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Abstract

This thesis is an attempt to answer two questions on
Homeric morality. One is whether the Homeric gods are
concerned with ‘justice' in human society and another is what
mechanism controls the social behaviour of Homeric man.
Observation of human and divine behaviour, and lexical
examination of terms which are considered to reflect some moral
ideas, are the main grounds of argument. Part I mainly deals
with the problem of morality, or rather immorality/amorality, of
the gods. Part II concentrates on the morality of Homeric man.
In Part I, it is shown that the gods distribute good and bad
fortune to men not in response to their moral behaviour, but as
required by fate, and therefore do not function as the guardians
of justice in the human world. Men, however, believe that the
gods are concerned with human morality. Part II describes
various forces and motivations that affect human behaviour, such
as fate, honour, revenge, shame, respect and pity. It is shown
that human behaviour is restrained not only by man's faith in the
moral gods, but by an assortment of many different forces, social

and emotional.
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Introduction

This thesis is an attempt to answer two questions on
Homeric morality. One is whether the Homeric gods are
concerned with 'justice' in human society (this question inevitably
calls for the definition of 'justice' in Homer which is dealt with in
Chapter 5) and another is what mechanism controls social
behaviour of Homeric man. Although this work falls into two
parts and each part mainly deals with either of the questions, the
two parts are closely connected and have many overlapping
elements.  While pursuing these questions, I have examined a
number of passages from the Iliad and the Odyssey to form my
own views of specific problems first, and then to compare them
with my predecessors' views most often in footnotes. Although
my discoveries are mostly nothing other than rediscoveries of my
predecessors’ discoveries, I have been able to take advantage of a
dissertation solely devoted to these questions which has allowed
me to discuss some major problems in the subject at a greater
length than they have. By presenting and discussing all relevant
passages in each problem, I have striven to give firmer grounds
for supporting or criticizing their views which are often only
briefly touched upon or based upon a highly selective collection
of evidence. How far I am successful in reinforcing, modifying,
refuting or coordinating traditional views of traditional problems
is for the readers to judge.

'Morality', of course, is a very general term and may require
definition. In this work, I use the terms 'morality’ and 'moral’
rather loosely, in reference to the way men and gods behave in

their dealings with others at one time, and at another in reference



to their system of values by which they define what they should
~or should not do. Some readers may complain at this point that
by defining the terms this way, I have already taken a stance
against B. Snell and his followers who do not think Homeric man
is capable of consciously choosing whether to behave in one way
or another. Snell says:1

... Homer's man does not yet regard himself as the source of

his own decisions; that development is reserved for

tragedy.

Homer lacks a knowledge of the spontaneity of the human
mind; he does not realize that decisions of the will, or any
impulses or emotions, have their origin in man himself.
What is true of the events in the epic holds also for the
feelings, the thoughts and the wishes of the characters:
they are inextricably linked with the gods.
I will be the last to deny that there is much truth in his
statement. I have even produced a good example of divine
control of the human mind in Chapter 3 where I describe
Athena's total control of the behaviour and psychology of
Penelope and her suitors. However, this is a view from above,
from the view-point of the gods, the poet or his
audience/readers. ¥ Homeric men themselves will, though they
probably think that the gods are ultimately responsible for
everything, seek revenge or ask a compensation from the person
who has harmed them himself instead of the gods — they will

never dream of suing the gods for the damage done by any

1 The Discovery of the Mind (tr. T. G. Rosenmeyer, Oxford 1953), p. 31.



human beings. Although I am not getting into the problem of
'free will' except in passing, I believe that I have made it
sufficiently clear that Homeric man is expected by his society to
be capable of abiding by certain social codes and, in failing that, is
regarded as responsible for the consequences. I have tried to
describe what fulfils the functions of our conscience in Homeric
man, namely, what restrains him from anti-social behaviour.
Whether it is conceived as an external or internal force is not a
matter of my chief concern. However, I must point out that
certain human feelings, such as a/’fu's and €Aeos, are never
explicitly described as a result of divine intervention (cf. Chapter
9). Therefore 1 have some reservation in accepting Snell's
statement that Homer completely lacks a knowledge of the
spontaneity of the human mind.

Finally, the term 'we' may also require definition, because
when I say 'we’, someone may complain that I have not been
brought up in the Western system of moral values and therefore,
strictly speaking, I cannot identify 'my' views with those of
Westerners, the most likely readers of this work because of the
language in which it is written. Again, I use the term in a rather
loose way. By 'we', I sometimes mean 'we who are familiar with
English/a Western language' when I talk about English/Western
expressions or conventions. At other times, I mean 'we readers
of Homer' or 'we human beings in general' with no strong
association with a specific culture or time. But most of the time
when I say 'we', I do not mean 'we Westerners', or 'we Orientals’,
or 'we classicists', but 'we citizens of the modern world in which a
global consensus is gradually being formed on the matter of what

is just and what is unjust under direct and indirect, crossed



influence of major religions, philosophy and science, and through
shared experience of sufferings and prosperity’. We have come
to talk more and more about 'our planet' and less and less about
'my country' and 'their country'. It is my conviction that in this
world of ours, the classics of every part of the world, including
Homer, is 'our' classics for any member of humanity, more so

than ever in human history.
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Part I  Morality of the Homeric Gods
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Chapter 1 Moral functions attributed to the gods

As many critics have observed, the Homeric gods do not
appear to be interested in morality or justice in the human
world.l Moreover, they are notorious for deceiving each other or
committing adultery among themselves or with mortals. Still we
cannot help counting religion as the basis of human morality in
Homer, because we find a number of passages in which it is said
(mostly by human characters) that Zeus, 6fed’s or feol’ watch over
human morality in some ways.2

In this and following chapters, we will examine such
passages in order to see what sort of moral functions are
expected by men to be fulfilled by the gods and which ones are
actually fulfilled by them. By doing so, we hope we will find the

relation between human and divine morality in Homer.

Zeus and other gods
We examine the cases with Zeus and the ones with the gods
in general together, because, when Homeric man talks about

Zeus, he often thinks of him as the representative of the will of

1 e.g. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational (Berkeley and Los Angeles
1951), p. 32: '... I find no indication in the narrative of the Iliad that Zeus is
concerned with justice as such'.; A. W, H. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility
(Oxford 1960), p. 62: "... the gods as portrayed generally in the Homeric
poems are far from just. Though right triumphs in the main plots of both
Iliad and Odyssey, it does not do so because it is right.'; For other literature
cf. E. Ehnmark, The Idea of God in Homer (Uppsala 1935), p. 87.

2 ¢f. B. Snell, The Discovery of the Mind , p. 25: 'And could anyone deny
that, when all is said and done, Zeus upholds the sacred order of the
world?; G. S. Kirk, The Songs of Homer (Cambridge 1962), p. 291 referring
to the Odyssey in contrast with the Iliad: '... the gods are frequently
referred to as rewarding the just and punishing the unjust ....) H. Lloyd-
Jones, The Justice of Zeus (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1971, 2nd ed. 1983) p.
27: 'He [Zeus] defends the established order (dike) by punishing mortals
whose injustices disturb it....'

12



the gods as a whole. On the other hand, when he talks about 'the
gods' he cannot but have in mind the pantheon with Zeus as its
head.3 Hence we often find such expressions as 'Zeus and other
gods'.

The interchangeability of 'Zeus' and ‘'the gods' is well
illustrated in the following passage:

Aaal 8 fprioayvrg Bedion & yelpas d€oyov,

e & s elmeoiev’A yaud Te Tpuhw e

* ZeU mrdrep, "1 Snbev uebéuw, kUBLOTE ENTTE,

orrméTepos: Tdbe épya pet dugorepoow e,

OV 85 drodBiuevov Sivar Squov™Ados elow

futv & al guAdmmra kal Spxia mora yevéotal” (11. 3. 318-23)
We can safely assume that, in effect, the Achaeans and Trojans
all prayed to Zeus — above all in the capacity of Horkios* — but it
did not matter to the poet either to refer to Zeus as himself or as
'the gods'. Similarly we can see 'Zeus' and 'mdot feofol’ exchanged

at I1. 7. 411-412 and Od. 17. 50-51 = 59-60.5

Zeus Xeinios

The moral function of the gods, especially Zeus, referred to
most often is that of the guardian of hospitality, that of Zeus
Xeinios. In the Iliad, Menelaus appeals to Zeus Xeinios for the
punishment of Paris who betrayed Menelaus' hospitality by
abducting Helen (3. 351-354) and rebukes the Trojans for not
having feared the wrath of Zeus Xeinios (13. 624-5). This is the

ultimate justification for the expedition of the Achaeans and for

3 ¢f. ). Irmscher, Gotterzorn bei Homer (Leipzig 1950), p. 79.
4 See note 14.
5 cf. E. Ehnmark, The Idea of God in Homer, pp. 80-81.
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which Diomedes can confidently declare that they have come with
a god: ovv ydp Geqd elArfAovbuev (I11. 9. 49). They have also been given a
good omen at Aulis for the outcome of the war (/I. 2. 324-9).6

In the Odyssey, Zeus as Xeinios is referred to more often. It
is said, 'mpds ydp Aids elow dmavres | Eeivol Te mrwyol 7€ by Nausicaa (6.
207-208) and by Eumaeus (14. 57-58). The latter also says that
he entertains his guest (the disguised Odysseus) because 'Ala &€viov
Selcas avtdv T ¢€lealpwv. (14. 389). It is notable that the
humanitarian motivation goes side by side with the divine
sanction.  Similarly, when Menelaus scolds his herald for asking
his master whether he should welcome the strangers or send
them away, he reminds his herald that they themselves have
benefited from the hospitality of others during their journey and
hints that Zeus can change their fortune again (Od. 4. 31-35). A
purely human sense of reciprocity and the fear of divine sanction
are seen side by side.

The belief that Zeus protects strangers and guests and
punishes those who do not observe the rule of hospitality seems
to deter potential offenders. In his false story (but without doubt
a credible one), Odysseus in disguise says that an Egyptian king
protected him because 'Awds & dmifero usmv | Eewvioy, s 1e udiiora
veuecodrar kaxa €épya’ (Od. 14. 283-4). It is interesting to see here
that the authority of Zeus Xeinios is thought to be valid even in

non-Greek societies. It is consistent with the recurrent theme of a

6 A passage quoted by Plato (Alcib. ii 149 d) located at Il. 8. 550-2 also
implies the wrath of the gods at the Trojans being in the wrong:
Noetar Tis 8§ oU 11 Geol udrapes SareovTo,
ou8 &Gedov udia ydp oduw dmixbeto "1Atos lprf
xal Tplauos xal Aads évuuel(w Mpuduoto,

though it overgeneralizes the situation. Some gods — Apollo, Artemis, Leto,
Aphrodite, Ares and Xanthus (cf. 7/. 20. 38-40), at least — are in favour of
the Trojans.
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traveller just arrived in a foreign land wondering if the residents
there are '¢tAdewor kal opwv vdos éoti Beovdris' (Od. 6. 121; 9. 176; 13.
202 cf. 8. 576). The phrase virtually equates guest-welcoming to
god-fearing. The underlying thought is that travellers are
supposed to be protected by the gods everywhere in the world.

When Antinous has thrown a foot-stool at Odysseus (in
disguise), Odysseus curses him saying (Od. 17. 475-6):

dA\X' el mov Ty ye Geol kal dpures eloty,

"Avrivoov mpo yduoto Tédos BavdTolo kL ye(n
The syntax is conditional, but it obviously alludes to the widely-
believed Zeus Xeinios. Therefore this threat is strong enough to
make other suitors reproach Antinous (17. 483-7):

"AvTivd, ob uév kdX’ éBares SioTmov dA Ty,

otAduev, el 51§ mov s émoypdros Beds éom.

xal Te Geol Eelvoov éowcdres dAAodSamoion,

mayTolol TeEA€BovTeS, émoTpuwddon mdAnas:

afpuraw (Boly TE kal evaulny épopdvTes:
This is one of the most explicit doctrines in Homer of the moral
concern of the gods with human behaviour. It must be noted,
however, that unlike Eumaeus or Menelaus, the suitors, who do
not have humanitarian motivation to treat visitors kindly, ignore
this doctrine, though they are obviously aware of it (17. 485-7).
The awe of the gods does not seem to work efficiently without the
support of purely human goodwill. Do the gods, then, actually
walk around in disguise to punish arrogant men and reward god-
fearing ones in Homer?

After having entertained Odysseus splendidly, the
Phaeacians send him home in their ship. Before his departure,

they pray to Zeus so that they can safely send him home (Od. 13.
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51-2), because escorting a guest home is part of good hospitality
(cf. Od. 8. 544-5, 14. 517, 19. 315-6). On this particular occasion,
however, it incites the wrath of Poseidon for his personal grudge
against Odysseus and they are going to be punished for it, and it
is, surprisingly to the believers in Zeus Xeinios, on the
recommendation of Zeus himself (13. 154-158). Being pious
towards Zeus Xeinios does not help them at all.

When Odysseus and his companions have escaped from the
cave of the Cyclops, he taunts the giant from his ship now far out
at sea (0Od. 9. 477-9):

Kal Ay o€ Y Guede iaxrioeofal kaxd §pya,

oxeTAL, émel Eelvous oty dleo oriéntl olkp

éotuevar Toe Zels Tioaro kal feol Ao
He says that the Cyclops has been punished by Zeus and other
gods. Certainly, he requested hospitality from the Cyclops
appealing to the authority of the gods and Zeus Xeinios (Od. 9.
269-271). He and his companions also prayed to Zeus when two
of their comrades were being eaten by the giant (9. 294-5).
However, the poet does not describe Zeus on Mt. Olympos hearing
their cry nor allows Odysseus to have an encouraging omen from
the gods. The hero is left completely on his own to overcome this
deadly crisis with his own courage, strength and resources. His
desperate situation is described most effectively at 9. 295 even as
he is praying to Zeus:

dunyain 8 éxe bud

16



which is painfully ironical for the 'moAyurfyavos' Odysseus.” There is
no sign of divine aid. Odysseus manages to save his companions
and himself with his own device. If he says that Athena may
grant him glory (9. 317), that Sa/uwv gave him great courage (9.
381), or the Cyclops was punished by the gods, it only reflects his
piety to attribute his hard-won success to them. But we all know
that the gods have played no part in this incident. Even Odysseus
himself, recalling it later, says to his companions that their
successful escape was due to his 'dperrf, BovArf and vdos' (Od. 12.
211-2) and says to himself — therefore this must be what he
honestly believes — that his 'urfris’ rescued him out of the cave of
the Cyclops (20. 20-1). Moreover, his justifiable defence against
the Cyclops' monstrosity incites the wrath of Poseidon who is
going to send him a host of ordeals over ten years. Zeus, though
credited by Odysseus for his successful revenge against the
Cyclops, is later said by the same hero to have not accepted his
thanksgiving but devised the ruin of his ship and companions (9.
550-5). Zeus does nothing which we would expect from a 'moral’
god, such as to remind the furious Poseidon that his son not only
violated the code of hospitality, but also insulted the gods by
boasting that (Od. 9. 275-6):
ov ydp KikAwmes Aids alyidyov dAéyovory
ol5e Ged padpuw, émel 1) moA U éprepol eluev.
No human character would be spared from deadly divine

punishment for such a boast, as we know well from the examples

7 But Heubeck looks at the situation from its positive side:'The mention of
dunyavin ... in fact prepares the reader to expect a ufyxos (299ff.) from
Odysseus, who is never short of ideas (moAuurixavos).! ed. A. Heubeck and A.
Hoekstra, A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey Il Books IX-XVI (Oxford 1989)
on 9. 295.
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of Niobe (II. 24. 602-9) and Ajax the son of Oileus (Od. 4. 499-
510), but the Cyclops seems to be somehow immune from divine
anger.® He is punished only in the eye of Odysseus; the narrative
itself, i.e. the omniscient perspective of the poet, does not show us
the Olympian gods at all interested in telling him off.

Zeus' own son, Heracles, is also said, in the digression to
recount the origin of Odysseus’ bow, to have killed his guest once
(0d. 21. 27-8):

& v Eebvov édvra karécravev @éA oy

OxXE€TA oS, ol Gedv Smy albéoat otse Tpdmelav.

Since the word 'ocyerAios' often has a reproachful tone,? we may
take this passage as the poet's moral comment. Heracles killed his
guest in his own house and it was a monstrous deed. The poet,
however, does not tell us that he was punished for it by Zeus
Xeinios. Instead, we are told in the Iliad that he died due to
Hera's wrath, which can be nothing but her old grudge against his

mother Alcmene and Zeus' love for her (18. 117-9):

8 Another interesting example is Heracles whose case we will examine
next. He is not punished for competing with the gods in archery while
another human challenger, Eurytus, is punished by Apollo (Od. 8. 224-8).

Ie. g. 1l. 5. 403, 'oxérAios, alovdoepyds, .. 1l. 8. 361, 'oxéTAios. alév dAutpds ..';

Il. 16. 203-4, 'oxetAie .. vpAees', 11, 17. 150; I1. 24. 33, 'ox€rAior, SnArfuoves .';

0d. 4. 729, 5. 118, 9. 351, 478, 12. 279, 23. 150. The fact that oxeTAios is often
coupled with other reproaching terms may mean, however, that the word
itself is not necessarily a word of reproach. For an investigation into its
origin, see F. E. Horowitz, 'Greek skhétlios, Sanskrit ksatriyah, and the
Indo-European image of the warrior' in Studia Linguistica 29 (1975) 99-109.
He suggests on 7l. 22. 38-45 (pp. 103) that 'skhétlios in this passage means
"warrior", in the fullest sense of the word: one who overcomes all
resistance, who is restrained by no will but his own, and who is best
exemplified by Achilles in the Iliad, just as he is by Indra in the Rigveda.'.
See also E..A. Havelock, The Greek Concept of Justice (Cambrige, Mass.
1978), p. 183: ... schetlios and atasthalos, to which it is difficult to attach
any consistent meaning more pricise than "excessive" or "extravagant”,
"wanton" or "reckless", or, as we say, "shocking”, a term which lacks
reference to any objective standard. They denote persons or actions which
exceed the bounds of what is allowable.! Tentatively, I translate (when I
do) oxeTAios as 'appalling', 'impossible’, etc.

18



olé yip oléé Al Hoaa s ¢uye xipa

& mep pAA raTos éowe A Kpotwir dvax

dAAd ¢ polpa Sqiaave kal dpyakéos xdhos “Hong:

We also know that, despite the murder of his guest (if it was not
the poet's ad hoc allegation), he remained 'dearest' to Zeus until
the end of his life and even afterwards, because he is now a son-
in-law to Hera and raised to the status of divinity, though his
ghost is seen by Odysseus in the Underworld (Od. 11. 601-4):

T & per eloevdnoa By Hpacdelry,

elbwlov airds &€ et dbavdroion Geoion

TépmeTaL év Bal (7 kal el kaAA logypov "Hiny

matda Auds pueydioo kal “Hpns xpuoomedov
There is, after all, no sign of the wrath and punishment of Zeus
Xeinios. Is it not the case, then, that those who would feel
indignation at Heracles' behaviour at all, if any, are only the
audience? And the poet knew it. Since the hero is never going to
be punished, he had to make his own moral comment to satisfy
his audience who were apparently more morality-conscious than
the Olympian gods.

As we have seen from the examples above, the ‘'moral
record of 'the gods of guests and beggars' is not very splendid.
Zeus Xeinios is certainly recognized among men as the protector of
guests. The belief usually works as a guarantee of hospitality for
visitors to foreign lands, and pious men are grateful to Zeus for
his protection. In the narrative, however, we do not see the gods
themselves standing up for such blameless hosts as the
Phaeacians against Poseidon's personal grudge, nor punishing
murderers of their guests, like the Cyclops and Heracles. The only

possible example of divine punishment of offenders against fewvin
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are the fall of Troy, though not directly depicted in Homer, as the
result of the abduction of Helen by Paris,!10 and Odysseus'
successful revenge against the suitors with obvious divine aid
(especially from Athena).ll We will discuss the implications of

these instances in detail later.

Zeus Hiketesios

Zeus is Hiketesios as well as Xeinios and his functions as one
or the other are often overlapping. Odysseus claims that he and
his companions are '{xke'rTat' to the Cyclops (Od. 9. 269) when he
requests fewrflov and he says, Zevs 8§ émrurfrup (ketdwv Te Eelvwv T€
(270). When Odysseus wakes up on Ithaca and mistakenly thinks
that he has been deserted on a foreign land by the Phaeacians, it
is to Zeus Hiketesios that he prays for their punishment (Od. 13.
213). They have not, of course, deceived him and Zeus is not said
to have heard nor ignored the prayer.

Penelope reproaches Antinous at Od. 16. 421-32 for two
offences against Zeus Hiketesios: he does not care for ixe€rat and he
is plotting the murder of the son of Odysseus who once helped
Antinous' father as a suppliant. Being ungrateful to one's
benefactor on the side of a suppliant is, Penelope implies, as much
against divine law (423 'oU8& doi'n’) as rejecting suppliants. Her

argument does not move the suitors. Neither does Zeus himself

10 cf. E. Ehnmark, The Idea of God in Homer, p. 100; Lloyd-Jones, The Justice
of Zeus, pp. 7-8; G. S. Kirk, The Iliad: A Commentary (Cambridge 1985) on Il
4. 31-49: '... this [the fall of Troy] has been made inevitable by Paris'
offence against hospitality, which is protected by Zeus ¢€vios himself, and
by the Trojans' condoning of it by receiving him and Helen.'

11 ¢f G. S. Kirk, The Songs of Homer, p. 291: "... the destruction of the evil
suitors is god-supported.’; A. Lesky, A History of Greek Literature? (ir.,
London 1966) p.69: '... the suitors have paid for their intolerable sins';
Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus, p.29.

20



show any reaction to the suitors' treatment of '(ke'rat’ except, as in
the case of ewin the fact that they do get killed in the end may be
interpreted as their punishment. Whether it can be taken as a
divine punishment or not will be discussed later.

Zeus is not the only god in whose name men can supplicate,
and other gods may be chosen in accofdance with the occasion.
For example, Telemachus appeals to the Ithacans to fear the anger
of the gods at the suitors' misdeeds and check them from
inflicting nuisance on his house, by calling upon Zeus and Themis,
the goddess of the assembly (Od. 2. 66-9; cf. Il. 20.4):

Gecv 8 UmrobeloaTe pipy,

H1i L peTAoTpé oW dyaoodievo Kakd gy

Alooguat Tuév Zrpos OAyumiov 15¢ ©€utoos,

77 dpdy dyopds: Tuéy Aler 15 katier
The appeal fails to move the suitors, though it earns pity from
others.

When, as a member of the embassy, Phoenix tries to
persuade Achilles to give up his wrath and return to the battle, he
appeals to the goddesses called 'AtTal” whom we do not hear of
anywhere else (/I. 9. 502-512):

kal ydp e Avral el Awds kotpar peydioq

xwhal Te puoal Te mapaBdmés T épbaucd

al i Te kal petémood "A s dAéyovo koioa.

18 "An ofevapr} e kal dprimos; olvexa mioas

moAA &y Immexcripoléet, podveL & Te mioay én alay

Brdrroud’ fouimous al 8 ékaéovrar dmoow

& uév T alséoeTa xoipas Auds dovov lotoas,

T 8y dimoay kal T A vov edyquévoo

& &K drpmral kal Te oTepedks dmoetmy
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Alooovrar 8 dpa Tal ye Ala Kpotwa koioa

W ATy 4 Emeobar, ba fAagbels dmorelopn
AvrTal are certainly novel goddesses, but their identification as
'Zeus' daughters' reveals the nature of this passage. This is only
an allegorical or mythological retelling of the good old story of
Zeus Hiketesios as the guardian of suppliants.!2  However,
whether Zeus sends "A7n to men as retaliation for slighted At7al or
not is quite another matter. We will come back to this question as
we discuss the function of d7n later. Here we can only say that we
have no obvious example of Zeus in his own person dispatching
"Atn to punish those who slighted suppliants.

Although, generally speaking, the gods seem rather slow in
hearing the call of suppliants for protection and therefore they
can be disappointed sometimes, there is one remarkable example
of an immediate divine action in response to human appeal to
'"'ke€'Tns' status. After drifting in the sea for two days and nights,
Odysseus lands on Scheria through the mouth of a river. As he
swims into it, he prays to the river-god to accept him as his
suppliant (Od. 5. 447-450):

alSolos uév 7 éoTi kal dbadroion Gedlowy

dApiv & mis leran dAeuevos: ds kal éyd viv

oW TE fbov ad Te yoal ikdiw moAAd poyripas:

X éaipe, dvaf Ikérns 5 Tou elyquat ebar

12 Scholion bT on 502 gives as one of the possible reasons why the Litai are
said to be Zeus' daughters: ‘... 8id 10 "Zevs émrTyurirwp (kerdwv" (¢ 270)'. cf. ed.

H. Erbse, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Iliadem II (Berlin 1971); This is, in fact,
the only example of supplication in the /liad appealing to the authority of
Zeus. Cf. V. Pedrick, 'Supplication in the /liad and the Odyssey', TAPA 112
(1982) 129ff. Pedrick does not discuss the allegory of the Litai in her
article on the ground that 'The retribution envisioned is otherwise alien to
both epics, and suits Phoenix's arguments rather than any theology' (132,
n. 29).
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Then the river checks its stream at once to let him in, without
being annoyed about the possible complaint from Poseidon or
being prompted by Athena who, as we know from the passages
before and after this (5. 427, 437, 491, etc.), is apparently
accompanying him secretly.  Odysseus appeals to the god's
sympathy as well as to his status as suppliant. This seems to be a
standard tactic of a suppliant, as we see Priam also supplicates to
Achilles saying (/1. 24. 503):

dAX’ albelo Geots’A yAetl alrdy T édénoov.

So, we have at least one clear example of a god caring for
suppliants. We do not know for certain, however, that Zeus
Hiketesios always stands by ~suppliants and avenges them on their
behalf. It may be for this uncertainty that suppliants appeal to
the emotion of those to whom they supplicate as well as the

authority of Hiketesios.!3

Zeus Horkios
Another major function of Zeus is that of Horkios, though the
title itself is never mentioned in Homer.l14 The Achaeans and the

Trojans make a truce before the duel of Menelaus and Paris,

13 ¢f. J. Roisman, 'Some social conventions and deviations in Homeric
society', in Acta Classica 25 (1982), 35-41; He observes (p. 36): '... not every
supplication in the epics ended successfully .... Nausikaa advised Odysseus
to come to Arete as a suppliant. She would help him, he was told, if she
liked him (Od. 6. 313-5)." 'The success of the supplication, then, was
ultimately dependent upon the will of the supplicated.’

14 But cf. Ads dprall. 3. 107. G. S. Kirk, The Iliad , on Il. 3. 276-8 thinks,
though he mentions this phrase, that Zeus is called upon 'not specifically
as dpkios', but 'as supreme and highest god.! He also points out that 'Zeus is
involved in his local form, envisaged as overseeing events at Troy from his
sanctuary on Mount Ida.' I would rather say that Zeus is called upon as
supreme god and dpxios and god of Mt. Ida which should be a closer image
to this complex divinity as his believers see in their mind's eye. And I
believe that it is also this complexity that Kirk tries to draw our attention to
in his note.
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sacrificing one sheep each for the Earth, the Sun, and Zeus (/I. 3.
103-4) and they pray to Zeus and other gods (Il. 3. 107 'Awds dpxia’;
298 'Zeus and other gods'; 318 'the gods'; 320 "Zed mdtep'. For the
interchangeability of 'Zeus' and 'the gods' see above.). When
Menelaus has been shot by Pandarus and the truce is thereby
broken, Agamemnon says that Zeus will destroy Troy himself, if
not the Achaeans, for their deception (/I. 4. 164-8) and declares
that the victory of the Achaeans is now certain (/l. 4. 234-9):15

"Apyetow, urf i m petheTe botpubos dAxy

ovydp ém YevSéomn matip Zets EoveT dowys,

dAX’ ol mep mpdrepaL imep quaa SpAtioava

TdV TfroL avTiy Tépeva ypda yimes ésovray,

fuels alr' AAdyows' e plAas kal vima réaa

deouev év vioowy, émp mroletpov EAayiev.
Since we know the result of the war, it is possible to argue that
the Trojans are punished for their breach of the truce. However,
if Zeus is also Xeinios, the city of Troy must have been already
condemned by the breach of fewwvi'n by Paris. Still, it is certainly
possible to argue that, since the abduction of Helen is in such a
remote past and therefore lacks dramatic immediacy, this episode
of the broken truce has been introduced to put the Trojans in the
wrong within the scope of the Iliad.

On the other hand, if we look at the details of the incident,
we are faced with a serious question on the function of Zeus

Horkios. After the two armies have prayed to Zeus to make their

truce, the poet reports that Zeus did not accomplish it (/1. 3. 302):
Ns &pav, o8 dpa mi opw émexpalawve Kpolww,

15 ¢f. 11. 4. 270-1.
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and so says Hector at Il. 7. 69. Moreover, it is Zeus himself who
sends Athena to cause the truce to be broken (/I. 4. 68-72). If it
is the case, it is impossible to argue with any seriousness that
Zeus is the guardian of oaths. Neither does the poet get himself
into the absurdity of describing Zeus as being indignant at the
breakers of the truce. What we see here is not the portrait of
Zeus Horkios as the defender of justice. All we see is the pitiable
irony of human beings swearing by Zeus, naively believing that
he will protect the honest and punish liars, without knowing that
they are being led into their ruin through the trick of the very
same god.

This is the only example of broken oaths in the Iliad. The
truce for the burial of the dead made at 7. 411-3 is kept in peace.
The audience is expected to believe Agamemnon's oath (that he
has not had intercourse with Briseis) to Zeus, the Earth, the Sun,
and the Erinyes (19. 258-65). The oaths to Zeus at 7. 76-86
before the combat between Ajax and Hector and at 10. 329-331
of Hector concerning the reward to Dolon both become void
because their conditions are never met.

In the Odyssey, the most common formula of an oath made
to Zeus is to him as Xeinios rather than Horkios

lorw viv Zels: mpara Gedv &evin Te Tpdmela

lorin 7 Obuoips quiuovos, Ty dgucdw

(14. 158-9, 17. 155-6, 19. 303-4, 20. 230-1),
in each case said by a guest of the household of Odysseus. We can
assume that guests tend to make an oath to Zeus Xeinios under
whose protection they are rather than the god in any other

capacities.
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In two other cases of oaths in the Odyssey, Zeus is not
explicitly called upon. When Telemachus bids Eurycleia to remain
silent about his departure from Ithaca, she makes an oath to 'feol”
(2. 377). When the companions of Odysseus make an oath not to
harm the cattle of Helios before landing on their island (and this
is going to be the only oath broken in the epic), it is not even said
that they have sworn by any divinity (12. 304):

atrdp émel 8 §uoody Te TeEAeUTnody TE TV doKcov,
though we can probably assume that it has been made either to
Zeus or the gods in general.

After this oath is broken, i.e. when the companions have
slaughtered the cattle and started cooking their meat, there
appears an ominous miracle (12. 394-6):

Tolow 8 avrik émevra Geol Tépaa mpolipaivor

éprrov pev ol kpéa 8 qu@ Pedion pequiker,

Grrakéa Te kal qud Bad 8 ds YiyveTo ¢unrj

This can be taken as a reaction of the gods against the breach of
the oath. However, Helios, who is a god of oaths himself, does not
seem to be annoyed about the broken oath itself. He appeals to
Zeus and other gods for the punishment of Odysseus' companions,
not as the breakers of an oath, but as the destroyers of his
property (12. 377-383). Zeus promises Helios to smash up their
ship (12. 387-8) and he fulfils it (12. 403-419). Later Odysseus
says that he was hated by Zeus and Helios (19. 275-6), obviously
because of his companions' disastrous feasts, and not because of
the breach of their oath as such for which Odysseus himself is not
responsible. Helios' personal grudge must be the one and
sufficient reason for the death of the companions and the wreck

of their ship.
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In conclusion, we must say that Zeus is not acting as Horkios
in Homer at all. It is only men who believe in Zeus and other gods
as the guardians of oaths. The gods not only often fail to
acknowledge a breach of an oath, but sometimes even provoke it

deliberately.16

Protection of the dead

Another important function attributed to the gods in general
is to protect the dead and secure their right of burial. Homeric
man takes the dead seriously, probably much more than we do,
because of his awe of the gods as their guardians.!? Hence, a
funeral is a good enough reason for a brief truce (/1. 7. 408-13,
24. 656-8). The unburied dead can appear as ghosts to demand
their burial as Patroclus’ ghost does in Achilles' dream (JI.. 23.
71). Even if we do not believe in the reality of the ghost in the
dream, this episode shows how Achilles conceives ‘the situation of
the dead yet unburied. When Odysseus and his companions meet
Elpenor's ghost in the Underworld, he also demands his funeral

appealing to the authority of the gods (Od. 11. 72-3):

16 At the end of the list of udprupot to the oath made by Agamemnon at II. 3.
27691, we find a pair of chthonic deities who are supposed to punish
perjury in the Underworld (278-9): '... xal ol vmevepfe xaudvras [ dvbpumovs
Tivvofov, dTis K émloprov dudoop.' In another oath of the same hero at /l. 19,
258-65, the same function is attributed to the Erinyes (259-60): '...Epwies, al
8 vmo yatav [ dvfpdSmovs Tlwwwral, dTis K émlopxov dudoop.’ Punishment after

death is testified in Od. 11. 576ff, but there is no evidence for punishment
for perjury. In the world where the skill of theft and perjury is believed
to be a divine gift (Od. 19. 395-7), it is difficult to imagine such a fate of
liars after death. Can Hermes be so malicious to lead as Psychopompus his
protégés to the place of their punishment after their death? In the Hymn,
he does perjure, but carefully chooses a less significant object (mpofvpaia)
than the Styx as his ‘u€yas dpxos' (383). For the views that the gods do not
tolerate perjury, E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, p. 32; M. L
Finlay, The World of Odysseus? (London 1977), p. 109.

17 However, he is almost entircly free of any fear of the dead themselves.

cf. R. S. J. Garland, 'Geras Thanonton: An investigation into the claims of
the Homeric dead', BICS 29 (1982), 70-1.
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un davrov damrov ldy dmbev kararelmew,

vooofels: pf ol . Bedv priayua yéuquan

The gods do seem to be concerned with the right of the
dead. Hector, mortally wounded by Achilles, pleads with the
victor to return his body to his family for his burial, only to be
told that his body will be fed to dogs and birds. To this pitiless
reply, Hector warns Achilles (/I. 22. 358-360):

gpd(eo viv, urj Tol . Ged prrua yéuua

Tuan T dére kév oe Ndpis ial dPos AmPAAww

éotAow édr éAéoway éU Zxafion miA o
Achilles, knowing his fate well himself, is unmoved (365-6) and
not affected by the last two lines. However, the first line quoted
above soon comes true. When Achilles has been maltreating
Hector's body day after day by dragging it behind his chariot, the
gods (except Hera, Athena, and Poseidon) are said to pity Hector

and to be considering an actual interference (/1. 24. 23-4):

T 8 é\ealpeoxov udiaapes Geal elogpduwes,
KAépar 8 drpiveoxor éloxotrov’ApyeLparTy.
Apollo, the constant patron of Hector, is, of course, furious (24.
33ff) and says Achilles should fear the gods' wrath (24. 53-4):
pndyadiimep édn veueooriuudy ol Tuets
Kury ydp &) yaiay deud(e pevealun,

By this Zeus , if not Hera, is moved, and he summons Thetis to
Olympos and bids her carry his message to Achilles that the gods,
especially Zeus himself, are angry at him (24. 113-5; cf. 134-6):

oxileotal ol elme Geois, &ué 8 &oya mmw

dBavdrww kexoddotat, ST ¢peol pawouévnow

“Exraogd &yer mapd viol kopuwlow ol dmél voev.
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Meanwhile, Hector’s body is protected from decay by Apollo
(24. 18-21, 411-23). Priam, on the way to Achilles' hut to ransom
his son's body, is delighted to hear it, and he knows the reason for
the miracle — the abundant offerings Hector used to make to the
gods. Talking to the reporter of the news, he says (24.425-7):

@ Técos; B dyaBy kal dvaloya Sipa Sbolva

dbrdros, émel ob ot qucs mdis, el moT érp e,

A1PeT é peydpoiar Geaw, ol "OAyumov éyovon.
And he is right. It is exactly for this reason that Zeus decides to
intervene in this affair against Hera's argument that Hector's Twun
is not as great as Achilles' (24. 66-70):

obpev yop Turj ye ul overar A dal “Excrup

P Taros éoxe Geoion Boori ol év'l Al eloty

g ydp éuoiy, émel ol m pAAwv fudprave Sujpwv.

ot ydp pol moTe Buuds €5eveTo Sauds oy,

Aok Te kdoms e O ydp Adyquer wpas Tuels:!®
This, however, is a limiting factor of the gods' moral function. It
seems to imply that they do not protect all the dead, but only the
ones from whom they have received a lot of gifts. The
complication here is that the gifts themselves are not always the
guarantee of divine favour — because the gods can ignore or
refuse to receive the gifts, if they happen to hate the offerer (cf.
Il1. 6. 311, Il. 8. 550-2). All we can say for sure is that the gods
do care for the dead whom they like. The best example is the
special treatment of the body of Sarpedon. It is treated by Apollo
and carried off to Lycia by Sleep and Death by the order of the
hero's father Zeus (/. 16. 683).

18 ¢f. 22. 170-2.
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In one striking example, the paradeigma of Niobe recounted
by Achilles to Priam, the gods are said to have buried the bodies
of the Niobids by themselves after the bodies had been lying
unburied for nine days (/I. 24. 612). It was, however, due to Zeus
who changed the people into stones that the bodies remained
unburied (610-11) and, no doubt, it was an intended delay to
increase the mother's woe as punishment. Therefore, the burial
by the gods here should simply mean the termination of their
anger — as that of Achilles' with which it is compared!9 — rather
than their favour. This example only illustrates the fact that the
gods can deprive the right of burial of the dead or give it back to
them as they please.

It may be because of this uncertainty of the belief in the
gods' protection of the dead as well as suppliants that Priam
appeals to both the gods' wrath and human feeling when he
pleads with Achilles to release Hector's body, as we have already
seen (/1. 24. 503-4):

A\X' albeio Beots,’A ytAel atirév T Edénoov

pvnoduevos god matpds
and it proves to be a successful move. Achilles was more moved
by Priam's sorrow as a father than by the divine concern.20
Achilles offers hospitality to the king of Troy purely out of his

sympathy, not prompted by Zeus' message through Thetis.

