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ABSTRACT 

 This thesis investigates the nature of memory in the Iliad. Chapter 1 analyzes the 

meaning of the verb μιμνήσκομαι (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 μιμνήσκομαι to memory in general within the Iliad, 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 

μιμνήσκομαι 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. I 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 μιμνήσκομαι’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 μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης—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, μνησώμεθα 
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χάρμης, occurs once). It does not refer to any kind of mere mental recall, or even a recollection 

fused with emotions; rather, μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης describes warriors reexperiencing the state-

of-being referred to by the word χάρμη (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 μιμνήσκομαι literally means something other than 

‘remember’—something closer to the very bodily experience which it apparently refers to in the 

phrase μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης—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’ (φρήν/φρένες, πραπίδες, κῆρ, κραδίη, ἦτορ, θυμός, and νόος). As has often 

been noted, these terms (with the exception of νόος) can also refer to particular internal organs, 

or in the case of θυμός, 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 
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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 μένος can refer to in Homer. In light of these considerations, 

I argue that the verb μιμνήσκομαι (etymologically related to μένος) fuses mental and physical 

experience as well. Based on a systematic consideration of all of its occurrences in the Iliad, 

together with all occurrences of λανθάνομαι, I conclude that the literal meaning of 

μιμνήσκομαι, when it takes a genitive object X, can be glossed as ‘have [or ‘get’, if aorist] X in 

one’s thumos1 and be guided/bestirred by it’, and that λανθάνομαι refers to the absence of this 

experience with respect to a given genitive object. In the few cases where μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι (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 

																																																								
1 I 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. 
 



4	

	

and the Odyssey a person can be said to μιμνήσκεσθαι2 or λανθάνεσθαι 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 Iliad, 

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 Iliad (manifested also, for 

example, in the intepretation of omens). 

In Chapter 3 I apply the general insights into μιμνήσκομαι and memory gained in the 

preceding chapters to a specific literary question: the development of Achilles’ character 

throughout the Iliad, and the shifts in his mood which accompany it. It is clear that Achilles 

moves through three basic stages of development in the poem—μῆνις 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 μιμνήσκεται. First, as he himself states 

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

																																																								
2 At various points of the thesis, because I find it necessary to avoid translating μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνησκόμενος; 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. 
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him, and this fuels a wrath that overrides all other concerns.3 Next, after Patroclus dies, he turns 

to obsessively μιμνησκόμενος 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 

μιμνήσκει 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 

μιμνησκόμενος Hector, the other μιμνησκόμενος 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 μιμνήσκομαι. And following it, Achilles at last μιμνήσκεται food—something 

which he has conspicuously not done since the death of Patroclus.4 Moreover, he convinces 

Priam to do the same with tactful compassion by telling him the paradigmatic story of Niobe 

who also ‘ἐμνήσατο σίτου’ (Il. 24.602) after wearing herself out with grief. As this abbreviated 

survey indicates, μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι does not just mean ‘remember’ in these passages, but instead 

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

																																																								
3 Il. 9.645-8. 
 
4 Achilles has, of course, eaten since Patroclus died (Il. 23.54-6, 24.475-6); but food remains 
loathsome to him and he only eats reluctantly (Il. 23.48). Even after he has eaten, Thetis still tells 
him that he is not μεμνημένος…σίτου (Il. 24.128). 
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This final chapter does not, of course, exhaust the thematic significance of μιμνήσκομαι, 

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. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THE MEANING OF μιμνήσκομαι IN THE ILIAD 

1. Introduction  

The usual translations of μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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,5 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.6 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 

																																																								
5 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.  
 
6 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. 
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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.7 

In this chapter, I attempt to provide a complete description of the literal meaning of        

μιμνήσκομαι in the Iliad.8 I argue that μιμνήσκομαι refers to an experience that is intrinsically 

both mental and bodily. 9 The English phrase ‘muscle memory’ perhaps comes closest to 

capturing the bodily meaning of μιμνήσκομαι. But this phrase is a metaphorical extension of 

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

																																																								
7 Even οἶδα, 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 Il. 10.360 two dogs are εἰδότε θήρης); and by the fact that it can take objects like χάρμη 
‘battle joy’ (e.g., Il. 5.608)  and θοῦρις ἀλκή ‘rushing strength’ (e.g., Il. 11.710, 15.527). 
 
8 My investigation of the meaning of μιμνήσκομαι turned out to require a systematic 
investigation of the meaning of λανθάνομαι as well, but it is not necessary to present the results 
of that investigation here. The key conclusion is that λανθάνομαι in the middle voice denotes 
the absence of the experience referred to by μιμνήσκομαι (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. 
 
9 On this point and many others, I agree with Egbert Bakker’s interpretation of μιμνήσκομαι 
(Bakker 2008; see also Bakker 1999: 17-20, Bakker 2002, and Bakker 2013: 145-50). However, 
I cannot follow Bakker in taking μιμνήσκομαι to mean ‘be in a state of μένος’, ‘be filled with 
μένος’ or the like (Bakker 2008: 69-71). He is right to point out that μιμνήσκομαι and μένος 
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. 
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metaphorical extension—it literally refers to bodily and mental experience at once.10 A full, 

albeit clumsy, paraphrase of μιμνήσκομαι’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 μιμνήσκομαι denotes in a given case will depend on the semantic type of its object. For 

example, when the object is a battle emotion like χάρμη, ‘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 (σῖτος, 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 μιμνήσκομαι that I propose does not seem as surprising as it otherwise might. 

 

2.1. The θυμός family and respiration 

We get directly at the heart of the issue by asking what the words φρήν/φρένες, 

πραπίδες, κῆρ, κραδίη, ἦτορ, θυμός, and νόος mean. 11 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. 

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

																																																								
10 I am grateful to Professor Peter O’Connell for suggesting the muscle memory analogy. 
 
11 For a thorough study of the meaning of φρήν/φρένες 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 φρήν/φρένες 
as a ‘[psychological] faculty indeterminately corporeal’. On the similar but much less common 
word πραπίδες in Homer, see Darcus Sullivan 1987.  
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as ‘the θυμός family’.12 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 θυμός family, with the exception of νόος, are deployed according to a system of metrical 

economy when they describe psychological activity, just like the noun-epithets studied by 

Milman Parry.13 So, in a given phrase, the use of a form of θυμός rather than a form of κῆρ, or 

of the singular φρήν rather than the plural φρένες, 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 θυμός family mean the same thing—θυμός, 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.14 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 θυμός family is that, in addition to 

referring interchangeably to what some would call the Homeric ‘mind’, a number of them—all 

but θυμός and νόος—can refer to solid body parts in the torso. And θυμός, it appears, can refer 

to breath.15 In fact, many other words in Homer besides those in the θυμός 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. 
 
14 Clarke 1999: 64. 
 
15 For detailed discussion of these ‘physical’ meanings of the θυμός family, see Clarke 1999: 74-
83 (drawing on Onians 1951: 13-83). 



11	

	

phenomena, and they appear to refer to these phenomena with equal literalness. By contrast, our 

own familiar psychological vocabulary cannot describe material things,16 except through 

metaphorical extension. 

Beyond the θυμός family, another striking example of a key Homeric word that straddles 

the boundary between the psychological and the physical is πέπνυμαι, together with its 

participle πεπνυμένος. These appear to be perfect forms of πνέ(ϝ)ω ‘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 

πέπνυμαι to be unrelated to πνέω.17  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.18 From the standpoint of Indo-European and early 

Greek morphology, πέπνυμαι would be the expected perfect to πνέω (whereas the later Greek 

πέπνευκα shows the innovating -κ- 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 

																																																								
16 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 θυμός family. 
 
17 Chantraine s.v., Frisk s.v., Beekes s.v. 
 
18 It does not readily conform to our common sense that Sanskrit ātman should have the meaning 
‘self, soul’, but also ‘breath’ (cf. Germ. Atem ‘breath’); and yet this is the case.  
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apparent formal connection between πέπνυμαι and πνέω. 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 θυμός ‘the mind/vital breath’, as well as in 

φρένες ‘the mind/lungs’ and its derivative (via -φρων) φρονέω ‘think/breathe(?)’.19  

 

2.2. The meaning of μένος 

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.20 But one detail that he adduces 

which should be mentioned here is the phrase ἔμπνευσε μένος, which always describes a god 

breathing μένος into a hero or horses.21 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 μένος? From a morphological perspective, it is exactly equivalent to Vedic 

mánas ‘mind, sense, will, thought’ (and also to Avestan manah- ‘id.’).22 Moreover the poetic use 

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

																																																								
19 Clarke 1999: 79-89. An alternative derivation of φρονέω pointed out to me by Professor 
Richard Martin would take it not as a denominative formation from φρήν via -φρων, but as a 
regular causative-iterative formation (o-grade of the root, -éye/o- suffix) from the same root:  
*bhron-éye/o-. Most verbs showing this formation in Greek have iterative rather than causative 
meaning (e.g., φορέω ‘I carry habitually’), and this would correspond well to the meaning of 
φρονέω. On the PIE causative-iterative formation, see Fortson 2010: 99. 
 
20 Clarke 1999: 61-126. 
 
21 Il. 10.482, 15.60, 15.262=20.110, 17.456. 

22All 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.23 Only two need to be mentioned here. First, the fixed Homeric phrase ἱερὸν μένος 

‘vigorous/sacred(?) μένος’24 is exactly paralleled by a Vedic phrase iṣiréṇa…mánasā ‘with 

vigorous mánas’ (RV 8.48.7).25 Second, the Homeric idea of gods breathing μένος into humans, 

‘in-spiring’ them, finds parallels in Vedic as well (though with a different verb meaning in-

spire).26 These parallels tell us first of all that μένος 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 μένος 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 

																																																								
23 For a thorough survey, see Schmitt 1967: 103-22. 
 
24 Almost always as the ‘periphrasis’ for Alcinous ἱερὸν μένος Ἀλκινόοιο, 7x Od. (though there 
is probably more to this phrase than mere periphrasis). 
 
25 The whole clause reads iṣiréṇa te mánasā sutásya bhakṣīmáhi pítriyasyeva rāyáḥ ‘with 
vigorous mánas 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, García-Ramón 1992, Clarke 1995. 
 
26 See Schmitt 1967: 115.  The parallels are bhadráṃ no ápi  vātaya  mánaḥ ‘blow in/inspire 
auspicious mánas for us’ (RV 10.20.1), bhadráṃ no ápi  vātaya  máno dákṣam utá krátum 
‘blow in/inspire auspicious mánas, capability, and will-power for us’ (RV 10.25.1ab), mánmāni 
citrā apivātáyanta  eṣā́m bhūta návedā ma r̥tā́nām (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 vátati (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. vátati) I have translated it as ‘blow in, inspire’. Mayrhofer relates it to Greek ἀ-
υτ-μή ‘breath, vapor’ and Latin vātēs ‘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 θυμός or the φρένες.27 The meaning of μένος in the fixed phrase 

ἱερὸν μένος seems to belong in this sphere, but at a slightly more abstract level—it is general 

‘mental/bodily vigor’. But μένος can also refer to tangible bodily fluids28 as well as something 

less tangible that can be breathed into and out of a warrior.29 And, beyond the human person, 

μένος can refer to the vigorous impulses of natural phenomena—of fire, rivers, the sun, wind—

and of a spear. 30 Further, Zeus is strongly associated with the dispensation of μένος,31 and he 

accordingly bears the epithet ὑπερμενής—as do the βασιλῆες who are his particular charge.32  

 Like the other words we have considered, μένος can apparently refer to ‘material’ and 

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

																																																								
27 For μένος taking hold of (ἔλλαβε θυμόν), cf. Il. 23.468; for μένος filling (μένεος φρένες 
πίμπλαντο), cf. Il. 1.103-4=Od. 661-2; for μένος being thrown into ([god] ἔμβαλε μένος), cf. Il. 
10.366, 16.529; for μένος being breathed into ([god] ἔμπνευσε μένος), cf. Il. 10.482, 15.60, 
15.262=20.110, 17.456.  
 
28 Cf. Il. 1.103, 24.319(?), Od. 2.270. 
 
29 Greek warriors are μένεα πνείοντες at Il. 2.536, 3.8, 11.508, 24.364; and cf. ἔμπνευσε μένος 
above, n. 27. 
 
30 μένος of fire: Il. 6.182, 23.238=24.792, Od. 8.359, 11.220; μένος of a river: Il. 21.383; μένος 
of the sun: Il. 10.160; μένος of a spear: Il. 13.444=16.613=17.529. 
 
31 There is a suggestive connection between the μένος of fire and the μένος of Zeus in Hesiod’s 
Theogony, when Zeus withholds the (his?) μένος of fire from mortals:  
 

ἐκ τούτου δἤπειτα χόλου μεμνημένος αἰεὶ 
οὐκ ἐδίδου μελίῃσι πυρὸς μένος ἀκαμάτοιο 
θνητοῖς ἀνθρώποις οἳ ἐπὶ χθονὶ ναιετάουσιν· 
 

It seems likely that the archaic Greeks perceived a connection between Ζεὺς ὑπερμενής and the 
μένος 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 διιπετής < *Διϝει-πετής). 
 
32 Of Zeus: Il. 2.116, 2.350, 2.403, 7.315, 7.481, 8.470, 9.23, 11.727, 13.226, 14.69; of kings: Il. 
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.33 The 

human person in Homer is a totally unified living body, indivisible into a merely material body 

and an enlivening soul.34 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, 

σῶμα means only ‘corpse’.35 Further, as we have seen from the attestations of μένος, even non-

human reality is pervaded by some of the same vital (and divine) impulses that flow through 

human beings. 

 

 

 

																																																								
33 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). 
 
34Long 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).   
 
35 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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        

μνημοσύνη, which occurs only once in Homer, in a passage rich with metapoetic significance 

(Hector speaking): 

ἀλλ’ ὅτε κεν δὴ νηυσὶν ἔπι γλαφυρῇσι γένωμαι,  
μνημοσύνη τις ἔπειτα πυρὸς δηΐοιο γενέσθω, 
ὡς πυρὶ νῆας ἐνιπρήσω   (Il. 8.180-2) 
 

Here μνημοσύνη is part of a periphrastic construction for expressing the passive of                         

μιμνήσκομαι.36 It is a nomen actionis derived (via the adjective μνήμων, 2x Od.) from μνη-.37 

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

information. 38 What Hector seems to be commanding here is that a μνημοσύνη πυρὸς take hold 

																																																								
36 The periphrasis is necessary, since all medio-passive forms of μιμνήσκομαι have middle 
semantics. And the three aorist passive forms in Homer (Od. 4.118; with ἐπι-, 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). 
 
37 See Risch 1974: §55a; for the periphrastic expression of the passive with μνημοσύνη, see 
LfgrE s.vv. μιμνήσκω 4d, μνημοσύνη.  
 
38 See Ford 1992: 53 making a similar point about μνημοσύνη in Hesiod. As Ford puts it, ‘The 
function of [μνημοσύνη] 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 
μνῆστις (1x, Od. 13.280). But, in fact, it is basically equivalent in meaning to μνημοσύνη, and 
it functions in a similar periphrastic passive construction; see LfgrE s.vv. μιμνήσκω 4d, μνῆστις. 
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of each soldier, or perhaps even the army itself regarded as a collective psychological whole, 39 

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).40 

 

3.1. μιμνήσκομαι in the context of battle 

 Given all of this, let us now consider whether μιμνήσκομαι in the following passage 

could nevertheless mean just ‘remember’:  

δή ῥα τόθ’ οἳ μὲν πρόσθε σὺν ἔντεσι δαιδαλέοισι 
μάρναντο Τρωσίν τε καὶ Ἕκτορι χαλκοκορυστῇ,  
οἳ δ’ ὄπιθεν βάλλοντες ἐλάνθανον· οὐδέ τι χάρμης 
Τρῶες μιμνήσκοντο· συνεκλόνεον γὰρ ὀϊστοί.   (Il. 13.719-22) 
 

The Trojans are fighting hand-to-hand before the Achaean fortifications, but οὐ τι χάρμης           

μιμνήσκοντο, for (γὰρ) 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 

																																																								
39 I am grateful to Professor Andrea Nightingale for pointing this out to me. 
 
40 Professor Richard Martin points out to me that, in the domain of verbs, νοέω covers the 
meaning ‘remember/recall information’ (though it covers other meanings as well, such as 
‘intend’). Like φρονέω, νοέω 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 χάρμη in their thumoi and then be guided in battle 

by it. And this is because a thick barrage of arrows was actively blocking χάρμη (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, μιμνήσκομαι cannot refer to 

mere mental recall.   

 Uses of μιμνήσκομαι like this one abound in the Iliad. In fact, the central formulaic 

occurrences of both μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι involve states or qualities of warriors in 

battle.41 Before turning to a systematic overview of the meaning of μιμνήσκομαι in the Iliad, let 

us consider one more example in which it is particularly obvious that it does not just mean 

‘remember’: 

Αἴας δ’ ἄλλοτε μὲν μνησάσκετο θούριδος ἀλκῆς 
αὖτις ὑποστρεφθείς, καὶ ἐρητύσασκε φάλαγγας 
Τρώων ἱπποδάμων· ὁτὲ δὲ τρωπάσκετο φεύγειν.   (Il. 11.566-8) 
 

Here Ajax is gradually retreating from a throng of Trojans. The force of the -σκ- suffix in all of 

these verbs is iterative: at several points he μνήσατο θούριδος ἀλκῆς, and then at other points 

he τρωπήσατο φεύγειν. This in and of itself makes it doubtful that μιμνήσκομαι means 

‘remember’ here. For such a meaning would have us believe that within a span of mere minutes 

Ajax remembered θούριδος ἀλκῆς, 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 θούρις ἀλκή in his thumos and being guided by it accordingly—i.e. turning 

																																																								
41 See appendices B and C, which collect the formulas of μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι in the 
Iliad. 



19	

	

against the Trojans and furiously warding them off; and then at other points relinquishing this 

more aggressive state of being, and turning to retreat.42 

Like χάρμη, (θούρις) ἀλκή is not a mere state of mind. It is a total state of being of the 

warrior—he can enter it/put it on,43 be ‘clothed’ in it,44 and by the power of a god it can literally 

fill his limbs45 or his φρένες.46 Further, it has been shown by Derek Collins in his study of ἀλκή 

in the Iliad that the state is particularly associated with Ares.47 Both χάρμη and ἀλκή do not 

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

																																																								
42 We can note further that the -σκ- suffix in μνησάσκετο has the effect of iterating a 
psychosomatic process that is itself already intrinsically iterative, insofar as μιμνήσκομαι 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. 
 
43 Whether Achilles, in particular, enters ἀλκή is of great consequence in the Iliad. Cf. Odysseus 
to Achilles: δείδιμεν· ἐν δοιῇ δὲ σαωσέμεν ἢ ἀπολέσθαι / νῆας ἐϋσσέλμους, εἰ μὴ σύ γε 
δύσεαι ἀλκήν (9.230-31); and likewise, Thetis to Achilles: μῆνιν ἀποειπὼν Ἀγαμέμνονι 
ποιμένι λαῶν /   αἶψα μέλ’ ἐς πόλεμον θωρήσσεο, δύσεο δ’ ἀλκήν (19.35-6). 
 
44 Αἴαντες θοῦριν ἐπιειμένοι ἀλκήν (7.164=8.262=18.157). 
 
45 δῦ δέ μιν Ἄρης / δεινὸς ἐνυάλιος, πλῆσθεν δ’ ἄρα οἱ μέλε’ ἐντὸς / ἀλκῆς καὶ σθένεος 
(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 Iliad of a mortal becoming possessed 
by a god  (δῦ δέ μιν Ἄρης).  
 
46 ὃ δ’ εὐξάμενος Διὶ πατρὶ / ἀλκῆς καὶ σθένεος πλῆτο φρένας ἀμφὶ μελαίνας (17.498-9). 
 
47 Collins 1998. In his principal discussion of the evidence (pp. 27-45), Collins claims that ἀλκή 
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 ἀλκή and Ares are almost uniquely associated with 
adjectives in θοῦρ- (θοῦρος or θοῦρις) ‘rushing’.  The breakdown of all occurrences of θοῦρ- 
in Homer is as follows: modifying ἀλκή (24x Il., 1x Od.), modifying Ares (11x Il.), modifying 
ἀσπίς or αἱγίς (3x Il.).  Moreover, each of these occurrences is thoroughly formulaic. This 
would appear to establish a direct connection between ἀλκή and Ares. This connection, via 
θοῦρ-, between ἀλκή and the god of war is not unrelated to the fact that ἀλκή is strongly 
associated with the Iliad (59x Il., 11x Od.), and that the phrase θούριδος ἀλκῆς is essentially 
Iliadic property (21x Il., 1x Od. but in an unmistakably Iliadic formula). 
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μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι in the Iliad involve precisely these two nouns, together with 

their antithesis φόβος.  

