The Typical and Connotative Character of Xeinoi Situations across the Apologue:

Three Studies in Repetition

Hamish Williams/WLLHAMO001

A dissertation submitted in fulfillment of the requirements for the award of the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy in Classics (SLL 6050W)

School of Languages and Literatures
Faculty of the Humanities
University of Cape Town

Submitted Monday the 28" of November 2016

COMPULSORY DECLARATION

This work has not been previously submitted in whole, or in part, for the award of any
degree. It is my own work. Each significant contribution to, and quotation in, this
dissertation from the work, or works, of other people has been attributed, and has been cited

and referenced.



The copyright of this thesis vests in the author. No
quotation from it or information derived from it is to be
published without full acknowledgement of the source.
The thesis is to be used for private study or non-
commercial research purposes only.

Published by the University of Cape Town (UCT) in terms
of the non-exclusive license granted to UCT by the author.



Financial Acknowledgments

I hereby acknowledge the following financial assistance received for completion of this
dissertation and degree: 1) The National Research Foundation: NRF Innovation Doctoral
Scholarship (2013-2015), NRF Travel Grant (2013-2014). Disclaimer: “The financial
assistance of the National Research Foundation (NRF) towards this research is hereby
acknowledged. Opinions expressed and conclusions arrived at, are those of the author and not
necessarily to be attributed to the NRF.” 2) The University of Cape Town: Doctoral Research
Scholarship (2013-2015), UCT Travel Conference Grant (2014), UCT Scholarship for
International Travel (2015). 3) The Classical Association of South Africa: The Ursula Vogel
Trust Award (2013-2014). 4) The Oppenheimer Memorial Trust: OMT Scholarship (2015-

2016).



Abstract

Chapter 1
11
1.2

121

1.2.2

1.2.3

1.24

1.2.5

13

Chapter 2
2.1
2.2
221
2.2.2
2.3

231

Table of Contents

Introduction

Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue

Interpretations of Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue
The Apologue Entails Inversions of Normal Guest-Host
Interactions in a Hospitality Scene

Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Are Reflective of

the Stranger’s Stratagem

Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Capture the Greek Traveller’s
or Colonist’s Experience in Primitive Lands

Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Entail Encounters
with Feminized Inhabitants or in a Feminized Milieu
Concluding Remarks

Studying Repetitions and Their Connotations

in the Homeric Poems

Mountains and Isolation

Overview

Space in the Homeric Poems

Scholarship on Space in the Homeric Poems
Connoting Other Spatial Units in the Apologue
The Typicality of Mountains in the Apologue

Reference List for Mountains in the Apologue

10

11

17

27

36

43

44

62

62

64

64

72

83

85



2.3.2
2.4

2.5

Chapter 3
3.1
3.2
3.3
331
3.3.2
3.4

3.5

Chapter 4
4.1
4.2
4.3
43.1
4.3.2
4.4

4.5

Chapter 5

Summary

A Connotative Interpretation of Mountains in the Apologue

Conclusions

Eating and Danger

Overview

Eating in the Odyssey

The Typicality of Eating in the Apologue

Reference List for Eating in the Apologue

Summary

A Connotative Interpretation of Eating in the Apologue

Conclusions

Tricks and Success

Overview

Trickery in the Odyssey

The Typicality of Tricks in the Apologue

Reference List for Tricks in the Apologue

Summary

A Connotative Interpretation of Tricks in the Apologue

Conclusions

The Importance of the Apologue

Reference, Format, and Name Guide

List of References

87

150

152

152

152

161

164

166

167

214

216

216

216

228

229

231

232

277

281

288

293



Abstract

This dissertation engages in a close reading and analysis of the Apologue of Homer’s
Odyssey; specifically, I am concerned with characterizing the nature of xeinoi situations or
interactions in these books—that is, the relationship between the Ithacan travellers and the
various inhabitants whom they encounter in these four books. There is a significant amount
of scholarship on the nature of these encounters in the Apologue, and as my first chapter
explores, many of these are often hinged upon certain polarities: hospitality versus
inhospitality, civilized versus savage, masculine versus feminine. My study is greatly
indebted to these; however, this dissertation explores new avenues of interpreting these
encounters.

| have adopted an approach to the Odyssey, which is based upon the importance of
repetitions and their connotations, what has been termed ‘traditional referentiality’. The
Homeric poems are defined by an aesthetic of repetition: certain ‘units’ (which may be
isolated words, phrases, actions, scenes, etc.) are given prominence in the narrative through
their frequency; when these units are examined with respect to their contexts, the particular
units gain associative or ‘connotative’ meaning from their implementation.

In my second, third, and fourth chapters, | explore how the xeinoi situations in the
Apologue are pervaded by certain typical units—namely, (i) mountains, (ii) acts of eating,
and (iii) acts of trickery—and then, importantly, how these units garner connotative senses of,
respectively, (i) isolation, (ii) danger, and (iii) success, which characterize the relationships in
these four books. While some of these typical units have received scholarly treatment in the
Odyssey as a whole, their specific importance to the Apologue has not been studied
extensively, nor have the connotative resonances of these repeated units been fully explored.

The importance of these connotations is elaborated on in the conclusion, where | examine



how the meaning derived from these xeinoi encounters interplays with the surrounding story

of the Odyssey.



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1  Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue

The Apologue, the secondary narrative of Odysseus from Books 9 to 12 of the Odyssey,!
describes a number of different interactions between xeinoi—*foreigners’, ‘strangers’, or
‘guests’ (LfgrE 2004: 464-469)—and the various local inhabitants whom they encounter at
land and at sea during their wanderings. In almost all of these cases the xeinoi are Odysseus
and his crew of Ithacan sailors, while the inhabitants they meet include the Cicones, the Lotus
Eaters and Polyphemus in Book 9, Aeolus, the Laestrygonians, and Circe in Book 10,
Teiresias and the various shades of the Underworld in Book 11, and the Sirens, Scylla,
Charybdis, and Helios’ cattle in Book 12.

Each of these situations involving xeinoi and indigenous inhabitants (which 1 shall
henceforth title xeinoi situations or xeinoi interactions in this dissertation) is in some respect
unique. One can track these individual elements, for example, across the setting of the story,
the orientation of characters, or the scale of treatment. Thus the setting of these interactions
varies from primitive caves (Od. 9.182, 12.84), to more respectable domata (Od. 10.10, 210),
to open landscapes without any marked domicile (in the case of the Lotus Eaters, the Sirens,

and Helios’ Thrinacia), and even to the Underworld itself!?

1 Under the designation of the Apologue I exclude a minor introduction to Odysseus’ narration by the primary
narrator (Od. 9.1), and a brief interruption in Book 11 (lines 333-377) by his Phaeacian audience. The Apologue,
depending on the scholar’s choice of nomenclature, can also been referred to as the Apologoi or the
‘Wanderings’.

2 The Underworld might also be considered a ‘home’, the domos of Hades and Persephone (Od. 10.491, 512), a
royal dwelling comparable to that of Menelaus and Helen, Alcinous and Arete, and Odysseus and Penelope

(Bassi 1999: 418-419).



Secondly, with respect to the orientation of the native inhabitants, there are sharp
distinctions to be viewed in their treatment of the xeinoi: while the most malevolent
characters, such as Polyphemus and the Laestrygonians, turn the travellers into food (Od.
9.288-293, 10.116), there are some characters who seem to harbour no ill will to Odysseus
and his men, such as the Lotus Eaters (Od. 9.92-93), and others who change from initial
friendliness to outright hostility, in the case of Aeolus (cf. Od. 10.14-22, 67-69), or
malevolence to friendliness, in the case of Circe, whose role in the story changes from that of
a witch to a guide.

Thirdly, as to the scale of narrative treatment, it has been observed by critics that the
episodes in the land of the Cyclopes and in Aeaea are far more prominent than other scenes,
and that the shorter episodes tend to act as prefaces to the major ones: the Cicones and the
Lotus Eaters to Polyphemus (Book 9); Aeolus and the Laestrygonians to Circe (Book 10); the
Sirens and Scylla to Thrinacia (Book 12) (Belmont 1962: 127, Most 1989b: 21, Redfield
1983: 236).

In contrast to the unique character of each xeinoi situation, this dissertation
endeavours to locate points of tangency between these interactions—similar characteristics
which can be found across the Apologue (cf. de Jong 2004a: 222-223, Niles 1978: 46-47).
These similar characteristics will be identified on both a structural level (‘typicality’) and on
the level of meaning (‘connotations’).

In this respect, my dissertation is indebted to a legion of scholars, who have provided
insights into the structure and meaning of Odysseus’ wanderings. | do not view my analysis
as antagonistic towards these earlier studies, although 1 shall provide a few points of
criticism, but rather complementary and cumulative. It is my goal in this dissertation to build
upon previous works of scholarship with fresh insights so as to enhance how we understand

the various xeinoi interactions which pervade the Apologue.



The opening chapter of this dissertation has two purposes. In the first section,
‘Interpretations of Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue’ (1.2), I shall seek to identify, illustrate,
and then criticize other major approaches of characterizing xeinoi situations in Odysseus’
wanderings. In the second section, ‘Studying Repetitions and Their Connotations in the
Homeric Poems’ (1.3), | shall present the methodology which will be pursued in the ensuing
three chapters. This methodology involves the recognition of typical units in the Homeric
poems and then the evaluation of the connotations which these units garner, the meaning
which they derive from their repeated contexts. Hence my dissertation explores the Apologue
both in terms of typical character (what the repeated units are), as well as connotative
character (what associative meaning these units garner from their repeated contexts).

In the second chapter, ‘Mountains and Isolation’, | commence by surveying the
importance of space to the Homeric poems (2.2.1), a topic which has garnered greater
scholarly attention in the last five to ten years. Having provided a review of this scholarship,
as well as an illustration of connotative analyses of certain spatial units (2.2.2), | proceed to
my particular identification of mountains in the Apologue as typical units (2.3). Of the three
typical units assessed in this dissertation, mountains have received the least scholarly
attention, and accordingly, this chapter has demanded greater exposition. In an analysis of the
various contexts in which mountains are placed, | argue that they garner connotations of
isolation, of which | enumerate three types—topographical, social, and temporal isolation
(2.4).

In the third chapter, ‘Eating and Danger’, | have commenced with a review of
scholarship on eating in the Odyssey (3.2), before identifying the typicality of acts of eating
in the Apologue (3.3). | have argued in this chapter, that these units garner associations of

danger, which may be divided into two groups, the danger of destruction and the danger of



delay; these connotations are also occasionally broken up by a more positive connotation
where food is viewed as a respite or boon for weary travellers (3.4).

In the fourth chapter, ‘Tricks and Success’, | have begun with a review of scholarship
on métis in the Homeric poems, alongside related discussions of kleos and bié (4.2). In my
analysis of typicality, as with the third chapter, I am identifying units of action which reoccur
throughout the Apologue—in particular here, | provide a reference list for all the acts of
trickery which occur in these four books (4.3). In my connotative analysis, | contend that
these tricks garner associative senses of success in the Apologue: that skill in trickery is the
dominant fashion of ensuring superiority in the interactions, while a deficiency in trickery,
whether through overreliance on bié or a lack of mental resources, leads to failure (4.4).

In the final chapter, ‘The Importance of the Apologue’, | summarize the results of my
three individual studies and also suggest areas where further research may be undertaken. The
Apologue is of course just four books out of twenty-four, and the results of my study are
evaluated here with respect to the rest of the epic poem. All the technical conventions
employed in this dissertation are explained in the subsequent section, ‘Reference, Format,

and Name Guide’.

1.2 Interpretations of Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue

In the following section, | review four prominent interpretations of xeinoi situations in the
Apologue. Each subsection is based upon an exemplary scholarly reading of the particular
interpretation, over which related critical stances will be used both to substantiate the relevant
perspective and to criticize its shortcomings. The four subsections have been described as
follows: ‘The Apologue Entails Inversions of Normal Guest-Host Interactions in a

Hospitality Scene’ (1.2.1); ‘Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Are Reflective of the Stranger’s
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Stratagem’ (1.2.2); ‘Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Capture the Greek Traveller’s or
Colonist’s Experience in Primitive Lands’ (1.2.3); ‘Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Entail

Encounters with Feminized Inhabitants or in a Feminized Milieu’ (1.2.4).

1.2.1 The Apologue Entails Inversions of Normal Guest-Host Interactions in a Hospitality

Scene

Steve Reece (1993: 123) conceives of the Apologue as being originally assembled by the
Homeric poet(s) from a collection of inherited folktales and “deep-sea yarns” (123), which
are different in subject matter and origin to the rest of the Odyssey;® against these “fantastic
elements” (123), however, he observes how Homer is at pains to humanize the supernatural,
to consistently create human elements in the Apologue which are more recognizable for his
Greek audience (cf. Glenn 1971: 180, Page 1973: 31, Scott 1974: 23-24). One such element
for Reece (1993: 123) is the ritual of xenia or hospitality (cf. Glenn 1971: 158, Reinhardt

1996; 95).4

3 For scholarship which interprets the Apologue as being assembled from various folktales outside of the
tradition of Greek heroic poetry, cf. Holscher 1988, Page 1973, Reinhardt 1996, and as pertaining, in particular,
to the Polyphemus sequence in Book 9, cf. Glenn 1971, Mondi 1983. The amalgamation of epic song and
folktale material can be observed in several compositional oddities in the Apologue: for example, (i) the abrupt
change in the number of ships from the large Iliadic fleet of twelve (Od. 9.159) to the single ship of the sailor’s
yarn (Reinhardt 1996: 69-77); (ii) the shortness of the Laestrygonian episode (Od. 10.80-134) when compared to
the catastrophe which befalls the Ithacans there (Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989: 9, Page 1973: 31-32, Reinhardt
1996: 71); and (iii) the differences in character between the Cyclopes, taken from Greek mythology, and
Polyphemus, adopted from European folklore (Mondi 1983: 23).

4 For further readings on hospitality or guest-friendship in the Homeric poems, cf. Belmont 1962, Donlan 1982,

Edwards 1975, Thornton 1970: 38-46, Van Wees 1992.
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Reece’s critical engagement with xenia throughout his seminal work, The stranger’s
welcome (1993), is based upon studying repetition in “elements” (6) within scenes of
hospitality, which render these scenes ‘typical’. Reece’s (6) recognition and analysis of the
components of hospitality scenes is thorough, and he provides a list of 38 separate elements
which reoccur in these scenes in the Homeric corpus. On the basis of this table of typical
elements, he posits that there are twelve major hospitality scenes in the Odyssey, four of
which are to be found in the Apologue: (i) Odysseus and Polyphemus, (ii) Odysseus and
Aeolus, (iii) Odysseus and the Laestrygonians, and (iv) Odysseus and Circe (5).

Turning specifically to the Apologue, Reece conceptualizes these four books as
entailing an inversion of benevolent representations of hospitality elsewhere in the poem,®
where any number of the typical elements he expects in these scenes are in some fashion

distorted (cf. Belmont 1962: 124-125, de Jong 2004a: 223):

Every hospitality scene of the Apologoi is tainted by deviations from, and perversions
of, the elements of the normal hospitality type scene (food, song, guest-gifts, bed,
etc.)... In short, Odysseus’ hosts are either blatantly hostile and violent, bringing
death and destruction, or overzealous in their hospitality, jeopardizing his return
home. There is no middle ground.

(Reece 1993: 124)

Reece’s (1993: 125) subsequent analysis is focused entirely on the Cyclopeia, Odysseus’
encounter with Polyphemus, precisely because it presents the most instances of a “parody of

the theme of hospitality” (125; cf. Belmont 1962: 165-173). For example, in response to his

5> On Nestor and Menelaus as exemplary practitioners of hospitality, cf. Louden 2011a: 37, Most 1988: 24-25.

Rose 1969: 389, 394, Webber 1989: 3.
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guest’s supplication (Od. 9.266-271) (#VI [Reece 1993: 6]), Polyphemus blatantly disregards
the status of Zeus xeinios, as the avenger of suppliants and travellers (Od. 9.273-278) (Reece
1993: 133-134); instead of preparing food for his guests (#1X [Reece 1993: 7]), Polyphemus
prepares his guests as food (Od. 9.288-293) (Reece 1993: 134-136); and Polyphemus’
sardonic guest-gift, “Eewvniov” (Od. 9.370) (#XX [Reece 1993: 7]), grants Odysseus the
perverse honour of being consumed last of all his men (Reece 1993: 138-139). Reece’s
(1993: 126-130) analysis of hospitality motifs in the Cyclopeia is ultimately directed towards
an evaluation of the innovative quality of the Homeric composer, in establishing how the
folktale versions of the ‘ogre tale’, which runs through some two hundred different Indo-
European traditions, are amended through the importance of xenia in the Odyssey version (cf.
Podlecki 1961).

While my analysis is greatly indebted to the methodology of Reece in so far as
repetitions are sought within xeinoi situations, there are several difficulties in his insistence
that the Apologue, as a whole, is a narrative where hospitality or xenia is routinely distorted.

Firstly, Reece’s criteria for typical hospitality scenes, his 38 elements, are not
applicable to all the individual encounters in these four books. This can be seen in the
numerical disparity between his excellent, but isolated, treatment of the singular episode of
Polyphemus, which exhibits 19 out of his 38 typical elements (214-215), and two of the other
hospitality scenes which he regards as representative: the Aeolian exhibits 9 out of 38
elements, the Laestrygonian a mere 5 (the Aeaean is a better fit with 18) (215-219).
Moreover, none of the other xeinoi situations in the Apologue, which Reece later specifically
terms “hospitality scene[s]” (124), such as that of the Lotus Eaters or the Sirens, are even
fitted into his rubric. The suspicion arises that, apart from the Polyphemus episode (and

perhaps that of Circe [cf. Belmont 1962: 163-164, Edwards 1975: 67-69]), many of the other
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xeinoi interactions do not satisfy the typical elements of Reece’s hospitality scene sufficiently
(cf. Pucci 1998: 114).5

At the start of his monograph, Reece (1993: 5) does concede that the brevity of certain
hospitality scenes in the Homeric poems renders them less important to his analysis. And it
might therefore be argued that certain encounters in the Apologue are far too small in scale to
incorporate an adequate number of the typical elements. But, as Belmont (1962: 118-119)
illustrates, there are instances in the Homeric epics where a hospitality scene can be
compressed into very few lines—half a dozen or less—and still, nevertheless, manage to
contain a substantial number of typical elements (e.g. Od. 3.488-493). Why then do the minor
‘hospitality’ scenes in the Apologue, such as those between the Ithacans and the Lotus Eaters
or the Sirens, not include a greater number of typical elements, or inversions thereof? In the
case of the Lotus Eaters (Od. 9.83-104), | count 3 out of 38 typical elements (cf. #11, 1l1b, IXb
[Reece 1993: 6-7]); for the Sirens (Od. 12.165-205), | can find perhaps 4 (cf. #l1, Illa, I1Ib,
XI1I [Reece 1993: 6-7]).

While | concur with the importance of the xenia theme in the Cyclopeia, a more
convincing argument is needed for the inclusion of several other encounters as
‘(in)hospitality scenes’, when they do not conform to the author’s own structural rubric. It
will be the pursuit of this dissertation to probe further into characteristics which are typified
through several xeinoi situations in the Apologue, and not confined to a single selected

encounter, such as that of Polyphemus.

8 For Pucci the Cyclopes are the only people in the Apologue who demonstrate a marked opposition to the ideals
of xenia and piety: “the other people he [Odysseus] describes are often judged in relation to their respect for
hospitality and the gods—thus Aeolus is the perfect host, Circe an anti-host—but as gods and magicians they
transcend the human scale and represent another level of alterity altogether from that of the savage man. Such an
alterity also characterizes the world of the dead. Here man is no longer really human, and the rules of hospitality

lose all force” (1998: 114).
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Secondly, from a spatial perspective, Steve Reece’s rubric makes it clear that a
hospitality scene must take place around a house of some kind, seeing that several of his
typical elements refer to a domicile, or parts thereof: “IIl.a. Description of the residence”,
“IV. Dog at the door”, “V. Waiting at the Threshold”, “VII.c. Host rises from his seat”, “VIII.
Seat”, “XVII. Bed”, and “XVIII. Bath” (1993: 6-7). In the Apologue, however, it seems
problematic to talk about an interaction such as that between the Sirens and the Ithacan
sailors as a ‘hospitality scene’, seeing that there is no physical threshold for the xeinoi to pass
through, no home for them to enter. They are certainly xeinoi in the sense of ‘wanderers’ or
‘strangers’ passing near a foreign shore, but they cannot reasonably be considered xeinoi as
‘guests’ in this instance.

Similar problems would be faced when trying to term the encounters with the
Cicones, Scylla, Charybdis, and with Helios’ livestock as ‘hospitality’ or ‘reception scenes’.
In the case of the Cicones, the Ithacans constitute a raiding party, attacking a coastal town
(they are not seeking entry into homes in Ismarus); Scylla is a cave-dwelling monster who
attacks sailors (not guests) as their ships pass by on the sea; Charybdis is a massive whirlpool
who threatens destruction to seafarers; and, in the case of Thrinacia, the island is only
populated by animals and nymphs—there is no ‘host” or ‘home’ to be found here at all. In all
of these instances, the onus has to be on the critic to justify how any of these episodes, where
there is no spatial reference to a home being entered, could reasonably be termed ‘hospitality
scenes’, Or inhospitality scenes (that is, parodies of hospitality scenes).

A third objection to Reece’s critique of the Apologue is that it does not adequately
allow for benevolent instances of hospitality in these books. Granted, there are affronts to
Odysseus and his crew, but there are also hosts who go out of their way to help Odysseus.
Thus further explanation is needed as to how Aeolus’ kind reception of the travellers and his

giving of a most useful xeinéion, a bag filled with unfavourable winds which ensures that the
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wanderers are carried homeward to Ithaca (Od. 10.19-26), is anything but a proper instance
of xenia (Reinhardt 1996: 88-89). Reece (1993: 124) suggests that the guest-gifts of Aeolus
are a deviation from normal guest-gifts in that they drive Odysseus’ fleet ultimately away
from their home. But the reversal of fortune which Odysseus and his men experience is to be
attributed to internal politics among Odysseus’ crew rather than to an improper example of a
guest-host reception (Od. 10.26-27). And although Circe initially acts as a mischievous witch,
it is through her advice (Od. 12.21-27, 37-110), ultimately, that Odysseus manages to find the
correct path home. In short, there are patterns of positive hosting throughout the Apologue
which need to be accounted for in characterizations which seek to label these books as wholly
‘inhospitable’.

In summary, there is certainly an ideal of xenia in the Odyssey, and it is a standard
which characters frequently use to measure the propriety of a hosting situation (cf. Od. 6.121,
8.576, 9.176, 13.202); the ethics of this ideal are based in the divine status of Zeus xeinios,
the protector of xeinoi and suppliants, who find themselves in a stranger’s home (Od. 9.265-
271).” However, to regard xeinoi situations in the Apologue as especially marked out by
inhospitable interactions is to ignore certain problems: (i) many of the encounters really don’t
contain sufficient typical elements to constitute ‘(in)hospitality scenes’, judging by Reece’s
own rubric; (ii) from a locatival perspective, many of the episodes involve no manner of
home at all, but play out across empty landscapes or over the sea; and (iii) there are at least

two exemplary, hospitable hosts in the Apologue.

" Recently, Louden (2011a: 30-37) has endeavoured to show how the majority of guest-host situations in the
Odyssey indicate traces, to varying degrees, of theoxenies—that is, scenes depicting a god arriving as a guest in
disguise. The potential for any guest to be a divinity is what, according to Louden (2011a: 32), gives Homeric

xenia its sacred quality (cf. Kearns 1982).
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1.2.2 Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Are Reflective of the Stranger’s Stratagem

Glenn Most’s study, ‘The structure and function of Odysseus’ Apologoi’ (1989b), analyses
xeinoi situations in the Apologue in tandem with the performance context of this secondary
narrative, Odysseus’ reception in the Phaeacian palace of King Alcinous and Queen Arete
(15-17). Indeed, when one starts from the simple observation that the Apologue is both a
speech about xeinoi and by a xeinos, it seems a natural route of critical enquiry to ask whether
Odysseus’ secondary narration is shaped in some respect by his on-going reception in Scheria
(cf. Hopman 2012: 1-2, Krischer 1985: 11, Louden 2011a: 161). Glenn Most (1989b: 19)
pursues this enquiry on the level of character motivation, exploring why Odysseus says what
he says in the Apologue. He reads the Apologue as one in a number of stories in the Odyssey,
and elsewhere in Greek literature (cf. Most 1989a: 114-133), which follow a pattern which he

calls “the stranger’s stratagem” (Most 1989b: 19):®

Those [stories] told in the guise of a stranger are uniformly tales of misfortune, in
which Odysseus adopts a persona likely to meet (and almost invariably meeting) with
the approval of his listeners, and all are aimed at the securing of practical ends.

(19)

Most’s (20-21) argument that the Apologue presents a model of ‘the stranger’s stratagem’
starts with a structural analysis of these four books. Employing a model which places the

various episodes of the Apologue into a ring composition (for the diagram, cf. Most 1989b:

8 For other critical recognitions and explorations of a ‘stranger’s strategy’ in the Apologue, cf. de Jong 1992: 11,
2001: 221, Doherty 2008: 63-76, Hopman 2012: 21-23, Larson 2000: 195-196, Newton 2008: 9-14, 22-29, Rose

1969: 387-406.
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22; cf. Niles 1978: 47),° he emphasizes how this structure places certain episodes in
symmetrical alignment with one another and so tends to give weight to the thematic
similarities of these episodes (cf. Most 1989b: 22-24); in particular, the structure is said to
draw attention to the threat of a host delaying his guest for too long, and to a host who turns
his guest into food (23; cf. Redfield 1983: 237-238). Like Steve Reece, Most (1989b: 24)
follows an interpretation of the Apologue as a reversal of xenia, and he duly contrasts these
types of negative behaviour to those which the ideal host should demonstrate—namely,

feeding his guest and speeding him on his way:

The explanation for the arrangement of Odysseus’ adventures is obvious: they
confront him with the two extreme versions of bad hospitality, exaggerated to
nightmarish proportions and repeated with hallucinatory obsessiveness.

(25)

Having established the patterns of behaviour which the Apologue’s structure emphasizes,
Glenn Most turns to the function of such a presentation—its relationship to Odysseus’

external situation in the Phaeacian court. According to Most, Odysseus’ situation on Scheria

9 Other structural divisions have been suggested in the Apologue: (i) the four books can be divided into two
parts, entailing two cycles of destruction: the first ending in the loss of the fleet after the Laestrygonian attack
(Od. 9.2-10.134), and the second that of a single ship, after Thrinacia (Od. 10.135-12.453) (Heubeck &
Hoekstra 1989: 8-9, Niles 1978: 48-49, Reinhardt 1996: 72); (ii) there has been a recognition that, at least in
Books 9, 10, and 12, the adventures fall into bundles of three, the third of which is much longer and more
challenging (Most 1989b: 21, Redfield 1983: 236); and (iii) with particular regard to the Nekyia in Book 11, it is
either central to the structure of the four books (Nagler 1996: 143-145), or is an independent, free unit (Redfield
1983: 236). For further discussions on the structure of the episodes, cf. Bakker 2013: 25-27, Cook 1995: 65-69,

74-80, de Jong 2004a: 221-223.
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is far from ideal. While conceding that the Phaeacians do ultimately present Odysseus with
his desired xeinéion, Most (26-28) traces tokens of inhospitality throughout the Phaeacian
sequence:!® this includes both Nausicaa’s and Athena’s warning to Odysseus of the
xenophobic townspeople (Od. 6.273-284, 7.32-33) (Rose 1969: 388, 390-391),!! the elevated

power which Arete holds as queen (Od. 6.303-315, 7.53-77) and her initial reluctance to

10 For a summary of Phaeacian inhospitality, cf. Reece 1993: 105-106.

1 1n asserting that the Phaeacians are distrustful and hostile towards foreigners, there is a contradiction in their
characterization elsewhere in the story (Fenik 1974: 126-127): for while Athena and Nausicaa warn us of the
isolationism of the people, other parts of the Phaeacian sequence illustrate their sociable aspects, most notably
their history of transporting travellers home (e.g. Od. 8.31-33) (cf. Austin 1975: 162, Reinhardt 1996: 128-129,
Segal 1962: 21-22). Furthermore, Poseidon’s threat against the Phaeacians, of isolating their realm, is levelled at
them on account of their characteristic contact with nations overseas (Od. 8.564-571). How exactly one resolves
these initial tokens of an isolationist, inhospitable attitude with the more welcoming depiction of the Phaeacians
as benevolent ferrymen is just one of several internal inconsistencies which critics have faced in trying to arrive
at a coherent characterization of these people (Reece 1993: 107). Scholars have attempted to explain this
incongruity, between anti-social and social behaviour, through various arguments. (i) There could be an implied
class distinction between an unfriendly proletariat and a benevolent nobility (Reece 1993: 107, Rose 1969: 388).
(i) The initial suggestions of inhospitality by Nausicaa and Athena might have been introduced at that point in
the story for purely dramatic, plot-based reasons in order to heighten the jeopardy of the hero upon arriving in a
foreign land, Scheria, and, secondly, to measure the profound change which Odysseus produces in his initially
‘malevolent’ hosts, and later, his audience (Od. 11.333-334) (Garvie 1994: 26, Pucci 1998: 122). (iii) With
respect to Athena’s warning specifically, the caution of an inhospitable people might simply constitute a
necessary plot mechanism by the poet to motivate the goddess’ actions for concealing Odysseus in a mist and
helping him appear suddenly in the royal court (Od. 7.14-17, 139-143) (Pucci 1998: 122). And (iv) with respect
to Nausicaa’s warning, her description of her countrymen as being hostile to foreigners could also be construed
as a young girl’s typical anxieties of being denigrated by her people (Od. 6.285-288) (De Vries 1977: 115,

Reece 1993: 104).
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welcome Odysseus openly (Fenik 1974: 5-6, Rose 1969: 404, Whittaker 1999: 147),'?
Alcinous’ violation of the etiquette of xenia (Rose 1969: 393-397),%3 and the rudeness of
Euryalus and Laodamas during the athletic games (Od. 8.131-164) (Louden 2011a: 157, Rose

1969: 402-403).

12 Arete’s role in Odysseus’ reception, her importance to the hero’s attainment of xenia from the Phaeacians, is
also a subject of critical debate (Whittaker 1999: 141-142). If, for example, she is as prominent a figure in
Scheria as both Nausicaa and Arete claim (cf. Bassi 1999: 420, Doherty 2008: 64-66, Lowenstam 1993: 177-
178, Pantelia 1993: 499), then why does she play so minimal a role in Odysseus’ opening entreaty to the royal
family, and why, moreover, is the queen silent for so long a period (Fenik 1974: 6, 105, Garvie 1994: 22,
Whittaker 1999: 141-142)? There have been various explanations for this narrative inconsistency. (i) A solution
for the textual critic, rather than the literary, is to explore corruptions in the manuscript which have come down
to us (Fenik 1974: 106). (ii) Other scholars have suggested a conflation in the Phaeacian narrative of an older
folktale, in which Arete acts as an ogress, analogous to the wife of King Antiphates, or otherwise the head of a
primitive matriarchal society (Fenik 1974: 111, Schewan 1919: 7). (iii) Arete’s twin characterization, between
her subservient role to Alcinous and her powerful status, might also be reflective of her liminal position in the
narrative, between the dominant female characters of the Apologue and the more respectful women of Greek
society in the Telemachy and the Return (Whittaker 1999: 146-149). (iv) Some critics point to a progression in
her character from hostile to benevolent, from the initial warning of her power to Odysseus (Od. 6.303-315,
7.53-77), to her silent suspicion, her mute response when Odysseus first entreats her (Od. 7.146-152), to her
blunt question to the hero when she finally speaks (Od. 7.237-239), to her offering of guest gifts at her
husband’s recommendation (Od. 8.438-445), and, finally, to her encomium of the hero (Od. 11.335-341) (Fenik
1974: 105-106). (v) Lastly, Fenik (1974: 126-129) views Arete’s elevated status as central to all the other tokens
of Phaeacian inhospitality and as relevant specifically to the ‘sharp’ question which the queen puts to Odysseus
in Book 7 (lines 237-239), over which the success of Odysseus’ reception hangs; the fact that Arete fades into
insignificance in latter scenes, much like Nausicaa, is indicative of the fact that she has fulfilled her function in
the Homeric type scene, irrespective of how inconsistent one might find this characterization.

13 For scholars who are opposed to labelling Alcinous an improper or inadequate host, cf. Austin 1975: 158, De

Vries 1977: 116-118, Fenik 1974: 108, Reinhardt 1996: 124-125.
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The token of Phaeacian abuse of greatest relevance to Glenn Most, though, is the
constant delaying the Ithacan xeinos is subjected to at the hands of King Alcinous, the
deferral of the nostos which Odysseus immediately requested from his hosts at 7.151-152
upon first entering the royal palace (cf. Most’s (1989b: 28) commentary on the following
sequence of passages: Od. 7.189-198, 222-225, 311-318, 331-333, 8.149-151, 154-157; cf.
Lowenstam 1993: 150). According to Most (1989b: 28), Odysseus is made to wait an
inordinate amount of time over the course of his reception in Scheria before he is finally
bestowed the xeinéion he desires—his nostos. And, moreover, the threat of Alcinous’
procrastination is further exacerbated by the possibility of a union between Odysseus and the
king’s daughter, Nausicaa, which could derail Odysseus’ homecoming entirely (Od. 7.311-
314) (Most 1989b: 27-28; cf. Pucci 1998: 145-146, Reinhardt 1996: 122-123).14

Although Most (1989b: 29) acknowledges that there is not a risk of an indefinite stay
from the perspective of the primary narratees of the epic poem (the audience and we, the
readers), since we have been told already that the Phaeacians will transport the hero back to
Ithaca (Od. 5.36-42), Odysseus is not privy to this intelligence. Odysseus therefore has to
make the case for his nostos. He achieves this argumentation primarily through the Apologue,
where, as the ring structure demonstrates, great emphasis is given to hosts, such as the Lotus
Eaters and Circe, who delay their guests against their will. The ‘strategy of the stranger’ or
xeinos entails a persuasive, prohibitive exercise on the part of Odysseus, whereby

“caricatures” (Most 1989b: 29) of bad types of hosting are presented to the Phaeacians in the

14 For further discussions of the initial ‘erotic’ encounter between Odysseus and Nausicaa, cf. Dougherty 2001:
130-134, Fenik 1974: 127-128, Glenn 1998: 107-116, Gross 1976: 311-317, Lowenstam 1993: 174-176,
Murnaghan 1995: 66-67, Thornton 1970: 18-19. On the Phaeacian sequence as entailing a mixture of two
original plots: of a guest demanding nostos, and of a nuptial narrative, cf. Louden 2011a: 137, Paton 1912: 215,
Reece 1993: 109-113. On the mixing of a guest-based plot and a nuptial plot in the Odyssey as a whole, cf. Katz

1994: 58, Levy 1963: 145-153.
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expectation that these people would be reluctant to adopt such utterly negative portrayals
themselves, and would, accordingly, expedite Odysseus’ nostos (29-30).%°

Before I turn to the difficulties of Most’s analysis, there are some points of tangency
between this dissertation and his article. Firstly, methodologically, like Reece, he is searching
for structural patterns and repetitions across the narrative of the Apologue, which can
determine our understanding of the character of xeinoi situations in these four books; and,
secondly, the twin dangers of delay and destruction for the Ithacan xeinoi will be taken up by
my third chapter. The difficulties in Glenn Most’s article do not lie so much in the structural
part as in the functional—the stranger’s stratagem. His argument can be attacked from
numerous positions.

Firstly, more generally, the notion that Odysseus’ Apologue entails a ‘stranger’s
stratagem’ rests on the assumption that the Phaeacians are, to a large extent, inhospitable
towards the Ithacan hero throughout his stay, and, accordingly, that Odysseus is uncertain as
to whether he will receive xeinéion in the form of a nostos and is thus compelled to engage in
a persuasive exercise in the Apologue. But the question of Phaeacian inhospitality is a
debatable subject in Homeric scholarship (Louden 2011a: 143), since for every token in the
narrative which seems indicative of inhospitality, arguments can equally be levelled in the
opposite direction, towards a conception of these people as favourable, even ideal hosts (e.g.
Austin 1975: 157-159, De Vries 1977: 121, Fenik 1974: 8-9, Garvie 1994: 24-25, Segal 1962:
22; for further discussion on some of the specific problems, cf. fn. 11, 12, & 13).

Most’s analysis, in particular, claims that the Phaeacian hosts are guilty of delaying
Odysseus’ nostos—but there are several objections to this assertion. In actual story time, as

opposed to discourse time, the entire reception in Scheria is remarkably short—stretching to

15 “Nausicaa should not be like Circe and Calypso and her parents should let him [i.e. Odysseus] go home when

he wants” (Most 1989b: 29).
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only three days. This is not an overtly long delay when viewed in the context of other
‘benevolent’ reception scenes in the epic, such as Telemachus’ stay in the homes of Nestor
and Menelaus. Recognizing this, Charles Segal (1962: 22) compliments the speed of the
Phaeacian reception by contrasting it with the lengthy delays Odysseus experiences in the
homes of Calypso and Circe (seven years and one year, respectively), who are the story’s two
primary exemplars of delaying hosts. Furthermore, if the Phaeacians are delaying hosts, then
it is all the more remarkable to observe, in contrast to this procrastination, the speed, lack of
drama, and narrative brevity with which the Scherian sailors ultimately execute Odysseus’
nostos (Od. 13.70-125) (Segal 1962: 22, 38).%6

A second objection to Glenn Most’s emphasis on a delay lies in the aesthetic
arrangement of the Phaeacian sequence. Reinhardt (1996: 122-124) has argued that each day
in the Phaeacian sequence has a specific thematic purpose in the story: Day One, which starts
with the hero on the outskirts of Scheria, culminates in the reception scene in Alcinous’
palace; Day Two progresses towards a recognition scene, where Odysseus announces his
heroic identity to his audience (cf. Garvie 1994: 28-29); and Day Three completes the
Phaeacian sequence with a departure scene. For the Homeric composer(s) to have condensed
the time, so as to match up with Alcinous’ original pledge of a return on the second day (Od.
7.317-318), would negate the aesthetic build-up of the respective scenes (Reinhardt 1996:
122-124): “A Homeric day has its own cycle of increasing tension, climax, and end” (122).

Thirdly, and perhaps most problematic for the stranger’s stratagem, one has to
account for the fact that Odysseus’ delays in Scheria are caused as much by his own actions

as those of his hosts (De Vries 1977: 121, Pucci 1998: 113-114, Reinhardt 1996: 124-125).

