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Abstract

This thesis examines fathers and sons in the Iliad and the Odyssey with an
epilogue on Tolstoy's War and Peace. All of these works are framed by a father and son.
But each work, while foregrounding father and son, presents sharply distinct pictures of
them.

From an introductory study of father similes in both epics, I distinguish the Hiad
as a poem of simile and the Odyssey one of symbol. That is, the Illiad values filial
relationships based on analogy, while the Odyssey rejects father substitutes and aims for
the actual father himself. Thus the lliad portrays the growing involvement of the divine
patér, who becomes like a father to the mortal sons separated from their genitors by war
and death. This community of sons under father Zeus comprises another aspect of the
epic’s interest in Panhellenization. The Odyssey shows an unchanging impersonal divine
patér; and the sons' reunion with their genitors. And yet, with métis characteristic of the
house of Odysseus, the relationship of these fathers and sons are marked by an
indeterminacy more profound than that of fathers and sons by analogy. The consistent
opposition between the two epics’ representations of fathers and sons adds further evidence
to the idea that early Greek poetry was composed under agonistic conditions.

Tolstoy's War and Peace contrasts two heroes of different generic roots: Pierre,
from the conventional feminine novel of manners; and Prince Andrei from epic. While
Tolstoy transforms Pierre into the hero of his newly masculinized novel through his rebirth
from maternal men, Prince Andrei resists such rebirth and disintegrates into the Father God
— a parody of the epic hero who attains permanent individuality in his death. What is
Homeric about Tolstoy is his masculinization of the previously female domain of the home
and marriage, similar to the Homeric masculinization of death. Homeric epic and War and
Peace thus share the accomplishment of bringing what had been the terrible or trivial world
of women into the realm of men and thereby transform their own genres of epic and novel

into new and inimitable forms.



Foreword

Images of the father loom large in literary and religious imagination: Zeus, Yahweh, God:;
King Hamlet, King Lear, Pere Goriot, Fyodor Karamazov, Leopold Bloom, Thomas
Sutpen — to name a few.! Ancient Greek literature contains its share of memorable fathers
and sons: Ouranos and Kronos, Kronos and Zeus, Agamemnon and Orestes, Laius and
Oedipus, Oedipus and Polyneices, Nestor and Antilochos, Priam and Hector, Odysseus
and Telemachus, Kreon and Haimon, Theseus and Hippolytus, among others. Several
genres of the Greek corpus obviously foreground father stories. For example, Hesiod's
Theogony accounts for the establishment of Zeus's sovereignty in contest with that of his
fathers. And the prominence of fathers in tragedy has recently been recognized in more
plays than Aeschylus's Oresteia or Euripides's Hippolytus.2 The lliad and the Odyssey
also tell their stories within the frame of father-son tales. The lliad begins with "Achilles
son of Peleus" and ends with his extraordinary meeting with the fatherly Priam. The
Odyssey starts with the recollection of Aigisthos's paternal vengeance and Telemachus's
daydream of his father; and ends with the three generations of fathers and sons allied
against the vengeful fathers of the slain suitors. Though the idea of father and son is one
among several which organizes and informs the Homeric epics, no one has yet
systematically considered this prominence.3 This dissertation articulates these father stories
of the two poems and thus places them in the Greek — and larger literary — tradition of
tales of fathers and sons.

Though one of the most valuable findings of this study is the ongoing dialogue
between the two epics, the Iliad and the Odyssey, this project first began as a question

about the lliad alone. Like many readers of the Iliad, I was intrigued by its complex

For an overview see Davis 1988, 547-559.

2See Wohl 1998; and Griffith 1999.

3For partial treatments, see: Redfield 1975, 110-12; Finlay 1980, 267-73; MacCary 1982; Lynn-George
1988, 241-50; Martin 1993, 222-39; Crotty 1994, 24-42.



representation of mortality.4 Emily Vermeule, approaching the topic circumspectly, has
restricted the broad claim that the Iliad is about death: "In a way it is wrong to regard the
Iliad as a poem of death, even in some partial aspect, although death is so powerful a
theme. It might be truer to regard it as a poem of mortality and mortal accidents, and of the
kinds of behavior only mortals need have to confront these."> The poem certainly
represents many aspects of mortality and mortal behavior — dread of death, physical
dying, grief and lament, funerary ritual, the lot of the survivors, and more. And yet
Vermeule's description, which already modifies the broad claim of others, is itself still too
broad. The Iliad presents a very specific arena of mortality: the battlefield. Here youthful
men meet in the zero-sum contest of warfare. The [liad thus represents the mortality of
only a very limited part of all humanity. A precise description of the Iliad would thus say
that it is a poem about the mortality and mortal accidents of vigorous men and the
responsive behavior of gods, parents, brothers, wives, comrades and enemies to those
deaths. It is possible to be even more precise about the vigorous men whose mortality the
poem reflects. They are named in death with their patronymic; they die with the final
pathetic thought of leaving an aggrieved father or mother behind at home; they attempt to
avoid death with a last supplication by the goods stored up in their father's house; they are
called collectively "the sons of the Achaeans,"” and "the sons of Priam." That is, then, the
men who die in the Iliad are predominantly identified as sons. From this observation arose
the question which first set this dissertation in motion: why does the Iliad present mortality
as an issue of sons? In order to answer that question, one needs first to know what a son
signifies and implies in the epic imagination. In the patriarchal economy of the oikos, the
son forms part of an interdependent unit with the father.6 A study of why the lliad is a

poem of the mortality of specifically — and exclusively — sons thus demanded a

4A select bibliography includes Reinhardt 1960, 5-15; Griffin 1980; Marg 1942, 167-79; Schein 1984;
Nagy 1979; Vermeule 1979; Vernant 1991, S0-75; Pucci 1998, 49-69, 179-23 1. For further
bibliography, see Edwards, M.W. 1987, 142.

SVermeule 1979, 97.

SCf. Redfield 1975, 110-113.



prerequisite analysis of epic fathers and sons overall; whence the subject of this
dissertation. Because of both the volume of the epics’ representations of fathers and sons
and the interest of this topic by itself, I do not give an exhaustive answer to the question of
why the Iliad portrays their mortality particularity. Nevertheless, that question remains an
important subtext to my investigation of fathers and sons in the Iliad.

This observed relationship between sons and mortality leads to the first of three
preliminary ideas fundamental to my readings of fathers and sons in the lliad. First is the
idea of the poem'’s masculinization of death. Shiela Murnaghan has discussed a Greek
cultural C(;nnecﬁon between mothers and mortality: "mothers transmit the knowledge of
mortality to their children in a recapitualtion of their original transmission of the mortal
condition itself" (1992, 243). That is, because mothers bring people into the world by
birth, they are linked to their passing out of it as well. But, I argue, Murnaghan provides
only one half of the picture of death in Homeric epic. For as Vernant has demonstrated,
epic death has two faces: terrifying death from the point of view of the dead; and glorious
death from the point of view of the living.” These two faces are readily gendered.
Terrifying death corresponds to the mother, to the feminine in general. The horrific agents
of death are all female: Keres, Gorgons, Harpies, Sphinxes, Sirens. Glorious death is the
domain of the male. Its divine agents are pacific and benign: Hades is "a king of
remembered images"; and Thanatos "a negative, a cessation, an inversion of life, but not a
physical enemy."8 In epic, glorious death, under the aegis of the male, is ideally wrested
from the feminine cyclicality of endless birth and death. Indeed a goal of heroic epic is this
masculinization of death: by socializing death as it turns it into "an ideal type of life," epic
poetry tames the feminine aspect of death, subordinating it to the masculine aspect.

A major way epic accomplishes this masculinization of death is by detaching it from
the mother and attaching it to the father. This move can be seen as one from nature to

culture. Women, as Murnaghan has shown, typically imply the cyclicality of birth and

7Vernant 1981, 285.
8Vermeule 1979, 37



death. Contrary to the mother's joint relationship to birth and death, the father's
relationship to birth, not as obviously certain as that of the mother, is symbolic from the
outset.? Thus when the father is associated with death, it comes without its natural
complement, birth. There is then no sense of death as the natural down-slide in a circle
which will regenerate into new life. Instead, death becomes an endpoint, a stoppage of
cyclicality, a culmination. Like the social construction of fatherhood, like the poéma
itself, death becomes a thing made, an occasion for symbolic discourse. Death transmuted
from the reign of the female to the male makes it like a piece of living wood crafted into the
royal scep;er (Iliad 1.233-37) — a thing of nature that has been transformed into a thing of
culture, which is then aphthiton aiei (2.46, 186), "imperishable forever."1? Epic song
upholds this anti-cyclical form of immortality by attaching death to the divine father,
Zeus.!! Indeed to large degree, death ordained by the father is the Iliad's divine story.!?
Its plot, Zeus's boulé begun in Book 1, is Zeus's agreement to honor Thetis's most short-
lived son, Achilles. To do so, Zeus must oversee the sacrifice of many Achaean heroes
(1.409-410, 509);!3 and he must approve of the death of his own son, Sarpedon — from
which follows the deaths of Patroklos and Hector. The pattern of the poem, starting with
Zeus's initial nod to Thetis, is Zeus's sanction of the death of hero-sons. By associating
Father Zeus with mortality, heroic death is removed from the realm of nature and brought
under the aegis of culture where it becomes an object of undying glory.

The second concept basic to my interpretation of fathers in epic has already been
suggested in the discussion above about epic's masculinization of death; it is the primacy of

the social construction of the father over the biological connection. As already mentioned

9"The father belongs to a reality that is sacred in itself, more spiritual than any other, since ultimately
nothing in lived reality strictly speaking points to his function, his presence, his dominance” (Lacan
1993, 215).

10See Nagy 1979, 179-180.

NUsing literature, archaeology and cult practice, O'Brien 1991 presents an intriguing if somewhat
speculative argument of the transfer of the dominion over death from Hera to Zeus.

12In the earlier Herakles epics against which the Iliad positions itself (see Martin 1989, 228-30), Hera
would have been the antagonistic divinity who stood over heroic death. Cf. O'Brien 1993, 117 and 203f{f.

I3Note the emphatic enjambement of the Achaeans' dying in Achilles’ prayer: Toug 8¢ kaT& mpluvag Te
kai Gue' &Aa EAoo 'Axaioug / kTevopgvouq (1.409-410).



above, the father's relationship to birth is symbolic: parér and genitor are two distinct
ideas. I follow Emile Benveniste who explicates how the word patér was originally a

classificatory term:

... does *pater designate properly and exclusively physical paternity? The term *pater
has a pregnant use in mythology. It is a permanent qualification of the supreme God of
the Indo-Europeans. It figures in the vocative in the god name Jupiter: the Latin term
Jupiter is taken from a formula of invocation: *dyeu pater ‘father Heaven', which
corresponds exactly with the Greek vocative Zei pater (ZeU néaTep). Besides Jupiter,
the nominative Diespiter has also been preserved, which corresponds in Vedic to dyauh
pita. To the testimony of Latin, Greek and Vedic we must add that of Umbrian [upater
and, finally, a form less well-known, but interesting, Deipaturos (AeinGaTupog), glossed
in Hesychius: 8edg map& Itupgaiorg ‘God of the Stymphians’, the inhabitants of
Stymphaea, a town in Epirus. In this region occupied by an ancient [llyrian population
some part of the Illyrian heritage has survived in the Dorian dialect: the form Deipaturos
may be a vocative of Illyrian origin. The area of this divine invocation is so vast that we
may be right in assigning it to the common Indo-European period as a mythological use
of the name for 'father’. Now. in this original usage, the relationship of physical

r is ex LW ide kinship i i n r can
designate ‘father' in the personal sense. The passage from one sphere to the other is no

easy matter. These are two separate ideas, and in some languages they can be mutually
exclusive. (1969, 170)

In discussing immortal and mortal fathers in both epics, I use Benveniste's findings to
distinguish between patér — an impersonal conceptual 'father’; and genitor — the
biological one. My analysis will show that on the divine level, the Iliad develops
impersonal father Zeus into a kind of foster father, what Benveniste calls the arta, "the
'foster father' who brings up the child" (1969, 171). On the mortal level also, the lliad
values substitute father figures — especially evident in the poem's closing meeting of
Priam and Achilles. The Odyssey, on the contrary, keeps Zeus the fixed divine patér. And
among mortal fathers, the Odyssey moves away from the atta toward the genitor: the goal
of Odysseus's return after all is his reunion with his own son, wife and father. The Xliad
and the Odyssey thus oppose one another in their representations of fathers and sons.

This opposition between the Iliad and the Odyssey comprises my third idea central
to the discussion in the chapters which follow. From passages in the lliad (2.594-600) and
Hesiod's Works and Days (654-59), and from the Certamen Homeri et Hesiodi,

scholars over the last two decades have argued "that early Greek poetry was composed



under agonistic conditions."!4 Just as Telemachus in the Odyssey says that men always
like the newest song (1.351-52), so poets competed against earlier songs. Richard Martin
shows how the Iliad's poem of Achilles assumes an agonistic superiority to prior Herakles
epics (1989, 230). Anthony Edwards argues that the Odyssey assumes a competitive
stance towards the Illiad (1985, 11ff.). Without assuming any specific chronological
development between the Iliad and the Odyssey — but rather an oral coexistence — I also
discuss the two poems as agonistically oriented to each other. While I agree with the
arguments of the scholars about poetry's competitive performance context, I did not start
from an assumption of contest between the lliad and the Odyssey. Instead, the
accurnulated evidence of fathers and sons itself generated a picture of the two poems in
opposition to one another. I thus consider my study of epic fathers and sons another
contribution to the idea of song competition.

The following chapters are divided between the two epics, the first on the Iliad, the
second on the Odyssey. Each chapter is sub-divided into two sections: one on immortal
fathers and immortal / semi-divine sons; the other on mortal fathers and mortal sons. I
begin with a prologue on fathers in simile. My dissertation ends with an epilogue which
examines fathers and sons in a novel which has often been considered epic, Tolstoy's War
and Peace. Here I show how Tolstoy's generically epic hero, Prince Andrei, cannot be
fully integrated into his revision of the novel as a genre, as opposed to his generically

novelistic hero, Pierre.

14Martin 1989, 229. See also Edwards, A. 1985, 11-13; Griffith 1990; Jensen 1980, 59-60; 147-49;
Peabody 1975, 268-72; cf. Meier 1893, 839-40.



Prologue: Fathers in Simile

Introduction

The best place to begin a study of the epics’ presentation of fathers and sons is from
its own terms; what meanings and contexts do the poems associate with the word patér?
The poems offer such a starting point in their uses of fathers in simile. For if the subject of
a simile's vehicle can be a father ("just as a father..."), a father was a recognizable entity,
endowed with a particular set of qualities and expected behaviors. If lions are associated
with preeminent warriors in the thick of battle or ready to fight; fire with gleaming objects,
warriors in battle, or anger; deer with frightened, dazed, and cringing groups of men;
stelai with immobility; divers with men falling; insects with groups of lesser warriors;
rivers with rushing, swelling, violent energy, what was a father, according to the
essentializing vehicle of Homeric simile?13

Together the Iliad and Odyssey contain eleven similes of the w¢q maTAp (“just as a
father”) sort. Nine of the eleven occur in mimesis, that is, in the direct speech of a
character. This sub-group may in turn be divided into two: five of the nine are spoken
about a surrogate father who was just like a father; the other four employ the traditional
blending of the father-king. Taken on their own, there is nothing particularly remarkable
about these images. They portray a father as one who loves his son with enormous
affection — conveyed by the son described as the father's single heir (/liad 9.481) or as
one who returns from afar after many years (Odyssey 16.17-19; Odyssey 17.112-13).16
They depict a father as one who gives good advice to his son (Od. 1.306-308; Od. 17.397-
99); and who is always kind and gentle, épios (II. 24.770). This épios quality further
characterizes the good father-king (Od. 2.46-47, 233-34; Od. 5.11-12; Od. 15.151-53). As

has been observed: "Kings are like fathers and share with them certain qualities — namely

15These associations are the conclusions from Scott 1974, 58-77.
16Cf. Redfield 1975, 111.



wisdom, justice, the ability to give good advice, the desire to promote cohesion among
their dependents, and often, old age."!7 It seems that our idea of a traditional father was in
part formed from these images. Do we learn anything new from these similes beyond the
familiar type of wise old kingly men?

The substantive readings of these similes lie outside of their immediate content;
they are found instead in their contexts, distribution and clustering in the poems.
Discussion of the father similes within their contexts will form the body of this chapter.
Their distribution and clustering in each epic provides this analysis's guiding idea. A glance
at the dist;ibution of father similes between the two epics makes it clear that they comprise
the first evidence of competition between the two poems, as explained in the introduction.
For overall, the Iliad contains more similes than the Odyssey — roughly two hundred (of
the long sort) compared to about forty in the Odyssey. But in the case of father similes, the
Iliad contains far fewer than the Odyssey— three as opposed to eight. Furthermore, the
Illiad’s father similes cluster near the end of the poem. Since a simile by definition
Jjuxtaposes two things on the basis of likeness, the Iliad'’s postponed placement of its father
similes suggests a development toward relationship based on likeness.!® A remarkable
shift in clustering occurs in the Odyssey: not only do all its father similes occur near the
beginning of the poem, but once Odysseus — the actual father — returns to his house in
Ithaca, the similes disappear. In other words, the appearance of the father himself puts a
decisive end to the Odysseys's consideration of a father by analogy. In addition, the
Odyssey also entertains an extensive discussion of likeness as a factor in the relationship
between father and son. Athena (1.206-209), Nestor (3.121-25), Helen (4.141-44) and
Menelaos (4.148-150) all comment on Telemachus's likeness to Odysseus, while
Telemachus himself cannot say for sure who his father is. The Odyssey's many and early

father similes, combined with its explicit consideration of likeness between son and father,

17Edmunds 1990, 24.
184 simile is a figure of speech conservatively defined as a non-literal comparison between two unlike

things and introduced by "like" or "as." Princeton Encyclopedia of Poetry and Poetics pp.1149-1150;
see also Darian 1973, 48; Ortony 1979, 186-202.



suggests that it struggles with an anxiety about the relationship of likeness absent from the
Iliad. Thus a central opposition between the two poems becomes apparent: the lliad
builds toward a meeting of one like a father and one like a son as its conclusion; the
Odyssey moves away from such relationships of likeness toward a reunion of the actual
father and son themselves.

Another way to phrase this basic difference between the lliad and the Odyssey is in
the terms of a modern literary theorist, Wyatt Prunty, as the difference between simile and
symbol. A simile is a flexible kind of speech without one fixed meaning, but ever moving
in the con.tinual play of likeness and difference. Symbol, in contrast to simile, implies
correct interpretation. "In contrast, insofar as symbol and allegory appeal to the tradition for
their significance, they initiate a kind of genetic philology because the original meaning of a
thing is an arche."! What then is a Homeric father? A creature of simile or symbol? A
relative thing of seeming or a related one of being?20 I wish to argue that based on the
evidence of these similes and the passages relevant to them, a father in the Iliad is a

creature of simile, moved in the Odyssey to one of symbol. This movement from simile to

symbol divides the two epics.

Father Similes in the Iliad

The Iliad’s father similes focus on Peleus and Achilles, Priam and Hector: Phoinix recalls
how Peleus loved him like a father (9.481-83); Achilles mourns Patroklos like a father does
his son (23.222-25); Hermes likens Priam to his father (24.370-71); and finally Helen
remembers how Hector was as gentle to her as a father (24.767-75). Clustering near the
end of the poem, the similes’ inherent idea of likeness builds toward the final meeting of
Priam and Achilles — a meeting like a simile acted out on a grand scale as it brings together

an old man like a father to Achilles and a young man like a son to Priam.

197bid., 19.
20Cf. Darian, who qualifies "seemingly” and "seem to" as indicators of simile, using the following
examples: "He stood there, seemingly trapped in the pool of light.” "...they seemed to breathe, live in a

bowl of molten lead" (Faulkner). (Darian 1973, 53).



Phoinix and Peleus
The first father simile in the Iliad introduces the motif of Achilles's association with
substitute fathers. Hoping to persuade Achilles, Phoinix recounts his adoption into the
house of Peleus:

KGi pE QIANT @g €f Te MaTAp Sv Maida @1Anon

poUvov TNAUYETOV MOANOICIV £MTI KTEATESOI.

kai W' &oveidv €0nke. moAUv &€ por draoe Aadv.

(9.481-83)
And he [Peleus] loved me just as a father loves his son

his only son, begotten late in life, heir to many possessions,
and he made me rich, and gave to me many people.

Having qliarrelled with his father, Phoinix left home and arrived at a new parentage:
Phthia, "mother of flocks" (unTépa pAAwv 9.479) and Peleus, who loved him "as a
father" (coc €F Te maTAp 9.481). One bond of ancestry is extinguished and another one
forged.2!

Phoinix's persuasion of Achilles demonstrates how a stranger can become so
incorporated into a new house so as to seem at times more like a father than one's own
father. Phoinix repeats regarding Achilles what he reported Peleus did for him. He recalls
— in the same metrical position — that Peleus made him, Phoinix, rich (kai W' Gpveiov
£0nke 483); and so he, Phoinix, made Achilles "what sort you are” (xci og TooouTov
£6nka 485). This repetition is emphasized since its expression forms both a chiasmus and
part of a hysteron proteron.2? Phoinix says that Peleus loved him (481) and gave to him
(483); whereas he gave to Achilles (485) and loved him (éx BupoU @iAéwv [loving from
my heart] 486). Phoinix's inversion of the order into first giving and then loving
comprises an important part of his persuasive technique. First of all, in the lines about
himself, he redefines the verb of giving, €6nke. Peleus made Phoinix rich, but Phoinix
made Achilles what he is, by loving him from his heart. Phoinix implies that for Peleus

love was inseparable from economy, leading inexorably to it. But for Phoinix to Achilles,

2lPhoinix is saying that he is part of Achilles’s house alone. Note the similarity to Andromache's speech to
Hektor (6.413-430). On Phoinix's speech, see Rosner 1976.
22For a discussion of hysteron proteron, see Thalmann 1984, 6-8.

10



the economy of material wealth is absent. And it is this absolute omission of the material
aspect that is crucial to Phoinix's position presently: Achilles should listen to him not only
as a son should listen to his father, but because his fathering came solely out of love,
having nothing to do with material economy.
In this present context in Book 9, Phoinix's overshadowing of material wealth

contrasts the rejected fathering that Agamemnon has been offering to Achilles:

gi 8¢ kev "Apyog ikoiued "Axankdv. olBap &polpng.

vauBpdg kév poi Forr Tiow &€ v Toov 'OpéaTy.

&c pot TAAGYeTOg TPépeTat Bakin Evi TOAAR.

- (9.141-43 = 283-85)
If we should reach Achaean Argos, with rich lands,

he will be my son-in-law; I will honor him equal to Orestes,
who born late to me is nurtured in much abundance.

Agamemnon's offer to honor Achilles equally with his own son, Orestes, comes amid a
catalogue of countless gifts and wealth. By separating his concern for Achilles as one
based on love and not wealth, Phoinix distinguishes himself not primarily from Peleus but
more importantly from Agamemnon, the persona non grata whose capacity to give wealth
has lost its power in Achilles's eyes. Thus, Phoinix communicates, be persuaded by me
who loves you as a father disinterested in material possessions, and interested solely in
love. The reciprocity in Phoinix's relation to Achilles is one of care: I nursed you when
you were young (9.486-92), so you would protect me when I am old (9.494-95). Such an
essential contract between father and son arises between Achilles and one now his own,
Phoinix.

Phoinix's father simile functions on several levels simultaneously. In its immediate
context, Phoinix uses his paternal relationship toward Achilles to strengthen his argument.
On a larger scale, the simile brings into focus the abundance of father figures associated
with the house of Peleus: not only was Peleus like a father to Phoinix, but father substitutes

surround Achilles — Phoinix and Agamemnon. Most specifically, this first father simile in

23For a thorough discussion of Agamemnon as Achilles's "third father” — after Peleus and Phoinix — see
Avery 1998. On Achilles's refusal of Agamemnon as a father-in-law, see Redfield 1975, 16; Finlay
1980, 270.
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the poem — of Peleus's reception of the metanastic Phoinix, will find its ultimate
resonance at the dramatic end of the poem when Achilles receives the rhetorically
metanastic Priam (24.480-83). Phoinix's simile thus introduces a central motif of the lliad,

the welcome of fathers based on likeness.

Achilles and Patroklos

A cluster of parent-child similes gather around Patroklos and Achilles — three concern
Achilles alone (9.323; 18.56-57 = 437-38); three concern Patroklos (17.4, 133, 755); and
three involv;: both heroes (16.7; 18.318; 23.222).2¢ Only the last of these parent-child
similes liken Achilles and Patroklos to a father and son specifically. The simile in Book
16, when Patroklos persuades Achilles to lend him his armor and send him into battle,
Patroklos's silence and tears provoke Achilles to compare him with a tearful little girl
(koUpn vamin 7-8). Only after his death, Achilles mourns Patroklos like a father for his
son: the heroic Patroklos begins and ends as a child in relation to its parent — with a

notable shift in gender.?

24Moulton 1977, 101. Moulton notes that mention of parent and offspring is not exclusively confined to
Achilles and Patroklos in the lliad. Six such similes occur between Books 4-16, all in scenes of battle
(or impending battle): 4.130ff; 5.555; 8.271-72; 12.167-70, 433-36; 16.259-265. Four of the six (4.130;
5.555; 8.271) refer explicitly to mothers (once called simply yuvn, but still with reference to her children
(12.433-35)); of the remaining two, one concerns both male and female -- wasps and bees (12.167), and
the other only wasps (16.259). Thus it is fair to say that these similes predominantly portray images of
the mother, and never explicitly the father. The action of the majority of these similes is described by the
verb: &uivw, three times explicitly (4.130; 12.170; 16.265) and once implied (8.272). The other two
actions are related: in one the mother ¢ TpagéTnv her lion cubs (5.555); in the other she labors to earn a
petty wage for the sake of her children (12.436). These activities all concern the care and protection of
the young, primarily enacted by mothers. The Patroklos parent-young similes of this type also portray
the relationship of mother and child.

25Not only does Patroklos shift from girl to boy, but his "parent” changes from mother to father. The bT-
scholia on Achilles's simile interprets his words as purposefully brusque and his "feminization” of
Patroklos as derogatory (an expression of womanishness); later scholars continue this line of thought: for
example, Willcock calls Achilles's speech "a delicate combination of friendship and irony” (cited in Janko
1992, 316). Contrary to these readings, I do not think his words need to be ironized. First, Achilles
cannot be blaming Patroklos for womanishness since he makes himself into a woman — the mother —
in the simile, too. But more importantly, the poem prefaces the simile by stating that Achilles felt pity
(¢kTeipe) on seeing Patroklos, and Achilles indeed proceeds to speak to Patroklos with the same gentle
words his mother used to him when he came to her in tears (16.19 = 1.363). Achilles's repetition of his
own mother's words is important. Although it has been argued otherwise, Thetis is Achilles's more
powerful and less vulnerable parent: she is immortal and Zeus is bound to her from of old. (Cf. 18.86-87.
See Murnaghan 1992, 251-52; and Slatkin 1991.) When she spoke to Achilles in the words he repeats to
Patroklos, Achilles had sought her out in prayer to help him in a situation beyond his reach: she was the
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After Patroklos is killed, three animal similes describe the relationship of a hero to
his corpse. These three similes, which finally culminate in the father-son simile of Achilles
bumning Patroklos, describe the process of transforming the corpse from something visible
to invisible: Menelaos stands over the dead body like a mother over her calf (17.4-5); Ajax
covers it like a lion standing over her young (17.132-37); and Achilles groans over the
body like a lion who returns to find her whelps snatched away (18.316-323). When
Achilles lights the pyre of Patroklos — the context of his father-son simile — he actualizes
this process of making the corpse unseen. That is, he completes ("perfects”) the death
process, tra:nsforrning Patroklos from, as Vermeule puts it, one who died (Tév BavévTa)
to one who is dead (Te6BveiQTa).26

While the other parent-young similes considered different aspects of the corpse's
presence, the final simile of father and son focuses entirely on the process of creating
absence — of making the corpse "away from the eyes" (4" dp8aApucv). Achilles states
this making invisible as the task of the first part of Book 23:27

AWBev & ETpuvov, Gvag, cvapwv Aycpspvov
u)\qv T c.'i,epsvcl map& Te 0)(€IV doo’ Ememeq
vstov gxovTa véeobar Urrd (ocpov qsposv‘ra
OCDD ﬁ TOI TOUTOV UEV EI’TI(D)\SYQ O(KGLJGTOV I'TUp

Baooov &' dpBoAu®yv. Acoi & £rmi fpya Tp&mMWvVTAL.
(23.49-53)

In the morning rouse up, lord of men Agamemnon,

to bring wood and prepare as much as is seemly

for a dead man to have when he goes beneath the murky gloom,
in order that untiring fire might burn him

quickly from sight, and the people turn to their tasks.

parent capable of giving aid and protection. In the continuation of Achilles's speech after the simile, he
notably asks Patroklos if he is crying because of some news of the deaths of their fathers : the father, in
general and for Achilles in particular, is the vulnerable parent. Thus, when Achilles likens himself to a
mother at the start of Book 16, he shows himself as feeling strong and capable of granting aid or
protection to his "child.” This is made all the more clear by the different situation in Book 23 when
Achilles grieves over Patroklos like a father: there he has failed in his powerful protecting role and has
become, like the dead man before him, full of mortality and vulnerability. With his failure to protect and
his mortality in full view, he changes from mother to father. But at the start of Book 16 Patroklos is
alive and Achilles full of a sense of his power. Thus he begins like his mother, confident that he can care
for his child. For issues of men, tears, and womanish traits, see Monsacré 1984.

26Vermeule 1979, 12.
27The first part of Book 23 extends up until line 257, when Achilles gathers the host for the funeral games.
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Patroklos's pyre must be gathered and burned in order to remove him from si ght.28
Patroklos's shade reiterates this need to be made unseen when he pleads with Achilles:
"bury me as quickly as possible, that I will cross the gates of Hades" (8& e HE STTI
TéxioTa. mudag "Aidao mepdow 71). With the wood cut and gathered into a pyre, with
the men having cut their hair over the corpse, with dedications of honey and oil and
sacrifices of animals and men complete, Achilles prays to the winds to ignite the reluctant
fire. The winds blow upon the flame all night long, during which long time Achilles pours
libations and calls upon Patroklos. The father-son simile figures the night's heavy

mourning:

WG 8¢ maTAp of maiddc d8UpeTal doTée Kaiwy.

vupgpiou. 8¢ Te Bavav Seidoug &réxnoe TokAGC.

W¢ "AxiAelc éTdpolo dBUpETO SO TR Kaiwv.

eprulwv mapd mupkaidv. &divé aTevayilwy.

(23.222-25)

Just as a father laments burning the bones of his son,

newly married, who dying brought grief to his wretched parents,

so Achilles laments burning the bones of his companion,

walking heavily around the pyre, groaning incessantly.
This simile is remarkable in its apparent lack of obliquity. Unlike so many similes that
more or less obscure the relation of similitude between tenor and vehicle, this simile
inclines toward transparent equivalence in its repetition of diction and meter. Every word
unit of line 222 is replaced by a corresponding one in line 224: &¢ maTApe [father] =
'AxiAebg [Achilles]: o0 mauido¢ [of his son] = €TGapoio [of his companion]: 680peTar =
6dUpeTOo: boTéx Kaiwv = d6Téa kaiwv. Achilles is the father engaged in the identical
activity of grieving and burning the bones of his companion, the son. The simile is made
complex not by its variation of subject types (e.g. man to animal or force of nature) or
activities (e.g. warriors gathering for battle to wolves gorged on a killed stag), but by the

very closeness of tenor and vehicle. Indeed the close bond between akaynoe (223) and

28Cf. lines 135, 189 (where the ease with which Apollo hides Hektor contrasts with Achilles's difficulty in
lighting the pyre), 244, 254.
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"Ax1AeUg (224) connects tenor and vehicle further.29 One is thus compelled not to ask who
is who and what is what, but why so emphatically a father and son.

The father of the simile mourns for a numphios son. Basing his definition on
Odyssey 7.65 (Groupov vupgiov év peyépw. piav oinv nmaida AimévTa [a bridegroom
without a son in the hall, leaving behind only one daughter]), Leaf defines numphios:

We may conclude from this that a man was called viugiog. bridegroom, after his
marriage until he had a son; until he had thus provided for the continuance of his house he
retained the name which indicated that his marriage had not yet attained its fulness. That
a father should thus be deprived of male descendants at the moment when he might
reasonably expect them would naturally add to the poignancy of his grief.

Drawing on Leaf’s conclusion, an emphasis of the simile thus concerns the loss of
continuance. The death of a numphios son implies the end of the line; it incorporates the
"death" of the father also, who now has no hope of immortality through progeny. A father
mourning his son who has died childless fits the pattern of conversion to the unseen. It
includes a general sense of eradication, appropriate to Achilles's knowledge that the death
of Patroklos (his "son") will now lead to his own death (the "father"). Although both
Thetis (18.95-96) and Patroklos's shade (23.80-81) have prophesied Achilles's imminent
death to him, his loss of continuity resulting from the death of Patroklos seems to include a
further implication beyond the linked deaths of Patroklos — Hector — Achilles. So the
following passage of Achilles's earlier grieving over Patroklos shows:

Remembering Patroklos he sighed much for him, and spoke aloud:
‘There was a time, ill fated, o dearest of all my companions,

when you yourself would set the desirable dinner before me
quickly and expertly, at the time the Achaeans were urgent

to carry sorrowful war on the Trojans, breakers of horses.

But now you lie here torn before me, and my heart goes starved
for meat and drink, though they are here beside me, by reason

of longing for you. There is nothing worse than this I could suffer,
not even if I were to hear of the death of my father

who now, [ think, in Phthia somewhere lets fall a soft tear

for bereavement of such a son, for me, who now in a strange land
make war upon the Trojans for the sake of accursed Helen;

or the death of my dear son, who is raised for my sake in Skyros
now, if godlike Neoptolemos is still one of the living.

Before now the spirit inside my breast was hopeful

that I alone should die far away from horse-pasturing Argos

here in Troy; I hoped you would win back again to Phthia

2%Richard Martin has pointed this out to me. For the larger connection between the name Achilles and
achos, see Nagy 1979, 69-71, 83, 177.
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so that in a fast black ship you could take my son back

from Skyros to Phthia, and show him all my possessions,

my property, my serving men, my great high-roofed house.

For by this time I think that Peleus must altogether

have perished, or still keeps a little scant life in sorrow

for the hatefulness of old age and because he waits ever from me

the evil message, for the day he hears I have been killed.'
(19.314-37)30

Achilles's hope of continuity lay in the return of Patroklos to Phthia where he would take
over the role of bringing Neoptolemos into the house of Achilles. The loss of Patroklos
thus implies to Achilles the loss of his own son; who else will escort him back from Skyros
to Phthia, knowing that Peleus is either no longer alive or too old to do so? It seems then
that Achilles mourns Patroklos like a father does his numphios son because Achilles saw in
Patroklos his only hope of continuity. The death of his father would not be worse since he
was finished procreating; nor would the death of his son be worse since the son could only
play his part if brought home into the ways and things of his father. Only Patroklos could
fulfill this function for Neoptolemos in the place of Achilles. The simile seems to suggest
that the relationship between Achilles and Patroklos was not that of father and son in
structure, but rather in expectation and dependence. In the death of Patroklos, Achilles

sees both his own personal death and that metaphoric death comprised of the loss of

futurity.

Helen and Hector
Just as the poet used a father-simile to convey Achilles's grief not for his father but for his
companion, so Helen speaks a father simile in her lament for her agemate, Hector. She
begins by praising Hector among all her husband's relatives and reproaching herself.3!
She continues:

&AM ol mw ogl Gkouoa kakdv Ermog oud’ dougpnAov:

aAN' €F Tig e kai &GANOG évi HEYGPOICIV EViTTOl
dagpwv fj yardwv A eivaTEpwv EUMEmAwy.

30 attimore's translation.

3150 Hekabe in her lament praised Hektor among all her sons; cf. 24.762 and 748. Helen is the only
female to speak a father simile; perhaps this refers to her characteristic transgression of boundaries,
though she does speak her simile in the female genre of lament.
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A €éxupA — ékupdg 8¢ maTAp ¢ fmiog aiel —
&ANG oU TOV Y’ €M€e00 MapaIQEUEVOS KATEPUKEC
o T &yavogpoaivn Kai 00ig &yavoig & MEEaoi.
T of 6§ Gua kAaiw kai £ Eupopov dxvuuévn kAp-
oU y&p Tig poi £T' &AMog evi Tpoin elpein
fimog oude @ilog. mévTeg &¢ ue meppikaciv.
(24.767-75)
Not yet have I heard from you an evil or degrading word;
but if some other one in the halls should reproach me
one of the brothers-in-law or sisters-in-law or one of the well-robed wives of my
husband’s brothers, or my mother-in-law — for my father-in-law was always as gentle as
a father — but you restrained them with persuasive words
and with your mildness and your mild words.
I weep for both you and for me ill-fated, sorrowing at heart;
for there is not any other in wide Troy
gentle and kind, but all shudder at me.

According ‘to the conclusions of Susan Edmunds, who studied the word épios in Homer,
Hesiod and the Homeric hymns, épios means something like "connecting," in an
integrative sense. For example, in the Odyssey a good king is épios, similar to Nereus in
Hesiod's Theogony, who is called "old man" because he is vauepTAc Te kai fmioc (235)
and not forgetful of what is themis, but knows just and épios councils (236). The good
king, like the wise Nereus, ensures community among his subjects. Epios is further a kind
of like-mindedness which moves toward reconciliation. For example, when Agamemnon
retracts some provocative words to Odysseus, he says: ofda y&p ¢ Tor Quuodc évi
oTAbecat pidoiov/ fima SAvea olde" T& y&p ppovéeic & T éyw mep (4.360-61). The
idea of like-mindedness applies to the use of épios between men and their wives or lovers,
for example when Agamemnon in the underworld tells Odysseus not be épios even with
your wife (11.441), since you cannot depend on her loyalty. Epios is associated with
heads of households (Laertes and Odysseus to Eumaeus) and particularly with fathers, or
fatherly behavior. Kings are like fathers and share certain qualities: wisdom, justice, good
advice, the promotion of community, and old age (often). Thus épios means, broadly,
"connecting."32 In the passage cited above in which Helen laments the death of Hector, she

gives a full enumeration of all her "connections" to the Trojans through her husband (763):

32Edmunds 1990; she also suggests that there is semantic evidence for épios being derived from the root
*@p- found in Latin apiscor and Sanskrit dpndti (1990, 10-24).

17



brothers-in-law, sisters-in-law, wives of brothers-in-law, mother-in-law and father-in-law.
Of all these, and there were many brothers- and sisters-in-law, only Priam and Hector were
épios — true "connections" to her.

The poem itself presents a scene of Priam, Helen's father-in-law, behaving in this
fatherly way to her. During the Teichoskopia, after the old men on the wall have just
acknowledged, but ultimately reproached her (3.156-60), Priam speaks gently to Helen:

Sero n&poif’ éBoloa. pirov TEKOG. ev Epeio.
ocppa dng I'I'pOTEpOV Te 6oV rrqouq TE cpl}\ouc TE —
ol Ti Mot aiTin ¢oai. Qeoi vi poi aiTiol eiov.

- of poi épwpunoav mMoAepov moAddakpuv 'Axaiv —

(3.162-65)
Come here, dear child, sit before me,
in order that you may see your former husband and own kinsmen by marriage —
to me, you are not at all to blame, to me the gods are to blame,
who roused up against me the much tearful war of the Achaeans —

Unlike the elders, Priam sees beyond the immediate, accepted cause of the war to the divine
movers behind it. He knows better than attribute such a tearful war to one mortal's actions,
even a war destructive of his own house and kingdom. His épios acceptance of Helen in
Book 3 prefigures his novel gesture of kissing the hand of Achilles in Book 24. Indeed,
already in the Teichoskopia, Priam looks with admiration at the enemy heroes.

To return to Helen's lament, the question arises why her father simile occurs in this
speech act. Goos is a genre addressed to the dead which expresses a shift in relationship.
It contrasts the past with the present, the "you" with the "I." the dead with the living.33
Helen's lament contrasts the past when only her father-in-law (who was like a father) and
Hector were épios to her, with the present, when there is no one épios to her. Through
her repetition of épios (770; 775), Helen makes an implicit comparison between Hector
and his (or a) father. Helen's simile fits a type common in lament, which grieves for the
loss of support: the mourner complains to the dead man about the hope and comfort of
which his death has deprived her. This loss of support is often expressed by identifying

the dead man with an object of support or defense.34 Helen identifies Hector with the

33Alexiou 1974, 171.
341bid., 193.
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image of a supportive father. But the part played by Priam seems to have died with Hector:
no one épios is left. Helen both creates the father (maThp &g fmog [as gentle as a
father]) and destroys the father (o0 y&p Tic por €1 &ANog évi Tpoin ebpein/ fmiog [for
there is not any other gentle one in wide Troy] in one speech. We saw in Achilles's grief
for Patroklos — like a father for his son — the metaphorical death of the father in the loss
of his son. Helen's lament for Hector presents this idea again in her suggestion of the

death of Priam implicit in the death of Hector.

Priam and Zeus
The final instance in the liad of something like a father is more a proto-simile than a full
fledged one. Its very incompleteness lends a clearer insight into the mechanics of simile in
the Iliad. In Book 24, Zeus sends Hermes to escort Priam secretly to Achilles. Priam and
his old herald, driving through the dark on this dangerous mission, become terrified at the
sight of the god disguised as a strong young man. But Hermes approaches and reassures
Priam:

&AM €y oUdév oe PE€w kakd. kai BE kev GAAov

ol &nakeEAoaip @ikw 8¢ o8 MaTpi £10KW.

(24.370-71)

But I will do nothing harmful against you, and I will
ward off another from you; I liken you to my own father.

Hermes explains his benign attitude to the old man: I liken you to / compare you with my
own father. In other words, Hermes articulates the mental process implicit in simile. For
simile by definition juxtaposes two things on the basis of likeness.3> Hermes's words to
Priam, which expose the process of making things like, comprise the perfect introduction
to the scene into which Hermes escorts Priam, wherein Priam and Achilles relate to each
other according to their respective likenesses to father and son. And its late placement in
the poem — between Achilles's mourning for Patroklos like a father for his son and

Helen's lament for Hector who was as gentle as a father — suggests that this relationship

358ee footnote 18.
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of likeness comprises the destination of the poem. The [liad builds toward this explicit
statement of likeness; the Odyssey, I will now show below, starts from this point and then

distances itself from it.

Father—Son Likeness in the Odyssey

The Odyssey at first considers relationship to the father as one based on likeness. Such
association of father and son based on likeness occurs three times — but only while the
living father is absent.

Athena first introduces likeness as the promise of father-son relationship. When
she comes to inspire Telemachus at the opening of the Odyssey, she asks him if he is the
son of Odysseus himself. She surmises such a relationship between Telemachus and
Odysseus based on physical likeness:

&AM &ye por TOBe €irmé kai ATPEKEWS KaTGAEEOV.
ei 8 ¢€ avTolo TéoOG M&Ig gic 'Oduonog.
aivéde piv kealAv Te kai SupaTa keAa Eoikag

KEIVW (1.206-209)

But come, tell me and recount it exactly,
if, being of such a size, you are the son of Odysseus himself.
You are wondrously like to that one in respect to your head and beautiful eyes.

Athena's words do not express a paternity "proved” by superficial physical resemblance,
but are rather part of a deeper traditional concept of order and rightness. Hesiod makes this
clear in a statement about the loss of resemblance between father and son. He-enpiamstnat
the Iron Age contains a mixture of good and evils, but Zeus will destroy this generation
when it becomes wholly bad. A series of inversions will characterize that time of disorder
and pure evil: children will grow gray hair as they are born, there will not be friendship
between guest and host nor between brother and brother, as it was before (W&D 180-84).
Also among this list is the disorder in the relationship between father and son: "the father is
not like to his sons nor are the sons [like to their fathers]” (oUd¢ naTAP Maidecoiv

Suoilog oudé T maideq W&D 182). The lack of likeness between father and son is one of

the signs that will mark the irretrievable decline of this age. Conversely, as long as fathers
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and sons are alike, there is still good in the Iron Age. Thus resemblance between father
and son contains a moral and cosmic implication; on such basis Athena observes
Telemachus's likeness to Odysseus. It is a vote of confidence: Telemachus should put
stock in his mother's words that he is the son of Odysseus; and on a larger scale, she
implies that the world order is intact and it is only a matter of time before the present
disorder is righted.

Like Athena, Nestor also notices Telemachus's likeness to his father. Telemachus,
having asked Nestor for news of his father (3.83-84), has explicitly revealed his identity to
Nestor. Like Athena, Nestor states his observation of father-son likeness after hesitating
about the truth of Telemachus's sonship. Their asseverance of resemblance, following the
moment of questioning, seems a way to controvert their own uncertainty; that is, if likeness
is seen, the probability of relationship becomes hard to deny. Nestor says:

¢rmel pdAa MOAAOY évika diog '‘Oduooeug
TavToioiol S3éNoior. maTAp Tedg. €i ETEOV YE

keivou Ekyovog éooir oEBag W EXE £il00POWVTA.
f Tol Yap u0Boi ye £oikdTeC, 0UDE ke paing

‘ L

&vdpa veEWTepov e £0IKOTG pubAoccBal.
(3.121-25)

...since noble Odysseus greatly excelled

in all wiles, your father, if truly

you are the offspring of this one; awe holds me beholding you.
For your speeches are alike, and you would not think

such a young man to speak seemly things.

Nestor's pun on ¢0ikdTeg - €01kOTa, playing on meaning as he shifts it from
likeness to seemliness, incorporates the idea implicit in Hesiod that resemblance is seemly,
that is, a sign of orderliness. Unlike Athena who noted Telemachus's head and eyes,
Nestor remarks on his speech.36 After the lines cited above Nestor continues to focus on
speech, recalling how he and Odysseus never spoke at variance in council but always said
how things might be best. A weak old man during the war, Nestor was valued for his

words alone. His highest praise for Odysseus is to match his speaking with his own. So

36Benardete also notes Nestor's pun. He relates it primarily to a similarity of speaking: "Nestor puts side
by side two different meanings of eoike : the semblance of Telemachus' speeches to Odysseus's (muthoi
ge eoikotes) and the sensibleness of his speaking (eoikota muthésasthai). To be like Odysseus in speech

is to speak the likely" (1997, 18).
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when he says that Telemachus speaks like his father, Nestor remarks on the quality he
values most. And he does so in a way that affirms his own talent for speech: he says wittily
that resemblance between father and son is itself seemliness.

Finally Helen and Menelaos reiterate Telemachus's likeness to his father. Menelaos
has already noted Telemachus's tears in response to Menelaos's words about Odysseus,
but refrains from asking him about his father. Helen speaks of it first to Menelaos:

ou ycxp mw Tivé @i €0IKOTa st 19 ofai
oluT avSp olUTe yuvaika, céBag W EXEI eicopdwaoav.,
wq 6& OSuooqoc psya)\r]‘ropoc, ull soms
- Thepéyxw. TOV EAeime véov YEYQQT €Vi Oikw
4.141-44)
For not yet do I claim to have seen anyone thus alike
neither a man nor a woman, awe holds me beholding,

as this one is like to the son of great hearted Odysseus,
to Telemachus, whom he left behind in his house a newborn

Menelaos responds:
oUTwW VIV K& €YW VOEw. YUval, wg OU EioKeEIg
KEIVOU Y&P TOIOISE nmodec T0|a|85 TE XEIPES
SpOcAuQV Te Bohai kepar T épumepBé Te xaiTal.
(4.148-50)
So now also I observe, wife, as you make the likeness;

His feet and hands were of such a sort
and the glances of his eyes and his head and hair above.

Helen's words differ somewhat from those of Athena and Nestor earlier. While still
perceiving likeness, she likens Telemachus not to his father, but to the little son that was
left behind when Odysseus went to Troy. Menelaos responds to Helen's prodding: once
she makes the likeness, he sees it too. We see that relationship between father and son in
the Odyssey is iteratively and explicitly based on likeness. And yet when likeness is
extended to other father figures through simile, we see this basis of relationship challenged.
It thus seems that likeness only applies in the Odyssey between actual father and son, and

will not extend into metaphor.

Father Similes in the Odyssey
As Hamlet's mother says of her representation on stage — "the lady doth protest too much”

([1.ii.222) — the Odyssey's proliferation of father similes up until Book 17, when
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Odysseus sets foot in his house, suggests an anxiety about the designation of the father and
the relationship to him. Father similes liken four characters to a father to Telemachus:
Athena (1.307-308), Eumaeus (16.11-26), Nestor (17.110-114) and Antinoos (17.397-
400). Similar to Telemachus as many fathered, since Odysseus was a king as gentle as a
father (2.46-47; 2.230-34; 5.11-12), he accumulates many sons. But this multiplicity is
challenged: below I will show how in each comparison of another to Telemachus's father,
there is a sense of irony; and how Athena directs the idea of Odysseus as a gentle king

specifically at her one father, Zeus.

Athena-Mentes and Telemachus
Telemachus's first embrace of another as a father figure is essentially straightforward.
Well advised by Athena, he thanks her for her guidance:

£eTV. A Tol pév TaAUTC PIAG PPOVEWY GYOPEUVEIS.

dc Te maTAp & maidi. kai ol moTe AAqoouct cuTwy.

(1.307-308)

Stranger, indeed you speak these things having good intentions in mind,

just as father to his son, and I will not ever forget them.
Telemachus unproblematically welcomes the fatherly Athena, but the circumstances for
Telemachus as a son are problematic. If Odysseus left for Troy when Telemachus was still
népios, as is frequently recalled, how does he know how a father speaks to his son, as he
claims in the case of Mentes? Furthermore, having just spoken kindly words to incite
Telemachus to action, Athena normatively aligns the father with the speaker of words and
the son with the doer of deeds. But Telemachus's situation inverts the paradigm: Athena
soon departs, while he is the one left at home occupied with thought (6ooduevog maTép
¢0OAOV ¢vi ppeaiv [seeing his noble father in his thoughts] 1.115); moreover, his actual

father is out and active in the world. A father for him is not just the speaker of words, but

wholly a creature of words.3” Thus the father he names in his response to Athena above

31Ct. 1.214-16.
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suggests the father as yet wholly an idea and an ideal. Telemachus, like the audience, has

yet to refer this image of the father to an experience of a real father himself.

Nestor and Telemachus

The Odyssey's next father simile occurs soon after Telemachus returns home from his
journey to Pylos and Sparta. Penelope asks him (for a second time) what he heard about
his father (17.44; 104-106). Telemachus tells her briefly of his trip to Nestor in Pylos:

SeS&pevog &€ e keivog ¢v UynAoict dopoiciv

- ¢udukéwe E@ihel. Qg € Te MaTAP €0V viov
¢NBSVTa xpdviov véov &ANoBev: Wg e KEIVOG
evdukéwe ¢kduile alv uidar kudaAiyoiaiv.

(17.110-114)

he [Nestor], having received me into his high-roofed house,
loved me kindly, just as a father his son
coming lately from afar after a long time; so he tended me
kindly together with his glorious sons.

Telemachus's speech does not quite accord with the past events.38 A son who has long
been away would evoke anxiety and longing in a parent; his return would become doubly
welcome with relief added to joy. Having indeed just returned from his first journey to
distant lands, Telemachus has received three such welcomes — by Eumaeus, Eurykleia,
and Penelope. The poem thus precedes Telemachus's simile with 2 triple enactment of
what he reports about his reception by Nestor. Of Eurykleia's greeting, the poem says:

TOV 8¢ MOAU MpwyTn £18e TPoPog EUpukAeia.

kea kaoTopvioa Bpdvoig Evi daidaléoior.

Sakpucaca & EmeiT BUG kigv: &upi & &p" &AAat

Suwai 'O8ucoiog Tahaoippovog fyepedovTo.

kai kUveov Gyanaldpsval KEQOAAV TE Kai Wpoug. (17.31-35)
The nurse Eurykleia saw him first by far

as she was spreading fleeces on the intricately wrought chairs,

shedding tears she went straight to him; the other house servants

of steadfast Odysseus gathered around them,

and welcoming him they kissed his head and shoulders.

381 is rather stylized. The composition of this simile recalls that of Phoinix about Peleus discussed above.
Like the lliad example, this simile aims to express how one was loved by another: cf. xai pe @iAng’
Q... (9.481); evBukéwe Epiher. &... (17.111). The father's primary action is again loving (here
unexpressed) his son, with an emphasis on relaticnship (maTAp ¢dv vidv); and again the son is qualified
in some way so as to enhance his dearness. In the former example he was an only son, the single heir,
grown big and so implying the father's advanced age and decreased hope in having another son, as well as
his greater dependence on that son. In this latter example the son is one having just come from afar after
much time.
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Penelope, too, reacts with such a display of emotion:
&upi 8¢ maudi @ik B&Ae mAxee dakpuccoa.
kUOOE &¢ pIv KEQAAAY Te Kai BUPW PAEX KOAK
kai o' dAogupopévn Emea MTePSEVTa Mpoonuda:
(17.38-40)
around her dear son she threw her arms, crying,

she kissed his head and both beautiful eyes
and sobbing she addressed him with winged words;

Lastly, Eumaeus greeted Telemachus with an ardor equivalent to that of his nurse and
mother (16.11-22).We have witnessed Nestor's reception of Telemachus in Book 3 and
thus know that it was hospitable, but hardly emotional. Nestor displayed no such love,
affection, and attachment for a son returned home after a journey as the poem explicitly
depicts three times, significantly just before Telemachus's simile. We thus observe the gap
between how Telemachus is greeted at home and at Pylos; from this difference, we then
note the difference between what Telemachus says in simile and what he actually
experienced. Nestor did not receive him as a loving and anxious father with tears and

embraces. Telemachus's simile of Nestor's reception of him thus has an edge of irony.

Nestor and Menelaos

Like Telemachus, Menelaos also invokes Nestor as a father figure. His use of a father
simile adds further irony both to the idea of Nestor as father and to the Odyssey'’s father
similes in general. Menelaos speaks of Nestor when Peisistratos and Telemachus are
leaving Sparta:

xaipeTov, & koUpw. kai NéoTopr Mmopév Acdv
gimeiv- A Y&p éuoi ye maTAp &g Amog Aev.
fog évi Tpoin MoAepilopev vieg "Axaiwv.
(15.151-53)
Farewell, young men, and speak a word to Nestor, the shepherd of the people;
for to me he was as gentle as a father
when we sons of the Achaeans made war in Troy.3?

39These are Menelaos's last words in the poem. Their finality is stressed by Peisistratos's subsequent bid to
Menelaos to speak (pp&leo 8A. Mevérae SioTpepég. Spxape Aadv [Consider / tell, Menelaos] 15.167),
which Helen preempts (Umo@B8apévn 171). Helen manages to anticipate Menelaos in speech since he
pauses to deliberate about the meaning of a bird sign. While he ponders how to interpret rightly, Helen
precedes him, declaring alTap ¢y pavTedooua [but I will prophesy] (172). While Menelaos has
already once previously suffered Helen's preemptive speech because of his wont to contemplate
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In the Odyssey, Menelaos says that Nestor was like a father to him when we were making
war in Troy. But the extant epic record of that period, the Iliad, contains not one scene, let
alone any particular affection, between Menelaos and Nestor specifically. They simply had
no need to engage with one another in the lliad. In that epic, it was rather Menelaos's
brother, Agamemnon, the other Atreides, who received much of Nestor's care and support.
It is only in the Odyssey that we first hear, indeed from Nestor himself, of some special
encounter between Menelaos and Nestor. Nestor's account of his shift in loyalty from
Agamemnon to Menelaos seems perfectly tailored to this epic. He recalls to Telemachus
how strife arose between Agamemnon and Menelaos, already suggestive of a reevaluation
of the two brothers: Menelaos encouraged the men to be mindful of return, while
Agamemnon urged a delay to offer hecatombs to Athena. Nestor brands Agamemnon with
a narrator's more knowing comment: vAmog. oUd¢ T6 £dn... [fool, he did not know...]
(3.146); and he then sides with Menelaos. This is a marked shift from the Iliad — one
which brings to mind Monro's Law, the observation that the two epics do not overlap or
repeat each other. Nestor's account of the Achaean departure from Troy strongly suggests
a tale directed toward this epic, in which Menelaos is now the single living hero of the pair
of Atreidai. The Iliad, a story about the host of the Achaeans led by King Agamemnon,
naturally privileges him as the more powerful and threatening of the two heroes (Achilles
has rivalry with Agamemnon, not Menelaos). But in this epic, with Agamemnon dead,
and Menelaos the remaining and representative hero, Menelaos must be the heroic son of
Atreus worthy of Nestor's special support and affection. So Nestor makes Menelaos,
adapting past event to present circumstance. And then Menelaos completes this revision
when he says that Nestor was like a father to him for the duration of their fighting at Troy,

not just at the time of the dispersion of the troops (this latter time safely out of the Iliad's

(peppipi&e 4.117; 15.169), this final instance of their way of interacting draws a marked closing portrait
of each of them: Helen is quick to assume the role of the prophet and look into the future, whereas
Menelaos's hesitation makes his last words ones wholly directed to the past.
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scope). Nestor as a fatherly figure to both Telemachus and Menelaos raises questions

about the validity of this comparison.

Eumaeus and Telemachus; Antinoos and Telemachus

After invoking Athena and Nestor as fatherlike to Telemachus, the poem next brings
together Telemachus and Eumaeus in a father-son embrace (16.11-22). AsIdiscuss at
length in Chapter 2, this simile is the first of several devices which displace the reunion of
true father and son. The father and son in simile, Eumaeus and Telemachus, thus
participate in the irony of the bigger picture. Finally, in the presence of Odysseus returned
to his own house, Telemachus mocks his rhetorical plurality of fathers when he calls the

suitor, Antinoos, a father to him (17.397-400)— in outright irony of course.

The king as father

In addition to the similes I have discussed above which liken a character to a father, the
Odyssey also contains three similes which liken a king to a father. All three describe
Odysseus as a king who was as gentle as a father. It would seem that just as the former
type of father similes presented Telemachus with a plurality of fathers — Athena-Mentes,
Nestor, Eumaeus, and Antinoos — so Odysseus's fatherly kingship would make him a
father of many sons. But we saw that all of the father similes which referred to
Telemachus were qualified by an undertone of irony, thereby subverting the idea of a
multiplicity of fathers. And since the presence of the one father, Odysseus, puts an end to
these several father similes, the irony in them indeed points toward a rejection of multiple
fathers by analogy in the Odyssey. A similar phenomenon characterizes the similes which
liken Odysseus to a king as gentle as a father. While this description implies a father-king
of many sons, all of these similes describe Odysseus as he was in the past. Accordingly,
rather than opening the way to an image of Odysseus as a patér of many sons, these

similes actually show him as the one father of one son.
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First, in response to Aegyptius's opening question of who called the assembly and
why, Telemachus foregrounds the distinction between public and private: "neither do I
propose nor speak of any public matter, but of my own need, the evil that fell on my
house" (oUTe Ti 8Auiov &AAo mpaiokouct oUd' dyopetw./ &AN €udv aUTou xpeiog. &
Mol kok& Fumeoev oikw 44-45). At this point Telemachus refers to the father in simile:

TO pev maTep €0BAOV armwAeoa. oq moT év UiV
Toiodeoowv Baoideue, naThp & g fmog Agv:
(2.46-47)

I lost my noble father, who once was king among you here,
and was as gentle as a father;

Tele;nachus’s lines move from the individual private to the inclusive private. His
stratagem is to personalize the démos and thus compel them into empathy: I have lost my
father, just as you have lost yours. Telemachus would create all of Ithaca in his own image
— sons at a loss in the absence of the father. And technically he is right: the suitors are men
of a generation after Odysseus, young enough to be his sons.®> But when Mentor repeats
the idea of the father-king, he annuls Telemachus's attempt to bind the démos into a
community of sons.

Mentor says the people have forgotten Odysseus and so they are not like sons:

MA TIG €T MPdppwv &Gyavog Kai qmoq £oTW
chrrTouxoq Baou)\euq pqu PPECIV QICIUG €idWG.
&AM cigi xa)\s mdg T €in kai aiouda pelor
WG ou TIg pspvrrrou OSuooqoc Qeioio
Aav oloiv &vacoe. maTAp & &g fmog Aev.

(2.230-34)

Do not let any scepter-bearing king henceforth be mild and gentle
nor know the measure of things in his thoughts,
but let him be always harsh and do what is unjust;
since no one remembers godlike Odysseus
no one of the people over whom he ruled, and he was gentle as a father.

The assembly speeches follow the three-part form of proposition, rejection, and response:
Telemachus begins (2.40-79), Antinoos retorts (85-128), and Telemachus answers back in
turn (130-145); an omen appears which Halitherses interprets (161-76), Eurymachus reacts
against (178-207), and Telemachus answers for (209-223). The third set of speeches

4080 he calls the suitors "the own sons of these men who are the best here” (Tév &vdpav @iror uleq. of
£vBade y' eiciv GpioTor 2.51).
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breaks from this pattern abruptly: Mentor rebukes the negligence of the démos (229-41)
and Leokritos rejects his words and scatters the people (243-56). The third component
seems to be missing; the poem articulates the breach of form: "thus Leokritos spoke, and
released the quick assembly” (&g &p' épcdvnoev [AgihkpiTogl. Aloev & dyophv
aiynpniv 257). Instead of Telemachus's public answer to reinforce Mentor's words, as in
the two previous cases, with the assembly dispersed he instead withdraws apart to the sea
and prays to Athena; and she answers him in the form and voice of Mentor. Thus for the
internal audie;nce of the assembly, Leokritos gets the last word and preempts Telemachus
from responding, thereby diminishing his stature and dismissing the speech of Mentor.
But for the audience of the poem, Telemachus does get to speak in answer. He no longer
addresses the assembly, but his speech occurs in exactly the same time sequence it would
have ordinarily: Leokritos finishes speaking at line 256, and five lines later we hear the
expected voice of Telemachus, beginning with the formal invocation: kAG6i peu (262; cf.
25, 161, 229). To our ears, Mentor gets the last word. Telemachus'’s private response to
him affirms the sense of Mentor's words: the others have forgotten their father-king. What
might have been a plurality of figurative sons is now just Telemachus alone.

Just as Mentor makes the son only one, so Athena makes the father god singular
when she repeats Mentor's words from the assembly in the divine assembly. Athena
repeats Mentor's father simile verbatim, but in a different context. Mentor spoke in a
vacuum — in a kingdom devoid of its king. His words resound as though he is cursing his
actual state. Athena, on the other hand, speaks to a council of the gods in the marked
presence of Zeus in all his power: "and the gods sat down to counsel, among them Zeus
who thunders on high, whose power is greatest" (oi &¢ 6¢oi 8kdvde kafilavov. ev &
&pa Toic)/ Zeug byiBpepuéTng. ob Te kp&TOG €0Ti pEyioTov 5.3-4). And she addresses
the assembly: "Father Zeus and other blessed gods who are forever” (ZeG mé&Tep Ad

&Ahot pdkapeg Bgoi aitv ¢évTeg 7).4! Zeus is thus introduced as the recognized king and

41'While this line is formulaic, the denomination of Zeus as father is often in significant contexts. That
this is so in Athena's address to the council of the gods is clear from both Zeus's corresponding naming
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father. Whereas Mentor's rhetoric is addressed primarily to the people of Ithaca, rendering
the absent good king and gentle father a figure of the forgotten past, Athena directs her
words to the very present Father Zeus.