We can go further in our understanding of the states ἀλκή and φόβος if we note that they 

are personified as divine forces in the Iliad—and φόβος thoroughly so. For example, ἀλκή and   

φόβος 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 φόβος goes so far that he is often regarded as a 

god. He (and Fear, Δεῖμός) are the sons of Ares by Aphrodite,48 and they yoke Ares’ horses for 

him when he prepares for battle.49 It is also worth pointing out that we find Phobos represented 

anthropomorphically in Archaic Attic vase painting, most often as a charioteer.50 

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:  

                                                             Ἀχαιοὺς 
θεσπεσίη ἔχε Φύζα Φόβου κρυόεντος ἑταίρη (Il. 9.1-2) 
 

We should note that both Φύζα and Φόβος are clearly personified here (by the relation of 

companionship), and that the personified Φύζα is described by the adjective θεσπέσιος 

(roughly) ‘divine’.51 Next, let us consider the last line of the following passage, in which 

Menelaus is desperately searching for Ajax: 

παπταίνων Αἴαντα μέγαν Τελαμώνιον υἱόν. 
τὸν δὲ μάλ’ αἶψ’ ἐνόησε μάχης ἐπ’ ἀριστερὰ πάσης 

																																																								
48 Cf. Il. 13.299-300 and Hesiod Th. 933-6. 
 
49 Il. 15.119. Other pairings of Φόβος and Δεῖμός as divinities include 4.440 and 11.37. 
 
50 See Shapiro 1993: 208-215. 
 
51 Departing from Allen‘s edition, I have capitalized Φύζα and Φόβου in this passage because 
of the obvious personification. 
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θαρσύνονθ’ ἑτάρους καὶ ἐποτρύνοντα μάχεσθαι· 
θεσπέσιον γάρ σφιν φόβον ἔμβαλε Φοῖβος Ἀπόλλων· (Il. 17.115-18) 
 

Given that φόβος is often personified in the Iliad, and further that θεσπέσιος in the previous 

passage modified Φύζα, the personified companion of Φόβος, it seems likely that φόβος 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 χάρμη, ἀλκή, and   

φόβος are on some level always perceived as divine forces interacting with both ‘body’ and 

‘mind’.52 So when heroes are said to μνήσασθαι or λάθεσθαι 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:  

     οὐδέ πῃ ἔστιν 
σεῖ’ ἐπιληθόμενον ἱερῆς μεμνῆσθαι ἀοιδῆς   (h. 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.53 Likewise, it is not possible for a hero in the Iliad to fight at 

																																																								
52 This is in line with the phenomenon of divinities throwing or breathing μένος and σθένος 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’ (ἔμβαλε) a hero’s θυμός or φρένες 
(see further p. 22 n. 54). For examples involving psychological phenomena other than μένος, cf. 
Il. 3.139, 13.82, 17.118, Od. 19.10, 19.485.  
 
53 We should compare this with the line that ends approximately half of the Homeric hymns 
(αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ καὶ σεῖο καὶ ἄλλης μνήσομ’ ἀοιδῆς) as well as with the first line of the Hymn to 
Apollo (μνήσομαι οὐδὲ λάθωμαι ’Απόλλωνος ἑκάτοιο). 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι a state of being like χάρμη, ἀλκή, or φόβος. 

This is because, unlike remembering, the experience of μιμνήσκομαι 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) 54 all at once. In this respect at 

least, it is similar to an aesthetic experience.  

 

4. Systematic Overview of μιμνήσκομαι in the Iliad 

Now that we have a provisional grasp on what μιμνήσκομαι can refer to in Homer, I will 

present a systematic overview of its meaning in the Iliad.55 I have restricted my investigation to 

the Iliad because many of μιμνήσκομαι’s core uses (such as formulas in the context of battle) 

are specific to this poem, and the Iliad furnishes enough attestations of the verb to support 

substantial conclusions about its meaning. A fuller study of μιμνήσκομαι would, of course, go 

on to investigate its meaning in the Odyssey, and then compare the results of both investigations.  

Forms of μιμνήσκομαι are built from the Proto-Indo-European verbal root *mneh2-, a 

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

																																																								
54 Professor Peter O’Connell points out to me that when a god is said to ἐμβαλεῖν φόβον into a 
group of warriors, this probably describes the same experience as the phrase ‘[warriors] 
μνήσαντο φόβοιο’ (e.g., Il. 16.356-7), but from an external rather than an internal point of 
view.  This suggests that the event [WARRIOR] μνήσατο [WARRIOR STATE] is the passive 
equivalent to the active event [GOD] ἔμβαλε/ἔμπνευσε [WARRIOR STATE] (into) 
[WARRIOR]. 
 
55 My overview of μιμνήσκομαι’s meaning is based on a study of all occurrences of both 
μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι in the Iliad. 
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custodianship and transmittal’ in Proto-Indo-European culture.56 *mneh2- is itself derived from a 

more basic form of the root *men- ‘think, be mentally agitated’57 by the appending of a laryngeal 

as an extension.58 *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 μέμονα ‘be eager, have one’s thumos fixed upon’ (<*me-món-, also the 

pre-form of Latin meminī), its participle μέμαως (<*me-mn-̥&ōs)59, μένος (<*mén-os, discussed 

above), as well as many less common words.60  

Compared with *men-, the root variant *mneh2- 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 [: Mνασίϝεργος] ‘who “minds” his work’.61 Then there are 

the reflexes in Homer, of which μιμνήσκομαι is the most prominent.62  

																																																								
56 Watkins 1995: 68. 
 
57 For an old but still illuminating treatment of the meaning of this root see Meillet 1897. 
 
58 This process is probably observable in a few other pairs of IE roots, such as *se&- ‘press out’ 
and *se&H- ‘give birth’. 
 
59 For a detailed discussion of μέμονα and μέμαως, see Cebrián 1996: 13-47. Cebrián (p. 33) 
entertains the idea that μέμαως might be related to an unattested Greek present *μαω, and 
Collins 1998 frequently refers to this purported *μάω. But all of this is unnecessary, because the 
form μέμαως reflects a totally regular IE perfect active participle *me-mn-̥&ōs. Historically, 
μαίνομαι (< *mn-̥(o-) is the only present in Greek that belongs with μέμονα, though by the time 
of our earliest texts these forms would not be felt to belong to the same verb. 
 
60 The less common verbs in Homer which are derived from*men-  include μενεαίνω, 
μενοινάω, μαίνομαι, ἀμενηνόω. 
 
61 See Hooker 1980b: 69, García-Ramon 2011: 221. 
 
62 Other reflexes of *mneh2- in Homer include: μνῆμα, μνημοσύνη, μνῆστις, μνήμων, 
αἰσυμνητήρ/αἰσυμνήτης, προμνηστῖνος.  μνάομαι ‘woo’ (Od. only) probably also derives 
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The three principal linguistic factors that affect the literal meaning of μιμνήσκομαι are 

its voice, its aspect, and what kind of object argument it takes.63 In the remainder of this chapter, 

I will discuss each factor in turn, focusing in particular on the object argument.64 Then, in the 

following chapter, I will go on to describe the pragmatics of μιμνήσκομαι, including its use in 

formulas and the pragmatic/poetic connotations of these formulas.  

At the most basic level, μιμνήσκομαι in the medio-passive takes two syntactic 

arguments: a subject denoting who ‘remembers’65 and an object denoting the thing that they 

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

																																																																																																																																																																																			
from *mneh2-, 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. μιμνήσκω) all follow 
Benveniste 1954 in deriving it from from *mneh2-.  Nevertheless, the alternative derivation of 
μνάομαι ‘woo’ as a denominative of *μνα ‘woman’ < *bnā < *gwnā (< *gwn-eh2 ‘woman’, cf. 
γυνή) first proposed by Osthoff remains phonologically possible and semantically less difficult.  
 
63 The presence of a preverb such as ἐπι- (or κατα- with λανθάνομαι) does not fundamentally 
change the meaning of μιμνήσκομαι; rather, it appears to intensify the basic meaning. The one 
exception to this is ἀπο-, which when appended to μιμνήσκομαι significantly changes the 
meaning and argument structure of the verb.  ἀπομνήσασθαι means roughly ‘repay’, and it 
takes a dative argument denoting the person repaid, as well as the accusative noun χάριν 
construed with a genitive denoting the benefactions which are repaid. This argument structure is 
fully expressed at Hesiod Th. 503: οἵ οἱ ἀπεμνήσαντο χάριν εὐεργεσιάων. Other examples of 
this sort are Thucydides Hist. 1.137.2 and Euripides Alc. 299.  In Homer, ἀπομνήσασθαι occurs 
only once, and with much of its argument structure ellipsed:  
 

ὦ τέκος, ἦ ῥ’ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἐναίσιμα δῶρα διδοῦναι 
ἐπεὶ οὔ ποτ’ ἐμὸς πάϊς, εἴ ποτ’ ἔην γε, 
λήθετ’ ἐνὶ μεγάροισι θεῶν οἳ Ὄλυμπον ἔχουσι· 
τώ οἱ ἀπεμνήσαντο καὶ ἐν θανάτοιό περ αἴσῃ   (Il. 24.426-30) 
 

64 This discussion is keyed to appendix A, which collects all occurrences of μιμνήσκομαι in the 
Iliad, 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]). 
 
65 In the following overview of μιμνήσκομαι’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 μιμνήσκομαι is no exception. The subject of 

μιμνήσκομαι is, however, always conceptually present; when it is not overtly expressed, it is 

inferred from context. This is to say that μιμνήσκομαι cannot be used impersonally. Much less 

often (4x), and only with participle forms, the object argument of μιμνήσκομαι is unexpressed.66 

But here too it is always conceptually present, inferred from context (the kind of event denoted 

by μιμνήσκομαι requires it). μιμνήσκομαι occurs in the active only twice: once as an aorist 

participle and once as a finite future. 67 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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.68  

The object argument of μιμνήσκομαι 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).69 I suggest that there are two basically distinct 

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

																																																								
66 The four instances are [16], [17], [33], [35].  
 
67 Aorist participle: [52]; finite future: [53]. 
 
68 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 μιμνήσκομαι are true statives, not resultatives as 
is sometimes claimed; the modification of the perfect forms in [25] and [36] by the adverb ἀ(ι)εί 
‘always’ confirms this. By contrast, the perfect forms of λανθάνομαι are resultatives, not 
statives. The examples in the Iliad are: 11.313, 13.269, 16.538, 16.776, 23.69. 
 
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.70 When μιμνήσκομαι 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’,71 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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. 72 A clear example of this distinction can be found in verbs of consumption.  πῖνέ τε       

οἶνον (Od. 14.109) means ‘and he drank (all of) the wine’ whereas ὄφρα πίοι οἴνοιο (Od. 

22.11) means ‘so that he could drink (some) wine’.73 In the former sentence, the wine is totally 

																																																								
70 pace Bartolotta 2003: 53-4, who claims that there is no distinction in meaning between 
μιμνήσκομαι 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. 
 
71 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. 
 
72 See Luraghi 2003: 52-54, 58-61. 
 
73 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).74  Returning to μιμνήσκομαι, 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι seems to 

convey the notion of the source/cause of the experience.75 So the use of μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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.76 When no such extra argument is expressed, it is harder to say 

precisely what the force of μιμνήσκομαι is. But if the idea that μιμνήσκομαι has two basically 

distinct meanings is correct, then in such cases the meaning of μιμνήσκομαι is probably felt to 

fall in line with one or the other of them (rather than somewhere in between).77  

																																																								
74 English marks this same distinction through the presence or absence of an article: ‘I drank 
a/the soda’ vs. ‘I drank soda’. 
 
75 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. 
 
76 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι is construed with a directional adverb (οἳ δ’ ἄλλοι φύγαδε μνώοντο       

ἕκαστος, Il. 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 μιμνήσκομαι with a genitive object 

Since the most common use of μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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.78  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. 79 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 

																																																								
78 [1]-[14]. 
 
79 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.80 Fourth and finally, there are uses that 

concern friends, family, and home. 81 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: 

Ζεῦ πάτερ εἴ ποτέ τίς τοι ἐν Ἄργεΐ περ πολυπύρῳ 
ἢ βοὸς ἢ οἰὸς κατὰ πίονα μηρία καίων 
εὔχετο νοστῆσαι, σὺ δ’ ὑπέσχεο καὶ κατένευσας, 
τῶν μνῆσαι καὶ ἄμυνον Ὀλύμπιε νηλεὲς ἦμαρ    
μηδ’ οὕτω Τρώεσσιν ἔα δάμνασθαι Ἀχαιούς. (Il. 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 μνῆσαι them—

i.e., to get these pledges in his thumos82 and be guided by them, which in this case means to act 

in accordance with them and ward off (ἄμυνον) imminent destruction. 

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

τέκνον ἐμὸν τέο μέχρις ὀδυρόμενος καὶ ἀχεύων  
σὴν ἔδεαι κραδίην μεμνημένος οὔτέ τι σίτου  
οὔτ’ εὐνῆς;   (Il. 24.128-30) 
 

																																																								
80 [37]-[40]. 
81 [15]-[24], [26], [27], [36]. 
 
82 For the gods have thumoi as well—cf. Il. 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          

μιμνήσκομαι (friends, family, and home):83 

                                      τοὶ μὲν δόρποιο μέδοντο  
ὕπνου τε γλυκεροῦ ταρπήμεναι· αὐτὰρ Ἀχιλλεὺς  
κλαῖε φίλου ἑτάρου μεμνημένος, οὐδέ μιν ὕπνος 
ᾕρει πανδαμάτωρ, ἀλλ’ ἐστρέφετ’ ἔνθα καὶ ἔνθα  
Πατρόκλου ποθέων ἀνδροτῆτά τε καὶ μένος ἠΰ, 
ἠδ’ ὁπόσα τολύπευσε σὺν αὐτῷ καὶ πάθεν ἄλγεα 
ἀνδρῶν τε πτολέμους ἀλεγεινά τε κύματα πείρων·  
τῶν μιμνησκόμενος θαλερὸν κατὰ δάκρυον εἶβεν, 
ἄλλοτ’ ἐπὶ πλευρὰς κατακείμενος, ἄλλοτε δ’ αὖτε 
ὕπτιος, ἄλλοτε δὲ πρηνής· τοτὲ δ’ ὀρθὸς ἀναστὰς 
δινεύεσκ’ ἀλύων παρὰ θῖν’ ἁλός· οὐδέ μιν ἠὼς  
φαινομένη λήθεσκεν ὑπεὶρ ἅλα τ’ ἠϊόνας τε.  
ἀλλ’ ὅ γ’ ἐπεὶ ζεύξειεν ὑφ’ ἅρμασιν ὠκέας ἵππους, 
Ἕκτορα δ’ ἕλκεσθαι δησάσκετο δίφρου ὄπισθεν,  
τρὶς δ’ ἐρύσας περὶ σῆμα Μενοιτιάδαο θανόντος 
αὖτις ἐνὶ κλισίῃ παυέσκετο, τὸν δέ τ’ ἔασκεν 
ἐν κόνι ἐκτανύσας προπρηνέα·   (Il. 24.2-18) 
 

																																																								
83 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 -σκ- 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 (μέδοντο) 84 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 (ἀλύων), 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. 85  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.   

																																																								
84 μέδομαι  is a more ‘intellectual’ word than μιμνήσκομαι, and is thus closer to meaning ‘be 
mindful of, take thought for’. Indeed, Émile 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 à une 
difficulté actuelle; ramener à la norme—par un moyen consacré—un trouble défini’ (p.129). 
 
85 In this connection, we should compare the following passage from Book 19, in which Achilles 
addresses the dead Patroclus directly: 
 

μνησάμενος δ’ ἁδινῶς ἀνενείκατο φώνησέν τε· 
ἦ ῥά νύ μοί ποτε καὶ σὺ δυσάμμορε φίλταθ’ ἑταίρων… (Il. 19.312-3) 
 

As in the above passage, the emphasis here is on how Achilles is affected physically by 
μνησάμενος his companion—ἁδινῶς ἀνενείκατο seems to refer to uncontrollable sobbing and 
gasping for breath. Further, Achilles addresses Patroclus with the adjective δυσάμμορος, which 
in its three other occurrences as a vocative in Homer is always used by mourners of themselves 
(Il. 22.428, 22.485, 24.727—cf. Richardson 1993 ad loc). The superlative φίλτατε 
‘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). 



32	

	

The immediate cause of all this behavior is the experience of μεμνημένος Πατρόκλου: 

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 σῆμα 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 λανθάνομαι, 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.86 Indeed, if λήθεσκεν can be taken as causative here,87 perhaps as a punning or secondary 

meaning suggested by the context (note especially the opposition with forms of μιμνήσκομαι), 

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                          

μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 

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

																																																								
86 Dawn asserts her presence increasingly throughout the final books of the Iliad. For Dawn and 
the mourning Achilles, cf. Il. 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. 
 
87 The reduplicated aorist of the verb, at least, has this meaning at Il. 15.60 (where Apollo is 
directed to cause Hector to forget his pains: λελάθῃ [Ἕκτορα] ὀδυνάων); and, with the 
preverb  ἐκ-, it has a different sort of causative force at Il. 2.600 (where the Muses erase 
Thamuris’ knowledge of cithara-playing: ἐκλέλαθον κιθαριστύν). 
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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 Émile Benveniste 

said of our knowledge of Homeric vocabulary over forty years ago—it is in its infancy.88  

  

																																																								
88 ‘Il faut bien dire cependant que notre connaissance du vocabulaire homérique est encore dans 
l'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 μιμνήσκομαι 

Now that we have a grasp on the literal meaning of μιμνήσκομαι in the Iliad, 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 μιμνήσκομαι, and where it does 

not; and second, to outline a few of the most important functions of memory in the Iliad.  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 μιμνήσκομαι will 

not be possible. The aspects of memory which will primarily concern us here are: personal, 

communicative, and cultural memory;89 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 Iliad. 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.90 

 But before we discuss these topics, we need to address the issue of how μιμνήσκομαι 

and λανθάνομαι relate to one another, particularly when they are construed with genitive 

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

																																																								
89 These terms are defined and discussed below (pp. 61-3); they are adopted from Minchin 2012 
and Assmann 2008. 
 
90 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. 



35	

	

and λανθάνομαι is only construed with a genitive object.91 In this construction, their 

relationship is straightforward: λανθάνομαι refers to the absence of the experience referred to 

by μιμνήσκομαι, with respect to the genitive object. So if someone is said to μιμνήσκεσθαι an 

object X in the genitive case, this entails that they do not λανθάνεσθαι X. And conversely, if 

someone is said to not λανθάνεσθαι X, this entails that they do μιμνήσκεσθαι X. We should 

note the conceptual assymetry implied in this description of their meanings. The meaning of 

μιμνήσκομαι is conceptually prior to that of λανθάνομαι, because the meaning of λανθάνομαι 

depends on that of μιμνήσκομαι, whereas the meaning of μιμνήσκομαι does not depend on that 

of λανθάνομαι. This pair of verbs thus focuses on one experience, which in Chapter 1 I 

described as ‘having something in one’s thumos and being guided/bestirred by it’. μιμνήσκομαι 

predicates the presence of this experience in a subject, with respect to a genitive object, and 

λανθάνομαι predicates the absence of it. 

The most compelling evidence for the strict semantic complementarity of μιμνήσκομαι 

and λανθάνομαι is furnished by the networks of formulas in which the two verbs participate. A 

complete formulaic analysis of μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι is not necessary for our present 

purpose, which is the relationship between μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι (which I will refer to as μ.I and μ.II) with Formulas I and II of 

λανθάνομαι (λ.I and λ.II) reveals the semantic complementarity of the two verbs. In particular, 

it is clear that the phrase οὐ (πω) λήθετο χάρμης in λ.II.1 and λ.II.1 is semantically equivalent 

to the phrase *μιμνήσκετο (ἔτι) χάρμης, which does not occur, but which we can imagine. And 

																																																								
91 Its corresponding active, λανθάνω, takes an accusative object and means ‘escape the 
notice/regard of’. 
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correspondingly, the phrase λήθοντο δὲ χάρμης (λ.II.3) is semantically equivalent to οὐδέ τι 

χάρμης…μιμνήσκοντο (μ.II.B.1). 

Since λανθάνομαι is tied to μιμνήσκομαι in this way, the present chapter’s discussion 

of μιμνήσκομαι and memory will necessarily also be a discussion of λανθάνομαι and memory. 

My explicit focus will be on the verb μιμνήσκομαι, but the results of the discussion will be just 

as applicable to λανθάνομαι. 

There are two basic features of μιμνήσκομαι’s meaning that determine its relationship to 

memory in general. The first is what I have called guidedness. As we have seen, when 

μιμνήσκομαι 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).92 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι what they remember. To take 

																																																								
92 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 κλισίη 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 youth93 which he delivers in the Iliad is introduced with a form of 

μιμνήσκομαι, nor does Nestor himself ever use the word to identify his reminiscences. That is, 

Homer never says anything like ‘and then Nestor, μιμνήσκομενος, addressed a speech to them’, 

and Nestor himself never says anything like ‘I μιμνήσκομαι these things, how when I was 

young…’. The same is true of many other notable performances of memory in the Iliad. 

Furthermore, in those two cases where μιμνήσκομαι is used to describe the experience of 

remembering (and then performing) a paradigm from the past, it takes an accusative object.94  

These distributional facts make sense in light of what we discovered in Chapter 1 about 

how the case of μιμνήσκομαι’s object affects its meaning. The semantic focus of μιμνήσκομαι 

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 μιμνήσκομαι with 

the genitive to describe what the performer remembers. On the other hand, when μιμνήσκομαι 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—

																																																								
93 Il. 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. 
 
94 The two examples are Il. 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 μιμνήσκομαι with an accusative in such a situation.  

The second basic feature of μιμνήσκομαι’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 μιμνήσκεσθαι (or, what is equivalent, not-λανθάνεσθαι) 

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 μιμνήσκεσθαι and λανθάνεσθαι in the 

Iliad (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.95 

What qualifies as ‘direct, living experience’ cannot be made totally precise, but even so, 

the restriction unequivocally rules out the possibility that someone could μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 

																																																								
95 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 μιμνήσκομαι (or not-λανθάνεσθαι) 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 11th, because I was alive and cognizant during them, and heard about them, even 

though I was not physically present during the attacks.96  

As will be illustrated with examples below, μιμνήσκομαι appears to behave just like 

‘remember’ in these respects. But ‘remember’ and μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι—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 

κλέα of Tydeus); but it appears he cannot claim to μιμνήσκεσθαι them (or Tydeus himself—see 

pp. 49-52 below for discussion). And this appears to be a consequence of the meaning of 

μιμνήσκομαι: 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 μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι 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.97 And 

																																																								
96 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.  
 
97 μιμνήσκομαι occurs 124 times in Homer (57x Od., 67x Il.) with the ‘remember/remind’ 
meaning (it occurs an additional 19 times with meaning ‘woo’, always in the Odyssey, and 
always built to the stem μνα-, rather than μιμνη-; 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 μιμνήσκομαι. Book 24 of the Iliad furnishes a telling example of 

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

‘νῦν δὲ μνησώμεθα δόρπου. / καὶ γάρ τ’ ἠΰκομος Νιόβη ἐμνήσατο σίτου’ (24.601-2). 