16 This short, successful return to Ithaca after the Phaeacian sequence contrasts with the narrative sequences

which follow the hostings of Calypso and Circe, wherein Odysseus’ vessels are destroyed in storms (Fenik

1974 165).
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Most has forgotten about Odysseus’ own enthusiasm for a lavish reception, and his desire to
remain longer in Scheria and to receive more gifts (Od. 11.351-361, 13.200-206) (Redfield
1983: 227-230, 234, Van Wees 1992: 72-73, 104, 106, 233). Odysseus demonstrates two
strategies as a guest in search of xeinéion: to win a nostos and to gain a substantial haul of
treasure, the two of which are not necessarily conducive to each other. It seems harsh to
criticize the Phaeacians for merely responding to their guest’s somewhat conflicting needs.’

Nausicaa’s feminine threat is also a major component in Most’s (1989b: 28-30)
argument of procrastinating Phaeacians, of a king who secretly wishes the powerful hero to
remain in Scheria forever as his son-in-law (Od. 7.311-314). While erotic undertones may be
felt in the initial encounter with the princess (cf. fn. 14), and while the athletic contest may
have been part of an original narrative thread where suitors compete for the hand of the
princess (cf. fn. 14), it requires a deft argument to insist that Odysseus still feels the threat of
a potential marriage at the time of his narrating in Book 9, given the bathetic final encounter
with Nausicaa in Book 8 (lines 461-462, 464-468) (de Jong 2004a: 212-213, de Vries 1977:
119, Fenik 1974: 127, Thornton 1970: 19). In this instance, there is no necessity for the
Xeinos to employ a stranger’s stratagem in the Apologue, because the potential danger of a
marriage with Nausicaa seems to have already passed.

And while we may characterize the Phaeacians as delaying hosts, the extent to which
this delay constitutes an actual threat or an inhospitality of which Odysseus is greatly

concerned at the exact time of his narrating (Od. 9.1) is debatable, since the hero has already

17 (i) For further readings on the economics and practical side of guest friendship, cf. Fenik 1974: 167-168,
Pucci 1998: 115, 147, Roisman 1982: 36-38. Odysseus’ economic motives are also shared by his wife,
Penelope, cf. Holscher 1996: 135-136. Against an interpretation of Odysseus’ motives in Scheria as inspired by
mercenary sentiments, cf. Segal 1962: 42, 54-56. (2) The tension between the hero’s desire to return home and
his tendency to procrastinate this homecoming can also been interpreted as a conflict between nostos and kleos,

cf. Bassi 1999: 414-418, 421-422.
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been assured of a homeward passage (Cf. Od. 8.544-545) (Fenik 1974: 129). Indeed, if we
follow Gilbert Rose’s (1969: 403-406) interpretation of Odysseus’ stratagem as a guest, then
most of the persuasive manipulation of his ‘inhospitable’ situation has been achieved prior to
the Apologue in Books 7 and 8. In order to claim that the Apologue is a speech embodying a
stranger’s stratagem, one needs to prove that the supposed threats against the xeinos are still
relevant at the time of narrating and have not yet been resolved.

The applicability of xeinoi situations in the Apologue to the stranger’s stratagem in
Scheria becomes more problematic if one examines the interactions in Odysseus’ wanderings
not with an eye only to blaming improper ‘hosts’, but rather by analysing the behaviour of the
travellers (Schein 1996: 30). Upon arriving at the shore of the Cicones, in the first encounter
in the Apologue, Odysseus opts to carry out a raid, during which the town at Ismarus is
sacked, the men killed, and the women seized as plunder (Od. 9.39-42). In the Cyclopeia it is
not only the anthropophagous giant who violates xenia (Od. 9.273-280), but also Odysseus
who acts contrary to proper hospitality by entering his host’s home without permission (Od.
9.216-217) and by helping himself to the host’s larders (Od. 9.231-233) (Austin 1983: 12-13,
15, Louden 2011a: 31, Pucci 1998: 116-117).18 Odysseus’ men recognize at once that they
are engaged in a raid, not a reception scene, since they recommend a quick flight from the
cave before the monster returns (Od. 9.225-227). And in the reception in Aeaea, Odysseus is
reluctant to leave Circe’s accommodation—nhe is enjoying a protracted reception; and it is his
men who recommend the proper expedition of the nostos, and the termination of the year-

long hospitality (Od. 10.472-474).

18 For further discussion on Odysseus’ mistakes in this episode, cf. Byre 1994b: 364, Newton 1983: 140,
Weinberg 1986: 24-25. Odysseus’ impudence in the Polyphemus episode can be explained, from a

compositional perspective, as being reflective of a stock character from folklore (Glenn 1971; 153-154).
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If the Apologue is designed as a strategic, persuasive exercise by Odysseus to ensure
that he is treated properly as a xeinos, then it is curious that the same story has provided
numerous instances which could be employed by the Phaeacians as motivation against
showing hospitality to Odysseus: city raids (the Cicones), an unwarranted entry into a host’s
home and eating of his victuals (Polyphemus), and a tendency to partake in overly long stays
(Circe).

Ultimately, the difficulties in Most’s analysis stem from the limitation of xeinoi
situations to Odysseus’ personal, subjective strategy, which Most (1989b: 17) separates from
the narrative strategy of the primary narrator, ‘Homer’.*® To claim that the Apologue is
coloured by Odysseus’ subjective experiences entails a structural and linguistic analysis and
is largely uncontroversial (cf. de Jong 1992, Goldhill 1991, Griffin 1986); but when we turn
to the task of arriving at some greater function or overall purpose behind this subjectivity,
such as ‘the stranger’s stratagem’, we are swimming in murky waters. Such an analysis
requires a coherence to individual characterization and psychology, which is often
undermined in the Homeric text by the semantic force of the typical scene and its constitutive
repetitive elements (Fenik 1974: 13, 15, 162). Although this dissertation will illustrate typical
and connotative characteristics which are prevalent in the Odyssean narrative, these will not
be employed to indicate any distinct motivation on the part of the secondary narrator in the

court of the Phaeacians.

19 For further discussion on Odysseus as a storyteller and the characteristics and function of his secondary
narratives in the Odyssey, cf. Beck 2005: 213-227, Bergren 1983: 38-73, de Jong 1992: 1-11, 2001: 223-226,
Pucci 1998: 131-142, Segal 1962: 23-24. On Odysseus’ propensity to tell lies, and the truth of the Apologue, cf.
Dougherty 2001: 73-77, Parry 1994: 1-20, Pucci 1998: 143-144, Schein 1996: 18. On Odysseus as a non-bardic
performer, cf. de Jong 2004b: 13, Minton 1960: 307-309; as a bard, cf. Lowenstam 1993: 232, Musial 1968:

108-112.
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1.2.3 Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Capture the Greek Traveller’s or Colonist’s

Experience in Primitive Lands

Carol Dougherty, in her study, The raft of Odysseus: the ethnographic imagination of
Homer’s Odyssey (2001), reads the Homeric poem firmly in the historical context of eighth
century Greece (12), a period of heightened naval travel in the Mediterranean, when Greek
communities began to expand their physical territories through colonization and their
economies through trade (Redfield 1983: 223-224). Dougherty’s (2001: 12-13) analysis is not
concerned with plucking accurate historical information out of the Odyssey (sic Austin 1975:
140-141, Reinhardt 1996: 71-72, 103), but rather with reading the poem as a cultural history
which plots an expanding world of travel, trade, and colonization in the Greek imagination.

In her analysis of the Apologue, Dougherty (2001: 95-96) understands Odysseus’
wanderings from the perspective of a colonizer, moving away from civilization and culture
towards primitiveness and nature:2° thus, before the events of the Iliad, the hero departs from
the civilized Greek world in Ithaca to the discord of war and a warring people (Troy and the
Cicones [Od. 9.39-40]), and finally to the primitive, uncultured people and monsters whom
he encounters in the Apologue. Indeed, Dougherty (96) interprets the sea itself as thematically
important to this progression of the travellers away from civilization; it forms a “structural
break” (96), marking the change from the Greek world to the strange ‘New World’ of
Odysseus’ wanderings (cf. Schein 1996: 15).

Starting with the Lotus Eaters, Dougherty (2001: 95-96) argues that these people are
to be associated with vegetation, raw nature, by name and occupation (Od. 9.84), and,

furthermore, she contends that their lifestyle threatens to push Odysseus’ men farther away

20 For further discussion on the opposition between nature and culture in the Homeric poems, cf. Kirk 1970:

162-171, Redfield 1994,
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from civilization (Ithaca) by making them forget about their nostos (Od. 9.95) (cf. Vidal-
Naquet 1996: 41).2! In the next encounter, the Cyclopes “are lacking in all the characteristics
of a civilized life” (Dougherty 2001: 97): for example, their lack of agriculture (Od. 9.108-
111) (cf. Vidal-Naquet 1996: 39-40), social institutions (Od. 9.112-115) (cf. Lowenstam
1993: 194), and contact with other people (Od. 9.125-130) (cf. Austin 1975: 145-148,
Lowenstam 1993: 194). Their very land (Od. 9.113-114), as well as that of the neighbouring
Island of the Goats (Od. 9.116-141) (cf. Bakker 2013: 60-62, Reinhardt 1996: 77), is
described in “primitive and wild terms” (Dougherty 2001: 97).

Polyphemus himself can be considered an uncivilized savage in several respects.
Firstly, before Odysseus actually confronts the ogre, the monster is specifically referred to as
“dyprov” (Od. 9.215), a wild individual (LfgrE 1955: 96-97), and the very antithesis of the
lawful man, “obte dikag €0 &idota obte Oémotac” (Od. 9.215) (LfgrE 1955: 97) (Nestle
1942: 64-65, Schein 1970: 74).22 Secondly, Polyphemus eats his meat raw, breaking Greek
custom by electing not to cook it (Od. 9.288-290) (Schein 1970: 74-75, Wilson 2002: 33).23
Thirdly, the mountain lion simile which qualifies his anthropophagy conveys connotations of

rage and savagery, especially employed in military contexts in the lliad (Od. 9.292) (Schein

21 |ikewise, Pierre Vidal-Naquet (1996: 39-41) shows the Lotus Eaters to be ‘non-human’ on the basis of their
source of food, which his analysis contrasts to the agricultural cultivation characterizing human society; like
Dougherty, also important for him is the Ithacans’ loss of “an essential facet of their humanity, memory” (41).
For further discussion of the Apologue as a realm beyond the human world, cf. Thornton 1970: 20-21.

2 “In Verbindung mit entsprechenden Adjektiven hat die Od. abwertende Bed[eutung] etwa > ruchlos
entwickelt, indem in dem wilden, ungebidndigten Leben die barbarische... Unkenntnis oder Abkehr von Recht
und Gesetz gesehen wurde... So besonders vom Kyklopen” (LfgrE 1955: 97). Cf. Od. 1.199, 6.120, 7.206,
9.175, 9.494, 13. 201 (LfgrE 1955: 97).

2 This might be a pedantic point—the consumption of human flesh, whether properly roasted or eaten raw,

would qualify as a savage act, either way.
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1970: 75, Scott 1974: 58-62, Magrath 1982: 208-209). And, fourthly, the pelor (Od. 9.187)
does not respect the Greek custom of xenia (Od. 9.273-280) (Dougherty 2001: 97). Odysseus’
final defeat of the one-eyed ogre has therefore often been viewed by Homerists as a triumph
of the civilized human over the primitive, physical strength of nature,?* as represented by
Polyphemus (Austin 1983: 14, 20-22, Reinhardt 1996: 81-83, Schein 1970: 76-77, Segal
1962: 34).

Odysseus’ next encounter with Aeolus is described briefly by Dougherty. She refers
to the god’s primitive associations with nature as being “king of the winds” (Dougherty 2001:
97), and, in line with such an interpretation, she later emphasizes the primitive aspect of
Poseidon as the god of the seas (172-173). The power of the storms in the Apologue, a
combination of wind and sea, indicates for Dougherty (95) a movement away from
civilization.?® The Laestrygonians are analogous in their primal savagery to Polyphemus (cf.
Austin 1975: 143, Frame 1978: 57), while Circe creates a literal exemplum of the collapse of
human civilization into animal savagery by transforming Odysseus’ men into swine (Od.
10.237-243) (Dougherty 2001: 97; cf. Vidal-Naquet 1996: 38).2° The Underworld is the
destination which represents the furthest position from the human world, and from which

Odysseus can commence his return voyage through the information which Teiresias and

24 Weinberg (1986: 27) places importance in the natural elements symbolized by Polyphemus’ parentage:
Poseidon, watching over the earth and seas, and Thoosa, a divinity of tempestuous seas.

% The idea of storms as signifying a removal from civilization needs to account for the divine mechanism
behind such storms, which in the case of the shipwreck after the Thrinacian reception has been instigated by
Zeus (Od. 12.399-419) (Reinhardt 1996: 101). Zeus, as the protector of xeinoi, and thus the civilized order, can
hardly be deemed an agent of the primitive world. For further discussion of the complexities and ambiguities of
the characterization of Zeus, cf. fn. 118.

26 \Whether Circe later consumes the men whom she turns into pigs, as some suppose (e.g. Austin 1975: 153), is

best left to the imagination of audience and reader alike.
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Circe provide (Dougherty 2001: 97). The final threats Odysseus faces—the Sirens, Scylla and
Charybdis—are symbolic of the dangers of the sea, in leading the traveller away from
civilization (97).

Like Glenn Most’s analysis, Carol Dougherty’s also acknowledges the importance of
Odysseus’ storytelling being situated in Scheria. She does not, however, identify any
subjective ‘stranger’s stratagem’; for in her interpretation, the hero’s reception among the
Phaeacians is characterized as entirely benevolent (Dougherty 2001: 98). Thus she notes the
exemplary, generous hospitality which these people present to Odysseus—Valuable gifts (Od.
8.387-445), a nostos (Od. 13.70-124), and the offer of a bride (Od. 7.311-316) (98). This
munificent reception is in accordance with the existence of the Phaeacians, which she terms
“utopian” (98). And Dougherty (98) remarks how the landscape and architecture of Scheria
describes a country of Golden Age ease and prosperity, where the inhabitants live in plenty
without recourse to labour (Od. 7.81-126).%’

The contrast created during Odysseus’ stay in Scheria, between the primitivism of his
Apologue (especially, in the Cyclopeia) and the hyper-civilized form which Phaeacian life
demonstrates (123-127),%® provides two extreme, competing visions of the colonist’s

imagination of what the New World could entail (100). For Dougherty (172-174), these two

27 0On the tension between Scheria as a characteristic Greek settlement in an age of colonization and its Golden
Age aspect, cf. Vidal-Naquet 1996: 47-53.

28 Several scholars have compared the hypo-civilized Cyclopes and the hyper-civilized Phaeacians, cf. Austin
1975: 153-158, 162, Herndndez 2000: 345-346, Pucci 1998: 114-116, Redfield 1983: 239, 241-242, Segal 1962:
33-35. Pucci (1998: 114) takes this contrast even further by arguing for a ‘stranger’s stratagem’ (of an opposite
kind to Glenn Most’s) in Odysseus’ depiction of the Cyclopes; he suggests that Odysseus’ juxtaposition of the
savage and the civilized is a deliberate response to Alcinous’ earlier anthropological question (Od. 8.572-576):
“the guest plays his host a subtle compliment, seducing the story’s listener with this captatio benevolentiae”

(114).

-30-



paradigms—of locating primitive landscapes which could potentially be sites for a colony,
and of imagining the ideal form which such a potential colony could take—are important
steps leading up to Odysseus’ re-founding of Ithaca at the end of the poem, of achieving an
actual colony through agricultural labour (cf. Austin 1975: 136, Vidal-Naquet 1996: 52-53).

For the purposes of my analysis, Dougherty’s work represents an important critical
movement in re-evaluating xeinoi situations in the Apologue through a broader
characterization. In these books xeinoi are not merely guests, but they are foreigners,
travellers, and strangers (LfgrE 2004: 464-469)—perhaps even, as Dougherty’s discussion
recommends, ‘potential colonists’. Indeed, this characteristic of ‘foreignness’ is embedded in
the very denotation of xeinos in the Homeric poem (Reece 1993: 108): while, in English there
are two words to convey the cultural senses of ‘guest’ and ‘foreigner’, the presence of a
single word to demarcate both in the Homeric narrative indicates that these two senses are not
sharply divorced in the Greek poem.

In fact, when we examine actual (in)hospitality scenes across the Odyssey, we see that
most of these social interactions are marked out by a distinction not only between a home
owner and his visitor, but also between a local person or population and a foreign person or
traveller (Van Wees 1992: 44-45, 169-171, 228-237): between Nestor and Telemachus,
Pylian and Ithacan; Menelaus and Telemachus, Spartan and Ithacan; Calypso and Odysseus,
Ogygian and Ithacan; the Phaeacians and Odysseus, Scherians and Ithacan; and Eumaeus and
the disguised Odysseus, Ithacan and ‘Cretan’; moreover, the majority of the suitors,
Telemachus’ irreverent guests, come not from Ithaca but the neighbouring islands (cf. Od.
16.241-257).

What renders the Apologue so singular is the cultural distance between the indigenous
inhabitants and the Ithacan xeinoi, which is characterized, according to Dougherty, by a

primitivism on the one hand, and a civilizing force on the other (nature versus culture). My
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second chapter will build on this very notion of distance (from topographical, social, and
temporal perspectives) by exploring a connotative character of isolation in xeinoi situations
across these four books.

The particular contrast of primitive inhabitants of nature with civilized xeinoi of
culture in the Apologue, however, fails to stand up to rigorous scrutiny throughout Odysseus’
story. In the Cyclopeia, although one may classify the singular Polyphemus and his
Cyclopean brethren together in character and conduct (cf. Austin 1975: 146, 1983: 19), one
has also to account for an important difference between the solitary ogre and his Cyclopean
brethren. When Polyphemus is asked by Odysseus to respect the sovereignty of Zeus xeinios
and the Ithacans’ status as suppliants and xeinoi (Od. 9.266-271), the ogre emphatically
rejects the power of the chief Olympian (Od. 9.275-276); in contrast, when Polyphemus
relates the injury done to him by Odysseus (or ‘Outis’), the other Cyclopes immediately
attribute his nousos to Zeus (Od. 9.411) (Vidal-Naquet 1996: 42)—what Geoffrey Kirk calls
their “concession to culture” (1970: 167). By assuming that Polyphemus’ ailment stems from
Zeus, the Cyclopes are distanced in the story from Polyphemus’ earlier antitheistic attitude;
they align themselves closer to the moral authority of Zeus in the Odyssey, the avenger of
suppliants and xeinoi (Od. 9.270-271). Such an ethics, in the context of the poem, could
hardly be deemed an indicator of savageness or primitiveness on the part of the Cyclopes.?®

And even Polyphemus is not always the cold-hearted savage, the sheer antithesis of
humanity and civilization which he is regarded to be (Kirk 1970: 166-167). One should not,

in this regard, ignore the ogre’s tender address to his favourite sheep after the scene of his

2% Ruth Scodel (1999: 89) discusses the incongruity that a savage people like the Cyclopes could have enjoyed
the services of a prophet (Od. 9.508-510), which is “an advanced skill, an odd one to find among the primitives”
(89). For an illustration of the tension between nature/barbarism and culture/civilization in the Cyclopeia, cf.

Kirk 1970: 169.
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blinding (Od. 9.447-460) (Bowra 1952: 178, Glenn 1971: 169-171,180-181, Hernandez 2000:

354, Newton 1983: 137-142):%

[Y]et even he [Polyphemus] is a double, at once a monstrosity of Nature and a gentle
shepherd; on one hand a personification of Nature in its inhuman, bestial, and
predatory aspects; on the other hand Nature as nurturing parent, not now raw Nature
but Nature merely rude

(Austin 1983: 20)

In an earlier work, Austin (1975: 156) also observed that Polyphemus has techné in at least
one art of civilization, since he demonstrates some skill in dairy farming (Od. 9.244-249); his
deficiency, what characterizes him as ‘backwards’ in the universe of the poem, is his misuse
of techne, in becoming a dairy farmer when he ought to make use of his island’s natural
agriculture (Od. 9.109-111).

In Book 10, the hospitality scene in Aeolus’ palace is reminiscent of Odysseus’ stay
among the super-civilized Phaeacians in Scheria (Cook 1995: 72): thus Aeolus’ home is
analogous to that of Alcinous in being surrounded by a bronze wall (Od. 7.81-83, 86, 10.3-4)
(Cook 1995: 73); the apparently incestuous relationship between Aeolus’ sons and daughters
mirrors King Alcinous and Queen Arete’s own endogamous history (Od. 7.54-55, 10.5-7)
(Cook 1995: 73, Reinhardt 1996: 88, Vidal-Naquet 1996: 51); and, like the Phaeacians in
Book 8, Aeolus’ family are constantly occupied with feasting—consuming bountiful fare and

listening to music in the manner of Homeric aristocrats (Od. 10.7-12) (Austin 1975: 99-100,

30 The giant’s fixation with his livestock and his rather curious, corresponding vegetarianism has also, however,
been interpreted as a marker of savagery, particularly a lack of concern with the gods, for whom animal sacrifice

is prescribed (Bakker 2013: 57).
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Reinhardt 1996: 88, Vidal-Naquet 1996: 51).3! Austin (1975: 133-134) has argued that
Odysseus’ stay in Aeolus’ palace, while not necessarily connoting a primitive aspect, given
the tokens of high society which feature in the reception, embodies the natural phenomenon
of the wind in “the location and movement of the island, the behaviour of the king, his family
organization, and their form of entertainment” (133). The fact that a host can represent at the
same time facets of both civilization and the natural world undermines attempts to view the
Apologue as entailing a linear contrast between the civilized culture hero, Odysseus,® and his
primitive hosts of nature. From the evidence of the poem itself, the critical rubrics are easily
breached.

The next encounter of the travellers in Book 10 is with the Laestrygonians, and here
one witnesses a manifest example of native inhabitants who offer both tokens of primitivism
and civilization. For while the Laestrygonians, like Polyphemus, hunt down men by throwing
rocks and then later devour them (Od. 9.481-482, 10.121) (Louden 2011a: 160), they are also
said to have an agora as well as a king, Antiphates (Od. 10.114),% indicating some form of
basic social cohesion (Lowenstam 1993: 195, Van Wees 1992: 25, 31-32, Vidal-Naquet
1996: 39). Dougherty’s (2001: 140-141; cf. Cook 1995: 71) analysis of the episode is to view
it as a grim parody of Odysseus’ welcome into Scheria, seeing that in both sequences the

protagonist(s) meets a young girl (Od. 6.139, 10.106), near a place of water (Od. 6.137,

31 For further correspondences, cf. Cook 1995: 72-73.

32 On the tension between Odysseus as a tamer of nature and as an ecological hero, on the complex relationship
between civilizing the primitive and integrating the natural into culture, cf. Austin 1983: 20-22, Nagler 1996:
154-157. Pucci (1998: 116) suggests that Odysseus’ behaviour mirrors his location, becoming himself more
savage in this primitive world. On the savagery of Odysseus, to be contrasted with his civilizing role, the later
parallels between the Ithacan hero and Polyphemus also need to be considered, cf. Bakker 2013: 72-73.

3 For Louden (2011a: 158-159) the Laestrygonian scene provides a parallel with the Phaeacian through the

figure of the hostile father-in-law, in the forms of King Antiphates and King Alcinous, respectively.
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10.107), asks for or is given directions to her father’s city (Od. 6.175-179, 10.109-110), first
encounters a queen (Od. 7.141, 142-145, 10.112-113), and then a king (Od. 7.141, 159ff,
10.114).34 The Laestrygonian scene soon perverts the parallelism with the hyper-civilized
Phaeacians by reverting to Cyclopean savagery (140-141).

In the Aeaean episode, Dougherty (97) suggests that Circe’s transformation of
Odysseus’ men into swine (Od. 10.237-243) is indicative of the powerful dehumanizing
effect which the primitive ‘New World’ can have on civilized men. To state that the entire
Aeaean sequence is governed by “the call of the wild (10.135-574)” (97) on account of one
action, the men’s transformation into hogs, is a deceptive pars pro toto analysis. The fact that
Circe domesticates wild wolves and lions (Od. 10.212-219) could equally be interpreted as
her being a taming, civilizing force (Pucci 1998: 159). And there are other notable markers of
civilization in Circe’s hosting, “showing herself as well acquainted with social forms as
anyone else” (Austin 1975: 153): the witch’s handmaids, who see to her household chores
(Od. 10.348-359), remind the audience of Arete’s servants, when we first hear of the queen
through her daughter (Od. 6.307); and, adding further validity to this analogy, both women
are described as being engaged in handicraft, spinning and weaving respectively, when they
are first related to us (Od. 6.306, 10.222). Whether we are to regard the savage elements in
Circe’s reception as dominant over the civilized (Austin 1975: 153) or the civilized over the
savage is a question for the proclivities of the individual audience members and readers of the
poem, seeing that markers for both characterizations can be found in the poem.

In summary, Dougherty, much like Reece’s analysis of the Apologue, has tended to
base her assessment of xeinoi situations throughout these four books on the exemplary
character of the Polyphemus episode. In Dougherty’s defence, her treatment of colonial

situations elsewhere in the Odyssey, particularly with regard to the Phaeacian reception, is

34 On the parallels, cf. Lowenstam 1993: 195, Redfield 1983: 241, Vidal-Naquet 1996: 50.
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more nuanced and she accounts for traces of both the inhospitable primitive and the
hospitable civilized in the residents of Scheria (Dougherty 2001: 103-104, 126-127, 151; cf.
Clay 1980: 263-264). It seems, however, that such a rich tension exists as well through the
Apologue and to claim that the inhabitants of these four books are characterized by exemplary
primitiveness, with Odysseus acting as a civilizing force, is an oversimplification of a
complex relationship, where the tokens of nature and culture combine to varying degrees in
both the xeinoi (cf. Cook 1995: 56) and the local inhabitants (cf. Austin 1975: 153, Pucci

1998: 118, 130, Vernant 1979: 244, 248).

1.2.4 Xeinoi Situations in the Apologue Entail Encounters with Feminized Inhabitants or in a

Feminized Milieu

Seth Schein’s chapter, ‘Female representations and interpreting the Odyssey’ (1995), is a
good starting point for another popular interpretation of xeinoi situations in the Apologue,
namely that which characterizes the inhabitants of the various encounters as feminized, or,

otherwise, the spaces within which these encounters occur as somehow feminine:

Odysseus represents his experiences with sea dangers as encounters with the feminine
and repeatedly tells of escaping these dangers when the threatening females
eventually befriend him, after he survives or overcomes them.

(19)

For Schein (1995: 19), this feminization is apparent not only in the inhabitants’ physical

gender, but also in their characteristic activities in the narrative, such as weaving (Circe) or
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singing (Circe, the Sirens), in the form of a ‘womb-like’ cave (Polyphemus),*® and in the
danger which some of them present to the travelling Ithacans, that of literally swallowing the
men up (Scylla, Charybdis). Further endorsement of this gendered perspective for Schein
(1995: 20) is the emphasis which both the secondary narrator, Odysseus, and the primary
narrator, ‘Homer’, place on the character of Calypso, who acts as a paradigm to the other
inhabitants Odysseus encounters in his wanderings. Calypso’s importance, according to
Schein (1995: 19-20), is indicated by her presence in the proem of the Odyssey (Od. 1.14),%
by her being the first of Odysseus’ ‘hosts’ whom we witness after the Telemachy, in Book 5,
and by being described by both major narrators, ‘Homer’ and Odysseus, in the poem.®’

A more recent structural analysis which identifies how xeinoi situations in the
Apologue are characterized by gendered encounters has been provided by Thomas Van
Nortwick, in The unknown Odysseus: alternate worlds in Homer’s Odyssey (2009). Starting
with the Polyphemus episode, Van Nortwick (50-51; cf. Austin 1983: 12) differs from those
critics who view the monster purely as a savage or chaotic force of the primitive world; he
observes the fastidious, almost pedantic care which the man-eating ogre demonstrates in
organizing the objects of his spatial surroundings—Kkitchen appliances and utensils—and in
looking after his flock of sheep (Od. 9.244-249) (cf. Austin 1975: 143-144),% so likening the

domestic order he keeps to a form of “housekeeping” (Van Nortwick 2009: 52).

3 For further discussion on the symbolism of caves, cf. Segal 1962: 48-49.

36 For further discussion on the importance of the proem in the Odyssey, cf. Cook 1995: 15-32, de Jong 2004a:
5-8, Nagler 1990: 335-356, Pucci 1982: 39-62.

37 For further discussion on the structural and symbolic importance of Calypso to Odysseus’ adventures, cf.
Segal 1962: 20-21.

38 Austin (1975: 144) understands this fastidiousness of the giant not as a particularly feminine characteristic,
but rather as marking him out, against his primitive behaviour in other respects, as an ordered, systematic

being—at least with respect to his fechné in dairy farming.

-37 -



Van Nortwick (52) identifies as well a rebirth symbolism® in the narrative sequence
(cf. Austin 1983: 10-11, Dimock 1956: 56-57, Schein 1995: 19): thus, after Polyphemus has
returned home, the entrance of the cave is shut off and Odysseus and his men are trapped
within this ‘womb-like’ structure (Od. 9.240-243) (cf. Schein 1995: 19); under the hero’s
instruction the men smooth, sharpen, and harden an olive branch (Od. 9.319-328), a phallic
object, which is driven, to quote Van Nortwick, “into the round orifice on the monster’s face”
(Od. 9.382-384) (2009: 52), thus mimicking the sexual act; and, finally, the hero is of course
reborn from a Nobody, “Ovtic” (Od. 9.366), to claim his identity as Odysseus (Od. 9.504),
once he has left the cave and derides Polyphemus from afar (52).4°

This symbolic narrative, furthermore, is reinforced by the spatial environment of the
episode: if the cave is a feminine locale, a womb no less, and Odysseus a reborn hero, it is
particularly appropriate that the narrative space is filled with objects which hold milk, with
animals which produce milk and with a shepherd whose chief occupation is in milking his
flocks (Austin 1983: 10-11). Norman Austin (10) remarks how bizarre it is that Odysseus, in
search of the kind of ‘masculine’ treasures which he plundered from the coastal Cicones
(women and wine) (Od. 9.41, 196-201), covets a dairy product, cheese, as the prize from his

encounter with the giant (Od. 9.232).

39 For further discussion on rebirth in the Odyssey, cf. Bergren 2008: 64-72, Frame 1978: 65-66, Segal 1962: 23,
38.

40 Odysseus’ announcement of his name, although perhaps entailing a symbolic rebirth, also enables
Polyphemus to curse the hero, to bring down the wrath of his father, Poseidon, on the Ithacans (Od. 9.528-535);
Odysseus’ reclaiming of his identity is therefore also a reaffirmation of the human pain, odyné, which his name
bears etymologically (Segal 1962: 34-35). For further studies on Odysseus’ name, cf. Dimock 1956: 52-70,

Pucci 1998: 128-129, 136, Sacks 1987: 8-9; in this dissertation, cf. p. 90, fn. 171, fn. 226, fn. 230.
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Circe can be paired with Calypso*! as a goddess who offers the womanly threats of
sexual seduction and a thus delay in the nostos of the xeinoi, and who is further feminized by
her enchanting singing and skills at weaving*? (Van Nortwick 2009: 53-54). Van Nortwick
(54), in addition, notes the significance of wolves and lions, in particular, being the animals
which Circe’s magic has tamed, since these two creatures are “most often associated through
similes in Homeric epic with the raw masculine force of human warriors” (54; cf. Scott 1974
58-62, 71). The whole xeinoi encounter in Aeaea is, according to Van Nortwick (54-55), a
sexual power struggle: from Circe’s attempt to turn Odysseus into a pig (Od. 10.314-320)—a
transformation he considers allegorical for the lowly behaviour which masculine sexuality
can assume (cf. Nagler 1996: 156)**—to the hero’s phallic presentation of his sword (Od.
10.321-322) (cf. Pucci 1998: 160), to, finally, the conquering of the female in the bedroom
(Od. 10.347), after Circe has pledged not to emasculate Odysseus (Od. 10.345).

In Book 11, Van Nortwick (2009: 59), following the work of Karen Bassi (1999: 419-
420), regards the Underworld as a domestic, feminine space. This is exemplified by the long
catalogue of fourteen women (Od. 11.225-332), the appearance of Odysseus’ own mother,
Anticleia (Od. 11.152-224), and the treacherous hosting of Clytemnestra (Od. 11.405-434)
(Bassi 1999: 419-421); on the other hand, Bassi (420-421) argues that those men who do
appear in the underworld are deprived of those heroic traits which garnered them their
masculine status while alive, which is noticeable, for example, in Agamemnon’s pitiful

reception as a guest in the home of Aegisthus.

41 On comparisons between Circe and Calypso, cf. Austin 1975: 152-153, Reinhardt 1996: 90-91, 93-99, 1997:
225-236, Nagler 1996: 141-161.

42 (i) On the connection between singing and weaving, cf. Nagler 1996: 149, 152. (ii) On the importance of
weaving in the poem, cf. Felson-Rubin 1996: 167-168, Murnaghan 1995: 64, Schein 1996: 26-27.

43 Reinhardt (1996: 92-93) believes pigs, rather than wolves or lions, have been chosen to create an antithesis

with the heroic banquet in the form of the pigsty.
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Van Nortwick (2009: 60) adds to Bassi’s framing of the Underworld as a feminine
space by positing the possible transgendered role which Teiresias, in some versions of his
mythic persona, adopts. Taken all together, the progression of Odysseus from the ‘feminine’
home of the dead back to the lands of the living is suggestive of a kind of rebirth again (60-
61); in fact Odysseus and his men are later referred to by Circe as “diofavéec”, ‘twice-dead’
(Od. 12.22) (LfgrE 1991: 316). Finally, in Book 12, Van Nortwick suggests that the female
nymphs, who guard the flocks of Helios, and the cows themselves turn Thrinacia into “a
female milieu” (61).

Structurally, then, several of the xeinoi situations in the Apologue can be shown to
entail a strongly gendered quality, between the feminized inhabitants—or, otherwise, a
feminized milieu—and the masculine xeinoi. The importance of such a feminine milieu in the
Apologue can be further augmented by studying the relationship of Odysseus’ secondary
narrative to his performance context in Scheria.

Thus in her monograph, Siren Songs (1995), Lillian Doherty (65-68) argues that the
structure of the Nekyia (which is broken into two halves by an intermezzo) is arranged
according to Odysseus’ implicit recognition of gender and his consequent attempts to appease
separately both female host, Queen Arete, and male host, King Alcinous (a type of ‘stranger’s
stratagem’, again). Thus the first part of the Underworld narrative is dominated by the
catalogue of women, whereas the second contains the Iliadic heroes Agamemnon, Achilles,
and Ajax (65-68). Accordingly, the first part elicits the praise of the female narratee,** and
her offering of gifts to the singer (Od. 11.336-341), while the male narratee requests
Odysseus to go into further detail of the heroes he met in the second part (Od. 11.370-372)

(68).

4 Rose (1969: 405) understands Arete’s praise as resulting from Odysseus’ magical skills as a storyteller (Od.

11.333-334), rather than an implicit approval of a gender-oriented narrative.
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Whether or not such a stranger’s stratagem functions throughout Odysseus’ speech,
there are further parallels in depictions of gender in Scheria and the Apologue. For example,
the potential for Odysseus and Nausicaa to become betrothed, and for the hero to remain
forever in the land of the Phaeacians as Alcinous’ son-in-law (Od. 7.309-316), is picked up
thematically by the seductive receptions in the homes of Calypso and Circe (Od. 9.29-33),
while the daughter of Antiphates provides a grotesque parody of such a union, where the
grooms are eaten. And on the status of Queen Arete, Helene Whittaker (1999: 146-149) has
argued that the liminal position of Scheria, between the fantastic realms in Odysseus’
narration and the ordinary Greek world elsewhere in the epic (cf. Segal 1962: 17, 22-23,
27),% is mirrored in the depiction of gender there: thus the power the queen is said to wield in
Scheria (Od. 7.66-77) corresponds to the interactions we witness in the Apologue where
powerful feminized inhabitants pose a danger to the hero, while in other respects her
subservient role reflects that of women in the Greek world of the Odyssey.

Finally, there are some objections to characterizing all the inhabitants and milieu of
the Apologue as especially feminine. There seems to be an inversion or, otherwise, a
fluctuation between feminine and masculine qualities in several of the inhabitants. Thus,
while Polyphemus’ cave might be symbolically conceived of as a womb, and the narrative
sequence as entailing a rebirth, the ogre is in other respects characterized in strong masculine
terms (Weinberg 1986: 30). Like many fine male heroes from the lliad, is he given a strong
bellicose simile of a mountain lion when Odysseus describes his anthropophagy (Od. 9.292)
(Scott 1974: 58). Another simile, which is one of the first phrases used to describe him, adds

to this masculine strength:

“ For other remarks about Scheria as a liminal locale, cf. Fraser 1929: 159, Reinhardt 1996: 122, Vidal-Naquet
1996: 47-53. On distinguishing between the ‘real-world’ of the Odyssey and the fantasy or fairy-tale worlds, cf.

Vidal-Naquet 1996: 37-39.
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...000¢ EQKEL
avopi Y€ GLTOPAY®, GAAG Pim DANEVTL
VYMAGY dpéav, 8 Te paivetal olov A GAAmV.

(Od. 9.190-192)

He resembled rather some shaggy peak in a mountain-range, standing out clear, away
from the rest

(Shewring 1980: 103)

If, like Van Nortwick, one applies the criteria of gendered symbolism throughout, then “pio’
(Od. 9.191) seems overtly phallic. And thirdly, when Polyphemus re-enters the ‘womb-cave’,
his action in sealing the entrance-way is again fostered with a comparison which is indicative
of immense masculine strength (Od. 9.240-243) (cf. Il. 12.445-449) (Heubeck & Hoekstra
1989: 27).

Prior to Polyphemus, Odysseus’ very first encounter in his travels is with the Cicones,
a nation divided into two parts: the coastal dwellers, at whose city, Ismarus, Odysseus’ fleet
lands (Od. 9.39-40), and the ‘mainlanders’ (Od. 9.49). While the more ‘effeminate’ coastal
Cicones are easily subdued and pillaged by the Ithacans (Od. 9.39-42), their inland kin prove
a much more formidable, bellicose enemy to the Greek travellers: they kill half a dozen men
from each of Odysseus’ ships and force him and his hetairoi to flee the land (Od. 9.60-61);
they are described in war-like terms, marked out for the strength and the size of their army

(Od. 9.48), and for fighting on chariots (Od. 9.49-50). As the first inhabitants Odysseus

46 For a quick guide to various translations of the Odyssey, cf. Griffin 2004: 38-43.
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encounters in his Apologue, the Cicones are noteworthy for this contrast between effeminacy
or softness and heroic, martial prowess.