Athena calls upon Father Zeus her father and presents him with two kinds of kings:
the gentle and just king versus the harsh and unjust one. Forgotten Odysseus was of the
former kind — he was gentle as a father. This comes as an implicit challengé: which kind
of king, father, are you? With the mention of the épios father, Athena circumscribes his
choice. In view of the abstract idea, and ideal, of what a father is, she leaves him little
choice — cc‘>uld Zeus now be anything but épios to her as father (as he always has been)
and not to everyone else as king? For Athena then, a king as gentle as a father is an
imperative of how one in such a position ought to act. Her use of the father simile thus
departs from its usual concern with likeness and relationship and concerns imposition and
bindingness. For her the father is one and only one, Zeus. Or, to use the terms introduced
at the beginning of this discussion of father similes in both epics, the loosening inherent in
simile here moves to the singularity of symbol.

As I have already observed, the Odyssey's several father similes come to a halt in
Book 17 when the father himself is back home with his son. A clear aim of the poem is for
the thing itself bared of disguise, lies, similitude. The manyness achieved by likeness is
overcome by the oneness of identity. And yet, as the discussion of Odysseus's reunion
with Laertes in Chapter 2 will show, this epic of métis has one last trick to play. In another
poem, the realization of singularity suggested in the last third of the poem might be
accepted as its sole desired destination. But it is harder to accept this linear reading of the

Odyssey not just because it is not a wholly linear narrative, but moreover, because

of Athena as Téxvov €éudv (22), and their similarly familial tone of exchange in the first, rather parallel,
council of the gods in Book 1 (26-95). There Zeus is referred to as father three times and when Athena
addresses the assembly she calls on & maTep AuéTepe Kpovidn. UmaTe kpeidvtwy (46 = 81) alone, not
mentioning the other gods at all. Again Zeus calls Athena "my child" (1.64 = 5.22); and in his answer to
her he insists, careful of family politics, that he could never forget about Odysseus (65) and Poseidon is
to blame.
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Odysseus cannot be his one self without being many — polutropos.#?* The realization of

the one father at the end of the poem thus remains a question, now at a whole other level.

The epic poems' father similes can be looked at from one further angle. Each poem
contains one diegetic father simile. When we juxtapose them, the different themes of the
poems in relation to fathers and sons appear in all their simplicity. The Iliad’s diegetic
father simile is one of bereavement: Achilles mourns Patroklos like a father for his son.
The Odyssey's is one of restoration: Eumaeus welcomes Telemachus like a father greeting a
son arrived home after a long journey to faraway lands. From these two similes alone we
see that in broad terms, the Iliad tells the story of loss and separation, of the inverted order
of the deaths of sons; the Odyssey, on the other hand, portrays the opposite — the return
of the son to the father, the overcoming of danger and death. The father similes, with all
their nuance and complexity, also tell the simple stories of the two poems. Within the
poet's own code of simile, the topic of fathers and sons is a central point upon which the

two epics intersect and diverge in more ways than one.

42Cf. Pucci 1982, 51: "Odysseus confronts all situations repeatedly with the same wily, disguised mind,
but his devices sometimes vary. As a result, the character, Odysseus, inasmuch as he is fully contained
and distinct in his manyness, emerges in the accumulating and in the exploitation of having accumulated
the same and the different from the same. Such a structure implies that Odysseus, while repeating
himself, is also constantly on the track of otherness. This condition is the cause and/or effect that makes
Odysseus resourceful, devious and wily. For his manyness as repetition means that he is always removed
in advance from himself, always split: he is always himself and other than himself."
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Chapter I.1: Immortal Fathers and Immortal / Semi-Divine Sons in the Iliad

Introduction
The Iliad contains only one immortal father of immortal sons: Zeus. The poem sings of
Zeus "the father of men and gods," but evidently his story as the father cannot be told
without reference to him as the son. For his number of father epithets vies with his son
ones for frequency. Out of all his sixty-one epithets, those for father and son recur most
frequently, but the ones for "father” (maTrp) appear ninety times, a close second to the
ninety-eight occurrences of his epithets for "son" — Kpovidng (36 times), Kpoviwv (49
times), Kpdvou méig (12 times) or Kpdvou vie (1 time).43

The recollections of Zeus as son through his epithet, "son of Kronos," may remind
one of Zeus's violent overthrow of his father.#* Their frequency may keep one in mind of
those past struggles over divine supremacy. But such reminders of Zeus's history of
generational conflict exhaust the topic: that is the subject of a different kind of poem.
Instead of moving through the theogonic time of generations, the Iliad describes only a
terminus: Zeus is fixed in an essentially stable reign, the men are the final, culminating

generation of heroes.45 Threats to Zeus's dominion do occur in the poem, but not from his

43His other epithets in the Iliad are far less frequent — the next most common is 49 forms of "aegis-
bearing," then 28 of "cloud-gathering," after which the frequency of epithets drops down into the teens,
with some occurring just a few times. Two other gods appear with the epithet matAp: Poseidon (1 time)
and Nereus (4 times). But neither are immortal fathers of immortal sons: Poseidon is referred to as the
father of the two mortal Moliones (11.751); and Nereus is of course the father of the goddess Thetis
(1.358, 396; 18.36, 141). In the Odyssey, Zeus is also equally, though less frequently, father and son:
matAp 32 times and son 32 times. See Dee 1994.

440n allusions in epic see Slatkin 1991, xiii-xvi. On this allusion to Zeus's overthrow of Kronos in
particular, see 14.203-204, discussed below.

450n the relationship of heroic epic to theogonic poetry, see Thalmann 1984, xii-xiv; and Clay 1989, 10-
12. Scholars like Louise Cowan and Bruce King have recently articulated how epic is positioned at the
transition just before the end of one way of life and the beginning of another. "This is to say that epic
displays on a panoramic scale an entire way of life — caught, it is true, at a moment of radical change
and yet, viewed from an omni-dimensional standpoint, in that very act transfigured and preserved. ... The
poet sees his society as standing between two worlds; ... Hence, in this work of recovering a past which,
though worthy of reverence, is almost certain to be (or has already been) overturned, the epic imagination
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sons specifically. They are instead from a variety of relations and in a variety of degree:
from his wife Hera, and his brother Poseidon; and less seriously from his daughter Athena,
and only from one son, Ares. Rather than a poem of conflict between divine father and
son, the Iliad tells of the growing closeness of the divine father to his sons — sons
immortal and mortal. It shows Zeus move from an impersonal to a personal "father of men
and gods."

The following analysis of the immortal father, Zeus, and his immortal sons,
Apollo, Ares, Hephaistos, and Hermes, falls into three major sections. I begin with a
preliminary.view of Zeus as son. Once he is shifted into the role of divine father, I discuss
Zeus's relationships with Ares and Apollo. Here I will consider how the poem solves the
old theogonic issue of the divine son's overthrow of his father. Finally I consider Zeus's
relationships with Hephaistos and Hermes, relationships which frame the poem. I will
show how they enact the movement of Zeus from a distant, objectified father to one drawn
close to sons, immortal and mortal. I end the chapter with a discussion of Zeus's paternal

care for a mortal son like a god, Hector; and by extension, for mortal sons in general.

Zeus as son
Beyond patronymic epithets, the poem refers to Zeus as a son only in Book 14, a book of
challenges to his supremacy. Of all the gods, only Hera recalls Zeus as a son enthralled to
his father, a recollection appropriate to her current aim of seducing Zeus in order to bind
him in sleep. Keeping her true intent secret, she goes to Aphrodite and tells her that she is
going to the limits of the earth where she might reconcile Okeanos and Tethys:

Se€quevor ‘Peicg. 8Te Te Kpdvov ebplora Zeug

yaing vépBe kabeioe kai &TpuyéTolo Bardoong.

(14.203-204)

they received me from Rhea, when loud-sounding Zeus
thrust Kronos down beneath the earth and unresting sea.

is pulled two ways, toward death and birth, and engaged in a double mode of vision, both elegiac and
prophetic" (Cowan 1992, 3-5). Cf. King 1997.

The idea of the Iliad as the end of the heroic age is rather standard; for a good account of this idea, see
Edwards, A.T. 1985.
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Aphrodite interprets this recollection of Zeus's triumph over his father as testimony of
Zeus's power; she acquiesces to Hera as to one not to be denied since she "sleeps in the
arms of Zeus" (14.213). Having procured the charms of Aphrodite, Hera goes to Zeus and
also tells him her false plans to go to Okeanos and Tethys. Flattering as her recollection of
Zeus's triumph over his father would be to Zeus, Hera omits these lines when she repeats
the lie to him. As will soon become clear, she leaves out Zeus's past feat so as not to put
him in mind of the very goal which is lurking behind her seductiveness: the son's
overthrow, with some help from his mother, of the reigning father. For the poem goes on
to show that‘Hera attempts to bind Zeus not just temporarily in sleep, but permanently in
the locking chamber which her son, Hephaistos, made for her.
Hera reveals her design when she feigns modesty and invites Zeus to make love not

out in the open but inside the enclosed bedroom which Hephaistos built:

£€0Tiv Tol 8&Aapog. TOv Tor pikog vidg €Teugev

"HpaioTog. mukivag 8¢ BUpag oTabuoioiv émAposy:

(14.338-39)

There is your bed-chamber which your own son fashioned,
Hephaistos, and fitted strong doors upon the door-posts.

Earlier, in her private thoughts, the poem described this bedroom as one Hephaistos
fashioned for her, his mother, fitted not only with sturdy doors, but — as she leaves out
from her persuasion of Zeus — with a secret bolt only she might open (14.166-68). Hera
aims to lure Zeus into the chamber Hephaistos made for her and there lock him up as her
prisoner. Through the agency of their son, Hera — like Rhea before her — endeavors to
bring about the change of generations by trapping the father in some inescapable
confinement. She would have Zeus locked away by Hephaistos just as Kronos was by
Zeus.

The poem brings together that past time of the rule of Kronos and the present of
Zeus in its comparison of Zeus's desire for Hera now and then. When Zeus sees Hera
made irresistible by the help of Aphrodite, eros dazzles him like it did the first time:

olov 6Te MPWTIV rMep ¢UICYESONY QIASTATI.

€1G EUVAV POITWVTE, @iloug AABovTe TokAag. (14.295-96)
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such as when first they mingled in love,
going together to bed and escaping the notice of their parents.

Zeus's desire for Hera goes back to a time before he thrust Kronos beneath the land and
sea, returning to a kind of original time, of firsts — S7e rmpwTov. Just as Hera feigns to
go to Okeanos, the "genesis" of the gods (14.302), so Zeus returns to an origin. The
origin to which Zeus returns was marked by an act of deception — the couple evading the
notice of their parents. Hera's pretense to return to a place of origin is also an act of
deception. The difference is one of the parties involved. In the earlier time, the children,
Zeus and Hera, deceived their parents, Kronos and Rhea, so that they could make love
illicitly. In the narrative present, the wife, Hera, deceives her husband, Zeus. The former
relationship, of children and parents, naturally includes the concept of replacement: a child
will one day grow up to take the place of the parents who pass away, or for gods, are
overthrown. A child's act of disobedience contains the seeds of ultimate replacement, as
the poem's two allusions to Zeus's relationship to Kronos demonstrate: Zeus mingled with
Hera without the notice of their parents (14.295-96) and later thrust Kronos beneath land
and sea (14.203-204). But the relationship between wife and husband is not structurally
one of replacement and thus Hera's deception of Zeus cannot pose that kind of threat to
him. To effect such an end, the wife must go through the child, as did Rhea with Zeus to
defeat Kronos. And so Hera must try to defeat Zeus through the help of her son,
Hephaistos.

Hephaistos is a likely candidate for the son who takes the part of his mother against
his father. In Book 1, he recounted how he had once suffered for trying to save his
mother, contrary to his father's pleasure (1.590ff.).46 But despite Hera's affinity with
Hephaistos, he is also too much associated with his father to expel him, as we will discuss
below. Try as she will, Hera cannot effect a repetition of Rhea's triumph over her husband

through the agency of their son.4” Zeus was once the son better than his father and Hera

46Qutside of Homer, Hera conceived and bore Hephaistos on her own as a counterpart to Zeus's birth of
Athena (Hesiod, Th. 925ff.). See further Janko 1992, 199.
47She makes a later attempt with Ares (15.111-12), as we will see below.
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seeks to repeat such pattern. But, as stated above, the theogonic story of the violent
succession of divine generations is not the plot of the Iliad, which tells instead of the
father's growing closeness to his sons. How the Iliad has solved the problem of
generational succession appears in the poem's presentation of Zeus's relationships with

two of his sons, Ares and Apollo.

Apollo and Ares

Apollo and Ares are opposed in the poem as two kinds of sons: Apollo, of like mind with
Zeus, enjoys a harmonious relationship with him; Ares, baneful to all including his father,
struggles against him in an imperfect peace between father and son.®® The difference
between these two divine sons centers in part around their contrasting reactions to the
heroic deaths of two semi-divine sons: Ares rebels against his father when he learns of the
death of his son, Askalaphos; Apollo, on the other hand, assists Zeus in the process of
Sarpedon's death. Apollo — aligned with the beneficent aspects of death, Hupnos and
Thanatos (16.676-683) — moves with his father into the masculine control over heroic
death. Ares — a figure of the blood and terror of the battlefield — resists the
transformation of death into a benign and glorious cultural object.

In Book 13, Deiphobus kills Ares's son, Askalaphos (13.518-19). Unlike other
semi-divine children or divine favorites, such as Aeneas or Paris, who are protected by a
watchful god in battle, Ares is long ignorant of his son's death (13.521-22). Not until
Book 15, the aftermath of Hera's rebellion against Zeus, does Hera provocatively inform
Ares of his loss. Her seemingly casual news of Askalaphos's death is really an invitation to
incite Ares to rebel. Zeus, she says, thinks that he among all the gods is best in might and
strength (pnoiv y&p év &BavaToior Beoior / k&pTel Te oféver 15.107-108). Thus, she

continues, everyone must accept whatever evil he sends to them. Ares then provides

480n Apollo as Zeus's "right hand man," see Muellner 102-104; I also discuss this further below.
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Hera's case in point: she concludes her speech with the example that now it is Ares who
suffers since his most beloved son has fallen in battle:

viog Y&p oi SAwAe péxn €vi. piATaTog Gvdpidv.

"AokaAapog. Tév pnoiv dv Eupevar 8Rpiuog "Apnc.

(15.111-112)

For his son perished in battle, the most beloved of men,

Askalaphos, whom mighty Ares claims to be his own.
Hera puts forth two claims: Zeus's idea (¢Acv 107) that he is mightiest among the gods
and Ares's belief (pnov 112) that he is the father of Askalaphos. Both are challenges to
Ares. The first infringes upon his timé as the god of sheer physical force; the latter
questions his paternity of his cherished son. Having failed to defy Zeus with her son
Hephaistos, she now incites their other son, Ares, to rebel against the father. Her speech
ends with a rousing call to Ares by name: 8Bpipog “Apng (112). And her persuasion
produces the desired effect. Ares swears vengeance for the death of his son even if it
means getting as close to death as an immortal can — "even if it be my fate to be smitten
with the lightning bolt of Zeus and to lie low in blood and dust amid the dead" (¢/ mép o

kai poipa Aidg mAnyévTi kepauvey/ keioBal Opol vekdeoo! el aiuaTi kai kovinov

15.117-18).49

Ares and death

Well before this episode, the poem has represented Ares as a god who has much to do with
death, even beyond his obvious role as the god of war and violence. Dione lists him first
among the three gods — Ares, Hera, and Hades — who have before been wounded by

men. Unlike Hera and Hades, Ares was not wounded with an arrow, but confined in

490n Ares's gesture here of smiting his thighs which usually indicates imminent harm (15.113-14), see
Lowenstam 1981. In preparation for taking vengeance, Ares calls on his immortal sons, Terror and Rout,
to harness his horses. These sons of Ares comprise a pair of immortal father -- immortal sons. The most
that can be said about them from the context, however, is that they seem to do Ares’s bidding without
hesitation (no obedience problems here). This satellite quality is even more pronounced in the other
appearance of Phobos as the son of Ares where he follows (¥oreTo) Ares into battle. Although Hesiod
tells of Terror and Rout as the sons of Ares by Aphrodite (Th. 934), in Homer they are little more than
attributes of their father. This latter idea is in and of itself significant: it seems reflective of a fantasy that
the child be the embodiment of one paternal characteristic. For a god, no more than that would be ideal.
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bonds, a traditional means of permanently subduing — approximately killing — a god.50
Dione gives a rather abbreviated account of how Ares endured this affront by men: Otos
and Ephialtes, sons of Aloeos, bound him in a bronze jar for thirteen months. Had the
step-mother of these two men, Eeriboia, not told Hermes, who then stole him out of the
jar, Ares would have perished.5! Remarkable about this passage is its suggestion that the
god could actually die: Ares was already wasting away (/5n Teipopevov 5.391) and
would have perished (&rdAoiTo 5.388).

By the end of Book 5, Dione's narrative of Ares's past suffering at the hands of
men has bef;n repeated in the present action. With Athena behind him, Diomedes has
wounded Ares in the nethermost hollow under the ribs (veiaTov ¢c kevedve 5.857),a
wound which we know is fatal to a mortal man since Patroklos dies from this (16.821).
When Ares explains his wounded condition to his father, he emphasizes the potentiality of

his demise. Diomedes, Ares complains, rushed upon, but he hastened away in time:
auTGp EmaiT’ alT® poi éméocuTo Saipovi Toog:
&AAG P GrAveikay Taxéeq mé8eg A T€ ke Snpdv
alToU mAuaT’ £macyov év aivijciv vekdSeooiv.
A ke {Wg &uevnvdg € xahkoio TuMAot.
(5.884-87)
And then he [Diomedes], equal to a god, rushed upon me;
but my swift feet carried me out of danger; otherwise for a long time

I would have suffered woes among the heaps of the dead,
or I would have been living without vitality because of the blows of the bronze.

Mortal and immortal are confused in this passage. Diomedes is equal to a god (Saipowvi
Toog), and Ares imagines himself among the dead. The god places himself into death in
two ways: either by suffering among the heaps of corpses, or alive but strengthless,
&uevnvdg being a key word to describe the "stupid” dead.5? As Richard Martin has
suggested to me, it seems that only Ares has this distinction of coming so close to death

since he is the god who makes others die.

30Cf., for example, 1.401. On binding the gods, see Detienne and Vernant 1978, passim.

510n the binding of Ares by Otos and Epbhialtes, see Detienne and Vernant 1978, 78.

52The formulaic description is repeated four times in the Odyssey: vexdwv &pevnva képnva (10.521, 536;
11.29, 49). This adjective also describes a dream at Od. 19.562. On the "stupid dead," see Vermeule
1979, 1-42.
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Ares and Zeus

As a result of Diomedes's spear thrust to his "nethermost belly," Ares quickly goes to Zeus
on Olympus, shows him the blood flowing from his wound and laments to his father:

Zeu n&Tep. oU vepeoi{n dpiv Tade kapTepd Epva:
aigi Tol piyioTa Ogoi TeTANSTEC eipév
GAANAwV i8TNTI. X&piv & &vdpeoo! pépovTeq.
ooi mavTeg payxduecda ou yap Tékeg &ppova kolpnv.
oUlopgvnv. § T aitv &Aoula €pya pEuNAEY.
&AAor pgv y&p mavTeg, ool Bcoi gio’ év "OAUumey.
goi T ¢mmeifovTar kai deduAuecha EkacTog
TaUTAv & oUT €rei mpoTiB&AAec olTe TI Epyep.
GAN &vigig. el aUTOG Eyeivao naid’ &idnAov:
- (5.872-80)
Father Zeus, are you not angry seeing these violent deeds?
Always we gods suffer most cruelly
by the will of one another when we show favor to men.
We all do battle with you; for you bore that senseless and baneful girl,
who is ever eager for lawless deeds.
For all the other gods as many are in Olympus,
are obedient and subject to you, each one of us;
but you pay no heed to her either in word or deed,
but you urge her on, since you yourself gave birth to this baneful child.

From Ares's point of view, the pantheon is divided into three parts: all the gods (as many

as there are on Olympus), Zeus (against whom they all fight), because of Athena (to whom

evil deeds are always a concern). In the poem's only repetition of oUAopévny, ... Ares
effectively speaks a new proem, rearranging causes and reassigning parts. In his present
filial perspective, right and wrong is a matter of obedience and submission to the father
(878): only Athena is exempt from the rules, he complains, "because you yourself (auzos)
bore that destructive child" (880) and thus grant her special allowances.53 The problem
among the Olympians, as Ares sees it, is Athena's wicked nature and Zeus's paternal

indulgence of it.5¢

33Leaf notes that Scholium B glosses autos as monos, i.e. without a mother. But, Leaf proposes, it need
not mean more than 'you yourself' since the legend of the birth of Athena from Zeus's head is not found
in Homer (Leaf 1960, 253). However, it could well be alluded to here.

34Katerina Synodinou (1986, 155-64) takes this speech of Ares as a starting point for an investigation of
the relationship between Zeus and Athena in the poem. Although she pays lip service to its specificity
in context (157), she nevertheless continues to use it for the sake of her argument as a claim to argue for
and against. That is, she posits a very weak "straw man" in Ares's words here. Of course this speech is
determined by Ares's present point of view.

39



Zeus reproaches Ares by turning Ares's words around back onto him. For indeed,
Ares has imposed onto Athena the character most frequently associated with his bellicose
and bloody nature.55 Zeus is quick to reorder the stock personalities and relationships, and
reassign the blame where it is due. Ares, Zeus says, is the one who is contentious and
hateful; and it is only because I am your father, Zeus continues, that Ares is cared for at all.
Zeus removes Ares's castigations from Athena and places them back onto Ares himself:

A Ti ot aA)\orrpooa)\}\s napeloysvoq pnvupn(s
ex610Toq o€ pon ¢oot v of O)xuprrov gxouaiv:
ciel ycp TOl eplq TE q;a)\q noAspon TE pa)(ou TE.

- qupoq To! pevoq £0TIV GAOXETOV. OUK EMIEIKTOV,

“Hpng. TAv MEV £y orrou8q Sapvqp ¢MEEOOI
TR ¢ diw Kslvqg TaSs MTaOXEV svvsmqow
&AM oy pcrv o ETi quov cxvsi,opcu a)\ye sxov‘ra
¢k Y&p €pED Yévog €00i. EHOI 8¢ og yelvaTo pATNE"
el O Teu €€ &MNou ye Bev yéveu QS &idnAog.
kai kev 8 mdhar Acba évépTepog Oupavivwy.
(5.889-98)

Do not, double-faced, sit beside me whimpering.
Of all the gods who hold Olympus you are most hateful to me;
for always strife and wars and battle are dear to you.
You have the ungovernable, unyielding spirit of your mother,
Hera. Her I barely subdue with words.
I think that you suffer these things from her promptings.
But no longer will I endure you having pain.
For you are my offspring, your mother bore you to me;
if you were born from any other god and were thus baneful,
long ago you would have been lower than the sons of Ouranos.

By the end of Zeus's rebuke, Ares is the baneful, &idnAog (897), child rather than Athena,
as Ares had complained (880). Zeus blames Ares's mother, Hera, for his unyielding
nature. In the Homeric poems, only Ares and Hephaistos are the Olympian offspring of
Zeus and Hera. The combination of the hateful, unbearable Ares and the lame, comic
Hephaistos produces the sense that even with Zeus, Hera can only produce children of
some monstrosity.56 In this exchange between immortal father and immortal son, Zeus

defends his paternal order by aligning the undesirable elements with the maternal side. But

55A kind of "sibling transference" as it were induced by guilt; and it is interesting that Ares begins both this
speech to his father as well as the one in Book 15 to all the gods with words ant1c1patmg anger and
blame, as though he is contmually feeling gu11ty or at least susceptible to blame: cf. "ZeU naTep. o
vepeoiln....” (5.872) and “pA viv por vepeoAoeT. "'OAGuma SwpaT éxovTes” (15.115).

56Cf. her monstrous offspring in Hesiod's Theogony 925ff.
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he does not disclaim his paternity: regardless of his hate for his son, the tie between them is
binding. And Zeus honors that bond forthwith, his harsh words notwithstanding.

In his first words to his son, Zeus commanded that he not sit beside him
whimpering (889). By the end of the scene, Ares, healed, bathed, and beautifully dressed
(905), once again sits at the side of his father: n&p 8¢ Aii Kpoviwvi kaB€leTo kGde!
yciwv (906). Book 5 ends with a restoration of order; Ares by the side of Zeus appears as
a necessary evil which has an integral place high up — as opposed to Zeus's threat to make
him lower — in the divine system. Despite all the angry words, there is an ultimate
acceptance,‘a kind of mutual acknowledgement, between father and son. Athena and Ares,
in their opposition, show themselves in a dialectic relationship: they are two sides of one
whole, of the métis and bié which makes up war.57 Zeus's great affection for Athena,
who is ultimately linked with Ares, must to some extent recognize Ares, too. For in order

to have masculine heroic death, one still needs the bloody battle which is Ares.

Apollo
Contrary to Ares, Zeus never struggles with Apollo since they are much alike in spirit.

Unlike Ares who is very much his mother's son, Apollo is his father's. In their first
interaction, Zeus speaks to Apollo as to a reflection of himself: in one line he refers to his
own hands (xsipag €uag 15.229), and in the next line to Apollo's (dAA& o Y’ év
Xeipeoor 15.230).58 And it is indeed an emblem of himself that Zeus puts into Apollo's

hands — his tasselled aegis.>?

STCf. Vian 1985, 58.

S8For another instance of hands creating likeness, cf. 24.477-78: "Great Priam stood by him [Achilles]
closey/ His [Priam's] hands took Achilles's knees; he kissed his [Achilles's] hands." Redfield comments:
"This likeness [between Priam and Achilles] is perhaps already there in line 478, which begins with one
pair of hands and ends with the other” (1975, 215).

39"_..it [the aegis] symbolizes his [Zeus's] power, although Homer no longer knew exactly why" (Janko
1992, 261). Janko notes further that in one version, Zeus used the aegis to defeat the Titans —
significant to the order of this speech wherein he has just referred to their defeat (15.225). Earlier,
Agamemnon said that the day will come when sacred Troy will fall and Zeus himself will shake the aegis
(Zeug &€ ogi Kpovidng Uyiluyog. aibépr vaiwv./ alTodg Emaooeinow épeuvAy aiyida naor 4.166-
67). (1992, 250-51; 261).
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The poem shows Apollo fulfilling the behest of his father as he leads Hector and the
Trojans and carries the paternal aegis —the symbol of Zeus's power— in his hands
(15.307-311). The relationship between Zeus and Apollo in Book 15 thus portrays an ideal
trust and fluidity between father and son. In the recuperation of his power after awakening
from Hera's deception, Zeus vacillates between the imperfect obedience of Hera, Ares, and
Poseidon and the more absolute obedience of Athena, Iris and Apollo. Unlike all the others
(except the structurally neutral messenger, Iris), only Apollo does not act out of fear of
Zeus's might, but from like-mindedness. Thus the questions put to Zeus's supremacy by
Poseidon's independent disobedience starting in Book 13, and Hera's deception of Zeus in
Book 14, and Ares's rising to Hera's provocation to disobey in 15, are answered in this
final scene of Apollo's perfect obedience.

In Book 16, Apollo again acts in accord with Zeus. In this critical episode of the
poem, Zeus reluctantly sanctions his son Sarpedon's death.®¢ When Zeus considers the
possibility of saving his son from death, Hera cushions its necessity with the suggestion
that once Sarpedon has been killed, Zeus can send Death and Sleep to carry his body out of
the battle and back to Lycia where it will be duly honored (453-57). Zeus agrees to Hera's
compensation and entrusts to Apollo the care of Sarpedon's body and its transference to
Sleep and Death (666-75). Apollo readily concurs with his father's instructions to remove
Sarpedon's body from out of the battle, to bathe, anoint, and dress it in immortal clothes,

and to give it over to Sleep and Death (16.676 = 15.236).

The death of Sarpedon
Before acquiescing in Sarpedon's death, Zeus has already twice saved him in battle (5.662;

12.402-403). By the beginning of Book 15, the death of Sarpedon is no longer open to

60In this book, an important pattern which structures the poem begins to become evident. Thalmann
observes: "The later books of the lliad progress by a rhythm of significant deaths that are related to one
another by a complex of shared motifs” (1984, 45). The poem makes this death memorable by its
dreadful foreshadowing in 5.662, by Zeus's reluctance to give in to its fulfillment (16.431-38), by the
shower of bloody raindrops Zeus sends to honor his son (16.459-61), and the unusual (in Homer)
caretakers of the dead, Sleep and Death (16.454; 672; 682).
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question: when Zeus awakens from the sleep Hera imposed on him, he announces his
design up to the fall of Troy. He classifies the death of Sarpedon among those of the other
warriors Patroklos will kill (15.66-67). Albeit indirectly, the loss of Sarpedon can be
shown to be part of Zeus's promise to Thetis to honor her son Achilles: Sarpedon's death
is a kind of sacrifice for the glory of Patroklos, which in turn reflects on Achilles. We
know that Zeus is thinking along this line of reasoning since he closes this prophetic speech
on that topic of his promise to Thetis (15.74-77). The honor of one son requires the loss
of another, many others. Zeus has chosen to honor the son of Thetis over all others, even
his own. In ;his poem which rests on the giving of honor to a semi-divine son, Zeus gives
the greatest honor by sacrificing his own semi-divine son for the sake of that other one.
Through the episode of Sarpedon's death, Zeus progresses from an impersonal supreme
patér to a divine genitor concerned with the death of his biological son — just like Ares —
and again to the divine parér, but one who now looks with pity over the deaths of all sons.
Let us look more closely at this critical death.

The episode of Sarpedon's death begins with his entry into the battle and ends with
the removal of his body from out of it, occupying over 264 lines at the center of Book 16.
Whitman, in his analysis of the geometric structure of individual books of the Iliad and the
poem as a whole, has shown the ring-structure of Book 16. Starting from the beginning
and so comprising the largest frame, balanced scenes depict Patroklos's despatch and
death; these scenes frame two battles, by the ships and by the wall of Troy; these battles
finally frame the book's central episode, the duel with Sarpedon and its aftermath.6! This
central episode has a ring-form of its own. The outermost frame contains Sarpedon's entry
into the action (419-30) balanced by the removal of his body from the action (666-83); this
frame surrounds the smaller frame of Zeus on Olympus considering saving his son (431-
61) and later pondering the death of his son (644-65); finally Sarpedon's death (462-507)

and the battle for Sarpedon's body (563-644) enclose the center of Glaukos's intervention

6'Whitman 1958, 282-83; Janko 1992, 311.
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(508-62).62 Zeus plays an active part three times in the representation of his son's death.
The death itself is surrounded by two scenes of Zeus on Olympus; and during the struggle
over Sarpedon's body, Zeus lends some small support. The ring structure of this episode
thus reveals the death of the mortal son schematically embraced as it were by the divine
father.

Unlike the previous episode of Sarpedon in battle wherein Zeus's activity also
comprised a frame by sending his son into battle and taking him out of it (12.292-93; 402-
403), Zeus takes part at different stages of this latter action. In Book 16, Sarpedon is
motivated c:m his own to confront the destructive Patroklos; the sight of his comrades
falling in the battle takes the place of Zeus's encouragement in Book 12. Thus the father
does not send his son to his death in battle. He comes into the action only once the duel
between Sarpedon and Patroklos is already begun. He comes in at a distance, from the
perspective of the height of Olympus. That distance, symbolic of Zeus's supremacy in
general and the ultimate difference between this immortal father and mortal son in
particular, fixes Zeus in his divinity and Sarpedon in his mortality.

The simile describing the meeting of Sarpedon and Patroklos in battle contributes to
this particular (and ambivalent) consideration of height. The two heroes clash like birds of
prey fighting stridently on a high rock (méTpn ¢’ GynAn 429). The simile is disturbing in
two ways. First, in regard to the warriors, it suggests that the way men can approach
greater height (of divinity) is their intimacy with death — as birds who feed off the dead
and battle each other potentially to the death. Moreover, the simile associates Kronidés

Zeus with these predatory birds in their similar epithets:

oi & g T QYUMo YOUYWVUXES &ykuloxeida

rrs‘rpq £’ uw]kq peya)\a kA&lovTe paxwv‘ral

wq oi KEK)\qyowsq e’ a)\Aq}\ouow Spouaav.

Toug 8¢ i1dwv eAénoe Kpdvou &g &ykulopqTew,

“Hpnv 8¢ mpocécine kaciyvATnv &Aoxov Te
(16.428-32)

Just as birds of prey with hooked talons and hooked beaks

do battle upon a high rock screeching greatly,

62CJark and Coulson 1978, 65ff. (cited in Janko 1992, 371).
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so they with such cries rushed upon one another.
And the son of crooked-counselling Kronos seeing them felt pity,
and addressed Hera, his sister and wife;

Zeus's nomination here, Kodvou méig &yxulopnTew, surely reflects the description of the
birds as &ykuloxeirai.63 Both adjectives occupy the same metrical position and are
emphatically placed at line end. Janko points out that this description of Zeus (Kpdvou méug
&ykulopATew) occurs only eight times in the poem compared to its metrically equivalent
formula, maTthp (8') &vdpdv Te Bev Te, which occurs much more often, thirty-six
times.5* Thus the poet could have used a different, more usual epithet — and one
appropriatel); explicit of the "father theme"— for Zeus in this line, but chose one resonant
with the simile instead.65 The turn from the simile to the description of Zeus thus produces
an image of Zeus up on Olympus like a bird of prey on high, full of violence and and an
eagemess for death.% But this figural bird of prey is also one who is said to feel pity.
"Crooked-counselling" describes Kronos, not Zeus. At this critical moment when Zeus
takes on the role of the father standing over the death of his son, the poem remembers
Zeus's father who pitilessly desired the deaths of all his children. There seems to be an
anxiety that Zeus will simply become another killer of sons like his father before him. But
while his epithet yokes the divine father and son, Zeus's pity distinguishes him and his
relationship to the death of his son from that of his father with his thoughtless killing of his

sons. In this one line, Zeus moves away from his father and toward his mortal son.

630n Kronos's métis versus Zeus's, see Detienne and Vernant 1978, 88-90.
643anko 1992, 375. These are statistics for both epics. The former formula occurs only in the lliad.
65Richard Martin points out to me the suitability of the usual "father of men and gods" epithet in this
passage where Zeus is doubly father — patér and genitor.
66Cf. 7.58-61 where Athena and Apollo sit like vuitures (aiyumotan) to watch Hektor in single combat.
These lines also repeat the idea of height, with the gods now specifically on high (bynAq):
kad’ &' Gp’ 'Abnvain Te kai apyupdTofog 'AmdAAwv
£léabnv Spvicy doikdTeG aiyumoio:
eNYR £ UynAf maTpdg Aldg aiyidxoto.
avdpdol Teprrduevol. (7.58-61)
Then Athena and Apollo of the silver bow sat down like birds, vultures, upon the high oak of
father Zeus the aegis-bearer, taking pleasure in the men.
For other references to gods as birds in both Homeric epics, see Carter 1995, 287-89 (I use Carter's
translation here).
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Part of Zeus's difference from his father in their ways of overseeing the deaths of
their sons is the mindfulness with which they do so. In Zeus's deliberation over whether
to snatch Sarpedon living from out of the battle or to let him die, he considers the latter
option in the first person, assuming responsibility for it: A 48n Urd xepoi MevoiTiadao
dap&oow (Or whether I shall subdue him now under the hands of the son of Menoitios
16.436-38). Although it is standard practice for this verb to occur when a man is killed by
a god through the hands of a mortal man, its use in the first person is unique. Even in this
same scene, when Hera repeats this verb she depersonalizes it: "allow him to be killed'
(faocov ... / ~ ... dapAvai 16.451-52). The diction suggests that Zeus knowingly assumes
the responsibility of the death of his son.57

Zeus does not kill his son but allows him to be killed (cf. 16.521-22). Before and
after the expiration of Sarpedon's life, Zeus sends down divine signs. First he honors his
son's imminent death with a shower of bloody drops (16.459-460). Then, when Sarpedon
lies dead and the battle is fought over him, he stretches baneful night over the battle,
making the struggle over the body all the more baneful.%¢ Blood and night respectively
symbolize, among other things, the essence of mortality and the permanence of death. They
stand for something mortal and dimming, but their existence as symbols inherently
transforms what is transient into something everlasting. Indeed, to send down night is to
imitate death while at the same time covering over death itself, much like the poet who
recounts the deaths of heroes in similar symbolic language which simultaneously describes
and memorializes their dying. Zeus's divine signs thus surround Sarpedon’s biological end

with acculturated images of death, heroizing it before and after, counteracting the

disintegration of bodily death.

67Cf. the deliberation over the death of Hektor where Zeus speaks of this killing by all the gods,
Sapdooopeyv (22.176). (And cf. also the usual word for saving him from death: cawaopsv 175).

68That Zeus does not participate in the moment of Sarpedon'’s biological death is made clear in the diction
around the night he sends down. While night is a common image of metaphorical death, its adjective and
verb here unmistakably distinguish it from the dark death that covers a hero when he biologically dies.
When five heroes thus die, night is erebenne (5.659; 13.580; 22.466), kelaine (5.310), or melaina
(14.438), and it always acts by covering (éxdAuys(v)). It is never, as here, 'baneful’ (dAoAv), nor is it
ever stretched over (Tavuoe).
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Yet the description of the actual physical death of Sarpedon, which Zeus
"straddles," realizes these abstracted images of death on the human level — the horrible
disintegration of the human body as it loses its individuality, transformed beyond

recognition:

oud’ Gv E£T1 epP&duwv mep. avqp 2ap mnddva diov
sva ¢rrel BeAéeoor kai oupcm Kci Kowqouv
€K Kscpa)\r]q eiAuTO 8|cprrspsq sc noSaq aKpouc
oi &' aiel TEPI vEkPOV Spideov. Qg &Te pvic
m‘aepw £vi Bpoyswm rrspuv)\ayecc KAT& MEAACG
wpq gv s:ap«vq OTe Te y}\ayoc &yyea dever
WG c.-pc Tol mepi venpov op:)\eov oudE rmoTe Zeug
TpEyev arro Kpa’rquc uoplqu SO0E PaeIvw.
GAAG kaT' alToUg aitv Spa .

(16.638-46)
Not even a clever man would have recognized glorious Sarpedon,
since with missiles and with blood and with dust
he was wrapped from his head to the tips of his toes.
For continuously they were fighting over the corpse, just as when flies
in the farmstead buzz about pails full of milk
in the season of spring, when the milk wets the vessels;
thus they were fighting over the corpse, nor did Zeus ever
turn his shining eyes from the fierce battle,
but always looked down upon them ...

Sarpedon's body is full of death: missiles or blood or dust would sufficiently convey his
deadness, but he is covered by all three. The repeated effects of death which hide him,
wrapped around him, reiterate the end of death which killed Sarpedon by covering him
(TéAog BavaTolo k&Auyev 16.502). The image of the flies thronging about the milk,
black blotting out white, furthers the sense of a covering over with darkness; the swarming
warriors themselves become such a cover, befouling the purity of Sarpedon. Moreover, the
pastoral simile, with its milk in the spring season of abundance, reminds us of Patroklos's
early death in his youthful "springtime." Zeus does not once look away from this awful
sight. In contrast to the darkness all around Sarpedon — the wrap of missiles and blood
and dust — Zeus's eyes shine brilliantly (co¢ paeivcd). Seeing and light, two traditional
images of life, watch over Sarpedon's death. While physical dying is full of the loss of the
body's integrity, Zeus's shining presence over that death guarantees its transformation into

something bright and immortal like himself. True to the masculine sense of heroic death,
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Zeus's presence — his divine signs, his brilliant eyes — surround the bodily process of

death with immortal glory.

Zeus's transformation of human death into a beautiful form of deathlessness
becomes explicit in his instructions to Apollo to care for Sarpedon's body. Apollo must

take away all the signs of mortality and replace them with those of immortality instead:

€i &’ &ye viv. @ile PoiBe. kehavepic alua k&Bnpov

eABwv €x Bedéwv Zapnddva, kai piv €MeiTx

MOAAOV &MOMPo PEPwV AoUTOV MOTaPOI0 POATI

xpiodv T’ &uBpooin. nepi &' &uBpoTa siuaTa féocov:
(16.667-70)

Come now, dear Phoebus, cleanse Sarpedon of the dark blood

taking him out from the missiles, and then

having carried him to a great distance wash him with streams from the river

and anoint him with ambrosia, and clothe about him ambrosial garments.

Zeus bids Apollo to purify Sarpedon of the mortal effects he accumulated above: the
darkness (keAaivegéc), the blood (afuc), the missiles (¢x BeA€wv). Sarpedon's mortality
is to be replaced with ambrosia. Likewise, his "covering" (repi ... £5o0v), in contrast to
the end of death, and the stretched night, and the wrapping of blood, dust and missiles,
becomes ambrosial clothes.5?

Apollo performs Zeus's bidding to take the body of Sarpedon out of the battle, to
cleanse and anoint him and clothe him in immortal raiment. Zeus instructs him further to
give him to Sleep and Death to bear to Lycia where Sarpedon's relatives may give him the

rites due the dead:70

MEure O€ pIv MoumoicIv Gua kpaimvoiot eépeabar,

Yrvw kai OavaTw didupdooiv, of P& uiv dka

8Acouc’ év Auking elpeing miovi SAuw.

€vha ¢ Tapyugouol kaaiyvnNToi Te €Tal Te

TUMBW Te OTAAN Te® TO Yap Yépag é0Ti BavovTwy. (16.671-75)

%9To be touched or infused with ambrosia does not indicate an ascent to the immortality of the gods. Other
dead heroes after Sarpedon will also enjoy this privilege: the bodies of both Patroklos (19.38-39) and
Hektor (23.185-87) are preserved through a divine application of ambrosia. And Achilles, while living,
is given nectar and ambrosia to stave off his hunger (19.347-48; 353-54). But Achilles is thus divinely
satiated so he might continue fighting in a battle he knows will end in his own death. The ambrosia
allowed to mortals is associated with their deaths. Rather than an allotment of divine immortality, it
signifies the immortality of heroization, a status which rests on the experience of death. Zeus will not
2o against fate and allow his son to be heroized without having gone through death. Instead, his divine
presence throughout the death of Sarpedon — before during and after — promises the shift from mortality
to a kind of immortality.

700n the death of Sarpedon and the cultic associations with the verb Tapxucw, see Nagy 1990, 122-142,

esp. 131 ff.
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Send him to be borne together with the swift escorts,
with the twins Sleep and Death, who swiftly will

place him in the rich land of wide Lycia,

where his brothers and cousins will honor him

with tomb and stele; for these are the honors of the dead.

This passage, starting in the lines preceding those above, contains persistent doubling
initially apparent in the repeated etymological wordplay: &uBpogoin...&GuBpoTa. giuaTa
gooov. méune...moprroiov.”! Doubleness then occurs in the repetition of 'swiftness’
(kpaumtvoioi ... @ke) and is made explicit in the swins of Sleeps and Death; it continues in
the brothers and cousins, the tomb and stele. Apollo, we recall, is Sarpedon’s half-brother,
both from the same father, Zeus. It seems that in a passage full of doubling, the implicit
relationship between Apollo and Sarpedon forms one last, unstated but nonetheless vivid,
doubled pair. Apollo performs the first of the three phases of care for the dead, the
washing and preparation of the body. The other two, the prothesis (the vigil over the
body) and ekphora (the procession to the cemetery), are, presumably, left for his mortal
brothers, kasignétoi, back in Lycia. In this final moment of the death of the mortal son of
the immortal father Zeus, the poem leaves us with an image rather than words. At the very
end, after the mutilation of the corpse and the stripping of its armor, Zeus sends his divine
son to care for his mortal son in an intimate, womanly-maternal way. There is the image of
Zeus above his two sons, twinned in their different immortal and mortal states. By the end
of the passage, Apollo has given Sarpedon to Sleep and Death. Sarpedon and Apollo are
gone from the scene, but perhaps the sense of their unspoken fraternity lingers. It seems
that it is left unspoken because it is not quite explicable; like with all twins, the connections
are obvious and elusive simultaneously.”

The death of Sarpedon comprises a multiform of the death of Memnon who is also
killed under the caring eye of the divine, his mother Eos, and then given over by her to
Sleep and Death. Neo-analysts have considered the Sarpedon story an inferior copy of the

death of Memnon rather than a parallel, in part because Zeus plays the role of Eos, the

"1janko 1992, 396.
72perhaps Apollo and Sarpedon share a likeness similar to that between Sleep and Death, respectively.
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hero's mother, confronting the Moirai; and Apollo takes on her role as the divinity who
removes the body, washes and anoints it.”? Nagy has persuasively countered the neo-
analytic arguments for influence rather than parallel development:™ suffice it for us to say
that in objecting to the divine actors in the Iliadic account of Sarpedon’s death — Zeus and
Apollo instead of Eos — the neo-analysts have called attention to the shift in the divine
care for heroic death from the maternal to the paternal. From our argument of the Iliad's
masculinization of death, the change from the hero's mother to his father and father's son
in the roles around death traditionally held by women does not appear problematic but

rather thematic.

Ares and Apollo: conclusion

Having considered the deaths of the semi-divine sons, Askalaphos and Sarpedon, we see
that a primary difference between Ares and Apollo is their response to the heroic deaths of
mortal sons. Whereas Ares rebelled against his father over the death of his mortal son,
Askalaphos, Apollo assists his father in rounding off the episode of the death of his
father's mortal son, Sarpedon. Ares embodies the violent death of battle, wherefore all
warriors die as "peer of Ares";?5 Apollo, on the other hand, signifies the immortalization
which awaits such a death. These divergent relationships to the heroic deaths of sons
imply two types of divinity: the former "regressive" and the latter "progressive" insofar as
the god is willing to oversee a heroic death. The account of the death of Sarpedon ruled
over by the glorifying Zeus and Apollo significantly comes after the death of Askalaphos
ruled over by the death-filled Ares: their juxtaposition heightens Zeus's different response
to the death of a mortal son.

These two deaths — of Askalaphos and Sarpedon — reveal the structure of

Olympus as well. Apollo, as we have seen, falls into line with Zeus as like minded,

73Clark and Coulson 1978, 66-75.
T4Nagy 1990, 122-143.
T5Nagy 1979, 293-95.
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"progressive" gods of two generations. On the other hand, traditionally Ares's older
counterpart is Poseidon. The [liad alludes to this tradition in Book 15 wherein Zeus
suppresses a revolt first by Ares then by Poseidon. Francis Vian has documented the
frequent association of Ares and Poseidon: sometimes they seem interchangeable, other
times they appear rather as rivals or complements. For instance, their interchangeability
emerges in cult: Ares is the husband of the Erinys Tilphossa in Boeotia, while other
traditions associate Poseidon and the Erinys Demeter with Telphoussa in Boeotia or with
Thelpousa in Arcadia. Their relation by rivalry is evident in the myth that Ares killed
Halirrhothic;s, the son of Poseidon, who had violated Ares's daughter Alkippé; or by the
story of the Aloades, twins descended from Poseidon, who locked up Ares in a jar for
three months. Rivalry is also complementarity: at Orchomenos, Ares and Poseidon each
loved two sisters with essentially the same names — Chrysé and Chrysogoné; each sister
gave birth to a son of antithetic functions — the warrior Phlegyas and the rich Minyas.”s A
functional opposition between the two gods becomes evident through their various joint
myths: the god of war is the natural rival of the master of chthonic forces and fecundity.”
Replacement, rival, or complement, Ares and Poseidon have a history together in
mythology.

The generational resonances between Zeus and Apollo, and Poseidon and Ares
bring to mind Hesiod's myth of the ages which, as Vernant has shown, vacillate between
periods characterized by diké and then in turn by hubris. According to Vernant's structural
analysis of the myth of the races, the four ages break down first into two parts — Gold and
Silver, Bronze and Heroes. Within each group, one age is the inverse of the other, the
positive age marked by diké and the negative by hubris. Hesiod's time, the Iron Age,

contains both diké and hubris. Schematically, according to their character marked by diké

76Detienne and Vernant (1978, 78) note another connection between Ares and Poseidon: the expression of
Ares's confinement by Otos and Ephialtes, chalepos hé desmos edamna, is connected with the jar, "also
hooped with bronze, whose mouth Poseidon closed with bronze doors, namely Tartarus” (Theogony 726-
735).

7TVian 1985, 55.
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or hubris, the Golden Age is to the Silver Age as the Age of Heroes is to the Bronze Age.
Vernant recapitulates:

Thus, so far as the relationships between the first four races are concerned, the

text presents the following structure: a distinction is made between two different

groups with gold and silver in the one, and bronze and the heroes in the other.

Each group is divided into two antithetical aspects, one of which is positive and

the other negative, and each thus comprises two associated races, each of which

is positive and the other negative, and each of which is the necessary counterpart

to the other and stands in contrast to it as dike does to hubris. (1983, 7)

The four gods in question fall easily into line with the Hesiodic four ages — Zeus
(gold) is to Poseidon (silver) as Apollo (heroes) is to Ares (bronze). Zeus as the supreme
Olympian clearly merits the greatest metal, gold. Poseidon’s association with the Silver
Age requires further explanation. His hubris, characteristic of the Silver Age, is embodied
in his destructive, angry character and in his relation with the race who, as Hesiod
describes, would not serve the immortals nor make sacrifices to the gods. In the episode
of the Achaean wall, Poseidon is angry because the Achaeans have accomplished a great
deed without offering hecatombs to the gods (oUd¢ Bcoict déoav KAEITEC EkaTOMPBag
7.450 = 12.6); Poseidon fears that men will no longer have any regard for the gods and the
fame of the wall which he built at Troy will be forgotten (7.446-53). Thus Poseidon in the
Iliad can be seen to epitomize the god offended by the dishonor of men. In reaction, out of
fear for his own glory, he becomes the destroyer god.
In addition to Poseidon as the god who destroys the race of impious men, he fits

into the Hesiodic schema in terms of relation:

Silver does not possess a specific symbolic meaning of its own. It is defined in
terms of gold, being like gold a precious metal, but inferior to it. Similarly, the
race of silver which is inferior to the race that preceded it exists and is defined only
in relation to it. It is on the same plane as the race of gold, and is its exact
counterpart and opposite. (Vernant 1983, 7)

Vernant's explication here brings to mind Poseidon'’s claims to being of equal portion to

Zeus and of the same parents, while he simultaneously admits his inferiority (e.g. 8.211;

8008 &BavéToug Bepaneiev/ {Behov oud’ Epdeiv paxdpwv iepoig émi Bwpoig "nor would they
worship the gods/ nor make sacrifice on the sacred altrars of the blessed ones" (W&D 135-36); Cf. Zelg
Kpovidng Expuye xohoupevog. oiiveka Tipdg/ olk EB18ov parépeoat Beoic "Zeus son of Kronos in
anger engulfed them, for they paid no due honors/ to the blessed gods who live on Olympos” (138-39).
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13.345-60). Moreover, the idea of relation reminds us of the poet's striking diction in
Book 21 where Poseidon is denoted as "the brother of the father,” naTpokaciyviToio
(469). This word clearly emphasizes relationship, one determined according to the
superior status of the father, analogous to the way silver is defined in terms of gold.

Turning to Ares, several scholars have pointed out the association between him and
Hesiod's Bronze Age — an association that Hesiod makes explicit: "to them the woeful
deeds of Ares were a concern and violence" (ofoiv "Apnoc/ €py’ £uehev oTovdsvTa Kai
UBpieg W&D 145-46). The metal bronze appears regularly as an epithet of Ares.”
Pankhalkeo; also appears as a substantive for Ares according to Muellner'sinterpretation
of lliad 20.102.80 Vian, as already mentioned, sees Ares and Athena as representing two
different conceptions of war: Ares is interested only in battle and incarnates the elementary
form of martial activity as an end in itself; Athena on the other hand represents a more
evolved level of thought where military action aims at the goal of protectinga prince or a
people.8! Vernant characterizes the Bronze Age further. It stands in contrast to the Gold
and Silver Ages, concerned with law and religion, as a time occupied exclusively by
military matters. "We have moved from the juridical and religious plane to that of
manifestations of brute force (uey&An Bin), physical energy (xeipeg &amror ... €mi
oTiBapoiol uéhecor), and the terror (Beivév &rAaoTor) which the warriorinspires. " 82
This is the Ares Vian sees as pure symbol in Homeric epic — of battle in itssavagery,
brutality and uncertainty .83

Finally, Apollo in the poem is deeply concerned with the heroes and war. For
example, he goes to strengthen and encourage Hector so that he will return to the battle

with renewed force (15.307-311). And he often participates directly in the battle,

9Vernant 1983, 13.

80Muellner 1976, 82.

81Vian 1985, 58.

82Vernant 1983, 12.

83Vian explains that the myths about Ares take place in a time previous to the Trojan War, in stories about
Thessaly and Boeotia, Thebes and Orchomenos. By the time of Homeric epic, he has betn reduced to a
convention (1985, 56-57).
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memorably protecting Aeneas, carrying off Sarpedon, and killing Patroklos. In general,
Apollo is traditionally imagined as the ideal, youthful warrior (kouros).8* As Achilles's
divine model (his ritual antagonist), this kouros image of Apollo is clearly implied in the
Iliad 85

Beyond these correspondences, the myth of the races provides an analogy for
viewing structure and time.8¢ Vernant emphasizes that the notion of time in the four ages is
not linear but cyclical:

The ages succeed one another to form a complete cycle, which, once completed,

*  starts all over again, either in the same order, or more probably, as in the
Platonic myth in the Politicus’, in reverse order, so that cosmic time is unfolded
alternately, first in one direction and then in the other. (1983, 6)

The alternating structure of the myth of the races, we saw, parallels the different spirits of
the ages of Zeus — Poseidon — Apollo — Ares. Such structure, wherein "time does not
unfold according to a chronological sequence, but according to the dialectical relationship
of a system of antinomies," provides the poem's solution to the old problem of
intergenerational conflict.8” The relationship of correspondence between Zeus and Apollo
— a kind of diké in one age and the next — and the coexistence of the correspondence
between Poseidon and Ares — hubris in one age and the next — marks a different kind of
divine father-son relationship than that violent and disruptive one among Ouranos-Kronos-
Zeus. With a concept of cyclic rather than linear time, the need for intergenerational strife

disappears — as we have seen in Zeus's relationships with his sons.88

84Richard Martin's suggestion to me.
850n this relationship between Achilles and Apollo, see Rabel 1990; and Muellner 1996, 102-104.
86Hesiod affords a more or less synchronic text in relation to the epics. So Nagy uses the Hesiodic myth of
the ages for a different kind of interpretation of Homeric epic, its tradition of »ié¢ based on the Hesiodic
opposition of diké and hubris (1979, 319).
87Vernant 1983, 9.
88Thus Apollo refuses to fight with the brother of his father, maTpokaciyvATolo, Poseidon. During the
Theomachia, Poseidon invites Apollo to do battle against him. Apollo however refrains out of deference:
Q¢ &pa pwvAcag M&Aw ETpGMeT" aideTo yap pa
MATPOKATIYVATOIO [iyApevar év maA&unal.
(21.468-69)
So saying he turned him back; for he had shame
to deal in blows with his father's brother.
Why won't Apollo obey his uncle and mingle with his uncle in battle? He and Poseidon each mark
different generations, different "ages" which oppose each other not only chronologically (between the time
of the father and the time of the son), but also in temper: Apollo is a god of diké in contrast to Poseidon
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Hephaistos and Hermes

Like Ares and Apollo, Hephaistos and Hermes comprise a pair of divine sons in the poem,
but they are joined by narrative structure rather than a cosmic one.8 Hephaistos figures in
the opening of the poem as the divine son associated with Zeus; Hermes as the divine son
closes the poem.% Together they describe the trajectory of Zeus's relationship to gods and

men, which develops over the course of the poem from distance to proximity.

Hephaistos

The poem starts with Hephaistos since he, positioned behind his father as we will see,
gives form to an otherwise unknowable because unrepresented father.”! Just as Hesiod
showed that the Muses were necessary to the promulgation of Zeus's ordinances without
which his divine ordering would have remained unheard (7h. 65-74), so Hephaistos is
necessary for making Zeus's intangible power manifest. It follows suit that the Zliad,
conscious of itself as a poem in its embedded songs and singers, starts with a divine son
who embodies the prototype of the craftsman. Like the blind singer, the mythical "artist"
has "a marked physical or personality flaw, which alienates him from heroic society."%?
Hephaistos's physical imperfections — his limping, panting (1.600), and sweating
(18.371ff.) — correspond to his often comic position among the gods. But diametrically
opposed to the artist's misshapen form is the other profound side of his character which

enacts the transformation of chaos into order, makes non-being into being, just like the

as one of hubris. Such gods must by necessity remain apart because they are complements of a cycle.
They occupy different times and moods. (Notice their opposite responses to Laomedon's injustice:
Poseidon ever bears his grudge (21.446-60) while Apollo is the staunchest Trojan ally.) Were they to
mingle (uyApevaen) and one defeat the other, the balance would be lost. Among these gods, the
implications would be cosmological.

89They are also both gods associated with métis.

90This does not mean that other divine sons are absent from the first and iast books of the poem. Rather,
insofar as these sons' actions are involved with the father, Hephaistos and Hermes are predominant.

91Apollo is the first son of Zeus to appear in the poem, but his actions have little to do with Zeus
explicitly. Though on the displacement of Zeus's ménis onto Apollo, see Muellner 1996, 102.

92Himmelmann 1998, 58-60.
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Hesiodic co-origination of Zeus's order and the Muses' song. Nikolas Himmelmann says

of the ancient craftsman:

The maker of dy&AuaTa ["showpieces”] and aidaAa [intricate handiwork] in
the Homeric period clearly possessed artistic traits in the later sense of the word.
This is shown by his self-consciousness expressed in mythical terms, his
understanding of material and technique, his ability to call into being k&AAog
[beauty] and x&pic [grace], and above all lifelikeness and naturalness.?3

Hephaistos is a magician.% He calls into being the extraordinary "golden handmaids” who
are like living creatures since they possess reason and voices (18.417). He brings to life
out of metal the furrowed fields and dancers and adjudicating parties on Achilles's shield
(18.482ff.).‘ He makes houses for the gods (1.608), the special locking bedroom for his
mother (14.166ff.), and armor for Diomedes and Achilles (8.195; 18). But the objects he
crafts for his father are the most transformative of spirit into matter: the royal scepter
(2.101); the aegis of Zeus (15.310); and the polished portico of Zeus's house where all the
gods assemble (20.10-12). He stands at the start of the Iliad for, like the poem itself, he

materializes Zeus's intangible power.
Hephaistos's anteriority to Zeus as the maker of his symbolic objects, like a

magician calling that power into being, is evident in the descriptions of Zeus's scepter and

aegis:
&va 3¢ kpeiwv 'Ayopéuvev
€0Tn okAMTPoV EXwv. TS pév "HeaioTog kGUE TEUXWV.
“HpaioTog uév ke Ali Kpoviwvi GvakTr,
alUTap &pa ZeUg ddke BiakToOpw &PYEIPOVTR"
‘Epueiag 8¢ &vag, Sdkev Mérom mAngimmew,
alvTap & alTe MéAoy Bk’ "ATpEL. moipévi Aawv:

(2.100-105)

Up Lord Agamemnon
stood holding the scepter which Hephaistos made with craft.
Hephaistos gave it to lord Kronian Zeus,
in turn Zeus gave it to the messenger Argeiphontes;
Lord Hermes gave it to horse-driving Pelops,
in turn Pelops gave it to Atreus, shepherd of men;

Hephaistos stands at the head of a string of 8é&ke's, before Zeus. He makes palpable that

Zeus is the ultimate king and that earthly kings come from Zeus (74. 96) Hephaistos

9Himmelmann 1998, 60. Cf. Detienne and Vernant 1978, 57-107.
94See Delcourt 1957.
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occupies this same anteriority with regard to Zeus's aegis, another symbol of his power:%
“HopaioTog Ali 8Qke popAuevar £ poBov avdpwv: (“Hephaistos gave it to Zeus to bear
for the putting to rout of men” 15.310). In both these passages, Hephaistos gives an object
to Zeus which Zeus then passes along to another, different, son: the scepter to Hermes
(who transfers it to mortal men), the aegis to his son Apollo. Hephaistos enables a line of
communication, materializing Zeus's inherent capacities so that they may be recognizable
and transferable.
In addition to Zeus's scepter and aegis, Hephaistos also crafts the house of Zeus
where all thc; gods — the entire pantheon — congregate at the beginning of Book 20:
ENOSVTEG &' €g dwpa Ailog vscpequspe‘rao
E,equc cueouor]onv ¢viavov, &g Al maTpi

"HepaioTog moinoev iduino: mpamidecoiv.
(20.10-12)

Having come into the house of cloud-gathering Zeus
they sat down within the polished colonnades which for father Zeus
Hephaistos made with cunning skill.

The houses of the gods, all of which Hephaistos built (1.608), symbolize the gods'
permanence in heaven. Hephaistos's own house is bronxe x&Akeov (18.371), a quality
characteristic of heaven itself (cf. 18.425 x&Akeov oUpavdv).% The description of Zeus's
house idealizes the royal abode present among men in Priam'’s impressive palace. Both
houses are equipped with polished colonnades, £goTi¢ aifouonor (cf.6.243), but where
the sleeping together of husbands and wives is emphasized in the excursus on the house of
Priam (6.245-50), the sitting down in the portico built by Hephaistos is the principal
activity in the house of Zeus. The sitting, évilavov. of all the gods signifies their
steadfastness, an image we will soon see again in the poem'’s opening portrait of Zeus. To
match the enduring stoniness of their houses, mortal men need to reproduce sexually,

whereas the divine — by definition, everlasting — simply are, represented in their stable

95+ __it [the aegis] symbolizes his [Zeus's] power, although Homer no longer knew exactly why" (Janko

1992, 261).
96Cf. Pindar N.6.3-4: 6 8¢ y&Akeog dopaléq aitv £8og/ péver oupavde.
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sitting.9” Thus also in the house of Zeus, Hephaistos materialized the divine power of his
father.