Achilles, Priam, and Niobe are all, of course, experientially familiar with δόρπον and σῖτος; 

accordingly, Achilles can say ‘μνησώμεθα δόρπου’ and ‘Νιόβη ἐμνήσατο σίτου’. But 

Achilles does not say anything like *μνησώμεθα Νιόβης or *μνησώμεθα ὡς Νιόβη πάσατο 

σίτου (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 μιμνήσκομαι —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 μιμνήσκομαι/λανθάνομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 μνα- ‘woo’ and μνα-‘remember’). Only for one occurrence of μιμνήσκομαι in 
the Iliad (Il. 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. λανθάνομαι occurs 51 times in Homer (19x Od., 32x Il.) 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 ἀλκή or φόβος; (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 σίτος or εὐνή; 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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, ἦ οὐ 

μέμνῃ ὅτε… (μ.III), which is repeated verbatim three times in the Iliad, always in direct speech, 

and is closely related to two further phrases involving μιμνήσκομαι (μ.III.A, μ.III.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: 

ἦ οὐ µέµνῃ ὅτε πέρ σε βοῶν ἄπο µοῦνον ἐόντα  
σεῦα κατ’ Ἰδαίων ὀρέων ταχέεσσι πόδεσσι  
καρπαλίµως; τότε δ’ οὔ τι µετατροπαλίζεο φεύγων.   (Il. 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 (ἦ οὐ µέµνῃ ὅτε… ‘don’t you µέµνῃ when…’), how Aeneas 
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fled his onslaught in the past without the slightest hesitation (οὔ τι µετατροπαλίζεο φεύγων), 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 (Il. 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 (Il. 

21.396 ff.).  

 What we do not find are cases in which this formula, or any other phrase employing 

μιμνήσκομαι or λανθάνομαι, 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 *ἦ οὐ µέµνῃ 

ὅτε…Tυδευς…. 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 

*ἦ οὐ µέµνῃ ὅτε…Hρακλῆς…. Instead, he begins with what ‘they say’ about about Heracles:98  

ἀλλ’ οἷόν τινά φασι βίην Ἡρακληείην 
εἶναι, ἐμὸν πατέρα θρασυμέμνονα θυμολέοντα· 
ὅς ποτε δεῦρ’ ἐλθὼν…   (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 

																																																								
98 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 ἦ οὐ µέµνῃ ὅτε… formula, or some other phrase involving μιμνήσκομαι or 

λανθάνομαι—but we do not get it. 

 Examples like these could be multiplied. The essential point is that there are many 

passages, in both the Iliad 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 

μιμνήσκομαι or λανθάνομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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: 

οὕτω καὶ τῶν πρόσθεν ἐπευθόμεθα κλέα ἀνδρῶν 
ἡρώων, ὅτε κέν τιν’ ἐπιζάφελος χόλος ἵκοι·  
δωρητοί τε πέλοντο παράρρητοί τ’ ἐπέεσσι. 
μέμνημαι τόδε ἔργον ἐγὼ πάλαι οὔ τι νέον γε 
ὡς ἦν· ἐν δ’ ὑμῖν ἐρέω πάντεσσι φίλοισι.   (Il. 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 κλέα ἀνδρῶν ἡρώων—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 

(πάλαι οὔ τι νέον γε), 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 μέμνηται 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 κλέα ἀνδρῶν. And 

if this is true, then my claim about the necessary connection between μιμνήσκομαι 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.99 For the ancient evidence concerning 

Meleager’s genealogy indicates that he belonged to the generation immediately preceding that of 

the Trojan War.100 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 

(νέον ἡβώοντα, 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 

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

μέμνημαι τάδε πάντα, διοτρεφές, ὡς ἀγορεύεις· 
σοὶ δ’ ἐγὼ εὖ μάλα πάντα καὶ ἀτρεκέως καταλέξω   (Od. 24.122-3) 
 

Here the ψυχή of Amphimedon the suitor is speaking to the ψυχή 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 μιμνήσκεται. 
 
100 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).101 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. 

																																																								
101 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 Met. 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 François 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 ‘μέμνημαι τόδε ἔργον ἐγὼ πάλαι 

οὔ τι νέον γε / ὡς ἦν’, 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 κλέα ἀνδρῶν, which presumably included 

the story of Meleager, but they were not alive when the actual events of this story took place.102 

																																																								
102 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 κλέα ἀνδρῶν. The reason why 
Phoenix can say that he μέμνημαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι with an accusative object refers to total 
recall, whereas μιμνήσκομαι 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 κλέα 
ἀνδρῶν and μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι in the Meleager passage, and 
on the other, the poet and μιμνήσκομαι in the invocation of the Muses. For Phoenix says 
μέμνημαι τόδε ἔργον ‘I μιμνήσκεται this deed’ whereas Homer in the invocation says εἰ μὴ 
Ὀλυμπιάδες Μοῦσαι Διὸς αἰγιόχοιο / θυγατέρες μνησαίαθ’ ὅσοι ὑπὸ Ἴλιον ἦλθον’ ‘If the 
Muses…did not μιμνήσκονται how many came to Troy’. Nagy translates μνησαίαθ’ in the 
invocation as ‘remind’ (with the poet understood as accusative object), which has the invocation 
saying that the Muses cause the poet to μιμνήσκεται all those who came to Troy. But this is not 
possible, because μνησαίαθ’ is a medio-passive form. The passage thus says that the Muses 
μιμνήσκονται who came to Troy, but it does not say that the poet μιμνήσκεται anything (at 
least explicitly). Finally, a problem for Nagy’s claim about the meaning of μιμνήσκομαι with 
genitive as opposed to accusative objects is that there are many occurrences of μιμνήσκομαι 
with the genitive in which there is no reason to think that the verb refers merely to partial 
recall—for instance, when Achilles obsessively μιμνήσκεται his experiences with Patroclus (Il. 
24.7-9), or when he declares that he will never λανθάνεται Patroclus and that he will 
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What is more, Achilles is already well-versed in the κλέα ἀνδρῶν, and Phoenix knows this 

about him—when the ambassadors arrive at his hut, they famously discover him singing the 

κλέα ἀνδρῶν (ἄειδε δ ἄρα κλέα ἀνδρῶν, Il. 9.189). We might suppose, then, that by telling a 

story which he μιμνήσκεται, Phoenix is trying to give Achilles something that will be 

rhetorically stronger even than the κλέα ἀνδρῶν, since Achilles already knows them very 

well.103 

 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 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
μιμνήσκεται him even in Hades (Il. 22.387-90). It also does not seem to be true that all of the 
(very few) occurrences of μιμνήσκεται with the accusative in Homer refer to total recall. When 
Diomedes says that he does not μιμνήσκεται his father Tydeus in the accusative (Il. 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 μιμνήσκεται 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 μιμνήσκεται anything at all about Tydeus.  
 
103 I am grateful to Boris Shoshitaishvili for pointing this out to me. One potential difficulty for 
my interpretation of Phoenix’s use of μιμνήσκομαι 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 μέμνημαι τόδε ἔργον 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 (δάκρυ’ ἀναπρήσας, Il. 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 Iliad. 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 11th 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 κλέος, and what one 

μιμνήσκεται. I believe that we find Homer drawing precisely the same distinction, and more 

explicitly, in his invocation of the Muses in Book 2: 

ἔσπετε νῦν μοι Μοῦσαι Ὀλύμπια δώματ’ ἔχουσαι· 
ὑμεῖς γὰρ θεαί ἐστε πάρεστέ τε ἴστέ τε πάντα, 
ἡμεῖς δὲ κλέος οἶον ἀκούομεν οὐδέ τι ἴδμεν· 
οἵ τινες ἡγεμόνες Δαναῶν καὶ κοίρανοι ἦσαν· 
πληθὺν δ’ οὐκ ἂν ἐγὼ μυθήσομαι οὐδ’ ὀνομήνω, 
οὐδ’ εἴ μοι δέκα μὲν γλῶσσαι, δέκα δὲ στόματ’ εἶεν, 
φωνὴ δ’ ἄρρηκτος, χάλκεον δέ μοι ἦτορ ἐνείη, 
εἰ μὴ Ὀλυμπιάδες Μοῦσαι Διὸς αἰγιόχοιο 
θυγατέρες μνησαίαθ’ ὅσοι ὑπὸ Ἴλιον ἦλθον· 
ἀρχοὺς αὖ νηῶν ἐρέω νῆάς τε προπάσας.   (Il. 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 (πάρεστέ τε 

ἴστέ τε πάντα), in particular, the great deeds of the heroic past. In contrast to them, we mortals 

hear only the report (κλέος οἶον) 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 μιμνήσκεται the events of the Iliad 

and the Odyssey.  Rather, the Muses (or elsewhere, a single Muse) μιμνήσκονται them and then 

declare them (ἔσπετε) to the poet.104 

																																																								
104 The formula ἔσπετε νῦν μοι Μοῦσαι Ὀλύμπια δώματ’ ἔχουσαι (Il. 2.484, 11.218, 14.508, 
16.112) constitutes the poet’s fullest request for information from the Muses in the Iliad. 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.105 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 

(ἐπέτελλεν, 207) always to be the best and thereby to live up to his superior ancestry.106  

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, σύ μοι ἔννεπε Μοῦσα (Il. 2.761), which is, of course, also found at the 
beginning of the Odyssey (ἄνδρα μοι ἔννεπε, Mοῦσα… Od. 1.1). Despite their apparent 
difference, ἔννεπε and ἔσπετε are both forms of same verb, (σ)επ- ‘report with authority, 
declare’, with a preverb ἐν(ι). ἔννεπε derives from e-grade *ἐν-σεπ-ε, and ἔσπετε from zero-
grade *ἐν-σπ-ε-τε (Beekes s.v. ἐν(ν)έπω). Remarkably, Livius Andronicus begins his rendition 
of the Odyssey with the exact Latin cognate of ἔννεπε, 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 ἐν(ν)έπω falls squarely in the category of muthos, 
observing that whenever this verb takes a noun denoting speech as its object, the noun is muthos 
(Il. 8.412, 11.186, 11.643, 11.839). 
 
105Il. 6.119-236. 
 
106 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 ἐπιτέλλειν), and of the 
force that excellent (ἄριστοι) ancestors exert on their descendants as paradigms to which the 
descendants must conform (on pain of disgrace for both themselves and their ancestors): 
 

Ἱππόλοχος δέ μ’ ἔτικτε, καὶ ἐκ τοῦ φημι γενέσθαι· 
πέμπε δέ μ’ ἐς Τροίην, καί μοι μάλα πόλλ’ ἐπέτελλεν 
αἰὲν ἀριστεύειν καὶ ὑπείροχον ἔμμεναι ἄλλων, 
μηδὲ γένος πατέρων αἰσχυνέμεν, οἳ μέγ’ ἄριστοι 
ἔν τ’ Ἐφύρῃ ἐγένοντο καὶ ἐν Λυκίῃ εὐρείῃ.   (Il. 6.206-10) 
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them exchanged fine tokens of hospitality (ξεινήϊα καλά, 218). Diomedes goes on to describe 

these gifts, but also to remark that he does not μιμνήσκεται his own father Tydeus: 

Οἰνεὺς μὲν ζωστῆρα δίδου φοίνικι φαεινόν, 
Βελλεροφόντης δὲ χρύσεον δέπας ἀμφικύπελλον 
καί μιν ἐγὼ κατέλειπον ἰὼν ἐν δώμασ’ ἐμοῖσι.   
Τυδέα δ’ οὐ μέμνημαι, ἐπεί μ’ ἔτι τυτθὸν ἐόντα 
κάλλιφ’, ὅτ’ ἐν Θήβῃσιν ἀπώλετο λαὸς Ἀχαιῶν.   (Il. 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.107 This appears to be part of the force of οὐ μέμνημαι in the above passage. 

Diomedes is, of course, acutely aware of his father’s legendary deeds (through their κλέος), and 

he even alludes to them when he refers to the failed Argive attack on Thebes (ὅτ’ ἐν Θήβῃσιν 

ἀπώλετο λαὸς Ἀχαιῶν, 223). He surely remembers this story, but he cannot μιμνήσκεσθαι it, 

or anything else about his father.108  

																																																								
107 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. 
 
108 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 (Il. 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 (πατρὸς δ’ ἐξ ἀγαθοῦ καὶ ἐγὼ γένος εὔχομαι εἶναι / Τυδέος, ὃν Θήβῃσι χυτὴ κατὰ 
γαῖα καλύπτει, 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 

μιμνήσκεται his father suggests that the cup is, in a certain respect, standing in for his father.109 

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 μιμνήσκεσθαι.  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.110 Pursuing this idea a little further, we may also note that Diomedes says that he left 

the cup at home (κατέλειπον, 221) when he went to Troy, just as many other Achaean (and 

Trojan) sons left their fathers at home when they went to Troy111—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: τὰ δε μελλετ’ ἀκουέμεν, εἰ ἐτεόν περ ‘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 μιμνήσκομαι), and 
therefore that they lack a certain rhetorical power. 
 
109 If we do not admit this connection, then lines 221-2 (Τυδέα δ’ οὐ μέμνημαι…) seem to 
present a non sequitur. 
 
110 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 Iliad and the Odyssey 
(pp. 47-8). 
 
111 Forms of λείπω, 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., Il. 5.480, Od. 11.174). But there is also a strong 
and deeply poignant motif, running throughout the Iliad, 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 (Il. 18.324-7), and 
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Diomedes at home (κάλλιφ(ε), 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.112 

Let us turn, finally, to another passage which addresses the link of a son to his father 

through μιμνήσκομαι, this time from Book 1 of the Odyssey. The passage appears to present a 

serious challenge to my claim about μιμνήσκομαι and direct, living experience, especially in 

light of Diomedes’ statement that he cannot μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 ὑπομιμνήσκει Telemachus of Odysseus (i.e., causes Telemachus to 

μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 μένος. 

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., Il. 5.155-8, 11.328-32). The motif of bereaved 
parents in the Iliad is discussed with great sensitivity by Griffin 1980: 123-8.  
 
112 See p. 49 n. 106 above. 



53	

	

friend of Odysseus (the name, Mεν-της ≈ ‘Reminder’, is very significant here).113 The passage 

which we will be considering is the poet’s description of Athena’s departure, when she reveals 

herself to be a goddess: 

 ἡ μὲν ἄρ’ ὣς εἰποῦσ’ ἀπέβη γλαυκῶπις Ἀθήνη, 
ὄρνις δ’ ὣς ἀνόπαια διέπτατο· τῷ δ’ ἐνὶ θυμῷ  
θῆκε μένος καὶ θάρσος, ὑπέμνησέν τέ ἑ πατρὸς 
μᾶλλον ἔτ’ ἢ τὸ πάροιθεν. ὁ δὲ φρεσὶν ᾗσι νοήσας 
θάμβησεν κατὰ θυμόν· ὀΐσατο γὰρ θεὸν εἶναι. 
αὐτίκα δὲ μνηστῆρας ἐπῴχετο ἰσόθεος φώς.   (Od. 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.114 So the question immediately 

arises: how could Telemachus μιμνήσκεσθαι Odysseus—that is, have Odysseus in his thumos 

and be guided by him—if it is indeed true that μιμνήσκομαι requires that its subject has had 

direct experience its object? This passage appears to falsify the claim I have made about 

μιμνήσκομαι and direct experience. 

 But if we focus our attention on the function of μένος 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 

μένος and ὑπέμνησέν in the passage above by comparing two other passages in Homer, both of 

which involve μένος which is explicitly identified as ‘paternal’.115 In the first, from Iliad Book 5, 

																																																								
113 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). 
 
114 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:  
 

μήτηρ μέν τέ μέ φησι τοῦ ἔμμεναι, αὐτὰρ ἐγώ γε 
οὐκ οἶδ’· οὐ γάρ πώ τις ἑὸν γόνον αὐτὸς ἀνέγνω.   (Od. 1.215-6) 
 

115 Bakker 2008: 69-71. 
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Athena rouses Diomedes and tells him that she has put into his στήθεσσι the steady, paternal 

μένος of Tydeus.116 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 μένος of his father Odysseus 

has ‘dripped into’ (ἐνέστακται) him; but she also adds that if he is not really the son of 

Odysseus and Penelope, he will fail.117 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’ μένος 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’ μένος living within him. 

 To return, now, to our original passage from Odyssey Book 1, I believe we can 

understand the μένος which Athena puts into Telemachus to be paternal μένος—that is, the 

same μένος which is in Odysseus himself. And this μένος, I suggest, amounts to the direct, 

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

																																																								
116 Il. 5.124-6: 

θαρσῶν νῦν Διόμηδες ἐπὶ Τρώεσσι μάχεσθαι· 
ἐν γάρ τοι στήθεσσι μένος πατρώϊον ἧκα 
ἄτρομον, οἷον ἔχεσκε σακέσπαλος ἱππότα Τυδεύς·  
 

117 Od. 2.270-5: 
Τηλέμαχ’, οὐδ’ ὄπιθεν κακὸς ἔσσεαι οὐδ’ ἀνοήμων· 
εἰ δή τοι σοῦ πατρὸς ἐνέστακται μένος ἠΰ, 
οἷος κεῖνος ἔην τελέσαι ἔργον τε ἔπος τε, 
οὔ τοι ἔπειθ’ ἁλίη ὁδὸς ἔσσεται οὐδ’ ἀτέλεστος. 
εἰ δ’ οὐ κείνου γ’ ἐσσὶ γόνος καὶ Πηνελοπείης, 
οὔ σε ἔπειτα ἔολπα τελευτήσειν ἃ μενοινᾷς.  
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μιμνήσκεσθαι Odysseus. 118 In this passage μένος is showing its true colors as a substance that 

is not just ‘emotional’ and ‘bodily’, but also ‘intellectual’119 (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” (ὑπέμνησεν) is not an activation of the memory of his father (whom he, like 

Diomedes, has never known), but a shot of paternal μένος, 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’.120  

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 θυμός, 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 

																																																								
118 Other interpreters take the relationship between μένος and μιμνήσκομαι to always be the 
other way around—roughly, that μιμνήσκομαι (assumed to refer to the intellectual experience of 
‘recalling/remembering’) summons μένος (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 μένος, as ‘strength of memory/mind’), Frame 2009: 25-8. While I agree 
with these scholars that there is a close connection between μιμνήσκομαι and μένος 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 μένος to have a 
bodily meaning, whereas Collins takes it to have a mental meaning). The problem of linking up 
μιμνήσκομαι and μένος disappears if we recognize that both are psychosomatic terms that 
differ only in their emphases. μιμνήσκομαι focuses more on the mental end of the spectrum of 
psychosomatic experience, while μένος focuses more on the bodily end; but both terms are 
intrinsically mental and bodily. 
 
119 Here we can glimpse a basic semantic affinity between Homeric μένος and its Vedic and 
Avestan cognates (mánas and manah-), which are primarily ‘intellectual’ terms. I am grateful to 
Professor Richard Martin for this and other helpful observations on the significance of μένος 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’ μένος, 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.121 I believe that the use of μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι. 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 μιμνήσκεται Tydeus. 

But we have now seen that, already in Book 5, Athena sent the μένος πατρώϊον of Tydeus into 

Diomedes. So why, we may ask, does this μένος πατρώϊον not provide the living connection to 

Tydeus which would allow Diomedes to say that he μιμνήσκεται Tydeus? I believe that part of 

the answer to this is that the experience of μιμνήσκεσθαι through μένος πατρώϊον is fleeting, 

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

																																																								
121 I owe this important point to Professor Peter O’Connell. 
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guarantee that he would be able to μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι could only be established with a 

living father. Finally and most importantly, when Diomedes says ‘Τυδέα δ’ οὐ μέμνημαι’, the 

object Τυδέα is in the accusative; and as we saw in Chapter 1, the usage of μιμνήσκομαι 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 μένος πατρώϊον would occasion an experience of 

being psychosomatically guided by one’s father (and thus an experience that would be referred to 

by μιμνήσκομαι + gen.), rather than the ability to recollect information about one’s father. So, 

although Athena at Od. 1.321 put paternal μένος into Telemachus and ὑπέμνησέν 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 ‘*μεμνημαι ’Oδυσῆα...’ and gone on to recount a 

story about Odysseus from personal recollection. And so, in this respect he is still like Diomedes 

at Il. 6.222. 

 There is one other occurrence of μιμνήσκομαι in Homer that appears to be problematic 

for my claim about direct experience, and it again concerns Telemachus’ ability to 

μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 μιμνήσκεται Odysseus, food and sleep become hateful to him122 (like Achilles 
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when he μιμνήσκεται 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 μνησθῆναι Odysseus (in the genitive) 

on his own, or should he himself question and probe Telemachus about Odysseus? 

μερμήριξε δ’ ἔπειτα κατὰ φρένα καὶ κατὰ θυμόν, 
ἠέ μιν αὐτὸν πατρὸς ἐάσειε μνησθῆναι, 
ἦ πρῶτ’ ἐξερέοιτο ἕκαστά τε πειρήσαιτο.   (Od. 4.117-9) 
 

It is difficult to say what μνησθῆναι, a Homeric happax, means in this passage. It is one of only 

three exclusively passive (rather than medio-passive) forms of μιμνήσκομαι in Homer, all of 

which occur in the Odyssey.123 The Lexicon des frühgriechischen Epos, and both de Jong and 

Ameis-Hentze in their commentaries on the Odyssey, translate μνησθῆναι as ‘mention’ 

(‘Erwähnung machen/tun’).124 If μνησθῆναι really does just mean ‘mention’ here, then it means 

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

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

																																																																																																																																																																																			
122 Od. 4.104-7: 

τῶν πάντων οὐ τόσσον ὀδύρομαι, ἀχνύμενός περ, 
ὡς ἑνός, ὅς τέ μοι ὕπνον ἀπεχθαίρει καὶ ἐδωδὴν, 
μνωομένῳ, ἐπεὶ οὔ τις Ἀχαιῶν τόσσ’ ἐμόγησεν, 
ὅσσ’ Ὀδυσεὺς ἐμόγησε καὶ ἤρατο.    
 