In Book 10, while one may read feminine attributes into Acolus’ luxuriant dwelling
and the decadent activities his family partakes in (Od. 10.1-13), the god’s field of interests is
limited to masculine endeavours: he questions Odysseus on Troy, the Greek ships, and the
homeward journeys of the Greeks (Od. 10.14-16). As for the Laestrygonians, there is nothing
‘soft’ about their assault upon Odysseus’ ships, where rocks are hurled down upon the crew
(Od. 10.121-122); this action, furthermore, is qualified by a simile of fishing (Od. 10.124),
which in the Homeric corpus is often employed in the contexts of warriors and enemies
killing their victims (Scott 1974: 75).

Structurally, then, to classify the inhabitants whom Odysseus confronts in his
journeys as being uniformly characterized by a feminine quality is an oversimplification of
these episodes; there is certainly a gendered quality to these receptions, but this does not
seem to be neatly divided into a rubric of feminine inhabitant, masculine xeinoi. Critics who
identify xeinoi situations in the Apologue as connoting encounters with the ‘dangerous
feminine’ need to account also for encounters with the ‘dangerous masculine’ (the inland

Cicones, Polyphemus, and the Laestrygonians).

1.2.5 Concluding Remarks

To sum up, | have surveyed four major approaches to understanding the nature of xeinoi
situations in the Apologue: (i) Steve Reece views these interactions as being defined
primarily by inhospitable inhabitants, who in various ways demonstrate inversions of xenia;
(if) Glenn Most understands Odysseus’ representations of these inhabitants as part of his

strategy as a stranger, in order to exact the proper hospitality from his unwelcoming

-43 -



Phaeacian hosts; (iii) Carol Dougherty plots an opposition between the primitive inhabitants
of the Apologue, figures of nature, and the civilized xeinoi, figures of culture, the purpose of
which lies ultimately in exploring the role of Odysseus as a potential colonizer; and finally,
(iv) Thomas Van Nortwick illustrates how several of these encounters during Odysseus’
wanderings have a gendered quality, with inhabitants who are strongly feminized, or,
otherwise, a feminized environment.

In my second, third, and fourth chapters, 1 shall present three networks of repetitions
in the Apologue which will be argued to connote certain distinctive characteristics throughout
these xeinoi situations. All of these characteristics have been discussed, to varying degrees,
by Homerists, but their concrete identification throughout the Apologue has not been fully
realized. Before arriving at my individual studies, however, the methodological approach
which this dissertation employs needs to be introduced and explained in the context of

Homeric scholarship.

1.3 Studying Repetitions and Their Connotations in the Homeric Poems

Homeric scholarship throughout the nineteenth and much of the first half of the twentieth
century was characterized by a division between two pugnacious armies: the Unitarians,
whose task was to praise the singular genius of Homer by illustrating the coherent structure
and unique, artistic design of the Iliad and Odyssey, and the Analysts, who endeavoured to
show how these two monumental epic poems are the result of a hotchpotch conflation of

multiple original materials, composed by several hands, and which has led to several internal
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inconsistencies in the current form of the text (Combellack 1950: 337-342, Fowler 2004b:
220-221, Turner 1997: 125-138).%/

Modern scholarship in the Homeric poems has, with some exceptions,*® moved on
from this kind of debate, and for this we have Milman Parry and Albert Lord to thank
(Fowler 2004b: 221, Russo 1968: 276-277). Parry’s pioneering studies into the traditional
quality of the Homeric compositions, captured most famously in his dissertation, L Epithéte
traditionnelle dans Homere; essai sur un probléme de style homerique ([1928] 1971), and
Albert Lord’s comparative work in contemporary Serbo-Croatian epic song, including The
singer of tales ([1960] 1971), have been seminal in reorienting our approach to the lliad and
Odyssey from purely literary approaches (Morris 2001: 60).4°

On the basis of their findings, we now know that the two Homeric poems, which we
possess in a written, literary form, were in fact the products of an oral tradition, of a culture in
ancient Greece which transmitted these ‘texts’—or, better, ‘songs’—by word of mouth from
one generation to the next by bardic singers, or aoidoi (Foley 1997: 147). We know,
moreover, that these songs were composed and performed simultaneously in a live context, to

a listening audience by the singer (Hainsworth 1970: 90-92, Lord 1971: 13). And,

47 Fowler (2004b) provides a concise summary of the main tenets of these scholarly movements. Turner (1997)
tracks the development of the Analyst movement in the professionalization of philology during the late
eighteenth century and its consolidation in the nineteenth century, while Unitarianism is shown to be the
province of the amateurs and men of letters. Combellack (1950) presents a summary of the situation in the first
half of the twentieth century, when Unitarianism appeared to have the upper hand (cf. Combellack 1955: 17-26).
48 Adherents of the Analyst school, for example, can still be found in modern critics who are concerned with
illustrating how parts of the Iliad and Odyssey have been shaped by textual emendations after the original
transference of the oral poems to fixed written forms (Fowler 2004b: 221).

49 For a succinct summary of Parry and Lord’s research and contribution to Homeric scholarship, cf. Foley

1997: 146-151.
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importantly, we know that transmitting and composing these songs in an oral medium, not to
mention the performing demands and vagaries of the storytelling environment (Lord 1971:
14),° have resulted in a certain traditional quality—some scholars have referred to this as an
“oral poetics” (Edwards 1997: 264, Lord 1968: 46) or as “an aesthetics of traditional style”
(Parry 1971: 21)—within these poems. It is a quality which requires a different reception
from modern critics, and readers, to that of purely literary texts (Lord 1968: 46); to approach
these poems in the same manner in which we would any other contemporary poetry is to
ignore the force which the tradition had on the Homeric epics, how it shaped the artefacts
which we now possess (Lord 1968: 46).

With respect to this traditional quality, it is today a quite uncontroversial fact of
Homeric scholarship that the ‘texts’® of the Iliad and Odyssey are, compared to modern
literary texts, greatly characterized by the phenomenon of repetition (Griffin 2004: 8,
Thornton 1984: 73). In this regard, one should supply the observations of three prominent

scholars in the field from the past fifty years:

Repetition is now understood to be one of the fundamental, intrinsic features of
Homeric poetry, not haphazard or aimless, but organized and following certain
definable, comprehensible laws.

(Fenik 1974: 135)

%01t is important when analysing the oral tradition that we examine both the compositional side, from the
perspective of the bards, and the performative, from that of the audience (Scodel 2009: 4). “When we realize
that the performance is a moment of creation for the singer, we cannot but be amazed at the circumstances under
which he creates. Since these circumstances influence oral form we must consider them” (Lord 1971: 14).

51 T employ the term ‘text[s]’ here and throughout so as to indicate the physical state in which the original oral

performances have been handed down to us; there is no ‘literary’ biased intended in such a designation.
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The most common feature in the Homeric poems is repetition. Not only are essential
ideas often expressed by identical words or phrases, but similar scenes are usually
depicted with the same details and patterns. Although the singers’ penchant for
ornamentation and the very flexibility of epic diction reduce to some degree this
tendency to repeat, few would deny the great frequency of its occurrence.

(Lowenstam 1993: 1)

Interpretation should proceed from the realization that Homeric poetry is
characterized on every level by an aesthetic of repetition, because it is constructed of
a large but finite number of repeated units.

(Kelly 2007: 4)

Repetition has been observed by scholars through several different structures in the Homeric
poems (Tsagalis 2008: 136): for example, (i) formulaic diction, (ii) the typical scene, (iii) the
story pattern, (iv) character doublets, and (v) similes.

(i) The Homeric formula is, simply put, “an expression regularly used, under the same
metrical conditions, to express an essential idea” (Parry 1971: 13). It has been most
commonly cited by scholars through a repeated combination of a particular noun and its
epithet in a fixed metrical, but it is also apparent in other kinds of duplicated phrasal
combination in the metre, and even in the repetition of several whole lines of verse verbatim
(Parry 1971: 8-16).%2

(ii) The typical scene,>® sometimes also dubbed a ‘theme’ in the poems (Lord 1971:

68),>* can be said to occur when actions in the narrative—such as those of arming (Armstrong

%2 For a survey and summary of scholarship on formulae, cf. Edwards 1986: 171-174.

53 For the seminal study of typical scenes, cf. Arend 1933.
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1958), battle (Fenik 1968), or hospitality (Reece 1993)—tend to be characterized by a limited
set of repeated constituent elements, which will, moreover, quite often be related in a fixed
order within the scene, thus forming a repeated sequence or pattern in the scene (Edwards
1992: 287, 290; cf. Belmont 1962: 114-116, Lord 1971: 68-98, Minchin 2001: 32-72).%°

(iii) The story pattern—also at times referred to, somewhat confusingly, as a ‘theme’
or, otherwise, a ‘narrative pattern’ (Edwards 1975: 51-52, 1992: 286)—is a generic plot
pattern which an entire tale adopts, such as a ‘return narrative’ in the Odyssey (cf. de Jong
2004a: 4, Griffin 1980: 46), and which is repeated across several songs in the repertoire of a
tradition,*® or even across multiple traditions (Foley 1999: 15).

(iv) Character doublets have received the most detailed treatment in Bernard Fenik’s
Studies in the Odyssey (1974: 172-207).°" Essentially, two characters are imbued with the
features or actions of a single character, rather than being represented as two unique
individuals (Fenik 1974: 172, Nickel 2002: 221-222). And, finally, there are (v) groups of
similes, each comprising stock elements in their content, such that one can talk of ‘lion

similes’, “fish similes’, ‘boar similes’, and so forth (Scott 1974: 56-82).%8

54 This term is perhaps too broad to be synonymous with ‘the type scene’, cf. Edwards 1992: 285-287.

% For a complete summary of scholarship on type scenes, cf. Edwards 1992: 290-298.

% This is not easily proven in the tradition behind the Homeric poems, because of the paucity of surviving oral
performances; however, the potency of the pattern of the Return can be observed through the internal evidence
of the Odyssey, for example, in the parallels provided by Agamemnon and Menelaus (Bonifazi 2009: 486-488,
Foley 1999: 117, 137-139). On the general relevance of Agamemnon’s story in the Odyssey to Odysseus, cf.
D’Arms & Hulley 1946, Olson 1990.

57 For further studies on character doublets in the Homeric poems, cf. Fenik 1968: 148-154, Nickel 2002: 221-
231, Scully 1987: 401-417.

%8 Similes can be interpreted from both a traditional and an individual or specific basis, in that, while they
employ repetition in subject matter (their traditional element), the form of each isolated simile in the Homeric

corpus is almost always unique (Scott 1974: 83).
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It should be noted here that | do not consider these five examples an exhaustive list of
the possible forms which repetition can take in the Homeric poems; they have merely been
supplied to give a sense of the pervasiveness of the phenomenon. Following the lead of
Adrian Kelly, 1 shall refer to these structures of repetition in the Homeric poems as either
“elements” (2007: 6) or “units” (15), in which class one may include formulas, type scenes,
repeated similes, and others. The structuralist question of there being a coherent taxonomy of
specific kinds or units of repetition, a limited syntax of repetition, in the Homeric poems will
not be broached by this dissertation (14).

Of far greater relevance to this dissertation is the hermeneutic question of how these
repetitions affect our determination of meaning in the Homeric poems; and, in this matter, the
critical barometer has flickered from side to side since Parry first whet our interest in the
force of Homeric repetition (cf. Foley 1991: xii, Lowenstam 1993: 1-3).° One possible
model for arriving at meaning in the Greek epics tends to align repetition with redundancy in
meaning and specificity with the transference of meaning. And this does appear on the
surface to make sense to our modern, literate minds, which have been trained to pay homage
to the altar of individuality and singular genius; repetition, conversely, reeks of artistic
mediocrity, of a sameness which undermines the special meaning which we believe a literary

work must carry (Foley 1991: 8, Finley 1954: 21, Thornton 1984: 73).5°

%9 «[S]ix decades of often sharp disagreement vividly testify that the impasse is real and demands attention; to
put it plainly, as things now stand we cannot have both a fully analysed and an aesthetically pleasing oral poem”
(Foley 1991: xii).

80 «“Sophisticated readers of printed books have often misunderstood the device of repetition as a mark of limited
imagination and of the primitive state of the art of poetry. Thus French critics of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries placed Virgil above Homer precisely because the former did not repeat himself but always found a
new phrasing and new combinations.” (Finley 1954: 21). On orality as entailing a primitive mentality, divorced

from the intellectual expression found in literary texts, cf. Finnegan 1988: 64-69.
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Perhaps it is such modern common sense which led Geoffrey Stephen Kirk to

condemn the repetitive quality of the Odyssey in his The songs of Homer (1962):

The main fault of the Odyssey is that at many points the narrative content is drawn out
to excessive length. At these points one feels that the monumental singer is
consciously and almost painfully elaborating his material so as to make a great poem
which will match the scale of the Iliad... the singer of the Odyssey... expanded his
scenes either by free composition of an excessively leisurely kind or by sheer
repetition

(357; cf. Griffin 1980: 47)

Kirk (1962: 357-362) goes on to give several examples in the Odyssey of such uncouth
repetition, which he tracks in both formulaic language and in type scenes. The Apologue itself
provides for Kirk (362) two broad structures of inappropriate repetition: firstly, in Book 12,
Circe instructs Odysseus how to bypass the Sirens without loss to the crew (lines 39-54),
Odysseus later instructs his crew in Circe’s advice (lines 158-165), and the Ithacans do
indeed manage to bypass the melodious voices of these women in the prescribed manner
(lines 165-200); and, secondly, in Book 10, Circe instructs Odysseus in the ritual he must
perform in Hades (lines 504-540), the descriptions of which follows in Book 11 when
Odysseus and his men disembark at the land of the dead (lines 1-50).

The notion that repetition breeds redundancy in meaning, leading to excessive,
superfluous material—and which a work of ‘quality’ ought to avoid—stems from a critical
perspective of oral poetry which is fixed rather more on the generative side of things than the
affective, on the mechanics of the aoidoi’s composition rather than the effect of their material

on their audience or listeners (Foley 1999: 15). The singers, it is argued, made use of
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repetition primarily as a means to aid in aspects of composition or performance, while the
semantic value of these repeated units in the narrative context is of lesser or no importance to
their employment.

A classic example of this is the so-called ‘economy’ of Homeric style, which Milman

Parry introduced in his extensive study of noun-epithet phrases (Sacks 1987: 2):5!

Generally speaking, whenever Homer has to express the same idea under the
same metrical conditions, he has recourse to same words or the same groups of
words

(Parry 1971: 22).

From Parry’s declaration, it follows that the determination of a ‘word unit’ or ‘word group’
was dictated by the metrical situation far more than any individual semantic nuances, which
someone from a literate culture might endeavour to locate in this unit (Friedrich 2007: 10-12,
Sacks 1987: 2).%2 Thus when Homer sings, “moAbthag diog Odvocene” (e.g. Od. 5.171, 354,
486, etc.), the essential idea is ‘Odysseus’; the adjectives ‘much-enduring’ and ‘god-like’ are
quite redundant in sense (Parry 1971: 14). They are filler units whose sense is not important
to the oral singer so much as their usefulness in helping him to complete an individual verse
in the appropriate manner (Friedrich 2007: 13-14, Sacks 1987: 2). Such an interpretation,
moreover, is endorsed by those contexts where the epithets (or, indeed, any other repeated
units) are considered to be incoherent in their context (Kelly 2007: 3).

Parry’s economic noun-epithets can be extended to other examples of repeated

language, such as the larger ‘word groups’ which can span from a single line to half a dozen

81 For a recent criticism on the applicability of such ‘economy’ in Homeric style, cf. Friedrich 2007.

62 “[T]he use of the fixed epithet... is entirely dependent on its convenience in versification” (Parry 1971: 22).
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verses in the poem. Hence, the phrase ““Huog &' fipryévera gévn pododdxtoroc Hac” (e.g.
Od. 2.1, 3.404, 491, etc.) only denotes “when day broke” (Parry 1971: 13) to the listening
audience; the sense of ‘rosy-fingers’ is redundant (13-14). The function of such ready verses
is of practical use to the singer of these tales, in providing periods of reprieve from the
demands of his storytelling; moreover, they possess a structural function in acting as bridges
between sections of the story, ‘subject fillers’ between longer passages in the way that noun-
epithets are metrical fillers. Thus the four verse passage “&¢ tote pév npodmav nuap &g MOV
katadvvto / fuebdo Sorvdpevor kpéa T dometa koi péduv 130 / frog &' HéMog kotédv Kai i
Kvépog NAOe, / 81 tote KownOnuev i pryuivi Oardoonc” (Od. 9.556-559, 10.183-186; with
an abridged variation at Od. 10.476-479, 12.29-31) is a rather lengthy way of saying ‘They
ate and drank all day and slept at night’. It fills out performance time and allows the aoidos to
prepare the next subject for the action of the ensuing day in his story.

Redundancy has not only been found by critics in verbal phrases or formulae, but also

in type scenes:

Nevertheless, | hold that, just as much of the time the common formulae are used
automatically, even if occasionally imperfect adjustment results in a metrical
anomaly, so too the regularity of the common type scenes exert a compelling force on
the poet which can sometimes be seen to result in awkward transitions.

(Edwards 1975: 71-72)

And with regard to other structural units of repetition, there have been doubts raised as to the

semantic significance of similes with respect to their context. An older model has been for

critics to view these comparative constructions as hedysmata, as sweeteners for the audience
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to delight in,%® which are removed from the immediacy of the narrative at hand, an aesthetic
interlude or ecphrasis (Basset 1921: 132-147, Notopoulos 1957: 326), such that they are of
little importance to the meaning of the story (Buxton 2004: 149).

In summary, there are strong compositional, and perhaps even performance-based,
reasons which could motivate the bard’s tendency to make use of repetitions. One should stop
short, however, of declaring that certain structures in the poems are ‘meaningless’ or
‘redundant’ purely because the oral poet might have extra-narrative, ‘economic’ reasons for
repeating these same structures (Austin 1975: 19-20, Lowenstam 1993: 2)—reasons,
moreover, which this dissertation will not seek to refute.

In the last twenty to twenty five years, scholars have endeavoured to reconceptualise
‘what is meant by meaning’ in the Homeric poems, and, to this end, work in general
reception studies has been most germane in steering us in the right direction (Foley 1991: 39-
45).%4 Meaning, as the German literary critic Wolfgang Iser has suggested in The Implied
Reader (1974), lies somewhere between the text,®® as the compositional product of the author,
and the reader (274-275); meaning lies in the complex interaction of the reader and the text,
what Iser names a “virtual dimension” (279).

In this hermeneutical framework, both text and reader impinge upon one another in an
equal manner in order for meaning to be realized (274-275). A text which is not read is an
inert, inactivated, meaningless object; in order to garner meaning, it must invoke a reader and

of course be read (274; cf. Foley 1991: 40).5 But as soon as it is read, problems are created.

8 Such arguments might fall in line with an interpretation of the similes as linguistically late (cf. Shipp 1972:
208-212). Scott (1974: 60, note 2), however, contends that while the formal phrasing of a simile might be recent,
its subject matter might be traditional.

% For the movement away from generative to reception-bases studies, cf. Clay 2011: 14-15.

% Iser’s terminology is based upon a literary, not an oral, perspective (Foley 1991: 39).

% “The work is more than the text, for the text only takes on life when it is realized.” (Iser 1974: 274)
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The reader has to use his subjective, creative imagination to fill in the gaps (Iser 1974 275,
280), which naturally ensue from the text’s arousal of the reader’s various expectations and
its subsequent failure to resolve these expectations completely (278-280; cf. Foley 1991.:
41).57 At the same time, as much as this oblique quality of a text challenges the reader to set
loose his imagination, it also places certain restrictions on him by providing him with keys,

textual signals which he must decode (Iser 1974: 274-275, 282-284; cf. Foley 1991: 40, 42):%8

The reading process thus becomes an effort toward “consistency building,” toward a
realization of potentials that makes good aesthetic sense of the panoply of signals and
gaps presented to the reader’s imagination by the literary text.

(Foley 1991: 42)

Following the reception model of Wolfgang Iser, if we wish to garner meaning in traditional
or oral poetics, our task is not only to be sensitive to the songs, the ‘text’, as it now confronts
us, but to how an audience might have interpreted these songs (42-43).

At this point, it might be wondered why it is at all necessary to locate the original
audience’s means of arriving at meaning. Why not simply privilege the modern reader’s
analysis (cf. Gadamer 2011: 181)? Why not let the reader roam freely over the Homeric text?
Such a ‘post-modern’ approach has indeed grown in popularity in classical scholarship over
the past thirty years (cf. Peradotto 1997: 382). While, ultimately, nothing can stop a modern

reader bent on unlimited freedom in garnering his or her own meaning, there are strong

87 Foley defines these gaps as “those uncharted areas in the textual map where the reader is invited and indeed
required to contribute an imaginative solution” (1991: 42).
88 “Though this [the individual disposition of the reader] in turn is acted upon by the different patterns of the

text” (Iser 1974: 274-275).
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arguments to be made against such contemporary subjectivity, both on account of (i) how
culture (in this case, traditional, oral-based societies) influences hermeneutics, and (ii) how
the song-text itself has been shaped by its original reception.

(i) We cannot presume as readers that a modern reading applied to the textual
artefacts of the oral poems is an accurate means of exacting meaning from the poems, since
we cannot assert that we are as skilfully trained as oral listeners to decipher all the hidden
codes in the textualized song. As Iser postulates, meaning lies between the text and the
reader; the reader is truly a powerful figure in the production of meaning, but he still needs to
recognize the patterns of the text at hand in order to arrive at the appropriate gamut of
interpretations, he needs to respond, appropriately, to the clues of the text (Foley 1991: 41).%°
But what if these acts of recognition and response are vastly different between traditional/oral
and modern/literate readers? What if we are trained to find meaning differently? (ii) And, if
that is the case, would an audience, who receives meaning in a different way, not cause a
bard, embedded in such a culture, to produce a song-text which adhered to these principles of
meaning? In other words, the relationship between composition and reception is not a simple
linear progression of egg to chicken, but a complicated, intertwining of cause and effect,
composition and audience response.

This dissertation proceeds in the belief that meaning production was indeed quite
distinct in an oral culture, such as that which produced the Iliad and the Odyssey, compared
to modern, literary cultures, and that some reflection on original audience reception is
therefore integral to our understanding of the textual artefact as we now possess it. And to
this extent 1 am primarily indebted to the work of John Miles Foley, whose conceptualization

of ‘traditional referentiality’, most significantly in Immanent art (1991) and Homer'’s

8 “The reader cannot afford to opt for solutions that controvert the explicit facts and strategies of the text”

(Foley 1991: 41).
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traditional art (1999), has been one of the more important developments in Homeric studies

in the last two decades.

The key difference [from the interpretation of literary texts] lies in the nature of the
tradition itself: structural elements are not simply compositionally useful, nor are they
doomed to a “limited” area of designation; rather they command fields of reference
much larger than the single line, passage, or even text in which they occur. Traditional
elements reach out of the immediate instance in which they appear to the fecund
totality of the entire tradition, defined synchronically and diachronically, and they
bear meanings as wide and deep as the tradition they encode.

(Foley 1991: 7)

The ancient audience, attending a single performance of the Homeric songs, would not have
simply ignored these traditional elements or units in the song as compositional fillers and
looked for more creative, ‘unique’ elements in the work; far from it, these traditional
elements were what connected that particular performance of song to all other performances
and songs in the tradition (Nagy 1996: 82). On account of the audience’s great familiarity
with the multiple contexts in which these traditional units were typically employed,
throughout the repertoire of the tradition, there arose a kind of meaning, quite different from
what we, in a literate culture, are accustomed to. It was a kind of meaning which was reliant
far more on the contextual associations which arise out of the totality of the employments of
the traditional units than the direct meaning of these units.

In the Homeric songs, there is, to follow the insights of Adrian Kelly (2007: 4, 6), to
be witnessed a constant tension between the denotations of a ‘unit’ or ‘element’, that is, the

direct meaning or sense of a word, phrase, action, scene (etc.), and the connotations of that

-56 -



unit, that is, the associated meaning(s) which the unit garners on account of its repetition in
multiple contexts. Repetition, in as much as it opens out identical units to different contexts,
has the potential to expand the semantic associations of these units; and from this perspective,
the pervasiveness of repetition in the Homeric texts is not semantically limiting, but, as Foley
(1991: 7) describes it, “explosively connotative”.

In approaches to oral traditional poetry which prioritize the mechanics of bardic
composition, repeated units are considered superfluous or redundant on account of the
assumption that we should limit ourselves to a semantic perspective which is focused entirely
on the denotative quality of a unit; when the units fail to justify their simple sense, they are
deemed to have failed the task of meaning, and to be purely mechanical in employment. But
if one takes into consideration the possibility that a unit might not have a single semantic
meaning (its denotation), but can carry, through repetition in multiple contexts, a wide array
of various meanings (connotations), then one can entertain the possibility that the repetition
of an apparently ‘redundant’ unit, although being of minor denotative value, can still broaden
the connotative understanding of a given unit when all its manifestations are assembled and
analysed in toto (Scodel 2009: 12-13).7°

Denotations are, nevertheless, still important since they are the markers, the sign posts
from which one forms the connotations; one cannot form these broader meanings without
having first been led to their identification through their denotative sense. Following the lead
of Adrian Kelly (2007: 14), my recognition of units of repetition will not be based upon

compositional terms such as formulae, type scenes, similes and so forth, but rather through

0 “Many formulae would surely be familiar to everyone, and many members of the audience would understand
their significance beyond their denotative meaning. Listeners would be comfortable with those epithets so

fossilized that their denotative meaning was lost” (Scodel 2009: 12-13).
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repetition in sense—denotative sense—which the audience identifies before conceiving the

extended sense from the contextual associations.

Lastly, there are several separate considerations which might complicate the claims of a
traditional referentiality in the Homeric poems. (i) What of the vagaries of individual
audience members? Was there such an ideal audience, or members of the audience, who
perceived the totality of all cross-references? (Kelly 2007: 12-13) (ii) How can we know
whether a particular reference is traditional or not? And, importantly, would it matter to the
audience? (iii) Traditional referentiality was theorized for oral songs; does it account for the
status of the Iliad and Odyssey as what Foley (1991: xii) calls “oral-derived texts”? Can
meaning be found in the Iliad and Odyssey outside of this system of connoted meaning?

(i) It would be naive to claim that all the members of a bard’s audience would find
equal connotative meaning in the singer’s tale. The Greek audience would have been
composed of a wide range of individuals, of differing experience in the oral tradition on
account of age, of different class and learning, and of differing natural abilities. It serves no
purpose to transform every historical listener into a sublime receiver of traditional
referentiality. In elucidating traditional referentiality, we are not declaring that all listeners
were masterful practitioners, but rather that those, who embedded themselves in the
tradition—just as we attempt to—would have had the potential to unlock as great a many
references as their own natural proclivities and social circumstances allowed. It is such a
potential, ideal listener whom we, as modern readers, try to assume, thereby unlocking all the
hidden connotative resonances to be found from the repetitive clues.

It is possible that, in tackling the texts, we arrive at meanings which were, in fact,
never garnered by the ancient audience, that we are reading too great a connotative depth into

the song-text. This is the price we pay for own cultural and historical distance from the
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original artefacts. But, since no audience response has been left from the time when the
Homeric epics were composed, one can never objectively gauge the accuracy of our
deductions. In the absence of such data, the strength of the critic’s argument must lean on the
quantitative extent of his analysis, how prevalent the repetitions he demonstrates are, as an
indicator of the likelihood that such connections were made.

(if) Without the evidence of a great many other songs or even other versions of the
same song in the tradition of Ancient Greek oral poetry, it becomes difficult to judge whether
certain references are wholly traditional or, otherwise, specific. By specific referentiality, |
refer to the possibility that some repetitions might have been particular to (a) all the
performances of a certain song, such as the Odyssey (a hybrid of the traditional and the
specific) (Tsagalis 2012: 156),”* (b) the range of performances of a particular bardic singer,
part of his individual repertoire, or (c) a particular performance of a particular song. I see no
necessity to separate the possibility of such specific referentiality from the traditional kind,
since an audience who had been schooled in the hermeneutics of traditional referentiality
would have been able to extend their skill in garnering connotative meaning to all forms of

repetition in a particular performance of a song, so long as they, in the case of (a), had past

L “At the same time, we would expect the oral tradition represented by our lliad to have emphasized,
highlighted, downplayed, and (re)shaped some of the typical features of any hero’s experiential inventory, in
order to make him abide by its particular presentation of the story-world. Odysseus, for example, has a generic
epic persona, with certain fixed characteristics that can be seen in the entire epic tradition [cf. Scodel 1999: 83-
84]. On the other hand, each song tradition, say the lliadic, the Odyssean, or the Thesprotian-Telegonian, treats
him in a way that suits its plotline and narrative aims” (Tsagalis 2012: 156). One such traditional resonance in
the performance of the Odyssey might have been the importance of the marriage bed of Odysseus and Penelope,
an object clearly relevant to the appreciation of the poem, but which is entirely unique in its description in the
Greek tradition (Zeitlin 1995: 118-119); Tsagalis (2012: 156) argues that the positive presentation of Odysseus

as a husband was unique to the Odyssean song tradition.
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experience with other versions or performances of this song, or, in the case of (b), were
regular followers of the work of a certain bard; in the case of (c), admittedly, this would only
be possible in a listener of the greatest skill, who could build a system of relative meaning as
the song progressed. In short, | follow in this dissertation a certain hybrid approach towards
traditional referentiality, which allows an audience, steeped in this tradition, to find meaning
both in the units which pervade the tradition, and in units which might be somewhat more
specific, but the significance of which is enabled by the audience’s essential familiarity with
the cognitive process embedded in traditional referentiality.

(iii) Finally, it has to be conceded that the Homeric songs are not pure oral works or
poems; they lie somewhere between orality and literacy, ‘oral-derived texts’ or ‘post-oral
texts’ (Friedrich 2007: 142). It is not in the interests of this dissertation to enter into the
debate as to where exactly the Odyssey and the Iliad lie in the gamut of orality—Iliteracy, to
question how they were transferred from oral songs to written texts: whether by dictation
(Janko 1998: 7-13, Lord 1953: 34-54) or whether through a semi-literate bard (Friedrich
2007: 141-142).7 While a substantial part of the meaning of the poems may be elucidated
through an understanding of traditional referentiality, since they were clearly oral in genesis
and in composition, it will be conceded that more modern literary approaches to meaning
(involving the discussion of specific, non-repetitive material) may cast light on their quality
in as much as the texts were altered by a literate mind-set at some point (cf. Friedrich 2007:
143), although this topic will not be broached by this dissertation, which is primarily

concerned with repetitions, and how meaning is conveyed through them.

2. 0On the tendency for scholars to theorize pure forms of orality and literacy, rather than observing and
analysing the more common advent of mixed oral and written forms, cf. Bakker 1999: 34-37, Finnegan 1988:

140-146.
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In summary, this dissertation adopts a perspective of repetition which views it as creating
typicality in the Apologue, a narrative which is characterized by reoccurring units, and, at the
same time, as essential in opening out associated avenues of meanings through the
implementation of these units in multiple contexts. In each of the three ensuing chapters |
therefore analyse a particular unit of repetition, examining how this unit is pervasive across
the xeinoi encounters in the Apologue, and, having outlined the typicality of each unit of
repetition, | proceed to discussing its connotative meaning, its semantic value which is
implied by examining the contexts of its employment.

For practical reasons of space, my analysis has been limited to a study of repetitions
and their meaning in the Apologue. Following the precedent of Fenik (1968: 5) and Kelly
(2007: 10), both of whom limit their analyses of repetitions to confined sections of the
Homeric corpus, | consider the scope of my material broad enough to warrant this
restriction— but for proof of this, the reader must wait until the conclusion of my analyses
and judge accordingly (cf. Fenik: 5, Kelly: 14). In mitigation of this necessary limitation in
textual coverage, at the start of each of the ensuing chapters | situate my analysis in the
context of broader thematic discussions which cover both Homeric poems, examining,
respectively, the importance of (i) space, (ii) eating, and (iii) trickery to the poems.
Furthermore, in my concluding chapter, | discuss the possible extensions and relevance of my

analysis of the Apologue to the rest of the Odyssey.
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Chapter 2: Mountains and Isolation

2.1 Overview

This chapter investigates the repetition of mountains in xeinoi situations in the Apologue and
suggests that these repetitions, when analysed with respect to their contexts, come to connote
a character of isolation in these interactions. This isolation is identified on three different
levels: (i) the topographic isolation or remoteness of homes, as the physical sites of xeinoi
encounters; (ii) the social isolation which characters demonstrate in their interactions; and
(iii) the temporal isolation, the dislocation from the present, which is characteristic of certain
episodes in these four books.

Occasionally, critics have singled out the isolated quality of the interactions in the
Apologue—or, more generally, the entire world of Odysseus’ wanderings. Thus Steven
Lowenstam, in discussing Odysseus’ reception with Calypso, summarizes the pervasiveness

of isolation for the societies encountered during Odysseus’ wanderings:

Like all the other peoples visited, Kalypso is isolated; and in particular, like Cyclops,
Circe, the Sirens, and Skylla, Kalypso does not live in a society with an agora.

(1993: 197)

In terms of temporal isolation, Charles Segal, in his article, ‘Divine justice in the Odyssey:

Poseidon, Cyclops, and Helios’ (1992), distances the world of Odysseus’ wanderings on the

basis of its “primitive” (490) ethics:
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We are especially concerned with two devices by which Homer achieves his moral
effect: juxtaposing gods of different levels of moral sensitivity (like Zeus and
Poseidon) and bracketing less moral, more “primitive” divine behaviour in a well-
demarcated section of the poem, the fabulous realm between Troy and Ithaca in
Books 5-13.

(490)

And, lastly, Erwin Cook recognizes both a topographic and a temporal isolation in the

wanderings of Odysseus:

The absence of the Olympians from the enchanted realm is explained by its physical
remoteness from civilization... In such a world one might find Cyclopes,
Laistrygones, and forbidden herds of cattle. Scylla and Charybdis illustrate the
monsters thought to inhabit the world beyond the Greek cultural horizon—be that
horizon geographic or temporal...

(1995: 54, 55)

Despite these observations, there is yet to be a decisive study which explores this
characteristic of isolation on the multiple levels | have suggested, and across several episodes
of the Apologue; nor, moreover, has the particular role of mountains in elucidating this
quality been fully realized. This chapter is broken up into the following four sections: ‘Space
in the Homeric poems’ (2.2); ‘The Typicality of Mountains in the Apologue’ (2.3); ‘A
Connotative Interpretation of Mountains in the Apologue’ (2.4); and ‘Conclusions’ (2.5).

In the first part, | endeavour to place my analysis of mountains, as a type of

topographical space, within the framework of contemporary scholarship on space in the
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Homeric poems (2.2). In the subsequent section | provide an index of the repetitions of
mountains in the Apologue, as an indicator of typicality in these four books (2.3). The bulk of
my analysis is pursued in the ensuing section where 1 illustrate how mountains carry
contextual or connotative associations of isolation within xeinoi situations in the Apologue

(2.4), the results of which are briefly summed up in the final section (2.5).

2.2 Space in the Homeric Poems

In this section, | firstly provide a brief review of important scholarship on space in the
Homeric poems (2.2.1) before examining a number of specific spatial units in the Apologue
which have attracted commentary from scholars as to their connotative or symbolic value

(2.2.2); this leads aptly onto my own discussion of mountains as a particular spatial unit.

2.2.1 Scholarship on Space in the Homeric Poems

My selection of mountains as a significant unit of repetition in the Apologue stems both from
my own close readings of the ‘text’ and from contemporary critical studies of ‘space’ in the
Homeric poems, which try to find greater significance in the physical environment described
in the epics. The word ‘space’ has a broad range of meanings in English, depending on the
context of its employment, whether in astronomy, literary studies, phenomenology, physics,
or purely colloguial usages (Tsagalis 2012: 3). | follow the designation of Classicist and
narratologist Irene de Jong (2012b: 1), and understand by ‘space’ the physical world which a
story represents, including both the location or setting, as well as the material objects within

this locality.
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Space has experienced a late blossoming in literary scholarship.” Fictional narratives
have traditionally been examined through the analysis of the narratological features of
narrator and time (e.g. Genette 1980: 228-244), while in contrast there has been, until quite
recently, a comparative neglect of theory and critical analysis focusing on the aspect of space
in literature (Bal 2009: 134, de Jong 2012b: 1, Zoran 1984: 310).”* The bias has existed for
well over a century and can be tracked to the comments of the influential nineteenth century
German critic Gotthold Lessing, who considered literature a ‘temporal art’,”® while painting
and sculpture were, among others, to be regarded as ‘spatial arts’ (Clay 2011: 29-30, de Jong
2012b: 1; Tsagalis 2012: 1, Zoran 1984: 30). This simplified belief seems to have become
ingrained in our popular approach towards literature, such that we tend to regard space as a
kind of inert background setting to a story, like the painted backdrop to a theatrical stage, in
front of which the ‘real narrative’ unfolds; in this way of thinking, space has no meaningful
effect other than to create the immediate physical context in which the story may unfold, and
is secondary to story aspects such as plot and character in the production of meaning (Bal
2009: 139, Byrne 1994: 2, de Jong 2012b: 1-2, 13).

Literary critics have slowly begun to appreciate the relevance of space to our

understanding of a story, and how it is indeed an integral part of narrative art itself:

It was not until the late twentieth century that this disparity began to disappear, as

scholars realized that space is a far more complicated concept, and that both

3 For general discussions of what is meant by ‘space’ in literature, cf. Bal 2009: 133-145, Zoran 1984: 309-335.
" Thus Genette claims firmly that “the temporal determinations of the narrating instance are manifestly more
important than its spatial determinations” (Genette 1980: 215). Linked to this theoretical movement is the belief
that literary works have only recently begun to exploit the spatial dimension fully (de Jong 2012b: 17).

75 “Literature is basically an art of time.” (Zoran 1984: 310).
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background setting and more profound aspects of narrative space are of pivotal
importance for understanding literature as a whole.

(de Jong 2012b: 1)

As late as discussions on space entered into discourses of literary theory in general, they have
only begun to be acknowledged in Classics in the last five to ten years of critical study
(Tsagalis 2012: 2). Of premium importance to analyses of the Homeric poems have been
Jenny Strauss Clay’s Homer’s Trojan theatre (2011), lrene de Jong’s chapters in the
anthology, Space in Ancient Greek literature (2012a/b), and Christos Tsagalis’ Space in the
lliad (2012).