We now understand Hephaistos's artistic role in the poem. What does his
relationship with his father tell us about Zeus's position toward his immortal son at the
beginning of the poem? Hephaistos appears as the son who stands between the conflict of
his mother and father, Hera and Zeus. At the start of the poem, Hera, eager to know Zeus's
secret plotting with Thetis, receives a stern rebuke from her husband (1.561-67). Zeus's
scolding of Hera agitates (5x6nocv) all the gods. Hephaistos is the first to break the
silence. In ilis speech, he cares equally for his mother and father. He speaks to his mother
in way well-disposed to her:

pNTPI @iAn €Tl Apa @€pwy (1.572)
And he encourages her to be likewise well-disposed to father Zeus:

maTpi @idw €mi Apa @épeiv Aii (1.578).
The repeated diction, with the echo of mother and father (unTpi. maTpi) at line beginning,
places Hephaistos directly between his two parents. As a median point between them, he
has been the target of both of their displeasures: Zeus threw him from heaven when he tried
to save Hera (1.590-94); and Hera also threw him out when she sought to hide him
because of his lameness (18.395-97).98 The first book of the poem thus presents him as
the misshapen god rejected by both father and mother, suggestive of the artist's position of
alienation outside the community — wherefore he is here the comic relief of the gathered
gods. But in his two-sided artistic character, misshapen and magical, in this opening book,
Hephaistos exemplifies both his alienation from his parents and his capacity to effect a
reconciled closeness between them. The book closes with an image of husband and wife

sleeping side by side in the house Hephaistos built for them (1.609-611). Hephaistos

97Pindar N.6.3-4 also shows divine stability: 6 8¢ x&Axeog dogahic aitv £8oc péver ovpavde: note also

that heaven itself is imagined as a seat.
98Hera's punishment of Hephaistos may have also expressed anger and resentment at Zeus if it was caused
by dissatisfaction with the son she produced in competition with Zeus's birth of Athena, as according to

some traditions.
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benefits his father — here he keeps the peace and breaks the tension by making all the gods
laugh — in both his outsideness and in his material creations. But this father and son never
move beyond this distance and these crafted objects: Hephaistos and Zeus never come face
to face to actually speak and interact with each other in the poem.?® Hephaistos is only
called into relation with his father in the histories of the objects he made, objects symbolic
of Zeus's powers. A certain paradox of penetration and distance thus characterizes the
relationship between this inital pair of father and son. And this distant image of the father

god extends beyond them to indeed characterize the opening nature of Zeus.

Father Zeus at the beginning of the lliad

Long before we ever see Zeus, we hear much of him. Up to the point of his first
appearance we have heard of Zeus's will (1.5, 128-29, 239, 353-54), Zeus's son (9, 21),
that dreams are from Zeus (63), that Achilles is dear to Zeus (74), as is Apollo (86), of
Agamemnon's kingly connection to Zeus (175, 279), the daughter of Zeus (202), the
house of Zeus (222), that heralds are messengers of Zeus (334), of Achilles's sending
Thetis to Zeus (394-95) and how she helped him in the past (396-406), that Zeus is with
the Aethiopians but that Thetis will go to him when he returns (419-27), and finally that
Zeus led the gods back to Olympus (495). Indeed, like the thunder he wields, we hear
Zeus before we see him.

His sitting apart is our first sight of him. Two of the times the poem calls Zeus
'father’ involve scenes of the gods as a collective body gathered around him. The first is in
Book 1 when Thetis goes to seek Zeus on Olympus. She finds him sitting on the highest
peak, apart (&Tep) from the other gods (1.498). Our first sight of Zeus thus casts him at a
distance from the rest of the gods, as separate. Kirk glosses Zeus's apartness as a sign of
his independence and superiority (1985, 106) — indeed he is sitting on the highest

peak.!%0 Additionally, his apartness culminates a theme introduced in the opening book in

99As he does several (important) times with Hera (e.g. 21.328 ff.).
100Cf. Redfield 1975, 214.
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the withdrawals of Chryses and Achilles. Offended by Agamemnon, Chryses went in
silence to the shore of the loud sea and there, having gone apart, the old man prayed to
Apollo (moAA& &' EmeiT’ &Gveube kidov Apad’ 6 yepaidg 1.35). Achilles, likewise
insulted by Agamemnon, sat down apart from his companions, and in tears prayed to his
mother (cUT&p "AxiIAAelg/ Sakpuoag éT&pwv &pap £leTo vooet AiacBeic 1.349).
Zeus's separateness forms the climax of this tripartite motif of apartness.

Unlike the two men, Zeus has no impetus to go apart. Chryses and Achilles, on the
other hand, withdraw for specific reasons. Outraged by Agamemnon, they retreat to the
shore of the-sea, apart from others, to pray for compensation. Their movement is
precipitated by a quarrel, another — mutual — form of setting apart or standing apart
GieoTATNV 1.6). Zeus's sitting apart is not preceded by cause. Rather, as Kirk suggests,
Zeus's separation is one of his attributes. Zeus is szatically apart, whereas the two men
must go apart. What does it mean to be apart? The apartness of the three — Chryses,
Achilles and Zeus — is expressed differently: &r&veuBe (35); voop! AiaoBeig (350);
&Tep (498). The first word choice, arraveuBe, is built on &vev (&m-aveu-0¢). Like the
last one, &Tep, these words have the sense of being 'without,' particularly "without the
need of." Zeus's epithets in his first appearance designate qualities of his that are, without
having to be manifest. Among the gathered gods, his only communal connection is
conceptual: he is Kronidés, the son of Kronos, but otherwise alone. He is "loud-
sounding," eUpUora, but at this initial moment, silent — Thetis twice initiates the talk in
her prayer since Zeus sat in silence (TAv 8’ oU Ti mpocéepn vepeAnyepéTa Zeig./ GAN
akéwv dAv AoTo' 511-12).10! By contrast, the mortals Chryses and Achilles speak first

and then are silenced.!02 Zeus's apartness is thus a sign of his completeness unto himself

101K irk notes that elpdona means 'loud-sounding’ (from dy = voice) not 'far-seeing' (cf. Syig. Srmwra)
(1985, 106).

102For Chryses, the noise of the sea resounds instead of words (BA &’ dkéwv map& Oiva molugAoioBoio
Baldoong: 34). Cf. Lynn-George: Epic, "narrative drama," deals in words: "If the opening of narrative
marks a break from a silence without, the epic reflects, in this solitary speechless figure cast out along
the beach [Chryses], on the silence within. The prolonged journey along the strand bordered by the loud-
sounding sea is the site of a significant struggle in an epic which sustains and overcomes silence.” (Lynn-
George 1988, 52)
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as he is a god turmed inward and backward while simultaneously present and turned, by
Thetis's prompting, forward. He is, at first sight in the poem, the supreme patér.
Zeus's apartness indeed characterizes the initial nature of his divine paternity.
Though separate, when he returns to the others, he appears as a reverenced guest among
them. The repetition of his "facing” presence renders it unusual, something emphatically
noted:
feoi &' Gua MévTeg dveéoTav
¢& E8€éwv opoU MaTpPog evavTiov: oUdE TIG ETAN
peival EmepxOpevov, AN dvTiol E0Tav GMavTES.
- (1.533-35)
All the gods together rose up

from their seats before the face of their father; not one dared
to remain seated at his coming, but all stood before him.

Zeus exists as a father even apart from his children — illustrating Benveniste's observation
that the father is first a conceptual category — e.g. Father Heaven — before becoming a
biological relationship.!93 At the beginning of the lliad, Zeus perfectly fulfills the abstract
and inherently complete concept of the parér, who is father in and of himself apart from his

children.104

103Benveniste 1978, 169.
1041n another book, of the divine conflict of the Theomachia, Zeus again appears as the father surrounded by
the other gods, his children. This book also demonstrates Zeus's apartness even as he forms the center of
the divine community. But here, as opposed to the fear he inspires in his divine "children” in Book 1,
the gods are drawn to his side. At this later point in the poem, Zeus's apartness is balanced by a
complementary closeness. At the beginning of Book 20, he bids the gods fight against each other:
péAouoi poi OANUuEvVOI Mep.

&AN' A Tor pév Eyw pevéw mTuyi OUAGpTomo

Huevoc. £v0 Opdwv @péva Tépyouar- oi B¢ 8 &Alor

£pxeab’ Sop’ Gv Tknobe ueTd Tpaag kai 'Axaxiodg.

GugoTépotct &' &pAyed’. g vdog éoTiv ékGoTou.

(20.21-25)

They [mortals] are a concern to me even though they die.

But I will remain in a fold of Olympus

sitting, from where seeing I will delight my heart; but for the others

go until you come among the Trojans and Achaeans,

help both sides, in which way each of you is minded.
Except for Apollo who goes to Troy to assure that the Danaans not destroy the city wall beyond what is
fated, the gods come back in contrasting moods:

oi 8" &Ahol mpog "OAuprov ioav 8coi aitv é6vTeg.

oi pEv xwdpuevol. oi 8¢ péya kudidwvTeg.

k&8 &' ov napa maTpi kehawveger

(21.518-20)

The other gods who are forever came to Olympus

some angry, some exulting greatly.

They sat down beside their cloud-dark father.
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Hermes
As several of his interactions with some of his Olympian children show, Zeus does not
remain apart throughout the poem.!95 While the reasons for his different affinities to his
different children vary according to their particular circumstances, the closing father-son
frame of the poem provides the greater picture in balance with the opening of Zeus's
apartness. At the end of the poem, in contrast to the first instance of utter absence of
interaction between Zeus and Hephaistos, Zeus deferentially approaches his son Hermes.
Narratively speaking, Hermes comes last in the poem's representations of immortal

sons of Zeus. Naturally, each of the immortal father-immortal son relationships varies
according to the combination of personalities involved. Apollo, we have seen, exhibits a
kind of filial homosophrune with Zeus, frequently thinking in tandem and working in
parallel with him; their exchange of words is brief and to the point. Ares, in contrast, is the
rebellious son whom Zeus hates and scolds, but nevertheless accepts as his own.
Hephaistos is the son who stands behind the physical manifestations of Zeus's power, but
never face to face with his father. In all three of these relationships, Zeus maintains a
position of dominance. Only his exchange with Hermes is marked by a curious courtesy:

‘Eppueia. coi Y&p Te AAICTE YE QIATATOV €0TIvV

&vdpi éTaipicoal. kai T' EkAueg @ k' €BéAnoba

(24.334-35)

Hermes, since to you especially it is most dear

to be a companion to a man, and you listen to whom you wish
Zeus's two prefatorial lines justifying his calling on Hermes sound like a formal invocation

of a prayer from, if not man to god, at least from a less powerful (or more compromised)

divinity to an older and more powerful one.!% Richardson notes that "Zeus treats Hermes

The different gods in different spirits return to Olympus and congregate around Zeus, rmapa maTpi. By
this late point in the poem, the god who sits apart from the others is also the god around whom the
others sit — the extremity and the center. Zeus's opening impersonal connection with his son,
Hephaistos, is no longer the whole picture.

105Tn fact, in his tendance of Artemis in Book 21 (505-510), he is positively affectionate (cf. Dione's care

for Aphrodite 5.374-75).
1060n the naming of the god in the invocation of hymns, see Bremer 1987, 194-95.
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with more elaborate courtesy than either Dream or Iris" (1993, 308), or Apollo, for that
matter.!07 Why does Zeus so formally and courteously address his son Hermes?

In Hesiod's Theogony, the poet describes another god with a prerogative like that
of Hermes to listen to whom he wishes, & «’ ¢é0éAnoBa (24.335): Hecate is the goddess
whose capacities are repeatedly qualified according to her will — & &’ €6éxq (429), v «’
¢0éAnoiv (430), oig k' £€0éAnar (432 and 439), é0éAouvcé ye Buuw (443), Buuo v’
¢0é ovoa (446). Her other repeated quality is her manifest presence beside a man:
mapayiveTar Nd' dvivnor (429 and 436), mapayivetar (432), mapeotauev (439). In
these two réiterated traits, Hecate doubles Hermes, at least insofar as Zeus addressed him
as the god who is a companion to men (¢ Taipicoau is equivalent to mapayiveTall and
gives ear when he will (¢0¢éA- words). Reminiscent of his politeness to Hermes, Zeus
honored Hecate above all: 4 & Ummokucapévn ‘Ex&Tnv Téke. TAV mepi mavTwv/ Zelg
Kpovidng Tiunoe: (Theogony 411-12).1% Thus Hermes and Hecate share a closeness to
men and a correlative independence from the world of gods.!%? Zeus assumes some
deference in his attitude toward them since they share a special affinity with men which
excludes him and the other Olympians.

Zeus calls on Hermes to resolve the divine quarrel over the dead Hector. Apollo is
angry at Achilles's maltreatment of the dead body: a man can lose one dearer — abrother
or a son — rather than a friend, and still make an end to grieving (24.46-48). ButHera
scornfully takes up Apollo's objections: Apollo could be right only if all the gods would
really treat the son of a goddess and the son of a mortal woman equally (58-60). She
recalls that she nursed Thetis at her own breast and casts blame at all the gods, and Apollo

in particular. Zeus ends the quarrel by assuring Hera that the two men, one born of a

107Zeus simply commands Apollo with no opening niceties: €pxeo viv... (15.221).

108Hesiod's poem marks this honor with the embedded hymn it sings to her, complete with laudatory
phrases. See West on lines 410, 413-14 (1966, 281-82). Hermes is actually named in this "hymn to
Hecate"; the only other god mentioned is Poseidon. The "hymn" links Hermes to Hecate in their capacity
to increase the flocks in the stables: é00Af &' év oraBuoicr ouv 'Epun Anid" &é€ev: (Theogony 444).
For their coupling in cult and their shared chthonic associations, see Burkert 1985, 200.

109Cf. West 1966, 281-82.
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goddess and the other of a woman, will not have the same honor (66); he plans only to let
the father receive back the body of his son. In order to execute the return of the dead son to
the old father, Zeus turns to Hermes for his familiarity with men. And as we have seen,
Zeus approaches Hermes politely and formally, as he would Hecate, but not one of his
sons. The death of a mortal son thus impels Zeus to shift his relationship with his own
sons — from no interaction at all with Hephaistos, to a rebuke of Ares, to a plain command
to Apollo, and finally to a polite request to Hermes. If this does not seem like such a
profound change of attitude, Hermes's play with fathers in response — Hector's and his
own — revzeals the extent to which Zeus is no longer apart, but now the highest version of
the father affected by the death of his sons.!10

Zeus sends Hermes to Priam. Hermes first addresses Priam familiarly as parér:
1h. n&Tep... (24.362); in ring composition he ends this first speech by making this generic
patér as one like his own father: ¢iAw 8¢ og maTpi ¢iokw (“I liken you to my own
father” 24.371).11! Hermes, disguised as a young prince, has not yet identified himself to
Priam as Hermes, son of Zeus. But he has told him that he will not harm him and will
come to his defense (24.370-71), an allusion to Iris's previous message to Priam that
Hermes will be his escort who will lead him safely to the house of Achilles (24.181-83).
Thus Priam has a good idea who the young stranger is.

Indirectly, consciously or not, Priam reveals some recognition of the disguised
god. He slips into Hermes's indefinite signification, answering the stranger's name for

him, "father," by addressing him in turn as "dear child," pilov Tékog (24.373). And,

l10According to Hera, and approved by Zeus, in the eyes of the gods a man’s value in the end comes down
to his pedigree. (In this reckoning, it is a matter of the maternal line, but perhaps only for the simple
reason that Achilles was born from a divine mother, rather than divine father.) This is not the first time
superiority has been claimed on the grounds of divine lineage (cf. 5.635-42; 20.1041f.; 21.184-99). In
one instance, Apollo encourages Aeneas to fight against Achilles by reminding him of his descent from
Aphrodite, a goddess greater than Thetis because of her greater father, Zeus (20.105-107). Be it the
mother or father, the estimation of a man's honor refers back to the fact of a divine parent. Hera's
complaint to Apollo and all the other gods asserts the final importance of divine lineage — the one thing
Hector lacks in his recent ancestry. It is this sanctity of divine lineage that Hermes violates in his
capricious play on divine fatherhood in his exchange with Priam.

lllRjchardson notes the ring composition of this speech (1993, 311).
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without directly citing Iris's word to him that Argeiphontes himself would be his guide,

Priam approaches it:

GANT €71 Tig kai €ugio Bedv UrepéoyeBe xelpa.

oq pOI Tonov6 ﬁst oSomopov avnBochm

ciolov. ouoq 8q ou SEpcq kai €100¢ ¢ cyr]'roc

mémvuoai Te vow. pakdpwy &’ €€ ¢001 TokAwv.
(24.374-77)

Someone of the gods must have held his hand over me,

who sent such a wayfarer to meet me,

a gentle one, you remarkable in body and form,
wise in mind, you are from blessed parents.

Priam not only acknowledges that a god's hand is involved in the appearance of the
stranger, b;lt practically names him outright: the wayfarer, 65oimépov, describes Hermes
in his general capacity of traveller always on the move, and particularly his function as a
landmark along paths and tracks (Hermes £810¢. ¢v6810¢).112 Priam's qualification of the
stranger's parents as blessed, paxapwv, signifies doubly: as an adjective, it calls the
parents happy; as a substantive, it recognizes them as gods. But Priam would be
presumptuous to recognize a disguised god too boldly. Thus he insinuates rather than
declares; and thus he asks outright the stranger's name and parents. In response, the
disguised Hermes tells Priam that he is a Myrmidon, son of Poluktor, a rich man and old
like Priam (Muppidovwy &’ €€, eipi. maTAp 8¢ poi éoTi MoAdkTwp./ &eveidg piv 6 v’
€0Ti. Yépwv 8¢ 8 wq au mep OBe 397-98). Who then is the signified of Hermes's
"father,” of his first statement — that he would protect the old king who is "like to my own
father" (24.371)? Hermes's feigned father, Poluktor? his real father, Zeus? or some
combination of the two, since lying tales often paraphrase the truth?

Richardson comments that Poluktor is a name suitable for a rich man since the
ending, -xTwp. is probably related to the word for goods, kTépag (1993, 314). The
Juxtaposition of Poluktor with the adjective "wealthy," &pvei6¢, which starts the next line,
reaffirms the generic sense of Hermes's invented father's name. Poluktor could also

suggest not just a rich father, but a beneficent god. For the descriptive name (almost an

12Vernant 1983, 5. Cf. Burkert 1985, 156.
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adjective or epithet) 'Poluktor' characterizes gods who are "givers of good things."!13
When Hermes finally reveals his identity to Priam, he follows his name with the comment,
"my father sent me to you as an escort": coi Y&p he MaATAP Gua Mourov SMaooev
(461). In the end, Hermes's father is Zeus; and Poluktor could well be correlative with
Zeus as the giver of good things. Thus in likening Priam to his father, he sees a reflection
of Zeus in Priam.!14

Why does Hermes see this mortal man full of death (his son's accomplished death
and his own imminent one) as a likeness of his own father, Poluktor-Zeus? Hermes's alias
for his father, Poluktor, has one further signification beyond a rich man or a generous god:
it also suggests the stored up wealth of the god of the underworld who receives all but lets
none go. When Hermes renames his father as Poluktor while fulfilling his father's bidding
to escort old Priam on an underworldlike journey to receive the dead body of his son, he
implicitly associates Zeus with chthonic power.!!3

The Iliad contains one reference to Zeus as a god of the underworld. In the
embassy to Achilles, Phoinix reminds Achilles of his devotion to him as to his own son
since his father cursed him to never have children. Phoinix incurred his father's wrath
when, upon his mother's request, he slept with the mistress of his father. In anger his
father cursed him by the Erinyes. "And the gods fulfilled his curse, even chthonic Zeus and
dread Persephone” (ZeUg Te kaTax8dviog kai émaivn Mepoegpdveia 9.457). Old
Phoinix, recounting an event from his childhood, conjures a seemingly archaic image of an
infernal Zeus otherwise absent from the poem.!!6 Phoinix's image of Zeus does not
correspond to the poem's representation of him as a god who shrinks from overseeing the

death of his son (Book 16, passim) or who appeases Poseidon's wrath by encouraging

H3Richardson 1993, 314.

114perhaps significantly the epithet "godlike," 8e0e18A¢, occurs in the line just after Hermes likens him to
his father (372).

1150n the underworld imagery of Book 24, see Whitman 1958, 217 ff.; Redfield 1975, 214. On chthonic
Zeus generally, see Burkert 1985, 200-203.

116There is one mention of chthonic Zeus in Hesiod W&D 465; there associated with Demeter, the
nomination appears literal, i.e. agricultural. The image of chthonic Zeus is developed later in tragedy;
e.g. Aeschylus pairs Zeus with other chthonic gods in Agamemnon 355 and Choephoroi 394-99.
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him to destroy the Achaean wall (7.455-463) or who marvels at Hera's terrible wish to eat
Priam and his sons raw (24.212) or who takes pity on aged Priam (24.323). Unlike
Poseidon and Hera, Zeus is not portrayed as a vengeful and violent god. Yet there is one
correspondence between Phoinix's chthonic Zeus and the Olympian Zeus of the rest of the
poem. Both are on the side of the father and allow the son to be hurt. However, Phoinix's
chthonic Zeus is aligned with feminine figures of vengeance and death — the Erinyes and
Persephone. When the Iliad subdues these feminine figures of death by upholding the
masculine ones, Zeus loses his connection to such infernal females and his vengeful aspect
as well. At the end of the poem, he is chthonic Zeus of a civilized sort; he is Poluktor —
the giver of good things, the beneficent god of death.

Unlike unplacable Hades, &peilixog (9.158), Zeus is a paternal god of death
softened by pity.!17 The gods pity Hector's body, Zeus pities old Priam: idwv &' éAénce
vépovTa ("Seeing the old man he felt pity" 24.332-33). This pity for the aggrieved father
and the dead son brings Zeus close to men; and close to his son Hermes. As we have seen,
in the Iliad, there is no conflict of generations between immortal father and immortal sons.
The immortal sons stand rather between the divine father and the mortal sons — as
messengers, whether, like Apollo, of Zeus's will or, like Hephaistos, of his very being, or
like Ares, of the need for men to die in battle, or like Hermes, of his pity for those affected
by death. The immortal sons contribute to, enable, the deaths of the mortal sons: Apollo
finally leaves Hector (24.213), Ares gets the better of them all when they are killed in
battle, Hephaistos makes the shield which cannot protect Achilles, and Hermes helps
recover Hector's dead body. The relationship between the divine generations is no longer
one of conflict but of closeness and cooperation. So Hermes stands as the final immortal
son in exchange with Zeus, as the god closest to men and mortality, who can see in Priam,
the father who redeems his dead son, a reminder of Father Zeus-Poluktor, the benign god

of heroic death.

1170n the worship of chthonic Zeus Meilichios, see Burkert 1985, 201. I will discuss Zeus and pity further
below.
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Afterword: Hector

By the end of the Iliad, Zeus has drawn close not only to his divine son, Hermes, but also
to the fully mortal Hector as he cares for his body and funeral. With his care for Hector,
Zeus returns to his postion as divine pazér but now with personal concern for one not only
unrelated but also wholly mortal. By the end of the poem, father and son are widened
poetic categories: so to Hermes, the mortal father Priam is like to the divine father Zeus;
similarly, the mortal son Hector is like to the son of a god.

Beyond praising the hero with the epithet "godlike," the poem aligns Hector in a
hypothetical relationship as a son of Zeus three times. The first two references underscore
the impossibility of relation between immortal father and mortal son. But the third time,
near the end of the poem after Hector's death, the great gulf which separated divine father
and mortal son closes as Zeus himself takes on the care of Hector.!!8 By the end of the
poem, represented in the most mortal hero who emphatically lacks a divine lineage, we see
Father Zeus taking care for the deaths of heroic sons.

We first see the poem's emphasis on Hector's non-relation to Zeus. There is no
question that Hector is the conspicuously mortal son of a mortal father. Agamemnon

underscores Hector's mortal lineage:

oU Yép rw iddunv old’ EkAvov cudAcavTog
&vdp' Eva Tooodde pépuep’ €m’ fuaTi unTicaobal.
Soa’ “ExkTwp £ppege diipirog vlag 'Axaiwv.
alTwg. oliTe Beag vidg pidog BuTe Beolo.
(10.47-50)
Not yet have I seen or heard by word of mouth
that one man devised such sorts of painful deeds in a day’s space,
of what sort Hector, dear to Zeus, did to the sons of the Achaeans,
just as he is without extraneous aid, who is neither the son of a goddess nor a god.

The son neither of a goddess nor a god, Hector's full mortality is unmistakable. In Book
13, Poseidon exhorts the two Aiantes by referring to the destruction Hector leaves in his
wake. He calls the frenzied Hector one who "claims (sUxeT’) to be the son of mighty

Zeus" (13.54). Poseidon's words, intended to provoke the two Achaean warriors, are not

118Here, as in the rest of the poem, the ambivalent idea that through death the hero approaches the divine
emerges explicitly (compare the bird simile in the battle between Sarpedon and Patroklos; and Zeus's pity
evoked by a hero's dying).
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meant literally. Rather, as Leaf explains, Poseidon speaks hyperbolically, accusing Hector
of presumption as though he would behave in such a way (1960, 54). Within the same
book, as if in response to Poseidon's accusation, Hector himself demonstrates the falsity of
such a charge. Answering the taunt of Telamonian Aias, Hector imagines himself as the

son of Zeus and Hera in the contruction of an impossible wish:

3} yap £ywv oUTw YE Aidg maug myloxmo
slqv r]pcha rrav‘rc Tékol &¢ pe méTvia “Hpn.
TIOI}Jr]V &' wg TieT Aeqvcuq kai "AMTOAAWY.
Qg viv Auépn Ade kakdv PEpPE! 'Apyeioiol/ rGor p&A’™
(13.825-29)
I wish I were as surely the son of aegis-bearing Zeus
- for all days, and that reverend Hera bore me,
would that I were honored as Athena and Apollo are honored,
as this day will bring evil to all the Argives;

Janko blames Hector here for presumption, contending that in this boast he confirms
Poseidon's words that Hector would claim to be the son of Zeus (1992, 146-47). But
Hector does not merit such aspersion. Hector does not make the claim that he is the son of
Zeus and Hera or even honored like a god. Rather he uses the impossiblity of this wish to
emphasize the possibility of the opposed event, namely the day of evil for the Argives. So
Leaf has explained this €f y&p ... dg viv construction: in this form of wish, a thing is
vividly depicted as certain by opposing it to an imaginary event which is obviously
impossible, or vice versa (1960, 368). In Hector's wish in Book 13, the event depicted as
certain is the day of evil for the Argives; the imaginary event in opposition is his birth from
divine parents. Rather than exhibiting presumption, Hector's words express his full
acknowledgement of his absolutely mortal status.!!® Indeed, the point of the poem's
references to Hector as the hypothetical son of Zeus seems to be to underscore their
impossibility, their untruth. For, as we have noted, the difference in honor awarded to
Achilles and Hector comes down to the difference in their divine and mortal parentage: the
gods will give more honor to Achilles since he was born from a goddess whom Hera
herself suckled, whereas Hector was born from a mortal woman and nursed by her (24.56-

66). Thus the poem, through Poseidon's consciously false accusation and Hector's

119Cf. 8.537-40 where Hektor uses similar rhetoric to the same effect.
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impossible wish, raise the idea of Hector's divine parentage in order to all the more fully
dismiss it.

But then Hector's own father, Priam, plays with Hector's divine parentage at the
end of the poem, after the divine speech concerning Achilles's preferential treatment

because of his goddess mother. With Hector now dead, Priam scolds his few remaining

sons:

“ExkTopa 6°. 8¢ Bedq £oke peT’ &vdpdotv. oude kel

&vdpoq ye BvnTou Mg Eppevai. GAAa Beolo.
(24.258-59)

And Hector, who was a god among men, did not seem

to be the son of a mortal man, but of a god.

Priam angrily rebukes his sons who have survived battle while the great defensive warrior,
Hector, has fallen. In his grief, Priam adulates his lost son and blames the remaining ones.
In so doing, he effaces himself, that "mortal man," for the sake of Hector's divine
paternity.!20 In grief for his dead son, Priam obliterates his own self — a sign of profound
mourning as the survivor "follows" the dead into the state of invisibility. He is also
praising Hector by foregoing his own paternity of the most heroic son and ascribing it to a
god instead. The poem does not need to "correct” Priam's words, as it does with
Poseidon's in Book 13.12! For in his eulogy, Priam does what the epic poem does.
Through reflecting on heroic death, he recasts the paternity of mortal sons away from their
own fathers to Zeus instead and transforms their passing mortality into permanent

godlikeness.

Conclusion

Let us begin to sum up by stepping back to see the [liad in greater perspective. As
discussed by scholars like Jenny Strauss Clay and William Thalmann, Homeric epic fits
into a larger project of hexameter poetry including theogonic and hymnic poetry. Clay and

Thalmann argue for different nuances in this body of linked hexameter poetry; for my

120Cf, 22.394 and 434-5 where Priam and Hecuba respectively praise Hektor as godlike.
121The poem does not correct Priam, but complicates his words further when Hermes soon after plays with
Priam's mortal status when he says he "likens him to his own father" (24.371), as discussed earlier.
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purpose, I isolate one common denominator of these collective poems: praise of Zeus.!22
This praise is obvious in Hesiod's Theogony. It is more subtle though still explicit in the
hymns. For example, while the Hymn to Hermes narrates the birth and cunning of the
infant Hermes, it ends with all of Hermes's wiles already in the mind of Zeus (535);
likewise while the Hymn to Aphrodite shows the irresistible power of Aphrodite as she
succumbs to her own force, it gives Zeus precedence since it was he who cast the sweet
longing into Aphrodite's heart (45). The Iliad too, I suggest, comprises a praise of Zeus
as it develops him into a compassionate father who pities the mortality of his sons, in
particular Sarpedon, Hector and Achilles.

Zeus's solidarity with his mortal sons extends into his relationship with his own
immortal ones. Apollo, Ares, Hephaistos, and Hermes, as we have seen, all participate in
his drawing nearer to mortal men. As a result, the Iliad has no concern with
intergenerational strife and succession issues among the gods. Thus while the Iliad and
the Theogony are alike in praising Zeus, they part company in their different pictures of
intergenerational relationships. Unlike the threat son poses to father in the Theogony, we
have seen that in the Iliad, only gods of the same generation as Zeus seriously challenge
his supremacy — Hera and, to lesser extent, Poseidon. Without the theogonic movement
through generations, time in the lliad loses its linearity and becomes almost static in an
equipoise of simultaneity. So we saw in Zeus's relationships to Apollo and Ares the cycle
of Hesiod's Four Ages existing at once in the balance of Zeus and Apollo, Poseidon and
Ares. Movement of time in the [liad is evident not in dramatic divine upheavals, but in

Zeus's more subtle development from distance to closeness, exemplified in the shift from

122Most important to Thalmann about the continuum of hexameter poetry is its single world view. This
poetry was a means of coming to know and explain the world and man's place in it. It concerns history
and the arrangement of the physical world; the course of divine and human history; the conditions that
govern men's relations with the gods and each other; the significance and value of human civilization and
social institutions (1984, xii-xiv). Clay discusses the interplay of theogonic, hymnic and epic poetry
under the rubric of Panhellenism and its task of Olympian systematization. The Hesiodic poems outline
the prehistory of the gods and men. The hymns are concerned with the acquisition or redistribution of
timai within the Olympian cosmos. Homer presents the "stabilized Olympian pantheon with each god
exercising his timai under the supreme authority of Zeus, who is both king and father of them all" (1989,
10-12).
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his unconnected relationship first with Hephaistos and his connected one later with
Hermes.

The poem ends not just with Zeus's nearness to his own divine sons, but also with
his pity for two mortal ones, Hector and Achilles (19.340ff.). When we recall Zeus at the
start of the poem described as the supreme god set apart from the others (&tep 1.498),
such pity for men at the end must be one of the poem's great theological achievements.
There is much subtlety in the shift of Zeus's position from beginning to end because on the
surface there appears to be little change: at the start Zeus is a true patér, a conceptual idea
of a father not connected to biological sons; and at the end he is again such a patér, who
cares for sons by analogy, such as Hector. But there is a change in the quality of his
emotional involvement apparent in his development of pity, which Kevin Crotty shows
"has a merging effect."123 The Iliad, I have suggested, creates Zeus into a feeling patér
through the pivotal episode of the death of Sarpedon wherein his roles as parér and genitor
coincide. Zeus's reluctant acceptance of the death of Sarpedon comprises the crucial
moment in his turn from detachment to attachment. Having experienced the pity of the
genitor for the loss of his own son, Zeus becomes a patér who can feel pity for the deaths
of all sons.

A previous instance of Zeus feeling pity must be accounted for: before Zeus feels
pity for his own son, Sarpedon, he already pities the wounded Hector (15.12). This prior
instance provides an intriguing counterpoint to, and rehearsal for, Zeus's pity for
Sarpedon. In ways Zeus's pity for Hector is very much like that for Sarpedon. Both occur
in company with Hera and in some kind of paternal capacity — Zeus is Sarpedon’s genitor,
and called the "father of men and gods" when he pities Hector (15.12). A main difference,

however, distinguishes the nature of this paternity. In the case of Sarpedon, Zeus agonizes

123Crotty 1994, 48. Pity has this effect "because it rests on the warrior's perception that another's well-
being is deeply implicated in his own" (ibid.). So for example, Hector's grief for Andromache is
inseparable from his grief at the prospect of his own death, just as Achilles's mourning for Patroklos's
death includes mourning for his own. Divine pity for the deaths of sons cannot of course entail such a
merging over the pain of one's own death. Merging is instead approximated by a drawing near.
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about whether to save his son or kill him by the hands of Patroklos (16.435-39). That is,
he engages personally and emotionally in his son's death. In the case of Hector by
contrast, the issue of Zeus's complete supremacy plays into his pity: Zeus has just awoken
from the sleep Hera had cast on him to find that the battle below has gotten out of his
control and is running contrary to his plan. When Zeus pities the wounded Hector, he
proceeds to intimidate Hera in a lecture about his invincible supremacy (15.14-33), rather
than focus on Hector: his sovereignty is the primary issue, Hector a piece of that concern.
Thus the paternal title "father of men and gods” in this first instance of Zeus's pity yet
signifies his p;osition as supreme patér more than a personal one. And this idea of Zeus as
an impersonal divinity in the episode of Hector's wounding is underscored by the simile
which describes it: "And just as when beneath the blast of father Zeus an oak falls
uprooted, and a dread reek of brimstone arises from it, then indeed courage no longer
possesses one who looks on and stands nearby, for harsh is the bolt of great Zeus; even so
fell mighty Hector swiftly to the ground in the dust" (14.414-418). This simile presents an
exemplary picture of the impersonal "father Zeus" (14.414), who sends down elemental
violence from afar.12¢ Thus this first instance of Zeus's pity, before his pity for Sarpedon,
comprises a foil to the one soon to follow wherein Zeus pities his son as a personal father
and father god.

We must also note that divine pity is not exclusive to Zeus. Once Hera feels pity
for the Achaeans when they are hard pressed in battle (8.350). And Apollo also feels pity

for the mistreated body of Hector (24.19).125 How does Zeus's pity differ from Hera's

1240 Zeus as weather god reflective of "normative” divinity, not epic conventionalized divinity, see
Redfield 1975, 75-78. Ido not agree, however, with Redfield's division between gods of actual practice
and epic "literary” gods.

125Nicholas Richardson argues that Apollo's concern for respect and pity (aidos and eleos) frames the
poem: in Book 1.8-52, Apollo responds to Agamemnon's disregard for his priest’s supplication by
sending a plague upon the Achaeans; in 24.19, Apollo instigates the divine care for Hector's body by
pitying him (Richardson 1993, 5-7; 280). A problem with Richardson’s claim is that while Apollo’s
response surely involves respect and pity in a general sense, the diction of the passage never specifically
refers to either. Instead it emphasizes Apollo’s anger (xoAwdeig 1.9; xwopevog 1.44), in accord with the
opening theme of ménis. Despite this objection to Richardson’s argument, he does call attention to an
important aspect of Apollo's role in the poem I have not yet touched on. Curiously, the lliad begins as
father centered, from the divine point of view, with its proemial mention of the will of Zeus. But very
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toward the Achaeans (8.350) or Apollo's toward Hector's body (24.19)? In a discussion
of pity, Crotty discerns a "close association between eleos and family connections in the
Iliad" (1994, 47). To this point he evidences Andromache, Priam and Hecuba asking
Hector for pity; and Odysseus and Phoinix asking Achilles for pity with reference to
Achilles's father or, in the case of Phoinix, Phoinix's fatherliness.!26 Pity can obtain
between husband and wife or parent and child. To an extent self-reflective — I can pity
someone because I can imagine how I would feel in their shoes — pity readily extends to
intimate fan}ily members who are not quite others.!?7 Zeus's pity, I suggest, differs from
that of Hera and Apollo in its familial associations. Hera's pity is partisan: a staunch
Achaean ally, she flinches to see her favorites being too harshly thrashed. Apollo's pity is
rational and rhetorically balanced between praise and blame, the former for Hector, the
latter for Achilles. Apollo's pity for Hector arouses an argument with Hera in her disregard
for him (24.25-63), suggesting a kind of partisanship applicable to both these gods who
pity men; Hera pities the Greeks while Apollo pities the Trojan. Zeus, by contrast, pities
both Greek and Trojan, indeed caring for both sides in the pair of enemies, Hector and
Achilles. And Zeus's pity, the death of Sarpedon shows, is paternal in nature. In pitying

Sarpedon, Hector, and Achilles, Zeus cares for them as a father would his son.

quickly it shifts to the action of the son: "Who then of the gods was it that brought these two together to
contend? The son of Leto and Zeus" (1.8-9). As Rabel has discussed and Muellner expanded more
recently, Apollo is Achilles's divine model and antagonist. Apollo's anger at the beginning of the poem
mirrors Achilles's wrath; his pity at the end previews the pity of Achilles. According to Muellner, the
ménis of Zeus is displaced onto Apollo since divine intervention in the human domain does not suit
Zeus's style since he acts only through intermediaries. In assuming his father's wrath, Apollo again
shows his closeness to Zeus. To add to this, the fact that Apollo is Achilles's ritual antagonist implies
that, by analogy, he ultimately shares with Apollo a similar relationship to Zeus: Achilles also acts in
profound harmony with the divine father, from before the start of the poem in being born his mortal son
(as Laura Slatkin has discussed), to returning the body of Hector at the end of the poem. Muellner points
toward the complex bond between father and son in the idea that Zeus takes on the ménis of Achilles
when he nods to Thetis's request. Thus Zeus places his rage onto Apollo, and Achilles moves his onto
Zeus. The foregrounding of Apollo at the start of the poem holds out, I think, a paradigm against which
to understand Achilles as a son closely connected to Zeus and deeply involved in the nexus of his order.

126Crotty 1994, 47-66. Crotty explains battlefield supplication between warriors, as mentioned above, as
that which causes one to merge with the other; the warrior is made to reflect on his own vulnerability to
death. On Phoinix in the embassy to Achilles, see Muellner 1996, 147-49; on the embassy and father
figures, see Wilson forthcoming.

127For a summary of the scholarship on eleos and the variant definitions ascribed to it, see Crotty 1994,

44-46.
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One example serves to tie up these considerations of Zeus as a patér who moves
closer to men through pity — and to complicate them. A formulaic line of Zeus's pity
appears in Book 2 and recurs in Book 24. In each case Zeus has sent Iris with a message:
A1dg 8¢ Tor &yyeAdg i/ 8g ol &veubev ¢bv péya kAdeTar AS’ £Aecipsl (Iama
messenger from Zeus, who even being far away cares for you greatly and pities you 2.26-
27=2.63-64=24.173-74). The lines in Books 2 and 24 may be identical, but their contexts
reveal their great difference. For in Book 2, Iris reports Zeus's care to Agamemnon in the
Lying Dream, which Zeus purposely designed to deceive him. The idea of Zeus's pity
even from afar is utterly ironic as these words in context mean the exact opposite of what
they say. But by Book 24 when this line of Zeus's pity recurs and Iris is preparing Priam
for his embassy to Achilles, the report of Zeus's pity is now true. Thus, true to our
observation of Zeus's growing closeness to men and gods in the poem, Zeus's expression
of pity is ironic at the beginning of the poem and only true at the end. A interesting twist
arises, however: the poem's final statement of Zeus's pity is significantly directed at not a
son, but a father. Harold Isaacs has discovered a curiosity about father-son literature in its

preponderant point of view of the son rather than the father:

There came a time in my middle forties when I first began to notice that almost

all writing about fathers and sons was done by sons. Our shelves are filled with

what I came to call son novels in which writers across the generations have tried

to deal with the experience of wrenching free from their fathers or have written

sad or tender memoirs about what their fathers were like as they finally came to

remember them.!28
Interestingly, the Iliad appears to defy Isaacs's categorization of a father or a son work.
For it seems to me to be both: on the divine level a father work, but with the importance of
Apollo as early as 1.8, also a son one; on the mortal level a son epic but with the closing
images of Priam, also a father one. Returning to Zeus's pity, Zeus pities the deaths of sons

in a close, paternal way. But he also pities the exemplary father, Priam, in a peerlike

1281 Isaacs's short list of father writing, he includes: "the Old Testament, that great father book, the Greeks
and their gory generational myths, Turgenev's Fathers and Sons (which is essentially a son book that is

kinder to fathers than it is to sons), Lear” (1978, 189).
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way.!29 Zeus's pity thus fulfills both of Crotty's quantifications of it: it is familial and
nearly merging.

In conclusion, let us now approach a response to our overarching question of why
the Iliad depicts mortality through the deaths of sons. In complement to the Theogony and
the Homeric hymns, the [liad concerns the sovereignty of Zeus. A main objective of the
poem is to praise Zeus by presenting him as no longer engaged in intergenerational strife
and succession issues, but as the established father of gods and men. The poem, I think
we have shown, creates this praise by developing Zeus's paternal character from an
abstract patér to an involved one. But why accomplish Zeus's fatherliness through his
involvement with the deaths of sons? Why not show him coming down from heaven to
protect heroes, like Apollo? or even in some other context than war? One response may
involve the following line of thought. Just as the patér is a primary image for the head of
the cosmic order, so is mortality the defining feature of men.!3¢ With an essence of Zeus
his fatherliness and an essence of men their mortality, the poem brings these two basic
qualities together to praise Zeus while giving meaning to mortals' deaths. In the best of
possible worlds, how would one die? Watched over, cared for, mourned and remembered.
A divine father, who would oversee his son’s death in both an emotional and heroic way
— apart from the destructive feminine associations with the horrible death we saw in the
likes of Kéres of the Erinyes — would best care for his son’s death in this way. When
death is conceived of as cosmically familial, as under the aegis of such a divine father who
feels pity when his mortal sons die, death becomes profound. On the other hand, to praise
Zeus through man's most serious, irrevocable act, is to offer him the highest praise. Again
the Iliad seems to stymie Isaacs's question of a father poem or a son one — an idea in and
of itself suggestive. This blurring of polarities will recur in the final analysis of the topic to

which I now turn, the Iliad's mortal fathers and mortal sons.

129Hermes's words to Priam — "I liken you to my father" (24.371) — now take on even greater
suggestiveness. For in his pity for Priam, Zeus likens himself to him.

130Recall Benveniste 1973, 170: "The term *pater has a pregnant use in mythology. Itis a permanent
qualification of the supreme God of the Indo-Europeans.”

76



Chapter 1.2: Mortal Fathers and Mortal Sons in the Iliad

Introduction
The Iliadic portrait of mortal fathers and sons necessarily inverts that of the immortal father
and sons. We saw that the divine father moves closer to his sons; in order for Zeus to
become a close father, the mortal fathers must become more distant. Indeed the poem's
many vignettes of mortal fathers and sons tell of their separation. But while the stories are
joined by this shared theme, they are at the same time divided according to the categories of
Trojan and Greek — those at home and those away from home.!3! The Trojan tale is one
of utter desolation: all the brothers who are killed together in battle — depriving the father
of not one son but two — are Trojans sacrificed to Achaean aristeiai;!32 all the warriors
who supplicate for their lives on the battlefield are Trojan warriors whose begging ends in
death. The Achaeans, on the contrary, are sons who have received great goods from their
fathers — encouraging martial advice, armor and horses, divine allegiances. But while the
gifts of the Achaean fathers are beneficent, as opposed to the picture of loss among the
Trojans, the sons are not beholden to their fathers by them. For the paternal legacies are
subverted by gaps and fallibilities. The paternal advice is benign but rhetorical; his armor
glorious but ineffective; his relationship to a divinity close but marred, incomplete. The
best of the Achaeans are sons better than their fathers.

While the Trojans fight at and for home, both the superficial and the underlying
Achaean story is a movement of the sons away from home. Not only have they sailed to
Troy in ships bearing the Kéres of death (2.302-303), but scattered through the poem are

the stories of Achaean heroes who have separated from their fathers and left home —

3iMackie 1996, 127-135 provides a thorough discussion of the Trojan association with the oikos and the

Achaeans with the polis, with annotated bibliography.

132There is one exception to this rule: Aeneas kills two Achaean brothers (5.541ff.). Though this certainly
comprises an exception, it is perhaps mitigated by the fact that Aeneas is a Trojan at odds with Priam
(13.460 ff.), who will leave home ultimately.
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Meges, Phoinix, Tlepolemos, Medon and Patroklos.!33 These brief vignettes prefigure and
culminate in the meeting of two men who together realize that they have left home
irremediably — Achilles and Priam. In Book 24, an unprecedented meeting of Trojan and
Greek occurs. Achilles sees in Priam the father he will not return to; and Priam not only
physically leaves Troy for the first — and symbolically fatal time — in the poem, but he
comes to Achilles figured in simile as a man who has had to leave home, forced into exile

for slaying another:134

Tall Priam came in unseen by the other men and stood close beside him
and caught the knees of Achilles in his arms, and kissed the hands
that were dangerous and manslaughtering and had killed so many
of his sons. As when dense disaster closes on one who has murdered
a man in his own land, and he comes to the country of others,
to a man of substance, and wonder seizes on those who behold him,
so Achilles wondered as he looked on Priam, a godlike
man, and the rest of them wondered also, and looked at each other.
(24.477-484; tr. Lattimore)

Narrative and simile make Achilles and Priam overlap and exchange roles.!35 Priam has just
kissed Achilles's man-slaying hands, but he is figured as the murderer who has fled into
exile. And they exchange parts in that the Trojan Priam is the one to leave home, while the
Achaean Achilles is pictured as the one at home. According to the simile, whom could
Priam have metaphorically slain? In this poem where fathers live and sons die, who could
Priam have "killed" but his own son Hector? Just as Patroklos was killed physically by
Hector but also by Apollo, so Hector was killed physically by Achilles but also, in an
underlying way, by Priam. This extraordinary father-son meeting thus condenses the
whole father-son ethos of the poem: the role of the mortal father in the poem is to oversee
the son's departure from home out to war with its promise of glory. As the son becomes an
individuated hero, he separates from his father and his lineage, replacing his particular
biological father with Zeus, the conceptual father of the generation of heroic sons. For the
divine father, the separation of the son from home allows their enhanced closeness; for the

mortal father, it means a mixture of pride and loss. Thus, as we have seen, Priam mourns

133patroklos left home but evidently brought his father with him.
1341 will return to this simile in the discussion at the end of this chapter.
135See Redfield 1975, 215; Richardson 1993, 323.
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and praises his beloved son Hector as a god among men, who "did not seem to be the son
of a mortal man, but of a god" (24.258-59). Distinct for Trojan and Greek throughout the
poem, in this final outstanding moment, both sides participate in this glorifying dynamic.
The course of the poem effectively distances fathers and sons. By the end
irremediably apart, such an otherworldly meeting between them, as between Priam and
Achilles, is the only kind and last one possible. In that meeting, father and son both come
away from home in recognition of their mutual parts in the death of the son and the creation

of a hero. And behind this meeting stands the supreme, Panhellenic father, Father Zeus.

Trojan Loss: Deaths of Brothers in Battle

With the Achaean attack on Troy led by brothers, Agamemnon and Menelaos, against
brothers, Paris and Hector (and their many other brothers), it is not surprising that of all the
Greek and Trojan warriors at Troy, we find over forty pairs of brothers.!3¢ They are
spread evenly among the warring sides. There are, for example, the Greek Ajax and
Teucer, Podaleirius and Machaon, Antilokhos and Thrasymedes; on the Trojan side, many
of the most famous warriors are brothers of Hector — Paris, Polydamas, Deiphobos.!37
But despite the abundance of brothers on both sides of the battle, only Trojan brothers are
represented pathetically dying, giving double grief to their parents at home.!38 Precisely
because of the doubled loss to the house — or a complete loss when there are only two

sons — the death of brothers conveys the utter desolation the war brings to the Trojans.!39

136The approximate count of forty includes mortal brothers only. Excluded are past mythical brothers (Otos
and Ephialtes 5.385f.); demigods (Castor and Pollux 3.237f.); rivers (Scamander and Simois 21.308f.);
and gods (Zeus and Poseidon; Hephaistos and Ares). For a long but not quite complete list of mortal
brothers in the lliad, see Trypanis 1963, 19nl.

137Curiously, several prominent heroes who survive are not part of a pair of brothers — Odysseus,
Diomedes, Aeneas. It has been argued that Achilles has a brother-like relationship with Patroklos
(Trypanis 1963, 295-97).

1385ee footnote 131.

139 atte, followed by Trypanis, have argued that the army made up of hetaireiai is a later development of
the "ancient power of the genos" to "retrieve” the blood of a kinsman and give him honorable burial. So
this law of the genos is stated by a Trojan, Akamas. While fighting protectively over his slain brother,
he kills the Greek warrior, Promachos: "Think how Promachos sleeps among you, beaten down under my
spear, so that the blood-price (oivr}) for my brother may not go long unpaid. Therefore a man prays he
will leave behind in his house a kinsman (yvwTdv) to be his protector from harm [of being unavenged]”
(14.482-85; tr. Lattimore adapted). (As in this passage, the word for kinsman other times designates a
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Just as the deaths of brothers is a double penthos for their family and companions,
so it is double kleos for the warrior who kills them. Such twofold deaths thus appear
either in the aristeiai of Greek heroes, or in briefer scenes of intense praise wherein they
provide a hieroglyph as it were of the victor's great prowess.

Diomedes, in his aristeia, kills three sets of brothers. At its beginning, he comes
first upon two brothers. They are the two sons of Dares, a priest of Hephaistos (5.9-10).
One son, Phegeus, aims at Diomedes and misses; Diomedes returns the thrust and kills
him. Idaios, Phegeus's brother, does not dare to stand over his brother and runs away.
The scene ends with some consolation for the father:

OUdE y&p oUdE kev alTOG UMékpuYe KAPA PEAQIVAV.
&AN “HeaioTog €puTo. oéwoe & vukTi kaAliyag.
¢ dA oi pA mMayxu Yépwv GraxAMEVOG €in.

(5.20-24)
and he [Idaios] himself would not have escaped dark fate,

had not Hephaistos kept him from harm, and saved him covering him in night,
so that the old man would not be grieving completely.

In his first encounter with brothers, Diomedes does not kill both of them. Nonetheless,
there is something terrible about the victory which commences his aristeia, for the death of
these two sons demoralizes the Trojans and begins a period of great Trojan defeat. The
sight of one son killed and the other fleeing arouses panic in the hearts —8uudc (29) — of
all the Trojans who are great-hearted —Tpeg ... pey&Bupoi (27). Furthermore, it causes
Athena to invite Ares to refrain from interfering in the battle, as though mortals can inflict
enough harm on themselves without the assistance of the gods. Athena's withdrawal from
her favorite recalls her response to Diomedes's father, Tydeus, when he savagely ate the
brains of his conquered foe at Thebes.!40 There is also something unholy and transgressive
in Diomedes's act of killing the son of a priest. So in the poem's opening, Agamemnon's

disrespect for Chryses, the priest of Apollo, and his refusal to return his daughter,

brother specifically (17.35; 22.234). On the translation of 14.485, see Janko 1992, 220-21.) Such an
historical argument would lend support to my idea of the Iliad's destruction of the familial bond in
preference of the political one, but I cannot confidently cite it as actual history. For the argument see
Latte 1931, 32-33; followed by Trypanis 1963, 296.

140K irk 1985, 370.
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Chryseis, brings down a plague. Clearly, one should not tangle with the priests of the
gods. But Diomedes's whole aristeia is one long episode of doing precisely that, of
transgressing the boundary between what is of the gods and what of men. So Aphrodite,
wounded by Diomedes, laments that "the Danaans would now even do battle with the
immortals” (5.380). And Ares, wounded likewise, complains that Athena incited
Diomedes "to rage like a madman (uapyaiveiv) upon the immortal gods" (5.882).
Accordingly, the transgressive aristeia of Diomedes begins with his transgressive
slaughter of one of two brothers, the son of Dares, the priest of Hephaistos. 4!

After Diomedes is wounded and healed by Athena in his aristeia, he kills two sets
of brothers: these two pairs together form one unit. The first are two sons of Eurudamas,

an old dream interpreter:

6 & "ABavTa peTwxeTo kai MoAliSov.
vidag EbpudduavTog. dveipormdloio yépovTog:
TOIG OUK EpXopEVoIg 6 Yépwv ékpivaT dveipoud.
&GAA& gpeag kpaTepdg Alopndng ¢€evépife-
(5.148-51)
He [Diomedes] went in pursuit of Abas and Poluidos,
sons of Eurudamas, an old man interpreter of dreams:
the old man did not interpret any dreams for them when they were coming [to Troy],!42
but mighty Diomedes siew them.

In the second of the two, Diomedes kills Xanthos and Thoon, the two sons of Phainops:

B 8¢ peTd ZdvBov Te Odwvd Te. Paivorroc ule.
&pew TNAUYETW: 6 8¢ TeipeTo yApar Auyp®.
uidv &’ ol TékeT &AAov émi kTedTeoo! AiméoBal.
€vB’ G ye Tou¢ évépile. @idov &' ¢aivuTo Bupudy
&uPoTEPW. MaTépt 8¢ yoov kai kAdea Auypd

141The poem's first mention of brothers and their father, in the Catalogue of Ships, is similar to that of the
sons of Dares insofar as the father is also one closely connected to the gods — a prophet: “They were led
by Adrestos and Amphios with a corselet of linen / the two sons of Merops of Perkote, who beyond all

men / knew prophesying, nor did he allow his sons / to go into man-destroying war. But the two did not
/ obey him; for the fates of dark death led them" (2.830-34). The prophetic father foresees his sons’ deaths
in battle and tries to stop them from going, but cannot oppose the lure of dark death. These lines contain
an interesting hierarchy of control, which unravels rather into the lack thereof. For they begin
formulaically with the names of the Trojan captains who lead (fpy’) troops from Adrestia, Apaisos,
Pitueia and Tereia. The mention of their father who can foresee the future brings in two forces beyond
the young leaders: their father and fate itself. The sons dismiss the power of the father; by the end of the
vignette, in contrast with its first line, the fates of death are disclosed to be the true leaders (&yov). The
father is thus presented as a middle element between his sons and fate itself. While the sons disregard
him, the father's alignment with fate restores him to his proper position of power. For it is the
leadership of the sons that is dismantled in these lines: they who think they are leading others are
themselves being led by death.

142See Leaf 1960, 205 for the translation of this line.
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A€, erel o {WovTe HAXNG €K VOOTACAVTE
dégaTo xnpwoTail 3¢ did kTACIV daTéovTo.
(5.152-58)
He [Diomedes] went after Xanthos and Thoon, the two sons of Phainops,
both late-begotten; but he [the father] was wasted away with wretched old age,
and had not begotten another son to be left behind in charge of his possessions.
There he [Diomedes] slew them, and deprived both of them of their lives,
and to the father he left lamentation and wretched cares
since he would not receive them returning from battle alive;
but next-of-kin divided up his possessions.

Before looking at these two vignettes together, let us first note some observations on this
latter instance. The deaths of the two sons, Xanthoos and Thoon, is appropriately reported
pleonastically, doubly: he killed them and deprived them of their lives, both of them. The
passage ends with an important conceptual word which reinforces that full sense of their
deaths: the inheritors SaTéovTo, divide, or devour—what Achilies would do to Hector's
body (22.354; 23.21). As we saw with Achilles's loss of Patroklos when he burns and
mourns him like a father for his newly married son who has not yet fathered an heir, this
passage conveys a sense of total loss. The father loses his only two sons — and so his
heirs and his possessions. He is left with only his grief. With the death of the inheriting
sons, the father also disappears.

These two scenes can now be read together. The fathers of these two vignettes,
Phainops and Eurudamas, share advanced old age. It thus follows that Eurudamas is
vulnerable in the same way as Phainops, vulnerable to utter obliteration. In his briefer
story, the poem expresses that vulnerability in an abbreviated form not made explicit until
the next vignette of Phainops. If we look back at the two lines describing Eurudamas and
his failure to interpret dreams for his arriving sons (149-50), we see that the components of
line 149 are redistributed in 150:

viéag EUpud&uavTog. dvelpordAoio yépovTog:
TOIG OUK EPXONEVOIG O YEPWVY EKPIvaT Oveipouq (5.149-150)

We now observe that dveiporrdAoio yépovTog becomes & yépwv éxpivaT’ dveipoug (the
two halves of the lines after the caesura), except in the second line preceded by ouk. That

is, the second line recasts the old man (a noun phrase in the first and noun-verb one in the



second), but negates him in the process. When we read the two passages together, we see
that the old man loses his defining quality of reading dreams when his sons leave, as
though his identity goes with them, just as the other old father's loss of his possessions
signifies the negation of the his whole life, all his efforts to accumulate and renew his
house's store of goods and glory. The oikos ends with the death of the inheriting sons,
wiping out the past and the future. Such is the devastation the Trojans suffer.

Agamemnon's aristeia is organized by four events of paired killings, the last three
of which are brothers. After the first three pairs of deaths, his aristeia is interrupted by
Zeus sendiné Iris to Hector to tell him that he should refrain from fighting until
Agamemnon is wounded and removed from battle. Clearly, Agamemnon'’s aristeia will
soon be cut short. Nevertheless, despite its imminent end, an invocation to the Muses asks
for help remembering the many men Agamemnon is about to encounter — all of two: "Tell
me now, Muses, who first came before Agamemnon, either of the Trojans themselves or of
their renowned allies" (11.218-20). This appeal to the Muses would seem to presage a feat
of memory (as at 2.484 and 14.508), but instead marks the wounding of Agamemnon.!43
The brevity of Agamemnon's aristeia is compensated for by the density of a triple
sequence of slaying brothers.

Like Agamemnon, Odysseus ends his brief aristeia by killing two brothers, the
second of whom, Sokos, first succeeds in wounding him severely enough to send him out
of the battle. Challenging Odysseus, Sokos knows what is at stake: "on this day you will
boast over two sons of Hippasos or I will deprive you of your life" (11.431-33). Athena
wards off the fatality of Sokos's blow and Odysseus strikes the fleeing Trojan in the back.
He then says over the corpse:

Poor wretch, your father and honored mother

will not close your eyes for you in death, but birds

who eat raw flesh will tear you, quickly beating their wings.

But as for me, if I die, the illustrious Achaeans will honor me with funeral rites.
(11.452-55)

143Hainsworth 1993, 247.
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Odysseus's words show that the parents are the polar opposite of birds of prey. To kill
brothers — away from the caring hands of their parents — is sufficient compensation for
one's own potential end. The loss of two sons is a great loss. The deaths which close the
aristeiai of both Agamemnon and Odysseus must be terrible enough to compensate for the
wounding and withdrawal of such great Achaean heroes. So their aristeiai culminate in
the deaths of two brothers.

The poem's final scene of the deaths of brothers occurs in what might be
considered Menelaos's aristeia— his defense of the body of Patroklos. In the battle over
the body, Efuphorbos, the Trojan archer who first struck Patroklos, threatens Menelaos,
claiming the kleos for Patroklos's death and the right to his arms. Menelaos retorts by
recalling how he killed Euphorbos's brother, Huperenor, who did not come home "on his
feet" to gladden his wife and parents (17.24-28). Euphorbos picks up Menelaos's jeer
over Huperenor's wife and parents:

Now indeed, god-nurtured Menelaos, you will certainly make recompense for (tiosc)
my brother, whom you killed, and boastingly you speak of,

having made his wife a widow in the inner chamber of the new bed chamber,

and you gave unspeakable lamentation and longing to his parents.

I would stop the grief of those unhappy ones,

if I, bearing your head and armor,

thrust it to Panthoos and noble Phrontis, into their hands. (17.34-40)

The one first to strike Patroklos is now the first one to be struck. Menelaos kills the
haughty Euphorbos with extreme violence, pressing his spear through the throat and out
through the back of the neck. This final scene of the death of the brother is the first tribute
to dead Patroklos, doubling the lamentation and longing of the Trojan parents rather than
stilling it. This first bloody tribute is a precursor to the volumes of Trojan blood Achilles
will violently offer to Patroklos both on his funeral pyre and in furious battle, which ends

in the death of another Trojan brother, Hector.
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Trojan Loss: Failed Supplication
There are many kinds of supplications in the Iliad: goddess to god; priest to war leader;
war leader to hero; friend to friend; parents to sons; sons to mothers. Most scenes of
supplication are intra-Trojan or intra-Greek. One variety of supplication involves a father-
son motif. When a warrior sees that he is to be conquered, he asks the vanquisher to spare
his life in exchange for great wealth from his father's goods stored up in the house. All the
warriors supplicating for their lives are Trojan, all the warriors supplicated are Greek. All
of the supplications are rejected. Each supplicating Trojan is killed, accompanied by the
thought tha;: this one death is only a token of the utter obliteration being wrought upon all
the other Trojans past, present and yet to be born. Like the deaths of brothers in battle, the
several vignettes of warriors supplicating in battle form a picture of not just Trojan defeat
but desolation. 144

Supplication is in part an economic system. Between father and son, the life of a
son is worth the price of an abundance of wealth to the father, partially because a son in
turn owes his parents recompense for their nurture (4.477-79; 13.465-66; 17.301-303).
The latter would entail care for the aged parents and a renewal of the father's glory by
means of the son's own attainment of glory. Between victor and vanquished, the winner
gains the glory of material wealth connected to a story of triumph. The Iliad on the whole
reevaluates the worth of material wealth, most evident in Achilles's questioning of the
system of gifts in exchange for his life. Supplication on the battlefield also undergoes a
shift from an economy of material goods to one of ideological worth. An abundance of the

father's riches is not a stay against the momentum of the Trojans toward utter obliteration.

144gupplication has been the subject of considerable scholarly inquiry. It is the focus of two books,
Thomton 1984; and Crotty 1994; as well as of several articies: Servais 1960; Gould 1973; Pedrick 1982;
Macleod 1992. See also Griffin 1980, 53-56; Lynn-George 1988, 200-209; Goldhill 1991, 73-75. None
of these studies address the phenomenon of exclusively Trojan supplication and death on the battlefield.
Gould and Pedrick consider the ritual of supplication in general; Thornton analyzes the Achaean
supplication of Achilles; Crotty looks at the poetics of supplication and devotes close attention only to
Thetis's supplication of Zeus in Book 1 and Priam's supplication of Achilles in Book 24; Macleod's
essay addresses this final book of the lliad alone. I am here considering only the supplication on the
battlefield because it alone features a relationship of father and son. I discuss Book 24 below.
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The worth of a Trojan death is greater than any amount of a father's gold and gifts. The
rejection of supplication thus enacts a symbolic separation between father and son, but one
which moves toward the effacement of the Trojan warrior rather than his creation as an
individual hero. However, the poem's final scene of battlefield supplication, Lykaon to
Achilles, shows the frailty of the distinction between moving away from the father toward
either undifferentiation in death on the one hand, or undying glory, on the other.

In each of the following scenes, the Trojan warrior supplicates by the wealth of his
father. I cite such speech in the first instance, but omit it in the subsequent analyses. Since
the general ghrust of the following discussion is the utter desolation of the Trojans
presented in their scenes of fathers and sons, let us remember that at the start of the sons’

supplications is the image of the father in his wealth.