123 The two other passive forms are found at Od. 1.31 and 4.189—both times as the participle 
ἐπιμνησθείς 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). 
 
124 LfgrE s.v. μιμνήσκω 4d (bottom); de Jong 2004 ad 4.117-20 (p.97); Ameis and Hentze 1908 
ad 4.118 (p. 113). Lattimore also translates μνησθῆναι as ‘mention’. Heubeck, West, and 
Hainsworth 1988 do not address the question. 
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μιμνήσκομαι, and this passage would pose no problem for my claim (which would then be 

limited to the 123 occurrences of μιμνήσκομαι that do not mean ‘mention’). 

But ‘mention’ probably does not capture the meaning of μνησθῆναι in this passage—for 

one thing, we can ‘mention’ things that are totally trivial to us, whereas the object of 

μιμνήσκομαι in the above passage, as everywhere else in Homer, is hugely significant to the 

subject. Moreover, it seems very likely that the verb μνησθῆναι refers to a powerful internal 

experience—the same experience referred to by all other occurrences of μιμνήσκομαι 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 μνησθῆναι is right, then the passage does appear pose a problem for my claim 

about μιμνήσκομαι 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 ‘πατρὸς μνησθῆναι’ 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 μιμνήσκεται Odysseus. And 

indeed, Menelaus may be predisposed to ‘project’ the experience of μιμνησκόμενος 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).125  

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 

																																																								
125 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 μιμνήσκομαι and direct experience (at least when 

μιμνήσκομαι does not mean ‘mention’). 

We have now examined all the occurrences of μιμνήσκομαι in Homer that, at least in 

isolation, present a significant challenge to the claim that μιμνήσκομαι presupposes that its 

subject has previously had direct, living experience of its object.126 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 μιμνήσκομαι’s meaning in the course of a general discussion of 

how μιμνήσκομαι and the broader concept of memory relate to one another in the Iliad. We 

identified two features of μιμνήσκομαι’s meaning that delimit it with respect to memory: the 

emphasis of μιμνήσκομαι on psychosomatic guidedness when it is construed with a genitive 

(though not an accusative) object; and the requirement that the subject of μιμνήσκομαι has 

previously had direct, living experience of the object, no matter what its case is. So, when 

characters in the Iliad remember something that does not strongly guide them in mind and body, 

their experience will not be described by a use of μιμνήσκομαι with the genitive. And when 

they remember something—say, a deed recorded in the κλέα ἀνδρῶν —that they have not 

themselves experienced, their experience will not be described by any use of μιμνήσκομαι at all. 

The direct experience requirement holds for all uses of μιμνήσκομαι, but we should note that it 

has a special pertinence to the use of μιμνήσκομαι 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 

																																																								
126 As noted above (p. 39 n. 97), none of the 51 occurrences of λανθάνομαι (medio-passive) 
presents a challenge to this claim. 



61	

	

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 μιμνήσκομαι.  

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.127 It will be instructive to briefly consider 

how these distinctions relate to our investigation of μιμνήσκομαι 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).128 

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. 
 
128 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, μιμνήσκομαι accesses both personal and communicative 

memory. An example of the former is Achilles μιμνησκόμενος the experiences he shared with 

Patroclus (Il. 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 atē 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’ atē) 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 μιμνήσκεται would not have the 

rhetorical edge over the κλέα ἀνδρῶν that it appears to have (especially, as we have seen, in 

light of the distinction between κλέος and direct experience that Homer draws in his invocation 

of the Muses).129 

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 Iliad remember a wide variety of things, ranging from the trivial to the vitally 

important. But the most consequential kind of memory in the Iliad—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, 

																																																								
129 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.130 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 Iliad; 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.131 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;132 and this is a context in which we might expect him to recall a 

																																																								
130 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. 
 
131 As noted by Martin 1989: 79. 
 
132 The four cases of deliberative self-address are Il. 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 Il. 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’.133 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’,134 and he shows that it comprises three basic genres of speaking: 

command, flyting, and the recitation of remembered events.135 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. 
 
133 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. 
 
135 See Martin 1989 Chapter 2 (pp. 43-88) for detailed discussion of the three muthos genres. 
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that a hero recites will have a strong relevance to the present speech context136—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;137 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.138 Simply in virtue of 

performing the speech act denoted by ἐπιτέλλειν, Peleus generated a norm or paradigm exerting 

moral pressure on his son Achilles to conform to it.139 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 μιμνησκόμενος it: ὣς ἐπέτελλ’ ὃ γέρων, σὺ δὲ λήθεαι 

																																																								
136 ‘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). 
 
137 Il. 11.670-762. 
 
138 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 Il. 9.309). 
 
139 Professor Martin points out to me that the speech act ἐπιτέλλειν 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 μῦθος that was delivered in the primary act of ἐπιτέλλειν, 
which is precisely what Odysseus and Nestor (see below) do. There are several examples of the 
performative use of the verb ἐπιτέλλειν in the Iliad (present tense, 1st person sg.). A particularly 
clear one is Il. 9.68, in a speech where Nestor stations several youths as guards outside of the 
Achaean wall: κούροισιν μὲν ταῦτ’ ἐπιτέλλομαι ‘I hereby enjoin these things upon the youths’. 
As expected, this act of ἐπιτέλλειν takes place before an audience including people other than 
the youths themselves (the primary addressees). 
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(9.259).140 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 (Il. 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 (Il. 11.788-9)).  

Odysseus displays yet another type of paradigmatic recollection in Book 2, in his muthos 

(Il. 2.282) about the portent at Aulis.141 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 

																																																								
140 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 ἐπιτέλλειν is by μιμνησκόμενος 
that norm. The norm can be referred to with a clause (as in the present passage, ὣς ἐπέτελλ’), or 
with a noun denoting the relevant speech act, as at Il. 5.319-20 (οὐδ’ υἱὸς Καπανῆος ἐλήθετο 
συνθεσιάων / τάων ἃς ἐπέτελλε βοὴν ἀγαθὸς Διομήδης) and Il. 5.818 (ἀλλ’ ἔτι σέων 
μέμνημαι ἐφετμέων ἃς ἐπέτειλας). As demonstrated in Martin 1989, μῦθος is the generic 
noun for ἐπιτέλλειν speech acts (as well as several other types of speech act). In the passages I 
have cited, the nouns ἐφετμή and συνθεσία designate particular subtypes of μῦθοι. 
Interestingly, we never find the generic term μῦθος itself occuring as the object of μιμνήσκομαι 
or λανθάνομαι.   

Another speech act noun that μιμνήσκομαι/λανθάνομαι takes as genitive object is 
ἀπειλή ‘vaunt/threat’ (Achilles speaking: Μυρμιδόνες μή τίς μοι ἀπειλάων λελαθέσθω, / ἃς 
ἐπὶ νηυσὶ θοῇσιν ἀπειλεῖτε Τρώεσσι, Il. 16.200-1). As this passage indicates, the ἀπειλαί 
constituted a sort of paradigm that must be lived up to. In this case, the corresponding speech-act 
verb is ἀπειλεῖν (rather than ἐπιτέλλειν, as with ἐφετμαί and συνθεσίαι). 

 
141 Il. 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.142 

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’.143 Similes are one of its most 

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

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

εὖ γὰρ δὴ τόδε ἴδμεν ἐνὶ φρεσίν, ἐστὲ δὲ πάντες 
μάρτυροι   (Il. 2.301-2) 
 

143 See Austin 1975 Chapter 2 (pp. 81-129) for extended discussion of this mode of thinking in 
both the Iliad 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.144 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 

ὡς…ὡς… ‘as…so…’ and ὡς καὶ…. ‘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: 

ὡς δ’ ὄρνις ἀπτῆσι νεοσσοῖσι προφέρῃσι 
μάστακ’ ἐπεί κε λάβῃσι, κακῶς δ’ ἄρα οἱ πέλει αὐτῇ, 
ὣς καὶ ἐγὼ πολλὰς μὲν ἀΰπνους νύκτας ἴαυον, 
ἤματα δ’ αἱματόεντα διέπρησσον πολεμίζων 
ἀνδράσι μαρνάμενος ὀάρων ἕνεκα σφετεράων.   (Il. 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: 

κῆρα δ’ ἐγὼ τότε δέξομαι ὁππότε κεν δὴ  
Ζεὺς ἐθέλῃ τελέσαι ἠδ’ ἀθάνατοι θεοὶ ἄλλοι. 

																																																								
144 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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οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδὲ βίη Ἡρακλῆος φύγε κῆρα, 
ὅς περ φίλτατος ἔσκε Διὶ Κρονίωνι ἄνακτι· 
ἀλλά ἑ μοῖρα δάμασσε καὶ ἀργαλέος χόλος Ἥρης. 
ὣς καὶ ἐγών, εἰ δή μοι ὁμοίη μοῖρα τέτυκται,  
κείσομ’ ἐπεί κε θάνω·   (Il. 18.115-21) 

 
And in Book 19, Agamemnon uses the same phrase, ὣς καὶ ἐγών…, to mark the parallel 

between his own deception by atē and that of Zeus.145 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 ὣς καὶ ἐγώ.146 

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

articulates the paradigmatic relationships as follows: 

ὡς οὗτος κατὰ τέκνα φάγε στρουθοῖο καὶ αὐτὴν 
ὀκτώ, ἀτὰρ μήτηρ ἐνάτη ἦν ἣ τέκε τέκνα, 
ὣς ἡμεῖς τοσσαῦτ’ ἔτεα πτολεμίξομεν αὖθι, 
τῷ δεκάτῳ δὲ πόλιν αἱρήσομεν εὐρυάγυιαν.   (Il. 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 ὣς 

ἡμεῖς, describes point-by-point the analogous events that will befall the Trojans in the near 

future.147 

 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:  

ἄλλο δέ τοι ἐρέω καὶ ἐφήσομαι αἴ κε πίθηαι· 

																																																								
145 Il. 19.134. 
 
146 Il. 6.477. 
 
147 Il. 12.217-29. 
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μὴ ἐμὰ σῶν ἀπάνευθε τιθήμεναι ὀστέ’ Ἀχιλλεῦ,   
ἀλλ’ ὁμοῦ ὡς ἐτράφημεν ἐν ὑμετέροισι δόμοισιν 
… 
ὣς δὲ καὶ ὀστέα νῶϊν ὁμὴ σορὸς ἀμφικαλύπτοι 
χρύσεος ἀμφιφορεύς, τόν τοι πόρε πότνια μήτηρ.   (Il. 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 Iliad, Achilles’ thought in this passage 

proceeds analogically: 

Σπερχεί’ ἄλλως σοί γε πατὴρ ἠρήσατο Πηλεὺς 
κεῖσέ με νοστήσαντα φίλην ἐς πατρίδα γαῖαν 
σοί τε κόμην κερέειν ῥέξειν θ’ ἱερὴν ἑκατόμβην, 
πεντήκοντα δ’ ἔνορχα παρ’ αὐτόθι μῆλ’ ἱερεύσειν 
ἐς πηγάς, ὅθι τοι τέμενος βωμός τε θυήεις. 
ὣς ἠρᾶθ’ ὃ γέρων, σὺ δέ οἱ νόον οὐκ ἐτέλεσσας. 
νῦν δ’ ἐπεὶ οὐ νέομαί γε φίλην ἐς πατρίδα γαῖαν 
Πατρόκλῳ ἥρωϊ κόμην ὀπάσαιμι φέρεσθαι.   (Il. 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 (ὣς ἠρᾶθ’ ὃ γέρων) 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 (σὺ δέ οἱ νόον οὐκ ἐτέλεσσας), he feels compelled to cancel it and replace it (νῦν 

δ’…) 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι 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 φόβος, should not) guide the 

subject.148 The object may be a battle state like ἀλκή, a necessity like σῖτος, 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.149 Thus, 

on the level of both semantics (preferred objects) and pragmatics (use in direct speech), 

μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι reflect aspects of this basic mode of thought in Homer. 

  

																																																								
148 Of μιμνήσκομαι’s nine formulas, eight regularly take a paradigmatic object: μ.I (positive 
battle state), μ.II (positive battle state), μ.III (paradigmatic past events), μ.IV (paradigmatic past 
events), μ.V (conspicuous subject of epic song), μ.VI (negative battle state), μ.VII (positive 
battle state), μ.IX (various paradigmatic objects). The remaining formula μ.VIII takes an 
assortment of objects that are more or less paradigmatic. 
Of λανθάνομαι’s five formulas, three regularly take a paradigmatic object: λ.I (positive battle 
state) λ.II (positive battle state), λ.IV (injunctions of a father).  
 
149 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 μιμνήσκομαι and described its relation to memory 

more generally in the Iliad. And we have outlined the roles that μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκεται. 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 Iliad begins by unfolding the causes of Achilles’ strife with 

Agamemnon and his subsequent, enduring μῆνις.150 In an unwarranted use of his kingly power, 

Agamemnon seizes Briseis, Achilles’ γέρας (‘honorific portion’),151 to compensate himself for 

having to relinquish his own γέρας Chryseis to her father Chryses. This action galls Achilles 

																																																								
150 On μῆνις see, among others, Schwyzer 1931, Watkins 1977, Considine 1985, Muellner 1992 
and 1996. 
 
151 On the concept of γέρας as ‘honorific portion’, and thus as a crucial embodiment of a hero’s 
τιμή, see Nagy 1979: 132-3. See further the discussions of Benveniste cited by Nagy: on γέρας, 
Benveniste 1969, Vol. 2: 43-50; on τιμή, Benveniste 1969, Vol. 2: 50-5. 
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powerfully. He is the best of the Achaeans,152 and he needs to be recognized as such with a 

suitably high level of τιμή (‘honor’); but by stripping him of his γέρας, Agamemnon has gravely 

dishonored him.153 Achilles’ response is to obtain τιμή 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 ἄτη (‘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 (λώβη)154 for the next two-thirds of the poem. Only in Book 19, when Achilles publicly 

reconciles himself with Agamemnon and forswears his μῆνις, does he decisively turn to other 

concerns (namely, to battle).155  

 Before discussing how Achilles’ enduring μῆνις relates to μιμνήσκομαι and memory in 

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

																																																								
152 E.g., at Il. 1.412. On the topic of Achilles as the best of the Achaeans, see the fundamental 
discussion of Nagy 1979, Chapter 2. 
 
153 Il. 1.355-6. 
 
154 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 *sleh2gw- ‘seize’ found, 
for example, in λάζομαι and λαμβάνω; see Beekes s.v. λώβη). Later the word comes to refer 
more generally to outrageous treatment and disgraceful action (as already at Il. 7.97-8: ἦ μὲν 
δὴ λώβη τάδε γ’ ἔσσεται αἰνόθεν αἰνῶς / εἰ μή τις Δαναῶν νῦν Ἕκτορος ἀντίος εἶσιν). 
 
155 Achilles reconciles himself with Agamemnon and renounces (ἀποειπεῖν) his μῆνις in his 
speech at Il. 19.56-73. Throughout his speech he emphatically consigns his quarrel with 
Agamemnon to the past, most notably when he says: αὐτὰρ Ἀχαιοὺς / δηρὸν ἐμῆς καὶ σῆς 
ἔριδος μνήσεσθαι ὀΐω (Il. 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 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’ μῆνις has passed: 
 

 Ὣς ἔφαθ’, οἳ δ’ ἐχάρησαν ἐϋκνήμιδες Ἀχαιοὶ 
μῆνιν ἀπειπόντος μεγαθύμου Πηλεΐωνος.   (Il. 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 9,156 it is everywhere agreed in the Iliad that Achilles will die 

young.157 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 τιμή (as a compensation).158 In the later 

books, Achilles’ knowledge of his fate takes on a profounder signifance for him, as it becomes 

more concrete. 159 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.160 Somewhat surprisingly, in 

view of his attitude in Book 1, Achilles’ concern for his own τιμή 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 

																																																								
156 Il. 9.410-6. 
 
157 He alone is described as ὠκύμορος ‘swift-fated’ among human beings (the adjective is once 
applied to arrows, at Il. 15.441)—and, moreover, always by Thetis (Il. 1.417, 1.505, 18.95, 
18.458). He is therefore, and uniquely among characters in the Iliad, ὀϊζυρός ‘woeful’ (Il. 1.417, 
again in Thetis’ speech). In his own words, Achilles is μινυνθάδιος ‘short-lived’ (Il. 1.352), and, 
most strikingly, παναώριος ‘all-untimely’ (Il. 24.540—a Homeric happax). 
 
158 Achilles to Thetis: μῆτερ, ἐπεί μ’ ἔτεκές γε μινυνθάδιόν περ ἐόντα, / τιμήν πέρ μοι 
ὄφελλεν Ὀλύμπιος ἐγγυαλίξαι / Ζεὺς ὑψιβρεμέτης (Il. 1.352-4); Thetis to Zeus: τίμησον 
μοι υἱόν, ὃς ὠκυμορώτατος ἄλλων / ἐπλετ’ (Il. 1.505-6). 
 
159 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 (Il. 18.436-43)). 
 
160 Achilles fully accepts this consequence first, and most explicitly, in the dramatic exchange 
with his mother at Il. 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. 161 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.162 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 two fates 

(κῆρες), mutually exclusive, that can bear him to his end: either he will stay to fight and 

inevitably die at Troy, losing his homecoming (νόστος) but securing unwithering fame (κλέος 

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

																																																								
161 On the difference between Hector and Achilles in this respect, see Griffin 1980: 163-4, 
Macleod 1982: 10-11. 
 
162 Achilles explicitly refers to his own fate—which, it should be kept in mind, is known only 
from his mother—at Il. 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 παναώριος to Priam). Moreover, Thetis reminds Achilles of this fate at Il. 
1.417 and 18.95-6. And at Il. 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.163 And in this same speech he makes clear that (at least for the moment) he fully 

intends to choose the latter fate.164  

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 Iliad 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.165 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.166 If we take 

																																																								
163 Il. 9.410-6. 
 
164 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 (Il. 9.650-55). 
 
165 Achilles is even somewhat guarded about sharing what he has heard from Thetis with 
Patroclus, his second self (see Il. 16.36-7 together with 16.49-51). 
 
166 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’ (Il. 
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.167 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 character168 (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). 

 
167 As Muellner 1996: 194 says, ‘Mēnis 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. 
 
168 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 Il. 18.108-10, 
where he speaks of ‘χόλος, ὅς τ’ ἐφέηκε πολύφρονά περ χαλεπῆναι’ (‘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.169  

When we look into Achilles’ anger, we find memory, and particularly the experience 

named by μιμνήσκομαι, 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).170 

Achilles makes this absolutely explicit in his own descriptions of his anger.171 One of his most 

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

																																																								
169 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.  
 
170 A scholiast, explaining the relevance of the Meleager story to Achilles’ situation, comments 
on the relationship between anger and obsessive dwelling on injustices: ἀειμνήστους ἐπὶ κακῷ 
ποιεῖ τοὺς ὀργιζομένους ὁ θυμός ‘The thumos leads those who are angry to constantly dwell 
on the evil [which they have suffered]’ (ΣbT ad Il. 9.527). Though he does not explicitly spell 
this out, the scholiast implies that the state of being ἀείμνηστος ἐπὶ κακῷ, triggered by one’s 
initial anger at the evil one has suffered, goes on to sustain and fuel that anger. 
 
171 Achilles himself never refers to his own μῆνις as such—the 9 occurrences of μῆνις in the 
Iliad are in the voice of the narrator or another character (twice addressed to Achilles: Il. 9.517, 
19.35). Achilles does, however, use the derivative noun μηνιθμός (Il. 16.62, 16.202) as well as 
the denominative verb ἀπομηνίω (ἐμεῦ ἀπομηνίσαντος, Il. 9.426, 19.62) to describe himself. 
But most often Achilles uses the word χόλος to describe his anger. Achilles, apparently, avoids 
speaking of his own μῆνις. In fact, no character in Homer to whom μῆνις is attributed speaks of 
his own μῆνις. This apparent avoidance lead Calvert Watkins to argue that there is a tabu in 
Homer against speaking of one’s own μῆνις (Watkins 1977). Leonard Muellner follows Watkins 
in this (Muellner 1992, 1996). But in his perceptive book length study of μῆνις, 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 μῆνις 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 φιλότης which binds him to the rest of the Achaeans, and with which 

they honor him above everyone else.172 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 (ποινή); whereas Achilles, unreasonably, will not let go of his anger and accept 

Agamemnon’s ample compensation on account of a ‘mere girl’.173 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.174 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 μιμνήσκεται how Agamemnon treated him: 

Αἶαν διογενὲς Τελαμώνιε κοίρανε λαῶν 
πάντά τί μοι κατὰ θυμὸν ἐείσαο μυθήσασθαι· 
ἀλλά μοι οἰδάνεται κραδίη χόλῳ ὁππότε κείνων 
μνήσομαι ὥς μ’ ἀσύφηλον ἐν Ἀργείοισιν ἔρεξεν 
Ἀτρεΐδης ὡς εἴ τιν’ ἀτίμητον μετανάστην.   (Il. 9.644-8) 

 
Note that κείνων, the nominal object of μνήσομαι, is in the genitive; this indicates that the 

clause which μνήσομαι takes as its object (ὥς μ’ ἀσύφηλον…) also has genitive semantics.175 

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

																																																								
172 Il. 9.628-32. 
 
173 Il. 9.632-8. 
 
174 Il. 9.638-42. 
 
175 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’ κραδίη swells with a χόλος that displaces all other thoughts and feelings. The catalyst 

and also the substrate of this all-consuming, disruptive experience—of the μῆνις of Achilles—is 

an experience of μιμνήσκομαι. 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 (πάντά τί μοι κατὰ θυμὸν ἐείσαο μυθήσασθαι). 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 κλέος ἄφθιτον.  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.176 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 Il. 9.677-9: 

Ἀτρεΐδη κύδιστε ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν Ἀγάμεμνον 
κεῖνός γ’ οὐκ ἐθέλει σβέσσαι χόλον, ἀλλ’ ἔτι μᾶλλον 
πιμπλάνεται μένεος    
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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: 

τοὺς μέν τ’ ἰητροὶ πολυφάρμακοι ἀμφιπένονται 
ἕλκε’ ἀκειόμενοι· σὺ δ’ ἀμήχανος ἔπλευ Ἀχιλλεῦ. 
μὴ ἐμέ γ’ οὖν οὗτός γε λάβοι χόλος, ὃν σὺ φυλάσσεις, 
αἰναρέτη·   (Il. 16.28-31) 
 

Patroclus contrasts the wounded Achaean heroes, who are being healed by doctors, with 

Achilles, who is ἀμήχανος. 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’.177 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, 

‘guarding’ it—ὃν σὺ φυλάσσεις) 178 by remembering and dwelling on Agamemnon’s 

																																																								
177 Likewise, the base word μῆχος does not just mean ‘solution’ but ‘healing solution’, ‘cure’; 
see Martin 1983: 18-19, 26-39. 
 