19 For this point of camparison, cf. J. T. Kakridis, Homeric Researches (New
York and London 1987), p. 102 (Chapter IV :The myth of Niobe in Q); See
also C. W. Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradition (Cambridge, Mass.
1958), p. 240, though he reads 'the piety attributed to the gods in burying
the children of Niobe' in the scene.

20 ¢f. I1. 24. 507, 511, 518-21; See also C. M. Macleod, Homer:lliad: Book XXIV
(Cambridge 1982) on 518-51:'Achilles’ first words are an expression of the
wonder described at 480-4 and also a warmly felt response to Priam's
speech.’
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Here again, the gods seem rather unreliable. But, as in the
case of Eumaeus as a host, the awe of the gods works best side by
side with human sympathy which has basically nothing to do with

the gods.2!

Zeus, 8ikn and Beuis

Zeus is concerned with human justice more directly, in a
sense, as the patron of kings whose obligation is to uphold 8/xn and
6cuits. Men in Homer in general seem to believe that the gods are
the guardians of justice, as we can see from the view of Eumaeus

(0d. 14. 83-4):

ovutv oxeTAa épya feol udiapes Ll éovoy,
dA\Aa Slcry Tlovon kal aloyua &py dpusmuv.

By saying 'oxe€TtAia épya', he is referring to the conduct of the suitors
in Odysseus' house, and if indeed we could see the Olympian gods
described as disgusted at their behaviour and punishing them, we
would have the strongest evidence for their concern with human
justice. We will investigate this matter later as we have already
promised in our examination of the function of Zeus as Xeinios.
Another passage suggesting Zeus' concern with &kn is in
Nestor's words. He attributes the cause of disaster the Achaeans

met on their way home to the gods' wrath (Od. 3. 130-135):

avrdp émel Tlpuduoo mAAw Semépoauey almy,
Biiuev 8 & vicoo, Geds 8 éccSaooev’A yawois,

21 R. S. J. Garland, BICS 29 (1982) 71: 'The predominant motive for
performing duties on their behalf seems to have been a humanitarian
concern for their welfare, reinforced by an ill-defined belief that
attending to their needs was right and proper. ... the rites embodied by the
geras thanonton were performed retrospectively in recognition of
services rendered by the dead during their lifetime, and prospectively in
expectation of receiving similar treatment from relatives and friends
oneself.'
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xal T6TE B Zeis Avypdy & dpea uriSero wéomov
"Apyelos. émel ol 1 vorjuoves otse Shcato
mivres Eoav i opewy moAées kaly ol Tov éméomov

urnos €€ dork yAawumbos &Ppyomdtpns.

He thinks that Zeus made the Achaeans suffer because 'not all of

them were behaving according to &8ikn (ov Sikatot) alluding to the
rape of Cassandra by Ajax the son of Oileus — hence Athena's
wrath.22 In this case, however, Athena's initiative seems to
override the function of Zeus as the god of justice. At any rate,
Zeus' intervention in the matter is only Nestor's guess, and
apparently he himself does not find this ‘'punishment’ fair,
because shortly afterwards, he uses a reproachful term for Zeus'
management of the fate of the Achaeans (Od 3. 160-1):
Zels 8 ol mw uriSeTo wioTov,

oxeérhios: & P épu dpoe kaTy ém Sedrepov alms:

When suggesting the negotiation with Achilles through an
embassy, Nestor starts his speech saying that Zeus entrusted
Agamemnon with the sceptre and '6e¢uiores’(ll. 9. 96-9):

"ATpetn kibLoTe, daf B’ A yduevoy,

év ool pév Arw oo 8 dpaquar, oliexa moAAdy

Aadv éoon af kal To Zets éyrndiile

aimpTpdy 7 15 84ucTas; b oplon Boukedpta

22 scholia HEV and Eustathius think that other Achaeans are found guilty
of not checking Ajax from the deed, while Scholion Q. thinks that they are
simply consilcyfd collectively responsible for the crime of Ajax alone; cf.
ed. C. W. Dindorf, Scholia Graeca in Homeri Odysseam (Oxford 1855) and
Eustathius, Commentarii ad Homeri Odysseam (Leipzig 1825) ad loc. J. S.
Clay's interpretation of the wrath of Athena directed towards Odysseus in
person (The Wrath of Athena, Princeton: 1983, pp. 186-212, esp. p. 209) is
extremely interesting in the context of the whole of the Odysseus legend,
but I do not think it is applicable within the context of the Odyssey,
composed by, as Clay says, 'Homeros Philodysseus' (pp. 34-53), for we know
Athena's whole-hearted devotion to her protégé€. cf. Chapter 3.
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Achilles also, when talking about the sceptre, says that Zeus

entrusts kings with Geucores (I1. 1. 237-9):
viv alré uy des A yaudv

év maAdups ¢opdovon Suaomdior, o e Bquoras

mpds Auds elptarar

Such is the origin of kingship as seen by human characters.
However, a king's prestige seems to rest on his honour and power
rather than his behaviour. For example, in /liad Book 1, Nestor
tries to persuade Achilles, now terribly angry at Agamemnon, not
to quarrel with the king, appealing to the Zeus-given authority of
kings (1. 278-9):

otj modl quolns dicpe YTl

oxTprToi) 05 facAets: () Te Zels Kkios Ebucev.

Agamemnon's prestige is exceptionally great because his sceptre
is literally handed down to him from Zeus through his ancestors
(1. 2. 101-7). And this is unaffected by his wrong deed.

When Odysseus checks the Achaeans from rushing towards
their ships to go home, he says kings' Twurf derives from Zeus and
threatens them with the kings' fierce anger exercised through
their authority:

buyds & péyas éori Siotpedéuw BacA i,

nun 8 éc Auds éom, el & é unriera Zevs: (11..2.196-7) -

otk dyafiv moducopatn €ls kolpavos éomw,
els Baorets, ¢ Siice K pdvov mdis dpvAquifrew
oxfimTpdy T 115¢ GéuoTas, ba oplon oudevnor. (11.. 2. 204).
But does Zeus actually take an action against the breach of 6¢uis or

against unjust kings?
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There is a much discussed passage in a simile in which Zeus
appears to show his concern with é¢utores and 8kn (I1. 16. 384-8):

a8 tmd Aalam mioa keAawn BBobe xbw

Tuar omuypund 6te AgufpbraTor xéer tbup

Zet, &re b1ip dilpeonn koTeouduevos xalemiy)

ot Bip el dyopfjoxoAids kplron BguoTas,

& & Slknw éddowon, Gedv Smy ol dAéyovres
This has often been discussed as the only possible example of
Zeus' indignation at human injustice expressed in the narrative.
Because the lines 387-88 seem very similar to Opera 218-221,
interpolation or Hesiodean influence has been suspected.23

However, there is nothing un-Homeric about the picture of
Zeus given there, if we compare it with another one showing him
as a weather god raging over the misconduct of men. When the
Achaeans have built their fortification without offering hecatombs
to the gods, he is said to thunder all night long (/l. 7. 476-81):

o pév émeLta kdpn kgudwvres 'A yaiol

Sabvwra Tpdes 8¢ kard mréw 138 émlicoypor

mwinos & opw kad priseTounrieTa Zels

23 ¢f. Interpolation is suspected by P. von der Miihll, Kritisches
Hypomnema zur Ilias (Basel 1952) p. 247; H. Munding, 'Die Bewertung der
Rechtsidee in der Ilias', Philologus, 105(1961) 161f, 106 (1962) 60f.; F.
Krafft, Vergleichende Untersuchungen zu Homer und Hesiod (G&ttingen
1963), p. 77, n.1; W. Leaf in his comment on 387-8. Hesiodean influence is
suggested by Wilamowitz, Hesiodos: Erga (Berlin 1928) p.66; Dodds, The
Greeks and the Irrational, p. 52, n.16; M. M. Willcock, The lliad of Homer
XIII-XXIV (Hampshire and London 1984), on 387, 'The thought is closer to
Hesiod than to Homer.! Eustathius only says, on 388, 'Hesiod also has much
to say about this sort of injustice...' Among those who consider it genuine
but 'mew' or 'unique': K. Latte, 'Schuld und Siinde in der griechischen
Religion', ARW 20 (1920/1) 259 = Kleine Schriften 6 (with n. 8); P.
Chantraine, 'Le divin et les dieux chez Homere' in Fondation Hardt,
Entretiens Tome I (1952), 75-6; W. K. C. Guthrie, The Greeks and their gods
(London 1950) p. 125. Against them, H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus, p.6
says, '... the doctrines expressed in the simile of the flood and in the speech
of Phoenix are in fact perfectly consistent with the theology of the [Iliad as
a whole.'! For my own view, see Chapter 5.
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opepSaréa KTuméuww Tois 8 xAuply 8o fpet

obov 8 é Semduw xaudSis xéov, olbé Tis ETAn)

nply méew, nplv Aeipar Urregueret Koovlwn.

This is Zeus' reaction towards men who have forgotten the
formalities due to the gods.24  And observing offerings and
libations dué to the gods is exactly what Homeric men will
consider the most important 6euts. Therefore, we can count this
passage as the second example of Zeus' concern with 6euts. As for
the first example here, however, we do not know what sort of 8/kn
and feuioTes are in question. As we will see later these two terms
can signify even quite 'immoral' customs as well. We shall come

back to the passage and its interpretation later.

Murder and adultery

Lastly, let us briefly see the gods' reaction towards murder
and adultery. In the biblical morality, "Thou shalt not kill.'" is one
of the principal articles of the God-given law. In Homer, on the
contrary, murder itself does not normally attract anything more
serious than fines or banishment, still less divine punishment.25
The only exception is the episode of Meleager. We are told that
his mother cursed him, calling upon Hades and Persephone for
murdering her brother, and the Erinyes heard her prayer (JI. 9.
566-572; the punishment itself is not described). Similarly, 'Thou

shalt not commit adultery.' does not seem to be a god-given moral

24 Others consider the storm to be the god's warning for the coming day's
battle, either for both the Achaeans and Trojans (Leaf 1900, on 7. 478,
Eustathius on 7. 476-81) or for the Achaeans alone (M. M. Willcock, The
lliad of Homer 1-XII, 1978, on 478).

25 ¢f. J. Roisman, Acta Classica 25 (1982) 38-40,
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code in Homer.26  We all know that Zeus himself is a regular
adulterer, to begin with. In this case again, we have one
exception involving the Erinyes: Phoenix's father cursed his son
for having relations with his concubine, calling upon the Erinyes
and the gods; Hades and Persephone are the executors this time
(Il. 9. 456-7). We can conclude from these cases that the gods
normally do not punish murderers and adulterers unless it
involves one's senior family members and the latter appeal to the
gods for retaliation.

There is one possible example of the gods' disapproval of
atrocious weapons. In the story told by Mentes-Athena, it is said
that Odysseus asked Ilus for the poison to smear on his arrows,
but the latter did not give it to him, 'because he feared (veueoi(eTo)
the gods' (Od. 1. 260-3). It testifies the belief that the gods can be
angered by cruel method of killing even in the battlefield.
However, we are told in the very next line that Mentes' father
gave it to him instead and evidently did not invite divine anger

after all. We again fail to trace the sign of divine concern here.

So far, our impression is that the gods' moral functions do
not meet much of human expectation. The only definite instance
of divine concern with morality (respect for suppliants) is the
prompt reaction of an anonymous river-god to Odysseus' prayer.
As for morality of men, especially when hospitality and
supplication are concerned, a purely human sense of sympathy

plays an important role along with the fear of divine sanction.

26 Neither is 'Thou shalt not steal.' divine law, since Hermes himself is the
god of thieves. Autolycus, endowed by Hermes with the mastery of
thieving and swearing (0Od. 19. 395-7), knows, however, that stealing and
lying invites the grudge of men, if not divine anger (Od. 19. 407-8).
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Pious Homeric men seem to believe in the gods' morality
sometimes much more than the latter deserve as we have seen in
the case of Odysseus' escape from the Cyclops' cave and the
breach of the truce prompted by Zeus.
However, we are left with the following possible cases of the
gods' moral concern to be examined in detail:
1. the fall of Troy
divine punishment of the offenders against ewvi'n?
2. the death of the suitors
divine punishment of the offenders against fewvin and
Slkn?
3. Phoenix' allegory
Is *A7n the punishment of those who reject suppliants?
4. the rain-storm of Zeus
his indignation at ‘crooked judgements' by men?

We will discuss these questions in the following chapters.
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Chapter 2 The fall of Troy*

Paris and Helen

There is no question about the direct cause of the Trojan
war. The abduction of Helen by Paris is repeatedly alluded to as
the cause by a number of characters (/1. 2. 161-2, 3561, 3. 100,
136-8, 156-7, 351-2, 6. 328, 355-6, 19. 324-5, 22. 114-6, 24.
763-4, Od. 4. 145-6, 11. 438, 17. 118-9, 22. 227-9) and once by
the poet (/1. 24. 28).

Naturally, the pair are much resented by both the Achaeans
and the Trojans, especially by the latter whose city threatens to
be destroyed by the war. The hatred of both parties is expressed
most strongly when Paris has disappeared in the middle of the

combat with Menelaus and nobody can find him (JI. 3. 453-4):

ovpv ydp pLAdmml Y éeebavov, el s oo
loov ydp oy mdow dmixBeTo kTpl uerabn

Even his brother Hector wishes that Paris had never been
born (Il. 3. 40) or that he dies immediately (/I. 6. 281-2).2
Although we know that his brotherly love would not let him hate
Paris completely, these wishes do contain some profound
bitterness. Unlike Hector, whose strong sense of responsibility for
the Trojans will lead him to his almost suicidal encounter with

Achilles, Paris does not take his responsibility seriously (cf. Il. 6.

A version of this chapter has been published in Bungaku-Kenkyu
Ronshu [Journal of Literary Studies] vol. 7 (A volume in the honour of
Professor S. Yaginuma on the occasion of his retirement from the
University of Tsukuba, ed. Tsukuba Society of Comparative Literature,
Tsukuba, Japan, 1990) 43-51.

1 I take *EA€vns dpurjuard Te oTovaxds T€ as 'strggles and groans of the
Achaeans because of Helen', with Aristarchus and others. cf. ed. H. Erbse,

Scholia Graeca in Homeri lliadem ad loc.; ed. W. Leaf, The Iliad2, ad loc.; G. S.
Kirk, The Iliad: A Commentary, ad loc..

2 3. 40 d'yovos = unborn. cf. Leaf ad loc.

38



523-5). He tries to hide away from Menelaus (/I. 3. 30-32) and
just after having escaped from the single combat with Menelaus
by a divine hand, he fancies nothing but making love with Helen
(11. 3. 441-6). He stubbornly refuses to return Helen when there
still seems to be some hope to save Troy by doing so (II. 7. 362).
Helen knows his character well by now and complains about it
bitterly (/1. 6. 350-1):

dBpds EmeLT dpeAAov duelvovos elvat dicounis,

& 1Pnvéueoty e kal aloyea M dGodimuv:

Paris does not seem to have any sense of guilt at all about
the disaster he has brought into his city and, although the
audience knows his end, there is no prospect or recollection of
divine punishment of Paris in his own person in the epics of
Homer.3

Helen herself is far more regretful than Paris about the
consequences of their marriage. By the time in which the Iliad is

set, i. e. the last year of the war, she has started longing to go

3 The comment of Helen at Il. 6. 353 and the fact that the word dm is used to
describe Paris' conduct ("AAefdvSpov évex’ drns' Il. 6. 356, 24. 28) do throw
some shadow over his future. The same phrase is read in Menelaus' speech
at /1. 3. 100 by Zenodotus whom Aristarchus criticizes maintaining, '€orai
dmodoyotuevos Mevédaos STt drmu mepiémeaev & "AAe€avdpos’, and reads 'dpxns’

instead of 'drns' (W. Leaf on /l. 3 100). For the same reason, he reads drns at
24. 28 spoken by Helen. Aristarchus' interpretation presupposes that d7n is
a god-sent disaster for which the person hit by it is not entirely
responsible, and therefore Menelaus should use a stronger term not
involving any divine influence. Against his opinion, W. Leaf notes, 'd7n,
however, is often = sin, and regarded as deserving moral condemnation;
see e.g. I 510-2; and certainly Achilles is not 'apologising' for Agamemnon
in A 412" They are both making a valid point. As we will see later
(Chapter 4), dp does come from the gods sometimes (e.g. 7!. 19. 87-90) and,
nevertheless, does not cancel out the responsibility of those who have
done something wrong under its influence (e.g. Il. 19. 137-8), as Helen
knows well. Calling her foolish conduct the 'd7n sent from Aphrodite' (Od.
4. 261-2) scarcely eases her remorse. cf. Heubeck-West-Hainsworth, A
Commentary on Homer's Odyssey Volume I on 4. 261; E. R. Dodds, The Greeks
and the Irrational, pp. 2-8; J. M. Bremer, Hamartia (Amsterdam 1969), p.
104. However, as in her case, d7n does not always attract punishment.
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back to Sparta (/I. 3. 139-40, Od. 4. 259-261). She is fully aware
of her responsibility for the catastrophic war and the thought, as
well as the hostility of the Trojans (II. 24. 768-775), seems to
torment her (/l. 3. 176 70 kal kAalovoca T€Tnka). Whenever she talks
about the war, the epithet she gives herself is the 'bitch' (II. 6.
344, 356, Od. 4. 145) and , unlike Paris, it is she herself who often
wishes she had died before all this happened (/I. 3. 173-4, 6. 345-
8, 24. 764). Even the web she is weaving depicts the battle
between the Achaeans and the Trojans (//. 3. 125-8). No doubt
she cannot get it out of her head at any time.4

It may be because of her deep repentance that she gets
more sympathetic treatment than Paris at least from Priam (JI. 3.
164-5) and Hector (II. 24. 767-772). And later, after all, she will
be welcomed in Menelaus' house again as a happy wife. She is
not punished in any obvious way, but suffers only from her own

regret.

The Olympian scenario

It is, however, not only this 'naughty pair' who are blamed
for causing the war. The gods' hands are lurking behind the scene
already when a carpenter builds ships for Paris to visit Sparta (/1.
5. 62-4):

& kal’AXefdpp TexTTvaTo vins éloas

doxexdiovs, al mio kaxdw Tpueoor yévovro

ol 7 alr, émel ol 1 Gedv éc Bodara 150,

4 f. C. H. Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradition, pp. 117-8: 'Helen's
great web is woven with pictures of the war for her sake, and becomes in
an instant the symbol of her self-conscious greatness and guilt,
paralleling her speeches to Hector, Priam, and Aphrodite.’
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The gods' ultimate responsibility for causing the war is felt
by both parties involved and others alike. It is stated by Priam
(11. 3. 164-5), Helen (II. 6. 349), Achilles (Il. 24. 547-8),
Telemachus (Od. 1. 348 'Zevs alrios', 17. 119), Alcinous (Od. 8. 579-
80), and Sirens (Od. 12. 189-90). Looking back to the incident ten
years after the war, Helen says that she left her home and family
because of the 'd7n' sent by Aphrodite (Od. 4. 261). Penelope also
sees a god's hand and 'a"rn' at work in the shameless flight of
Helen (Od. 23. 222-4).

On the other hand, when we turn our eyes to Olympian
scenes, we see the complexity of contending divine interests.
Hera and Athena are the principal contrivers of the fall of Troy
(11. 4. 20-21, 8. 457-8, 448-9 18. 364-7). They have even sworn
never to save the Trojans under any circumstances (/1. 20. 313-
317). Troy falls with the trick of the wooden horse inspired by
Athena (/1. 15. 70-1, Od. 8. 493, c.f. 13. 386-8) and the Achaeans
win the final battle with her aid (Od. 8. 519-20). When the two
armies have made the truce, it is Hera who angrily opposes the
idea of saving Troy by letting it be accomplished (/I. 4. 25-9). We
know the reason for the hatred of the two goddesses, that is, the
judgement of Paris alluded to at Il. 24. 29-30.

On the other hand, Zeus, who is supposed to be ultimately
responsible for the destiny of Troy, is in fact reluctant to destroy
the city as he says in his reply to Hera's protest againt the truce
criticizing her (/1. 4. 31-8):

Saruoin T v oe Tlplauos Tipuduold Te maitbes

Téoa kaxa félovor. 8 T domepyes uevealvers

1 Alov éfaramdtar étxcriuevor mrollefoov:

€l & ovy eloeA Boloa mikas kal Telyea uaxpa
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dudv Befoaibous Tplapov Tlpudiold Te matdas

AAows Te Tpdas, T6Te Kev ydhov éfacéoato.

éntov Smus é8é\ets ur) ToDTO e Velicos: Grloow

ool kal quol péy épiopa uet duorepolor yamTaL.

And he goes on to say that since he has yielded to Hera's request
this time, she should give way in her turn when he wishes to
destroy her favourite city (40-3). Troy is Zeus' favourite, because
it is a generous giver of offerings to him (44-9):

al ydp Un 1A lp € Kal olpavi doTepdevn

vaieTdovor meAnes émoyBoviuy dvfpdmuv,

T oL Trepl KTpL TéoxeTo "1 Atos: lor)

xal Tplaos kal Aads éipuellw Tpuduoio.

ot ydp pol moTe Pupuds €seveTo Sautds o

Aoy T€ iadoms Te TO ydp Adyauev vépas TUE:

Therefore, the Olympian scenario of the Trojan war we see
here can be summarized as follows: Paris the prince of Troy hurt
the personal pride of Hera and Athena. As the two goddesses
demanded retaliation, Zeus reluctantly arranged to destroy the

city of Troy.

The plan of Zeus

But that is not all that Homer tells us about Zeus' motivation.
Here we must examine the much discussed phrase 'Aids & éreAelero
BovAr in the opening sentence of the Iliad (1. 1-7):

M dewbe, Bed TInAriidSew’A yiA fos

otAquévmy, 1} upl "Axaudis dhye Enpee,

moAAds 8 puovs Yuxds ™At mpolaev

Tpu, atrots 8 éddpa Telye Kvegoly

olwvolot Te miot, Auds 8 éreleleTo Bovrts
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& 0l 81) md mpiora Bao iy éoloare

"ATpetdns Te dvaf apdv kal Sios A A els:
'What is this plan of Zeus?', asks G. S. Kirk as he summarizes the
problem and gives his answer, 'Probably, as Aristarchus seems to
have argued (Arn/A supplemented by D), that implied by Zeus's
promise to Thetis at 1. 524-30 to avenge the slight on her son
Akhilleus by favouring the Trojans. Aristarchus (Arn/A) also
criticized the 'fictions' of recent critics, of wvewTepor, chiefly perhaps
the idea that Zeus's plan in the Illiad was identical with that
signified by the same phrase in the post-Homeric Cypria, frag. 1.
7, namely to lighten the over-burdened earth by means of heavy
casualties at Troy.'s

Within the scope of the Iliad, Aristarchus may seem right.
The same word 'BovArn is repeated at the beginning of Book 2
where Zeus decides on the plan to fulfil his promise to Thetis (1.
537, 540, 2. 4, and in the plural 'BovAal” at 15. 53-70, though his
plans here extend to the fall of Troy itself. cf. also 8. 370).
However, the 'BouvAn” of Zeus as the cause of the war itself is not
entirely post-Homeric, if we take the Odyssean example of 'Zeus'
plans' into our consideration.6 In Phaeacia, Demodocus the bard
sings the episode of the quarrel between Odysseus and Achilles
which pleased Agamemnon, because it had been prophesied as a

good omen (Od. 8. 73-82). The passage closes as follows (79-82):

5 G. S. Kirk's note on 1. 5; U. v. Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Die Ilias und
Homer (Berlin 1916), p. 245.

6 cf. R. Scodel, 'The Achacan wall and the myth of destruction', HSCP 86
(1982), 47. Even about the poet of the /liad,, we must rather say with Scodel
(loc. cit.), that 'Homer is not ignorant of the Cyclic and Hesiodic

explanation of the war, but he turns them to his own purpose', i. e. by
putting the wrath of Achilles, instead of the war as a whole, as the cause of
many deaths. See also G. S. Kirk, 'Greek Mythology: Some New Perspectives’'
in JHS 92 (1972) p. 79.
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ks ydp ol xpelwv pbricato dofBos A\ Awy

TTvloti év 1jyaben 8 imépBn Adivov olsSdv

Xproduevos TOTE ydp fa kuA et muaros doxm

Tpwot e kal Aavadion Aids ueydiov Sud PovAds:
According to this account, 'Zeus' plans' — whatever they are — had
already been laid down at the preparatory stage of the
expedition. Since they are plural 'plans’' it is more difficult to
reduce them into one particular plan such as his promise to
Thetis. They may include a number of casualties, the destruction
of Troy, and even the hardship suffered by the Achaeans on their
way and at home. Precisely because this passage is not in the
Iliad, the narrative can put the war in a broader perspective
possible only in retrospect to human eyes. All is done and gone —
and as looking back, men can only say that everything, after all,
was Zeus' plan.” The breach of oaths, the abduction of Helen, the
judgement of Paris ... each of these events can be a candidate of
'the cause' of the fall of Troy, but the whole plan of Zeus never fits
in human logic of morality. If all of these were prompted by
some gods, all within the plan of Zeus, there is no point in arguing
that the fall of Troy is the punishment of the Trojans for their
such and such deed. Zeus' function is much more complicated and
his plan much more long-termed than just to prompt or punish

one wrongdoing or two.

7 cf. J. Irmscher, Gétterzorn bei Homer, p. 47, n. 3: 'Ich méchte trotz
Wilamowitz, Die llias und Homer, 1916, 245, daran glauben, daB der Horer
der Ilias etwas von der Sage upfl einen groBen Zeusplan zur Dezimierung
des Menschengeschlechtes gewufit hat, den Proklos am Ende seines
Kyprienexzerptes angibt (fr. 1 Bethe: Homer, II, 1922, 154)." In the same
perspective, Euripides employs both interpretations of 'Aids BovAevuara' in
Helen 35-6, namely, to lighten the overburdened earth and to make
Achilles famous (38-41).
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Troy in its 'historical' context

This view is further confirmed by putting Troy in its
'historical' context. The current war is not the first Trojan war.
The city was once attacked and sacked by Heracles because its
former king Laomedon rudely refused to give his horses to
Heracles after the latter had done some service for him (JI. 5.
638-42, 648-51, 14. 250-1). The king had treated even the gods,
Poseidon and Apollo, in the same insolent manner; Poseidon (and
Apollo at Il. 7. 452) built the city wall of Troy which the god is
still proud of despite his hatred towards the Trojans (/1. 7. 452-3,
21. 446-7) and Apollo herded the king's cattle (21. 448-9) only to
be unrewarded and driven away by the king's threat (21. 450-7).
The sack of Troy by Heracles, however, must be considered his
personal vengeance rather than the consequence of the general
anger of the gods, because, despite this cheating by Laomedon,
Apollo has remained favourable towards the Trojans, a fact
mysterious to Poseidon (21. 441-3) as well as to the audience.
Moreover, Troy has been reinhabited since then and flourishing
again. The last blow to the city, even if it was a divine
punishment, was not meant to terminate the life of the city
entirely. The same is true with the current crisis.8 As we can
overhear from the Olympian conversation over Aeneas, who must
be rescued from the hands of Achilles, the coming fall of Troy is

not the end of it either (/1. 20. 300-8):
AAX dyet Tuels mép v iméx GavdTov dydyupev,

8 We can catch a glimpse of the last day of Troy, on fire from top to bottom
(I1l. 21. 374-6, 22. 410-1). But we are also told what will happen after the
war. The gods will completely destroy the fortification built by the
Achaeans, a gloomy reminder of the war, to restore the peaceful landscape
of Troad (II. 7. 458-63, 12. 17-33) and the glory of the Trojan wall built by
Poseidon and Apollo (/I. 7. 452-3).
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uri mws kal Kpoudns: keyoAdoerar, al kev’A yiAAels

TS kaTakTely) pdpyov & ol éor dAéaotar,

&pa iy domepuos: yeveny kal dpavros Anrau

AapSdvoy, &v K povibns mepl mdirwv pldaro malSowv,

ol ébev ébeyévorro ywawdv Te Gunrdwy.

780 ydo Tpuduov yeverp Tybrpe Kpoutuw

viv & 81 Alvelao Bin Tpueoow dudlel

Kkal malSow maibes, Tol Kev ueTémote yewwat.
We are not told why Zeus hates 'Priam's lineage' — perhaps
because of the insolent Laomedon, or because of Paris, or it may
only reflect Hera's vote against Priam's family (This word is
addressed to Hera, after all). In any case, Zeus' far-reaching plan
is laid out already for the re-establishment of the future Troy.
Such is the complexity of the 'plan' of Zeus. Within this grand
scheme, it is obvious that the fall of Troy is nothing as simple as a
punishment for a crime, but an event in the course of history
designed far beyond human expectations by Zeus as the

distributor of fate.?

9 cf. B. Fenik, Homer and the Nibelungenlied, 1986, p. 24. For the
relationship between Zeus (and other gods) and fate, see Chapters 6 and 7.
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Chapter 3  The death of the suitors

Crimes of the suitors

Since there can be no 'punishment' without crimes, let us
first recount what sort of crimes the suitors have committed in
the house of Odysseus. Most of the charges are listed in Odysseus'
angry declaration of his revenge against the suitors (Od. 22. 35-
41):

wKies, oliL &7 éddowed imbtporrov olica8 liéobar

Srjsov dimo Tpudwy, 81 ot kaTexelpeTe olkov,

Qupnpw 8 ywan{l mapewd(eote falus,

avrob Te {wovTos imeuvdacte ywaika,

olTe Geols SeloavTes. of otpavdv elpiyv Exovoy,

olre W/ dfpumuy véueowy karémotev éoeotar

Vv tuiy kal méow \égpov melpat épfmrat.

The order of the charges seems to follow the magnitude of actual
damage done to Odysseus and his house. The consumption of his
property, obviously the most serious material damage, is listed
first. It is specially documented by the poet at 14. 13-20, namely,
only 360 males against 600 females in Eumaeus' stock of hogs.
Eumaeus gives a complete list of livestock of Odysseus (100-4)
and the pace of consumption (93-4, 105-8).

This accusation, however, by no means calls for the death
penalty on its own. The suitors can make amends for the loss,
and they do offer to do so at the last moment (22. 55-9).
Odysseus' reply to the offer shows that it is no longer a matter of
accountancy (22. 61-64). The reason for the deadly vengeance

must be sought elsewhere.
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The second of their charges concerns their relations with
Odysseus' slave-women (37). Its psychological implications are
easy to see. It is an obvious insult to the queen who should be
the only woman the suitors are in love with and , in any case, it
is shameless and outrageous conduct (cf. 19. 92 ueya épyov; 22. 424
dvaibeln).

Beside that, however, there 1is a more serious social
implication in the conduct. As is clear from many examples in the
Iliad and the Odyssey, the master of the household — and he only
— has the right to have intercourse with his slave-women,
because they are potential mothers of his heir or even potential
legal wives (eg. Briseis at /. 19. 297-9; the mother of
Megapenthes, the heir to Menelaus at Od. 4. 11-12). Therefore,
the suitors' affairs with the slave-women of Odysseus are an
intrusion into his patriarchal right and a threat to his lineage
(hence those women must be disposed of afterwards). A suitor
would be allowed to do so only after he has won the hand of the
queen.

This charge on its own, however, is not quite enough to
justify the murder of all the suitors. After all, the slaves are just
another sort of livestock. As we see from the compensation
offered by Agamemnon to Achilles for his heartache for Briseis
which includes seven slave-women (/l. 9. 128, 638),'damage' done
to slave-women can be compensated by giving a larger number of
women back under normal circumstances.! Even if it is not
acceptable, the charge applies only to a relatively small number

of the suitors. Even such 'reasonable’ suitors as Amphinomus (18.

1 Note the scomful comment of Ajax, 'Just for one girl' (9. 637-8).
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125) and Leodes (21. 146-7, 22. 313-9) are not spared. This
charge, therefore, cannot be the decisive reason for the death of
all the suitors.

Their proposal to Penelope comes next (38). It is not listed
first, no doubt, because it has not yielded any actual result yet
and also because there is basically nothing criminal about wooing
Penelope provided her husband is dead.? Penelope's remarriage
was recommended even by Odysseus before he left for Troy (18.
269-70), by her parents (19. 158-9), and by Telemachus (19.
533-4, 20. 341-2) and she is considering it seriously herself (16.
73-7, 19. 524-9). From the suitors' point of view, the fault is
entirely on Penelope's side. If she had chosen her new husband
promptly, there would have been no waste of property over years
nor tearful nights. It was only her love that prolonged the
suffering of the house of Odysseus. Things went wrong for the
suitors only because Odysseus was alive — the fact not known for
certain to anybody. In fact, their proposal to Penelope was the
only acceptable excuse for lingering in the house of Odysseus (21.
70-2). Therefore this cannot be the principal reason for their
death either.

The general statement in the following two lines (39-40)
that the suitors did not fear the gods nor the anger of the people,
probably roughly refers to their rude and sometimes violent
treatment of the visitors to the house of Odysseus and their plot
to murder Telemachus. For example, after killing the suitors,

Odysseus says (22. 413-6):
ToloSe 8 dip é541aove Bedv kal axeTAa éya

2 Contrast 'avtoi (wovros' (38).



oU Tua ydp Tleoxov ém ybolwy dpasmuy,

oUKaxow oUbé pév €aAdy, dnis opeéas eloaglcoLTo

Tkal dractal(ow dewéa méTuov éméormov.

He thinks their treatment of {¢efvor is the cause of their ruin
brought to them by the poipa of the gods.

Likewise, Penclope, without yet believing that it was her
returned husband who killed the suitors, says (23. 63-6):

dAAd Tis dfavdTwy KTElVE puvnoTipas dyavors,

{Ppw dyacoduevos Gyual yeéa kal kaxd épya

oV Twa ydp Tleoxov émyBolwy dGouimuy,

oU kaxdy otse uév éotA &, s ogéas eloadlcoiTo.

Therefore, in the eyes of Odysseus and Penelope, at least,
the suitors were punished by the gods for their breach of the rule
of fewin though in human terms, we would (and without doubt
the suitors would) never expect to be killed merely for our 'bad

manners’.

Why does Odysseus kill the suitors?

On the other hand, whether the suitors’ behaviour has
incited divine anger or not, the immediate necessity which makes
the deadly encounter between Odysseus and the suitors
inevitable is quite another matter.  That is the suitors' real
motivation for lingering in the house of Odysseus, namely, to gain
the kingship of Ithaca or at least to have a share of the enormous
wealth of Odysseus' estate (2. 335-6, 16. 384-5), even through
violence, if necessary. For not only do they plot to kill
Telemachus, but they go so far as to say that even if Odysseus
himself returns, they will manage to kill him (2. 246-51).

Eurymachus, in his attempt to make the dead Antinous their
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scapegoat, ironically reveals their real intention most clearly (22.
48-53):

dAX’ Spév 15 ketrae & almos EmAeTo mamwy,

"Avrlvoos olros ydp éminhev TdSe &oya,

oU T yduov Téooov Kexprudvos olse yaTi{wy,

dAX’ dA\a dpowy, Td ol ol érédecoe Kporluw,

&g 1 6dicrg kard Sipov éixryuévns facAetol

avrés, drdp odv maiba kataxTelveie Aoyrivas3
Therefore, even though what they have already done does not
seem enough to justify their capital punishment, Odysseus has no
choice but to kill them or he will be killed. Thus his reply to
Eurymachus' plea (22. 61-7):

Edpiuay, ol el uo. matpia mdvr dmoboire,

Sova Te viv iyl éoTi kal el molev JAX émbelTe,

ol kev ik € yelpas quds Afayu ¢dolo

nply maoay pyvnoripas imepBactny dmoticau.

viv (v mapdceLTar évavriov 1 udyeota

figetyew, & xev Barov kal kipas dA iEn

dAAd T ov pevibeotar doual almyv S\etpoov.

Although it is an inevitable self-defence for Odysseus to kill
them, unfortunately, there is no legal transaction to cancel out the
murder committed by Odysseus by the ‘intention' of the suitors to
kill him. In other words, despite what they have done, their
families are still under an obligation to avenge their death.4 He is

fully aware of the danger of killing so many men from powerful

3 ¢f. A. H. F. Thornton, 'Why do the suitors feast in the house of Odysseus?'
in AUMLA 20 (1963) 341-5 = People and Themes in Homer’s Odyssey (London
1970) pp. 63-7.

4 cf. G. Glotz, La solidarité de la famille dans le droit criminel en Gréce
(Paris 1904), pp. 48ff. M. L. Finley, The world of Odysseus, p. 77.
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families (20. 42-3, 23. 118-22). Other Ithacans cannot stop the
suitors' angry kinsmen (24. 462-6), because it is a purely private
matter between the suitors’ families and Odysseus', just like the
nuisance inflicted on his house by the suitors. He kills the suitors
for his personal defence and revenge, and likewise their families
seek revenge for their personal losses. The anger of the gods is
not involved in this chain reaction of vengeance. In this affair,
the gods — more specifically Athena — are needed by Odysseus
only to win the battle against many and to break the chain of
bloody feud in the end. Or can we still say that the gods punished
the suitors using Odysseus as their executioner?

