way. The use with an accusative seems to carry the further implication that
the subject will speak out what they remember. The semantics of the three remaining argument-
types (clause, infinitive, and directional adverb) seem to fall in line with one or the other of these
two basic meanings.

The difference in meaning that I claim exists between uses of pupvijoxopon with the
genitive and the accusative squares with the basic semantics of these two cases. The relevant
parameter according to which we can distinguish the two uses is ‘directness/degree of
affectedness’ of the object by the verb. In Greek (and in other Indo-European languages) the
accusative is often used for an object that is directly and/or totally affected by the action of the
verb, whereas the genitive is often used for an object that is somehow indirectly and/or partially
affected.”” A clear example of this distinction can be found in verbs of consumption. mvé te
oivov (Od. 14.109) means ‘and he drank (all of) the wine’ whereas 8¢ oo mioL oivoro (Od.

22.11) means ‘so that he could drink (some) wine’.”” In the former sentence, the wine is totally

7 pace Bartolotta 2003: 53-4, who claims that there is no distinction in meaning between
pupviioropon with accusative and genitive arguments. Chantraine 1963: §49.b and Thieme
1980: 127 both note that there is a distinction in meaning, but their accounts of it are slightly
different from each other’s, and from mine.

"' With the usual caveat that there must be a subtle but real difference between the meaning of
English ‘remember’ or ‘have in mind’ and their closest equivalents in a culture that does not
sharply divide the body from the mind.

7> See Luraghi 2003: 52-54, 58-61.

> The example is taken from Luraghi 2003: 60.
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affected (totally drunk up), whereas in the latter, the wine is partially affected (partially drunk
up).”* Returning to pupvioxopou, the accusative use indicates that the object is totally and
directly affected by the verb (it is fully remembered), whereas the genitive use indicates that the
object is indirectly affected; in fact, given what upviioxopon actually means, its genitive object
is not really ‘affected’ at all—the real semantic focus is on how the subject is being affected
(guided/bestirred) by the object. Indeed, the use of the genitive with pupvioropal seems to
convey the notion of the source/cause of the experience.” So the use of ppvijoxopon with the
accusative focuses on what the subject remembers, and the fact that they remember it, whereas
its use with the genitive focuses on what is going on within the subject, their experience.

The use of wpvnoropow with a clausal argument in some cases shares the meaning of
the accusative use, and in other cases the meaning of the genitive use. This is indicated by the
fact that clausal uses of puviioropou often also have a nominal or pronominal argument which
corefers with their clausal argument—and this extra argument is sometimes in the accusative, and
sometimes in the genitive.” When no such extra argument is expressed, it is harder to say
precisely what the force of pupviioxopou is. But if the idea that pupvioropan has two basically
distinct meanings is correct, then in such cases the meaning of pupvijoropoun is probably felt to

fall in line with one or the other of them (rather than somewhere in between).”’

™ English marks this same distinction through the presence or absence of an article: ‘I drank
a/the soda’ vs. ‘I drank soda’.

7 Cf. Bakker 2008: 68 n.7, Bakker 2013: 147; on the Ancient Greek genitive conveying the
notion of cause/source, see Luraghi 2003: 37, 58-9 and Conti 1999.

70 In the accusative: [47]; in the genitive: [20], [24], [28], [31], [32].

77 Clausal argument that seems to have ‘accusative’ semantics: [44]; clausal argument that seems
to have ‘genitive’ semantics: [45].
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It is hard to say anything specific about the uses of pupvijoxopaor with an infinitive or
with a directional adverb because of their limited attestation. I believe they fall in line with the
genitive use, indicating guidedness rather than mere mental recall. At any rate, it seems clear that
when pupviioxopat is construed with a directional adverb (ot &’ dAloL Uyade pvovro
€10070g, I1. 16.697), it definitely cannot mean ‘remember’, or even just ‘have in mind’ —rather,

the idea seems to be that the subject’s whole being is directed ‘flight-ward’.

4.2 pvioxropon with a genitive object

Since the most common use of ppvioxropal is with a genitive object, and the meaning I
claim for it is unusual, I will discuss the usage further and illustrate it with a few examples. In
the Iliad, we can sort uses of pupvijoropon with the genitive into four main groups. First, there
are battle uses. These occur in the heat of fighting and take some sort of combat state or quality
as their object. The effect of the remembering is that the subject enters and is guided by this
state.”® Second, there are social/religious uses, which take as their argument either a person to be
kept in mind and regarded, a command to be followed, or a pronoun referring to past events of
significance to the parties concerned.” These events are either assumed to have established some
obligation on the part of the subject, to constitute a precedent which the subject should use to
guide their behavior, or to have been a violation of proper conduct. These social/religious uses
focus on reciprocity, whether between humans, between gods, or between humans and gods.

Third, there are uses that take as their argument something considered to be a basic necessity—in

" 1]-[14].

7 Person to be kept in mind: [25], [41]; command to be followed: [33]-[35]; past events of
significance: [28]-[32].
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the Iliad, the examples are food, drink, sleep, and sex.® Fourth and finally, there are uses that
concern friends, family, and home.®' Here the object is typically an intimate friend or family
member, or something associated with them, and the effect of remembering the object is to elicit
a strong emotion, usually longing.

In each of these three groups, the subject is somehow guided or bestirred by the object,
but the specific content of the experience varies significantly according to what kind of thing the
object is. We have already discussed several examples from the battle group. Let us now take a
look at an example from each of the remaining three groups.

As an example of the social/religious use, we may consider the following prayer
addressed by Nestor to Zeus:

Zeh mdteQ el moTé Tic ToL &v Apyel meg molumioe

1] fo0Og 1] 0i0g natd mova puneio xatwv

elyeTo vootijoaL, oU &’ VITECYEO KO %atéysvoag,

TOV pvijoat xal dpovov OLOpsne vhees Nuo

und’ ovtm Tobeoowv €a dGuvacOal Ayawove. (11. 15.372-6)
Nestor reminds Zeus of past pledges he may have made to the Argives in response to sacrifices
and prayers. Nestor wants to redeem these pledges now, so he beseeches Zeus to pvijoow them—
i.e., to get these pledges in his thumos® and be guided by them, which in this case means to act
in accordance with them and ward off (dpuvov) imminent destruction.

An address of Thetis to Achilles furnishes a good example of the basic necessities use:

TEUVOV €U0V TEO UEYOLS OOVQOUEVOS Rl A EVWV

onv €0eal rQadiny uepvuévog ovTé TL olToV
oVT’ gvvilc; (I1.24.128-30)

0 137]-[40].
S [15]-[24], [26], [27], [36].

82 For the gods have thumoi as well—cf. I1. 5.869 (Ares), 17.442 (Zeus), 20.32 (all the
Olympians).
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Thetis’ question stresses the acute imbalance of Achilles’ mental and bodily state of being. He is
still wracked with grief, eating his own heart out—and he is very conspicuously not being guided
by the basic bodily necessities of mortal life, food and ‘bed’ (here indicating both rest and sex).
But we can go further. Although it is not made explicit here, Achilles’ imbalanced state, which
Thetis attempts to remedy by getting him to ‘remember’ food and bed, is caused by his
‘remembering’ of Patroclus, which occupies his being to the exclusion of everything else. We
find a dramatic portrayal of this all-consuming, mental/emotional/bodily ‘remembering’ about a
hundred lines before Thetis’ speech, a portrayal which exemplifies the final usage group of
wpvioxropa (friends, family, and home):®

Tol Pev 86QmoLo pédovto
VITIVOU TE YAUREQOD TOQIUEVOL QUTAQ AYMAEDS
rnhate Gpihov €tdoov pepvnuévog, ovd¢ v VITvog
o€l mavoaudTmo, dAL’ ¢oteédet’ EvOa nal EvOa
[Tatpbdxhov TOOEWV AvOQOTHTA Te ol uévog N,
Nd’ 6modoa ToAVTEVOE OVV OUTY Ral TAOEV dAhyea
AvOQMV Te TTOAEPOUVG ANEYELVA TE XVUOTOL TTELQWV:
TOV mpvnoxouevog 0olepov xatd daxguov eifev,
GANOT’ € MAEVEAG XaTaxeluevog, GAlote 8 avte
VmTLog, aAloTe 08 EN VNG TOTE O’ 0QO0G AVAOTAC
Owveteon’ Al WV oA BV’ GAOC 0VOE LY Nog
dorvouévn MBeoxrey vmelQ dha T NIOVAG TE.
AL’ O v’ émel CehEelev VP’ douooy mxréag mmovg,
“Extoga & €élneabar dnodoneto dipoov druobeyv,
Tolg O’ ¢QUo0g megl ofjua Mevortiddoo Bavovtog
avTIC EVL nholn movéoneto, TOv O€ T’ Eaonev
&v nOVL extavioog pomonvéa: (I11.24.2-18)

%3 Lines 2-11 of this passage describe a single night, but lines 12-18 are apparently a description
of Achilles’ repeated actions during multiple nights and dawns. The prevalance of the iterative
suffix -ox%- indicates this, as does the fact that Apollo’s immediately following protest to the gods
occurs on ‘the twelfth dawn’ (24.31). See Richardson 1993 ad loc.
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Note first of all that everyone else is taking measures for (uédovto) ** dinner and sweet sleep.
But Achilles mourns all night, torn apart by the memory of his fallen companion—indeed,
Achilles’ mental and bodily ‘remembering’ is the principal form that his mourning of Patroclus
takes in this scene. ‘Guided’ is not an apt word here, but it would at least not be inaccurate to
say that Achilles’ whole being is guided by his mental and emotional fixation on Patroclus—he
is beside himself (GAVwV), practically possessed. Patroclus’ absence is felt corporally by
Achilles, as though Patroclus had been a part of him and that part has been ripped away.* All-
conquering sleep cannot take him as he twists about with longing for Patroclus’ manliness and

vigor, and as he cries, and runs along the shore.

% uédopan is a more ‘intellectual’ word than pupviijoxopon, and is thus closer to meaning ‘be
mindful of , take thought for’. Indeed, Emile Benveniste argued convincingly that this verb has
the more specific meaning ‘take appropriate measures for’. See Benveniste 1969 Vol. 2: 123-32
for a thorough discussion of the various reflexes of PIE *med-; the full definition of the root
which he ultimately arrives at is ‘prendre avec autorité les mesures qui sont appropriées a une
difficulté actuelle; ramener a la norme —par un moyen consacré —un trouble défini’ (p.129).

% In this connection, we should compare the following passage from Book 19, in which Achilles
addresses the dead Patroclus directly:

UVIGANEVOS O’ AdLVAS AVEVERATO GOVNOEV Te:
N 64 v poi mote not ov dvodpupoe ¢piltad’ étaipwy... (11. 19.312-3)

As in the above passage, the emphasis here is on how Achilles is affected physically by
pvnodipevog his companion —adivdg diveveirato seems to refer to uncontrollable sobbing and
gasping for breath. Further, Achilles addresses Patroclus with the adjective SvodupoQog, which
in its three other occurrences as a vocative in Homer is always used by mourners of themselves
(11.22.428,22.485,24.727 —cf. Richardson 1993 ad loc). The superlative ¢pidtate
‘dearest/ownmost’ contributes further to this feeling that Patroclus was a part of Achilles. We
should also compare the following testimony of a Vietnam veteran who lost his closest friend in
combat and then remained in a total psychosomatic state of berserker rage for two years
following, consumed by the memory of his fallen friend-in-arms: ‘It was unbelievable, the
revenge never left me for a minute. It was there. It was there and it was powerful. And it
consumed me. It consumed my mind. It consumed my body. It consumed every part of me. They
took...my life. Somebody had to pay them back for that. And it was me, because it was my life’
(Shay 1994: 94-5; the ellipsis marks a pause in the speech, the italics are mine).
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The immediate cause of all this behavior is the experience of pepvnuévog Iatedniov:
the behavior is an expression of that experience. And Achilles further manifests this
‘remembering’ by repeating his desecration of Hector’s body —dragging it, very significantly,
around the commemorative ofjuo. which holds Patroclus (and is soon to hold Achilles). In the
middle of this description that is so weighted with ‘memory’, we find a form of AavBd&vouou, in
a clause which says ‘the dawn, appearing, did not escape Achilles’ notice’. At first glance, this
might just seem to be a beautiful, if very indirect, way of saying that Achilles stayed up all night.
But, given the deep mythopoetic significance of the dawn, there is likely to be more going on
here.* Indeed, if AMj0goxev can be taken as causative here,”’ perhaps as a punning or secondary
meaning suggested by the context (note especially the opposition with forms of ppvijoropon),
the line would be saying that not even Dawn, magnificent as she is, could make Achilles stop his
all-consuming ‘remembering’ of Patroclus.

We have now finished surveying the evidence, and it has become clear that
pupviioxropon with a genitive object does not mean ‘remember’. I have proposed instead that it
means ‘have in one’s thumos and be guided/bestirred by’. There may be further nuances of
meaning which this paraphrase does not capture, but the notion of being guided/bestirred is
certainly always present. By contrast, this notion is absent in the occurrences of pupvijoropoln

construed with an accusative object, which do indeed just mean ‘remember’.

% Dawn asserts her presence increasingly throughout the final books of the Iliad. For Dawn and
the mourning Achilles, cf. 1. 19.1,23.109, 23.227, 24 .12, 24.417; for Dawn and the burial of
Hector, cf. 24.695,24.781,24.785, 24.788. See Jackson 2006 for a discussion of parallels
between dawn in Pindar and dawn in the Rigveda.

%7 The reduplicated aorist of the verb, at least, has this meaning at /1. 15.60 (where Apollo is
directed to cause Hector to forget his pains: Aeh61 ['Extoga] 0duvamv); and, with the
preverb €x-, it has a different sort of causative force at //. 2.600 (where the Muses erase
Thamuris’ knowledge of cithara-playing: éxAéAaBov ®BaQLOTOV).
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At every point of the investigation, it has been necessary to wrestle with the fundamental
differences between the Homeric world view and our own. When we do this, Homer turns out to
be stranger, and in many ways more wonderful, than we could have imagined; and yet even
today, this dimension of Homer’s distance from us is often disregarded in scholarship. So it
appears that there is much work left to be done, and that we can still say what Emile Benveniste

said of our knowledge of Homeric vocabulary over forty years ago—it is in its infancy.**

% ‘11 faut bien dire cependant que notre connaissance du vocabulaire homérique est encore dans
I'enfance’ (Benveniste 1969, Vol. 2: 58). No less an authority on Homeric vocabulary than
Leonard Muellner has recently echoed this sentiment (‘Discovery Procedures and Principles for
Homeric Research’, Issue 3 of Classics@, published online by the Center for Hellenic Studies:
http://chs.harvard.edu/CHS/article/display/1321).
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CHAPTER 3
MEMORY AND pupvioxopou

Now that we have a grasp on the literal meaning of pupvioxopoun in the /liad, we can go
on to consider its relation to what we call ‘memory’. Our principal concerns will be, first, to
describe where our concept of memory overlaps with that of pupviioxopat, and where it does
not; and second, to outline a few of the most important functions of memory in the /liad. Since
our concept of memory is really a diverse family of concepts, some of which are only loosely
related to one another, an exhaustive description of how memory relates to pupviioxopon will
not be possible. The aspects of memory which will primarily concern us here are: personal,
communicative, and cultural memory;* performances (i.e., verbal and gestural displays to an
audience) of these various forms of memory; and the importance of such performances for
decision-making and social cohesion more generally in the /liad. We will not be concerned with
questions of cognitive psychology, such as how the poet’s memory functioned as he performed,
or what mnemonic devices within the poem facilitated this performance.”

But before we discuss these topics, we need to address the issue of how pupvoropao
and AavBdvopou relate to one another, particularly when they are construed with genitive

objects. This is by far the most frequent construction for pviioxopat, as we saw in Chapter 1;

* These terms are defined and discussed below (pp. 61-3); they are adopted from Minchin 2012
and Assmann 2008.

% On these questions in the Homeric poems see, among others, Minchin 2001 and Clay 2011. On
memory (from the perspective of cognitive psychology) in oral traditions generally, see Rubin
1997.
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and havOdvopaur is only construed with a genitive object.” In this construction, their
relationship is straightforward: AavBd&vopou refers to the absence of the experience referred to
by pupvioxopon, with respect to the genitive object. So if someone is said to pupviioreoOar an
object X in the genitive case, this entails that they do not AavOdveoBou X. And conversely, if
someone is said to not AavOdveoBal X, this entails that they do pupvinoxeoBal X. We should
note the conceptual assymetry implied in this description of their meanings. The meaning of
ppvhoxopon is conceptually prior to that of AavOdvopa, because the meaning of AavOdvopou
depends on that of pupvijoropon, whereas the meaning of pupvoxropan does not depend on that
of AavOd&vopar. This pair of verbs thus focuses on one experience, which in Chapter 1 1
described as ‘having something in one’s thumos and being guided/bestirred by it’. pupvioropon
predicates the presence of this experience in a subject, with respect to a genitive object, and
AavBdvopau predicates the absence of it.

The most compelling evidence for the strict semantic complementarity of pupvoxropaon
and AavBdvopou is furnished by the networks of formulas in which the two verbs participate. A
complete formulaic analysis of pupvijoxopon and AavBdvouauw is not necessary for our present
purpose, which is the relationship between pupvijoxopan and memory in general. But I have
conducted such an analysis, and the results are outlined in appendices B and C. A comparison of
Formulas I and II of wupviioxopon (which I will refer to as p.I and p.II) with Formulas I and II of
havOdavopon (A and A.II) reveals the semantic complementarity of the two verbs. In particular,
it is clear that the phrase oU (stw) AM0eto ydopng in LII.1 and A.II.1 is semantically equivalent

to the phrase *upvnoxeto (€t) xaoung, which does not occur, but which we can imagine. And

?! Its corresponding active, AavOdvm, takes an accusative object and means ‘escape the
notice/regard of”.
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correspondingly, the phrase Afj0ovto &¢ ydoung (AI1.3) is semantically equivalent to o00¢ T
yxboune... mpvnoxrovto (LILB.1).

Since AavBdvopau is tied to ppvioropou in this way, the present chapter’s discussion
of wpvihoxopar and memory will necessarily also be a discussion of AavOdvopor and memory.
My explicit focus will be on the verb upviioxopat, but the results of the discussion will be just
as applicable to AavOdvopad.

There are two basic features of pupviioxopor’s meaning that determine its relationship to
memory in general. The first is what I have called guidedness. As we have seen, when
upvioxopon takes a genitive object, its subject is somehow fundamentally guided by that object
in both mind and body (i.e., in thumos). By contrast, a person is not guided in the same way by
everything that he or she can remember. This is, first of all, because one of the things which we
can remember is information, and much information is not important enough to fundamentally
guide us. We may, for instance, remember the first eight digits of pi, or what we had for
breakfast three days ago. But except under extraordinary circumstances, this information will not
fundamentally guide or bestir us if we remember it; nor will we be in serious trouble if we cannot
remember it.

Characters in the Iliad, of course, remember information too (even trivial and very basic
information, though this is never the focus of the poem).”” And we often see them displaying this
memory in a verbal performance, when they recount genealogies or past events which they feel
have significant (paradigmatic) bearing on their present situation. In almost none of these

performances, however, are the characters said to puuviiorecOouw what they remember. To take

%> We must assume that the heroes in the Iliad, like all other human beings, tacitly remember a
huge number of trivial facts, and also very basic facts that orient them in the world —for example,
what they had for their last meal (trivial), or where their ®Aioin) is (very basic). It is not

surprising that characters’ memory of this information plays no explicit role in the epic.
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only the most conspicuous example of a performer of memory, consider Nestor. None of the four
major reminiscences from his youth” which he delivers in the Iliad is introduced with a form of
pupviioropon, nor does Nestor himself ever use the word to identify his reminiscences. That is,
Homer never says anything like ‘and then Nestor, upvijoxopevog, addressed a speech to them’,
and Nestor himself never says anything like ‘I puviioropou these things, how when I was
young...’. The same is true of many other notable performances of memory in the lliad.
Furthermore, in those two cases where pupvijoropar is used to describe the experience of
remembering (and then performing) a paradigm from the past, it takes an accusative object.”
These distributional facts make sense in light of what we discovered in Chapter 1 about
how the case of pupvijoropon’s object affects its meaning. The semantic focus of pupvioxropan
with a genitive object is on what the subject of the verb is experiencing—how the subject is
affected by the object. By contrast, performances of memory (for instance, heroes’ declarations
of their genealogies) are aimed at conveying rhetorically pertinent information to their listeners;
the focus in such performances is therefore not on what the speaker himself happens to be
experiencing at the moment (though, of course, there is always emphasis on the speaker’s
rhetorical self-presentation). So in such cases we would not expect a use of pupvioropal with
the genitive to describe what the performer remembers. On the other hand, when pupviioropal is
construed with an accusative object, there is no indication that the subject of the verb is guided

by the accusative object. Rather, the focus is on the object—on what the subject remembers —

% J1.1.260-73,7.132-56, 11.670-761, 23.629-45. Nestor also mentions a deed from his youth at
4.319 (his killing of Ereuthalion). And at 11.765-89 he recalls the visit he made to Pthia with
Odysseus just before the beginning of the Trojan War. I have taken these passages from Minchin
2012: 89.

% The two examples are I/. 6.222 (subject = Diomedes) and 9.527 (subject = Phoenix). Both will
be discussed below.
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and there appears to be an additional implication that the subject will go on to speak out what
they remember. And this fits the situation of a memory performance rather well, so it is not
surprising that we find two uses of puvioxropor with an accusative in such a situation.

The second basic feature of wpvioxopon’s meaning which delimits it with respect to
memory concerns the directness of the experiential connection between its subject and object. It
seems that a person cannot be said to pupvijoreoBou (or, what is equivalent, not-AavOd&veoOau)
something unless they have previously had direct, living experience of it. And this appears to be
true of all of its uses, not just when it is construed with a genitive object. This generalization is
inductively inferred from the fact that all occurrences of pupvinoxeoBat and AavOdveoOau in the
lliad (and in the Odyssey as well) take as their object arguments words (or clauses) denoting
things of which the subject has had direct, living experience.”

What qualifies as ‘direct, living experience’ cannot be made totally precise, but even so,
the restriction unequivocally rules out the possibility that someone could pupvioxecBou events
that happened before they were born. A similar restriction applies to our word ‘remember’ in
some of its uses. To take a clear example, I cannot truly say that I remember Abraham Lincoln,
or the Battle of Hastings, without extending the meaning of ‘remember’ beyond its basic, literal
bounds in such a context. This is because I have never had direct, living experience of either,
and it does not matter how much historical knowledge I may happen to have about Abraham

Lincoln or the Battle of Hastings. I can, however, truly say that I remember the terrorist attacks

% I believe that this is a fact, based on my interpretation of all the relevant passages. As one
might expect, there are a few passages in which it is not obvious from the explicit, local context,
that the subject of pupvijoxopon (or not-havBdvesBow) has had direct, living experience of the
object. These occurrences are indeterminate taken by themselves. But when we take into account
additional context (such as unexpressed mythical background, in those precious cases where we
can reasonably guess it), I believe that all such occurrences can be shown to fall in line with the
occurrences of pupvioropol in which it is obvious that the subject has had direct, living
experience of the object. We will examine each of the indeterminate cases below.
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of September 11®, because I was alive and cognizant during them, and heard about them, even
though I was not physically present during the attacks.”

As will be illustrated with examples below, ppvijoropan appears to behave just like
‘remember’ in these respects. But ‘remember’ and pupvioxopon diverge on the following point:
one can say that one remembers facts about people and events that lived and occurred long
before one was born (for instance, that Lincoln delivered a powerful speech at the Gettysburg
cemetery), but in the Homeric poems no one is said to pupvijoxeoOau such things. This means
that there are stories which a hero may remember very well, from having heard them told many
times, but which he nevertheless cannot be said to pupvioreoOar—that is, if the events of the
story took place before he was alive and minimally cognizant. Diomedes, for instance, surely
remembers the famous deeds which his father Tydeus is reported to have performed (i.e., the
xnAéa of Tydeus); but it appears he cannot claim to pupviioxeoBat them (or Tydeus himself—see
pp- 49-52 below for discussion). And this appears to be a consequence of the meaning of
pupviioxropow: it can be truly predicated of a subject with respect to an object only if the subject
has at some point had direct, living experience of the object.