178 Another passage in which the reference of the verb φυλάσσω seems to be similar to that of 
μιμνήσκομαι with a genitive object is Il. 16.686-8, where the poet declares that if Patroclus had 
‘guarded’ the ἔπος 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 νόος (‘intention’) of 
Zeus: 
 

                             εἰ δὲ ἔπος Πηληϊάδαο φύλαξεν 
ἦ τ᾽ ἂν ὑπέκφυγε κῆρα κακὴν μέλανος θανάτοιο. 
ἀλλ᾽ αἰεί τε Διὸς κρείσσων νόος ἠέ περ ἀνδρῶν   (Il. 16.686-8) 
 

This use of φυλάσσω with ἔπος is closely parallel to a number of uses of μιμνήσκομαι and 
λανθάνομαι with words for injunctions and commands. In addition to examples [33]-[35] in 
appendix A, compare Il. 5.319-20: οὐδ᾽ υἱὸς Καπανῆος ἐλήθετο συνθεσιάων / τάων ἃς 
ἐπέτελλε βοὴν ἀγαθὸς Διομήδης. (Also, for μιμνήσκομαι taking ἔπος as its object, recall the 
following lines from Andromache’s agonized final address to the slain Hector: οὐδέ τί μοι εἶπες 
πυκινὸν ἔπος, οὗ τέ κεν αἰεὶ / μεμνῄμην νύκτάς τε καὶ ἤματα δάκρυ χέουσα, Il. 24.744-5.) 
  



84	

	

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.179 But in his reply, Achilles 

roundly denies this—the reason for his refusal is the pain and anger that overcome him whenever 

he μιμνήσκεται how Agamemnon treated him. Though Achilles does not use a form of 

μιμνήσκομαι in this passage, the strong similarities it shows with the Book 9 passage considered 

above make clear that this is the experience at issue: 

οὔτε θεοπροπίης ἐμπάζομαι ἥν τινα οἶδα,  
οὔτέ τί μοι πὰρ Ζηνὸς ἐπέφραδε πότνια μήτηρ· 
ἀλλὰ τόδ’ αἰνὸν ἄχος κραδίην καὶ θυμὸν ἱκάνει, 
ὁππότε δὴ τὸν ὁμοῖον ἀνὴρ ἐθέλῃσιν ἀμέρσαι 
καὶ γέρας ἂψ ἀφελέσθαι, ὅ τε κράτεϊ προβεβήκῃ· 
αἰνὸν ἄχος τό μοί ἐστιν, ἐπεὶ πάθον ἄλγεα θυμῷ. 
κούρην ἣν ἄρα μοι γέρας ἔξελον υἷες Ἀχαιῶν, 
δουρὶ δ’ ἐμῷ κτεάτισσα πόλιν εὐτείχεα πέρσας, 
τὴν ἂψ ἐκ χειρῶν ἕλετο κρείων Ἀγαμέμνων 
Ἀτρεΐδης ὡς εἴ τιν’ ἀτίμητον μετανάστην.   (Il. 16.50-9) 
 

I have underlined the most prominent similarities between this passage and the passage from 

Book 9. First, the lines ἀλλὰ τόδ’ αἰνὸν ἄχος κραδίην καὶ θυμὸν ἱκάνει / ὁππότε… show 

close verbal parallels to ἀλλά μοι οἰδάνεται κραδίη χόλῳ ὁππότε κείνων / μνήσομαι ὥς… in 

the Book 9 speech (Il. 9.646-7). And in terms of their meaning, the two sets of lines are even 

closer, since we can understand the phrase ἄχος κραδίην καὶ θυμὸν ἱκάνει in the passage 

above to simply be a redescription from a different perspective of the same experience that 

Achilles described with a form of μιμνήσκομαι in Book 9.180  

																																																								
179 Il. 16.36-7. 
 
180 I owe this observation to Professor Peter O’Connell. 
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Second, the phrase ὡς εἴ τιν’ ἀτίμητον μετανάστην ‘as if an honorless vagabond’ in the 

above passage is repeated verbatim from Achilles’ speech in Book 9. 181 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: 

ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν προτετύχθαι ἐάσομεν· οὐδ’ ἄρα πως ἦν 
ἀσπερχὲς κεχολῶσθαι ἐνὶ φρεσίν· ἤτοι ἔφην γε 
οὐ πρὶν μηνιθμὸν καταπαυσέμεν, ἀλλ’ ὁπότ’ ἂν δὴ 
νῆας ἐμὰς ἀφίκηται ἀϋτή τε πτόλεμός τε. (Il. 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.182 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 

																																																								
181 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 τιν’ ἀτίμητον μετανάστην is the direct 
object of ἔρεξεν). Martin 1992: 18 makes the striking observation that both of the times Achilles 
uses the word μετανάστης (the only occurrences of this word in Homer), he is speaking to 
someone who formerly was a μετανάστης (Phoenix, among the other ambassadors, in Book 9; 
Patroclus in Book 16); and moreover, that both of them were μετανάστης 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’. 
 
182 Il. 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’ (ἀνάγκῃ): 

ὡς ἔρις ἔκ τε θεῶν ἔκ τ’ ἀνθρώπων ἀπόλοιτο 
καὶ χόλος, ὅς τ’ ἐφέηκε πολύφρονά περ χαλεπῆναι, 
ὅς τε πολὺ γλυκίων μέλιτος καταλειβομένοιο 
ἀνδρῶν ἐν στήθεσσιν ἀέξεται ἠΰτε καπνός· 
ὡς ἐμὲ νῦν ἐχόλωσεν ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν Ἀγαμέμνων. 
ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν προτετύχθαι ἐάσομεν ἀχνύμενοί περ,  
θυμὸν ἐνὶ στήθεσσι φίλον δαμάσαντες ἀνάγκῃ·   (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 (ὡς ἐμὲ νῦν ἐχόλωσεν ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν Ἀγαμέμνων). But then he resolves 

to suppress it, and we find the phrase ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν προτετύχθαι ἐάσομεν 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι (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 μιμνησκόμενος 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 μιμνησκόμενος Patroclus.183 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 

																																																								
183 Il. 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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.184 And of 

course, the cremation, burial, and funeral games are thick with the memory of Patroclus,185 as is 

																																																								
184 For example, when Achilles executes Lycaon, he ‘explains’ why Lycaon must die by telling 
him: ἀλλὰ φίλος θάνε καὶ σύ: τί ἦ ὀλοφύρεαι οὕτως; / κάτθανε καὶ Πάτροκλος, ὅ περ σέο 
πολλὸν ἀμείνων (Il. 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: 
 

‘μή με κύον γούνων γουνάζεο μὴ δὲ τοκήων: 
αἲ γάρ πως αὐτόν με μένος καὶ θυμὸς ἀνήη 
ὤμ᾽ ἀποταμνόμενον κρέα ἔδμεναι, οἷα ἔοργας [i.e., to Patroclus]        
(Il. 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 οἷα ἔοργας) in explaining his rage. 
 
185 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 (φιάλη) left over as a prize from the chariot race. For as he gives, it Achilles says: 
 

τῆ νῦν, καὶ σοὶ τοῦτο γέρον κειμήλιον ἔστω 
Πατρόκλοιο τάφου μνῆμ’ ἔμμεναι· οὐ γὰρ ἔτ’ αὐτὸν 
ὄψῃ ἐν Ἀργείοισι·   (Il. 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 ψυχή is in the home of Ἀ-ΐδης ‘the Unseen One’). 
Once the dead have been cremated and are therefore totally gone from sight (cf. Il. 23.52-3), it is 
all the more urgent for their loved ones to preserve them in some form through ritual 
commemoration and μνημοσύνη (i.e., the continued act of μιμνήσκομαι). Achilles charges the 
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Achilles’ dragging of Hector’s body around Patroclus’ σῆμα (a practice which, as we saw at the 

end of Chapter 1, is explicitly portrayed as motivated by Achilles’ μιμνησκόμενος 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 

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.186 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι Patroclus forever—that even if the dead λανθάνονται the 

dead in Hades, Achilles will defy this law and μιμνήσκεσθαι Patroclus even there: 

ἀλλὰ τί ἤ μοι ταῦτα φίλος διελέξατο θυμός; 
κεῖται πὰρ νήεσσι νέκυς ἄκλαυτος ἄθαπτος 
Πάτροκλος· τοῦ δ’ οὐκ ἐπιλήσομαι, ὄφρ’ ἂν ἔγωγε  
ζωοῖσιν μετέω καί μοι φίλα γούνατ’ ὀρώρῃ·  
εἰ δὲ θανόντων περ καταλήθοντ’ εἰν Ἀΐδαο  
αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ καὶ κεῖθι φίλου μεμνήσομ’ ἑταίρου. 
νῦν δ’ ἄγ’ ἀείδοντες παιήονα κοῦροι Ἀχαιῶν 
νηυσὶν ἔπι γλαφυρῇσι νεώμεθα, τόνδε δ’ ἄγωμεν.   (Il. 22.385-92) 
 

This accumulation of occurrences of μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
κειμήλιον that he gives to Nestor with this function when he designates it as a Πατρόκλοιο 
τάφου μνῆμ(α).  
 
186 Il. 22.381-4. 
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surface a paean does not appear to have anything to do with Patroclus.187 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 

μιμνησκόμενος of Patroclus. As Achilles drags the dead Hector by his heels back to the ships, 

and the Achaeans sing a paean of thanksgiving for his slaying,188 they honor Patroclus. And if we 

turn to the Homeric hymns, we find evidence confirming that there is a connection between lines 

390 and 391. For 390 (αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ καὶ κεῖθι φίλου μεμνήσομ’ ἑταίρου) is strongly reminiscent 

of the formula that ends many of the Homeric hymns:189 αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ καὶ σεῖο καὶ ἄλλης 

μνήσομ’ ἀοιδῆς (e.g., h. Dem. 495, h. Ap. 546), ‘And I will μιμνήσκεσθαι both you [=the god 

addressed in the hymn] and other singing’. These hymns to the gods functioned as prohoimia to 

recitations of epic poetry,190 and this final line in particular is the formulaic hinge that joined the 

two phases of performance together. 191 Likewise, I suggest that line 390 in Achilles’ speech, 

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

																																																								
187 I 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).  
 
188 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: 
 

ἠράμεθα μέγα κῦδος· ἐπέφνομεν Ἕκτορα δῖον, 
ᾧ Τρῶες κατὰ ἄστυ θεῷ ὣς εὐχετόωντο.   (Il. 22.393-4) 
 

189 I am grateful to Stephen Sansom for pointing this out to me. 
 
190 See Nagy 1990: 353-60 for a thorough discussion of the role of prohoimia in epic 
performance. 
 
191 West 2003: 3-4, Faulkner 2008 ad 292-3 (p. 298). 
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μιμνήσκεσθαι Patroclus with the next phase in Achilles’ honoring of Patroclus: the performance 

of a paean celebrating the demise of Patroclus’ killer. 

 In discussing Achilles’ μῆνις 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 (μιμνησκόμενος) 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 μῆνις, Achilles is unconcerned with the plight of his fellow Achaeans. When 

he is grieving for and μιμνησκόμενος Patroclus, he is unconcerned with food, drink, and 

sleep—in fact, as the poem emphasizes at several points, he fails to μιμνήσκεσθαι these 

necessities of mortal life.192 When he does finally eat, food remains loathsome to him;193 and 

when he finally falls asleep, he is immediately visited by the ψυχή of Patroclus and wakes up in 

anguish.194  

 At every point Achilles’ behavior is determined by the μνημοσύνη 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: ἦ τ᾽ ἂν ἔγωγε / νῦν μὲν ἀνώγοιμι πτολεμίζειν 
υἷας Ἀχαιῶν / νήστιας ἀκμήνους (Il. 19.205-7); Odysseus: ἀλλὰ χρὴ…μεμνῆσθαι πόσιος 
καὶ ἐδητύος ὄφρ’ ἔτι μᾶλλον / ἀνδράσι δυσμενέεσσι μαχώμεθα νωλεμὲς αἰεὶ (Il. 19.228-
31). Also, cf. Thetis’ words to Achilles when she comes to him as Zeus’s messenger in Book 24: 
τέκνον ἐμὸν τέο μέχρις ὀδυρόμενος καὶ ἀχεύων / σὴν ἔδεαι κραδίην μεμνημένος οὔτέ τι 
σίτου / οὔτ’ εὐνῆς; (Il. 24.127-9). 
 
193 When Achilles first consents to eat, he says: ἀλλ’ ἤτοι νῦν μὲν στυγερῇ πειθώμεθα δαιτί· 
(Il. 23.48) 
 
194 Il. 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: 

μνησάμενος δ’ ἁδινῶς ἀνενείκατο φώνησέν τε· 
ἦ ῥά νύ μοί ποτε καὶ σὺ δυσάμμορε φίλταθ’ ἑταίρων 
αὐτὸς ἐνὶ κλισίῃ λαρὸν παρὰ δεῖπνον ἔθηκας  
αἶψα καὶ ὀτραλέως, ὁπότε σπερχοίατ’ Ἀχαιοὶ  
Τρωσὶν ἐφ’ ἱπποδάμοισι φέρειν πολύδακρυν Ἄρηα. 
νῦν δὲ σὺ μὲν κεῖσαι δεδαϊγμένος, αὐτὰρ ἐμὸν κῆρ 
ἄκμηνον πόσιος καὶ ἐδητύος ἔνδον ἐόντων  
σῇ ποθῇ·   (Il. 19.314-21) 
 

The adjective ἄκμηνος 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’.195 

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.196 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 

																																																								
195 Beekes s.v. supports the proposal of Blanc 1999 to derive ἄκμηνος from the root *ḱemh2- (in 
the sense ‘to care (for)’; cf. κομέω ‘look after, care for’) with privative ἀ-, giving a meaning of 
‘not properly cared for, neglected’. 
 
196 Defiling face and/or rolling on the ground: Il. 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.197 They alone among the characters of the Iliad 

are portrayed as living through this extreme level of grief.198 And indeed, Achilles and Priam 

state outright at several points that they are experiencing the worst grief they will ever know.199 

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 

in or understand this ultimate grief.200 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 

																																																								
197 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: 
 

ὡς δὲ πατὴρ οὗ παιδὸς ὀδύρεται ὀστέα καίων 
νυμφίου, ὅς τε θανὼν δειλοὺς ἀκάχησε τοκῆας, 
ὣς Ἀχιλεὺς ἑτάροιο ὀδύρετο ὀστέα καίων, 
ἑρπύζων παρὰ πυρκαϊὴν ἁδινὰ στεναχίζων.   (Il. 23.222-5) 

 
198 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 (οὗ μ᾽ ἄχος ὀξὺ κατοίσεται 
Ἄϊδος εἴσω (Il. 22.425)). 
 
199 Achilles: Il. 19.321-7, 23.45-6; Priam: Il. 22.423-6, 24.493-501. 
 
200 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 (Il. 19.310-3), 
who are themselves mourning Patroclus and their own loved ones (Il. 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: Πηλεύς, ὅς μιν 
ἔτικτε καὶ ἔτρεφε πῆμα γενέσθαι / Τρωσί· μάλιστα δ’ ἐμοὶ περὶ πάντων ἄλγε’ ἔθηκε. (Il. 
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: ἦ ὀνόσασθ᾽ ὅτι μοι Κρονίδης 
Ζεὺς ἄλγε᾽ ἔδωκε παῖδ᾽ ὀλέσαι τὸν ἄριστον; (Il. 24.241-2). To his own sons: ὤ μοι ἐγὼ 
πανάποτμος, ἐπεὶ τέκον υἷας ἀρίστους / Τροίῃ ἐν εὐρείῃ, τῶν δ᾽ οὔ τινά φημι λελεῖφθαι 
(Il. 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.201  

Underlying this series of transformations within Priam and Achilles is their shared 

experience μιμνησκόμενοι their loved ones and then, eventually, food. It begins with the first 

word that is spoken between them, in Priam’s opening speech:202  

μνῆσαι πατρὸς σοῖο θεοῖς ἐπιείκελ’ Ἀχιλλεῦ,  
τηλίκου ὥς περ ἐγών, ὀλοῷ ἐπὶ γήραος οὐδῷ·   (Il. 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: 

ἀλλ’ αἰδεῖο θεοὺς Ἀχιλεῦ, αὐτόν τ’ ἐλέησον 
μνησάμενος σοῦ πατρός· ἐγὼ δ’ ἐλεεινότερός περ, 
ἔτλην δ’ οἷ’ οὔ πώ τις ἐπιχθόνιος βροτὸς ἄλλος,  
ἀνδρὸς παιδοφόνοιο ποτὶ στόμα χεῖρ’ ὀρέγεσθαι.   (Il. 24.503-6) 
 

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

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

																																																								
201An inability to τέρπεσθαι (‘enjoy’) anything, and particularly to τέρπεσθαι γόοιο (‘enjoy 
mourning’) defines Achilles’ grief for Patroclus. The verb is pregnant with meaning throughout 
this phase of the poem, as Achilles either refuses (Il. 19.310-4) or attempts in vain (Il. 23.9-10, 
23.97-8) to τέρπεσθαι (note especially Achilles’ agony in the last passage, where he tries to 
embrace Patroclus’ shade and τέρπεσθαι γόοιο with him). At last, Achilles fulfills his desire to 
τέρπεσθαι γόοιο in the company of Priam (Il. 24.513-4, discussed below). And then finally, the 
two of them ‘take delight’ in marvelling at each other (τάρπησαν ἐς ἀλλήλους ὁρόωντες, Il. 
24.633), and then Priam urges that they ‘enjoy sweet sleep’ (ὕπνῳ ὕπο γλυκερῷ ταρπώμεθα 
κοιμηθέντες, Il. 24.636). First person plural subjunctives of τέρπεσθαι are found only in 
connection with the grief of Achilles and Priam in the Iliad (Achilles: τεταρπώμεσθα, Il. 23.9-
10, 23.97-8; Priam: ταρπώμεθα, Il. 24.636). These exhortations contrast sharply in tone with 
most of the Iliad’s (very many) exortations in -ώμε(σ)θα, which usually pertain to combat or 
battle strategy.  
 
202 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, μιμνησκόμενοι the loved ones whom 

they will never see again: 

Ὣς φάτο, τῷ δ’ ἄρα πατρὸς ὑφ’ ἵμερον ὦρσε γόοιο· 
ἁψάμενος δ’ ἄρα χειρὸς ἀπώσατο ἦκα γέροντα. 
τὼ δὲ μνησαμένω ὃ μὲν Ἕκτορος ἀνδροφόνοιο 
κλαῖ’ ἁδινὰ προπάροιθε ποδῶν Ἀχιλῆος ἐλυσθείς,  
αὐτὰρ Ἀχιλλεὺς κλαῖεν ἑὸν πατέρ’, ἄλλοτε δ’ αὖτε 
Πάτροκλον· τῶν δὲ στοναχὴ κατὰ δώματ’ ὀρώρει.   (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 μιμνήσκομαι plays a central role. The shock of king Priam appearing in Achilles’ hut and 

causing him both to μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 (τέρπεσθαι) 

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:203 

αὐτὰρ ἐπεί ῥα γόοιο τετάρπετο δῖος Ἀχιλλεύς, 
καί οἱ ἀπὸ πραπίδων ἦλθ’ ἵμερος ἠδ’ ἀπὸ γυίων, 
αὐτίκ’ ἀπὸ θρόνου ὦρτο, γέροντα δὲ χειρὸς ἀνίστη 
οἰκτίρων πολιόν τε κάρη πολιόν τε γένειον, 
καί μιν φωνήσας ἔπεα πτερόεντα προσηύδα·   (Il. 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 μῦθος (485) that Priam 

just delivered, whose central injunction was ‘αὐτόν τ’ ἐλέησον / μνησάμενος σοῦ πατρός’, 

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.204And most 

																																																								
203 On the semantics of the phrase αὐτὰρ ἐπεί which opens these lines, see Katz 2007: 75-77. 
Based on a comprehensive survey of Homer, Katz claims that αὐτάρ 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, ἀτάρ shows none of this 
patterning.) The passage quoted above clearly falls into the third category. Moreover, Katz 
shows that very many occurrences of αὐτάρ, and particularly formulas beginning αὐτάρ ἐπεί, 
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 τάρπημεν and τάρπησαν ‘we/they 
enjoyed [food and drink]’. Our passage above represents a variation on this formula-type in 
which the object of τέρπεσθαι is mourning rather than food and drink. 
 
204 I 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:  
 

οὐδέ νυ τόν[=Peleus] γε 
γηράσκοντα κομίζω, ἐπεὶ μάλα τηλόθι πάτρης 
ἧμαι ἐνὶ Τροίῃ, σέ τε κήδων ἠδὲ σὰ τέκνα.  (Il. 24.540-2) 
 

The verb ἧμαι ‘sit (idly)’ is regularly used elsewhere in the Iliad to refer to Achilles’ ‘idle’ 
abstention from battle (Il. 1.329, 416, 421)—most pointedly by Achilles himself when he 
laments his failure to ward off death from Patroclus (Il. 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.205 

 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 μνήσατο food after days of weeping for her slain children.206 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).207 Achilles’ telling of the Niobe story is framed by three occurrences of μιμνήσκομαι in 

close succession. He begins with the lines ‘νῦν δὲ μνησώμεθα δόρπου. / καὶ γάρ τ’ ἠΰκομος 

Νιόβη ἐμνήσατο σίτου’ (Il. 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). 
 