Certainly, Odysseus and Penelope would say so (22. 413-6,
23. 63-7). Laertes will also see the hand of the gods behind his
son's triumph (24. 351-2). As we see in the accord by
Amphinomus’' ghost of the fate of the suitors, they also think that
some god with malicious intention to them (xaxds Sailpwv 24. 149)
brought Odysseus back home and assisted him in killing them (24.
182).5

Zeus' attitude towards human sufferings

We also know the intention of the gods themselves. In the
Olympian scene at the beginning of the Odyssey, Zeus talks about
the recent Aegisthus affair. Despite the warning from the gods
with good intention, he seduced Clytemnestra, killed Agamemnon,
and now Orestes has duly retaliated against him (1. 35-43). The

parallel between this incident and the case of Odysseus’

5 For xaxds Baluwv, cf. O. Tsagarakis, Nature and Background of Major
Concepts of Divine Power in Homer (Amsterdam 1977), pp.111-2; For the
meaning of xaxds, see Chapter 10.
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household is intentional. As the story develops, we come across
more references to the former in comparison with the latter (1.
298-302, 3. 193-200, 303-16, comparing Telemachus with
Orestes; 24. 192-202, contrasting Penelope with Clytemnestra).
After Zeus concludes his statement with the reference to the fate
of Aegisthus, Athena takes up the story saying (1. 46-7):

Kkal Any ketds ye éoucon ketTal Ao

ax dmdlouTo kal dAdos énis Tolaird ye pelol,
and the audience will soon realize that 'anybody who does such
things' points to the suitors in the Odyssey.6 They are trying to
marry Penelope, to kill Odysseus and Telemachus, and to rob
them of their property and kingship, ignoring all human and
divine warnings. If so, this proclamation of Athena echoes her
own plan which will unfold in the course of the story, as Zeus says
to her (5. 23-4 = 24. 479-80):

ov ydp 81) Tobrov v €BotA evoas vbov alrTj

s ) ToL kelvous Obuoets: dmotioeTa G

Odysseus' homecoming and vengeance against the suitors is
entirely in the charge of Athena. Although the other Olympian
gods except Poseidon are said to pity Odysseus for being detained
far away from home so long (1. 19-20), they do not seem to care
for what he has to suffer at home. Even Zeus takes a detached
attitude towards human affairs, if we judge by his first speech (1.
32-43):

Q2 mdmor, olov 81 wu Beots Bootol alnidwvral.

& Tudw v daot ke éupuevar ol & xal atrol

opfiow dracBalnow imep udpov dA ye éxovoy,

6 c¢f. Heubeck-West-Hainsworth, A Commentary on Homer's Odyssey:
Volume I, on 47.
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s kal viv Alyotos Umép pdpov’A Tpetdao

vyl A oyov uwnoriy, Tiv 8 écrave vooTricavra,

eldus almy S\etpov émel mpd ol elmauev Tues;

Epuelay méuavres, éboxomov dpyergdny,

unir avmdy krelvew urire pvdaotal dcouny

éx ydp Opéorao Tios éoverar A Tpetdao,

brmét & 1Brioqkal T luelpetar alns:

s €pald Eguelas, dAX’ ov gpévas Alylotoro

meld dyala dpovéwv Viv 8 dipéa mT dménoe.

First he washes his hands of human sufferings. He may be
responsible for distributing 'udpos’ or 'uoipa’, namely a lot, to men
i.e. their birth, status, and all that is given to and expected from
men of such a stature, but not for what they do beyond their lot.7
Aegisthus may be of noble birth, but he is not entitled to seduce
the wife of the king, nor to kill him, a much greater man than
Aegisthus himself. Zeus sent Hermes to warn him not to go
beyond his 'udpos’, but he did not listen. He has now paid for what
he has done at the hand of Orestes.

The fact to be noted here is that the gods' participation in
this matter is only limited to warning Aegisthus. Zeus does not
say that Aegisthus has committed a crime nor that he punished
him. All he says is that Aegisthus became out of control, but was
finally subdued by Orestes. It is a striking denial of Zeus' interest
in punishing men directly or even sending his 'agent' to do so. He

may be considered to lay down the course of events as the

7 cf. Heubeck-West-Hainsworth on 1. 32-3; For further discussion on uolpa
and udpos see Chapter 7.
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distributor of fate,8 but it is always men themselves who get into
trouble or who take their own revenge.

A good example is the fate of the companions of Odysseus,
which is also in a sort of parallel to that of the suitors. They are
said to have perished due to their own 'dTacfaAial’, just as the
suitors (22. 317, 416, 23. 67, 24. 458), in the poet's condemning
comment at the beginning of the epic. Odysseus tried hard to
save them, only in vain (1. 5-9):

doviuevos: 1y Te Yuxiy kal véorov éralpuv.

dAX ot8 ds érdpovs épploaTa, lduevds mep

avtdv ydp operepnow dractal inow S ovro,

vrfmov, ol kata Bols Y meplovos HeAlowo

ooy avrdp 6 Tolow deldeTo wbouov Tuap

Their fate, however, was already sealed as early as at their
departure from Ithaca for Troy, as Halitherses prophesied (2.
171-6):

Kal ydp kel ¢ryl TeAevrnfivar dmvra

s ol euvbeduny, ére "1 Avov eloaveBaivov

"ApyeioL, peta & o §3n moAgunms Obuoveds:

@7y kaxad moAAd mabdvr, dAéoavr dmo mdvTas Eralpous,

dywioTov mdvregow éewooT) énavrp

olka8 e\ eloeoar Ta & Sniv mvyTa TeAetraL
They are destined to die one way or another before coming home
again. When, where, and how are, however, up to their behaviour
and, despite predestined fate, they are entirely responsible for
inviting their death by eating the cattle of Helios, ignoring the
warnings (11. 112-3, 12. 139-40, 271-6, 298-301, 320-3). Zeus

8 For example, it is by 'wofpa 6ewy' that Clytemnestra yields to Aegisthus'
seduction (Od. 3. 269), from Nestor's point of view.
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must have set their destiny from which they have no escape.
Nevertheless, it is their own 'dracfaAiai’ (echoing in Zeus' complaint
at 1. 34), not Zeus, which is to be blamed. When they insisted on
landing on the island of Thrinacie, then, was it not this cruel trap
of fate that Odysseus sensed? (12. 295):

xal TOTE 81y Yiyvwonow & Sijrarcd priseTo Safjuw,

Neither is Odysseus himself by any means free from the
hand of fate. Again, as Halitherses prophesied (2. 175-6, see
above), he is destined to return home in the twentieth year after
leaving Ithaca. Troy is fated to fall in the tenth year of the war
(1l1. 2. 328-9) and a further ten years of wanderings await
Odysseus. It is fixed from the beginning. However, it is Odysseus
and he alone who is responsible for the delay of his homecoming
caused by his action against the Cyclops and by his failure to
restrain his companions from killing the cattle of Helios which
leads to the loss of his ship. And Zeus might say, 'Don't blame me.
I write scenarios, but it is you who choose to play your role as
you do!'9 That is his attitude. In fact, he shows exactly the same

attitude towards his daughter Athena, when he says (24. 481):
épbov Smus E8ets €pd & Tou s Eméoucev.

Athena and Odysseus

On the contrary, Athena seems extremely keen on plunging
into the middle of human affairs for the sake of Odysseus (cf. her
delightful confession of her itch for fighting beside him and his
son at 16. 170-1). Unlike other deities who come into the story to

assist Odysseus only in one episode or two (e.g. Calypso in Book 5,

9 For the problem of uofpa and 'free will' of men, see A. W. H. Adkins, Merit
and Responsibility, pp. 22-3, and Chapter 7 for my own view.
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Circe in Books 10-12, Hermes at 10. 277-306, Leucothea at 5.
333-53), she actually plans the victory of Odysseus and his son
and leads them to it almost step by step.

First of all, she moves Zeus to let Calypso release Odysseus
(1. 48-62), reminding him of the abundant sacrifices he received
from Odysseus which Zeus himself certainly appreciates (1. 65-7)
and of the hero's career as a righteous king (5. 8-12).

From then on, she works non-stop to assist Odysseus and his
family. She changes her form into Mentes and then into Mentor
to encourage Telemachus to confront the suitors in the public
meeting and then to visit Pylos and Sparta. She even prepares
the ship and crew for him in the form of the young man himself,
and then, in the disguise of Mentor, escorts him to Pylos (Books 1-
3). Both as Mentes and Mentor, she reveals her divine identity by
miraculous departures (1. 319-20, 3. 371-2) to reassure
Telemachus of the success of his enterprise. She also sends a
dream to console Penelope who is lamenting Telemachus after his
secret departure (4. 805-29).

Meanwhile, Odysseus departs from Ogygia on his hand-
made raft, but it gets wrecked in the storm stirred up by
Poseidon on its way to Scheria (Book 5). Athena comes to rescue
him just in time (5. 382-7, 427, 437) and after his safe landing on
Scheria, puts him to sleep (5. 491-3). Then she appears in
Nausicaa's dream and arranges her meeting with Odysseus which
leads to his meeting with the Phaeacians (Books 6-7). She even
guides him in person in the disguise of a Phaeacian girl, though

apparently he recognises her true identity (13. 322-3).10 She

10 Aristarchus rejects this passage as incoherent with the scene in Book 6,
but the omission of this line would spoil the thrilling match of cunning
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transforms herself twice more in Scheria, once into the herald of
Alcinous to advertise Odysseus (8. 7-15) and once into a cheering
spectator of Odysseus in the games (8. 193-8). Thereby she
makes sure that Odysseus is liked by the Phaeacians and goes
home loaded with their gifts (13. 120-1, 302).

As soon as Odysseus has arrived in Ithaca, she appears to
him, first in the form of a shepherd and then in her 'conventional'
form (Book 13). She tells him what the situation is at his home,
gives him all the instructions, and transforms him so that nobody
will recognize him, as destined (2. 175).

Then she goes to Sparta straightaway (13. 339-40), and
instructs Telemachus to go home (15. 9-42). She speeds up his
journey by sea by sending a fair wind (15. 292-4).

She appears to Odysseus again (16. 155) to restore his true
appearance temporarily so that he can reveal his identity to his
son. Then and afterwards she continuously gives him
instructions, encouragement, and even more conspicuous support
(17. 360-3, 19. 33-4, 20. 47-8, 22. 205-6, 226-35, 255-6, 272-3,
297-8, 24. 443-9) until the battle with the suitors ends.

Meanwhile she entirely controls Penelope's psychology (18.
158-62, 19. 478-9, 21. 1-4), her sleep (18. 187-97, 19. 603-4, 21.
357-8, 22. 429), and probably her dreams, too (19. 535-53, 20.
87-90), both for her own sake and for facilitating Odysseus' job.
Penelope does not need the goddess's help, however, to recognize
her husband.

After the happy reunion of the husband and wife, Athena

does such a special service to them as to delay the dawn so that

between the goddess and the mortal as portrayed by J. S. Clay in The Wrath
of Athena, pp. 201-2.
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they can both talk to one another and sleep to their heart's
content (23. 241-6, 344-8). On the following day, she recovers
Laertes’ dignity (24. 367-9) and encourages the three generations
of heroes to confront the families of the suitors (24. 502-3, 516-
9). It is she, too, who brings peace to them in the end (24. 529-
32, 542-4, 546-8).

This synopsis of the ‘aristeia of Athena' shows how faithful
and powerful an ally Athena is to Odysseus, as she herself claims
to be:

otse avy s

TaAAdS "Abnpalny, kovpry Auds, 1 T€ ToL alel

év mdvTeoon mvolon maplorauar 15¢ puldoow,

Kkal 6¢ oe darrkeoo pov mivrecow & (13.299-302)

OXETAE, Kkal uév Tis Te xepelon melBed éralpy

& mep s 7 ot kal ol Téoa prSea oloev

avrep éyu) Gecs® el Saumepés: 1joe gurdoow

o mas: (20.4548)

Indeed, we now know what Nestor talks about when he says
to Telemachus (3. 218-222),

€l ydp 0 dx é8daL P ey yAauedms ' AGryn

us 767 'OSuoofos mepucriSero kubaA fuoto

Sriugw én Tpawy, 8 mdoyquey dAye A yaiol—

ot ydp T ov ¢ Beols dadaréa Ppreivras

(s kel dapavdad maploTatoTlaAAds'Abryn —
Odysseus is Athena's very special protégé.ll She loves him

immensely probably not so much because he is a pious and

11 cf. J. S. Clay, op. cit. pp. 42-3; She is even his mother-figure according to
Locrian Ajax.(Il. 23. 783).
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generous giver of offerings to the gods as because she admires his
cunning and cleverness which the goddess and the hero have in
common (13. 287-99) and his self-control (13. 330-2):12

ale( ToL TowoUTOV €U aTTfeco vorua

T 0F Kal oV Svauar mpoAumely Slormpov édvra,

otver’ émnrik éoo kal dyxlvoos kal éxédpuwv.

Can we not, then, read the Odyssey as a story of friendship
between the goddess and the hero? Odysseus is destined to face a
host of troubles, but Athena just cannot leave him on his own, out
of her love. She is, certainly, the best example of the gods in the
disguise of foreigners visiting men to inspect their 'WBpts' and
‘evvoul’n’ (17. 485-7), for she visits the house of Odysseus in the
form of Mentes and does show her indignation at the overbearing
suitors (1. 252). She is, however, not so concerned about justice
in general as about justice to Odysseus. She speaks for him and
his human supporters before Zeus; He has been a good worshipper
of the gods (1. 60-2, speaking for Eurycleia at 19. 363-8) and a
righteous king (5. 8-12, speaking for Mentor 2. 230-4) and
therefore deserves a much better lot than what he has now. She
also cares for Telemachus' good reputation (kA€os €06Adv) for which
she sends him to Pylos and Sparta (1. 95, 13. 422-3). Telemachus'
journey has basically nothing to do with the ‘punishment’ of the
suitors and is, in fact, not included in the 'scenario' of Zeus as
recited by Teiresias (11. 100-37). It can be therefore nothing but
the goddess's personal favour to Telemachus.

It is true that Odysseus thinks that he is acting as the agent

of the gods of justice by carrying out his personal vengeance. On

12 ¢f, J. S. Clay, op. cit. p. 42.
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the other hand, from Athena's point of view, she is acting as his
agent entirely out of her friendship and is not in any sense using
him to achieve her purposes. If either of them can ever be
considered serving the other, it must be Athena who serves her
human friend, not vice versa.

However, since the fate of Odysseus — or the scenario of
Zeus as we call it — is already laid out, Athena cannot do anything
for Odysseus until 'the year the gods spun‘for Odysseus to go
home' (1. 16-7). And, after all, a goddess and a man cannot be
equal friends. Athena, capable though she is, does not always act
for the immediate benefit of Odysseus, because she knows the
whole ‘'scenario’. If we may further explore this theatrical
metaphor, she is the stage director and Odysseus an actor who has
to improvise most of his actions. While he only has to do his best
in playing his part, she must also direct other characters,
especially his antagonists, as convincingly as the hero so that his
profile will be even further elevated.

For example, she suggests that Odysseus should beg food
from the suitors to see "ol Tives elow évalowol ol 7 déuiorol’ (17. 363),
only to let him suffer further humiliation, for she has no intention
of saving any of the suitors (17. 364), even such 'évalowuot’ ones as
Amphinomus (18.155-6).13

Moreover, she deliberately stirs up the suitors to taunt

Odysseus so as to increase his suffering (18. 346-8 = 20. 284-6):

13 For Odysseus' appreciation of his virtue, cf. 18. 125, 394-6; H. D. F. Kitto,
Poiesis: Structure and Thought (Berkeley and Los Angeles 1966), p. 146:
'Amphinomus took the gold cup from Odysseus’ hand and went back to his
seat, much perturbed. But this did not save him, for Athena had marked
him down to be killed by a spear thrown by Telemachus. — We feel sorry
for Amphinomus, as Homer clearly did, but he had touched pitch, and God
is no respector of persons.'
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Minoripas 8 ot mumav dyryapas €la’Abn

AdBns loxeotar yrad yéos. &g én pdidov

8im dyos kpaSiny AaepridSew OSuoips:

In fact, most of the suitors' violence to 'feivot’ for which they
are made fatally guilty, according to Odysseus and Penelope, was
directed at Odysseus himself and prompted by his appearance
made so miserable and helpless by Athena. Therefore, the
transformation of Odysseus was the beginning of Athena's trick to
exploit the haughtiness of the suitors to lure them into more
serious offences against fetvi'n and thereby to give Odysseus a
personal and moral justification for the most severe retaliation.

She is no doubt just being cruel to be kind to Odysseus, but
we cannot help suspecting that she sometimes finds some
pleasure in her control over the course of events. In the battle
between Odysseus' party and the suitors, her theatrical cruelty
reaches its height. After encouraging Odysseus and Telemachus
in the form of Mentor, she disappears immediately to prolong
their struggle (22. 236-8):

"H fa kal ot mw medyyv 8lbov érepaixéa vikty,

AX & dpa obéess Te kal A meprndev

Tuév Obuooiios 18 Ulob kubal {uoto.

Then the suitors throw their spears all at once at Odysseus'
party. In their first attempt, Athena waves all their spears aside
(22. 255-6):

Ns &palb, ol 8 pa mdvres dednoav ds éxédever,

luevor Ta & mdvma ériona Oijev’Abm

In their second attempt, however, she makes a few
successful, but not mortally, to give an impression to the

characters and the audience that there is still some real danger
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for our hero — a technique familiar to us through adventurous
television series (22. 272-80):

Alns 8 pmoripes dddvnoav 8a Soipa

lduevor Td & maldd érioa Oiev’Abm

i dAAos uév orabudy torabéos ueydpoo

BeBAricer, dA Aos & Gipry muauis dpapiiay

dov 8 &v Tolyw el n méoe yakdBdpewa

Audyéduw 8 dpa TrAduayov fdhe xelp émt kapmp

AlySnp, digpov & puv S rioaro xakds:

Krrinmmos 8 E tuaiov tmép odicos Eyxel panpd

auov éméypaev T8 Imépmrrara minre 8 éale

As a matter of fact, these dramatic effects were needed and
intended by the poet. However, by attributing control over the
whole event to Athena, the poet put her in an ultimate divine
detachment from her human friend — however dearly might she
love him. She has already given him all the directions and
encouragement he needs, and now she must give him some
danger which he must face on his own so that his glory is his, not

hers.

It is the view of Odysseus that the suitors were punished by
the gods for their wantonness. But he does not know that not
only his victory but also his enemies and the justification for
destroying them were provided by Athena and therefore she was
not as interested in the 'punishment’ of the suitors (who had not
quite done much that deserves the death penalty yet, at least in
the beginning of the epic) as in giving Odysseus and his son great
glory. Odysseus is too special and so is Athena's love for him,

ironically, to ensure that this miraculous divine aid is available to
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all righteous men in the world or that ‘anybody who does such

things' as the suitors will be punished in the same manner.
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Chapter 4  Phoenix's allegory

Supplications in the Iliad

In the Litai allegory of Phoenix, Zeus is described as avenger
of the Litai, of suppliants, and benefactor of those who respect
them (/l. 9. 508-12):

& pév 7 atbéoeral kovpas Avds dooov lotoas;

T 8 ey dimpav kal 7 dd vov edyquévoo

& &K dnynrai kal Te orepedys dmoetmy

Alooovrar 8 dpa Tal ye Ala Kpovtuwa kioioaw

TR ATy i émeobar, bva fradlels dmoTelop

It has been argued, however, that Zeus is not considered the
protector of suppliants anywhere else in the Iliad. Victoria
Pedrick maintains, 'For the heroes of the Iliad supplication
operates strictly on a human level, commanding respect only so
far as custom and human sanctions compel.'! If so, Phoenix's
allegory presents another difficulty among others in the unity of
the epic.2 Pedrick even excludes the Litai allegory from her
examination of supplications on the ground that 'The retribution
envisioned is otherwise alien to both epics, and suits Phoenix's
arguments rather than any theology.'3

Her observation seems generally sound and it is tempting to
follow her path. However, before we make any decision, we do

need to examine the Litai allegory in the light of the Homeric

1 'Supplication in the Iliad and the Odyssey' in TAPA 112 (1982) 129.

2 ¢f. D. L. Page, History and the Homeric Iliad (Berkeley and Los Angeles
1959), pp. 297-315, esp. p. 303; For an argument against the separatist view,
J. A. Scott, 'Phoenix in the Iliad' in AJP 33 (1912) 68-77.

3 V. Pedrick, ibid., 132, n. 29.
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doctrine of supplication observed elsewhere to understand its
nature. If it is alien to the rest of the corpus, in what way?4

Zeus is called Hiketesios (Od. 13. 213) and clearly regarded
by mortals as patron of supppliants (Od. 7. 165, 181, 9. 270, etc)
in the Odyssey. In this epic, the majority of suppliants are
foreigners asking for protection and hospitality, and their
supplication is usually successful (except Odysseus' to the Cyclops
and to Aeolus on his second arrival). When Odysseus arrives in
Alcinous' palace as a suppliant, the king even says that a
guest/suppliant is like one's brother (8. 546-7).

Another category of suppliants, namely, those in battle, are,
however, not always successful. In a false story of Odysseus
(pretending to be a Cretan), he claims that he successfully
supplicated to an Egyptian king in battle after the defeat of
himself and his crew, and the king pitied him, took him home and
protected him(14. 278-84).5

Odysseus himself, however, ruthlessly kills Leodes when the
latter supplicates for his life, claiming that his conduct in the
house of Odysseus has been reasonable (22. 310-19). Shortly
after this, Odysseus does spare Phemius and Medon who have
also supplicated to him and to Telemachus respectively, but that
is because he acknowledges their innocence. His criterion here is

quite clear. 'An enemy must be killed.! He is determined to kill

4 For a full list of supplication passages in Homer, see J. Gould, 'Hiketeia' in
JHS 93 (1973) 80, n. 39.

5 V. Pedrick thinks that 'Zeus is imagined as protecting the suppliant even
in battle' (ibid. 133) in this passage. However, if we look at the passage
closely, Zeus is not involved in the supplication itself . The king spares the
suppliant out of his pity (14. 279 ' €A€noev) and took him to his palace on

his chariot (280 és 8(¢pov 8¢ u' éoas dyev olxade). Then, therefore, the

suppliant had acquired fefvos status. That is the reason why the king did
not yield to the demand for the life of the man in awe of Zeus Xeinios (14.
283-4), rather than Hiketesios.
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all the suitors, whatever their excuse may be and even if they
resort to the claim of suppliants. Of course, in his eye, they are
the offenders against Zeus Xeinios/Hiketesios themselves, but at
this point, his rage seems to be beyond such reasoning.
Telemachus even fears Odysseus may have killed Medon in his
rage (22. 359-60).

If that is the case in the Odyssey where suppliants in other
contexts are generally kindly treated, it is no surprise to find in
the Iliad, where the business is war, that the majority of
supplications are unsuccessful. Most of the suppliants in this epic
are the Trojans or their allies asking for mercy of an Achaean
warrior and they are all killed. Dolon is killed by Diomedes even
as he tries to take a posture of a suppliant (10. 454-7); Adrestus
(6. 63-5), who has nearly successfully supplicated to Menelaus,
and the sons of Antimachus (11. 143-7) by Agamemnon; Tros
(20. 463-72) and Lycaon (21. 116-9) by Achilles who did once
spare Lycaon and others (21. 77, 100-2). The observation of
Pedrick that 'No warrior in the Iliad is ever stopped from
rejecting an enemy's plea for his life by fear of Zeus.' is quite
accurate.6 However, this does not automatically mean that the
notion of divine protection of suppliants does not exist in the Iliad
as a whole as she assumes on the ground that Hiketesios is never
mentioned in supplications.?

First of all, we must not forget that war is not a lawsuit. In
battle, killing is the business, not appeals and hearings. The
absence of appeals to Zeus seems rather due to the double

standard of human morality universally observed even to this

6 Pedrick, ibid. 133.
7 Pedrick, ibid. 129, 135.
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day: one in peace, another in war. If you kill a man in time of
peace, you will be a criminal. If you kill hundreds on the
battlefield, you will be a hero. We must remember, sad to say,
that killing enemies in battle is basically a good thing, the very
heart of the heroic virtue. How can you, then, incite divine anger
when you are doing something good, winning glory? If a warrior
kills more enemies, it means more honour. More honour means a
bigger prize. A suppliant in battle therefore stands a chance of
success only by offering his opponent splendid ransom which will
outweigh the prize the latter will get by killing him. This scheme
sometimes works, but obviously, when the supplicated warrior
happens to be bloodthirsty or seeking revenge rather than profit,
it doesn't.  See the poet's dry comment on Tros trying to
supplicate to Achilles (20. 466-8):

viimos; otée 16 7Pn 6 ov meloeoBal dueAAev

ot ydp T yAucBupios dviip Ty 0l dyavppuwr,

Ardud) guueuadl

This is the sort of situation we see in most of the Iliad. This
is only the confirmation of the well-known human reality: There
is no use looking for ethics of sanity where the war-god governs.8
In the world where moral values are reversed, pleading alone is

not enough to make a valid {keé'Tns.9

8 of. 0d. 11. 537 ‘émulf 8¢ te palverar "Apns'; cf. Heubeck-West-Hainsworth on
0d. 5. 447: 'alboios: the claim of the suppliant, except in the heat of battle,
was absolute against other men, and sanctioned by Zevs {xeTrforos (xiii 213)
... (my Italics); Even in the successful example of war-time supplication in
the Odyssey, i.e. a fictitious episode of Odysseus saved by the king of Egypt,
we see the 'ethics of war'. While the pious king protects the helpless
enemy in awe of Zeus Xeinios because the foreigner is already accepted in
his house as felfvos (14. 280), other angry Egyptians still demand his life (14.
281-2).

9 See how different Hector the family man (e.g. Il. 24 767-72) is from
Hector the warrior (e.g. Il. 24. 739).
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This explains why Lycaon is the only suppliant in battle who
claims to be 'like a {xe'rTns'.10 He claims that he shared a meal with
Achilles sitting next to him when he was his captive (21. 74-7):

youoiual 0,’A et oU& Y albeo kalyl énoav

avti Tol el IéTaa S.otpedés, alboloo

mdp ‘ydp ool rpusTy maodiuny Arprirepos: derTy,

fuan pdre i elles éumydinév A
T am your (sort of) (xke'Tns, because ...,' he explains. The fact that
Lycaon claims to be 'as good as' a {xeTns to Achilles alone means
that he is not actually one, and the fact that the claim needs an
explanation shows that it is far from being obvious. This clearly
shows that holding one's opponent's knees in battle alone does not
make a (xke‘Tns. Therefore Lycaon in his desperation tries to
introduce the ethics of peace forcibly into his relationship with
Achilles. This episode is good evidence for the existence of some
respect for (xk€Tar in the Iliad as in the Odyssey. ‘Ixe€Tns is albolos (to
be respected) and also apparently under some divine protection,
more specifically, the deities of food and hospitality. Even
Siotpede’s immediately followed by (k€Tao might be the sign of
underlying association of Zeus with (ke€'Tns.

Lycaon's supplication fails largely because of Achilles’
determination to avenge his friend's death, but it must fail also
because Lycaon cannot claim to be a genuine (xe'Tns. His claim

depends on the shaky logic, 'A captive is like a guest'.ll On the

10 ¢ur¢ = as good as; cf. W. Leaf, Homer: The Iliad2, ad loc.

11 W, Leaf, referring to the parallel custom of the Arabs, maintains that
'The mere breaking of bread under another man's roof entitles to the
position of a suppliant, even though the intention to protect be absent.’
(op. cit. on 21. 75). cf. Scholion bT ad. loc. But Achilles is fully aware of the
fact that Lycaon once was his captive as we know from his monologue, and
that is precisely what drives him to try to 'kill him again'. The bread they
shared simply was no hindrance at all to Achilles. Similarly, Odysseus does
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other hand, a genuine guest-friend relationship can successfully
introduce 'the morality of peace' into the battlefield as we know
through the Glaucus-Diomedes episode (6. 212-33). Therefore, we
must assume that Zeus' capacity as Hiketesios has a valid force
among humans also in the Iliad, so far as the functions of Xeinios
and Hiketesios overlap.

Achilles, naturally, does not incite divine anger by killing his
pseudo-ixe€Tns Lycaon, except the wrath of the pro-Trojan river-
god Xanthus (21. 146-7). However, even the god himself cannot
help admitting that Achilles is acting ruthlessly (afovia pgecers 21.
214) because the gods themselves always stand by him (215).
This being the case, we must conclude that the gods in general,
including Zeus, do not act as the protectors of suppliants on the
battlefield.

Under more peaceful circumstances, however, Zeus does
seem to expect men to respect suppliants. As he predicts Achilles’
treatment of Priam, he says (24. 156-8=185-7):

ol almis kTevéeL dms T dA\ows: mdvras éptter

olire ydp éo dipww ol doxorros ol dAL T,

not hesitate to kill the suitors who have eaten under his roof. Here again,
some might like to quote the Egyptian episode of Odysseus as an example of
the protection guaranteed to a captive. However, the king obviously treats
the Cretan (Odysseus' assumed identity) not as his captive, but as his guest,
for the man is even given property by the king and other Egyptians. That
is by no means what every captive can expect from his enemy. Achilles'
attitude, however, is not that of a bloodthirsty killer, but a man who has
renounced the joy and warmth of life. He calls Lycaon '¢iAos' (106), not
because they once shared bread, but because they are dying together. 'He
tells him, quite tenderly, that the common bond between them is not life,
but death. In a strange and difficult sense, Achilles, by killing Lycaon,
accepts him,” G. K. Whitfield, The Restored Relation: A Study of the
Supplication Theme in the Iliad (Diss. Columbia 1967), p. 151; From a
slightly different angle, C. Daude, 'Homeére: un humanisme pessimiste’ in
Actes du Congrés, Association G. Budé, VII¢ Congrés, Aix-en-Provence(Paris
1964), p.554: '... cette mort imminente va faire de Lycaon le frére d'Achille
et de Patrocle, et c'est pourquoi, du fond méme de son amertume, Achille
appellf «mon ami» celui qu'il va tuer (21. 106).'
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dA\a pdX’ s Ikérew medudripeTar dbpés:
The implication of this passage is straightforward. Those who kill
(k€Tar are mindless, thoughtless, and wrongful, and (xe€Tat should be
treated kindly. @ What must be noted here is the way Zeus
expresses his expectation. His tone is not that of the declaration
of the guardian-god of suppliants saying, 'He must fear me,
Hiketesios."! Instead, it is a relaxed expression of his trust in
Achilles' humanity: 'He is a thoughtful enough man to treat a

suppliant kindly, ' as if it were solely a matter of human morality
over which Zeus has no direct censorship.!2 Therefore, we cannot
consider it to be unmistakable evidence of Zeus as avenger of
supplinats, while it does show that in the Iliad, too, the respect for
suppliants is a well-established moral obligation among human
beings recommended, if not imposed on, by divine authority.

Achilles does not fall short of Zeus' expectation. He treats
Priam kindly as an unhappy father like his own, despite his ever
unquenchable wrath at Hector as the killer of his friend Patroclus
which once comes to the verge of outburst (24. 559-70). To
Priam's hasty request to see his son's body and refusal to accept
Achilles’ hospitality, Achilles answers by saying that he is
returning the body (though reluctantly) because of the gods'
instruction and that he is aware of the divine escort which has
brought Priam to his hut unnoticed by others (24. 563-7).
Therefore do not upset me any more, he says (569-70):

u1i o€, Yépov, otS almiy & KA ofnow édow
Kkal ety mep édvra, Auds 8 dA(ruuan éfetuds:

12 But in fact, Achilles' release of Hector's body is his x78os bestowed by
Zeus . cf. Il. 24. 110.
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'8¢" after 'Auds’ separates two concerns: 1) lest he kill a suppliant
and 2) lest he offend against the instruction of Zeus. These two
find their echoes in the god's prediction. Achilles tries not to
offend (dA{Twpat) against Zeus' instruction just as the god expects
Achilles not to be 'dAcTrfuwy’ and Achilles is restraining himself
from harming an i(x€rns just as Zeus expects ({ke€Tew weidrfoeTal
dvépds). Since the word (ke€Tns is specifically introduced in both
passages, we must assume that Priam deserves protection as an
(ke€Tns per se to some extent. The gods' message to Achilles is
therefore to make sure that he will not fall back into the 'morality
of war' which can emerge at any moment within his heart swollen
with anger.

This example, again, does not make clear the status of Zeus,
whether he actually acts as the god of suppliants or not, but at
least it leaves the possibility of some divine concern for
suppliants open. Thus it also leaves a channel open between
Phoenix's Litai allegory (where Zeus is clearly the avenger of
suppliants) and the rest of the Iliad (where, it has been claimed,

he is not).13

Phoenix's speech
Let us now go back to the speech of Phoenix. What sort of

supplication is he talking about? After he has recounted his

13 There is one example of divine wrath against a man who has rejected a
suppliant, i.e. Agamemnon rejecting Chryses who has asked the king to
release his daughter (/1. 1. 11 ff). However, although Chryses is described
with a term of supplication (15 Acooero), he pleads in his capacity of a priest
of Apollo rather than a suppliant (21), and the Achaeans are punished for
Agamemnon's insult to Chryses' priesthood by Apollo on his priest's
request (1. 35-52). Therefore, the issue here is solely Apollo's Tiuif, not the
right of a suppliant.
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‘history’, he urges Achilles to restrain his great spirit because
even the gods are appeased by gifts (9. 499-501):

Kal v Tols Guéeoun kal ebyw fi dyawfin

AoBfj Te ko) Te rapaTpwmiic’ dfpwmo

Atoodueror, 8Te k& Tis imrepBri kal dudomn
Clearly this is a new category of supplication. It is neither a
request for protection and hospitality by a ¢efvos-ikeTns nor a plea
for one's life in battle nor an attempt to ransom one's child (dead
or alive). It is a supplication for pardon by those who have done
something wrong.

This exactly matches the present situation — probably so
designed. Agamemnon slighted Achilles, but now, here they are,
he has sent Achilles' closest friends as the embassy to offer him
splendid gifts and ask him to return to the battle. There is only
one exact parallel to this situation in the Iliad — the paradeigma
of Meleager, also recounted by Phoenix (529-99). It is almost the
exact parallel not only to the present supplication, but to the main
structure of the 'Song of Achilles' as a whole. Meleager is the
supreme warrior by whose aid the Aetolians have held the
Couretes back. But he withdraws from the battle, angered by his
mother's curse. Then the Couretes start pressing hard the city of
Aetolia. He receives three supplications for returning to battle,
one from the elders and priests of the city offering presents,
another from his family, and another from his friends, but he
refuses them all. Finally, when the enemies have started climbing
the walls and setting fire to the city, he yields to the tearful plea
of his wife recounting the misfortunes the citizens have to suffer,
and returns to battle. Although he saves the city, it is too late. He

receives no reward.
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Like Meleager, Achilles withdraws from the battle leaving
the Achaeans in severe military difficulty. He also receives a set
of three supplications. He is supplicated to first by Odysseus, as
the official envoy from Agamemnon offering gifts —
corresponding to the Aetolian elders and priests in the same
function, then by Phoenix as Achilles' 'nurse’ — corresponding to
Meleager's family, and by Ajax as a friend who tries to persuade
Achilles with the logic of friendship.14 Achilles, like Meleager,
does not listen. He will change his mind, like Meleager, only when
the enemies have started climbing the wall and setting fire to the
Achaean ships, and with the tearful plea of Patroclus. However,
the parallel ends there. It is Patroclus, not Achilles, who goes
back to battle to drive back the hard pressing enemies. Achilles
does get gifts in the end (as promised by Athena at I]. 1. 213-4) —
though they are meaningless to him after the death of Patroclus.

Probably the most striking point of comparison between the
two is that both groups of supplications completely miss the point.
The promise of gifts from Agamemnon means absolutely nothing
to Achilles — the fact not recognized by any of the members of the
Embassy. The point of Achilles' long angry speech of refusal is
compressed in the following two lines (386-7):

otsé ey i &n Oyudy dudy mreloet’ A yaud s,

ply Y dmd mioay éuol Squevar Guyual yéa AdBry.

Remember, this is said after the offer of splendid gifts from

Agamemnon. The offer obviously has not made any difference to

the situation at all. Achilles does not feel he has had a due

14 For the corresponding roles of the members of two sets of supplications,
cf. H. Ebel, After Dionysus (Cranbury, N. J. 1972), p. 99.
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apology or the restoration of his honour.!5 That is the full stop.
All the following persuasion based on the same offer, though it
has some emotional impact on Achilles, must fail.16 Instead, he
gets even more infuriated. Is his reaction unreasonable?

It is obvious to the audience/reader that, though having
agreed to send the Embassy to Achilles, Agamemnon has hardly
changed his attitude towards Achilles through the closing lines of
his speech (/I. 9. 158-61):

Qunbrirw —'Aldrg ToL queldiyos 18 dSdquaoTos

Tolveka kal Te Boorolon Gedv Eboros dmdbrroy —

xal pou UrmooTijrw, Sooov BacAevrepds elut

118 Sovov yeve ) mpoyevéoTepos eldyouar ebar.

There are no 'sweet words' (€meoot petAiyloiowy 9. 113) as
recommended by Nestor. Instead, we hear a typical boast of his
higher rank and his implicit displeasure with Achilles’
haughtiness.17 'If he remains stubborn after this, he will be as
hateful as Hades to me." — knowing Achilles so well, he certainly
suspects that it is a possible situation. We readers might think
that there is no way for Achilles of knowing what Agamemnon's
actual feeling is like, and judge Achilles' reaction to the Embassy
accordingly, thinking that Achilles should not be so obdurate.l8

However, in fact, Achilles acts as if he knew exactly what

15 ¢f. S. E. Bassett, The Poetry of Homer (Berkeley 1938), p. 201: '... Achilles
now recognizes the claim of friendship, but feels that the slight upon his
honour still remains, since his best friends misunderstand the real point at
issue.’

16 For the emotional impact of the speeches of the Embassy on Achilles, see
T. A. Tarkow, 'Achilles’ Response to the Embassy' in CB 58 (1982), p. 30-31.
17 of. S. E. Bassett, 'The ‘Auapria of Achilles' in TAPA 65 (1934) 59-62; D. E.
Eichholz, 'The propitiation of Achilles' in AJP 74 (1953) 144,

18 ¢f. A. Thornton, Homer's Iliad: its composition and the motif of
supplication (Gottingen 1984) p. 132.