Adrestos

The poem's first instance of battlefield supplication, wherein a Trojan warrior supplicates
an Achaean one, establishes the tenor of all such supplication to follow. The Trojan at a
disadvantage begs for his life in exchange for great wealth from his father's treasury. The
Achaean warrior recognizes the gesture of supplication but refuses it. The one desperate
Trojan is viewed as a representative of the crimes of others; not just this one Trojan, but all
must be destroyed. In the first scene of supplication, this pattern of response to the one
supplicating is divided between two brothers, Menelaos and Agamemnon. The Trojan
warrior, Adrestos, supplicates Menelaos who, about to accept, is interrupted by the greater
fury of his brother. Menelaos's near acceptance might have informed a wholly different
poem. Agamemnon instead defines the poem's spirit toward supplicants. First we hear
Adrestos's prayer to Menelaos:

Take me alive, son of Atreus, and you will receive a worthy ransom;

many treasures lie in the house of my rich father,

bronze and gold and elaborately wrought iron,

my father would conciliate you with boundless ransom of these,

if he should learn that I am alive by the ships of the Achaeans.
(6.46-50)
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Agamemnon intervenes. Recalling the extreme treachery of Paris's deceit, he forbids any

mercy to any Trojan from here on in:

TWV pNA S urrsnccpuyou airruv erepov

xslpcq A qps’rspcc und’ 8v Tiva vccrrspl pr]qu
KOupov EOVTC cpspon pNd’ ¢ cpuyon AAN Gua mévTeg

TAiou €€amodoiaT’ &kAdeaTol kai &GpavTol.

(6.57-60)

Let not one escape utter destruction
and our hands, not the male child whom a mother is carrying
in her womb, let him not escape, but let all together
disappear from Ilios, unmourned and unmarked.

Full of rage and insult, Agamemnon utters an imprecation which aims toward the absolute
obliteration of a people. Just as a mortal approximates divine speech through the utterance
of a curse, so Agamemnon here approaches the divine vision of total desolation glimpsed in
the lines which refer to the time when Poseidon and Apollo will wash away all trace of the
Achaean wall (12.13-33). But unlike the gods who seek to erase the achievements of
human construction, Agamemnon strives against the people of the city, all its men — those
now and those still becoming in their mothers' wombs. According to Agamemnon, all the
Trojans bear the guilt of Paris; all must be slaughtered. Agamemnon here appears as his
characteristically stubborn and rash self, but surprisingly, his decree is not idiosyncratic.
The poet approves, saying that Agamemnon spoke justly, ciciua mapeirmdv (61-62). The
war against the Trojans no longer allows for the ransoming of the son in exchange for
treasures from the father's stored up wealth;!45 its aim rather is sheer and total destruction

(cirmbv SAebBpov) of the Trojans.

Dolon

With the rejection of suppliants established as the modus operandi of this catastrophic war
where all must persish, the other suppliants follow suit and go the way of Adrestos. In
Book 10, Dolon repeats parts of Adrestos's plea in his supplication (cf. 10.378-81 and
6.46-50). Like Adrestos, he also emphasizes life ({coypei(T')...¢ué Lwdv) in exchange for

boundless ransom (&8 €€ &moiva ... amepeiol’ &rmoiva) from the father. And as in

145Cf. 11.104-106; 21.100-102)
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Adrestos's supplication, the response to Dolon is divided between two Achaeans.
Odysseus answers Dolon's first plea with the deceitful reassurance that he should "not let
death be upon his heart" (8&poer. und¢ Ti Tor BdvaTog kaTaBiuIog £oTw 10.383). For
since the spying Achaeans cannot get information from a corpse, they cannot kill their
suppliant until they question him. But once they have heard a thorough account of the
Trojan camp and counsels, Diomedes rejects Dolon's second plea (10.442-45) by turning
Odysseus's prior pacification into a death sentence. Rather than reassuring Dolon not to
have thoughts of death upon his heart (kaTa80uioc), Diomedes warmns him not to put
thoughts of éscape from death in his heart (uf 84 o1 @UEIv ye. AdAwv. ¢uBéAreo Bupd
10.447). For, Diomedes explains, a living Trojan is an enemy Trojan and will come back
to oppose them again. Rather than allow for any future Trojan hostility, Trojans must be
killed. The thirteen sleeping men Diomedes kills as he withdraws from the Trojan
encampment underscores the blanket distrust of Trojans, the enemy even in their
unprotected sleep. Indeed, Odysseus's infiltration into the Trojan camp, his use of deceit,
and Diomedes's slaughter of the vulnerable sleeping men prefigures the final and utter

destruction that will be wrought upon the Trojans.

Isos and Antiphos / Peisandros and Hippolokhos

Soon after Diomedes kills the suppliant Dolon so he will not be a bane to the Achaeans
again, Agamemnon in his aristeia encounters two sons of Priam, Isos and Antiphos, both
of whom Achilles had previously captured and set free for a ransom. This second time
around, Agamemnon puts an end to the possibility of such Trojan futurity. He kills them
readily and despoils their glorious armor (11.101-121).146

Just after Agamemnon kills Isos and Antiphos, the poem tells of another failed

supplication of brothers, Peisandros and Hippolokhos (11.122-147). Whereas

146The poem hints that Agamemnon had his eye on the armor when Achilles first captured them (110-12);
like the desire of Odysseus and Diomedes for Rhesos's goods. There is some implicit discussion of the
desire for material wealth at work in the backdrop of these stories and certainly an economic aspect is
central to these scenes of supplication.
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Agamemnon's slaying of the former pair kills the potential for Trojan futurity, his slaughter
of the latter destroys its past. These two paired killings thus together describe a kind of total
destruction, of present, future, and past. Peisandros and Hippolokhos are two sons of
Antimakhos, a Trojan who advised the murder of Menelaos when he came as an envoy to
Troy. Agamemnon kills the two Trojan brothers in retribution for their father's crime. But
though the sons die as recompense for their father's unseemly insult (viv pev 84 Tou
naTpoC Geikéa TioeTe AwBnv 11.142), the sons are themselves not exonerated of
baseness. At the opening of the vignette, the poem says that these two sons above all
others did n;)t want the return of Helen because they hoped for splendid gifts and gold from
Paris (11.123-24). Just as the poem earlier approved Agamemnon's genocidal decree to kill
all the Trojan men and the male children in the womb, so it here suggests that these
mercenary sons deserve to die for a treacherous father. Father and sons both tainted with
guilt, Agamemnon's destruction of Trojans past, present and future cannot be so easily
dismissed. Agamemnon's violence becomes both more and less palatable: more, because it
may well be driven by more than just personal savagery; less, because then we must

entertain the rightness of the destruction of an entire people and city.!47

Lykaon

Lykaon's supplication of Achilles is the most extended scene of supplication on the
battlefield in the Iliad (21.34-135).148 Like all the other killing of suppliants, with also his
own additional reasons, Achilles kills Lykaon because he is Trojan and all Trojans must

die:
Die, until we come to the city of sacred Ilios,
you fleeing, and I cutting you down from behind.

You will die by an evil fate, until all of you
will have paid for the death of Patroklos and the destruction of the Achaeans
(21.129-30; 133-34)

1470n the city as holy but doomed, see Scully 1990, 16-40.
148Griffin calls it "the climax of the set of supplications in battle” (1980, 56n12).
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But beyond the other scenes of the killing of suppliants as part of the obliteration of the
Trojans, Achilles phrases his killing of Lykaon as an epistemological inquiry into that
process of death and effacement. Having once before captured Lykaon, Achilles confronts
him again:

Can this be? Here is a strange thing that my eyes look on.

Now the great-hearted Trojans, even those I have killed already,

will stand and rise up again out of the gloom and the darkness

as this man has come back and escaped the day without pity

though he was sold into sacred Lemnos; but the main of the grey sea

could not hold him, though it holds back many who are unwilling.

But come now, he must be given a taste of our spearhead

so that I may know inside my heart and make certain

whether he will come back even from there, or the prospering

earth will hold him, she who holds back even the strong man.
(21.54-63; tr. Lynn-George)

How make someone disappear? Does death forever contain a man if Lykaon can return
from slavery across the sea? Achilles declares that he is killing Lykaon to learn about the
power of death, "so that I may know inside my heart and make certain whether he will
come back even from there.” Of all the heroes, Achilles knows about the permanence of
death. Particular to him now is the knowledge that in order to send something away so that
it will never return, the only way to do so is to kill it. Death is more than binding one to a
master, futher away than across the vast ocean. Like Lear's five nevers, death is the
impossiblity of return.

Achilles's slaying of Lykaon is the last and greatest scene of a supplicating Trojan
son killed by an Achaean hero. After the other supplication scenes' visions of complete
obliteration, Achilles returns to the most basic level of what it means to disappear. His
speeches encompass the wide perspective of the destruction of a whole people and city
(21.129-34); he conjures the vastness of the grey, containing sea. But in the end,
obliteration is refigured on the micro-level as a matter between father and son. Lykaon
reminds Achilles of how Achilles found him in his father's orchard and "took him away
from my father and friends" (xai pe mépacoag &veubev &ywv NMaTPOG Te QiAWY TE
21.78; cf. 21.36). To leave home, to separate from one's father, and to never return is the

same path toward obliteration as toward undying kleos. While the poem signposts the fork
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in the path by marking the path of obliteration as Trojan and that of undying glory as
Greek, Achilles's recognition of his shared mortality with Lykaon (21.106-113) reveals the
artificiality and fragility of that division. The utter obliteration of Troy and the Trojans is
not just a contrast to the story of the permanent glorification of the Achaean heroes, but a

figure of the path they also must personally travel to attain cultural immortality.!49

Afterword: Supplication from father to son

In the scenes discussed above, Trojan sons supplicate Achaean heroes to spare them in
exchange for the goods stored up in their fathers' houses. The complement to the
supplication of Trojan sons is that of a Trojan father, Priam who begs Hector to remain
within the walls and protect the city. But just as Trojan sons fall in battle despite their
fathers' wealth, so the father's supplication of the son, though full of pathos, is ineffective.
Priam is an embodiment of a just old king. When Menelaos agrees to Hector's
proposal for a single combat to decide the conflict in Book 3, he gives instructions that
Priam be called to seal the pledges (3.105-106). Menelaos chooses circumspect Priam
because he looks "before him and behind him" (&ua mpdoow kai dricow/ Aevooe 109-
110). Once Priam has overseen the cutting of the oaths, he turns to go back to Troy before

the battle begins:

ﬁ Toi €ywv €l mpoTi "IAiov Aveudecoav

&y, €rmei ol mw 'r}\r]cop gv ocpecx}\pououv opcaobai

pcpvapsvov <p|on viov cqun:plkw MeveAéw:

ZeUg pév mou TO ye oide kai aB&vaTor Beoi &AMol,

omoTépw BavaToio TEAOG MEMpwuévoV 0TIV,
(3.305-309)

I go back to windy Troy

since I have not yet reached the point of enduring to see in my eyes

my own son battling with Menelaos dear to Ares;

Zeus I suppose knows and the other immortal gods

to which of the two the end of death is fated.

As Menelaos said, Priam is able to look both forwards and backwards; based on experience
of the past, he can thereby anticipate an event's completion. In this situation of single battle

between his son Paris and Menelaos, the end of death is clear to Priam's envisioning and as

149Cf. Vernant 1981.
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something already divinely decided. Priam has great experience in the death of his sons;
the accumulation of these filial deaths has created in him a mixture of resignation and
sensitivity. He does nothing to prevent this single battle in which Paris’s life is at stake.
On the one hand, he willingly places a finality onto this battle by sealing the oaths. But on
the other hand, he walks away from its performance, averting his eyes (¢v opBaApoiciv
bp&abai). This last phrase doubles the act of sight: "to see in my eyes.” It occurs only
here in Homeric epic, further increasing what is already a peculiarity in its doubleness.
Through this phrase, the poem foregrounds Priam's seeing, what he can do forward and
backward (Aedoosi), but will not do here. Despite his stated incapacity to see his son in
single combat with the end of death awaiting one of the two warriors, Priam will see the
death of Hector. The difference there is that unlike in this monomachia between Paris and
Menelaos wherein Priam seals the pledges and so facilitates the battle, Priam will beseech
Hector not to enter into the fight.

In the overarching ring composition of the poem, Priam's entreaty to Hector on the
wall in Book 22 indeed balances his cutting the oaths and returning to Troy in Book 3
(from where he has not left since and will leave only in Book 24 to fetch Hector's body).150
His words in Book 3 must then be read in conjunction with his later ones in Book 22.
There is again an initial focus on Priam's seeing expressed in a similar doubled emphasis:
"the old man Priam first saw him [Achilles] with his eyes" (Tov &' 6 yépwv lMpiapog
mp®dToC iBev dpBaAuoior 22.25), spoken of Achilles sweeping across the plain like the
baneful Dog Star. Priam's wish to not see in Book 3 is immediately counteracted in Book
22 by his act of being the first to see. The appearance of the Dog Star is a sign of evil
(xokdv 8¢ Te ofjua 22.30) and sickness to come. Prophetic of imminent disaster, Priam
in his speech to Hector spells out in words what he sees in his vision of Achilles like that

star; his speech is a weaving out in words of what he has seen. !5t

150For similiar patterns of ring composition, see Stanley 1993.
151De Jong 1989, 126-27.
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Like Priam's vision, his speech begins wordlessly, with the gesture of the suppliant
which could also be construed as a motion of lament. He moans in an emphatic repetition
(Spwtev 8" & Yépwv ... péya &' oiuwag 22.33-34) and beats his head, imparting the
sense that he speaks to one already dead— as he will not long after within the same book.
At the end of his speech in ring composition he again performs gestures of lamentation,
now tearing the gray hair from his head (22.77-78). When Priam soon after responds to
Hector's actual death, his mourning is much more subdued and abbreviated. There he
groans piteously once (22.408) and is then immediately moved toward action. Priam thus
laments his son prematurely, before his actual death. We have seen Thetis act likewise for
Achilles, but in her case, the poem will provide no further opportunity for her lament.
Whereas for Hector, his proper funeral is still to come so that poetically it cannot be that
Priam must mourn him now. It seems rather that this moment before death is poignant in a
different way than the actuality of it. In the anticipation of death there is still the possibility
of a different outcome, a not having-to-be one way only.

Priam opens his entreaty to Hector to stay within the walls with the command that
he not fight the stronger man since that might entail Hector's death. Seven lines into his
speech, Priam turns to his sad story of the loss of his many sons. He singles out two —
Lykaon and Polydorus — wondering pathetically over their fate, as Helen did for her
brothers, Castor and Pollux. But among the deaths of his many sons, his grief for Hector
will be greatest: for the Trojans, for the glory it would give to Achilles, and to Hector
himself. The rest of Priam's speech is a plea that Hector have pity on him who "has looked
upon many evil things" (xak& mOAN' ¢mdévTa 22.61). Priam again spells out his vision
as it were of his sons killed and daughters dragged away into captivity and his own horrid
death as though it has already happened, again looking forward according to the past. He
describes his own pitiful fate last and longest, making explicit what is implicit in all father's
laments for their sons: their own deaths and the loss of the oikos. Without his son to

protect him, the father will die most pathetically. But despite all of Priam's evocations, he
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cannot move Hector; his thumos is not persuaded (008’ “ExTopr Buudv €me1Bov 91).
Priam's failure to keep his son from battle implies his own death and the destruction of his
house, people, and city. Trojan supplication, whether from son by the father's goods, or

from father to son, consistently fails, a marker of the irresistible Trojan obliteration. 152

Greek goods

We have seen that Trojan fathers and sons in the [liad are characterized by weakness and
loss. Exclusively, Trojan fathers lose not just one son, but two, when brothers are killed
together in battle. Furthermore, the power of the Trojan father, symbolized in his stored up
wealth, is dismissed when the sons' supplications by their fathers' riches are refused.
Together, the motifs of the death of brothers in battle and the failure of supplication by the
father's treasure create an image of the destruction of the Trojan oikos— the sons of the
house are dead, the father of the house rendered impotent. In a poem intent on creating a
generation of Panhellenic heroes, the Trojans — too centered in their local oikoi — are
utterly vanquished. Father and son, the most basic unit of the ancestral house, bear the
brunt of the Trojan devastation.

The picture of Achaean fathers and sons distinctly differs from that of the Trojans.
Achaean fathers also suffer, losing sons in the war and left vulnerable in their old age. But
there is no Achaean equivalent of Trojan Priam, the man of sorrows whose function has
been described as enduring the loss of sons.!53 Instead, Achaean fathers are shown as the
givers of good things to their sons — advice, armor, horses. But as I will discuss below,

the legacies of Achaean fathers are inherently limited and the sons who inherit them

152Mark Griffith (1999) discusses the "eye of the father” in the context of Attic tragedy as something to be
avoided: "Yet 'fathers’ do loom very large in Greek tragedy — mainly in absentia, i.e. in the
imaginations and conversations of the characters; and it is especially the prospect of encountering the
father's gaze, face-to-face, that provides the strongest source of anxiety. ... In either case, living or dead,
the father's ever-vigilant eye and overshadowing, often jealous, presence pose a constant challenge to his
ambitious son, even as he also presides as the ultimate source of authority and arbiter of success, and (in
some sense) as a safety-net and protector in the event of failure."

153"Priam is an important character, whose function is to lose his sons and lament over them" (Griffin
1980, 126). In fact, the closest Achaean counterpart to Priam is Nestor, who inverts rather than mirrors
him.
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progress beyond what they have been given, surpassing their ancestral lineage. The
Achaean fathers are not presented as devastated, effaced figures. Though they are, in their
limitations, left behind, certainly with regret and sorrow, it is without the sense of total loss
characteristic of the Trojans. For the Achaean fathers are compensated for the loss of their
sons who, though no longer a localized source of continued glory for their house, become
divinely nurtured Panhellenic heroes.

Below I discuss the intangible and tangible goods Achaean fathers pass on to their
sons: heroic advice, divine allegiances, armor and horses. All such beneficences pass
between Achaean kin exclusively. In several instances, as though there to highlight the
different fortunes of Trojan and Greek, Trojan fathers give the same kinds of gifts to their
sons but with opposite, ominous effect. So, for example, whereas Achilles receives
glorious armor from his father, Hector passes to Astyanax the life of an outcast orphan.

Likewise, the Achaean sons are a Joy to their fathers, but the Trojan son a bane.

Paternal advice: Peleus via Odysseus to Achilles

In the embassy to Achilles in Book 9, Odysseus endeavors to persuade Achilles to return to
battle and save the Achaeans. On the day when Peleus first sent Achilles to Troy, it was
Odysseus who came as Agamemnon's representative, just as he does now for the same
reason. Exploiting his position of one who was before structurally on a par with Achilles's
father, Odysseus now uses the genre of a father's parting words in an attempt to bring

himself and Agamemnon into the father's sphere of power over the son:!54

@ mémov, A pév coi ye maTAP émeTéAAeTO MNnAedg
fiHaT! TG 6Te o €k POing 'Ayauéuvovt méune-

Tékvov £udv. képTog pEv 'ABnvain Te kai “Hpn
dwooua’, ai k’ ¢BéAwol. oU 8¢ MEYaAATopa Buudy
ioxew év oTABeocor PIAoQpPOoUVN Y&p &uEivwov-
Anyépevan &' €piBog kakopnydvou. Sppa oe udAAov
Tiwo' "Apyeiwv Auév véor AdE YépovTec.'

WG EMETEMN" & Yépwv. oU 8¢ AABear. &AM’ €71 kal viv
mave’. €a 8¢ xSAov BuuaAyéa: coi & ‘Ayapéuvwv

I54Cf. Avery 1998. For a different view of Odysseus's, Phoinix's, and Agamemnon's attempts to replace
Achilles's father, see Mackie 1996, 146f.
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&1 Sdpa Sidwaor peTaAAAgavTI xOAoto. (9:252-61)
Good friend, indeed your father Peleus enjoined upon you

on that day when he sent you from Phthia to Agamemnon:
"My child, Athena and Hera will give you might,

if they wish, but you keep in check your great-hearted spirit

in your breast; kind-mindedness is better;

Cease from evil-contriving strife, in order that

the young and old of the Argives will honor you more.’

Thus the old man enjoined, but you forget. But still even now
stop, and put aside your heart-distressing anger; and Agamemnon
will give to you, ceasing from anger, worthy gifts.

Odysseus's invocation of Peleus serves a calculated rhetorical purpose which capitalizes
upon the father's authority and the son's expected obedience.! His recollection of
Peleus's words serves his own ends as an enhancement of his own status and an argument
in favor of accepting Agamemnon's gifts. Emptied of their content — of their relation to
any actual paternal utterance, Odysseus uses only the form of paternal speech. The father in
the fatherly words Odysseus "remembers” is nothing more than a construction of

rhetoric.156

Menoitios via Nestor to Patroklos

A few books later, Nestor, who had accompanied Odysseus into Phthia to gather men for
the Achaean army, repeats Odysseus's rhetorical use of paternal advice. He also
undertakes to persuade a withdrawn hero, this time Achilles's loyal friend Patroklos, to go
into battle by means of recollecting the fatherly speech spoken to him on that same day
when they left for Troy. Intent on affecting Patroklos, Nestor quickly passes over the
exchange between Peleus and Achilles.!5” He condenses that paternal speech into the
apparently formulaic code for what a father tells his son: "Peleus enjoined upon Achilles,
the old man to his son, always to be the best and to be preeminent among others” (1 1.784

= 6.208, Hippolokhos's injunction to Glaukos). The discrepancy between Odysseus's and

155Hainsworth has well understood Odysseus's turn to the words of Peleus as a polite screen for his not so
olite message: ‘restrain your anger’ (1993, 97).
156Cf. Muellner 1996, 136-155; Wilson forthcoming. Willcock describes Phoinix's paternal advice to
Achilles as an "ad hoc invention for the purpose of the present situation” (1976, 101). Cf. Brenk 1986,
81.
157 As Hainsworth notes, "the pressure is on Patroklos and the important words are not those of Peleus”
(1993, 307).
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Nestor's reports of Peleus's parting words to Achilles confirms not the truth or falsity of
them, but their careful selection according to the effect desired. Indeed, it seems that a
father's advice to his son is such a standard topos, that it is almost expected or understood
that they will be varied according to context, as need be (cf. 7.124-28).158
The problem with Odysseus's adaptation of Peleus's speech has been diagnosed as

being a speech adjusted to the situation, but not the listener; "the proud man does not
appreciate another's injunctions."!® When we now consider Nestor's rendition of another
paternal speech — Menoitios's parting words to his son Patroklos — we see that Nestor
tends too far in the other direction: he adapts his words predominantly to his listener, much
less than to even a permissably recreated reality. Odysseus's report of Peleus's words —
that Achilles should restrain his thumos— retains some plausibility; we can imagine an old
father discouraging excess and promoting moderation. But Nestor's recollection of
Menoitios's last injunction to Patroklos — to be the older and wiser advisor to Achilles —
completely contrasts with everything else the poem tells or shows about the relationship
between the two friends. Rather than the poem's standard representation of the superior
Achilles with Patroklos as his therapén— both actual servant and substitute — Nestor
gives Patroklos the advantage over Achilles in counsel:

coi &' adf’ O’ ¢rnéTéAAe MevoiTiog. "AkTopog uidg:

'Tékvov Eudv. yeved pev UnépTepdg €oTiv 'AXIAAEUG.

npeoBuTepog B¢ o oot Bin & 8 ye MOANOV Guegivewv.

AN’ €U of p&oBan mukivov Ermog AS’ urmobéaBan

kai of onuaivelv: 6 8¢ meiceTan €ig &yabov mep.”

e EmETEAN & Yépwv. ou B¢ AQBeci- &AN' €T1 kai VUV

Ta0T eimoic 'AxIAf Saippowvi. ai ke midnTal.

(11.785-91)

But Menoitios, the son of Aktor, thus enjoined upon you:

"My child, Achilles is the superior in lineage / race,

but you are older; he is much better in might.

Thus speak a wise word to him well and give him advice

and act as counsellor to him; and he will obey beneficially.’

Thus the old man enjoined, but you forget; but still even now
you might say these things to wise-hearted Achilles, if he should listen.

158Cf. Martin 1989, 85: "Here the rhetoric of recollection comes full circle. A commander's persuasive
power, as we saw, depends on an ability to construct memories; so does a warrior's attack on the enemy.
The 'truth’ value of such memories is not an issue; epic ‘deconstructs,’ if you like, the very act of
memory by showing us its pragmatic underpinnings in such situations."

159Minchin 1991, 284n27.
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But from the very foundation of their relationship, Patroklos occupies a deferential position
to Achilles: he came as a metanastés to his house (23.84-90) and Peleus named him
Achilles's therapén (xai oov Bep&movt’ dvdunvev 23.90). Accordingly, Patroklos
consistently appears in the poem in this subordinate relationship to Achilles. Thus in
silence he obeys Achilles's bidding to bring forth Briseis and lead her away (1.337-47).
Later, when the Achaean embassy comes to Achilles, they find Achilles delighting in
singing to the lyre, with Patroklos as his silent audience, waiting for when Achilles would
leave off from the song (9.190-91). Achilles offers the ambassador men hospitality, but
makes Patroidos do the work: "set down a large bowl, son of Menoitios, mix a strong
drink, give a cup to each” (9.202-203). Again Patroklos obeys (9.205 = 1.345). He
makes the fire, salts the meat, roasts it and lays it on platters. When it comes time to
serving, however, Patroklos distributes the bread, whereas Achilles significantly shares out
the meat; it is for Achilles to apportion the honor.!60 At the end of this episode, Achilles
signals Patroklos to prepare a bed for Phoinix (9.620-21). When Patroklos fulfills this
command, he delegates it to some other unnamed comrades and the handmaids
(MéaTpokhog &' éTdpoioiv id¢ SuwAot kéheuos 9.658), as though the task appointed to
him is for the likes of a servant.

Finally, the way that Patroklos finds himself an audience to Nestor is also derived
from an injunction of Achilles. Achilles calls him forth from his hut and sends him to
Nestor to ask who it was that he brought out from the battle (11.602-612). Once again,
Patroklos obeys (11.616 = 9.205 = 1.345). He arrives at Nestor's hut full of the awesome
presence of his friend. The poem articulates Patroklos's reverence of Achilles, bordering

on fear, for which reason he declines Nestor's invitation to come inside and sit down:

ouyx €80¢ £oTi, yepait SioTpegég. oUdE pe reioeig.
aidoiog vepeonToG & pe mpoénke mubéoBai
Sv Tiva TouTov &yeig BeBAnuévov. &AAG kai alTdg

1600n feasting as apportionment, see Nagy 1979, 127-28. The two lines are significantly enclosed by the
names of the two heroes, beginning with Patroklos, but ending emphatically with the name Achilles:
Mé&TpokAog pév aiTov EAv éméveilue Tparméln/ kaloig Ev kavéoioIv. GTap kpéa veipev "AXIANEUC
(9.220-21).
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ylvvchw opow d¢ Mayxdova. rronpeva Aav.

vuv S¢ Emog epewv MV &yyerog sup Axl)\m

€0 8¢ ou oicba. yepaig SIOTpeq:sq ouog €Kelvog

deivog avAp: Taxa Kev kai GvaiTiov GiTIdwTo.
(11.648-54)

I will not sit, divinely nurtured old man, nor will you persuade me.

Reverend and easily roused to anger is he who sent me forth to learn

who is this one you lead wounded. But even I myself

recognize him, I see Makhaon, the shepherd of the people.

Now to speak this word, I go as a messenger back to Achilles.

And you know well, divinely nurtured old man, what sort he is

a terrible man; readily would he blame even one not worthy of blame.

There is no reason to doubt Patroklos's characterization of Achilles. He invokes a reason
for haste — Achilles’s temper — that must ring true to Nestor. The scene at Nestor's tent
suggestively begins with these opening words of Patroklos's reverence of Achilles,
emphasizing the shift that takes place over the course of his encounter therein. For it is
only after Patroklos's engagement with Nestor that his role changes from the obedient
therapén to the advisor full of initiative and suggestions, exactly what Nestor would have
him be. Only after Patroklos emerges from Nestor's tent does he even further prolong his
absence from Achilles by helping Eurupylos; and then, for the first time, he counsels
Achilles and tells him what to do — in Nestor's very words, as though Nestor has cast
some spell over Patroklos. 16!

Nestor has detained and persuaded Patroklos by telling him a long story of his past
glory and then "recalling” Menoitios's parting words to him. Rather than a bewitching
pharmakon sprinkled into his kukeén (11.624) — his mixed drink — as in the house of
Circe, Nestor bewitches Patroklos with his song of his own past glory.!62 At the end just

before Patroklos leaves, Nestor recounts Menoitios's paternal exhortation that Patroklos

161 Although, as Lechter (1994, 23) has pointed out, Patroklos returns to his subordinate — particularly
filial — relationship to Achilles when Achilles sends Patroklos off to battle in a paternal manner by
giving him cautionary advice (16.83-100), asking him to win him honor and glory (16.84), and giving
hlm his armor (16.130-154).
620n Nestor as Sirenlike, see Dickson 1995, 37-38. I suggest that he does this by insinuating the
possibility of a song of kleos achieved without the requisite death of the hero. (The recitation of one's
aristeia by nature differs from the self-praise implicit in telling one's genealogy, "an exercise in heroic
self-affirmation that amounts to the ultimate praise of the hero by the hero” (Nagy 1979, 274; he cites
Muellner 1976, 74-77).) In his self-singing, Nestor presents the potential for a hero to hear the song of
his own kleos within his own lifetime, much as the dangerous Sirens offer. Nestor's story thus makes
Patroklos forgetful not only of his return to Achilles, but of his return to life, that is, of his death.
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should be an advisor to Achilles. He emphatically describes this role with a threefold
repetition: "speak a circumspect word and advise him and direct him" (¢&o8c: rrukivov
£mog A8’ UmobBéoBai/ kai oi onuaiveiv 11.788-89). Having scolded Patroklos for
forgetting his father's advice (11.790), he uses the suggested lacuna of the father's parting
words of advice in order to himself give the advice that Patroklos should give advice. At
the final turn of this pivotal, "pregnant” scene, Nestor evokes the paternal tradition of
advising, drawing Patroklos into the line of fatherly advisors.!63 But he imposes this on a
hero who does not fit this position, as all the previous and subsequent images of Patroklos
show. Thro{lgh a play of memory and forgetting, Nestor transforms Patroklos, under the
image of his father, into the image of the father-figure. At this pivotal turn in the poem, the
words of the father are invoked and recreated; in a sense, they lie at the bottom of
Patroklos's and Achilles's deaths. Both Odysseus and Nestor exploit their rhetorical force.
Perhaps, when used thus rhetorically, they may be best considered a kind of pharmakon
indeed — a substance capable of good or evil, salvation or demise, inherently neither one

or the other but dependent on how they are dispensed.

Achaean versus Trojan paternal speech

In addition to Odysseus's and Nestor's recollections of paternal advice discussed above,
the lliad contains two paired episodes of other genres of paternal speech directed at sons—
prayer, exhortation, and blame. Most striking about these sets of speeches is their linked

contrast of Greek and then Trojan paternal speech.

Hippolokhos and Glaukos / Hector and Astyanax

The first pair of Achaean and Trojan paternal speeches is set together one within the other,
like a nest egg. In Book 6, Hector temporarily leaves the field of battle in order to instruct

the Trojan women to dedicate a robe to Athena. In the time it takes him to go from the

163 Patroclus ... has a long conversation with Nestor -- the most pregnant moment in the poem -- and starts
back” (Arieti 1983, 128).
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battlefield to Troy, Glaukos and Diomedes meet and exchange arms in a sign of paternal
guest-friendship from of old. These latter glorious warriors remind each other of their
illustrious grandfathers, discounting their own fathers in the process. An image of sons
clearly better than their fathers thus emerges from the meeting of Glaukos and Diomedes.
When Hector soon after prays to Zeus for the future of his son, he asks for him to become
"far better than his father" (6.479), a wish pathetic for its certain impossibility of
fulfillment. The paired speeches thus juxtapose the Achaean, and in this case also Lykian,

achievement of a blessing violently denied to the Trojan hero.164

Hippolokhos and Glaukos

The meeting between Diomedes and Glaukos takes place first. Encountering Glaukos just
after his battle against two gods, Ares and Aphrodite, Diomedes wisely asks the identity of
his latest opponent (6.123). In a lengthy response of sixty-six lines, Glaukos traces his
ancestry back four generations. But about his father, Glaukos has little to say:

Hippolokhos begot me, and I claim to be from him;

and he sent me to Troy, and strongly enjoined upon me,

always to be the best and to be preeminent among others,

not to bring shame upon the race of my fathers, who were the supremely best
in Ephure and in wide Lycia.

I claim to be from this stock and blood. (6.206-211)

In a long speech, Glaukos evidently finds the minimum of his father's deeds worth
relating: he begot me, sent me to Troy, and laid a strong injunction upon me. His report of
his father's advice is formulaic; it recalls Nestor whom we saw in Book 11, who eager to
turn his attention to Patroklos, quickly summed up Peleus's advice to Achilles in the same
words (6.208 = 11.784). Glaukos's report of his father's words subtly reveal his father's
desire that his son should be like his fathers: the repetition &pioTedeiv ... &pioTor [be the
best ... who were the best] expresses what Glaukos should be and what his forefathers

were. But in his long speech of his lineage, Glaukos describes only how his grandfather

was aristos, passing over his father with the standard, almost perfunctory, report of his

164Glaukaos, it is true, fights on the Trojan side; but he is an ally from afar, not a Trojan struggling against
the very obliteration of his home city.
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father's words and deeds. To be the best, Glaukos must imitate his grandfather, not his
father.

Indeed, the emphasis of the meeting between Diomedes and Glaukos is not the
story of their fathers, but the shared history of their grandfathers who met and exchanged
gifts (6.215ff.). Glaukos elaborately recalls his grandfather, Bellerophon — for forty-
seven lines, but mentions his other progenitors in five lines or less. He belongs to a line in
which greatness occurs every other generation — wherefore his association with his
grandfather rather than his father. Sisyphos, the founder of his line, is one of the renowned
transgressors.in Hades (Odyssey 11.593ff.), but his son Glaukos is of small repute.
Likewise, the elder Glaukos's son, Bellerophon, is legendary in contrast to his rather
anonymous sons. In this vein, the younger Glaukos recounts that of Bellerophon's two
sons, one, Isander, was killed while fighting against the glorious Solumi, the same enemy
whom Bellerophon overcame (cf. 184-85 and 203-204). Of Bellerophon's other son,
Hippolokhos, Glaukos's father, nothing (beyond his advice to Glaukos) is said.
Presumably, like his brother, Isander, Hippolokhos is not a great hero — also a son worse
than his father. Finally, Glaukos himself is a highly admirable and sympathetic hero in the
Iliad; he embodies the heroic ideal, shows absolute loyalty to his friend and cousin,
Sarpedon, and speaks like a poet.!65 He is also a son greater than his father and so looks
back to his grandfather for his model. The poem itself links Glaukos to his grandfather a
generation earlier, skipping over his father: when Glaukos and Diomedes exchange arms,
Glaukos foolishly gives gold for bronze because "Zeus took away his wits" (MAaike
Kpovidng ppévag é€éheTo Zelq 234), just as Bellerophon once became hated by all the
gods (200) and so was "inflicted with madness" (Bupdv kaTéSwy literally: 'devouring his
thumos' 202).166 Both grandfather and grandson temporarily lose their minds and suffer

because of the divine — a mark of this every-other-generation ambitious greatness.

165Moulton 1981, 1-8.
166Leaf comments: "Madness has always been considered a direct infliction of heaven; so in 1 41 1, when the

Kyklopes think that Polyphemos is mad, they say voiodv vy’ ot mwc €01t Aidc pEYGAou dAéacBa
[there is no way to escape the sickness from great Zeus}" (1960, 273).
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Tydeus and Diomedes

The son better than his father is also an important motif in the story of Diomedes here and
through the poem. Let us briefly digress to review the poem's presentation of this pair of
father and son. Allusively, the poem has already drawn attention to Diomedes's tension
with his father and shown that he is the better hero by virtue of the simple fact that his
father transgressed the will of the divine and so ultimately lost Athena's favor, whereas
Diomedes vigilantly observes Athena's behests and retains her care. Agamemnon first
introduced the competition between the last generation of heroes and the present one, the
Epigoni, whc;n he rousingly chastised Diomedes for being a son worse than his father.!67
While Diomedes kept silent in the face of Agamemnon's rebuke, his friend, Sthenelos,
rebutted: their fathers, he argued, should not be given as much honor as the sons since they
perished because of their own arrogance, while the sons triumphed because they obeyed
the signs of the gods (4.405-410). Sthenelos alludes to the hubris which brought
destruction down upon the invaders against Thebes, killing six of the seven warriors. His
own father, Capaneus, was destroyed by a thunderbolt as he scaled the walls of Thebes
and boasted that not even Zeus could stop him (Aesch. Septem 427). And Tydeus,
Diomedes's father, savagely gnawed the head of his opponent, Melanippos, and so lost the
immortality Athena had intended for him (Apollodorus 3.75-76). It was for the more
virtuous Epigoni — the sons — to capture Thebes instead.

Athena plays with Diomedes's heritage of a father both valiant and transgressive.
On the one hand, she favors him as she did his father. Wounded by Pandaros in his
aristeia, Diomedes prays to Athena that he may kill him in return. His prayer follows the
traditional form, opening with an invocation to the goddess which names her with several

attributes, and then claiming the god's present attention according to some past assistance.

167There is a potential dictional repetition linking that scene in Book 4 with the one in Book 6. In the
earlier of the two, Diomedes's friend and charioteer, Sthenelos, responded that Agamemnon should not
equate the two generations, since the latter is indeed better than the former: their fathers perished at
Thebes because of their impiety. They, on the other hand, though fewer in number, took Thebes by
trusting in the signs of the gods (1e188pevor Tepdcoo Becdv 4.408). In the same pious way,
Bellerophon overcame the Chimaira (Bedv Tepaeoa mOdoag 6.183).
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But instead of recalling what Athena has done for him before, Diomedes recollects instead
what she has done for his father: "If ever before you stood with good intention beside my
father in hostile war, now in turn be my friend too, Athena" (7 moT€ poi kai MaTPI Pika
ppovéouca mapéoTns/ dniw €v MoAéuw. vov alT’ ¢ué @idal. 'ABAvn- 5.116-17).
Athena readily answers his prayer, supporting him in deed and word. After relieving the
heaviness of his wound, she stands near him; her present proximity, &yxouU &' ioTapévn
(123), corresponds to how she used to stand beside Tydeus, mapéoTng (116), showing
her repeated care for father and son. Her exhortation to Diomedes follows his own prayer;
he asked her t‘o aid him like she did his father and she reassures him that she has filled him
with 'paternal might': "for I infused paternal spirit into your breast, dauntless spirit, the
kind which the horseman Tydeus, wielder of the shield, had" (¢v y&p Toi o1Afeaoi
HEvog maTpwiov fika/ &Tpopov. olov €xeoke cakéomalog imméTa Tudeug 5.125-26).
It seems that Diomedes could call upon Athena's previous care for his father as grounds for
her present help to him since she has endowed him with the same spirit as his father,
making them essentially alike.

But there is also a difference between father and son. Whereas Tydeus transgressed
the boundaries of the virtuous hero and so died forsaken by Athena, Diomedes remains
mindful of Athena and so attended by her. She returns to him when Zeus has approved her
wish to drive Ares from the battle. She finds Diomedes, who will serve as her mortal
accomplice through whom to assail Ares, withdrawn from the fighting due to a wound.
Ironically, she rebukes him, saying that he is a son little like his father (800) since Tydeus,
even when she bade him not do battle, could not refrain from fighting — alluding to
Tydeus's lack of restraint in his savagery toward Melanippos. She jokingly continues that
Diomedes, in contrast, although she stands beside him and protects him, does not fight
even when she bids him to; thus he is no offspring of Tydeus (802-813). In response,
Diomedes stands up to Athena's unwarranted mock abuse. He reminds her of his

faithfulness to her divine command — he succeds precisely where Tydeus fatally failed.
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Athena ordered him, Diomedes reminds her, not to do battle with any of the gods except
Aphrodite and he is thus refraining from battle since Ares is now holding sway over the
battlefield (5.816-24). Diomedes's defense faithfully reproduces Athena's behest to him.
He repeats to her her own words of command (5.819-21 = 5.130-32). It is Athena who
has changed her plans meanwhile without amending her instructions to Diomedes. The
difference then between father and son is that Tydeus, regardless of Athena's command,
would provoke battle, even contrary to her word. But Diomedes upholds her bidding
religiously: "but I am still mindful of your injunctions, which you laid upon me" (&AN" €11
OEwvV pEllJVr][.;GI EpeTHEWY, &G eméTeidag 5.818). As a result, Athena leaves off from her
affectionate teasing of Diomedes, no longer speaking in reproach but with encouragement.
She now informs him that he may fight against Ares and other immortals since she is such
a supporter to him, just as she was before to Tydeus (cf. Toin To1 ¢ywv émT&PPoOSG el
(828)/ Toin oi ¢ywv émTéppobSg Aa 5.808). Diomedes has all the favor of Athena
which she earlier bestowed on his father without the taint of his unforgiveable hubris and
savagery.

In the present episode when Diomedes meets Glaukos, he rather boldly dismisses
his father: "I do not remember Tydeus, since he left me behind when I was small, when the
host of the Achaeans perished in Thebes" (6.222-23). Diomedes here claims to not
remember his father, but he does remember his father's death in Thebes — that is, his
ghastly deed and deserved mortality. Because of the guest-friendship of his grandfather
with Glaukos's, like Glaukos, Diomedes skips over his father and remembers his
grandfather, Oineos, instead (6.215ff.). But this thematic connection between the heroes’

grandfathers symbolizes their "forgetting” of their fathers — for they are two sons better

than their fathers.168

168The poem mentions Diomedes and Tydeus several more times, each of which prefers the son to the
father, while still greatly valuing the father. In the Doloneia, both Odysseus and Diomedes pray to
Athena; Diomedes asks her to protect him as she did his father 10.291). In the action in the Trojan camp,
Odysseus takes the part of the speaker of words whereas Diomedes is the doer of deeds — the roles
appropriate to their older man - younger man relationship, even a kind of father-son relationship. In
response to Diomedes's prayer to Athena, "Athena infused might into the son of Tydeus, in order that not
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Hector and Astyanax

While Glaukos and Diomedes are having their exchange of words and arms, Hector
reaches Troy to fulfill the bidding of Helenos to instruct the Trojan women to dedicate a
robe to Athena. Once Hector is within the walls of the city, the poem builds up anticipation
of his meeting his small family, repeatedly referring to them while postponing their reunion
(6.365, 366, 372, 389). When Hector finally finds Andromache and then turns to address
his son — only after listening to Andromakhe, responding to her, and then playing with his
son — he speaks not to Astyanax, but prays to Zeus and the other gods. His audience is in
effect quadmi)le: we the audience of the poem hear him, as do Zeus, Andromakhe, and
lastly — to whatever degree his young son understands — Astyanax. Zeus is his primary

addressee:

ZeG &Aoot Te Beoi. 8STe & kai Tovde yeviéaOai

maid’ €udv. WG Kai €Yw Mep. &pIMPerea TPWETOIv,

&8¢ Binv T' &yabdv. kai 'Iiou Tt dvacoeiv:

kai MoTé Tig €01 'MaTpdg v’ 88e moAAdv &ueivwy’

¢k moAépou &vidvTa gépor &’ Evapa BpoTdevTa

kTeivac diov &vdpa. xapein 8¢ ppéva uATNE.
(6.476-81)

some other of the bronze-chitoned Achaeans might claim that he was the first to strike and he [Diomedes]
come in second” (10.366-68). There are only two Achaeans present: the only "other of the bronze-
chitoned Achaeans" is Odysseus. Athena strengthens Diomedes so that he will anticipate Odysseus and
take first place — an implicit triumph of the "son" over the "father.”

Furthermore, across ten books the poem develops the question of the young, the son, in
comparison with the old, the father, using the figure of Diomedes. First in Book 4, Agamemnon
reproached Diomedes for not living up to his father in terms of battle courage. In Book 9, Agamemnon
lost heart and proposed the Achaean withdrawal and retreat from Troy. Diomedes, referring to
Agamemnon'’s earlier rebuke to him, reproached Agamemnon for his lack of courage. Nestor spoke in
response to Diomedes, criticizing the incompleteness of his speech on the grounds of Diomedes’s young
age. Nestor gave the final advice which was accepted and carried out. In Book 14, the Achaeans are again
faced with dire circumstances. Diomedes suggests the plan that is followed. He overrides Nestor's advice
of keeping the wounded out of battle; and he reverses Agamemnon'’s inclination to set sail and leave Troy.
Diomedes thus fulfills Agamemnon's wish for someone, whether young or old, to offer a plan better than
his: viv &' €in 8¢ TAo®E y' Gueivova pATv éviomor/ f véog A maAaidg: (14.107-108). Itis the
young Diomedes who proposes the better métis, better than that suggested by old Nestor, the master of
métis himself. The final judgement on the question of father vs. son comes down on the side of the
young son. Yet, as we have seen, not without the father. Diomedes, whose aristeia the poem
celebrates, draws on his father's achievements as he accomplishes his own. The father helps the son win
glory and the son wins glory for his father. The young triumphs within the resolution of mutuality (cf.
6.444-46).

The references to Tydeus in the speeches to Diomedes are the poem'’s primary allusions to the epic
tradition of the Thebaid (see e.g. Vermeule 1987, 138ff.). It thus seems likely that the poem’s treatment
of Diomedes also concerns its relationship to an earlier epic tradition, which mirrors the father-son
relationship. The poem then also finds its resolution with its poetic "father.”
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Zeus and other gods, grant even this one here

my son to be just as I, preeminent among the Trojans,

good in strength, and to rule mightily over Ilios;

and at sometime may someone say 'this one is far better than his father’
as he comes back from war; may he bear the bloody spoils

having killed an enemy, may his mother rejoice in her heart.

This is Hector's wish for his son: "may someone say 'this one is far better than his
father." Such wish directly contrasts with Zeus's fear of this in the case of Achilles.
Evidently, Hector makes a wholly mortal wish — that of continuity through replacement.
His prayer is a wish for the future, yet hard to see separately from his other comments on
what he know§ the future will bring: the fall of Troy and Priam (6.448-49), which implies,
also his own (cf.487). For Hector, a standard paternal wish becomes an impossible one.

There are gaps in the direction of Hector's address. He asks Zeus for a way of life
Astyanax is too young to understand; and Andromakhe responds to these words instead of
Zeus. The poem mentions nothing of Zeus's audience to the prayer, not even that he
declined to accept it. He prays to Zeus when Zeus has already decided to abandon Troy,
and at a moment when the tide of battle has moved against them. Finally, Hector closes his
speech with a turn to insuperable fate (6.487-89). As Richard Martin has commented on
Hector's use of claiming authority over military matters in this scene (488 ff.), "we hear
not an assertion of actual authority but once more a more desperate attempt to wrest some
power from position, precisely when the speaker knows he does not have the
authority."169 Hector's speech is less a prayer and more a plea for a future he knows his
son will not have.

The combined speeches of paternal advice and prayer in Book 6 thus form a picture
of contrasts: the Trojan father prays in vain for what the Achaean and Lykian sons have
achieved — to be a son better than the fathers. I will return to Hector and Astyanax below
who again comprise a contrast to the Achaeans in the legacies handed down from father to

son.

169Martin 1993, 237.
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Nestor and Antilokhos / Priam and his surviving sons
A final set of paired paternal speeches are spoken by like speakers but of contrasting

genres. On the one hand, Achaean Nestor, an old father of many sons, exhorts and praises
his son, Antilokhos; on the other hand, the Trojan Priam, also an old father of many sons,
casts blame at his remaining sons. The two speeches occur near the very end of the poem
making them both retrospective and representative, as though praise and blame ultimately

comprehend the capacities of, respectively, Achaean and Trojan paternal speech.

Nestor and Arltilokhos

Nestor directs Antilokhos before the chariot race in the role of instructor and praiser.
Richard Martin has discussed "Nestor's consistent praise function in the poem." By
continually "memorializing" his audience, Nestor gives commands, rebukes and advice in
the genre of praise.!70 His speech to his son begins with praise. The father, says the poet,
speaks to one who understands (MuBeiT’ €ig &yab& ppovéwv vogovT kai aUTR
23.305); who has already been taught horsemanship by Zeus and Poseidon (307-308); and
knows more cunning than all the others (311-12).

Just as Nestor speaks to his son as one already initiated, the relationship between
them is harmonious and complementary. Roisman has shown that Antilokhos does not
win the race by following his father's advice literally, but rather by picking up the more
general spirit of cunning. And Richardson makes the fine observation that the structure of
Nestor's speech "neatly mirrors that of the race, 309-25 portraying the physical and
psychological situation before the turn, 334-48 that after it, with the speech pivoting around
326-33, the central description of the turn” (1993, 208). Nestor replicates in speech what
he can no longer perform in deed, complementing in word what his son will soon enact in
deed. There is a perfect balance between father and son which fits the shape of the

racecourse which turns around the post and ends where it began.

170Martin 1989, 108-109. See also Detienne and Vernant 1974, 11-27.

108



Nestor addresses his son in Book 23, which begins with the funeral of Patroklos
and quickly makes a transition to the games held in his honor.!”! This is a book of
reconciliation: the process of death moves from personal anguish to socialized integration
and celebration.!72 And at this late point in the poem, poetry itself is reflected as central to
the transformation of penthos into kleos, shown particularly in the poet-figure of
Nestor.!73 Nestor structures the first and most developed athletic event in the funeral
games, the chariot race.!” In ring composition, he frames the chariot race by his first
speech to his son, Antilokhos (23.306-49), and then in his closing speech, in which he
accepts a priz-e from Achilles (23.626-50). From a greater perspective, Nestor's chariot
race speeches create also a larger frame extending back over several books. Just as he gave
a speech of paternal advice at the outset of Patroklos's death —the beginning of his péma
— 50 he speaks again at its conclusion. Together, the two paternal speeches describe the
trajectory of heroization. First the warrior must go into battle, into death — as Nestor
encourages Patroklos in Book 11. His speech to Antilokhos, which marks the social
recognition of Patroklos's death, stands on the other side of death: it is a speech about
immortalization through métis and poetry. In his instructions to Antilokhos, Nestor
concentrates on the turning post, the possible séma of a man who died long ago. On the
one hand, he tells Antilokhos how to use cunning to get around the dangerous turning post

where many fall; these detailed instructions show his son how, like him, to escape death

171The transition to the games is made mid-verse in line 257, which shows the integral connection between
the two subjects of the book — funeral and games. They are complementary.

1720n the social mechanism of funeral games, see Redfield 1975, 204-210. Eight games are narrated in a
decrescendo of detail and suspense since they function in part to diffuse the intensity of the passion
accumulated in the preceding struggles, gradually restoring a sense of the normal (Richardson 1993, 164-
65). Book 23 is also about the reconciliation of Achilles with Agamemnon: here Achilles symbolically
makes his peace with Agamemnon, recognizing his position of honor by awarding him a first place gift
without challenging him in contest (23.890-93). Cf. Richardson 1993, 166.

I73Cf. Martin 1989, 108: Nestor speaks "in a manner akin to the poet’s.” See also Dickson 1995.

174Following Richardson's idea of the decrescendo of the narration of the eight funeral games (1993, 164-
65), the chariot race, the first game, is primary. Its account occupies more than half the lines devoted to
the telling of all eight games. As a balance to what has come before, the chariot race matches, in chiastic
proximity, the burning of Patroklos's pyre and the conclusion of Achilles's formal lament for him.
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through métis.!75 But the séma, the place of monumentalizing, is crucial for Nestor also in
his poetic function as a storehouse of memory and a speaker of praise for those already
dead. In the aftermath of the chariot race, Achilles awards Nestor the final prize "to be a
memorial of the funeral of Patroklos" (MaTpdkAoio Tapou pvAu’ Eupevar 619).176
Achilles continues: "for not again will you see him among the Argives" (o0 y&p €1’
cauTov/ Byn év 'Apyeioiorr 619-620). The funeral prize replaces Patroklos; or more
precisely, the memory Nestor attaches to it, a memorial to be recounted, takes the place of
the missing hero. Nestor, who sent Patroklos to his death, will serve this poeticizing
function for l'um In ways akin to the voice and view of the poet, Nestor embodies the ideal
of an Achaean father who stands over the whole process of a son's heroization: he sends

him into death and brings him out of it on the other end into immortality through the

memorializing song of praise.

Priam and some of his surviving sons

After Nestor's praise of his living son, Antilokhos, and his promise of praise for the dead
Achaean sons, Patroklos and others, the poem's last paternal speech presents a sharp
contrast — a speech of blame to worthless sons. Priam, the bereft Trojan father,
reproaches his surviving sons, contrasting them with the "best" sons (uiag &picToug

24.255) who no longer live:

OMEUCATE oL, KOKG TEKVA, ch'rqcpévec aif’ Gua mavTeg
'EKTopoq oocps}\s'r &vTi eoqc €mi vqucl rrscp(xoeou

& por éyw Mav&moTHog. €ei Tékov vlag &pioToug

Tpoin ev evpsein. TOv &' ol TIv& @npt AeAeipbal.

MAocTop& T'&vTiBeov kai Tpwilov immox&punv

“ExTopd ', 8¢ Oedg £€oke peT’ &vdpdaoiv, oUdE éudkel
avdpdg ye BvnTou néig Eppevar. &AAG Beoio-

TOUG MEV &TWAES’ "Apng. Ta B’ éAéyxea mavTa AéAeimTal,

175The poet sums up Nestor's speech suggestively: & naidi ékdoTou neipat’ £eime [he told to his son the
limits/ essence of each thing] (350). The semantic range of the word peirar designates "that which forms
the limit of the outward extension of anything” (Bergren 1975, 41). One of its meanings is the boundary
"between the world of life and contests (&€6Awv) and the world of death” (ibid.). Nestor's speech can be
seen to aim at keeping his son on the life-and-contest side of the boundary separating it from the world of

death.
176This might be seen as a further sign of the complementarity between father and son in this scene.
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YeUoTaI T’ OpXNOTaI TE, XOPOITUMINGIV &PICTOI.
Gpvav A’ épipwv EmdAuIol GprakTAPES.
(24.253-62)

Hurry, base children, downcasts; would that all of you together

instead of Hector had been slain by the swift ship.

Woe is me who has ill fortune to the full, since I fathered the best sons
in wide Troy, not one of whom I say remains,

not godlike Mestor nor the charioteer Troilus

not Hector, who seemed a god among men, nor did he seem

to be the son of a mortal man, but of a god;

Ares destroyed them, yet all these disgraces are left behind,

liars and dancers, best in beating the dance floor,

robbers of your own people's lambs and kids.

Priam in his advanced age provides a mirror image for Nestor. Like Nestor, Priam is also a
kind of poet, but one of blame rather than praise. He blames his living sons in his
mourning for his dead ones; he is also a singer of lament. So Achilles likens the grieving
Priam to Niobe (24.604ff.), a monument of unceasing grief. Unlike the Achaean
resolution of death in heroizing poetry, Priam finds his immortalizing song for his sons in
perpetual lament.

Nestor's speech of praise took place during the poem's concluding Achaean
resolution of death: the funeral games for Patroklos, the ritual which completes the
transformation of the dead warrior into a remembered, socialized hero. Priam's speech of
blame precedes the poem's turn to the final Trojan ritual of death: the funeral of Hector,
which ends significantly with the burning and burial of Hector — without the poem telling
of the complementary, normalizing and celebratory funeral games. Thus it is for the poem's
closing, representative Achaean father, Nestor, to sing an undying song of praise; whereas
the other representative Trojan father, Priam, speaks blame and grief in his Niobelike

perpetual song of lament.

The son as kharma /péma to his father

The lliad reiterates the idea of the Achaean father's praise of sons and the Trojan father's
blame, through its uses of the traditional ideology to "be a joy to one's friends and a bane
to one's enemies." Based on this rule, three Achaean heroes are praised as a "light" to

one's father (8.282-85) or a bane to one's enemy and his father (13.453-54; 22.420-23).
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But when this ethos is applied to a Trojan hero, it becomes inverted so that the Trojan son
is — contrary to nature — a bane to his own father (6.282-83; cf. 3.50-51). So for
example, the Achaean Teucer is encouraged to fight courageously and so "be a light to the
Danaans and to your father Telamon" (8.282-83). But Paris, on the other hand, is twice
blamed by Hector for either bringing a great bane (mega péma) — Helen — "to your
father and city and all the people, on the one hand a joy to your enemies, but a disgrace to
yourself" (3.50-51); or blamed for himself having been nurtured a great bane (mega péma)
"to the Trojans and great-hearted Priam and his sons" (6.282-83). The destruction of Troy
is in part war:ranted by the guilt of some of its inhabitants, Paris among them. Hector's
blame of Paris suggests that Priam'’s blame of his sons is more than just a poetic effect,
more than just the result of a war which devastates a whole city, but perhaps an articulation

of a latent truth.

Legacies passed down from father to son

In addition to the paternal words spoken from father to son, Achaean fathers also pass
down material goods. A poem of wartime, the lliad features heirloom arms and horses.
These goods intended to protect the son and take him swiftly out of harm's way only
partially realize their aim. More often than not, the paternal armor is vulnerable or lost, and
the swift horses made still. No armor is impregnable, not even that which is divinely
forged. These vulnerable defenses against death perfectly summarize the overall
beneficence of the Achaean father constrained by gaps and incompleteness. Though the
Achaean father gives to his son with the best intentions, Achilles shows us that the Achaean
son moves beyond his father's imperfect goods to become a hero outside of generation. In
the one instance when a Trojan father hands down a legacy to his son, it is by contrast a
promise of doom and destruction, in part for the very reason of the continuing bonds of

generation.
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The breastplate of Phuleus's son

Sometimes the armor a father bestows on his son succeeds in protecting him. Book 15

tells of the safety of the son of Phuleus thanks to the breastplate of the father:

o¢ TOTe PuAeidao péoov oémoq oUTaoe doupi
Eyyueev Spunbeic: mukivog B¢ oi fipkeoe Bwpng.
TV P’ scpopsn yu&Aoiov c:pqu'ra TOv moTe PuAelg
Ayayev e& Ecpupqc MOTGMCU &ITO 2eANAEVTOG,.
E,ewoq YGp oi €dwkev &Gvag &vdphv Eucpr]'rr]q

q no}\Spov QOpEEIV, 8r]|wv av8pwv c()\ewpr]v
8¢ oi kai TOTe maudodg &md Xpodg fpkeo' Shebpov.

(15.528-34)
He [Dolops] then threw his spear at the middle of the shield of Phuleus's son
attacking from closeby; but the well-made breastplate protected him,
= which he wore, fitted with plates; this once Phuleus

brought out from Ephure, from the river Selleis.
For his guest-friend, the lord of men Euphetes, gave it to him
to wear in war, a defense against enemies;
this even now warded off death from the body of his son.

As the ring composition — fjpkece Buwpn,...fipkea’ EAeBpov — makes clear, the
emphasis of this vignette is the protection of the son by the father's breastplate. The fact
that the protected warrior is not even given a name beyond Phuleus's son' gives all the
credit to the father and his capacity to ward off death from his son with heirloom armor.
But this happy outcome is also a prelude to less successful stories of sons in their fathers'’

arms, thereby providing a point of contrast that heightens the limitations of the other

scenes.

Meriones's helmet
In Book 10, Meriones lends his helmet to Odysseus for his nighttime expedition into the

Trojan camp with Diomedes. The helmet's "genealogy” is recounted: Autolukos stole it out
of the house of Amuntor and gave it to Amphidamas; Amphidamas gave it to Molos as a
guest-gift; finally Molos gave it to his son, Meriones. Now Meriones lends it to Odysseus.
The description of the helmet emphasizes its close construction (Bapgeq) of boar's
teeth on the outside (10.263-65). When Meriones puts the helmet on Odysseus, its dense

protection is reiterated in a verb synonymous of "thick," 6apéeq: "now, placing it, he

covered (concealed) the head of Odysseus"” (66 76T’ 'O8ucofog mukaoev kapn
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&upiTeBeioa 10.271). This finite verb, mixaocev, corresponds to the description of
Amuntor’s house four lines above. In the same metrical position after the caesura, his
house is called mukivov. "closely constructed, affording good shelter, protection or
security” (267).177 This description of the house as well-fitted, without breaks or
interstices, quickly becomes ironic in light of the fact that Autolukos obtained the helmet by
breaking in (&vTiToprioag 267) to it. While the feat of breaking into a secure house attests
to Autolukos's consummate skill of thievery (Od. 19.395-96), the house is, nonetheless,
not impregnable. For just one book earlier, Phoinix recalled his quarrel with Amuntor, his
father. Phoinix was so angry with his father and upset by his father's anger that he could
not continue living in his house any longer. While watchman stood gurard for nine nights
around Phoinix's room lest he try to run away, Phoinix nevertheless, going in the opposite
direction from Autolukos, broke out of Amuntor's house: "and then I, breaking down the
closely fitted doors of the bedroom, came out" (kai TOT' ¢yw Bai&uoio Bipag mukivag
&papuice/ pAgag éEANBov 9.475-76). Again, the careful construction of Amuntor's
house is emphasized, described in diction similar to that in Book 10 (rmuxivag).

Amuntor's house, able to be broken into and out of, is a vulnerable protection.

The dictional similarities between house and helmet cited above — the house is
mukivov; the helmet Bapéeg and mikaocsv — associate these two constructions closely built
for security and protection. The helmet, like the house, must be vulnerable. Meriones's
father gave him a well-crafted helmet to wear. With its several layers and intricate
construction, it seems a sound protection. But it is also a vulnerable and penetrable one,
indicative that there is a limit to how much a father can protect his son. The strong power
of the father, no matter how much it would be without interstices, is breakable.

Meriones lends Odysseus a helmet which practically belongs to Odysseus already:
back near the beginning of its genealogy, we recall that Odysseus's maternal grandfather,

Autolukos, stole it from Amuntor's house. Reminiscent of his grandfather — "who

I77Cunliffe 1963, 352.

114



excelled all men in thievery and oaths" (Od. 19.395-96) — Odysseus borrows the helmet
also to perform a feat of cunning, his nighttime spying mission among the Trojans. Thus
while Merione's helmet may be for him vulnerable protection from his father, for Odysseus
on the other hand, the helmet skips over his father to illustrate the continuity between him
and his grandfather — a phenomenon we have already seen in the lineages of Diomedes

and Glaukos, and will see again for Odysseus in the Odyssey.

Achilles's armor and horses

Achilles's father, Peleus, though himself mortal, passed on to his son two gifts he received
from the gods: splendid armor (18.83-84) and immortal horses (16.381, 867). Though
legacies divine and magnificent, Achilles gradually leaves behind his paternal gifts as he
surpasses his mortal lineage and becomes a hero outside of generation. Thus the story of
his inheritance tells first of his separation from his father's armor, replaced by a superior
set of divine armor newly forged for him alone. Relatedly, the poem tells of the
immobilizing of his wind-footed immortal horses, figures once of swiftness become
images of stillness instead.

The first description of Achilles's inherited armor emphasizes the separation of the
son from the gift of his father. Hector, having won Achilles's arms from Patroklos, girds
himself in it:

6 8’ GuBpoTa Teuxea duve
MnAeidew "AxiIAN0G. & oi Beoi OUpaviwveg
maTpi @iAw Emopov: 6 &' &pa ¢ maidi Smaooe
yne&s: &AN' oUx vidg év EvTeo! maTpog €ynpe.
(17.192-97)
and he put on the immortal armor
of Achilles son of Peleus, those which the heavenly gods

gave to his father; and he gave them to his son
when he was an old man; but the son, in the arms of his father, did not grow old .