Two facts about the distribution of wuvijoxopor and AavOdvopon in Homer constitute
the most important evidence for this claim. First (positively), in all but a few cases it is

immediately obvious that the subject of these verbs has had direct experience of the object.”” And

% Likewise, Americans who were alive and cognizant in 1941 when Pearl Harbor was attacked
will readily say that they remember Pearl Harbor. It does not seem that it is necessary to have
seen the event on television, or even to have seen pictures of it in the paper, to be able to say that
one remembers it. The important fact is that one was alive in the world when it happened, and
one somehow learned about it.

77 wpvhoxropon occurs 124 times in Homer (57x Od., 67x I1.) with the ‘remember/remind’
meaning (it occurs an additional 19 times with meaning ‘woo’, always in the Odyssey, and
always built to the stem pvo.-, rather than pupvn-; see p. 23 n. 62 for discussion of the
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second (negatively), there are many acts of memory in Homer in which the person remembering
has obviously never had direct experience of what they are remembering, and none of these acts
of memory is marked with pupvijoxoparn. Book 24 of the Iliad furnishes a telling example of

both facts, when Achilles exhorts Priam, together with himself, to pupviorecBou food. He says

‘viv 8¢ pynomueo §6pmov. / wai yéo T’ Ninopog Niopn éuvioato oftov’ (24.601-2).

Achilles, Priam, and Niobe are all, of course, experientially familiar with d6omov and oitog;
accordingly, Achilles can say ‘puvnompedo 06Qmov’ and ‘Nuofn éuvioato oitov’. But
Achilles does not say anything like *uvnooueda Nuofng or *pvnoopedo mg Nwopn mdoato
o(tov (ignoring the issue of metricality) —phrases which we might very well expect, given that
Niobe is the paradigmatic figure whom Achilles introduces in order to guide Priam’s emotions
and behavior (as well as his own). My claim is that this is not a coincidence, but rather
something that is disallowed by the meaning of pvijoxopan —for, while both Achilles and
Priam are familiar with the story of Niobe and her suffering, neither of them has had direct,
living experience of her.

Since the strongest evidence for my claim about ppvioropor/AavOdvouan and direct
experience does not lie in particular examples but in the overall distribution of their occurrences,
it will not be possible to present all of the evidence directly. I will begin, then, by making some
general observations about their distribution, and then move on to consider a set of examples.

In the last chapter, I suggested that occurrences of pupvioxropan with a genitive object in

the Iliad fall into four basic categories: (1) battle uses, where the object is a combat state or

relationship of pva- ‘woo’ and pva-‘remember’). Only for one occurrence of ppviioxopaol in
the Iliad (11. 9.222) and two in the Odyssey (Od. 1.321,4.118) is it not immediately obvious that
the subject has had direct experience of the object. Each of these three cases will be discussed
below. havOdvopar occurs 51 times in Homer (19x Od., 32x 11.) with the ‘forget’ meaning (i.e.,
in the medio-passive). In all of its occurrences, it is immediately obvious that the subject has had
direct experience of the object.
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quality, such as &hx1) or $pOfog; (2) social/religious uses, which focus on reciprocity, and where
the object is a person to be regarded, a command to be followed, or certain past events of
significance to the parties concerned; (3) basic necessity uses, where the object is a basic
necessity like o{tog or €Uv1); and (4) friends, family, and home uses, where the object is
typically an intimate friend or family member, events associated with such a person, or one’s
homeland. In all of these cases—that is in all occurrences of wuvioropor with a genitive object
in the Iliad—it is immediately obvious from the context that the subject has previously had direct
experience of the object.

Let us take as an illustration of this a formula from the social/religious category, 1) o0
uépvn Ote... (w.II), which is repeated verbatim three times in the Iliad, always in direct speech,
and is closely related to two further phrases involving pupvijoxopon (W.II1.A, w.II1.B). The
speaker of this formula uses it to chastise and threaten their addressee by recalling past events
which somehow establish a norm or prediction for what will happen in the present situation.
What is relevant to our discussion is that these events are always ones in which both speaker and
adressee have participated —they are never, say, events from the distant mythic past that are felt
to have paradigmatic bearing on the present. For example, when Achilles and Aeneas face off in
Iliad Book 20, Achilles tries to unnerve Aeneas by reminding him of what happened the last time
they encountered one another:

1M 00 péuvn 8te tép o Bodv dmo podvov £6vta

oeba kot Toaimv 0pémv TayEeool TOJEGTL
KopTaAinwe; tote 6’ o0 TL petatpomorileo eevymv. (/1. 20.188-90)

Here, as in the rest of this speech, Achilles is trying to put Aeneas to flight using words alone
(words backed up, of course, by Achilles’ reputation and imposing physical presence). He

reminds Aeneas, by way of rebuke (1} o0 pépvn &éte. .. ‘don’t you uépvn when...”), how Aeneas
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fled his onslaught in the past without the slightest hesitation (o9 t1 petatponaiileo pedywv), and
implies that Aeneas will do the same in the present. The other two occurrences of this formula
are similar: Zeus reminds Hera of how he once hung her up in the air, her hands fixed with
invincible bonds and her feet weighed down by anvils, as a punishment for meddling with
Heracles (/. 15.18 ff.); and Ares reminds Athena how, in her excessive boldness, she spurred on
Diomedes to attack him (in Book 5), and declares that he will pay her back for this presently (/1.
21.396 f1.).

What we do not find are cases in which this formula, or any other phrase employing
ppvhoxopon or AavBavopal, is used by a speaker to remind someone of paradigmatic events
which they have not both experienced themselves. So, for example, when Athena rebukes
Diomedes in Book 5 by comparing him unfavorably with Tydeus and then reminding him of
certain deeds which exemplified Tydeus’ fighting spirit (5.800-13), she does not say *1 o0 puéuvn
ote... Tvdevg.... Nor, when Tlepolemos reminds Sarpedon of how his father Heracles sacked
Troy in Laomedon’s time (a very well-known event from the preceding generation), does he say
*f 00 pépvn Ste...Hparhfic. ... Instead, he begins with what ‘they say” about about Heracles:*®

&hA” oldv Tvé. paot Binv ‘Hoanhneinv

elval, €pov matéga Boaovuéuvovo Buporéovtor

Og mote devQ’ EAOv... (Il.5.638-40)
Tlepolemus’ purpose in bringing up his father Heracles is twofold: first, he insults Sarpedon,
claiming that Sarpedon is not a true son of Zeus because he is far less mighty than Zeus’ most

famous son Heracles; second, Tlepolemus implies that he himself will sack Troy because his

father did before him. Like Athena’s rebuke of Diomedes, this is a context that seems ripe for a

% The precise meaning of the first clause in this passage is not certain. I take it as exclamatory
‘But what sort of man they say strong Heracles [lit ‘the Heraclean strength’] was!’, following
Aristophanes, Aristarchus, and Heracleo. See Kirk 1993 ad 5.638-9 (p. 123) for discussion.
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use of the 1 o0 péuvn bte... formula, or some other phrase involving puvi)oxopo or
AavBdavopor—but we do not get it.

Examples like these could be multiplied. The essential point is that there are many
passages, in both the //iad and the Odyssey, where a character adduces paradigmatic past events
that they feel have some bearing on the present, and where we therefore might expect a usage of
ppvhoxopon or AavBavopan taking those past events as object; and the passages where we do,
in fact, find such usages are only those in which the subject (and also the speaker if he or she is
not the subject) have had direct experience of the paradigmatic events.

Let us now turn to an examination of the passages in Homer which, at least on their face,
pose a difficulty for my claim about pupviioxopou and direct, living experience. We will begin
with the most difficult, which also happens to be the best known. It is Phoenix’s introduction to
the story of Meleager, which he tells to Achilles (and the others present) in the embassy scene of
Book 9:

ot %ol TV mEdobev £mevBoueda ®héa avOpdV
NeOwv, 6te ®é€V TV’ EmLdpelog yOhog ol
dwENTOL TE TEAOVTO TOQAEENTOL T° €MEETOL.

uéuvnuol Tode £0yov £ym stdhon o0 TL VEOV Ve
DS MNV: €v O’ Ll €0éw mdvteool dpihowor. (I1. 9.524-8)

In this speech Phoenix is doing his utmost to convince Achilles to return to battle, and the story
he tells about Meleager is the climax of his attempt. He begins his introduction of the story by
stating a general pattern of heroic behavior to which Achilles should conform, and of which
everyone present is aware, because it is enshrined in the ¥Aéa dvOQ®OV oWV —namely, that
when great heroes of the past were overcome by surpassing rage, they nevertheless could be
appeased with gifts and persuaded by words. He then turns to a specific, venerably old example

(wdhonw o) L véov ye), which will illustrate the importance of this general principle —the story
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of Meleager’s wrathful withdrawal from the Aetolians’ fight against the Curetes, which arose
after the Calydonian Boar hunt. And Phoenix claims that he pépvnrou this ancient example.
Now it may appear that Phoenix is talking about something that happened long before his
own time, and which he himself knows about only through having heard the ®Aéa dvoodv. And
if this is true, then my claim about the necessary connection between ppvijoxopor and direct,
living experience is false. But there are, in fact, good reasons for us to understand Phoenix to be
narrating a story that occurred during his own lifetime.” For the ancient evidence concerning
Meleager’s genealogy indicates that he belonged to the generation immediately preceding that of
the Trojan War.'” Furthermore, it is implied in the Catalogue of the Ships (2.642) that Meleager
could have been the leader of the Aetolians at Troy, had he not died early (a detail which
Phoenix assiduously suppresses in his telling of the story to Achilles). Phoenix was of this earlier
generation as well, as is made clear by the story he tells of how he fled his home as a young man
(véov NPoovra, 9.446), was given refuge by Peleus, and became a sort of foster parent to the
infant Achilles. Judging by all of this, it seems likely that Phoenix was alive when the events of
the Meleager story took place. In fact, in both Ovid’s and Hyginus’ tellings of the Calydonian

boar hunt, Phoenix himself is one of the heroes who was summoned by Meleager to participate

% There is one other passage in Homer which shows strong similarities to what Phoenix says
above (similarities are underlined):

UELVTLOL rd@e TAVTOL, OLOTEEPES, (S AYOQEVELS:
00l 0’ €ym €V PAAo TAVTO %Ol ATQEREMS ROTOAEEW (Od. 24.122-3)

Here the vyt of Amphimedon the suitor is speaking to the Yuy1) of Agamemnon in Hades.
Agamemnon has just asked Amphimedon to explain how he died, and Amphimedon goes on to
retell, in summary form, the adventures and eventual demise of the suitors at Odysseus’ palace
on Ithaca. In light of our present discussion, we should note that Amphimedon has directly
experienced the events which he says that he pupvioxzetaut.

1% See Hainsworth 1993 ad 9.527 et 9.555-8 (pp. 132, 134-5) for discussion.
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in the hunt (Ovid Met. 8.307; Hyginus Fab. 173)."" This does not appear to be the version of the
story we find in the Iliad, since Phoenix never refers to himself as a participant in the events he
narrates. Nevertheless, it further supports the idea that Phoenix and Meleager belonged to the

same generation.

"% As far as I can ascertain, these are the only two direct attestations of Phoenix’s participation in
the hunt. It is almost certain that Ovid and Hyginus, in listing Phoenix among the boar hunters,
were drawing on earlier sources that represented an established tradition. In his commentary on
Ovid’s account of the Calydonian boar hunt, William Anderson remarks that Ovid ‘clearly had
an even more elaborate source than Apollodorus [who does not list Phoenix]....[Ovid’s account]
constitutes...a doctrina for the poet, a game of identification for those in the audience who are
not merely amused with the list itself” (Anderson 1972 ad Met. 8.299-300). Anderson’s notes on
Phoenix’s inclusion in the catalogue are as follows: ‘Phoenix: guardian of Achilles, a likely
companion for Peleus [who is listed among the hunters at Metz. 8. 309]; not in Apollodorus’.
Beazley 1986: 30 speculates that Ovid ‘had a good Greek original before him, probably the
Meleager of Euripides, and was wise enough to follow it closely’; and that ‘Euripides, in his turn,
based his narrative on an earlier poem’. Whether or not this is true, Phoenix does not appear in
the extant fragments of the Meleager. There is one fragment (530), from a messenger’s speech,
which lists five of the boar-hunters, and which is likely to represent the end of a much longer
catalogue. The catalogue was probably much longer because other extant catalogues of the boar-
hunters are much longer (Apollodorus’ catalogue (Apollod. 1.8.2-3) lists 19 hunters besides
Meleager; Ovid’s lists 36; Hyginus’ incomplete catalogue lists 31). The fragment probably
represents the end of the catalogue because it names Telamon, Atalanta, Ancaeus, and Thestius’
two sons, who are some of the key figures in Euripides’ tragedy, and therefore likely to appear at
the end of the list. It is, of course, possible that Phoenix appeared earlier in this catalogue.
Phoenix does not appear in the fragments of Accius’ Meleager, or the extremely meager
fragments of Sophocles’ Meleager. But then again, neither of these collections of fragments
includes a catalogue of boar-hunters, so they have little bearing on the question of Phoenix’s
participation in the hunt.

Phoenix is not present in Kleitias’ depiction of the hunt on the Frangois Vase (c. 570
BCE). Meleager and Peleus, however, are depicted as the foremost pair of boar hunters on this
vase. It thus seems that Phoenix’s close friendship with Peleus, one of the most prominent
hunters of the Calydonian boar and comrade of Meleager himself, would provide him with a
close connection to this famous hunt even in traditions according to which Phoenix himself was
not one of the boar hunters (and recall Anderson’s description of Phoenix above as ‘a likely
companion for Peleus’ in the boar hunt). In the artistic record, the association of Phoenix and
Peleus is confirmed by their depiction together on an Apulian crater fragment (c. 350, LIMC
Peleus 229), in which they are both grown men (though Peleus is bearded and Phoenix is not).
Trendall’s comment on the fragment (cited in the LIMC entry) is that ‘it clearly depicts the
arrival of Peleus to take Phoenix to Cheiron for healing.’
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With all of this background information in mind, let us now consider again Phoenix’s
introduction to the Meleager story. I suggest when he says ‘pépvnuon tode €gyov €ym mdion
od 1L véov ye / g Nv’, Phoenix is making an emphatic assertion that he has a direct, living
connection to the story which he is about relate, which naturally boosts the story’s authority and
rhetorical effectiveness. Further, by making this assertion, he implicitly contrasts himself to the
other, younger heroes present: they have heard the ®xAéa dvdo®v, which presumably included

the story of Meleager, but they were not alive when the actual events of this story took place.'"”

'92 My interpretation of this passage differs from the one set out in Nagy 2009: 55-7. I will
address Nagy’s interpretation in some detail, because this is an important passage and Nagy
makes many interesting proposals. However, I do not find all of them to be supported by
adequate evidence. Nagy argues that Phoenix has no special connection to the Meleager story,
and that he knows about it, like the younger heroes, through the ®Aéa dvoQ®v. The reason why
Phoenix can say that he péuvnuouw the story is that he, like the epic poet, is channeling the
omniscient Muses. Further, what Phoenix is really saying here is that he totally recalls the story
which he is about to recount, because pupvijoropan with an accusative object refers to total
recall, whereas pupviioxopaon with a genitive object refers to partial recall. The connection Nagy
draws to the Muses is interesting, because it does seem clear that Phoenix is recalling an epic
story. But Nagy’s interpretation does not do justice to the strong contrast between the xAéa
avde®Vv and pupviioxopon found in the invocation of the Muses (discussed on p. 48 below) and
also, I suggest, in the Meleager passage. Further, the explanation of Phoenix’s ability to totally
recall the Meleager story as deriving directly from the Muses is not directly supported by any
evidence in the text; and we noted above (p. 44 n. 99) Amphimedon’s utterance of very similar
lines in the Odyssey concerning events which he himself recently experienced and which he
therefore had no need of the Muses’ help in remembering. Moreover, there is an important
disanalogy between, on the one hand, Phoenix and pviioropou in the Meleager passage, and
on the other, the poet and pupvijoxopoun in the invocation of the Muses. For Phoenix says
pépvnuon tode €gyov ‘I upvinoxetol this deed” whereas Homer in the invocation says €i i)
Ohopmadeg Modoar Adg aiydyoro / uyatépeg pvnoaiad’ doot o “Thov NABov’ ‘If the
Muses...did not pupvijorovtar how many came to Troy’. Nagy translates pvnooia0’ in the
invocation as ‘remind’ (with the poet understood as accusative object), which has the invocation
saying that the Muses cause the poet to ppvioxreton all those who came to Troy. But this is not
possible, because pvnoaiod’ is a medio-passive form. The passage thus says that the Muses
ppvioxrovtor who came to Troy, but it does not say that the poet pupviioxeton anything (at
least explicitly). Finally, a problem for Nagy’s claim about the meaning of pupvioxopon with
genitive as opposed to accusative objects is that there are many occurrences of JUUVI|OROUOL
with the genitive in which there is no reason to think that the verb refers merely to partial
recall—for instance, when Achilles obsessively pupvijoxeton his experiences with Patroclus (/1.
24.7-9), or when he declares that he will never AavOdvetou Patroclus and that he will
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What is more, Achilles is already well-versed in the ®Aéa dvO®V, and Phoenix knows this
about him—when the ambassadors arrive at his hut, they famously discover him singing the
nhéa AvOQMV (Gelde & doa nhéa avdpdv, I1.9.189). We might suppose, then, that by telling a
story which he pupvionretot, Phoenix is trying to give Achilles something that will be
rhetorically stronger even than the xAéa avdoQ®V, since Achilles already knows them very
well.'”

The fact that Phoenix was not himself physically present for the events of the story (at
least in the Iliad’s explicit version of it) does not seem to pose a fatal problem for this

interpretation. The situation is precisely parallel to the cases we noted above in which someone

ppvioxetal him even in Hades (/1. 22.387-90). It also does not seem to be true that all of the
(very few) occurrences of uvioxretor with the accusative in Homer refer to total recall. When
Diomedes says that he does not pupvijoxeton his father Tydeus in the accusative (/1. 6.222,
discussed on pp. 49-52 below) his point does not seem to be that he does not totally recall his
father; for by saying this Diomedes would implicate, by the standard cooperative principles
governing conversation (specifically, Grice’s ‘Maxim of Quantity’), that he at least partially
recalls Tydeus. Thus, he would be implicating that he pupviioxetar Tydeus in the genitive. But if
this were the case, then Diomedes would presumably just say so. His point, rather, seems to be
that he does not upviioxeton anything at all about Tydeus.

' T am grateful to Boris Shoshitaishvili for pointing this out to me. One potential difficulty for
my interpretation of Phoenix’s use of pupvioxopou in this passage is the fact that Nestor never
uses the verb in any of his own reminiscences about his youth. If my claim about Phoenix’s
personal connection to the Meleager story is correct, then Nestor’s situation when he performs
these reminiscences is closely parallel to Phoenix’s—he too is an elder who, unlike his younger
addressees, was alive for (and, what goes beyond Phoenix’s situation in Book 9, personally
experienced) the paradigmatic events that he is about to relate. We might, therefore, expect him
to say something like pépvnuon t16de €9yov in order to emphasize his uniquely close connection
to the significant past. That Phoenix says this and Nestor never does may just be a coincidence.
But it could also be a function of subtler differences in their rhetorical situations. Phoenix’s
speech in the embassy scene, which he begins in tears (ddxou’ dvamgnoag, I1. 9.433), is a
desperately pleading and emotionally charged attempt to move Achilles, whereas none of
Nestor’s speeches are quite like this (his speech to Patroclus in Book 11 comes closest, but it
does not reach the same level of urgency as Phoenix’s). In particular, Phoenix’s speech directly
follows, and tries to counteract, Achilles’ reply to Agamemnon—the most rhetorically powerful
speech in the lliad. It may be, then, that Phoenix’s emphatic two-line statement of his personal
connection to the Meleager story is rhetorically appropriate in this utterly desperate situation,
whereas a similar statement in Nestor’s speeches would have been perceived as heavy-handed.
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can ‘remember’ the events of September 11® or Pearl Harbor without having been present at
them.

If this interpretation is correct, then Phoenix is drawing an implicit distinction regarding
the epistemic status of what one knows and remembers merely through ®xAéog, and what one
ppvioxetal. I believe that we find Homer drawing precisely the same distinction, and more
explicitly, in his invocation of the Muses in Book 2:

£omete vOov por Modoow OAbpma ddpat’ Exovoal:
vueic vop Oeal éote mdpeoté te (0Té TE MAvTA,

Mueic 8¢ #héog olov dxotopev 00dE T (dpev:

ot TLveg Nyepoveg Aovadv #ol ©o{iQovoL ooV

TANOVY &’ oV Av Eym pubHoopor 0vd’ dvounvo,

008’ &t pot déna pev yhdooar, déxo 8¢ oTOpaT elev,
Pwvn & doonrtog, YdAxreov 8¢ poL NTog évein,

el u Ohvumades Modoow Aog aiytdyoLo

Ouyotéoeg uvnoaiad’ oot Vo “Thov HAOov-

G oUg ol VMV £0Em VAGS TE mpomdoag. (1. 2.484-93)

Homer bids the muses to tell him who the leaders of the Danaans were. The Muses are able to do
this because they are goddesses —they are present for and know/have seen all things (1dQe0TE T€
{oté te mGvta), in particular, the great deeds of the heroic past. In contrast to them, we mortals
hear only the report (xA£0g otov) and know/have seen none of these famous deeds. Because of
this sharp epistemic difference between how the Muses are aware of the heroic past on the one
hand, and how we are aware of it on the other, they can pupvioxreoOou this past, whereas we
cannot. This intepretation entails something that is perhaps surprising: the epic poet himself, at
least within the imaginative world of epic poetry, does not pupvijoxetal the events of the Iliad
and the Odyssey. Rather, the Muses (or elsewhere, a single Muse) wpuviiorovror them and then

declare them (¥omete) to the poet.'™

"% The formula £omete vOv por Modoow OMOpma ddpat’ Exovoor (1. 2.484, 11.218, 14.508,
16.112) constitutes the poet’s fullest request for information from the Muses in the /liad. We also
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Let us now turn to a crucial moment in the exchange between Glaucus and Diomedes in
Book 6, which is the most expansive performance of genealogical memory in Homer.'”” When
they encounter one another on the battlefield, Diomedes does not recognize Glaucus and
challenges him to identify himself. Glaucus meets this challenge with a long and powerful
speech about his ancestors, beginning with his great-great-grandfather Sisyphus, and devoting
particular attention to the famous deeds of his grandfather Bellerephon. Glaucus ends his speech
by describing how his father Hippolochus sent him to Troy: Hippolochus enjoined him
(¢mételev, 207) always to be the best and thereby to live up to his superior ancestry.'*
Diomedes is gladdened by Glaucus’ speech, because he now realizes that they are paternal guest-

friends. As Diomedes’ explains, his grandfather Oineus once hosted Bellerephon, and the two of

find a shorter request, o0 pou évvere Moboa (Il. 2.761), which is, of course, also found at the
beginning of the Odyssey (Gvdoa pol évveme, Modoa... Od. 1.1). Despite their apparent
difference, £vverne and €omete are both forms of same verb, (0)em- ‘report with authority,
declare’, with a preverb €v(1). €vveme derives from e-grade *¢v-oem-¢, and €omete from zero-
grade *¢v-om-¢e-1e (Beekes s.v. év(v)émw). Remarkably, Livius Andronicus begins his rendition
of the Odyssey with the exact Latin cognate of €vvene, insece, which must have had similar
connotations of authoritative utterance (virum mihi, Camena, insece versutum). Martin 1989: 238
shows that the speech act denoted by €v(v)énw falls squarely in the category of muthos,
observing that whenever this verb takes a noun denoting speech as its object, the noun is muthos
(11.8.412,11.186,11.643, 11.839).

%11, 6.119-236.