75



Agamemnon said when despatching his envoys. When rejecting

the offer of compensation, Achilles replies (9. 312-3):

&xpds ydp po kelvos: qudls’Aldao mpow
& X érepov pév kelfn éit gpeotly, dAo & elmp

It strikes the reader as a bitter, sharp irony. For Achilles, too,
Agamemnon is 'as hateful as Hades,' because 'he has one thing in
mind and says another,’ which is exactly what Agamemnon is
doing now through the Embassy. The second line does not make
much sense on its own, except for someone who has heard what
Agamemnon said. Although sending an embassy on behalf of him
to lure Achilles back to the battle, there is no word of apology, no
change of attitude on Agamemnon's side. Instead, he still thinks
Achilles’ pride as hateful as Hades, insisting that he is superior to
Achilles. Although Odysseus does not report this last part of
Agamemnon's speech, Achilles probably knows Agamemnon well
enough to sense it from the list of gifts full of royal pride.!'® For
such a person, Achilles is fully justified to react with these
ironical lines. Although Achilles cannot have direct knowledge of
exactly what Agamemnon said, the reader is directed by the poet
to see the statements of the two heroes in an unmistakable
symmetry which leads us to judge Achilles' rejection utterly
justifiable. |

Meleager's anger is also never resolved. His mother cursed
him praying for his death, because he killed her brother — how?
It cannot be anywhere but in the battle between the Aetolians

and the Couretes. He has been fighting for the Aetolians when his

19 ¢f. C. H. Whitman, Homer and the Heroic Tradition (Cambridge, Mass
1958), p. 192-3. See also Agamemnon's pround words, ‘SBagidevTepds elut' (9.
160) echoed by Achilles' rejection of his daughter's hand, 'd & ’Ayxaidv dAiov
éA€atu, s Tis ol T éméowce xal &s BaoidevTepds o, (9. 391-2).
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mother, one of the closest to him, curses him, wishes his death,
honouring her brother (despite the fact that he was on the
enemies’' side) more than her son and thereby causing Meleager's
distrust in his family, injuring his honour, shattering all the
meaning of his heroic life and his life itself. That is his condition
when the Aetolians come to supplicate to him, promising gifts, but
thinking only about their own safety, without resolving the cause
of his anger itself. It is no coincidence that the poet put the
supplications of his family in the order as it stands: his father,
sisters, and mother. His mother comes last because she is the one
who is angry at him herself and only when she is desperate to
survive, she comes and pleads with her son whose own life she
has already destroyed. The lines lead naturally into his even
more infuriated refusal after his mother's all too selfish plea (9.
584-5):

moAAd & T ye kaolyvnmal kal mérwa prrp

Alooad 68 ud\ov dalvero

Similarly, the three sent to Achilles, who are among the
closest to him, fail to see the situation from his point of view.
They only think about the life of the Achaeans and themselves.
'"Your injured honour is nothing compared with the lives of those
who slighted you.'20 — That is the only message Achilles hears
from the triple supplication which he could not accept. Nobody in
his society could. This may be his only mistake, if there is any.

Putting the two stories of Phoenix, the Litai allegory and the

paradeigma of Meleager, together, his message seems to warn

20 On the contrary, of course, he has specially asked Zeus to restore his
honour through the death of many Achaeans. In his eye, the Achaeans
who did not check Agamemnon from dishonouring him, share the king's
responsibility. cf. I1. 16. 18, 'dmepBacins €vexa odis’.

77



Achilles that he will be punished by d7n if he does not accept their
supplication. Then, should we say, as many do, that Achilles is in
fact punished by d'rn resulting in the loss of his beloved friend,
because he has rejected the supplication of the Embassy?

One point must be noted. Just as Meleager is not said to be
affected by d'7n, but loses his reward through his anger (ydios 9.
565), Achilles is said to be affected only by his anger (18. 108-11
etc), not by d7n. Can we still say, nevertheless, that he has been
punished by 4&'7p? If so, in what way? To prepare ourselves to
answer these questions, let us next investigate the nature of d'7n in

Homer.

dTn in Homer

Although we have two outstanding examples of personified
*ATn (the allegory of Phoenix : Il. 9. 504 ff, and the story of
Agamemnon: /II. 19. 91 ff), the other instances of d7n do not invest
the image of the goddess "A7n with any personality. In Il. 16. 805,
dTn is nothing but a physical effect on Patroclus caused by Apollo,
though it is said to 'seize' him. It would be very awkward if we
had to imagine the god, after hitting Patroclus, hastily calling the
goddess "A7n to come to 'seize' him.

dTn may be talked about as if it could be personalized.
There are such expressions as 'Alexander's d7n' (Il. 6. 356, 24. 28),
‘his d7n' (Agamemnon's,/l. 1. 412, 16. 274; Eurytion's caused by
wine, Od. 21. 302), and 'my dra:' (Agamemnon's, 1. 9. 115). If
each person can have his own d'rp, or even drat, dTn cannot be
considered a fully personified deity, but a sort of psychological

phenomenon. Odysseus says he was lulled 'into d7n' (els dTnv) at
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Od. 12. 372. Such an expression also points to drn as a condition of
a man, rather than an external force creating the condition.

The noun d7n and its cognate verb ddw are used most often to
describe a state of mind of someone who makes a certain mistake.
A person under the influence of d7n can commit murder (/1. 24.
480-1), can undertake an unsuccessful adventure (Od. 15. 233) or
a rewardless war (/1. 2. 111, 8. 237, 9. 18). Patroclus is in the
state of dtn (ddofn) when he goes too far into the Trojan forces,
against Achilles' advice, to be killed by Hector (/I. 16. 685). Paris
led Helen to Troy by his d7n (Il. 6. 356, 24. 28) and she followed
him by drn sent by Aphrodite (Od. 4. 261; cf. 23. 223), causing a
disastrous war between the Trojans and the Achaeans.

It is because of drnp that Agamemnon makes his most serious
mistake, i.e. he seizes Achilles' war-prize Briseis, so causing him
withdraw from the battle (/1. 1. 412, 9. 115, 16. 274, 19. 88)
resulting in great loss of lives of the Achaeans (/1. 19. 134-6). It
is with this d7n of his that Agamemnon compares *A7n who once
made even Zeus make a mistake by being deceived by Hera's
trick (/1. 19. 95-133). In his story, "A7n is fully personified, said
to be the eldest daughter of Zeus (19. 91), but apparently out of
her father's control. Therefore, after realizing his mistake, which
will result in the lifetime of ordeals of his beloved son Heracles,
he seizes her by her hair, hurls and flings her out of Mt. Olympos
(19. 126-9). This picture of the Zeus-Ate relationship is evidently
very different from that in Phoenix's speech.

ad'Tn is also observed in some sort of carelessness or
forgetfulness. Oineus forgets to make an offering to Artemis (/I.

9. 537) thereby inviting her punishment, and Agastrophus does
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not keep his chariot at hand at a crucial moment (/. 11. 340),
both being in the state of drn (ddoaTo).

How and why d7n comes to men is an interesting and
difficult question. Zeus, though once hit by "Arn himself, is said by
men to be the author of d'rp at I1. 19. 270 and falsely at /1. 2. 111,
8. 237 and 9. 18, and as we have seen, Phoenix says that he sends
*ATn to punish men who spurn Act7Tad, a moral argument about the
origin of d7n not paralleled anywhere else in Homer.

At Il. 19. 270-4, accepting Agamemnon's explanation that it
was Zeus, Moira and Erinys who sent "A7p to him (19. 87-8),
Achilles says that Zeus sent drat to Agamemnon because the god
wanted to kill many Achaeans. Modern readers might ask
themselves, 'But was it not Achilles himself who wished the death
of many Achaeans?' (cf Il. 1. 409-10). In his mind, however, the
whole cycle of events — Agamemnon's d7n, Achilles' wrath, and its
disastrous consequences including the death of Patroclus — was
planned by Zeus who sent d7n to Agamemnon to start his plan
working. This view is apparently shared by the poet who says,
'Atds & érerelero PovArf (Il. 1. 5) immediately after sketching the
disaster of the Achaeans caused by the quarrel between
Agamemnon and Achilles. Certainly it so happens that
Agamemnon is hit by d7n (to slight Achilles) just after having
rejected Chryses' supplication — a formula presented by Phoenix.
However, as we have seen above (note 13), he does not offend
against the Litai, but against Apollo, and is duly punished for it by
the god through the plague and in the end successfully appeases
the god after making up for his offence. The effect of his d7n, on

the other hand, lasts much longer than the Chryses incident. We
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can find no moral explanation why Zeus should send such d'rp to
Agamemnon and cause the subsequent events.

At Od. 15. 233-4, Erinys alone is said by the poet to be
responsible for Melampous' da'7n. This d'7np also resists moral
analysis, for his adventure is successful in the end within the plan
of Zeus (Od. 11. 297). We must assume that it was sent simply to
start the god's plan working.

Similarly, we cannot see the reason, moral or otherwise,
why Aphrodite sent d7n to Helen (as Helen claims) to let her run
off with Paris to Troy (Od. 4. 261-2). Surely not to destroy her
favourite people? All we can say for certain is that the goddess
stirred Helen's love for Paris which Helen later recognizes as d7n.

The d'rn which Patroclus experiences at Il. 16. 805-6 is a
physical and mental 'stupor’ — as W. Leaf calls it2! — and quite
explicitly described by the poet as the effect of Apollo's stroke.
The god's immediate purpose in causing it must be to make
Patroclus an easy prey to Hector. However, it is not a
punishment.22 It is simply his destiny, part of the plan of Zeus,
that he is killed by Hector (/I. 15. 64-5, 16. 849).

If the gods do send d7n to us for no obvious moral reason,
not as punishment for crime, but just as they please, what can we
do? We certainly find some sense in Agamemnon's lamenting
excuse at /1. 19. 90-4:

dAd Tl kev fpayu, Geds Bd mhvTa TeAevTd

npéopa Auds: GuydTip™ATn i mdvTas déra,

olAquém Thudy 0 drmadol miSes obydp én oler

mAvara, dAX doa 1§ ye kat dipdy kpdara falver

21 W, Leaf, ad loc.
22 ¢f. E’R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, pp. 5-6.
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BAdirroud dfpdimovs kard 8 ol Erepd ye méSToE.

The situation looks most pathetic for Odysseus at Od. 12.
372. Being stranded on the island of Thrinacie with no food left,
he goes out of the sight of his companions to pray to the gods for
any clue how to get out of their desperate situation (12. 336-8):

Xelpas widuevos, & ém oxémas Ty dieuoia

Tpauny mdvreoot Geols ol "OAyumov Eyovary

ol 8 dpa po. yYAuctv tmvov éml BAeddporory Exevay.

In response to Odysseus' prayer, the gods (according to him)
send 'yAuxds Umvos' (which he calls 'vpierns Jmvos' later at 12. 373)
which leads him to disaster. He goes back to where his
companions are and knows that they have slaughtered the cattle
of Helios. He cries out (12. 372-4):

Zevmdrep 18 dA\ o pdiapes Geol aldy édvres;

e pdX el drnp koyurioerre G may

ol 8 érapow péya épyov qunrioavro pévovtes:

The gods sent him sleep which was sweet when it came, but
later Odysseus, having discovered the disaster it has caused, calls
it d7n. It can hardly be his mistake, but rather a misfortune which
has fallen on him. What he sees here is the 'blessed gods' as
arbitrary dispensers of d'r7.23

We do not know, however, how far we can take this image
of 'happy, cruel gods' seriously, for, in a similar situation
elsewhere, Odysseus blames only his companions and himself. On
the way to (in fact, very close to ) Ithaca from Aeolia, his

companions open the bag of winds through their misconception

23 cf. J. M. Bremer's observation in Hamartia, p. 111-2: 'The Homeric
conception of ate relates the error to an arbitrary and malicious
interference of the gods with human action, causing infatuation in man
and resulting in disaster.'
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that it contains some gifts from Aeolus, while Odysseus is asleep.
Then their ship is blown back by the released winds to the island
of Aeolus, this time to be sent away coldly. Odysseus explains his
situation to Aeolus in this way (Od. 10. 68-9):

daody i Erapol Te kaol mpds: Tolot TE Tmos:

OXETALOS:
Here 'daodv ue', means more or less 'brought me to ruin (d7n)' and
he says it is due to his sleep and €rapot xaxo’ — which should be
translated as ‘'useless companions' rather than ‘'wicked
companions'.24 It is clear from his recollection, looking back to
this event in his narration, that he considers himself also
responsible, apparently because of his untimely sleep (10. 27):

atrdv ydp dmwAdued dépaslnow.

but does not blame the gods at all this time.

We get more suspicious about the gods' responsibility for d'rn
when Elpenor says (Od. 11. 61):

doe pe Sajrovos alon kaxTjxal déoparos olvos:
Even though 'aelca kaxrf of some god' is ultimately responsible for
his accidental death, it is obvious that he drank too much wine
and fell from the roof because of that. His d7n can hardly be the
responsibility of anybody but himself. Antinous the suitor also
points out the effect of wine which brings forth d'rn, referring to
the episode of a drunken Centaur (Od. 21. 293-302; 296 dac’, 297
dacev, 301 daofels, 302 drny).

Another testimony of d7n of completely human origin is at /1.
10. 391. Having been caught by Odysseus and Diomedes, Dolon

blames Hector:

24 For the meaning of xaxol, see Chapter 10.
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moAAfply i dron mapéx véov Tyayev “ExTup.

By saying 'moAAijfoww dtpoit' Dolon means nothing more than an
inviting promise of reward and glory for his adventure.25 We
have already seen other examples of d7n as motivation towards
unsuccessful adventures at /1. 2. 111, 8. 237, 9. 18 and Od. 15.
233.

dtn of Locrian Ajax at Od. 4. 503 ff (503, 509 ddofn) is
definitely not sent by the gods. He boasts that 'dexknmt fGedv ¢vyeerv
p€ya Aattua 6ardoons.'(504). Hearing this, Poseidon, who has had no
bad intention towards him until then, brings him the final
destruction.

Having seen the examples above we can now conclude that
all drn is a temporary state of mind (including sleep) which brings
a person into unfortunate situations, regardless whether it comes
from the gods or men. The only common factor of the examples

seems to be that they all result in misfortunes.

25 cf W. Leaf on 10. 391: 'd'rnuoe is so far peculiar here that it is used of
'blinding', deception, of a purely human origin; dras €¢n 7rds ém xaxdi
Urooyeoets, Schol. BT. In every other instance it conveys the idea of some
divine or mysterious blindness.! Dodds (op. cit. p. 19, n. 20) does not accept
that this passage is an exception, maintaining that dra: means 'a symptom
of Hector's own condition of (divinely inspired) d7n and not that 'Hector's
unwise advice produced d&7n in Dolon,' on the ground that drac as 'acts
productive of infatuation' is 'a unique psychology' and 'a unique use of
drat'. His interpretation has two major problems. First, d7np always involves
disastrous consequences for the person who acts under its influence,
whereas the present situation is Dolon's disaster and not Hector's.
Therefore, even if Hector's suggestion was a strategic error, Hector cannot
be considered the victim of d7n. If it is to be interpreted as Dodds proposes,
that Hector was hit by d7n but not affected by it himself, we are indeed
dealing with a unique use of d7n. Also in this context, it is difficult to
visualize 'many' drat on Hector's side. Secondly, although Dodds has
successfully eliminated two possible meanings of drac here, namely, one as
‘temporary blinding of mind (produced in Dolon)' and as 'acts productive
of infatuation', but failed to take accont of another aspect of dra, i. e. as
‘deluders’, agents causing mental malfunction, themselves. If we interpret
moAial dtat here as Hector's many words of dazzling promises (which
caused Dolon lose his head), all the difficulty is dissolved. It seems,
therefore, by far the best to take the d7at as 'producers of infatuation'.
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In other words, even if one makes a mistake in conduct or
judgement, if he does not meet any obvious misfortune, it is
never regarded as d7n. Agamemnon's moaning that Zeus sent d'rp
to him to lead him to Troy for nothing (Z/. 2. 111, 8. 237, 9. 18) is
a good example. It is, in fact, not d7n that made him come to Troy
because he will win the war eventually, but for the time being
everything seems a failure to him — hence, he thinks, his decision
must have been dTn.

On the contrary, though he is regretful about his quarrel
with Achilles already shortly afterwards and says it is a hardship
sent by Zeus (/1. 2. 375-78), he does not call his state of mind at
the time of the quarrel a"rn until he sees its disastrous
consequences (9. 115, dras 116 dacdunv, 19. 88 etc).

A disastrous result of a mistake or of misconduct comes
first, and then the state of mind which has brought forth the
result is retrospectively called d7n — that seems to be the Homeric
logic.

In sum, &'rnp is a temporary state of mind which causes
unfortunate consequences.26 It can be sent from some deity (not
only Zeus), be caused by men, or come by itself out of nowhere,
often for no obvious reasons. It can be just a phenomenon or a
personified goddess. This peculiar nature of d7n seems somewhat
easier to grasp if we compare it with a similar case of shaky

personality, that of dveipos.

26 cf. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational, p. 5: ... ate is a state of
mind — a temporary clouding or bewildering of the normal consciousness.'
I find Dodds' analysis of &7n in Homer generally sound and accurate except
that he does not make it explicit that &7n is defined by its consequences, not
by its origin.
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Zeus sends a false dream to Agamemnon (/l. 2. 6 ff), again to
start his plan working. He summons and addresses the Dream as
a fully personified being (odAe "Ovewe 2. 8). Editors will naturally
choose to spell "Ovepos with a capital O here (2. 6, 8, 16, 22, 56).
However, when Nestor refers to the very same dream as 'the
dream', they choose to spell 'ror drveipor' with a small o (2. 80),
because it is conceived as an everyday experience common to all
human beings. In no other instance of dreams in Homer is there
any further indication that "Oveipos has any personality.

Like d7n, Jdvewos claims 'multiple authorship'. Penelope's
dream at Od. 4. 804 ff is an 'e/éwAor' sent by Athena. Another one
at Od. 19. 535 ff of an unknown origin is a different sort of dream
from the one above or the one Zeus sends to Agamemnon. Unlike
the previous examples, it is not a 'dream-figure' standing at the
bedside to deliver a message, but a dream-scene in which
Penelope herself is involved. In other words, this dveipos is her
experience and not a divine or human figure.27 At Od. 20. 87, she
says that some god sends her dvelpara xaxd. One of the 'woeful
dreams' she has just had is the vision of her husband sleeping
beside her. This figure itself (which she calls dvap at 20. 90) could
be "Ovepos the god sent by Athena or by some other god, but such
a singular imagery would not be consistent with the plural
'dveipata’. Evidently Penelope is thinking of plural dreams,
perceived as new each time, sent by some god to disturb her
mind, rather than a single dream-god visiting her again and again.
Her story about the double gate of dreams (19. 562 ff) also

confirms the plurality of dreams. We all have many dreams;

27 We see another example of a dream-experience in the simile at /1. 22.
199-200. See also Od. 21. 79.
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some are true and others false; some are sent by some gods, and
others come from no known source.28

If we think of the similarity between the two phenomena
drn and Jdreipos, the analogy we can draw from the usage of dveipos
is significant for understaning that of drn. Zeus or other gods can
send dTn or drepos to men to achieve their purposes. Both of them
are something we experience frequently and in both of them our
rational mind does not function as normal. We know what exactly
has happened only after having recovered from either sort of
experiences. Then we often think that we have acted or thought
in a different way from what we would normally do.

Because of this mysterious nature they have in common,
both are often, but not always, believed to be god-sent by the
Homeric characters and described as such by the poet. However,
because of their obvious functional names, they fail to acquire full
personality, and because of their ubiquity, the Homeric man or
the poet does not seem to find it necessary or possible to pinpoint

how and why every single drn or dvepos visits a person.2?

Conclusion

From the discussions above, we can conclude the following:
(1) that Zeus does seem to care for suppliants to some extent. (2)
that d7n does not necessarily come from the gods. (3) that the

gods, including Zeus, sometimes do send d'7n to men to achieve

28 On dreams in Homer, see Dodds, ibid., pp. 104-7.

29 ¢f. R. D. Dawe, 'Some reflections on Ate and Hamartia', HSPh 72 (1967) P
100: 'The division of responsibility between men and gods has long been
properly understood to be an irresolvable problem in Homer .... ... the
Homeric poets did not recognise any contradiction between assigning
responsibility for a particular event to the gods in one line and to men in
the next.'
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their causes.  This makes the Litai-Ate 'theory’ of Phoenix
possible, if not entirely convincing. When he says that *Arp
always goes ahead of Atral, he is referring to the common and
arbitrary nature of her visits: 'She goes everywhere and harms
men.' (IlI. 9. 506-7), without suggesting any punitive motivations.
Then, his hypothesis seems to go, since Zeus is the god of
suppliants and capable of mobilizing drat, he may well one day
punish those who spurn suppliants using drai:. However, while it
seems possible, it is never proved by any evidence in Homer.
This being the case, it will be safer for us to read it as an
expression of human expectation of divine justice and protection,
a persuasive 'theory’ of Phoenix, than a well-established theology.
We may, on the other hand, separate ourselves from those who
claim that the concept expressed there is completely alien to the
rest of the epic. Unless it was acceptable to the audience at least
as a possible theory, it would not have found its place in its
context.

Finally, we must discuss one of the most popular
interpretations of the Litai-Ate allegory of Phoenix, that it
symbolizes what happens to Achilles in the following course of
events. Those who hold such a view argue that 'Achilles is
obdurate to the pleas of the envoys, and is then himself smitten
by Ate, for instead of helping the Achaeans out of their great

crisis he sends his best friend into the battle, where he is killed'.30

30 e. g. H. Frinkel, Early Greek Poetry and Philosophy2 (tr., New York
1951), p. 63; C. M. Bowra, Tradition and Design in the Iliad (Oxford 1930) p.
17: 'The theme is how Achilles' temper leads him both to disaster and to
moral degradation.'; H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus, p. 27: '... both
Agamemnon and Achilles receive rough justice for their injustice to each
other and the rest of the Achaeans perpetrated during their quarrel.’; J. A.
Arieti, 'Homer's LITAE and ATE, CJ 84 (1988) 4: '... when Achilles refuses the
Litae in Book 9, he is in the grip of Aze ....'
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We have now come back to the question whether Achilles is
actually hit by d7n. There is no statement by any characters or by
the poet that Achilles is ever affected by d7n. Why? We can only
assume that because he is not. What is often forgotten by those
who maintain to the contrary is that not all misfortunes or
mistakes are the result of d'rn.

For example, Hera has deceived Zeus not only by d77n. In the
*ATn story recounted by Agamemnon, Zeus declares Eurystheus
king instead of Heracles (I/. 19. 95 ff) by being deceived by Hera,
and the agent of the deception is "Arn. In another similar
situation, the agent is sleep. Having had Zeus put to sleep by
“Ymvos, Hera stirs a storm to blow Heracles' ship far off course (/1.
14. 249-256). After he has woken up and seen what has
happened, Zeus hurls around the gods in a rage and, just as he
throws "A7np to the ground in the other episode, he might have
thrown “Ymrvos into the sea (14. 258). True, untimely sleep is
sometimes associated with d'rnp as we have seen (Od. 10. 68, 12.
372), but neither this episode nor the 'dwmdTn' episode following it,
also engineered by Hera with the help of *Ymvos (14. 161 ff),
claims that Zeus is affected by d7n. What, then, is the difference
between the two Heracles stories? The only significant difference
we can see is that the unfortunate consequences of the "Arp
episode are irreversible, while those of the “Ywvos ones are
reparable. Therefore, drn seems to be what leads to major disaster
with irreversible, or, at least, very grave, consequences.

This seems to enhance the view that Achilles' loss of
Patroclus is the result of his d7r7n. It is indeed the most irreversible
disaster. Then, why is its cause not called his 77?7 We must now

go back to another aspect of the definition of d7n. It is a state of
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mind, malfunction of mind, which prompts misjudgement or
misconduct. What misjudgement can we find in Achilles through
the course of losing Patroclus? When sending out his friend to the
battle? Before he sends his friend out, he specially emphasizes
the heart of his advice (Il. 16. 83):

melfeo 8 ks Tou éyw bov Tédos év gpeai Belw
That is (87):

éc vnav édoas léval mdAwy,
He says, even if Zeus gives you glory, you should not continue
fighting. Do not get carried away by victory, do not go to the city,
lest some god, especially Apollo, intervene (87-94). 1 completely
fail to see any misjudgement in his instruction. He knows exactly
what will happen, what will cause what, if Patroclus does not
follow his instruction. His advice is completely logical and
blameless. And when he sees the first bad sign of the reversed
charge on the battlefield, he recalls the prediction of Thetis that
one of the bravest Myrmidons will be killed before Achilles
himself. From this divine knowledge, he deduces what has

happened (18. 12-4):

Nudia 81 édvmye Mevoutlov dAkyLos Uids:,

ox€rAos H7 éxéevov dmuoduevov Stiov Trip

& éni vips ey und “Exrop I pdyeotar
The absolute clarity and accuracy of his reasoning are even tragic.
It is a tragedy of perfect knowledge, not that of Sophoclean irony.
Despite the perfect clarity of his mind and his sound perception of
the situation at the time when he sends Patroclus out, he loses his
friend. Why? Because he could not predict that Patroclus would
be affected by &rn of an unknown origin (16. 685), be carried

away, and ignore Achilles' advice. Achilles also knows, in theory,
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that it is Patroclus who is to blame (oxe7Atos — he is impossible!).
However, he blames himself, out of love, out of sorrow, and out of
his responsibility to protect his friend.3! 'I should have been
there defending him!,' he blames himself. Indeed, now, for the
first time, his mind is blinded by love, refusing to see the fact that
there was little danger for Patroclus and therefore Achilles was
not needed provided Patroclus did not go too far. It is Patroclus’
dTn which destroyed him.

Is Patroclus' a'rn, then, the punishment of Achilles for his
refusal to the Embassy's plea? It is certainly another popular
interpretation.32 But which event to follow this has not been
ordained in advance? Achilles is destined to live a very short life
(with a false choice of long and less glorious life — false as we can
tell from what Thetis says to Zeus; 'Please give honour to my son

who is destined to be short-lived.'Il. 1. 505-6). It is fated that

his death shortly follows that of Hector. Hector is to die by the
time of the fall of Troy at the latest (because Aeneas will be the
only royal survivor) which is imminent in any case, since Troy is
destined to fall in the tenth year of the war. And Achilles is to
see the death of the 'best of the Myrmidons' under the Trojan
wall. Everything is pre-ordained, including the death of Patroclus
before Achilles'. Whatever Achilles does, his loss of Patroclus was

inevitable.

31 ¢f. S. E. Bassett, The Poetry of Homer, p. 201: 'Like all noble natures, he
forgets the shortcomings of others, and thinks only of what he believes to
be his own.'

32 ¢. g. A. Thomton, Homer’s Iliad, 135-6:' According to the plea of the
goddesses of supplication to Zeus (I 512), Blind Madness 'follows' Achilles,
and it does so by attacking his 'substitute’, his beloved friend Patroclus.
The death of Patroclus is the punishment (I 512) which Zeus inflicts upon
Achilles for rejecting the supplications of the Embassy and of Patroclus,
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On the other hand, despite his self-accusation, Achilles
knows what was responsible for his absence at the crucial
moment for his friend: Agamemnon's d7n which caused Achilles'
anger. Achilles wishes the anger disappeared from the world
completely, in his wailing regret. However, he never says 'l am
sorry that I became angry.'" His logic is ' am sorry that he
angered me.' (18. 111)  He expresses his regret for Agamemnon's
dTn again later (19. 270-3). It is by no means Achilles' drn — even
after the 'disaster’ he does not perceive any. Thus his disaster
does not fulfil another condition of d7n. He does not look back and
see he acted in a wrong way. No. His anger at Agamemnon was,
at least in his perception, an inevitable and automatic
consequence of Agamemnon's d77. Even blinded in tears, Achilles
does not make any concession on this point. He simply sees no
more point in making fuss about his so far still-injured honour.
Although he does not want any compensation himself (19. 147 ff),
he does receive it in the end, because it was obvious to everyone
that Agamemnon was to blame (19. 172-83).33 He is not angry at
the king any more, simply because it does not matter now.

Instead, Achilles blames himself for his ignorance, not of
logical possibilities, but of something impossible to know — the
fate of his friend, predicted by Thetis in an obscure way, fixed a
long time ago and inescapable. What can be, then, more tragic
than Achilles' situation? He must blame himself forever for not
being capable of something impossible. It is not d7n, a temporary
malfunction of mind, but the eternal blindness of humanity that

failed Achilles. If Zeus has accomplished it all, he has done it as

33 ¢f. Poseidon's comment on Agamemnon at Il. 13. 111:'dAX’ xai wdumav
érifryeov alrios éorv.
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part of his ever inscrutable BovArf and in accordance with poipa, not

as punishment through d'rn.34

34 See the poet's report on Zeus' reaction to Achilles' prayer at 16. 249-50
emphasizing his ignorance. And also his comment that Zeus' vdos is
stronger than men's (16. 688). The dying Patroclus himself says that poipa
and Apollo are ultimately responsible for his death (16. 849). cf. G. S. Kirk,
The Songs of Homer, p. 379-80: '[The poet] is emphasizing the power and
the pathos of fate, the way in which Achilles's anger involved those he
least expected to involve, and the inevitablility of retribution once
Patroclus has exceeded his orders and his nature.' The relationship
between uolpa and Zeus will be examined in Chapters 6 and 7.
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Chapter 5 The rainstorm of Zeus — &i/kn and f¢uts

At Il. 16. 386-8, Zeus is said to be angry at those who
decided on oxoAlar Geuiores and 'expelled’ 8/xn. The usage of the
words f¢utores and 8(kn here is peculiar, because this is the only
passage in Homer in which '6€uiores’ can be crooked or straight
and é6dxn is 'expelled' as if personified. Since these remind us of
the recurrent phrase 'crooked &¢kn/Sckat’ in Hesiod (Works 219, 250
oxoAifjor Sitkpowy, 221 axoAifis 8lkps, 264 oxoAi€wy Sikéwv. cf. Works 36
LBelnor 8lkps, 225-6 Slkas lbelas, Theogony 86 lbelnot Sikpowv, fr. 286. 2.
8kn (Oeta) and the expelled Avkn at Works  220-4, Hesiodean
influence has been suspected.! If the passage is indeed
influenced by or even interpolated from Hesiod, the image of Zeus
depicted here cannot be taken as a genuine Homeric view of the
god. In order to tackle this problem, we must examine the usage

of 8(kn and 6¢uus both in Homer and in Hesiod.

8lkn in Homer
Whatever the etymology or original meaning of &(xn might
be, it is obvious from Homer's usage of the word and its cognates

that it does not mean in Homer what we call 'justice' in English.2

1 ¢f. Chapter 1, n. 23.

2 For the etymology of 8¢k, see LfgrE (as related to 'Seckvyut’ and with the
basic meaning 'Weisung' or 'Weiserin') and literature cited there among
which I find L. R. Palmer's 'The Indo-European Origins of Greek Justice' in
TPhS (1950) 149-168 most systematic and convincing. Palmer analyses &ixn
as from *deik ="mark, point, show" and deduces that its original meaning
was '(to show) the boundary mark'. In conclusion (p. 168), he says that
8ixn, aloa, poipa, véueois,and Saluwy are all expressions of the world view of IE
origin, that the order of the world 'was the result of an elemental act of
apportionment whereby each component of the universe, gods, men, and
natural objects had its alloted portion, the boundaries of which might not
be transgressed without grave results.'
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The most striking example is at Od. 4. 690-2 where
unreasonable (€faloios) words and deeds and favouritism of kings
are said to be '8ikn of god-like kings' (8tkn Oelwv BaciArfwv). This 8ikn
can only mean ‘typical behaviour' quite apart from moral
evaluation. Likewise, when Athena miraculously lights up the
passage through which Odysseus and Telemachus take weapons
away from the hall, Odysseus says that this is the &xn of the gods
(0d. 19. 43), their typical behaviour. The focus is on the fashion
of the act, not the moral motivation.

To a much-tried wanderer away from home for many years,
the recounting of his experience brings fresh woe — that is also
8'kn, a typical thing to happen (Od. 19. 168). For servants ever
afraid of their arrogant young masters, it is 8fkn to give 'a small
but welcome gift' (Od. 14. 58-9) to their guests. These examples
of 8(kn are not things which must happen in a moral sense, but

things which tend to happen to a specific category of people or

gods.

8kn can, however, be something inevitable at times. The
dead become ghost-like ¢uyal — that is the 8xkn, most typical —
since inevitable — behaviour, of mortals (Od. 11. 218-222). This
8ikn is almost synonymous with poipa or aloa, i.e. one's lot. It is part
of natural law, not moral law.

Zeus certainly is depicted as a distributor of &fkn as well as
that of pofpa/aloa, but 8¢kn in the general sense of decision rather
than justice. At Il. 1. 542, he is criticized by Hera for making a
decision (Sikaleuev) secretly with Thetis. At Il. 8. 431, too, she is
sarcastic about Zeus' 8/kn — decision — on the fate of the Trojans
and the Achaeans (Sikale¢Tw). On these occasions he is not acting as

a moral judge.
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Slkn as typical behaviour, or a lot particular to certain
category of people, however, does take on a moral overtone.
Comfortable retirement is the &/kn, what is suitable, what must be
given, i.e. right, of a noble man in his old age (Od. 24. 255). If he
is not in a good condition, it is negligence of somebody
responsible for looking after him (depytn of his master is a possible
— though rejected— reason for Laertes' poor clothing).

Penelope rebukes her suitors for their manner of proposal
(0d. 18. 275-9):

moTTpuy oty 15 Sl T6 mdooiBe TEéTUCTO,

ol 7 dyabry Te ywaika kal d¢verolo Oyatpa

wnoTelew ébédwo kal dAAtpots éplowarv

avrol Tol'y dmdyovo fdas xal lpua pipa,

Kotpns Saita plA oo, kal dyAad &xpa Sbotov.

Clearly her point is based on the good traditional way of
courtship, the manner required from poeple in her suitors'
position. This &/xkn means good behaviour. Since their behaviour is
not in accordance with the moral 8/kn of suitors or guests (Od. 14.
90-91 otk ... Sikalws), they are not Sckatot (Od. 2. 282).

When Nestor says Athena was angry at the Achaeans
because not all of them were Sikator (Od. 3. 133), he is alluding to
the impious deed done by Locrian Ajax i.e. the rape of Cassandra
in the sanctuary of the virgin goddess.3 When Odysseus thinks he
was deceived by the Phaeacians, he says they were not 8ikatot (Od.
13. 209). Disappointing visitors — even beggars — is not Si'xaiov
(0d. 20. 294, 21. 312). Agamemnon, who has wronged Achilles, is

advised to be 'Sikaito’Tepos’ hereafter (/1. 19. 181) and to entertain

3 ¢f. Chapter 1, n. 22.
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Achilles so that Achilles will have what he is entitled to (8¢xn), in
this case, his full status restored in the Achaean camp (/I.
19.180).4 &/kn or S'katos in these examples clearly deals with a
sense of justice, what is right or wrong.

On the other hand, while the statement 'He is not éukatos.' in
general is a strong moral reproach equivalent to 'He is unjust.', its
counterpart 'He is &8ukatos.' does not seem so much a matter of
being just in a sharp contrast with unjust, as that of knowing
social conventions well and consequently behaving politely,
wisely and agreeably.5 Nestor, for example, is a typical 'Stkatos’
man. Telemachus describes him as follows (Od. 3. 244-5):

Néorop, érrel mepl olbe Slicas 115¢ dpdy AAwy

Tpls” ydp Srjply gany dvdiactas yéve' dpiv.

Nestor knows &ckat and ¢povis better than any other people
because he has lived longer than others. Obviously '8kat' here is
something one gains through experience which we can naturally
assume to be the knowledge and manners to deal with the world,
in other words, knowledge of what tends to happen and what
must be done in given situations. It is a collection of much
broader knowledge than merely to tell right from wrong.

His son Peisistratus, young though he is, is also éikatos in the
same way as his father. He pleases Athena-Mentor with his
polite manner when offering her a goblet of wine before her

younger companion (Od. 3. 52-3):

4 Concemming 179-80, G. Nagy points out the correlation of the word é¢xn
with the concept of making fair allotments (Saiouat) and with Sar’s (related
to Salouar itself and often mentioned as 'an equal Sai’s’). cf. The Best of the
Achaeans (Baltimore and London 1979) p. 128-9. His point, in short,would
be that Sixrf implies that each person has his fair share of honour (reurf).
See also Palmer op. cit. 160--1, 166.

5 F. Krafft, Vergleichende Untersuchungen zu Homer und Hesiod , pp. 77-8
presents similar observations.
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Xdipe 8’Abrpaln memnpiéip dApl Sixaly

otexd ol mpoTeépp bdice xpiloetov dAetov.

'6c’kn' implied in Sckatos here is little more, in effect, than good
manners.

When Beggar-Odysseus has been badly taunted and teased
by the suitors, Telemachus reproaches them and calls it a day (Od.
18. 406-9):

Sayudro, palieote kal olké ketlBere Gyud

BowTilv olbe motire Gedv v nis tuul dpodiver

dAX €0 Satodueval kataxeleTe olka8 ldvTes;

GrméTe Gyuds dwye Suwiaw 8 obimy énisye.

While other suitors are enraged by his statement, Amphinomus
persuades the others not to answer with violent words to the
words said 'in accordance with the social convention' (18. 414
pnbevTL Sikalw), no doubt both in content (visitors must be protected;
the possible effect of wine and divine stimulus) and in manner
(his subtle way of making his point especially in the last half
line). The same use of Sixatos recurs in an identical situation in 20.
322 (18. 414-7 = 20. 322-5).

Such a combination of awareness of social rules and good
manners to practise or express them seems to be the essence of
being éikatos. The coupling of 8ixn/bikaios with memvuuevos (Od. 3.
52), ¢pdvis (Od. 3. 244), and vorfuwyv (Od. 2. 282, 13. 209) also
suggests that 8/kn is as much a matter of modesty as of knowledge.
If that is the case, it is no surprise that the Sikaidraros tribe of men
happen to be called the "ABiot, the Non-violent or Non-forcible.
The wise tutor of heroes Cheiron is Sikatdraros of the Centaurs (/1.
11. 832), not at all like Eurytion who has the manner of beasts

(0d. 21. 295-8).
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A traveller just arrived in a foreign land wonders whether
residents there are Sikatot or not (Od. 6. 120-1 = 9. 175-6 =13.
201-2):

N8 o'y iBoiaral Te Kl dypLow otbe Sikaton,

TE pA&ewor, kal oy véos éoTi Beovdrks

(0Od. 8. 575-6):

Tuév ool yakemol Te kal dypiow olsé Slcaton,

ol e puA&ewol kal opy véos éol Beoudris:
The sign of 'St'katot’ people is their hospitality and awe of the gods.
Those who are not 8lkatot are yaiemol, VBpioral, and dypior. It is clear
from this contrast that the 'Stxatot’ are thoughtful, polite people
with the knowledge of social conventions such as the custom of
fewv'n. On the contrary, the 'mon-8ixatot’ are harsh, arrogant and
not ‘civilized', i.e. ignorant of social rules such as that of feww'n. It
is in this very same way that the Cyclopes are dyptot and ignorant
of 8i'kat or Oéuiores (Od. 9. 215). They are 'wild' in the way wild
animals are. They are ignorant of agriculture, and rely entirely
on rich natural resources endowed by the gods (9. 107-11).6
They have no social institution such as dyopat or 8¢utores, but each
one keeps order in his house (9. 112-5). Since they know nothing
about social institutions or rules compelling them to fear the gods,
to respect feivor, or to be considerate to others, they are said to be
ignorant of &ikat — but if they are not 'Sckatot’, neither are they

'unjust’. They are literally &8ckn-less, lacking the social structure

6 That is all that 'memoifdres dbavdroiowy' (9. 107) means. cf. the views of S.
Eitrem, 'Kyklopen' in RE 11 (1922) 2333, F. Peachy, The Story of the
Homeric Cyclops (Diss. Harvard 1948), p. 139 and W. B. Stanford, The
Odyssey of Homer? 1 on 9. 107 quoted by J. Glenn,'Homer's "God-trusting"
Cyclopes', CW 65 (1972) 219 and Heubeck-Hoekstra 's note on 9. 106-15.
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based on the human sense of &uvkn.7 If there is no law, there is no
crime. That may explain why Polyphemus is not punished by the
gods despite his treatment of the visitors to his cave. We may
even call it his '8/«n', his typical behaviour faithful to his nature.