205 Achilles does not explicitly state this last point, but he demonstrates it with his actions 
throughout the entire scene.  
 
206 Il. 24.601-20. 
 
207 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:  
 

γουνοῦμαι σ᾽ Ἀχιλεῦ: σὺ δέ μ᾽ αἴδεο καί μ᾽ ἐλέησον: 
ἀντί τοί εἰμ᾽ ἱκέταο διοτρεφὲς αἰδοίοιο: 
πὰρ γὰρ σοὶ πρώτῳ πασάμην Δημήτερος ἀκτὴν 
ἤματι τῷ ὅτε μ᾽ εἷλες ἐϋκτιμένῃ ἐν ἀλωῇ   (Il. 21.74-7) 
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line which delivers the core of the paradigm: ‘ἣ δ’ ἄρα σίτου μνήσατ’, ἐπεὶ κάμε δάκρυ 

χέουσα’ (Il. 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 μιμνήσκεσθαι 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 μνησώμεθα δόρπου is a transformation of the battle formula  

μνησώμεθα χάρμης which occurs two times (Il. 15.477, 19.148, the latter spoken by Achilles 

himself),208 and which plays a role in the extensive family of μιμνήσκομαι formulas that take 

χάρμη as their object.209 All occurrences of this family of formulas in the Iliad 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) 

μνήσαντο χάρμης and temporarily take the upper hand against the Trojans.210 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.  

																																																								
208 μ.II.A. 
 
209 This family of formulas is collected under the heading μ.II. 
 
210 Greeks take the upper hand: μ.II.2, μ.II.3; Trojans take the upper hand: μ.II.4. 
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This is not the first time in the Iliad 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: παντοίης ἀρετῆς μιμνήσκεο· νῦν σε μάλα χρὴ / αἰχμητήν τ’ 

ἔμεναι καὶ θαρσαλέον πολεμιστήν (Il. 22.267-8). Here Achilles is using well-attested tropes 

for exhorting fellow soldiers to mock and unnerve his most hated enemy.211 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 ‘φίλος’: ἀλλὰ φίλος θάνε καὶ σύ· τί ἦ 

ὀλοφύρεαι οὕτως; (Il. 21.106). 

But unlike these other examples, Achilles’ utterance of ‘μνησώμεθα δόρπου’ 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 Iliad, 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 

																																																								
211 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 μιμνήσκομαι and λανθάνομαι, see μ.I, μ.II.A.1-2, μ.II.C, μ.VII, and 
λ.I.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 μῆνις 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONCLUSION 

Let us end by considering again the difficulties involved in establishing μιμνήσκομαι’s 

literal meaning, and what these difficulties entail for the interpretation of Homer. When it takes a 

genitive object X, I have glossed μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι in simpler terms. For example, 

when its object is something like χάρμη, it refers to reexperiencing χάρμη. Or when its subject 

is Achilles, and its object is a clause describing Agamemnon’s outrageous confiscation of Briseis 

(Il. 9.646) or a clause describing the adventures that Achilles’ shared with Patroclus (Il. 24.9), 

μιμνήσκομαι 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 μιμνήσκομαι 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. 



101	

	

 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 

60 years to communicate the meaning of this term more fully in English.212 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 

																																																								
212 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’.213 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.214 

 Now this is a very extreme case (from our cultural point of view), and I do not suggest 

that μιμνήσκομαι 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 ‘κακὰ βυσσοδομεύων’, a line-final formula which occurs six times with minor 

variation (sometimes with φρεσί), all in the Odyssey. It accounts for six of the seven occurrences 

of βυσσοδομεύω 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. 
 
214 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 φρένες.215 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, μνήσαντο χάρμης and μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς, as two more examples of 

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

  

																																																								
215 And in general, the verb βυσσοδομεύω 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 κακὰ βυσσοδομεύων: once elsewhere in the Odyssey 
we find (wicked) μῦθοι as the object of βυσσοδομεύω (μύθων, οὓς μνηστῆρες ἐνὶ φρεσὶ 
βυσσοδόμευον, Od. 4.676) and twice in the Hesiodic corpus we find the line-final phrase 
δόλον φρεσὶ βυσσοδομεύων (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. 



104	

	

 

 

REFERENCES 

Ameis, K. F. and C. Hentze, ed. 1908. Homers Odyssee. Leipzig and Berlin. 
 
Anderson, W. S. 1972. Ovid’s Metamorphoses, Books 6-10. Norman. 

Assmann, J. 2008. ‘Communicative and Cultural Memory’ in Cultural Memory Studies, ed. A.  
     Erll and A. Nünning, 109-18. Berlin. 
 
Austin, N. 1975. Archery at the Dark of the Moon: Poetic Problems in Homer’s Odyssey.  
     Berkeley and Los Angeles. 
 
Bakker, E. J. 1999. ‘Mimesis as Performance: Rereading Auerbach’s First Chapter’. Poetics  
     Today 20: 11-26. 
 
-----. 2002. ‘Remembering the God’s Arrival’. Arethusa 35: 63-81. 
 
-----. 2008. ‘Epic Remembering’ in Orality, Literacy, Memory in the Ancient Greek and Roman  
     World, ed. E. A. Mackay, 65-77. Leiden. 
 
-----. 2013. The Meaning of Meat and the Structure of the Odyssey. Cambridge. 
 
Bartolotta, A. 2003. ‘Towards a Reconstruction of Indo-European Culture: Semantic Functions  
     of IE *men-’ in Proceedings of the Fourteenth Annual UCLA Indo-European Conference, ed.  
     K. Jones-Bley, M. E. Huld, A. Volpe, and M. R. Dexter, 37-62. Washington. 
 
Beekes, R. P. 2010. Etymological Dictionary of Greek. Leiden. 
 
Benveniste, E. 1954. ‘Formes et sens de μνάομαι’ in Sprachgeschichte und Wortbedeutung:  
     Festschrift Albert Debrunner, 13-18. Bern. 
 
-----. 1969. Le vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes, Vols. 1 and 2. Paris. 
 
Blanc, A. 1999. ‘Étymologies Homériques (1. χαλίφρων; 2. ἄκμηνος; 3. ἀβληχρός)’. Bulletin  
     de la Société de linguistique de Paris 94: 317-338.  
 
Bozzone, C. 2014. Constructions: A New Approach to Formularity, Discourse, and Syntax in  
     Homer. Ph.D. diss. UCLA. 
 
Bybee, J. 2010. Language, Usage, and Cognition. Cambridge. 
 
Cebrián, R. B. 1996. Die Verben Des Denkens Bei Homer. Innsbruck. 



105	

	

 
Chantraine, P. 1963. Grammaire homérique II. Syntaxe. Paris. 
 
-----. 1968-80. Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque. Paris. 
 
Clarke, M. 1995. ‘The Wisdom of Thales and the Problem of the Word IEROΣ’. Classical  
     Quarterly 45: 296-317. 
 
-----. 1999. Flesh and Spirit in the Songs of Homer: A Study of Words and Myths. Oxford. 
 
Clay, J. Strauss. 2011. Homer’s Trojan Theater: Space, Vision, and Memory in the Iliad.  
     Cambridge. 
 
Code, A. and J. Moravcsik. 1992. ‘Explaining Various Forms of Living’ in Essays on Aristotle’s  
     De Anima, ed. M. Nussbaum and A. Rorty, 129-146. Oxford. 
 
Collins, D. 1998. Immortal Armor: The Concept of Alkē in Archaic Greek Poetry. Lanham, MD. 
 
Considine, P. 1986. ‘The Indo-European Origin of Greek mēnis “wrath”’. Transactions of the  
     Philological Society 83: 144-170. 
 
Conti, L. J. 1999. ‘La expresión de la causa en Homero con referentes humanos’. Emerita 67:  
     295-313. 
 
Darcus Sullivan, S. 1987. ‘πραπίδες in Homer’. Glotta 65: 182-193. 
 
-----. 1988. Psychological Activity in Homer: A Study of Phrēn. Ottawa. 
 
Faulkner, A., ed. 2008. The Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite. Oxford. 
 
Foley, J. M. 1991. Immanent Art: From Structure to Meaning in Traditional Oral Epic.  
     Bloomington and Indianapolis. 
 
Ford, A. 1992. Homer: The Poetry of the Past. Ithaca and London. 
 
Fortson, B. 2010. Indo-European Language and Culture: An Introduction, 2nd ed. Chichester. 
 
Frame, D. 2009. Hippota Nestor. Washington. 
 
Frisk, H. 1960. Griechisches Etymologisches Wörterbuch. Heidelberg. 
 
García-Ramón, J. L. 1992. ‘Griechisch ἱερός und seine Varianten, vedisch iṣirá-’ in  
     Rekonstruktion und Relative Chronologie, ed. R. Beekes, A. Lubotsky, and J. Weitenberg,  
     183-206. Innsbruck. 
 
-----. 2011. ‘Mycenaean Onomastics’, in A Companion to Linear B, Vol. 2, ed. Y. Duhoux and  



106	

	

     A. Morpurgo Davies, 214-251. Louvain-la-Neuve. 
 
Goddard, C. and A. Wierzbicka. 2015. ‘What Does Jukurrpa (“Dreamtime,” “the Dreaming”)  
     Mean? A Semantic and Conceptual Journey of Discovery’. Australian Aboriginal Studies  
     2015/1: 43-65. 
 
Goldberg, A. 2006. Constructions at Work: The Nature of Generalization in Language. Oxford. 
 
Grethlein, J. 2008. ‘Memory and Material Objects in the Iliad and the Odyssey’. The Journal of  
     Hellenic Studies 128: 27-51. 
 
Hainsworth, B. 1968. The Flexibility of the Homeric Formula. Oxford. 
 
-----. 1993. The Iliad: A Commentary, Vol. 3 (Books 9-12). Cambridge. 
 
Heubeck, A., S. West, and J. B. Hainsworth. 1988. A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey, Vol. 1  
     (Books 1-8). Oxford. 
 
Hooker, J. T. 1980a. ‘Iερός in Early Greek (=Beitrage zur Sprachwissenschaft, Vortrage und  
     kleinere Schriften no. 22). Innsbruck. 
 
-----. 1980b. Linear B: An Introduction. London. 
 
Jackson, P. 2006. ‘The Poetics of Myth in Pindar’s Olympian 9.47-49’ in La langue poétique  
     indo-européenne, ed. G.-J. Pinault and D. Petit, 125-132. Leuven-Paris. 
 
Jahn, T. 1987. Zum Wortfeld ‘Seele-Geist’ in der Sprache Homers. Munich. 
 
de Jong, Irene. 2004. A Narratological Commentary on the Odyssey. Cambridge. 
 
Katz, J. 2007. ‘The Epic Adventures of an Unkown Particle’ in Greek and Latin from an Indo- 
     European Perspective, ed. G. Coulter, M. Mccullagh, B. Nielsen, A. Ruppel, and O.  
     Tribulato, 65-79. Cambridge. 
 
Kiparsky, P. 1976. ‘Oral Poetry: Some Linguistic and Typological Considerations’ (with  
     comments by C. Watkins) in Oral Literature and the Formula, ed. B. A. Stolz and R. S.  
     Shannon III, 73-125. Ann Arbor. 
 
Kirk, G. S. 1990. The Iliad: A Commentary, Vol. 2 (Books 5-8). Cambridge. 
 
Laughren, M., K. Hale, and Warlpiri Lexicography Group. 2006. Warlpiri-English  
     Encyclopaedic Dictionary (electronic files). University of Queensland, St. Lucia. 
 
Lloyd, G. E. R. 1966. Polarity and Analogy: Two Types of Argumentation in Early Greek  
     Thought. Cambridge. 
 



107	

	

Long, A. A. 2015. Greek Models of Mind and Self. Cambridge, MA. 
 
Luraghi, S. 2003. On the Meaning of Prepositions and Cases: The Expression of Semantic Roles  
     in Ancient Greek. Amsterdam. 
 
Macleod, C., ed. 1982. Homer, Iliad: Book XXIV. Cambridge. 
 
Martin, R. P. 1983. Healing, Sacrifice, and Battle: Amechania and Related Concepts in Early  
     Greek Poetry. Innsbruck. 
 
-----. 1989. The Language of Heroes: Speech and Performance in the Iliad. Ithaca and  
     London. 
 
-----. 1992. ‘Hesiod’s Metanastic Poetics’. Ramus 21: 11-33. 
 
Mayrhofer, M. 1956-1980. Kurzgefasstes etymologisches Wörterbuch des Altindischen. 4 vols.  
     Heidelberg. 
 
Meillet, A. 1897. De Indo-Europaea radice *men- ‘mente agitare’. Paris. 
 
Minchin. E. 2001. Homer and the Resources of Memory. Oxford. 
 
-----. 2012. ‘Memory and Memories: Personal, Social, and Cultural Memory in the Poems of  
     Homer’ in Homeric Contexts: Neoanalysis and the Interpretation of Oral Poetry, ed. F.  
     Montanari, A. Rengakos, and C. Tsagalis, 83-99. Berlin. 
 
Muellner, L. 1992. ‘Etymologie et sémantique de μῆνις’ in La langue et les textes en grec  
     ancien: Actes du Colloque Pierre Chantraine, ed. F. Létoublon, 121-135. Amsterdam. 
 
-----. 1996. The Anger of Achilles: Mēnis in Greek Epic. Ithaca and London. 
 
Nagler, M. N. 1967. ‘Towards a Generative View of the Oral Formula’. Transactions of the  
     American Philological Association 98: 269-311. 
 
-----. 1974. Spontaneity and Tradition: A Study in the Oral Art of Homer. Berkeley  
      and Los Angeles. 
 
Nagy, G. 1974. Comparative Studies in Greek and Indic Meter. Cambridge, MA. 
 
-----. 1979. The Best of the Achaeans. Baltimore. 
 
-----. 1990. Pindar’s Homer: The Lyric Possession of an Epic Past. Baltimore. 
 
-----. 2009. ‘Homer and Greek Myth’ in The Cambridge Companion to Greek Mythology, ed. R.  
     D. Woodard, 52-82. Cambridge. 
 



108	

	

Onians, R. B. 1951. The Origins of European Thought about the Body, the Mind, the Soul, the  
     World, Time, and Fate. Cambridge. 
 
Parry, M. 1971. The Making of Homeric Verse, ed. A. Parry. Oxford. 
 
Richardson, N. 1993. The Iliad: A Commentary, Vol. 6 (Books 21-24). Cambridge. 
 
Rubin, D. C. 1997. Memory in Oral Traditions: The Cognitive Psychology of Epic, Ballads, and  
     Counting-out Rhymes. Oxford. 
 
Schmitt, R. 1967. Dichtung und Dichtersprache in indogermanischer Zeit. Wiesbaden. 
 
Schwyzer, E. 1931. ‘Drei griechische Wörter’. Rheinisches Museum für Philologie 80: 209-217. 
 
Shapiro, H. A. 1993. Personifications in Greek Art. Zürich. 
 
Shay, J. 1994. Achilles in Vietnam: Combat Trauma and the Undoing of Character. New York. 
 
Snell, B. 1948. Die Entdeckung des Geistes. Hamburg. 
 
Thieme, P. 1954. ‘Die Wurzel vat’ in Asiatica: Festschrift Friedrich Weller, ed. J. Schubert and  
     U. Schneider, 657-666. Leipzig. (=Kleine Schriften I, Vol. 1, 139-149. Wiesbaden.) 
 
-----. 1980. ‘Homerisch μνάομαι’. Kuhns Zeitschrift 94: 124-140. (=Kleine Schriften II, ed. R.  
     Söhnen-Thieme, 1022-1038. Stuttgart.) 
 
Vansina, J. 1985. Oral Tradition as History. Madison. 
 
Watkins, C. 1977. ‘A propos de ΜΗΝΙΣ’. Bulletin de la Société de Linguistique de Paris 72:  
     187-209. 
 
-----. 1995. How to Kill a Dragon: Aspects of Indo-European Poetics. Oxford. 
 
West, M. L., ed. 2003. Homeric Hymns, Homeric Apocrypha, Lives of Homer. Cambridge, MA. 
 
Willcock, M. 1977. ‘Ad Hoc Invention in the Iliad’. Harvard Studies in Classical Philology 81:  
     41-53. 
 
Williams, B. 1993. Shame and Necessity. Berkeley. 
	 	



109	

	

 

 

APPENDIX A: THE OCCURRENCES OF μιμνήσκομαι in Iliad (67x) 

Medio-passive Voice 
 
I. Genitive argument 
 

A. Combat state of being or quality 
 

 i. Good state/quality 
 
 •KHARMĒ 
 

τόφρα δ’ ἐπὶ Τρώων στίχες ἤλυθον ἀσπιστάων·    [1] 
οἳ δ’ αὖτις κατὰ τεύχε’ ἔδυν, μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης.   (4.221-2) 

 
οἳ δ’ ὡς οὖν εἴδονθ’ ὅ τ’ ἄρ’ ἐκ Διὸς ἤλυθεν ὄρνις,    [2] 
μᾶλλον ἐπὶ Τρώεσσι θόρον, μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης.    
(8.251-2≈14.440-1≈15.379-80) 

 
                                             ἀλλὰ μνησώμεθα χάρμης (15.477≈19.148)  [3] 

 
οἳ δ’ ὄπιθεν βάλλοντες ἐλάνθανον· οὐδέ τι χάρμης    [4] 
Τρῶες μιμνήσκοντο· συνεκλόνεον γὰρ ὀϊστοί.   (13.721-2) 

 
εἰ δέ που Αἴαντός γε βοὴν ἀγαθοῖο πυθοίμην,    [5] 
ἄμφω κ’ αὖτις ἰόντες ἐπιμνησαίμεθα χάρμης 
καὶ πρὸς δαίμονά περ, εἴ πως ἐρυσαίμεθα νεκρὸν    
Πηλεΐδῃ Ἀχιλῆϊ· κακῶν δέ κε φέρτατον εἴη.   (17.102-5) 

 
 •ALKĒ 
 

ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς    [6] 
(6.112=8.174=11.287=15.487=15.734=16.270=17.185) 

 
Αἴας δ’ ἄλλοτε μὲν μνησάσκετο θούριδος ἀλκῆς   (11.566)   [7] 

 
Αἴαντε σφὼ μέν τε σαώσετε λαὸν Ἀχαιῶν     [8] 
ἀλκῆς μνησαμένω, μὴ δὲ κρυεροῖο φόβοιο.   (13.47-8) 
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•PHULAKĒ 
 

νῦν μὲν δόρπον ἕλεσθε κατὰ πτόλιν ὡς τὸ πάρος περ,   [9] 
καὶ φυλακῆς μνήσασθε καὶ ἐγρήγορθε ἕκαστος·   (7.370-1≈18.298-99) 

 
•ARETĒ 
 

παντοίης ἀρετῆς μιμνήσκεο· νῦν σε μάλα χρὴ    [10] 
αἰχμητήν τ’ ἔμεναι καὶ θαρσαλέον πολεμιστήν.   (22.267-8) 

 
 
•POLEMOS 
 

ἀλλ’ οἵ γ’ οὐ πολέμοιο δυσηχέος ἐμνώοντο·     [11] 
οὐ γὰρ ἔην ὅς τίς σφιν ἐπὶ στίχας ἡγήσαιτο·   (2.686-7) 

 
ii. Bad state/quality 
 
•PHOBOS 
 

ὣς Τρῶες καὶ Ἀχαιοὶ ἐπ’ ἀλλήλοισι θορόντες     [12] 
δῄουν, οὐδ’ ἕτεροι μνώοντ’ ὀλοοῖο φόβοιο.   (11.70-1=16.770-1) 

 
ὣς Δαναοὶ Τρώεσσιν ἐπέχραον· οἳ δὲ φόβοιο    [13] 
δυσκελάδου μνήσαντο, λάθοντο δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς.   (16.356-7)  

  
•ALEŌRĒ 
 

                      ἐπεὶ οὔ ἑ κακιζόμενόν γε κατέκτα,     [14] 
ἀλλὰ πρὸ Τρώων καὶ Τρωϊάδων βαθυκόλπων  
ἑσταότ’ οὔτε φόβου μεμνημένον οὔτ’ ἀλεωρῆς.   (24.214-16) 

 
B. Person 
 

i. Family or close friend (intimate) 
 

              ὦ φίλοι ἀνέρες ἔστε καὶ αἰδῶ θέσθ’ ἐνὶ θυμῷ    [15] 
ἄλλων ἀνθρώπων, ἐπὶ δὲ μνήσασθε ἕκαστος       
παίδων ἠδ’ ἀλόχων καὶ κτήσιος ἠδὲ τοκήων   (15.661-3) 

 
                                                                 οὐδέ τι θυμῷ   (object understood) [16] 
τέρπετο, πρὶν πολέμου στόμα δύμεναι αἱματόεντος. 
μνησάμενος δ’ ἁδινῶς ἀνενείκατο φώνησέν τε·   (19.312-14) 

 
 Ὣς ἔφατο κλαίων, ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γέροντες,  (object  understood) [17] 
μνησάμενοι τὰ ἕκαστος ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν ἔλειπον·   (19.338-9) 
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τοῦ δ’ οὐκ ἐπιλήσομαι, ὄφρ’ ἂν ἔγωγε      [18] 
ζωοῖσιν μετέω καί μοι φίλα γούνατ’ ὀρώρῃ·  
εἰ δὲ θανόντων περ καταλήθοντ’ εἰν Ἀΐδαο  
αὐτὰρ ἐγὼ καὶ κεῖθι φίλου μεμνήσομ’ ἑταίρου   (22.387-90) 