'% Glaucus’ exact words are worth quoting, as a quintessential example both of the power of
advice/injunctions given by fathers (almost always marked by the verb é¢utéAherv), and of the
force that excellent (GoLoToL) ancestors exert on their descendants as paradigms to which the
descendants must conform (on pain of disgrace for both themselves and their ancestors):

Trohoyog 0¢ W Etinte, vai €x Tod P yevéoOal:

mépme 0¢ W €c Tooinv, nal pou pdho TOAN’ énételdev

aigv apLotevely xal Vmelgoyov Eupevar aAhwv,

uNdE YEVOS TATEQWV QoYU VEUEY, Ol uéy’ doLoToL

é&v v 'Eduon éyévovro ral év Avxin evgeln. (I1. 6.206-10)
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them exchanged fine tokens of hospitality (S§ewviia ®ald, 218). Diomedes goes on to describe
these gifts, but also to remark that he does not pupvijoxeton his own father Tydeus:

Oivevg pev Cwmotioa didov poivirt paewvov,

Behhegodoving 0¢ yoloeov démag dupirime Aoy

rnal v €ym ®RatéAelmov iv év douao’ éuotot.

Tvdéa & o péuvnuon, émel W €t TvTOBOV €0Vl

rOMMG, 6T €v ONPNoy AmAieTo haog Ayoumv. (I1.6.219-23)

In this context, Diomedes is expected to say something about Tydeus, ideally about how Tydeus
instructed him before sending him off to Troy, in answer to what Glaucus has just said about his
own father Hippolochus. But Diomedes cannot do this, because he never directly experienced his
father; and even though he was alive while Tydeus fought at Thebes, he was not fully cognizant
during this event.'”’ This appears to be part of the force of 00 péuvnuau in the above passage.
Diomedes is, of course, acutely aware of his father’s legendary deeds (through their ®Aé0¢), and
he even alludes to them when he refers to the failed Argive attack on Thebes (61’ ¢v O1fnowv
ATOAETO A0S Ayoudv, 223). He surely remembers this story, but he cannot pupvioxeo8ou it,

or anything else about his father.'”®

' We might also note that Diomedes and Tydeus belong, obviously, to different generations; by
contrast Meleager and Phoenix belong to the same generation in the mythic imagination. It is
possible that Homer and his audience implicitly conceived of heroes from the same generation as
sharing in a common stock of experience, comprising the momentous events of that generation.
This is supported by the fact that Phoenix appears in some versions of the Calydonian Boar Hunt
but not in others, while it is inconceivable that Diomedes, say, could appear in any version of
that story.

"% It is useful to compare here the performance of genealogical memory which Diomedes
delivers in Book 14, when he recommends that he and the other wounded Achaean leaders return
to the front lines of battle so that they can urge on the other soldiers (//. 14.110-32). As
Diomedes states explicitly, his noble ancestry (together with his ability to express it in
performance) entitles him to a respectful hearing in the Achaean council, even though he is the
youngest. He begins by claiming his descent from Tydeus, again alluding to Tydeus’ exploits at
Thebes (tateog 8 ¢€ dryafod xal £ya yévog ebyopan eivon / Tudéog, dv ONNoL xuTh ROt
yaia ralvre, 113-4). He then briefly traces Tydeus’ ancestry before describing, in some
detail, the wealth Tydeus possessed and his preeminence as a spearman. But at the end of all this,
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Note, however, that in the passage above Tydeus does make clear that he has himself
seen the golden cup which Bellerephon gave to his grandfather Oeneus. The fact that Diomedes’
claim of direct familiarity with the cup is immediately followed by an admission that he does not
wpviioxetow his father suggests that the cup is, in a certain respect, standing in for his father.'”
Its immediate relevance to the context is, of course, that it is a concrete token of his paternal
guest-friendship with Glaucus; but it is also—and very importantly —a concrete token of his
father and grandfather which he can actually pupvijoneoOou. Like the many other heirlooms in
Homer, it was surely felt to embody its own history, and it would therefore have served for
Diomedes as a vivid reminder of his paternal ancestry —especially precious, because it, and other
inherited possessions like it, were the only concrete connection Diomedes could ever have to this
ancestry.''” Pursuing this idea a little further, we may also note that Diomedes says that he left
the cup at home (ratélewmov, 221) when he went to Troy, just as many other Achaean (and

Trojan) sons left their fathers at home when they went to Troy'''—and just as Tydeus left

he betrays an anxious uncertainty about the qualities he has been describing, and his genealogical
memory in general, when he says: T 9¢ pelhet’ axovéueyv, ei £1edv meQ ‘you must have heard
these things, if [what I have said] is true’ (125). Here again we are reminded that Diomedes
never directly experienced his father. This means that his memories of Tydeus’ deeds do not
have the strongest possible epistemic status (the status which is marked by wpvioxopou), and
therefore that they lack a certain rhetorical power.

"% If we do not admit this connection, then lines 221-2 (Tvdéa &’ 00 péuvnuad...) seem to
present a non sequitur.

"' On the ‘memory’ that inheres in material objects in Homer see Grethlein 2008, which includes
a helpful appendix collecting all of the ‘old’ objects mentioned in both the /liad and the Odyssey

(pp- 47-8).

" Forms of Aeimw, when they refer to the action of leaving a person at home to go to war, most
often describe fathers leaving sons at home (e.g., I/. 5.480, Od. 11.174). But there is also a strong
and deeply poignant motif, running throughout the /liad, of sons leaving fathers at home (often
never to return). The most obvious examples are Achilles and Peleus (together with Achilles’
unfulfilled promise to Menoetius that he would bring Patroclus home safely (//. 18.324-7), and
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Diomedes at home (xGAMP(€), 223), never to return, when he went to Thebes. In a sense, then,
Diomedes’ statement about his direct experience of the cup substitutes for the experientially
informed statements about his father which he cannot make, and likewise corresponds to
Glaucus’ report of what his own father Bellerephon told him when he left for Troy.'"?

Let us turn, finally, to another passage which addresses the link of a son to his father
through pupvioxopau, this time from Book 1 of the Odyssey. The passage appears to present a
serious challenge to my claim about puviioropou and direct, living experience, especially in
light of Diomedes’ statement that he cannot ppuviioxecOou Tydeus. For Telemachus is in nearly
the same situation as Tydeus with regard to his father; and yet, in the passage we are about to
examine, Athena vopupviioxel Telemachus of Odysseus (i.e., causes Telemachus to
pvioxeoBanl Odysseus). One important difference to note from the start is that Odysseus is
still alive somewhere, whereas Tydeus is known by Diomedes to be dead and buried. I argue that
this, together with a few other differences discussed below, leaves open the possibility that
Telemachus can upvioxreoBou Odysseus without yet having experienced him directly as a
father—but only if a living connection can be established between them in the present. As we
will see, Athena accomplishes this by imbuing Telemachus with his father’s pévoc.

In Book 1, Athena visits Odysseus’ house in order to provide Telemachus with some
much-needed guidance, and to spur him on to leave Ithaca in quest of information about his

father. She disguises herself as a mortal, claiming to be Mentes, a Taphian trader and a guest-

then Hector and Priam. Homer sharpens the pathos in the deaths of countless minor heroes by
mentioning their fathers waiting at home (e.g., 7/. 5.155-8, 11.328-32). The motif of bereaved
parents in the /liad is discussed with great sensitivity by Griffin 1980: 123-8.

"2 See p. 49 n. 106 above.
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friend of Odysseus (the name, Mev-tng = ‘Reminder’, is very significant here).'”’ The passage
which we will be considering is the poet’s description of Athena’s departure, when she reveals
herself to be a goddess:

1 Hev GQ” g eimodo’ AméPn yhavrdmg AOfvn,

Oovig &’ ig avomoua dLémtato: T O évi Bu p(g)

Ofjne ggvog nal 0GQ00g, VIEUVNOEV TE € TATEOS

uaAlov €1’ 1) 1O magobev. o o¢ q)Qsow T]GL Vo1 oog
Bauﬁnosv noto Ou uov dloato Yo Bedv giva.

ovTino 08 pvnotiag éneyeto iod0eoc dpms. (0d. 1.319-24)

Now, we know that Telemachus has never met Odysseus; and further, he has just expressed
doubts to Athena about whether Odysseus even is his father.''* So the question immediately
arises: how could Telemachus pupviioreoOar Odysseus—that is, have Odysseus in his thumos
and be guided by him—if it is indeed true that pupvioropoun requires that its subject has had
direct experience its object? This passage appears to falsify the claim I have made about
pupviioxropon and direct experience.

But if we focus our attention on the function of pévocg in this passage, I believe we can
see that it falls in line with the claim after all. Egbert Bakker has shed light on the meaning of
pévog and VrEuvnoéy in the passage above by comparing two other passages in Homer, both of

which involve pévog which is explicitly identified as ‘paternal’.'”” In the first, from Iliad Book 5,

' Frame 2009: 25-8, 221-3 discusses the etymological and thematic significance of the names
Mentes and Mentor (an old Ithacan whose likeness Athena assumes at Od. 2.267-95 and 22.205-
40).

"'* Athena remarks on Telemachus’ striking resemblance to Odysseus and asks if he is in fact
Odysseus’ son (Od. 1.206-9). Telemachus answers that his mother claims he is, but that he
himself does not know for sure:

unrn@ MEV TE p,s q)nOL TOD sup,svat owroc@ syw ve
oD% 018’ 00 Y& TH TS EOV YOVOV abTOC Avéyvw. (Od. 1.215-6)

5 Bakker 2008: 69-71.
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Athena rouses Diomedes and tells him that she has put into his otf|0goou the steady, paternal
uévog of Tydeus.""® In the second, from Odyssey Book 2, Athena in the guise of Mentor tells
Telemachus to take heart and trust his abilities, if indeed the good pévocg of his father Odysseus
has ‘dripped into’ (¢véotaxton) him; but she also adds that if he is not really the son of
Odysseus and Penelope, he will fail.'"” In this second passage, Athena once again disguises
herself as someone whose name means roughly ‘Reminder’. But, in keeping with her disguise as
a mortal, she does not reveal the extent and certainty of her knowledge —the psychological
subtlety of the Telemachia requires that Telemachus discover a confidence in himself, as his
father’s son, partly on his own initiative, not just through the intervention of the gods. Thus,
Athena declares with certainty that if Telemachus has Odysseus’ pévog in his mind and body
(thumos), he will realize his goals; but here she leaves it up to Telemachus to realize and trust
that he does indeed have Odysseus’ puévog living within him.

To return, now, to our original passage from Odyssey Book 1, I believe we can
understand the pévog which Athena puts into Telemachus to be paternal uévog—that is, the
same pévog which is in Odysseus himself. And this pévoc, I suggest, amounts to the direct,

living connection between Telemachus and Odysseus that makes it possible for Telemachus to

"% 11.5.124-6:
60(@06)\/ viv ALc’)m]éag emi TQU’JSGGL udxso@av
&v ydio Tol ornﬁsocn UEVOG TATOMIOV n%a
drtoopov, olov gyeone conéomarog immota Tvdeve:
"70d.2.270-5:

Tn}\auax 0Vd’ dmbev ranodg E0oe0l 01)6 AVON LDV
€l 01) TOL 00D TATEOG EVEOTANTOL gg oc N,

olog xelvog énv tehéoau éQyov Te £mog Te,

oV tou €mel’ aAin 680¢ €ooeTal 00O’ AtéleoToc.

el 0’ oV nelvov Y’ éool yovog xai [Invelomeing,

ol oe €merta €ohma TEAEVTIOELY O HEVOLVALG.
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wpviioxeoOon Odysseus.''® In this passage pévog is showing its true colors as a substance that
is not just ‘emotional’ and ‘bodily’, but also ‘intellectual’'"® (to use categories familiar to us, but
not to Homer). In his interpretation of this passage, Bakker fittingly stresses that the experience
which Athena causes in Telemachus is not primarily a recalling of his father. As he puts it, ‘the
“reminding” (VEPVNOEV) is not an activation of the memory of his father (whom he, like
Diomedes, has never known), but a shot of paternal pévog, administered by Athene. The shot is
not just physical, like adrenalin, but also mental and spiritual: Telemachos is now seeing that it
was Athene who talked to him’."*

Whatever else we make of this passage, it is plain that something extraordinary is going
on. First, Telemachus realizes that he has just been conversing with a goddess. Further, and more

particularly, he now perceives (in his Ouuog, 320) the guiding presence of his father Odysseus,

even though he has never met his father and is wracked with doubts about whether his father is

"' Other interpreters take the relationship between uévog and pupvijoxopat to always be the
other way around—roughly, that pupviioxopon (assumed to refer to the intellectual experience of
‘recalling/remembering’) summons pévog (usually assumed to refer to a more bodily quality,
like ‘power’ or ‘incitement’); see Nagy 1974: 266-7, Collins 1998: 85-7 (who finds a more
intellectual meaning in pévocg, as ‘strength of memory/mind’), Frame 2009: 25-8. While I agree
with these scholars that there is a close connection between pupvioxoponw and pévog in this
passage (and elsewhere in Homer), I believe that they import into their interpretations an implicit
distinction between mind and body that does not fit the Homeric poems. And this results in
puzzling conclusions or lack of consensus (for example, Nagy and Frame take pévog to have a
bodily meaning, whereas Collins takes it to have a mental meaning). The problem of linking up
pviioxopon and pévog disappears if we recognize that both are psychosomatic terms that
differ only in their emphases. ppvijoxopan focuses more on the mental end of the spectrum of
psychosomatic experience, while pévog focuses more on the bodily end; but both terms are
intrinsically mental and bodily.

"' Here we can glimpse a basic semantic affinity between Homeric pévog and its Vedic and
Avestan cognates (mdnas and manah-), which are primarily ‘intellectual’ terms. I am grateful to
Professor Richard Martin for this and other helpful observations on the significance of pévog in
this passage.

120 Bakker 2008: 70-1.
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even still alive. Moreover, these two psychological events are intimately connected —
Telemachus perceives Athena partly because he now shares in Odysseus’ pévog, and he has the
confidence to feel his father’s guiding presence more fully because he now knows that he has the
help of a goddess."' I believe that the use of pupvioxopoun here conveys the extraordinary
quality of Telemachus’ experience, because it asserts that he has now, for the first time in his
life, experienced a direct, living connection to his father through the divine mediation of Athena.
This flash of perception and guidance that Telemachus feels is not a permanent state, and it will
soon give way to uncertainty and lack of resolve. But it marks the true starting point of the
Telemachia—and with it, the beginning of Telemachus’ fuller awareness of his father, and of
himself as his father’s son, which will reach its completion only in the final book of the poem.

If this interpretation seems like special pleading, I believe that it is because this is a
special passage, describing an unusual (to us, ‘supernatural’) experience, and fittingly marked by
an unusual use of wpvnoxropon. In it, the notion of direct, living experience is stretched beyond
its everyday bounds—but not, I suggest, beyond the bounds which are conceivable within the
world of the Homeric poems.

This interpretation raises a question about the Diomedes passage from Iliad Book 6 that
we discussed above. For there Diomedes says to Glaucus that he does not wpvijoxetal Tydeus.
But we have now seen that, already in Book 5, Athena sent the pévog motowiov of Tydeus into
Diomedes. So why, we may ask, does this pévog matomiov not provide the living connection to
Tydeus which would allow Diomedes to say that he pupvioxetan Tydeus? I believe that part of
the answer to this is that the experience of pupvioxrecOou through pévog matomiov is fleeting,

so that even if Diomedes was flooded with Tydeus’ pévog matomiov at 5.125, this does not

"?' T owe this important point to Professor Peter O’Connell.
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guarantee that he would be able to pupvijorecOouw Tydeus in any sense at 6.222—1006 lines and
a great deal of fighting later. We can add to this something that we observed earlier: Tydeus is
long dead, whereas Odysseus is still alive. It may be that what I have referred to as the direct or
‘living’ experiential connection required by pupvijoreo8ai could only be established with a
living father. Finally and most importantly, when Diomedes says ‘“Tvdéa &’ oU pépvnuon’, the
object Tudéa is in the accusative; and as we saw in Chapter 1, the usage of pupvijoropon with
an accusative object predicates of its subject the recollection of information, rather than an
experience of psychosomatic guidedeness. Diomedes’ point is that he cannot personally recall
anything about his father Tydeus—if he could, he would proudly tell it to Glaucus. By contrast,
we have every reason to believe that a shot of uévog matowiov would occasion an experience of
being psychosomatically guided by one’s father (and thus an experience that would be referred to
by wpviioxopan + gen.), rather than the ability to recollect information about one’s father. So,
although Athena at Od. 1.321 put paternal pévog into Telemachus and vVépvnoév him of his
father, and Telemachus is therefore somehow guided by his father at that moment, it is unlikely
that Telemachus could have then truly said “*pepvnuon ’Odvofja...” and gone on to recount a
story about Odysseus from personal recollection. And so, in this respect he is still like Diomedes
at1l.6.222.

There is one other occurrence of pupvijoxopon in Homer that appears to be problematic
for my claim about direct experience, and it again concerns Telemachus’ ability to
ppvioxeoBan Odysseus. When Telemachus and Peisistratus visit Menelaus in Book 4 of the
Odyssey, Menelaus describes how he frequently mourns and cries for Odysseus—indeed,

whenever he ppvioxetor Odysseus, food and sleep become hateful to him'** (like Achilles
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when he pupvijoretan Patroclus, but with less intensity). One of Menelaus’ reasons for bringing
up Odysseus here appears to be his suspicion that Telemachus is in fact Odysseus’ son; and when
Telemachus begins to weep at the mention of his father, Menelaus becomes sure of this. But then
he does not know what to do—should he let Telemechus pvnoOfjvar Odysseus (in the genitive)
on his own, or should he himself question and probe Telemachus about Odysseus?

peounoLEe 0 Emerta natd GEEVa nal ®ATA OUUOV,

Né PV QUTOV TATEOG £A0ELE uvijaBijvou,

N TEMOT’ ¢EepéoLto Exaotd te mewpnootto. (0d. 4.117-9)
It is difficult to say what pvno0Ofvour, a Homeric happax, means in this passage. It is one of only
three exclusively passive (rather than medio-passive) forms of pupvijoxopon in Homer, all of
which occur in the Odyssey.'” The Lexicon des friihgriechischen Epos, and both de Jong and
Ameis-Hentze in their commentaries on the Odyssey, translate pvnoOfvou as ‘mention’
(‘Erwihnung machen/tun’)."** If uvnoOfjvou really does just mean ‘mention’ here, then it means

something quite different from the 123 other occurrences of pupvijoropar in Homer; and if that

is right, then it need not have the same direct experience requirement as other occurrences of

220d. 4.104-7:
TOV TAVIOV OV TOOOOV 00VQOUL, AYVUUEVOS TTEQ,
g €vog, 6¢ T¢ poL Vvov dmeyBaipel nal EdwoNv,
UVeouEVE, £el o1 Tig Ayoudv TOo0” Eudynoey,
600’ ‘Odvoevg EudyNnoe »ai oato.

' The two other passive forms are found at Od. 1.31 and 4.189 —both times as the participle
¢mpuvnoOelg with a genitive object, having the meaning ‘having gotten X in one’s thumos and
being currently guided/bestirred by it’. In both of these cases the subject has obviously had direct
experience of the (human) object (who, moreover, happens to be dead in both cases: at Od. 1.31
the subject is Zeus and the object is Aegisthus, and at 4.189 the subject is Peisistratus and the
object is his brother Antilochus).

"2 LfgrE s.v. muvihoxw 4d (bottom); de Jong 2004 ad 4.117-20 (p.97); Ameis and Hentze 1908
ad 4.118 (p. 113). Lattimore also translates uvnoOfjvor as ‘mention’. Heubeck, West, and
Hainsworth 1988 do not address the question.
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ppviioropon, and this passage would pose no problem for my claim (which would then be
limited to the 123 occurrences of ppvioxopon that do not mean ‘mention’).

But ‘mention’ probably does not capture the meaning of pvno0Ofjvou in this passage —for
one thing, we can ‘mention’ things that are totally trivial to us, whereas the object of
pupviioxropown in the above passage, as everywhere else in Homer, is hugely significant to the
subject. Moreover, it seems very likely that the verb uvno0mvou refers to a powerful internal
experience—the same experience referred to by all other occurrences of pupvijoxopan with a
genitive object—and not just the performance of a mentioning speech act. In this case, Menelaus
would be hesitating about whether to let Telemachus continue having this private experience, or
to broach the issue explicitly by questioning Telemachus about his father. If this interpretation of
the meaning of pvnoOfjvou is right, then the passage does appear pose a problem for my claim
about pvnoxropan and direct experience. But I believe it can be interpreted in a way such that it
would be consistent with this claim after all. For ‘mort@og pvno0tvou’ is predicated of
Telemachus by Menelaus, not directly by Homer; and it could be that Menelaus, unlike the poet,
mistakenly thinks that Telemachus has previously had direct experience of Odysseus (i.e., that
Telemachus was old enough to be fully cognizant of Odysseus before Odysseus left for Troy), so
that it would be possible, in Menelaus’ mind, for Telemachus to pupvioxeton Odysseus. And
indeed, Menelaus may be predisposed to ‘project’ the experience of pupvnoxropevog Odysseus
on to Telemachus, because Menelaus has just described himself twelve lines earlier as having
this very experience (and weeping as a result, just like Telemachus).'”

I do not claim that this second interpretation of the passage is definitely correct—in fact,

it does not seem possible to recover the full meaning of this passage. But the important point for

'’ For the text of this passage, see n. 122 above.
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our present purpose is that, if either of the interpretations we have considered is right, then the
passage does not vitiate the claim about pupvijoxopor and direct experience (at least when
pupvioxopon does not mean ‘mention’).

We have now examined all the occurrences of pupvijoropaor in Homer that, at least in
isolation, present a significant challenge to the claim that pupviioxopon presupposes that its
subject has previously had direct, living experience of its object."”® And we have been able to
interpret these passages in a way that suggests they are consistent with the claim after all. We
came to discuss this feature of pupvioxropor’s meaning in the course of a general discussion of
how pvioxropor and the broader concept of memory relate to one another in the Iliad. We
identified two features of pupvioxropor’s meaning that delimit it with respect to memory: the
emphasis of pupviioropat on psychosomatic guidedness when it is construed with a genitive
(though not an accusative) object; and the requirement that the subject of ppvioxopou has
previously had direct, living experience of the object, no matter what its case is. So, when
characters in the /liad remember something that does not strongly guide them in mind and body,
their experience will not be described by a use of pupvijoropan with the genitive. And when
they remember something—say, a deed recorded in the ®Aéa dvdpdv —that they have not
themselves experienced, their experience will not be described by any use of pupviioxopow at all.
The direct experience requirement holds for all uses of upvijoropat, but we should note that it
has a special pertinence to the use of pupvioxropow with a genitive—for there is a natural overlap
between what one has directly experienced in the past (a person, an event, a psychosomatic state,
etc.) and what has the potential to strongly guide one, in body and mind (thumos), in the present.

It is true that we can be powerfully affected and guided by things that we have never personally

12 As noted above (p. 39 n. 97), none of the 51 occurrences of AavOdvouar (medio-passive)
presents a challenge to this claim.
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experienced, through the contact we make with them in language and other media that record
human experience; but the base of what most fundamentally guides us will largely be composed
of things that we have directly experienced. This fact about human life appears to fundamentally
shape the meaning of pupvioxopaod.