The first view of Achilles's inherited armor is one of displacement and separation. We

never see Achilles don his own armor. First Patroklos appeared in it and now Hector,
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whose arming scene iconically demonstrates that the armor separates Achilles from his
father rather than drawing father and son into the same shared "space” within it.!78
In Book 18, 'The Shield of Achilles,’ Thetis reenacts the bestowing of divinely

made armor for her son now bereft of armor. Achilles's mention of the paternal armor to
his mother brings time back to that day when the gods gave Peleus an immortal wife, a time
of origin:

I have lost him {Patroklos], and the armor

Hector, killing him, stripped off; the armor enormous, a wonder to behold,

beautiful; these the gods gave to Peleus, splendid gifts
on that day when they placed you into the bed of a mortal man. (18.82-85)

The armor is a transition from present grief to a reflection on the past. It brings Achilles
back to that original time of a "day when."!7” When Thetis gives Achilles a new set of
divine arms, it repeats that day, comprising the fulfillment of a cycle of time as original time
now recurs. Achilles thereby becomes separated from that first time, and, concomitantly,
from the legacy of Peleus. So he returns to battle in a new set or armor which has come to
him directly from the gods, bypassing his father. In effect, he is given an "original"
mortality: he becomes less typically mortal as he becomes more separate from generation.
Even his death is all his own, broken away from generational succession. Peleus's armor,
borrowed by Patroklos and despoiled by Hector, is finally replaced by Hephaistos. The
father's armor is surpassed; Achilles returns to battle not as the son of his father, but in

direct descent from the gods as it were, a hero made immune from father-son generation. In

178After five wholly dactylic lines and the one before it almost so, the last line in the passage dramatically
slows down the rhythm with five intial long syllables, forcing one to take note. The runover ynpég at
the beginning of the line is matched by ¢yrpa at the end. But the pause after the enjambed ynpécg also
separates it from the rest of the line. The son is separated from his old father by his negation of growing
old: ynp&g- &AM’ ouy vidg; in the rest of the line, he is separated from his father by the armor: &AN’ oUy
vidg gv EvTeal maTpog Eydpa.

179The epithet &uBpoTog, applied to Achilles's armor and horses, is also applied in the lliad to the
winding-clothes of Sarpedon, but to no other artifact. But in the Odyssey, told after the death of
Achilles, it now describes the winding-clothes of Achilles (24.59). This shared diction underscores the
connection between the wedding of Peleus and Thetis and the "funeral” for Achilles.
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the recreation of original time, linear time shifts and Achilles's moves into the realm of the
timeless.!80

The poem's repetition of divinely made armor bestowed on father and son encodes
the dynamic between them. Hephaistos fashions for Achilles armor so wondrous, such as
a man has never yet borne on his shoulders (o' ol _mw Tig &vAp Wuoici eopnoev
19.11). The gods give Achilles a set of armor superior to what they gave to Peleus (which
accords with their respective constitutions: semi-divine and fully mortal). Like the theme
embedded in the telling of the exchange of arms between Glaukos and Diomedes, or indeed
Sthenelos's.outright statement in Book 2, Hephaistos's second gift of unsurpassed divine
armor now to the son of Peleus gives an account of a son better than his father. It is not
only a matter of semi-divine versus mortal blood. For this secondary set of armor appears
to be a Homeric invention by which the poet recasts the relationship between father and

son, making his story particularly in praise of the Achaean son.!8!

Achilles's horses

In addition to armor, Achilles received his father's divinely bestowed immortal horses
(16.381, 867).182 Children of the wind Zephyros and the Harpy Podarge (16.150), these
horses can run "swift as the blast of Zephyros, which is said to be the swiftest" (19.415-
16). But contrary to their nature, the poem shows these fleet, divine horses only in
postures of stillness and scenes of death, as though their divinity has been translated into a
frozen monument of grief. First, they are likened to a funeral stele that marks the tomb of a

dead man or woman (17.434ff.). Then, in his introduction of the prizes for the chariot

180Shannon discusses the ash spear’s persistent mythic connections with the origin of man. This may
contribute further to Achilles’s return to an original time. (Shannon 1975, 44-53). See also Scully 1990,
124-27.

18lEdwards 1991, 156-57 discusses the story as invented by Homer.

182Achilles's speech to his horses is introduced with a line-end emphasis on their belonging to his father:
"loudly he called to the horses of his father” (opepdaAéov &' Tmrmoiciv ékékAeTo MaTpPOG Eoio
19.399).Cf. Edwards (1991, 282): "... the concluding maTpdg éoio has more impact than when used in
the similar verse (23.402) by Antilokhos of Nestor's horses.”
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race, Achilles says that were he to compete with his immortal horses, he would doubtlessly

win. 183 But, he continues, as it is, I and my horses will remain:
&AM A Tor pév éyw pEvEW kai pwvuxeg rmor

TOV Tw Y’ €0TaoTeG mevleicTov, olider &€ ool

xaiTar epnpedaTtal. Tw &' éoTaTov &Xvupévw kAP.
(23.279; 283-84)

But I will remain and my single-footed horses;

They stand and long for him [Patroklos], and on the ground their

manes trail, they stand grieving at heart.

In a doubled line, Achilles says that his horses stand (¢0TcdTe) grieving, the two stand
(EoTaTov) grieving at heart.!3* This image of the once swift immortal horses now
paralyzed l;y undying grief is their final image in the poem. Achilles's immortal horses, his
other inheritance from his father, though divine become limited in the poem. They will not
bear Achilles safely out of death. On the contrary, they prophesy that they will carry him
into battle and death (19.416-17), where, dying heroically and becoming an acculturated
hero, he will find his ultimate separation not just from his father's gifts, but from his father
himself. Together with the armor, Peleus hands down to his son two unsustainable gifts:

protection from death through (the lost) armor, and salvation from death by swift horses.

Trojan legacies

The Illiad presents two instances of a Trojan father passing on his legacy to his son. The
first follows the pattern that only Achaean fathers pass down beneficial goods, so that
when Trojan fathers operate within these benign categories, the good becomes negative,
tainted by its "Trojanness." So, for example, we saw Nestor's praise of his sons inverted
into Priam's blame of his. Similarly, in terms of paternal legacies, the poem shows that
what Hector has to pass down to his son is the wretched lot of an orphan.

Of greater complexity is the poem's other instance of a Trojan paternal legacy. For

rather than remaining within the terms of an Achaean good become a Trojan evil, this final

183Nestor's slowest horses, driven by Antilokhos, win the chariot race instead — clearly now a contest of
métis rather than bié, perhaps indicative of a general turn toward métis as the poem draws to a close.
184Cf. Frinkel, Gleichnisse 56, on the immobility of death (cited in Edwards 1991, 106).
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occurrence reflects on those terms by removing them out of this simple binary relationship
of Achaean good-Trojan evil and juxtaposing the Achaean good with an empowered,
revitalized Trojan viewpoint instead. Specifically, when Achilles encounters Aeneas in
battle, implicit in the meeting of the two men is that of two epic traditions, two epic
ideologies. Whereas the lliad is a reflective poem of endings — of the heroic age, of the
marriage of Peleus and Thetis in the death of Achilles — the Aeneid tradition appears to
offer the futurity of a recommencement beyond this catastrophic vision of doom and glory.
Aeneas looks at time and the future with an openness and hopefulness wholly alien to
Achilles. He offers to begin the cycle all over again, whereas Achilles and the lliad remain
on the side of the end. To be at the beginning of a line means to give way to those who
come after you, it means being repeated in the cycle of generations. Achilles and the Iliad,

like Zeus, prefer the end of the line, where one is ultimate and unrepeatable.

Hector and Astyanax

We have seen that Hector wished for his son to become just like him: a preeminent warrior,
valiant in might and king among the Trojans (6.476-481). Andromache however imagines
a different future for their son. She fears the time when Hector is killed and a terrible fate

awaits the fatherless Astyanax:
oU &' al. Tékog, A €uoi aUTH

gyean. €vba kev Epya deikéa épydloro.

&OAevwY mpd &vakTog &ueiliyou. fi Tig "Axaiddv

Piyer xeipdg Ay &rmd mipyou. Auypdv SreBpov.

Xwopevog. & 8A rmou &deApedv ExTavev “ExkTwp

i MaTéP'. AE kai vidv, énei udha moAdoi "Axaidv

“ExTopog év maA&unciv 68aE €hov &omeTov oGdac.

oU y&p peidixog éoke maTAp Tedg év Sai AuypA:
(24.732-39)

But you, child, either will follow with me

to a place where you will work at unseemly tasks,

toiling on behalf of a relentless mater, or someone of the Achaeans

taking you by the arm will throw you from the tower, a wretched death,

because he is angry that Hector killed his brother

or father or son, since very many of the Achaeans

by the hands of Hector bit the vast earth with their teeth.

For your father was not gentle in baleful war;
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Andromakhe foresees that the deeds of the father will continue to be played out in the life of
his son. The son of Hector who was not gentle (o0 y&p peidixoc) in disastrous war (¢v
dai Auypq), will either have an ungentle master (&vakTog &ueihixou) or a disastrous
death (A\uypov SAeBpov). This is the negative side of what a father hands down to his
son. In addition to helpful advice or armor and horses, a father can also pass on the effects
of his acts on to his son.!® In her first lament for her recently killed husband,
Andromakhe painted a detailed picture of the miserable lot of the orphan awaiting their little
son, Astyanax. Robbed of his property (22.489), the son literally and figuratively loses
his place in society. Shunned by his former friends, he is reduced to begging where before
he was feasted and coddled in the utmost luxury (490-505). The early death of the father
creates a reversal of fortune, turning the child’s world upside down: “now he will suffer

many things, since he has lost his own father” (22.505).

Achilles and Aeneas
In Book 20, Achilles encounters Aeneas in battle. He presents himself, as he will soon
after with Lykaon, as skeptical about repetition: he reminds Aeneas that Zeus once before
saved him from death at his hands, but now he will not again (194-95). Aeneas, on the
other hand, takes the opposite position, affirmative of repetition. In response to Achilles's
taunt of his desire to be king of the Trojans which is the portion of Priam (20.179-183),
Aeneas recounts his genealogy, significant of his belief in the relevance of past to present,
his forefathers' stories to his own (20.215ff.).

Aeneas defends his legitimacy to rule by tracing his ancestry in the ruling family of

the Trojans; both he and King Priam share descent from Tros, who, Aeneas says ruled

over the Trojans (Tpda &’ 'Epix8éviog TékeTo Tpweoow &vakta 20.230). Less than a

18550 in Book 11 Agamemnon rejects the supplication of [sos and Antiphos because of the outrage their
father perpetrated when he sought to kill Menelaos: "Now you will pay for the unseemly insult of your
father” (vOv pév 86 Tou rmaTpdg &eiked TiceTe AWBnv 11.142).
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hundred lines later, Poseidon makes this same claim for Aeneas, but now in the future

tense:

80 yap Mpidpou yevenv fxBnpe Kpoviwv-

vov 8¢ 8A Alveico Bin Tpweaoy &GvaEel

ki MaiSwv Maideg. Toi kev peTomobe yévwvTal
(20.306-308)

Already the son of Kronos hates the race of Priam;

and now the might of Aeneas will rule over the Trojans

and the sons of his sons, those who will be born later.

Poseidon's prophecy helps reveal the meaning implicit in Aeneas's account of his lineage.
When Achilles first encountered Aeneas, he mocked him for hoping to be king among the

Trojans, Toweooiv_&véEeiv (20.180). These three recurrences of this phrase in Book 20

comprise its only appearances, forming a unit. Aeneas goes back to his lineage to answer
Achilles's charge and shows that he comes from the family fit to rule Troy. Poseidon'’s
prophecy confirms this for the future. Perhaps it is in part his attitude of belief in repetition
— in futurity — that makes Aeneas the right foundational hero for the next ruling dynasty.
For in order to attain "immortality” through the continuity of sons, one must believe that
sons will have sons, repeating perpetually. Achilles, in contrast, rejects this cycle,
choosing instead to be the end of a line, the one and only and so unrepeatable.

Nagy has pointed out some parallels between the two heroes, Achilles and Aeneas.
Both withdraw from the conflict because of a ménis aroused by the king's dishonoring
them. Like Achilles against Agamemnon, Aeneas has ménis against Priam since he did not
honor him according to his worth (13.459-61). Aeneas is the only other hero besides
Achilles who has ménis, the first word and primary theme of the Iliad. From these
similarities between the two heroes, Nagy develops the idea that Aeneas was the central
hero of another epic tradition, an Aeneid tradition.!®¢ This other poetic tradition obviously
tells a very different story than that of the Iliad, for it is foundational, a beginning rather
than the culmination of the marriage of Thetis to a mortal and the end of Peleus's good

fortune embodied in the death of Achilles. It follows from what we know of the Aeneid

186Cf. Martin 1989, 86.

121



tradition that it very likely would have celebrated the perpetuity of the line of the Aeneadae;
so it would have sung of the continuity through sons rather than the deaths of sons.!87

The meeting between Aeneas and Achilles brings into contact two divergent
philosophies, summed up in the heroes' different roles as the culmination of a tradition
versus the foundation of one. Unlike Aeneas, Achilles is not the father-hero who will
recommence a line of kings, "the sons of his sons, those who will be born later” (rmaidwv
Moideqg., Toi kev peTémobe yévwvTal). Instead Achilles's epic is about a different kind of
immortality. And, in a sense, its scope of time is narrower, more in line with Achilles's
more circurﬁscribed way of seeing. Different from an Aeneid poem which would tell of an
origin for the present and so be a future-oriented song, the Iliad looks to the future only
insofar as it will remember this past. Its few glimpses toward the future foresee a rather
bleak picture. Glaukos images time as a faceless cycle of birth and death (6.146-49). And
the poem's most explicit look forward envisions the erasure of human achievement and a
return to the unmarked expanse of natural and divine time (12.10-35).!88 The darkness of
the future after the Iliad may seem to mark a limitation. But it is the Aeneid tradition's

very solution to mortality — a repeatable heroic cycle — which the Iliad works against.

187Nagy 1979, 265-66. The meeting of these two poetic traditions in Book 20 concentrates itself around
the issue of kingship. Achilles can see no other result to conflict with the king but the preservation of
the status quo; from Achilles's point of view, regardless of one’s intrinsic merit and desire to rule,
kingship is a family right, which the father passes down into the hands of his sons. When a king has
sons, they will inherit that post, not someone outside the family, like Aeneas or Achilles himself. This
is one of the first lessons of the lliad, its line of reconciliation in the problem of the central hero's
conflict with the king. So Nestor seeks to keep the peace after Achilles rebuked Agamemnon and angrily
threw the scepter to the ground by reason of the special divine right of kings (1.277-81). Near the end of
the poem, when Achilles outright awards Agamemnon the first prize in the javelin contest (23.890-95),
the lesson of the secure right of kings is completed. Through the conflicts of the poem, Achilles comes
finally to accept Nestor's initial words of unquestioning support of the king. The poem presents a clear
trajectory: it opens with a conflict between the central hero and the king, wherein not only Nestor but the
mass of the Achaeans continue to support Agamemnon, and resolves it by the end with a reconciliation
and reaffirmation of kingship despite Agamemnon's many conspicuous shortcomings. This conservative
path comprises the [liad's solution to the problem of anger against the king. The Aeneid tradition
would start from the same point of conflict between the main hero and the king, Aeneas withdrawn in his
ménis because of Priam. We can surmise that this poetic tradition would reconcile the conflict in a
completely different way. Rather than upholding the person of the king right or wrong, the Aeneid poem
would present the moment — its solution — of a shift in the ruling house, a change in the paternal line
of kingship.

I88Cf. Ford 1992, 148-152.
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The Iliad’s idea of an end of the world coincident with its end describes instead its unique

and insurmountable greatness.

Leaving Home

We have seen that the story of mortal fathers and mortal sons in the lliad is an account of
their separation. For Trojan sons fighting a war at home, distance from the father typically
entails the separation of death, often without the recompense of an acculturated rebirth as a
hero of undying fame. Achaean heroes, fighting a war away from home, separate from
their fathers in a much less violent way. First, they naturally leave home; and when they
do die in battle, their distance from the father is rewarded as the prerequisite for their
transformation into a national, cultural hero.

This characteristic of the Achaeans as those who leave home is shown to be more
than just a result of circumstance: the poem contains seven heroes who left home as one of
their salient features because of a conflict with their relatives, not just in order to fight at
Troy. For example, Phoinix left home because of a quarrel with his father and resettled in
the house of Peleus (9.447ff.). To leave behind one's house and homeland amounts to a
permanent shift in one's identity, one's place of origin and one's father. The heroes who
leave home demonstrate a capacity to rebel against and separate from the cycle of generation
and recreate themselves as their own origin — a process the Iliad praises as it upholds
those who leave home and its context of generation to become the son of a national
brotherhood, symbolically fathered by Zeus. All these seven heroes who left home are
Achaean. The Achaeans, evident in these seven heroes, already have a history of separating

from home, as though it is more innate to them than to the Trojans.

Leaving home: Phuleus. Phoinix, Tlepolemos. Medon, Lykophron, Epeigeus, Patroklos

Of the seven heroes who leave home, two go because of a quarrel with their father; the

remaining five depart because they killed a kinsman. All of these affronts to the oikos
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imply a capacity to stand apart from one's lineage and conceive of oneself as an individual.
The self-motivated Achaean rebellion against their own oikoi prefigures the general
tendency of the mass of Achaean warriors.

Anger at one's father — a transparent rejection of lineage — comprises one reason
a son leaves his oikos to dwell elsewhere. Meges, the leader of the contingent from
Doulikhion and Ehinai, is the son of a metanastes, Phuleus. Originally Epean, Phuleus
"enraged with his father, once settled Doulikhion" (8¢ rroTe AouAixi6vd’ &mevaooaTo
maTpi XoAwbBei¢ 2.629). Just as Phuleus left home because of strife with his father and
resettled in z.l new place, so also Phoinix, in a much more developed story, left home
because of anger between father and son. In the embassy to Achilles, Phoinix recounts to
Achilles his strife with his father over a concubine. Encouraged by his mother to sleep with
the mistress of his father and so lure her away from the older man, Phoinix’s father
Amuntor, cursed him, invoking the infernal gods to prevent his son from ever having a
child of his own. Phoinix contemplated killing his father, but some god stopped his anger
(rrauoev xéhov 9.459). Nevertheless, he could not bear to stay in the halls of his angry
father (maTpdg xwopévoio 463). With anger on both sides, Phoinix left his homeland of
Hellas and came to the house of Peleus in Phthia, changing lands, homes and fathers.

Besides father-son strife, there is another reason recounted for leaving home: the
killing of a kinsman or compatriot. The Catalogue of Ships introduces this motif in the
story of Tlepolemos. Herakles's son Tlepolemos killed the maternal uncle of his father and
left home because of the threats of Herakles's other sons and grandsons. He wandered
until he settled in Rhodes with his companions and Zeus gave them wealth. In the
Catalogue Tlepolemos is thus justifiably the leader of the Rhodians (2.661-70).

Medon is another metanastic hero. One of the leaders of the Phthians, he was a
bastard son of Oileus, but he lived far from his native land since he killed a kinsman of his
stepmother (13.692-97). When Aeneas kills him two books later, this fact of his change of
homeland is repeated (15.332-33=13.696-97). Likewise, Lykophron's metanastic past is
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recalled upon his death. He became one of the house of Ajax, "honored equally to his
parents,” after he left home in Kythera where he had killed a man (15.431-32). Next
Epeigeus — the first of the Myrmidons killed in the battle over the body of Sarpedon —
like Medon, became absorbed into the house of Achilles. His biography relates that he had
been king in Boudeia, but having killed a kinsman, he went to Peleus and Thetis as a
suppliant (16.571-76). His death is narrated as having befallen "far from the worst" of the
Myrmidons — an appellation that may, as Janko wonders, be temporarily mistaken for the
fall of Patroklos (1992, 387). For Patroklos shares a biography similar to that of
Epeigeius. Unintentionally, Patroklos killed Amphidamos's son over a game of dice; as a

result, Menoitios took him to Peleus who received him into his house (23.83ff.).

Achilles and Priam

The metanastic stories of Phoinix, Medon, Epeigeus and Patroklos cluster around Peleus
and Achilles. All of these heroes left home and resettled in the house of Peleus.
Furthermore, Peleus sent Achilles to Troy surrounded by heroes who, exiled from their
own lands, became integrated into his house instead: he sent Phoinix with Achilles to Troy
to teach him about battle and assembly (9.438-43), sent Epeigeius to follow Achilles to
Hios and the battle against the Trojans (16.575-76), and named Patroklos Achilles's
therapén (23.90).189 The fact of their change of homeland becomes increasingly noted
toward the end of the poem, Books 15-23; and Patroklos's resettlement, not mentioned
until after his death in Book 23 is underscored by its doubling in his mirror image,
Epeigeus. Evidently, leaving home is important to the Achaeans in general and Achilles in
particular, who comes from a house with a tradition of receiving suppliant exiles. Priam's
embassy to Achilles near the end of the poem focuses the expansive quality of the house of

Peleus. It is a small stretch for Achilles to see in Priam his own father; and accordingly,

189Harry Avery has persuasively added Agamemnon to the short list of Achilles’s fathers — Peleus and
Phoinix — making Agamemnon his "third father" (1998, 389-397). But he fits into this longer list, too,
as Avery argues that Peleus, sending Achilles "to Agamemnon" (9.253), entrusted Achilles to
Agamemnon as to a father.
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Priam — the paradigmatic genitor — takes on this expansiveness in the presence of
Achilles, moving from genitor to patér.

We have seen in this chapter the strong division of the stories of mortal fathers and
sons according to the partisan lines of Trojan versus Greek. Because of the poem's
Panhellenic ideology of upholding a generation of heroes bound by a national sense of
kinship under father Zeus, the Trojans fighting at home for their local oikoi are doomed to
obliteration. Thus Trojan fathers and sons suffer desolating losses: only Trojan brothers
are killed in battle; only Trojan sons futilely supplicate for their lives in exchange for their
father's weaith. Achaean sons on the other hand, receive the limited but beneficent paternal
goods of heroic advice, armor and divine relationships. Nonetheless, just as these paternal
legacies cannot fully care for the sons, these Achaean sons surpass their fathers as they
become the last and best generation of heroes under Zeus. But as the poem draws to its
close, these profound dichotomies of Trojan versus Greek and father versus son become
challenged. So we saw at the end of the last section that Hector, despite being Trojan,
received the care of the gods, and became like a son to Zeus. It is surprising that the end of
the Iliad upholds Hector as the greatest embodiment of the son who ultimately chooses to
leave home — in his refusal to withdraw within the walls — and subsequently becomes
like a son of Zeus. The binary rule of Trojan versus Greek, already questioned in
Achilles's words to Lykaon, is thus problematized in the death and funeral of Hector.

A similar questioning of binaries occurs in Priam's embassy to Achilles. In this
case, the Trojan Priam breaks the rule of the poem's favoring of ideological fathers rather
than biological ones — the patér over the genitor. The conquering Greeks who take on the
metaphorical relationship of sons of Zeus illustrate the rule; Pram, on the other hand, with
his fifty sons many of whom fight at Troy, exemplifies the genitor. Yet, just as Hector
became a metaphorical son of Zeus at the end of the poem, so Priam also becomes a patér
in his closing exchange with Achilles as Achilles recognizes his own father in Priam. Thus

the end of the poem reconsiders the strict binary lines that have been drawn up to this point.
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The father and son, Priam and Hector, challenge what has been heretofore a Greek
achievement of Panhellenizing fathers and sons.

But perhaps even more remarkable than the unexpected development of Priam into
Achilles's final father figure at the end of the poem is not their father-son relationship, but
their identification with one another. Before Priam and Achilles exchange any words, a
simile describes Priam’s entry into Achilles's tent. This simile culminates the tradition of
the house of Peleus of receiving exiles; but it also surprisingly conflates guest and host,
father and son. The simile likens Priam to a man who has left home because he has blood
on his hands:

Toug & €A’ eiceABwv Mpiapog péyag. &yxi & &pa oTaC

xepoiv 'AxiAAqog A&Be youvaTa kai kioe xeipag

dewag &vdpogdvoug. ai of moAéag kTdvov ulac.

wg &' 6T Gv avdp’ &Tn mukiv A&Bq. 8¢ T' évi n&Tpeq

PRTA KATAKTEIVOG EAAWV £€ikeTo dApov,

avdpog £g Gpvelol. B&uBog &' Exer eicopdwvTac.

W 'Axirelg BauBnosv idwv Mpiauov Beoeidéa-

(24.477-83)

Escaping their notice great Priam came in, and stood close by him

With his hands he took the knees of Achilles and kissed the hands

dread, man-slaying, which killed his many sons.

Just as when dense folly takes a man, who in his homeland

having killed a man went to the country of others,

into the house of a rich man, and wonder holds those beholding him,

so Achilles marvelled seeing godlike Priam;
Just after this simile, Priam speaks his opening words to Achilles: "Remember your father
..." (486). One of the things Achilles must remember about Peleus is his consistent
reception of exiled suppliants. Achilles becomes like his father as he receives this impure
suppliant — Priam. And Priam becomes like the sons whom Peleus treated as though he
were their very father. Not only does Achilles thus become like a father and Priam like a
son, but the simile further confounds their differences. First of all, when Achilles was
feeling dishonored by Agamemnon, he called himself a metanastes (&TiunTov

peTavaoTnv 9.648).190 Gazing at the noble man outcast in his own community, Achilles

190See Mackie 1996, 145ff.
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sees a reflection so often characteristic of himself in the poem. Redfield observes a further

identification between the two men:

By the simile Priam is turned into the slayer and Achilles the rich king — as if, in the
eye of the poet, they take on each other's roles for a moment. This likeness is perhaps
already there in line 478, which begins with one pair of hands and ends with the other.

(1975, 215)

At the end of the last section, I raised the issue of the poem's indeterminate point of view
between father or son. This scene between Achilles and Priam confounds the separation of
father and son even further as the two men, one young and one old, become for a moment
interchangeable. What could it mean to obscure the difference of father and son? For itis
one thing to make Priam like a patér and thus uphold its value over the genitor even in the
most unlikely case. But why toy with the erasure of the roles of father and son altogether
which have so centrally informed the poem up to this point? It seems that in this moment
of transcending opposition — of Trojan meeting Greek, of the father of the one killed
kissing the hands of the killer — the whole system of binary oppositions must fall away.
An extraordinary closeness between two men here arises, men who are for the moment
neither Trojan nor Greek, father nor son, slayer nor victim. Priam’s embassy to Achilles
reenacts and enhances the poem's goal of a personal patér. Priam really is like to
Hermes's father here as he crosses the great gulf of Trojan versus Greek to come close
(&yx1) to an Achaean son. But this mortal meeting goes beyond that to show just how
culturally constructed these differences are. The question whether the Iliad counts as a
father or a son poem becomes moot as the poem — after all it has shown of fathers and
sons — presents at its end the questions: what is a father? and what a son? In this way the
Iliad is as much a poem about the construction of kinship as about mortality. Our guiding
question of why the poem considers mortality as a father-son issue should perhaps be
turned around to see that the poem wonders about the construction of fathers and sons in

relation to mortality. In the meeting of Priam and Achilles, the Iliad goes beyond
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Panhellenization, beyond creating a generation of cultural sons of the father Zeus, to

consider its most basic metaphors of culture itself.!%!

191Here the poem's use of the image of the metanastes may be poetically significant: Richard Martin has
explained how the wisdom poet, particularly Hesiod, assumed the position of the metanastes in order to
speak from the margin of the community with greater freedom and clarity about the center. The
metanastic associations with Achilles and Priam, which culminate at the end of the poem, may thus
signify a reference to the poetic voice itself. Cf. Mackie 1996, 145ff. and 160ff., who connects Achilles
with a speaker of distorted wisdom poetry.
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Chapter II.1: Immortal Fathers and Immortal / Semi-Divine Sons in the Odyssey

Introduction

Much like Monro's law that whatever happens in the lliad is not mentioned in the

Odyssey, the divine stories of the two poems are mutually exclusive. In the last chapter I
discussed the divine story of the Iliad as one about the movement of father Zeus from an
impersonal tL) a personal patér. In the Odyssey, by contrast, Zeus maintains a steadfast
distance, involved in the action strictly from afar. Further unlike the Iliad, stories of the
divine father and his sons do not preoccupy the Odyssey. One minimal interaction between
Zeus and Hermes comprises the extent of the Odyssey's representation of Zeus's
relationships to his sons. The primary divine actor in the poem is, of course, Athena, who,
I think, reflects not so much on Zeus but on Odysseus. Indeed, the father-son interest of
the poem seems to focus on the mortal fathers and son as the Odyssey foregrounds
Telemachus's quest for his father and Odysseus's reintegration into his house. But despite
this shift away from Zeus and his sons, the Odyssey does address the issue of the divine
father in an oblique way in its representations of Poseidon. For in the poem, Poseidon is
presented at greater length than Zeus as the divine father of divine sons in his portrayal in
the song of Demodokos and in his relationship to Polyphemus. This substitution of stories
of Poseidon instead of Zeus comprises the Odyssey's consideration of the divine patér.

will look first at Zeus and Hermes; and then at Poseidon's paternal role in the poem.

Zeus and Hermes
In Zeus's single meeting of the poem with a divine son, he bids Hermes go to Ogygia and
tell Calypso of the Olympian plan for Odysseus's return (5.28-42). Zeus's simple

imperative to his son — "tell" (eirreiv 5.30) — recalls his Iliadic instructions to Apollo
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rather than his elaborate courtesy to Hermes (lliad 24.335).192 Accordingly, Hermes in the
Odyssey appears — like Apollo in the lliad — more like-minded with Zeus. As opposed to
Zeus's lliadic deference to Hermes — "you listen to whom you will (& x’ €0éAnoba)”
(24.335) — in the Odyssey, Hermes tells Calypso that his free will is now subordinate to
Zeus: "Zeus bid me, unwilling, to come here" (Zeug éué y' Avwyer deUp’ éNBEpev ouk
¢BérovTa: 5.99). Hermes's different relationship with Zeus in the Odyssey, one lacking
any play, perhaps suggests Zeus's more fixed remoteness.

The single episode of Hermes fulfilling his father's behest establishes once and for
all for the p;)ern that Zeus is the divine father of gods and men. A trickster god who excels
in elusiveness, can not elude Zeus:

&AA& péA’ ol mwg €011 Aidg vdov aiyidxoio
oUTe mapeeABeiv &AAov Bedv ol8” aAidoa.
(5.103-104)

But in no way is it possible for any god
either to slip past or to frustrate the mind of aegis-bearing Zeus.

192Unlike his active part in the events of the Iliad, Apollo has no direct action in the Odyssey. He certainly
appears in the poem, but in the prayers of men (4.341; 7.311; 17.132; 18.235; 24.376) and in their
recollection of past events (3.279; 7.64). Similar to the common observation that Ares in the lliad is
often less a divine personality than a designation for the furor of war, Apollo in the Odyssey appears as
the remote idea of his functions: as patron deity of prophecy (6.162; 8.79; 15.245, 252, 526), poetry
(8.488), and archery (8.277; 21.338; 22.7). He is frequently evoked as a death dealing god, who kills
gently (7.64; 15.410) or vengefully (17.251, 494; 21.364). (Note also that in all of the prayers cited
except for that at 7.311, the invocation of Apollo is coupled with a wish for violent deaths; 17.132
reports 4.341). Apollo is evident in the poem as an object of cult worship: Odysseus mentions a young
palm tree beside his altar at Delos (6.162); and he recounts the source of his Cyclops-defying wine as a
gift from Maros, the priest of Apollo who dwelt in a grove of Apollo (9.198-201). (Apollo has signs of
cult worship also in the Iliad (e.g. his priest Khruses), but in that poem he is more directly involved
with men; for example, he effectively kills Patroklos and at times helps the Trojans rout the
Achaeans.Apollo has signs of cult worship also in the lliad (e.g. his priest Khruses), but in that poem
he is more directly involved with men; for example, he effectively kills Patroklos and at times helps the
Trojans rout the Achaeans.) Toward the end of the poem, the suitors postpone the proposed contest of
the bow and retire to an Ithakan grove of Apollo to pour libations to the god in celebration of a feast of
Apollo (21.267ff.). Indeed, the poem'’s culminating turn to archery (and by the poet's own association,
poetry (21.406-409)) coincides with this seasonal festival of Apollo, which a scholiast explained as the
feast of Apollo Noumenios, Apollo of the New Moon (cited in Austin 1975, 245). Austin has further
deciphered that the climactic events of the contest of the bow and the slaughter of the suitors fall not only
on the day of the monthly new moon, but that day which marks the end of the old year and the ushering
in of the new one -- the beginning of spring (1975, 239-53). The worship of Apollo, whom Austin calls
the "god of both timing and marksmanship" (1975, 251), is abstracted into a pattern of time. Apollo is
thus immanent in the poem but in that utterly divine, incorporeal way. He is active exclusively from
afar: through his oracles, arrows, and poetry itself. In the Odyssey, Hermes is the divine son who
assumes Apollo's [liadic involvement.
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Hermes states a traditional sentiment, about the ineluctablity of Zeus's will, in striking
diction which emphasizes Zeus's frustration of even the greatest of tricksters: in its few
other contexts, his first verb, mapeEeABeiv, always describes an action that is murky and
mysterious. In the Iliad, it appears once — significantly in a speech of Odysseus —
during the secret nighttime ambush of the Doloneia. When Dolon sets forth toward the
Achaean camp, Odysseus espies him and recommends to Diomedes that they allow him to
"pass by" (mape€eABeiv) them at first for a little bit, and then to rush forth and grab him
(Iliad 10.344-45). In the Odyssey, when Odysseus again uses this verb, he now describes
the impossibi‘lity of a mortal man observing a goddess, Circe, as she "easily passed by"
(mapeEeABoboa); for who could see a god, against his divine will, going to and fro?
(10.571-74). Circe, like the context of dark uncertainty of the nighttime Doloneia, is a
mysterious goddess endowed with magical powers. Evidently, from its use in these two
marked situations, the verb is not neutral, but describes a stealthy, mysterious and
numinous passing by.!93 Thus when Hermes uses the verb in his speech to Calypso
(5.103-104), he conveys the comprehensiveness of Zeus's grasp: neither he the trickster
nor she the goddess of darkness and hiding can escape the mind of Zeus.

Zeus's interaction with Hermes thus attests in several ways to his powerful
dominion. With his sovereignty so deeply established, Zeus may now disappear from the
poem, but with the understanding that all that occurs in it takes place within the framework
of Zeus. Indeed, critical actions of Zeus frame the poem (1.26ff.; 24.477-486). After
Zeus's single interaction with a son conveys his inescapable authority, he subsequently
withdraws and in his place Poseidon twice appears as the divine father — but in an oblique
way. In the first case, he acts the paternal part in Demodokos's comic song of Ares and
Aphrodite. In the other instance, he appears as the father of his semi-divine son, the

monstrous Polyphemus.

193Perhaps it is significant that the word is twice spoken by Odysseus, another trickster figure.
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Poseidon: Poseidon in Demodokos's song

Demodokos is the bard of the Phaeacians, a sea people directly descended from Poseidon.
Accordingly, in his song, Demodokos represents Poseidon as Olympus's just arbitrator
and father god. When Hephaistos in Demodokos's tale calls on his father Zeus in his
quarrel with Ares, Zeus is nowhere to be seen. Rather Poseidon alone represents the older
generation of gods, and he alone resolves the quarrel among the younger gods by placating
Hephaistos's anger (just as Zeus will do for him, ironically, when he is enraged at the
Phaeacians 13.128ff.). Demodokos, appropriate to his heritage, thus sings of Poseidon as
a wise and jl;St Old Man of the Sea type — a master of truth.!%¢ Demodokos's Phaeacian
image of Poseidon, however, contrasts with the vengeful Poseidon of the greater poem.
Ironically, Poseidon's destructive aspect emerges most cléarly in his destruction of the

Phaeacians themselves.

Poseidon and Polyphemus

Like Demodokos, Odysseus also tells a story about Poseidon among the Phaeacians.
Appropriate to the Phaeacians' descent from Poseidon, his story refers to Poseidon's
loyalty to his son — the Phaeacians’ relative — Polyphemus.195 While in the lliad, several
gods and goddesses watch over their divine children and interfere in mortal affairs because
of their loyalty to them — Thetis and Achilles, Ares and Askalaphos, Zeus and Sarpedon,
Aphrodite and Aeneas — in the Odyssey, Poseidon alone is the father of a semi-divine son,
notably the Cyclops Polyphemus. In the Odyssey, Zeus and Poseidon present alternate
models of divine fathers: Zeus, withdrawn from the action, is the impersonal pazér;
Poseidon, closely involved with his son, is a personal one. As Zeus frames the poem by

casting crucial judgements at either end (1.26ff.; 24.477-486), the Odyssey, unlike the

194Richard Martin suggests this idea to me. On Poseidon’s affinity to the Old Man of the Sea, see Detienne
1996, 55 and 161n18, with bibliography.

195See Ahl and Roisman (1996, 92-121) for a detailed discussion of this story as fitted to its audience; and
also for the bibliography on the Cyclops episode (see also my bibliography with specific references).
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Iliad, clearly comes down on the side of the remote patér. Why Zeus's impersonal justice

is preferred becomes evident in the poem's underworld representation of semi-divine sons.

Semi-divine sons in the underworld

Beside Polyphemus, the poem's other semi-divine sons are dead (significantly, as we shall
see), glimpsed only in the shadowy underworld realm. These underworld sons can be
seen to reflect on Polyphemus, providing as it were a commentary for “reading” him.

The catalogue of semi-divine sons named in the underworld begins and ends — in
ring composi;ion — with sons of Poseidon. Tyro, who bore two sons to Poseidon —
Pelias and Neleus — is the first heroine to appear (11.241-257). Iphimedeia, mother of
two sons of Poseidon, Otos and Ephialtes, is the last to bear semi-divine sons. Her story is
recounted among those of women of later generations.!% She is thus not only the last
woman to have produced semi-divine sons, but is also shown to have done so belatedly.
Her children are gigantic and irreverent sons, bordering on the monstrous. In mythic
measurements suggested by the repetition of the number nine, at nine years old they were
nine cubits in breadth and nine fathoms in height. And they were monstrous not only in
size but in character. Impious sons, they threatened war against Olympus and so died an
early death from Apollo (11.305-320).

Part of the monstrousness of Otos and Ephialtes seems to be their lateness of
conception. Evident in the chronology of the catalogue of heroines, by this time, sons of
the gods had become a thing of the past; thus when Poseidon forced himself on
Iphimedeia, they naturally produced offspring of outsized proportions and outrageous

character. It is as though the insertion of such a relic into the present engenders an

1960dysseus sees Tyro, who consorted with Poseidon, and then sees Antiope and Alcmene, who consorted
with Zeus. After Alcmene, Odysseus sees four women who of a later generation since they married a
later generation of men, those produced after the unions of gods and women: Megara (the wife of
Amphitryon's son; Amphitryon is the husband of Alcmene); Epicaste (queen of Thebes, wife of Laius and
Qedipus, both later than Zethus, named founder of Thebes 11.262); Chloris (wife of Neleus, son of Tyro
and Poseidon); Leda (wife of Tyndareus; their children are contemporaries of Odysseus). See also Segal
1994, 204.
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asynchronism, a discordancy of kind with time.197 Otos and Ephialtes, Poseidon's late-
born gigantic and irreverent sons suggestively mirror Polyphemus, who is also huge and
claims to disregard the Olympians — and is a late-born contemporary of Odysseus.
Through this juxtaposition, Polyphemus's monstrousness also appears to symbolize the
discordancy of a vestige of the old inserted into the new.!98 At the end of his sojourn in

Hades, Odysseus articulates the temporal distance of the heroes he met there:

alT&p vy alTou yévov Eumedov. € Tig €17’ EAOor

avdpdv Apwwv. of 8 TO mpocbev ShovTo.

kai VO k' €T1 mpoTépoug idov aveépag. olg €BeAdv mep.

_Onoéa Neipibodv Te. Bedv épikudéa Téxva
(11.628-630)

But I remained there steadfastly, in the hope that some other

of the heroic men might come forth, those men who died in days of old.

And I should have seen yet others of the men of former times, whom I was eager to see,

Theseus and Peirithous, glorious children of the gods;
According to Odysseus's definition, children of the gods (Bscov épikudéa Tékva) are men
of old (mpoTépoug ... &vépag), earlier men. So Poseidon's sons, Pelias and Neleus, born
among the early generations, fit smoothly into the time scheme of divine offspring and are
counted among the heroes rather than the monsters. Poseidon's later born sons, Otos,
Ephialtes and Polyphemus, however, violate Odysseus's observation that the glorious
children of the gods come from earlier days.

Herakles, the last shade Odysseus encounters, completes the underworld's
reflection on Polyphemus in its presentation of other semi-divine sons. When Herakles,
more than a generation older than Odysseus, sees Odysseus, he immediately recognizes
him in the exact same way that the shade of Agamemnon, his contemporary, did
(11.615=11.390). In this poem wherein recognition is thematic, Herakles's knowledge of
Odysseus's identity (and epithet), suggests a like-mindedness between the two heroes.

Herakles develops this association of the younger hero with himself, the elder one: he asks

him if "you also" (xai ou 618) endure an evil destiny "of the sort I endured” (Sv mep

197perhaps it is in this same spirit of representing a present world without semi-divine sons that the city of
the Phaeacians, men close to (¢yyU8ev) the gods as are the Cyclopes and Giants (7.205-206), must be

hidden away out of sight.
198¢f. Vidal-Naquet 1986, 15-38; Segal 1994, 202-204.
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¢yov dxéeoxov 619). Through this visual and verbal "recognition” of Odysseus, the
younger hero can be seen to emerge from Hades a hero equal to Herakles. And so his
meeting with Herakles comes strategically last in his account of the underworld.

But there is furthermore the suggestion that Odysseus not only matches Herakles,
but surpasses him. Odysseus's last verbal encounter took place with Ajax. After that, he
only sees the last five heroes but does not speak with them. When Odysseus addressed
Ajax, the still embittered hero made no reply and left Odysseus in an apparently awkward
silence (11.563-67). Odysseus's encounter with Herakles reverses that situation.
Herakles apprc;aches Odysseus and speaks rather passionately to him (617-626).

Odysseus allows him to leave while maintaining a kind of steadfast silence (abTép ywv
aUToU pévov Funedov 628). Odysseus's lack of response recalls Ajax's silence — most
likely also a disdainful one based on Odysseus's past knowledge of Herakles. For
Herakles appears once elsewhere in the poem in 2 memory which furnishes a likely reason
for Odysseus's silence: "Odysseus's silence seems to be due to his recalling his friend
Iphitus, who gave him the bow with which he kills the suitors, and whom Heracles slew in
his own home when Iphitus was a guest-friend (21.1 1-14)."199 Qdysseus and Iphitus
exchanged guest-gifts when they met in the house of Ortilochus. Like Odysseus who later
uses the bow to reclaim his own house, both had come on recovery missions: Odysseus to
collect a debt for three hundred sheep and their shepherds owed the Ithacans, Iphitus for
twelve lost brood mares and their nursing mules. Iphitus later came asa guest to the house

of Herakles, but Herakles there killed him:

8c piv Egivov E6VTa KATEKTAVEV @ €Vi OfKw.
ox€TAI0G, 0udE Beddv mv AdéoaT ovdé Tpdmelav
(21.27-28)
Herakles slew him, his guest though he was, in his own house,
pitiless, for he did not respect the watch of the gods nor the table

How not think of the Cyclopes, who "are not concerned with Zeus or the other blessed

gods" (9.275-76); and Polyphemus who desecrates the sanctity of the table by killing (and

199Benardete 1997, 98.
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eating) guests in his own home? The Odyssey thus likens Herakles to Polyphemus: both
are semi-divine monsters to be superseded. Creatures of bié, they naturally contrast
Odysseus's métis.2% No longer the slayer of monsters, Odysseus's Herakles, like
Polyphemus, is now the "monster” to be overcome.

The semi-divine sons in the underworld reveal that blood relation to a divine father
is essentially — and ought to be — a thing of the past. Correspondingly, the divine father
loses his bond of blood vengeance to sons, favoring instead a more remote, impersonal
justice — that of Olympian Zeus. One might see the Odyssey's preference for the
impersonal pa}ér, Zeus, over the personal one, Poseidon, as its agonistic stance toward the
Iliad. For while we saw how the Iliad moves toward developing the impersonal divine
father into a close one who cares for his sons, the Odyssey turns this around to work in
precisely the opposite direction as it presents Poseidon's close relationship to his son as
anachronistic.20! But on the other hand, the Odyssey does not differ from the Iliad in its
Panhellenic outlook: with its rejection of kin loyalty, the Odyssey, like the lliad, also
promotes the political over the personal. It does so, however, not by the significant utter
destruction of a people who fight at and for home, but by its elevation of a purely

"political” father god.

200They are creatures of Bin: KikAwrdg Te Bing peyarTopog. Gvdpopayoio ([they remembered] the
might of the great-hearted Cyclops, the man eater 10.200; cf. 6.6); Tov B¢ peT’ eioevdnoa Binv
‘HpakAneinv (And after him I became aware of the mighty Herakles 1 1.601). In their mercilessness,
these semi-divine sons — Polyphemus and Herakles — embody what Nagy has called the "negative
aspect” of Bin. Note also Nagy's observation of how Bin plus the genitive name is almost exclusive to
Herakles (1979, 318-321).

201] am thus persuaded by Segal (1994, 195-227), who entertains the possibility that the justice of
Poseidon reflects an older stratum of belief about the gods, but sees the poem as synchronically
incorporating such material meaningfully into itself. The realm of Poseidon, Segal emphasizes, is
carefully bracketed off from that of Zeus: isolated from the other gods, Poseidon is cast into the role of
the "other." The divine program of the Odyssey, in Segal's understanding, is to bring the polycentric and
polytheistic world order under the unified morality of Zeus. Ialso find the related arguments of Cook
(1995) persuasive.
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Chapter II.2: Mortal Fathers and Mortal Sons in the Odyssey

Introduction

In the previous discussions of immortal fathers and immortal and semi-divine sons in both
epics, we saw concerns shared by both epics drawn to opposite conclusions in each: the
Iliad depicted a growing closeness of the divine pazér; the Odyssey contested the close
patérin its contrast of involved Poseidon and remote Zeus. A similar phenomenon occurs
in the Odyssey's representation of mortal fathers and mortal sons. The Iliad, we saw, tells
of the depersonalizing of the kinship bond. Accordingly, it builds to a crescendo of father
substitutes as Achilles — accompanied by several father figures in his going to Troy —
meets with the greatest, but for him most inconceivable father figure of all, Priam. The
Odyssey, on the other hand, moves from a multiplicity of father images to its decrescendo.
For the poem in praise of Odysseus is a process of selecting him out of all the others. So
Douglas Frame describes the Odyssean hero: "Helios takes away from the companions
their day of return because they are the ‘amorphous mass of common men' from whom the
hero must be separated. The hero, on the other hand, is one of the 'elect,’ and may thus
gain 'salvation™ (1978, 22-23). As a result of this process of election, the Odyssey's story
of multiple mortal fathers and sons is one of attrition. Just as we saw in the Odyssey's
father similes, its heroes aim toward the actual father himself: Telemachus travels with the
goal of news of his father; Odysseus seeks his oikos— wife, son, and father. The picture
of mortal fathers and sons in the Odyssey is thus something like a gauntlet of father-son
paradigms, which both Telemachus and Odysseus must endure until they reach the goal of
the "actual" father and son. Along the way to this narrow goal, these pairs of mortal
fathers and sons provide various models against which the central fathers and sons of the

poem — Telemachus, Odysseus and Laertes — are differentiated and over which they are
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gradually selected. As the men of the house of Odysseus pass through a gauntlet of father-
son pairs, they are upheld as the superlative model.

One further point, however, must be included to complete these observations about
the general trend of mortal fathers and sons in the Odyssey. While it is certainly the case
that the poem presents a kind of closing down of fathers into the singular one, the centrality
of métis in the house of Odysseus exerts a counter force. For métis tends away from the
hard-and-fast, the actual and singular. Métis is after all, as well described in one of
Odysseus's epithets, polytropic. As a result, it adds to the Odyssey's narrowing
presentation of mortal fathers and sons a simultaneous play of displacement within these
singular relationships. Just because the poem moves toward the thin line of Laertes—
Odysseus—Telemachus, it should not be assumed that the reunited generations share a
perfect intimacy. For Odysseus is a trickster hero, who, as we will see below, passes on
his métis to Telemachus. Such trickster heroes continually refashion themselves rather
than being fashioned by father figures. Thus only Odysseus and his wife — a peer
relationship which has no effect on Odysseus's "self-authoring" — enjoy perfect like-
mindedness. On close scrutiny, the heroic line of Laertes—Odysseus—Telemachus is
pitted with gaps and inconsistencies. AsI will discuss below, Telemachus never quite
fulfills his desire for his father; and, one of the oldest problems of the poem, the reunion
between Odysseus and Laertes is likewise unsatisfactory.

Below I will first discuss Telemachus's 'gauntlet’ of rejected father-son exempla —
Nestor and Peisistratos, Agamemnon and Orestes, Menelaos and Megapenthes,
Polypheides and Theoklymenos — and end with an analysis of his reunion with Odysseus
as a scene of displacement. I will then likewise consider Odysseus's 'gauntlet’ of fathers
and sons — Alkinoos and sons, Agamemnon and Orestes, Achilles and Neoptolemos —
and conclude with a look at his reunion with Laertes as also a scene of displacement. I
begin, however, with an introductory view of the poem's overarching paradigm of father

and son — Agamemnon and Orestes.
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Agamemnon and Orestes
The Odyssey introduces the Agamemnon-Orestes paradigm within its first fifty lines. In the
poem's first speech, Zeus muses on the folly of men and takes Aigisthos is his example.
Heard before the poem turns to Odysseus, the Oresteia story predisposes our hearing of the
Odyssey story. Like all paradigms, it presents a desired and rejected model, one to be
emulated and surpassed.202

Zeus's recollects the Oresteia story as a fait accompli:

Just as now Aigisthos, beyond that which was ordained, took to himself the

-wedded wife of the son of Atreus, and siew him on his return, though well he

knew of the sheer destruction, seeing that we told him before, sending Hermes,

the keen-sighted Argeiphontes, that he should neither slay the man nor woo his

wife; for from Orestes will be vengeance for the son of Atreus (¢x y&p

‘Opéotao Tioig £goeTar 'ATpeidao), when he has attained his youthful prime

and longs for his land. So Hermes spoke, but for all his good intent he did not

prevail upon the heart of Aigisthos; and now he has paid the full price for it all

(vov 8" &Bpda mavT’ anéTioev). (1.35-43)
From "vengeance will be" (Tioig €ooeTai) to "he has paid the penalty” (&réTicev), Zeus's
present tense is only a self-justifying reflection on the past. He renders the Oresteia
paradigm into a brief tale of vengeance forewarned and vengeance fulfilled — a theodicy.
His Oresteia story portrays a move from the disorder of Aigisthos's behavior "beyond fate"”
(Uriép pdpov) to the order of the dishonored father posthumously avenged by the returned
son.

The completedness of the Oresteia paradigm provides a foil against which the
Odyssey story develops and defines itself both within the poem and intertextually. For the
early inclusion of the paradigm casts the Odyssey song to come as a superior rival in time
and kind to the Oresteia song already sung. In regard to time, the Odyssey song is new, a
story just beginning. It reopens the Oresteia's basic father-son storyline, but now in the
uncertain subjunctive mood: in contrast to Zeus's closed image of vengeance, when

Telemachus addresses the assembly in Book 2, he wishes that the Ithakans had eaten up his

2021ts function in the Odyssey has been well considered. See Combellack 1982, 361-372; D'Arms and
Hulley 1946, 207-13; Diiring 1943, 95; Edwards 1985, 27-28; Garvie 1986, ix-xii; Hommel 1955, 237-
45; Holscher 1967, 1-16; 1989, 94-102, 297-310; Lesky 1967, 5-21; Miller 1977, 259-68; Olson 1990,
57-71; Snider 1895, 16; Woodhouse 1930, 140-41, 246-47.
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property so that "some time soon there might be recompense” (t&x’ &v rmoTe kai Tioig €in’
2.76). For Telemachus, requital remains a hypothetical condition.203 Thus the Odyssey
poem is not of the finished past time, as Zeus views the Oresteia one, but is the "newest"
song, the kind which men praise most (1.351-52).

In its content also, the Odyssey poet presents a different challenge than his
paradigm. The Odyssey is also a tale of vengeance, but here the new father is absent, but
not dead, and the new son maturing, but not yet fully come into the measure of his youth.
The Odyssey is not a poem of a simple future tense fulfilled by a simple past tense, but one
in the present: The revenge is not for the father alone, but as the Telemachy makes clear,
comprises Telemachus's struggle as well. The initial occurrence of the Oresteia paradigm
introduces a new father-son story with more complex questions: what shall be the
relationship between father and son when both are living? when both are invested in the
house and in glory? The Agamemnon-Orestes paradigm recurs next during Telemachus's

trip to Pylos, where he begins to explore answers to these questions.

Telemachus's Father Figures: Nestor and Sons
On his journey for news of his father, Telemachus never discovers his father's fate.
Instead he sees and hears about other fathers and sons, exempla which show him what he
and his father are not. His initially wide open uncertainty about his father thus becomes an
uncertainty more circumscribed.

When Telemachus ventures out of Ithaca for word of his father, he comes first to
Pylos, the city of Nestor and his many sons. Pylos occupies this primary position for many
reasons. First, according to Nestor's account that he and Odysseus never disagreed in
council since they were "of one mind" (3.126-29), we gather that of all the Trojan heroes,
Nestor is most like Odysseus — a cunning speaker of words, one who survives and eludes

death, one who returns home. Specifically for our interests, Pylos also comes first for the

203Hjs sense of requital is uncertain even as to who owes whom: €i pf ... /.../ TQv W’ droTivipevor (2.71-
73).
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reason that Nestor’s patriarchy differentiates the father-son pair of Odysseus and
Telemachus from not only his own relationship to his sons, but also from a dominant
father-son paradigm of the lliad. Through his words, Nestor ultimately turns away from
the story of Agamemnon and Orestes; through his deeds, he opposes the Iliadic model of
Priam among his sons. Telemachus's visit to Pylos thus leaves the world of the Iliad
behind and ushers in its different vision of mortal fathers and sons. I will first consider
Nestor and his sons as a contrast to Priam's oikos outside the poem. Then, staying within
the poem, I will discuss the two father-son paradigms he presents to Telemachus:

Agamemnon and Orestes; and his own relationship to his sons.

Nestor and Priam

The image of the old patriarch, Nestor, surrounded by his sons closely parallels the final
scenes in Priam's palace in Book 24 of the Iliad. From the start, the Odyssey quite
differently incarnates the reverend father: Nestor's happy home on Pylos with the old father
contentedly surrounded by his many sons presents a paradigm of the blessed old man

contrary to that offered by the Iliad.
In lliad 24, Iris comes to Priam in his palace to convey Zeus's message that he go

to Achilles to ransom Hector. There she finds a scene of wailing and lament:

Eev &' sq ﬂpuapouo mxsv d' évormv Te ydov Te.

Taideg pev rra‘rsp &l Kaenusvm £Evdobev O(u)\r]q

80u<pu01v glpaT’ Epupov. 6 &' év pscoouon YEPQOG

EVTurroxc, ¢v xAaivn sta}\uppsvoc cxpcpl € MoAAn

KO mPog €nv kepaln Te kai auxsw To10 yEpOVToc

TAV P& KUAIVOOMEVOG KATANACOTO XEQPSIV £QCH
(24.160-65)

She came into the house of Priam, and found wailing and lament.

His sons were sitting about their father within the court

staining their clothes with tears, and at the center was the old man

closely wrapped in his cloak; and there was much filth

around the head and neck of the old man,

which he had gathered up in his hands while rolling on the ground.

Like old Nestor surrounded by his sons (3.39; 412-15), the poem presents Priam in his

house surrounded by his. Yet how different the two scenes, the one on Pylos of
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thanksgiving sacrifices, feasting and telling stories, the other in Troy of the most anguished
lament. Nestor, comparable to Priam in age and sons, is not so in fate.

The resonance between these two patriarchs in these two scenes extends further.
Both poems show the old kings commanding their sons to ready a vehicle; but for Priam

this becomes a scene of reproach:
oi &' vidowv oloiv oudkAa.
veikeiwv “Erevdv Te Mapiv 7' "Ay&Buwva Te Siov
MNéupova T° 'AvTigovdv Te BoAv &yabov Te MoAiTnv
AnipoBdv T¢ kai ‘IrrrdBoov kai Alov ayaudv:
¢vvéa Tolg 6 Yepaidg OHOKAACAG €kEAEVE"
"OTTEUOQTE PoI. KOKA TEKVA. KaTNPOveS: aif’ Gua mavTeg
“ExTopog weéheT &vTi Bong émi vnuoi mepaofal.
¢S pot ¢y MavamoTuog,. Erel TEKov vlag &picToug
Tpoin ¢v elpein. TOV 8’0l Tiva enui AeAcipbai.
MAocTopd T' &vTiBeov kai Tpwilov immoxapuny
“EkTopd ', 8¢ Bedg £oxe peT’ &vBp&OIV. OUdE EQKEl
avdpdc ye OvnTol rméig Eppeval, GAAG Bgoio
Toug pév AWAes’ "Apng. T& &' éAéyxea mavTa AéAeimTal,
yeUoTai T' dpXNOTai TE. XOPOITUMINGIV &PIOTOL.
&pvddv A’ épipwy EmMdAIOI APMAKTAPES.
oUk &v 8 uoI Guagav épormAicoaiTe TAXIOTA.
TaUTE Te mavT émbeiTe. fva mpAcowuey 6doio:”
(24.248-64)
He was rebuking his sons,
reproaching Helenos and Paris and noble Agathon
Pammon and Antiphonos, Polites of the great war cry,
Deiphobos and Hippothoos and proud Dios.
Rebuking these nine, the old man gave them command:
"Hasten for my sake, base children, disgraces; would that all of you together
had been killed beside beside the swift ship instead of Hector.
Ah me, ill fated, since I fathered the best sons
in wide Troy, of whom not one, I say, is left behind,
Mestor like a god and Troilos who delighted in horses
and Hector, who was a god among men, who did not seem
to be the son of a mortal man, but of a god;
Ares destroyed them, and all those remaining are disgraces,
liars and dancers, excellent at the dance,
robbers of your own peoples’ lambs and kids.
Will you not ready my wagon as quickly as possible,
and place all these things upon it, so that I may get on with my journey?”

Priam's catalogue of sons (249-251), in the context of a reproach to their excellence, is

clearly spoken ironically since catalogues conventionally express martial heroism.2 In

204Catalogue is a sub-genre usually reserved in the /liad for contingents of warriors. When a catalogue of
children does occur, it names the fifty divine daughters of the Old Man of the Sea; there is thus still a
majesty expressed by it. The blame context of the catalogue of Priam's sons is emphasized by the ring
lines around it: oi &' uidow oloiv dudkAa (248) and évvéa Toig 6 yepxdg dpokhigag exéheve: (252).
On catalogue, see Davies 1992.
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contrast, the first "heroic" catalogue in the Odyssey occurs on Pylos when Nestor's sons

gather around him:

mepi &' uleg &oANéeg AyepeBovTo
3 chapwv eABovTeq. Execppwv TE 2TpaTiog Te
ﬂsposuq T’ qu‘roq Te kai GvTiBgog @paoquch
Toio1 &' €me18’ €kTog NeicioTpaTog AAUBey fpwg

(3.412-15)

His sons gathered around in a throng
coming from their bed-chambers, Echepron and Stratios
and Perseus and Aretos and godlike Thrasymedes.
to these then came as sixth the hero Peisistratos

Nestor's sons emerge from their private bedrooms — and anonymity — naturally and of
their own volition, not as the result of a rebuke from their father. The praise implicit in the
naming of heroes does not then come into a tension with the circumstances of their
gathering, as occurs in the context of Priam's reproach. Nestor's sons, named and
gathered, are soon instructed by him to fulfill tasks for the purpose of making a
thanksgiving sacrifice to Athena. As each son carries out an appointed duty, he does so
again by name (3.439-454). Like the amicable nature of their gathering, the sacrificial
tasks alloted to the sons accord with the celebratory tone of catalogues. In contrast,
Priam's sons are named for the more mundane service of yoking a wagon. Nestor's sons
will soon do likewise (3.477-78). But when they do so, they are then grouped collectively
rather than by individual name. Indeed, the Odyssey replaces the Iliad's long description
of the sons' yoking (24.266-280) with a long scene of their sacrificing (3.430-463). In an
almost pointed contrast, the Odyssey accomplishes its yoking in one line, with an

emphasis on the swiftness of the action: kaprralipwg &' €{eugav U GPUOCIV WKERS

Trrrroug (3.478). Nestor's sons have more majestic things to do than extensively yoke a

chariot.

After the catalogue of Priam's nine sons, he begins his angry command to them:

OITEUOCTE MOI. KOKG TERVA, KATNPOVES:  (24.253)
Hasten for me, wicked children, disgraces;

Nestor's command to his sons, although similar in content, stands in direct contrast in tone:

KOPMOAIPWG MOI, TERVa QIACG. kPNAVAT' £6ABWPE  (3.418)
Quickly for me, dear children, fulfill my desire
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Nestor's praise of his sons — Tékva @ida — contrasts with Priam's blame — kak&
Téxva. Together, these two moments encapsulate each poem's distinct attitude to mortal
father and son relationships. Strictly on the level of storyline, the Odyssey continues the
events of the Iliad. Seen in thlS way, the pleasant scene at Pylos, near the beginning of the
Odyssey, puts to rest for the duration of the poem the tense one at Troy, near the end of the
lliad.

Priam's next nine lines comprise his reproach to his sons. Needless to say, such
blame speech is absent from the comparable scene on Pylos: Nestor is specifically not an
angry, berea;/ed and disappointed father. Yet even without a speech exactly parallel to
Priam's rebuke, Nestor has spoken some comparable lines. In his anger, Priam laments the
loss of his best sons and the baseness of those left behind: T@v 8’00 Tivd @nui AeAgipBai
(256); Toug pEv GrwAes’ "Apng. TG & éAéyxea mavTa AéAsinTan (260). Priam's
bitterness over his remaining sons contrasts with Nestor's joyous appreciation of the idea
of remaining sons: ¢3¢ &yaBdv kai maida kaTapbipévolo Mméabai/ Gvdpdg. erei kai
keivog éTioaTo nmaTpogovAa (3.196-97). Whereas Priam regrets those sons left behind
him, Nestor cherishes the idea, showing a faith in sons which is no longer held by Priam.
In a further sense, perhaps related to their faith or lack thereof, Priam is a father who loses
his sons, whereas Nestor is a father who always has more.

Finally, Priam's speech shares with Nestor's the command to yoke a vehicle:

oUk Gv 8A poi &uagav épomAicoaiTe TAXICTA.
TaUTG Te mavT' émiBeiTe, iva mMpAoowev ddoio:

(lliad 24.263-64)
Will you not ready my wagon as quickly as possible,
and place all these things upon it, so that I may get on with my journey?
maideg époi, &ye TAepdyxw kaANiTpIxag fMmoug
{e0€aB’ U’ GpuaT’ GyovTeg, iva mpAoonaciv 6doio.

(0Od. 3.475-76)
My sons, come now, yoke for Telemachus horses with beautiful mane
beneath the chariot, so that he may get on with his journey.