Clay’s (2011: ix, 12) study, which is limited to the so-called ‘Battle Books’ of the
Iliad, identifies the significance of the visual domain, the sense of sight, for the listeners of
the Homeric poem— that they were expected to pick up on and respond to visual-spatial
signs. Evidence for such a visually-trained audience can be found in the Homeric texts
themselves. (i) The frequent internal spectators in the Iliad, whether divine or human agents,
who are shown to watch the action and events of the poem from a distance (3-11), “model the
perspectives and reactions of the external audience” (3).”® (ii) The listeners are invited to
become viewers, and relegate auditory stimuli behind visual, in the proems of both the Iliad
and Odyssey (and in the lliad’s catalogue of ships), through the aoidos’ professed relationship
to the Muses, who provide a superior visual knowledge to the bards’ employment of pure

hearsay, and, under whose guidance, the stories are related to the listeners (14-17). (iii) And,

76 “In sum, whether it is the passions of the sports fans in their grand-stands, the divine audience, both partisan
and impartial at different proximities to the action, or the human actors in the Trojan drama from their various
viewing perspectives, all constitute models that incite us to transform ourselves from listeners—or readers—to

spectators and to transport ourselves to Homer’s Trojan theater.” (Clay 2011: 12).
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finally, there are several “enunciative strategies” (17) on display in the text, which the bard
uses in order to convey to his audience strongly visual and vivid material, for example, direct
speech (17) and similes (21). Apart from this internal evidence for a visually-oriented bard
and audience, Clay (26-29, 110-115) also cites cognitive studies which have explored how
traditional storytellers in other ‘living’ oral cultures make use of visual-based memory in
constructing their tales.

Clay’s analysis of Books 12 to 17 of the Iliad goes on to illustrate how an ancient
audience would perceive the story on visual terms, endeavouring to map out—at times quite
literally (47, 50)—the theatre of war, both through significant landmarks in the landscape
(102-105) and, most important to her analysis, through following the “deictic markers” (96)
which are used by the narrator and characters to orient the audience in the spatial
environment (96).

Clay’s study is thus concerned with justifying a spatial approach to the Homeric
poem, and then providing a structural analysis of how a part of the Iliadic narrative attains a
strong visual quality. Irene de Jong’s ‘Introduction’ (2012b), in the anthology Space in
Ancient Greek literature, already assumes the importance of the visual domain to the study of
all literature (14), and she assesses what functions space may have on a given narrative, of
which she provides the following five roles: thematic, mirroring, symbolic, characterizing,
and psychologizing (14-16). Of particular interest to the approach of this dissertation is her
description of the symbolic function of space, which seems a recognition that the denotations

of spatial units in a narrative might be expanded by certain connotations:
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A third function of space is the symbolic one, when it becomes semantically charged
and acquires an additional significance on top of its purely scene-setting function.”’
Notions, often oppositionally arranged, such as inside versus outside, city versus
country, high versus low, become negatively or positively loaded, or are associated
with cultural or ideological values. In the same way certain spatial features (rivers,
hearths, stairs, roads, etc.) may represent certain ideas.

(15)

Turning to her discussion of space in the Homeric poems, de Jong (2012a: 21) starts by citing
the apparent spatial shortcomings of the Greek epics, which have traditionally caused critics
to downplay the importance of the physical world to the poems. This bias stems from modern
literary expectations, wherein a novel will often provide a lengthy opening description of the
setting before heading into the action and dialogue (21); the Homeric narratives, generally
speaking,’® only describe a material object or a location when it is relevant to the action
(presented in medias res) or to the presentation of character (21; cf. Bowra 1952: 132-133,
Tsagalis 2012: 450), or when this relevance is realized later for dramatic effect, a form of
Chekhov’s Gun (de Jong 2012a: 22).7

De Jong (22) gives the example of Calypso’s cave, which is only described to the

audience at the exact time when the description is needed, when Hermes passes through the

" For further readings on the symbolic or connotative function of space in Homer, cf. Minchin 2001: 27,
Thornton 1984: 151-160, Zeitlin 1995: 117.

8 The Odyssey does provide more of such “descriptive set-pieces” (Byre 1994a: 1) than the lliad; cf. Bowra
1952: 135.

® De Jong (2012a: 22-24), in contrast to Clay, who focuses her spatial investigations entirely on the lliad,
suggests that the Odyssey has a particularly rich supply of locations and material objects which are relevant to

the narrative in which they are placed.
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threshold (Od. 5.59-75). Occasionally, objects are introduced earlier in the narrative for
dramatic effect later. Into this category de Jong (22) places Maron’s wine, which is described
in a long ecphrasis by the narrator Odysseus before the entrance of Polyphemus (Od. 9.196-
211), and which will later fulfil an important function in the story, inebriating the ogre so that
Odysseus and his men may get the better of him (Od. 9.353-374).

In both of these examples, the spatial units, location and prop, respectively, are
understood through their denotative quality: a cave functions as a domestic area to be lived
in; wine as an object to be drunk. The ability of space in the Homeric poems to “set the scene
for actions to come” (de Jong 2012a: 33) is an important part of the story. While not denying
that spaces perform a primary ‘denotative’ function of setting a scene and directly aiding in
the fulfilment of plot, in this study of repetitions and connotations, | am more interested in
exploring the associations which these spatial units can garner from their contextual
employments.

To this end, in line with her earlier taxonomy of the functions of space (de Jong
2012b: 14-16), de Jong (2012a: 33) applies her category of symbolic functions to the
Homeric narratives, wherein she locates several examples of spatial units which garner
associated meanings beyond their basic sense. Thus, according to de Jong, in the Iliad the
oak-tree close to the Scaean Gate connotes “safety for the Trojans” (2012a: 33), and the tomb
of llus is to be associated with “the royal family” (34) of the Trojans, whereas in the Odyssey
the hero’s bow connotes “guest-friendship” (34; cf. Zeitlin 1995: 118), and mountains

connote “places of danger” (34).8°

8 My ensuing analysis of mountains (section 2.4) illustrates that mountains in themselves are not necessarily
dangerous in the Apologue. One would have to explain, in this case, how Mount Neriton on Ithaca or the
mountain on the Island of the Goats are as dangerous as the Cyclopes’ mountains or those of the Laestrygonians.

Rather, | show this danger to be a result of the social and temporal isolation which can characterize mountains.
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Christos Tsagalis” From listeners to viewers: space in the Iliad (2012) continues de
Jong’s work on the significance of space beyond its basic scene-setting function (1). From his
introduction, Tsagalis, by transposing a modern critical typology of space over the narrative
of the Iliad (he lists fourteen distinct categories) (cf. 3-4), endeavours to illustrate how space
has a greater functional value than mere background setting. I shall not summarize all of his
examples, but his discussions of (i) ‘historical space’, (ii) ‘political-social space’, and (iii)
‘topographical space’ contribute to de Jong’s scholarship on the symbolic quality of space.

Thus under the rubric of (i) ‘historical space’ (4-5), Tsagalis (5, 171) shows how
certain geographic localities are closely related to the histories or origins of those individual
heroes who hail from there, and thus garner associations beyond simple cartographic
orientation. So, for example, Tsagalis (191) argues that the contexts in which Phthia is
employed suggest that this place, as the home of Achilles, connotes a certain emotional

opposition to Troy on his part, and indeed to the heroic code which pervades the entire war.

Phthia is particularly linked to the way Achilles... reconstructs an important part of
his epic persona. He regularly brings up his fatherland in moments of emotional
upheaval, over his quarrel with Agamemnon, his desire to leave Troy and return
home, or recalling his aging father Peleus. These three interpretative ramifications of
Phthia construct a poetics of nostalgia that is filtered by Achilles’ idiosyncratic view
of the heroic code.

(172)

At other times, however, mountains are simply topographically isolated: they connote faraway places, without

any suggestion of danger, but simply a long distance in between the observer and the mountainous land.
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In his identification of (ii) ‘political-social space’ (5-6), Tsagalis illustrates how segregation

of location mimics the conflicts between two important Greeks in the invasion force:

In this respect, space does play an important role, as tensions between individuals are
also mapped onto several spatial features of the inner organization of the Achaean
camp. For example, the placement of Achilles’ hut at the far end of the camp—as far
as possible from the headquarters of Agamemnon—symbolically underlines their

different political viewpoints.

(6)

And for (iii) ‘topographic space’, Tsagalis (7-8) contends that features of the lliadic
landscape come to garner meaning beyond their simple physical denotations through their
cultural associations in the context of the story. He later gives examples of some
“topographical markers” (7) alongside their broader associations in the Iliad: thus the oak tree
of Zeus connotes safety for the Trojans, although it foretells the demise of Hector (79-81), the
fig tree is to be associated with danger for the Trojans (81-83), as is the river of Scamandros
(83-86), while the tombstone of Ilos symbolizes the power of Troy’s past (86-90). In line
with my own analysis, Tsagalis (79) views the contextual meaning derived from the
repetition of these spatial features in the narrative from the perspective of John Miles Foley’s

traditional referentiality:

[S]econd, they constitute lasting markers that function as memory cues to a reality

standing beyond the limits of the poem and having a strong metonymic power.

(79)
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Within the medium of traditional oral song, myth is by definition a strong means of
transforming landscape markers, such as the oak and fig trees, into signs.

(82)

Following the scholarship of de Jong and Tsagalis into the importance of the symbolic or
metonymic value of space in the Homeric narrative, this chapter investigates the repetition of
a specific spatial unit in the Apologue in order to ascertain its broader connotative value to the
story. Beyond the primary goal of this dissertation in delineating the character of xeinoi
encounters, it is hoped that this chapter might also partially redress the balance in recent
spatial analyses in the Homeric poems, where the lion’s share of the focus has been on the
Iliadic Trojan plain, towards a realization of the importance of the physical world to the

Odyssey and, in particular, the hero’s wanderings.

2.2.2 Connoting Other Spatial Units in the Apologue

Although there has not been a comprehensive study, in the manner of Tsagalis’, which has
been thematically aimed at ‘space in the Odyssey’, the physical world of Odysseus’ voyages,
Books 9 to 12, has attracted the attention of some critics and commentators. In particular,
there are several features of the topography and objects therein which have elicited remarks
as to their connotative value, including (i) the sea, (ii) caves, and (iii) olive trees or olive
wood. In the case of all of these spatial units, one should ask, firstly, whether the unit is
typical to the narrative (in other words, to what extent it is repeated), and then, secondly,
whether this typicality breeds any associative meaning(s) in the story. In the ensuing

discussion, | provide a brief review of the typicality and potential connotations for these three
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spatial units, which leads aptly onto my own typical and connotative analysis of mountains in
the Apologue.

(i) It is hard to argue against the typicality of the sea in Odysseus’ narrative
(Weinberg 1986: 32). Apart from the sheer repetition of words denoting its sense (cf. LfgrE
1991: 959-962, 2004: 1451-1456),%! the sea forms the central backdrop to many dramatic
sequences in the Apologue. Furthermore, it also attains a certain structural importance to
Odysseus’ story, both framing and punctuating the episodes in Odysseus’ narration. On the
first point, the action of the Apologue commences with Odysseus’ fleet sailing away from
Troy to the land of the Cicones (Od. 9.39-40) and it concludes with the destruction of the
very last ship of this fleet (Od. 12.403-419) and with Odysseus floating shipwrecked over the
sea, on the way to Calypso’s isle (Od. 12.447-453)—a neat ring structure. Secondly, the sea
also acts as a bridge between many of the encounters in the four books, as a division between
the various episodes (e.g. Od. 9.62-84, 104-105, 560-566, etc.).

It is not difficult to argue for the typicality of the sea as a spatial or locatival unit in
the Apologue. It is more challenging, however, to discover a single coherent connotative
meaning for the sea, beyond its basic denotative value in the story—that is, as a locatival
means for transporting Odysseus’ fleet, and later singular ship, from Point A to Point B, and
thus advancing the plot from encounter to encounter.®

In pursuit of such meaning, one might start with Carol Dougherty’s (2001: 96)
interpretation of Odysseus’ voyage over the sea as leading towards unknown worlds.
Dougherty (96) states that Odysseus’ passage from ‘the known’ to ‘the unknown’, from

familiar to strange, is marked by the boundaries of the sea:

81 Thalassa occurs 27 times in the Apologue (cf. LfgrE 1991: 959); pontos occurs 21 times (LfgrE 2004: 1451).

82 For connotations of the sea in the lliad, cf. Tsagalis 2012:143-147.
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[H]ere the ocean serves as a way to designate a structural break between the familiar
world of Greece and the strange new worlds to which he travels

(96)

Thus from Ithaca and the familiarity of his own oikos, the sea shifts Odysseus to a war in a
foreign country, Troy; then it moves him to a peripheral people, the Cicones, an ally of the
Trojans, who mark the boundaries of the Greek world; and, finally, the sea transposes
Odysseus and his men from the rim of the known world to the ‘fairy tale’ land of the Lotus
Eaters (95-96). This three-part movement from known to unknown is then, according to
Dougherty, marked by the active intervention of the sea: “he is driven farther and farther
astray by the powers of the sea” (96).

The relationship between sea travel and the movement to the unknown is further
validated by two other passages in the Apologue. In Book 10, after their failed second
reception with Aeolus, Odysseus and his men sail for six consecutive days and nights until
they arrive at the land of the Laestrygonians (Od. 10.80-81); the length of this nautical
journey seems to have sent them to a country where the movement of the celestial bodies, and
thus the passage between day and night, are radically different to the phenomena they are
accustomed to (Od. 10.82-85). Later, in Book 11, the relationship between the sea and
voyaging into the unknown is even more emphatic, where the Ithacans’ visit to the land of the
dead, what Dougherty describes as “the ultimate expression of the other and the outer limits
of Odysseus’ travels” (2001: 98), entails them traveling to the very edge of the Ocean (Od.
11.13).8 The implication of both of these examples is that the time and distance spent
travelling on the sea is directly proportional to the alterity of the cultures and peoples

Odysseus visits.

8 For the duality of Okeanos as both a river and an anthropomorphic entity, cf. Rudhardt 1971: 54-58.
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But there are two interpretative difficulties with Dougherty’s interpretation of the sea
as a space which can trigger a symbolic movement from the known world to the unknown.
Firstly, it is clear that Odysseus does eventually return from the absolute ‘alterity’ of the
Underworld to ‘known environments’ via the sea: to Aeaea for a second time, which is no
longer the mysterious island it originally was (cf. Od. 10.189-197) and thus is a ‘known
locality’, later to Scheria, which, in society, lies manifestly closer to Greek culture than the
domains of several monsters in the Apologue, and, ultimately, back home to the familiarity of
Ithaca. The sea, in short, is more ambiguous than Dougherty allows for. It can both push one
away from the familiar into a strange new world and it can also aid one in returning to the
known.

This double-edged character is perfectly illustrated in Book 5, when Odysseus’s
voyage to Scheria is mediated by two sea gods: the more powerful Poseidon, who endeavours
to make Odysseus’ return home as difficult as possible (lines 282-296), and the goddess
Leucothea, who gives Odysseus a veil to protect him from harm and help him arrive in
Scheria (lines 333-353) (cf. Detienne & Vernant 1974: 204-205, 230). The ambiguous
connotations of the sea, as a locality which can aid travellers in speedily returning home (to
‘the familiar’) and which can also retard and send travellers into strange, foreign territories, is
encapsulated by the opposing roles these two divinities play here. Indeed, the Apologue itself
provides several examples where the sea comes to the rescue of Odysseus and his crew
removing them from inimical lands: allowing an escape from the hostility of the inland
Cicones (Od. 9.62), the temptation of the Lotus Eaters (Od. 9.104), and Polyphemus’ rock
throwing (Od. 9.541-542).

Secondly, there is also a somewhat misleading generalization in Dougherty’s (2001:
96) claim that “the powers of the sea” drive Odysseus off course in the episodes of the

Cicones and the Lotus Eaters. In the first case, it is the wind, “&vepog” (Od. 9.39), not the

-75 -



sea, which steers the hero’s fleet to the Cicones; in the second, the culprits in shifting the
ships towards the Lotus Eaters are both the sea, in the form of a wave, “xkdua” (Od. 9.80), and
the current, “pooc” (Od. 9.80), as well as the North wind, “Bopéng” (Od. 9.81). Moreover, as
the subsequent line describes, the latter is the more powerful of the two forces in determining

the fate of the Ithacans:

g&vlev 0' évvijap eepOunV OA00TG" AvENOLGL
novtov En' {yBudevia: dtap dekdtn EnEPnuev
yaing Aotopdyomv...

(Od. 9.82-84)

Then for nine days | was carried by ruthless winds over teeming ocean. On the tenth
day we reached the land of the Lotus-Eaters...

(Shewring 1980: 100-101)

In analysing the connotations of what Dougherty titles “the powers of the sea” in the
Apologue, it might be necessary to explore those components—wind’ and ‘sea’ (and even
‘storms’)—individually for more nuanced meanings. Indeed, in a recent article, Alex Purves
(2010b: 335) suggests that Odysseus’ circuitous journey home through the strange lands of
the Apologue is due to the force of unfavourable winds and storms, which he must bear and,
eventually, overcome. The importance of wind to hindering Odysseus’ journey home, and to
sending him into unknown worlds, is exemplified by the Aeolus episode, for, when the
hostile winds are tied up in the magical bag which has been bestowed unto Odysseus by the
god (Od. 10.19-22), the Ithacans do indeed almost reach their homeland (Od. 10.28-30); in

short, much of the jeopardy of Odysseus’ voyage has been removed when the power of the
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winds are removed (Purves 2010b: 334). Indeed, the sea itself, without the unfavourable
gales, is quite amicable and easy to navigate.

This is not to say that the sea does not, at least partially, provide for travellers like
Odysseus a road to move away from the familiar; and this function is clear in the Nekyia,
since the farthest distance the hero travels on the sea culminates in his furthest removal from
humanity. This connotation of the sea, however, needs to be measured against the other
quality of the sea, as helper or expediter, and also needs to be qualified by an examination of
the connotations of other phenomena like winds and storms in the narrative.

Apart from connoting a movement towards the unknown, the sea has also often been
viewed negatively as a hostile force, “a baneful entity” (Purves 2010a: 71) to the voyaging
Ithacans (Cook 1995: 50); and this does seem a logical interpretation, given that the
remainder of the crew die by drowning in Book 12 (lines 403-419) (72). Furthermore, the
various antagonists whom Odysseus encounters in the final book of the Apologue have been

understood by some critics as personifying the mortal threats of the sea:

He next encounters a series of female monsters—the Sirens, Scylla, Charybdis—who
personify the risks of overseas travel. They threaten his seafaring progress as
personifications of the dangers posed by the sea (deadening calm, jagged rocks,
powerful whirlpools) just as they attempt to forestall his narrative momentum as well.

(Dougherty 2001: 98)

Water imagery plays an important part in all cosmogonic symbolism, where it
functions as a powerful exemplar of the dark, threatening and formless medium in
which savage monsters may prey upon the unwary.

(Hammond 2012: 53)
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But while the sea might connote death and destruction for Odysseus’ comrades, for the hero
himself, its value is somewhat more positive. Odysseus’ heroic identity in the Odyssey is
shaped, at least partially, by the many sufferings he has endured on the seas (e.g. Od. 1.1-5,
2.343, 8.166-185, 9.12-15) (cf. Cook 1999, de Jong 2004a: 6, Nagler 1990: 337). And,
indeed, his very name bears testament to these pains (cf. fn. 40). In short, the sea and the
troubles Odysseus experiences on it give rise to much of his kleos in the Odyssey.

In summary, the sea connotes an ambiguous quality in the Apologue, a set of
oppositions, between finding unknown worlds and returning home to the familiar, between
the threat of dying and the possibility of heroic life, kleos. Indeed, one should hardly expect
the sea to hold a single, concrete meaning for the audience of the Homeric poems, given the
importance of the sea to Greek life, from the very geography of the lands, to the positioning
of the cities along the coasts, to the colonization and expansion of its society, and even to the
distribution of the heroic songs. Its pervasiveness and closeness to Greek life would infuse it
with a complex of associations, which one should appreciate in total, without trying to

resolve them into amenable rubrics:

The sea, true to its archetypal meaning, stands for life and its vicissitudes in which all
men are “immersed”. It is deceptive, treacherous, unpredictable, dangerous. It engulfs
men if they are not strong, or if they do not find some sort of help: a haven, a ship to
bear them up, or a rock to cling to.

(Weinberg 1986: 32)

(if) The typicality of caves in the Apologue is prominent enough to warrant some critical

discussion. Four inhabitants mentioned in these books are said to dwell in caves: Calypso
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(Od. 9.30), the Cyclopes (Od. 9.114), Polyphemus (Od. 9.182), and Scylla (Od. 12.80);
moreover, two further, apparently uninhabited, caves are described on the Island of the Goats
(Od. 9.141) and on Helios’ island (Od. 12.317). Regarding exact verbal repetitions of words
denoting a ‘cave’, | include here “oméoc”, occurring 18 times in the Apologue (LfgrE 2006:
178-180), and “&vtpov”, occurring 7 times (LfgrE 1955: 953-955).

Caves have been variously interpreted as connoting rebirth, a separation from society,
a divine locale, or death. While a rebirth symbolism might be applicable to Odysseus’ exit
from Polyphemus’ cave, in claiming back his heroic identity from being a literal ‘“Nobody’ in
this womb-like, milk-laden space (cf. section 1.2.4), as well as to the hero’s departure from
Calypso’s cave (cf. Bergren 2008: 58), thus relinquishing the offer of immortality and being
‘reborn’ to the mortal world once more, the other ‘minor’ caves in the Apologue (e.g. Od.
9.141, Od. 12.317) provide no reasonable evidence of any rebirths for the hero or for his men
S0 as to justify this broader connotative meaning for caves.

Accordingly, in her extensive study, Caves and the ancient Greek mind: descending
underground in the search for ultimate truth (2009), Yulia Ustinova understands this focus
on the womb-like structure of caves as a modern construction, and one, therefore, which one

should be wary of extending too far, or, at least, pervasively, in the ancient world:

True, the metaphor of the cave as the womb of the earth and the connection of caves
with fertility and chthonic cults are common. However, they are much less universal
than thought formerly, and the notion of a primeval fertility goddess from whom all
comes and all return, as well as the Freudian inclination to see every grotto as a
uterine image or substitute for refuge in the maternal embrace, have been generally
abandoned in recent research.

(3-4)
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In the cases of the Island of the Goats and Thrinacia, caves seem to be connected primarily
with Nymphs (Od. 9.154, 12.318). This connection might imply a separation or isolation
from society, since in Greek mythology Nymphs were typically associated with raw nature,
divorced from human contact (Bakker 2013: 61-62, Ustinova 2009: 55-58).8* And, indeed,
the Island of the Goats and that of Helios are both characterized by a picture of the natural
world of animals untouched by the damaging hand of man: thus, on the former, innumerable
wild goats run free (Od. 9.118-121), and, on the latter, a herd of many cattle and flocks of
sheep roam (Od. 12.262-263), to be left unharmed because of their sacred status (Od. 11.104-
113). Bowra (1952: 135-136) observes a similar social removal experienced by Odysseus in
Calypso’s cave, and in my own analysis I examine isolation with respect to the dwellings of
Polyphemus and Scylla, both cave dwellers. This characteristic of social isolation therefore
seems equally applicable to all the caves in the Apologue; but it is also, importantly, a
character of a more pervasive spatial unit in the Apologue—mountains.

Two other connotations of caves in Ancient Greek culture may be touched on briefly
here. One is their association with divine inspiration, assistance or prophecy, which can also
be related to their being the typical residences of Nymphs (Ustinova 2009: 58-68). Ustinova
declares in her introduction that in the Greek imagination “[caves] were always numinous”
(1), but then some paragraphs later she takes a few steps back in indicating the selectivity of
her study and its omission of caves such as that of Polyphemus (2). | cannot, on account of
spatial considerations in this dissertation, attempt so broad a symbolic analysis of caves as
Weinberg does across the Western literary canon, in her monograph The cave: the evolution

of a metaphoric field from Homer to Ariosto (1986); but in the Apologue, to declare that ‘all

84 «[Pan and the Nymphs] personify the idea of separation from human culture” (Ustinova 2009: 57).
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caves are numinous’ is open to immediate objection. For example, Scylla’s cave is manifestly
marked out in the story as a place beyond the intervention of divinities (cf. Od. 12.85-88).

Lastly, one may partner Polyphemus’ abode with that of Scylla as localities connoting
death (Graves 1955b: 366).8° Weinberg (1986: 26-27), however, points out that the home of
Polyphemus has not been described in a grim fashion—no emphasis is given to an
impenetrable darkness, or creatures of the night lurking in hidden crevices, and so forth,
which could contribute to such a function; instead Polyphemus’ abode is filled with bleating
lambs and kids, as well as various dairy products (9.218-223), a situation Weinberg describes
as “burgeoning with life” (26).

(iii) The olive tree or stake of olive wood has been suggested to connote the presence
and help of the goddess Athena, to whom the tree was traditionally sacred (Murnaghan 1995:
65, Weinberg 1986: 28-29).86 Weinberg (28) points to the significance of the sequence of
events in the Polyphemus episode, by which the hero first hopes for the assistance of Athena
in conceiving an effective plan to get the better of Polyphemus (Od. 9.316-317), and
subsequently discovers an olive spar immediately after his prayer (Od. 9.319-320) (cf. Vidal-
Naquet 1996: 40). The presence of the olive stake becomes more emphatic if we compare the
Polyphemus episode to other folktale versions of the one-eyed ogre motif, in most of which a
form of spit is used to blind the ogre (Glenn 1971: 165-166, Schein 1970: 73); this implies
that there might have been something intentional in the bard’s employment of part of the
olive tree here, beyond the mere facility of the stake in moving the plot forward, and blinding

Polyphemus (Weinberg 1986: 28). Moreover, one might extrapolate the connotations of the

8 On the comparison between Polyphemus and Scylla, cf. Hopman 2012: 2-3.
8 For the mythic contest between Athena and Poseidon in being declared patron god of Athens, in which
Athena’s olive tree is considered more useful for the people of the city than Poseidon’s offerings of a salt spring,

cf. Graves 1955a: 59-60, Murnaghan 1995: 65.
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olive tree a little further in this passage, as not being merely representative of Athena’s aid to
Odysseus but as also connoting a certain civilizing force over the savage Polyphemus, given
the goddess’ strong association in the Odyssey, and other myths, with civilization and order
over barbarism and chaos (Murnaghan 1995: 62-65).8

The suggested connotations of olive trees and wood, though, require greater
substantiation in order for these spatial units to be deemed meaningful tokens of traditional
(or even specific) referentiality in the Apologue, which an audience could duly pick up on.
The units occur only five times in the Apologue (LfgrE 1991: 512-513),28 and their contextual
usages, apart from the solitary association spotted by Weinberg (1986: 28-29) (Od. 9.319-
320),% do not point to a heavily-weighted association between the goddess Athena and the
olive tree, or parts thereof.

Outside the Apologue, however, Seth Schein (1970: 75-76) has observed that the olive
tree or olive wood comes to be associated with safety for Odysseus on no less than four
occasions in the story: the handle of Calypso’s axe, which Odysseus uses to build his raft, is
made of olive (Od. 5.234-236) (cf. Vidal-Naquet 1996: 40); on the Scherian shore, Odysseus
falls safely asleep among olive trees (Od. 5.477); similarly, in returning to his homeland, the

Phaeacian sailors place the hero, and his goods, beside an olive tree (Od. 13.116-123); and

87 «“[T]he Odyssey represents another version of her [Athena’s] ultimate victory over Poseidon. This victory is
associated with civilization, as Odysseus both returns to civilization and restores civilized values on Ithaca, and
with the cooperation of female figures in furthering the hero’s goals.” (Murnaghan 1995: 65). Athena, like Zeus,
is also an important figure in maintaining cosmic order, cf. Allan 2006: 20-21.

8 References are from the noun, e/aié, and the adjective, elaineos (LfgrE 1991: 512-513).

8 Weinberg (1986: 28) supposes that the “Saipwmv” (Od. 9.381) who encourages the Ithacans to blind
Polyphemus is Athena. However likely, this remains guesswork. For anonymous references to deities (including

the daimon) in the Homeric poems, cf. Tsagarakis 1977: 57-116.
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Odysseus’ knowledge that the foundation of his bed was constructed from an olive are crucial

to the reunion of the hero with his wife (Od. 23.295-296).

2.3 The Typicality of Mountains in the Apologue

The ensuing list (2.3.1) illustrates that mountains are a typical spatial unit in the Apologue.
By the English word ‘mountain’, I include here the following Greek words which denote a
spatial image of ‘mountainousness’ to the audience: (i) various forms of the Greek noun,
oros, denoting an entire mountain (Lfgre 2004: 806-811); (ii) adjectival compounds formed
from oros-, denoting a quality related to mountains (LfgrE 2004: 764-767); (iii) proper nouns
denoting actual mountains; and (iv) components of a mountain, including the following
words, placed in alphabetical order, which denote a ‘cliff’, ‘rocky peak’ or ‘summit’: akries
(LfgrE 1955: 434),% koryphé (LfgrE 1991: 1495-1496),% rion (LfgrE 2006: 40),% skopelos
(LfgrE 2006: 153),% and skopié (LfgrE 2006: 154).%* This last category might be deemed too
liberal in its allowances, but it must be recalled from my methodological section that,
following the example of Adrian Kelly, I am examining repetition as based in semantics—

that is to say, similarity in meaning, as occurring to the audience, not form:

The objects of the enquiry need not be formulaic, in the narrow sense(s) determined

by previous scholarship, but rather of sufficient similarity and integrity in order to

9 “Hohen, Bergspitzen” (LfgrE 1955: 434). The word is only found in the plural in Homer, and only in the
Odyssey (LfgrE 1955: 434).

%1 “Spitze d. Gebirges” (LfgrE 1991: 1496).

92 “Berg-, Felsvorsprung” (LfgrE 2006: 40).

93 “Klippe” (LfgrE 2006: 153).

9 «Ausschau, Warte” (LfgrE 2006: 154).
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strike the impression of an audience during a performance. This may appear too
subjective, too great a relaxation of schematic rigour, but it is unreasonable to expect
an audience to differentiate between expressions on purely metrical grounds, for their
impression of similarity will necessarily be more flexible than that of a researcher
armed with a concordance, a written text, and the TLG search program. The Homeric
Kunst-sprache is a living organism for its audience, and rigid structural
categorizations merely describe the poetry from a compositional rather than a
semantic perspective.

(2007: 14)

The singular number of Kelly’s phrase “semantic perspective” (14) is, perhaps, too concise in
explicating the manner in which an audience recalls units of “sufficient similarity” (14) in the
Homeric poems; rather, one should talk in the plural about the ‘semantic perspectives’ which
are employed in the system of traditional referentiality. For just how the audience’s
recognition is triggered is a complex process and requires some attention to the various forms
of sensory perception (auditory, visual, etc.) which we experience in our primary world, and
which, analogously, shape the cognitive (re)identification of units in a text (cf. Minchin 2001:
9-10, 25).% In short, different forms of perception influence different forms of memory. Thus
Elizabeth Minchin, for example, lists four different types of recollection in the Homeric
poems: “memory for typical scenes (that is... episodic memory), visual memory, spatial
memory, and auditory memory” (30). In this chapter, the cognitive act of ‘striking’ which
Kelly (2007: 14) describes, the mnemonic recall in a performance, will be understood on a

visual-spatial level (cf. Minchin 2001: 25-28). | am concerned with how the pictureability of

% One must not here confuse the actual act of visual perception in the real world with the analogous act of

mental imaging which occurs when an audience or reader listens to a story, cf. Minchin 2001: 25
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mountains is denoted to the audience throughout the Apologue. To this end, I am interested in

the spatial image of a mountain (in total or in part), as it recurs in the visual landscapes which

the audience build in their minds, rather than a single formal word, such as oros.

2.3.1 Reference List for Mountains in the Apologue

N.B. All line references, indexed on the left, are from the Odyssey. For the sake of economy,

I have included only each unit which conveys the mountainous quality here. The contexts of

their employments will be discussed in section 2.4. All references have been located in

consultation with the Lexikon des frihgriechischen epos (1955, 1991, 2004, 2006).

N.B.Il. When components of a mountain occur alongside or in qualification with a whole

mountain—in other words, a partitive construction—I have included and ‘counted’ them as a

single unit here. For nouns in apposition which denote the same mountain, | have regarded

them as a single unit. For adjectives derived from oros, | have included them with their noun.

9.21-22:

9.113:

9.121:

9.155:

9.191-192:

9.292:

9.315:

9.400:

9.481:

Opoc... Nnpirov
opéav

KOPLOAG OpEV
alyac OpEGKMOVG
plw... dpéwv
AE®V 0peGITPOPOG
TPOG dpog

aKplog

KopuEMV 8peog
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10.97:

10.104:

10.113:

10.148:

10.194:

10.212:

10.281:

10.307:

11.243:

11.315:

11.315:

11.315:

11.316:

11.574:

12.73:

12.74:

12.76:

12.80

12.95:

12.101:

12.108:

12.220:

12.239:

12.430:

GKOTUNV
opémv
Opeog KopveNV
GKOTUNV
GKOTUV
O0péoTtepol. .. AEOVTEG
axplog
‘Ohvpumov
oVpel
"Ococav
OvAO U
"Ocon
II\ov
Opeoot
oKOTEAOL
KOPLOT
KOpLONV
OKOTEAW
OKOTELOV
OKOTELOV
OKOTEAW
OKOTELOV
OKOTELOIGY

okOTEAOV
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2.3.2. Summary

In total, the above list cites 33 instances where a sense of ‘mountainousness’ is denoted in the
narrative. Given (i) the recent critical focus on the meaning behind the spatial environment of
the Homeric poems, and (ii) the relative typicality of the unit of mountains to the Apologue
(cf. section 2.5), the following analysis is relevant to contemporary analysis in the Homeric

poems.

2.4 A Connotative Interpretation of Mountains in the Apologue

This section illustrates and analyses how mountains tend to carry contextual associations of
isolation within xeinoi situations in the Apologue. The isolation in these situations will be
viewed in several different respects: (i) topographical isolation, where homes or homelands
are pushed to the edge of the map to geographical extremities; (ii) social isolation, where the
agents in these interactions will act in an anti-social manner; and (iii) temporal isolation,
where the xeinoi situations are distanced from the present.

Two qualifications are necessary here. Firstly, not every reference to mountains in the
Apologue occurs in a xeinoi situation (e.g. 11.243). However, when the mountains do not
occur in xeinoi situations, it will be observed that their connotations of isolation still hold true
and thus reinforce the associations for when they occur in a xeinoi encounter. Secondly, not
every reference | examine demonstrate the sense of isolation on the three levels | suggest, or
even two, but all the references taken together provide a more complete picture of the
different manifestations of isolation.

The following analysis is structured according to the relevant xeinoi encounters,

positioned in the order in which they occur in the story, with each mountainous unit duly
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examined in the order introduced in section 2.3.1, expect in cases where a later unit is
introduced at an earlier time in order to substantiate a given claim. The force of the connoted
meaning will gradually be established as the analysis progresses, so offering retrospection

with earlier spatial units.

The first xeinoi situation to be related in the Apologue is not the tussle of Odysseus’ men with
the Cicones (Od. 9.39-61), although it is indeed the first in story-time (i.e. after the Greek
departure from Troy [Od. 9.39]), but rather Odysseus’ acknowledgement of his own current
extra-narrative reception by King Alcinous and Queen Arete (Od. 9.2-11). The hero proceeds

to announce his name and place of origin to his audience:

viv &' dvopa mpdTov pubncopat, depa kol VuElg
£idet, &y® &' av Enerta UV o viedc nuop
VUiV Etvog Em Kol dmompobtl ddpata vaioy.

gin' 'Odvoevg Aaeptidong, 0¢ mact SOA0IGLY
avOpomoiot LEA®, Kai Lev KAEOS oVpavOV TKeL
voietdom o' T0dKmv eddeielov: &v &' 8pog avrti),
Nnptrov ivocipuirov, APITPenEc” AUEi 6€ vijoot
TOAAOL VOLETAOLGL LAAD GYEOOV AAAANOL,
AovAiylov te Zaun te kol VAngooa Zakvvooc.

]96

avTn 8¢ [Bapain]™ mavomeptdtm eiv oA KelTon

% | have excluded “yOopary” (Od. 9.25) from my analysis, since all the possible solutions for its geographic
denotation are irreconcilable with the remainder of the passage, and | am not able to provide a translation for
this word without doing damage to more of the surrounding text (Stanford 1996: 349). “x0apoAn” is not the
only word which has been the subject of textual criticism in this passage (Od. 9.21-28): (i) “evdeighov” (Od.

9.21) has been given two possible meanings (cf. fn. 99); (ii) “mavvreptdrn” (Od. 9.25) can mean either ‘highest
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p0og LOeov, ai 8¢ T' dvevbe TpOg B T' NEMOV TE,
TPNYET, GAL' Ayadn KovpoTpdPOC: 0D TL EYD YE
g yaing Suvapon yAvkepdtepov SAL0 18600,

(Od. 9.16-28)

But first at least you shall have my name—then you will know it henceforth, and if |
escape the day of evil I shall remain your guest-friend, although my own home is very
far from here. 1 am Odysseus, son of Laertes; among all mankind I am known for
subtleties, and the fame of me goes up to heaven. The place I live in is far-seen Ithaca;
on it stands Mount Neriton, quivering with leafy coppices; round it are clustered other
islands—Dulichium, Same, forested Zacynthus. Ithaca itself is [low-lying], farthest
out in the sea westwards, and the other islands lie away from it, towards the rising
sun. My land is rugged, but knows how to breed brave sons. A man can see no
country more loveable than his own, and it is with myself and Ithaca.

(Shewring 1980: 99)

In the lines preceding the quoted text, Odysseus has already complimented his host for the

singing ability of the Phaeacian bard, Demodocus (Od. 9.3-5), and the largesse of the

of all” or ‘farthest out’; and (iii) “nmpog Lo@ov” (Od. 9.26) can mean either ‘west’ or ‘north-west’ (Stanford 1996:
xxxviii). Of the four debated words, “yBaparn” causes the most headaches. The two most common translations
of “yBaporn” have been “low-lying” or “close to the shore” (cf. Luce 1998: 167, LfgrE 2006: 1205-1206,
Stanford 1996: 349), and these are equally problematic in the context. If the first holds true, then one has to
question all references to lofty terrain on Ithaca; if the second holds true, then Ithaca’s western removal from the
mainland and the other islands becomes troublesome. Moreover, in both cases, either definition of
“ravomeptdn” is blatantly contradicted (Stanford 1996: 349). For further discussion on the sense of “yBapair”,

cf. Andrews 1962: 18, Luce 1998: 168, Rebert 1928: 377-387, Stanford 1996: 349.
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Phaeacian feast (Od. 9.6-11), before he turns to announcing his identity (Od. 9.16-19). While
the entertainment (#XII1 [Reece 1993: 7]) and the feast (#IX [Reece 1993: 7]) are the
responsibilities of a host, equally, in a typical hospitality scene in the Odyssey, a guest is
expected at the very least to provide an account of who he is (#XI.b [Reece 1993: 7]; cf.
Webber 1989: 2).%

Bizarrely, against the customary conduct of a hospitality scene, Odysseus has
withheld this information for a considerable period, from the start of Book 6 and his
encounter with Nausicaa (Od. 6.127), or in story time, approximately one and a half days
prior to his announcement (cf. Scodel 1999: 79-80 Webber 1989: 1). Whatever the rationale
behind this deferral, and there have been several suggestions (cf. Fenik 1974: 5-60, Scodel
1999: 80-82, 84-93), the announcement of Odysseus’ name and identity is intended to
formally secure his guest friendship with the Phaeacians: he grants them his name in order to
be their guest-friend, “Ouiv &givog €™ (Od. 9.18). Odysseus’ prologue is thus an important
component in the hospitality scene between the hero and the Phaeacians, seeing that it fulfils
the guest’s prerogative of providing his name to his hosts.