In a recent paper, Elizabeth Minchin applies to the Homeric poems a three-fold
distinction between personal, social/communicative, and cultural memory that was developed by
the Egyptologist and cultural theorist Jan Assmann.'”’ It will be instructive to briefly consider
how these distinctions relate to our investigation of pupvijoxopor and memory. The three types
of memory can be briefly characterized as follows. Personal memory refers to our memory of our
own experiences (before we have shared it with anyone through speech). Communicative (or
‘social’) memory refers to the common stock of personal memories that have been shared among
members of a social group, and serve, in part, to define that group; it generally spans three
generations (grandparents can share their early personal memories with their grandchildren).'*®
Cultural memory reaches into the remote past—the past which no one currently alive has
personally experienced —and preserves the archetypal stories and ‘timeless’ values that define a
culture (where a ‘culture’ comprises a collection of overlapping social groups). The primary
bearers of cultural memory (as with all types of memory) are individuals —but, specifically,

those individuals who occupy institutionally defined roles designating them somehow as

127 Minchin 2012. For a short overview of Assmann’s three-fold distinction, see Assmann 2008.

'?* An intermediate stage between communicative memory and the next stage recognized in
Assmann’s scheme (‘cultural memory’) would span five generations, from grandchildren
(generation 1) to their grandparents’ grandparents (generation 5): generation 5 conveys personal
memories to their grandchildren (generation 3), who in turn convey these memories to their own
grandchildren (generation 1). Thus, a degree of direct transmission is preserved between
generations 1 and 5. See Vansina 1985 for thorough discussion of this and other questions
pertaining to the historical accuracy of oral traditions.
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custodians of their culture. Whereas communicative memory is typically expressed in an
informal setting—for example, in conversation or casual story-telling—cultural memory is
typically expressed in a (more or less elaborate) ceremony, like a church service, or a
performance of epic poetry. Furthermore, artifacts and formalized actions that articulate a
culture’s values reaffirm cultural memory as well—it is not only expressed in speech.

In terms of these distinctions, pupvijoropot accesses both personal and communicative
memory. An example of the former is Achilles pupvnoxropevog the experiences he shared with
Patroclus (/1. 24.9). An example of the latter, spanning two generations, is Phoenix telling the
story of Meleager to Achilles—sharing with the younger generation a momentous event that he
himself was alive for. But it seems that ppuviioropor does not access cultural memory, if
cultural memory preserves only the remote past (the past which no one living has experienced).
Examples of stories preserved in cultural memory are the Niobe story that Achilles tells Priam,
and the story of Zeus’ affliction with ate that Agamemnon tells the Achaean host.

It is not clear, however, that this sharp distinction between communicative and cultural
memory really fits the Homeric poems. For one thing, the examples of cultural memory just
given (the stories of Niobe and Zeus’ até) are no more formalized or ceremonial than many other
speeches in Homer. Of course, we do find ceremonial expressions of cultural memory in Homer
(sacrifices, ritual laments, burials, paians, etc.); but cultural memory is very often reaffirmed in
the ‘ordinary’ speeches. And in the end, we cannot draw an absolute distinction between
ordinary/informal speech and formal speech in the Homeric poems—all of the speeches are
formal in their own way, shaped by complex sets of conventions that govern their particular
discourse context. Furthermore, it does not seem true that the basic values of Homeric culture are

felt to derive only from, or to be exemplified most powerfully by, the remote past; indeed, some
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of the strongest moral paradigms delivered in the poems stand within the reach of
communicative memory (consider, again, Nestor’s reminiscences and Phoenix’s Meleager story).
What we find in Homer, rather, is a situation in which both communicative and cultural memory
are often called on within the same speech, woven together in highly rhetorical performances. If
the performer is a venerable elder, like Nestor or Phoenix, their communicative memory claims
the same authority as cultural memory. And in some respects it appears to claim more authority.
For, if this were not so, then Nestor’s personal reminiscences would not possess the uncommon
rhetorical power that they manifestly do possess—he could just as well have produced exempla
from the remote past. And the Meleager story which Phoenix pupviioxetar would not have the
rhetorical edge over the ®Aéa dvOQ®YV that it appears to have (especially, as we have seen, in
light of the distinction between ®A€og and direct experience that Homer draws in his invocation
of the Muses).'”

Up to this point we have touched on the topic of the performance of memory in the Iliad
several times, and we are now in a position to discuss it more fully. Like all human beings, the
characters of the I/iad remember a wide variety of things, ranging from the trivial to the vitally
important. But the most consequential kind of memory in the /liad —the kind of memory that the
poem focuses our attention on—is the memory of paradigmatic figures and events from the past
(whether remote or more recent); and what matters for this kind of memory is not just the content
of what is remembered, but also the ability to perform it. Such performances of memory figure

prominently in most major speech contexts in the Iliad —advice/deliberation, rebuke, command,

'? Professor Richard Martin points out to me that the authority of Nestor’s and Phoenix’s
communicative memories in performance derives primarily from the fact that they can present
themselves as living guarantors of the truth and wisdom of these memories, in virtue of their
personal connection to the events that they recount. Thus, unlike bearers of remote cultural
memory, Nestor and Phoenix themselves embody the wisdom contained in the paradigms that
they deploy.
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exhortation, consolation, prayer, lament, and flyting."** Note that in each of these performance
contexts, with the exception of lament and flyting, the speaker’s goal is to get the addressee to do
something (or, in the case of consolation, to feel differently about a situation). And each context
has a set of conventions that determine what will be rhetorically effective in it. The fact that the
performance of memory plays a part in all of them bespeaks a strong, general connection
between persuasion and motivation on the one hand, and the ability to remember and deploy the
right paradigms on the other.

And not only do paradigmatic stories play an essential role in all forms of persuasive
speech in the lliad, this is essentially the only context where they surface in the poem. That is,
Homer depicts the memory of paradigmatic figures and events through its expression in
speeches. We do not find psychological descriptions of how characters are motivated when they
remember paradigmatic stories."”' Of course we must assume that they are motivated by such
stories, but Homer does not describe this internal psychosomatic process of motivation (although
he does describe other such internal psycho-somatic processes, as we saw in Chapter 1). Instead,
he shows us heroes verbally performing their memory of paradigmatic stories—and always
before an audience, since in none of the eight cases of self-address in the Iliad does the speaker
recall a paradigmatic story. In four of the cases, the speaker (always a hero) is deliberating with

himself about what to do;'** and this is a context in which we might expect him to recall a

"% Martin 1989 designates the genre of boast and insult contests between opposing warriors in
the Iliad with the term ‘flyting’, which is the name for a similar phenomenon in Germanic poetry.

! As noted by Martin 1989: 79.

"2 The four cases of deliberative self-address are 11. 11.404-10 (Odysseus), 17.91-105
(Menelaus), 21.554-70 (Agenor), and 22.99-130 (Hector). The four other cases of self-address
are I1. 18.6-14 (Achilles), 20.344-52 (Achilles), 21.54-63 (Achilles), 22.297-305 (Hector). In
finding these passages I used the extremely helpful companion website created by Deborah Beck
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paradigmatic story that could guide him in the present situation. But, while in all four cases the
speaker does cite a general principle in support of his decision, he never recalls a specific
paradigmatic story. Such recollections, which are often very detailed, seem to be reserved for
speeches to an audience. Indeed, the distribution of these recollections suggests that their
characteristically high level of detail is a function of their essentially performative nature —the
details are rhetorically impressive, and they endow the paradigm with vividness even when they
do not seem to be strictly ‘relevant’."”” In terms of the three-part classification of memory
outlined above, we can say that the memory of paradigmatic stories manifests itself primarily on
the communicative level in the Iliad, rather than on the personal level.

The performance of paradigmatic stories appears to serve two basic rhetorical functions
in the Iliad. First and most obviously, the content of the paradigm motivates the addressee(s).
Second, the felicitous performance of a paradigmatic story confers authority on the speaker. Both
of these functions accord with the fact that elaborate performances of memory fall under the
category of muthos in the Homer. In his nuanced analysis of this term, Richard Martin defines it
as ‘a speech-act indicating authority, performed at length, usually in public, with a focus on full
attention to every detail’,"** and he shows that it comprises three basic genres of speaking:

command, flyting, and the recitation of remembered events.'® Naturally, the remembered events

for her book Speech Presentation in Homeric Epic (2012). The search function of the website
can be accessed at http://www laits.utexas.edu/DeborahBeck/search.

"> The many details which the epic poet himself includes in his rich descriptions have the same

effect. It is likely that part of what motivates their inclusion (beyond their intrinsic splendor) is

the epic poet’s desire to outdo other epic poets in vividness and monumentality (cf. Martin 1989:
238-9).

134 Martin 1989: 12.

" See Martin 1989 Chapter 2 (pp. 43-88) for detailed discussion of the three muthos genres.



66

that a hero recites will have a strong relevance to the present speech context'*®

—they furnish a
paradigm for the present,though, as with Phoenix’s Meleager story, this can be a negative
paradigm indicating a mistake to be avoided.

It is important to emphasize here that the remembered events do not need to constitute a
highly structured mini-epic like the Meleager story or Nestor’s reminiscence of his fight against
the Epeans in Book 11;" they simply need to have some kind of paradigmatic bearing on the
present situation. Thus, when Odysseus reminds Achilles of what Peleus (supposedly) enjoined
upon him when he sent Achilles to Troy, this constitutes a memory muthos."® Simply in virtue of
performing the speech act denoted by émtélAerv, Peleus generated a norm or paradigm exerting
moral pressure on his son Achilles to conform to it."”* Thus, when Odysseus reminds Achilles of
Peleus’ injunctions to him (to check his great thumos and relent from strife (9.255-8)), he

reactivates this paradigm. Moreover, he rebukes Achilles for not having it in his thumos and

letting it guide him, that is for not upvnoxropevog it: d¢ émétell’ O Yéowv, ov 8¢ AMBean

1% ¢As a general rule, characters in the Iliad do not remember anything simply for the pleasure of
memory. Recall has an exterior goal’ (Martin 1989: 80).

BT 11.11.670-762.

" Of course in context this recollection only forms a part of Odysseus speech, the entirety of
which is a muthos (and is identified as such by Achilles at 1. 9.309).

¥ Professor Martin points out to me that the speech act émmtélhewy regularly presupposes an
audience of people other than the primary addressee who function as witnesses to the speech act.
These witnesses can later re-apply the pd6og that was delivered in the primary act of émtéllerv,
which is precisely what Odysseus and Nestor (see below) do. There are several examples of the
performative use of the verb émtélAeLv in the lliad (present tense, 1* person sg.). A particularly
clear one is /. 9.68, in a speech where Nestor stations several youths as guards outside of the
Achaean wall: xoUgowowv pev todt’ émrélhopon ‘I hereby enjoin these things upon the youths’.
As expected, this act of émutélheLv takes place before an audience including people other than

the youths themselves (the primary addressees).
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(9.259).'*" Nestor rebukes Patroclus with exactly the same line in Book 11 (line 790), while
employing the same rhetorical tactic (successfully, unlike Odysseus), and, indeed, recalling the
same event (the instructions of Peleus and Menoetius to their sons in the presence of Nestor and
Odysseus). Nestor’s recollection is, characteristically, more expansive. He reminds Patroclus
both of what Peleus enjoined upon Achilles (to always be the best (//. 11.784)—very different
advice from what Odysseus professed to remember) and, more importantly, of what Patroclus’
own father Menoetius enjoined upon him (to be a shrewd counselor to Achilles (//. 11.788-9)).
Odysseus displays yet another type of paradigmatic recollection in Book 2, in his muthos
(11. 2.282) about the portent at Aulis.'*' Here the relevant paradigm is not found in the deeds of a
past hero, or the injunctions of a father, but rather in a portent sent by Zeus and interpreted by
Calchas. In the barest summary: Odysseus describes how, while the Achaeans were sacrificing to
the gods at Aulis, a snake emerged from beneath the altar and proceeded to eat a sparrow
together with her eight children, and then how Calchas drew out the paradigmatic relations that

this event bore to the Achaeans’ expedition to Troy (the number of birds consumed corresponds

' In this line, which occurs twice in the Iliad, we see clearly that they way in which a hero
properly conforms to the norm established by the speech act émutélheLy is by upvnoxduevog
that norm. The norm can be referred to with a clause (as in the present passage, ¢ €ETEAN’), or
with a noun denoting the relevant speech act, as at I/. 5.319-20 (009’ viog Kasmavijog €éA0eto
ovvBeoldwv / Tdwv ag émétehle fonv dyaBog Atopndng) and 7. 5.818 (AL’ €Tl 0wV
pépvnuon Eébetuémv 0g émételhac). As demonstrated in Martin 1989, pb0ocg is the generic
noun for é¢mtéhlerv speech acts (as well as several other types of speech act). In the passages I
have cited, the nouns é¢petpr) and ovvOeoia designate particular subtypes of pdOot.
Interestingly, we never find the generic term pud0og itself occuring as the object of ppviioropon
or AavOdvopuat.

Another speech act noun that pupvioxoua/AovOdavopoun takes as genitive object is
artelAt] ‘vaunt/threat’ (Achilles speaking: Muoudoveg pn tig pot dmelhdwv Aehadécbm, / g
¢ viuol Oofjotv amelheite Tomeoot, I1. 16.200-1). As this passage indicates, the dstethadl
constituted a sort of paradigm that must be lived up to. In this case, the corresponding speech-act
verb is aelhelv (rather than émtélderv, as with épetpat and ovvBeoion).

"1 ]1.2.284-332.
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to the number of years that will be consumed in war at Troy, before the Achaeans sack the city in
the tenth). By recollecting this event and its interpretation as a paradigm by Calchas long ago,
Odysseus reactivates its paradigmatic force in the present. He brings the scene (and thus the
paradigm) to life again for his listeners with incredible power, weaving in vivid details, and
emphasizing at the beginning of his description that all of his listeners were eyewitnesses to the
event.'”
The phenomenon of portents brings up a significant general point about paradigmatic
connections in the Homeric view of the world: they are perceived as real, mind-independent
connections that structure the world on every level, and not just the human world. They reveal
both how things really are, and, when the question is how someone should act, how things
should be. They are perceived by human beings, not constructed by them. Just as past heroic
behavior can reveal what should be done in the present, so too can portents reveal what will
happen in the future; characters in Homer do not seem to perceive any fundamental difference
between these two kinds of paradigmatic relationship. Furthermore, such paradigmatic thinking
is a sub-type of a more general style of thinking which pervades the Homeric poems, and which,

following Norman Austin, we can call ‘analogical thinking’.'*’ Similes are one of its most

obvious manifestations. In his detailed exploration of this analogical thinking, Austin uncovers

"> Odysseus’ language here recalls the description of the Muses’ omniscience at 2.485 (see p.
48):

€0 Y4 O1) TOde (dpev Vi poeolv, €0t 8¢ mhvteg
pdotuoor (11.2.301-2)

' See Austin 1975 Chapter 2 (pp. 81-129) for extended discussion of this mode of thinking in
both the /liad and the Odyssey. The term ‘analogical’ cannot be allowed to suggest that the
relationships which this thinking perceives are regarded as constructs of the mind. They are
perceived as analogies that have objective and, indeed, mind-independent existence. See Lloyd
1966 on analogy in early Greek thought in general (and pp. 180- 209 on Homer and Hesiod in
particular).
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the basic connections that exist between similes, portents/omens, and paradigmatic past
figures.'** But it is important to emphasize that the phenomenon of analogical thinking goes
beyond these three areas. One way to see this is to track uses of correlating expressions like
MC...MG... ‘as...so...” and m¢ xral.... ‘so too’ as overt markers of analogical thinking. We are
likely to associate these expressions with the similes; but they are surprisingly common in other
spheres of thought as well, and the similarity of their usage across these various spheres suggests
a unified, underlying pattern of thought. Let me illustrate this by presenting a sequence of
examples. First, a simile. In Book 9 Achilles compares himself to a bird bringing food to its
thankless young:

g 0’ BEVIS AntTiiol veoaoolol TpodpEenot

udotan’ €mel ne MaPnot, xondg 8” doa ol méheL avTi,
e\ \ bl \ \ \ b n{ / v

(MG 1Al YN TOAAAG PeV AUITVOUS VOXTOS [avov,

nuoto 0’ aipotdevta dLETENOooV tole iwv
AavOQAOL Lo VANEVOS 00V Evera opetepdwv. (I1.9.323-7)

Now, a paradigmatic past figure: at the terrible moment in Book 18 when Achilles
accepts that he will die at Troy as a consequence of his need to avenge Patroclus, he makes sense
of his fate by relating it to the fate of Heracles. He says to his mother Thetis:

xfoa &’ €ym TOTE O€EO UL OTITOTE HEV ON)
Zevg €0€M tehéoan 11O’ dOA&vartol Oeol didol.

'** Austin 1975 on similes: ‘The simile attempts to make visible the human order by finding a
correspondence between it and the order of nature. Similes assume order, reality, and quality in
the natural world and human action gains through simile not only visibility but significance’ (p.
116). On omens: ‘The Homeric omen assumes order and meaning in the external world, and sees
in one small event a paradigm of that order. It is man’s part to discern that structure from a single
clue and then to modify his behavior in accordance with it. Where the simile is descriptive, the
omen is prescriptive’ (p. 118). On paradigmatic past figures: ‘The past is cogent because it is
human experience fixed and structured. Homeric heroes find in paradigm a permanent pattern
which can give shape to their ephemeral lives and actions’ (p. 125). On paradigms, omens, and
similes together: ‘Homeric thought is pervaded with symbolic thought. Paradigm, omen, and
simile are all expressions of such symbolism. But they are only the most overt expressions. They
exemplify the kind of thinking that looks for relationships between one object and another,
between persons, between events, between an individual’s separate actions’ (p. 128).
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ov0g Yo ovde Bin HeoxAfog dpiye nijoa,

0g meg ¢piltartog €oxre Au Koovimve dvoaxti:

AMG € potpa dGpaooe rai aQyoréos yohog Homng.

g nal YV, i 01 poL Opoin poloa TéTuntal,

netoop’ €mel ne Odvo- (11 18.115-21)
And in Book 19, Agamemnon uses the same phrase, (0¢ %0l €y®V..., to mark the parallel
between his own deception by are and that of Zeus.'* Finally, when Hector prays to the gods to
make his son Astyanax a great warrior, he sets himself up as the paradigm which should guide
Astyanax’s development with the phrase phrase ®g ®ol £yd."*°

Next, a portent—Calchas (in Odysseus’ recollection) interpreting the events at Aulis. He

articulates the paradigmatic relationships as follows:

DS OVTOC ®ATO TEXVA GpAye 0TEOVOO0TL0 %ol ADTHV

OXT®, ATAQ UNTNE EVATN NV 1) TEXE TéERVA,

¢ Muels ToooadT’ €tea TrolewEopev avo,

TQ dendte d¢ TOMV aipnoopev evpuayuviav. (I1.2.326-30)
And in Book 12, Polydamus interprets the portent of the eagle and the snake in the same way: he
first states the relevant details of the event that has just taken place, and then, beginning with (¢
TNuelc, describes point-by-point the analogous events that will befall the Trojans in the near
future.'"’

Moving beyond similes, paradigmatic past figures, and portents, we can also observe

analogical thinking at work in the following passage, where the ghost of Patroclus tells Achilles
that, just as the two of them were raised together in the same home, so should their bones lie

together after Achilles’ death:

dhho 8¢ oL €gém nal Eproopon i xe b

"11.19.134.
O I1.6.477.

" 1.12.217-29.
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un) €ud odv artdivevBe TOfueval 00té” Ayxdhed,
QAL OpOD MG ETEAPNUEV €V VUETEQOLOL OOUOLOLY

¢ O¢ nol O0TEQ VDIV O] 00Q0G AudLraliTol
¥oVoe0g aupLdpoeeve, TOV ToL TOEE TOTVIO uiTtne. (I1. 23.82-92)

This analogy resembles a simile in certain respects, but it also has a paradigmatic/normative
force that is lacking from similes—the way in which Achilles and Patroclus lived together
determines the way in which they should be buried.

Finally, let us consider another passage from Book 23, in which Achilles responds to the
fact that his father Peleus’ prayer to the Phthian river Spercheius will go unfulfilled. As in almost
every other example of explicit practical reasoning in the lliad, Achilles’ thought in this passage

proceeds analogically:

ZmeQyel’ Mg oot ye matn nofoato [Inielg

®eloé pe vootnoavta Gthny €c moteida yotav

00( TE nOUNV nEQEELV QEEELY O eV ExaToOufny,

mevirovta O’ Evogya maQ’ avtoddL Ui’ lepeioely

£g mnYds, 001 ToL Tépevog Popog te Bunels.

S Neab’ 0 YéowVv, oV O¢ oi VOOV 00 €TENECCOG.

viv O’ émel o véopal ye Gthny éc mateida yatav

IMatednho Howl ®ouny ondoo GpéoeoBar. (I1. 144-51)
Peleus had pledged to Spercheius a generous sacrifice and a special lock of Achilles’ hair, on
condition that Achilles should return home safely. This ritual speech act established a kind of
paradigm (g NEAO’ 0 yYéowv) which was concretely embodied for Achilles throughout his time
at Troy in his growing lock of hair. Since Achilles now realizes Spercheius will not fulfill the
paradigm (ov O¢ ol vOOov oUx €téleccag), he feels compelled to cancel it and replace it (Vv
0’...) with a new paradigm that will match his fate; so he cuts the lock and, in the tenderest
moment of the poem, places it in the hands of the dead Patroclus.

There are, of course, many more examples of analogical thinking in the Iliad (as well as

in the Odyssey); and not all of them are marked explicitly by a correlative expression. But this
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brief survey of examples indicates both how pervasive and how unified this general mode of
thought is in Homer. Aspects of it are familiar to us, if in an extremely attenuated form — for
instance, the normative force of great figures of the past and the rhetorical effectiveness of citing
them, or the iconic power of burying near one another two people who were close in life. But
most of Homer’s analogical thinking is deeply alien to us; and even its familiar aspects come to
look strange when we recognize their essential affinity to the interpretation of portents and the
practice of sympathetic magic. All the same, using our imaginations to think from within this
mode of thought to whatever extent we can is an important interpretive task, since analogical
thinking underpins much of the practical reasoning we find in Homer. There are many
progressions of thought in Homer which are liable to strike us as containing blatant non
sequiturs, but which make perfect sense for those who have internalized the relevant analogies
and paradigms (and who trust in their mind-independent reality).

To return to the topic with which we began this section—the performance of
paradigmatic memory —I believe that the importance of analogical thinking does much to
explain its rhetorical power in Homer (and in other traditional societies). It is the fullest
manifestation of the intellectual qualities that matter most to the Homeric hero: the ability to
perceive the operative paradigmatic relationships in a given situation (portents, relevant past
deeds, etc.), and then the rhetorical skill to speak out these perceptions effectively before a
discerning audience.

And now to return, once again, to the meaning of puvioropor with a genitive object, I
believe we can draw a connection between the subject’s experience of being guided by the
genitive object of this verb, and the importance for analogical thinking of being guided by the

right paradigms at the right time. The formulas of wpvioxopow and AavOdvopou furnish the
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strongest evidence for this connection: most formulas of both verbs feature genitive objects that
identify some paradigm which should (or, as in the case of ¢pOpog, should not) guide the
subject.'* The object may be a battle state like &A1, a necessity like oitog, or past events that
have some sort of normative significance for the present—a diverse collection of objects, to be
sure, but all highlighting the importance of being guided by the right paradigms at the right time.
Moreover, if we pay attention to the discourse functions of the formulas that occur in direct
speech, most of them are used by speakers to encourage or prod their addressees (and sometimes
themselves) into being guided by a paradigm which they feel fits the present situation."*’ Thus,
on the level of both semantics (preferred objects) and pragmatics (use in direct speech),

ppvioxopon and AavBdvopou reflect aspects of this basic mode of thought in Homer.

¥ Of wpvhoropow’s nine formulas, eight regularly take a paradigmatic object: p.I (positive
battle state), w.II (positive battle state), w.III (paradigmatic past events), W.IV (paradigmatic past
events), L.V (conspicuous subject of epic song), u.VI (negative battle state), w.VII (positive
battle state), w.IX (various paradigmatic objects). The remaining formula p.VIII takes an
assortment of objects that are more or less paradigmatic.

Of havBdvopoun’s five formulas, three regularly take a paradigmatic object: LI (positive battle
state) A.II (positive battle state), LIV (injunctions of a father).

'* See all passages labeled ‘Direct Speech’ in the appendix of formulas.
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CHAPTER 4
THE MEMORY OF ACHILLES

We have examined the meaning of pupvijoxopaon and described its relation to memory
more generally in the /liad. And we have outlined the roles that pupvioropor and memory play
both in rhetorical performance and in the analogical mode of thought that pervades the Homeric
poems. In this final chapter we will turn to questions of a more literary character, and use the
insights gained in the previous chapters to shed light some of the Iliad’s central themes. The
subject we will focus on is the progression of Achilles’ moods throughout the poem, and the
corresponding evolution of his character, which together culminate in the magnificent
supplication scene between him and Priam in Book 24. We will pay particular attention to how
Achilles’ memory underlies his mood at each stage of the poem. It will gradually become clear
that shifts in Achilles” moods are strongly correlated with shifts in what he wpvijoxetat. This
correlation does not, of course, provide any sort of ‘key’ to Achilles’ actions and moods in the
poem, but it does highlight a significant component of what motivates him.