The conspicuous difference between these scenes of yoking, beyond that of angry versus
amicable tone, is the person for whose sake the vehicle is readied. In Troy, old Priam is

preparing to leave his kingdom and go out on a journey. In Pylos, old Nestor is sending
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forth the young Telemachus. Just as Troy proleptically and synecdochically falls when
Hector does, so too can we see the disintegration of the whole city when Priam issues forth
from its gates.205 For even more explicitly than Nestor (3.32), Priam is the center of his
realm: 6 &’ év péocoior yepatdg (24.162). In contrast to the uneasily mobile Priam,
Nestor does not move but remains at the center. Pylos is a gathering point to which others

come:

wq €paf’. oi &' Gpa mévTeg srromvuov AABe pév &p Bodlc
¢k mediou. ﬁ)xeov 3¢ Bong mapda vnog éiong

Tq)\spaxou s’rapo: peEYaAnTopog. AABe 8¢ xaAkeug

SrA’ év xepoiv exwv XaAkhqia, meipaTa Texqu

Gruova Te xpuoov eipyaleTor AABe &' 'ABAvN
(3.430-35)
So he spoke, and they all set busily to work. The heifer came
from the plain, from the swift shapely ship
the comrades of great-hearted Telemachus came, the smith came
bearing in his hands his tools of bronze, implements of his craft,
anvil which he wrought with gold; and Athena came

Just as Telemachus travels to Pylos, so here condensed in the scene of sacrifice is
represented the centripetal nature of Nestor's realm. At Troy, as seen in the exit of the old
patriarch-king, the center does not hold. At Pylos it does. The Odyssey thus revitalizes the
image of the ancient patriarch, presenting as the first of its adventures the kingdom of the
legendary Nestor, who has ruled for three generations and with no known death in the
tradition, presumably continues to do so indefinitely. With his endless supply of sons
around him, Nestor on Pylos comprises the exemplar of the perpetual patriarch, a contrast
to the fallen icon before him — Priam and his sons. The Odyssey's first view of a father
distinctly sets his image apart from that in the Iliadic story: it makes perfectly evident that

this is no Iliadic tale of bereft old fathers.

Agamemnon and Orestes at Pylos

The story of Agamemnon and Orestes occupies much of Nestor's response to
Telemachus's request for news of his father. Upon arriving in Pylos, Telemachus said that

except for Odysseus, it was known where each hero perished in bitter destruction (Auyp®

205Cf. Griffin 1980, 1.
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OAEBpw 3.87); he then asked to be told of the bitter destruction (Auy pov SAebpov) of his
father (3.93). Nestor catalogues the nostoi of several of the greatest heroes and concludes
with the bitter destruction (Auypév 8AeBpov) of Agamemnon (3.194), thereby returning
indirectly to Telemachus's question.

Both Athena as Mentor (1.298-302) and later Nestor invoke the Agamemnon-
Orestes paradigm in their advice to Telmachus, but with one significant difference between
their speeches. Whereas Mentor focused on the kleos Orestes won for his loyalty to his

father (1.298), Nestor emphasizes vengeance:

&AN A Tol KiTvoc MEV €IMICUUYEPWG RMETICEV

WG ayaeov Kai maida Kcchpenpsvmo AirécBau

&vdpdq. ¢ncil kai kKeElVOG ETIOQTO MaTPOPOVAX
(3.195-97)

But he [Aigisthos] paid the price grievously;

how good it is that a son be left behind a man at his death

since he [Orestes] avenged the father-slayer

With his focus on the vengeance of Orestes's deed, Nestor's account resembles Zeus's:

€K yap OpEOTao oig €00 Tal ATpaSao

6mmoT Gv r]Br]oq Te Kai ﬁq |p€|pETa| aing.

¢ €pab’ ‘Epusiag. &AM ol @pévag AlyicBoio

el &yabd ppovéwv: vov &' &Bpda mavT' &méTicey.
(1.40-43)

for from Orestes shall come vengeance for the son of Atreus

when once he has come to manhood and longs for his own land.

So Hermes spoke, but he did not prevail upon the heart of Aigisthos

although he intended well; now he [Aigisthos] has paid the price in full.

Neither Nestor nor Zeus are particularly vengeful figures in the poem. And so their
sentiments are not about vengeance plain and simple. Rather, they bespeak a certain
orderliness of being. Zeus muses on the audaciousness of man, ever ready to blame the
gods for sorrows they came upon through their own folly, beyond those appointed by fate
(1.34). So one man, even when warned by divine speech, nevertheless committed deeds
beyond fate (1.35). The repetition of Uriép udpov in the same metrical position in two
consecutive lines suggests that Zeus's dismay centers around man's transgression of what
is fated, not the acts themselves. Hermes's promise of vengeance and its subsequent
fulfillment correct the disorder inherent in going beyond fate; it is a return to divine

foreknowledge and control. The shift from the futurity of Hermes's promise (Tioig
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£ooeTan) to the aorist of its completion (&réTioev) suggests Zeus's satisfaction in divine
speech made deed — the way things should be when man does not act beyond fate. Thus
Zeus is concerned with vengeance as a vehicle of cosmic and social order.

Nestor shares Zeus's emphasis on vengeance in the story of Orestes as well as its
greater signification. For him too, the enactment of vengeance assures that order is intact
and observed. What binds his two mentions of vengeance, the one suffered by Aigisthos
and the other enacted by Orestes, is praise for the familial structure thanks to which a father
is not forsaken even after his death. For Nestor, a father who evidently accepts the role of
sons as in sc;.rvice to the father — as he did in the death of Antilochos, discussed below —
the knowledge that a son remains to stand up for the dead father demonstrates the
continuity of right order. With his many sons around him at home, Nestor needn't
question the truth of this assurance.

Soon after recounting Orestes's vengeance, Nestor bids Telemachus also to be
valiant. In response Telemachus praises that kind of force and vengeance, but concludes
that his fate is otherwise: &A\" ol por ToloGTov éékAwoay Beoi ARov. / TaTEi T’ U
kai éuoi- viv 8¢ xpn TeTAduev éurng ("but the gods have spun no such happiness for
me, for my father and for me; now as it is it is necessary to endure” 3.208-209).
Telemachus's dictional invocation of the fates (following his naming of the crime of the
suitors as UrrepBaaing. 206) recalls Zeus's complaints about men going beyond fate.
Telemachus speaks respectfully, even piously — nothing for Zeus to complain about. He
simply articulates a different, Odyssean means of returning to order: endurance. This latter
conclusion recalls Athena's two previous options open to Telemachus, each taking off in a
different direction dependent on whether or not he finds Odysseus to still be alive: "If you
hear that your father is alive and coming home, then surely, though you are much afflicted,
you could endure for another year" [ei pév kev maTpdg BioTov kai védoTov dkolonc. /
A T' &v Tpuxduevdg mep €11 TAaing éviauTdv 1.287-88]. Endurance would be the

response appropriate to news of a still living Odysseus. Perhaps Telemachus now
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remembers Athena's words: he has not heard from Nestor that his father is dead. Asa
result, it is right for him to yet endure. Telemachus embraces the Agamemnon-Orestes
paradigm only to set himself and his father apart from it. He and Odysseus are bound as
closely as Agamemnon and Orestes (cf. the fate common to maTpi T' ¢uG kai €uoit); yet
theirs is presently a necessity to wait. Telemachus and Odysseus, still bound in a state of
suspension unlike the finished story of Agamemnon and Orestes, must follow their own

path.

Nestor and sons

Nestor's discussion of Agamemnon revealed his father-oriented philosophy. His
remark about how good it is for a father to leave behind a son to avenge him (3.196-97)
considers sons strictly from the point of view of the father and the father's benefit. Priam is
indeed a father who benefitted from the loyalty of his son: traditionally, his son Antilochos
died while saving him. In Pythian 6, a source for the account of Antilochos's death, Pindar
upholds Antilochos as an ancient heroic paradigm and praises him for his death on behalf
of his father (8¢ Urepé@BiTo maTpdg 30).206 Nestor remembers the loss of his son
Antilochos, but with no apparent allusion to the sacrifice his son made for him. His eulogy

is standard:
¥vBa &' ¢udc pilog vidg. Eua kKPATEPOG KA QUUMWY.
'AvTidoxog. mépi ptv Beicv Taxug NdE paxnTAG
(3.111-12)
There my own son, both strong and blameless,
Antilochos, preeminent in speed of foot and as a warrior.

Nestor subtly praises Antilochos by placing him last in the select catalogue of fallen
heroes and dwelling on him for the greatest number of lines. Beyond this formal praise, he
remembers his virtues in a conventional way — strong and noble, an athlete and warrior.
His failure to comment on his son's death for the sake of his own life, stated in the context

of the overall contented and idyllic patriarchal Pylos, suggests Nestor's comfort with the

206See Pindar Pythian 6.28-42. For the orthodoxy of Pindar's version of Antilochos's death, see Willcock
1983, 482-83; for complementary references in other sources, see pp.484-85n7. See also HWH 167.
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loss of his son. This filial death is acceptable according to Nestor's view that sons exist for
the sake of the father. And moreover, it does not cause Nestor overbearing grief because
of a sensibility predominant in the scenes on Pylos that Nestor's sons are so numerous,
that they thus become expendable. On Pylos, Telemachus sees his first model of fathers
and sons, wherein sons are many and so essentially replaceable.

The scene on Pylos shows that Nestor's young son, Antilochos, has been doubly
replaced: first by his brother Thrasymedes, who was often his heroic partner at Troy; and
then by his brother Peisistratos, who is the new Odyssean youngest son. Both
Thrasymedés and Peisistratos are met in Telemachus's first approach to Pylos. Peisistratos
leads the way to greet the arriving strangers (3.36).207 He assists their transition from
outside to inside; on the shore of Pylos, the "inside" consists of the center of the group
where "Nestor sat with his sons, and around them the companions” (3.32). The poet
mentions that Thrasymedes in particular sat beside his father (3.39). The center of the
group — a seat beside the king, soft fleeces to sit on, sacrificed animal innards, wine in a
golden cup (3.38-41; HWH 162) — is certainly a place of honor. Here is where
Antilochos, a hero of the Trojan War, would presumably have sat. But with Antilochos
dead, his brother Thrasymedes occupies the center.

Of Nestor's six named sons in the poem — Echephron, Stratios, Perseus, Aretus,
Thrasymedes and Peisistratos (3.413-14; cf.439-454), only Thrasymedes fought at Troy.
His six appearances in the lliad in sufficiently memorable actions suggest that he was a
recognizable hero of considerable status.208 In the Iliad, he twice fights beside Antilochos:
once against two Lykian brothers angered over Sarpedon's death and protects Antilochos

from a threatening blow by killing the one about to strike (16.319-323); he again fights

207peisistratos's forthright approach to the strangers, soon after Telemachos's hesitation to draw near (3.22-
24), comprises a contrast to it (cf. Telemachus going behind, peT' fxvia (3.30) and Peisistratos's
primacy, mp&Tog (3.36)).

208Thrasymedes appears as a captain of a group of a hundred sentinels (9.80-86); he arms Diomedes for his
nighttime spying mission, giving him sword, shield, and "skull-cap” helmet (in the Doloneia, 10.255-
59); Nestor takes Thrasymedes's shield — since Thrasymedes had Nestor's — when he leaves his hut to
see the turn of battle (14.10-11);
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beside Antilochos in a place apart from the rest of the Achaeans, as commanded by Nestor,
and is thus unaware of Patroklos's death (17.377-83. In this last scene, Thrasymedes's
accompaniment of Antilochos tumns into replacement. For when Menelaos sent Antilochos
out of battle to bear the news of Patroklos's death to Achilles, in order not to leave the
Pylian contingent without their leader, he puts Thrasymedes in charge (17.702-705). The
Iliad thus also contains this image of Antilochos replaced by his brother, Thrasymedes.
But whereas in the Iliad the replacement is only temporary in a situation of duress, the
scene on Pylos in the Odyssey suggests that one man can permanently sit in for another
who has die-d.

Finally, Peisistratos, a new Odyssean son never mentioned in the lliad, strengthens
this sense of Nestor's ever elastic line of sons. In his speech to the strangers, he reveals
that he and Telemachus are the same age (SunAikin &' éuoi x0T 3.49). He must then be
Nestor's youngest son, most likely bomn after he left for Troy (4.200ff.). In the lliad,
Antilochos was apparently Nestor's voungest son. The idea of a new son at home in
Nestor's house, born while Nestor is far away, deepens the impression of his great
fecundity and lineage.2%? It is as though Nestor's own apparent deathlessness is transferred
to — or manifest in — his endless supply of sons. In contrast to Nestor's abundance of
replaceable sons, Telemachus is from a line of single sons. Having come upon this
watershed difference between Pylos and Ithaca, Telemachus —the single son of a single

son — leaves Pylos behind.

209At night, the sons go off to their own houses, the unwed Peisistratos sleeps in the portico of the palace
beside Telemachus, and Nestor himself sleeps in the inmost chamber of the lofty house beside his wife.
Nestor is at the culmination of this rhetorical crescendo. Correspondingly, he resides in the very
wellspring of the house — the puxd¢. And this innermost chamber retains all its erotic and fecund
associations. It is located within a high-roofed house, suggestive of male virility (cf. Sappho 111.1: fyo
&1 16 péhabpov). Moreover, the description of Eurydike emphasizes her function of sexualized bedmate:
Tw &' dhoyog Séomova Aéxog mépouve kai ebvAv ["beside him his reverend wife prepared the bed and
bedding," bed and bedding words often used euphemistically for sexual intercourse, reiterated by the
repetition of &Aoxog and Aéxog 3.403]. Nestor is old and has many married children, but is nevertheless
the productive center of his house.
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Menelaos and Megapenthes

Telemachus leaves the double sacrifices on Pylos and arrives at a double wedding on
Sparta. Just as Nestor is found making sacrifice together with his sons, so is Menelaos
met in a ritual involving his children. But whereas Nestor sat surrounded by his many
sons, Menelaos and Helen are marrying off their only son and daughter in a scene outside
the vision of the poem. The poem reminds us of the difference in the abundance of children
between Pylos and Sparta: it recounts that Menelaos's son was born to him by a slave
woman since “to Helen the gods vouchsafed no more issue after she had at the first borne
her lovely ct;ild, Hermione" (4.13-15).219 Telmachos thus comes to a place different from
Pylos in two important ways: first, his host has only one son rather than many; and
although he is celebrating the wedding of his children, he is never seen among them, unlike
Nestor who sat at the center of his sons.

Further unlike Nestor, Menelaos is a man of constant sorrow (4.101-103) who
apparently gets little joy from his children. His son's name, Megapenthes, underscores his
sadness. Indeed, of the four youths getting married in Menelaos's house — his daughter
and son and their groom and bride — only Megapenthes is named (4.11).2!! The marriage
celebration is first and foremost a feast: (¢ oi pév SaivuvTto (4.15), a reiteration of line 3,
SaivivTa yauov. And this feast is an occasion of delighting, Teprduevor (4.17). With
the great revelry of the wedding — food, song, dance (4.15-19) — it seems like a most
attractive event. Yet not long after the arrival of Telemachus_ and Peisistratos, Helen

replaces the marriage feast (SaivivTa yduov 4.3) with the feasting and pleasure of

210Megapenthes is marrying the daughter of Alektor; the audience could have construed his name as derived
from a- lektron (a- AéxTpov) — alpha privative preceding the neuter noun for marriage bed. Such
implication seems relevant to the statement of Helen's limited productivity; together they intimate that
one might expect a thin lineage from this union. Richard Martin suggests an alternate association with
&A€Ew, "ward off.”

2Hn the description of the daughter's marriage, she is not named: she is the direct object of Menelaos's
action. And of greater interest than the daughter is her groom, the son of Achilles. But while he
occupies a place of interest, he also is not called by name. Rather the history of their betrothal is
amplified, a story about an earlier agreement between the two fathers, Menelaos and Achilles. Clearly the
goal of this described marriage are not the bride and groom themselves, but the fulfillment of a promise
between the two men.
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drugged storytelling (i Tor viv SaivuoBe kabrjuevor év peydpoici/ kai piboig
Téprregfe "now sitting in the halls, feast and delight in stories" 4.238-39). In perfect
opposition to the named son, Megapenthes (Great-sorrow), Helen produces this alternative
festivity with the drugs, népenthes (No-sorrow) (4.221). The feast of the double
wedding, usually a joyous occasion of futurity, has overtones of sorrow and limited
productivity. Rather than enjoy that banquet, Menelaos and Helen turn to the backward
looking stories of their past, now emptied of their sorrow and made an occasion of delight.
Telemachus, we saw, left Sparta because the gathering there of Nestor's abundant
sons did no£ accord with his experience as the single son of a single son. Like
Telemachus's line, Menelaos has only one son. But the sorrow implicit Megapenthes and
explicit in Menelaos sets them apart from the father-son pair for which the poem aims. At
Sparta, we never actually see father and son together, despite the fact that Megapenthes is
nearby celebrating the important day of his marriage. Telemachus leaves Sparta behind,
where the son is out of the picture and the "non-sorrow" of drugs, népenthes, is preferred

over the son, "Great-Sorrow," Megapenthes.

Polypheides and Theoklymenos

So far on his travels, Telemachus has met two father figures — men of his father's
generation or older who recognize him as the son of Odysseus. He has taken Nestor's
young son, Peisistratos, along with him in his visit to Sparta; but as he is making his way
back to Ithaca, for the first time he meets an independent son like himself, Theoklymenos.
Theoklymenos is an unusual character in the Odyssey, indeed one suggestively Iliadic. For
example, he is the only (living) hero in the Odyssey introduced with his full genealogy.2!2
And reminiscent of the heroes around Achilles who fled to the house of Peleus,
Theoklymenos's dynasty has been full of strife — and the changes of homeland which

occur as its result. Theoklymenos's line began with Melampus, the "flawless seer”

212N other character outside the underworld is awarded this honor.
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(11.291). Melampus was originally a rich man in Pylos but fled to a country of strangers
because of conflict with Neleus (15.228-29); he later dwelled in Argos (238-40).
Melampus had two sons, Antiphates and Mantius; the latter was Theoklymenos's
grandfather. Mantius had a son, Polypheides, who left home and settled in Hyperesia
because he was angry at his father (15.255). Finally, Theoklymenos, the son of
Polypheides, killed a man of his own kin and so approaches Telemachus for help in his
flight (15.224; 272, 275-77). The conflict from generation to generation is remarkable,
perhaps calling attention to the metanastic motif so important to the Iliad.

Teler.nachus's meeting with Theoklymenos comprises his final encounter with a
father-son paradigm in his "gauntlet” of fathers. He accompanies Telemachus in his
transition from his journey away from home to his return to Ithaca. Placed in this critical
juncture, Theoklymenos — like Nestor at the start of his journey — fulfills a double
function. First, he completes Telemachus's process of rejecting alternative father-son
paradigms. And additionally, in complement to Telemachus's visit to Nestor, he completes
a ring composition around his journey which distinguishes his version of fathers and sons
from the Iliadic one. I will consider Theoklymenos's two functions respectively.

When Theoklymenos meets another young man away from home, he makes the
connection between his situation and Telemachus's explanation of why he is at sea: “so also
I am apart from my homeland” (oliTw Tor kai ¢ycv ¢k maTpidog 15.272); "I flee, since
it seems that it is my lot to wander among men" (peUyw. ¢mei v pot aloa kaT’
avBpwmoug &A&AncBar 276). It is not clear, however, if Theoklymenos identifies
himself with Telemachus who is away from home, or with Odysseus, who, Telemachus
said, has long been gone (8fv oixopévoio 270). But in both cases, the comparison is clear
— as well as the contrast. Theoklymenos and his fathers epitomize the metanastic
wandering life: his fleeing home coincides with Telemachus's and Odysseus's returning
home. Theoklymenos has run away from home for slaying one of his own kin. But for

Telemachus, the slaughter of men in his own house will become the means for
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reappropriating home and land, rather than the cause for fleeing it.2!3 Thus in the context
of meeting Telemachus at the moment of his returning back to Ithaca, Theoklymenos
provides a pointed contrast of killing one's own and so wandering away from home, rather
than travelling back to home and killing others for the sake of it. And in the context of
Telemachus's imminent reunion with his father, Theoklymenos provides a contrast as one
with a history of father-son separation — he has left his father behind, just as his father left
his grandfather out of anger.

Telemachus's meeting with Theoklymenos also suggests important thematic
contrasts wi.th the lliad. At first there seems to be a likeness. Owen Lee has observed that
in the same hour that Telemachos receives the suppliant Theoklymenos onto his ship,
Odysseus hears from Eumaeus how his father, Laertes, once performed a similar act. Thus
Telemachus's reception of the stranger akin to his grandfather's similar act recalls such
grandfather-grandson connections as those expressed by Diomedes and Glaukos. But Lee
only accounts for half the picture. For upon reaching Ithaca, Telemachus does not directly
receive the suppliant into his house, but entrusts his friend to Peiraeus to take him into his
house instead (15.539-543). Telemachus's ultimate disinclination to forthwith integrate the
stranger — though he does entertain him later (17.151ff.; 20.350ff.) — reveals that instead
of becoming akin to his grandfather who took in Eumaeus, he rather grows unlike and
distant from him. This distance between grandfather and grandson can be seen as
characteristic of the displacement I will address below among fathers and sons in the house
of Odysseus.

Lee also rightly sees Telemachus's reception of Theoklymenos as related to the
Hiadic motif of the necessity of receiving the suppliant, specifically Achilles's delayed

reception of Priam in Book 24.2!4 In our discussion of this scene, we saw how this marked

213Nagler 1990, 345: "The complexity and allusiveness of references between proem and narrative, domestic
and exotic, surely means the poet is dealing with something he cannot or does not want to confront
directly, which is obviously that Odysseus (the 'savior of the oikos,’ 2.59=17.538) has to kill his own

retainers.”
214 ee 1979, 133.
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a culmination in the Iliad's development of relationship based not on blood kinship but on
constructions of likeness. But the Odyssey, we have seen, moves in the opposite direction
away from relationships based on likeness and toward the actuality of only the father
himself. Telemachus does not receive the stranger into his house because his house is not
one based on metaphorical kinship; once Odysseus comes home, we have seen, no one is
like a father but there is only the father himself. Achilles, on the other hand, receives
Priam and so becomes like his father, fitting into the tradition in his house of metaphorical
kinship. The‘fact that Theoklymenos accompanies Telemachus in his transition from travel
to home, wherein he is received on the one end but not on the other, cannot be coincidental.
For this metanastic, Iliadic figure marks Telemachus's transition from an Iliadic heroic
adventure to an Odyssean domestic tale. Theoklymenos thus concludes Telemachus's
journey, just as Nestor began it, by differentiating his story of father and son from the

[liadic one.

Odysseus and Telemachus

Like the other fathers and sons discussed so far, except for Nestor and his sons,
Telemachus also begins at a distance from his father. Fathers and sons are separated for
various reasons: Orestes because his father is dead; Megapenthes because his father has
guests; Theoklymenos because he has left home in exile; Telemachus because his father is
lost. But in this last case of Telemachus, Book 1 develops his separation from his father
from one of simple distance from and desire for the absent father into a signifying device.
That is, by the end of Book 1, Telemachus has learned from Athena how to use his father's
uncertain fate as a trick for his own ends: he has been divinely assured that his father is still
living, but he withholds this knowledge from the suitors in order to deceive them. Beyond
Book 1, métis continues to keep father and son at a metaphysical distance, as I will discuss

below. Since both father and son are figures of métis, the relationship between them also
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becomes infused with it. Indeed, méris sets off the relationship of Odysseus and
Telemachus from the other fathers and sons in the poem.2!5

Telemachus's orientation to his father in Book 1 begins in desire and ends with
cunning. Some combination of desire and métis, both creators of distance, henceforth
through the poem describe their relationship. Telemachus first appears thinking of his
father, "should he perchance come from somewhere and make a scattering of the suitors in
the palace" (1.115-116). This initial desire for his father's return shifts between belief and
disbelief in its possibility. We meet him imagining his father coming home (115), but he
then speaks to the stranger of his father's return in an impossible condition: "were they to
see him returned..." (1.163). He continues assuredly that his father "has perished by an
evil doom" (1.166) and "gone is his day of returning” (1.168). Mentes corrects him: "not
yet has noble Odysseus perished on the earth, but still he lives" (1196-97). Subsequently,
Telemachus modifies his description of his father's state and describes it more accurately as
uncertain: "the Harpies have swept him away and left no tidings (&xA€ic3¢): he is gone out
of sight (&10Tog), out of hearing (&rucToc). Athena has "stirred up” (1.89) Telemachus
by bringing Odysseus back to life in his mind. He now knows from divine assurance
(oicaTo yap Oedv eivar 1.323) that his father yet lives (1.196).

Yet, after Athena's departure, Telemachus again — three times — asserts the
certainty of his father's death. First he rebukes his mother for lamenting Phemius's bitter
song of the return of the Achaeans (326-27; 337 ff.): "For not Odysseus alone lost his day
of return in Troy, but many other men perished" (354-55). He states his father's absence
as permanent. Soon after, he speaks harshly also to the suitors. In response to Antinoos's
wish that Telemachus never become king of Ithaca, Telemachus says that there are many
men on the island who may hold that honor "since Odysseus is dead (84ve)" (396).
Finally, in answer to the suitor Eurymachus's questions about the stranger and what news

he brought of Odysseus, Telemachus says: "surely the return of my father is lost; no longer

2I5Cf. Nestor and Antilochos in the [liad.
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do I trust in tidings, from wherever they may come"” (413-14). After Telemachus repeats to
Eurymachus Athena's fictional name and patronymic, the poet conspires with the audience
with the reminder that Telemachus knew she was a goddess (420). How explain
Telemachus's assertions of his father's death after Athena has infused him with knowledge
of his father's survival (1.196; 320-24)?

At the end of Book 1, Telemachus is thrice returned to the occupation in which we
first met him, contemplating something in his mind, évi peciv (115). He knows in his
mind, gpeoi (420), that Mentes was Athena; he goes up to bed revolving many things in
his mind, <pf;ioi (427). Finally, the book ends with his all-night meditative vigil: "he
pondered in his mind the journey which Athena had shown him" (BoUAeue ppeaiv Ao
630V TAV Méppad’ 'ABAvn 444). The 686v which Telemachus contemplates is a broad
and metaphorical enough word to suggest not just the literal and logistical course of travel,
but the many branches of Athena's "if... then" advice to him. Beyond news of his father,
Athena has certainly given Telemachus something to think about: in deed and word — her
disguise and her lying tale — she has demonstrated the art of seeming. So in his three
post-Mentes asseverations of Odysseus's death enumerated above, Telemachus appears to
be trying out his newly learned skill; like Athena, Telemachus was dissembling. By the end
of the first book of the poem the ambivalent death of the father has become a ruse — just as
it is for the tricky fox who plays dead to catch birds.2!¢ We saw in Achilles's encounter
with Lykaon in the Iliad Achilles's stark understanding of death as that from which one
can never return. The Odyssey takes this defining moment of the lliad and in its first book

reverses it. The trickster hero "cheats" death; he may play dead, but he comes back to

216Detienne and Vernant cite Oppian's (Halieutica 11, 107-118) description of the cunning fox: "The
scheming fox (agkulométis kerdd) devises a similar trick; as soon as it spots a flock of wild birds it lies
down on its side, stretches out its agile limbs, closes its eyelids and shuts its mouth. To see it you would
think that it was enjoying a deep sleep or even that it was really dead, so well does it hold its breath as it
lies stretched out there, all the while turning over treacherous plots (aiola bouleuousa) in its mind. No
sooner do the birds notice it than they swoop down on it in a flock and, as if in mockery, tear at its coat
with their claws, but as soon as they are within reach of its teeth the fox reveals its cunning (dolos) and
seizes them unexpectedly’. The fox is a trap; when the right moment comes the dead creature becomes
more alive than the living" (1974, 35). False death, Scheintod, is also a trick for later poets of other
genres like Euripides in Helen and for the Greek novelists.
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life.2!7 By the end of the first book, Telemachus has learned this trick. The knowledge of
his father's aliveness is granted as a secret to the son alone. By divinely informing
Telemachus of his father's life and future homecoming, Athena has given him more father
than he has ever yet had. Cunningly, he finds the surest way to protect his still fragile
facsimile of a father is to keep others away from it by keeping him dead in word.
Telemachus soon has occasion to call on his divine mentor of métis, Athena. With
the last word in the abruptly ended assembly in Book 2 taken away from him, Telemachus
prays to Athena instead. In the form of Mentor, she announces Telemachus's relation to

his father within a general statement on fathers and sons:

TnAéuay'. oud’ Smbev kakdg €ooeal oud’ &voruwy.
€l 8 Tol ool maTpdg évéoTakTal YEvog AU.
olog keivog €nv TeAéoal Epyov Te €rmog Te-
ol Toi £melf’ &hin 686¢ écoeTan 0Ud’ GTEAECTOG.
€1 8’ ou keivou y' éoai ydvog kai lnveloreing.
ou of y' €ne1Ta €oAna TeAeUTACEIV. & PEVOIVAG.
maUpo! Y&p Tol maideg 6uoior maTpi mEAovTAL,
oi mAfovec kakioug. maupol 8¢ Te MaTPOG Gpeioug.
AAN ¢rei 008’ EmBev kakdg Ecoear oUd’ Gdvonpwy.
oUd¢ og mayxv ye pATIC 'Oduconog mpoAéAormev.
¢Armwpen Tor émeiTa TeAeuTACQ T&dE Epya.

(2.270-280)
Telemachus, you will be neither base nor lacking understanding in the future,
if indeed the serviceable spirit of your father has been instilled in you,
considering what kind of man he was in fulfilling both deed and word:
your journey will not be fruitless nor unfulfilled.2!8
But if you are not the child of him and Penelope,
then I do not expect that you will fulfill the things you desire.
For few sons are like their fathers,
more are worse, and few are better than their fathers.
But since you will be neither base nor lacking understanding in the future,
nor has the métis of Odysseus completely forsaken you,21?
there is then hope that you will fulfill these deeds.

Athena's speech divides into three parts of 4 lines (270-73), 4 lines (274-77), 3 lines (278-
280). The first four and the last three say essentially the same thing; their repetition of idea

is marked by the repetition of a line (cf. 270 and 278). Both state that Telemachus will not

217Pycci 1987, 148-57.
218WH makes the sensible suggestion of alternate punctuation for the first four lines. Full stop at the end

of 270, comma at end of 272; the conditional clause of 271-72 then goes with 273, not with 270 (HWH
148). This does lend the lines a certain intelligibility, although it removes the potentiality of
Telemachos's future state. But if we translate ¢ rei in 278 causally, Athena does seem to assert this
futurity unhesitantly.

219HWH prefers to translate o8¢ ... m&yxu as ‘not at all' rather than ‘not altogether’ (HWH 148).
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be base nor stupid; and depending/ dependent on his inheritance of his father's menos/
métis, his journey will be fulfilled. As in Book 1, Athena's declaration upon Telemachus
as a worthy son of his father moves from menos to métis, words etymologically related,
but with different emphases.?20 Grammatically, there is a shift of tone: the last three lines
make declarative what in the first four were only conditional. The questionable instillment
of menos in line 271 becomes the indicative statement of inherited métis in line 279. Just
as in Book 1, the endpoint is métis. In a sense, Athena's speech above distills the
movement of Book 1 into ten lines: Telemachus is like his father, having inherited his
father's menos; but it is not until he acquires his métis that his heroic success is assured.
Not forsaken by his father's métis, Telemachus is ready to set sail on his journey
in search of news of his father. His discoveries, however, would seem to be constrained
by his skepticism about ever knowing one's father. Athena asked him if he is the son of

Odysseus, and Telemachus answers that no one ever surely knows his father:

pr]Tr]p pEV TE ps @no! TOU eppevou oqucxp eyw YE
oUk 01d’ " oU Y&p MW Tig £dv Yovov alTog Gviéyvew.
(1.215-16)

My mother says I am his. I for my part

do not know; for not yet does someone himself know his father.
According to Telemachus, the child himself (ax0T¢ 216) is the last one to be able to speak
with authority on his own conception and parentage.2?! Rather, it is the other, the one who
saw in the past, from outside the self, who can witness another's origin.?22 The stranger

told Telemachus that he often mingled with Odysseus before Odysseus left for Troy. In

20Nagy 1974, 265-278.

221There are other readings of these lines. For an interpretation of diffidence, see HWH 1988, 102; for
convention, HWH 1988, 102; Stanford 1947, 225.

222Cf. Bakhtin: "In the life I live and experience from within myself, my own birth and death are events
which I am in principle incapable of experiencing; birth and death as mine are incapable of becoming
events of my own life. Just as in the case of outward appearance, the point here is not merely the
impossibility of experiencing these events in fact; the point is first of all that [ lack any essential
axiological approach to them. ... In my own life, people are born, pass by, and die, and their life/death is
often the most important event of my own life — an event that determines the content of my life (cf. the
essential constituents that determine the stories or plots of world literature). The terminal points of my
own life cannot have this plot-determining significance; my own life is that which temporally
encompasses the existence of others. ... I am in myself the condition of possibility for my own life, but I
am not its valuable hero. I am not capable of experiencing the emotionally consolidated time that
encompasses me, just as I am not capable of experiencing the space that encompasses me. My time and
my space are the time and space of an author, and not those of a hero" Author and Hero, 104-106.
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response to her question of his identity, Telemachus's answer in effect says, why are you
asking me? You were here, you saw with your own eyes — you are the one in the position
to know, not me, who, like all men, requires an outside other to see his origin.
Telemachus's journey affords the opportunity for him to be seen by others who, having
known his father, can furnish Telemachus with their greater vision invisible to all — the
mystery of one's birth, one's beginning. In the diction of Bakhtin, these others will
"author” the "hero" Telemachus. Starting with the authoring vision of Athena-Mentes, the
journey presents two further scenes of others’ authoring — Nestor and Menelaos and
Helen. At thc; end of her meeting with Telemachus, Athena sends him out on a quest for
word of his father; this quest, Telemachus's words above make clear, is as much about the
recognition of Telemachus as learning news of Odysseus (c£.1.94-95). That is, his whole
journey — a passing through a series of father substitutes — comprises the solution to his

response to Athena that no one himself knows his father.

The Reunion of Odysseus and Telemachus

The first appearance in the poem of Telemachus — who is occupied by imagining his
returning father — introduced the motif of Telemachus's desire for his father. The scenes
following developed his acquisition of mézis within the framework of this desire — his
search for word of his father. At the end of Book 4, the poem turns from the son to the
father. When Telemachus returns into the action to be reunited with his father, the theme of
his desire for his father ironically returns with him, but now redefined and permanent.
Rather than a simple wish capable of fulfillment, the reunion of Odysseus and Telemachus
instead shows Telemachus's seemingly straightforward desire for his father to be an
impossible wish incapable of fulfillment. By triply displacing the meeting of father and
son, their reunion portrays not so much their long-awaited coming together, but rather the
inherent impossibility of such satisfaction. More than a seemingly simple desire for his

father, Telemachus's desire is revealed as infinitely complex, metaphysical rather than
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physical. His initial desire for his father was constrained by his doubt of the ultimate
knowability of one's father: "My mother says that I am his, but I do not know; for never
yet has anyone himself known his own parentage” (1.215-16). Telemachus's desired
reunion with his father does not fulfill his longing for his father but rather his original
doubt. Odysseus's initial state as uncertain, as lost at sea, now becomes a significant
metaphor: one's birth, one's father is essentially uncertain and unknowable. Telemachus's
desire for his physical father is fulfilled, only to be replaced by a greater metaphysical
desire incapable of fulfillment. The father is always lost in a way.

Thre;: factors circumscribe the long anticipated reunion between Odysseus and
Telemachus: the proleptic, substitute reunion between Telemachus and Eumaeus; the son's
interruption of his father's embrace due to his disbelief in his father's mortality; and finally,
once united, the bird simile which describes their wailing. The presentation of this highly
anticipated moment keeps it elusive and ultimately beyond reach: through the three
techniques enumerated above, it is continuously displaced.

Telemachus's response of wonder and fear to his seemingly divine father has been
well analyzed as a classic response to a divine epiphany made for the purpose of testing a
mortal and initiating a cult.223 But while "fear is a natural reaction to a divine epiphany," in
the literary examples, each mortal manifests his or her fear in slightly different ways and in
reaction to slightly different epiphanies.22* Telemachus's response to his father shares
contextual and dictional similarities with one other such scene in particular: Anchises's
reaction to Aphrodite's epiphany in the Homeric Hymn to Aphrodite.?*

In the hymn to Aphrodite, overcome by Aphrodite's persuasive words and his own
desire, Anchises has already, unknowingly, lain beside the goddess. After this dangerous
liason, Aphrodite wakens him to reveal herself. She tells him to wake up and tell her if she

looks the same as she did before:

223Kearns 1982.

2241pid., 5.

2251n using the hymn as a comparandum, I am assuming only that they share a set of associations, not that
one precedes or influences another.
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Kal @pd&aoai., €f Tol 6poin éywv ivBaAlouat gival.
oinv 8A pe TO MpwTov év opBaiuoior vénoag:
(h.Aph. 178-89)

And consider if I appear to be the same,
the sort I was when at first you perceived me with your eyes.

Anchises obeys her and upon seeing her in changed form, becomes afraid:

w¢ d¢ 1dev deipAv Te kai SppaTa k&N’ 'AppodiTng.

TapBnogv Te kai Sooe mapakAiddv €Tparev &GAAn-

(h.Aph. 181-82)

But when he saw the neck and beautiful eyes of Aphrodite,

he became afraid and he turmed his eyes, bending them to the other side.
Anchises shares with Telemachus the recognition of a "divinity" based on a change in their
appearance. Just as Aphrodite reappeared to Anchises in all her divine beauty, so for
Telemachus, the stranger changes from an old beggar to a strong and youthful man

(16.172-76). And his response to this shared context is markedly similar to Anchises's:
B&puBnoe 8¢ uiv @idog vidg.
TapBroag &' éTépwoe B&A' SppaTa. uf Beo¢ €in
(16.178-79)

His own son wondered at him,

and being afraid he cast his eyes to the other side, lest he was a god
In all the other literary representations of a mortal in the moment of recognizing an
epiphany, only Anchises shares with Telemachus this verb of fearing and this act of turning
aside his eyes.226 Richardson explains the emphasis on the visual as implicit in the ritual of
initiation into the Mysteries. Therein the initiate ascends to the level of seeing. But in these
epiphanic scenes, vision is negated; these young men, according to this explanation, work
against the direction of initiation. But there is another association with turning aside one's
eyes which the hymn itself provides. Before Aphrodite consummates her relationship with

Anchises, she presents herself to him as virginal, "unbroken and untried in love" (&SuATnVv

M ayaywv kai &reipATnv @iAdTnTog 133). At the moment when she ascends the couch

to make love with Anchises, she turns her eyes away:

@IAoppeidng &' 'AppodiTn
g€pre peTaoTpepBeioa kaT' SupaTa kadd Baloloa
(h.Aph. 155-56)
Laughter-loving Aphrodite
went turning aside, casting down her beautiful eyes

226For a list of reactions to epiphanies, see Richardson 1974, 208. Sowa makes the comparison of these
Odyssean and Hymn to Aphrodite passages (1984, 252)
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Eyes and vision, particularly not letting one's eyes be seen, are not necessarily primarily
epiphanic, but in certain contexts, highly erotic motifs. "Eyelids are important. From the
eyelids may issue an erotic emotion that sets the interval between two people vibrating."2?7
When Telemachus turns his eyes aside from the apparently divine stranger, his gesture
suggests a reaction to an epiphany, but an epiphany of a particularly erotic sort.

The ambiguity of this relationship — both man to god and lover to beloved —

misplaced onto father and son is reiterated in the simile which describes their embrace:

kAaiov & AIyEwg. GdivaTepov | T' oiwvoi,
. @Aval fi aiyuTTiol YapywVuXeg. olol Te Tékva
&ypdTai ¢éEeilovTo mapog meTenva yeveéoHai:
(16.216-18)
And they wailed shrilly, more vehemently than birds,
sea eagles or vultures with hooked talons, whose young
hunters took away before they became fledged.

The plural dative, oioy, states that these afflicted birds are imagined in the plural. Their
offspring are either their own singly, which puts both Odysseus and Telemachus into the
role of a parent, or, more simply, their offspring are shared between them, rendering
Odysseus and Telemachus a mating pair.

The point of elucidating the erotic undertones of Odysseus's and Telemachus's
reunion is NOT to suggest some latent homoerotic, incestuous desire between the two men.
It is, rather, that by characterizing the reunion of father and son in terms of that between
man and god, and lover and beloved, the poet willfully displaces the actual moment of this
filial consummation. By turning to the imagery of lovers, the poet distances and empties
out the embrace of father and son. Thus displaced into terms other than its own, that latter
reunion is left unrepresented. It never fully happens.

One might wonder what a representation of the reunion of father and son could be
like. Even so, the poet has just earlier represented precisely such a reunion. The poet's
failure to depict the reunion between father and son thus does not derive from a lack of

ability or of such a cultural category:

227Carson 1986, 20. She discusses the lyric uses of eyes — especially the glance withheld— further
(pp-20-21).
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e s it g e kbt S

In amazement up sprang the swineherd, and from his hands the vessels fell with

which he was busied as he mixed the sparkling wine. And he went to meet his

lord, and kissed his head and both his beautiful eyes and his two hands, and a big

tear fell from him. And as a loving father greets his own son, who comes in the

tenth year from a distant land — his only son and well-beloved, for whose sake

he has borne much sorrow — even so did the noble swineherd then clasp in his

arms godlike Telemachus, and kiss him all over as one escaped from death; and

sobbing he addressed him with winged words. (16.12-22)
Just as the embrace between father and son was displaced onto that between lover and
beloved, so the singular explicit description of a reunion between father and son is
displaced onto slave and master. The scene of filial reunion is purposefully introduced
with an instance of its imperfect consummation — the words of father and son, but not the
content. The poetic grandeur of a father and son coming together after so many years of
separation is immediately and prodigally thrown away in the first few lines of
Telemachus's return. It is a magnificent and dashing misplacement. Before Telemachus
ever sets eyes on the stranger, his father who is finally there and waiting for him, the poet
has played his trump card. In doing so, he communicates that the reunion of father and son
is not what it seems. The moment of reunion symbolizes the greater impossibility that the
two parties can ever fully embrace: they will somehow miss each other, whether because
they are not actually father and son, or worse, because there simply is no such satisfaction.

The simile of the shrieking birds finally explains the reason for the first two

displacements of the reunion between father and son (onto slave and master, and lover and
beloved). For the simile not only suggests the oddity of the relationship between father and
son reflected in that of parents, but more markedly recasts the joyous reunion of father and
son into parents’ grievous loss of their young.222 While for the Greeks grief and joy are not

so dramatically different, the simile describes a particular moment of grief: the moment of

the discovery of loss.?2? The long awaited embrace between father and son, as already

228 To "cry shrilly” (xAaiov 8¢ Aryéwc) is an expression of acute grief: so Achilles mourns over the body
of Patroklos (Iliad 19.5); so Odysseus's crew recall their past ordeals and losses at sea (10.201); so
Agamemnon approaches Odysseus in Hades (11.391). Achilles's lamentation over Patroklos is most
interesting since he is soon said to grieve over him as a father for his newly wedded son. The
displacement of relationship in the expression of Achilles's loss suggests that it partakes of the same
dynamic of expressing pothos, as will be developed below. On the loss in this similie, cf. Crotty 1994,
179.

229 Another simile from the lliad more expansively portrays this inchoate horror:
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suggested by the two other devices of displacement, is not a consummate fulfillment but
rather a surprising discovery of absence. The bird simile's representation of Odysseus's
and Telemachus's reunion as an occasion of stunning loss and absence describes its
essential nature. It is not, as commentators have understood it, "inept" or primarily
proleptic of their killing of the suitors to come six books later.230 Instead, its depiction of
revealed absence goes to the heart of their embrace. For the simile addresses the
fundamental nature of desire: "Not all [poems] look triangular in action, yet they share a
common concem: to represent eros as deferred, defied, obstructed, hungry, organized
around a radiant absence — to represent eros as lack."23! The great revelation of this scene
of desire formally fulfilled —father and son are in each other's arms —is the poet's refusal
to offer full satisfaction.?32 Instead, the most long awaited and ardentlyimagined moment
of reunion only opens up the unfillable space, the vast vista of desire. While Telemachus
longed for the return of his father, fulfillment seemed simple and attainable. With that
return revealed as incomplete, as only one mask of longing, its fulfillment signals the

beginning of discovering metaphysical absence. His longing is redefined from an

And among them the son of Peleus began the vehement lamentation (GS1voU ... ydo10)
laying his man-slaying hands upon the breast of his comrade,
groaning utterly incessantly just as a well-bearded lion,
whose whelps a deer hunter has snatched away
from out of the thick wood; and the lion coming back later grieves
(Illiad 18.316-20)
The simile continues to describe the anger and vengeful seeking of the lion after the man (18.321-22).
These emotions may be relevant to the simile of Odysseus's reunion with Telemachus.
230Stanford 271; Ahl and Roisman 1996, 195-96.
231Carson 1986, 18. She continues: "Pursuit and flight are a ropos of Greek erotic poetry and iconography
from the archaic period onward. It is noteworthy that, within such conventional scenes, the moment of
ideal desire on which vase-painters as well as poets are inclined to focus is not the moment of the coup
de foudre, not the moment when the beloved's arms open to the lover, not the mement when the two
unite in happiness. What is pictured is the moment when the beloved turns and nins” (19-20). The
Homeric poet, by inserting the bird simile of loss into the "moment when the two unite in happiness,”
accomplishes the simultaneous portrayal of unfulfillment within fulfillment.
232Cf. Pucci 1980, 97. Also see Lord 1978, 180: Lord shows the displacement of this scene on the level of
form. Telemachus's recognition of his father, due to the poem's desire to place it first, displaces the
otherwise prepared scenes of recognition between Odysseus and Eumaeus (end of Book 14 and 15.495) and
QOdysseus and Laertes (15.38 and 495).
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attainable wish to a condition of being: a permanent longing for something ineffable and
unknowable.233 Whence, perhaps, his reluctance to believe his father less than a god.

The structure of the scene of Odysseus's and Telemachus's reunion now becomes
sensible. The false starts and interruptions do not heighten the final fulfillment, but rather
represent its unattainability. The series of deferrals enacts the nature of their postponed
embrace, which itself gives way to a feeling of dismay and sorrow. The return of the
father is less than magical. Just as Odysseus must persuade Telemachus that he is indeed
only human, the recognition is itself a deflation, literally a "coming down to earth."
Accordingly-the pathos of the scene is abruptly cut short (afya 16.221): practical thoughts
of ships and allies readily interfere with what had previously been imagined to be the grand
fulfillment of all of Telemachus's desires. The depleted moment of recognition is no longer
sustainable: the return of the father is a profound disappointment.234

Telemachus's disappointment in his father's return, however, is not all for naught.
For while it may leave him wanting, it simultaneously ensures a constructive distance
between them — the distance which allows for the continued individuality of the father and
son within the framework of the house. Father and son become co-workers. The reunion
ends with a significant revision of Telemachus's gaze. Rather than turning his eyes away
from his father, he looks knowingly at him, excluding the "outsider,” Eumaeus, newly

returned from the palace:

233Cf. the analysis of Primo Levi on the nature of discontent: "For human nature is such that grief and pain
— even simultaneously suffered — do not add up as a whole in our consciousness, but hide, the lesser
behind the greater, according to a definite law of perspective. It is providential and is our means of
surviving in the camp. And this is the reason why so often in free life one hears it said that man is never
content. In fact it is not a question of a human incapacity for a state of absolute happiness, but of an
ever-insufficient knowledge of the complex nature of the state of unhappiness; so that the single name of
the major cause is given to all its causes, which are composite and set out in an order of urgency. And if
the most immediate cause of stress comes to an end, you are grivously amazed to see that another one lies
behind; and in reality a whole series of others" (Primo Levi, Survival in Auschwitz. Trans. Stuart Woolf.
Simon & Schuster. 1993. p. 73.) The return of Odysseus is only when Telemachus's "most immediate
cause of stress comes to an end."

234Byt useful nonetheless. It does not stop the plot and end the story: we are after all only mid-poem. Yet
the profundity of the poem's demonstration of the essential nature of unfulfillment suggests that the cause
for Telemachus's disappointment is not for the sake of continuing the poem. The poem ends with
another father-son reunion wherein we will see whether there is such a thing as fulfillment. It seems at
this point unlikely. Fulfillment in the poem comes in the form of prophecies fulfilled — all of a
destructive sort.
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¢ paTo. peidnoev 8’ iepA i TnAepdyoio

éc maTép’ dpBaiuoiolv idwv. aAégive &’ UpopRov.
(16.476-77)

Thus he spoke, and the divine might of Telemachus smiled

looking with his eyes at his father, but he avoided the swineherd.

Telemachus's reunion with his father has come full circle. Earlier, when first witnessing
the "epiphany” of Odysseus, Telemachus turned away his eyes in fear and wonder
(16.179). Now, after having talked and made a sacrifice (oUv iepevocavTeg 16.454) —
from man to god — with his father, Telemachus purposefully catches his father's eye. No
longer the eye of some alleged divinity that Telemachus avoids in dread reverence, he

simply avoids the eye of the swineherd who is extraneous to the covenant between father

and son.235

Odysseus and Telemachus at Home

The duration of the poem shows father and son working together toward their shared goal
of reclaiming what's theirs. Telemachus fights alongside his father but not in a struggle
exclusively his father's. Odysseus fights his own battle; but as the Telemachy has made
clear that this is as much the son's battle as well, Telemachus fights his own battle, too.
Telemachus's questioning of his father during the typical structure of recognition — doubt,
proof, embrace — becomes a paradigm for their immediately subsequent interactions.236
For example, as they begin to work together, toward their own and shared goal, there is a
mutuality between them akin to that of the companions at Troy. So on the one hand,
Odysseus asks Telemachus for an account of the suitors to determine if they two will be
sufficient opposition against them (16.235-39); Telemachus politely expresses dismay at
his father's presumption (240-57); Odysseus corrects him (259-61); Telemachus approves
his father's wisdom (263-65). But on the other hand, the poem juxtaposes a more open-
ended dynamic between the father and son: Odysseus prescribes to Telemachus the actions

and words he must perform on the following day (270-307); Telemachus affirms the

B5There is, of course, an ordinary plot-furthering device operative here, too.
236For this structure, see Murnaghan 1987, 22.
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command to test the female slaves but suggests postponing the trying of the male ones
(309-320). At this point the poet intervenes, depriving Odysseus of his expected response
and ending the pattern now with the son's voice and correction.
Soon after, father and son work together as a pair bathed in Athena's divine light:
"Then the two leapt up, Odysseus and his glorious son, and carried in the helmets and
embossed shields" (Tw &' &p’ dvai&avT’ OBuoeig kai paidipog uidg/ éopdpeov
képubdc Te kai domidag duparoéooag 19.31-32). Not long after, Odysseus, disguised,
makes a statement of their equality:
T €l &' 6 pév g AMSAwWAE kai OUKETI VOO TIUOG ECTiV.
&AM’ /80 naig Tolog 'AmdAAwVoG Ye EknTi./ TnAéuaxog:
(19.85-87)

But if as it seems he [Odysseus] is dead and is no longer expected to return,

but already his son, by the will of Apollo, is such a sort, Telemachus;
Odysseus acknowledges his son's commensurability to himself: he indicates that if he is
not available to punish the unfaithful slaves, Telemachus will do so instead. Odysseus's
words furthermore make clear the importance of timing. For he completes this speech: ¢ rei
oUkéTI TnAikog €oTiv ["since he [Telemachus] is no longer such an age" 19.88]. This
phrase is in perfect responsion with Odysseus's oUkeéTI vooTIudg éoTiv (85).
Telemachus's TnAixog would replace Odysseus's vooTiudg should the latter be denied.

The timing of these books as coincident with Telemachus's having come of age is

evident in one other pair of comments. In Book 18, Penelope recalls Odysseus's
instructions to her to marry another man and leave the house when Telemachus is bearded
should he not return from Troy (267-70). She recounts these words since they have now
come to fulfillment: T& 8f viv mé&vTa TeheiTar (18.271). In Book 19, the poet tells the
story of Odysseus's scar, received during a boar hunt among the men of the house of his
maternal grandfather — a rite of passage indicative of his coming of age. The
superimposition of Telemachus's recent entry into manhood over the recollection of

Odysseus's past one bring the two men together into a palimpsest of manliness. In such

overlaying there both is time and is not. Telemachus displays the past youth of his father
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but both are presently sung, and paratactically, with his father's entry into manhood
curiously placed second. The story of the scar augments the importance of Telemachus's
story of coming of age as it suggests that at least one of a person's defining features derives
from just that period. For a moment, it allows both father and son to coexist, equally
valuing both times of man.

Telemachus commits several acts heroic enough to maintain his equal alliance with
his father. First he kills Amphinomos who was aiming at Odysseus and thereby saves his
father's life (22.91). Then, when Odysseus divides up the tasks among the four allies —
Odpysseus, Te;lemachus, the swineherd Eumaeus, and the cowherd Philoetius, he assigns
the work of keeping the suitors in the hall to himself and his son, and commands the two
slaves to punish the disloyal goatherd, Melanthios (22.171ff.). The bond between father
and son is also evident in the words of others. For example, the suitor Agelaos urges on
the rest, calling for the death of "father and son” (maTép’ /3¢ kai vidv 22.216). Soon
after Athena is said to give only partial assistance to her favorite since she is still testing
Odysseus and his son (‘Oduoanog Ad" viou xuSaAiuoro 22.238). Finally, during the
slaughter of the suitors, Odysseus is twice supplicated, first by the seer, Leiodes, whom he
kills (310ff.); and then by the singer, Phemios (337ff.). Telemachus intervenes on behalf
of Phemios and also asks for the life of the herald who raised him, Medon (362-70).
Odysseus listens to Telemachus's persuasion and so father and son, separately and
together, both rightful heroes within one house, claim what is theirs.

The sparing of Phemios and Medon, which ends the slaughter of suitors, forms a
suggestive inversion of the supplication motif in the Iliad on several counts. In our
discussion of battlefield supplication in the lliad, we observed how Trojan sons in vain
entreat for their lives in exchange for the wealth stored up in their fathers' house. The
supplication of Phemios and Medon first inverts this Niadic motif since they ask for mercy
because they had no part in destroying the father's wealth (22.351-53; 368-370). Next,
this play on the usual swearing by a father's wealth is furthered when Telemachus
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intervenes on behalf of the singer and herald; that is, the son intervenes for the sake of non-
kin.237 Telemachus's concern for those close to him by analogy but not kinship surely
brings to mind the end of the Iliad, which brings into greater focus Achilles's coterie of
metanastic followers. In his plea to spare the herald, Medon, Telemachus speaks in a way
reminiscent of the relationship between Phoinix and Achilles. Telemachus beseeches his
father: "Let us save the herald, Medon, who used to care for me in our house, when I was
a child — unless perchance Philoetius has already killed him, or the swineherd, or he met
you as you were raging through the house” (22.357-360). Indeed, there may even be a
echo in the r{ame, 'Medon,' since in the [liad we saw that Medon was a metanastés, who
had left home for slaying a relative of his stepmother (ZI. 13.694-97). This late mention of
a Phoinix-like father figure of Telemachus seems to allude to the Iliad's gradual
development of Achilles's father substitutes which culminate in his meeting with Priam in
the final book. But this mention of Medon in the Odyssey, however, brings the Iliadic
motif to mind only to distinguish itself from it. Medon has been a minimal character
throughout the Odyssey, and accordingly, Telemachus's care for him comes as an
afterthought; he thinks to spare Medon if he hasn't yet been killed by chance. Medon has
escaped death by draping himself in the skin of a newly flayed ox and hiding under a chair
— atactic which may comprise a comic play on cunning and disguise. Indeed, having
spared the supplicating Medon, Odysseus sends him out of the house, a symbol that in this
house, there is room for only one father and that father is Odysseus alone.

Most importantly, Odysseus accepts the supplication of Phemios and Medon,
backed by Telemachus, reversing the Iliadic trend of refusing all battlefield suppliants. His
speech to the suppliants recasts some Iliadic motifs:

B&poer. émei 84 o’ olTog £pUcoaTO Kai £0GWOEV,
oq>pc YVOG KOTG Gupov oxTczp smqoea kol GAAW.
WG KAKOEPYING eUEPYEDIn NEY’ aueivwv. (22.372-74)
Be of good cheer, for he has delivered you and saved you,

that you may know in your heart and tell also to another,
how far better is the doing of good deeds than of evil.

BRichard Martin's suggestion to me.
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In Odysseus's benign speech, we first hear an echo of his deceitful words to Dolon who
also once begged Odysseus for his life: 8Gpoei. undé Ti por B&vaTog kaTadipIog E0TwW
("Be of good cheer and do not let death be in your heart” 7I. 10.383). Both Odysseus's
encouragement, 8&poe1, and his mention of the suppliants' heart — kaT& Buudy:
kaTaBluiog — resonate in these passages. But in the lliad, Odysseus spoke to Dolon
falsely, fully intending to kill him (followed by the slaughter of many sleeping enemies); in
the Odyssey, Odysseus's awful slaughter of the suitors ends on a note of a truthful and
beneficent Odysseus. Finally, along with this reversal in the epic's presentation of its hero,
we see also a‘reversal of the larger Iliadic presentation of a battle without mercy but death
for all (cf. 1. 6.57-60). Telemachus and Odysseus will be praised, Odysseus suggests,
not for their terribleness in battle, but for their compassion. By accepting the supplication
of Phemios and Medon, Odysseus undoes the absoluteness of the slaughter of the suitors,

transcending as well as the lliad'’s ethic of absolute slaughter of the Trojans.

Odysseus as father and son

Like Telemachus, Odysseus also encounters a number of father and son pairs before
returning to his own family. His sea adventures contain no stories of mortal fathers and
sons. Only when he reaches Scheria, his last stop and a transitional civilization both
blessed and threatening, does he return to the world of mortal men. So accounts of mortal
fathers and sons begin here. Telemachus's experience with the gauntlet of fathers, we
recall, distinguished his sought after relationship with his father from them. Odysseus also
passes through several other fathers and sons in a manner similar to Telemachus, as well as
akin to many of his encounters — destructively, leaving disappointment in one's charms or
magic, or a wound or a sealed off city, behind him. Likewise, Odysseus disrupts and
brings out the worst in the fathers and sons he meets. Through the poem, Odysseus harms

others while he survives; his response to fathers and sons is no less hostile. Just as his
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whoie journey is a process of paring down to one as he loses his entire crew, his desire
regarding fathers and sons appears to be likewise unwelcoming.

As the first of Odysseus's meetings with a father and son during his journey toward
Ithaca, his encounter with Alkinoos and his sons parallels that of Telemachus with Nestor.
Like Nestor with his six named sons, Alkinoos is another prolific father with five sons
living at home with him (6.62).238 And in a similar fashion to Telemachus's arrival on
Pylos, Odysseus is escorted to the center of the gathering, and seated beside the king.
There are however subtle differences between the two receptions. On Pylos, Nestor's son,
Peisistratos, e;pproached the strangers and led them to the king (3.36-39). On Scheria, the
king himself takes Odysseus by the hand and gives him a seat (7.167-169).239 On Pylos,
the king is seated beside his heroic son, Thrasymedes. Peisitratos leads the strangers to
soft seats beside both the prince and the king (m&p Te kaciyvATw Opacuuider kai
maTépr @ 3.39). On Scheria, the king displaces his most beloved son, who sits next to
him, for the stranger: "he [Alkinoos] took by the hand Odysseus, the wise and crafty-
minded, and raised him from the hearth, and set him upon a bright chair from which he
bade his son, the kindly L.aodamas, to rise" (7.170-71). These differences suggest a
greater danger of the incorporation of the stranger on Scheria than on Pylos. Such danger
is borne out by the desire of both daughter and father to bring Odysseus into the oikos
through marriage. Odysseus could thus take the place of a favored son beside the king and
so not return to his own wife and house. And Laodamas, the beloved son himself, reacts to
the potential threat of being usurped when he challenges Odysseus in contest (8.130-57).
On Pylos, such a danger of the stranger replacing the favorite son through marriage is not

foreshadowed; and so Telemachus is ultimately paired with the companion, Peisistratos,

238Three sons is conventional (lliad 11.59; 14.115; 20.231); more suggests a truly BaAepdv yéuov
(4.66). HWH 297.

239Perhaps some of the difference in the treatment of Odysseus arises from his more advanced age, wherefore
he is shown greater honor. Toward this idea are the several (albeit ironic) appellations of Odysseus as
Eeive maTep (8.145, 408).
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rather than a nubile daughter. Odysseus thus presents a subtle threat to the father-son

harmony on Scheria.

Odysseus in the underworld

Odysseus tells the Phaeacians about his past adventures, including his trip to the
underworld. Thus he recounts how in the underworld, before encountering any of the
heroic dead, he first met his newly dead crew member, Elpenor. Deprived of burial and
lamentation, Elpenor asks Odysseus to make up for this lack. He beseeches him by those
who are "not. present” — his wife and father and son left behind (1 1.66-68) (vuv &¢ o¢
TV 8mibev youvalopal, ob mapedvtwy 11.66).

Ordinarily, with stories told by the living from the point of view of the living, the
dead are the consummately absent. The completion of death — whether by inhumation or
cremation — is a process of making the body invisible.?*? From the point of view of the
dead, however, those not present are the living. Odysseus, alive among the dead, becomes
both present and not present; as one of the latter, he is a link to the living. Both
Agamemnon and Achilles ask him about their absent ones, their sons, and for Achilles,
also his father. In response, Odysseus has little to tell or tells only little of what he knows
about their absent sons and fathers (11.463ff.; 505).24! In effect, then, he keeps those
absent absent. As a result, as in the poem as a whole, only Odysseus obtains presence:
because the dead are the ultimately absent and Odysseus is reticent about the absent living,
there is present only his own voice as narrator.

Thus completely in control of his self-presentation in the underworld, Odysseus
describes two encounters involving fathers and sons: Agamemnon and Orestes, Achilles

and Neoptolemos. In both these instances, Odysseus manages to praise himself as a father

240" Any form of burial marks the family or community action which transfers the body to a new state of
belonging, and the absent element of individuality called the psyche always is absent, and so ‘elsewhere.’
... There must be a processional escort to the burial place, a permanent separation of the group from the
visible body, which is concealed or dispersed, and replaced, in a sense, by a tombstone or mound”
(Vermeule 1979, 2-3).

241Cf. Ahl and Roisman 1996,141-152.
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in response to the other heroes' questions about their sons. In the first encounter,
Agamemnon tells Odysseus all about the sad ending of his terrible death. In this speech, he
contrasts his fate with Odysseus's, since Odysseus will return home to greet his son:
"Behold him [Telemachus] his dear father will, when he comes, and he will embrace his
father, as is right and good. But my wife did not let me sate my eyes even with the sight of
my son. Before that it was I myself whom she slew” (11.450-53). At the end of this
speech, Agamemnon asks for news of the whereabouts of his son, Orestes, who might
avenge his father's sad demise. Agamemnon knows that Orestes is still living since he has
not seen him in the underworld. Yet Odysseus offers little in response to this question so
important to Agamemnon: "Son of Atreus, why do you question me of this? I know not at
all whether he is alive or dead; and it is bad to speak idly" (463-64). The meeting between
Agamemnon and Odysseus thus ends with a reported exchange of lamentation (465-66).
The good news of father and son remains Agamemnon's prophecy of Odysseus's happy
return to his son.