Of interest to this study of isolation in xeinoi situations is the concessive disclaimer
which immediately follows Odysseus’ wish to be the Phaeacians’ guest-friend: “kai dndémpobi
dopara vaiov” (Od. 9.18). Odysseus creates a physical distance between himself and his
hosts, declaring his own home to be far removed from them. In fact, his ensuing description
of Ithaca®® (Od. 9.21-27) serves to highlight the topographic isolation of his island and to
push his home into a spatial periphery. This physical isolation and distancing is achieved in

the following three respects: (i) certain epithets place Ithaca and Mount Neriton on the edge

9 For further discussion on the ritual of name-giving in a hospitality sequence, cf. Webber 1989: 1-13.

% For the problems encountered in trying to reconcile the geography of Homer’s fictional Ithaca (Od. 9.21-27)

with a real-world equivalent, cf. Andrews 1962: 17-20, Bittlestone 2005: 34-39, Luce 1998: 165-189.
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of the viewer’s horizon, they are focalized from afar by the narrator; (ii) the contrasting of
Ithaca with its three neighbouring islands serves to further alienate Odysseus’ home; and (iii)
the westwardness of Ithaca can, in the context of certain passages in the Apologue, be argued
to connote an isolation or othering from human society. Lastly, the fact that the topographical
isolation in this passage coincides with a spatial reference to a mountain (Od. 9.21-22) is not
coincidental; indeed, as my analysis of ensuing xeinoi encounters demonstrates, in itself
Mount Neriton is a powerful token of Ithaca’s isolation.

(i) Firstly, Ithaca is “gbdsichov” (Od. 9.21), a word which denotes a sense of ‘visual
clarity’ (Luce 1998: 166-167)—“gut sichtbar” (LfgrE 1991: 769).% The spatial virtue of a
landmark being “gvdsichov” lies not in a focalizing subject’s proximity to such a landmark,
but rather his great distance; and, accordingly, outside of Homer, Greek lexicographers have
occasionally rendered the word as “farseen” (Liddell & Scott 1940). In effect, Odysseus, as
narrator, is visualizing Ithaca from an external position, from the sea (Farrington 1929: 299-
300, Luce 1998: 184).2% John Luce leaves open the possibility that “cddsishov” can denote

this visual clarity from both an external and an internal perspective:

It [Ithaca] can be seen to be such [evdeiehov] when one approaches it by sea, and
particularly when one surveys it from higher ground within it.

(1998: 167)

% Two possible translations have been given for “cddeiehov”: (a) ‘clear, distinct’ or (b) ‘fair in the afternoon’
(Stanford 1996: 349). “This passage [Od. 9.21-28] makes it virtually certain that eudeielos is not, as some
ancient scholars supposed, a merely decorative epithet meaning “fair in the afternoon sunshine”; rather, it
describes the essential nature of Ithaca as a distinctly apprehended island with clear water all around it.” (Luce
1998: 166).

100 “Homer, as has often been suggested, most notably by Victor Bérard, is picturing Ithaca through the eyes of a

seafarer (himself, in my view)” (Luce 1998: 184).
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In the second case, Luce imagines a view of Ithaca ‘clearly seen’ from Mount Neriton. But
there is one problem with this internal perspective of the island. In the next line, Odysseus
describes the mountain itself as “dpumpenéc” (Od. 9.22), a virtual synonym for “gvdeichov”
(LfgrE 1955: 1277-1278). It is unlikely that the narrator is spatially positioning his Phaeacian
listeners on top of Mount Neriton at line 9.21, and then, rather suddenly, away from it at line
9.22, in order to survey this ‘conspicuous mountain’. 1%

The next piece of spatial information the Phaeacian listeners receive of Ithaca is an
aspect of topography, Ithaca has a mountain called Neriton (Od. 9.22), which is qualified
with two adjectives, “givocipuilov” and “aputpenés” (Od. 9.22). Starting with the first of

these descriptions, the visual image of a forested mountain is picked up by other depictions of

mountains in the Apologue: Polyphemus is likened in a simile to a wooded peak, “pio

101 The fact that “g0deichov” can connote a sense of distance between object and observer can be ascertained by
examining some of its other contexts of use in the Odyssey (LfgrE 1991: 769-770). In Book 2 (lines 161-167),
Halitherses cautions the people of Ithaca about the imminent return of Odysseus, and of the trouble which will
befall the suitors and those who inhabit “I0dxnv evdeichov” (Od. 2.167). Ithaca here is not focalized from the
internal perspective of Halitherses and his listeners, but rather from the external perspective of the returning,
vengeful hero, whose removal from his homeland (Od. 2.163-164) is soon to come to an end. In Book 13,
Odysseus still believes himself to be removed from Ithaca, “I6dknv e0deiehov” (line 212): & ndémot, ovk dpa
mévto, vorjpoveg ovde Sikouot / fioav Pomxmv fyfitopeg N8 pédoviec, / of ' gig AV yoiav dmiyayov: 1 6 W'
gpavto / GEev &ic T0akMv gvdeiehov, ovd' Etéhecoav” (13.209-212). “After all, alas, those chiefs and rulers of
the Phaeacians were not over-thoughtful or over-scrupulous; they promised to bring me to far-seen Ithaca, but
they have not kept their word; they have brought me somewhere else instead” (Shewring 1980: 159). Ithaca,
“far-seen” in Shewring’s translation, was indeed far-seen for Odysseus when the Phaeacians promised to return
him when he was still a great distance away from his country in Scheria, and, mistakenly, he still believes the
island to be far away, to be seen from afar, not knowing that he has returned now to his homeland. The same

irony is at play in Odysseus’ later debate with Athena (Od. 13.325).
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vAnevt” (Od. 9.191), in a mountain range; in the Laestrygonian land, we learn that the
inhabitants bring back wood from the mountains in wagons (Od. 10.103-104); and Mount
Pelion, in the mythological tale of Otus and Ephialtes, is also described as ‘givooipuilov’
(Od. 11.316).

The second adjective used to qualify Neriton, “aputpenéc”, is remarkably similar to
“gvdeiehov” in its denotations—that is, of an object which is ‘very clearly seen’ or
‘conspicuous’ (LfgrE 1955: 1277-1278).1%2 If we were to imagine Odysseus as a film-maker
(cf. Minchin 2001: 25-26, Tsagalis 2012: 63, Winkler 2007: 50),° we can understand
exactly why he is describing Mount Neriton, like Ithaca, as being ‘conspicuous’: for the
simple fact that he is focusing in on the island from a long range, an external position, and
that, naturally, the mountain is the most observable topographical feature on Ithaca, ‘viewed
from afar’. But, interestingly, after Odysseus has offered his listeners a glance at his native
land, he goes no closer. All we initially receive is a solitary mountain, clearly seen from a
distance; there are no beaches, harbours, rivers, towns, houses, least of all, people! In fact, he
briefly turns away from Ithaca to examine the other islands, Dulichium, Same, and Zacynthus
(henceforth, titled ‘DSZ’) (Od. 9.24), which are closest to his homeland.

(if) The shift to these other lands gives Odysseus a further opportunity to isolate
Ithaca through a relative spatial contrasting, pushing his own island to the cartographic
periphery and away from the nearest neighbouring habitations. Firstly, we are told that DSZ

are extremely close to one another, “udia oyedov arininot” (Od. 9.23). The great proximity

102 “IGJut sichtbar, deutlich sich ab- oder heraushebend, durch besondere Qualitat sich auszeichnend mit
Ubergang zu ausgezeichnet, vortrefflich” (LfgrE 1955: 1277). For other contexts of use, cf. Od. 8.176, 8.390,
8.424.

103 “This almost cinematic character is not limited to battle scenes, but pervades Homeric epic as a whole. It
allows the traditional storyteller to present the tale to his audience as a series of slides, which they are able to

watch in their minds’ eye” (Tsagalis 2012: 63).
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of these islands to each other, indicated by the superlative phrase, “uéia oyeddv”, creates a
sharp contrast with the positioning of Ithaca relative to them. Odysseus’ island is described in
the following terms: “avtn 8¢ yOapaAr Tovoreptdn eiv aAl keitan / Tpog Lopov” (Od. 9.25-
26), while DSZ are described in oppositional relation to Ithaca as: “ai 6¢ t' dvevfe mpog Nd T’
nénmov 1e” (0d. 9.26).

There are three sets of contrasts in spatial orientation here: (a) DSZ are plainly
described as being ‘away from’ Ithaca, “&vevfe” (LfgrE 1955: 820);1% and this is to be
directly contrasted with their extreme closeness to one another, “péia oyxedov dAARAncL”
(Andrews 1962: 18); (b) Ithaca lies to the west, “mpog {opov” (Andrews 1962: 18), whereas
DSZ lie to the east, “npoc N® ' MEMOV te”; and, lastly, (c) Ithaca lies farther out to the sea,
“mavoneptarn eiv oM keiton”, and, therefore, logically, the other three islands are closer to
the mainland of Greece. All three of these relative spatial co-ordinates are designed to isolate
Ithaca geographically from its closest neighbours through polarized oppositions: (a) farther to
neighbouring islands (Ithaca) versus closer to neighbouring islands (DSZ), (b) west (Ithaca)
versus east (DSZ), and (c) in the open sea (Ithaca) versus closer to the mainland (DSZ).

(iii) Furthermore, with regard to the second of these, the association between Ithaca’s
westwardness and its topographic isolation is achieved through the lack of physical
boundaries to the west of the island: in short, Ithaca is given only eastern parameters, the
islands of DSZ and the mainland, it is afforded no borders or relative position to the west,
apart from the open mass of the sea itself, “mavomeptam eiv oM keitan” (Od. 9.25). Ithaca is

thus positioned on the very edge of Greek habitation, beyond which lies only the sea, and,

104 «It lies at a distance from the rest... This again is the only Homeric sense of adverbial &vev0e” (Andrews
1962: 18). “ohne Gen. entfernt, in der Ferne, getrennt, beiseite.” (LfgrE 1955: 820). For contextual usages, cf.

LfgrE 1955: 820-821.
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ultimately, Oceanus (Od. 11.21). In line with my study, Norman Austin (1975: 97) observes a
connection between Ithaca’s ‘westwardness’, its ‘rugged terrain’, and its ‘isolation’.

The association between westwardness and isolation in Ithaca becomes clearer upon
examining other contexts of western travel in the Apologue.!® The farthest west, “Omo
Copov” (Od. 11.57), which Odysseus and his men travel is to the very edge of the Ocean,
where the Cimmerians live; life among these people exemplifies the literal denotations of

westward travel, ‘zpog (6pov’, as ‘lying towards darkness’ (LfgrE 1991: 876):

N d' &g meipad' ikave abvppdov Qkeavoio.

&vBa 6¢ Kyppepiov avopdv dfipog te moMg te,

NéPL Kol VEQEAT KEKAAVDUUEVOL OVOE TOT' ATOVG
"HéMog paébov Katadépketat AKTIVEGOLY,

000’ 6moT' dv oTElYNOL TPOS CVPAVOV ACTEPOEVTO,
o00' 8t' av Ay mi yaiav an' ovpovodev mpotpdmnto,
GAL' €mi VOE dhon tétaton dethoiot Bpotoiot.

(Od. 11.13-19)

The vessel came to the bounds of eddying Ocean, where lie the land and city of the
Cimmerians, covered with mist and cloud. Never does the resplendent sun look on
this people with his beams, neither when he climbs towards the stars of heaven nor
when once more he comes earthward from the sky; dismal night overhangs these

wretches always.

195 For a general study of western travel in the Greek imagination, cf. Nesselrath 1970: 153-171. Nesselrath
(156) tries to show that Odysseus’ adventures frequently (apart from the adventure furthest east in Acaea) take

place in the “mysterious West”.
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(Shewring 1980: 128)

It is here that Odysseus, under Circe’s instructions, confronts Teiresias and the various shades
of the Underworld. Travel into the extreme west has removed Odysseus from the sphere of
human life, into what Dougherty describes as the “ultimate expression of the other” (2001:
98), in the form of the Underworld. Similarly, westward travel, “npog (opov” (Od. 12.80-81),
also takes Odysseus to the cavernous home of Scylla, which entails a radical movement away
from a known human environment (cf. pp. 146-149). Austin (1975: 97) emphasizes the fact
that, like the Underworld (Od. 11.57), Scylla’s realm is clouded over, “nepogdés” (Od.
12.80), a place concealed from our gaze.

In summary, the first xeinoi encounter of the Apologue, the extra-narrative interaction
between Odysseus and his Phaeacian hosts, is characterized by a topographical isolation on
the part of the guest, who sets his own home in a geographic periphery. This is achieved (i)
through Odysseus’ explicit statement to the Phaeacians that his home is far removed (Od.
9.18), (i) through Odysseus’ focalization of Ithaca and Mount Neriton from a distance (Od.
9.21-22), (iii) through the relative positioning of DSZ (Od. 9.22-26), and (iv) through the
connotations of Ithaca’s ‘westwardness’ (Od. 9.26). The role of (v) the mountainous quality
of Ithaca—the presence of Mount Neriton (Od. 9.21-22), not to mention the ruggedness of
the countryside, “tpnyei”™ (Od. 9.27)—in accentuating this isolation will only be able to be
confirmed through subsequent repetition of mountains in the Apologue, in scrutiny with their
contexts. It should suffice to note here that, apart from the relative positioning of Ithaca, the
major quality of the geography which Odysseus describes in this passage is the mountainous
aspect of the country.

After their encounters with the Cicones and the Lotus Eaters, the Ithacans sail to the

land of the Cyclopes:
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Kvukhomov o' &g yoiov dmeppidiwnv afepictov

106 40avértoio

ikoped', of pa Ogoiot memo10oTEG
oDTE PVTELOVGLY YEPGIV PLTOV OVT' APOWGCLY,
AL TG V' domopTa Kol avipoTa TivTo pUOoVTaL,
mupoi kai kptbai N dumelot, ai te PEpovoty
oivov &p1otépuiov, kol cev Atdg SuBpog déEet.
Toiov &' oUT' dyopai fovAneopot obte BEoTEC,
AL of y' VYMAGV Opémv vaiovot kbpnva

&v oméeat YAapupoiot, Bepuotedetl 08 EKaoTog

Toidwv No' AAGY®V, 000" AAANAWV AAEYOVOTL.

(Od. 9.106-115)

Thence we sailed on with downcast hearts. We came to the land of the Cyclops race,

arrogant lawless beings who leave their livelihood to the deathless gods and never use

their own hands to sow or plough; yet with no sowing and no ploughing, the crops all

grow for them—wheat and barley and grapes that yield wine from ample clusters,

swelled by the showers of Zeus. They have no assemblies to debate in, they have no

ancestral ordinances; they live in arching caves on the tops of high hills, and the head

of each family heeds no other, but makes his own ordinances for wife and children.

arrogant towards the Olympians, nevertheless they still benefit and are thus reliant on them.

(Shewring 1980: 101)

106 As Glenn (1972: 219) identifies, the apparent inconsistency in the Cyclopes’ description at Od. 9.107 can be
explained by the characterizing force of Odysseus as narrator; Odysseus is juxtaposing the Cyclopes’ own

irreverent attitude and the reality of their existence to indicate their hypocrisy: that, even though they are
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The next reference to mountains in the Apologue occurs in Odysseus’ ethnographic prelude to
his encounter with the Cyclopes and, in particular, Polyphemus. Home for the
anthropophagous ogres lies on the peaks of mountains, inside hollow caves (Od. 9.113-114).
And whereas the isolation engendered in the description of Ithaca was primarily topographic,
the isolation to be associated with the mountainous homes of the Cyclopes is social in effect.

The society of the Cyclopes is described as being without “dyopai Bovineopor” and
“Oéotes” (Od. 9.112). The agora was a place of gathering in the Homeric world, a site of
collective social interaction, where decisions could be made; thus the noun is partnered with
the adjective “BovAnedpor” (Lowenstam 1993: 146-147). In the Apologue, the formula, “xai
10T éyav dyoprv Oéuevog peta maow Esurov” (Od. 9.171, 10.188, 12.319) is used three times
for occasions when Odysseus summons his hetairoi and gives counsel as to what course of
action to take (LfgrE 1955: 89). Lowenstam views Odysseus’ agora at 9.171 as an indication
of the “social conventions” (1993: 194) of the Ithacans, to be contrasted with the “isolation”
(194) of the Cyclopes, who are without any place of assembly.%’

The fact that the Cyclopes are without “Béuoteg” is a repetition of their earlier
characterization as “a@spiotov” (Od. 9.106) (Belmont 1962: 166). This lack of themis!®®
denotes here a general lack of law and order, appropriate for a people who do not have any
agorai. And, indeed, at the end of the Apologue, in a splendid simile, we learn that the agora

is the correct place where legal judgements are cast:

...8eAdopéve 8¢ pot RAdov,

107 Lowenstam (1993: 193-200) contrasts the presence and employment of both the agora, the public space, and
the megaron, the private space, throughout the Apologue.

108 For further readings on themis, cf. Hirzel 1966, Rexine 1977: 1-6.
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dy'* quoc &' &mi §6pmov &vip dyoptidev dvéotn
Kpivov veikeo ToAAd Sikalopévav ailndv,

(Od. 12.438-440)

That time seemed long to my anxious hopes, but about the hour when a judge in court
will hear no more claims from brisk young plaintiffs—when he stands up and goes

home to dine...

(Shewring 1980: 153)

In short, the Cyclopes display a lack of social collectivity and order, what Segal terms
“rudimentary social organization and isolated nuclear families” (1992: 495). Of interest to
this chapter is the particular juxtaposition which lines 112 and 113 display. The negation of
“ayopai” and “Ofuoteg” leads to an adversative clause, where the antithesis of such social
collectivity and order is explained in terms of the natural topography: “aAL' of y' VynAdv
opéwv vaiovot kapnvae” (Od. 9.113). The Cyclopes do not have assemblies and laws, but
rather live on the peaks of high mountains. That a life spent among the mountains leads to
social isolation is then further qualified by the ensuing line, “Ospictevel 8¢ Ekaotog / TaidwV
Nno' aAoymv, 00d' aAMAmv daréyovor” (Od. 9.114-115). Each patriarch among the Cyclopes
only cares for his immediate kin, and does not pay any heed to the rest of the tribe. It is clear
that the social behaviour of the Cyclopes is intimately linked with their inhabited topography;
thus Anthony Edwards writes, in his study, ‘Homer’s ethical geography: country and city in

the Odyssey’ (1993):
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[Their] lawlessness, violence, lack of communal spirit, and failure to worship the gods
finds geographical expression in their isolated life outside the institutions of the woiic
(9.105-115, 187-92).

(33-34)

The first and third of the antisocial characteristics Edwards mentions—“lawlessness” and
“lack of communal spirit”—are clearly juxtaposed to mountainous dwellings in the passage
(Od. 9.112-113); that mountainous isolation also leads to ‘violence’ and to disrespect of the
Olympian gods, will be uncovered in the Polyphemus encounter.

| regard the Island of the Goats'® as essential in characterizing Odysseus’ encounter
with the Cyclopes and, later, Polyphemus, in that it emphasizes a tension between the desire
to create social order, on the one hand, and to remain isolated, on the other. That the island
possesses mountainous terrain is revealed by the type of fauna, “aiyag dpeokdovg” (Od.
9.155), which the Ithacans find there. The only other reference to mountains in the episode,
“kopvpag opéwv” (Od. 9.121), pertains to generic mountains outside this island, which
hunters customarily frequent. The implication of this contrast is that the landscape of this
island, which is teeming with mountain goats (Od. 9.118, 155), is strangely alienated from
contact with human society, “ov pév yap matog avOpodnmv dnepoker” (Od. 9.119). Further
distancing this island is the presence of the nymphs, who drive the mountain goats into the

hands of the sailors (Od. 9.154-155).

199 For a summary of scholarship on this island, cf. Bakker 2013: 60. (i) Reinhardt (1996: 77) views the island as
a necessary plot mechanism to get rid of Odysseus’ fleet, although this does not account for the descriptive
length of the episode (cf. Byre 1994b: 357). (ii) For Reece (1993: 127) the island provides a bridge between the
original landlocked folktale of the ogre and the nautical wanderers of Odysseus’ tale. (iii) Clay (1980: 261-264)
has suggested that the island might originally have been occupied by the Phaeacians, prior to their colonization

of Scheria.
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The isolation of the Island of the Goats, its historical removal from human contact,
has an important function in the story; and herein it is important to compare and contrast the
approach of (i) Odysseus and then (ii) the Cyclopes to this island (de Jong 2004a: 234). (i)
The utter lack of human development on the Island of the Goats becomes a means for the
colonist’s eye to imagine the possibilities for human society in this land: “much of the
description consists of comments about what the island is not, and about what it might be or
could have been” (cf. Od. 9.119-135) (Byre 1994b: 358; cf. de Jong 2004a: 234, Edwards
1993: 28, Reinhardt 1996: 78; contra Louden 2011a: 181). (ii) Odysseus’ ‘plans’ for the
island are matched by the Cyclopean lack of interest in making use of this land (Kirk 1970:
165). These reclusive individuals are uninterested in expanding their ‘society’ so as to reach
other lands and/or meet foreign communities. This isolated behaviour is all the more

pertinent, considering the natural advantages which the island could hold for the giants:

Everything conspires to encourage the exploring interest [for the Cyclopes and
Polyphemus]: the island is only a short distance off, it is unclaimed territory, it has
besides its abundance of goats a good water supply, and, final irony, it has the
absolutely ideal harbour where stern cables are never necessary... the paradise across
the bay is not even a mystery to them.

(Austin 1975: 145)

Austin (1975: 144-145), in particular, contrasts the natural crop-based agriculture of the
Cyclopean island (Od. 9.109-111) with the wilderness of the Island of the Goats, which is
more suitable for a hunter-gatherer existence (Od. 9.120), or, otherwise the farming of

livestock. Whereas Polyphemus and the Cyclopes have failed to take full advantage of the
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crops on their own island,''° they have, conversely, ignored the potential of the nearby Island
of the Goats, which would be far more suited to their characteristic skills in animal husbandry
(Austin 1975: 144-146). For Austin (144-146) these are indications of the Cyclopes’
characteristic lack of intellectual curiosity. But it is also indicative of their hermit-like
existence, of their disinclination to explore new lands or societies, like Odysseus does, and
their contentment to remain in their mountains.

Some critics have doubted the extent to which the Island of the Goats is meant to be
contrasted with the land of the Cyclopes. Byre (1994b: 360) argues that the Cyclopean land is
rich enough already (Od. 9.108-111), without the giants needing to consider alternative

locales. Similarly, Mondi writes:

Why should the Cyclopes want to settle, or even visit the island?... While the island is
the perfect place for habitation relative to the real world, the mainland life of the
Cyclopes as described in 107-15 is something even better—an otherworldly paradise.

(1983: 27)

| have two answers to Mondi’s question. Firstly, and concretely, as Austin (1983) recognizes,
Polyphemus is obsessed with his flock of sheep and goats: his home is arranged with pedantic
precision around his utensils for producing milk and cheese (Od. 9.218-223); he spends his
days in the fields shepherding his flocks (Od. 9.187-188) (rather than, for example, indulging
in the abundant crops which grow in this “paradise” [Mondi 1983: 27]); he even talks to his

sheep, and the ogre’s most tender, vulnerable moment is viewed in his, rather one-sided,

110 Although Zeus has provided them with wine-bearing grapes (Od. 9.110-111), their lack of techneé results in a
poor yield of wine (Od. 9.355-359) (Austin 1975: 145). Austin sees the Cyclopes’ lack of “curiosity about cereal

agriculture” (145) as critical in leading to Polyphemus’ falling prey to the strong wine of Maron.
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conversation with his favourite ram (Od. 9.447-460). To answer Mondi’s question, I cannot
imagine a more perfect paradise for a dairy farmer like Polyphemus than the Island of the
Goats, where the flocks are ‘innumerable’ (Od. 9.118).

Secondly, and more rhetorically, Mondi’s question seems focalized from the
perspective of a Cyclops—it is just how a solitary Cyclops would phrase the topic of
exploration, not the curious Odysseus (Od. 9.229) or the more cosmopolitan Phaeacians (Od.
8.557-563)—and this does rather prove Norman Austin’s point. Whether the island has
advantages for the Cyclopes, as Austin claims (and my analysis concurs), or whether it
doesn’t, as Mondi claims, can never be known by the Cyclopes, because they live such a
solitary, confined existence. Mondi thus assumes the imaginary scenario whereby these
giants would have knowledge, and could therefore exhibit a logical choice (“why should the
Cyclopes want” [27]) about whether they want to inhabit the land. Their lack of utilization of
the island is not indicative of a concerted choice, but is a consequence of their characteristic
isolation.

The next xeinoi encounter is that between Odysseus and Polyphemus:

&vBa 0" avnp éviove TeEAdPLog, g por To pUijAa
010¢ TOAIVEGKEV AmOTPoDey: 00OE HetT’ AAOVC
TOAET', GAL' dndvevBev Edv abspiotio 1jon.

Kol yop Bodp' ETETUKTO TEADPLOV, OVOE EMKEL
avopl ye SLTOPAY®, AALY Pl DANEVTL

VYMADY dpéav, 8 Te paivetar olov &' GAA®V.

(Od. 9.187-192)
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Here was the sleeping-place of a giant who used to pasture his flocks far afield, alone;
it was not his way to visit the others of his tribe; he kept aloof, and his mind was set
on unrighteousness. A monstrous ogre, unlike any man who had ever tasted bread, he
resembled rather some shaggy peak in a mountain range, standing out clear, away
from the rest.

(Shewring 1980: 103)

In this descriptive preamble to the encounter with the one-eyed ogre, Polyphemus is
emphatically characterized as an isolated figure: he shepherds his flock alone, “oiog”, and far
away, “andmpobev”’ (Od. 9.188; cf. 9.315); he has no contact with other people, “pet’ Alovg”
(Od. 9.188); he is far away, “amdvevdev” (Od. 9.189); and like his Cyclopean brethren (Od.
9.106, 112), he is marked out for his lack of social order, “dfepioctia” (Od. 9.189) (Heubeck
& Hoekstra 1989: 25). In short, the context builds up his isolation, both geographic,
shepherding his flock in a far removed territory, and social, alienated from contact with his
fellows. In the context of this isolation, | deem it highly appropriate that the ogre is compared
to a mountain in a simile. And, significantly, the simile itself extrapolates this sense of
isolation from the context of the preceding passage: Polyphemus is likened to a solitary peak
among high mountains, which appears apart from the rest (Od. 9.191-192) (Stanford 1996:
355).111

Furthermore, there are points of contact in the language used to describe the earlier
dwellings of the Cyclopes—“oi y' dynAdv opéwv vaiovot kapnva” (Od. 9.113)—and the
Polyphemus mountain simile—“aAAd pie vAnevtt / bynidv opémv” (Od. 9.191-92). The two
genitive plurals are identical and ‘kapnva’ (Od. 9.113) corresponds in sense to ‘piw’ (Od.

9.191), as peaks of these mountains. There is in fact a progression in the isolated force of

11 For another lonely mountain in the Apologue, cf. 11.574.
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mountains between these two passages, which becomes more emphatic in the latter passage.
While at line 113 there is a strong sense that the isolated topography of the land has shaped
the social character of its inhabitants, in that mountains are the locatival antithesis of the
social space of the agora and accordingly turn mountain-dwellers into solitary recluses,
remarkably at lines 191-192 one of these Cyclopes has, in a passage highlighting his
antisocial habits, been figuratively transformed into an actual mountain.

The mountain simile connotes both topographic and social isolation. Firstly,
topographic isolation occurs because the spatial image of the distant mountain peak reminds
us that Polyphemus himself is a mountain-dweller, his home is in the ranges, like his fellow
Cyclopes (cf. Od. 9.113, 315, 400, 481), and thus the landscape of geographical isolation in
the metaphor can easily be transferred to Polyphemus’ own literal dwelling by the
audience—that is to say, the simile reminds us that he is not only like a solitary mountain, but
that he lives in such a solitary mountain. And, secondly, the simile connotes social isolation
through the force of the comparison in the context of Polyphemus’ described removal from
the other Cyclopes (Od. 9.187-189): just as the mountain peak is geographically removed
from all others, so Polyphemus as an individual is alone from all others. In essence, through
the simile, the land and its inhabitants have become fused: topographic (dwellings) and social
isolation (individuals) combine. The relationship between the character of the land and its

inhabitants in the Homeric world has been most eloguently phrased by Norman Austin:

Space is... invested with spiritual quality. External aspects of nature and the inner
world of human experience function in indivisible harmony. Man’s movement, his
gesture even, is a declaration of that harmony between inner and outer.

(1975: 102; cf. Cook 1995: 54)
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The isolation which characterizes Polyphemus plays an important role later in Book 9, in the
giant’s interactions with his fellow Cyclopes. The mountain simile foreshadows the later
abandonment of Polyphemus by his neighbours. In the references to mountains which I have
tackled thus far and will examine later, there is no such attempt to distinguish a part of a
mountain from its whole in quite the manner of this simile (Od. 9.191-192): where the
singular noun, “pi®” (Od. 9.191), is followed firstly by a partitive genitive, “OynAdv opémv”
(Od. 9.192), and then by a relative clause where another genitive, this time of separation, “dr’
dMwv”, distances itself from the singular, “oiov”, peak (Od. 9.192). While the solitary peak
in the simile is meant to characterize Polyphemus, the phrase “OymA®dv opéwv... an' dAloV”
(Od. 9.192) represents the other Cyclopes. One should consider, in this respect, the repetition
of &AAog, between ‘GAlovg’ in “o0d¢ pet' dAlovg / mwieit” (Od. 9.188-189), ‘the other
[implied] Cyclopes’ and “an' GAhwv” (Od. 9.192) in the simile, ‘the other mountains’. The
surrounding mountains are similarly othered from Polyphemus’ peak, as he others himself
from his neighbours, the Cyclopes, in his daily life.

This isolation of Polyphemus from his Cyclopean brethren reaches its plot fulfilment,
the ‘pay-off’, in the scene of his blinding, where, when he cries for help from his neighbours
(Od. 9.399-400), and informs them of ‘Nobody’s’ assault (Od. 9.408),'!2 his countrymen

proceed to distance themselves from him (Newton 2008: 1, Segal 1992: 495),''? diagnosing

112 «“His solitary nature prepares for the pathos of the ‘No One’ trick (which leaves him alone with his agony)
and the address to his ram (the one living being he is attached to)” (de Jong 2004a: 236).

113 Segal also relates the attitude of the Cyclopes here (Od. 9.399-412) as indicative of their earlier
characterization as anti-social beings, who hold no congress with each other (Od. 9.115): “Eager to get to sleep
in their individual caves (Od. 9.401-404), they readily accept his story about “Nobody” as an excuse to dismiss
his complaint.” (1992: 495). Against the interpretation of the Cyclopes and Polyphemus as isolated, cf. Newton

2008: 1-2, 7-9.
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his characteristic isolation as a significant symptom in his malady and, conversely, spending

very little time themselves in attending to his pains, a total of three lines of sympathy:

el pév &M pn tic oe Praleton olov E6vra,
vododv 7' oD g 6Tt A0 peydiov dAéactat,
aALa oV ' ebyeo matpi [Tooceddwvt dvakrt.”

(Od. 9.410-412)

If no man is doing you violence—if you are alone—then this is a malady sent by
almighty Zeus from which there is no escape; you had best say a prayer to your father,
Lord Poseidon.

(Shewring 1980: 109)

For the other Cyclopes the fact that nobody, “un ti¢” (Od. 9.410), has harmed Polyphemus
comes as no surprise, seeing that he is known to be so reclusive an individual, “oiov é6vta”
(Od. 9.410)—oiov” referring back to its earlier repetition (Od. 9.188, 192). There is no great
expression of sympathy nor offering of assistance from them; instead, the solitary ogre is
lectured in a few curt lines, before they walk off, as to the cause of his malady—the wrath of
Zeus, “A10¢ peydiov” (Od. 9.411)—and he is instructed to pray to his father, Poseidon,
“gbyeo motpl [Mocewddmvi dvaktt” (Od. 9.412), and, by implication, not look to them for any
help.

Polyphemus’ attitude to Zeus, the king of the gods, and Poseidon, his father, is an
important component in the ogre’s being characterized as socially isolated, and must be

interrogated further here. That Polyphemus is anti-Zeus and pro-Poseidon can be observed
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without too great a difficulty in Book 9. After Odysseus has requested the ogre’s hospitality

(Od. 9.259-271), Polyphemus blatantly states:

vimoc gic, @ EEV', §| TNAOOEY gidilovBac,

0¢ ne Beobc kéAeau ) de1dipey 1 aAéacOau.

oV yap Koxhomeg A1og aiyidyov aAé&yovoty
008¢ Oedv pakdpmv, &mel § ToA @éptepot eipev

(Od. 9.273-276)

Stranger, you must be a fool or have come from far afield if you tell me to fear the
gods or beware of them. We of the Cyclops race care nothing for Zeus and for his
aegis; we care for none of the gods in heaven, being much stronger ourselves than
they are.

(Shewring 1980: 105)

Conversely, Polyphemus’ love and trust in his father, Poseidon, can be observed at several
points in the narrative. When Odysseus has taunted Polyphemus for his crimes and is
endeavouring to sail away from his land (for the second time) with the latter’s livestock (Od.
9.487-505), Polyphemus tries to tempt the Ithacan hero back to the island by offering the
Greeks the assistance of Poseidon, in expediting their journey home (Od. 9.517-521).
Odysseus naturally does not fall into the trap and reacts with not a little hybris himself to the

ogre’s request:

ol yap O Yoyt e Kol aidvog og dvvaiumv

govv Tomoog Tépyar dopov Aidog elcm,
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®¢ 0VK 0QOUALOVY V' iNoeTal 0Vd' Evooiybmv

(Od. 9.523-525)

Would that | were assured as firmly that I could rob you of life and being and send
you down to Hades’ house as I am assured that no one shall heal that eye of yours,
not the Earthshaker himself.

(Shewring 1980: 111)

In turn, Polyphemus, distraught at his being defeated by the cunning of Odysseus, invokes his
father in a prayer for the hero’s destruction (Od. 9.528-535). The final rather ominous word
we hear on this matter is that Poseidon gave heed to the prayer (Od. 9.536).

Of greater interest to this chapter, however, is what these divine allegiances connote
in the Apologue in terms of the behaviour of the giant. Odysseus’ exchange with Polyphemus,
as Steve Reece (1993: 123-143) has shown, is an example of the ritual of xenia gone
wrong—Dboth on the part of Polyphemus and, as is frequently overlooked, Odysseus. When
Odysseus has entered the cave of Polyphemus with his chosen comrades, he insists that they
await their host, in the hope of garnering “Eeivia” (Od. 9.229), guest-gifts—this despite the
hero’s having already passed through the threshold of his host, without having been granted
permission (Od. 9.216-217), and having helped himself to the giant’s victuals (Od. 9.231-
232). Later, when Polyphemus has returned home and, rather ominously, seals the entrance
with a massive rock (Od. 9.240-243), Odysseus confirms his earlier desire by requesting that

the giant offer them the gifts of the host, “Eewviiov” (Od. 9.267):

.. .fUETC 8" avTe KIYaVOpEVOL TO GiL YoDVOL

ikoped', €l 1L mopoig Eevniov NE Kol dAA®G
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doing dwtivny, 1 te Eeivov 0g EoTiv.

AL’ aidelo, épiote, Oeovg TkéTon € Tol giplev.
Ze0¢ &' EmTuntop iKeTtdov t€ Eeivov Te,
Eeiviog, 0¢ Eetvotow ' aidoioloty Omndel.’

(Od. 9.266-271)

We have reached your presence, come to your knees in supplication, to receive, we
hope, your friendly favour, to receive perhaps some such present as custom expects
from host to guest. Sir, | beg you to reverence the gods. We are suppliants, and Zeus
himself is the champion of suppliants and of guests; ‘god of guests’ is a name of his;
guests are august, and Zeus goes with them.”

(Shewring 1980: 105)

This passage illustrates, significantly, that xenia cannot simply be translated by the secular
English rendering of ‘hospitality’. The host-guest relationship has a religious and ethical
element to it which Odysseus makes abundantly clear to Polyphemus. They are approaching
his knees, “ta ot yodva” (Od. 9.266), in the ritualistic manner of suppliants seeking religious
sanctuary (Gould 1973: 76, Pedrick 1982: 126-127).1'* Secondly, the act of receiving guests
and bestowing gifts upon them is described by Odysseus as the “Eeivov 0éug” (Od. 9.268),
the ‘divine right of guests’; “0¢uc” is often used in the Homeric corpus to refer to a universal
moral law, often governed by a divine hand (Fuqua 1991: 53-54, Muellner 1996: 35-37). This
IS, moreover, proven in the context of this passage by the logic of the language: Odysseus

declares “Eewniov 1€ kol dAAwc / doing dwtivny, 1 te Eelvav Béug éotiv”’ (Od. 9.268) and

114 For further discussions of supplication in the Homeric poems and Ancient Greek society, cf. Adkins 1972:

16-18, Roisman 1982: 35-36, Thornton 1984: 113-142, Wilson 2002: 28-29.
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then two lines later, “Zevg &' émmuntop iketdwv te Eeivov 1€” (Od. 9.270). If guest-gifts are
the themis of xeinoi, and xeinoi are protected by Zeus—then, logically, themis invokes a
divine aspect in its denotation of the law. Thirdly, Odysseus explicitly refers to his men as
suppliants, “ikéton 8¢ toi eipev” (Od. 9.269).1° And fourthly, Zeus is himself given the
epithet, “Eeivioc” (Od. 9.271), and is charged with looking after the welfare of xeinoi and
hiketai, and avenging them if wronged, “é¢mtiuntop” (Od. 9.270) (cf. 1l. 13.624) (Tsagarakis
1977: 24-27).

So, in the context of the poem, xenia connotes more than simply receiving a guest.
There is an ethical realization that this relationship between host and guest is not a mere
social nicety, but is an old ritual ingrained with religious reverence, particularly to Zeus
(Tsagarakis 1977: 25),''® the violation of which is considered a blasphemous crime,
analogous to slaying a man who seeks sanctuary in a temple. Polyphemus’ defiant stance
towards Zeus and the Olympians (Od. 9.273-276) is therefore indicative, in the context of this
interaction, of a certain social orientation, or, better, antisocial orientation. To spurn Zeus is
to spurn social reciprocity, as embedded, among other social acts (Tsagarakis 1977: 19-24),

in the ritual of xenia.