The first book of the /liad begins by unfolding the causes of Achilles’ strife with
Agamemnon and his subsequent, enduring ufjvic.'” In an unwarranted use of his kingly power,

151

Agamemnon seizes Briseis, Achilles’ yéoag (‘honorific portion’),” to compensate himself for

having to relinquish his own y¢pag Chryseis to her father Chryses. This action galls Achilles

50 0On punvis see, among others, Schwyzer 1931, Watkins 1977, Considine 1985, Muellner 1992
and 1996.

' On the concept of yépag as ‘honorific portion’, and thus as a crucial embodiment of a hero’s
Ty, see Nagy 1979: 132-3. See further the discussions of Benveniste cited by Nagy: on yépag,
Benveniste 1969, Vol. 2: 43-50; on i), Benveniste 1969, Vol. 2: 50-5.
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powerfully. He is the best of the Achaeans,'” and he needs to be recognized as such with a
suitably high level of Ty (‘honor’); but by stripping him of his yépa.c, Agamemnon has gravely
dishonored him."”* Achilles’ response is to obtain Tuuf) from the Achaeans (and especially
Agamemnon) another way —by refusing to fight, and forcing them, as they buckle under the
pressure of the Trojans, to realize the extent of their dependence on Achilles and of
Agememnon’s dtn (‘folly’) in dishonoring him. So he gets his mother Thetis to persuade Zeus to
favor the Trojans, and retires to his hut to nurse his anger at Agamemnon’s unjust seizure of
Briseis (Adpn)"** for the next two-thirds of the poem. Only in Book 19, when Achilles publicly
reconciles himself with Agamemnon and forswears his pijvig, does he decisively turn to other
concerns (namely, to battle)."

Before discussing how Achilles’ enduring ufvig relates to ppvioropor and memory in

general, we need to address an issue that lurks in Achilles’ mind throughout the poem and plays

'2E.g.,atI]. 1.412. On the topic of Achilles as the best of the Achaeans, see the fundamental
discussion of Nagy 1979, Chapter 2.

3 11.1.355-6.

"** In Homer this word appears to retain clear traces of its probable earlier meaning ‘(unjust)
seizure’ (if, as is likely, it is an o-grade feminine derivative of the root *sleh,g"- ‘seize’ found,
for example, in AdCopon and hapPdvm; see Beekes s.v. AwfPn). Later the word comes to refer
more generally to outrageous treatment and disgraceful action (as already at /1. 7.97-8: 1 uv
M MbPN T4de v’ EooeTaw aivodev aivag / i ui Tic Aavadv viv "Exto0og avtiog elowv).

1% Achilles reconciles himself with Agamemnon and renounces (Gwogumelv) his pfjvig in his
speech at 1/. 19.56-73. Throughout his speech he emphatically consigns his quarrel with
Agamemnon to the past, most notably when he says: o0TaQ Ayoovg / deov Eunc »ai ofg
g01doc uvihoeoBou otw (I1. 19.63-4). In this striking metapoetic prediction, Achilles self-
consciously confers paradigmatic status on his strife with Agamemnon. The Achaeans who were
present will upvoxreoBou it for the rest of their lives, deploying it as a (negative) paradigm in
muthoi, as Phoenix did the Meleager story. The Achaeans, of course, are overjoyed that the cloud
of Achilles’ ufvig has passed:

"Qc £bab’, ot 8’ éxdonoav Euxvides Ayatol
unvLy amewtdvtog ueyodvupov Inietwvog. (1. 19.74-5)
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a central role in the development of his character: that of Thetis’ prophecies concerning his fate.
With the notable exception of Book 9, it is everywhere agreed in the Iliad that Achilles will die
young."”” In Book 1, the shortness of Achilles’ life is taken by both Thetis and Achilles himself
to be the decisive reason why Zeus owes him surpassing Tuuf] (as a compensation)."® In the later
books, Achilles” knowledge of his fate takes on a profounder signifance for him, as it becomes
more concrete. '™ He accepts in full consciousness that he will die soon, at Troy, and that his
death will be a direct consequence of his need to avenge Patroclus.'® Somewhat surprisingly, in
view of his attitude in Book 1, Achilles’ concern for his own tiuf) fades into the background in
the later books, as the fact of his mortality more powefully asserts itself.

Achilles’ sureness of his own immanent death sets him apart from all other human beings
in the Iliad. The other heroes who are fated to be cut down in battle do not know it, and they

entertain, tragically, vain hopes of victory and life until their last moments. This is especially true

%0 11.9.410-6.

" He alone is described as xOpoQog ‘swift-fated” among human beings (the adjective is once
applied to arrows, at //. 15.441)—and, moreover, always by Thetis (//. 1.417, 1.505, 18.95,
18.458). He is therefore, and uniquely among characters in the Iliad, 6iCv6g ‘woeful’ (11. 1.417,
again in Thetis’ speech). In his own words, Achilles is puvuvO&dlog ‘short-lived’ (11. 1.352), and,
most strikingly, tovomuog ‘all-untimely’ (/. 24.540 —a Homeric happax).

' Achilles to Thetis: pfteQ, émel u £renéc ye uvuvOddiov mep £ovta, / Tufy T pot
Odperhev OMOpmog yyvaliEal / Zevg D pBoeuétng (1l. 1.352-4); Thetis to Zeus: Tiunoov
KoL vidv, 0¢ ®rVPoEMTATOS AWV / EmheT’ (1. 1.505-6).

'* By contrast, the significance of Achilles’ fate to Thetis remains constant throughout the poem.
It is a cause for deep sorrow (at least, as deep a sorrow as an immortal can feel); and it continues
to furnish a reason why gods should grant Achilles special favors (a point Thetis makes
explicitly to Hephaestus when she asks him to fashion Achilles’ new armor (//. 18.436-43)).

1% Achilles fully accepts this consequence first, and most explicitly, in the dramatic exchange
with his mother at /. 18.79-126. Griffin 1980: 163 n. 39 tracks the increasing specificity of
predictions of Achilles’ death throughout the Iliad: ‘Achilles will have “a short life”, 1.352, 416,
505; choice of two destinies, 9.411; “after Hector”, 18.95; “a god and a man will slay you”,
19.417; “by Apollo, near the wall”, 21.275; “Paris and Apollo at the Scaean Gates”, 22.359.
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of the great deaths of the later books —of Sarpedon, Patroclus, and, most of all, Hector. el By
contrast, Achilles, once he has resolved to return to battle, clings to no such illusions about his
fate; and this is both because he has a divine mother who has told it to him many times, and
because he eventually finds the strength to accept it. One of the major lines of development that
defines the Iliad is Achilles’ approach toward this clear-sighted acceptance of his fate. Like any
growth in human character, it is prompted by external events —most immediately, the death of
Patroclus —but actualized only as Achilles discovers within himself (and through great pain) the
resources to deal with these events. Homer depicts this process taking place within Achilles most
directly by showing him remembering and grappling with his mother’s prophecies at various
points throughout the poem.'** In the embassy scene of Book 9, Achilles makes the fullest public
statement of what his mother has told him about his fate. And interestingly, this is the only place
in the Iliad where we encounter a significant variant on what Thetis has told him. Elsewhere, she
states or presupposes unequivocally that Achilles will die young; but in Book 9 we hear from
Achilles, in his grand, ferocious response to Odysseus, that Thetis told him that he has rwo fates
(nNoeg), mutually exclusive, that can bear him to his end: either he will stay to fight and
inevitably die at Troy, losing his homecoming (vOot0g) but securing unwithering fame (#A€og

Aa¢pOitov); or he will go home at once to Phthia, losing his fame but ensuring that he will live a

' On the difference between Hector and Achilles in this respect, see Griffin 1980: 163-4,
Macleod 1982: 10-11.

192 Achilles explicitly refers to his own fate —which, it should be kept in mind, is known only
from his mother—at //. 1.352 (to Thetis), 9.410-16 (to the embassy), 18.79-93 (to Thetis),
18.114-21 (to Thetis), 21.110-3 (to Lykaon), 21.277-9 (in prayer to Zeus), and 24.540

(describing himself as movamoLog to Priam). Moreover, Thetis reminds Achilles of this fate at //.
1.417 and 18.95-6. And at /1. 18.8-11, Achilles recalls another prophecy of Thetis, that the best

of the Myrmidons (after Achilles himself) will die while he is still alive; he appears to first
realize only here that the prophecy referred to Patroclus.
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long life.'”® And in this same speech he makes clear that (at least for the moment) he fully
intends to choose the latter fate.'**

It is a difficult question how we should relate this statement of Achilles’ fate, in which he
has two options, to the many other statements and allusions to it in the //iad in which he has only
one option: an untimely, heroic death. One thing worth noting is that this is probably the first
Odysseus, Phoenix, and Ajax have heard about any specific prophecy by Thetis concerning
Achilles’ fate.'” So it is not as though they are already familiar with a ‘standard’ version that
Achilles proceeds to contradict. Achilles is therefore free to adjust his mother’s prophecies to his
rhetorical context, at least in the sense that he will not be caught in a lie if he inserts a second
option into Thetis’ prediction. And it is clear that such an adjustment would fit this particular
rhetorical context, where what Achilles wants to do more than anything else is to express his
rage through refusing to return to battle, and to make his listeners feel the threat of what will
become of them and the rest of the Achaeans if he should decide to go home.

However, explaining the divergence merely as an ad hoc invention, knowingly cooked up

by Achilles, does not do justice to the psychological complexity of the situation.'* If we take

' 11.9.410-6.

'* Though already by the end of Book 9, after the speeches of Phoenix and Ajax, Achilles has
relented somewhat—he envisions the possibility of returning to the fight, but only when Hector
reaches the Achaean ships and sets them ablaze (I/. 9.650-55).

1% Achilles is even somewhat guarded about sharing what he has heard from Thetis with
Patroclus, his second self (see 1l. 16.36-7 together with 16.49-51).

"% Nor does it square easily with Achilles’ character. As he famously says at the beginning of
this same speech to Odysseus, as an explanation for why he feels the need to be brutally frank, he
‘hates like the gates of Hades the man who hides one thing in his phrenes but says another’ (/1.
9.313-4). It is no coincidence that this sort of thing is Odysseus’ specialty. Rhetorically effective
lies are, of course, implicitly recognized and accepted as part of the heroic speaker’s arsenal in
Homer. But heroes are not clones of one another, and so there is room for variation among them
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Achilles’ anger seriously, as we must, the first thing that strikes us is how profoundly disruptive
it is.'"” The Iliad emphasizes this from its very start, attributing all the terrible events which it
will narrate to the baneful wrath of Achilles. It is very much as if the ‘psukhai of countless
heroes’ mentioned in the proem are sent to Hades by the shock waves of Achilles’ anger. But
Achilles’ anger disrupts not only the war at Troy, but also his own character'® (it disrupts the
former because it disrupts the latter). In line with this, I suggest that Achilles’ normal conception
of his fate has been disrupted by his anger in Book 9, such that he is sincerely (though, as we
know, temporarily) entertaining a different conception of his fate—one in which his unwithering
fame is still, as before, tied to his untimely death in battle, but where he now has the option of
refusing this untimely death (and thereby losing his fame). According to this interpretation, the

inordinate pressure of his anger at Agamemnon, and his consequent revulsion from the ‘heroic

in their attitudes to the various rhetorical tactics that are more or less generally accepted in their
culture. One of Achilles’ distinctive characteristics is his general aversion to lying as a rhetorical
tactic, at least in those cases where he takes it to be a sign of fundamental dishonesty of character.

The question of whether the divergence is an ad hoc invention of Homer, as opposed to a
variation that already existed in the epic tradition, is totally distinct from the literary question of
whether we should interpret Achilles, the character, as having knowingly invented this variation
merely to support his argument here. On the former, much less determinate question, see
Willcock 1977: 48-9 (who does not always keep these two sorts of question as distinct as they
need to be kept).

"7 As Muellner 1996: 194 says, ‘Meénis is an emotion that acts to change the world’. This nicely
captures the difference between anger as a mere psychological experience (which is the concept
of anger we are most familiar with) and the terrible wrath of Achilles that disrupts the very
COSMoS.

'% Achilles himself makes this very point—that anger can overwhelm even the stablest
character—as part of his famous description of anger as ‘sweeter than honey’ at //. 18.108-10,
where he speaks of ‘“x0Log, 0g T’ épénne moAVPoovA meQ yoremivar’ (‘anger/gall, which
causes even a very sensible man to become grievously enraged’).
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code’ that he now regards as debased, have constrained him to reinterpret his fate so that it would
be consistent with his refusal to be appeased and return to battle.'”

When we look into Achilles’ anger, we find memory, and particularly the experience
named by pupvijoropou, at its core. It is Achilles’ constant dwelling on—that is, having in his
thumos and being psychosomatically guided by —his treatment at the hands of Agamemnon,
which fuels his disruptive anger and overrides all other concerns (until Patroclus dies)."”

Achilles makes this absolutely explicit in his own descriptions of his anger.'”' One of his most

revealing descriptions, in which he identifies both the cause of his anger and some of its effects

'% Hainsworth 1993 ad 9.410-16 (pp. 116-7) notes that this is not as drastic a reinterpretation as
it might initially seem: ‘The usual point made [by Thetis’ prophecies] is that Akhilleus is short-
lived, therefore he has a claim to fame. But it is easy for him (or the poet) to reverse the
argument and imply that renouncing fame even at this late date would entail long life’. This is a
helpful observation, but the near conflation of Achilles and the poet invites confusion, as do the
words ‘point’ and ‘argument’, which frame the whole issue in more rationalistic terms than is
appropriate. The variations on Thetis’ prophecy do not represent subtly different tacks in an
argument, but rather massive shifts in Achilles’ emotions and his conception of the purpose of
his life; and these shifts have little to do with argument.

"7 A scholiast, explaining the relevance of the Meleager story to Achilles’ situation, comments
on the relationship between anger and obsessive dwelling on injustices: GeLUVOTOVG ETL KOKD
moLel Tovg 6QYLLopévoug 0 Bupdg ‘The thumos leads those who are angry to constantly dwell
on the evil [which they have suffered]’ (2bT ad /. 9.527). Though he does not explicitly spell
this out, the scholiast implies that the state of being dielpvnotog ém non®, triggered by one’s
initial anger at the evil one has suffered, goes on to sustain and fuel that anger.

"I Achilles himself never refers to his own pfjvig as such—the 9 occurrences of pufjvig in the
lliad are in the voice of the narrator or another character (twice addressed to Achilles: 1/. 9.517,
19.35). Achilles does, however, use the derivative noun unviOuog (11. 16.62, 16.202) as well as
the denominative verb amounviw (€ped dmopnvicavtog, 11. 9.426, 19.62) to describe himself.
But most often Achilles uses the word y6Aog to describe his anger. Achilles, apparently, avoids
speaking of his own pfjvic. In fact, no character in Homer to whom pfjvig is attributed speaks of
his own pfjvic. This apparent avoidance lead Calvert Watkins to argue that there is a tabu in
Homer against speaking of one’s own pfjvig (Watkins 1977). Leonard Muellner follows Watkins
in this (Muellner 1992, 1996). But in his perceptive book length study of pufvig, Muellner makes
the important qualification that the tabu cannot be quite as strong as Watkins originally argued;
for, as we have noted, Achilles does refer to his own pfvig four times with transparent
derivatives of the word, and these references do not appear to be particularly shocking to his
listeners (see Muellner 1996: 192-4).
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on his motivations, comes at the beginning of his response to Ajax’s speech in the embassy of
Book 9. In the very bitter speech to which Achilles is responding, Ajax accused Achilles of
ruthlessly ignoring the ptAdTNG which binds him to the rest of the Achaeans, and with which
they honor him above everyone else.'”” He also observed that even a person whose brother or
child has been murdered typically restrains their angry thumos if the murderer offers appropriate
compensation (stowvi)); whereas Achilles, unreasonably, will not let go of his anger and accept
Agamemnon’s ample compensation on account of a ‘mere girl’.'” Finally, Ajax appealed to the
important fact that he, Odysseus, and Phoenix are under Achilles’ roof earnestly entreating him,
as some of his dearest friends, on behalf of the entire Achaean host. The implication is that if
Achilles refuses to accept Agamemnon’s compensation and return to battle, he fails in his
obligations as a host to his friends.'” In responding to all of this, Achilles, surprisingly, admits
the validity of everything that Ajax has said. But his rage overrules all of those just
considerations when (as he often does) he pupvioxetar how Agamemnon treated him:

Alav droyevig Tehapmvie xolpave Aadv

ovTd Tt potL nato Bupov éetoao pubnoacOol

AMG pot olddveTal xadin Yoo OmmdTe nelvwv

uvf]m/mm b W aovdnhov év Agyeiolowv €eEev

ATEEONG MG &l TV’ dtipmTov petavdotny. (I1.9.644-8)
Note that xe{vwv, the nominal object of uvijoopau, is in the genitive; this indicates that the

clause which pvfioopau takes as its object (g W AoOdnrov...) also has genitive semantics.'”

So what Achilles is saying here is not just ‘whenever I remember those things, (namely) how the

"2 11.9.628-32.
' 11.9.632-8.
7 11.9.638-42.

"> See p. 27.
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son of Atreus...” but something stronger, and with a definite bodily component. Whenever his
thumos is gripped, let us say, by the insulting treatment he suffered at the hands of Agamemnon,
Achilles’ xpadin swells with a y6Aog that displaces all other thoughts and feelings. The catalyst
and also the substrate of this all-consuming, disruptive experience —of the pufjvig of Achilles—is
an experience of pupvnoxropat. It has the power to overrule some of the central moral
considerations of Homeric culture, which Ajax has just articulated, even as Achilles continues to
recognize them to a large extent (évtd ti oL nata Ouuov éetoao pubnoaobor). And here in
Book 9 we see that it has even led Achilles to question the validity of the Homeric hero’s
fundamental value, which until now has been integral to his self-conception—the value of
fighting and dying (young, if necessary) for the sake of ®Aéog ddpOitov. This forces Achilles to
reinterpret his very fate in a way that would be consistent with his rejection of this value.

In the rest of the Iliad, when Achilles’ anger is referred to (whether by Achilles himself
or someone else) its physicality continues to be regularly emphasized —for example, just after
the passage quoted above, when Odysseus reports Achilles’ response to Agamemnon.'”® At the
beginning of Book 16, we find another illuminating description of Achilles’ anger, shared
between Patroclus and Achilles, which has much in common with the passage from Book 9 that
we have just examined. Like many other passages, it emphasizes the indivisibly psychosomatic
nature of Achilles’ anger; and it further drives home the point that what sustains this anger is his

obsessive dwelling on Agamememnon’s treatment of him.

176 11.9.677-9:
Atoeidn x0010Te Evag avdodv Ayduepvov
®neVOg ¥’ 0 €0€AeL oéooan yOhoV, AMA’ ETL uAAAOV
TUWTAGVETOL UEVEOC
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When Patroclus returns to Achilles after his long visit in Nestor’s tent, he first rebukes
Achilles for refusing to help the Achaeans in their dire need, and then begs Achilles to allow him
to put on Achilles’ armor and aid the Achaeans in Achilles’ place. As part of his rebuke,
Patrloclus says:

TOVG MEV T iNTEOL TOAPAQUAROL AUPLITEVOVTOL

€hne” dmedpevor ob 8 dpyavog Emhev Ayihhed.

ur) éué v’ ovv outdg ye Aafol xorog, Ov oV purdooelg,

aivogétn: (11.16.28-31)
Patroclus contrasts the wounded Achaean heroes, who are being healed by doctors, with
Achilles, who is aunyovoc. In his study of this word, Richard Martin shows that in this passage
it does not just mean ‘unable to be dealt with’, but ‘unable to be dealt with in the way that the
wounded are dealt with’, ‘having no cure’."”” Achilles’ anger cannot be healed, and this, as
Achilles made clear in Book 9, is because he cannot stop fueling it (or as Patroclus puts it,

178

‘guarding’ it—Ov oV puAdooelg) ' by remembering and dwelling on Agamemnon’s

71 ikewise, the base word ufxog does not just mean ‘solution’ but ‘healing solution’, ‘cure’;
see Martin 1983: 18-19, 26-39.

'”® Another passage in which the reference of the verb puhdoom seems to be similar to that of
pupviioxropon with a genitive object is /1. 16.686-8, where the poet declares that if Patroclus had
‘guarded’ the €mog of Achilles (telling Patroclus not to try to sack Troy by himself), Patroclus
could have escaped death. But as it happened, he was overpowered by the voog (‘intention’) of
Zeus:

) el 0¢ €mog [ImAniddao pvAaEev
Nt Ov VmExrduye nijoa woxnv péhavog Bavdrtolo.
AM\ aigl te Alog npeioowv vOog Né meg avopmv  (I1. 16.686-8)

This use of puhdoow with €mog is closely parallel to a number of uses of pupvioxopon and
havBdavopon with words for injunctions and commands. In addition to examples [33]-[35] in
appendix A, compare 1. 5.319-20: 000" viog Kamavijog €éM0eto cuvBeoldmy / Tdmv g
gmétehhe Ponv dyabog Atopndmg. (Also, for pupvijoropon taking €mog as its object, recall the
following lines from Andromache’s agonized final address to the slain Hector: 008¢ i ot elmeg
TURVOV E10G, 00 T eV aiel / pepviuny vOxrTdg te »ol fuato daxou yéovoa, Il. 24.744-5.)
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mistreatment of him. Patroclus expresses the hope that no such intractable and disruptive anger
should ever seize him.

Patroclus goes on to suggest that Achilles may instead be avoiding battle because of some
prophecy he has heard from his mother, rather than out of anger.'”” But in his reply, Achilles
roundly denies this—the reason for his refusal is the pain and anger that overcome him whenever
he wpviioretal how Agamemnon treated him. Though Achilles does not use a form of
pupviioxropown in this passage, the strong similarities it shows with the Book 9 passage considered
above make clear that this is the experience at issue:

obte Ogompoming éumd.lopal v Tiva olda,

oVté Tl poL o Znvog Emédoade TOTVIAL UNTNQ*

QMO TOS® aivOv dyog roadiny xai Buuov indvet,
ommoTe O1 TOV Opotov dvie €0EAnowy duéooo

nal yéoag an aperéoboan, 6 te npdtel mooPePriun-
aivov dyog to pot éotiy, €mel mabov dhyea Oupud.
®oLENV 1|v doa pot yéoag £Eehov vieg Ayatdv,

dovpl 8’ éud ntedtiooo TOMV eVTElYEQ TEQOOG,

TV A €% XeWRMV ENETO ®OEIMV Ayouéuvov

ATOEONC ¢ el Ty’ dripntov petovdoty. (1. 16.50-9)

I have underlined the most prominent similarities between this passage and the passage from
Book 9. First, the lines dAAG TOO’ aivov dixog xeadinv xot Bupov indvel / OtmdTe. .. show
close verbal parallels to dALG pot 0iddveTon xoadin xOAw OTTOTE RE(VOV / pvijoopat (G... in
the Book 9 speech (I/. 9.646-7). And in terms of their meaning, the two sets of lines are even
closer, since we can understand the phrase dyog ®xQadinv »nal Oupov ixdvel in the passage
above to simply be a redescription from a different perspective of the same experience that

Achilles described with a form of pupvfioxouow in Book 9.'

" 11.16.36-7.