However, men cannot accept the idea that the gods can
approve such a non-human '6¢kn’. Odysseus condemns the Cyclops'
brutality saying that the gods have punished him (0d. 9. 477-9).
Eumaeus, referring to the suitors who are vmepdiaror (Od. 4. 790,
13. 373, 14. 27, 15. 315, 16. 271, 18. 167, 20. 12, 291, 23. 356,
etc.) like the Cyclopes (9. 106), expresses his faith in the moral
gods (Od. 14. 83-84):

ovuev oxeéTAta épya Beol pudapes dLéovary,

dAd Scrp Tlovon kal alowua &y dGodimu

According to him, the &'xn which the gods approve is of the same
nature as alowa €pya, moderate behaviour, namely the éixn as the
command of social conventions and good manners.

When 8(kn is brought into the dyoprf, however, the dichotomy
is not social-natural, but straight-crooked, dichotomy within the
social &'xkn. It is no longer a matter of fairly flexible 'moderate’
and 'wise' behaviour, but a decision between right and wrong,

just and wunjust in a sharp contrast, often involving bitter

7 For the contrast between Odysseus' morality and that of the Cyclops see M.

1. Finley, The World of Odysseus2, p. 101: 'Behind the fairy-tale, clearly,
there lay a distinct view of social evolution. In primitive times, the poet
seems to be suggesting, man lived in a state of permanent struggle and war
to the death against the outsider. Then the gods intervened, and through
their precepts, their themis, a new ideal was set before man, and especially
before a king, an obligation of hospitality: 'all strangers and beggars are
from Zeus' (14. 57-8). Henceforth men had to pick a difficult path between
the two, between the reality of a society in which the stranger was still a
problem and a threat, and the newer morality, according to which he was
somehow covered by the aegis of Zeus.'
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contention. We have a typical example of such scenes on the
shield of Achilles (Il. 18. 497-508):

Aadl 8 elv dypfiéoay dpdor Eba & veios

wpapet, Sto 8 dApes eveleov elvexa mowis

@pds dmoddyidvov 6 pév etiyeTo mdvr dmoSoiva

Srjup mavorww, 68 dvaleTo undéy & éobar 500

qudw 8 léotny énl loapr metpap EAéota.

Aaol 8 dugoréporory émfmvov, dudls: dpuryol

Kipukes 8 doa Aadv dprfrvov ol & yépovres

Tt ém &earoiol AlBois lepi i ki@

oxciyrTpa 8 krplicuww €v xepd Exov Tepoduinw 505

Tolow émeL? 1iooov, duofndls 5 Slkafov.

KketTo 8 4 év udoooio Siw ypuodio TdAavTa,

TWSquev & pera Toiol Sty I0vraTa elmoL
That there is more than one degree of fairness in this system is
clear from the expression '8knv (6vvrata' (508); &(xkn that is very
fair, reasonably fair, slightly unfair, grossly unfair, and so on.
There is even a prize for the 'most straight' judgement to
encourage the elders to be as fair as possible and possibly even to
counteract bribery. It is a strikingly realistic account of the
institution of justice with no idealistic hero-king present. It is a
description of a non-heroic society possibly contemporary with
the poet.

The heroic society, of course, is not free from the conflict
between just and unjust. When Antilochus has claimed his right
(6ckp 11. 23. 542) to the second prize of the chariot race which
Achilles intends to give to Eumelus, Menelaus claims his right
because he has finished third only due to Antilochus' cheat. He

can no longer tolerate the situation since Antilochus himself does
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not tolerate the unfair degrading of prizes. Menelaus reveals the
cheating of Antilochus and first calls for judgement by the
Achaeans (573-4):

dAX dyeT,"Apyelww TyriTopes: 115¢ péboves,

és péoov dquorépolor Sikdooare, uns én' dpwyfi
Then he changes his mind and decides to be a judge himself (579-

85) knowing that the matter is crystal clear:8

€l8 &y éyrv almds Sucdow kalll obTud ¢riu

Arovémmirfew Aavadv iBeia ydp éora. 580

‘Avridoy, €08 dye Setpa BoTpedes, YBus éol

oras tmmaww mpomdpoibe kal dguaTos, avrdp ludotA v

xepoly &xe fadury, fymep 1o npdotev S awves;

oy difduevos yaurioyov éwootyaiov

Gurtk unpev éaiv 70 quav 58\ doua medipar
It is indeed a straight (({feia 580) judgement. Without bullying
with his authority, he puts Antilochus in a dilemma, confession of
his misconduct or a false oath which is a serious offence against
the god and would in any case decisively remove him from the
favour of Menelaus. There is no real choice. Antilochus
apologizes, offers compensation and returns the prize to Menelaus
(587-97).

This dissolves Menelaus' anger and he regains his typical
generosity. He forgives the young man saying that his youthful
recklessness temporarily overcame his wisdom (604), expresses
his appreciation of his and his family's credit (607-8) and gives
the prize back to him (609-11):

70 TOL ALoogué émmeloquat, 1¥5¢ kal irmov

8 For this interpretation of Sixdow (579), see J. H. Kells, 'Euripides, Electra
1093-5, and some uses of Swdew, in CQ 10 (1960) 133-4.
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Sulow éury mep éoloay, ba ywiuon xal olbe
ds éucs ol mote Ouyuds tmepplados kal dmmprs:
This is his final judgement. It is not strictly a 'straight' judgement
in the sense of 'an eye for an eye'. He does not take
compensation, nor the prize he is entitled to, but forgives
Antilochus for nothing. Only a short lecture is enough: 'You were
not yourself at that time. Don't do it again.' It is not a punitive
sentence, but corrective enough through the enhancement of the
good relationship between the two. After all, Menelaus is more
concerned about what others will think of him (575-8). His
relation with other Achaeans is as important as that with
Antilochus. So he chooses to show his generosity 'so that they
may know my heart is not arrogant (Vmepéilaros) or harsh' (610-
11).° He must not look as if his heart is 'mepdraros’, an adjective
for non-8/katos people like the Cyclopes and the suitors who do not
know &8ikn. By doing so, Menelaus restores the complete harmony
in the community. This is the typical 8{xn of Homeric heroes. Its
aim is not to pursue exacting punishment for crime, but most of
all to seek the good for both parties involved and the whole
society.10  The sharp contrast between just and unjust does
appear in a bitter dispute, but is kept short-lived. Menelaus’

considerate way of handling this matter is the sort of &uxnp

9 1. M. Hohendahl-Zoetelief, in Manners in the Homeric Epic (Leiden 1980)
p. 53 and pp. 143-4, thinks that this explanation may appear to be
Menelaus' 'diplomatic, perhaps even a logical, mistake,’ for he looks Lile
lacking modesty. However, from the poet's point of view, this comment is
necessary to show that Menelaus' ultimate concern is to consolidate his
relationship with the whole community, not only with Antilochus.

10 1t is interesting to compare with this observation the account of K. J.
Dover on the concern of a later Greek jury in Greek Popular Morality in
the Time of Plato and Aristotle, (Oxford 1974) p. 158: '... the question which
a lawsuit or an indictment posed to a Greek jury was ... "'What action in
respect of this situation is likely to have the best consequences for the
strength of the community?
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approved and praised in the Homeric society. Extenuation is by
no means a modern invention.

If we look further around, we see many such examples of
8(kxn, judgement, in the funeral game, a rare occasion on which we
see the 'morality in peace' at work in the /liad.

Achilles' initial decision to give the second prize for the
chariot race to Eumelus, who lost by an accident, is a good
example (23. 536-8):

Aolabos dvTp dpiaTos élatvel pauyas tmmovs

A\’ diye 515 ol Siuev déBALov, i émewds,

Selreg drdp Td mpdira ¢epéotty Tulos uds:

It is not a 'straight' judgement at all. It is far from our idea of
'fair play'. We find it unfair as Antilochus does. A loser is a loser.
Nevertheless, all others applaud Achilles' decision (539). Why?
Because it establishes the best social unity. It can certainly be
argued from this passage that a man is valued for what he is
rather than what he does in the Homeric society, and therefore
despite his failure in this particular performance Eumelus gets
the prize for his unchanged value. It may be so. But if so, there
is little point in the competition to begin with. The motivation for
Achilles' decision is simple. He pities the best charioteer
humiliated and disappointed by the accident (Jkrewpe 534). The
sentiment seems to be shared by others, too, judging by their
reaction to his suggestion. Eumelus does not get the prize exactly
for being what he is — otherwise he should have received the first
prize instead of the second, but for the sake of good social
relationship among heroes, each with some share of honour. In
their society, Achilles' slightly 'bent' 8ixn is far more welcome than

Antilochus' ‘'straight’ 8/xn based on sharp dichotomy between

104



success and failure. Even Antilochus is not opposed to giving
some other prize to Eumelus and knows that Achilles will be
praised for doing so (548-52).

The same &8ikn is in function when the superfluous prize goes
to Nestor. Achilles gives it to the old man not because he is a
great athlete, but precisely because he is not (621-3), and
nevertheless deserves honour for other reasons, namely his dperrf
especailly in counsel, his status as dyafds, and his age. He himself
knows the reason for the award and that he is entitled to it (647-
50):

ToDT0 8 Yty pdpuw Erauar, xalper & pa frop

db pev del pgumona évigos, ol oe Arfw

i i T doue Temufota pet A yads:

ool & Geol TS dvml ydpiy pevoeucéa Soev!!

Achilles' courtesy even deserves blessings of the gods. The
observation of the social structure and respect to elders is the
heart of 8{kn of Homeric heroes.

The extreme case of such consideration for social harmony
is the last and aborted competition of spear-throwing. The only
volunteers are Agamemnon and Meliones. Then Achilles gives
the first prize to Agamemnon with no competition, saying that

everybody knows that he is the best (891 dpioros)!2 in this game.

11 Hohendahl-Zoetelief, op. cit.p. 116, thinks that this is only Nestor's
interpretation and Achilles gives the prize in fact as a consolation rather
than an honour. When we consider, however, that this episode
immediately follows Menelaus' final speech to Antilochus in which he
especially mentions the credit to Nestor and his sons as the reason to let
Antilochus go with the second prize, there is no doubt about Achilles' (and
audience's) awareness of honour due to the old man, whatever the face
value of Achilles' words might be.

12 Note that this is an adjective he insistently reserves for himself in the
bitter quarrel with Agamemnon in Book 1 (244, 412), because the question
which of the two is the best of the Achaeans was the real issue over which
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Is it, then, a good example of a man valued for what he is? It
may be so. But if Agamemnon's superiority is beyond doubt and
his victory 100% sure, the performance would not affect the
distribution of the prizes. However, if they do play, it may affect
the social harmony. If by any chance Agamemnon loses, his pride
will be hurt and, temperamental as he is, he may spoil the
occasion. On the other hand, even if he wins, Meliones may not
please Agamemnon if he challenges the king with high spirit. It
is above all Achilles' precaution for Meliones and the rest of the
company knowing what the great king's temper is like. We may
not call it a 'straight' judgement, but if it does not lead to the good
of the society with everyone happy with his deserved honour,
what is the point of making it straight?13

There is little doubt in that this same principle is applied in
kings' judicial &'kat, too. The fallen Sarpedon is remembered as a
king who has protected (e{pvTo) Lycia with his '6fkat’ and 'o0¢vos’ (I1.
16. 542). o6e€vos must be his defence force to keep his people
physically safe and &¢xkat must be his administration to maintain
good order and social unity within his kingdom which is indeed
the best defence for any countries.

Minos is the king and judge among the dead (Od. 11. 569-
70). But his judgements are not the 'Last Judgement' as in
Christian eschatology. He is acting exactly like a living king,

settling disputes to restore social harmony among the dead. We

their quarrel flared up. cf. J. Griffin, Homer on life and death (Oxford
1980), p. 53.

13 We know how unfortunate an inconsiderate 'straight' judgement can be
through the judgement in the contest between Odysseus and Ajax (Od. 11.
545-7). The &8(xn of Athena and some Trojans ruined the life of a supreme
hero. The winner Odysseus himself regrets it most bitterly and wishes he
had never won (548). What hurts most is that the judgement destroyed not
only Ajax' life, but his friendship with Odysseus for ever.
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can tell this because &8ixka: are not imposed on the dead by the
judge, but 'sought’ by them (11. 570 of 6€¢ uw dugi 8lkas elpovro

dvaxta). The judge is there above all to serve the good of his
people. When hanging above Charybdis, Odysseus may have had
a 'flash back' of his old days when he was such a ‘civil servant'

(0d. 12. 439-41):

.Tos 8 ém Sdprrov dip dyepiev diéon

Kkplrwy velkea moAda Suadouéwv al{niv,

Tios 81 7d 'y Sotpa XapiBbios éfegadin
The sight of his life-saving timber must have been no less
welcome than dinner after a long working day.

Athena gives us testimony of what sort of king Odysseus

used to be in Ithaca (Od. 5. 8.-12):

u1i s én mpdppw dyads kal fimos éow

oxmrTolos BactAevs: unbé dpeoly aloyua elbis:

A\ dlel yademdss 7 elnkal alova féfor

ds obi s péuvnyra O8uooips: belolo

Aacy dow draove, marip 8 ds fimos: Tev.
He was a model of a good king. He was kind (dyavds), as mild
(rfmos) as a father to his people, and moderate/reasonable-minded
(¢peaiv alowa eibufs). This is the way a king should be. Straight but
strict judgements cannot be at home in such a king's law-court.

Notably, 8¢kn never means 'penalty’ or 'punishment' in Homer.14

14 When Lloyd-Jones says (The Justice of Zeus p. 27), '... just as the Trojans
will finally receive rough justice in return for their aggression against
Menelaus, both Agamemnon and Achilles receive rough justice for their
injustice to each other and the rest of the Achaeans perpetrated during
their quarrel,’ he obviously does not define the term 'justice' or 'rough
justice' according to the Homeric use of the word 8dxn, as he implicitly
admits in his new edition (1983, p. 166), but according to his own notion of
justice, i. e. strict punishment for crime.
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The Beggar-Odysseus describes what a good king's reign is
like in a simile to praise Penelope (Od. 19. 109-14). The evéiwkin
(111) or evnyeorn (114) of a king allows him to rule over many
mighty people. Nature itself responds to his virtue with abundant
fruit of the land and sea. This may be taken as the gods' reward
to the righteous king, just as the rain-storm is the punishment of
those who chose 'crooked ordinances' at /l. 16. 384-8.15 However,
we have no direct evidence of such reward in the narrative.
Moreover, we know that the Cyclopes, who do not know any &cxn
or feuts, enjoy the same nature-given abundance (Od. 9. 109-111).
Such prosperity cannot be taken as evidence for the gods'
constant support for righteous men.

Odysseus' virtue as a king is certainly acknowledged by
Athena, but, as we have already seen, she has so many other
reasons to protect Odysseus that we cannot conclude from his case
that Zeus or other gods reward good kings for their good &¢xn or
punish them for their bad one. Zeus loves Sarpedon as his son,
not as a good king, but in any case he cannot save his son from his
destined death. Being a good king does not help Sarpedon at all.

However, after all, it is not bad at all to be a BaciAevs (Od. 1.
392-3). Honour and wealth always seem to be the reward of
kings, good or bad. Even the young Telemachus, who has not yet
started his career as a BaotAeVs, is already respected as Siwkaomdios
and entertained by his people (Od. 11. 185-6).

The only 'reward' from the gods to a righteous king we
know of is that of Minos, that is, the eternal office of judge among

the dead! This seems to be the best a king can expect from the

15 See below for a detailed discussion of the passage.
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gods for being a good judge. It may not be tempting enough to
deter earthly kings from bad but profitable behaviour.

In sum, 8/kn is a normal way of life, a way an individual or a
society usually is (hence often 'should be'). It is generally a
human matter rather than a divine concern and not necessarily a
compelling model of behaviour. It is a job of kings to decide what
the 'way' should be about disputed matters. &¢xn can be modified
by the authority of a king to achieve the aim of harmony in
society.  Although he may be sometimes subject to favouritism
(Od. 4. 690-2), a Homeric king in general seems to serve his
people well with his reasonable judgements, &tkat. The 8ikn in the
court of elders which we see only in 'digressions' or similes, on
the other hand, seems more liable to injustice, for the BaciAres

need some immediate reward to be encouraged to be fair.

Géuts in Homer

When used to describe 'typical' behaviour, f¢uts is almost
synonymous with &¢x7n, except that in general the former is more
inevitable and less subject to amendments.!6 One may say that
Penelope's sorrow for her missing husband, which is labelled f¢uis
(Od. 14. 130), is just another human sorrow like a wanderer's
renewed sorrow in remembering his hardships, which is called
S8tkn (Od. 19. 168). However, the latter is something one could do
without and had better be overcome. On the other hand, when a
woman is in Penelope's position, it is not only natural for her to

shed tears for her husband, but is expected from her by the

16 There is no clearly 'immoral' usage of 6€ucs in Homeric epics, but there
is one example in the Hymn to Apollo (540-1): ¢ T ™lowov €mos €ooeral 1e
71 épyov, [ PPpis 6, 1) Geuus éoTl xkaTatmrdy dvpdav.
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society. The speaker who describes Penelope's lament as 'feucs’
has at the back of his mind the social norm 'A wife should lament
her lost husband." If she does not, it is not only unusual, but
blameworthy. We can confirm it by the parallel case of the
funeral custom of antiquity which is undoubtedly an example of
Ocuis itself. Wailing and lamenting for the dead is not just allowed
or natural, but compulsory, especially for females.17

Similarly, when Agamemnon's ghost says that it is feuts that
Telemachus will welcome his father with his embrace (Od. 11.
451), there is an underlying social norm, 'A son should love his
father. If he does not, it is not only unusual, but morally
unacceptable.18

One may find an 'immoral' example of feuts in Agamemnon's
oath that he has never laid his hand on Briseis (/1. 9. 132-4; cf.
274-6, 19. 175-7):

éml ¢ péyav docov quoiuat

prjmoTe Ti €Wk émpPrevar 15 wyfpa

1) 6duis dvfousrwv méder, ddpdv 115¢ ywakd.
In this particular context — talking about Agamemnon sharing a

bed with Briseis whom he robbed of Achilles — the fe¢uts does look

17 See the poet's cynical comment on the slave-women of Achilles
pretending to be lamenting for Patroclus (II. 19. 301-2).

18 This and the preceding example of 6€uts concerning members of
families may remind some readers of the suggestion that 8euts is the law
within a family and &/xkn the law between different families. cf. E.
Benveniste, Le vocabulaire des institutions indo-européennes (Paris 1969),
p. 102; G. Glotz, La solidarité de la famille dans le droit criminel grec (Paris
1904), esp. pp. 21-2. These are probably part of evidence for such a
suggestion, but, as far as Homer and Hesiod are concerned, it is obvious
that the hypothesis simply does not work except in these examples. 6euts,
above all, is a public affair closely connected with dyoprf (cf. Il. 20. 4, Od. 2.
68-9). For further criticism of the view of Glotz and Benveniste, see G. C.
Vlachos, Les Sociétés politiques homériques (Paris 1974), p. 335: '... Thémis,
installée dans 1' agora et rendue publique, symbolise désormais une justice
parfaitement objective et rattachée a 1' institution commune de la Cité.'
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immoral. However, if taken out as an independent maxim, it can
be read as a solemn statement of natural law. Reproduction and
preservation of species is the utmost necessity of all living
creatures including human beings. Being natural law, it is
certainly not moral, but amoral. It is beyond good or bad. And
its inevitability is even more tense than affection between
husband and wife or father and son. Thetis' advice to Achilles
when he is in suicidal despair is to eat and to sleep with a woman
(which is good, she says) (//. 24. 129-31). Sexual intercourse,
either with one's wife or concubine, is nothing immoral in itself in
the Homeric world.

There are some other examples of 6€utoTes as non-moral
customs or habits. Achilles says it is feuts for the Achaean chiefs
to come to visit Achilles' hut for holding counsels (/1. 24. 652).
This 6euts could be just a habit, though it may well be a formal
agreement, a sort of social rule.

It was not 6euts for Achilles' god-made helmet to fall on the
ground until Patroclus borrowed it (/l. 16. 796). This 6€uts may be
taken as the will of the gods, for the helmet is a divine product,
but the 'will of the gods', as in this case, is not always 'moral’ in
human terms. Amphinomus volunteers to kill Telemachus if ‘it is
the Oeuiores of Zeus' (Od. 16. 409). Although it turns out not to be
the case, it is supposed to be possible that the gods might produce
such f¢utores as their ordinances. This usage of fcuiores seems to
carry a meaning close to 'oracle'.

It is said that it is not feuts for human beings to confront

Poseidon in the battle (II. 14. 384-7):

7oxe 8 doa or Mooebdwy évoolytuwy,
Seviy dop Tainyees Eywv €v xepl mayeln
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elkedov doreporrfy TS ob Ghus ol puyiven

év éat Aevyakén dAAa &os loyder dikpas:

There is grammatical difficulty in interpreting 7¢ in line 386,
whether we can read it as 'with him (Poseidon)' rather than 'with
it (dop)', along with the peculiar usage of 'utyrjvad’, but it is clear
enough that the horrific sight of the god is what matters here.l?
R. Hirzel's interpretation of this ov 6¢uis as 'not advisable' seems to
fit better than 'not allowed'.20 In either case, those who advise or
allow would be ultimately the gods.

Some 6€utores are, of course, definitely moral codes. One of

them is fewvd'n, the code of host-guest friendship. Hospitality is the
Géuis for guests (1. 11. 779 &eltna ... d e Eelvors Geuis éoriv. Od. 9. 267-
8 Lewvifiov ... 1f Te Eelvwv 6us éoriv) If you disregard visitors, it is ‘ot
fcuts' (Od. 14. 56-7). It is equally 6€uts to reciprocate hospitality
(0d. 24. 285-6). The goddess Themis herself is a model of a good
host(ess) quick in welcoming (/1. 15. 87-9). It is 6euts for Nestor to
give as much information as he has about Odysseus to his guest
Telemachus who has come to his house for it (Od. 3. 187). The
ultimate authority who guarantees this feuts to guests is Zeus.
Therefore if a man happens to be hated by the gods, it is no
longer feuts to entertain him or assist his journey (Od. 10. 73-4).
The suitors of Penelope are accused of being d@eutoror (6euts-less)
mainly because of their violation of the 6euts of ewvin — damaging
their host's property and harassing the visitors to the house (Od.
17. 363, 20. 287).

Religious customs form another major category of 6eus.

Libation before prayer to the gods is feuts (Od. 3. 45). It is Geues to

19 W. Leaf, ad. loc.
20 R. Hirzel, Themis, Dike und Verwandtes (Leipzig 1907), p. 48.
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make an oath to Poseidon when a man gives testimony on a
matter of horses (/1. 23. 581-5). For Achilles, it is not feuts to
wash himself before completing funeral rites for Patroclus (/1. 23.
44).

And, most importantly to our inquiry, 8€¢ucts is law and
legislation through public assemblies. @ Hence Themis is the
goddess of the assembly. She summons the assembly of the gods
on behalf of Zeus (/l. 20. 4). In the assembly of the Ithacans,
Telemachus appeals to the citizens to check the suitors from
wasting his property, in the names of Zeus and Themis as the gods
of assembly (Od. 2. 68-9), who are both the gods of &ewwvi'n, too.

Zeus is believed to grant 'oximrpov' and 'G¢uiores’ to Baoiines (I1.
2. 205-6, 9. 98-9) and they in turn are supposed to protect
fcutores in the capacity of Sikaomoior (I1. 1. 238-9). However, that
6euts is not a monopoly of a monarch is clear from the frequent
coupling of dyoprf and 6euis (I1. 11. 807, Od. 9. 112, 215). 6€u.s,
whether it is a moral code or a custom of a community, is
something legislated or preserved in assemblies of nobles
(BaotAifes) or even common people. Freedom of speech itself is
guaranteed as 6Oeuts in a public assembly (/1. 2. 73, 9. 33). Even a
beggar's claim that it is 6€uts for him to speak out in a private
conversation may be a reflection of this system (Od. 16. 91).
True, Thersites is punished for his rudely frank rebuke of
Agamemnon (Il. 2. 265-6), but such a speech seems to be his
routine practice (/l. 2. 213-6), and the very fact that such a man
can still speak out boldly is the sign of considerable tolerance.
Even Odysseus' physical punishment and threat of more do not

suggest any more than temporary disgrace (2. 261-4). Thersites
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is hated most of all for disturbing constructive discussions,
thereby abusing the very 6feuts which allows him to speak out.

King Minos is a single judge in the Underworld giving feuts to
the dead (Geutorevovra Od. 11. 569), but he is there to listen to what
they say first and then to give 8tkat (570) while others surround
him, listening to his judgements. 6euts is always a public matter.

As part of his compensation to Achilles, Agamemnon
promises seven cities as his daughter's dowry. He describes how
the residents there would honour Achilles (/I. 9. 154-6, almost =
296-8):

év 8 ddpes valovor ol iporpes moAyBoiat,

ol k¢ é Swrlvpn bedy ik Tyripouo

Kxal ol tmd oxrirTpE Avmapds TeAdovon BguoTas:

Since they are completed 'under his sceptre’, it is obvious that
these fe¢utores have something to do with law and custom under
the king's protection. It seems most natural to take the last line
as referring to the residents' faithful practice of religious rites,
orderly assembly, respect to the king, and good manners in

general — just about everything moral 6euts implies2!,

21 The line 156=298 has been interpreted variously. Scholion bT 'Acmapds 8¢
Tds O€utoras xkaidv TobTo Snrol &1t 76 Kplveww xaAds evdawoviav dyer; Scholion A

v avTol BaotAevduevor elpnyikds PidoovTai, or Soa 8et PaciA€a — Aaumpovs ¢ddpovs
TeA€oovowv;, Leaf (The lliad ad loc.) follows Scholion bT (taking feutores as
'his ordinances’): 'will fulfil his pleasant ordinances'; M. L. West'
suggestion (Hesiod: Theogony, Oxford 1966 on 901) for the meaning of
Awmapd's,'perhaps "such as attend prosperous evrvoula", seems to follow the
first suggestion of Scholion A cited above; T. B. L. Webster, From Mycenae

to Homer? (London 1964), p- 106 (cf. p. 121), referring to the Linear B
tablet As 821 as read in the first edition of Documents in Mycenaean Greek,
follows Scholion A's alternative interpretation'Aaumpods ¢dpovs TeA€oovowy':
'beneath his sceptre pay their shinig dues. Themis is only used here in
this sense but is found with the same meaning on Knossos tablets; 'shining'
suggests that olive oil was one of the dues as at Knossos. The passage has
preserved a very clear Mycenacan memory.'; Webster's discussion is
interesting on its own right, but unfortunately, the reading 'ti-mi-to’ is
now retracted by Chadwick in the second edition. cf. Documents in

Mycenaean Greek? (Cambridge 1973), p. 168 and p. 420. Besides, as Leaf (ad
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As we have already seen, the Cyclopes have no public life;
They have no public dyopat or euiores (Od. 9. 112, 215), and the
only 6€uts they have is that within their own families (9. 114).
Since their '6¢uts' is nothing like the social rules of men, in
Odysseus' eye, they are dfeutoror (9. 106, 189, 428). However,
again, they are not out-law since they have no law to step out of.
They are only literally law-less.

Where law, f€uis, exists, however, the community expects its
members to observe it. Even in the Olympian world, Hera
complains that Ares is 'ov kard xdouov' (Il. 5. 759; like Thersites at 2.
214) and that he does not know any '6eutora’ (5. 761), referring to
his violent manner in killing the Achaeans. Then Zeus suggests
sending Athena to punish him (5. 765-6). But the gods are never
serious in quarrelling with one another over human business.

Nestor says that a man who likes strife within a community
is 'dgprfrwp dbeuioros dvéorios' (I1. 9. 63), namely, outside membership
of a clan, outside the reach of social rules, and even outside one's

own family.22 It is the most isolated state for a human being we

loc.) says, it is difficult to reconcile this interpretation with the Homeric
use of feutores. M. S. Ruipérez, 'Historia de 6¢uts en Homero' in Emerita 28
(1960) 99-123 offers another interesting interpretation that ‘Acwapal
6cuiores puede interpretarse como sinénimo de &eorol Alfoc, aludiendo Acmapds
al pulimento de las piedras, bien operando con el sentido primario de
Awmapds, como Acfoc untados con aceite (p. 119).' In my opinion, 6eutoras here
are not Achilles' ordinances (for the sentence talks about his sceptre, not
his Geucores) as Leaf (ad loc.) and Hirzel (op. cit. p. 415) take it, but rather,
as in other cases, god-given customs. The king is there with his sceptre to
protect already existing, if not written, law and customs. It also makes a
better sense if the line means that the residents have 'good customs',
which will make Agamemnon's offer of the cities more attractive, than
that Agamemnon expects Achilles to be a good law-giver. And if 6€ucores is
all that moral 8¢uts implies, Atmapds may well suggest splendid offerings the
residents make for the gods as well as comfort they find in their orderly
life. My tentative translation of the line would be, therefore, ‘'under his
sceptre they will practice their pleasant customs.’

22 Contrast Peleus' advice to Achilles at Il. 9. 255-8, that if he keeps a
friendly disposition and avoids quarrels, he will be honoured by the
Achaeans (7dwot).
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can think of, since even the Cyclopes are not 'dveorioi’. Thus f€ucs
is considered a fundamental basis of social life. It is believed that
an déeutoros attitude will eventually lead a man to misery, letting
him lose all gifts from the gods. The Beggar-Odysseus tells
Amphinomus that his present 'misery’ is the result of his violation
of 6€uis in the past (Od. 18. 138-42):

Kal ydp éys mot ueAdov v dbpdow S\Bios ebua,

moAa 8 drdotalX’ épeta Binral kdoTet el

maTpl T qud mlowos kal &uolor kaovyvrfrolon

T} Tis moTe mfumay dvip dbelomos €l

dAX & ye ovyjibapa Bedv éyor, ST SLboiEV.
This is of course a lie, but it reflects part of Odysseus' own
experience, because he who once won great glory in Troy has
been reduced to the status of a wanderer for ten years due to his
companions' dracfailat (1. 7) to harm the cattle of Helios and his
own drtacfaliar to have lingered in the cave of the Cyclops (10.
437) leading to the most disastrous consequences, especially the
giant's curse on him. In this context, he is not necessarily talking
about divine punishment for crime, because his dracfaiiar which
changed his fortune was rather a mistake due to his daring spirit
than a moral error and he does not consider himself to have been
punished by the gods for any crime, but is talking about the

changeability of human fortunes at the mercy of the gods.

6(kn and 6¢uts in Homer

Putting the observations above together, we may be able to
sketch 6/xkn and 8¢uts in Homer as follows: 6Oe¢uitores are law or
customs which have already existed in human society for a long

time and often believed to be god-given. It is the king's duty to
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protect them with his administration of 8¢kn. 8ckn is an application
of 6euts.23 For example, it is a compelling rule, 6¢uts (what should
be done), to entertain a guest, and the fulfilment of that
requirement, i.e. hospitality, is &dkn (what is usually done). The
performance may not always match the ideal requirement, as in
the case of a poor host like Eumaeus, but the requirement itself is
unchanged. Similarly, what 6€¢uits defines as right is supposed to
be unchanged (like love among family members, religiéus
customs, or sometimes even direct orders from the gods), but
different individuals can have different interpretations of 6eu:s.
That is the time when the king should intervene and decide which
is right in the light of 6euts, and his decision is called 8/kn.24

8'kn as judgement aims above all to dissolve conflicts within
a community, and its value is measured not in terms of exacting
punishment but by its result that should ensure the most
desirable social relationship in the future. Consequently, 8ckn is
fairly flexible and can be given in more than two shades of
fairness. Sharp dichotomy between ‘just' and ‘'unjust' in

jurisdiction does not seem common.

23 ¢f. R. J. Bonner and G. Smith, The Administration of Justice from Homer
to Aristotle, (Chicago 1930) p. 10: 'Scxn strictly represents the application by
the human agent of the 6euts, which comes from the gods.'! Their
interpretation of Oe€utores, however, differs from mine, taking it
‘pronouncements of the king' (p. 9).

24 ¢f. G. Ronnet, '@€us et 8¢'xn chez Homére et chez Hésiode' (résumé) in REG
87 (1974) XXIII: (6€uis-6¢xn opposition is) 'celle d'une réalité statique, l'ordre
établi, et d'une virtualité dynamique, l'absolu moral, qui se concrétise au
gré des détenteurs d'autorité.”
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Those who ignore 6eutores are called dfeutoror, and those who
do not perform &i'kn are criticised for not being '6tkatoi’. But those
who are é/katot are so not by being righteous as against evil, but
by possessing the command of proper 8¢kat, social manners as well
as rules. There is no indication, apart from a dubious example of
Athena's support for Odysseus, of the gods' concern for men's
administration of 6¢uits and 8ukn. It certainly seems that the
rainstorm of Zeus is a unique example in Homer of divine anger

expressed against the violation of feuts in jurisdiction.

8lkn and f¢uts in Hesiod

In Hesiod, 8'kn and 6€uts are more closely connected with
Zeus than in Homer. Symbolically he marries 6€uts and becomes
the father of Ackn in the Theogony (901-2).25 In general, however,
the 80xn in this epic is basically the same as Homer's, namely that
of heroic kings.

The Muses give their divine gift to the Zeus-nourished kings
at their birth (81-90):

&rua yuroovo Aws koipat peydAoto

yewduend 7 éotbwor SoTpedéuwy BactA iy,

ey émml yAddooq YA ucepty yelovow éporp.

T0D8 éme é oTduaros fetueliya ol & e Aaol

mdvTes és atriv dpidon Sakplvovra 8guoras

Ifetnoy Sbkqoww 88 doparéws dygpetw

alid re kal péya veikos émorauéiws kaTémavoey,

Totiexa ydp PactATEs éxédpoves, otvexa Aadis

BAamrraudvois dyopipt petdrpoma épya TeAeion

25 On Aumapy ©éuw (901), cf. M. L. West, Hesiod: Theogony (Oxford 1966), ad
loc. and our discussion above on Il. 9. 156=298.

118



pnblws, pad axoion mapaipduerol eéméeaaiy26
This picture clearly points to a heroic king born with prestige.
Persuasion with soft words above all is a clear sign of heroic 6/xn
which reminds us of Nestor (cf. I/. 1. 249).

The king has another divine patroness. Hecate also is sitting
beside him when he gives judgements. But she helps common
men, too, at the assembly (434, 430):27

& e Skpfaci et mag aibolon kad{er, 434

& 7 dyqiiAadio ueranpéma & K . 430

Nereus is the model of a good king, a born ‘'elder’. He is
truthful, gentle, and never forgets f¢utores, knowing right and mild
counsels (233-6):

Nrnpéa 8 difeuéa kal dAna yetvaro Tl Tos;

mpedpuraTov malbwy atrdp kaléovo yepovra,

olexa vnuepTIk TE Kal fimos, olse GeuloTuw

Ariferar, dAAd Sbaia kal fima Sryea olbev.

The association of seniority and &'knp is also observed in Nestor's
figure in Homer.

We see Zeus himself establishing 6Oeuts as the king of the
gods. While recruiting the force against his father's regime, he
distributes honours to cooperating gods in the way 'as is fe¢uts.’
(395-6):

T 8 &pal dons dnpos imdKpdou 18 dyepacTos,

Ty kal yepduw émpProduey, 1) faus éoiy.

This is an anachronistic usage of feuts, because while when a man

says 'It is f¢uts,' it means that it has been a long-established

26 On the similarity of 84-7 and Od. 8. 170-3, see M. L. West, on 84ff.
27 For this order of lines cf. M. L. West, ad loc.
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custom, here Zeus is distributing new offices to the gods just now.
The poet says '7} 6€uis €orv/' from his own point of view.

In the Shield of Heracles, too, euts comes from Zeus. On one
occasion his 6€uts is an order to Amphitryon to conquer the
Taphians and the Teleboans to avenge his brothers-in-law (17-9)
which is a wunique example of violent punishment directly
prompted by the gods in the Homeric-Hesiodic tradition (Shield
20-2):

TS Ydp ol SuéceLa Geol 8 éml udoripor foay

Tiv 8 Y bmifeTo uiy, émelyero 8 & Tdyiora

écredéoa ucya pyov, 8 ol AdBev Géuis Tev.

0cuis also takes the meaning of 'destined’ comparable to aloa
(11. 16. 707, Od. 5. 113, 23. 315), uoipa (Od. 4. 475, 5. 41, 114, 345,
9. 532), pdpiuov (Il. 20. 302), or udpotuov (I1. 5. 674, 19. 417) in
Homer, when Athena tells Ares that it is not fated for him to kill
Heracles (Shield 447-8):

ol ydp ToL Gus éoTl dmd kAvTd Tevyea Sioal

HpoarcAéa krelvavra, Awls Gpacucdpbior Udv

Hospitality is a 8¢xkn (lot, right) of guests as in Homer (Shield
83-5):

keto 8 és Kpelovra kal Hudymy ravimeniov,

ol pd pu Tomd{ovro kal dyuarra mdvTa mapetyov,

1) 8lcn éof e, Tiov 8 dpa krpdl puadAov.