On the basis of the evidence discussed above it would seem that Zeus punishes
specific offences, those which posed to community life a greater danger than others;
these must have been older and entered the field of religion when organized social and
religious life began.

(Tsagarakis 1977: 25)

115 On the close relationship between xeinoi and suppliants, the acts of hospitality and supplication, cf. Gould
1973: 78-79, 90-94.

116 Cf. 1I. 13.624-625, Od. 6.207-208, 14.402-406.
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Polyphemus has no need for Zeus, and thus organized social structures, because he believes
the Cyclopes to be “péptepoi” (Od. 9.276); they are physically strong enough to look after
themselves, without any recourse to social reciprocity. Polyphemus is an isolated
individual !’

The connotations of the ogre’s anti-Zeus sentiments are complemented by the
connotations of his pro-Poseidon (pro-paternal) sentiments. Whereas in the Odyssey Zeus,
among his various divine roles (cf. Tsagarakis 1977: 1-19, 27-33),}® is often motivated
towards ensuring social justice among men, including punishing those who break oaths, who
mistreat suppliants, and who abuse strangers (Tsagarakis 1977: 19-27), Poseidon seems to act
in a more isolationist, “private” (Lloyd-Jones 1983: 29; cf. Friedrich 1991: 16), or alienating

manner.'*® On this point, | note that the Odyssey itself commences with the god of the seas in

117 Segal (1992: 501-502) has compared the social isolation of Polyphemus’ existence—his lonely dwelling and
his spurning of Zeus and hospitality—to Maron, the priest of Apollo, who bestows Odysseus the wine which
helps to defeat Polyphemus; Maron lives in a close-knitted human household, respects the gods, and engages in
hospitality (Od. 9.196-207).

118 1t is important not to oversimplify the complexity of each of the major gods in the Homeric poems (Allan
2006: 25, Fenik 1974: 211, Friedrich 1991: 19). For example, Tsagarakis’ characterization of the king of the
Olympians demonstrates the multiple roles which were bestowed upon Zeus in the Homeric poems, including,
being: (i) the mightiest of the gods (1977: 1-8), (ii) a helper of men (8-14), (iii) a bearer of pain (14-19) (cf.
Fenik 1974: 222), (iv) a guardian against injustice (19-27), and (v) a co-operator with the other gods (27-33) (cf.
Allan 2006: 19-20, 23). In the Odyssey, the combination of iii with iv and v is particularly vexing for those who
desire a simplistic, benevolent portrayal of Zeus. On a notable problem in the characterization of Zeus in the
Apologue, cf. fn. below, and p. 187.

119 As demonstrated in the previous footnote, problems can be encountered when trying to enforce too great a
consistency in the characterization of a god in the Odyssey. (i) Thus one depiction of Poseidon which goes

against his characterization as a solitary figure is his role in the mythic song of Demodocus (Od. 8.344-348),
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topographical isolation from the rest of the gods, removed from the site of the council of the
gods and dislocated in the far-removed territory of Ethiopia (Od. 1.22-26) (Cook 1995: 20-

21):

There are really only two regions in Homeric space: the region of the sun and dawn
and the opposite region of sunset and darkness. Only between these does Homer draw
contrasts. The Ethiopians inhabit the two extremities of the earth, some living at the

setting of the sun, the others at its rising (Od. 1.24)

where he is, to quote Segal, a “spokesman of flexibility and forgiveness” (1992: 499; cf. Allan 2006: 22). Segal
(498-499), however, suggests that this idyllic characterization is limited to the secondary narration of the bard—
a false depiction, the error of which the Phaeacians will later learn after they have dropped off Odysseus back in
Ithaca. (ii) On the subject of Poseidon’s benevolence, one might also measure his isolationist persona in the
Odyssey against his more amicable depiction in the Iliad, where he is a helper of the Greeks (in opposition to
Zeus’ aid of the Trojans), and where his role as a god of the sea—alongside any associations with the
primordial, savage dangers which the sea represents (cf. p. 77)—is somewhat less important, cf. Erbse 1986:
102-115. Thus Hartmut Erbse concludes that Poseidon’s characterization in the lliad is marked out by
“Menschlichkeit” (115) and “Liebenswiirdigkeit” (115). Certainly, it would be difficult to characterize the god
in so positive a manner in the Odyssey, seeing that even the Phaeacians, the most faithful supporters of Poseidon
in the poem, eventually experience the wrath of their patron god (Od. 13.159-164) (cf. iv below). (iii) Any
contrast between Zeus and Poseidon, and the type of behaviour they represent in the Odyssey (social justice for
men versus personal wrath), needs to account for the bizarre behaviour of the king of the gods at Od. 9.550-555,
namely “Zeus’ rejection of Odysseus’ thanksgiving sacrifice... and the implied sanctioning of Poseidon’s unfair
persecution of the hero: why would Zeus, of all gods, go along so readily with the sea god’s primitive wrath at a
mortal who acted who acted in self-defence against a brutal violator of Zeus’ own laws of hospitality?”
(Friedrich 1991: 17). (cf. fn. 187) (iv) Another problem is Zeus’ condoning of Poseidon’s vengeance against the
Phaeacians (Od. 13.125-158), whose crime was nothing more heinous than showing excessive hospitality to

strangers, by offering them ferry rides home (Allan 2006: 18-19).
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(Austin 1975: 93)120

Secondly, Odysseus’ isolation from Greek society during his wanderings is attributable on
one memorable occasion to Poseidon’s hostile vengeance, who tries to push the hero away
from returning to the known Greek world (Od. 5.282-296). Poseidon’s attitude is in this way
far removed from that of the other Olympians. At the start of the epic we are informed of the
great hatred he holds towards Odysseus, which is to be contrasted with the more benevolent,

pitying stance adopted by the other gods (Segal 1992: 490-491; cf. Cook 1995: 20-23):

...0g01 0' EAéapov dmovteg
voopt [Tocewdmvog 6 &' domepyeg nevéavev
avtiBém ‘Odvotii mhpog fiv yoiav ikésOou.

(Od. 1.19-21)

For though all the gods beside had compassion on him, Poseidon’s anger was
unabated against the hero until he returned to his own land.

(Shewring 1980: 1)

Isolated from the other gods, Poseidon is cast at once into the role of the “other,” the
blockading force or obstacle to Odysseus’ return and to Zeus’ will.

(Segal 1992: 491)

120 For further discussion on the thematic and symbolic importance of the land of the Ethiopians, cf. Tsagalis

2012: 147-148.
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The divine assembly is framed, not by Poseidon’s hatred for Odysseus, but by his
isolation and opposition to the collective will of the other gods.

(Cook 1995: 23)

Segal (1992: 491, fn. 5) remarks further that Poseidon’s isolation from the will of the other
gods is accentuated by the employment of “vocer” (Od. 1.20) at the start of a verse and in
partnership with a proper noun, both of which are unique to the Odyssey. Moreover Cook
(1995: 20) observes that “vooer” is typically employed to denote physical removal in the
Homeric poems, and this is the only instance in the Odyssey in which it reflects a
psychological distance; the resulting effect seems to be that Poseidon’s topographic and
social (or, better, divine) isolation are closely linked in this passage (Cook 1995: 20).%2

Thirdly, Poseidon, on account of his mythological paternal record, as the father of
numerous primordial monsters who are hostile to the Olympian gods, can be associated with
an older order, more primitive form of power (Segal 1992: 497); that is to say, Poseidon is
temporally removed from the current state of affairs in the Greek world, the “here and now of
Zeus’ reign” (Segal 1992: 498; contra Allan 2006: 15-27).

Fourthly, and of particular interest to this study of mountains and isolation, is
Poseidon’s threat against the Phaeacians. Alcinous recounts Poseidon’s threat at the end of

Book 8, right before Odysseus commences his narration:

AL TOO' (Og TOTE TOTPOG YDV gimdvtog dkovoa
Navoi86ov, 0g Epacke [Tocedawv' dydcacOat
NUiv, odveka TOUTOL AT UOVES EILEV ATAVTOV*

o1} Tote PaKeV AvOpdV TEPIKOAAED VoL

121 (i) For the rivalry between Zeus and Poseidon in the Iliad, cf. Muellner 1996: 28-31.
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€K TOUTTG AvioDGaV £V NEPOELDET TOVT®
paucépevat, péyo d' Uy dpoc TOAEL APPIKAADWELY.

(Od. 8.564-569)

True, there is a certain tradition which I once heard from Nausithous my father. He
said that Poseidon was angry with us because we took home all manner of men
without coming to any harm; and hence, one day, when some nobly built ship of ours
was returning from such an errand over the misty sea, Poseidon would shatter it and
would block our town with a massy mountain.

(Shewring 1980: 98)

Poseidon, angry that the Scherians are rendering his tempestuous seas a little too easy to cross
(undermining an important part of his identity as a sea god), threatens to put a stop to their
easy-going movements across the seas by smashing a ship and through wrapping a great
mountain around their city, “uéya... dpog norer” (Od. 8.569). One should note the isolation
implied by the verb, “aueucordyev” (Od. 8.569): Scheria, if this mountainous threat were to
be carried out, would be geographically concealed from the rest of the world, ‘veiled all
around’, removed from sight; furthermore, the characteristic sea-trade and voyaging of the
Phaeacians, their fondness for visiting foreign shores (Od. 8.557-563), would also be
hindered, and thus the mountain would entail social isolation for the residents of Scheria.
That Poseidon should use a mountain as a means to conceal and isolate is reflected in
another passage in the Apologue, in the catalogue of heroines in Book 11. In love with the

river god, Epineus, Tyro is taken to bed by Poseidon in the guise of her lover:

1@ o' dpa elcAUEVOS YO 0Y0G EVVOGTYO10g
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€V TPOYOTIC TOTOUOD TOPEAEENTO dIVIEVTOG
mopeLpeov &' dpa KD TEP1oTAON 0VPET TG0V,
KUPTOOEY, KpOyev O Bedov BvnTv TE Yuvaika.

(Od. 11.241-244)

But in place of Epineus, and in his likeness, there came the god who sustains and
shakes the earth. He lay with her at the mouth of the eddying river, and a surging
wave, mountain-high, curled over them and concealed the god and the mortal girl.

(Shewring 1980: 133)

Just as Poseidon threatened to use a mountain to hide and isolate the Phaeacians, so here Tyro
and the god himself are concealed (a form of the verb kryptein is again used) by a mountain-
like wave, removed from the scrutiny of all potential passers-by. It might be argued here that
‘obpet Toov’ (Od. 11.243)22 is the type of short formulaic simile which carries very little or
no functional value to the storytelling: that it merely denotes a graphic image of a mountain,
without any further connotations of ‘being isolated” (Scott 1974: 81, 120-121). Still,
connotations are constructed via repetition in similar contexts, and the reference to a
mountain in this short anecdote, in tandem with a verb of concealment, complements the
sense of isolation pursued in this chapter.

It is appropriate at this point to examine a more common critical connotation of
mountains in the Homeric poems. Scott, in The oral nature of the Homeric simile (1974),
classifies the above simile (Od. 11.243) under what he calls the “thematic context of

measurement similes” (21); in other words, such a simile is useful in lending a sense of scale

122 Cf. Od. 3.290.
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123

(here, ‘height’) to a character=> or event but has no broader aesthetic effect on our

appreciation of the narrative:

[A] modern critic requires many extended similes with adequate parallels [to make
intratextual-type comments on the narrative effect of similes], both of which the
Odyssey lacks, the number of similes being only about one-third that of the Iliad.
Because the plots of the two poems are so different, the number of parallel instances
which can be taken from the lliad and applied to the Odyssey is slight. Second, sixty
percent of the similes in the Odyssey are short, and for the most part it is impossible to
ascertain the intent of the poet in singing a short simile. Waves as big as mountains or
mountain-sized people do not lend any ascertainable atmospheric touch to the

narrative but they merely express size...

(120-121)

I concur with Scott in that if | were to limit my analysis purely to similes in the Odyssey, |
might, owing to their relative paucity, be lending a tendentious touch to my interpretation. In
this chapter, however, | am examining word associations throughout the spatial world of the
Apologue, and not isolating similes formally from the rest of the narrative space, which
therefore provides a much broader scope for analysis. | agree with Scott that mountains do
indicate scale, but if we examine the total contexts in which they occur, talking about
mountains as connoting only an immense scale becomes problematic. For example, while it is
appropriate that a mountain simile is used of Polyphemus (Od. 9.191-192), since he is a
massive ogre (de Jong 2004a: 236), and while it is also apt that giants like the Cyclopes and

Laestrygonians live in mountainous terrains (Od. 9.113, 10.104)—it is not clear that Mount

123 Scott (1974:23) provides a similar explanation for the Polyphemus mountain simile.
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Neriton on Ithaca (Od. 9.22), the implied mountain on the Island of the Goats, or the skopié
on Circe’s island (Od. 10.148) are in any way indicative of the size of the inhabitants of these
lands. In other words, topography does not reflect character in a purely scalar manner when it
comes to mountains. Even if we limit ourselves to investigating only the similes, as Scott
does, his reading of the Polyphemus simile ignores the context of isolation in which the
simile occurs, and how this isolation carries over into the actual simile. The peak is
emphasized for being removed from all others, not for being particularly taller than other
mountains in the range.

Having established the connotations of Polyphemus’ allegiance to Poseidon, I shall
turn to two other references to mountainous space which occurs in this episode in Book 9
(Od. 9.292, 481). The connotations of the first of these is quite problematic to unravel. After
the anthropophagous ogre has ripped apart two of Odysseus’ men (Od. 9.288-291), the hero
describes the giant as akin to a mountain lion, “&¢ te Aéwv opeoitpoeog” (Od. 9.292). Does a
mountain lion connote a particularly solitary kind of animal? On the surface, it seems
applicable that Polyphemus, a mountain dweller and one likened previously to a mountain
himself, should be compared to such a beast; |1 would, however, be reluctant to push too far
any associations of mountainous space in this noun-adjective phrase on two counts: (i) lions
have their own set of contextual associations in the Homeric poems, and (ii) other references
to mountain lions in the Odyssey occur in quite paradoxical contexts.

On the first count, lions have a strong association in the lliadic text with martial
contexts and are used to express the various emotions which warriors feel (Scott 1974: 58-
62). In the violence of the present passage (Od. 9.288-293), the savagery and ferocity of
Polyphemus is broadly applicable to the common bellicose connotations of lions in the poems
(Scott 1974: 58-62). One would therefore have to ask to what extent ‘the mountain lion’ is

differentiated from ‘the non-mountain lion’ in the Odyssey, so as to argue that the former has
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a more specialized association of isolation. Here, unfortunately, one arrives at the second
difficulty in unpacking this phrase, since the creature only occurs on two other occasions in
the poem: firstly, when Odysseus, naked, confronts the group of Phaeacians girls, including
Nausicaa, at the beach (Od. 6.130-136); and, secondly, when Eurylochus witnesses the
wolves and mountain lions, “opéotepor 116¢ Aéovieg” (Od. 10.212), before Circe’s home. In
both of these instance, the lions are acting unusually, quite differently to Polyphemus as
fierce ‘mountain lion’: Odysseus’ ‘vulnerable’ state and his being surrounded by young
maidens could hardly be said to be suitable to a violent context—in fact, the simile seems
both erotic and parodic in effect (cf. Glenn 1998, Rutherford 2001: 139-140);'?* and the point
of Circe’s lions is that they are domesticated because of her magic, and that their behaviour is
quintessentially un-lion like.

Nevertheless, whether or not the mountain lion reference is relevant, in the present
passage (Od. 9.288-293) Polyphemus’ dietary habits do entail a certain removal from the rest
of society and movement towards solitary individualism. Important in this respect is the
employment of eating as a measure of human interaction in the epic. When Polyphemus is
first compared to a solitary mountain peak, it is framed in oppositional terms to a previous
simile, “000¢ kel / avdpi ye ortopdym” (9.190-191); while solitary behaviour is measured
by a mountainous landscape (Od. 9.191-192), human society is defined by its eating habits,
“ocrtopay®”, ‘bread-eating’. When Polyphemus proves himself not to be a sitophagos, but
anthropophagos, he is transformed at this time, appropriately, into a mountain dweller, a
lion—in short, a creature who lives in topographical isolation is an apt comparandum for an

ogre who shuns normal social interaction, eating people rather than bread.

124 Although, according to Magrath, the lion in the simile at Od. 6.130-136 is “prone to violence, driven by
maddening hunger, desperately in search of flesh-meat... the simile is immediately appropriate to Odysseus’

shipwrecked, famished condition.” (1982: 207).
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The final reference to mountains in Book 9 occurs when Odysseus’ ship endeavours
to make its escape from Polyphemus, and the Ithacan hero proceeds to lecture the ogre in his

failure to understand proper xeinoi relations:

"Koxhoy, odk dp' Epuelieg avarkidog avopog ETaipouvg
gdpevat &v omii YAaQup®d Kpotepf|@t Binet.

Koi AMnv o€ v' Euedde KymoeoHon Kaka Epya,

oyt émel Eetvoug ovy Gleo o® &vi ok

gobéuevar 1® og Zevg teicato kol Beoi dAroL.’

O¢ &paunv, 0 &' Emetta YoAdG0TO KNPOOL HaAAOV:

ke &' dmoppnEag KopvenV dpeog HeydAoto,

ka0 o' EPae mpomdpolfe vedG KLAVOTP®OPO10

(Od. 9.475-482)

“Cyclops, your prisoner after all was to prove not quite defenceless—the man whose
friends you devoured so brutally in your cave. No, your sins were to find you out.
You felt no shame to devour your guests in your own home; hence this requital from
Zeus and the other gods.” Rage rose up in him at my words. He wrenched away the
top of a towering crag and hurled it in front of our dark-prowed ship.

(Shewring 1980: 110)

The literal employment of mountains, or parts thereof, for violent ends is repeated in two

other contexts in the Apologue. Firstly, in Book 10, the Laestrygonians hurl rocks at
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Odysseus’ trapped fleet from the cliff-tops, “ano metpdov” (Od. 10.121) (LfgrE 2004:

1198):125

avtap O tedye Ponv dud doteog oi &' diovteg
eottwv pdor Aaotpuydveg dArobev GALOG,
popiot, 00K Gvopecoty £01KOTEG, AALA [iyootv.

oi p' amd meTpdmv avopayBiot yeppadiolst

Bariiov: deap 0¢ kakog KGvaog Katd VoG OpdpeL
avopdVv T' dOAALpEVEOY VdV 0' duo dyvopeviov:
1y00¢ &' ¢ melpovteg dtepméa daita PEPOVTO.

(Od. 10.118-124)

The king raised a hue and a cry through the town, and the other great Laestrygonians
heard him; they came thronging up in multitudes, looking not like men but like the
lawless?® Giants, and from the cliffs began to hurl down great rocks that were each of
them one man’s burden. A hideous din rose amid my fleet as men were killed and
vessels shattered. The Laestrygonians speared my men like fish and then carried home
their monstrous meal.

(Shewring 1980: 116)

125 While petré normally denotes a rock; it can also denote “lc felsiges Gebirge, Felsmassiv”’ or “2b
Felsvorsprung, Klippe” (LfgrE 2004: 1198). For further examples of these, cf. 5.156, 5.415, 5.428, 5.434, 7.279,
8.508, 9.284, 13.408, 24.11.

126 Shewring (1980: 116) has here added an English adjective without any corresponding adjective from the

Greek.
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And, secondly, in Book 11, in the catalogue of heroines, Odysseus spots Iphimedeia, and

provides a narrative ecphrasis in which he tells of her sons, Otus and Ephialtes:

v 6¢ uét Towédeiav, AAmTog TopaKotTLy,
glodov, 1) o1 edoke [Tocewdamvt pyfva,

Kai p' Etekev 600 maide, pvovoadio o6& yevésOny,
Qtov T dvtifeov tmiekrertov T E@iéimy,

ob¢ oM unkictovg Bpéye Celdmpog dpovpa

Kol TOAD KOAAGTOVG HET YE KALTOV Qpilwvar
gvvéwmpol Yop 1ol ye Kol dvveamnygeg Noov

g0pog, AThp UAKOC Ye YevESONY dvvedpyviot.

of pa xai aBavatolsy dretintny €v OAOUT®
QLAOTO0 GTHGEY TOAVETKOG TOAENO10.

"Occav én' OvAOune pépacav Bépev, avtap £n' ‘Ocon
AoV givosipuidov, iv' odpavog apfotog &in.t2’
Kol vO kev é€etédeccay, €l fifng uétpov ikovro-
AL Odeoev AlOg vidg, OV NOKOoNOG TEKE ANT,
APPOTEP®, TPV GOMTV VIO KPOTAPOIGLY 10VAOVG
avOfoat mokdoot e YEVug e0avOET Adyvn.

(Od. 11.305-320)

After her I saw Aloeus’ wife; she was Iphimedeia, whose boast it was to have lain
beside Poseidon. She bore him two sons, though their life was short—Otus the peer of

gods and far-famed Ephialtes; these were the tallest men, and the handsomest, that

127 For textual criticism of lines 315-316, cf. Stanford 1996: 393.
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ever the fertile earth has fostered, save only incomparable Orion; at nine years of age
their breadth was nine cubits, their height nine fathoms. They threatened the Deathless
Ones themselves—to embroil Olympus in all the fury and din of war. [Lines 315-316
omitted] And so indeed they might have done had they reached the full measure of
their years, but the god that Zeus begot and lovely-haired Leto bore destroyed them
both before the first down could show underneath their brows and overspread and
adorn their cheeks.

(Shewring 1980: 135)

The modus operandi for Otus and Ephialtes in making war with the gods is the physical
disruption of mountains and their employment for a violent purpose: Otus and Ephialtes
desire to pile mountain upon mountain until they reach heaven itself, “iv' o0pavog aufotog
ein’ (Od. 11.316), and can defeat the gods; to be precise, they intended to place Mount Ossa,
“Occav’ (Od. 11.315), on top of Mount Olympus, ‘€x' OvAOune’(Od. 11.315), and then
Mount Pelion, ‘TIfAov’ (Od. 11.316), on top of Ossa, ‘éx' "Ocon’ (Od. 11.315). Shewring, in
his translation, omits all mention of these specific mountains, most probably on account of a
non-sequitur as to the home of the gods: for at line 313, it is said that the gods live on Mount
Olympus, while later they live in the skies (Od. 11.316); the former makes little sense if
Mount Olympus is one of the mountains which these two giants would employ in order to
assail the home of the gods (Stanford 1996: 393).128 The Homeric bard here seems to be
caught between two different traditions as to the location of the divinities.

While previously | have examined mountains as stationary features of the landscape

or as a figurative structure in a comparison, these three xeinoi encounters—between

128 Mount Olympus in line 315 has, according to Stanford (1996: 393), no connotations of being related to

heaven.
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Odysseus and Polyphemus, Odysseus and the Laestrygonians, and Otus and Ephialtes and the
Olympians—fashion mountains as instruments of war, as objects which can be torn apart or
up-rooted for destructive purposes. In the case of Polyphemus, this almost results in the
beaching of Odysseus’ ship back onto the giant’s shore (Od. 9.485-486); the Laestrygonians
are far more successful in their anthropophagy than the Cyclops, annihilating the entire
Ithacan fleet, barring a single ship (Od. 10.121-130); and the brothers Otus and Ephialtes are
only stopped from attacking the home of the gods, and up-rooting the universal order, on
account of their unripe youth (Od. 11.317).

| have shown that mountains in the Apologue connote topographical isolation as well
as an isolation from social aspects (such as community, laws, Zeus-governed hospitality,
normal eating habits, etc.), in the present three passages (Od. 9.475-482, 10.118-124, 11.305-
230), however, | shall argue that the upheaval of mountains connotes a temporal isolation or
removal: from the present state of Olympian autocracy in the Odyssey, where Zeus is in
charge,'?® to a more distant, primitive time, which was characterized by a strong, violent
opposition to the Olympians and, in particular, Zeus xeinios. Such an opposition is most
manifest in the mythological portraits of the catalogue of heroines, where Otus and Ephialtes
plan a mountain-based attack on the Olympian gods; and their desired course of action,

moreover, mirrors that of other early hostile figures in Greek mythology, such as the Titans:

These precocious and aggressive adolescents closely resemble Hesiod's Silver Race
(cf. 9.317f. and WD 132-36); but they also resemble the Theogony's Titans or
monsters like Typhoeus in their attack on Olympus and also in their close connection

with the earth (11.309).

129 Segal (1992: 491) argues that the divine justice heralded by Zeus is more a work-in-progress than a fait

accompli at the start of the Odyssey, and is consolidated in the course of the poem.
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(Segal 1992: 497)

A similar temporal removal, to a prehistoric time before the story time of the Odyssey, is also
apparent in the assault of the Laestrygonians upon Odysseus’ men. In the very line before
these cannibals rain rocks down from the cliff tops upon the Ithacan ships (Od. 10.121-122),
they are described as: “pvpiot, ovk dvépeoowv éowkoteg, dALd [yoow” (Od. 10.120). The
comparison to Giants at this exact point in the narrative suggests that the subsequent
mountain-breaking actions of the Laestrygonians belong to a more primitive and hostile order
of interaction. Thus Charles Segal characterizes both the Cyclopes and the Phaeacians as

belonging to a more primitive time on account of their respective associations with Giants :

By associating the Cyclopes and the Phaeacians with the Giants (7.59 and 206),
Homer makes the two former peoples seem part of a more distant time, for the Giants
generally belong to an older order. In Hesiod’s Theogony, for example, the Giants are
born from Gaia and the severed genitals of Ouranos and are coeval with the Erinyes
and the Meliai (185-87). Hesiod’s Cyclopes are the children of Gaia and Ouranos
(Theogony 139).

(1992: 497)

It might be thought initially that the Giant simile fulfils a purely scalar function, like that
which Scott (1974: 22) recommends for mountains; it is instructive, however, to observe to
the contrary that, at least in post-Homeric artistic and poetic depictions, the mythical Giants
were not marked out to such a degree for their physical scale, like their Titanic predecessors
or Otus and Ephialtes, but rather for their hostile actions towards the Olympian gods—only in

later classical representations did their physical size become both inflated and conflated with
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that of the Titans (Delcourt & Rankin 1965: 211-213). Although it should be noted in passing
that our knowledge of the Gigantomachy, the battle of the Giants with the Olympians, itself
post-dates Homeric verse, and that there is no reference to this event in the poems, the
characterization of Giants as being savage, lawless, beyond divine order, over-bearing, and
even hubristic is still evident in the text, and does not need specific references to the battles
with the gods to indicate this feature of their natures (Segal 1992: 497).

Thus Alcinous declares his people’s kinship to the Giants, along with the Cyclopes,
and refers to them as “dypia” tribes (Od. 7.206), a word which in the Odyssey often denotes a
wild people, who are outside the law—and also, importantly, a sense of godlessness (cf.

LfgrE 1955: 97):

In der Odyssee sind dypiot die Giganten... Skylla... endlich allgemein Ménner, die in
ihrem Ubermut die Forderungen der Gerechtigkeit, Gottesfurcht, Gastfreundschaft
verletzen... zu diesen gehort der Kyklop.

(Nestle 1942: 65)

When Athena provides a background for Odysseus to the royal house of the Phaeacians, she
names Eurymedon, the king of the Giants, as the grandfather of Nausithous, father to

Alcinous:

Navoifoov pev mpdta [oceddmv évociybwv
yetvato kol ITepiPora, yovarkév eidoc dpiotn,
omhotdtn Buydnp peyontopog Evpopédovtoc,
6 moB' vepBVOpO1GL ['ydvtesoy Pacilevey.

AL O pev diece Aaov atacBorov, GAETO ' aVTOC
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(Od. 7.56-60)

First came Nausithous, son of Poseidon and lovely Periboea, the youngest daughter of
bold Eurymedon, who once was king of the overbearing Giants, but then brought
doom on his reckless people and on himself.

(Shewring 1980: 77)

The choice of adjectives to characterize the Giants is not positive. While “0mepBopoist” (Od.
7.59), literally translated as ‘high-hearted’ or ‘high-spirited’, can have positive connotations
(Lfgre 2006: 739), its combination with “dtédcBarov” (Od. 7.60), ‘reckless’, cannot be
deemed to form an overall benevolent description. There is an explicit recognition in the
narrative of their fall here, “dAece” (Od. 7.60), that their lofty, reckless natures,
“OepOopoiot... drdobolov” have contributed partly towards their destruction (Od. 7.59-60);
Polyphemus’ hubris (Od. 9.106, 275-280) led, similarly, to the loss of his eye (Thornton
1970: 39), and the youthful recklessness of Otus and Ephialtes to their destruction by Apollo
(Od. 11.307-320) (Fuqua 1991: 51-52). It should be noted that ‘dtacOarov’ (Od. 7.60) does

not have positive connotations elsewhere in the poem;*3° thus Bakker writes:

130 Forms of the adjective atasthalos or the noun atasthalié occur in the following lines: 1.7, 1.34, 3.207, 4.693,
8.166, 10.437, 12.300, 13.170, 13.370, 16.86, 16.93, 17.588, 18.139, 18.143, 21.146, 22.47, 22.314, 22.317,
22.416, 23.67, 24.352, 24.458 (LfgrE 1955: 1483-1488). On the differences between atasthalie in the lliad and
the Odyssey, cf. Muellner 1996: 43-44. For Michael Nagler, atasthalie is a key concept linking the proem of the
Odyssey to the Apologue: “[T]he setting of the Odyssey is divided roughly into two zones, the hero-and-now of
Ithaca and what can be called the mantic space of the Apologue. Why we might use the term “mantic” rather
than the traditional “exotic” will appear from consideration of the key dtac8diio of the crew, which is cited in
this portion of the proem [i.e. Od. 1.6-9]—namely, that they ate the cattle of the Sun, and particularly that they

carried out a mock sacrifice, or more accurately a perverted sacrifice to do so” (1990: 339).
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The contexts in which this term is used in the Odyssey favour a specialized sense of
criminal behaviour due to human inability to deal with abundance

(2013: 114)13

The ethical orientation of the Giants is further consolidated by their familial relation to
Poseidon (Od. 7.56). Poseidon is a common factor connecting several prehistoric, anti-
Olympian entities, including Otus and Ephialtes and Polyphemus.

In short, the juxtaposition of the Laestrygonians’ ‘Gigantic nature’ (cf. Cook 1995:
72)'32 and their upheaval and tossing of rocks from the cliff tops (Od. 10.120-122) is
reflective of their primitive, anti-social, anti-Olympian behaviour in this part of the narrative.
And while the Laestrygonians may not be openly scornful of Zeus xeinios, like Polyphemus
and brothers Otus and Ephialtes, their behaviour is certainly in contravention of the custom of
xenia: they ignore the rights of their guests, and, instead of offering them food, they turn
them into food (Od. 10.124).

Lastly, Polyphemus’ tossing of the mountain peak at Odysseus’ ship (Od. 9.481-482)
occurs in the context of a direct rebuke from the Ithacan hero (Od. 9.475-479). Odysseus’
speech is intended to lecture Polyphemus on his failure to recognize hospitality, and thus on
the consequent punishment which he has earned from Zeus xeinios and the other Olympians.
Polyphemus responds to the Ithacan hero’s censure in the only way he knows how—through

individual brute force (Segal 1992: 504),%2 the very quality which Odysseus has just

131 For examples of this connotation, cf. Bakker 2013: 114-116.
132 «“By associating the Cyclopes and the Laestrygonians with the Giants, archetypal opponents of the Olympian
order, Odysseus makes his encounters with these groups represent their hostility to the ethical norms of the

Greeks and to the Olympian gods who validate these norms” (Cook 1995: 72).

133 “IH]e is an unregenerate believer in brute force” (Segal 1992: 504).
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condemned, “kpatepiior Biner” (Od. 9.476);1* this individual physical force of Polyphemus
is then to be contrasted with the appropriate behaviour which he ought to have displayed to
his “Eeivoug” as monitored by Zeus (Od. 9.478-479). Like the ‘Gigantic’ Laestrygonians and
Otus and Ephialtes, Polyphemus’ actions, ripping a peak off a mountain, place him in a
primitive category, in which the social order imposed by Zeus was not respected, but, rather,
challenged through sheer physical might. It is of further interest to this characterization that
when Polyphemus does recognize his own defeat by the crafty Ithacan, his response is to turn
to his father, Poseidon (Od. 9.528-535): the god of the seas is representative of a more
archaic form of divine power, governed by hostile vengeance rather than the justice of Zeus
in the Odyssey.

As a xeinoi encounter, the interaction of the Ithacans with Polyphemus is
characterized by isolation on three different levels: the ogre’s mountainous home, like that of
his fellow Cyclopes, is topographically far removed; from a social perspective, he is a loner,
‘a solitary peak’ (Od. 9.191-192), who has little to do with his fellow countrymen, and whose
disrespect of xenia and whose dietary habits set him apart from normal Greek society; and,
lastly, his violent conduct is exemplary of a class of prehistoric, anti-Olympian entities and
therefore removes him from the Zeus-governed order of the modern world in the Odyssey.

The dispersal of mountains in the Laestrygonian episode follows a similar pattern to
that of the Cyclopeia: (i) as topographical markers in the land (e.g. Od. 9.113=10.104), (ii) as
part of a simile (Od. 9.191-192=10.113), and (iii) as a means for a violent attack (Od. 9.481-
482=10.121-122). (i) Thus mountains, cliffs, and other lofty locales first appear merely as
characteristic features of the Laestrygonian landscape: the city of King Antiphates is initially

described as ‘high-lying’, “aimv mtorieOpov” (Od. 10.81) (LfgrE 1955: 335); the deceptively-

13 Thus Polyphemus is shocked at the fulfilment of the prophecy which foretold his blinding, in that he

expected to be bettered by a strong man, not some pipsqueak (Od. 9.513-516) (Segal 1992: 503-504).
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peaceful harbour, which Odysseus’ fleet enters, is surrounded by a high cliff, “métpn /
nAipatoc” (Od. 10.87-88) on either side; Odysseus surveys the country from a hill-top,
“oxonnVv &¢ mamardsoocav”’ (Od. 10.97); and, when his ambassadors venture into the land,
they spot a road which is used by the residents to cart wood back to the city from the
mountains, “Oymidv opéwv” (Od. 10.104). (ii) As with Polyphemus, the topography of the
land comes to be used to characterize an individual: thus the wife of King Antiphates is
compared to a mountain peak, “donv t' 6peog kopverv” (Od. 10.113), when Odysseus’ men
confront her. (iii) And, lastly, the Laestrygonians use mountains as a destructive means of
slaughtering the Ithacans by throwing boulders from the cliff tops (Od. 10.121-122).

Let me commence by examining the topographic isolation which accompanies some

of these repetitions.

EEfiLap pdv OpdC mAéopey VOKTOG TE Kol Tpap”
ERoopdn o' ikopesHa Adpov aind mroAicbpov,
TnAémoiov Aastpuyoviny, 661 Toéva mounv
Nmoet elcehdv, 0 3¢ T' £EeAdmV VTaKOVEL.

&vBa ' dbmvog avip dotovg EEnpato Hebovg,

TOV UV fovkorémv, TOV &' dpyvpa pijAa vouedmv:
€yy0g yap voktodg te Kol fratds giot kéAgvbot.

(Od. 10.80-86)

For six days and through six nights we sailed on steadily; on the seventh day we came
to Telepylus, the lofty town of the Laestrygonians whose king is Lamus. There one
herdsman as he drives in his beasts will hail another driving his out and the second

answers the first. In those parts a man who never slept could have earned wages twice
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over, one wage for herding cattle and another for pasturing white sheep, because the
pathways of day and night come close together there.

(Shewring 1980: 115)

After the disappointment of their near homecoming (Od. 10.29-30) and the subsequent
rebuke of Aeolus (Od. 10.72-75), Odysseus and his sailors move towards the land of the
Laestrygonians. And the only piece of direct topographical information we initially receive of
the Laestrygonian territory, between lines 80 and 86, is that the city, “ntoAicBpov”, is “aimd”
(Od. 10.81); this elevated quality of the terrain is extrapolated in the following verses, where
we witness the tall cliffs and headlands on the coastal parts and the high mountains in the
interior (Od. 10.87-88, 97, 104).

Importantly, just as in Odysseus’ opening description of Ithaca (Od. 9.21-28), the
introduction to Laestrygonia (Od. 10.80-86) juxtaposes this mountainous quality with its
extreme topographical isolation, its position on the very edge of the map (Heubeck &
Hoekstra 1989: 48).1% To this end, we are instructed, firstly, that it took a considerable
amount of sailing time, six days and six nights worth, in order for the Ithacan fleet to arrive at
this far-flung country from the isle of Aeolus (Od. 10.80). This distance, designated by a time
duration, can be added to the distance between Aeolus’ isle and Ithaca, which was previously
said to take nine days and nine nights (Od. 10.28). Nine, incidentally, might not be an
insignificant numeral in the poem (Germain 1954: 8-11, 14, 34-35),%%¢ connoting, according

to Albin Lesky (1947: 152-153), a “Grenze” (152) between the Greek world and the fairy

135 “The lines convey a sense of the topographical strangeness of the legendary country in the far east” (Heubeck
& Hoekstra 1989: 48).
136 According to Germain’s (1954: 8-9) count, ‘9’ is the fourth most typical number in the Odyssey, with 24

occurrences, surpassed only by ‘12’ (26 occurrences), ‘20’ (27 occurrences), and ‘3’ (56 occurrences).
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land of the Apologue (cf. 5.278-280, 9.81, 12.447). But, however we interpret the symbolic
value of the numeral nine in the poem (cf. Germain 1954: 13-15, Holscher 1988: 142),'%' the
sum effect of these passages (Od. 10.28, Od. 10.80) is clear: in total at the start of Book 10,
from Ithaca, then presumably west to Aeolus’ isle (Od. 10.47-55) (Nesselrath 2005: 156), and
then north to the Laestrygonians (cf. paragraph below), the sailors have journeyed fifteen

days’ worth of traveling'®

away from the known world of Greece, specifically Ithaca, in
order to arrive at “Aduov aind ntoriefpov” (Od. 10.81).

Secondly, the land of the Laestrygonians is so distant—presumably, depending on
one’s interpretation of the critical phenomena, either so far to the east, towards the dawn
(Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989: 48), or to the north (Austin 1975: 94, Bowra 1952: 135)—that
the normal movement of the celestial bodies seems to have been altered, such that the country
is characterized by a near perpetual light (Stanford 1996: 368),"*° a phenomenon which
allows shepherds to potentially double their earnings by watching flocks around the clock
(Od. 10.82-86).

That the mountainous, ‘sheer’ quality of Laestrygonia is articulated in a context of
isolation is no accident; mountains connote a topographical isolation throughout this
sequence of exploration in Book 10. Firstly, they create a sense of distance from the
perspective of the Ithacans as they approach this land from the sea, and, secondly, they serve

to create a distance between the Ithacan xeinoi, when they first arrive, and their ultimate

destination, the ptoliethron of the Laestrygonians.