180T owe this observation to Professor Peter O’Connell.
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Second, the phrase mw¢ €l Tvv’ dtipntov petavdotny ‘as if an honorless vagabond’ in the

above passage is repeated verbatim from Achilles’ speech in Book 9.'*' And this is not just a
coincidence, for the phrase captures precisely what enrages Achilles about Agamemnon’s
treatment of him—that he, Achilles, the greatest Achaean hero, has been pushed around by
Agamemnon as if he were a nobody. But in the lines immediately following, we see that Achilles
has moved closer to letting go of his anger than he was in Book 9. He says:

AAG TO pev ooteTlYy 0L EGoopev: 008’ Goa TTwg NY

AOTEQYES nEYOADOOOL EVL PETTV: TjTOL EPNV Ve

OV TOLV UNVIOUOV ROTOTTOVOEUEY, AAL’ OTTOT’ AV O1)
vijog Epag adpixnton avth) te Trolepos te. (1. 16.60-3)

Achilles continues to obsessively think about Agamemnon’s actions, but, as the underlined text
indicates, he has begun to realize that he cannot go on doing this forever. Nevertheless, he cannot
bring himself to return to battle, because in Book 9 he pledged that he would not do so until
Hector reached his ships and set fire to them."® So instead he sends Patroclus to battle, and to his
death.

It is only when Achilles hears of Patroclus’ death, at the beginning of Book 18, that he
finally suppresses his anger enough to allow himself to return to battle. And here, as in the

passage above from Book 16, we find a vivid description of this anger, followed by a

81 Moreover, since the Book 16 occurrence of this line does not fit its syntactic context (it is in
the accusative but it is not the direct object of any discernible verb), we can tentatively suppose
that it is derived from the Book 9 occurrence (where tiv’ atipntov petavdaotny is the direct
object of €9eEev). Martin 1992: 18 makes the striking observation that both of the times Achilles
uses the word petavaotng (the only occurrences of this word in Homer), he is speaking to
someone who formerly was a petavaotng (Phoenix, among the other ambassadors, in Book 9;
Patroclus in Book 16); and moreover, that both of them were petavdaotng who were kindly
received by Peleus. As Martin puts it, ‘[Achilles] elicits sympathy by conjuring up his
addressee’s worst fears: if not for his father, they, too, might have been scorned’.

2 11.9.650-3.
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countervailing recognition of the need to let go of it. But here in Book 18, Achilles actually does
let it go, suppressing it out of ‘necessity’ (dvarynn):

G €015 €x 1€ BedV Ex T” AVOQOTWV ATTOAOLTO

®nal YOMOg, 0 T Epénne MOADPQOVA TEQ YOAETH VAL,

Og Te TOAV YAuriwV HEMTOG RaTalePOUEVOLO

avOe®V &v otnbeoowv déEetan NUTe ROTTVOC:

DG EUE VOV EXOMwOoeV AvaE avOodOV Ayouéuvay.

QMO TAL pev poTeTUY O Goopev dyviuevol meQ,

Ovuov évi oth0eoot pilov dapdoavteg avayxn: (Il. 18.107-13)
By now Achilles has attained a certain detachment from his anger, which allows him to reflect
on its irresistible and disruptive power in beautiful imagery: ‘much sweeter than dripping honey
it rises in men’s chests like smoke’. Continuing to remember Agamemnon’s actions, Achilles
still feels this anger (g €ue vOv éxOhmoev dvag avdomv Ayapuéuvmv). But then he resolves
to suppress it, and we find the phrase dAAQ TG pev mpoteTVyOan edoopev repeated from 16.60;
but here Achilles really does let Agamemnon’s mistreatment of him ‘be a thing of the past’,
whereas in Book 16 he does not. One way of understanding this shift is that Achilles finally
ceases to pupviioreoOou (in the genitive) this mistreatment. Of course, Achilles has not forgotten
what Agamemnon did; but he has ceased to let it grip his thumos and guide him in the present.
Instead, what now guides him is his fallen companion Patroclus, who needs to be avenged. And,
not coincidentally, Achilles is portrayed as obsessively pupvnoxopevog Patroclus from Book 18
until the middle of Book 24, when he finally lets go of his all-consuming grief, and his rage
against Hector, in the supplication scene with Priam.

At the end of Chapter 1, we examined one of the several striking passages in the Iliad that

describe Achilles pupvnoxéuevog Patroclus.'®® That passage can be taken as representative of

the rest, for all of them express, in their own way, the same prevailing mood of Achilles—his

'3 11.24.2-18 (see pp. 30-2).
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massive grief focused on Patroclus to the exlusion of every other concern, and his consequent
murderous rage against Trojans. The experience of pupvijoropon underlies both poles of this
complex mood; and further, it constitutes an essential part of Achilles’ mourning for Patroclus,
and his sense of what Patroclus is owed now that he is dead. Essentially, everything that Achilles
does between Book 18 and the middle of Book 24 is felt by him to be in honor and
commemoration of Patroclus—that is, Patroclus fundamentally guides Achilles thoughts,
feelings, and motivations throughout these books. Even while he is killing Trojans, and
especially when he kills Hector, Achilles makes clear that he is doing it for Patroclus.'™ And of

course, the cremation, burial, and funeral games are thick with the memory of Patroclus,'® as is

'* For example, when Achilles executes Lycaon, he ‘explains’ why Lycaon must die by telling
him: dAAG pihog Odve ol o0: T ) dhophoea oltwg; / xdthave xai [dTporhog, & mep 0to
TOALOV Apeivov (11. 21.106-7). And when Achilles expresses to Hector his brutal desire to eat
Hector’s raw flesh, he makes clear what is fueling this desire:

‘) pe ®0oV YoUvmV YOuvAleo Ui 08 Torfwv:

ot yéo mwg avtov pe uévog xol Buuog avim

O amotauvouevov xoéa Edueval, oia £0pyocg [i.e., to Patroclus]
(11. 22.345-7)

Hector’s killing of Patroclus is so ever-present to Achilles’ thumos that Achilles feels he can
merely allude to it (with the phrase oia £0gyoc) in explaining his rage.

"% We find an explicit acknowledgment of the otherwise implicit fact that the guiding point of
the funeral games is to honor and preserve the memory of Patroclus when Achilles offers to
Nestor the jar (pLdiAn) left over as a prize from the chariot race. For as he gives, it Achilles says:

i) VOV, »0l 00l TOUTO YEQOV %eELNAOV £0TW
[Motednrholo Téddov puviu’ Eupevorl ot Yo €T’ avTov
oyn év Agyeiowor  (11.23.618-20)

The last phrase of this passage (‘for you will no longer see him among the Argives’) indicates
that the ritual commemoration of Patroclus is meant to compensate for the fact that he can no
longer be seen (his body is now ash, and his Yvy) is in the home of A—'féng ‘the Unseen One’).
Once the dead have been cremated and are therefore totally gone from sight (cf. /1. 23.52-3), it is
all the more urgent for their loved ones to preserve them in some form through ritual
commemoration and pvnuoovvn (i.e., the continued act of pupvijoropar). Achilles charges the
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Achilles’ dragging of Hector’s body around Patroclus’ ofjuo (a practice which, as we saw at the
end of Chapter 1, is explicitly portrayed as motivated by Achilles’ pupvnoxrodpevog Patroclus).
In the speech he gives right after he kills Hector, as the other Achaeans are stabbing
Hector’s lifeless body, Achilles makes what is arguably the most emphatic use of pupviorecOou
found in Homer. At first he proposes that the Achaeans test the Trojans to see if they intend to

give up immediately now that Hector is dead.'®

But then he realizes that his thoughts have
strayed briefly from Patroclus, who remains unburied by the ships. So Achilles chastizes himself
and vows that he will wuvioxeaBou Patroclus forever—that even if the dead havOdvovrou the
dead in Hades, Achilles will defy this law and pupvijoxeoOaou Patroclus even there:

AMAQL T 1] poL TadTa Gpthog diehéEato Buudg;

®ELTOL TTAQ VIEOOL VERUG dxlavtog ABamTog

[Tdtoonhog Tod O’ ovx EmAnoonat, SGQ’ Av Eymye

Cwolotv petém nal pot Gptha yodvat’ opwon

el 0¢ Bavovtov mep xataiBovt’ eiv Aidao

aUTOQ €YD %ol ®elOL GiAov pepvijoop’ £TaiQov.

viv &” &y’ deidovtes mahova xodgot Ayoumdv

vinuoly € yhadupfiol veopebo, tovoe 0 dywpev. (I1.22.385-92)
This accumulation of occurrences of pupviioropor and AavOdvopou is unique in Homer, and it
is therefore a striking measure of the intensity of Achilles’ experience —his grief, and his
determination that Patroclus somehow continue to live on in his own heart. After making this
pledge to eternally pupviioreoOaun Patroclus, Achilles directs the Achaeans to sing a paean as

they carry the body of Patroclus’ killer back to the ships. This may appear to be only loosely

related to the preceding lines, or even to represent an abrupt change of subject, since on the

nelpnAlov that he gives to Nestor with this function when he designates it as a [TatodxAolo
TAPOU pvij(a).

"% 11.22.381-4.
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surface a paean does not appear to have anything to do with Patroclus.'®” However, I believe we
can instead see it as a continuation of what Achilles has just said—that is, as one of the many
acts in the latter books of the Iliad through which Achilles expresses his honoring and
ppvnoxropevog of Patroclus. As Achilles drags the dead Hector by his heels back to the ships,

' they honor Patroclus. And if we

and the Achaeans sing a paean of thanksgiving for his slaying,
turn to the Homeric hymns, we find evidence confirming that there is a connection between lines

390 and 391. For 390 (avtdo €ym xai ®elbL pihov pepvioop’ €taigov) is strongly reminiscent

of the formula that ends many of the Homeric hymns:'® atdo £€yo »ai ogio xoi GANg
uvinoow’ Aowdfg (e.g., h. Dem. 495, h. Ap. 546), ‘And I will upvijoreoBou both you [=the god
addressed in the hymn] and other singing’. These hymns to the gods functioned as prohoimia to
recitations of epic poetry,'” and this final line in particular is the formulaic hinge that joined the
two phases of performance together. "' Likewise, I suggest that line 390 in Achilles’ speech,

encoding similar formulaic meaning and function, is felt to join together the emphatic pledge to

"1 follow Richardson in not taking this paean to be addressed to Apollo, on the grounds that a
paean can be any ‘song of thanksgiving for relief from trouble’, and in light of the fact that
Apollo is consistently hostile to the Greeks and Achilles in the Iliad (see Richardson 1993 ad
22.391-4,p. 146).

' That this is the reason for the paean, and not, for instance, anything that Apollo has done for
the Greeks, is made explicit by Achilles in the lines immediately following his command to sing

the paean, in which he states its occasion:

Nodueda péya xddog: émépvouev "Extopa dlov,
@ Toheg natd dotv Oed O evyeTdOWVTO. (Il.22.393-4)

"% T am grateful to Stephen Sansom for pointing this out to me.

' See Nagy 1990: 353-60 for a thorough discussion of the role of prohoimia in epic
performance.

I West 2003: 3-4, Faulkner 2008 ad 292-3 (p. 298).
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pupvioxeoan Patroclus with the next phase in Achilles” honoring of Patroclus: the performance
of a paean celebrating the demise of Patroclus’ killer.

In discussing Achilles’ ufjvig earlier, we noted that it was fueled by his dwelling on
Agamemnon’s mistreatment of him, and also that it was extremely disruptive. Achilles’ mood in
the later books of the Iliad, before the supplication scene with Priam, has a similar character: it is
fueled by his dwelling on (pupvnoxrodpevog) Patroclus, and it severely disrupts Achilles’ life.
Both moods are primarily caused by dwelling on one thing to the exclusion of all else, including
many things which (it is felt by those around him) Achilles should be concerned about. When he
is in the grip of his pufvig, Achilles is unconcerned with the plight of his fellow Achaeans. When
he is grieving for and pupvnoxropevog Patroclus, he is unconcerned with food, drink, and
sleep—in fact, as the poem emphasizes at several points, he fails to pupvioreoOau these
necessities of mortal life.'”> When he does finally eat, food remains loathsome to him;'** and
when he finally falls asleep, he is immediately visited by the vy of Patroclus and wakes up in
anguish.'*

At every point Achilles’ behavior is determined by the pvnuootvn of Patroclus that he
cannot escape. His inability to eat furnishes a striking example of this—it is not just a physical

symptom of severe grief, but also a consequence of the fact that Patroclus used to prepare

192 Cf. the disagreement in Book 19 between Achilles and Odysseus over whether the Achaeans
should eat before returning to battle (Achilles: 1) T &v £ywye / vOv pgv dvdyouu rrohepiCery
viog Ayoudv / vijotag dxpfvoug (I1. 19.205-7); Odysseus: GAAL x01). .. pepvijedar mdoL0g
rol EdNTVOC 0P’ €Tl PaAhov / dvdaol duouevéeool poyoueda vihepes aiel (11. 19.228-
31). Also, cf. Thetis’ words to Achilles when she comes to him as Zeus’s messenger in Book 24:
TEUVOV €U0V TEO PEYOLS OOVQOUEVOS Rl AxeVwV / 0NV £€deal xQadinv pepuvnuévog olté T
oltov / oVT’ eUvi|g; (I1. 24.127-9).

"> 'When Achilles first consents to eat, he says: AL’ fjroL vV pév otuyeof) telddpedo dauti:
(11.23.48)

4 11.23.62-107.
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Achilles’ meals, so that now Achilles cannot bear the thought of eating a meal. He makes this
explicit when he addresses Patroclus’ corpse:

UVNOEAREVOS O’ AOLVAS AVEVEIRATO GDVNOEV TE:

1 04 v pol ote ®ol oL dvodupope Giltad’ etaipwv
a0TOg évi #ALoin Aapov moed detmvov E0mrog

alpa ®ol 0Teoléwg, OmOTE omEEYOlaT’ Ay ool
Towoiv €’ immodd ool pégerv molddaxrQuy Agna.
VOV 0¢ oU pev xetoon 0edalyuévog, aUTaQ EUOV %O
dxunvov oolog xai €dNTHog Evoov Edvimv

on wobn: (I1.19.314-21)

The adjective dxpunvog is especially apt in this context, if, as is likely, it does not just mean
‘fasting’ or the like, but more specifically ‘not (properly) caring for, neglecting’.'”

Achilles’ refusal of the basic necessities of mortal life, together with his relentless
attempts to disfigure Hector’s corpse, show how seriously deranged his state of mind is; and this
makes his return to sanity in the company of Priam, and his attainment even of deep wisdom, all
the more remarkable. But Achilles’ inability to eat and sleep serve another important function as
well in preparing him for the supplication scene with Priam. For Priam himself is going through
exactly the same harrowing experiences in the wake of Hector’s death.'*® More than anything

else, it is Achilles’ and Priam’s mutual recognition of the fact that they have both endured the

same extreme grief and suffering which makes possible the extraordinary transformations that

' Beekes s.v. supports the proposal of Blanc 1999 to derive &xunvog from the root *kemh,- (in
the sense ‘to care (for)’; cf. xopéw ‘look after, care for’) with privative d.-, giving a meaning of
‘not properly cared for, neglected’.

"% Defiling face and/or rolling on the ground: 1. 18.23-7,23.225,24.9-11 (Achilles), 24.162-5,
24.639-4 (Priam); inability to sleep: 23.58-110, 24.2-18 (Achilles), 24.637-40 (Priam); inability
to eat: 19.314-21 et passim (Achilles), 24.640-1 (Priam); figuratively dying from grief: 18.26-7
(Achilles—cf. 16.775-6, Od. 24.39-40), 22.425 (Priam).
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take place within them in the supplication scene.'”’ They alone among the characters of the Iliad
are portrayed as living through this extreme level of grief."”® And indeed, Achilles and Priam
state outright at several points that they are experiencing the worst grief they will ever know.'”
Until they meet, each of them has been unable to satisfy his desire for mourning; and this is
partly because they have been in the company of friends and family whom they feel do not share

f 200

in or understand this ultimate grief.”™" But then they meet and weep together, and at last they

satisfy this desire (though, of course, the satisfaction will not last forever). Following this, they

"7 On the grief that connects Priam and Achilles, note the simile that compares Achilles weeping
as he cremates Patroclus to a father weeping as he cremates his son:

¢ 8¢ maTe ov madog ddVEeTAL OOTEN RAHWV

vuppiov, 6¢ te Bavarv dethovg axdynoe Toxnag,

WS AYheVE £TAEOLO0 0OVEETO OOTEN OV,

€TV TAQA TVEXAINY AdLva otevayiCwv. (I1.23.222-5)

"% One of the many parallels between Achilles’ and Priam’s suffering is to be found in the
passage discussed above, where Achilles pledges that he will pupvijoreoOan Patroclus even in
Hades. For less than thirty lines later in Book 22, Priam delivers a speech in which he declares
that his grief for Hector will bear him down to the house of Hades (oU p’ dyog 6EV xatotoeTon
Aldocg glow (11. 22.425)).

"% Achilles: I1. 19.321-7, 23.45-6; Priam: 1. 22.423-6, 24.493-501.

2% Neither of them says this explicitly, but the feeling seems to be present in both of them. In
Achilles it is manifested in his refusual to be consoled by the Achaean leaders (/I. 19.310-3),
who are themselves mourning Patroclus and their own loved ones (I. 19.338-9); and by the fact
that, at multiple points, he alone of all the Achaeans (including the Myrmidons) refuses to eat
and/or sleep. Achilles’ suffering and rage at the death of Patroclus is of a different order from
everyone else’s, and he knows this. Priam displays the feeling when he says: [Inievg, 6g v
grnte nol €rgede mipa yevéobor / Towol: pdhiota 8’ épol megl mévtwy dlye’ €0mne. (11.
22.421-2). And it flares into spiteful rage in Book 24, when he lashes out at the other Trojans
who are mourning and then at his own sons. To the Trojans: 1 6v6ca00’ &ti potr Koovidng
Zevg dhye” €dmne motd OAéoan TOV dolotov; (11. 24.241-2). To his own sons: @ poL £y
TAVETOTHOG, £l TéXOV viag dioTtovg / Teoln &v edeln, TV 8" 00 Tvd dnu heleidBan
(11.24.255-6).
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share a return to normalcy from the deranged state of grief in which they could find no pleasure
in food or sleep: they enjoy a meal together, and then they enjoy sleep.””’

Underlying this series of transformations within Priam and Achilles is their shared
experience pupvnoxopevol their loved ones and then, eventually, food. It begins with the first
word that is spoken between them, in Priam’s opening speech:**

uvijoou 1ateog oolo Oeoig emeinel” AytAleD,
TNAxoV MG meQ €ymv, OLO® &Ml YNEog oVOG: (11. 24.486-7)

And, after expanding on the similarities between himself and Peleus, while emphasizing that he
himself is even more wretched than Achilles’ father, Priam ends by repeating the injunction with
which he began:

Al aideto Beovg Ayihed, alitov T EMENcoV

UV eauevog 00D aTEog: £YM O’ ELeeLvoTeQOG TEQ,

ETAnv 0’ o’ ol o TIg €y BOVIog PRoToOg dALOG,

AavdQOg mododdvolo ot otoua xelp” 0péyeabal. (I1.24.503-6)

Here Priam explicitly ties the experience of pupvioxopoun to pity, and drives home his central

point that he is even more pitiable, and has endured even greater suffering, than Peleus. The

**'An inability to TépmeoOau (‘enjoy’) anything, and particularly to Tépmeo0an YO0L0 (‘enjoy
mourning’) defines Achilles’ grief for Patroclus. The verb is pregnant with meaning throughout
this phase of the poem, as Achilles either refuses (/1. 19.310-4) or attempts in vain (/I. 23.9-10,
23.97-8) to tépomeaBau (note especially Achilles’ agony in the last passage, where he tries to
embrace Patroclus’ shade and tégmeo0au yooro with him). At last, Achilles fulfills his desire to
téomecOau yooro in the company of Priam (//. 24.513-4, discussed below). And then finally, the
two of them ‘take delight” in marvelling at each other (tdommoav éc dAAAovg 0QOwVTEG, I1.
24.633), and then Priam urges that they ‘enjoy sweet sleep’ (\rtvp Vo yhureo® toomopedo
rnowun0éveg, I1. 24.636). First person plural subjunctives of tégmeoOou are found only in
connection with the grief of Achilles and Priam in the I/iad (Achilles: tetapmmueoOa, 1. 23.9-
10, 23.97-8; Priam: toomoueda, 11. 24.636). These exhortations contrast sharply in tone with
most of the Iliad’s (very many) exortations in -®pue(0)0a, which usually pertain to combat or
battle strategy.

%2 The urgency in Priam’s speech is palpable, delivering its main point right away with an abrupt
imperative, and lacking any introduction. As Macleod 1982 ad 24.486 (p. 127) notes,
‘supplications in Homer are normally introduced in a more elaborate way....The abruptness
betokens intense feeling’.
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point reaches Achilles at his core, and his immediate response is to weep. He gently moves
Priam to the ground, and the two of them weep together, pupvnoxopevol the loved ones whom
they will never see again:

"Qc dpaTo, TO & doa TuTEOS VP’ (HEQOV MQOE YOOL0:

apdipevog 8 Boa (RO ATMOEATO TXA YEQOVTA.

T 8¢ pvnoauévm O pev "Extopog dvdpodhpdvolo

7whai’ adva moomdioode moddV Ayihfog EéAvobeic,

avTaE Aythhedeg xhaiev £0v motéo’, GAlote & avte

[Tatooxrhov: Tv 8¢ otovaymn xata dduat’ opwet. (Il.24.507-12)

It is impossible, of course, to fully explain what happens to both of them in these
astonishing moments, especially to Achilles. But it is clear that the experience referred to by the
verb upvijornopon plays a central role. The shock of king Priam appearing in Achilles’ hut and
causing him both to puviiorecOou his father Peleus, and also to recognize the fundamental
similarity between Priam and Peleus, somehow releases Achilles from his obsessive grief for
Patroclus. Where nothing else could, it breaks the suffocating grip which Patroclus had on
Achilles’ thoughts and feelings; and it allows Achilles finally to recognize that Patroclus is not
the only one whom he should weep for, and also that he, Achilles, is not the only who has
endured such grief. In an instant, Achilles’ horizon of empathy expands from Patroclus and
himself alone to embrace all of humanity —and most remarkably Priam, the father of Achilles’
bitterest enemy.

After weeping together with Priam, Achilles’ desire for mourning is finally satisfied, and
he is prepared to speak. As we noted earlier, Achilles’ agonized inability to ‘enjoy (téomecOou)

mourning’, and his resulting constant desire for mourning, had been emphasized throughout the
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preceding books; and here, where Achilles is finally released from this desire, the poet describes
the experience in two full lines:*”

avTAQ EmEl Qo YOOLO TETAQMETO dlog Ayihlelc,

%0 ol Ao mpartdwv N0’ fuepoc NS’ &md yvimy,

alTin’ amo 0pdvov METO, YéQovTa 8¢ YELROg AvioTn
0IrTIQMV TOMOV TE 1AQN TOMOV TE YEVELOV,

ral v povioog Emea mrepdevta mpoonvda-  (I1.24.513-7)

In the speech that Achilles goes on to deliver, he reaches the deepest insights into mortal life
found in the Iliad. He structures his speech around a compassionate and sensitive comparison of
the fortunes of Peleus and Priam, through which he shows Priam that the pd0og (485) that Priam
just delivered, whose central injunction was ‘a0TOV T’ €éAénoov / pvnoduevog cod motog’,
has taken effect. But Achilles does much more in this speech than just show Priam that he has
been heard. He also acknowledges the huge suffering which his own actions have caused Priam

and the other Trojans, as well as the ultimate pointlessness of these actions.””*And most

*% On the semantics of the phrase a0t £mel which opens these lines, see Katz 2007: 75-77.
Based on a comprehensive survey of Homer, Katz claims that avtdg regularly introduces
phrases with the following three kinds of verbs: (1) verbs of motion, (2) verbs of giving, and (3)
verbs of intense emotion and mental activity. (And interestingly, dtdQ shows none of this
patterning.) The passage quoted above clearly falls into the third category. Moreover, Katz
shows that very many occurrences of avtdQ, and particularly formulas beginning avtdo €mnel,
pertain to the cultural sphere of feasting and sacrifice. Katz identifies five basic verb forms that
characterize these formulas, the last two of which are Tdmmuev and Tdpmnooav ‘we/they
enjoyed [food and drink]’. Our passage above represents a variation on this formula-type in
which the object of tépmecOau is mourning rather than food and drink.