After Agamemnon, Odysseus next meets Achilles. Like Agamemnon, Achilles
naturally also asks for news of his son. And in this encounter, too, Odysseus makes
himself come out on top, this time as the patron of Neoptolemos. First he tells Achilles that
he himself brought Neoptolemos to Troy. And then he slyly praises Neoptolemos as
always being the first to speak and surpassed only by himself and Nestor; and in battle,
Odysseus continues, Neoptolemos always fought in the front ranks. Anthony Edwards has
carefully described Odysseus's cunning in his report to Achilles, from which analysis I

quote only one section:

Neoptolemos serves two masters in this account. By "defending the Argives" as
their mpduoc &vrp, he lives up to his father's memory. Yet, throughout the
narrative he is otherwise the apprentice of Odysseus. For it is Odysseus who
fetches him from Scyros and introduces him into the world of heroism,
Neoptolemus submits to the ascendency of Nestor and Odysseus in the &yopd,
and he participates in the final victory over Troy in strict obedience to Odysseus,
its strategist. ... through this strategem [Aéxoc] Odysseus not only initiates the
last assault upon Troy, but also enlists the aixpnTdg, Neoptolemos, in a Adxog,
and finally appropriates for himself Achilles’ role as the father. Moreover,
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wrapped in this praise of Neoptolemos, Odysseus advances his claim to be the
hero who sacked Troy, and asserts the ultimate triumph of wit over force.?42

Odysseus's stories of Agamemnon and Achilles in the underworld can thus be seen as

praise of himself as hero and father.

Odysseus and Eumaeus
After the Phaeacians leave Odysseus in Ithaca, the first mortal he meets is his loyal

swineherd, Eumaeus. The two men pass the time talking about themselves. Their different
desires toward their past and parents form the last father-son foil against which Odysseus
stands apart: Odysseus is not a slave who can switch from loyalty to one father to a new
master.

Having heard from Eumaeus of his past loss of home and transfer to a new home

where he was cared for by Odysseus's own parents, Odysseus responds:

& rérmor, wg Gpa TuThog £wv. Elpaie cuBwTa.

MoAASY &remAay xOng ong maTpidog AdE TokAwY.

(15.381-82)

Incredible, how young you must have been, swineherd Eumaeus,

when you were carried away so far from your country and parents.
Odysseus's exclamation has the tone of genuine dismay and compassion.243 His term to
describe Eumaeus's wandering — &nemA&yx0ng — suits his own fate (cf. 1.2).2% It
sounds like, for the first time, Odysseus has been struck by the magnitude of Eumaeus's
loss: for the first time, he "recognizes"” him. Could it be that here in the swineherd's hut,
the heroic master dressed in the rags and wrinkles of an old beggar comes to appreciate his
own likeness to this slave? That he, too, has been long separated so far from his country
and parents?

There is a long tradition of reading Homeric epic as a treatise on what it means to be

human.?#5 The Odyssey in particular lends itself to being understood as the emergence from

242Edwards 1985, 65. For Edwards's complete argument about Odysseus and Neoptolemos, see 59-69. He
persuasively reads this scene as part of the Odyssey’s general competition with the [liad and its hero.

243Cf. Athena to Telemachus about Odysseus (&> mémor. & 8 moAAdv &moiyopévou 'Oducfog 1.253).

244Rjichard Martin's observation.

245See Stanford 1963.
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the possibility of immortality into the insistence on mortality. While true enough,
Odysseus is a far cry from an Everyman making his way back, at long last, to the
simplicity of hearth and home. More than a poem on what it means to be human, it
portrays, as I have been arguing, what it means to be a hero — one separate and marked
off from the mass of mankind. Odysseus's heartful exchange with the swineherd is not a
moment of recognizing the shared humanity between all men. Rather, the conversation
between Odysseus and Eumaeus effects a greater separation between them. For Odysseus
comes to understand what it means to be a slave: it is not just a matter of being taken away
from home for whatever reason — war or pirates (15.384-88), the former comprising a
matter which kept Odysseus himself away from home for twenty years.2#6 But rather it is
the voluntary relinquishment of the desire for home which makes one a slave. At the
beginning of their conversation, Eumaeus showed his loyalty to the long absent Odysseus:
“For never again shall I find a master so kind, however far I go, not though I come again to
the house of my father and mother, where at the first I was born, and they reared me
themselves" (14.138-141). The meeting between Eumaeus and Odysseus is one which
establishes differences, between the ordinary man and hero, here in the more marked terms
of the difference between slave and master. The slave is one who not only leaves home,
but of his own will relinquishes his desire for his own house and parents. The master, on
the other hand, is the one who returns finally to his house, never having forgotten home
and parents. Before going to meet his father, in Eumaeus's hut Odysseus first

distinguishes his relationship to his father from Eumaeus's relationship to his.

Odysseus and Laertes

Lest Laertes be left out of the pattern of the line of Odysseus basking in the light of other
father-son pairs, we also find a foil for Laertes's relationship with his son in the poem, as

early as Book 2. Old Aegyptius begins the assembly in Book 2. He is the very old father

246Nor would the exile resultant from the murder of one's own kin, as in the case of Theoklymenos, turn
him into a slave.
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of several sons, one lost among Odysseus's crew, one a suitor in Odysseus's house, and
two at home. As a result of the prolonged absence — and so presumed death— of his son,
Aegyptius is a man of constant sorrow: he weeps even as he addresses the assembly (2.23-
24). This figure of an old man weighed down by an unrelenting grief for his son lost on
his return from Troy describes also Laertes, whose grief has drawn him away from public
life. Both Laertes and Aegyptius fulfill the Iliadic image of the mourning father, who
perpetually grieves for his dead son. Such a father sustains an inconsolable loss: so
Aegyptius, even with three other sons living near him on Ithaca, cannot forget the one lost
and gone (2.21-22), just as Laertes has withdrawn into a reclusive life on his farm.

But, unlike Aegyptius, Laertes will not be weighed down forever by grief; and
unlike Aegyptius's son, Antiphos, whom the Cyclops devoured, Odysseus will come
home from the Cyclops's cave (as well as other threatening confines). Just as Odysseus is
the one elected to survive out of a large crew and fleet, demonstrating his heroic status, so
Aegyptius is the chaff which shows Laertes to be the wheat. Aegyptius, like his son
Antiphos was to Odysseus, is one of Laertes's "crew."

But as much as Aegyptius provides a foil to Laertes which shows Odysseus's
father in all his strength, at the same time he also calls attention to Laertes's weaknesses.
The presence of the sorrowful old man in the assembly emphasizes the absence of that
other old man, Laertes. Why hasn't Laertes come to the rescue this whole time? Moreover,
the orderliness of an elder opening the assembly simultaneously belies the disorderliness
not just of Laertes's current absence, but his whole premature retirement from kingship.
Why was Odysseus already king twenty years earlier, before he left for Troy, when his
father was still a relatively young man? Why was Odysseus so soon king? Back in the
days before Troy, Odysseus's premature ascension to kingship reveals a problematic
relationship between father and son.

Other factors corroborate this sense of estrangement between father and son. First

is the history of Odysseus's naming. Different from Alkinoos's statement of the norm of
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naming, that there is no one of all mankind who is nameless since "parents bestow names
on all when they give birth" (8.554), Odysseus was named by his maternal grandfather,
Autolykos (19.403ff.), to whom Hermes had given the skill to "exceed all men in thievery
and oaths" (19.395-96). The story of Autolykos's naming of his grandson in place of his
son-in-law, Laertes, suggests an allusion to the myth that while Sisyphus was visiting his
house, Autolykos sent him a guest gift of his daughter, Anticleia, for the night.2¢7
Anticleia, though engaged to marry Laertes, became pregnant with Sisyphus's son. As a
result, she raised Odysseus in the house of Laertes as the son of Laertes. Beyond this one
allusion, the poem is silent about this story of Odysseus's alternative father; and yet
Odysseus's tricky nature supports his lineage from Hermes and Sisyphus. Odysseus's
possible descent from Sisyphus rather than Laertes raises the question whether Laertes is
indeed Odysseus's father. One wonders if Odysseus's gauntlet of fathers has yet ended
even upon arriving home.

The inconsistencies in Odysseus's past relationship with Laertes — his unexplained
assumption of authority while Laertes was still fit to be king, his naming by his grandfather
who was reputed to have welcomed Sisyphus with the gift of his daughter — find present
fulfillment in Odysseus's tense reunion with Laertes. The long-standing question of
Odysseus's inexplicably cruel treatment of Laertes loses its problematic stature in light of
the precedents enumerated above of the peculiar relationship between Odysseus and
Laertes. Odysseus, the man of métis, has never stood especially close to his father, and so
it is again now upon Odysseus's return. Like Odysseus and Telemachus, Odysseus
returns to his father not in an engulfing embrace, one which merges one into the other, but
in such a way that maintains a distance between them characteristic for a hero of cunning.

Odysseus's meeting with his father in Book 24 reiterates this idea of a proliferation
of fathers. Odysseus returns to his father to find a regress of origins. Behind the séma of

the trees is that of the scar: behind his father is his maternal grandfather who gave him his

247This myth is preserved first in a fragment of Aeschylus's lost Hoplon Krisis (fr 175 R). See Gantz
1993, 175-76 for further discussion of the myth.
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name (24.331-35; cf. 19.403-412).24¢ Once recognized, father and son interact minimally.
They exchange rather generic speeches (373-82); such things, the poet concludes, they said
to one another (383). In place of a more developed reunion between father and son, a final
recognition of Odysseus occurs. A father and his sons, the slave Dolios and his six sons,
recognize Odysseus on sight. Why this further recognition, an afterthought to the reunion
of Odysseus and Laertes which has long been considered itself an afterthought?249

In the introduction to Odysseus's reunion with his father, the poem includes a
mention of the old Sicilian woman who cares for Laertes (24.211-12). She is the wife of
Dolios. Out there at the farm, she becomes in a sense, also a substitute wife for Laertes
(cf. the slave Eurykleia from whose bed he abstained only out of respect for his wife).
Dolios and his sons who sit in order beside him (¢€cing &' €(ovTo mapai AoAiov. maTépa
o@dv 411) reflect the royal father and son who share the table with them. Conspicuously
striking in this picture is the name of that other father, Dolios, "Tricky," a characterization
of Odysseus himself and also reminiscent of Odysseus's mythic relation to Sisyphus and
divine connection to Hermes. Odysseus's reunion with his father is cut short by the
immediate recognition of him by another father, Dolios. As in his reunion with
Telemachus, there is a sense of displacement. Odysseus painfully reunites with his father
only to be quickly and painlessly recognized by another father, Dolios. The image of the
father multiplied throughout the poem and multiplied once again finds finally a fitting name:
Dolios — "Tricky." Odyssean fathers and sons — creatures of métis — come together
only to remain elusively, and so individually, apart. Our study of mortal fathers and mortal
sons thus shows a combination of passing through a series of alternate father figures to
arrive at the actual father himself, mixed — because of characteristic métis — with a sense
of displacement in meeting that actual father. In the final case of Odysseus and Laertes, the

combination of father figure and displacement may coincide as it remains a subtle question

2480n the name of Odysseus, see Peradotto 1980.

2490n the Scholia, see Bertman 1967, 115nl. For arguments in favor of the integrity of Book 24, see
Bassett 1917-18, 521-26, Lord 1960, 176-185; Stanford 1965, 5-20; Bertman 1967, 115-23; Moulton
1974, 153-169; Wender 1978.
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whether Laertes is his actual father at all. The poem's conclusion with a challenge to the
certainty about the actual father in a sense returns us to Telemachus's opening observation
that no one yet knows himself who his father is. Having brought its audience so far in the

quest for the actual father and ending with a question of it, the poem shows itself to be a

work of métis.
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Conclusion

In the epic style of ring composition, I return to my discussion in the prologue for
the guiding terms of my conclusion. I began this study of fathers and sons in Homeric epic
with an analysis of the father similes in both poems; my aim was to discover the meanings
and associations of the word ‘parér’ on epic's own terms. In this analysis, I found a
striking divergence between the two epics. On the one hand, the lliad's father similes
clustered arourid Achilles near the end of the poem in accord with the poem's development
toward the meeting between Priam and Achilles. I saw this meeting akin to a simile on a
grand scale, since therein Priam becomes like Achilles's father and Achilles like Priam's
son. Recall Prunty's definition of simile: "a flexible kind of speech without one fixed
meaning, but ever moving in the continual play of likeness and difference” ( 1990, 18-19).
Following this definition, I claim that in its presentation of fathers and sons, the lliad is a
poem fluid with simile. It uses the form of simile as it builds toward the idea implicit in it
that filial relationships are created on the basis of analogy. Roughly phrased then, I call the
Iliad a poem of simile.

The Odyssey, on the other hand, begins with a cluster of father similes centered
around Telemachus. The poem's father similes conspicuously disappear from the epic
once Odysseus, the father himself, steps foot into his house. The goal of the Odyssey, in
opposition to the Hliad's widening terms of father and son, is the return and reintegration of
the single father into his own house. And so, the Odyssey stands in contrast to the
indeterminacy of simile. Recall Prunty's definition of symbol, a literary figure in
opposition to simile: "In contrast, insofar as symbol and allegory appeal to the tradition for
their significance, they initiate a kind of genetic philology because the original meaning of a
thing is an arche" (1990, 19). A symbol, Prunty continues, implies "correct interpretation.”

So in a sense does polytropic Odysseus, a man of many disguises. The Odyssey, |
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observed in the prologue, has far fewer similes overall than Iliad; and yet it has twice as
many father similes. It is a poem less fluid with simile than the Iliad as it moves away
from relationship based on analogy toward a reunion with the single father. Its many father
similes, I argued, indeed display its very anxiety over the widening of filial relationship
through likeness. Broadly phrased, I call the Odyssey a poem of symbol.

These two broad descriptive terms — simile and symbol — for the [liad and the
Odyssey respectively, provide the guiding ideas for a concluding review of fathers and
sons in the poems. The lliad values filial relationships based on analogy in regard to both
the immortai father and the mortal ones. The path of the divine father, we saw based on the
definitions of Benveniste, was his movement from an impersonal patér, through his pity as
genitor of Sarpedon, toward a personal patér of all sons. More than the abstraction 'father
Heaven,' the Iliad develops Zeus into a god like a father, who cares for the deaths of men.

Benveniste comments further on the mythological concept of paternity:
Now, in this original usage [of *parer], the relationship of physical parentage is
excluded. We are outside of kinship in the strict sense, and *pater cannot
designate 'father’ in a personal sense. The passage from one sphere to the other
is no easy matter. These are two separate ideas .... (1969, 170)
In the words of Benveniste, the liiad's achievement of developing Zeus into a personal
patér "is no easy matter."

Just as Zeus becomes a caring substitute father, so the Iliad portrays the Achaean
heroes as sons who left behind their particular homes and genitors. The majority of the
Achaeans left home to fight at Troy; several, mostly affiliated with Achilles, left home for
private reasons, such as killing a man of their own kin or arguing with their father. The
Trojan sons of Priam, on the other hand, fight in defense of home. I thus interpreted the
battle between the Achaeans and the Trojans as in part expressive of a division between
those who leave home and those who fight at and for home, respectively. The utter defeat
of the Trojans then also represents a defeat of those who remain at home. This figurative

battle has political implications: to leave home and genitor and become like sons of Zeus is

to transcend the local and the particular, that is, to become Panhellenic. I thus see the
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Iliad's affirmation of simile as instrumental in its contribution to Panhellenization, wherein
relationship extends beyond kinship and is based instead on a constructed likeness of
ideology.

The Odyssey's "symbolic" nature comprises a basic aspect of its difference from the
Iliad. Like the Iliad and simile, symbol well describes the Odyssey’s representation of the
divine father and mortal ones. Zeus in the Odyssey, we saw, remains consistently fixed as
'father Heaven,' the divine patér who stands behind events and decisions but does not
personally involve himself in them. Furthermore, we saw that the Odyssey depicted
Poseidon as t-he type of personal parér developed in the Iliad — but ironically, another
instance of the Odyssey's difference from the Iliad. Unlike the Iliad, the "symbolic"
Odyssey takes no part in a divine patér like a father: it represents Zeus as purely a symbolic
father — the distant and abstract concept of patér.

Mortal fathers in the Odyssey, like the divine one, aim for the thing itself rather than
any extension by analogy. Thus we saw the Odyssey’s gradual rejection of substitute
father figures in its movement toward the recognition of the genitor himself. Telemachus
and Odysseus encountered a series of father figures, only to endure until meeting the real
one. Odysseus's words to his son well describe the single focus of the poem: "you may be
sure no other Odysseus will ever come here" (16.204). So just as the Iliad opens up the
idea of relationship between father and son, so the Odyssey closes it down into the single
thin thread: Laertes—OQOdysseus—Telemachus. And yet the discussions of the actual
reunions between father and son in the Odyssey revealed a qualification to what I am
calling its "symbolic" nature. While it is certainly the case that the poem presents a kind of
closing down of fathers into the singular one, the centrality of métis in the house of
Odysseus, we saw, exerts a counter force. Métis, which runs contrary to the actual and
singular, adds to the Odyssey's narrowing presentation of mortal fathers and sons a
simultaneous play of displacement within these singular relationships. So while the poem

moves toward the thin line of Laertes—QOdysseus—Telemachus, métis introduces its own
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kind of indeterminacy into these otherwise "symbolic" relationships. We saw that in the
case of Odysseus and Laertes, there arises the indeterminacy whether Laertes is Odysseus's
actual father at all. This concluding challenge to certainty about the actual father, I argued,
shows the poem subtly questioning its whole "symbolic" representation of the father. In
this way, its indeterminacy is more profound than that of the Iliad — fitting to a poem of
métis.

My division between the epics — of the Iliad as a poem of simile and the Odyssey
one of symbol — highlights, finally, the consistent relationship of competition between
them. Thu; in brief, the poems tell two contrasting stories of fathers and sons. The iliad
portrays the growing involvement of the divine patér; and the separation of mortals sons
from their genitors. The Odyssey shows an unchanging impersonal divine patér; and the
sons' reunion with their genitors. Moreover, the lliad portrays the mortality of sons; the
Odyssey, in its thin line of heroes, depicts their survival. The consistent competition
between the Iliad and the Odyssey reveals their vitality — two contestants in an ongoing
dialogue, an endless "process ever subject to revision, addition, retraction."20 Just as
within each poem there are many and varied fathers and sons, so in the end there is no one,
grand statement on Homeric fathers and sons. Instead, consistent with the nature of Greek
contest, the "truth"” lies in the poems' joint picture of diverse fathers and sons ultimately

irreducible in all their complexity.?!

S0Griffith 1990, 200.

BICE. Griffith's list of Greek contests of "tainted verdicts, bribed or biased judges, indeterminate outcomes,
and peculiar and tactful solutions to awkward confrontations” (1990, 190). See also the conclusions of
Emily Vermeule, who acknowledges at the outset the ultimate variety of representations of Greek death.
She begins by explaining what her book consists of: “"What remains is a derivative and arbitrary selection
of aspects of Greek death in terms of artistic documents and familar passages which could be combined
(and could likely be recombined in a more orderly way by others). ... After four years of reading I still do
not know what the Greeks thought about death, or what Americans think either, or what I think myself.
... It is nearly impossible to recreate any general 'Greek view of death'...."” (1979, x-2).
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Epilogue: Fathers and Sons in Tolstoy's War and Peace

Introduction

Tolstoy's War and Peace begins with a father thinking about his son and ends with
a son thinking about his father. In the beginning of the novelat Anna Pavlovna's soirée,
Prince Vasily hopes to obtain a post — or a rich wife— for his younger son, Anatol; at the
end, the domestic epilogue closes with Nikolenka's dream of his father: "Oh Father,
Father! Yc;s, I will do something that even he would be satisfied with..." (Epilogue Lxv;
1411).22 The long, digressive novel is thus securely framed by the traditional patrilineal
plot — a tradition at least as old as the Homeric poems with which the novel shares such
father-son endpoints. Fathers and sons are clearly as important to Tolstoy's novel as we
have already seen in Homeric epic. How does Tolstoy introduce this featured topic in the
novel's beginning?

It took Tolstoy a year of work and fourteen rejected drifts before he settled upon
the opening scene of the novel.253 His protracted effort derived from his dual concem for
conventionality — of language, images and style — on the one hand, in conflict with his
unconventional, "un-novelistic" desire to comment on the political and social issues he was
raising, on the other.25* Ultimately, novelistic conventions prevailed; wherefore we
approach the opening conventionally, as one which sets out the major interests of the work
to follow. So what is introduced? First, not introduced are the two aims which kept
Tolstoy so long at work on the novel's beginning: the introduction of a major hero and of

serious political controversy. Instead, the beginning of the novel achieves a different goal:

252Sych enumeration refers, respectively, to the book, part and page of War and Peace; when followed by
an Arabic numeral, this refers to the page from the Signet edition translated by Ann Dunnigan.

253He waivered among variant openings: a fictional one, in medias res; a trief historical setting; an
extended historical introduction; a preface. See Feuer 1996, 88-109; especially 99-100.

254Feuer 1996, 69.
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it characterizes the social milieu of one of the novel's places, St. Petersburg.?5 For the
novel is one of place, carefully set in three locations: the court life of St. Petersburg; the
autonomous country estate, specifically, Bald Hills; and irregular, "organic" Moscow.256
Of all these equally important places, why does the novel begin in St. Petersburg?

Conventional as it is, the opening in St. Petersburg allows Tolstoy to
conspicuously and instructively dramatize convention. For it illustrates a particularly
conventionalized milieu — polite society, with its highly developed rules of speaking.
Here the obtrusiveness of the ungainly, uncontained Pierre is the exception which proves
the rules of .this group: not to leave a lady before she has finished speaking, but also not to
detain one who is trying to get away; and more importantly, to speak cleverly as a means to
an end — whether it be the advancement of one's son (Prince Vasily, Princess
Drubetskaya) or the entertainment of the group (the Abbé Morio, Ippolit) — but not
earnestly out of sheer curiosity and conviction (Pierre). The conventional opening of the
novel thus begins with an oblique glance at convention significant for the reader: words
fulfill different functions dependent on their contexts. The reader must proceed
circumspectly, sensitive not to the words alone, but to their settings — where, by whom
and how they are spoken and received. The simile of Anna Pavlovna working her drawing
room like the foreman of a spinning mill makes clear that words must be moderated to fit a
greater whole. Not the words themselves, but just the right flow of words is the assurance
of a smoothly running machine. Caveat lector.

In this context of polite society talk occurs the novel's most explicit discussion of
paternity. Anna Pavlovna raises the topic of Prince Vasily's famille as a way to enjoy a
flirtatious intimacy with him. She involves herself in his family affairs for sport and
pleasure in the réle fitting to her: "They say old maids have a mania for matchmaking"

(I.i.i; 33).

255Here “courtly formality (Annette) and worldly ambition (Prince Vasily) are tinged with corruption
(Anatol)." (Feuer 1996, 96.)
6To these three peacetime settings correspond three varieties of military life: the center of power, the High
Command; one's own Guards regiment; and the carefree hussars. (Feuer 1996, 101).
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Within their "intimate" repartee, while Anna plays her role of the spinster who
favors children,257 Prince Vasily acts the part of the inept, helpless father.2® His sons are
what they are:

dTo X MHe fesaTb? ... Bol 3HaeTe, 1 cAesa A1 UX BOCNTUTaHUS
BCE, UTO MOXeET oTel ¥ 06a BbimJM des imbéciles. HnnoauT no
KpaliHel Mepe ITOKOMHBIA AYypak, a AHATOJ — 6ecrnnokoHHbIA. BOT

onHo pasauuue.... (1.i.i)

What can I do? ... You know, I did for their upbringing everything a father can and both
turned out imbeciles. Ippolit at least is a calm fool, but Anatol — a restless one. That's
the only difference...

Prince Vasily's two fools call to mind the character Ivanushka durachok (Jonny the Fool)
— astock cé)rnic figure of traditional Russian folktales. These "simpleton” tales illustrate
grotesque and hyperbolic examples of Ivanushka's folly, generally leading to his injury or
death. Sometimes Ivan durak also plays a heroic role where his folly is mere simplicity or
the fraudulent characterization of his envious brothers.25® Prince Vasily assigns roles to his
two sons with the result that all have their parts to play: the matchmaking spinster, the
comic Papa durak with his two duraki sons. With the actors in character, the stage is set.
Indeed, the salon is itself a stage and the guests readily assume their parts so that the
ongoing play may continue smoothly.

Why does War and Peace begin with a drawing room discussion of paternity? As
a conventional opening, its privileged placement suggests accurately that fathers and sons
will comprise a theme in the work to follow. But with this serious theme placed in the
highly conventional salon milieu, the traditional patrilineal plot is introduced with some
irony and skepticism. For the salon contains many kinds of falsity which the novel will

work to expose: of speaking prepared lines; of conceiving of oneself as a pre-made story;

257"] often think how sometimes the favors of life are distributed unfairly. Why did fate give you such
glorious children ... such charming children? And you, truly, appreciate them less than everyone and
therefore you are not worthy of them” (Li.i; 32).

258"Que voulez-vous? Lafater aurait dit que je n'ai pas la bosse de la paternité” (Li.i). The joke of Prince
Vasily's response, of course, is his mixing of the literal and idiomatic meanings of the French. Lafater
was a Swiss physiognomist then popular in Russia, who connected a person’s capabilities with the shape
of his head. Preceded by the speaker Lafater, the French idiom "to be good at" becomes equal with
"having the bump of."

Z59Harkins 1985, 148.

188



of seeking to control the future with plans. By placing the talk about paternity in a setting of
rule-bound talk, the opening makes clear that paternity, like the conventional speech
appropriate for a soirée, is also a convention dependent on its setting. Prince Vasily, like
his speech and manners perfect for society, is not bad, but simply the consummate St.
Petersburg father. Just as the opening scene of conventional speech warned the reader to
understand words as such, so the novel's beginning with Prince Vasily and his discussion
of paternity shows the reader that fathers and sons can also be seen as creatures of
convention determined by place. Only with this in mind can a reader rightly approach the
novel's subséquent threefold examination of paternity: the families of Prince Vasily, Pierre,
and Prince Andrei.

To return to Prince Vasily, Anna Pavlovna's solution for his expensive,
troublesome son is to engage him to a rich heiress, the novel's subplot which takes this
father and son from St. Petersburg to the country estate at Bald Hills (to seek the hand of
Prince Marya), and later to Moscow (to marry Julie Karagina). Prince Vasily and his son
thus traverse all the significant places of the novel — St. Petersburg, country, Moscow.260
They comprise the novel's link between its various places, as it examines paternity in the
two cities and in the country. While Prince Vasily and his two duraki are the St. Petersburg
father and sons; the dying Count Bezukhov and his illegitimate son, Pierre, are the
Moscow father and son;26! and finally severe, old Prince Nikolai Bolkonsky and his son,
Prince Andrei, are the country father and son. What are the stories of these three pairs of
fathers and sons? How do they reflect on one another? And what do they have to tell us

about paternity and the novel; that is, why is paternity a primary theme of War and Peace ?

260And for Anatol alone, also the military; we last see him horribly wounded in the field hospital after the

Battle of Borodino.
261Count Rostov and his son, Nikolai, are also Moscow father and son, but Nikolai is more a son of his

mother (and brother to his sister). However, we will refer to him as is relevant.
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Pierre

Pierre, having just returned from his ten years of education abroad, is, like the
reader, new to the Russia of the early 1800's. His first appearance in the novel coincides
with his first experience of a soirée in Russia (Li.ii; 37). But rather than seeing the various
members of polite society through his eyes, we see him through theirs. Introduced through
the viewpoint of high society, he is met like any stranger there — from the outside, with
uncertainty as to who he is, what he's like and how he'll be received. Thus on his
entrance into ;he salon, he is first described physically and then provided with some
background history (L.i.ii; 35). His novice performance presents him unapologetically: he
is awkward — inexperienced, naive, and much too overeager. He does not fit in.

This introduction of Pierre through the eyes of Anna Pavlovna and her guests
foregrounds one of his essential characteristics:

Anna Pavlovna greeted him with the nod she accorded the very lowest rank in the
hierarchy of her salon. But despite this minimal greeting, when she saw Pierre enter the
room a look of uneasiness and fear came over her face, as at the sight of something
monstrous and alien to the place (npu BuAe uero-HHU6y Ab CJAUMKOM OTPOMHOIO H
HecBoricTBReHHoro Mecty ). (L.i.ii; 36)

In this novel of place and places, Pierre is out of place; and what is more, he is essentially
placeless. For not only has he just returned to Russia after the ten formative years of his
education abroad, but he is an illegitimate son of a dying Moscow father, and is now
living in St. Petersburg, at the house of Prince Vasily, who, as he himself said, lacks the
"bump of paternity." Pierre lacks father, home, and native city.

Pierre's stay with Prince Vasily provides his first experience of a father substitute in
the novel. While residing with him, Pierre becomes like one of his "foolish" sons,
participating with abandon in their dissolute entertainments. (The narrator even discerns
something "somewhat stupid" (ri1ynosatoe) in Pierre's smile, L.i.i; 31). Like Anatol

who lacks ambition, Pierre, sent to Petersburg by his father to settle on a career, does
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nothing about it and seems to not want to even think about it. As a character of no place,
Pierre lets himself be molded to the place he is in.

Pierre's own father is not so different than the quasi-paternal Prince Vasily who
does what he can for his sons, giving them a fine education, recommendations to powerful
men, and financial support — without too much strain on his part and not too much result
on theirs. So Count Bezukhov quite similarly launches his son toward a career in St.
Petersburg (1.i.v; 52). The primary difference between the St. Petersburg father and the
Moscow one is the fact that Pierre is illegitimate, a difference commensurate with their
respective cit{es.

Pierre's illegitimacy leaves him utterly free.262 It has given him a critical distance
from authority — the father's and, by extension, that of law in general. Tolstoy plays off
of the political idea of the not-lawful latent in the Russian word for illegitimate,
HesakoHHbIM, For the novel, which spans the years 1805 to 1820, takes place in the
heyday of Napoleon, the illegitimate emperor who captured not only political power, but
also the imagination of Europe, and gave rise to a deep cultural myth of the usurper. Just
as Napoleon was a force of destabilization politically, so was he in literature. His self-made
rise to power thwarted the conventional novel plot of the foundling who is later discovered
to be of aristocratic blood. Already Stendahl mocked the traditional novel plot with a hero,
Julian Sorel, who is overtly made noble by a kind of nominal adoption but nevertheless
begins to believe that he may really be of aristocratic origin. At the start of The Red and

the Black, Julian adores Napoleon; but as he mingles with the aristocracy, he must hide his

262To large extent, the subtext of Pierre's plot is a meditation on the meaning of freedom. Near the end of
the novel he wishes to tell Princess Marya and Natasha of the freedom he he has gained since his
captivity and experience with Karatayev, as well as the death of his wife, Héléne (IV.iv.xvii; 1334). But
by the time of the epilogue, Pierre is no longer free in these same ways. His marriage to Natasha is
described in terms of bondage: Pierre is "under the shoe of” his wife (Ibep 6b1/1 TOA 6amMMakoM CBOENR
xeHpl ); every moment of his life belongs to (npunaanexur) her; his relationship to her is one of
submission (moasaacTHocTs). On the other hand, Natasha is his "slave” (pa6bl Myxa ) (Epilogue I.x).
Thus the novel begins with Pierre ostensibly completely free: he has no name, no fortune, no estate, no
wife or family; and it ends with him completely enslaved, unfree: with name, fortune, estates, wife and
family. "Freedom" is redefined from beginning to end, first it is "free from” and gradually becomes "free
to."
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affection and alter his expressed political loyalties. Tolstoy, who admired Stendahl, was
heir to not only a political myth, but also a literary motif of Napoleon.263

In this vein, in the opening soirée of War and Peace, the illegitimate son Pierre
takes the part of the illegitimate ruler, Napoleon. Afraid of letting Pierre get carried away in
conversation, Anna Pavlovna breaks in with a response to the Viscount about the French
people and Napoleon: "And I think there is no doubt that once delivered from the usurper
the entire nation will throw itself into the arms of its legitimate king (3axoHHoro
kopouas)" (Li.iv; 45). Like Anna Pavlovna, the Viscount also argues for a return to the old
regime. He irénically agrees with Pierre that he would call Napoleon a great man "if, when
he had seized power, he had restored it to the lawful king (3akoHHOMY Kopou)" (47/
30). The fashionable opinion in St. Petersburg at the moment apparently favors the royal
family and opposes the "usurper,” Napoleon.2%* Pierre on the other hand, the illegitimate,
unlawful son (He3akoHHsI cbiH Li.ii), does not praise the "lawful king" (3akoHHbI
kopo.b), but the "usurper” instead. Unlike the residents of the city of the High Court, St.
Petersburg, Pierre — the illegitimate son from a more natural city — is free from notions of
tradition and lineage. To an opposite extreme, he is the espouser of the new man, the
"usurper" Napoleon. His unlawfulness is freeing to the extent that he advocates murder (in
the case of the Duke of Enghein). Pierre's opening association with Napoleon may set him
apart from Petersburg society, but it sets him in line with certain novelistic conventions.263

Once out of the superficially political salon, Pierre refers to his illegitimacy in
personal terms. At Prince Andrei's house, when his friend turns the conversation to him,

Pierre has little to say for himself:

"What's there to say about me?" Pierre said, his lips parting in a carefree, merry smile. "I
am a bastard! (Je suis un batard!)." And he suddenly blushed crimson: it had obviously

2631n Russia, Pushkin exhibits a fascination with Napoleon, especially in his Napoleon ode, and select
prose works, especially The Queen of Spades and Count Nulin. Cf. Raskolnikov's thoughts of
Napoleon and the "new man" in Dostoevsky's Crime and Punishment.

264The Viscount has already called Napoleon thus once before (Li.iv; 45).
265A1s0 at play is the subplot of King Lear, the conflict between the seemingly loyal bastard son, Edmund,

and the defamed legitimate son, Edgar. The story of the illegitimate son has other European non-
novelistic antecedents.
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required a great effort for him to say this. "Without name or fortune. And it really is—
—" But he did not say what it really was. "For the present | am free, and I'm all right.
Only I have no idea what to take up.” (Li.vi; 58)

Before his proficient friend, Pierre is ashamed of his own lack of will power. He sums up
his idle state — indeed his whole self ("What's there to say about me?") — in the one
thought: "Je suis un batard!" While he may have first intended this remark as a light-
hearted dismissal of his friend's question, his crimson blush reveals it to be anything but
jocular. Pierre's illegitimacy appears to be something that penetrates to the core of his self
image and encloses it unto itself; it conditions who and how he is. He is free (cBo6ozaeH),
but to the poini of indeterminacy; and, insofar as making decisions, to the point of
immobility — the kind of freedom that requires captivity to become truly liberating.

In the novel, Pierre does not stay a bastard for long. But this lack —
He3zakoHHOCTb — is his defining origin. His arbitrary process of being made legitimate
incurs the death of his father. Indeed, Pierre is introduced in the novel under the aegis of
his dying father (I.i.ii; 35), and much of Book I.1 is devoted to the scenes of his father's

dying and death. Why?

The death of Count Bezukhov is the first of three protracted deathbed scenes in the
novel (followed by those of Prince Bolkonsky and Prince Andrei).266 The scene of a
person’s final days and moments held a particular fascination for Tolstoy, already evident
in his earlier works Childhood (1852) and "Three Deaths" (1859), and later developed in
Anna Karenina (1877), The Death of Ivan Ilyich (1886) and "Master and Man" (1895).
The deathbed scene attracted Tolstoy for at least two reasons. First, in his own life, death
remained an irreconcilable problem for him, a fear which he could not master. And next,
literarily, it provided a privileged place for language and experience. For here, as Gary

Saul Morson has shown, was a site for authorless and thus fully authoritative speech; such

266]n his favoring of analogy, War and Peace also contains a version of "three deaths.” There are, of
course, other significant deaths in the novel — Lise, Platon Karatayev, Petya Rostov, Count Rostov; but
only those of the three men are represented so exhaustively.
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speech has the rhetorical privilege of unanswerability and must be taken seriously.267
Moreover, the deathbed held a potential for a final revelation of meaning and truth, which,
even had one fallen short of it in life, could nevertheless be instructive (though probably
not redemptive) if glimpsed at all.

War and Peace features its first deathbed scene early on and ironically. In contrast
to the two such subsequent scenes, the death of Count Bezukhov defies signification; it is a
scene of only the forms of a sacred experience with its content either unknowable ("When
Pierre approached, the Count looked directly at him, but with a gaze the intent and
significance of which no man could have fathomed" Li.xx; 118) or not sought to be
known. It is a scene told strictly from the outside, with no help into the inside of the dying
Count — his stillness and his mute impassivity symptoms of his utter inaccessibility. As
the novel's three deaths progress, they are told with greater faith in both the significance
and the communicability of the dying man's interior: Princess Marya is able to decipher her
father's confessional syllables «["ara -- 6ou... 6ou...» (IILii.viii) into the meaningful
words «/[yma, ayma 6oa1T»; and finally Prince Andrei's death is told in the opposite way
as Count Bezukhov's, primarily from the inside out, a different view of why death is so
hard to communicate (IIL.iii.xxxii). But its initial death scene, not unlike the novel's
opening in the salon, presents an ironic view of an often sentimentalized and romantic
moment.268

The mute immobility of the dying man has turned his house into something like a
ship without a helmsman. Several volunteers for the position quickly arise: Prince Vasily
and Anna Mikhailovna Drubetskaya are the main contestants, with their supporting crew of
Princess Mamontova and Pierre, respectively. In addition to the obvious efforts of the
Prince and Anna Mikhailovna to direct the scene — and thus the inheritance, the doctors

and the church also play out their conventional, meaningless parts. The handsome, foreign

26TMorson 1987, 26-32.
268Cf. Anna Karenina's romantic hope to fulfill her dream of death in childbirth and the unglamorous scene
of her near death which does not realize her wish (and so neatly end her predicament and the novel).
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Dr. Lorrain prescribes a glass of water with a pinch of cream of tartar ("he indicated with
his delicate fingers what he meant by a pinch” L.i.xviii; 106) for the dying man after his
third stroke. The dying man is oblivious to the celebration of his last rites observed so
obsequiously around him. Indeed, the only genuine witness of the Count's death is the
merry, youngest princess, who even during the solemn service around the Count's
deathbed cannot look at Pierre without laughing but also cannot stop looking at him and so
hides behind a column to avoid temptation (I.i-xx; 116).

Pierre's experience of his father's death is mainly dispassionate. He happens to be
in his father’; house because he was "exiled" to Moscow for his misbehavior in
Petersburg, not because of his father's dying. And, having not yet been summoned by his
father, he spends all his time there in his rooms, apparently not thinking about his father;
for when Boris goes to see him, he catches Pierre acting out a fantasy that he is Napoleon
crossing the English Channel. Pierre confesses to Boris that he has not been to see "the
Count" once and continues: "I am sorry for him as a man (kak uestoBeka) — but what can
Ido?" (I.i.xiii; 87). The door to his father's bedroom feels closed to him, and Pierre — the
favorite son (67) and so as rightful a player as Prince Vasily or the princesses or certainly
Anna Mikhailovna — makes no attempt to approach it.26° Even once escorted through that
door to witness his father's last rites, his view of his father becomes blocked because "the
sick man was so surrounded by doctors, servants, and the Princesses” (I.i.xx; 117).
Brought to his father's bedside by his self-appointed (and self-interested) guardian, Anna
Mikhailovna, he perfunctorily follows her instructions, mechanically kissing his father's
unresponsive hand and then sitting in the chair at his side. There is an impenetrable,
obscuring distance between the silently expiring, still handsome and majestic, father and

his awkward, illegitimate son.

269 Anna Mikhailovna informs the guests in the Rostov's drawing room that although Count Bezukhov may
have lost count of his illegitimate children, “this Pierre was his favorite," for whose benefit the Count
took great pains (L.i.vii; 67).
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But oddly enough, there is at the same time a curious resemblance in the parts father
and son play in this scene of death. Just as in the novel's opening in the salon, Pierre is
once again in a conventional setting in which he does not know how to behave. There,
Pierre's friend, Prince Andrei, arose to his support (I.i.iv; 48). Now it is Pierre's father
who is his closest ally. Not only has he approved of Pierre by naming him his heir in his
(revised) will, but he aids him wordlessly — by means of his body and his very silence, he
mirrors Pierre in a dignifying light. When Pierre first sees him, his father is lying in a
Voltaire chair directly under the icons with a servant supporting a candle between the
fingers of his~ right hand. Attention is drawn to the largeness of his hands (L.i.xx; 116,

118), and the overall undiminished greatness of his body and sculpted handsome face:

... the young man caught a momentary glimpse over their heads and backs of the

dying man's great, stout, uncovered chest, the fleshy shoulders, which were

pushed up by those who held him under the armpits, and the gray, curly, leonine

head. This head, with its singularly high forehead and cheekbones, its

handsome, sensual mouth, and cold, august gaze, had not been disfigured by the

approach of death. It was just as Pierre remembered it from three months before,

when the Count had sent him to Petersburg, but now it dangled, helplessly

swaying with the uneven steps of the bearers, and the cold, impassive gaze did

not focus on anything (Li.xx; 118).
Pierre's father, in his very dying, is larger than life. From the outside, he has not declined
at all, but only become an inanimate version of his former self. Still and lifeless, with a
cold, impassive gaze, he has become like a colossal statue, more appropriate to a pagan
temple than the churchlike setting under the icons. Kept on the outside of the Count’s
dying, we do not know if he has experienced any insight into the truth of the universe. But
from his fossilization into a massive, handsome, sensual icon it seems unlikely. Rather, he
appears as a monument of virility and male beauty. The Count may not be enlightened in
his dying, but he at least possesses the virtue of consistency — he does not seem to be
anything other than what he has always been.

Pierre, helpless in this strange ritual of dying, surrenders himself wholly to the will

of Anna Mikhailovna:

He took the glove from the adjutant without a word, sat down in the lady's chair,
laid his big hands on his symmetrically placed knees in the naive attitude of an
Egyptian statue, and made up his mind that all this was just as it should be, and
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that on this night, to avoid losing his head and doing something stupid, he must
not act according to his own ideas, but must surrender himself entirely to the
will of those who were guiding him. (Li.xix; 114)

Pierre manifests his inner silence by becoming physically still — like an Egyptian statue.
He assumes this pose again when he sits beside his paralyzed father (I.i.xx; 118). On the
outside, father and son are alike in their statuesque silence and impassivity. Just as the
Count appears like a Classical Greek (or Renaissance Neo-Classical?) colussus of
Hercules, Pierre takes on the attitude of an alien ancient culture: father and son are alike in
their incommunicability, their separateness from their surrounding context. Around them,
the prince and princesses and Anna Mikhailovna and adjutants and clergy and doctors
minister to the dying man with a concern mixed with self-interest. What appears as
devotion is not empty of pretense. The Count and his son Pierre, on the other hand, are
separate from this obsequious activity in their shared immobility, which marks, more
deeply, a closed distance from on-going signs. Set apart from the actors around them,
Pierre and his father resonate indirectly, in the mode of parallel, though not contiguous,
images.27® As a result, despite the Count's inscrutable impassivity, Pierre's shutting off his
own ideas, and the warring desires of those blocking his access to his father, Pierre
experiences an unexpected moment of real, living feeling connected to his father. It might
be a moment of contiguity:

While the Count was being turned over, one arm lay inert behind him and he
made a vain attempt to pull it forward. Whether he had noticed the look of
horror with which Pierre regarded that lifeless arm, or whether some other
thought had flashed through his expiring brain at that moment, he looked at the
intractable arm, at Pierre's horrified expression, and again at the arm, and there
appeared on his face a feeble, piteous smile, which was incongruous with his
features and seemed to deride his impotence. At the sight of this smile Pierre
felt an unexpected quivering in his breast and a tickling in his nose, and tears
dimmed his vision. The sick man was turned on his side with his face to the
wall.  (Li.xx; 119)

Pierre's impassivity is broken in the awkward transition between poses — while his father
is being turned from his back to his side. Not something conventional or staged (as Anna

Mikhailovna would have it) — a father's parting word or a son's loving touch — moves

270Cf, Rancour-Laferriere 1993, 34.
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Pierre to tears, but the pitiful sight of his father's weak smile, proceeded by a feeling of
horror. There is no certainty about the cause of his father's smile, no certainty that it
concerns anyone outside of the Count's own mind. Nevertheless, Pierre is unexpectedly
"infected" with emotion between poses, his father's and his own, at the turning when
lifelessness becomes horrifying. There is greater significance to this surprising moment.

On the way to see his father, Pierre is asleep in the carriage (I.i.xix; 111) and after
his father dies, he is fast asleep in the drawing room (I.i.xxi; 123).27! While sleep in War
and Peace can mean different things, here it seems to be in its ancient form of the brother
of Death, sorrlething akin to his father's deathbed lifelessness. Between coming and going
in sleep, Pierre experiences a moment of connection to his father before his own vision
grows dim and his father's face is turned to the wall, permanently. Much later in the novel,
when death is told from the inside out, Prince Andrei dreams his own death and then wakes
up. Upon awakening, he says: "Yes, that was death. I died — and I awoke (4 ymep — s
npocHycs). Yes, death is an awakening (npo6y>xaenue)!" (IV.i.xvi; 1176) The
narrator confirms the idea of death as an awakening when he reports Prince Andrei's end,
"There was nothing terrible or violent in this relatively slow awakening (nmpo6yxaeHue)"
(IV.i.xvi; 1176). It seems that for Pierre, who sleeps coming and going, the "unexpected
quivering in his breast and a tickling in his nose" is a moment of a comparable kind of
awakening, from his own deathlike state.

There is a parallel dying and awakening for father and son in Count Bezukhov's
death: the former dies out of life to awaken in death, the latter dies out of lifelessness to
awaken into life. Pierre is a character who alternates between periods of enervating
depression and reinvigorating optimism born out of newly found "truths.” Those truths
often prove to be too systematic and doctrinaire, and so false. Only when Pierre meets

Platon Karatayev does he leamn the unsystematic truth of faith in the present in all its

271Both times with Anna Mikhailovna and awakened by her; is there something more genuine about his
world of sleeping than hers of waking?
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movement and change — a truth which is itself open to change.?’2 When Pierre shifts from
the despair about unaccountable evil in the face of near execution to the return to life beside
Karatayev, he experiences finally a true rebirth.2’3 When Pierre momentarily "awakens”
out of his lifelessness beside his dying father, he undergoes a preliminary rebirth, the first
of several such renewals, culminating in his rebirth beside the peasant Platon Karatayev. In
the case of Karatayev, however, Pierre is significantly reborn from the presence of a
maternal figure; at the death of Count Bezukhov, Pierre's rebirth is exclusively male, the
son reborn out of his father. Why this initial rebirth? and why so early on in the hero's
career? ‘

Count Bezukhov's death significantly occurs between two other, quite different,
stories of fathers. The novel self-consciously juxtaposes them: "While in the Rostov's
ballroom the sixth anglaise was being danced to music that the weary musicians were no
longer able to play without false notes, and tired cooks and footmen were preparing
supper, Count Bezukhov had his sixth stroke" (Li.xviii; 104). More particularly, at the
Rostov's party, Count Rostov has just finished energetically dancing a rousing "Daniel
Cooper," much to everyone's delight (Li.xvii; 103-104). Likewise, just after Count
Bezukhov dies and Anna Mikhailovna reports back about it to the Rostovs, the novel
immediately turns to the industrious patriarch, Prince Bolkonsky. Framed by the vitality of
two of the novel's other fathers, the death of Pierre's father is all the more arresting. Its
significant position insists on the importance of Pierre's orphaning. But why? Why must
Pierre so soon become, and why must we unfailingly and extensively see him become
fatherless?

Pierre's loss of his father placed in between the portraits of the lively Count Rostov
and Prince Bolkonsky is significant of Pierre's characteristic position of liminality. Heis
indeed transitional between the sons Nikolai Rostov and Prince Andrei Bolkonsky in a

generic way. For as we will later discuss further, Nikolai is a fully realized hero of the

212Cf. Morson 1987, 230-253.
213Cf. Jackson 1978, 535-542.
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conventional novel — rather ordinary, unself-conscious, and contentedly domestic; and
Prince Andrei is deeply an epic one — the product of a reverend genealogy, raised for
glory, a highly father-identified single son who fathers a single son. Pierre, by contrast, is
a hero in the process of becoming — a hero of Tolstoy's revision of the novel. He is the
one who reveals, like a view into the creator's crucible, how such heroes are made. Ina
sense, Tolstoy does not need his admired Laurence Sterne's outrageous extra-fictional
devices to show how fiction is made because he has Pierre instead.

Pierre's plot — the illegitimate son who may or may not be made legitimate, may or
may not recei;/e his father's fortune, but finally gets both in the end (plus the girl, but that
comes later) — is the standard story of the conventional novel, drawn out over its length by
means of obstacles and subplots. But in Pierre's case, this standard story is opened and
closed in twenty pages (Li.xviii-xxi; 104-24), and at an early point in the novel when it has
barely begun. As the hero in-the-making of Tolstoy's remaking of the novel, Pierre
begins where other novel heroes leave off. He lives out the old plot in part for the sake of
signposting genre; but it soon becomes evident that Pierre will progress far beyond the
genre's customary boundaries. In so doing, the inadequacies of the old plot and its
boundaries are made glaringly absurd.2’4

Pierre becomes legitimate through a letter from his father sent posthumously to the
Emperor. Why posthumous? Tolstoy's fascination with incontestable posthumous speech,
mentioned above, provides one reason. So Prince Vasily suggests that the words of the

now deceased aristocrat will be irresistible to their addressee, the Emperor.27>

2741n a different light, Tolstoy's use of the old novel plot can be seen as meta-fictional. Widening the
definition of father and son to suggest literary tradition and new text, respectively, Pierre's plot displays
the stance of the revised novelistic hero to other generic heroes who have come before. Having come into
being unlawfully, Pierre is outside the canon of accepted norms. Accordingly, Tolstoy wanted his work
to be outside the accepted idea of the novel (and the confusion of contemporary critics shows he achieved
this goal). But just as Pierre can be made legitimate, by 2 letter from his father to the emperor, so the
new novel might be similarly incorporated. This strange process of suddenly becoming legitimate by
means of a piece of writing exposes the idea of legitimacy as artificial and arbitrary, rather than
something with roots which fathom the depths of time and place. Words and the relationships of those
who exchange them have the power to bestow identity above custom and law. A parallel occurs for the
late genre of the novel, also something of an illegitimate son belatedly deemed legitimate.

275" a5 soon as all is over... and the Count's papers are opened, the will, along with this letter, will be
delivered to the Emperor, and the petition will certainly be granted. Pierre, as his legitimate son, will get
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Furthermore, that Pierre becomes his father's lawful son only after his father's death
imparts the sense that father and son occupy the same, limited structural space; i.e. that
there is room for only one at a time and that the son cannot become fully himself until the
father is no longer alive. This sensibility is evident again for two of the novel's other sons,
Nikolai Rostov and Prince Andrei. Pierre, the liminal hero, is released from his father —
whom he hardly knew — quite early in the novel so he can freely pursue his task of
becoming.2’6 He is made legitimate, but to a father and a past that no longer exist. Instead,
his legacy is his father's immense fortune, which includes his Moscow estate. In a very
concrete way,'Pierre occupies the same structure as his father — his father's now
uninhabited house. Thus we see him drawn to his father's rooms; and subsequently we
find him in the deserted house of his deceased father figure, the Freemason Iosif Bazdayev.
Pierre still has before him the task of leaving behind these unihabited and uninhabitable

paternal structures to become truly free.

The death of Count Bezukhov leaves Pierre a wealthy bachelor and the disinherited
Prince Vasily in need of money. Naturally, then, Prince Vasily begins to patronize Pierre;
the extraordinary beauty of his daughter, Héléne is the perfect match for Pierre's
extraordinary fortune. And so, rather quickly and even inexplicably to himself, Pierre
finds himself married. At this point the conventional novel would certainly end: Pierre has
name, fortune, and wife — what more is there to do or desire? Butin Tolstoy's novel,
with his marriage to Héléne, Pierre's troubles are only beginning.

When Pierre is left alone with Héléne so that he might propose to her, he cannot
make up his mind to take the final step. He feels shame and the sense of occupying

someone else's place. An inner voice says: "This happiness is for those who do not have

everything" (L.i.xviii; 108). Apparently this irresistible posthumous word to the Emperor was a fantasy
of Tolstoy's (cf. Tolstoy's deathbed letter to Nicholas II cited in Morson 1987, 27).

276" _(everyone considered it a duty to assure Pierre at every opportunity that he was greatly afflicted by the
death of the father he had hardly known)..." (Liii.i; 255).
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place. It haunts him for long after, until near the end of the novel. What is Pierre's trouble
with Héléne?

Héléne's enthrallingly beauty is only the first reason she is eponomously named for
Helen of Troy. Beyond physical glamour, they share a story line. Helen's story took
place in the Homeric economy of gift exchange. In the bride-contest for her, many suitors
competed in offerings of wealth. Nothing other than riches mattered: not lineage, power,
athletic prowess, fine speaking, or even physical beauty. As Helen was wooed, her father
grew rich. Finally the richest man became her husband — Menelaus. This marriage to the
man "greatest in wealth" (Hesiod fr.198.6) was unsustainable from the outset. None of
Menelaus's other qualities were at as high a level as his fortune. He was mediocre as a
warrior and worse at guarding his own house. So when Paris, the handsome son of King
Priam, was a guest in Menelaus's house, he desired the wife and wealth of the house and
made off to Troy with both. Menelaus, the cuckolded husband, now had to fight a war to
regain his wife, goods, and honor. So far the story is the same for Pierre: Pierre becomes
the husband of the great beauty for the sole reason of his money to enrich the father's
house; he is not an able guardian of his house; Dolokhov lives in his house and takes freely
of Pierre's wife and wealth. The cuckolded husband again must go to "war," now in the
stripped down version of a duel, over the disloyal wife. In both stories Helen is a figure
of disruption and destruction. But only in Homer is this disruption coupled with great
compensation.

In the epic, Helen is one of the causes of the Trojan War, but she is simultaneously
a figure of the poet. She weaves a web which depicts the struggles of the war (lliad
3.125-28); in the last book of the poem, she sings the final lament over Hector. In general
she understands that the present suffering and death will provide the material for a glorious
song to come. Thus her position of casus belli is not really different from her stance as

poet. For in causing the war, she creates the possibility for men to compete and win the
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glory of eternal fame. She is irresistible both for her present charms and the future ones
she promises.

But Tolstoy's Héléne is one-sidedly destructive and becomes more so as the novel
progresses. She cannot balance her destructiveness with the epic construction of glory for
the reason that Tolstoy's novel explicitly rejects the concept of epic heroism. What Helen
of Troy imagines celebrated in epic song, Tolstoy mocks as false heroism. The novel's
incorporation of Helen of Troy thus engenders the increasingly sinister Héléne Kuragina.
Her only part to play in the novel is that of captivating men without simultaneously
endowing them with a version of immortality. Helen of Troy knows death — she is at Troy
and sees what happens there; she mourns Hector whom she loved. But she herself, the
biological daughter of Zeus will not die. And in virtue of her status, neither will Menelaus,
her first and last husband. She will take him on her coattails to the paradisiacal Isle of the
Blessed where they live together in eternal matrimonial harmony. In contrast, what Héleéne
has to offer Pierre is purely physical without the corresponding transformation of that body
into any form of immortality — poetic, spiritual, mythical or even through the most
ordinary path of birthing children. Sc Tolstoy's Héléne, unlike Homer's, dies.

At first, Hélene's body is an ambivalent but irresistible pleasure to Pierre.
Irresistible not just because of its obvious asthetic allure, but more deeply so because in
Héléne, Pierre finds a reflection of his own most base and shameful qualities.?’’ She is
unabashedly lascivious and promiscuous; and in her own ways she is, like Pierre,
munlawful™: she breaks the incest taboo with her brother, breaks the marriage bond by both
practicing adultery and using contraception, and devalues sexuality by freely giving herself
in a mercenary marriage and later, like a Madam, facilitating the seduction of another,
Natasha.2’8 While at first Pierre, like a moth to the light, cannot turn away from his

fascination with the image of what he despises in himself, after a short time, when he can

277Cf. Rancour-Laferriere 1993, 54-72.
278R ancour-Laferriere notes that both Pierre and Héléne have foreign names, suggestive of their alienness in

Russia (1993, 64).
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no longer deny his wife's infidelity, his sense of disgust and shame prevails over that of
desire.2

While Pierre is married to Héléne, he keeps a house both in Moscow and St.
Petersburg. She, a woman of St. Petersburg, assures that Pierre remains placeless, living
in neither one or the other of the two cities, but back and forth between them. This
geographical placelessness corresponds to a Pierre’s condition of childlessness with
Hélene. She does not enable him to become rooted in either space or time. Héléne carries
on her intrigue with Dolokhov in Moscow and it is there that Pierre wounds him in a duel,
another ritual performed perfunctorily in a way reminiscent of his attitude at his father's
death. The duel marks Pierre's final estrangement from his wife: his challenge confirms
his suspicion of her unfaithfulness and its aftermath compels him to admit to himself that he
never loved her since she is abhorrently depraved.

Pierre's contemplation of his wife's true nature occurs in his father's apartments:
"The night following the duel he did not go to his bedroom, but remained, as he often did,
in his father's huge study, the very room, in fact, where old Count Bezukhov died”
(Liii.xv; 337-38). Pierre may have spent much time in his father's study, but this is the
first time the novel tells us that. What transpires there is a return from insincerity to
sincerity. Lying in his father's study, he recalls a particularly vivid and shameful memory
"of how one day shortly after his marriage he had come out of the bedroom into his study a
little before noon in a silk dressing gown, and found his head steward there; the man
bowed respectfully and looked into his face and at his dressing gown with a slight smile, as
if expressing his respectful understanding of his employer's happiness" (IL.i.vi; 388). This
recollection divides the two studies into two realms: his own, the site of reprehensible
carnal lust; and his father's, the place of honest inward reflection. When Hélene, the
embodiment of all that is no longer tolerable to Pierre — falseness, vanity, corruption —

enters the other, purer realm of his father's study, Pierre is seized by the urge to destroy

279Shame even at his own hurt ego that Héléne failed to love him and remained indifferent about his fidelity
(Rancour-Laferriere 1993, 76).
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her. He brandishes a marble table top at her and she springs away in horror. "His father's
nature showed itself in Pierre. He was carried away by a transport of frenzied rage. He
flung down the slab of marble, broke it, and lunged at Ellen with outstretched hands”
(IL.i.vi; 391). In his father's study, Pierre manifests his father's nature, particularly a
characteristic fit of rage.

In this second scene in Count Bezukhov's study — in the first one the Count died,
the room again provides the setting for another moment of rebirth for Pierre. Here again he
emerges from a state of living death — this time his dishonest, artificial and childless life
with the corrupt Héléne— to reawaken into life. Once again the novel mentions Pierre
awakening from sleep (ILi.vi; 390). Within a week, Pierre separates from his wife and
leaves behind his house in Moscow. His father's study, the place of awakening death, has
once again freed Pierre from a binding constraint, but only partially. He leaves his father's
house behind, but he is still in search of a father — both literally in the sense of a substitute
father figure, and metaphorically, in the sense of a philosophy to dogmatically explain
existence and prescribe all the rules for how to behave within it. He thus soon meets his
next father figure on the road to St. Petersburg.

In the inn between Moscow and St. Petersburg, losif Bazdayev picks up where
Pierre's father (symbolized by his father's study) left off. For Bazdayev begins talking to
Pierre about his recent "misfortune" in Moscow, that is, not only his separation from but
more so his whole marriage to Héléne. Bazdayev's approach to Pierre is benignly paternal:
"You are unhappy, my dear sir... You are young, I am old. I should like to help you, as
far as it lies in my power" (ILii.ii; 426). After such paternal beginning, the novel makes
this BazdayeVv's role explicitly. Bazdayev "suddenly smiled in an unexpectedly tender and
paternal (oTeuecku) way" (ILii.ii; 427).28 And soon again, "the Mason smiled his gentle,

fatherly (oTeuecxoit) smile" (ILii.ii; 429).281

280When Pierre is moved by his father's weak smile, his feeling is unexpected (HeoXHAaHHO); SO when
Bazdayev smiles at him paternally, itis an unexpected (HeoxHAaHHOM) smile. Paternal connection
seems to take Pierre by surprise.

281Cf. Rancour-Laferriere 1993, 102-103.
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Bazdayev's spiritual conversation with Pierre involves males exclusively. He
speaks of the patriarchal, Biblical God, "a Being omnipotent, eternal, and infinite in all His
attributes” (ILii.ii; 428). What we know of Him has been passed down "from our first
forefather Adam to our own day” (ILii.ii; 428). Bazdayev is a Freemason, a member of the
all-male brotherhood.282 His presence has transformed Pierre into a child. First Bazdayev
compares him to a child playing with a watch; then Pierre responds in part to Bazdayev's
rationality, but is also persuaded, "as children are," by his tone of sincerity and authority
(IL.ii.ii; 429). Finally, when Bazdayev is about to leave, Pierre speaks in a "childlike,
hesitating voice" (ILii.ii; 430). With Bazdayev, Pierre has become a child again, listening
to the authoritative tones of a fatherly figure. He is transfixed not by Bazdayev's
discussion of God, but by his voice and body: "...by tone of sincerity and authority in the
vibrant voice which almost broke at times, or by those brilliant eyes grown old in that
conviction, or by the calm firmness and certainty of purpose radiating from his whole
being" (429). The thought of God is too distant and immaterial for Pierre who can only
refer to embodied people and so reacts to a bodied father figure. While hearing and seeing
Bazdayev, Pierre "experienced a joyous feeling of solace, regeneration, and return to life
(4yBCTBO YCITOKOEHHsI, OBHOBJIEHUSI K BO3BPAMEHHST K wu3Hu)." (ILii.ii; 429)
Again Pierre is reborn from a father.

Just as his own father allowed Pierre to free himself of Héléne, so his next father
figure, Bazdayev, allows him to rid himself once and for all of her father (and an earlier
father substitute), Prince Vasily. Alone and settled in St. Petersburg, Pierre reenacts a
scene very similar to that with Héléne in his father's study in Moscow. There his father's
rage possessed him to banish Héléne, sending her away from him with a terrifying "Get
out!" (ILi.vi; 391). In Petersburg, Prince Vasily comes to Pierre to try to reconcile him
with his estranged wife. When Prince Vasily approaches him, Pierre must struggle against

him: "He was so used to submitting to Prince Vasily's manner of nonchalant self-

282>, Rancour-Laferriere 1993, 104.
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assurance that he now felt powerless to resist it, but he also felt that his whole future
depended on what he said now: it would decide whether he would continue along the same
old path or take the new road that had been made so attractive to him by the Masons, and
on which he firmly believed he would be reborn to a new life (sBospoxxaeHne K HOBOH
xuzHu)" ([Lii.v; 442). Bazdayev is the new road that strengthens Pierre to dismiss the old
path — Prince Vasily. And once again, the rage of his own father enables Pierre to do so:
"But before Prince Vasily had finished his pleasantry, Pierre, not looking at him, but with
an enraged expression on his face that recalled his father, mumbled in a voice that was
almost a whisi)er: ...Go!" (IL.ii.v; 443). Pierre, guided by two fathers, finds the power to
resist his father-in-law to pursue the "rebirth to a new life."