 
κλαῖε φίλου ἑτάρου μεμνημένος, οὐδέ μιν ὕπνος    [19] 
ᾕρει πανδαμάτωρ, ἀλλ’ ἐστρέφετ’ ἔνθα καὶ ἔνθα 
Πατρόκλου ποθέων ἀνδροτῆτά τε καὶ μένος ἠΰ   (24.4-6) 

 
θυγατέρες δ’ ἀνὰ δώματ’ ἰδὲ νυοὶ ὠδύροντο    [20] 
τῶν μιμνησκόμεναι οἳ δὴ πολέες τε καὶ ἐσθλοὶ 
χερσὶν ὑπ’ Ἀργείων κέατο ψυχὰς ὀλέσαντες.   (24.166-8) 

 
μνῆσαι πατρὸς σοῖο θεοῖς ἐπιείκελ’ Ἀχιλλεῦ,    [21] 
τηλίκου ὥς περ ἐγών, ὀλοῷ ἐπὶ γήραος οὐδῷ   (24.486-7) 

 
 
ἀλλ’ αἰδεῖο θεοὺς Ἀχιλεῦ, αὐτόν τ’ ἐλέησον     [22] 
μνησάμενος σοῦ πατρός· ἐγὼ δ’ ἐλεεινότερός περ   (24.503-4) 

 
τὼ δὲ μνησαμένω ὃ μὲν Ἕκτορος ἀνδροφόνοιο    [23] 
κλαῖ’ ἁδινὰ προπάροιθε ποδῶν Ἀχιλῆος ἐλυσθείς, 
αὐτὰρ Ἀχιλλεὺς κλαῖεν ἑὸν πατέρ’, ἄλλοτε δ’ αὖτε 
Πάτροκλον·   (24.509-12) 

 
i.’ Past adventures with close friend (intimate) 
 

ἠδ’ ὁπόσα τολύπευσε σὺν αὐτῷ καὶ πάθεν ἄλγεα    [24] 
ἀνδρῶν τε πτολέμους ἀλεγεινά τε κύματα πείρων· 
τῶν μιμνησκόμενος θαλερὸν κατὰ δάκρυον εἶβεν   (24.7-9)    

 
 

ii. Elder/fellow basileus (less intimate) 
 
ὥς μευ ἀεὶ μέμνησαι ἐνηέος, οὐδέ σε λήθω,      [25] 
τιμῆς ἧς τέ μ’ ἔοικε τετιμῆσθαι μετ’ Ἀχαιοῖς.   (23.648) 

 
 

ii.’ Character quality of a fellow warrior (less intimate) 
 

νῦν τις ἐνηείης Πατροκλῆος δειλοῖο       [26] 
μνησάσθω· πᾶσιν γὰρ ἐπίστατο μείλιχος εἶναι  
ζωὸς ἐών· νῦν αὖ θάνατος καὶ μοῖρα κιχάνει.   (17.670-2) 
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C. Place 
 

αὐτίκα γὰρ μνήσονται Ἀχαιοὶ πατρίδος αἴης·   (4.172)   [27] 
 

D. Interpersonally significant past events  
 

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

σχέτλιος, αἰὲν ἀλιτρός, ἐμῶν μενέων ἀπερωεύς    [28] 
οὐδέ τι τῶν μέμνηται, ὅ οἱ μάλα πολλάκις υἱὸν 
τειρόμενον σώεσκον ὑπ’ Εὐρυσθῆος ἀέθλων.   (8.361-3) 
 
Ζεῦ πάτερ εἴ ποτέ τίς τοι ἐν Ἄργεΐ περ πολυπύρῳ    [29] 
ἢ βοὸς ἢ οἰὸς κατὰ πίονα μηρία καίων 
εὔχετο νοστῆσαι, σὺ δ’ ὑπέσχεο καὶ κατένευσας, 
τῶν μνῆσαι καὶ ἄμυνον Ὀλύμπιε νηλεὲς ἦμαρ   (15.372-5) 
 
Ἕκτορ τέκνον ἐμὸν τάδε τ’ αἴδεο καί μ’ ἐλέησον    [30] 
αὐτήν, εἴ ποτέ τοι λαθικηδέα μαζὸν ἐπέσχον· 
τῶν μνῆσαι φίλε τέκνον ἄμυνε δὲ δήϊον ἄνδρα 
τείχεος ἐντὸς ἐών, μὴ δὲ πρόμος ἵστασο τούτῳ   (22.82-5) 

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

                                                 οὐδέ νυ τῶν περ     [31] 
μέμνηαι ὅσα δὴ πάθομεν κακὰ Ἴλιον ἀμφὶ  
μοῦνοι νῶϊ θεῶν   (21.441-3) 

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

                                                                              ὁππότε κείνων   [32] 
μνήσομαι ὥς μ’ ἀσύφηλον ἐν Ἀργείοισιν ἔρεξεν   (9.645-6) 

 
E. Speech 
 

i. Commands 
 

                σὺ δὲ τούσδε μὲν ὠκέας ἵππους  (object understood) [33] 
αὐτοῦ ἐρυκακέειν ἐξ ἄντυγος ἡνία τείνας, 
Αἰνείαο δ’ ἐπαΐξαι μεμνημένος ἵππων,  
ἐκ δ’ ἐλάσαι Τρώων μετ’ ἐϋκνήμιδας Ἀχαιούς.  (5.261-4; cf. 5.319) 
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οὔτέ τί με δέος ἴσχει ἀκήριον οὔτέ τις ὄκνος,     [34] 
ἀλλ’ ἔτι σέων μέμνημαι ἐφετμέων ἃς ἐπέτειλας   (5.817-8) 

 
ὧδέ τις ὑμείων μεμνημένος ἀνδρὶ μαχέσθω.  (19.15)  (object understood) [35] 

 
ii. Intimate speech 
 

οὐδέ τί μοι εἶπες πυκινὸν ἔπος, οὗ τέ κεν αἰεὶ     [36] 
μεμνῄμην νύκτάς τε καὶ ἤματα δάκρυ χέουσα.   (24.744-5) 

 
F. Sustenance 
 

ἀλλὰ χρὴ…         [37] 
ὅσσοι δ’ ἂν πολέμοιο περὶ στυγεροῖο λίπωνται      
μεμνῆσθαι πόσιος καὶ ἐδητύος, ὄφρ’ ἔτι μᾶλλον  
ἀνδράσι δυσμενέεσσι μαχώμεθα νωλεμὲς αἰεὶ   (19.228-31) 

 
τέκνον ἐμὸν τέο μέχρις ὀδυρόμενος καὶ ἀχεύων     [38] 
σὴν ἔδεαι κραδίην μεμνημένος οὔτέ τι σίτου  
οὔτ’ εὐνῆς;   (24.127-9) 

 
ὄψεαι αὐτὸς ἄγων· νῦν δὲ μνησώμεθα δόρπου.    [39] 
καὶ γάρ τ’ ἠΰκομος Νιόβη ἐμνήσατο σίτου   (24.601-2) 

 
ἣ δ’ ἄρα σίτου μνήσατ’, ἐπεὶ κάμε δάκρυ χέουσα.   (24.613)  [40] 

 
G. Conspicuous subjects of epic song (strongly metapoetic usage) 
 

                         τάχα δὲ μνήσεσθαι ἔμελλον     [41] 
Ἀργεῖοι παρὰ νηυσὶ Φιλοκτήταο ἄνακτος.   (2.724-5) 

 
αὐτὰρ Ἀχαιοὺς         [42] 
δηρὸν ἐμῆς καὶ σῆς ἔριδος μνήσεσθαι ὀΐω.   (19.63-4) 
 
νόστου δὴ μνῆσαι μεγαθύμου Τυδέος υἱὲ        [43] 
νῆας ἔπι γλαφυράς, μὴ καὶ πεφοβημένος ἔλθῃς (10.509-10) 

 
II. Clausal argument  
 

A. Clause with ‘accusative’ semantics (see p. 27 above) 
 

οὐδ’ εἴ μοι δέκα μὲν γλῶσσαι, δέκα δὲ στόματ’ εἶεν,   [44] 
φωνὴ δ’ ἄρρηκτος, χάλκεον δέ μοι ἦτορ ἐνείη,  
εἰ μὴ Ὀλυμπιάδες Μοῦσαι Διὸς αἰγιόχοιο 
θυγατέρες μνησαίαθ’ ὅσοι ὑπὸ Ἴλιον ἦλθον·   (2.489-92) 
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B. Clause with ‘genitive’ semantics (see p. 27 above) 
 

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

 
ἦ οὐ μέμνῃ ὅτε…   (15.18=20.188=21.396)     [45] 

 
III. Accusative argument (carries implication that subject will speak out what they  
       remember) 
 

Τυδέα δ’ οὐ μέμνημαι, ἐπεί μ’ ἔτι τυτθὸν ἐόντα     [46] 
κάλλιφ’, ὅτ’ ἐν Θήβῃσιν ἀπώλετο λαὸς Ἀχαιῶν.   (6.222-3) 

 
μέμνημαι τόδε ἔργον ἐγὼ πάλαι οὔ τι νέον γε     [47] 
ὡς ἦν· ἐν δ’ ὑμῖν ἐρέω πάντεσσι φίλοισι.   (9.527-8; cf. Od. 24.122-23) 

 
ὡς μεμνέῳτο δρόμους καὶ ἀληθείην ἀποείποι.   (23.361)   [48] 

 
IV. Infinitive argument 
 

παυρότεροι δὲ πολὺ φθίνυθον· μνέμνηντο γὰρ αἰεὶ    [49] 
ἀλλήλοις ἀν’ ὅμιλον ἀλεξέμεναι φόνον αἰπύν.   (17.363-4) 

 
V. Directional argument  
 

οἳ δ’ ἄλλοι φύγαδε μνώοντο ἕκαστος.   (16.697)    [50] 
 
VI. Dative argument with ἀπομνήσασθαι ≈ ‘repay’ (see p. 24 n. 56 on meaning and 
construction) 
 

ὦ τέκος, ἦ ῥ’ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἐναίσιμα δῶρα διδοῦναι    [51] 
ἐπεὶ οὔ ποτ’ ἐμὸς πάϊς, εἴ ποτ’ ἔην γε, 
λήθετ’ ἐνὶ μεγάροισι θεῶν οἳ Ὄλυμπον ἔχουσι· 
τώ οἱ ἀπεμνήσαντο καὶ ἐν θανάτοιό περ αἴσῃ   (24.426-30) 
 

Active Voice 
 
I. Genitive and accusative arguments 
 

A. Interpersonally significant past events 
 
i. Events felt by speaker to have established an obligation on the part of the  
   accusative object 
 

τῶν νῦν μιν μνήσασα παρέζεο καὶ λαβὲ γούνων   (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 

 
τῶν σ’ αὖτις μνήσω ἵν’ ἀπολλήξῃς ἀπατάων   (15.31)   [53] 

  



116	

	

 

 

APPENDIX B: THE FORMULAS OF μιμνήσκομαι 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; 

dotted underlining indicates peripheral formulaic content that tends to show up in the vicinity; 

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.216 

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 

impossible to develop more rigorous and explicit conceptions of the formula217—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.  
 
217 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.218 

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,219 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;220 and the powerful 

																																																								
218 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). 
 
219 On Construction Grammar, see Goldberg 2006 and Bybee 2010. 
 
220 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: 
 
 ἕζετ᾽ ἔπειτ᾽ ἀπάνευθε νεῶν, μετὰ δ᾽ ἰὸν ἕηκε (Il. 1.48) 
 
 vs. 
 
 ἕζετ᾽ ἔπειτ᾽ ἀπάνευθε κιὼν ἐπὶ θῖνα θαλάσσης (Od. 6.236) 
 
Where it appears that νεῶν and κιών come in the same place of the line sheerly in virtue of the 
fact that both end in -ων—their syntactic function and meaning are completely different, as 
indeed, is the grammatical meaning of -ων 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.221 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:  || μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς # 
 
I.1 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies 
 

Ἕκτωρ δὲ Τρώεσσιν ἐκέκλετο μακρὸν ἀΰσας· 
Τρῶες ὑπέρθυμοι τηλεκλειτοί τ’ ἐπίκουροι  
ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς   (6.110-2) 

 
I.2 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies 
 

Ἕκτωρ δὲ Τρώεσσιν ἐκέκλετο μακρὸν ἀΰσας· 
Τρῶες καὶ Λύκιοι καὶ Δάρδανοι ἀγχιμαχηταὶ  
ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς.   (8.172-4) 

 
I.3 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies 
 

Ἕκτωρ δ’ ὡς ἐνόησ’ Ἀγαμέμνονα νόσφι κιόντα 
Τρωσί τε καὶ Λυκίοισιν ἐκέκλετο μακρὸν ἀΰσας· 
Τρῶες καὶ Λύκιοι καὶ Δάρδανοι ἀγχιμαχηταὶ  
ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς. (11.284-7) 

 
 
 
 

																																																																																																																																																																																			
was first noted by Milman Parry (Parry 1971: 73, 328). Nagler 1974: 1-13 provides many more 
striking examples of it. 
221 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. 
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I.4 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies 
 

Ἕκτωρ δ’ ὡς εἶδεν Τεύκρου βλαφθέντα βέλεμνα,  
Τρωσί τε καὶ Λυκίοισιν ἐκέκλετο μακρὸν ἀΰσας· 
Τρῶες καὶ Λύκιοι καὶ Δάρδανοι ἀγχιμαχηταὶ  
ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς   (15.484-7) 

 
I.5  Direct Speech: Telamonian Ajax to Achaeans 
 

αἰεὶ δὲ σμερδνὸν βοόων Δαναοῖσι κέλευε·  
ὦ φίλοι ἥρωες Δαναοὶ θεράποντες Ἄρηος 
ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς.   (15.732-4) 

 
I.6 Direct Speech: Patroclus to Myrmidons  
 

Πάτροκλος δ’ ἑτάροισιν ἐκέκλετο μακρὸν ἀΰσας·  
Μυρμιδόνες ἕταροι Πηληϊάδεω Ἀχιλῆος  
ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς   (16.268-70) 

 
I.7 Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies 
 

Ὣς εἰπὼν Τρώεσσιν ἐκέκλετο μακρὸν ἀΰσας· 
Τρῶες καὶ Λύκιοι καὶ Δάρδανοι ἀγχιμαχηταί, 
ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς   (17.183-5) 

 
 
I.A.1 Direct Speech: Agamemnon to Achaeans 
 

ὦ φίλοι ἀνέρες ἔστε καὶ ἄλκιμον ἦτορ ἕλεσθε, 
ἀλλήλους τ’ αἰδεῖσθε κατὰ κρατερὰς ὑσμίνας· 
αἰδομένων ἀνδρῶν πλέονες σόοι ἠὲ πέφανται· 
φευγόντων δ’ οὔτ’ ἂρ κλέος ὄρνυται οὔτε τις ἀλκή.   (5.529-32) 

 
I.A.2 Direct Speech: Telamonian Ajax to Achaeans 
 

ὦ φίλοι ἀνέρες ἔστε, καὶ αἰδῶ θέσθ’ ἐνὶ θυμῷ, 
ἀλλήλους τ’ αἰδεῖσθε κατὰ κρατερὰς ὑσμίνας. 
αἰδομένων δ’ ἀνδρῶν πλέονες σόοι ἠὲ πέφανται· 
φευγόντων δ’ οὔτ’ ἂρ κλέος ὄρνυται οὔτέ τις ἀλκή.   (15.561-4) 

 
I.A.3 Direct Speech: Nestor to Achaeans 
 

ὦ φίλοι ἀνέρες ἔστε καὶ αἰδῶ θέσθ’ ἐνὶ θυμῷ 
ἄλλων ἀνθρώπων, ἐπὶ δὲ μνήσασθε ἕκαστος 
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παίδων ἠδ’ ἀλόχων καὶ κτήσιος ἠδὲ τοκήων, 
ἠμὲν ὅτεῳ ζώουσι καὶ ᾧ κατατεθνήκασι· 
τῶν ὕπερ ἐνθάδ’ ἐγὼ γουνάζομαι οὐ παρεόντων 
ἑστάμεναι κρατερῶς, μὴ δὲ τρωπᾶσθε φόβον δέ.   (15.661-7) 

 
 
I.B.1 Narration 

 
Αἴας δ’ ἄλλοτε μὲν μνησάσκετο θούριδος ἀλκῆς 
αὖτις ὑποστρεφθείς, καὶ ἐρητύσασκε φάλαγγας  
Τρώων ἱπποδάμων· ὁτὲ δὲ τρωπάσκετο φεύγειν.   (11.566-8) 
 

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

Αἴαντε σφὼ μέν τε σαώσετε λαὸν Ἀχαιῶν  
ἀλκῆς μνησαμένω, μὴ δὲ κρυεροῖο φόβοιο.   (13.47-8) 
 
I.D.1 Narration 

 
οὐδ’ οἳ γὰρ ἀναιμωτί γε μάχοντο, 

παυρότεροι δὲ πολὺ φθίνυθον· μέμνηντο γὰρ αἰεὶ 
ἀλλήλοις ἀν’ ὅμιλον ἀλεξέμεναι φόνον αἰπύν.   (17.363-5) 

 
 
Formula II:  || μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης # 
 
II.1 Narration 
 

οἳ δ’ αὖτις κατὰ τεύχε’ ἔδυν, μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης. 
Ἔνθ’ οὐκ ἂν βρίζοντα ἴδοις Ἀγαμέμνονα δῖον 
οὐδὲ καταπτώσσοντ’ οὐδ’ οὐκ ἐθέλοντα μάχεσθαι, 
ἀλλὰ μάλα σπεύδοντα μάχην ἐς κυδιάνειραν.   (4.222-5) 
 

II.2 Narration 
 

οἳ δ’ ὡς οὖν εἴδονθ’ ὅ τ’ ἄρ’ ἐκ Διὸς ἤλυθεν ὄρνις,  
μᾶλλον ἐπὶ Τρώεσσι θόρον, μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης.    
Ἔνθ’ οὔ τις πρότερος Δαναῶν πολλῶν περ ἐόντων  
εὔξατο Τυδεΐδαο πάρος σχέμεν ὠκέας ἵππους 
τάφρου τ’ ἐξελάσαι καὶ ἐναντίβιον μαχέσασθαι   (8.251-5) 

 
II.3 Narration 
 

Ἀργεῖοι δ’ ὡς οὖν ἴδον Ἕκτορα νόσφι κιόντα 
μᾶλλον ἐπὶ Τρώεσσι θόρον, μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης. 
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ἔνθα πολὺ πρώτιστος Ὀϊλῆος ταχὺς Αἴας  
Σάτνιον οὔτασε δουρὶ μετάλμενος ὀξυόεντι   (14.440-3) 

 
II.4 Narration 
 

Τρῶες δ’ ὡς ἐπύθοντο Διὸς κτύπον αἰγιόχοιο, 
μᾶλλον ἐπ’ Ἀργείοισι θόρον, μνήσαντο δὲ χάρμης.   (15.379-80) 

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

αὐτὰρ χερσὶν ἑλὼν δολιχὸν δόρυ καὶ σάκος ὤμῳ 
μάρναό τε Τρώεσσι καὶ ἄλλους ὄρνυθι λαούς. 
μὴ μὰν ἀσπουδί γε δαμασσάμενοί περ ἕλοιεν  
νῆας ἐϋσσέλμους, ἀλλὰ μνησώμεθα χάρμης.   (15.474-77) 

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

Ἀτρεΐδη κύδιστε ἄναξ ἀνδρῶν Ἀγάμεμνον  
δῶρα μὲν αἴ κ’ ἐθέλῃσθα παρασχέμεν, ὡς ἐπιεικές,  
ἤ τ’ ἐχέμεν παρὰ σοί· νῦν δὲ μνησώμεθα χάρμης  
αἶψα μάλ’· οὐ γὰρ χρὴ κλοτοπεύειν ἐνθάδ’ ἐόντας 
οὐδὲ διατρίβειν· ἔτι γὰρ μέγα ἔργον ἄρεκτον·   (19.146-50) 

 
II.A.3 Direct Speech: Achilles to Priam 
 

υἱὸς μὲν δή τοι λέλυται γέρον ὡς ἐκέλευες,  
κεῖται δ’ ἐν λεχέεσσ’· ἅμα δ’ ἠοῖ φαινομένηφιν 
ὄψεαι αὐτὸς ἄγων· νῦν δὲ μνησώμεθα δόρπου.   (24.599-600) 
 

 
II.B.1 Narration 
 

δή ῥα τόθ’ οἳ μὲν πρόσθε σὺν ἔντεσι δαιδαλέοισι 
μάρναντο Τρωσίν τε καὶ Ἕκτορι χαλκοκορυστῇ, 
οἳ δ’ ὄπιθεν βάλλοντες ἐλάνθανον· οὐδέ τι χάρμης 
Τρῶες μιμνήσκοντο· συνεκλόνεον γὰρ ὀϊστοί.   (13.719-22) 

 
II.C.1 Direct Speech: Menelaus to himself 
 

εἰ δέ που Αἴαντός γε βοὴν ἀγαθοῖο πυθοίμην,  
ἄμφω κ’ αὖτις ἰόντες ἐπιμνησαίμεθα χάρμης   (17.102-3) 
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Formula III:  # ἦ οὐ μέμνῃ ὅτε 
 
III.1 Direct Speech: Zeus to Hera 
 

ἦ οὐ μέμνῃ ὅτε τ’ ἐκρέμω ὑψόθεν, ἐκ δὲ ποδοῖιν 
ἄκμονας ἧκα δύω, περὶ χερσὶ δὲ δεσμὸν ἴηλα  
χρύσεον ἄρρηκτον;   (15.18-20) 

 
III.2 Direct Speech: Achilles to Aeneas 
 

ἦ οὐ μέμνῃ ὅτε πέρ σε βοῶν ἄπο μοῦνον ἐόντα  
σεῦα κατ’ Ἰδαίων ὀρέων ταχέεσσι πόδεσσι  
καρπαλίμως;   (20.188-90) 