***T do not think that pointlessness is too strong a word for what Achilles feels about his career
as a warrior in this moment of powerful insight. For he says:

0Vd¢ vu TOV[=Peleus] ye
YMQAOROVTA ROMT, Eel pdtha TNAOOL TTGTENG
nuo évi Tooln, o€ te #Ndwv NOE o ténva. (Il. 24.540-2)

The verb Muaw ‘sit (idly)’ is regularly used elsewhere in the Iliad to refer to Achilles’ ‘idle’
abstention from battle (/1. 1.329, 416, 421)—most pointedly by Achilles himself when he
laments his failure to ward off death from Patroclus (//. 18.104). Macleod’s astute comment on
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importantly of all, Achilles brings Priam closer to understanding the hard truths which he himself
has only just now fully grasped: that living as a mortal means living with suffering dispensed
randomly by the gods; that the right response to this is nevertheless not to despair or continually
lament, but to bear it; and that, because of this harsh reality, mortals owe one another
compassion.””

After Achilles prepares Hector’s corpse out of Priam’s sight, he returns into the hut and
convinces Priam to eat in spite of his grief by telling him the paradigmatic story of Niobe, who
finally pvfjoaro food after days of weeping for her slain children.”® It is a mark of Achilles’
tactful compassion that he shares this meal with Priam even though he has just eaten (cf. lines
475-6).>7 Achilles’ telling of the Niobe story is framed by three occurrences of puvfoxopat in
close succession. He begins with the lines ‘viv 8¢ pvnehueda dé6omov. / nai yéo T’ fiynopog

N16p1 éuvijoato oitov’ (1. 24.602-3), and eleven lines later he repeats the second phrase in a

these lines is worth quoting: ‘It is a bitter paradox that Achilles is now far from idle at Troy,
when he is killing Priam’s sons, doing to him the opposite of what he should be doing for Peleus.
It is also a fine touch that Achilles sees both Priam’s and Peleus’ suffering as embodied in one
and the same person: himself. This reinforces the argument that the two old men’s misfortunes
are equal; and it brings out how detached Achilles is from his role as the warrior’ (Macleod 1982
ad 24.542,p. 134).

%5 Achilles does not explicitly state this last point, but he demonstrates it with his actions
throughout the entire scene.

09 11.24.601-20.

*7 Sharing a meal with someone was no trivial act in Homeric culture. It was powerful enough to
create a bond even between enemies, as is shown by Lycaon’s invocation of this bond in his
(unsuccessful) supplication of Achilles:

youvoduon o Ayhed: ov 6¢ W aideo xai u EAénoov:
avti Tol iy ivétao dloteedeg aidoloLo:

TO.Q YOO OOL TOMTM TOOAUNY AN TEQOS ARTTV
fluott Td Ote p eiheg EvnTipuévn v dhof (1. 21.74-7)




97

line which delivers the core of the paradigm: ‘1) 8° doa oitov pvijear’, émel ndpe ddnQu
yéovoa’ (I1.24.613).

The first thing to note about this speech is the profound change that it signals in Achilles.
For up until now, Achilles has been the character who conspicuously fails to pupvioxreo8aou food
because of his all-consuming rage and grief; and yet here he is able to convince his mortal enemy
to let go of grief for the time being and share a meal with him. The fact that Achilles himself has
just lived through the grief-stricken inability to eat which Priam is currently experiencing allows
him to speak with empathy and authority.

Another striking feature of this speech concerns Achilles’ use of formulaic language. For
the line-final exhortation pvnomueBo 00Qmov is a transformation of the battle formula
pvnompeda xaoung which occurs two times (I1. 15.477, 19.148, the latter spoken by Achilles
himself),”” and which plays a role in the extensive family of ppuviijoxopon formulas that take
xGoun as their object.™® All occurrences of this family of formulas in the /liad are found,
naturally enough, in the context of battle (or preparing for battle); and furthermore, they are only
ever predicated of (in narration), or addressed to (in direct speech), fellow warriors. A scenario
that is typical of the ebb and flow of Homeric battle is one in which the Greeks (for instance)
uvhoavto yGouns and temporarily take the upper hand against the Trojans.”'’ So Achilles’
transformation of this formula, and particularly in its exhortative mode, is remarkable in two
major respects: he uses it in a context that is the antithesis of battle (sharing a meal), and he

addresses it to one of his gravest enemies.

08 | TLA.
* This family of formulas is collected under the heading p.II.

*'% Greeks take the upper hand: p.I1.2, w.I1.3; Trojans take the upper hand: w.II.4.
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This is not the first time in the /liad that Achilles has spoken to an enemy in language that
is reserved for friends by every other character in the poem. When he confronts Hector, Achilles

says to him with bitter sarcasm: avtoing QTS puviiexeo: vov og pdlo yon / aixunmyv t’

guevar xoi Bogoaréov molewotiyv (I1. 22.267-8). Here Achilles is using well-attested tropes
for exhorting fellow soldiers to mock and unnerve his most hated enemy.*"' Another example of
this sort of pragmatically anomolous use of language by Achilles is found in his address to the
Lycaon, the son of Priam who unsuccessfully supplicates Achilles in Book 21. In a famous and
deeply chilling line, Achilles addresses Lycaon as ‘pihog’: GAAL pidog OGve xol o0 Tl
olopvoeat ovTwG; (11.21.106).

But unlike these other examples, Achilles’ utterance of ‘puvnomueda dd6pmov’ to Priam
expresses compassion—here we have a formulaic exhortation that normally unites fellow
warriors in the murderous frenzy of battle instead being used to unite enemies in the sharing of a
meal. And of course, Achilles’ performance of the Niobe story for Priam is itself pragmatically
unusual as well —for when a hero addresses a paradigmatic story to an enemy in the /liad, it is
regularly with the goal of intimidating and rhetorically embarassing them, not of sympathetically
advising them. In fact, almost everything about the supplication scene between Achilles and
Priam is pragmatically unusual, and particularly the use of direct speech formulas, just in virtue
of the fact that it depicts a compassionate exchange between enemies. This is, of course,
precisely what is so moving about the scene, placed, as it is, in the midst of so much bitter

warfare and death. We can be sure that for Homer’s original audience, a great deal of the scene’s

*!'' Martin 1989: 84 describes the unusual rhetorical impact of this as follows: ‘By throwing this
familiar encouragement at Hektor, Achilles violates a linguistic constraint, with precisely the
same tonal effect as when he uses “winged words” to an enemy. The ultimate rhetorical insult to
a warrior is to be infantilized or feminized’. For the other examples of battle exhortation
formulas employing pupvinoxopon and AavBdavouou, see w.I, wIl.A.1-2, pII.C, u.VII, and
MI.C.1 (all are addressed to fellow warriors).
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poetic power would have been felt to derive from the unprecedented, poignant mixture of tonal
registers effected as the two great enemies Achilles and Priam address one another in words
normally reserved for friends.

We have now surveyed the three major phases of Achilles’ development in the Iliad—
from pfvig directed toward Agamemnon, to enraged grief at Patroclus’ death, and finally to pity
for his enemy and acceptance of mortal suffering—and we have found that ppvioropou plays a
central role in each of these phases. What seizes Achilles thumos and guides him to the exclusion
of all else is, first, Agamemnon’s mistreatment of him, and next, his dead companion Patroclus.
In the depth of his grief for Patroclus, he fully accepts for the first time that he will die at Troy;
but this only fuels his berserker rage, as he hastens toward his own death cutting down as many
Trojans as he can along the way. It is only when Priam finally releases Achilles from this all-
consuming grief and rage for Patroclus that Achilles’ own suffering blooms into compassion and
wisdom. In the image of two aging fathers grieving terribly for their magnificent sons, Priam
makes Achilles see the significance of human suffering for the first time—it is the truest grounds

for compassion in mortal life, and it is to be endured, no matter how harrowing it is.



100

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

Let us end by considering again the difficulties involved in establishing pupvioropan’s
literal meaning, and what these difficulties entail for the interpretation of Homer. When it takes a
genitive object X, I have glossed pupvioxopou as ‘have [or ‘get’, if aorist] X in one’s mind/spirit
and be both mentally and corporally guided/bestirred by’. If we use the Homeric concept of
thumos we can state this a little more concisely: ‘have X in one’s thumos and be guided/bestirred
by it’. These paraphrases are, unfortunately, very clumsy. And for particular subclasses of its
uses, it seems possible to gloss the meaning of pupvijoropar in simpler terms. For example,
when its object is something like xGopun, it refers to reexperiencing ydoun. Or when its subject
is Achilles, and its object is a clause describing Agamemnon’s outrageous confiscation of Briseis
(11. 9.646) or a clause describing the adventures that Achilles’ shared with Patroclus (1. 24.9),
pupviioxopoun refers to an experience that we might describe as brooding on those events.

The problem with such simpler glosses is that none of them can cover all the occurrences
of pupvnoxopoun in the Iliad. We simply do not have a word or phrase in English with a similar
scope of meaning to this Greek verb. The longer gloss proposed above is the only one which I
could find that covers all and only the uses of this verb that are actually attested (with a genitive
object). It is intended to capture the abstract core of meaning in the verb that constrains what
particular events (in this case, psychosomatic experiences) it can refer to. The gloss could

probably be made more accurate—but probably only by making it longer.
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We may be resistant to accepting this, since we feel so familiar with Homer in many
ways—surely (we might think) we can translate or calque all of Homer’s basic terms into
English without losing much of their meaning. But when we keep in mind both how little we
know about Homeric culture, and how foreign to us much of what we do know is, we should let
go of this asssumption. It may be helpful here to consider an extreme example of an
untranslatable term, from a family of cultures still alive today that has been extensively studied
by linguists and anthropologists. The cultures are those of the indigenous people of central
Australia, and the term is jukurrpa, which names a central principle of these cultures. In English
it is usually referred to with the inadequate tag ‘The Dreaming’ or ‘dream time’ (because its
signals are often received in dreams). There have been many sophisticated attempts over the last

212

60 years to communicate the meaning of this term more fully in English.”* The linguistically and

anthropologically informed Warlpiri-English Encyclopaedic Dictionary (2006) describes it as
follows:

The term jukurrpa may be applied to individual ancestral beings, or to any

manifestation of their power and nature, i.e. knowledge of their travels and

activities, rituals, designs, songs, places, ceremonies. This provides the model for

human and non-human activity, social behavior, natural development. Jukurrpa

is not conceived as being located in an historical past but as an eternal process

which involves the maintenance of these life-forces, symbolized as men and as

other natural species.
A more recent attempt, by the linguists/semanticists Cliff Goddard and Anna Wierzbicka, rejects

even this extensive definition, on the grounds that it cannot be ‘rendered, clearly and precisely, in

the Indigenous languages themselves’ and therefore risks ‘imposing Western categories of

> An overview can be found in Goddard and Wierzbicka 2015. The following quote from the
Warlpiri-English Encyclopaedic Dictionary is taken from Goddard and Wierzbicka’s paper.
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understanding’ .*"> Goddard and Wierzbicka offer instead a 400 word description of the term
composed entirely of ‘semantic primes’ (basic concepts which they claim are common to all
human cultures and can therefore be expressed in any language); the final description of jukurrpa
which they present in their paper went through 39 previous versions, each of which was
criticized and refined in consultation with native Warlpiri speakers.”"*

Now this is a very extreme case (from our cultural point of view), and I do not suggest
that pupviioxopaon is anything like it. But the case of jukurrpa is generally instructive for the
study of Homer—because in it we are confronted with a term of fundamental cultural importance
that is essentially impossible to describe in English, in spite of the fact that the cultures who use
it have been the object of intense, sophisticated linguistic and anthropological scrutiny for over
half a century. It does not need to be said that we know considerably less about Homeric culture,
and about the language of the Homeric poems. And, although Homeric culture is probably less
foreign to us than Warlpiri culture, we constantly run the risk of underestimating how foreign it
really is to us because our evidence is so slim—we tend to unconsiously fill in the many gaps in
our understanding with conceptions of our own (and usually half-baked ones).

But there are, thankfully, many phrases in Homer which militate against this habit. One
of them is ‘xoxd fuocodopuewv’, a line-final formula which occurs six times with minor
variation (sometimes with ¢peot), all in the Odyssey. It accounts for six of the seven occurrences
of fuocodopetw in Homer, and, hyper-literally, it means ‘building-in-the-depth-of-the-sea

evils’. But it is never used of anyone building anything in the sea—instead, it always describes a

213 Goddard and Wierzbicka 2015: 44.

*!* The final version can be found on pp. 55-56 of Goddard and Wierzbicka 2015. They present
several earlier versions in the article as well.
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person who is plotting evils deep in his poéveg.”” We cannot fully recover the cultural
imagination that produced this wonderful idiom, but we can be sure that it is ever-present in the
Homeric poems—and that certain corners of it, particularly those which concern human
psychology, are very strange to us. In closing, I would put forth the formulas with which this
thesis began, pvijoavto yaouns and pvijoaobe 8¢ BoLdog A, as two more examples of

that precious Homeric phrase which can startle us out of our sense of easy familiarity.

> And in general, the verb fuvocodopetm only takes objects that denote a wicked scheme or
intention. Before showing up again in late Greek prose, it occurs only three other times in Greek
literature outside the six occurrences of xaxd fuocodopetmv: once elsewhere in the Odyssey
we find (wicked) pdOot as the object of fuoccodopevm (LHBWV, 0V PVNOTHEES VL Ppoeot
Bvocodopevov, Od. 4.676) and twice in the Hesiodic corpus we find the line-final phrase
06Aov poeol fuocodouetwv (Scutum 30, F 195 line 30). All nine of its archaic Greek
occurrences are obviously formulaic. But the flexibility displayed by these occurrences (which
fall into three basic uses) indicates that none of them was a frozen idiom. This is an important
point, because it means that they reflect a living part of the Homeric world view in a way that
frozen idioms often do not. For example, the frozen English idiom ‘between the devil and the
deep blue sea’ is intelligible to some contemporary English speakers (as basically equivalent to
‘between a rock and a hard place’), but it does not provide any reliable information about how
English speakers view the world.
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APPENDIX A: THE OCCURRENCES OF pupvijoropoun in fliad (67x)

Medio-passive Voice

I. Genitive argument
A. Combat state of being or quality
1. Good state/quality
*KHARME

to¢oa & ¢m Towwv otiyec AvbBov dommotdwv-
ot O’ avtig xatd tevye’ Eduv, pvijeavto 8¢ ydouns. (4.221-2)

ol 8’ g oDV eidovD’ & T &’ &% Aldg HAvbev dovig,
pairov émi Tomeool 66gov, uvijeavto d¢ yaounc.
(8.251-2=14.440-1=15.379-80)

AMO pynoopedo ydoung (15.477=19.148)

ot 0’ dmmBbev falhovteg EéMavOavov: 0VOE TL Y AouUNg
Toheg ppvio®ovTo: cvverloveov Yo oiotol. (13.721-2)

el 0¢ mov Atlavtog ye Ponv dryaboto muboiuny,

Gupm %’ avtig iovteg émpvnoaineda ydoung

®nall TROG daipovd meQ, el g éouoaipedo verpov
TINhetdn Ayhii- naxdv 8¢ ne pégratov ein. (17.102-5)

*ALKE

avépeg €ote Gpihot, pvieacBe 0¢ BovELOOg Ahxig
(6.112=8.174=11.287=15.487=15.734=16.270=17.185)

Alog & dlhote pev pvnedoxetro HovpLdog aixig (11.566)

Ailavte odo pév te oamoete Aoov Ayaudv
alxc pvnoauévm, p) 8¢ rouepoto poPoro. (13.47-8)

(1]

(2]

(3]

(4]

[5]

[6]

[7]
(8]
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*PHULAKE

vOv pgv §6pmov €hecBe notd TTOAMY OG TO TAQOG TEQ, [9]
ral Guioxiic uvijoacle ral ¢ypnyoebe €éxaotog (7.370-1=18.298-99)

*ARETE

TAVTOING AQETNS MINUVIIGXED: VIV 0 AL YO [10]
alyuntiyv T €uevon xal BaQoaréov moleuotnyv. (22.267-8)

*POLEMOS

AL of ¥’ 00 TOAEUOLO VO YEOS EUVMOVTO® [11]
oV YOQ €NV O¢ Tic odLv € otiyog Nynoowto: (2.686-7)

ii. Bad state/quality
*PHOBOS

g Todeg xat Ayowoi €’ ahhiholor Bopdvteg [12]
Onouv, ovd’ €tegol pvmovt’ dhooto poPoro. (11.70-1=16.770-1)

g Aavaol Toweoowv éméypaov- ot 0¢ GofoLo [13]
dvoxerddov uvijeavto, AdBovro 6¢ BovoLdog dlxic. (16.356-7)

*ALEORE
gmel oV € norLCOUEVOV Ve naTENTA, [14]
alAa 100 Tomwv ot Towiddwv Pabuvrdimwv
€0taoT’ 00TE POPou pepvnuévoy ovt’ ahewons. (24.214-16)
B. Person
1. Family or close friend (intimate)
® dihol avégeg Eote nal ald® 0£00” Vi Ouud [15]

dMwv dvBommV, € 0¢ pvijoasde Exaotog
naidwv N0’ AAOY ™V ®al ®tolog Nd¢ Toxnwv (15.661-3)

oVd¢ T Ovud (object understood) [16]
TEQIETO, TTQLV TTOAELLOV OTOUO OUUEVAL ALLUATOEVTOC.
uvneauevog 0’ advig dveveirato povnoév te- (19.312-14)

"Qg £bato xhaimv, £m 0¢ oteviyovto YéQovtes,  (object understood) [17]
uvneauevor Td €100otog évi peydooloty Elewtov:  (19.338-9)



oD O’ oUn Emoopar, O’ Ov Eywye

Cwolotv petém nal pot eptha yodvat’ opwon

ei 8¢ avovtwy mep natarnBove’ eiv Aidao

aUTOQ €YD %ol velOL piAov pepvijoop’ gtatgov (22.387-90)

rhate pihov €tdoov pepvnuévog, ovd¢ v HITvog
NoetL mavoaudTmo, dAL’ ¢oteédet’ EvOa nal EvOa
[Moteonhov mobBEmV AvOQOTNTA T nal pévog NV (24.4-6)

Buyatégeg 8’ dva ddpat’ id¢ vvol ®dVEOVTO
TOV ppuviexouevor ot 91 mohées te xal é00AoL
Y€QOLV VT Agyeiwv réoto Yuyag oréoavtes. (24.166-8)

uvijoou 1ateog oolo Oeoig emeinel” AytAAeD,
TNA®OV (G TeQ €YV, OLO® Ml YOG 0VOGD (24.486-7)

Al aideto Beovg Ayihed, alitov T EMENooV
UVNeauevog 0ol TatEds £Ym O EheevoTeQOC ep  (24.503-4)

T 8¢ pvnoauévm O pev "Extopog dvdpodhpdvolo
7whai’ adva moomdioobe moddV Aythfog éAvobeic,
avTaE Aythhede xhaiev £0v motéo’, GAhote & avte
[Méatooxrhov: (24.509-12)

1.” Past adventures with close friend (intimate)

Nd’ 6modoa ToAVTEVOE OVV OUTY Ral TAOEV dAhyea
AvOQMV Te TTOAEPOVG ANEYELVA TE XVUOTO TTELQWV:
TOV muvoxouevog 0aleoov xata daxguov eifev (24.7-9)

1i. Elder/fellow basileus (less intimate)

il pev ael péuvnoat ¢vnéog, ovdé ot Mbm,
Tuic NG té€ W Eoure tetuiobon pet’ Ayxoois. (23.648)

i1.” Character quality of a fellow warrior (less intimate)

viv g évneing Iatgoxiijog detholo ﬁ
uveaodm: o Yo éniotato pelhyog ewval
Cwog v viv av Bdvatog xail polpa xiydvel. (17.670-2)
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[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]



112

C. Place

avtiza ya pvijoovioan Ayawol motpidoc aing  (4.172) [27]

D. Interpersonally significant past events

1. Events felt by speaker to have established an obligation on the part of the
subject

OYETAMOG, aieV AMTQOGC, UMDV HEVEWV ATTEQMWEDC [28]
0VO¢ TLTOV uEpvTon, 6 oi pAha TOAAAKLS VIOV
teRouevov oweoxrov VT EvguoBiog aéblwv. (8.361-3)

Zed mdteQ &l moTé Tig Tol év Apyel meg molvmioe [29]
1] fo0Og 1] 0i0g natd mova uneio xatwv

elyeto vootiioat, o O’ VITECYED KAl RATEVEVOAC,

1OV mvijoan xai dpvvov Oldume vyheeg uao (15.372-5)

"Extog téxvov ¢uov 1dde T aideo nai W EAénoov [30]
VTNV, €l ToTé ToL AMBtundéa palov eméoyov:

TOV puvijear ¢pile téxvov duuve &g dfiov avdoa

telyeog ¢vtog émv, un O¢ meopog totaco toltw (22.82-5)

ii. Events felt by speaker to constitue a precedent which the subject should
use to guide their behavior

0VO¢ VU TOV TEQ [31]
uénvnou 6oa O tdbopev xand Thov aupi
podvol viot Oedv  (21.441-3)

iii. Events felt by speaker to have been a violation of proper conduct

OTmOTE REVOV [32]
uvijoopat OGS W aocvdnlov év Agyeiowowy £oeev  (9.645-6)

E. Speech
1. Commands

oV 0¢€ ToV0dE Pev MrEag (Tmovg (object understood) [33]
avUTod éouranéely €€ dvtuyog Nvia telvag,
Aiveloo 8 émoiEar pepvyuévog oy,
éx O éhdioan Tohwv pet” edxvimdag Ayawots. (5.261-4; cf. 5.319)
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oVté Tl pe 0€og toyel axnoLov oUTé Tig dnvog, [34]
A’ ETL o€V pEpvnua Epetuéwv Og émételthag (5.817-8)

®d¢ TIg Vuelmv nepvuévog avool payéodw. (19.15) (object understood) [35]
ii. Intimate speech

008¢ Tl pot elmeg munVOV Em0C, OV TE %EV aiel [36]
nenviuUy vortdg te nal fuata ddnov yéovoa. (24.744-5)

F. Sustenance

AMAQL X ON). .. [37]
00001 O’ v TOAENOLO TTEQL OTVYEQOTO AMTTmVTaL

uepvijedou wooLog zol Edntvog, 6¢E’ €Tl paAlov

avdpdol dvopevéeool poympeda violepes aiet (19.228-31)

TEUVOV €U0V TEO UEYOLS OOVQOUEVOS Rl AEVWV [38]
onv €0eal ®Qadiny pepvuévog ovTé TL olToV
oVT’ guvilg; (24.127-9)

Opear aUTOS Aywv: Vv 08 pvnomueda d6QmoV. [39]
ral v T nuxopog Nuopn euvijeato oitov (24.601-2)

1 &’ dpa oltov pvijeat’, émel nape ddxrou yéovoa. (24.613) [40]
G. Conspicuous subjects of epic song (strongly metapoetic usage)

taya ¢ pvijeecBon Epelhov [41]
Agyeiol mod vnuoil Prhontitao dvaxtos. (2.724-5)

avTa Ayoovg [42]
dnov £uiic #al ofic o1doc mvinoeadan ofw. (19.63-4)

vooTou O pmvijean peyofivpov Tvdéog vie [43]
vijag €m yhaduedg, un rat tedpofnuévog EAONg (10.509-10)

II. Clausal argument
A. Clause with ‘accusative’ semantics (see p. 27 above)
00d’ &l pot 6éxna pev yadooal, déxa de otopat’ elev, [44]
dwvn 8’ doonutog, xahxreov O¢ pot NtoQ €vein,

el u Ohvumades Modoow Aog aiytdyoLo
Ouyotéoes pvnoeaiad’ dool Vo “Thiov NAOov- (2.489-92)
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B. Clause with ‘genitive’ semantics (see p. 27 above)

1. Events felt by speaker to constitue a precedent which the subject should
use to guide their behavior

1 o0 pépvy dte... (15.18=20.188=21.396) [45]
III. Accusative argument (carries implication that subject will speak out what they
remember)
Tvdéa & o pépvnuan, emel 1 €t TvTOOV €06VTaL [46]

rOMG, 6T €v ONPNoLY ATdAETo Maog Ayoudv. (6.222-3)

ueuvnum TOJE ¢ sgy eym TdhaL oV TL VEOV YE [47]
g MNV- €V O’ LULy €ém mdvteool dpilowot. (9.527-8; cf. Od. 24.122-23)

WG neERVEOTO OOUOVS ®al AANOelny dumoeimot. (23.361) [48]
IV. Infinitive argument

TawEOTEQOL 0€ O GOIvVBOV: pvEnvveo YO0 aigl [49]
AaAANAoLg AV’ Opuhov dheEéuevan povov aimiv. (17.363-4)

V. Directional argument
ot 8’ dAloL pUyade uvmovro Exaotos. (16.697) [50]

VI. Dative argument with asopvioacBou = ‘repay’ (see p. 24 n. 56 on meaning and
construction)

O %0, N O AoV xai Evaioua ddea didodvaL [51]
gmel oV mot’ €pOg mdic, el ot €nv e,
M 0T’ évi peydooiol Bedv ot ‘Olvpsov Exovol:
TM Ol AEPVIoAVTO %Ol £V OaviTtold mep alon (24.426-30)
Active Voice
I. Genitive and accusative arguments

A. Interpersonally significant past events

1. Events felt by speaker to have established an obligation on the part of the
accusative object

TOV VOV v pvijoasa mopéleo ral Aape yobvov (1.407) [52]
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ii. Events felt by speaker to constitue a precedent which the accusative object should
use to guide their behavior

TV 0° aTig uviow (v AmodANEng dmatdmv (15.31) [53]
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APPENDIX B: THE FORMULAS OF ppvnoxopou IN THE ILIAD
The significance of the three types of underlining in appendices B and C is as

follows: single solid underlining indicates what I take to be the central formulaic content;

and double solid underlining indicates what I take to be a significant divergence from the central
formulaic content. The conception of formula reflected in these appendices is broad and cannot
be rigorously defined. Following Hainsworth and Martin (among others), I take the basic
relationship which unites the elements of a particular formula to be that of mutual expectancy *'®
By itself, the concept of mutual expectancy is vague; but for my purposes in this thesis it suffices
without further specification. In terms of the scheme above, the items comprising the central
formulaic content are united by the strongest (most regularly fulfilled) mutual expectations; the
peripheral formulaic content is tied to this central content by weaker (less regularly fulfilled)
mutual expectations; and the divergences represent failures to fulfill the strongest mutual
expectations.