137 “Le nombre 9 sert essentiellement a exprimer un temps, au terme duquel, le dixiéme jour ou la dixiéme
année, arrivera un événement décisif” (Germain 1954: 13).

138 “Fifteen days’ worth of travelling”, because, with Aeolus’ winds unleashed, the Ithacan fleet are transported
over this lengthy distance in a much shorter time, although in terms of temporal measuring (the only means we
are given for measuring nautical distance in the Apologue) the distance is still 15 days’ worth.

139 “I T]heir long northern day” (Bowra 1952: 135).
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On the first point, the initial sheerness of the Laestrygonian city, “aix” (Od. 10.81),
is an indication of a narrator view adopted from afar. To revise, | observed in my discussion
of Mount Neriton in Ithaca that the singular focalization of a mountain and other rugged
terrain in the narrator’s initial spatial description of Odysseus’ homeland is reflective of a
view seen from afar, from outside the island rather than within. Equally, in the Laestrygonian
passage, the visual perspective, of which the city’s ‘sheerness’ (Od. 10.81), like that of
Ithaca, is our only major point of geographic reference at first, is oriented from an external
position; our first glance of Laestrygonia is of a mass of land rising high, because we are
looking on from a great distance and there is nothing else to be seen.

This is evidently true, since, as the narrator follows along with Odysseus’ fleet, other
features of the landscape, other than a generic loftiness, become apparent. Firstly, we are
made aware of the high cliffs and the jutting headlands which describe the external structure
of the basin (Od. 10.87-89); not yet inside the harbour, our view sailing towards the land has
to be of the rocky perimeter of this “Apéva” (Od. 10.87): the headland which encloses it and
the high walls on either side which wrap around it. In line with what | have been saying, it is
appropriate that the tall, “nAifatog” (Od. 10.88), rocky areas are spotted and narrated first,
since they are seen easiest from a distance. Traveling with Odysseus’ fleet, we next encounter
the narrow entrance, the “€icodog” (Od. 10.90), which allows Odysseus’ fleet passage into
the harbour. And once through this portal, we are provided with a description of the quality of
the water (Od. 10.93-94). Odysseus, both as narrator and hero, exits the harbour (Od. 10.95-
96), with a sense of danger learned from his experience with Polyphemus, before, finally, the
narrator Odysseus turns our attention beyond the harbour towards the interior of the country

(Od. 10.97-99).
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Calvin Byre, in an article devoted to the cave of the Nymphs on Ithaca, has

interpreted a similar landward movement in the descriptive narrative outlining Odysseus’

return to his homeland in Book 13 (lines 96-101):

The spatial point of view adopted by the narrator contributes to this same effect of
narrative movement: the description begins with the seaward side of the harbour and
then proceeds inside it and then to its head and down into the cave near the shore, the
details being so selected and arranged as to imply a moving point of view, the point of
view of the narrator sailing in his imagination into the harbour, landing and
descending into the cave. Thus the sequence of details in line 96-101 parallels and
mirrors the movement of the Phaeacian ship into the harbour and to the shore.

(1994a: 7-8)

On the second point, the actual hometown of the Laestrygonians, the “éopoata” (Od.
10.112)9 and the “dyopiic” (Od. 10.114) which we shall later hear about, is only to be
witnessed after several references to mountains, or related precipitous objects, in the text; that
is to say, the Laestrygonian countryside, which is described between the initial sighting of the
coast and the arrival at the ptoliethron (Od. 10.87-112), is spatially oriented for the Ithacans
primarily around their encounters with elevated terrain. Importantly, this mountainous space
serves an isolationist function, either removing the countryside from the topography of the
outside world, whence the Ithacans have arrived, or pushing the ptoliethron, the home of the

Laestrygonian people, into the distance, away from the countryside. In short, mountains open

140 On the sense of “dodpoto” (Od. 10.112) as meaning both ‘palace’ and ‘house’ in the Homeric poems, cf.

Knox 1970: 117-120.
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out a physical space between the xeinoi and their gigantic ‘hosts’, isolating the former from
the latter.

Thus, firstly, Odysseus’ fleet confronts the high cliffs, “nétpn / HAifarog” (Od. 10.87-
88), which divide the Laestrygonian harbour from the sea outside: we are told that there is
only a narrow entrance which allows an escape from the harbour where the headlands jut out
(Od. 10.89-91). Entry into this enclosed bay entails a physical isolation for the Ithacan fleet, a
removal from the outer sea into the deceptively quiet calm (Od. 10.93-94) of the harbour
waters; further on in the narrative this locatival isolation will enable the giants to trap the
Ithacan ships, throwing rocks down from the cliff tops—which, as | have said previously (cf.
pp. 121-130), is emblematic of the temporal isolation of these ‘hosts’, of the primitive aspect
of their behaviour. Odysseus himself seems aware of the danger of this topographic isolation,
of being hemmed in by cliffs, and, accordingly, he anchors his ship outside the harbour (Od.
10.95-96).

Next, Odysseus climbs up a rugged peak, “oxonuv é¢ nounordescav” (Od. 10.97), in
order to get an idea of the lay of the land. The city of the Laestrygonians is, however,

nowhere close:

&vBa pev ovte Podv 0T AvopdV paiveto Epya,
Kamvov &' olov OpduEY Gmd ¥Bovog diccovta

(Od. 10.98-99)

From where we were no trace could be seen of men’s or oxen’s labours; we only
discerned some smoke going up from the land below.

(Shewring 1980: 115)
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The skopié which Odysseus climbs pushes the ptoliethron, and the Laestrygonian homes,
ahead into the distance. There is no sign of the Laestrygonian habitation other than a line of
smoke, and a party is therefore selected to proceed farther inland in search of inhabitants (Od.
10.100-102). Then, as the embassy proceeds through the land, they mark out a road which

runs down from the mountains:

o1 &' ioav éxPavreg Aeinv 686v, 1| tep duata
oTud' A’ HYMABY OpL®V Katayiveov DANV.

(10.103-104)

Having left the ship, they took to a made road that was used by wagons for bringing
timber into the town from the hills above.

(Shewring 1980: 115)

Again, the Laestrygonian town is not encountered at once by the travelling Ithacans but is
oriented through the imposition of mountainous locales: the ptoliethron is to be found away,
“a¢"™ (Od. 10.104), from the high mountains; mountains function as a means of distancing
the city from the countryside, the non-city space, through which Odysseus’ embassy is
travelling. And like in the previous example, where the prospectus from the hilltop gave clues
as to the presence of a city (Od. 10.98-99), so the mountains show signs of a hometown—a
road down which waggons run (Od. 10.103-104)—but require the Ithacans to wander farther
if they wish to see the city itself, following the same road as the waggons, away from the
mountains.

In summary, the topographic isolation which mountains connote in the exploration

sequence of the Laestrygonian episode (Od. 10.87-111) is experienced by the Ithacan xeinoi
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both with respect to their past locales—they are geographically alienated, and trapped once
they pass into this territory—and also with respect to the Laestrygonian ptoliethron, which is
positioned in the distance from the Ithacan scouts as they voyage through the countryside—a
peripheral home, first viewed from a hilltop as a line of smoke, and later as the further end of
a road running from the mountains.

While the physical landscape of the Laestrygonian countryside is characterized by a
liminal, isolating space which creates a distance between the xeinoi’s first arrival and their
ultimate discovery of the town, from a social perspective the Laestrygonians present a more
complex melding of isolated and integrative behaviour (Lowenstam 1993: 195). There is a
notable difference between the society of the Laestrygonians and the Cyclopes: whereas the
latter live at the very tops of mountains (Od. 9.113), the former (or at least the royal family)
live in domata (Od. 10.112), and display structures of developed social organization, such as
an agora (Od. 10.114) and a king (Od. 10.114), which seem beyond the individualistic
lifestyle of the Cyclopes (Cook 1995: 70). While the Laestrygonians undoubtedly
demonstrate greater social cohesion within their society, acting as a unified collective which
gathers at an agora, their reaction to xeinoi is no more sophisticated than that of Polyphemus
(Cook 1995: 70, Lowenstam 1993: 195).141

The whole scene is, in fact, a parody and perverse inversion of a typical xeinoi
reception, and the Laestrygonians show no inclination to interact with the xeinoi. One can
start here by observing the complete absence of speech between the Laestrygonians and the

Ithacans (cf. Hopman 2013: 43-44):1%2 there are no words of welcome from King Antiphates’

141 “The description of the Laestrygonians initially appears to reveal a society with the proper balance between
megaron and agora. As the tale proceeds, however, we find that this agonistic people presents a sharp contrast
to the hospitable Phaiakians” (Lowenstam 1993: 195).

142 “Throughout the poem, language is Odysseus’ prime resource to overcome dangers and win his

homecoming. His distinctive cunning is primarily based on speech” (Hopman 2013: 43).

- 138 -



wife (Od. 10.112-114), not even the uncouth demand which Polyphemus managed (e.g. Od.
9.252-255); similarly, and rather eerily, Antiphates’ daughter did not bestow any speech on
the ambassadors when they asked for directions to her city, but simply pointed in the
direction of her father’s house (Od. 10.105-111). This repetition of the ‘girl at the well motif’
(Reece 1993: 6, 12-13) is a parody of the polite, welcoming greeting which Odysseus
receives from Nausicaa (Od. 6.187-197). In the absence of any appreciable intercourse with
their guests, the Laestrygonian response is entirely self-contained, limited to their own
internal arrangements: the wife calls the husband from the agora and Antiphates kills one of

the ambassadors in his home (10.114-115):

avtiy' &va pdpyag ETdpmv OTAIcoaTo dEimvoy.

(Od. 10.116)

He clutched one of my men at once and made a meal of him...

(Shewring 1980: 116)

The phrasing here recalls that of the Cyclopeia, after Polyphemus kills and consumes two of
Odysseus’ men (Od. 9.289, 291). The absence of dialogue on the part of the Laestrygonians,
alongside their subsequent actions, is indicative of the relationship between them and the
Ithacans: this is not an interaction between hosts and guests, but rather predators and prey.
The Laestrygonians do not waste time talking to their ‘guests’ but proceed at once to
preparations for a feast, “daita @épovto” (Od. 10.124); appropriate here is the comparison of
the trapped Ithacan fleet to fish, “ix00¢ &' ®¢” (Od. 10.124), being hunted by the giants.
Polyphemus, it will be recalled, devoured Odysseus’ men like puppies (Od. 9.289). The

anthropophagy of Polyphemus and the Laestrygonians animalizes the Ithacan travellers,
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removing the possibility of any social interaction, of a scene of xenia between guests and
hosts.

In the context of this parodic reception scene, where the native inhabitants shun any
form of social interaction with their ‘guests’ (animals to be eaten, not people to be talked to),

one should consider the mountain simile used to describe Antiphates’ wife:

o1 0' énel elofjABov KAvTd ddpata, TV O€ YuvoiKa
gbpov donv T dpeog Kopvenv, Katd §' EsTuyoV avThVv.
1N &' aly' &€ dryopfic &kdrer KATOV Avtigatiia,

ov oo, Og o1 Toicy EUNcato Avypov dAeBpov.

(Od. 10.112-115)

They entered the palace and found his wife there, but she stood mountain-high and
they were aghast at the sight of her. She sent out forthwith to fetch King Antiphates
her husband from the assembly-place, and his only thought was to kill them
miserably.

(Shewring 1980: 115-116)

The simile does on the surface indicate physical scale, “6onv” (Od. 10.113): she is a gigantic
monster and she strikes loathing into the hearts of Odysseus’ men (Bowra 1952: 177, Scott
1974: 81); one should, however, consider this simile in light of other references to mountains

in the Laestrygonian episode.!*® The Laestrygonian ptoliethron was framed topographically

143 Bowra (1952: 135) observed the relationship between the mountainous topography and the mountainous
inhabitants, although for him the characterization is indicative of the toughness of these people. Bowra does

acknowledge the physical estrangement implied by the terrain: “[Odysseus] sees that this is a wild, forbidding
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in oppositional terms to the mountainous terrain of the countryside: the Ithacans would find
the town as they moved away from the high mountains (Od. 10.104); the landscape of the
society—the agora and domata (Od. 10.112, 114)—is articulated spatially in terms of a
distance from mountains. Ironically, then, when the travellers do arrive at the home of the
chieftain of this land, they immediately encounter an individual who is compared to a
mountain peak (Od. 10.113). While they are physically in a home, the figurative presence of
a mountain suggests that the men are still removed from the home space they expected here.

This isolation must be understood in a social sense, rather than a topographical
perspective, given the treatment which the xeinoi subsequently experience in the context of
the passage (Od. 10.113-124). The domata of Antiphates is no ‘home’ at all: the Ithacans are
not welcomed with any words, the mountainous wife of Antiphates ignores them entirely in
search of her husband, and the king himself slaughters and eats one of the Ithacans. Her
comparison to a mountain peak is employed in a context of her isolation from her guests, her
removal from the normal behaviour of a host; like Polyphemus, who, at the moment of his
anthropophagy was compared to a mountain lion (Od. 9.292), the behaviour of Antiphates’
wife at the time of the simile is removed from acceptable social conduct.

The combination of mountains first as topographic markers and then as a figurative
device in the Laestrygonian sequence is mirrored by the Cyclopeia. Just as Polyphemus’
topographic isolation and his social isolation interplay with one another in the simile (Od.
9.191-192), so the Laestrygonians are distant both on account of their topography, dislocated
by their elevated countryside, and their mountainous reception of Odysseus’ men, regarding

them as food, not guests.

place and deftly sketches it in four lines, telling how the harbour has a narrow entrance enclosed by steep
rocks.” (1952: 135); Bowra does not, however, transfer this connotation onto the mountainous people, as being

‘wild’, or removed from society.
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Circe’s island of Aeaea, like the lands of the Cyclopes and Laestrygonians, is characterized
by high terrain: (i) Odysseus voyages up a “ocxomiv” (10.148), a journey which he repeats to
his men later, “oxommv” (Od. 10.194); (ii) we are told that there are mountain lions,
“Opéotepot... Aéovteg” (Od. 10.212) on the island; and, lastly, (iii) Odysseus meets Hermes
on a mountain top, “éxpiac” (Od. 10.281).

On the second count, it might immediately be objected that Circe’s ‘pet’ mountain
lions do no connote any kind of isolation at all in the narrative context: instead of being
topographically isolated, high up in mountains or in the wild, these felines are nestled close to
their mistress’ home, nor do they display any kind of isolationist tendencies in their social
behaviour—in fact, quite the opposite, they are compared to dogs which fawn on their
masters when they return home from a meal (Od. 10.214-219). They are, in short,
domesticated mountain lions. But this antithetical behaviour, defying connotations, is quite
deliberate in this passage. They are not behaving in the manner we expect lions or mountain-
dwellers to behave because they have been influenced, in some undisclosed manner, by the
magic of Circe.

The first reference to a skopié in the Aeaean episode occurs within a repeated verse
from the Laestrygonian sequence (10.98=10.148), and the context is much the same as the
earlier: Odysseus has climbed a hilltop in order to get a better view of the country which he is
in, and spots a line of smoke amidst the woodland ahead (Od. 10.148-150).

Our spatial orientation of Aeaea is initially divided according to three main theatres of
action: (i) the coast or shoreline along which the ship is beached and the majority of the men
wait (Od. 10.135-143, 172-188, 198-209, 244-250, 261-274); (ii) Circe’s home (Od. 10.210-

243, 251-260 [reported speech], 308-405); (iii) and the highlands between the shoreline and
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the witch’s domos (Od. 10.144-171, 189-197 [reported speech], 275-308). The skopié lies in a

middle ground between the shore and Circe’s home:

puepunpiéa o' Emerta kot @péva Kal Kot Gupov
EMOETV 110& VOO, £mel idov aiboma Kamvov.
®de 8¢ ot PpovEoVTL S04GGHTO KEPSIOV ElvaL,
np®T EABOVT' Emi vija Bonv Kai Biva Bokdoong
delmvov Etaipoioty ddpeval mpoépev e TuhésOout.

(Od. 10.151-155)

There were gleams of fire through the smoke, and at sight of this | wondered inwardly
whether to go and look. But as | pondered, it seemed a wiser thing to return first to my
vessel on the beach, give my men a meal and send them out to spy.

(Shewring 1980: 116)

The topographic isolation of this hilltop with respect to the two other spatial theatres in Aeaea
breeds an uncertainty, “pepunipi&a’” (Od. 10.151), in Odysseus. He has had a glimpse of what
lies ahead in the island, “aifora kamvov” (Od. 10.152), but he would need to advance farther
in order to ascertain just who dwelt here; at the same time, while looking ahead on the hilltop,
Odysseus turns his mind back to the shore, “Oiva OaAdoong” (Od. 10.154), and his
compatriots, whose help he desires—this sense of physical isolation which the hill engenders
is enhanced by Odysseus’ own isolation from the rest of his crew, “podvov €ovta” (Od.

10.157).
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The contextual connotations of this hill as a site of physical dislocation is picked up

later, when Odysseus narrates his earlier adventure to his shipmates:

® @ilot, o0 yap Wduev émn Lopoc 0dd' dmn N®C,
008" dmn NEMOC PaesipPpotog elc’ Hid yoiov
ovd' 6w avveitar aida epaloueda Odocoov,
&l Tic &' Eoton pATIc &yd &' ovk ofopar eivor. 144
€100V Y0P GKOTINY & TOUMOAOEGTOV GVELODY

vijoov, TNV méPtL TOVTOG AMEIPLTOg £6TEPAVMTOL.

ot 88 [xOaparn]*

Kelta komvov §' €vi péoon
£0pakov 0POaApoTsL S0 Opv L TLKVA Kol DANY.’

(Od. 10.190-197)

Comrades, as things now are, we do not know where the region of dawn or of
darkness lies, in what quarter the radiant sun sinks below the earth or in what quarter
he rises up. Let us ask ourselves quickly if some good plan may yet be found, though
| fear there is none. When | climbed that commanding crag, | could see that we were
in an island encircled by boundless ocean. The main part of the land lies low, and in
the mid-point of it I saw smoke rising across thick undergrowth and woodland.”

(Shewring 1980: 117)

144 For textual criticism of this line, considered spurious by some, cf. Apthorp 1975: 135-137.
145 For the problems with deciphering the meaning of “yOapodn” (Od. 10.196), cf. fn. 96. The adjective
describes Circe’s island (Od. 10.196), which is otherwise portrayed as a hilly landscape, containing a skopié

(Od. 10.148), an akris (Od. 10.281), and oresteroi leontes (Od. 10.212) (Rebert 1928: 377).
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Instead of providing the Ithacan hero with some definite geographic bearings, his sojourn up
the hill has instead filled him with a general sense of physical dislocation, destroying all
sense of direction, east and west (Austin 1975: 93), and of isolation, since the island is
bordered by a limitless expanse of sea, “ndvtog dneiprroc” (Od. 10.195). The lookout spot,
far from being a place which should convey certainty of one’s location, instead provokes
doubt in the hero: “peppmpiéa” (10.151), “éye &' odk ofopar etvon” (10.193).146

A similar dislocation is recognized by the god Hermes when he appears before

Odysseus on a hill top on Circe’s island:

7fj 31 o', ® SvoTnve, St dxcprag Epyean oiog,
Y®Opov &idpig Emv; Etapot 6¢ Tot 01d' Evi Kipkng
Epyator A¢ te GVEG TLKIVOLG KELOUDVAG EYOVTEC.

(Od. 10.281-283)

Luckless man, why are you walking thus alone over these hills, in country you do not
know? Your comrades are yonder in Circe’s grounds; they are turned to swine, lodged
and safely penned in the sties.

(Shewring 1980: 120)

Just as Odysseus declared his locatival bewilderment to his comrades upon descending the

skopie, so the messenger god confronts the hero on a mountain-top and identifies that

146 Apthorp (1975: 135-137) suggests amending the latter line (Od. 10.193) from a negative statement to a
statement of assuredness, seeing that Odysseus does at this point in the story have an immediate métris (Od.

10.193): the hero is going to send his men ahead as spies to report back to him on the island (Od. 10.151-155).
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Odysseus has no knowledge of this country, “ympov Gidpig £éodv” (Od. 10.282); Hermes then
proceeds to point out the direction to Circe’s home (Od. 10.282-283).

Odysseus’ dislocations in the middle lands of Aeaea, between the shore and Circe’s
home, reveal the mountains and hills on the island to be areas connoting topographical
uncertainty, where the hero’s sense of direction is confused; and this, as in my discussion of
the Laestrygonian countryside, serves to push Circe’s home, her “dduata” (Od. 10.210) into
a spatial periphery, away from known lands. A further point which connotes the mountainous
terrain on Circe’s island as geographically isolated from other human locales is the
propensity for a god, like Hermes, to reveal himself on its peak, remembering that the
Olympians themselves dwell on top a mountain, “anéfn mpog pokpov ‘OAivumov” (Od.
10.307), which is inaccessible to humans (cf. Tsagalis 2012: 140-143).147

Finally, in Book 12, cliffs and high peaks, skopeloi and koryphai, mark out the spaces
where Scylla and Charybdis live. Circe first introduces these two opposing cliffs, “ckomeror”
(Od. 12.73), before describing in detail the high peak, “kopvefi”, “kopvenv” (Od. 12.74, 76),
of Scylla’s cliff; Scylla herself lives in a cave halfway up this cliff, “cxoméie” (Od. 12.80);
and the multiple-headed monster searches around the “oxomerov” (Od. 12.95) for prey. Circe
then describes the “oxdéneiov” (Od. 12.101) which lies near Charybdis whirlpool, but advises
Odysseus against taking this route, and recommends, instead, going past Scylla’s cliff,
“oxomélg” (Od. 12.108). After their encounter with the Sirens, Odysseus’ instructs his men
to hug the cliff, “ocxonéiov” (Od. 12.220), of Scylla, though he does not tell them of her
existence, so as to avoid the menace of Charybdis, who tosses spray on the tops of both cliffs,

“dxpoiotl okomélowoy €n' appotépototy” (Od. 12.239). And, lastly, towards the end of the

147 For further discussion on the spatial significance of Olympus, the home of the gods, beyond its characteristic

isolation from human society, cf. Tsagalis 2012: 140-143.
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Apologue, when Odysseus is washed back towards Scylla and Charybdis, after Zeus has
destroyed his ship, he nears the “oxomedov”’ (Od. 12.430) of Scylla once more.

Before discussing the connotations of the skopeloi and koryphai here, it must be
restated that in searching for contextual meaning, | am not denying the force of the denotative
or primary sense of a particular spatial unit. In the xeinoi’s encounters with Scylla and
Charybdis, these tall spatial objects perform important plot functions: the one cliff concealing
Scylla for her surprise attack and the other, later in the narrative, offering Odysseus a chance
to escape the menace of Charybdis.

| have thus far examined how mountains are positioned in contexts of isolation—
whether this isolation be (i) topographic, a creation of physical distance, or (ii) social, a
distancing from expected social behaviour, or even (iii) temporal, wherein the manhandling
of mountains takes us back into a more primitive past. In the case of Scylla and Charybdis,
the high cliffs occur in contexts where the Ithacans are removed from ordinary human
experience of the natural world; what they witness and experience is beyond the limits of
human ken.**® Thus the cliff peaks themselves are so very high that some parts are eternally
concealed by clouds, such that the normal seasons have no place here (Od. 10.74-76);

importantly, it is not within the realm of human capability to surpass this obstacle:

000¢ Kev appain Bpotdg avip ovd' EmPain,
00" &1 ol yeipég ye éelkoot kai mOdeg elev

(Od. 12.77-78)

148 Hopman (2012: 17-18) compares Scylla’s abode in the Apologue to the infernal regions described in

Hesiod’s Theogony.
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[N]or could any mortal man climb up it or get a foothold on it, not if he had twenty
hands and feet.

(Shewring 1980: 144)

This is a realm which is beyond the limits of the “Bpotog” (Od. 12.77) to transcend. The
image of a mutated man, with dozens more appendages than a regular man (Od. 12.78), is
indicative of this removal from the human into the unknown other; the dysmorphic picture is
also, perhaps, a subtle foreshadowing to the many-armed creature whom they will soon
encounter (Od. 12.89-92). A little further on in the narrative, another negation of a mortal

endeavour serves to place us in a real beyond human reach, quite literally:

000¢ KeV €K VN OG YAapupig ailniog avnp
TOED 010TELGUG KOTAOV GTTEOS El0APIKOLTO

(Od. 12.83-84)

A strong man’s arrow shot from a ship below would not reach the recesses of that
cave.

(Shewring 1980: 144-145)

Scylla’s cave, half way up the mountain (Od. 12.80), is beyond the heroic, martial prowess of
a Greek. While this mountain peak is outside the realm of human endeavours, so too its
inhabitant, Scylla, is removed from human experience: not only her dysmorphic physical
appearance (Od. 12.89-92), which is strange enough, but also her dietary habits, which seem

to have no limit, place her on the opposite end of the spectrum of human behaviour.
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avTod &' iyBvAQ, GKOTELOV TEPILAUD OO,
dehpivac te kuvag te Kol €1 mobt pueilov €anot
Kftog, & popia fookel dydotovog Ap@itpitn

(Od. 12.95-97)

[A]nd there, groping greedily round the rock, she fishes for dolphins and for sharks
and whatever beast more huge than these she can seize upon from all the thousands
that have their pasture from the queen of the seas.

(Shewring 1980: 145)

Anything, irrespective of size, within the vicinity of her skopelos (Od. 12.95) is acceptable
prey for Scylla. Her hunger and greed is limitless. Her fishing prowess, moreover, will have a
grim consequence for Odysseus’ men whom the monster consumes in the manner of a
fisherman (Od. 12.251-255), an act of anthropophagy similar to that of the Laestrygonians
(Od. 10.124). And as in the case of the Cyclopes and the Laestrygonians, Scylla’s character
seems to be matched by the topography of her mountainous dwelling: that is to say, her
behaviour, which is without limits and cannot be countered by human endeavour, although
Odysseus does attempt to do so in heroic fashion (Od. 12.228-231), is akin to the
insurmountable scale of her skopelos.

If Odysseus wishes to attempt to go past the other skopelos (Od. 12.101), leading past
Charybdis, he will experience an equally indomitable foe: one who is beyond even the power
of Poseidon to control (Od. 12.107), never mind a mortal such as Odysseus, and who,
furthermore, can toss her spray so high that it can land on top of both her and Scylla’s
skopeloi (Od. 12.239)—no mean endeavour, considering how high Scylla’s mountain

extends.
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2.5 Conclusions

In total, various references to mountains and related units occur 33 times in the Apologue.
The relevance of this quantity can be realized through a quick statistical analysis of the
occurrences of these spatial units outside the Apologue, in the remaining twenty books of the
Odyssey:*° (i) forms of oros, including adjectival compounds, occur 22 times (LfgrE 2004:
806-811);** (ii) skopie occurs 5 times (LfgrE 2006: 154);1! (iii) koryphé occurs once,*? but
has been counted with oros as a single unit (LfgrE 1991: 1495-1496); (iv) akris and akron
occur 6 times (LfgrE 1955: 434),%%® (v) pion occurs once (LfgrE 2006: 40);*** and (Vi)
skopelos does not occur.

In total, this amounts to 34 incidences of mountains and related spatial objects in the
Odyssey, excluding the Apologue (i.e. Books 1 to 8 and 13 to 24). Thus out of a total of 67
occurrences in the entire poem, 51% occur outside the Apologue, and 49% within the
Apologue.’™ This data needs to be put in perspective, the Odyssey totals 12 110 lines, of
which the Apologue comprises 2140 lines,'*® or 18%. In other words, references to mountains

in the Apologue are far more densely clustered than elsewhere in the Odyssey: 1 reference

149 N.B. As in section 2.3.1, | have counted nouns in apposition and partitive constructions as single units.

150 Cf. Od. 2.147, 3.287, 290, 4.514, 5.279, 283, 6.102, 123, 130, 7.268, 8.569, 13.152, 158, 177, 183, 351,
15.175, 19.205, 338, 431, 538, 22.303 (LfgrE 2004: 806-811).

151 Cf. Od. 4.524, 8.285 (considered suspect [cf. LfgrE 2006: 154]), 302, 14.261, 17.430 (LfgrE 2006: 154).

152 Cf. Od. 2.147 (LfgrE 1991: 1495-1496).

18 Cf. Od. 3.278, 5.313, 8.507, 14.2, 16.365, 22.278 (LfgrE 1955: 434).

154 Cf. Od. 3.295 (LfgrE 2006: 40).

155 All fractions have been rounded off to the nearest whole number.

156 | ine numbers have been counted from the TLG.
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occurs every 65 lines in the Apologue, compared to 1 every 293 lines elsewhere in the epic
poem. In short, the Apologue is characterized by a relatively greater typicality of references
to these spatial units.

Mountains are placed within several xeinoi situations in the Apologue—including
Odysseus’ encounters with the (i) Phaeacians, (ii) Cyclopes (including the Island of the
Goats), (iii) Polyphemus, (iv) the Laestrygonians, (v) Circe, and (vi) Scylla and Charybdis—
and come to connote a sense of ‘isolation’ or ‘distance’. Admittedly, my analysis has not
included every single encounter in the Apologue, and further analysis would be needed to
discover how this characterization might, or might not, be applied to the episodes of the
Cicones, the Lotus Eaters, Aeolus (cf. Lowenstam 1993: 194-195), the Nekyia, the Sirens,
and the Island of Helios, which, owing to spatial constraints, this dissertation cannot explore
more fully.

To conclude then, mountains convey various senses of isolation in the xeinoi
encounters in these four books: (i) topographic, where homes are pushed to peripheries,
isolated dwellings, and where a sense of distance is created between xeinoi and local
inhabitants; (ii) social, in which characters display strong anti-social tendencies, whether
physically distancing themselves from communication with others, or deliberately subverting
accepted social behaviour, often entailing an abuse of xenia through anthropophagy; (iii)
temporal, whereby certain actions and associations with prehistoric figures characterize
individuals as belonging to a more primitive era; and (iv) an isolation from the human world,
by which | refer to the manner in which xeinoi encounters are placed beyond the physical

limits of human agents.
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Chapter 3: Eating and Danger

3.1 Overview

This chapter identifies acts of eating in xeinoi situations in the Apologue as a typical feature
of the story, and argues that these repeated units, when examined with respect to their
contexts, come to connote danger for the Ithacan xeinoi during their travels. This danger will
be shown to be of two varieties: (i) the danger of a delay in the pursuit and progress of the
nostos, and (ii) the danger of destruction.

The importance of eating to the Odyssey has been recognized in several scholarly
studies. In the first section of this chapter, ‘Eating in the Odyssey’ (3.2), | shall therefore
provide a brief review of the relevant scholarship. The particular objective of this chapter will
lie, firstly, in identifying ‘The Typicality of Eating in the Apologue’ (3.3), and then in
exploring how this typical unit breeds connoted senses of danger for the Ithacan xeinoi in
their travels (3.4). Finally, I shall summarize my findings in Conclusions (3.5).

The innovation of this study will be consist, firstly, in the clarification of the typicality
of eating across several xeinoi encounters within the Apologue, (so analysis is not confined to
selected episodes) and, secondly, in the demonstration that the contextual associations
opened out by these repeated units pertain to the two sets of dangers which the Ithacan xeinoi

experience during their wanderings.

3.2 Eating in the Odyssey

The most comprehensive recent monograph into the importance of eating in the Odyssey has

been undertaken by Egbert Bakker, in The meaning of meat and the structure of the Odyssey
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(2013). Bakker’s study is oriented specifically towards exploring the consumption of meat in
the heroic feast and the meaning behind such consumption. The significance of the ideal,
successful Homeric feast or dais'® for Bakker lies in a consolidation of social (particularly,

aristocratic) and religious bonds which takes place during the consumption:

The dais, then, is an important occasion on which a community reaffirms its cohesion
and maintains its relations with the gods. Successful daites are the typical
manifestation of a healthy community.

(41)

Bakker’s (38) interpretation stems from the connection of the noun dais with the verb daiein;
this verb, alongside other verbal forms such as daitreuein, dassasthai, and dateomai in the
Homeric poems, denotes a ‘sharing’ or ‘dividing’, whether it be of plunder, livestock, or,
indeed, meat (cf. Said 1979: 15-17, Wecowski 2014: 198). Etymologically, the dais, or feast,
while denoting on a simple level an occasion for the consumption of meat, is also a location
for “the division of the slaughtered animal” (Bakker 2013: 38, cf. Bremmer 2007: 138), and
where, on account of this division, social and religious bonds are reinforced (Howe 2008: 40,
Mclnerney 2010: 60). The Homeric hero, while keeping the best part of the meat for himself
as a form of honour or geras (Bremmer 2007: 138, Wecowski 2014: 212-213),'%8 since meat

and livestock were prestigious, valuable commodities in the Aegean (Bakker 2013: 48-50,

157 “For Homer, dais is the generic term for ‘feasting’, and all other types of banquet can be subsumed under this
category” (Wecowski 2014: 198).
18 For example, Odysseus retains the best ram for himself in Book 9 (lines 549-551). On the notion of equal

sharing in Homer, cf. Wecowski 2014: 198-199.
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Haubold 2000: 18, Howe 2008: 39-40),%*° redistributes a share of the meat to the community,

his fellow aristocrats (Bakker 2013: 37-38):

The distribution of animals in the form of gifts, or even as meat distributed at feasts,
helped to maintain the complex reciprocal networks of elite society that were essential
to the success of the aristocratic household

(Howe 2008: 40).

So too, the sacrifice of meat to the gods in a properly-conducted dais constitutes “an
essential channel of communication between the two realms [i.e. human and divine]” (Bakker
2013: 41).160

This ideal cultural situation of the successful feast—the equal sharing of meat and
consolidation of a healthy society—becomes problematic in the Odyssey, where feasting is a
more complex area, involving both good models (i.e. where the distribution of victuals is
considered ‘equal’) and bad models (where the distribution is irregular or perverted in some
manner) (Bakker 2013: 42). Moreover, Bakker concedes that even in the case of the

benevolent models in the Odyssey feasting is never entirely without problems:

Even feasts that are in themselves beyond reproach can be problematic in the

Odyssey. For the guest in whose honour the feasting takes place there is the risk of

159 “The first thing to note is the importance of cattle farming in the world of epic. Odysseus wipes out a
generation of Ithacans because they eat up his livestock” (Haubold 2000: 18). For further discussions and
comments on the economic value and prestigious status of livestock in Homeric society, cf. Bremmer 2007:
133-134, Said 1979: 10-11.

160 For further readings on sacrifice in early Greek society and the Homeric poems, cf. Bremmer 2007: 132-144,

Detienne 1979: 7-35, Vidal-Naquet 1996: 33-53.
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delay and being detained: his nostos may come to be jeopardized, the obverse of the
hospitality that both Odysseus and his son enjoy. The traveller may also pose this risk
himself, when his tale is too long to be told without significant loss of time.

(42)

Here Bakker touches on an important connotation of eating, upon which my analysis will
elaborate further: namely, the danger of stagnation, for the act of eating to delay the xeinoi in
the completion of their nostos. Moreover, in my study | shall explore further the simultaneity
which Bakker identifies in these feasts, where eating can be both a risk (for example, of
delay) and at the same time a benevolent boon, “beyond reproach” (42)—specifically, one
which removes worries, cares, and griefs from the tired Ithacans. Incidentally, one criticism
of Bakker’s decision to focus purely on the ‘feasting of meat’ as a typical unit in the story is
that it negates instances of eating in the Apologue, such as that in the land of the Lotus Eaters,
where a definite delay accompanies the eating, but where, importantly, this eating is not
carnivorous in any respect.

As in my analysis, Bakker (42-43) combines the danger of a delay with a more
immediate threat connoted by feasting; for him, the dais —in particular, the dais where the
distribution of meat has gone wrong in some respect—opens out the possibility of strife,
conflict, and, ultimately, of destruction. This relationship between eating and destruction is
most evident in the case of the suitors, the principal antagonists of the epic. The suitors
threaten Odysseus not simply by competing for the hand of Penelope in marriage, in the
hero’s absence, but also in trying to supplant Odysseus as basileus in Ithaca, destroying the
sovereignty of his oikos (43-48); Bakker (44-45) suggests that the latter crime is perhaps the

more pertinent and underlying motive behind the suitors’ prolonged stay in the hero’s 0ikos
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(cf. Mclnerney 2010: 86, Said 1979: 10).1®! And, to this end, their primary means of
destroying the absent king is to eat Odysseus (and his son, Telemachus) out of house and
home (Bakker 2013: 45, Howe 2008: 40, Said 1979: 10, 24). The kind of excessive feasting
in which the suitors indulge is, in truth, a gross perversion of the heroic dais, where the
distribution of meat at feasts in a community has become the responsibility of only one oikos,

depleting it to its ruin (Bakker 2013: 45-46):

Coupable de brouiller les partages, les prétendants sont surtout criminels en ce qu’ils
refusent tout partage et bloquent completement le processus d’échanges dans lequel
s’inscrit le banquet et qu’il met lui-méme en ceuvre. Leur festins ne servent jamais a
réaffirmer, par un partage ou un échange, les liens qui existent entre les membres de
I’aristocratie locale

(Said 1979: 24)

The suitors’ feasting is notable for its lack of reciprocity: they are content to consume the
livestock of Telemachus entirely and not to share any meat of their own, nor are they willing
to move their feast to another oikos in order to lessen the burden on Telemachus’ herds (Od.
2.138-145) (Rundin 1996: 193-194); instead of being a place for consolidating social and
religious ties within a community, the suitors’ dais has instead become a place for the
complete destruction of Odysseus’ home and wealth. Bakker (2013: 45) notes, furthermore,
that several verbs which denote forms of ‘eating’, ‘devouring’, or ‘grazing’ are used in order
to characterize the suitors’ aggressive, deleterious acts in diminishing Telemachus’ inherited

property and Odysseus’ 0ikos; a notable employment occurs in the phrase, “oi tot Biotov

161 “Tous les crimes des prétendants se résument donc a un seul, la destruction de la maison d’Ulysse” (Said

1979: 10).
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katédovor” (e.g. Od. 11.116) (cf. Said 1979: 10).}52 The suitors are ‘eating away’ at
Odysseus’ “Biotov”; this term, as Bakker notes (2013: 45), applies to the destruction of the
hero’s ‘livelihood’, but it also implies the destruction of “his (and his son’s) physical life”
(45) (cf. LfgrE 1991: 63).

Outside the context of meat distribution in a feast, eating has also been regarded as a
typical element in Homeric hospitality scenes. To this end, Steve Reece provides a systematic
breakdown of this activity. In his structural rubric of the various elements comprising a
typical hospitality scene, Reece lists ‘the Feast’ as the ninth major element and provides the
following three sub-categories into which it may be divided: “preparation”, “consumption”,
and “conclusion” (1993: 7); furthermore, there is also the “departure meal” (7), twenty-first
in Reece’s rubric, which is granted after the bestowing of guest-gifts by the host (7). Feasting
is a typical, characteristic activity in Reece’s hospitality scene: (i) it occupies a fixed position
in the possible range of actions in a scene of xenia; (ii) it is composed of three repeatable
thematic sub-categories (7); and (iii) these subcategories demonstrate repetition in language
through certain formulaic phrases in both Homeric epics (23-25).