Apart from more intensified relationship between the gods,

especially Zeus, and 8'kn and 6euts, the definition of 8/kn and fe¢uts
does not seem very different from that in Homer.

But it is in the Works specially that 8/xn/Ackn and 6euis are
inseparable from Zeus and take on strong moral colourings. In

this poem, wherever they are mentioned, they are above all Zeus'
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business. The Works begins with the theme of Zeus as the watch-
god of human morality (5-10):

féa pév ydp fouder, féa 8 fudovra yarérrrer,

feta 8 dolfmAov uuilber kal dSmhov deter,

fela 8¢ T [Gver ooy kal dytvopa kdpder

Zets i fpeuéns. & Uméprata &ujuara valet

1A By dlow T, 8k 8 e Buoras

’

™n
We already find a reminder of 'oxoAids O€utoras’ in this passage. A

‘crooked’ person is straightened by Zeus, and we must 'straighten’
feutoras with 8'kn. Here, the roles of 6¢uts and 8tkn are somehow
reversed from what we see in Homer. Here, the former is
something man can fiddle with and present for divine inspection
while the latter is the basis of justice applied to 'straighten' our
particular conduct. The moral role played by Zeus is
unmistakably clear which is also very different from the general
Homeric atmosphere.

After his lecture on good and bad "Epts, the poet invites his
brother to settle their dispute (35-39):

dAX all Saxpunjueta vekos

belno Sy, al 7 éc Auds elow dpuoa.

150 pév ydp Kk fpov é8acoduieb, d\Aa Te moAAd

dprrd{ww éddoers péya kvbabuo facAfns

Swpoddyous, o TiSe STy é6éd ovon Slkaouoad.
Here, 8lkat, instead of fcutores as in Homer, come from Zeus, though
apparently only ’'straight' ones.28 Then an amazing revelation:

the poet's brother seems to have bribed the Baoiirnfes, for they are

28 M. L. West, Hesiod: Works and Days (Oxford 1978) ad loc.
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accused of being 'Swpoddyoi' for deciding on 'such a 8/kn'.29 Here we
see very human Baoidrjes instead of an idealistic hero-king. There
is a clear contrast between the fair and god-given &8¢xn and the
crooked man-made one.

There is, however, a remnant of the age of righteous men.
The race of gold became Saiuoves after their euthanasiac death and
watch over 8ikat in this world (121-6):

atrdp érrel 61) ToiTo Yévos kaa yaia kKAAWE,

7ol pév Saluoves elor Ads peydiov &ud fovrds

éofrol émytdvoL, pvdaxes Ovnriv dvpasmuv,

ol fa ¢puAdocovatly Te Slicas kal oxéTAwa épya

T¥pa éooduevoL T pouTdvTes énf alav,

mAovToSdTar kal ToiTo yépas BaciAtiov éoyov.

The contrast between 8ikas and oxeTAta €pya reminds us of Eumaeus'
words (Od. 14. 83-4). The idea that divine beings are watching us
is also common in both.30 The responsibility of these Saiuoves as
guardians of justice and general welfare is called the ‘kingly'
honour. They are the kings as we know in Homer who administer
Sckar wisely with their flexible application for the common good.

This race is followed by the race of silver who do not
observe 6€uts. Zeus is angered by them and clears them away
(134-9):

i3owv ydp drdoBalov olk éStvavTo
dAA A wv dmExeLy, olS dbavdTous Bepametew
TPeAov olS épSewv parcdpwv lepols ém fudis,

29 M. L. West ad loc. against the interpretation of 'Swpodd’yot' as an
honorary epithet of all kings.

30 However, lines 124-5 are rejected by critics as interpolated from 254-5.
Cf. M. L. West, ad loc.:'these spirits are Sacuoves, €ofAol, mAovroddTai, not a
secret police.’
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/3 8us dtpuimos kamd TPea Tols piv Emera

Zeis Kpovldns épufe xolotuevos: oliexa uds

ok é8.8ov paxdpeoot Beois of "OAyumov Eyovory,

They did wrong to one another (134-5), but, according to the poet
(138-9), it is not the reason for the divine anger. Zeus punished
them because they did not pay honour to the gods, an important
'‘9¢uts’ of mortals. As in Homer (/I. 7. 478-9), the gods do take
action against men who neglect this particular 6¢uts, connected
with their 7.

After the self-destructive race of bronze, Zeus made the race
of heroes. They are 'Sikaidrepov kai dpeiov' (158) than their
immediate predecessers. There is no illustration of their
'righteousness’.  Those who have survived the Theban and the
Trojan wars enjoy their eternal happiness on the Islands of the
Blessed (170-3), but we are not specifically told that it was the
reward for being &8ckatot. They may well have been given such a
reward because they are half-divine (160 ruc6eor) and related to
the gods as Menelaus was (cf. Od. 4. 563-9).

Zeus made the fifth generation of men, race of iron. This
race, contemporary with the poet and the audience/readers is
also bound to be destroyed by Zeus some day (180-1). The poet
recites a parade of vices prevailing in this world. There is no
longer 6€uis or 8’kn as in good old days. There is no longer
harmony between father and children, between guest and host,
among friends, and among brothers — the poet's own bitter
experience (182-4).

In this world men do not respect their aged parents, but
rebuke them with harsh words (185-6). The poet condemns such

men with strong words:'oxeTAiol, ovéé bedv Smy e€lbdtes.'(187). This
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reminds us of Homer's comment on Heracles who murdered his
guest (Od. 21. 28):31

OX€ETALOS, ol Bedv Smy albéoaT ovse Tpdmeay,

and the rainstorm passage (I/I. 16. 388 fedv dmwv).
In Homer, even such a grave offender agaist god-given 8euts is not
punished, despite the poet's condemnation. In Hesiod, the poet
claims that harassing one's aged parents alone is enough to invite
dms from the gods.

In the age of iron, men do not reciprocate the care their
parents have given them when the latter are aged. The poet calls
them 'yeipodikar’ (189), because their 8/kn is in their hands (192 6kn
8 év xepol), i. e. might is right. They plunder each other's city (189),
they do not appreciate any man who is eJopros, Slkaios, and dyafds,
and they praise 'kaxdv gextiipa kal Ppwv dvépa' (191-2).32 The oath
which served well among Homeric heroes as a means of 'straight
judgement' does not work in such a society (193-4):

Bra&peL 8 brarcds T dpetova ¢diima

HBoLon oxoA ol évemuwy, éml 8 Gocov quetTar
The 'crooked words' also echo the Homeric passage with oxoAids
fcuioras (I11. 16. 387).

The reversed list of these evils, on the other hand, would
tell us what good 8ixn and f€uts consist of: harmony in the family

and among friends, respect for elderly parents, peace, true oaths,

31 F. Krafft's remarks (Vergleichende Untersuchungen zu Homer und
Hesiod, p. 80, n. 1) on grammatical and phraseological difficulties in
Hesiod's line (187) make us heavily inclined to believe that it is modelled
on Homer's line (21. 28), not the other way round.

32 ¢f. M. L. West on 191:'dyafov: here in a moral rather than a class sense,
since kaxdv contrasts with it, as UBpwv dwepa with Sikadov.'; 'WBpirv: apparently
qualifiying dvepa, as if it were UBpeorrifv. He is Hybris incarnate.’

124



righteousness. The support for these values are AlSus (restraint
from inside individuals) and Neueoais (pressure from the outside
world), who will eventually abandon human beings (197-200).33
Their exit also reminds us of the expulsion of é/kn at 71. 16. 388.

The following two lectures, one addressed to Perses (213-
47) and another addressed to 'Baciiries' (248-73), are the heart of
Hesiod's '6/xkn'-doctrine. In both of them, 6/xkn and its derivatives
are persistently repeated and cluster together. The phrase
'‘crooked judgements' (oxoAtfjor Sikpowv etc.) appears five times and
the adverb oxoAids twice (once with 'Sikas €vemovres' 262). The
phrase 'straight judgements' also appears once (8ikas (felas 225-6).
It looks as if the poet was obsessed by the idea of crooked or
straight judgements. According to him, whether écka: are straight
or crooked is a matter of great concern for Zeus. The belief that
Zeus or Dike will punish those who give crooked judgements and
reward those who give straight ones is expressed again and again.

Dike brings mischief to men who have expelled her (219-
224):

atrica ydp Tpéxet “Opcos qua oxoA Lipn Sk

Tiis & Alkns ffos Ekuévns ik dpes: dywor 2

Supoddyor, axol i 8¢ Slqr xpbwa Gquoras

18 émeTaL K alovoa mAAw kal Tfea Aady,

1¥pa éooauévn kaxdy dvfpuimoLon gepovoa,

ol T¢ v ébeldown kal otk ety &euay:

33 M. L. West on 200: 'Al8ds xai Neueots: Both are forces that inhibit
wickedness, one working from inside, the other, public disapproval, from
without,! For Homeric al8dfs and veueois see Chapter 9.
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His bitter 'Swpoddayor' again (221). The rest of the line is another
strong reminder of 'oxoAids kplvwor O¢uioras’ (I1. 16. 387). Lines 220
and 224 echo 'éx 8¢ Siknv éddowot’ (11. 16. 388).

On the other hand, if people give 8ikas (felas (225-6) to both
strangers and countrymen, they will be rewarded richly by Zeus
(227-37). Their city and people prosper, Zeus maintains peace for
them, neither famine nor d'7n follows those who are (6vdikat, but
they happily till their land. Nature also responds to their virtue,
producing wealth in abundance — the earth yields for them plenty
of fruit in fields and mountains, their sheep are laden with wool,
their women bear children as virtuous as their parents, and they
do not need seafaring or trade because their land produces
everything they need. This is the ideal world for peasants like
the poet himself, with a different system of values from that of
the heroic age. For heroic kings, war was an essential part of
their life where they could demonstrate their worth, dperrf, and
win Tiurf — being 'dyafds’ meant above all being a good warrior
competent in plundering other people's cities (Remember the
heroic epithet mToA mopbos.) But Homer does have a parallel of a
righteous king's reign endowed with nature's blessings in a simile
(0Od. 19. 109-14) and does present the dark side of heroic values
through the voice of Eumaeus who says that even warriors to
whom Zeus allows to plunder a foreign land will fear divine anger
deep inside (Od. 14. 85-8).

In the following lecture to the judges (BaotAnes), the poet
warns them of divine punishement (8/xkn 249) for giving 'crooked
judgements." (249-55):

éyyis ydp v dvfpumoo édvres
dédaroL gpddovrar Sool oxolifin Sknow
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dAA T ows Tp(Bovon Bedv Smy otk dA&yovTES:
7pls yap pipol elow émi xBoul moudyBoTelpn
dédvaTo Znds ¢pvdaxes Gmrdv dvfpuimuy,
ol fa purdooouoly Te Skas kal oxéTAa &ya
r¥pa éooducvo, T dorTivTes ént alav.

Here are, again, the same complex of 'crooked judgements' and
‘the dms of the gods' as in /l. 16. 387-8 and another of 8u/xn and
ox€TAta €pya as in Eumaeus' belief (Od. 14. 83-4). The general idea
of 'divine patrol' of this passage reminds us of the doctrine of the
gods disguised as guests roaming about on the earth to watch
over UBpis and evvouln of men (Od. 17. 485-7).

The goddess Dike herself, described at 222-4 as in charge of
punishment, is a reporter of human vices to Zeus at 256-64:

1 & Te mapbévos ol Alkny Awds écyeyaia,

xudpry 7 aldoln Te Beois ol "OAyumrov éyovory,

«al g bmdr' & Tis puv BAdiry axol i o,

avrika mip Aul matpl kabe{aquévn Kportwn

Yyl T dpuimur ddlcwy véov, 8¢ droTeloy) X0

Siuos dractal las Baciéwv o Avypd voelvTes

dAA ) mapkd bwon Slkas: oxol udks évémovTes:

TaiTa pukacoduevo, faciA ik, lBveTe pibous,

Supopdyor, oxol téwy & Sucéwy ém mdyxv AdBeote.

The poet's bitter resentment against the bribed judges is
expressed again in 'Swpogd’yol’ in line 264, as in 39 and 221. The
picture of Dike here reminds us of that of the Litai at JI. 9. 508-12
and no doubt that is one of the reasons for the suspected

'lateness’ of the speech of Phoenix.34 We have concluded in

34 D. Aubriot, 'Les Litai d' Homére et la Dike d' Hésiode' in REG 97 (1984) 1-
25, however, illustrates the fundamental difference between the Litai of
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Chapter 4 that Phoenix's Litai-allegory was a possible theory, not
established doctrine. Does Hesiod present his theory of divine
punishment as proven truth?

Another lecture to Perses starts with the reward of Zeus for
being just (274-285). The poet says that it was Zeus who gave
6Ukn to men which is dplorn (279-80). This 8/kn, however, is not
simply knowedge of customs and good manners as that of
Homeric heroes. The poet continues (280-85):

€l ydp Tis K €8\ T Slkal’ dryqpeioan

nywdoxwy, Tpuéy 7 S\Pov Subok elploma Zevs

& & ke papmpliow éxey émigacov quéooas

JetoeTay, év 5¢ Sikny fAdifias vikeoTov daoty)

TOU &€ T quaypoTepn yeven uetémaote AéAevrrar

dAypos 8 eldov yevenjue Tomotey duebavv.

It is obvious that he is still thinking about unjust judgements and
false testimonies. For the poet of the Works, 6(kn is above all a
matter of just or unjust, good or bad. He is convinced that Zeus
must punish the unjust and reward the just. Here is a very clear-
cut image of Zeus as the supreme authority of human morality in
the world. The god appears again at 333 as the avenger of
suppliants, guests, orphans, and aged fathers, .and he is also
supposed to punish men who have relations with their brother's

wife (327-35). An amazing range of moral functions are

Homer and Dike of Hesiod, as well as their similarities. While the Litai
rejects rigidity (p. 22), Hesiod's Dike demands 'straight' sentences in a
sharp contrast with ‘crooked' ones (pp. 14-15). p. 15: 'Donc l'image, d' un
texte 2 1' autre, est porteuse de sens opposés: Homére bla'me la rigidité
tandis qu' Hésiode loue la rectitude; I' un invite 2 suivre un principe
intangible, 1' autre pro'ne la souplesse de concessions opportunes
présentées comme des compromis positifs et non comme des
compromissions." This observation drawn form the comparison of the Litai
and Dike, interestingly, seems to echo my own observation above of two
different moral climates, one dominant in Homer and another dominant in
the Works.
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attributed to the god, with no paradeigmata given. The tone is
very similar to that of the moral speeches of Phoenix, Eumaeus,
and the Beggar-Odysseus which are expressions of human faith or
hope in the moral actions of the gods in defence of the weak and
wronged.  Does Hesiod have any firmer ground than those
characters in Homer on which to claim that the gods do protect
us?

The trouble in accepting Hesiod's words as the
announcement of theological truth is that he does not speak with
the detached authority of Homer which gives us an impression
that the poet is omniscient in the world he creates. Instead
Hesiod speaks as a character in the narrative himself. What he
tells us is only what he believes. Despite his opening invocation
of the Muses, he estranges himself from the goddesses by his
address and request to Zeus (8-10) with an emphatic €y at line
10:

. &y & ke Tlpon érryua pubnoalury:

He claims that what he is going to tell his brother is truth, but at
one point, he makes it absolutely clear that he is not speaking as a
mouthpiece of the Muses, but telling what he 'believes’ to be true,
again with an emphatic €yof (270-3):

viv 8n éyutir aimds év dfpamoon Slkaios

el unir éuds uds, émel v &pa Sicatov

dupevar, el petlw ye iy dbuirepos Eer

d\Aad Td ¥ obmw éod ma TeAev Ala purmdevra
There is little doubt about the strength of the poet's faith in the
moral support of Zeus, but he does not pretend to be an
omniscient divine poet to declare it as truth. He is just another

common human being like ourselves who can only 'believe’ or
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'hope' that the gods will never let justice wither away in this

world. It is not a prophecy, but a creed.

Homer and Hesiod

This seems to explain why the content and the tone of the
Works echo so often those of Homeric characters — specifically
humble ones. Hesiod of the Works has taken up only the most
human level of narrative from Homer. Neither the invocation to
the Muses nor heroic detachment from the narrative seems at
home with him. The poem is filled with his personal addresses
(which are kept to a minimum in Homer) and personal feelings, in
short, his '€ydf.

Homer seldom talks in that way. Most of the time his
narrative is under the Muses' control as he claims. He makes us
aware of his presence only when he talks to the Muses or some of
his characters in the narrative, but never showing his own strong
feelings.35 He makes very few comments, moral or otherwise, on
his characters. Since he has both human and divine eyes to look
at the events in the world, he does not and should not say 'L
believe that the gods will do this and that.' Instead, he has an
authority to announce anything as truth learned from the Muses:
'The gods will do this and that.’

Therefore, he expresses human hopes and beliefs in the
morality of the gods only in the mouth of his characters. And
from what they say, we can peep into the most human side of the

poet, usually hidden behind his role as a divine singer. He knows

35 On Homer's detached attitude observed even in his direct adresses to his
characters, see N. Yamagata, 'The Apostrophe in Homer as Part of the Oral
Technique', BICS 36 (1989) 91-103, especially Conclusion.
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the agony and helplessness of the weak and humble as much as
Hesiod of the Works does. He knows the feeling which makes
Eumaeus believe that the gods value '6/kn' and ‘alowa épya’ (Od. 14.
84), makes Philoetius hope that one day some god will bring his
master back home and avenge all the wrongdoings of the suitors
(0d. 21. 200-1), makes a beggar (the much-tried Odysseus)
confess that the gods humiliated him for the wantonness of his
young days (Od. 18. 138-42), makes Phoenix worried about
Achilles' heroic pride which overrides all human compassion (/.
9. 510-4), and makes old Laertes cry aloud in triumph (Od. 24.
351): O heavenly gods, you are indeed there protecting us!36

I have no reason to doubt that Homer was capable of feeling
for the characters he had created, or that he was as much human
as Hesiod. If the passages with Phoenix and Laertes are declared
'later additions’ or 'interpolations' and should be removed because
of their moral sentiment, we must also remove the Beggar-
Odysseus and Eumaeus who give similar moral lectures to almost
everyone they meet. We may suspect, then, that most of so-
called 'Hesiodean' elements in Homer are in fact the reflection of
the morality of common people of Homer's day, or possibly his
own moral opinions.37 He cannot express them as Hesiod does

because of the narrative scheme he is working on. He must

36 For this line as the expression of 'il nuovo spirito dell' Odissea', see
Ferndndez-Galiano-Heubeck, Omero: Odissea Volume V (Roma 1985), on 24.
351-5, W. Burkert, 'Das Lied von Ares und Aphrodite: zum Verhiltnis von
Odyssee und Ilias' in RM 103 (1960), p. 141, and R. Friedrich, Stilwandel im
homerischen Epos (Heidelberg 1975) p. 135.

37 ¢f. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the irrational., p. 32:' And once we are told
that Zeus is angry with men who judge crooked judgements. But that I take
to be a reflex of later conditions which, by an inadvertence common in
Homer, has been allowed to slip into a simile.'; G. M. Calhoun, 'The divine
entourage in Homer', AJP 61 (1940) 272, 'the speeches of characters ...
create at least an illusion of contemporaneity.'
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behave as a divine mouthpiece and should never say, 'l believe in

Father Zeus, omnipotent and omniscient ..." etc. in his own person.
He is also bound by traditional themes, phrases and other
conventions to give heroic grandeur to his narrative, but, as has
been observed by many, he seems to feel freer in introducing
objects and people of his own time into similes and descriptions.
Then why not contemporary religious beliefs? And why not in
the speeches of characters?38 We hear doctrines of divine
concern for human morality from the mouth of Eumaeus,
Odysseus and even a suitor. Also it is not unusual for the poet to
describe angry gods punishing men (/1. 21. 522-4; 11. 5. 746-7 = II.
8. 390-1 = Od. 1. 100-1) or Zeus sending storms (/l. 5. 87-92
damaging to crops; 12. 278-86; 16. 364-5) in digressions, and
especially in similes, though without giving the reasons. If that is
the case, it is nothing strange if we find a public assembly of the
'‘age of iron' (as we see also on the shield of Achilles), the human
expectation of divine punishment of those who do not practise
straight 8xn (which we see in the speeches of Eumaeus, Odysseus,
et al.), and the storm sent by Zeus, all together in a simile. It is
true that Homer is generally very reserved when it comes to the
matter of morality, but, though very occasionally, some moral
comments do slip out of his mouth, like the one on Heracles (Od.
21. 28). It may be possible to reject one such passage or two as

non-Homeric, but not all moral remarks of Eumaeus, Odysseus,

38 ¢f. A. Platt, 'Homer's similes' in JP 24 (1896) 28-38; as indirect evidence
for the poet's relative 'freedom’ in similes, digressins etc, cf. G. P. Shipp,
Studies in the Language of Homer? (Cambridge 1972), especially
Introductory pp. 3-4, where he summarizes his argument that 'late’ or
otherwise 'abnormal' linguistic features are abundantly found in similes,
digressions, descriptions, poet's comments, and especailly in the Odyssey,
in the lessons of morality.
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and other characters nor all 'anachronistic’ similes. It is certainly
more practical to assume that the poet does present the
contemporary moral climate at times along with contemporary
landscapes and institutions through the windows of similes,
speeches, and ekphrases.

Let us now look at the rainstorm simile itself in the light of
the observations above (/I. 16. 384-8):

us 8 imd Aaldam mioa keAawn BBoube xBuv

Tuat Smuypund &re AaqufpéraTov xeéet thup

Zeis, &re 5118 dipeonn koTedoducros yakemiy 384

ol Binely dyopfjoxoids kpbruo Geuoas,

& 8¢ Sy e dowon, Becv my ol dAéyovTes:

Up to the word 'Zeus', it is just another description of storms
caused by the god which are not uncommon in similes. The rest
of line 386 indicates that there are plural men responsible for
fcuitores instead of a single hero-king. They have deliberately,
'forcibly’, decided on 'crooked' 6f¢uiores.3? In Homer 6e¢utores are
god-given customs supposed to be protected by the judges. We
see Zeus actually send a storm to the Achaeans who have ignored
a 0euts directly connected with Turf of the gods (I1. 7. 478-9). Are
the 6¢utores here also connected with their 7iu7f? Then it will be
altogether natural for Zeus to be angry and take action. But 'B'p’
suggests conflict among men rather than offence against the gods.
So it seems more likely that someone's claim or right (8ixn) has

been dismissed by the pressure of the judges who have perverted

39 The verb xpe'vw is not strange for object fe¢utores, if we think of the nature
of 8¢uitores, rules and customs which have existed for a long time and are
always ready for consultation. The judge must ‘choose' relevant codes and
precedents on ecach occasion from the unwritten corpus of local rules. cf.

T. B. L. Webster, From Mycenae to Homer?2, p. 26.
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the long-standing customs. By so doing, they have created a bad
precedent which is destined to be part of feutotes hereafter,
thereby distorting the whole system of 6euiores. And if, as
Eumaeus says, the gods hate ox¢7Ata €pya and honour 8/kn and aloiua
€pya (Od. 14. 82-3), and therefore one can expect dms (82) of the
gods for not performing 8(km, 'éx 8¢ 8lkny €éAdowor, Bedv Smwy otk dAéyovTes
is only a condensed version of the same doctrine that the gods get
angry at those who abandon the way they should behave.40
Whatever the passage exactly means, the world we see
through this 'window' is the same one as Hesiod's world in the age
of iron. This is the world of sharp distinction between good and
bad, just and unjust, fair and unfair judgements. Men in charge of
jurisdiction are no longer idealistic heroic kings. People who
happen to suffer under their injustice have no means to protect or
console themselves, except murmuring their belief that the gods
are watching them and will one day punish the unjust. Since they
have no direct contact with the gods, the best they can do to
prove their belief is to associate nature's violence with divine
anger. The mainstream of Homeric epics present, on the other

hand, the world of hero-kings under divine protection who rule

40 Many have been disturbed by the peculiar expression 'expelling &/xn'
which contains a seed of personification, but this sort of half-completed
personification is not uncommon elsewhere in Homer; e. g. Il. 9. 513, 16.
805, 24. 49, 480. Some scholars may like to attribute all such lines to a 'late’
stage of composition, but that itself would not be sufficient to cast doubt on
their authenticity, as it is the case with //. 16. 388. For the 'expulsion’' of
8ixn, see also E. A. Havelock, The Greek Concept of Justice, p. 137; Having
said all this, I still feel that 1 am left with difficulty in explaining away all
the problems involved in 387-88, but what I hope I have shown is that the
moral sentiment expressed in the lines is not necessarily alien to Homer,
and therefore cannot be taken as sufficient reason on its own to label them
as 'Hesiodic'. It is possible to make sense of them within the Homeric
context. There is even an argument that it is Hesiod who borrowed the
verses from Homer. cf. L. Bentelli, 'Note critiche ad Hom., IT 384-93 e ad
Hes., Erga 221, 224, 264', Atti della Accademia delle Scienze di Torino 101
(1966-67) pp. 371-93, especially pp. 384-9.
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their people reasonably fairly with their heroic common sense.
This distinction, largely due to the difference in motifs and
narrative styles, is also found in Hesiod himself, if he composed
both the Works and the Theogony.4! While in the former, we see
mainly the poet's personal (and desperate) hope in divine justice,
in the latter, we find the world of ideal kings described in heroic
detachment.

This seems to conclude our quest. If the rain storm simile is
Hesiodic, it is so only in the way the Theogony is Homeric. The
epic poets seem to have two levels of moral climate ever ready to
alternate, one of the age of heroes and another of the age of iron.
Whenever Homer describes his (and our) own age of iron, he
switches to the world where all the vices we know exist, where
there is no heroic king who protects his people like a father, and
where the weak and wronged have no hope of getting justice
done except through Zeus and the gods. However, in Homer —
unlike Hesiod —, this world is confined to small slots of similes,
descriptions, digressions and moral speeches and not allowed to
burst into the mainstream of the narrative where we all hope to
see the legendary grandeur of the heroes' age when men are
much freer and greater, capable of protecting their rights with

their own swords, while the gods enjoy their carefree life, not

41 For the question of authorship of the Works and the Theogony, see G. P.
Edwards, The language of Hesiod in its traditional context.(Oxford 1971) p.
195:'Although the Theogony and the Works and Days are for the most part
widely separated in their subject-matter, we have found nothing in their
language to suggest that they must be of independent authorship.'
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much disturbed by the sufferings of men's generations which

flourish and fall like leaves of trees.*

* This chapter was indirectly inspired by a series of events that took place
in China in June 1989 when I was drafting it. The occasion forced me to
question my own view of justice in society and to think more seriously
than ever about justice, law and social order. Without this new
perspective, this chapter would not have taken its present form.

136



Chapter 6 Divine anger and morality

We saw a clear example of moral indignation of Zeus at
human injustice in the last chapter. Although it is located in a
simile where the poet tends to describe social conditions
contemporary with himself, it still obliges us to examine in full
what causes divine indignation in Homer, before we can say
whether the gods have any sense of moral indignation or no such

sense at all.

Divine 7urf

There is no doubt that the gods are angered when their Tiurf
is damaged or challenged, especially by mortals. Most notably
they get angry at and take action against men who forget to make
them due offerings (JI. 9. 533ff Artemis at Oeneus, Od. 4. 351ff
the gods at Menelaus). This is so well known that it is the first
cause to be suspected whenever men sense divine anger at work
(1. 1. 65, 5. 177-8). The gods also take revenge when their
property is damaged (Od. 12. 348, 376 Helios at the companions
of Odysseus), when their sanctuary is defiled (Od. 3. 135ff, 4. 502,
Athena at Locrian Ajax), when their priests are insulted (//. 1. 9ff.
Apollo at Agamemnon), when mortals compare themselves with
the gods in some skill or in well-being (/I. 2. 595-600 the Muses
at Thamyris, 24. 605ff Apollo and Artemis at Niobe, Od. 8. 224-8
Apollo at Eurythus), and when they are threatened with direct
violence (Il. 2. 781-2 Zeus at Typhoeus, 6. 130-40 the gods at
Lycurgus, 21. 456-7 Poseidon and Apollo at Laomedon, cf.
Apollo's warnings to Diomedes at /I. 5. 440-2 and to Patroclus at
11. 16. 707-11, anger of Poseidon at Troy at Il. 24. 25-7). They
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can be angered also by disobedience of men or lesser gods (JI. 3.
413 Aphrodite angry at Helen; cf. potential cases: Il. 15. 121-2
Zeus at Ares and other gods; Od. 5. 146-7 Zeus at Calypso; Od. 13.
148 Zeus at Poseidon).

Their sense of honour is very human in logic and
excessively divine in the scale of retaliation. Hera and Athena are
angry at Paris for his judgement at their beauty contest, and as
retaliation, they are determined to destroy the whole city of Troy
(11. 4. 24ff; cf. 1l. 24. 25-7). Poseidon is angry at the Phaeacians
(0Od. 13. 173) only because they have helped a man whom the god
happens to hate. Their punishment is the termination of their
seafaring tradition.! = What they have done is completely in
accordance with human moral codes and with what men believe
to be a god-given Oeuts i.e. ferv'n. Yet the patron of fewvi'n Zeus
. himself authorizes Poseidon to punish them saying (Od. 13. 143-
4):

adoiv 8 el mép Tis o€ Binkal kdprel elaw

o Tlew, ool 8 éoi kal éboriow Tions alet
As far as we know, the Phaeacians are peaceful, non-violent
people (cf. Od. 8. 246-9). Therefore, the B'n and kpatds mentioned
here must be their 'competence’ especially their sea-faring, not
physical violence against Poseidon. But that is enough to hurt the
god's sensitive pride. Alcinous realizes this when the god's

punishment has just begun (13. 172-4; cf. 8. 565-6):

dmbmror, Hudia Sriue makalpara opald kdver
matpds éuoi & ¢doxe Iooerbdwy dydoectal

1 For various interpretations of their actual punishment, see S. E. Bassett,
'The fate of the Phaeacians’, CP 28 (1933) 305-7; ed. W. B. Stanford, The

Odyssey of Homer? (Hampshire and London 1965) on 13. 156-8.
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TULY, otvexa Troumol dmiuovés eluey dmdvTwy?

Such unreasonable jealousy of the gods is felt also by
Penelope. She says that the gods' jealousy prevented Odysseus
and her from enjoying the flower of their life together (Od. 23.
210-2). The gods somehow resent continuous human happiness
and successes.

The gods are indeed jealous beings. They often become
jealous at one another as well. Zeus may get angry if his wife
goes somewhere far without his permission (//. 14. 310-1). Hera,
in her turn, used to be furious at Heracles (/I. 18. 119), Zeus' son
by a mortal woman. And Zeus, in his turn again, is furious at her
for harassing his son (/l. 14. 256, 266). Hephaestus is angry at his
unfaithful wife and her lover (Od. 8. 276, 304). Such reactions as
these are fairly understandable since mortals feel exactly the
same way.

But their jealousy goes even beyond the bondage of
marriage. Calypso complains that male gods are always jealous
and cruel when goddesses have liaisons with mortal men (Od. 5.
119, 122, 129), while the other way round is far more common
and tolerated (except by the wife of the god concerned).3
Jealousy, in any case, is not a specially divine manifestation of the
claim for their 7iurf, however justifiable it might be. Mortals seem

far more tolerant of their spouse's infidelity judging by the case

2 There is some clumsiness of the plot in this episode. The gods are talking
about 'mot honouring Poseidon' as their reason for punishing the
Phaeacians, while the prophecy talks about Poseidon's 'jealousy' of the
unfailing escorts of travellers by the Phaeacians. This clumsiness may be
explained, as J. Irmscher, Gétterzorn bei Homer, p. 60, says, as duc to the
poet's attempt to combine two independent stories, ‘die Lokalsage vom
versteinerten Schiffe (163) mit dem Poseidonzorn gegen Odysseus in
Verbindung zu bringen.'

3 ¢f. M. 1. Finley, The World of Odysseus?, 131-2.
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of Helen welcomed back to Menelaus' palace after the war caused

by her elopement.

Divine nepotism and favouritism

Another major cause of divine anger is also a very 'human’
one. The gods become angry at opponents of their favourite
mortals who are often their offspring.

The Odyssey — at least half of it — is all about the wrath of
Poseidon at Odysseus who blinded the god's son Polyphemus (Od.
1. 20-1, 68-9, 78, 5. 284, 339-40, 423, 6. 330-1, 11. 102-3, 13.
342-3; cf. Aeolus' guess at 10. 74-5, Eumaeus' guess at 14. 366).
Odysseus blinded Polyphemus, who had brutally killed six of his
companions, in self-defence, but no such circumstances are taken
into Poseidon's consideration. Neither do the other gods try, on
this ground, to dissuade the angry god from his ruthless revenge
on Odysseus. The god's anger is even extended to the Phaeacians
who entertain Odysseus and send him home. It is a purely
emotional, irrational example of divine anger, utterly human in
motivation, and hideously divine in effect — ten years' delay of

Odysseus' journey home.4

4 Some may argue that Odysseus is guilty of tauning Polyphemus saying
that even Poseidon would not be able to cure his eye (9. 520). However, the
god, invoked as the father of the giant, has the obligation of revenge for
his son, regardless of the circumstances, just as the families of the suitors
assume their responsibility for revenge on Odysseus, knowing well that
the suitors have been in the wrong. Besides, Poseidon seems as indifferent
to Odysseus' words as to Polyphemus' brutality against Odysseus'
companions. I do not think Odysseus' triumphant words have increased
the justification for the god to punish him. cf. G. Bona, Studi sull’ Odissea
(Torino 1966) pp. 45-6; F. Focke, Die Odyssee (Stuttgart and Berlin 1943), p.
168: 'Die Schuld des Odysseus aber besteht einzig und allein darin, da8 er
einen Sohn des Poseidon blendete. Einzig deshalb ziimt ihm der Meergott.';
Heubeck-Hoekstra, A Commentary on Homer’s Odyssey Volume II (Oxford
1989) on 9. 500-5: 'Odysseus does provoke the curse laid on him; but it is
carelessness, not VBpts or a breach of a law which requires punishment.'
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In the /liad, Poseidon is angry when Zeus causes defeat of
the Achaeans whom he supports (13. 16, 15. 227), not to mention
when his grandson is killed (13. 206-7).

Athena in human disguise shows indignation at the suitors
of Penelope in the Odyssey (1. 252, 22. 224-5), because they are
enemies of her protégé. No other god is described as angry at the
behaviour of the suitors. As a war-goddess, her raging spirit
against men whom she wants to destroy is almost proverbial (/1.
5. 747 = 8. 391 = Od. 1. 101; Ares and Athena /. 17. 398-9). In
the Iliad, she is angry at the Trojans (eg. 5. 191) and anybody
who works against the Achaeans, even at Zeus, who bans divine
interference in the war (8. 460). She is angry at Apollo when he
interferes with the chariot-racing of Diomedes, one of her
protégés (23. 391).

Apollo, in his turn, is angry at the Achaeans, especially
Diomedes (5. 444, 23. 383 where he is racing against Trojan
horses nurtured by Apollo. cf. 2. 766), and at Athena (10. 517)
for helping them, because they are enemies of the Trojans whom
he supports. He is angered by a cowardly retreat of the Trojan
allies, too (4. 507).

Hera seems to foster more vehement wrath in her heart
against her enemies than any other gods. When Hector exults in a
favourable tide of the battle, her angry shiver shakes the whole
of Mt. Olympos (/I. 8. 198-9). Since she is angry at his killing of
Achaean warriors and since she favours Achilles, she is the one
angered by Apollo's accusation against Achilles of his
maltreatment of Hector's body (/I. 24. 55). Like Athena, she is
angry at Zeus who appears to be favourable to the truce between

two armies (I//. 4. 24) and who orders the gods not to help them in
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fighting (/1. 8. 461, 15. 103-4), and, unlike Athena (4. 23, 8. 460),
she cannot help speaking out against Zeus' policy in her anger. To
other gods than Zeus, her anger often proves to be dangerous.
When she gets angry at Xanthus who has nearly drowned
Achilles, she sets Hephaestus upon him until his stream boils up
(11. 21. 328-84). When she is angry at Ares, she sets Athena upon
him (/1. 5. 762-3, 21. 412-3). In the 'Theomachia’, only she and
Athena are involved in actual fighting, and successful. Athena
beats Ares and Aphrodite under Hera's instruction (21. 403-34).
Hera beats Artemis (21. 479ff).

Xanthus is the only god who is angry at Achilles' merciless
killing of Trojan youths (/I. 21. 136, 146, 212, 306), but is
checked by Hephaestus as we have seen. Ares who rages in the
battlefield as a war-god (17. 399) shows more 'human' anger at
the death of his son (15. 138) which even (allegedly) endangers
his life, but he is checked by Athena from taking any revenge on
behalf of his son.

These examples of 'divine’ anger as we have seen above are
all too human when we look at them through their perspective, in
terms of their personal grudge, personal losses, etc. However, if
we look at them in their broader context, we notice a strange

order behind them.

pofpa and divine anger

First, the gods expect their share of 7Turf, due honour, from
human beings. And their 7u1f is part of universal order, uolpa.
Poseidon has the same share of wun (Il. 15. 189) as Zeus (186
dudTiuov) which means that he has the same pofpa as his brother

(195; 209 (oduopov kal dufi mempwuévov alop). It is B¢uts for men to pay
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due honour to the gods and it is the gods' polpa to receive it. If
men neglect this duty, it is not only against #e¢uts in human terms,
but also against poipa in divine and cosmic terms.

The gods are especially ruthless in punishing men who
challenge them because it is not mortals' lot (uoipa) to compete
with immortal gods (/I. 6. 128-41, 22, 8-13).5 And all of those
who receive eternal punishments in the Underworld are such
challengers to the gods (Od. 11, 576-600). The gods' apparently
'‘personal’ anger caused by offence against their 7un, in fact,
corresponds to a higher order, universal law of the world, i.e.
poipa. It is by uoipa that the gods are immortal and men mortal,
and the abyss between them must not be bridged . Men are
allowed to enjoy divine privileges only after they are deified, like
Heracles (Od. 11. 602-4) and Leucothea (Od. 5. 335). As far as
they are mortal, they are never allowed to be equal to the gods in
any respect. Perhaps, this, to some extent, explains the general
divine jealousy towards divine-human liaisons.