I employ the flexible concept of mutual expectancy not because I believe that it is

217

impossible to develop more rigorous and explicit conceptions of the formula™’—on the contrary,

much progress has been made toward a more precise and theoretically sophisticated

216 See Hainsworth 1968: 39-45, Martin 1989: 163-5.

*'7 This is more or less the position defended by Michael Nagler (Nagler 1967 and 1974: 1-26).
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understanding of formularity in Homer since the groundbreaking work of Milman Parry *'®
Nevertheless, there are two reasons why I do not operate with a more rigorous conception of
formularity in this thesis. First, increased rigor is not necessary for my purposes —the added cost
of introducing the required formalisms would outweigh the benefit (for this thesis) of the insights
that such formalisms could provide. The second reason is that I do not believe that anyone has
yet given a precise, theoretically sophisticated account of formularity in Homer that avoids the
pitfall of excluding some phenomena that should be recognized as formulaic. For example,
Bozzone 2014, an extremely illuminating and fine-grained account of formularity from the
perspective of Construction Grammar,”'” nevertheless fails to give adequate consideration to two
phenomena that are highly characteristic of Homeric formularity: the phonological ‘echoes’, tied

to particular slots in the hexameter line, that pervade Homeric poetry;** and the powerful

*!% Collected in Parry 1971. In my view, most of the great advances after Parry have been made
by those who have recognized the fundamental similarities between formularity in Homer and
the pervasive formularity of non-poetic natural language (e.g., Kiparsky 1976, Bozzone 2014).

> On Construction Grammar, see Goldberg 2006 and Bybee 2010.
>0 The term ‘echoes’ is taken from Kiparsky 1976: 90. As Kiparsky describes them, such echoes
involve ‘purely phonological repetition, without any necessary lexical or syntactic [or, we should

add, semantic] relationship’. One of the examples he gives is:

ECet Emert dmbivevOe vedv, ueta O 1ov nxe (1. 1.48)

VS.

ECet Emert’ dmbivevBe nmv €mi Biva Oaldoong (Od. 6.236)

Where it appears that ve®v and ®1®v come in the same place of the line sheerly in virtue of the
fact that both end in -wv—their syntactic function and meaning are completely different, as
indeed, is the grammatical meaning of -wv in each word. Kiparksy, a linguist deeply familiar
with a wide range of the world’s literatures, marvels at this Homeric phenomenon: ‘The
sovereign disregard of syntactic and phonological categories which these patterns exhibit is, to
my knowledge, nowhere paralleled in literary style’ (Kiparsky 1976: 91). The echo phenomenon
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resonances of traditional meaning that inhere in Homeric formulas.”*' Bozzone’s major
achievement is to have shown that Homeric formulas can be fruitfully analyzed as constructions
(learned pairings of form and function) of the same kind that pervade natural language. However,
this focus on the similarities between Homer and natural language leads her to largely ignore the
two phenomena I have just mentioned, which are not at all typical of natural language. (She
does, nevertheless, give careful consideration to meter—the most obvious feature that

distinguishes Homer from natural language.)

Formula I: |l pvioaoBe 6& BovoLdog dinig #

I.1 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies

avépeg €ote Gpilot, uvnoaobe d¢ BovoLdoc dAnfic (6.110-2)

1.2 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies

avépecg £ote gpilot, pvhoaoOe 8¢ Bovodoc alxric. (8.172-4)

1.3 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies

avépeg £ote dpithot, uvnooobe 8¢ BovpLdog dhrng. (11.284-7)

was first noted by Milman Parry (Parry 1971: 73, 328). Nagler 1974: 1-13 provides many more
striking examples of it.

*?! See Chapter 1 of Foley 1991 on this phenomenon, which Foley calls ‘referential meaning’. In
my view, this is not the best choice of terminology, given how central a very different concept of
‘reference’ is to philosophical and linguistic semantics.



1.4

L5

1.6

L7

LAl

[LA2

ILA3
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Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies

avépeg £ote dpithot, uvnooobe 8¢ BovpLdog dhnne (15.484-7)

Direct Speech: Telamonian Ajax to Achaeans

aigl 8¢ ouedvov fodwv Aavaoiol xéheve:

avépec €ote gpilot, pvnoooOe 8¢ BovpLdog dhxic. (15.732-4)

Direct Speech: Patroclus to Myrmidons

avépeg £ote dthot, uvhoaobe 8¢ BovpLdog dhric (16.268-70)

Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies

avépeg £ote dithot, uvnooobe 8¢ BovpLdog dhrnc (17.183-5)

Direct Speech: Agamemnon to Achaeans

o dilol dvépec ote nal GAxLuov NToo lecde,




IB.1

I.C.1

00wV NO’ AAOY WV 1Ol XTNOLOC NOE TOXNWYV,
nuev dtew Lmovot xal @ ratatefvinaol
TV Ve €vOAd’ €ym youvalouon oU ToQEOVTWY

Narration

Alog & dlhote pev pvnodoreto BoLdog ahrig
aUTLS VIT0O0TEEPDE(S, nal EgnTvoaore GAAAYYOS

Direct Speech: Poseidon (in the guise of Calchas) to the Ajaxes

Ailovte odo pév te oamoete Aoov Ayaudv

I.D.1 Narration

0oVd’ ot Yap AvoupmTt ye pudyovto,
TawEoOTEQOL 0¢ O GOBIvVBOV- PEuvnvTo YaQ aigl

Formula II: Il pvijocavto 8¢ ydounc #

II.1

II.2

I1.3

Narration

0Vd¢ 1ATATTMOOOVT’ 0V’ 0V €0éLovTa pdyeobal,
AMAO pdhar omtevdovTa pudynyv € nudidvelgay. (4.222-5)

Narration

eVEato Tudeldao mdpog oyépey dréag immoug
Tddoov T’ €Eehdoat xai évaviiflov poyéoaobor (8.251-5)

Narration

udhov £ Toweoor 06pov, pvioavto 08 ydounc.
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Zdtviov oUtaoe dovQl peTdhpuevos 05udevtt (14.440-3)

114 Narration

ualhov e’ Agyetotol 00pov, uvhoavto 08¢ ydoune. (15.379-80)

II.LA.1 Direct Speech: Telamonian Ajax to Teucer

oUTAQ YEQOLV EAV OALYOV OOQU 1Al GAKROC DD
pdovaod te Toweoot xai dAlovg GevubL Aaovc.

ur) Lo Gomovdi ye dopaooduevol eg Elotev

vijog éVooéluovg, AMAa pvynooueba xdoung. (15.474-77)

II.LA.2 Direct Speech: Achilles to Agamemnon and Achaeans

Atoeidn #0d10Te Evag avdodv Ayduepvov

nr exeuev 0O 00l VOV 08 pvnom ueda ydopnc

atpo Lar’s ov ya o1 xhotomevely évOad’ édvrag

ovd¢ duatoiferv: €t ya péya €oyov doextov: (19.146-50)

II.A.3 Direct Speech: Achilles to Priam

nettan & €v Aeyéeoo’™ duo O’ Mol parvopsévnpLv
Opear aUTOG Aywv: vV 08 pvnomuedo 06Qmov. (24.599-600)

II.B.1 Narration

o1 0o TOH’ ot pev mEdobe ouv Evreot doudaréoLol
uaovavto Towolv te xol "Extoot yahxoroQuoti,

ot 8’ 6rubev Barlovteg EAAvOavov: 0V0€ TL XAQUNS

Toeg wpvihorovto: ouvexrhoveov yap dtotot. (13.719-22)

II.C.1 Direct Speech: Menelaus to himself

el 8¢ mov Alavtog e forny dyaboto mbolunyv,
audm »” avtig iovreg émpvnoaipeda ydoung (17.102-3)




Formula III: # ) o0 pépvn Ote

III.1

1.2

1.3

Direct Speech: Zeus to Hera

1 00 pépvn 6te T Exoépw Lpobev, €x d¢ odoly
drpovag nra dVw, el eQol ¢ deouov inha
yovoeov doonrtov; (15.18-20)

Direct Speech: Achilles to Aeneas

1 00 uépvn Ote e oe Podv drto podvov édva
oeva nat Tdaiwv 0péwv tayéeool mOdeaoL
roQIoApme;  (20.188-90)

Direct Speech: Ares to Athena
1 o0 uéuvn éte Tudeidnv Alopnde” avijnag

ovTduevaL, avTi) 8¢ TavoPLov Eyyog ELodoa
i0V¢ ¢ued moag, O 0¢ xeoa ®ahov Edapag; (21.396-8)

III.A.1 Direct Speech: Athena to Hera (about Zeus)

GG AT OVHOG GOEOL paiveTal ovx dryodfol
OY€TAMOG, aigV AMTQOG, UMV HeEVEWV ATEQWEDC:

0VO¢ TLTOV pépvntat, 6 ol pdha TOAGRLG VIOV
TeLROUevov oweoxrov VT EvguoBiog aéblmv. (8.360-3)

II1.B.1 Direct Speech: Poseidon to Apollo

VNITOTL” OGS AVOOV rQadiNV €xec: 0VOE VU TOV TTEQ
uépvnan 6oa O tiBopev xaxd Thov aupi
potvol vidi Bedv, 0T” drynvool Acopédovtt

aQ Aog EMBOVTES ONTevoaEY Elg EVIQUTOV
woO® € onTd- (21.441-5)

Formula IV: # t@v pvijoon

IV.

Direct Speech: Nestor to Zeus
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1] foOg 1] 0i0g naTd mova puneio xatwv
elyeto vootiioat, o O’ VITECYED KAl RATEVEVOAC,

und’ ovtm Toweoowv £a dauvaodal Ayoots. (15.372-6)
IV.2  Direct Speech: Hecuba to Hector

"ExtoQ téxvov ¢uov 1dde T aideo nai W EAénoov

oxétMog (22.82-6)

IV.A.1 Direct Speech: Achilles to Thetis (about Zeus)

TV VOV v pvijoooo moéleo xai Aafe yoivov

IV.A .2 Direct Speech: Zeus to Hera

TV 0" adTig how (v’ AmolAnEng dmatdmy,
odoa idn fv Tou yoaioun GLhoTs TE 1Ol vV (15.31-2)

Formula V: pvioeo0ou dtm/Euellov #
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In this strongly metapoetic formula, which accounts for all occurrences of the future infinitive

pvioeoBal in Homer, the genitive object of pvioecOou is always a topic of epic poetry
somehow involving famous suffering.

V.1 Narration

AL O pev év vijom %elto xQatéQ’ dhyea maoywy
ANuve £v Nyadén, 60 v Aimov vieg Ayaudv

ghnel poyOiCovra nond 0hodpoovog Hdgov:

€v0’ O ye nelt’ ayxéwv: Tdyo 0¢ pvnoeoban Euerlov
Agyelol o viuol Prhoxtitao dvaxtos. (2.721-5)

V.2 Direct Speech: Achilles to Agamemnon and Achaeans

TV OpeN’ év vijeooL nataxtdpuey AQTeug i

AUaTL TO 6T’ Eyarv ELOUNV Avevnooov oléooag:
TM %’ 00 TOco0L Ayarol 6AE Ehov domeTov ovdag
duopevEémVY VIO XeQOLV EUED ATTOUNVIOAVTOG.
“Extogt pev ol Towoi to #£0d1ov: aTdo Ayoovg
dnov guiic xal ofic Eo1doc pvijoeoBa diw.
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QMO T pev teoTeTUY O EGoopeV Ay viuevol eQ
Ovuov évi oth0eool pihov dapdoovteg Avdryrn:

6touvov Olepov 8¢ ndon ropdwvTag Ayorots (19.59-69)

From the Odyssey:

V3

Direct Speech: Odysseus to his men

® Pthot, 00 YaQ 7D TL 1OV AdUNUOVES Elpev-
oV pev o1 16d¢ pellov €m noxdv, 1) 0te Kinhmip
ethel evi omijl YAadpvo® roateofidt induv:

A2 A

MO nol EvOev €uf) doetTh) POVAT TE VOO TE

N2

endiyouev, ot mov TOVOE uvnoeoHal Olw.

Formula VI: Il pvoovt’ 0hooto poPoro #

VI.1

VI.2

Narration

Ot d’, g T’ dunrieeg évavtiol dAlniolowy

Oypov EAaVmoLy dvoQOg LAXOQOS RAT™ dQOVQAV
ROV 1] xQOMV- T d¢ dodrypota ToedEéa mimTer

¢ Todeg xai Ayowoi €’ aliiholor Bopdvteg

Onouv, ovd’ €tepol pvmovt’ ohooilo pofoto. (11.67-71)

Narration

Qc & Evpog te Notog T’ ¢odaivetov aAlhlouy

obpeog év Broong Pabdénv meheulépev VANV

dNYov te pehinv te TavOPAoLOV TE RQAVELOY,

al te meog dANAag EBakov Tavunreag dLovg

NxN Oeomeoin, mhtayog 8¢ te dyvvuevamy,

¢ Toheg rat Ayawol € ahhiihoror 00pdvTe

Ofovv, ovd’ €repol pvmovt’ ohoolo pofoto. (16.765-71)

Formula VII: # noi pvhoxig pvhoaode I

VII.1 Direct Speech: Priam to Trojans and allies




125

©nol QuAaxic uvnoaobe roi £ypnyope Enootog (7.368-71)

VIL.2 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies

nol Guhoric uvhoaoBbe rai £yonyopde €xaotog (18.298-9)

Formula VIII: # pvnoduev-

The genitive object of the participle pvnodpev- may be understood from context. Except in the
case of VIII.A.1, this object is always a loved one who is far away or recently deceased, and so
the subject’s prevailing emotion is sorrow. There are five medio-passive aorist participles of
ppvoxopown in the Odyssey (all line-initial), and all of them conform to this pattern (Od. 5.6,
10.199, 12.309, 19.118, 20.205).

VIII.1 Narration
ovd¢ T Ouud
TEQIETO, TTQLV TTOAELLOV OTOUO OUUEVAL ALLUATOEVTOC.
LvNnoauevog &’ advidg dveveirato povnoév te: (19.314)
VIII.2 Narration

"Qg £pato xhaimv, £ 0¢ 0TEVAYOVTO YEQOVTES,
uvnoduevol to £r0otog evi ueydoototy Ehelov: (19.3380-9)

VIII.3 Direct Speech: Priam to Achilles

A aideto Beovg Ayhed, alitov T EMENoOV
LUVNOodauevog 0ol TatEodg: £Ym & eheevOTeQog mep  (24.503-4)

VIII.LA.1 (=1.C.1) Direct Speech: Poseidon (in the guise of Calchas) to the Ajaxes

Ailovte oho pév te oamoete MooV Ayoudv
alxg pynoapévo, pun ¢ xpuegoio ¢poporo. (13.47-8)

VIII.A.2 Narration

T 8¢ pvnoapéve 6 pev "Extopog dvopopdvolo
7nhai’ adva moomdioode moddV Aythfog EéAvobeic,
avTaE Ayhhede xhaiey £0v motéo’, GAhote & avte
[Matooxrhov: (24.509-12)
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Formula IX: |l pepvnuévoc/-ov

IX.1

IX.2

IX.3

IX.4

Direct Speech: Achilles to Agamemnon and Achaeans

¢ %€ Tig a0t Ayidijor petd mpmToLow (dnra
Eyyel yahxelw Todwy OAéxovTo pahayyos.
wd¢ TIg Vpelwv pepvnuévog avool payxéobw. (19.151-3)

Narration
avToQ AYAAelg
o€l ovOaudTmE, GAN’ éorQéq)err’””é’V’éa nol €vha (24.3-5)
Direct Speech: Thetis to Achilles
TEUVOV €U0V TEO UEYOLS OOVQOUEVOS Rl ALV
obT evvic; (24.128-30)

Direct Speech: Hecuba mourning Hector

oV € namLopevov ye natéxta,
alAa 100 Towwv ot Towiddwv Pabuvrdimwv



APPENDIX C: THE FORMULAS OF AavOdvouar IN THE ILIAD

Formula I: Il AdBovto &¢ BovpLdog ahxiic #

I.1

1.2

LAl

IB.1

Narration

Odoa pev aiyida xepoiv £y’ dteépa doipfog ATOMw®Y,
TOPoa WA’ dpdotéomv Péle’ fmTeTo, mimte 08 Aadg.
QUTOQ ETEL AT’ EVATOL IOV ACVADV TOYVTOADV
oelo’, ém O’ atog Guoe pdho péya, Tolol 8¢ Bupov

¢v otiBeoolv €0elEe, AdBovto 8¢ BolLdog AhxfS.

nxe oPov, Towoiv 8¢ xai "Extogl xddog dmalev. (15.318-27)

Narration

ovToL i’ Tyepdveg Aavadv Ehov dvda Exaotog.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

Narration

dotmmoev d¢ meomV: TurLVOV O dyog EMP’ Ayowoig,
g €meo’ €00MOG avie: péya 0¢ Toheg neydpovro,
otav O’ dpd’ avTov idvteg dohhées: 008’ G’ Ayowol

Direct Speech: Hector to Hecuba

uf) pot oivov depe pelipoova moTvLL pfjTeQ,
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I.B2

I.C1
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uf W ammoyuldong uéveog, aixng te AMabwpor  (6.264-5)

Direct Speech: Hector to Achilles

AMA TG AQTLETC ®ol EmixhoTtog €mheo pbwv,
0bod 0’ Vmodeioag péveog alxic te AdBmpan. (22.281-2)

Direct Speech: Odysseus to Diomedes

"EvOa xe Xowég ENv xal apfyava €oya YEVovto,
%OLL vv KEV £V vneom J'ESOOV q>evyovreg Axou,oi,

(=u.1: gxnénheto panedv dioac:...avépeg ote dpihot, uvioaode 8¢ 0ovoLdoC Ariic)

I.D.1

Direct Speech: Meriones to Idomeneus

0Vd¢ YO 0Vd’ Eué PN Aehaopuévov Eppevol AAxrMG,
AAAQL LETOL TTQMTOLOL ANV VAL XUOLAVELQOLY
{otapol, 6mmoTe veirog dpmoenTot torépoto. (13.269-71)

Formula II: (o) AW0eto ydoung #

II.1

II.2

I1.3

Narration

OoVvig Yao oLy EémnADe megnoépevol Hepa®doLy
QUETOC VYLTETNG €T AQLOTEQA AALOV E€QYMV
dowvievia dpdrovra GV dviyeooL TEAWQOV
Cwov €T’ domatgovta, ral ol tw ABeTo Yaoung,
rOYPE YOQ AVTOV €YovTa ®atd 0TH00g A dELENV
OvwOeig omiow: (12.200-5)

Narration

ZapmndovtL &’ dyog yéveto hatxrov dmodvtog
aUTin’ émel T’ évonoev- Opmg &’ o ABeto xdoung (12.392-3)

Narration

TV &’ (g TE YDV vsq)og €gyetan ne “OAOLDV
ovAOV %S%M]yovrsg, dTe mEOLdWOLY LdVTOL
nlErov, O Te ouxETIoL POVoV PpégeL dpvibeaoty,



¢ G’ Vi’ Aiveig te »ai "Extogl oDQol Ayoumv
ovAOV rexhyovreg toav, AMBovto 6¢ ydouns. (17.755-9)

Formula III: o00¢ oe AOw #
III.1  Direct Speech: Zeus to Hera

III1.2  Direct Speech: Odysseus (in prayer) to Athena

&V TAVTEGOL TOVOLOL TTALRIOTA0ML, 0VOE 08 MO
nvopevog: (10.278-80)

III.3  Direct Speech: Nestor to Achilles

10070 8 £y MEOPEWV déyopaL, xaipel 8¢ uot Nrog,

(i) pev diel pépvnoa €vnéog, ovoé oe AMNbw,

TWAG NG Té€ W Eowe tetpuiobon pet” Ayawolg. (23.647-9)
IIT.A.1 Direct Speech: Achilles to Priam

nol 8¢ oe yryvoorw Iolape poeoiv, 00dé pe Aeig,
otTL Bedv Tig 0° Nye Boag Em vijag Axoudv. (24.562-3)

Formula IV: # &¢ énétel)’ O yéowv Il ov d¢ ABean

IV.1  Direct Speech: Odysseus to Achilles (reporting the words of Peleus)

0moovo’ ai »” €0éAwot, ov 8¢ peyaintoga Buuov
loyewv &v otnBeoor pLhodpoovvn ya duetvav:
Myépevon 8 €0Ld0g xarounydvov, 0¢ped oe LAAAOV
Tiwo” AQyelwv Nuev véoL 110€ YEQOVTEG.

¢ EméTeMA’ O YEQWV, OV O AMBean AAN’ ETL nol VOV
nave’, €o 08 yOhov Bupohyéa: (9.254-60)

IV.2  Direct Speech: Nestor to Patroclus (reporting the words of Menoetius)

mpeofuteQog O¢ 0¥ €00l Bin 0 6 ye TOMOV duelvav.
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GAL’ €0 ol Gpaobar murvov Emog 119” O£ L

ral ol onuaiverv: O 0¢ metoetal eig Ayabov meQ.

¢ EméTeMA’ O YEQWV, OV d¢ AMBean AAN’ ETL nol VOV
TadT eimoig Ayihiji Saipoove ai xe miONTaw. (11.785-90)

Formula V: # oti} §” €00d& ovv dovgl Aabmv I

V.1

V.2

Narration (Co6n wounds Agamemnon)

ot 0’ VA ovv dovpl Aabmv Ayapéuvova dilov,
vOEe O¢ v ratd xetpa péonv dynmdvog €vepbe,
avtnEu 8¢ ditoye paervod dovEog drwxn. (11.251-3)

Narration (Menelaus kills Dolops)

o1 8’ £0EAE oVV dovpl Maddv, Bale & dpov dmodev:
aiyun ¢ otéQvolo dLECOVTO HALUD OO
TEO00W tepevn: (15.541-3)
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