Pierre's father and the father figure, Bazdayev, empower Pierre to free himself of
the Kuragins, father and daughter. Yet the liberation is not complete. Pierre continues to
struggle with what the Kuragins embody — an unquestioning habit of depravity born of
amorality?83. So Pierre remains deeply upset by any interaction with his wife. Just as he
was seen earlier in his deceased father's study, he later takes refuge "in the empty house of
his deceased benefactor, Iosif Bazdayev" (ILiii.xviii; 1041). At home in Moscow, Pierre
is beseiged by a roomful of people waiting to see him and ask things of him. Among them
is a courier with a letter from his wife and a messenger from Bazdayev's widow asking
him to take charge of her husband's books since she is leaving for the country. Pierre feels
that sorting Bazdayev's books and papers is most urgent and so simply walks out the back
door of his house and disappears to go to "the Patriarchs' Pond, where the widow
Bazdayeva's house was located" (IILiii.xviii; 1042). Bazdayev's house could not have a
more fitting location.

Just as in his father's study, Pierre takes up residence in Bazdayev's. But the

father's study is not finally the place of liberation for Pierre — it is too limited. As

283Cf, Pierre’s tendency to lapse into relativism to the point of lazy amorality; e.g. "But while you're alive
— live: tomorrow you die, as I might have died an hour ago. And is it worth tormenting oneself when
one has only a moment to live in comparison with eternity?" (ILi.vi; 389). Cf. Morson 1987, 237-240.
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Rancour-Laferriere has observed, Pierre's "father-icons" die (1993, 106). Pierre's
singular interaction with his father in the novel occurs at his father's dying. And when
Pierre first meets Bazdayev, the old man is marked by signs of death: Pierre is
contemplating death when Bazdayev walks into the inn (ILii.i; 424); Bazdayev is wearing a
death's-head ring on a finger of one of his shriveled old hands (II.ii.i-ii; 425; 427); and
when Bazdayev finishes his long discourse about God and life, Pierre looked at the "stern,
impassive, almost dead face of the old man (cTporoe, HenmoABUXHOE, CTapUYECKOE,
noutH MepTteoe auno)" (ILii.ii; 430). Not long after, Bazdayev is indeed dead and
Pierre comes to the study of another dead father. The deaths of Pierre's fathers exemplify
their ultimate inadequacy; they can help relieve Pierre from paralysis temporarily, but they
cannot turn him away from death ultimately. Thus the studies of the dead fathers are only a
refuge, a place out of which Pierre can make a turn from one life to the next. They are
places that must ultimately be left. What makes them unacceptable, incomplete?

Pierre's fathers offer him two tools: rage and mystical formulas which promise the
comprehension of the universe. Not surprisingly, the fathers' methods correspond to two
of the novel's favorite kinds of masculine "rationality" which are gradually exposed as
futile: war and plans, respectively. What is rage? For one thing, it is the first word of the
Iliad, the defining characteristic of the hero, Achilles: ménis, divine anger. Achilles's rage
drives him to transgress the boundaries of the human and become a divine elemental force
like fire.28¢ When Achilles finally puts on his new, divine armor and returns to battle after
the death of his friend, Patroklos, he radiates a divine light and becomes an irresistible
force of destruction. His battle with the river Skamander is nothing other than a cosmic
battle between fire and water. Hera must intervene to put an end to Achilles's holocaust.
Again, when Achilles abuses the corpse of Hector, still not drained of his rage, the gods
convene to decide how to manage Achilles's anger. Ménis, a noun used, other than in

regard to Achilles, only in association with the gods, is a manifestation of Achilles's birth

284See Whitman 1958.
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from a goddess. Tolstoy, just as he rejected the epic glory Helen offerred, rejects epic
rage. Rather than a force that aligns one with the divine, for Tolstoy it lowers one to the
level of the bestial. Tolstoy's word, 6emeHcTso (ILi.vi; ILii.v-vi), is the opposite of
ménis : rather than divine anger, it signifies rabies — animal madness. After Pierre refuses
to be reconciled with his wife, society places all the blame on him as one afflicted with "his
father's fits of bloodthirsty rage” (IL.ii.vi; 443). "Bloodthirsty" suggests an animal on the
hunt, akin to the animal imagery associated with father and son Bezukhov — lion and
bear.285 A raw emotion, it returns one to a pre-human state. Rage may have served Pierre
well in dismissing Héléne and her father, but the hero must develop beyond such a violent,
bestial state.

The problem with Bazdayev's patronage is its mystical promise of a key to the
universe; that with a magic, occult formula the profoundest mystery can be cracked and the
secret of life understood. Pierre seeks absolute systems which prescribe truth
comprehensively, an object necessarily planted with the seeds of its own destruction. For
there can be no such total knowledge for men, only the experience of moments of the
present. In Bazdayev's house, Pierre is mirrored by Bazdayev's crazy alcoholic brother,
Makar Alekseyevich. Pierre has stayed in Moscow to prove to himself that he will not
shirk his decision to shoot Napoleon; when a rather foppish, loquacious, and effeminate
(that is, harmless) Frenchman comes to lodge at the house, Makar Alekseyevich appears
with his pistol and takes aim. As the novel has just reported, Pierre himself was "in a state
of nervous irritability bordering on insanity" (ILiii.xx; 1079). The result of Bazdayev's
house seems to be these two crazy men. After a long and unexpectedly confessional talk
with this Frenchman, Ramballe, Pierre walks into the street with him and then keeps going,
without taking leave of his new friend. He leaves Bazdayev's house just as

unceremoniously as he had left his own.

285For this animal imagery, see Rancour-Laferriere 1993, 30-46.
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Pierre's fathers, Count Bezukhov, Iosif Bazdayev, and perhaps Prince Vasily, are
all necessarily left behind. For while each one allows him moments of rebirth, in their
incompleteness they amount more to a series of false starts and kinds of insanity than to a
vision of a truthful way of being which Pierre so deeply desires. Pierre leaves Prince
Vasily's house for his father's; his father's house for his own in St. Petersburg; his own
house for Bazdayev's; and Bazdayev's for soon no house at all. True to this as symbol is
Pierre's gradual abandonment of all paternal structures. For he finally realizes, at least for
the moment, his long sought understanding when he is homeless in captivity. Anditis
there, under the maternal presence of Platon Karatayev, that Pierre is truly reborn.286 For
his father's violent rage and Bazdayev's patriarchal God are too wholly masculine, in the
worst senses of masculinity. Pierre must return to a more primordial state.

As Jackson has shown, Pierre's rebirth after his spiritual death on Devichii Fields is
characterized by a mother-child metaphor descriptive of the relationship between him and
Platon Karatayev. Pierre returns to life like an infant being born: through his sense of
smell and sight, then the sound of Platon's motherly, sing-song voice, and finally the food
Platon gives him. Platon is associated with roundness: his movement of unwinding the
cords around his legs is repeatedly "circular,” his figure, his head, the way he held his
arms, his eyes. Alluding to Eliade's discussion of the prima materia, Jackson concludes:
"In psychic terms his [Pierre's] meeting with Plator: takes on the character of a 'return to
the mother,’ to a primordial situation or 'first state' whence new creation becomes possible.
... Platon emerges here as the source and symbol of renewal: as earth-mother, mother
Russia, the people — the indestructibility of the matrix" (1978, 541). After his series of
incomplete rebirths from fathers, Pierre finally achieves this complete renewal from the
mother wherein he learns the unsystematic truth that: "Life is everything. Life is God.

Everything changes and moves, and that movement is God" (IV.iii.xv; 1272).

286Cf. Rancour-Laferriere 1993, 107 and passim.
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On the mythopoetic level, the return to the mother offers complete renewal, a
rebeginning not just from one's own birth but from the original creation. On the narrative
level, Platon's alignment with the mother expresses a simple domesticity. He questions
Pierre: "And do you have an ancestral estate, sir? And a house of your own? Your cup
must be full! And a wife in the house? And old parents living? ... Well, and are there little
ones?" (IV.i.xii; 1158-59). With his emphasis on the feminine ("A wife for counsel, a
mother-in-law for a warm welcome, but there's none so dear as a man's own mother”
IV.i.xii; 1159), Platon describes the basic contents and plot of conventional novels for
women about ;narriage from the woman's point of view. Platon's maternal rebirthing of
Pierre allows him to return to life not only spiritually, but also literarily. In the role of
feminizing mother, Platon "gives birth" to Pierre as finally a novelistic hero, one who can
soon take on the conventional wife, mother-in-law and children of the domestic novel plot.
While not diminishing Platon's unquestionable maternity and Pierre's liminality, the birth
of the novelistic hero yet occurs man to man: Platon is an old soldier and Pierre a political
prisoner. Clearly character is not a matter of biological gender. We recall Héléne who was
more typically masculine than feminine, a woman who was determinedly not a mother. By
postponing true rebirth until Pierre encounters the maternal Platon, and by gradually
rejecting the traditional masculinity of Pierre's rebirths from his father and Bazdayev,
Tolstoy redefines masculinity. Having done so, through Pierre’s true rebirth from a
maternal man, Tolstoy masculinizes the conventions of the feminized 19th-century novel of
manners which he knew so well and so admired. Marriage and family are elevated from the
woman's private realm to a prototype for nationhood. And nationhood requires
fatherhood. Thus by the novel's end, Pierre could answer Platon's questions in the
affirmative— he does have an ancestral home, a wife, a mother-in-law and "little ones."

For reasons important both to genre and politics, at the end of the novel, Pierre is a father

indeed.287

287R ancour-Laferriere notices that Pierre becomes a pseudo-father during the burning of Moscow when he
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In his marriage, Pierre is a devoted husband, loving father, and master of his
house. He is tied to his wife's apron strings so that "every moment of his life belonged to
her [his wife] and to the family" (Epilogue L.x; 1384), and he adores his children — three
daughters and an infant son — immediately from their infancy. In exchange for his
absolute loyalty and dedication, the house is arranged according to his will. Natasha is "a
slave to her husband" (Epilogue Lx; 1384), fulfilling his every wish and reverencing his
intellectual pursuits, the primary one of which is political. Despite what he learned from
Karatayev, Pierre at the end of the novel is not so different from the naively optimistic
young man in Anna Pavlovna's drawing room who too ardently discussed a plan for a
permanent peace. In the epilogue, Pierre fulfills Tolstoy's idea of a novel about the
formation of a Decembrist and so we see him go to St. Petersburg to discuss the "important
questions” of a society he helped found there. Still the novel is divided into places:
Moscow the place of the home and family, St. Petersburg of political intrigue. Pierre's
closing portrait spans both, not quite giving preference to one over the other. The novel
leaves him at home, preoccupied with the return to his family: "But it was obvious that in
spite of the many interesting things they had to discuss, the baby, with his little wobbling
head under his cap absorbed Pierre's attention" (Epilogue Lxi; 1388).288 On the other
hand, we subsequently hear Pierre and his male friends and relatives engaged in political
discussion, significantly from within the interior of the home. Politics and domesticity
merge finally with a hero fully committed to both equally. In Pierre, War and Peace ends
with a vision of the interdependence of the home and the nation, of male and female.
Consistent with Tolstoy's conviction that only women do real work, marriage is not
romance and pleasure, but the natural and whole occupation of life. In his gradual

liberation from the paternal stuctures — the rage of his father, the prescriptive mysticism of

rescues the little girl and claims to the French that he is her father (1993, 184-188). This would be
interesting to consider further.

288Why is it, as Rancour-Laferriere (1993, 234) correctly observes, the case that we see Pierre only with his
one male child? Is it because he happens to be the infant and Pierre, unlike Nikolai Rostov, likes
children from their infancy? Or is there some father-son significance?
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Bazdayev — to his renewal from the maternal Karatayev, Pierre is the transitional hero
who we see integrate the domestic plot into his masculine beginnings. As Pierre becomes a
novelistic hero, he brings the novel — with its wives, mothers, mother-in-law, and

children— centrally into the world of men.
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Prince Andrei

Pierre, we have seen, is a character with generic roots in the feminine novel whom
Tolstoy transforms into the hero of his masculinized novel. Prince Andrei also grows out
of pre-existent generic roots, but unlike his friend, develops from heroic epic.?8® It makes
sense that Tolstoy engaged with a partially epic character in his own work in light of his
lifelong relationship with Homer. From childhood Tolstoy was raised "in love and respect
for the highest standards of elegance, expressed ... in Homer, Bach and Raphael”
(13.239).2% Between the ages of 14 to 20, the Iliad and Odyssey in Russian translation
made a "great" (6osibmoe) impression on him; from 35 to 50, now read in Greek, they
made a "very great" (ouenb 6o.bmoe) impression (66.68). Tolstoy comments on his
daily reading of the Iliad in his diary from 1857 (47.152-54), but as late as 1890 he notes
that he spends his days walking, writing, and reading the Iliad to himself and aloud
(84.68). These and other mentions of Homer in various articles and letters (e.g. 8.89, 342;
14.60; 25.369; 34.525; 35.252; 62.22) are marked by consistent admiration.

Tolstoy developed Prince Andrei with an epic-romantic prototype in mind: "In the
Battle of Austerlitz which is yet to be described, but with which I began the novel, I needed
a brilliant (blestyashchy) young man to die.” This preconception of Prince Andrei distills
his epic associations into two salient points: the "brilliant" young man is the "shining one,"
akin to the idea of the illustrious epic hero (epitomized in the divine fire that Athena makes

radiate from Achilles when he first enters battle without armor at liad 18.203-214);2°! and

289Much has been said on the novel itself as modally epic; see Silbajoris 1995, 108-111 for an overview of
the critical perspectives — specifically of Christian, Terras, Eikhenbaum, Opul'skaya and Steiner — on
War and Peace as generically epic. Gary Saul Morson has equated the novel's epic connection
specifically to the character of Prince Andrei: "...Prince Andrei, who is really a character from another
genre (the epic), and Pierre, who embodies the traditional qualities of a novelistic hero" (1987, 245). Here
Morson cites Stephanie Sandler's paper, "War and Peace: Studies in Narrative and Sexual Identity,"
which neither he nor she were able to locate for reference. Though a somewhat reductive treatment, see
also Laura Jepsen's monograph on Prince Andrei From Achilles to Christ.

290Sych Arabic numerals refer to first the volume and then the page number from the HosiHoe co6paHue
of Tolstoy's works.

291patricia Carden makes this connection between blestyashchy and the "shining one" (1988, 117).
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again like the epic hero who aims for immortal glory through his death, Tolstoy's character
is consecrated to death. Prince Andrei's epic character, as well as his relationships with his

father and his son, can be explored further according to these two categories of brilliance
and death.

In ancient epic, brilliance is primarily a divine quality. It, in part, enables men to
recognize a divinity in epiphany (e.g. in the Homeric Hymn to Demeter; Aphrodite). Zeus,
the sovereign of the gods, is particularly associated with light; the oblique cases of his
name — Dios, etc.— are often etymologized as related to his realm of the sky and light.
Accordingly, the commendatory adjective, dios, when applied to men, bears these
connections to divine radiance and so can be translated as "illustrious” or simply "divine."
The mortal hero, Achilles, with his cosmic anger, his associations with fire, his shining
armor, and a tomb which is "bright from afar" (Odyssey 24.83) partakes of especial
brilliance — a marker of his closeness to the divine (as well as to his proximity to death).?%2

The dense ritual and cultural matrix of ancient epic is of course far distant from any
character in the 19th century novelistic world. So what might brilliance, blestyashchy,
connote for Prince Andrei? He describes his fantasy of glory — his wish to be a hero — in

his private thoughts:

...HO eXeJIH XOuYy 3TOro, Xouy CJaBbl, Xouy 6bITb U3BECTHBIM JIOASIM, XOUY BbITH
M06UMBIM UMH, TO Be€b s1 HE BUHOBAT, UTO 1 XOUy 3TOro0, YTO OAHOIO 3TOrO s
Xouy, AN OAHOIO 3TOro s XUBY. [la, Aas1 ogHOro atorol Sl HUKOrAa HUKOMY He
CKaXy 3TOro, HO, 6OXe MOiil UTO XKe MHe e/1aTb, eXeJld 51 HUUero He Jo6.io, kak
TOJIBKO CJIaBY, IOGOR JIACKYW0. CMepTb, paHbl, MOTEPS CEMbH, HUUTO MHE He
cTpamHo. H Kak ZOPOI'M, HY MUJIbI MHE MHOTHE JIRAH -- OTel, CECTPa, XeHa, --
caMble JoporHe MHe JIIAM, -- HO, KaK HY CTPamHO H HWU HEECTECTBEHHO 3TO
KaXKeTcsl, 1 BceX UX OTZaM celluac 3a MHUHYTY CJ/IaBbl, TOPXECTBa HaJ JI0AbMH, 32
N060Bb K cebe JnAel, KOTOPBIX s He 3Halo W He 6y Ay 3HaTh  (L.iii.xii)

...but if that is what [ want — glory, to be celebrated by men and loved by them, I cannot
be blamed for wanting that, for wanting nothing but that, and living for that alone. Yes,
for that alone! I shall never tell anyone, but, my God, what can I do if I care for nothing
but glory and men's love? Death, wounds, the loss of my family — nothing holds any
terror for me. And dear and precious as many persons are to me — father, sister, wife,
those who are most dear, I would sacrifice them all, dreadful and unnatural as it may
seem, for a moment of glory, of triumph over men, for the love of men I do not know
and shall never know... (pp. 324-25)%°

2920n Achilles's armor, tomb and association with fire, see Nagy 1979, 336-341. See also Whitman 1958.
On his cosmic anger and Achilles as the ritual substitute of Apollo, see Muellner 1996.
293Translations are from Ann Dunnigan's Signet translation (sometimes adapted).
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While the idea of love is not absent from Andrei's fantasy, he thinks about love
exclusively as the object of his desire: xouy 6bITb JIIO6UMBIM UMH ... ST HUUErO He
J06J110, KaK TOJIbKO CJaBy, Jilo6OBb JIOACKYIO ... 32 JIo6OBb K cebe JoAed ... 32
J60Bb BOT 3THUX JoAeil; the one time he describes his own activity of loving itis a
negated act — s1 HUuero He Jyio6J0. Thus Andrei reaches out only toward being the
beloved, as opposed to an active lover. Love, furthermore, is linked here with the faceless
"people,” in opposition to those close and dear to him — his father, sister, and wife. In his
preference for the love of strangers — functionally equivalent to the love of posterity —
over that of ms family, Andrei makes a characteristically epic choice.

Prince Andrei fantasizes that this desired love and glory awaits him almost
physically somewhere up in the mist: AOpPOXy 3TON TaUHCTBEHHOMN CHJION U CJaBOM,
KOTOpasi BOT TyT HaZO MHOI HOCHUTCsI B 3ToM TyMaHe ("] value only this mysterious
power and glory that is hovering over me in the mist" Liii.xii). Tolstoy does not soon let
go of the fog into which Andrei peers. It structures events of the following chapters. The
next chapter begins on that same night; Nikolai Rostov sees behind him the fires of
regiment unclearly glowing in the fog (HesicHo ropermux B Tymatie) and before him
misty darkness (TymaHHast temHoTa). He looks into the misty distance (8 aTy
TyMaHHYI0 J2a/b) but cannot see anything (L.iii.xiii). In the next chapter, now at dawn,
the increasing fog (ycuausaomerocs: TyMaHa) inhibits the movement of the Russian
troops. This fog has grown so strong (TyMaH CTaJl Tak cuJieH), that even though it is
growing light (pacceeTtaso), the men cannot see ten steps before them. Thus far, the mist
prohibits vision; it is akin to darkness and so opposed to light. And through the rest of the
chapters until Andrei's wounding and celestial revelation, the fog continues to imply
obscurity and the blindness of humnan actions as the Russians "tardily and listlessly”
exchange fire with the enemy they cannot see through the thick fog (8 rycToM TyMaHe He
Buast HUuero Liii.xiv). According to the epic association of radiance and divinity (and

subsequent conventional images of light as truth), one expects Prince Andrei's
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contemplation of the heavens to contain the light that the confusion of earthly life and
human desires has obscured. But Tolstoy does not fulfill this conventional expectation;
Prince Andrei does not look up into the heavens to suddenly see the great transcendent
radiance. Instead, like the unclear glowing of the campfires which Rostov saw through the
fog (HesicHo ropesmux B TyMaHe), Andrei sees a sky also unclear and streaked with
gray clouds: Haa HUM He 6bIJI0 HUUETo yXe, KpoMe Heba, -- BbICOKOro Heba, He
SICHOT'O, HO BCe-TaKH{ HEU3MEPHUMO BBICOKOIO, C TUXO MOJIBYMWMH IO HEM CEPbIMU
o6sakamu ("Above him there was nothing but the sky, the lofty heavens, not clear, yet
immeasurabl)" lofty, with gray clouds slowly drifting across them" Liii.xvi). There is no
lightness, no perfect clarity in this cloudy sky. Its distinguishing characteristics are height
and boundlessness. If not in the profundity of the heavens, where is the light in these
chapters full of fog wherein Andrei enacts his wish for glory? Ironically, brilliance remains
below on the level of the "running, shouting, fighting" (Liii.xvi) men. It characterizes the
false heroes of both armies: first Napoleon and then the Russian Emperor. Napoleon is

described in an island of light:

Nine o'clock came. The fog (Tyman) like an unbroken sea spread out below, but in the

village of Schlapanitz, where Napoleon stood on an eminence surrounded by his marshals,

it was quite light (ceeTs10). Above him was a clear blue sky (sacHoe rosy6oe neéo),

and the sun's huge orb quivered like a hollow, crimson buoy on the surface of that milky

sea of mist. (L.iii.xiv)

Napoleon's clear sky differs from the mist everywhere else around him. And
significantly, it differs from Prince Andrei's vision of the unclear, cloudy sky. Tolstoy
portrays Napoleon as the "brilliant" young man with the correlative attribute of actual
radiance and pretensions of divinity. He gets another "Toulon" such as Prince Andrei

dreamed about, and significantly, it takes place in dazzling light:
That day was for him [Napoleon] a day of triumph — it was the anniversary of his
coronation. ... When the sun had completely emerged from the fog (13 TymMaHa ) and the
fields and the mist were bathed in its dazzling light (as though he had only been waiting
for this to begin), he drew the glove from his shapely white hand, made a sign with it to
the marshals, and gave the order for the action to begin. (Liii.xiv)

Evidently, the shining hero is an ironic idea, the light like a stage effect to heighten the

histrionic pretensions of grandeur. Brilliance — a sign of traditional heroism — we come
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to see, is itself an illusion. The presentation of the young Emperor Aleksandr further
illustrates the inversion of light imagery and preference for the "reality” of the fog. When
the Emperor, followed by his suite rides up majestically — and oblivious to the absurdity
of battle in the perennial mist — Kutuzov assumes a sarcastic respectfulness, which makes

a bad impression:

Kutuzov, affecting the manner of an old soldier at the front, gave the command

" Attention!” and rode up to the Emperor saluting. His whole figure and manner were

instantaneously transformed. He had the air of a subordinate who obeys without

reasoning. With ostentatious respect, which clearly made a bad impression on Emperor

Aleksandr, he rode up and saluted. This disagreeable impression, like a wisp of fogina

clear sky (TO/IbKO KaK OCTATKH TyMaHa Ha SICHOM ue6e), floated across the youthful,

happy face of the Emperor and vanished. (Liii.xv)

The clear sky, like that above Napoleon, signifies the Emperor's usual aspect. Kutuzov's
reminder of the Emperor's ostentation is the wisp of fog. Prince Andrei, hoping to realize
his glory on this day and become the brilliant, shining hero, instead achieves an
understanding of the emptiness and illusion of this dream (Bce mycToe, Bce obMaH,
kpoMe aToro 6eckoHeuHoro He6a). Through this false epic death, which I will return
to below, Tolstoy carries Andrei safely through and beyond his epic prototype of the
brilliant young man, the shining hero. Loftiness, infinity and eternity replace brilliance.
What remains to link Andrei to his epic roots is his continuing connection to death, the
ancient hero's means of immortality.

In Andrei's second scene of dying, the light imagery returns in ways
complementary to the first. The light begins prosaically: at Mytishchy there is first the
small light of the mushroom candle with its red halo. Next, while still attached to the
prosaic circumstance of the burning candle (and the buzzing fly), and still in potential, light
takes on the suggestion of greater profundity: the ethereal structure which rises and falls
before Andrei's face is made up of splinters of wood (luchina) used for light like a

candle.294 This structure emanating from Andrei but influenced by the candle and fly

outside him is transitional, a kind of potential divine light both from without and within. Its

29450 Carden defines luchina (1988, 119).
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fullness is not realized until Andrei's awakening from his dream of death when the light

next reappears, now significantly exclusively from within:

«/la, 3To 6bly1a cMepThb. 51 yMep -- s1 npocHyJcs. [la, cMepTb -- npobyxaeHuels» --
BAPYT [POCBET/IEJNO B €ro Ayle, U 3aBeca, CKpblBaBasl 1O CUX NOp HEBEAOMOE,
6blJ1a TPUIIOAHSITA NepeA ero AymeBHbiM B3opoM. (IV.i.xvi)

"Yes, that was death. I died — and I awoke. Yes, death is an awakening!" And his soul
was suddenly suffused with light, and the veil concealing the unknown was lifted from
before his soul's vision. (1176)

The revelation that there is no death illuminates Andrei's soul, the divine part of him. His
radiance, like his death, is not for the eyes of admiring mortals, but between himself and
God. It is a joyous, benign, and interior light in contrast to the fierce, far-seen shining of
the epic herc;. The image of the "brilliant” young man thus traces Andrei's journey out
from externalized epic into the interior experience of novelized death.

Before I consider Andrei's death and dying in more detail, his confession about his
wish for glory merits further attention. While not yet disabused of his epic dream, Andrei
admitted his preference for the love of strangers over the value of his own father, sister and
wife. In our discussion of Pierre, we saw that Pierre's transformation into the hero of a
masculinized novel occurred through his rebirth from a maternal man, Platon Karataev.
Andrei's relationship to his father, father substitutes and women also tells us something
about his path toward rebirth, though for him through death rather than into continued life
as we know it.

Recall Andrei's confession about his willingness to lose his family if necessary for

the sake of glory:
Death, wounds, the loss of my family — nothing holds any terror for me. And dear and
precious as many persons are to me — father, sister, wife, those who are most dear, [
would sacrifice them all, dreadful and unnatural as it may seem, for a moment of glory, of
triumph over men, for the love of men I do not know and shall never know. (Liii.12;
324-25)

Andrei's readiness to sacrifice the persons most dear to him — his father, sister and wife
— directly addresses his committment to heroism more than his feelings about his family.
Nevertheless, his thought does recall the tension Andrei displayed with his life at home,

both in St. Petersburg and Bald Hills at the start of the novel — his impatience with his
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wife (e.g. L.i.vi), his ironic tolerance of his sister, his affectionate criticism of his father
(I.i.xxv). And through the novel Andrei struggles in his relationships with women, with
his father and potential father figures.

Unlike Pierre, Andrei enters the novel woven into the web of family. He already
has much of what Pierre works so hard to attain — a domestic life of home and family. Yet
Andrei feels confined by the "enchanted circle” of married life (I.i.vi). His disregard for
one of the novel's greatest values perhaps shows that these goals are not simple
acquisitions but the endpoint of deep searching, which must be invested from within. His
disdain for ﬁis pregnant wife perhaps also signals the opposite direction of Andrei's

journey from Pierre's. Andrei, in view of his own path, is not mistaken when he discusses

his marriage in terms of constraint: Ho cBsixy ce6s ¢ XKEHIHUHOM -- U, KaKk CKOBaHHBbIMN
KOJIOZHUK, Tepsiemb BcsiKyo ceoboay ("But tie yourself to a woman and you're bound
hand and foot — all freedom gone" L.i.vi). For contrary to Pierre's, his path seems to be
one of gradually disconnecting from the mesh of human relationships; opposite Pierre's
quest for "freedom to," Andrei indeed desires "freedom from" the personal and the earthly
which interferes with his drive for the absolute.

Recall Karataev's formulation to Pierre of life's value: "A wife for counsel, a
mother-in-law for a warm welcome, but there's none so dear as a man's own mother”
(IV.ixii). Like Pierre, Prince Andrei also has no mother; but unlike his friend, he has no
receptivity for one. Pierre harbors a weakness for women, which first leads him into his
painful marriage with Héléne. Nevertheless, Pierre's desire for women may ultimately
help him receive the motherliness of Karataev and so become reborn from this feminine
man. But Prince Andrei seems to have assimilated his father's misogyny into his own
already strained relationships with all others, not just women. He tells Pierre how he agrees
with his father's condescension to women: "If only you knew what all those femmes
distinguées, what women in general, are! My father is right. Selfish, vain, obtuse, and

petty in everything — that's what women are when they show themselves in their true
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colors" (Li.vi). Later, when Andrei is taking leave of his father at Bald Hills, he shares a
moment of uneasy solidarity with his father over the "bad business" of his wife (I.i.xxv).
Indeed this rejection of women, both Lise and Marya, helps forge the tense bond between
father and son. And this paternal relationship at the expense of women recurs when
Andrei's father makes him choose between him and Natasha; trying to choose father and
wife, he loses both. Clearly, women are threatening to the sharply drawn boundaries and
the idea of freedom of the Bolkonsky men.

The potential danger associated with women is nowhere more clear than in one of
Andrei's deatixbed images. At Mytishchy, Andrei sees the edifice of needles rising before
him, the candle with its red halo, and "something else of importance — something white by
the door — the statue of a sphinx — which also weighed on him" (ILiii.xxxii; 1102).

This "shirt-sphinx" is soon doubled: "a new white sphinx appeared, standing upright in
front of the door. And that sphinx had the pale face and shining eyes of the very Natasha
of whom he had just been thinking" (1103). John Weeks has noted the aptness of the
sphinx image "for the puzzle Andrei is trying to solve within himself" (1989, 74).295 But
left unnoticed is the sphinx's transference to Natasha. She is also part of the puzzle Andrei
has been trying to solve; he has just been thinking of her. But her first appearance to him is
ambiguous. On the one hand, her whiteness is sometimes associated with the "light" of
Andrei's death.2% But her image as sphinxlike also suggests the still latent dangerous
power of women to him. The sphinx is the only feminine image in Andrei's dying.??7 And
the sphinx is an image of a monstrous, sexual female who will outwit men and then devour
them. As in the story of Oedipus, the sphinx is something to be overcome. It is one of

those primordial monsters which heroes must rid the land of in order for men to be safe.

2951t might also be suggestive that at the time of Pierre's father's death, Pierre twice assumes the "naive
attitude of an Egyptian statue” (I.i.xix, xx; 114, 118 ). I wonder if there is some connection between
these ancient Egyptian statues and death.

29630 Silbajoris 1995, 118.

297Cf. Silbajoris 1995, 117: "Their [Andrei's and Natasha's] love fulfills itself only when Andrey lies
dying. Curiously, that love then seems less personal and more symbolic. By that time the physically
distant Natasha can no longer be his lover, and therefore she spiritually begins to resemble a mother, or at
least the only mother figure Andrey has in the entire book."
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The image of the sphinx seems to perfectly contain the Bolkonsky attitude toward women:
alluring, deceitful, primitive, and devouring. When the sphinx seems to the dying Andrei to
turn into Natasha, this tremulous vision externalizes Andrei's inner struggle about love and
forgiveness. He does forgive Natasha, but this means to love her with that impersonal
divine love. But the struggle between human love — of someone dear to you that may tum
into hatred— and divine love — of your enemy and of everyone (1104), continues through

the course of Andrei's illness:

During the hours of solitude, suffering, and partial delirium that he spent after he was
wounded, the more deeply he reflected on the principle of eternal love that had been newly
revealed to him, the more he unconsciously renounced earthly life. To love everyone and
everything, always to sacrifice oneself for love, meant not to love any one person, and
not to live this earthly life. And the more imbued he became with this principle of love,
the more he renounced life and the more completely he destroyed that dreadful barrier
which, in the absence of love, stands between life and death. ... But after the night at
Mytishchy when, half delirious, he had seen her for whom he had longed appear before
him, and had shed quiet tears of joy and pressed her hand to his lips, love for a particular

woman again crept imperceptibly into his heart, binding (npuBs3asia) him again to life.
(IV.i.xvi)

A woman is again a bond, again that which ties one to the earthly, and again is in
distinction to the masculine realm, now of divine love and death surrounding the Father and
his Son. Again Andrei must choose between the Father and Natasha, and again the Father
overwhelms him. Andrei's ultimate choice is for the purely masculine Father God. He
arrives at this choice through a path of other father figures before this absolute one.

Pierre, we saw, progressed through a series of father figures: for a short time he
stayed with Prince Vasily Kuragin, then he experienced his biological father's death and
went to live in his father's house, next he met Bazdeev, who identified with the patriarchal
God, and spent some time in his house, and finally encountered the maternal Karataev
while in the no man's land of captivity. Through the influence of the maternal father figure
Karataev — both a mother and a man, Pierre was reborn as the hero of the masculinized
novel. Prince Andrei also struggles with several father figures: his biological father, Prince
Bolkonsky; the more feminine General Kutuzov; and finally the divine Father God. Each

of these relationships are marked by significant tension.
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Andrei's difficult relationship with his father builds towards a break and an uneasy
peace with him. When Andrei first comes home to Bald Hills near the beginning of the
novel, he displays a mixture of adoration and irony toward his father. Unlike his sister
who lives there, Prince Andrei, who has been married in St. Petersburg and is off to war,
can afford to see his father with some critical distance. He laughs at his father's latest
addition to the house, a genealogical tree of the Princes Bolkonsky and a portrait of an
alleged descendant of Rurik who founded the Bolkonsky family. Andrei's tempermental
loyalty to hi§ father (cf. IL.ii.xi) may have more to do with this genealogical tree than meets
the eye. Genealogy is a fundamental ancient genre. Along the lines of inheritance, Gregory
Nagy has recently considered a well known passage from (the Homeric-thinking) Pindar:

The pleasure that mortals get waxes in a short space of time.

And, just as quickly, it falls to the ground, shaken by adverse opinion.

Creatures of a day. What is a someone, what is 2 no one? Man is the dream of a shade.
(Pythian 8, Nagy's translation)

Nagy explains these lines as evidence of a mindset wherein the present generations are
possessed by the past ones. He thus glosses the lines: we the living are the dreams of our
ancestors; our lives are the dreams of the dead. I don't think this attitude is confined to an
archaic Greek way of thinking, but rather characterizes a more widespread, and later
aristocratic, conception of the integrity of the ancestral house.?%® For Prince Andrei, having
grown up with his imposing paterfamilias father, is part of a proud ancestral house which
does not easily relinquish its lineage. In this way he, like Pindar's man, is in the grip of
the past, or as another poet with ancient connections puts it, is "the planet of his [father's]
longings."?* His complex relationship with his father — part adoration, part competition,
part anger and part pity — is thus the first in a series of relationships that, for him,

onerously bind.

298Cf. Tolstoy in his apology for the exclusively aristocratic characters of War and Peace: S apuctokpaTt
TIOTOMY, UTO BCIIOMHHATb NPEAKOB -- OTUOB, A€AOB, NPaJeJOR MOUX, MHE TOJILKO HE COBECTHO,
HO oco6eHHo pajocTHo. (13.239)

299Yehuda Amichai, "My Father in a White Space Suit.”
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When Prince Andrei's father sends him off to war, he recommends him to General
Kutuzov — a father figure completely opposite from Prince Bolkonsky. Kutuzov is, as

Gary Saul Morson recognized, the "Karataev of war":

Kutuzov, who embodies wisdom in 'war’ as Karataev does in 'peace,’ places no faith in
principles. ... When he listens to officers’ reports during a battle, he pays attention not to
factual content but to the state of mind of the officer, and, like Karataev, responds to that
immediate situation, to the person before him. (1987, 226-27)

While Kutuzov's disregard of principles and facts contrasts with old Bolkonsky, his
likeness to Karataev can be extended further. Karataev contains an essential femininty,
which may also be seen in Kutuzov. Though Kutuzov's girth and "round shoulders” may
not qualify as the "roundness" which aligned Karataev with the feminine, Tolstoy provides
a different indication of his association with the mother.3® Just before the Battle of
Borodino, Kutuzov makes his way to the icon of the Smolensk Mother of God:

When the service was over, Kutuzov went up to the icon, sank heavily to his knees, and

bowed to the ground; for a long time he tried in vain to rise, but was hindered by his

weakness and weight. His gray head twitched with the effort. At last he rose, put out his

lips in a naive, childlike way and kissed the icon, and again bowed down and touched the

ground with his hand. (IIL.ii.xxi; 919)
Kutuzov's association here with the Mother of God and even with the earth reflects his
understanding "that there is something stronger and more significant than his will" in a
specifically feminine way. Prince Andrei gradually recognizes in Kutuzov the "absence of
everything personal” (IILii.xvi).30! When Kutuzov hears of Prince Bolkonsky's death and
exhorts Prince Andrei to consider him a second father (IIL.ii.xvi; 894), Prince Andrei is
presented with the perfect opportunity to be reborn, like Pierre from Karataev, from a
feminine father. But Andrei, regardless of his respect for Kutuzov, resists him and
chooses to serve apart from him. His failure to be reborn from Kutuzov in some ways
marks the crossroads in his distinction from Pierre's path. Prince Andrei cannot be reborn

under the aegis of an earthly father. His moments of rebirth are conspicuously unparented

moments when Andrei is free from his ties to another. They are solitary and silent

300Cf. Jackson 1978.
301Cf. Gustafson 1986, 230-33, who recognizes the centrality of the image of Kutuzov with the icon of the

Mother of God, as well as Andrei's response to Kutuzov.
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moments: the silence of the sky at Austerlitz, the water lapping at the ferry with Pierre.302
Nevertheless, Kutuzov with his "absence of everything personal” does provide the bridge
to Andrei's ultimate embrace of the divine Father. Andrei's experience of this final father
figure can best be seen through a consideration of that other potentially epic part of his
character, his consecration to death.

The epic hero achieves immortality through dying. "Death is overcome when it is
made welcome instead of merely being experienced; ... the death that has given his [the
hero's] biogra_phy its conclusion has also given it permanence."303 While epic death, like
heroic "brilliance," can never be replicated outside the complex of structures of archaic
Greece, this idea of it as a kind of goal resonates with Tolstoy's prototype for Prince
Andrei — a young man needed to die. Tolstoy's plan for the Andrei character to die
extends into his presentation of him in the novel: of all the "main" characters who die — the
three fathers of the older generation (Bezukhov, Bolkonsky, Rostov), the three father
figures (Bazdeev, Karataev, Kutuzov), Prince Andrei and Petya — only Prince Andrei
experiences such an extensive rehearsal as it were for his ultimate death. His fall at
Austerlitz, left inconclusive but made to seem very likely fatal, introduces the reader to the
idea of Prince Andrei's death. And with his sublime experience of the lofty sky — one of
his finest moments — Andrei's dying takes on the tone of profundity and revelation.
When it happens again it is already familiar; it is something fitting to this character.304

An important aspect of epic death is its occurrence on the battlefield where the
beauty of the dead man is visible to admirers. So in the Iliad, Priam contrasts the shame of
death in old age to the wonder of a warrior cut down in his prime: "For a young man all is
decorous when he is cut down in battle and torn with the sharp bronze, and lies there dead,

and though dead still all that shows about him is beautiful" (Iliad 22.71-73).305 Tolstoy

302Cf. Morson 1987, 255-56 who explains these "finest moments” as those free from the artificial

structures of performances, games and language.

303Vernant 1991, 57.

304A5 opposed to Pierre, for example, who, though he contemplates the end of his existence as does Andrei,
appears impervious to bullets and fire

3051 yse the translation in Vernant 1991, 63-64.

225



ironically gives Andrei this kind of admired death in his first "dying" at Austerlitz. There,
under the eyes of Kutuzov he falls with the standard. There, Napoleon, once Andrei's
hero, admires the fallen Russian soldiers collectively: "De beaux hommes!" (393); and
Prince Andrei singly achieves the epic goal of beautiful death as Napoleon pronounces
above him: "Voila une belle mort" (394). But similar to Anna Karenina who must live
through her fantasy of romantic death, Prince Andrei cannot finish his story with his epic
wish for glory fulfilled. He comes to see Napoleon there on the battlefield as a false idol in
comparison with the profundity of the sky (357) and this proximity to death becomes a
"return to life"” (BRo3BpaTHJIU 651 ero K u3HM).306 This first death is thus an exorcism of
epic death as it were.307 His second, actual dying continues to subtly invert — but still
engage with — the values of epic death.

Wholeness, which plays an important part in Andrei's dying, is conferred by epic
death:

In Homer the word séma means precisely a body from which life has fled, the husk or

shell of a once-living being. So long as the body is alive, it is seen as a system of

organs and limbs animated by their individual impuses; it is a locus for the meeting, and

occasional conflict, of impulses or competing forces. At death, when the body is deserted

by these, it acquires its formal unity. After being the subject of and medium for various

actions, more or less spontaneous, it has become wholly an object for others. Above all,

it is an object of contemplation, a visual spectacle, and therefore a focus for care,

mourning, and funeral rites. During the course of a battle, a warrior may have seemed to

become a menace, a terror, or comfort, occasioning panic or flight, or inspiring courage

and attack. Lying on the battlefield, however, he is exposed as a simple figure with
identifiable attributes: this is truly Patroklos, and this Hector....308

Epic death integrates the warrior into an indelible individual. The hero loses all threats of
dissolution and becomes permanently and identifiably himself. Prince Andrei's death is
also about wholeness, but in the opposite direction. In the divine Father, Andrei finds the
"unconstrained" that does not abide on earth. His struggle between human love and divine
love is between the personal and the impersonal. For Andrei, death is acceptance of eternal
love: "to love everyone and everything, always to sacrifice oneself for love, meant not to

love any one person” (IV.i.xvi; 1173). His death is a relinquishing of the particular — not

306Cf. Morson 1987, 261-62.
307Compare the pathetic death of Petya which also debunks romantic heroism.

308Vernant 1991, 62-63.
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just of his particular love for Natasha, but also of his individuated self: "All is connected by
love alone. Love is God, and to die means that I, a particle of love, shall return to the
universal and eternal source” (1175). Contrary to the epic hero, Andrei renounces himself
and achieves wholeness by disintegrating into the eternal.

So why, after struggling with his own father and with his first father substitute,
Kutuzov, does Andrei finally accept God as his divine Father? For, concerning the latter,
Kutuzov has already lived out for Andrei the absence of everything personal. If Andrei can
awaken into_life in the divine Father, why couldn't he be reborn from Kutuzov? A main
difference between the two father figures seems to be their gender identification. Kutuzov,
we recall, bowing down to the Mother of God, was rather feminine, like his peacetime
counterpart, Karataev. Andrei's divine Father is concerned with the masculine line: on his
deathbed, Andrei contemplates God as the Father to his Son, wondering why the Son had

to be sacrificed:

"Yes, a new happiness was revealed to me — a happiness which is man's inalienable
right,” he said to himself as he lay in the semidarkness of the quiet hut, gazing before
him with feverishly staring eyes. A happiness that lay beyond material forces, outside the
material, external influences on man — a happiness of the soul alone, the happiness of
loving! To feel it is within the power of every man, but only God can conceive and ordain
it. But how did God ordain this law? And why was the Son ... (ILiii.xxxii; 1101;

Tolstoy's ellipsis)
With this return to the dynamic of the male line as he embraces God's eternal, impersonal
love, Andrei, it seems, finds in God a perfect combination of the salient qualities of his

own father and of Kutuzov. Prince Andrei accepts this divine father substitute as he dies a

beatific, but still masculine death.

Andrei's death, we see, thus turns away from epic in its content; it does so also in
its form. For epic death is not interior. The hero does not linger, but dies quickly; and as

already noted, it is seen from the outside and geared toward the praise of others:

Greek culture is one in which everyone lives in terms of others, under the eyes and in the
esteem of others, where the basis of a personality is confirmed by the extent to which its
reputation is known; in such a context, real death lies in amnesia, silence, demeaning
obscurity, the absence of fame. By contrast, real existence — for the living or the dead —
comes from being recognized, valued, and honored. Above all, it comes from being
glorified as the central figure in a song of praise, a story that endlessly tells and retells a
destiny admired by all. In this sense, the hero, by the fame he has acquired in pledging
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his life to battle, inscribes his reality as an individual subject on the collective memory of
the group....3®

Recall that Andrei's "finest moments" are those which occur in solitude and silence — the
moments when he is free from his burdensome bond to others. His dying comprises his
final finest moment: it is a process of gradually turning completely inwards toward perfect
solitude and silence.310 Contrary to the other-centered view of epic, Andrei's death is
expressed in a genre as distant from epic as possible — confession: through his process of
dying, we hear Andrei's internal thoughts directed at himself and indirectly to God. And it
is furthermore an ideal confession, a deathbed speech without the speech. His death is
wholly from the inside, in solitude and silence.

But as far as Andrei has come from epic, after his death he is not forgotten in the
novel. In fact, he achieves to some extent the epic goal cited above of inscribing "his
reality as an individual subject on the collective memory of the group.” Just as Tolstoy
does not allow Andrei to end with an epic death, neither does he allow him to exist only in
the divine realm, but portrays his part in the memories of those on earth.

The first epilogue accounts for the novel's major characters: Natasha and Pierre,
and Nikolai and Marya are settled into married family life and even Denisov comes as a
welcome visitor. Having taken care of them, the novel comes to rest finally with Nikolenka
and his dream of his father. This stopping point of Nikolenka's dream brings into focus
the absence which in a sense unites the major characters — Prince Andrei. For each
protoganist harbors an intimate connection to Andrei: Natasha's love (Epilogue Lix; 1381),
Pierre's friend, Marya's brother; and even Nikolai, who respected but never quite liked
Andrei, replicates that unease and dislike with Andrei's son, Nikolenka (Epilogue L.xv;
1404). The novel thus ends with a subtext about how the now silent, completed past —
Andrei's life — becomes narrated and incorporated into their present. Here too, as Tolstoy

has shown throughout in the way men necessarily but artificially order and narrate events

3091bid., 57.
310Cf. Morson 1987, 255-56.
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after the fact, memory is subjective.3!! For each character who lived through his or her
experience of Andrei remembers him differently and in relation to the present. Pierre recalls
Andrei with emotion; and Natasha with "thoughtful, reverent tendemness" (Epilogue L.xii;
1390). She also regains her former vivaciousness when she speaks of Andrei to Marya
alone, since "she never spoke of him to her husband, imagining that he was jealous of
Prince Andrei's memory" (Epilogue Lix; 1381-82). Just as Tolstoy is an author who
purposefully refrains from presenting past or present in its unknowable totality, so in the
first epilogue the remembered Prince Andrei varies according to authorship. Even if one
lives through an event, it shifts not only in its telling, but in its meaning as it becomes
integrated into the new circumstances of the present. Andrei's contemporaries — Natasha,
Pierre, and Marya — "author” him naturally and unself-consciously in fragments which
shift in time and context.

Unlike Andrei's contemporaries, Andrei's son Nikolenka does not remember his
father. The novel calls attention to Nikolenka's lack of direct experience of his father by
repeating his absence of memory of him twice within two paragraphs (oTe ... kKoTOpOro
He noMHM/ Hukoaenbka/ Masbuuk "Nikolenka did not remember his father" Epilogue
Lxvi). With no direct knowledge of his father, Nikolenka gathers ideas about him from
overheard, fragmentary remarks, from the tones of voice used when others talk about him
(Epilogue L.xii), and by asking questions (Epilogue L.xiv). Nikolenka evidently adores the

image of his father, yet he curiously fashions not his father but "Uncle Pierre" into his

hero:
... Uncle Pierre, as he called him, was the object of his [Nikolenka's] passionate
(cTpacTHoM) love and admiration. No one had tried to instill in him this love for Pierre,
and he rarely saw him. ... In Pierre's presence his face was always radiant with happiness,
and he blushed and was almost breathless when Pierre spoke to him. He never missed
anything Pierre said, and afterward, with Dessalles or by himself, would recall and ponder
the meaning of his every word. Pierre'e past life and his unhappiness before 1812 (of
which Nikolenka had formed a vague, romantic picture from things he had overheard), his
adventures in Moscow, his captivity, Platon Karatayev (whom he knew about from
Pierre), his love for Natasha (of whom the boy himself was particularly fond), and, above
all, Pierre's friendship with the father Nikolenka did not remember, all made Pierre a hero
and a saint in his eyes (8ce 3To Aen1ay0 Aas Hero U3 [Ibepa reposi ¥ CBSITBIHIO ).
(Epilogue I.xii;1390)

311Cf. for example, Lii.xxii.
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Nikolenka's love for Pierre, which makes him a hero and a saint, is both very much of this
world and ecstatic; Pierre furnishes him with a living and present model. If Pierre becomes
a hero and a sacred object (cesiThiH) in Nikolenka's eyes, his father becomes a god
(6oxectroM Epilogue Lxvi). Andrei is an intangible idea to Nikolenka. He cannot
imagine his father (Hes1b3s1 661710 ce6e Boo6pasuth Epilogue I.xvi). Adding emphasis to
the immateriality of Andrei to his son, the narrator repeats the idea: "Though there were two
portraits of him in the house, Nikolenka had never visualized Prince Andrei in human
form" (Epilogue L.xvi; 1410). Nikolenka's yearning for his deified father only partially
ironizes that of his father for God. For both father and son share the same urge for the
absolute and transcendent (a Bolkonsky urge shared also by Marya whose "spirit was ever
aspiring to the infinite, the eternal, the absolute" Epilogue I.xv; 1406).3!2 In his yearning
for his divinized father Nikolenka displays his father's pre-Borodino striving for the
absolute, the kernel of an ultimate longing directed at the divine. Just as with Andrei, this
unseasoned striving for the absolute other becomes confused with the quest for glory.
Inspired by his reading of Plutarch, Nikolenka fantasizes himself as a great martial hero:

I ask God for only one thing: that something will happen to me such as happened to the
men in Plutarch, and [ will do as they did. I will do better. Everyone shall know of me,

and they shall all love and admire me. (Epilogue L.xvi; 1410)

Nikolenka's fantasy of glory makes him begin to cry. The epilogue ends with his
fantasy transformed into a dream and his fervent cry upon his awakening: "And my father?
Father! Father! Yes, I will do something that even he would be satisfied with ..."
(Epilogue L.xvi; 1411). His daydream and nighttime dreams, like those of many other
characters in the novel, are effected by his external circumstances. In Nikolenka's case, his
reading of Plutarch influences his dreams.

The repeated reference to Plutarch must bear significance in this highly marked
place of the end of the domestic epilogue. Nikolenka's reading of Plutarch is particularly

relevant to his youth in the post-Napoleonic era, as a recent commentator explains:

312Cf, Carden 1988, 116ff.
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In France, where he had long been established as a classic by Amyot, Plutarch received
new honor from Napoleon, and in the series of sculptured panels around the emperor’s
tomb in the Invalides the one representing Education gives him pride of place. Once
more, general and scholarly interest went together. This was the era of several notable
editions, by the German Johann Jakob Reiske, the Greek patriot Adamantios Korais
(printed at Paris), and the Swiss Daniel Wyttenbach, who did more for Plutarch than
anyone since Estienne and who was decorated by Napoleon.3!13

At the time a household name, Plutarch was a moralizing historian for whom
greatness was a key concept. Greatness was of two kinds: heroes must be involved in
great actions and possess greatness of soul. The self-declared purpose of his biographical
writing was contemplation (theoria) and imitation (mimesis). Following Aristotle's moral
theory, he believed that to see what is good and beautiful (kalos) is to be drawn toit. Asa
result, Plutarch edited the lives of the great men of history, leaving out or apologizing for
their misdeeds in order to render them into models and thus into patterns of behavior,
instructive for modemn readers.3!4

In important ways, one can see Plutarch as antithetical to Tolstoy's historical
understanding and aims. Contrary to Plutarch's vision, for Tolstoy there are no blueprint
biographies for how to lead one's life, there are no great men heroes. Plutarch exemplifies
many of Tolstoy's complaints about the historiographical tradition. His writing is filled
with the trademarks of traditional histories — set speeches, battle scenes, topographical
descriptions and digressions. And yet, Plutarch was not primarily a historian. One does
better to call him a historical moralist rather than a moralizing historian. "I am not writing
history [an exact account of the details of events], but lives" wrote Plutarch in his
introduction to the life of Alexander (1). Plutarch abbreviated formal history in order to get
at character: for him, history was above all literature and not document; he converted
history into biography.3!> How different is this from Tolstoy's appropriation of historical
figures for the sake of demonstration? how different from his idea of history as not

document but literature? And while Tolstoy would argue with Plutarch's great men, he

313J0nes 1982, 982.
3141bid., 965-970.
315bid.
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was nevertheless drawn to the morally-templated life. So Tolstoy's notations for "Weekly
Reading" are — somewhat ironically — dotted with excerpts from Plutarch on the virtues
of vegetarianism, excerpts which uphold Plutarch as a model of a moral life.

While there is at best an ambivalent relationship between Plutarch and Tolstoy
regarding history, there is a different transparent overlap between them. Beyond Plutarch's
presence in the closing pages of Tolstoy's novel as a representative of the potential dangers
of conventional age-old historians, is a positive and powerful reminder of one of Tolstoy's
critical metths of writing. A writer perhaps as prolific as Tolstoy, Plutarch was best
known and most admired for his series of twenty-three pairs of "Parallel Lives” —
Juxtapositions of a Greek and Roman great man, both possessed of the same qualities and
in roughly similar circumstances, placed side by side to understand more exactly what
those qualities are.3!6 The Russian calls this work of Plutarch "Comparative Biographies"
— «CpaBHUTEJIbHBIE XH3HeoucaHUs1».317 Comparative lives is precisely what
Tolstoy's long novel presents — moments laid side by side without any authorial
connectives, but with an inner logic gradually discernable. At the end of the novel, the
inclusion of Nikolenka's reading of Plutarch signals the reader to think comparatively.
This closing suggestion applies to the whole of the novel now visible from this endpoint,
and invites also a more specific comparison. The ending with Nikolenka is very easy to
explain away as the marker that what has completed a cycle in the first generation of
characters who began in early adolescence and ended in married adulthood is now

beginning for the next one; that is, what happened for them must be experienced in every

316[bid., 971.
31-’Tolstoy ranked Plutarch at the second level in his hierarchy of wisdom literature, after Brahmin, Chinese,

and Buddhist wisdom, Stoicism, Socrates and Christian wisdom; and together with Seneca, Cicero, and
Marcus Aurelius (55.286). Plutarch appears as a repeated source for Tolstoy's espousal of vegetarianism
(40.371; 41.421; 42.74-75, 446; 43.317; 45.110). And he notes that he was reading Plutarch as late as
1907 (56.3). In his record book for 1907 is an enigmatic scribble: DHcaThb: no OayTapxy, no Pycco
(56.257). Although Tolstoy lists Plutarch in a list of translations (86.11), I am unable to locate the
translation Tolstoy had. In a letter to V.A. Alexeev from 1890, he agrees to read Alexeev's adaptions of

Plutarch. The published edition of Alexeev's translation, («I1yTapx. CpaBHHTebHbIE
XHU3HeonHcaHus. C rpeueckoro nepeseJ B. Asencees. C BBeJeHUEM H NpUMEUAHUSIMU. ToM

nepBbid. Beiyck nepssii. Teael u PoMy» u3n A. C. CysopuHa, CIIb 1891, ¢ Haanucho B. A.
Anexkceepa ot 8 uwHs 1891 r.) from 1891, was kept in the library from Yasnaya Polyana — of course
a rather late date in Tolstoy's career.
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generation. While essentially true, Tolstoy closes the novel in a way which conjures a
much more specific parallel scene.

In the epilogue, after settling Pierre and Natasha, Nikolai and Marya into their
respective bedrooms, the scene switches to Nikolenka's room downstairs. The details of
the setting are given: a little lamp was burning as usual, Dessalles is sleeping nearby,
emitting the rhythmic sounds of snoring. Nikolenka is awakend by a terrible dream filled
with fragments of his deeply experienced day: his reading of Plutarch, his joy at Pierre's
return, his t{reaking of Nikolai's pens and sealing wax, his thoughts of his father, his dread
of Nikolai. Finally, while Nikolenka is experiencing a tremendous spiritual awakening,
Dessalles mistakes his weeping for a physical pain. These details of the closing scene of
the novel most closely parallel another critical scene of the novel — Prince Andrei's dying
and awakening at Mytishchy. All of the elements enumerated above present in Nikolenka's
bedroom appear in Prince Andrei's hut. There also was the stillness of the night with
everyone around Prince Andrei asleep. There also is the littie light of the mushroom
shaped candle, there the sounds of cricketsong and shouting and singing in the street, of
cockroaches rustling and an autumn fly plopping against the pillow. There also Prince
Andrei has a vision effected by the circumstances around him — the rhythm of the noises,
the contingencies of where the fly fell against his face. And finally, Prince Andrei's earlier
request for a book of the Gospels was also misinterpreted by his companions as a wish for
a bolster against a physical and not a spiritual struggle.3!® These details of the two scenes
make themn unmistakably paralle] — the death and awakening of the father with the "death"
of his son's childhood and his awakening into incipient maturity.

Yet perhaps the most important parallel is the content of the two characters' —

father and son's — dream-visions. First Prince Andrei:

And to the sound of the whispering music Prince Andrei felt that over his face, from the
very center of it, a strange, ethereal structure of delicate needles or splinters was being
erected (kakoe-To cTpaHHOE BO3AYMHOE 3JaHUe U3 TOHKHX HI'OJIOK MJIH JIYUHHOK ).
He felt that he must carefully maintain his balance (though this was exceedingly difficult)

3181 follow for Nikolenka's scene points made about Andrei's by Weeks 1989.
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so that the rising edifice should not collapse; nevertheless it kept falling to pieces and
slowly rising again to the sound of the rhythmical, whispered music. "It is growing,
extending! It keeps expanding and spreading out!" said Prince Andrei to himself. (1101)

Then Nikolenka:

He had dreamed that he and Uncle Pierre, wearing helmets such as chose depicted in his

Plutarch, were marching at the head of a vast army. The army was made up of slanting

white threads that filled the air like the cobwebs that float about in autumn (Boticko 3To

651710 cocTaBJIeHO U3 6eJIbIX KOCBIX JUHUIY, HANIOMHSIBIIMX BO3AY X MOA06HO TeM

nayTHHaM, KOTOpbIE JeTalT oceHb ), which Dessalles called e fil de la viérge.

Before them was glory, which was exactly like those threads, only somewhat more dense.

(1410)
Both father and son have visions of ethereal structures made up of luminous lines.
Airiness is relevant to both (sozaymHoe / Bozayx); autumn appears in both, for Andrei as
the autumn fly (ocennsist TosicTast Myxa), for Nikolenka as webs that fly in autumn
(nayTuHaM, KOTOpBIE JleTaloT oceHbio). Andrei's structure has been understood as a
"pulsating structure of truth."319 Nikolenka's cobwebby structures, the dream narrator tells
us, is both the army and glory. At first he and Pierre buoyantly near their goal, but when
the hostile Nikolai appears, the threads slacken and get entangled and the former lightness
changes to heaviness. Unlike his father's needles or splinters, Nikolenka's threads are soft
— wherefore their comparison to cobwebs and the tutor's name for them, "the threads of
the Virgin." This religious name recalls Andrei's interrupted thought just prior to his
vision: "And why was the Son..." (1101), a reference to Christ's sacrifice on the Cross.320
Thus while Andrei contended with his own dying under the aegis of the divine Father,
Nikolenka experiences the buoyancy of the divine Mother; in the French name le fil de la
viérge may even be heard a pun /e fils de la viérge— the son of the Virgin rather than the
threads. For in his dream, Nikolenka experiences the bliss of invisible, divine, maternal
care, though significantly through the presence of his father:

Nikolenka turned to Pierre, but Pierre was no longer there. In his place was his father —
Prince Andrei — and his father had neither shape nor form, but he existed, and when
Nikolenka perceived him he grew faint with love: he felt himself powerless, without
bones or substance. His father caressed him and pitied him (OTen stackan u xanen
ero). (1410)

319Carden 1988, 119. She continues that the structure is "the Platonic idea itself, as yet undifferentiated
into its verbal axioms by the process of analysis" (1988, 120).
320Ct. Weeks 1989, 74.
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Both father and son experience the divine in their nighttime visions of ethereal
structures. But whereas Andrei questions the sacrifice of the Son in relation to the divine
Father, Nikolenka ecstatically dissolves under the caress of divine feminine love associated
with the Virgin. Like Pierre who developed into the novelistic hero by being reborn from
the motherly male Platon Karatayev, so Nikolenka here experiences a turning point out
from his newly "motherly" father, Prince Andrei. Nikolenka's dream is not purely
blissful. There is the terror which Nikolai presents and the march towards false epic glory.
There is the waning reference of autumn, the time of his father's death and the marker of
one of his own "deaths" within life. Yet the dream portends the fullness of what eventually
awaits him — the experience of regenerative motherly divine love from a maternal father.
Such rebirth evokes the transformation of Pierre — and not the epic Prince Andrei — into

the hero of a masculinized novel. So for Nikolenka this novelizing process has begun.
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Conclusion

Through different families in different places, Tolstoy incorporates a conglomerate
of generic heritages into what amounts to his remaking of the novel. The Kuraginsin St.
Petersburg — Prince Vasily and his children, Anatol, Héléne, and Ippolit — open War and
Peace with an ironic reference to the conventional feminine novel concerned primarily with
manners and marriage. Pierre, born in Moscow, raised abroad and newly arrived in St.
Petersburg where he's staying with the Kuragins, comprises a protagonist in transition
from the conventional novelistic hero to a reconstruction of his Moscow birthright; Pierre's
self-fashioning into a new kind of novelistic hero parallels Tolstoy's remaking of the
feminine novel. Prince Andrei, in his striving for the love of strangers and his premature
death, reflects the epic roots of the novel as a genre, and presents, albeit as a transitory and
highly mortal option, this alternative to biological flourishing on the earthly plane only.
While he moves away from his externalized epic mode to die a wholly interior death, he
nevertheless retains his attachment to wholes and absolutes. His son, Nikolenka, however,
promises a transition from his own epic aspirations to glory to the novelistic love of home
and family. The novel's gradual trajectory from Prince Vasily to Nikolenka in a sense
describes its movement away from the typical hero of the conventional novel toward a sui
generis hero of hybrid roots in epic and novel.

In the discussion of Prince Andrei, we have seen that many readers of War and
Peace have found connections between it and epic. In this study, I find a conclusion about
the relationship between Homeric epic and Tolstoy's novel different from those concerned
with theme and style. We saw in the chapters on the Iliad that one of the poem's primary
objectives was the masculinization of death; the Iliadic representation of death removed it
from the realm of gruesome feminine death — Erinyes, Harpies and Kéres — and glorified

it under the benign care of Thanatos, Hades and Zeus. In this way, the Iliad took the most
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basic concern of mortality out of the realm of the feminine and nature and brought it into the
world of culture and men. War and Peace accomplishes a similar process of masculinizing
a basic life concern as it elevates the home, marriage and parenthood from romance and
pleasure to a great goal and a complete occupation for men. By recreating men into those
who strive to gain the goods prescribed by Karataev — a mother, a wife, and little ones —
Tolstoy reforms the conventional feminine novel into a newly masculinized one. I thus
suggest that in addition to — and above and beyond — Tolstoy's use of epic similes,
epithets and digressions, Homeric epic and War and Peace share the accomplishment of
bringing what had been the terrible or trivial world of women into the realm of men and

thereby transform their own genres of epic and novel into new and inimitable forms.
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