Even so, Poseidon's wrath at the Phaeacians still looks
excessive. To our eyes, their competence in seafaring does not
seem to affect the god's honour very much. However, it is also a
case of uoipa if we take a close look at it. It has been prophesied
long before the event that one day they will lose Poseidon's
favour in one way or another (Od. 8. 565-6, 13. 172-4). It is,
after all, their pofpa, an inevitable fate. Odysseus' visit may not
even be the real reason for their punishhment, if it is a direct

cause. In this sense, the god's anger perfectly keeps pace with

5 ¢f. Il. 5. 406-15, though despite Dione's condemnation, Diomedes survives
the war and goes home safely according to Od. 3. 180-2. Zeus, at least, is not
angry at Diomedes as much as he is at Ares judging from his reaction
towards Ares' complaint (5. 888-91). See also /I. 5. 440-2.
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polpa. Moreover, he is very careful in trying to keep himself
within the plan of Zeus, the administrator of polpa; he is quite
prepared to give up his wrath at the Phaeacians if it was not
authorized by Zeus (Od. 13. 148). Zeus allows Poseidon to take his
revenge because it is the time set by poipa to terminate Phaeacian
seamanship.

Poseidon's wrath at Odysseus seems equally unreasonable
at first sight, but here again, we see upoipa at work, behind the
scene. Already at the time when he leaves for Troy, it has been
prophesied that he will not come back to Ithaca until the
twentieth year after his departure (Od. 2. 175-6). It does not
matter if the cause is blinding the Cyclops, inciting the wrath of
Poseidon, or any other, provided he does not go home until then.
Poseidon, Helios and Zeus work together to fulfil this poipa of
Odysseus.6 Poseidon's anger at Odysseus and Helios's anger at his
crew are both described like human emotion, but completely in
accordance with the course of poipa.

On the other hand, it is equally polpa for Odysseus to go
home eventually (Od. 5. 41-2, 113-5) and to take revenge upon
the suitors (11. 118-20). Therefore, Athena's rather excessive
love and care for Odysseus, her indignation at the suitors, and her
malicious plots against them all perfectly keep pace with poipa. At
the very end of the story, she says that Zeus would be angered by

further bloodshed in Ithaca after delivering his order for making

6 cf. Heubeck-Hoekstra on 9. 550-5: 'But there is no question here of Zeus
being hostile to Odysseus; we are simply told that he did not accept the
offering. He must let events take their course in accordance with Moira,
which has ordained that Odysseus should return only after twenty years,
and so he gives thought to destroying Odysseus' fleet and companions.
Poseidon's desire for revenge is in accordance with fate, and we must
therefore expect Zeus to fulfil Poseidon's wishes, although he has just
saved Odysseus....'
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peace (24. 544). Zeus could be angered not because he is a
pacifist, but because peace-making at this very moment is his
plan, and it is poipa.

And it is, after all, poipa that the Trojan war is caused,
fought, and ended in the way it is through the plan of Zeus, or
poipa, and the gods' involvement in the war on either side, the
Trojan or the Achaean, is an integral part of the scenario.
Although driven by their purely ‘human' sense of honour, anger,
and affection, the gods perform their roles prescribed by poipa, e.g.
Apollo handing Patroclus to Hector, Athena handing Hector to
Achilles etc.” Men might describe their misfortunes as the result
of divine anger (/I. 6. 205, 18. 292, 21. 83, Od. 11. 560) or divine
jealousy (Od. 23. 210-2) which may be right, but their anger,
however unreasonable and unfair it might look to human eyes, is
always a manifestation of fate. The gods may be driven by their
divine instinct to get angry, but at least sometimes act out of their
knowledge of the course of pofpa. Apollo is angry at Patroclus
trying to scale the Trojan wall (Il. 16. 711) because it is not aloca
(707) for him to take the city. Heracles died due to poipa and
Hera's wrath (/1. 18. 119). The gods work for pofpa sometimes
even against their personal feelings. A good example is
Poseidon's rescue of Aeneas, because it is fated (uopiuov Il. 20.
302) that he will survive the war and rebuild Troy.8 If he was
killed, Zeus would be angry (20. 301). On the other hand, if Zeus

7 ¢f. W. F. Otto, The Homeric Gods (ir. by M. Hadas, New York 1954) pp. 278
and 280. '

8 Of course, from the poet's point of view, these 'fates’ are what the
tradition says, the legendary 'facts’ that he cannot change. cf. E. Hedén,
Homerische Gétterstudien (Uppsala 1912) p. 177; P. E. Eberhard, Das
Schicksal als poetische Idee bei Homer (Studien zur Geschichte und Kultur
des Altertums XIII-1, 1923); G. M. Calhoun, 'The Divine Entourage in Homer'
in AJP 61 (1940) 260.
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saved Sarpedon or Hector out of his personal feeling, other gods
would be angry (16. 443, 22, 181), though it seems that he has
power to save them against poifpa. We will see the relation
between Zeus and poipa in detail in the next chapter.

In short, divine anger is polpa-oriented, not morally-
motivated. This explains why human expectation of moral
performance of the gods is often frustrated. Since it is the gods'
plan to destroy the suitors of Penelope in the end, the human
guess that the gods must be angry at the suitors' wantonness (Od.
2. 66, 20. 169, 215, 23. 63-4) looks as if it is verified. On the
other hand, since it is fated that Heracles will become a god and
enjoy divine privileges, the divine dms towards his murder of his
guest (Od. 21. 28), despite the poet's comment, does not affect
him. Zeus sends storms and damages crops whenever it is pofpa
for him to do so, regardless of moral virtue or vice of men.
Therefore it is up to human beings to interpret a storm as sheer
misfortune (/1. 5. 91) which Zeus is said to send to men so often
(11. 24. 525-33) or divine punishment (/l. 16. 384-92).

Among themselves, however, the gods seem to have
morality of the kind common among men. First of all, the gods
normally do not like quarrels among themselves. It is said that
the gods were once vexed at violence of Zeus to Hera (/1. 15. 21).
When Ares, wounded by Diomedes and Athena, complains to Zeus,
the father expresses his displeasure with Ares' warlike character
and scolds him as 'dAdompdoardos' (I1. 5. 890-91). But Zeus is not
really seriously angry. After all, you are my son, he says, and has
his son's wound treated (5. 895-9). The conclusion of this

episode is ever the same divine happiness (906):

mip &¢ Aul Kpoutluwr kabeélero xibet yalwy.
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Zeus and Hera are most frequently at odds with each other,
but, rather typical of an old stable couple in ennui, Zeus confesses
that he is now so used to his wife's disobedience that he no longer
feels anger (/l. 8. 407-8). They seem to have grown out of dish-
fighting.

Hephaestus is angry at his wife and her lover Ares (Od. 8.
304) and calls other gods to come and see the trapped pair. The
goddesses do not come, but male gods do. One of them makes a
light-hearted moral comment (329):

olx dpeixacd pya Kydver To foadis uav,
and says that Ares should pay an adulterer's penalty (332 70 «a¢
porydypl’ dpe€rret). While other gods are making fun of the naughty
pair, Poseidon alone is concerned about his nephew's honour,
asking Hephaestus to release him, saying that he will guarantee
due payment of Ares' penalty (347-8, 355-6). On his request,
Hephaestus releases the two. It seems that among the gods, too,
adultery is a crime and the offender must pay a penalty. It looks
fair enough so far. But are they really serious about it? Hermes
even wishes to be in Ares' position, in bed with Aphrodite, even
with a tighter trap and a bigger audience (339-42). Poseidon is
the only serious person in the scene not because of moral
indignation at Ares, but because of pity on him in a shameful
show. The ending of the story is as usual. The god and the
goddess go to their respective place of cult, where the goddess is
washed and splendidly dressed by the Charites, to shine in
glorious beauty again (Od. 8. 362-366) — there is no trace of
shame or remorse, but the unchangeable Olympian happiness.

Despite mock-moral statements and mock-legal

transactions, there is an overwhelming air of light-heartedness
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among the gods. No quarrel, no discord is a serious matter among
the gods. They respect each other and try to avoid, at least to
minimize, fighting against each other especially over human
matters (/1. 21. 379-80, 462-7, 498-501, Od. 6. 329-31, 13. 148,
341-3). Nothing should spoil their heavenly banquet ringing with
laughter and music (/. 1. 573ff). Divine society is basically
problem-free and there is no need for moral codes or law apart
from divine instinct for their common happiness. pofpa which
often appears as ruthless reality of life to human beings is merely
the basis of mutual respect and eternal happiness of the gods.
They are happy as they are and they are what they are thanks to
the poipa they hold. Therefore, they never trespass beyond polpa
themselves, nor allow mortals to do so. They must defend and
maintain the present distribution of poipa which is the basis of
their privilege and welfare. No wonder they are most furious
when men threaten their polpa.

This will lead us to a brief conclusion to our quest for divine
morality. The gods do have some sense of morality, but its focus
is always on poipa. Unless what pofpa bids coincides with moral
virtue of men, the gods do not behave as (or rather appear to be)

defenders of human morality.
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Part I  Morality of Homeric Man
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Chapter 7  Fate, gods, and men

So far, we have mentioned fate, uoipa or alca, occasionally in
relation to divine morality, and mostly treated it as identical to
Awds BovArf. Certainly Zeus looks at times like an administrator and
distributor of pofpai. We see, however, such examples in that the
gods including Zeus yield their personal desires before poipa.
What exactly is the relation between uoipa and Zeus (and other
gods)?! Does pofpa control every event and every step of divine
and human conduct? If so, it is impossible to talk seriously about
moral responsibility based on conscious control of behaviour by
men or gods. In this chapter, we examine the use of the words
polpa, aloca and their cognate words in order to see the relation

between fate and divine and human characters in the epics.

poipa and the cognate words
The primary sense of the pop- component in poipa, udpos and

other related words (uedpouar etc.) is a 'divided portion' or 'share'

1 On the problem of the relation between the gods and fate, the following
lines of opinions have been proposed and reproposed: (1) fate is identical
with the will of the gods or of Zeus; (2) the gods are only the instruments
of fate; (3) the gods and fate belong to two separate spheres of religious
principles which the poet failed to coordinate into a coherent system; (4)
fate is only the poet's plan or what the legend says i. e. the plot of the
poem. cf. E. Ehnmark, The Idea of God in Homer, p. 74; E. Leitzke, Moira und
Gottheit im alten griechischen Epos (Gottingen 1930), pp. 65-7; S. Eitrem,
'Moira' in RE 15-2, (1932) 2453-60.
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without necessarily any good or bad connotation.2 The best
examples to illustrate its 'neutrality' are:
poipar as 'parts’ of night in /1. 10. 253:

T Sto potpdw, TpLTETN 8 €T polpa Adevtrrat
poipa as a fraction of one's property in Od. 4. 97:

v &pedov TpuTdTTY mEp Exuw év Sjuiacn poipay

valew, ....
And pofpa as the part of field in the hands of the Achaeans in /1.
16. 68:

... Yuprg GA\ynw én polpav éyovres.

The meaning of 'share’ is particularly clear from the usage
of uepouar (have a share of) in the active and the middle (//. 1.
278, 9. 616, 15. 189, Od. 5. 335, 11. 338, all with Twrf and aléds),
and of €uuopos (‘sharing in' Od. 8. 480, with 7iu7f). The meaning of
'division' is transparent in the usage of Siauotpdouar (Od. 14. 434).
poipa, most often an undesirable portion like the doom of death,
can sometimes be a good portion as in potpnyevern's (‘a child of

Fortune' II. 3. 182), duuopos (‘without a share in bathing' I/. 18.

2 For the etymology cf. W. Krause, Glotta 25 (1936) pp. 146-7; E. Boisacq,
Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue grecque* (Heidelberg 1950) uoipa,
pelpouar; H. Frisk, Griechisches etymologisches Worterbuch (Heidelberg
1960) poipa, peipouar; P. Chantraine, Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue
grfque (Paris 1968-80) uerpoua:r.
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489, Od. 5. 275; 'without good luck' Il. 6. 408, 24. 773), Svodupuopos
(‘'most luckless' Il. 19. 315, 22. 428, 24. 727). But who 'divides'
and distributes such ‘portions'?

When men talk about a poipa of booty (II. 9. 318, Od. 11.
534) or food (especially a portion of meat; Od. 3. 40, 66, 8. 470,
14. 448, 15. 140, 17. 258, 335, 19. 428, 20. 260, 280, 281, 293),
the distributors are naturally men. Such distribution can be
considerably arbitrary at times (as Achilles' complaint at 7. 9.
318-9 or Eumaeus' generous serving of a chine — the portion of
the highest honour as at Il. 7. 321 — to a beggar at Od. 14. 437
shows) but generally f‘ollows the rule that each person receives
his due portion according to his worth and status.3 Also for the
lack of uoipa of alSuSs (0U8 alSois poipav €xovav. Od. 20. 171), human
distribution (an individual's choice to be shameless etc.) should be
considered responsible.

The gods, too, once divided their property among
themselves. The three sons of Cronos, Zeus, Poseidon, and Hades,
divided the world into three polpat, portions (/1. 15. 189-93). Zeus'
portion is the Heaven, Poseidon's the Sea, Hades' the Underworld
(therefore each of the three is (ooduopos 209), and the rest, the
Earth, is the common property of all the gods. In this scheme of
distribution, as is clear from the way Poseidon puts it, the three
gods are the distributors of their own pofpat. They do not call in
the goddess Moira or the like, except that they decided their
respective portions by lot.

When poipa and the preposition are coupled, they serve as

an adverbial phrase such as within/beyond a proper portion i.e.

3 cf. Dietrich, Death, Fate and the Gods (London 1965) p. 225.
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properly/not properly. When something is done in good order, it
is done 'ratd poipav' (I1l. 16. 367 (negative), 19. 256, Od. 3. 457, 4.
783, 8. 54, 9. 245, 309, 342; fairly Od. 16. 385). When someone
speaks properly or in due order, he is said to speak 'kard uoipav'
(properly; Il. 1. 280, 8. 146, 9. 59, 10. 169, 15. 206, 23. 626, 24.
379, Od. 2. 251 (negative), 3. 331, 4. 266, 7. 227, 8. 141, 397
(negative), 496, 13. 48, 15. 170, 203, 17. 580, 18. 170, 20. 37, 21.
278, 22. 486; in due order; Od. 10. 16, 12. 35, 13. 385) or speak 'év
polpn' (properly Il. 19. 186). Antinous has been shot dead by
Odysseus 'év polpp', within his due portion i. e. deservedly (Od. 22.
54). The opposite to 'kard polpay' (properly) is 'mapd polpav' i.e.

'beyond portion' (Od. 14. 509, negative). ‘kard wpolpav is used also
with other verbs as €pefas (Od. 9. 352, negative), vmoxplvairo (Od.
15. 170) and vmooxduevos TteA€oetev (Od. 15. 203) meaning 'doing
something properly or reasonably'.# In other words, xard poipav
means either 'with every portion in its proper place' i. e. 'orderly'
or 'within one's lot' i.e. 'behaving suitably to one's position or
status,'S referring to the portions of fortune men hold. Such
phrases seem to refer to certain standards of propriety in the
human society which are obviously under human control, since
one can choose whether or not to behave 'within one's lot'. This is

one indication of the existence of moral responsibility expected

4 Odysseus reproaches the Cyclops who has ecaten some of his companions,
for behaving 'ov xard poipay' (Od. 9. 357), but obviously, the giant, being no
social animal, does not judge himself according to any social code which
would tell him what is his 'due portion' and what is the boundary between
proper and improper behaviour.

5 cf. A. W. H. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility (Oxford 1960) p. 21; B. C.
Dietrich op. cit. p. 210 points out that in the Iliad, in every instance in
which a person is said to have spoken 'xrard uolpay', he shows awareness of
the superior position (due to either age or political influence) of another.
As he observes, this xard poipav that 'relates to a certain prescribed
conduct, or accepted custom' is much more common in the Odyssey.(p.
225ff).
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from each individual in the society. Everyone is expected to
behave and be treated in accordance with his due 'portion'.6

But when we come to the most frequent use of polpa, that
connected with the death of mortal men, it is obviously beyond
human control. poipa is often synonymous with death (/1. 4. 517,
6. 488, 12. 116, 15. 117, 18. 120, 22. 303, Od. 2. 100, 3. 238, 11.
560, 17. 326, 19. 145, 24. 29, 135) and sometimes coupled with
death itself (6dvartos kai poipall. 3. 101, 17. 478, 672, 22. 436;
fdvaros kal poipa kparatrfll. 5. 83, 16. 334, 853, 20. 477, 21. 110, 24.
132; ¢dvos kai poipa Od. 21. 24). The meaning of portion as the life
span or death is widely observed in other cognate words of upoipa
as udpos (see below), udpowuos (I11. 5. 674, 15. 613, 19. 417, 22. 13,
0d. 10. 175), alvduopos (Od. 9. 53, 24. 169), dxvuopos (I1. 1. 417, 505,
18. 95, 458, Od. 1. 266, 4. 346, 17. 137, cf. Il. 15. 441, Od. 22. 75).
There are also such expressions as 'It is polpa to die.' (/l. 16. 434,
17. 421 23. 80) i.e. it is one's given portion (fate) to die. pelpouat in
the passive conveys the same meaning (/1. 21. 281, Od. 5. 312, 24.
34). There is also, naturally, its opposite, 'It is not poipa to die.' (/1.
7. 52; cf. 1l. 20. 302 'destined, udptuos, to flee'; Od. 5. 345 'uoipa to
be saved'.) or 'It is not pofpa to kill' (udpowos 11. 5. 674). But who is
the divider of such portions?

Zeus is twice regarded as the author of a specific pofpa of

death (/1.15. 117 poipa Aiuds by Ares?, Od. 11. 560 by Odysseus) and

6 L. Pearson, Popular Ethics in Anciant Greece (Stanford 1962), p. 69: 'In
the Homeric poems one of the most important limitations on human
conduct is the "due portion" that must not be exceeded, the moira beyond
which a man must not go if he is to avoid disapproval or nemesis on the
part of gods and men.'

7 But, of course, it is a fiction. cf. W. Pbtscher, 'Moira, Themis und 7ur im
homerischen Denken', WS 73 (1960) p. 10; Eitrem, op. cit. 2458; also an
interesting discussion between H. L. Levy, 'Homer's gods: A comment on
their immortality', GRBS 20 (1979) 215-8 and @. Andersen, 'A note on the
'mortality’ of gods in Homer', GRBS 22 (1981) 323-27.
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the unfortunate Lycaon says that polpa has handed him to
Achilles, as probably being hated by Zeus (/I. 21. 83). According
to Patroclus, poipa and Apollo are primarily responsible for his
death (/1. 16. 849). Heracles is killed by 'uofpa and Hera's wrath’'
(1. 18. 119). For Achilles' death, an unspecified '6eds u€yas' is said
to be responsible along with pofpa, that is almost certainly Apollo
(1. 19. 410). When Odysseus says that the suitors were killed by
'noipa bewv' and their own 'oxeTAia épya’ (Od. 22. 413), he clearly has
the gods in general in mind collectively as dispensers of the
portions (fortunes) to men. There are other sorts of poflpar as fate
such as poipa to go home (Odysseus, Od. 5. 41, 114, 9, 532, cf. Od.
11. 139 éneékAwoar feoi avTol; Menelaus Od. 4. 475-9 depending on
his hecatomb to the gods), to sleep (Od. 19. 592 given by the
gods)?®, or to marry (udpoipos Od. 21. 162) most of which are
considered given by the gods. Melampus is held as a prisoner by
'6eov polipa' (Od. 11. 292), but will be saved later and the whole
episode is concluded by the phrase 'Aids & érereleTo BovArf (11. 297).
Clearly men believe that at least some of upofpat come from the
gods, and it is confirmed by the statements of Ares (/1. 15. 117)
and Xanthus (II. 19. 410).

However, while Nestor thinks that it was poipa 6edv that
changed Clytemnestra's mind to betray her husband (Od. 3. 269),
Zeus himself expresses a completely opposite view (0Od. 1. 32ff)

complaining that men wrongly blame the gods as responsible for

8 c¢f. ed. W. B. Stanford, The Odyssey of Homer2, on 592-3: "For the

immortals have assigned a proper portion to everything, for the benefit of
mortals on the grain-giving earth" This enunciates one of the dominant
principles of early Greek theology and ethics, the principle of the Just
Portion, uoipa....'
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their misfortunes, whereas men suffer beyond 'udpos’ through
their own folly (Od. 1. 34):

opfow dractalnow imép pdpov dA ye Eyovorv.
and gives the very same example of Aegisthus having seduced
Clytemnestra and murdered Agamemnon beyond 'udpos' (9mép udpov
Od. 1. 35). These passages pose two questions: 'Are the gods
really responsible for men's fate?' and 'Can men act beyond fate?'

Zeus is said by Penelope to know all 'uoipdv 7 dupopinv e
kaTafvnrdv dvBpdmwy' (Od. 20. 76).9 As she says, as far as poipa of
men is concerned, he seems to know everything, if we judge from
his conversation with other gods over such characters as
Sarpedon, Hector, or Achilles. But 'knowing' fate does not
necessarily mean that he is always the author of it.

As we have already seen, poipa in Homer, as more frequently
in later tradition, is sometimes personified. In his speech at Il.
19. 78ff, Agamemnon claims that Zeus, Moira and Erinys are

responsible for his drn. In this context, although some editors put

9 uotpav 7 dupop(nv Te has been interpreted in two ways, either 'fortunate

and unfortunate lot' or 'what is destined and what is not'. cf. U. Bianchi,
AIOZ AIZA (Roma 1953) p. 43 (1); B. C. Dietrich, op. cit. p. 230. Analogy from
an English pair 'fortune and misfortune’ may speak for the former, but the
problem of this argument is that English 'fortune', though it can mean any
fortune, happy or unhappy, primarily means a happy lot, while uofpa on its
own always evokes the connotation of misfortune. It is difficult to
determine, but I am inclined to take pofpa as 'what is destined' in a neutral
sense, because, in Homer, man is aware of the fact that often both happy
and unhappy consequences come from a single polpa, lot. For example,
having been born as a prince is probably fortunate for Astyanax until he
will be dashed to death from the citadel. As Achilles says, there is no
unmixed happiness in this world (/l. 24. 530). In such a world, the
expression for a purely happy lot is difficult to accommodate.
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uoipa and €pwis respectively, poipa has to be taken as a personified
divine power, because it is put beside Zeus and Erinys who is, like
Zeus, a legitimate divinity with her cult-history going back to
Mycenaean records.l0 Although poipa is not explicitly said to be a
goddess or a daughter of Zeus, it is obvious here that this pofpa is
not just an inanimate portion, but a more active agent.

The image of uoipa as the spinner of fate which is common in
later tradition also appears in Homer at Il. 24. 209-10:

... Holpa Kparaln)
nyvouévp émamoe Al ....

10 ¢f Linear B tablets KN Fp 1431, KN V 52+8285 cf. KN Fh 390; M. Ventris

and J. Chadwick, Documents in Mycenaean Greek2, no. 200(p. 127, pp. 305-
7), no. 208 (p. 411, p. 476); J. Chadwick, The Mycenaean World, (Cambridge
1976) p. 98; J. T. Hooker, Linear B: An Introduction (Bristol 1980) pp. 152-3;
For €pwvvs as personality, not abstraction: A. Heubeck, 'dptvis in der
archaischen Epik', Glotta 64 (1986) p. 162. E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the
irrational, p. 7, objects to the view that puofpa is personified here: 'I am sure
it is quite wrong to write Moira with a capital "M" here, as if it signified
either a personal goddess who dictates to Zeus or a Cosmic Destiny like the
Hellenistic Heimarmene. As goddesses, Moirai are always plural, both in

cult and in early literature, and with one doubtful exception?? they do not
figure at all in the Iliad. 29.11. 24. 49." As he argues, it is probably less
misleading to spell polfpa here with a small 'u' to avoid such later

associations as he refers to, but it is a minor issue. Even spelt with a small
u, the fact remains that it is personified in this line. As for the number of
Moirai, I do not think it is necessary to bother. For example, although the
poet addresses fed (Il. 1. 1, Od. 1. 10), podoar (Il. 2. 484, 491) and podoa (Od. 1. 1)
indiscriminately, no one has ever raised a serious question about the
number of the Muses. The same applies to €pwwvis/épives. It is quite common
to invoke one out of a set of goddesses. For a systematic argument for
Moira/Moirai as deities, see B. C. Dietrich, op. cit., pp. 194-9; For
personification of moira, see also Eitrem, op. cit. 2458; W, F. Otto, The
Homeric Gods (ir. by M. Hadas, New York 1954) pp.268-9. E. Hedén,
Homerische Gotterstudien (Uppsala 1912) pp. 148-9, Otto, and Dietrich think
that Moira was originally a goddess of death, and other uses of uolpat
developed later. However, as we see in this chapter, the idea of one's 'due
portion' is widespread not only in relation with death, but in many aspects
of life, and expressed not only with the word uolpa, but with aloa and udpos
which are never fully personified and have no sign of popular cult, and
even with &in and 6¢ucs, and the notion may go back to IE origin cf.

Chapter 5 n. 2 and the section '6/xn in Homer' and L. R. Palmer, 'The Indo-
European Origins of Greek Justice', TPhS (1950) 149-68, esp. 168. It is
probably pointless to try to argue which has a greater antiquity, the idea
of poipa as a due portion or Moira the goddess of death.
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This poipa is comparable to alca and KA@bes in the same function (I1.
20. 127-8, Od. 7. 197). Interestingly, the gods themselves are
also spinners sometimes (/l. 24. 525 said by Achilles; Od. 1. 17
said by the poet; Od. 11. 139 said by Odysseus; Od. 20. 196 said
by Philoetius; Saluwy as the spinner of fate Od. 16. 64 said by
Eumaeus; cf. Od. 3. 208). The plural poipat appears only once at /1.
24. 49 in Apollo's speech in which they are said to put an
enduring heart into men. But what is the status of poipat? Are
they 'portions' (fortunes) given by the gods, or the givers of
portions themselves? The word like potpnyevens (Il. 3. 182)
suggests polpa as the giver of fortunes.!! On the other hand, the
spinning of the gods or the portrait of Zeus as the giver of human
fortunes (e.g. Il. 24. 527-530) suggests that he is in charge of
dispensing fate. Zeus is the author of fate certainly in the eyes of
human characters, but the case is much more complex in the eye
of the poet. As we saw in the last chapter, the gods have various,
often contending, personal intentions which strangely keep in
pace with the course of poifpa. The fact seems to point rather to
the overall dominance of poipa over the gods than the other way
round. It is certainly possible to say, in a paradoxical way, that
poipa 'is in the last resort identical with the will of Zeus,'!'2 but
only in the sense that the gods, including Zeus, always follow the
course of poipat and never seriously want to do anything against

them.

11 However, it is not necessary to take the uolpa implicit in the word as
personified. For example, G. S. Kirk, The Iliad: A Commentary I on 182-3
renders it as 'born with (favourable) destiniy'.

12 H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus2, p. 5.
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We also have to examine the expression 'vmép upoipar' closely
when Poseidon says to Aeneas who is about to stand against
Achilles (I1. 20. 335-6):

dAX’ dvaywpioat, &te kev oy riceal avrg

un«al Umép poipav 8quov™Aibos eloadlnat.

The phrase 'vmep poifpar' means, in general, 'beyond what is
allotted’, and therefore, in some cases, 'beyond what one is
entitled to' as in the case of Aegisthus (Od. 1. 35). In this
particular example, however, the phrase can be taken in no other
way but as 'beyond your fate', because Aeneas' fate is explicitly
told to the audience at 20. 302 by Poseidon himself:
udpiuov & ol éot dAéaoctar

The god intervenes to prevent the event from occurring in
contradiction to destiny.

This example, on the other hand, seems to suggest that it is
considered possible for men or gods to go beyond fate, though it
always remains potential or rhetorical concern and is never
realized.!3 Before we discuss this matter in detail, we must go
through the usage of udpos and other related words where we will

face this same question.

udpos in Homer

The usage of udpos corresponds to that of poipa especially in
its gloomy senses. pudpos is, above all, the fate of death (JI. 18. 465,
19. 421, 21. 133, 22. 280, 24. 85, Od. 1. 166; with fdvaTos: Od. 9.
61, 11. 409, 16. 421, 20. 241) or such hard luck as to visit the

13 ¢f. W. Leaf's comment on Il. 2. 155 (me€puopa): 'a rhetorical expression
only: nothing ever actually happens in Homer against the will of fate, as a
god always interferes to prevent it.'
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Underworld while still alive (Od. 11. 618) or as Helen's
everlasting bad reputation (/I. 6. 357). udpos as hard luck also
appears in its compounds, §Vouopos (Priam Il. 22. 60; Laertes Od.
16. 139; Odysseus Od. 1. 49, 7. 270, 20. 194, 24. 290, 311) and
kdupopos (always for Odysseus Od. 2. 351, 5. 160, 339, 11. 216, 20.
33).

All other examples of popos are found in the phrases 'vmep
udpov' or 'vmepuopa' (vmeép udpa?). Two of the examples have already
been mentioned (Od. 1. 34, 35): Zeus thinks that men suffer 'Umep
uopov' because of their own folly as Aegisthus dared to seduce
Clytemnestra 'vmép udpor'. It is also the gods, Zeus and Apollo
specifically, who think of 'the fall of Troy vUmep wpdpov' as a
possibility (/1. 20. 30, 21. 517)14, Odysseus could have died 'vmep
popov' before he reached Scheria had Athena not helped him (Od.
5. 436) and the Argives could have gone home 'Umepuopa’, had Hera
not moved Athena to intervene (/l. 2. 155).

It is not always easy to tell what this phrase, 'vmép udpov'
means. It is clear that uodpos in Od. 1. 35, and therefore also in Od.
1. 34, does not mean 'fate', because it was not fated for Aegisthus
to refrain from seducing Clytemnestra and from murdering
Agamemnon. These incidents must happen because the poet is
conditioned by the legend which says so. After all, it was polpa

fesv that Clytemnestra yielded to Aegisthus' seduction (Od. 3.

14 Both vmépuopov in OCT.
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269).15 Therefore Zeus cannot mean that Aegisthus did what he
did 'beyond his fate." 'vmeép udpor' at Od. 1. 35 must therefore mean
'‘beyond one's lot' i. e. beyond what is allowed in one's position.16
Clytemnestra was not available to him as his 'share’ — she was a
wife of a much greater man than he was — and it was certainly
not a legitimate right of any man to kill the king in conspiracy
with his queen. What Zeus expresses here is a clear moral
responsibility of a man. 'vmép udpov' at Od. 1. 34, on the other hand,
seems to mean 'beyond one's portion' (of sufferings) in a sense
almost synonymous with 'more than necessary.'

Other examples of 'vmép pdpor' point to incidents which might
happen before the appointed time. The fall of Troy (II. 20. 30, 21.
517), the return journey of the Argives (Il. 2. 155), and death of
Odysseus (Od. 5. 436) are all to come some day, eventually, even
if they are not narrated in the main line of the story. Therefore,
even if these incidents did happen before the appointed time, it
would not violate the fundamental order of the world, unlike such
events as the sun going down to the Underworld to shine there or
a man killing a god, which are absolutely inadmissible in the
Homeric cosmology.

It is also the case with Poseidon's remarks on Aeneas (I/. 20.

302). He is, being a mortal, to die sooner or later, but it was just

15 Although Zeus himself blames Aegisthus, and it is a comment by a
human figure, Nestor, since he has now gained the full account of the
event, his testimony can be treated as valid as that of the poet . What has
happened is, after all, what was ordained in advance. We all share the
gods' knowledge in retrospect. For this 'simple fatalistm' of Homer, see M.

P. Nilsoon, Geschichte der griechischen Religion? 1 (Miinchen 1955) pp.
367-8; S. Eitrem, 'Moira' in RE XV-2 (1932) 2455: 'Was geschieht, mufBite
geschehen, und schlieBlich hat es Zeus so gewollt —.'

16 cf M. P. Nilsson, ibid, p. 363; E. Ehnmark, The Idea of God in Homer, p.
76; E. Hedén, Homerische Gatterstudien, pp. 174-7.
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not so destined for him to be killed by Achilles on that particular
day.

We can conclude from the above that if we understand
'udpos’ in 'vmeép udpov' or ‘poipa’ in 'vmép poipay' as fate, this fate is not
so firmly destined as the basic structure of the Homeric universe
and therefore it is potentially possible for somebody to go beyond
it.17  On the other hand, we never hear such statements as 'The
kingship of Zeus might have been overturned vwép poipav.' or 'The
House of Hades could have been exposed to the sunlight Umep
uoporv.' Whenever it is suggested that somebody might go beyond
'‘wolpa' or 'uopos' (in the sense of fate), it is just a matter of a
timetable — dying, going home, or sacking a city before the
appointed time.!8 The gods have to intervene only to make sure
that the timetable is duly kept. The 'portion' implied in poipa or
popos here can be considered the length of time that one is given
before a certain event takes place. uoipa as death also seems to be
based on the same idea — poilpa is the portion of lifetime or the
end of it which is, in the mythological image, portioned out by the
spinner/s (either poipa or the gods).

The idea of polpa connected with an appointed time is also
seen in such examples of the usage of uoipa at Od. 3. 269
(Clytemnestra changes her mind), Od. 4. 475 (Menelaus'
homecoming) and Od. 11. 292 (Melampus' adventure). Compare
also 'the year the gods spun for Odysseus to go home' (Od. 1. 16-
7).

17 ¢f. W. Schadewaldt, Iliasstudien3 (Darmstadt 1966) p. 153 n. 3.

18 Otto, op. cit. p. 271: "not until" is the characteristic note of Moira, ....
anything that goes beyond fate does not abolish but only accentuates it.
The language of the formula is not "contrary to fate", but "beyond fate".'

162



Many examples of poipa simply mean a 'portion' or a 'share’
with 'no metaphysical overtones'.1® But the usage of poipa and
udpos in such expressions as 'év polpp', 'katd poipav', 'vmép updpor
suggests polpa/uopos as a certain moral standard, what one is
supposed to meet in one's position or status. This polfpa/udpos is
something one can go beyond, yet should confine oneself within.
Such usage of these terms clearly indicates the existence of
freedom of choice and moral responsibility of human beings. Men
do have a choice to behave within or beyond their due portion.
That is the reason why Zeus can claim that men suffer for their
own dracfallar by going beyond 'udpos’'.20

In other examples of uofpa, uopos and other pop- words, the
component pop- means a portion as fate. We observe at least two
types of polpa as fate in Homer: one is a polpa which cannot be
changed by any means and another is a polpa which could be
driven away from its original course under certain circumstances.
Thus it is absolutely impossible (o 7ot udpowuos) for Achilles to kill
Apollo (/1. 22. 13), but it is possible for Aeneas to be killed by
Achilles 'vmép updpov' (I1. 20. 30). Homer talks about the possibility

19 ¢f. A. W. H. Adkins, Merit and Responsibility, p. 20.

20 ¢f. B. C. Dietrich, Death, Fate and the Gods, p. 218:'A remarkable proof
also of the advance of thought evident in Homer, is that the crime was
committed by a mortal man of his own volition, not through some whim
and influence of the gods. Man can stay within his own limits, but he may
also transgress them, that is if he is prepared to suffer the consequences,
to pay for his deeds in full." Ehnmark (op. cit., p. 96) further argues that,
since each person has his due portion, uoipa, 'The violation of another
person's rights is regarded as an offence against the gods, and is punished
by them, since it endangers the order established by fate." But as it is
obvious from Zeus' detached comment on Orestes' revenge on Aegisthus,
the god has not 'punished' Aegisthus, but rather, it is the world order
regulated by pofpa — each person has and defends his due portion — that
compelled Orestes to stand up against the aggression towards his honour,
due portion. The gods have only warned Aegistus of this inevitable rule of
the world (cf. Chapter 3). Even if we agree to call the violation of another
person's rights as 'JBpus’ as Ehnmark does, there is no sign in Homer that
the gods punish men because of their JBp:¢s.
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that things can happen beyond uoipa/udpos only when they are
destined or natural to take place sometime. If an incident itself is

happening anyway, the timetable can be adjusted.2!

The gods and uoipa

Adkins thinks that Zeus seems to be able to overset Fate
and save Hector at 1. 22. 178ff.22 1 agree that Zeus probably has
a choice to save Hector, but only in the sense that he can reset the
time for Hector's death, not that he can cancel Hector's absolute
poipa that he, being mortal, is to die sometime. In theory, man
could die before his appointed time without timely divine
intervention; another could be saved and survive for a while
beyond the time originally set for his death, again, with divine
intervention. In the sense that divine intervention is sometimes
necessary to prevent events from happening beyond pofpa, we can
say that the latter is dependent on the former. However, the fate

that all men will die sometime cannot be changed even by the

21 For the flexibility of pofpa cf. Adkins, op. cit. p. 18 on Polyphemus'
prayer to Poseidon (Od. 9. 532-5): 'This passage illustrates the nature of the
belief in moira. If Polyphemus can pray in these terms, he must believe
that even if it is moira for Odysseus to return, it need not be moira for him
to return at a particular time or in a particular condition.'! The timetable of
uoipa, however, is in fact kept all the time. Thus Il. 6. 487 oV ydp 7(s i Umép
aloav dvip "At8. mpotdiper or Od. 10. 174-5 *Q ¢lAoi, oV ydp mw xaTabvodued,

dxyviuevol mep, [ els "Aldao 8duovs, mply udporpov fuap émerdp

22 op. cit. p. 19. However, Adkins' explanation for Zeus' decision that he
does not save Hector 'because it is a shameful thing to do,’ has no ground in
the context. Hera simply wamns him that he might face an unpleasant
(possibley violent) opposition from other gods if he acts as he likes or,
worse still, that there is fear that if Zeus sets a bad example of modifying
distributions of pofpa:t at will, others may follow it, thereby disturbing the
general order of the world. It is a matter of Olympian power politics on the
one hand and that of the world order on the other, but not that of shame.
cf. Otto, op. cit.,, p. 276: 'Thus the primeval and popular belief in personal
powers of fate was supplanted by the idea of an irrefragable order and
destiny which is a factual datum for the living and personal gods and exists
independent of them. Hence the only consequence that may be expected of
a possible disregard of the fact is a disruption of order.; C. Voigt,
Uberlegung und Entscheidung (Meisenheim am Glan 1972) pp. 83-4.
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gods (Od. 3. 236-8).23 So in the reproach of Hera to Zeus (/1. 22.
179-81):

dvépa Gvmrov édvra, mdAal menpuuévor alop

&y ébeders Badrolo Suomyeos éfaval ioa;

@8 drdp ol ToL mivTES émawvéquev feol dAAar,
the point that other gods would not approve his action is not so
powerful as the argument implied in the first two lines: 'He is
destined to death anyway. If you cannot give him an eternal life,
what is the point in letting him die a little later than now?'