 
III.3 Direct Speech: Ares to Athena 
 

ἦ οὐ μέμνῃ ὅτε Τυδεΐδην Διομήδε’ ἀνῆκας  
οὐτάμεναι, αὐτὴ δὲ πανόψιον ἔγχος ἑλοῦσα  
ἰθὺς ἐμεῦ ὦσας, διὰ δὲ χρόα καλὸν ἔδαψας;   (21.396-8) 
 
 

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

ἀλλὰ πατὴρ οὑμὸς φρεσὶ μαίνεται οὐκ ἀγαθῇσι 
σχέτλιος, αἰὲν ἀλιτρός, ἐμῶν μενέων ἀπερωεύς· 
οὐδέ τι τῶν μέμνηται, ὅ οἱ μάλα πολλάκις υἱὸν 
τειρόμενον σώεσκον ὑπ’ Εὐρυσθῆος ἀέθλων.   (8.360-3) 
 

 
III.B.1 Direct Speech: Poseidon to Apollo 
 

νηπύτι’ ὡς ἄνοον κραδίην ἔχες· οὐδέ νυ τῶν περ 
μέμνηαι ὅσα δὴ πάθομεν κακὰ Ἴλιον ἀμφὶ  
μοῦνοι νῶϊ θεῶν, ὅτ’ ἀγήνορι Λαομέδοντι  
πὰρ Διὸς ἐλθόντες θητεύσαμεν εἰς ἐνιαυτὸν 
μισθῷ ἔπι ῥητῷ·   (21.441-5) 

 
 
 
Formula IV:  # τῶν μνῆσαι 
 
IV.1 Direct Speech: Nestor to Zeus 
 

Ζεῦ πάτερ εἴ ποτέ τίς τοι ἐν Ἄργεΐ περ πολυπύρῳ 
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ἢ βοὸς ἢ οἰὸς κατὰ πίονα μηρία καίων  
εὔχετο νοστῆσαι, σὺ δ’ ὑπέσχεο καὶ κατένευσας, 
τῶν μνῆσαι καὶ ἄμυνον Ὀλύμπιε νηλεὲς ἦμαρ,  
μηδ’ οὕτω Τρώεσσιν ἔα δάμνασθαι Ἀχαιούς.   (15.372-6) 

 
IV.2 Direct Speech: Hecuba to Hector 
 

Ἕκτορ τέκνον ἐμὸν τάδε τ’ αἴδεο καί μ’ ἐλέησον 
αὐτήν, εἴ ποτέ τοι λαθικηδέα μαζὸν ἐπέσχον· 
τῶν μνῆσαι φίλε τέκνον ἄμυνε δὲ δήϊον ἄνδρα 
τείχεος ἐντὸς ἐών, μὴ δὲ πρόμος ἵστασο τούτῳ 
σχέτλιος·   (22.82-6) 
 

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

τῶν νῦν μιν μνήσασα παρέζεο καὶ λαβὲ γούνων 
αἴ κέν πως ἐθέλῃσιν ἐπὶ Τρώεσσιν ἀρῆξαι   (1.407-8) 

 
IV.A.2 Direct Speech: Zeus to Hera 
 

τῶν σ’ αὖτις μνήσω ἵν’ ἀπολλήξῃς ἀπατάων, 
ὄφρα ἴδῃ ἤν τοι χραίσμῃ φιλότης τε καὶ εὐνή   (15.31-2) 
 

 
Formula V:  μνήσεσθαι ὀΐω/ἔμελλον #   
In this strongly metapoetic formula, which accounts for all occurrences of the future infinitive 
μνήσεσθαι in Homer, the genitive object of μνήσεσθαι is always a topic of epic poetry 
somehow involving famous suffering. 
 
V.1 Narration 
 

ἀλλ’ ὃ μὲν ἐν νήσῳ κεῖτο κρατέρ’ ἄλγεα πάσχων 
Λήμνῳ ἐν ἠγαθέῃ, ὅθι μιν λίπον υἷες Ἀχαιῶν 
ἕλκεϊ μοχθίζοντα κακῷ ὀλοόφρονος ὕδρου· 
ἔνθ’ ὅ γε κεῖτ’ ἀχέων· τάχα δὲ μνήσεσθαι ἔμελλον 
Ἀργεῖοι παρὰ νηυσὶ Φιλοκτήταο ἄνακτος.   (2.721-5) 
 

V.2 Direct Speech: Achilles to Agamemnon and Achaeans 
 

τὴν ὄφελ’ ἐν νήεσσι κατακτάμεν Ἄρτεμις ἰῷ 
ἤματι τῷ ὅτ’ ἐγὼν ἑλόμην Λυρνησσὸν ὀλέσσας·  
τώ κ’ οὐ τόσσοι Ἀχαιοὶ ὀδὰξ ἕλον ἄσπετον οὖδας 
δυσμενέων ὑπὸ χερσὶν ἐμεῦ ἀπομηνίσαντος. 
Ἕκτορι μὲν καὶ Τρωσὶ τὸ κέρδιον· αὐτὰρ Ἀχαιοὺς 
δηρὸν ἐμῆς καὶ σῆς ἔριδος μνήσεσθαι ὀΐω. 
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ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν προτετύχθαι ἐάσομεν ἀχνύμενοί περ  
θυμὸν ἐνὶ στήθεσσι φίλον δαμάσαντες ἀνάγκῃ· 
νῦν δ’ ἤτοι μὲν ἐγὼ παύω χόλον, οὐδέ τί με χρὴ  
ἀσκελέως αἰεὶ μενεαινέμεν· ἀλλ’ ἄγε θᾶσσον 
ὄτρυνον πόλεμον δὲ κάρη κομόωντας Ἀχαιούς   (19.59-69) 

 
From the Odyssey: 
 
V.3 Direct Speech: Odysseus to his men 
 

ὦ φίλοι, οὐ γάρ πώ τι κακῶν ἀδαήμονές εἰμεν· 
οὐ μὲν δὴ τόδε μεῖζον ἔπι κακόν, ἢ ὅτε Κύκλωψ 
εἴλει ἐνὶ σπῆϊ γλαφυρῷ κρατερῆφι βίηφιν· 
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἔνθεν ἐμῇ ἀρετῇ βουλῇ τε νόῳ τε 
ἐκφύγομεν, καί που τῶνδε μνήσεσθαι ὀΐω. 
νῦν δ’ ἄγεθ’, ὡς ἂν ἐγὼ εἴπω, πειθώμεθα πάντες.   (Od. 12.208-12) 

 
 
Formula VI:  || μνώοντ’ ὀλοοῖο φόβοιο # 
 
VI.1  Narration 
 

Οἳ δ’, ὥς τ’ ἀμητῆρες ἐναντίοι ἀλλήλοισιν 
ὄγμον ἐλαύνωσιν ἀνδρὸς μάκαρος κατ’ ἄρουραν 
πυρῶν ἢ κριθῶν· τὰ δὲ δράγματα ταρφέα πίπτει· 
ὣς Τρῶες καὶ Ἀχαιοὶ ἐπ’ ἀλλήλοισι θορόντες 
δῄουν, οὐδ’ ἕτεροι μνώοντ’ ὀλοοῖο φόβοιο.   (11.67-71) 

 
VI.2 Narration 
 

Ὡς δ’ Εὖρός τε Νότος τ’ ἐριδαίνετον ἀλλήλοιιν 
οὔρεος ἐν βήσσῃς βαθέην πελεμιζέμεν ὕλην 
φηγόν τε μελίην τε τανύφλοιόν τε κράνειαν, 
αἵ τε πρὸς ἀλλήλας ἔβαλον τανυήκεας ὄζους 
ἠχῇ θεσπεσίῃ, πάταγος δέ τε ἀγνυμενάων, 
ὣς Τρῶες καὶ Ἀχαιοὶ ἐπ’ ἀλλήλοισι θορόντες 
δῄουν, οὐδ’ ἕτεροι μνώοντ’ ὀλοοῖο φόβοιο.   (16.765-71) 

 
 
Formula VII: # καὶ φυλακῆς μνήσασθε || 
 
VII.1  Direct Speech: Priam to Trojans and allies 
 

κέκλυτέ μευ Τρῶες καὶ Δάρδανοι ἠδ’ ἐπίκουροι,  
ὄφρ’ εἴπω τά με θυμὸς ἐνὶ στήθεσσι κελεύει.  
νῦν μὲν δόρπον ἕλεσθε κατὰ πτόλιν ὡς τὸ πάρος περ, 
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καὶ φυλακῆς μνήσασθε καὶ ἐγρήγορθε ἕκαστος   (7.368-71) 
 
VII.2  Direct Speech: Hector to Trojans and allies 
 

ἀλλ’ ἄγεθ’ ὡς ἂν ἐγὼ εἴπω, πειθώμεθα πάντες. 
νῦν μὲν δόρπον ἕλεσθε κατὰ στρατὸν ἐν τελέεσσι, 
καὶ φυλακῆς μνήσασθε καὶ ἐγρήγορθε ἕκαστος·   (18.298-9) 
 

 
Formula VIII:  # μνησάμεν-  
The genitive object of the participle μνησάμεν- 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 
μιμνήσκομαι 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 
 

οὐδέ τι θυμῷ 
τέρπετο, πρὶν πολέμου στόμα δύμεναι αἱματόεντος.  
μνησάμενος δ’ ἁδινῶς ἀνενείκατο φώνησέν τε·   (19.314) 

 
VIII.2 Narration 
 

Ὣς ἔφατο κλαίων, ἐπὶ δὲ στενάχοντο γέροντες, 
μνησάμενοι τὰ ἕκαστος ἐνὶ μεγάροισιν ἔλειπον·   (19.3380-9) 
 

VIII.3 Direct Speech: Priam to Achilles 
 
ἀλλ’ αἰδεῖο θεοὺς Ἀχιλεῦ, αὐτόν τ’ ἐλέησον  
μνησάμενος σοῦ πατρός· ἐγὼ δ’ ἐλεεινότερός περ   (24.503-4) 
 

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

Αἴαντε σφὼ μέν τε σαώσετε λαὸν Ἀχαιῶν  
ἀλκῆς μνησαμένω, μὴ δὲ κρυεροῖο φόβοιο.   (13.47-8) 

 
VIII.A.2   Narration 
 

τὼ δὲ μνησαμένω ὃ μὲν Ἕκτορος ἀνδροφόνοιο 
κλαῖ’ ἁδινὰ προπάροιθε ποδῶν Ἀχιλῆος ἐλυσθείς,  
αὐτὰρ Ἀχιλλεὺς κλαῖεν ἑὸν πατέρ’, ἄλλοτε δ’ αὖτε 
Πάτροκλον·   (24.509-12) 
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Formula IX:   || μεμνημένος/-ον 
 
IX.1 Direct Speech: Achilles to Agamemnon and Achaeans 
 

ὥς κέ τις αὖτ’ Ἀχιλῆα μετὰ πρώτοισιν ἴδηται  
ἔγχεϊ χαλκείῳ Τρώων ὀλέκοντα φάλαγγας. 
ὧδέ τις ὑμείων μεμνημένος ἀνδρὶ μαχέσθω.   (19.151-3) 
 

IX.2 Narration 
 

 αὐτὰρ Ἀχιλλεὺς  
κλαῖε φίλου ἑτάρου μεμνημένος, οὐδέ μιν ὕπνος 
ᾕρει πανδαμάτωρ, ἀλλ’ ἐστρέφετ’ ἔνθα καὶ ἔνθα   (24.3-5) 

 
IX. 3 Direct Speech: Thetis to Achilles 
 

τέκνον ἐμὸν τέο μέχρις ὀδυρόμενος καὶ ἀχεύων 
σὴν ἔδεαι κραδίην μεμνημένος οὔτέ τι σίτου  
οὔτ’ εὐνῆς;   (24.128-30) 

 
IX.4 Direct Speech: Hecuba mourning Hector 
 

  οὔ ἑ κακιζόμενόν γε κατέκτα,  
ἀλλὰ πρὸ Τρώων καὶ Τρωϊάδων βαθυκόλπων  
ἑσταότ’ οὔτε φόβου μεμνημένον οὔτ’ ἀλεωρῆς.   (24.214-6) 
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APPENDIX C: THE FORMULAS OF λανθάνομαι IN THE ILIAD 

 

 
Formula I: || λάθοντο δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς # 
 
I.1 Narration 
 

ὄφρα μὲν αἰγίδα χερσὶν ἔχ’ ἀτρέμα Φοῖβος Ἀπόλλων,  
τόφρα μάλ’ ἀμφοτέρων βέλε’ ἥπτετο, πῖπτε δὲ λαός. 
αὐτὰρ ἐπεὶ κατ’ ἐνῶπα ἰδὼν Δαναῶν ταχυπώλων  
σεῖσ’, ἐπὶ δ’ αὐτὸς ἄϋσε μάλα μέγα, τοῖσι δὲ θυμὸν 
ἐν στήθεσσιν ἔθελξε, λάθοντο δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς.    
οἳ δ’ ὥς τ’ ἠὲ βοῶν ἀγέλην ἢ πῶϋ μέγ’ οἰῶν 
θῆρε δύω κλονέωσι μελαίνης νυκτὸς ἀμολγῷ 
ἐλθόντ’ ἐξαπίνης σημάντορος οὐ παρεόντος,  
ὣς ἐφόβηθεν Ἀχαιοὶ ἀνάλκιδες· ἐν γὰρ Ἀπόλλων 
ἧκε φόβον, Τρωσὶν δὲ καὶ Ἕκτορι κῦδος ὄπαζεν.   (15.318-27) 

 
I.2 Narration 
 

oὗτοι ἄρ’ ἡγεμόνες Δαναῶν ἕλον ἄνδρα ἕκαστος.  
ὡς δὲ λύκοι ἄρνεσσιν ἐπέχραον ἢ ἐρίφοισι 
σίνται ὑπ’ ἐκ μήλων αἱρεύμενοι, αἵ τ’ ἐν ὄρεσσι 
ποιμένος ἀφραδίῃσι διέτμαγεν· οἳ δὲ ἰδόντες 
αἶψα διαρπάζουσιν ἀνάλκιδα θυμὸν ἐχούσας·  
ὣς Δαναοὶ Τρώεσσιν ἐπέχραον· οἳ δὲ φόβοιο 
δυσκελάδου μνήσαντο, λάθοντο δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς.   (16.351-7) 
 

 
I.A.1 Narration 
 

δούπησεν δὲ πεσών· πυκινὸν δ’ ἄχος ἔλλαβ’ Ἀχαιούς, 
ὡς ἔπεσ’ ἐσθλὸς ἀνήρ· μέγα δὲ Τρῶες κεχάροντο, 
στὰν δ’ ἀμφ’ αὐτὸν ἰόντες ἀολλέες· οὐδ’ ἄρ’ Ἀχαιοὶ 
ἀλκῆς ἐξελάθοντο, μένος δ’ ἰθὺς φέρον αὐτῶν.   (16.599-602) 
 
 

I.B.1 Direct Speech: Hector to Hecuba 
 

μή μοι οἶνον ἄειρε μελίφρονα πότνια μῆτερ,  
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μή μ’ ἀπογυιώσῃς μένεος, ἀλκῆς τε λάθωμαι·   (6.264-5) 
 

I.B.2 Direct Speech: Hector to Achilles 
 

ἀλλά τις ἀρτιεπὴς καὶ ἐπίκλοπος ἔπλεο μύθων, 
ὄφρά σ’ ὑποδείσας μένεος ἀλκῆς τε λάθωμαι.   (22.281-2) 

 
 
I.C.1 Direct Speech: Odysseus to Diomedes 
 

Ἔνθά κε λοιγὸς ἔην καὶ ἀμήχανα ἔργα γένοντο,  
καί νύ κεν ἐν νήεσσι πέσον φεύγοντες Ἀχαιοί, 
εἰ μὴ Τυδεΐδῃ Διομήδεϊ κέκλετ’ Ὀδυσσεύς· 
Τυδεΐδη τί παθόντε λελάσμεθα θούριδος ἀλκῆς;   (11.310-3) 

 
(≈μ.1: ἐκέκλετο μακρὸν ἀΰσας·…ἀνέρες ἔστε φίλοι, μνήσασθε δὲ θούριδος ἀλκῆς) 
 
 
I.D.1 Direct Speech: Meriones to Idomeneus 
 

οὐδὲ γὰρ οὐδ’ ἐμέ φημι λελασμένον ἔμμεναι ἀλκῆς, 
ἀλλὰ μετὰ πρώτοισι μάχην ἀνὰ κυδιάνειραν 
ἵσταμαι, ὁππότε νεῖκος ὀρώρηται πολέμοιο.   (13.269-71) 
 

 
Formula II: (οὔ) λήθετο χάρμης # 
 
II.1 Narration 
 

ὄρνις γάρ σφιν ἐπῆλθε περησέμεναι μεμαῶσιν  
αἰετὸς ὑψιπέτης ἐπ’ ἀριστερὰ λαὸν ἐέργων 
φοινήεντα δράκοντα φέρων ὀνύχεσσι πέλωρον 
ζωὸν ἔτ’ ἀσπαίροντα, καὶ οὔ πω λήθετο χάρμης, 
κόψε γὰρ αὐτὸν ἔχοντα κατὰ στῆθος παρὰ δειρὴν 
ἰδνωθεὶς ὀπίσω·   (12.200-5) 
 

II.2 Narration 
 

Σαρπήδοντι δ’ ἄχος γένετο Γλαύκου ἀπιόντος 
αὐτίκ’ ἐπεί τ’ ἐνόησεν· ὅμως δ’ οὐ λήθετο χάρμης   (12.392-3) 
 

II.3 Narration 
 

τῶν δ’ ὥς τε ψαρῶν νέφος ἔρχεται ἠὲ κολοιῶν  
οὖλον κεκλήγοντες, ὅτε προΐδωσιν ἰόντα 
κίρκον, ὅ τε σμικρῇσι φόνον φέρει ὀρνίθεσσιν, 
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ὣς ἄρ’ ὑπ’ Αἰνείᾳ τε καὶ Ἕκτορι κοῦροι Ἀχαιῶν 
οὖλον κεκλήγοντες ἴσαν, λήθοντο δὲ χάρμης.   (17.755-9) 
 

 
Formula III: οὐδέ σε λήθω # 
 
III.1 Direct Speech: Zeus to Hera 
 

δαιμονίη αἰεὶ μὲν ὀΐεαι οὐδέ σε λήθω·   (1.561) 
 
III.2 Direct Speech: Odysseus (in prayer) to Athena 
 

κλῦθί μευ αἰγιόχοιο Διὸς τέκος, ἥ τέ μοι αἰεὶ 
ἐν πάντεσσι πόνοισι παρίστασαι, οὐδέ σε λήθω 
κινύμενος·   (10.278-80) 
 

III.3 Direct Speech: Nestor to Achilles 
 

τοῦτο δ’ ἐγὼ πρόφρων δέχομαι, χαίρει δέ μοι ἦτορ, 
ὥς μευ ἀεὶ μέμνησαι ἐνηέος, οὐδέ σε λήθω, 
τιμῆς ἧς τέ μ’ ἔοικε τετιμῆσθαι μετ’ Ἀχαιοῖς.   (23.647-9) 
 
 

III.A.1 Direct Speech: Achilles to Priam 
 

καὶ δέ σε γιγνώσκω Πρίαμε φρεσίν, οὐδέ με λήθεις, 
ὅττι θεῶν τίς σ’ ἦγε θοὰς ἐπὶ νῆας Ἀχαιῶν.   (24.562-3) 
 

 
Formula IV: # ὣς ἐπέτελλ’ ὃ γέρων || σὺ δὲ λήθεαι 
 
IV.1 Direct Speech: Odysseus to Achilles (reporting the words of Peleus) 
 

τέκνον ἐμὸν κάρτος μὲν Ἀθηναίη τε καὶ Ἥρη 
δώσουσ’ αἴ κ’ ἐθέλωσι, σὺ δὲ μεγαλήτορα θυμὸν 
ἴσχειν ἐν στήθεσσι· φιλοφροσύνη γὰρ ἀμείνων· 
ληγέμεναι δ’ ἔριδος κακομηχάνου, ὄφρά σε μᾶλλον 
τίωσ’ Ἀργείων ἠμὲν νέοι ἠδὲ γέροντες. 
ὣς ἐπέτελλ’ ὃ γέρων, σὺ δὲ λήθεαι· ἀλλ’ ἔτι καὶ νῦν 
παύε’, ἔα δὲ χόλον θυμαλγέα·   (9.254-60) 

 
 

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

τέκνον ἐμὸν γενεῇ μὲν ὑπέρτερός ἐστιν Ἀχιλλεύς, 
πρεσβύτερος δὲ σύ ἐσσι· βίῃ δ’ ὅ γε πολλὸν ἀμείνων. 
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ἀλλ’ εὖ οἱ φάσθαι πυκινὸν ἔπος ἠδ’ ὑποθέσθαι 
καί οἱ σημαίνειν· ὃ δὲ πείσεται εἰς ἀγαθόν περ. 
ὣς ἐπέτελλ’ ὃ γέρων, σὺ δὲ λήθεαι· ἀλλ’ ἔτι καὶ νῦν 
ταῦτ’ εἴποις Ἀχιλῆϊ δαΐφρονι αἴ κε πίθηται.   (11.785-90) 
 

 
Formula V: # στῆ δ’ εὐρὰξ σὺν δουρὶ λαθὼν || 
 
V.1 Narration (Coön wounds Agamemnon) 
 

στῆ δ’ εὐρὰξ σὺν δουρὶ λαθὼν Ἀγαμέμνονα δῖον, 
νύξε δέ μιν κατὰ χεῖρα μέσην ἀγκῶνος ἔνερθε, 
ἀντικρὺ δὲ διέσχε φαεινοῦ δουρὸς ἀκωκή.   (11.251-3) 

 
V.2 Narration (Menelaus kills Dolops) 
 

στῆ δ’ εὐρὰξ σὺν δουρὶ λαθών, βάλε δ’ ὦμον ὄπισθεν· 
αἰχμὴ δὲ στέρνοιο διέσσυτο μαιμώωσα 
πρόσσω ἱεμένη·   (15.541-3) 

 
 

 