An appointed time for a certain polfpa could be adjusted by
the gods since they 'spin' man's timetable of life (as testified by
the poet at Od. 1. 16-7), but the uoipa itself — such as death of a
man — cannot be cancelled. The gods have great enough power to
quicken the sunset (//. 18. 239-40) or to delay the sunrise for a
while (Od. 23. 241-6), but not to keep it away forever, because it
is an unchangeable pofpa for the sun to rise again to shine over the
earth (Od. 12. 385-6). They can exile hostile gods to the bottom
of Tartarus, but cannot kill them, because, by an absolute polpa,
they are immortal.

The gods have no power or authority to overcome such
absolute pofpat, nor do they wish to, because it is by this same
system of uoipat, the present order of the world, that the Olympian

gods get their very power and authority.24

aloa and the cognate words:

23 ¢f. S. Eitrem, op. cit. 2454 'Nach Il. XX 127 kommt es den Gottern zu, die
Schicksalstunde der Menschen zu bestimmen — das Schicksal selbst aber,
der Tod, steht fest.'

24 cf. W. Potscher, WS 73 (1960) pp. 27-8.

165



The basic meaning of the word 'aloa’, like pofpa, is a portion,
share, or lot and is virtually a synonym with poipa, except that aloa
seems to mean rather a portion 'measured' than 'divided'.25 This
difference of nuance does not show very much in the usage of the
words alca and poipa themselves, but it is significantly clear
between their derivatives.

Like poipa, alca as a measured portion per se, does not
necessarily have any moral connotation. For example, in his
angry rejection of Agamemnon's offer of compensation, Achilles
says that he values Agamemnon 'in the measure of straw' (év xapds
alop 11. 9. 378).

As a portion, alca is almost indistinguishable from pofpa. It
can be death (/I. 6. 487, 16. 441, 22. 61, 179; favdToio alcall. 24.
428, 750) or life span (II. 1. 416, 24, 224, Od. 11. 61) and in a
single example of personified Alca, she spins one's fate of death
(11. 20. 127-8). This image is probably the result of the
association of alca and uoipa.

aloa can also be a portion of good things, like hope26 (Od. 16.
101, 19. 84), booty (Il. 18. 327, Od. 5. 40, 13. 138), or territory (/l.
15. 209 (oduopos by dupj alop). It can be what a man is going to
experience (either good or bad) in the future (/1. 5. 209, 16. 707,
22. 477, Od. 5. 113, 206, 288, 7. 197, 9. 52, 13. 306, 14. 359, 15.

25 For the basic meaning 'measure’, cf. W. Leaf, The Iliad of Homer2, on 1.
418; Hedén, op. cit. p.156-7. To me Leaf's hypothesis seems to explain the
various use of alca and its cognate words most systematically. As it will be
obvious from the following, it is a variation of the view that alca is an
'equal portion' (cf. E. Boisacq, op. cit.,, aloca) because the divider must
'measure’ the portions in order to make them equal. This connotation of
equality is not prominent in the semantic range of pop- words. For other
suggestions on the etymology of aloca, sce W. Krause, Glotta 25 (1936) 145-6,
'given portion'; alca in H. Frisk, op. cit., P. Chantraine, op. cit.,, and LfgrE::
'part’ etc. _

26 Here I have no intention to get into the philosophical question, whether
hope is good or bad for men, posed by the jar of Pandora.
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276, 19. 259, 23. 315) or the destiny a city is going to meet (Od. 8.
511).

As we have seen, Aloa spins a man's fate (/I. 20. 127-8), but
KA&fes are also said to spin aloca (Od. 7. 197). Zeus is said to be a
dispenser of aloa at 11. 9. 608, 17. 321 (¥mép Aids aloav),2’ Od. 9. 52,
but his actual involvement in aloca is clear only in the two
examples in the Iliad. At Od. 9. 52, kaxn) Aids aloa means little more
than 'bad luck'.

Since aloa is a measured portion and often more specifically
'destiny’, its derivatives also carry either of these meanings.
alaios (Il. 24. 376) and mapailcios (I1. 4. 381) are related to aloa as
fate. alowuos and €valowpos are either 'being measured out' (hence
often 'destined, fateful') or 'within measure'. Interestingly, this
seems to explain why one of the xijpe becomes 'alowuov duap' after
being measured on Zeus' golden scales (/l. 8. 72, 22. 212). alotuov
here means 'destined’ as well as 'measured’. These passages show
that Zeus is involved in the process of measuring out man's fate of
death, even though this measuring may only be a formality to

confirm what has already been destined long before.28 One's

27 'ApyeioL 8¢ ke xiiBos EAov Kal Umép Auds aloav [ xdprel .. opeTépw 'vmép Aids

aloav' means 'beyond the portion (extent) measured and allowed by Zeus
i.e. beyond Zeus' intention'. As usual, it is prevented from happening by
divine (Apollo's) intervention.

28 But it does not make clear what exactly is the role of Zeus in forming
polpar of individuals. cf. Potscher, op. cit., p. 22ff, esp. 24: 'Zeus mag das
Schicksal ahnen, die letzte Erkenntnis holt er bei den ypvoeta tdAavra ein.';
M. P. Nilsson, Geschichte, p. 366: 'Mit Hilfe der Waage konstatiert Zeus
wessen Los das schwerste ist, wie der Verteiler der Portionen die Waage
ansieht, um einem jeden den rechten Anteil, einen gréBeren oder
kleineren, zuzuteilen.'; In my opinion, since Zeus already knows the
outcome of the combat of Hector and Achilles, the Kerostasia is to make
sure that the time is right, that Hector's portion of life has been exhausted
(rather like Death holding an hourglass). For, if he dies before his time,
that is beyond uolfpa, a sort of situation that the gods would try their best to
prevent. The scales, I should imagine, will stay balanced until the exact

167



death (II. 9. 245, 21. 100, 291, Od. 16. 280), the course of life (Od.
15. 239), or even the course of hunting in which the life at stake
is that of game (II. 15. 274, 21. 495) is alowpos, measured and
fated. Omens which reveal fate are €valowuos (Il. 2. 353, Od. 2. 159,
182).

alowpos, €valopos and their antonym €¢aloios (beyond
measure) refer to a variety of measures. There is a measure for
offerings to the gods, hence évalowwa 6dpa dfavdrois (I1. 24. 425-6) i.
e. due offerings to the gods. There is a measure for servants'
labour; hence évalowua €épyd{eobar (Od. 17. 321) i.e. to do assigned
work. There is a measure for time; hence 7FAforv évalowuov (I1. 6.
519) i.e. came in time. There is a measure for drinking wine;
hence alowa mivw (Od. 21. 294) i.e. drink within measure.

There seem to be also measures for human mind. There is a
measure for intelligence or sanity; hence a person who is
reasonably intelligent is afowuos (fem. Od. 23. 14), évalowuos (Il. 6.
521) or his mind is €valoiuos (ppeves ¢éEvalowpor Od. 18. 220).
Penelope's trick of the web failed because she mismeasured the
situation (évalowov ovk évdnoe Od. 2. 122). alowua or aloa combined
with prepositions, like pofpa, often points to a measure by which
the propriety of one's word or deed is judged. When a person
persuades others with a well-measured or fair argument (i. e. an
argument with its portions/components put in due order) it is
approved with the expression alowa mapeimav (Il. 6. 62, 7. 121), or
alowa elmas (Od. 22. 46). To pay back all the penalty to balance the

damage — so that each party will have a fair portion of Turf — is

time comes. Another example of the Kerostasia at /I. 8. 68-72 can be
interpreted in the same way. If it is to measure time, that also explains
why the poet takes pains to specify the time when Zeus produces the scales
(8. 68, 22. 208).
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Tloew alowwa mdvra (Od. 8. 348). When one says something rightly or
properly, he says it ka7 alocav ('within one's measure' //. 6. 333, 10.
445, 17. 716) and if not, he says it vmép aloav (‘beyond one's
measure' Il. 3. 59, 16. 780).29 It is recommended to be 'within
measure', i.e. moderate, in everying (Od. 7. 310, 15. 71).
Moderate and polite people are said to 'know the things within
measure' (alowa oldall. 15. 207, Od. 2. 231 = 5. 9, 14. 433; évaloiuov
voe€w Od. 7. 299). These expressions imply the existence of the
measure for social behaviour. But what is the aloca of human
behaviour in the Homeric world?

As the king of Ithaca, Odysseus never did anything 'beyond
measure' (€¢aloov Od. 4. 690); being as kind to his people as a
father, he is considered '¢peciv alowua e€ldufs' (Od. 2. 231 = 5. 9).
When he is asked why he does not eat anything at Circe's table,
he replies that anyone 'd¢vailoiuos’ would have no appetite until his
comrades are rescued (Od. 10. 383). Calypso guarantees him her
help for his journey home without deception saying that she has
'‘¢valoios vdos' and her heart is not oi8rfpeos but €Aerfuawr (Od. 5. 190-
1).

When Achilles maltreats the dead body of Hector, Apollo

criticizes him for not having 'évalotpor ¢peves' (Il. 24. 40). Thetis's

29 But vmép aloav can also mean quite literally 'beyond measure' i.e.
excessively, unexpectedly (/1. 16. 780). cf. Leaf, ad loc.

169



request to Zeus for honouring her son through the death of many
Achaeans is called 'éfaloios dprf (I1. 15. 598), a request beyond
measure, by the poet.30

These examples point to alca as the measured limit for
human and divine mind beyond which one cannot go without
being cruel. We have no way of knowing whether the gods or the
goddess Alca has 'measured out' such aloa, but it certainly exists
and the gods expect each other and human beings to act within
such 'aloa', as Apollo's reproach of other gods and Achilles at Il 24.
33ff shows. This sort of alca is a source of divine morality more
intelligible to men than harsh pofpa or alca that drives angry gods

to ruthless persecution of mortals.

Conclusion

Whether harsh or mild, poipa and al’ca determine the
patterns of behaviour of both men and gods. [Everyone acts
according to his given portion, xard poipav or kar aloarv— that is the
fundamental moral logic we see in the usage of the two words
and their derivatives. At the same time, it compels that everyone
should be given his own portion, for if not, it disturbs the
universal order. Although the 'portion' can be as amoral as one's

birth as a mortal or god, or a moral 'common sense'3! to tell you

30 cf. Leaf, ad loc.: ‘¢¢acoiov, going beyond measure (A 418), i. e.
unreasonable. The poet thus speaks explicitly as a Greek partisan.'

31 ¢f. Dietrich, op. cit. p. 227-8: 'The phrase xard polpav, then, with its
parallel év polpp and antonym mapd polpav gives proof of the lively
appreciation — in direct speech as well as in the narrative — of a propriety
that became specialized in certain spheres of social life. It seems to
evidi¢ce an unwritten standard, according to which personal conduct and
social intercourse were directed. The underlying significance of this uofpa
is not one of fate, but it is intricately connected with that ethical concept
pofpa in Homer which stands for a particular due portion, either of material
goods, or of a keenly felt idea of honour.'
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how to speak and act properly, the gods and men do share the
same moral criterion — that is, that we all must act within the
limit of one's share, within measure. This rule sometimes drives
the gods to ruthless punishment of mortals who slight their
‘portion’, honour, even unknowingly. But on other occasions, it
tells both men and gods to be compassionate with others.
Therefore, ability to behave in a way considerate to other
members of one's society, the so-called 'quiet’ or 'co-operative'
excellences32, have the same firm common ground as the polpa as

the universal order before which even the gods give way.

32 Adkins, Merit and Responsibility, p. 6ff.
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Chapter 8 Honour and revenge

TIf
The universal law of poipa is that everyone has his own

portion, either good or bad. One aspect of this law is that one
must endure whatever sufferings fate gives as one's lot. Even the
gods are not exempted from this law. Although they are
immortal and generally happy, they must endure the loss of their
mortal offspring or occasional injury caused either by other gods
or by mortals. Another aspect of the law is that everyone has a
claim to one's due portion in his community.! And this portion,
usually good and desirable, is called Teu7f.2

Unlike uolpa, however, Tiurf is not a strictly fixed sum of
portion. Since it depends on acknowledgement by others, it could
be increased, decreased, or even completely taken away by
others.3 For example, if a man fails to make a due offering to a
god, either intentionally or unintentionally, the god's 7wur7n is
injured. If a god's mwuif is injured by a man, he must take action to
punish the man in order to restore his Twus7f and to warn others to

learn a lesson from it. The gods are ever happier if honoured

1 Thus, if any person is not given his portion, it means that he does not
(have to) belong to the community, just as Achilles withdraws from battle
when his prize, an important part of his Teurf, has been taken away by
Agamemnon. cf. L. Bottin, 'Onore e privilegio nella societd omerica',
Quaderni di Storia 10 (1979) 74ff: 'I beni prodotti o acquisiti collettivamente
vengono distribuiti a tutta la collettivitd. L'esclusione dalla spartizione
equivale alla esclusione dal gruppo.'

2 1 translate 7eurf as 'honour' in the following for the sake of convenience
only. Twusf is the basis of one's status in a community consisting of material
property, political influence and respect from others. cf. A. W. H. Adkins,
"Honour' and 'Punishment' in the Homeric Poems' BICS 7 (1960) 29.

3 ¢f. J.-C. Riedinger, 'Remarques sur la TIMH chez Homére' REG 89 (1976)
256: '... on peut acquérir I'honneur (/l. 16, 84: dpnat), l'augmenter (/1. 1, 510:
d¢€AAwor; cf.: udAdov Il. 9, 257, Od. 18. 161), ou encore le voir perdu (/I. 8, 163)
ou diminué (/l. 16, 90).’
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more by men by more offerings and prayer. The same is true
with men. They always want to receive more 7Tiurf from others
either in a form of material goods or respect, as much as their
status would allow them to expect. Problems arise when someone
wants to increase his 7Twurf without considering the 7iurf of others,
as Agamemnon robbed Achilles of his war-prize, or Paris carried
off the wife and treasure of Menelaus. In such cases, the man
whose 7iun is affected must try to restore it either by getting
material compensation or by violent vengeance. Or else, his 7iun
might be challenged also by others (whether they are foreign
enemies or malicious neighbours) who do not hesitate to take
advantage of his incapability of self-defence. Twurf is a focal point
of Homeric morality through which men and gods define their
friends and enemies and thereby determine their behaviour
towards others. In this chapter, we will examine how Twu7n is
exchanged among them under normal circumstances and how

they try to regain their 7iurf once it is damaged.

Honour as observed in the usage of muif, mpdw, Tw, dripdw, dripd{w,

dTyuln, driunTos, émTurirwp.

The gods and Twurf

Generally speaking, the gods honour and respect one
another.  Although they sometimes quarrel or fight with one
another, the damaging effect is kept to a minimum. There is a
hierarchy within the divine society, and senior gods are more
respected by younger ones (/I. 21. 468-9, 498-9, Od. 6. 329-30,
13. 141-2, 341-2). Zeus is at the top of the hierarchy as the

patriarch. However, his two brothers, Poseidon and Hades, hold
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equal portions of territory to Zeus' and therefore, in this respect,
they hold equal 7wurf. Poseidon is not pleased when prohibited by
Zeus to fight for the Achaeans, because he thinks he is equal in
honour to Zeus (dudTwuos Il. 15. 186).4 Zeus must also yield to
Thetis' petition to honour her son Achilles in order not to injure
her mwurf (I1. 1. 515-6). It is also he who disapproves of Hera's
attitude towards Apollo when she scolds him fiercely (Il. 24. 65).
Despite her higher status, she is not allowed to dishonour other
gods. However, no trouble in heaven is serious; When Aphrodite
dishonours her husband Hephaestus (Od. 8. 309) by her affair
with Ares, she is put on a shameful show, but not punished in any
other way.

The most important 7wurf of the gods is their immortality
which is guaranteed by poipa. When originally mortal beings are
said to have won a share of the honour of the gods, as in the cases
of Ino-Leucothea (Od. 5. 335) and the Dioscouroi (Od. 11. 302-4),
it means that they have acquired immortality above anything
else. It is also the case when Hector wishes he had as much
honour as Athena or Apollo (I/. 8. 540, 13. 827), though the wish
itself has only the rhetorical function of emphasizing the certainty
of the following clause and is in fact 'the wish without desire.'s
Some heroic men attain valour (dperirf) which almost matches the
gods', e. g. Diomedes injuring Ares with Athena's support or
Hector raging unafraid of either men or gods, but inevitable old
age and weakening await them. Since the gods never age or die,

their 7wu1f, dperrf, and Bi'n are greater than those of men (/1. 9. 498).

4 However, Zeus complains about Poseidon's claim to be his equal (/I. 15.
167). There is, of course, difference in the status between the two and
therefore in their Teurf.

5 c¢f. F. M. Combellack, 'The wish without desire' in AJP 102 (1981) 115-9.
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Divine Twurf, however, depends largely on honour paid by
men to them. The gods have no 7wu7f without human worship.
Poseidon is angered by the Phaeacians because of their kind
treatment of the god's enemy Odysseus, and says that since they,
mortals, do not respect him, he is no longer honourable (riurfets)
among the gods (Od. 13. 129). Therefore he must punish the
Phaeacians (Od. 13. 144). For the same reason the gods punish
severely those men who have failed to make due offerings (which
are the yepas of the gods I1. 4. 49) to them (/1. 9. 533ff, Od. 4.
351ff). On the other hand, since the gods are so much in need of
human worship, abundant offerings are often a bargaining chip
for men. Chryses has his prayer heard by Apollo by reminding
the god of his generous offerings (/I. 1. 39-41).6 Hector was most
loved by the gods because of his constant offerings to them (J/.
24. 66-70). Zeus does not abandon Odysseus, though he is hated
by Poseidon, for the same reason (Od. 1. 66-7).

Since this is the contract between men and gods, a human
failure is sometimes looked upon in the same light as the result of
failure to pay due honour to the gods. Antilochus says, in
claiming his right to the second prize of the chariot race which
Achilles has offered to the loser Eumelus, that Eumelus deserves
the result because he has not prayed to the gods as he should
have done (/I. 23. 546-7). On the contrary, Odysseus, who does
pray to Athena, wins the foot race in a lucky way (/I. 23. 770).
Similarly, Teucer, who does not pray to Apollo, fails to shoot the

target in the archery competition (/I. 23. 863-5), while Meliones

6 The same logic in other prayers: Il. 15. 372-4, Od. 4. 764; in a request from
one god to another /I. 1. 503-4; from one mortal to another /I. 22. 83-5, O0d. 3.
98-101 = 4. 328-30.
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succeeds because he prays to the god promising offerings (872-3).
The gods get flattered when they are relied upon, as Athena is so
pleased when Menelaus prays to her first of all the gods (/1. 17.
568-9) that she gives him strength in return (569).

No great enterprise, therefore, should be embarked on
without offerings and prayer to the gods. The Achaeans break
this rule when they build a great fortification without making any
offerings to the gods. Against this insolence, though unintended,
Zeus expresses his anger with thunderstorm (Jl. 7. 478-9), and
because of Poseidon's protest, the wall will be destroyed and
forgotten in the near future (/1. 7. 459-63, 12. 17-33).

Therefore men honour the gods. The gods, on the other
hand, honour only a limited category of men. They honour most,
next to themselves, their own offspring and priests, and kings and
heroes who are often their descendants. Singers are also
supposed to be under the patronage of the gods, especially the
Muse (Od. 8. 73, 480-1, 22. 345-8). By this assumption men
honour them (Od. 8. 480,13. 28) and hold a/éus towards them (Od.
8. 480).

The priests are honoured among men 'like the gods' (JI. 5.
78, 16. 605) because they are, obviously, the representatives of
the gods, and failure to honour them will be directly taken by the
gods as an offence against their own 7wurf. So they do take action
to protect the 7wurf of their priest as we see in the case of Chryses
(I1. 1. 43ff, 454).

There is also no doubt that the gods honour their
descendants, kings and heroes. The defeat of the Achaeans by
Hector is the clearest sign of the Tiurf which Zeus grants Achilles as
his favour to Thetis (/1. 1. 353, 505, 508, 558-9, 2. 3-4, 8. 372, 9.
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110, 118, 15. 77, 16. 237). Zeus cannot save his son Sarpedon at
the destined moment of his death, but he lets it rain with blood in
honour of his son (/I. 16. 460). He cannot save Troy and Hector
either, but he does say that he has honoured Troy (/. 4. 46) —
and that is because of the 7iun the city gives him (48-9) and
because of his love for the line of his son Dardanus (/I. 20. 304) —
and gives honour and glory to Hector while it is still possible (/1.
15. 612, 17. 99). Agamemnon is honoured by the Achaeans and
the gods because of the sceptre (and the authority) inherited
from Pelops to whom Zeus gave it. The gods even thunder in the
battlefield in his honour (//. 11. 45-6). The gods sometimes
appear in person to men whom they honour. Athena often
appears in person to help many heroes, among whom Odysseus
and his son (Od. 3. 379) above all, and so do Poseidon and Apollo.
A god's attendance increases a hero's valour and glory ( e. g.
Diomedes in Iliad 5) or at least keeps him clear from the doom of
death (e. g. Paris in Iliad 3 and Aeneas in Iliad 5 both saved by
Aphrodite).

Just as they honour senior members among themselves (Od.
13. 141-2), the gods honour elders among heroes (JI. 23. 788). It
is so stated by Antilochus in a joking fashion, but it has a good
ground to be taken seriously. Athena did intervene to assist
Odysseus in the race in which Antilochus finished last, and the
heroes of Nestor's generation were greater than contemporary
ones (/1. 1. 260-1).

The gods are said to honour/value &8¢kn and alowpa €pya by
Eumaeus (0Od. 14. 84). As we analysed in Chapter 5, it is a belief
more at home with wishes of non-heroic figures both in Homer

and Hesiod than with the 'reality’ we see in the Homeric epics.
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Certainly Athena helps Odysseus to take revenge on the suitors,
and the righteous hero does triumph in the end, but not because
he is righteous, but because he is honoured by the gods thanks to
his heroic strength and cunning character (cf. Chapter 3). Non-
heroic figures can hardly expect such 7iurf from the gods. The
gods' favouritism becomes conspicuous, if we have a look at a
case of family tragedy obscured by the grandeur of heroic
adventure of Odysseus.

Not all of his companions perished because of their
'dracfalial’, especially not the ones eaten by the Cyclops. It was
due to Odysseus' curiosity and greed (d¢p’ avrdy e lSowut, kal el pou
Eedvia boln Od. 9. 229) that he and his companions stayed in the
cave of the Cyclops and had the most deadly encounter with the
giant. Odysseus himself regrets later that he did not listen to the
plea of his companions to go back to the ship immediately (9.
228):

X &y oo mBury, 7 & moAbxépSiov Tev.

This mistake is also bitterly criticized by Eurylochus as his
'‘dracfaiial’ (10. 437), the same verdict as on his companions who
eat the cattle of Helios and on the suitors of Penelope.

Those six who perished in the Cyclops' cave were among the
best twelve of the crew whom Odysseus had specially chosen (9.
195-6), apparently the most valorous, courageous and
trustworthy of all. We are told that one of the last two victims of
the Cyclops was called Antiphus and was the son of Aegyptius
who stands up first in the assembly of the Ithacans (2. 15-20).
The old man has three other sons, but still cannot forget Antiphus
and sheds tears for him in public as he recalls the departure of

his son with Odysseus' fleet (23-4). That is bad enough.
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Moreover, we know that another son of his, Eurynomus, is among
the suitors (2. 21-2), who will be killed by Odysseus in the end.
It is entirely Odysseus' fault that the old man loses his eldest son.
Another one is killed by the same man in person. Although the
second one probably deserves his death, the sorrow of the father
is the same, and there is absolutely no consolation or
compensation for the death of the first one. It is surely for this
‘injustice’ that the aggressive father of Antinous, Eupeithes, raises
his cry, shedding tears among other bereaved (24. 426-9):

d oL, Huéya dpyov dvip &5 priparA xaiols

TOls v ot viEoow dywy roAéas Te kal éotAols

WAeor pév vins yAapypds, dmd 8 i eoe Aaois;

Tois 8 éAbuy dicrewve KegaArpwr Y dploors:
And he is killed by Laertes. All others are hushed by Athena
who proclaims Zeus' amnesty: Odysseus is excused from paying
for any of his drac6aAlat or killing. There will be no compensation
or consolation for the bereaved like Aegyptius. This is the 8dkn of
the gods, the way they do things, the injustice of which the poet
did not fail to hint at.

Another humble figure, Phoenix, urges Achilles to honour
(I1. 9. 513-4) and stand in awe of (alé€¢cgetar 508) the goddesses
called Litai, on the same ground as men honour other gods, i. e. if
you honour them, they will honour you, and if you do not, they
will punish you. Achilles apparently is not impressed by his
argument. But is Achilles punished for not honouring these
goddesses? It is certainly common to interpret Patroclus' death
as Achilles' punishment for rejecting the embassy's plea, but as
we saw in Chapter 4 (Conclusion), whatever Achilles did, the loss

of Patroclus was inevitable. In the example of Phoenix's Litai
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allegory, too, we see the gap between the 'reality’ of the heroic
world and divine behaviour and the belief of humble people who

think that the gods behave in an intelligibly moral manner.

Men and Turf

Men honour the gods with prayer and sacrifice. The case is
somewhat different, however, when people honour somebody
'like a god', a very common expression for heroes and priests.
Achilles, Agamemnon, Aeneas and Thoas are honoured 'like a god'
among their people, by the Argives or by the Trojans (Achilles /1.
9. 302-3, Od. 11. 484 loa beoiow; Agamemnon Il. 10. 33; Aeneas //.
11. 58; Thoas Il. 13. 218; cf. Hector Il. 22. 434-5), and Odysseus
by the Phaeacians (Od. 5. 36, 19. 280, 23. 339), not with worship
but with gifts, prizes and other material honour (e.g. food and
wine at banquets). Many of the examples of this expression are
repeated formulaic expressions (6eds (&) s TleTo Srjuw I1. 5. 78, 10.
33, 11. 58, 13. 218, 16. 605, Od. 14. 205) and therefore they may
be conventional exaggerated expressions just conveying the
meaning 'he was much honoured.’ It is clear in the case of just a
wealthy man with splendid sons, who is said to be honoured like
a god (Od. 14. 205).7

But when priests are said to be honoured among men 'like a
god' (I1. 5. 78, 16. 605), it may be taken literally to some extent,
since they are obviously the representatives of the gods and
failure to honour them will be directly taken by the gods as an

offence against their honour. And the gods do take action to

7 ¢f. 0d. 7. 10 606 & ds Sriups diovev; 8. 173 Gedv s eloopdwary, also Il. 12. 312, CS.!:»}(A{K
0d. 3. 246, 4. 160, 6. 309,77. 71, 15. 520, etc.
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protect the honour of their priests as we see in the case of
Chryses.

Similarly, men honour singers (Od. 13. 28) because they are
regarded as inspired by the Muses (Od. 8. 480-1, 22. 346-8), and
described by the poet as such (8. 73). It would be surprising if a
poet who sings (/1. 2. 484-92):

"Eomere viv ua, Motoar OAuma Sujuat érovoar —

{uets ydp Geal éore, mipeoré Te, loTé Te Mg

fuets & KA éos: dlov dxovguev ol m luev —

ol TuEs fyeudes Aavady kal kolpavo. Toay

mATGly 8 otk & éyw pbripquar ol dvourow,

ol el o Séa ptv yAdooa, 8ba &A oruat eley,

¢ 8 dpprycros, ydheow & pou firop 8ln

el uN'OAyumdses Motoar, Aiés alyidroo

Ovyatepes, pwnoatad Soow tmd”1 Avov I Gov
did not believe in the reality of the Muses and that a poet's talent
and inspiration came from them. Even if they did not, it was
assumed as the reality within the world. of poetry.

Kings' honour is also god-given, coming from Zeus (J/. 1.
278-9, 2. 197, 17. 251). Agamemnon is confident that the
Achaeans and Zeus honour him even if Achilles does not (/I. 1.
175)8, because of his sceptre and authority handed down from
Zeus (I1. 9. 38) for which he holds the honour of commanding all
the Achaean force (Od. 24. 30). Kings' murf, of course, comes with
their duties. As we have seen, they are judges for their people.

In war, they are expected to be supreme warriors. Kings' honour

8 But of course, as Nestor rightly remarks, even the gods honour Achilles
(1. 9. 110).
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and their military duties are well illustrated in the words of
Sarpedon addressed to Glaucus at //. 12. 310-21:

[aixe, Tin 61wk renuruecta udiiora 310

&pn Te kpéaoty Te 15 mAelos Semrdecowy

év Aty mvres & beols ik elogpduon,

Kal Téevos veudueota uéya Zd /oo mag xbas,

K& gurad s kal dpotpns murogdpoLa

T ViV xpn) Audolon uéra mpoiroiowy édvras 315

éorduey 15 pdyms: kavoTelpns dmBok ipat,

&bpa ns &S elmy Auduwy miaa Gupricrduy

'ovpady dkedess Audny kdra kolpavéovoy

TuéTepoL BacA s, éSouot Te mova puila

o 7 Earovpedintéa X dpaxalls K2

éotl 1 émel Audoion uéra npuroio udyovrar!
Their 7wurf is supplemented by reuevos from their people (313 cf. 7.
6. 194; Swrivnll. 9. 155, 297), by more share of meat and wine
than others get at the banquet (311), and by being looked at like
the gods (312). Therefore if one becomes a king, he will be more
honoured as well as wealthier (Od. 1. 393). Their Tty always
includes material property and rule over a group of people. It
can be inherited (/I. 20. 180-1) or shared among kindred and
friends (/1. 9. 149-55=291-8, 616, Od. 4. 174-77). Holders of
kingly 7iurf, on the other hand, have the obligation to defend the
Twu7f of their community — including property and people — by
their valour and administration of 8/xn (elpvro 8lkpol 1€ xal obéver J11.
16. 542).9 They must always fight at the front in the battlefield

9 The phrase clearly indicates that a king must possess both 'cooperative'
and 'competitive' excellences in order to 'defend’ his kingdom. (For the
terms 'cooperative' and 'competitive’ excellences, cf. A. W. H. Adkins, Merit
and Responsibility, pp. 6-7.)
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and win glory (315-6, 318 ov dxAeces; cf. Il. 6. 444-6) defending
and increasing the interests of their people and themselves
against external threats. As SiwkaomdAot they protect feutores of Zeus
(1. 1. 238-9) and solve domestic problems.

The honour of a king may be threatened if he is not strong
enough to perform the duty of defending his people. Achilles in
Hades fears that his father might be dishonoured because of his
old age and weakness (Od. 11. 496-7, 503). Telemachus' right to
his father's throne is threatened by the suitors of Penelope
because he is not strong enough to take up his father's role as the
head of his house and his community.

For a hero/ nobleman (dyafo’s), whether he is a king
(BaoiAeVs) or not, military valour is an essential source of mwurf. It is
his duty to defend his household (olxos) consisting of his family,
other dependants like slaves and refugees ({x€¢rat) and property.
What can happen if a honsehold lacks such protector is depicted
in the Odyssey. Since Telemachus is powerless before the suitors,
his property — the most important part of his Turf — is consumed
at their will until Odysseus comes back to remove them. A hero
must help also his kindred and friends who are not members of
his household when their life and/or Tuurf is threatened. Had
Telemachus had brothers or other close kindred to help him, he
would not have suffered from the suitors' wantonness (Od. 16.
115-7). The Trojan war is an example of such occasions on that
kindred and friends get together to defend a man's Tiu7n.
Agamemnon leads the whole army on behalf of his younger
brother whose 7iurf is to be won back from Troy. And apparently
many heroes joined the enterprise because of their guest-

friendship with the Atreidae as well as because of spoils which
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will increase their material 7.urf, rather than being bound by their
oath to protect Helen.10

Their duties being chiefly military, heroes are honoured
most for their valour and heroic achievements (Diomedes I/. 8.;
161, Paris Il. 6. 521-2; Deikoon Il. 5. 536; Sthenelus Il. 4. 410).
Supreme warriors, therefore, should be more honoured than
ordinary soldiers, or it will cause resentment (/l. 9. 314-9, 13.
460-1). Of course, their honour is inseparable from their royal or
divine descent (Achilles Il. 24. 57-9, 66; Diomedes II. 14. 126-7).
There are no supreme or even good warriors described among
commoners in the epics, and no doubt there were not any in
reality either, because commoners could not afford an expensive
set of armour nor leisure to practise military skills. And, as a rule
in the Homeric world, nothing is more effective than divine blood
in the veins in making a man strong.

The importance of rwurf for heroes is best-illustrated by the
very themes of the two epics. Achilles' anger is the result of the
damage done by Agamemnon to his honour (/1. 1. 171, 244, 355-
6, 411-2, 2. 239-40, 9. 110-1, 647-8, 13. 113, 16. 58-9, 274) and

that is a good enough reason for sacrificing lives of many. The

10 1t seems certainly the case with Achilles. However, it is very difficult to
trace the legendary 'fact' about Achilles' connection with Menelaus and
Helen. If the cause of the divine beauty contest was an apple thrown into
the wedding banquet of Peleus and Thetis, Achilles may not have been
even bom when Paris abducted Helen, unless the goddesses had waited for
years until Zeus appointed Paris the judge, or Paris had waited for years
until Aphrodite fulfilled her promise to give him Helen. If Achilles is
bound by any oath to do with Helen, it would be his father's, since Peleus is
more likely to have been among Helen's suitors than his son. dpxia which
Nestor mentions at /l. 2. 339 apparently does not mean specific oaths, 'but
the agreement of alliance’' and therefore even if any of the members of
the alliance goes home, he will not be an ‘'oath breaker'. cf. D. Cohen,
"Horkia' and ‘horkos' in the Iliad ', RIDA 27 (1980) 52-3: 'Being autonomous
kings, they can, as Achilles says he will do, leave Troy if they wish, and
thus Nestor does not threaten them, or attempt to coerce them.'
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Trojan war itself is an expedition called for to regain the Tiurf of
Menelaus, i. e. Helen and his stolen treasure supplemented by
recompense (/1. 1. 159, 3. 286, 459, 5. 552, 17. 92, Od. 14. 70,
117). In the Odyssey, the suitors are all killed because they
damaged the Twurf of Odysseus so badly, by dishonouring Odysseus
(16. 274, 20. 167, 21. 99, 427, 22. 370, 23. 28), Penelope (14. 164,
18. 144, 24. 459), Telemachus (14. 164), Odysseus' household (16.
431), and all the visitors to his house (22. 414-5, 23. 65-6).
Distribution of 7wurf is not as egalitarian as that of the poipa of
death.  For example, wretched wanderers (//. 24. 531-3) or
immigrants (/1. 9. 648, 16. 59) have very little 7u7f in the Homeric
world. However, within the class of heroes, everyone does have a
decent 7Tiu7f and should be guaranteed it by other members of the
class, as far as they want to remain friends. We have already
seen how careful Achilles is in dealing with various degrees of
Tiury of his comrades at the funeral games.!! Even a great king
like Agamemnon does not have a right to rob 7wurf of his lesser

associate like Achilles.!12 A member of the aristocratic warrior

11 ¢f. Chapter 5.

12 Adkins, Merit and Responsibility, p. 51. He thinks that as far as
Agamemnon is successful in his military duties he can do whatever he
likes, such as taking Briseis from Achilles. Of course, Agamemnon can
take Achilles' prize because he is 'dya6ds' i. e. militarily superior, but only
if he is prepared to make Achilles an enemy. To be sure, making an enemy
by itself is not a moral error by any means in the Homeric society.
Therefore, Agamemnon is not 'wrong', and therefore not censured,
provided his intention was to do without Achilles in the expedition — which
he does choose as his course of action at the hight of the quarrel. But his
conduct is not justified if he considers and would like Achilles to be his
¢(Aos, friend or ally. Adkins' assertion that Agamemnon may do this to
Achilles apparently derives from confusion of two distinct moralities in
Homer, one to deal with friends and another to deal with enemies. As far as
Agamemnon considers Achilles as his ally, he must respect Achilles' 7ur.
If the Homeric society is so dangerous (as Adkins emphasizes) that military
strength is vital for survival, the act of discarding the most valued ally for
a trivial reason ought to be most severely criticized and effectively
prevented.  After all, Achilles must have refrained from killing
Agamemnon partly for the same reason. In the end, Agamemnon is told
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class should have a due portion of riurf in his group or he may
break off from it and become hostile, as Achilles nearly attacked
Agamemnon after his humiliation by the king. Agamemnon is in
command of the whole Achaean army, not as an absolute
monarch, but as a manager of a business.!3 He must pay wages to
his partners in a reasonable proportion to their ranks and work,
or they may quit their job. It is the case even with Odysseus'
cowherd who contemplates leaving his master's house which is
plagued by the suitors, and finding some other employer (Od. 20.
218-3). Moreover, war is a serious business. One risks one's own
life which is irreplaceable once lost. Although living in the world
of fiction, Homeric heroes never forget nor let us forget that (/1. 9.
408-9):

dbpos 6¢ ruxry mdA v EXGely olre AeloT)

ol éxeTrj émel dp kev dueliperar épcos & Twv.

So if the director of this dangerous business wants to be
successful, he must reward his partners sensibly. And we see
Agamemnon's normal mode of management when he encourages
his generals in Iliad 4 as he tactfully appeals to their sense of

honour.

To Idomeneus (4. 261-4):
el mep ydp 7 Aot ye kdpn kqudwTes A yaial

that he should be 'Sixatdrepos' hereafter, that is, to behave in a way more
considerate to fair distribution of 7iu7f within the community (cf. Chapter 5,
'‘6ccn in Homer'). cf. S. E. Bassett, 'The ‘Auapria of Achilles', TAPA 65 (1934)
61; H. Lloyd-Jones, The Justice of Zeus, p. 26: '... by depriving him of his
prize, Agamemnon has neglected an obligation implicit in his whole
relation to the partners in the expedition, that he will respect the time of
his subordinates.’

13 ¢f. 11. 16. 53 where Achilles calls himself an equal (7év duofov) of
Agamemnon.
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