Reece’s analysis is similar to my own in that he is seeking first to typify an action in
the narrative and then to ‘read’ meaning into this typification. The value of placing ‘feasting’
within a set framework of xenia lies in our being able to assess how this activity characterizes
specific xeinoi situations; we can track divergences in the representations of feasting across
different hospitality scenes and interpret what these differences tell us about the quality of the
respective hospitality scenes, and about guests and hosts.

One may, for instance, compare the initial feast in the home of Nestor to that in the
home of Alcinous. Telemachus is immediately, without any reservation, granted his victuals

as a xeinos upon arriving at Nestor’s abode in Pylos (Od. 3.31-42):

162 For other instances, cf. Od. 13.396, 428, 15.32; also for a similar phrase, cf. Od. 1.160, 14.377, 18.280.
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In the ensuing feast the protocols of aristocratic xenia are followed exactly: the guests
are greeted and feted without question. They are seated near Nestor, in places of
honour, are given choice cuts, and receive the golden cut to pour libation... Only
when the food has been eaten does Nestor even ask Telemachos who he is and what
his business is.

(Mclnerny 2010: 87-88)

Odysseus’ arrival at the Phaeacian feast—he arrives at the moment when the Scherian people
are pouring their libations (Od. 7.136-138)—differs in several respects from the ‘model
reception’ in Nestor’s home: firstly, the hosts do not actively seat their guest at the table, but
stare in silence at their guest (Od. 7.144-145) (Reece 1993: 105, Rose 1969: 394-395);163
secondly, whereas Telemachus is not required to say anything before getting his meal,
Odysseus has to entreat Arete for help (Od. 7.146-152); thirdly, Echeneus, one of the
Phaeacian elders, reprimands Alcinous for his silence and recommends that food be given to
Odysseus (Od. 7.159-166) (Reece 1993: 105, Rose 1969: 395-396); and, fourthly, when a
meal is given to Odysseus, he is interrupted before completion of the meal by Alcinous’
speech (Od. 7.179-181, 186-206), and he has to ask the king of the Phaeacians to be allowed
to finish his meal (Od. 7.215) (Reece 1993: 105, Rose 1969: 396).

There are several pertinent reasons as to why the Phaeacian reception scene should be

characterized by deviations from the ideal feast we witness in Nestor’s home. (i) From a plot

163 “What explanation is there for Arete’s and Alcinous’ failure to greet promptly the stranger, who for a long
time (cf. oyé 7.155) sits in a position of supplication in the ashes at the hearth, an indiscretion for which
Echeneus must reprimand them (7.153-166)?” (Reece 1993: 105). On Alcinous’ reception of Odysseus as

entailing a quite exemplary display between suppliant and supplicated, cf. Gould 1973: 78-79.
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perspective, it creates dramatic tension. For the best part of Book 6 and the start of Book 7,
the narrative has been leading up to the reception in Alcinous’ palace; it would therefore be
anticlimactic if Odysseus were at once shown to his plate without any uncertainty. (ii) From
the perspective of Odysseus’ character, the possibility of an unfavourable, or somewhat
lukewarm, reception allows the character the chance to reveal his heroic identity—both his
great physical prowess, which he reveals in the athletics in Book 8, and his trials on the seas,
the sufferings which are characteristic of Odysseus, part of his heroic kleos (Rose 1969: 398-
406).1%* (iii) The relationship between Odysseus and the Phaeacians is between complete
foreigners and complete strangers (unlike the meeting between Nestor and Telemachus, who
are both Greeks and have heard of one another); it seems appropriate that there is a certain
degree of hesitancy involved in the initial exchange (Reece 1993: 108). Along these lines,
one should also acknowledge the fact that Odysseus has materialized before the Phaeacians
without any warning, since he had been previously hidden by the machinations of Athena,
and that, given his sudden appearance, some surprise, and a certain amount of delay, could
reasonably be expected of his hosts (Thornton 1970: 40). (iv) From the perspective of the
Phaeacians, they are characterized as somewhat aloof from human sufferings, as a people
who live in hyper-civilized luxury, even dining with the Olympians upon occasion (Segal
1962: 27-28); the fact that they would not react with urgency to Odysseus’ supplication is
therefore apt.

In terms of the Apologue, Reece devotes an entire chapter to illustrate how the

Polyphemus episode entails a perversion and parody of a typical hospitality sequence; and, to

164 «“Odysseus’ major problem in Books 7 and 8, and thus the focus of interest, consists in replacing the
suspicion and very incomplete hospitality he first encounters with admiration, warmth, and total acceptance on
the part of the royal family. He accomplishes this in stages through his own extraordinary physical and

especially mental prowess” (Rose 1969: 398).
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this end, the depiction of feasting in this book is shown to be irregular. Contrary to Reece’s
rubric of the ideal hospitality scene, Polyphemus questions Odysseus on his identity before
initiating a feast (Od. 9.252-255) (132-133), and when the ogre does indeed turn to the feast,
it is perversely inverted feast: the guests are not offered any victuals but become the feast
themselves (134-135). Polyphemus’ crude response to the proper ritual of xeinoi interaction,
exemplified by his irregular treatment of ‘the Feast’, characterizes him as a truly inhospitable
figure in the context of Odyssean reception scenes.

Reece’s rubric indicates the importance of eating specifically to hospitality scenes—
i.e. scenes such as the receptions in Pylos and Scheria, which demonstrate a high proportion
of the typical elements in Reece’s list—such that we are able to project how certain
deviations from the typical representations of eating (or, otherwise, exemplary models, such
as in the home of Nestor) can characterize reception scenes. However, to frame all the
various xeinoi interactions in the Apologue as forms of xeinoi interactions, or hospitality
sequences, is problematic. Reece’s rubric requires a number of typical criteria to occur in
order for a scene to be considered an hospitality scene, but in my first chapter, | argued that
his rubric was of limited value to the various interactions in the Apologue, and that to refer to
the Apologue (rather than, singularly, the Polyphemus sequence, where | concur with his
analysis) as a parody of hospitality scenes is not justified by the mere absence of these
criteria, but, rather, by their marked presence and negation, as seen in the Cyclopeia.

What justification, for example, is there to describe the episode of the Lotus Eaters as
a scene of hospitality? Employing Reece’s list of thirty-eight individual ingredients, | detect
the following three components: “Il. Arrival at the destination” (Od. 9.83-84), “lllb.
Description of the person[s] sought” (i.e. they consume the Lotus plant [Od. 9.84]), and “IXb.
Feast consumption” (Od. 9.91-97) (1993: 6-7). In this case, the consumption of food is really

the singular activity which defines the episode. To label this episode a ‘hospitality scene’, or
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a perversion of one, which Reece suggests (124), is to designate a scene of feasting as
equivalent to a scene of hospitality. In fact, Reece himself concedes in his introduction that
eating as an activity need not be restricted to hospitality scenes (6). Feasting, as Bakker
(2013: 43) has identified, is also important in the episode of the Cicones, but this is certainly
no hospitality scene—rather a scene of raiding by the Ithacans. It is equally challenging to
argue for the encounter with Scylla (an encounter between predator and prey [cf. Od. 12.251-
255]) and the Ithacans’ stay in Thrinacia (where ‘the host’ is entirely absent) as ‘hospitality
scenes’, although eating is an essential activity to both.

By restricting our analysis of eating to formal hospitality scenes, we are likely to miss
out on several important references to eating throughout the Apologue which could contribute
to our overall understanding of the meaning of this activity, or, otherwise, we are likely to
read too much into certain scenes, always viewing them, unnecessarily, from an ethical

perspective of good or bad hospitality or xenia.

3.3  The Typicality of Eating in the Apologue

The present section provides a complete list (3.3.1) for all acts of eating in xeinoi encounters
in the Apologue. | include ‘feasting’ here under the general designation of ‘acts of eating’ for
those instances where the consumption of food is not explicitly mentioned, but where the
description of a feast renders the act of eating implicit in the story (e.g. Od. 9.45-46).

One of the problems encountered in formulating this section has been the formal
representation of a ‘unit of eating’. It will be observed that the unit of repetition in this
chapter is somewhat different to the previous, in that the analysis is centered on a type of
activity or event rather than a singular spatial object. Thus while the methodological basis for

the identification of repetitions is still very much the same—i.e. the semantic recognition of a
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unit of sufficient similarity—'%the formal parameters by which this unit is defined are
different. In the case of mountains, repetition of the semantic unit was observed most often
through a single noun or adjective (occasionally two words, as in partitive constructions or
nouns in apposition); an activity or event in the narrative, however, will inevitably be denoted
by a more complex unit—phrases, clauses, or even multiple lines.

Thus in designating each unit of ‘eating’ I could include all words which impart direct
information concerning this activity: most importantly, (i) the actual process of consuming
food should be given (or preparing food, in the case of a feast), which is conveyed by various
verbs or noun-verb phrases (i.e. what action is being done); (ii) the subject of the eating might
be provided (who does the eating); (iii) the object of the eating might be given (what food is
eaten); and (iv) any further adverbial phrases which impart additional information as to the
nature of the eating act (where, when, how (etc.) the eating takes place) might also be
provided. In short, | understand the unit of eating as a typical action or event in the narrative
which can stretch in scale from a short phrase to a clause to several lines, or parts thereof.

On account of the length of many of these action units and their high concentration in
certain passages,*® this section will apply the following measures for the sake of economy
and clarity: (a) to cite merely the verse numbers in which the eating units can be located by
the reader, rather than to give full quotations of the Homeric text here; (b) to group these
units according to the xeinoi encounters in which they occur; and (c) to provide a brief,

generalized descriptive summary of eating in each encounter.

165 For further discussion on an audience’s recognition of typical actions and scenes, cf. Minchin 2001: 33-48.

186 Thus, in the case of the Lotus Eaters, within a short space of some 20 lines, I could list line 9.84 (ot
&vowov gidap Edovow), lines 86-87 (oiya 8¢ Seimvov &hovto Bofic mapd viuciv étaipot. / adtap nsi 6itold T
énacodped'), lines 93-94 (4AAG o1 0cav Awtoio ndoacbotl / T@v &' 6¢ Tig AwToio eayol pelndéa kapmdv), line

97 (Mwtov épentdpevot), and line 102 (Awtoio payav), as 5 separate “units of eating’.
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N.B.1. This list does not include references to potential objects of consumption, e.g.
livestock, when there is no explicit reference to an act of eating in the immediate narrative
context, or when they are not part of a feast preparation; to clarify, the subject of this chapter
is a typical activity, not a spatial or material object in the world of the story, as the previous

chapter examined.

N.B.2. | have also not included isolated references to drinking, except when they occur
alongside eating as part of a feast; the importance of drinking in the Odyssey—and, in
particular, wine—demands separate discussion as to its significance (cf. Louden 1999: 38-40,
Wecowski 2014: 214-248), which, for reasons of space, this dissertation cannot explore

further.

N.B.3. Finally, this typical analysis is interested in eating as a physical event in the story—
that is, the action of characters in having actual food prepared and consuming food—and thus
it does not include mere verbal references to eating (for example, generic adjectival qualifiers
like ‘bread-eating” (Od. 9.191) or allusions to earlier eating acts within direct speech [Od.
9.478-479]),%%” when these references are not accompanied by an actual consumption or

feasting in the immediate context of the story.

167 For such references to eating, where no actual consumption occurs in the immediate narrative of the
Apologue, cf. Od. 9.75, 190-191, 369-370, 475-476, 478-479, 10.200, 272, 290, 411, 11.116-117, 12.127-128,

282-283, 310, 439.
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3.3.1 Reference List for Eating in the Apologue

(i) The Phaeacians: 9.8-9.

Odysseus praises the feast laid out by his hosts, the Phaeacians.

(ii) The Cicones: 9.45-46.

Odysseus’ crew enjoy a feast by slaughtering the cattle of the coastal Cicones.

(iii) The Lotus Eaters: 9.86-87, 93-94, 97, 102.

The Ithacans take their rations upon reaching the land of the Lotus Eaters. Several of the

crew, upon venturing inland, are offered the plant of these people and eat it.

(iv) The Island of the Goats: 9.154-155, 162, 557.

The nymphs on the Island of the Goats prepare a feast for the Ithacans, which the latter duly

accept. Odysseus and his crew later return to the island, after their encounter with

Polyphemus, and sacrifice a ram to Zeus.
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(v) Polyphemus: 9.231-232, 244-249, 288-293, 296-297, 311-312, 344, 347.

The Ithacans eat some of Polyphemus’ victuals in the absence of their host. Polyphemus
returns and prepares his dairy-based supper. Polyphemus then kills and devours Odysseus’

men on three separate occasions.

(vi) Aeolus: 10.8-9, 57-58, 60-61.

The Ithacans stay with the god Aeolus, whose family engages in perpetual feasting. Before

the Ithacans visit him again, after their near homecoming, they take their rations.

(vii) The Laestrygonians: 10.116, 124.

The Laestrygonians kill and feast upon the Ithacans.

(viii) Circe: 10.143, 155, 182-184, 234-237, 241-243, 316-317, 354-357, 370-373, 375-376,

378-379, 383-384, 386, 426-427, 452, 460, 468, 477, 12.23, 30.

The Ithacans take their rations upon landing at Aeaea. Later at the beach they consume a stag,
which Odysseus has hunted. Circe brews a porridge for Odysseus’ ambassadors, who duly eat
the concoction. Circe feeds the men, now transformed into swine, with acorns. Circe gives
the same concoction to Odysseus, but it has no effect. A feast is prepared for Odysseus, but
he will not eat until his companions are changed back into human form. Once he retrieves the

remainder of his men from the beach, Odysseus and his companions enjoy the feasts on offer
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in Circe’s home. Upon returning to Aeaea from the Underworld, the Ithacans on the beach

are brought a meal by Circe.

(ix) Agamemnon: 11.410-411.

Agamemnon is invited to a feast at the home of Aegisthus.

(x) Scylla: 12.256.

Scylla devours Odysseus’ men.

(xi) Thrinacia: 12.307-308, 354-65, 397-398.

The Ithacans land on Thrinacia, having sworn to Odysseus that they will not slaughter the

cattle of the Sun. After a month of inertia and scant victuals, the men, under the advice of

Eurylochus, prepare a meal by sacrificing the best of Helios’ cattle. They proceed to consume

the cattle for six days, before departing on the seventh.

3.3.2 Summary

It is evident from this study of repeated units that eating is a typical activity throughout the

Apologue, not only from the sheer number of incidences, but also on account of their

presence in nearly all the xeinoi encounters in the Apologue. In the following analysis, the

contextual meaning which becomes associated with these references will be further explored.
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3.4

A Connotative Interpretation of Eating in the Apologue

“Alkivoe Kpelov, TAVTOV Ap1dsikete Aadv,

7 TOL P&V 108 KAAOV dkovépey éoTiv Go130d
101008', 0log 8d' £o1i, B£0ic’ vaiykiog addMv.
00 yap &Y® V£ Tt enut TELog YaplEGTEPOV Elval
1 6t' ébppocvvn pev &ym kdra ofjuov dravra,
dotopdveg 6' ava ddpot akovdlmvtot 4odod
finevot £€ging, mapd 0 TANBwaot tpamelon

oitov kai kpewdv, pédv &' €k kpNTipog APHGGMV
0ivoy60c popénct Kai £yyein dendeoot

10016 i pot KGAMGTOV &Vi @pectv eldetar ivan.
oo 0' €ud kndea BuOG EMETPATETO GTOVOEVTQ
elpect’, dop' &t parrov 6ovpdEVOG GTEVAYIL®.
T Tp®TOHV TOL EMerta, Ti ' VOTATIOV KATAAEE®;

KNoe' énel pot moAhd docav Beoi Ovpavimved.

(Od. 9.2-15)

Alcinous, most illustrious lord, truly it is a happy thing to listen to such a bard as this,

whose utterance is like a god’s. Indeed I think life is at its best when a whole people is

in festivity and banqueters in the hall sit next to each other listening to the bard, while

the tables by them are laden with bread and meat, and the cupbearer draws wine from

the mixing bowl and pours it into the cups. That, I think, is the happiest thing there is.

But your mind is set on questioning me on the bitter sufferings | have borne, and for
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me this means more lamentation and more unhappiness. Be it so; what shall I tell you
first, what shall | leave for last? My griefs have been many—so heaven ordained.

(Shewring 1980: 99)

In an encomium to his extra-narrative situation, Odysseus commences his Apologue with a
portrait of the flawless banquet with which the Phaeacians have provided him; indeed, the
language of the Ithacan guest is laced with hyperbolic expressions and the highest of praise
(Stanford 1996: 348).68 Firstly, upon his host, Alcinous, is bestowed the epithet, “mévtmv
apdeixete hadv” (Od. 9.2), where the genitive adjective denotes an immeasurable quantity,
and therefore the supreme reach of Alcinous’ ‘eminence among men’, “dpdeikete AadVv”;
this, incidentally, is a title of honour which only the king of Scheria is granted in the Odyssey
(cf. Od.8.382, 401, 11.355, 378, 13.38) (LfgrE 1955: 1271-1272). Secondly, Odysseus likens
the voice of the bard, Demodocus, to the divinities, “Ogoic’ évariykiog avdnv” (Od. 9.4), and
describes the act of listening to the singer as “xaAdv” (Od. 9.3), an adjective which is later
picked up and so reinforced by “xéAlotov” (Od. 9.11) (de Jong 2004a: 227).1%° And, thirdly,
Odysseus lauds the accomplishment, “téhog” (Od. 9.5), of the bonhomie, “¢bepocivn” (Od.
9.6),1% which arises from such a festive occasion—entailing music (Od. 9.7-8), eating (Od.
9.8-9), and drinking (Od. 9.9-10); this achievement of the Phaeacians is then qualified by two
superlatives, “ov... yopiéotepov... / {7 (Od. 9.5-6) (the negative with the comparative

adjective amounts to a virtual superlative in sense), and “xéAletov” (Od. 9.11).

168 «“In 3 ff. O’s introduction to his long speech is a model for after-dinner speakers. He begins with a felicitously
worded praise of the pleasures of music and feasting, while deftly implying that he is something of a
connoisseur and that Alcinous’ entertainment satisfies his high standards.” (Stanford 1996: 348).

169 «“The passage is marked off by ring composition” (de Jong 2004a: 227).

170 On translating “tého¢” (Od. 9.5) and “gbepocvvn” (Od. 9.6), cf. Stanford 1996: 348.
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Accordingly, the first reference to eating—or, to be more precise, the preparation of
the table—in the Apologue appears an ideal model. The banquet, the occasion for feasting
and drinking and listening to music and stories, seems to be the very pinnacle of human
happiness (Pucci 1987: 184). The bliss of this flawless feast, however, is soon tempered by
the harsh realism of Odysseus’ own experiences, which he relates to the Phaeacians in the
ensuing lines (Od. 9.12-15). As idyllic as the present festivities of the Phaeacians are to
Odysseus, they are equalled by the pain of recollecting his wanderings in reaching Scheria,
which Alcinous has asked Odysseus to relate (Od 8.572-586, 9.12-13) (de Jong 2004a: 227).
Twice Odysseus uses forms of the word kedos (Od. 9.12, 15) in order to emphasize the ‘grief’
which he has had to endure during his adventures; and, in order to further explicate his
emotions, he twice uses words which denote physical groaning, “ctovogvta” (Od. 9.12) and
“otevayilo” (Od. 9.13), the second of which is partnered with an adjective to denote his
lamentation, “6dvpépevoc” (Od. 9.13).2"1 In truth, so troubled is Odysseus that even to relate
his adventures to the Phaeacians is to suffer more (Od. 9.13) (Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989: 12,
Stanford 1996: 348).

The Phaeacian feast, while ostensibly a place of supreme mirth and cheer (Od. 9.2-
11), is soon transformed into a place of suffering for Odysseus (Od. 9.12-15), of kédos, as he
is compelled as a narrator to relive the hardships experienced during his various excursions
into the mysterious lands whither he and his crew sailed. Uneasy associations therefore open
up around the act of feasting in this introductory passage, juxtaposing the pleasure initially

expressed by Odysseus, indicative of a space of present cheerfulness, and the subsequent

11 On the phonetic association of “6dvpouevog” (Od. 9.13) with the name Odysseus, alongside other words

which denote suffering, cf. de Jong 2004a: 14.
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feeling of kedos which Alcinous’ questioning has triggered in his guest, turning the feast into

a space for the recollection of the mournful past (cf. Od. 8.522) (Segal 1962: 27-28):12

[1]t is, then, this opposition of ‘grief’... and ‘joy’... that introduces Odysseus’
statement of his identity and his tale of the past.

(Segal 1962: 28)

And it is with the Phaeacian feast as an ever present background that Odysseus will indeed
enumerate the numerous sufferings and losses which he experienced over the seas—
sufferings, ironically enough, which are frequently intermingled, as | shall explore, with
actions of feasting and eating.

The conflict arising in this passage (Od. 9.2-15), between the picture of idyllic
Phaeacian festivities and Odysseus’ subsequent articulation of his own sufferings, is, in fact,
a continuation of a tension which has informed references to food and acts of eating in Books
7 and 8. For the Phaeacians, who enjoy a quasi-divine, hyper-civilized life, eating is nothing
but a pleasurable activity. In Book 7, Odysseus pauses to gaze over the Phaeacian palace and
beholds its unparalleled luxury—Dbronze walls, golden doors, and silver pillars (Od. 7.86-
89)—and near this grand architecture, the audience of the poem is afforded a glance at the
garden of Alcinous. Here there is a great variety of fruit-bearing trees—pears, pomegranates,

apples, figs, and olives (Od. 7.115-116); and, moreover these plants are in rigorous health,

172 “The pain and loss of Odysseus in his post-Trojan adventures, his kN8eo, are similarly for Alcinous a
fascinating, pleasurable tale to which he would gladly listen till dawn (11.375-376), while Odysseus would
perhaps prefer to sleep (11.379ff.) and depart at dawn (see 7.222), rather than be delayed till the following
sunset by another day of feasting and song (see 13.28ff)” (Segal 1962: 27). Reflecting this transition from
present to past, one can observe the sudden shift in verb tense from the presents (Od. 9.3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11) to

aorists (Od. 9.12, 15) in the passage.
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remarkable for the quantity of food they bear, “tniebdovra... miebomoar” (Od. 7.114, 116).
The fruit never rots, “o? note kapmog andArvtan” (Od. 7.117), but is perennial, “énetioilog”
(Od. 7.118): the next generation of fruit growing over the previous (Od. 7.120-121). This
allows for multiple stages in the growth and cultivation of a single crop to occur
simultaneously, without respect to changing seasons (the example of grapes is given in the
narrative [Od. 7.122-126]).173 This is a typical Golden Age landscape, a locus amoenus where
the inhabitants can attain food in unlimited plenty and, moreover, without any work (de Jong

2004a: 176, Edwards 1993: 47-48).

What is most remarkable, perhaps, is that all this productive fertility is achieved with
the conspicuous absence of labour... the entire passage contains only two verbs of
cultivation... and they are both without an expressed subject... [the Phaeacians’]
world and their life partake of a sensibility of ease, abundance, and closeness to the
gods.

(Dougherty 2001: 88-89)

Abundant food for the Phaeacians is an effortless by-product of their paradise, and
throughout Odysseus’ stay in Scheria eating—and, especially, eating plentifully—is a
common activity for them (de Jong 2004a: 177). Thus not only does the royal garden yield an

abundance of perennial plants, but livestock is also available in great quantities. In Book 8

173 On the unusual preponderance of historic presents in this descriptive passage (Od. 7.103-130), which is
entirely foreign to Homeric grammar, West (2000: 479-488) recommends retaining the passage, but inserting it
into an earlier part of the Phaeacian sequence: Nausicaa’s speech to Odysseus, where the present tenses would

be less problematic.
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the promised feast of Alcinous takes place and the king himself slaughters a great number of

sheep, swine, and cattle for his people:

toiov &' Alkivooc dvokaideka UL iEpevaey,
OKT® 0" apylddovtag Hog, dvo &' gilimodag fodc
TOVG dépov apel 0' Erov, TeTOKOVTO TE dalT' Epateviv

(Od. 8.59-61)

For all these guests, Alcinous slaughtered a dozen sheep, eight boars, two oxen; these
were flayed and made ready, and a meal was prepared that all would welcome.

(Shewring 1980: 86)

The abundance of the Phaeacian table can also be observed in Odysseus’ initial arrival and
reception at the palace in Book 7. Odysseus first catches sight of the Phaeacians in the
closing stages of a feast—the Phaeacian banqueters have just finished their meal and are
pouring drink offerings to Hermes (Od. 7.137) (de Jong 2004a: 177). Echeneus then
recommends that the stranger be seated and be given food and drink (Od. 7.163-166), which
he duly is and in good measure “gidoata TOAL™ (Od. 7.176); and after Alcinous has stated that
he will call for a great banquet the following day (Od. 7.189-191), the king provides
Odysseus with further indications as to the customary lavishness and grandeur of their
feasting, for we are told that the gods themselves come down to dine with the Phaeacians,
“daivovrai te map' aup kadnpevor EvBa mep fueic” (Od. 7.203).

In response to the easy largesse of the Phaeacian table and the god-like magnificence

of their feasting, however, Odysseus characterizes eating in rather less elevated, pleasurable
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terms, when he asks Alcinous to be allowed to finish his meal, “Sopmijcar €doote” (Od.

7.215);

AL’ €ue pev dopmioon Edcate KNOOUEVOV TTep:

oV Yap TL oTVYEPT €M YOOTEPL KOVIEPOV GALO
gmheto 7 T' éxélevoey o uvnoacbon avaykn

Kol poAa telpdpevov kai évi ppect mévbog Eyovra,
¢ kol &ym mévOog pev Exm epectv, 1 08 LOA' aiel
€o0guevor KEAETOL Kol TIVEUEY, €K OE [LE TAVIOV
AnBdvel, 666" Enabov, kai EVvimAncOfjvar avayet.

(Od. 7.215-221)

But whatever my distress may be, | would ask you now to let me eat. There is nothing
more devoid of shame than the accursed belly; it thrusts itself upon a man’s mind in
spite of his afflictions, in spite of his inward grief. That is true of me; my heart is sad,
but my belly keeps urging me to have food and drink, tries to blot out all the past from

me; it says imperiously: “Eat and be filled.”

(Shewring 1980: 81)

Irene de Jong identifies this passage as one in a number of the “accursed belly motif*”
(2004a: 182),* which runs throughout the Odyssey (6.133-134, 15.343-345, 17.286-289,
17.228, 17.473-474, 18.53-54, 18.364, 18.380). The majority of these references are in the
latter half of the poem, where the hero makes his return to Ithaca in the raiment and persona

of a beggar, and where the base need of the stomach therefore provides a fitting thematic

174 For comprehensive discussions on the gastér in Homer, cf. Bakker 2013: 135-156, Pucci 1987: 157-208.

-173 -



juxtaposition to the excessive feasting and greed of the suitors (de Jong 2004a: 82, Segal
1962: 26-27, Worman 2002: 104-105). The Phaeacians, though, unlike the suitors, are not
greedy in their consumption of their abundant produce: whereas the latter curse Odysseus and
the suitor Antinous even throws a stool at the hungry beggar (Od. 17.462-463), the
inhabitants of Scheria happily share their victuals with Odysseus, and without any hint of
parsimony. Why then does Odysseus invoke the pangs of hunger which his stomach causes
him here in their palace? As Charles Segal identifies, the Phaeacians are strangely aloof from
ordinary human suffering; their existence is one of easy pleasure, out of touch with the

hardships of life outside their paradise:

They are untouched by much of the suffering which Odysseus knows... They are
totally removed too from war: the sufferings of Odysseus and the Greeks at Troy are
for them a source of aesthetic pleasure in the songs of Demodocus... Their fondness
for games reflects the same removal from real human pain... Odysseus’ reluctance to
identify himself to the Phaeacians... perhaps points up his foreignness and removal
from them... Odysseus’ brief sojourn among the Phaeacians thus represents a clash
between involvement in human suffering and removal from it.

(1962: 27-28)

Odysseus’ recognition of his hunger at 7.215-221 is an attempt to express to the Phaeacians
their removal from human suffering. Whereas food for the Phaeacians is viewed in
pleasurable abundance and through the absence of labour, a quasi-god-like state, Odysseus
lets them know what it is like to be at the other end of the scale: where eating (i) arises not
out of a pleasant utopia but is intermingled with a state of suffering and grief, kedos, and

where eating (ii) is compelled by the hungry stomach, and thereby becomes a matter of
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almost animal necessity. On the first point, and very much like his introduction in his
Apologue (Od. 9.2-15), which juxtaposes feasting with kedos, Odysseus’ speech (Od. 7.215-
221) is noticeable for the number of words employed to convey notions of suffering, grief,
and toil: “kndouevov... telpduevov... mévooc... mévhog... Enabov” (Od. 7.215-221); and the
way in which he shifts from the gnomic utterance of “évi ppeci mévOoc Eyovta’ (Od. 7.218)
immediately to his own suffering “&ya® névboc pev £xm epesiv” (Od. 7.219)—one notes here
the repetition in three words and the emphatic first person pronoun, “éy®” (Od. 7.219)—
could not be a more dramatic indication of his plight. Eating for Odysseus is an activity
which occurs in a context of suffering and grief.

On the second point—the lowly state of the stomach—the adjective “kovtepov” (Od.
7.216) doesn’t only recall the abstract notion of ‘shame’ which is forced upon the hungry
man, but quite graphically brings to mind the picture of the lowly dog, kuon (Beck 1991: 164,
Graver 1995: 44-45): an image which will be repeated in a simile in Book 10, where dogs
fawn around their master for food (Od. 10.216-217) (LfgrE 1991: 1592-1593).17
Furthermore, the idea that a stomach could somehow be “ctuyepf]” (Od. 7.216) would be
equally foreign to the Phaeacians, for whom the belly, one imagines, would never be
anything but content and full. The stomach is an accursed, “ctuyepii” (Od. 7.216), thing for
Odysseus, because it forces him to eat heedless of the suffering he has endured and to focus

only on its base demands:

The gastér is portrayed as a lower thumos, a vital principle that forces upon men its
irresistible needs; it lives as an entity, let us say as a beast, inside man and needs to be
taken care of, fed, and listened to. It forces upon man forgetfulness of his griefs and

makes him mindful only of eating and drinking.

175 For further discussion on dogs in the Homeric poems, cf. Beck 1991, Faust 1970, Graver 1995, Rose 1979.
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(Pucci 1987: 174; cf. de Jong 2004a: 182)

The fact that eating, through the tyranny of the stomach, can also act as a removal of kedos, a
benevolent boon which causes man to forget his anxieties (Od. 7.220-221), will form an
important part of my analysis in certain episodes in the Apologue; this benevolent feature,
however, will be tempered by the dangers which eating still connotes in these instances.

In short, eating in the Phaeacian reception sequence has two opposing faces, one from
the perspective of the hosts and the other from that of their guest. While Odysseus identifies
the magnificence of the Phaeacian feasts (Od. 9.2-11), eating is a more troubling activity for
the hero—both closely connected to his own kédos, and also a necessity of the hungry
stomach, which places him in a low, almost animal-like state. In my analysis of other
interactions in the Apologue, the rationale behind this feeling of kedos will become clearer as
eating and feasting are frequently shown to be associated with destruction and losses for the
xeinoi; moreover, the importance of the descent into a sub-human state during acts of eating
will be viewed across several of the xeinoi encounters in these four books.

The first encounter of the Ithacans during their travels is with the Cicones:

Tao0ev pe pépov dvepog Kikovesot méhacoeyv,
Topdpw: &va o' éyd oA Enpabov, dAeca ' avTOVG.
€K TOAMOG &' AAOYOVG Kol KTNUOTO TOAAL ACBOVTES
daoccdped', dg un tig pot dtepPopevog kiot iong.

&v0' 1 o1 pév &ym S1ep@ modi pevyéuey Nuéac
Nvoyea, Toi 6¢ péya vimot ovk €nibovro.

&vBa 0& ToALOV pev uébv miveto, TOAAL 68 PiAa

g€opalov mapd Oiva kai gidimodag EAtkag fodc.
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TOppa o' ap' oiyopevol Kikoveg Kikovesot yeydveuv,
ol 6w yeitoveg Noav, Gpa mAéoveg kai dpeiovg,
NIEWPOV VOIOVTEG, EMGTAUEVOL UEV (' MOV
avopact papvoacOot kai 601 ypn melov £6vta.

NAOov Emerd', Boa AL Kkai GvOgo yiveton Gpn,
Néplor ToTE M po Kokt Ad¢ aica Tapéot

NUiv aivopopototy, tv' dhyea moArd TaOoLEY.

(Od. 9.39-53)

The wind behind me brought me from Ilium to Ismarus, the town of the Cicones. |
sacked the town and I killed the men. As for the women and all the chattels that we
took, we divided the, amongst us, so that none of my men, if I could help it, should
depart without his fair share. Then | told the crews we must escape as fast as we
could, but they in their folly would not listen. Instead there was much drinking of
wine and much slaying of sheep and oxen down on the beach; and meanwhile such
townsmen as had escaped made their way out and called to the other Cicones inland,
who were more in number and stronger too, able to fight either from chariots or else
on foot when that was needed. And these men came upon us in the morning, countless
as leaves and flowers in spring, and evil fortune, sent from Zeus to afflict us all,
overtook both me and my doomed comrades.

(Shewring 1980: 100)

Appropriate to its small size and its designation as one of the ‘minor episodes’ in the
Apologue, the encounter of the Ithacans with the Cicones has by and large received only

brief, passing commentary by scholars, and there are few studies which are directed entirely
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at the episode. A brief review of critical works reveals several interpretations for the
relevance of the Ciconian encounter to the rest of the Apologue.

(i) From a structural perspective, the episode forms a bridge between the ‘real world’
of Greece and Troy, “IMo0ev” (Od. 9.39) and the ‘fairy tale world’ of the Lotus Eaters, and
the other inhabitants of the Apologue (de Jong 2004a: 229, Dougherty 2001: 96, Holscher
1988: 142-143, Vidal-Naquet 1996: 37-38,). (ii) The encounter also introduces the audience
to a major point of conflict in the story—the tension which develops between Odysseus and
his crew (“toi 8¢ péya vimotr ovk énibovto” [Od. 9.44]), which ultimately culminates in
Eurylochus’ mutinous rebellion on Thrinacia (Od. 12.340-351) (Segal 1962: 35-36). (iii)
There are, incidentally, other parallels to be observed with the Thrinacian episode, apart from
the disobedience of the men towards their leader, such as the slaughtering of livestock (Od.
9.45-46, 12.352-365) and the subsequent involvement of Zeus in the punishment (Od. 9.52,
12.385-387) (de Jong 2004: 229, Frame 1978: 55-56, Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989: 8-9). And
on account of these parallels, the episode of the Cicones can be considered to form the first
part of a ring structure with the Thrinacian episode at the other end, thus framing all the
adventures in the Apologue. (iv) The destruction of Odysseus’ crew by the continental
Cicones has also been compared to the death of Elpenor in Book 10, in Circe’s 0ikos: in both
cases, wine plays a decisive role in dulling the wits of the men (Od. 9.45, 10.555); the men
are said to act foolishly (Od. 9.44, 10.557); an ‘evil destiny’, kaké aisa, is in some respect
responsible for the catastrophe which ensues (Od. 9.52, 11.61); and, finally, in both episodes
there is some posthumous respect paid to the deceased (Od. 9.60-66, 12.9-15) (Scully 1987:
410-411).

All of these approaches are germane to furthering our understanding of the Ciconian
episode; in particular, (iii) and (v) are commensurate with my own method of locating points

of tangency across the narrative of the Apologue. Both of these are, however, examples of

-178 -



analyses which identify doublets (cf. Fenik 1974, Scully 1987), whereas my analysis explores
a unit of typicality which is pervasive across multiple episodes. In examining the Ciconian
episode for the particular relevance of eating, | shall suggest, in line with my opening
hypothesis in this chapter, that in this encounter eating implies both the danger of destruction
and, to a lesser extent, that of delay.

On the first point, one observes that the activity of feasting—that is to say, drinking
wine and slaughtering livestock (Od 9.45-46)—occupies a central position in the encounter,
forming a transition between Greek dominance and the Ciconian retaliation. The principal
action of the episode can be summarized thus: the Ithacans arrive (Od. 9.39-40), raid the town
of the Cicones (Od. 9.40-42), and feast (Od. 9.45-46); the Cicones summon aid from their
continental kin (Od. 9.47-50), who proceed to destroy many of the Greeks (Od. 9.51-61),
with the remainder fleeing back over the ocean (Od. 9.61-63). In this sequence, it is the act of
feasting which marks the structural divide and turning point between Greek dominance and
Greek destruction (cf. Frame 1978: 55-56).

Indeed, the narrative directly following the feasting (Od. 9.45-46) has the clear
purpose of preparing for, predicting, and then emphasizing the destruction of the Ithacan
sailors—this is quite unusual for an Homeric raiding scene, which is typically focused on the

material gains of the raid, not the losses (Pazdernik 1995: 351-352).17¢ Thus firstly, the

176 «Odyssey 9.39-42 relates an extremely abbreviated version of a raiding boast, a Homeric genre of speech-
making represented more fully, for example, in Nestor’s story of his first cattle raid (I1l. 11.670-705). Such an
identification is easily made, yet it begs the question... of exactly why the account is as abbreviated as it is and
stands in such disproportion to the dénouement of the episode. The characteristic form of a raiding boast is used
in an uncharacteristic way. Here the hero is valorized not in virtue of his acquisition of vast stores of booty, all
of which in a more typical example of the genre would be meticulously catalogued and assume perhaps the

largest proportion of the space devoted to the account, as it does in Nestor’s boast; rather, it is paradoxically,

-179 -



narrator draws attention to the superior martial prowess of the continental Cicones—greater
in number, “mAéovec” (Od. 9.48), and stronger, “dpeiovg” (Od. 9.48) than their coastal
cousins, as well as demonstrating military versatility (Od. 9.49-50). Then, when the actual
fighting gets under way, the imminent destruction of the Ithacans is foretold by the narrator—
the men are now ill-starred, “aivopdpoictv” (Od. 9.53), no longer enjoying a favourable
destiny, “xaxn Awc aice” (Od. 9.52). And, thirdly, the actual casualties of the Ithacans are
enumerated (Od. 9.60-61). That the entire episode of the Cicones (Od. 9.39-61) is centered on
a theme of destruction can be ascertained from the ring structure which circumscribes the
passage: the encounter starts with Odysseus’ men destroying the Cicones, “®dAeca 6' avTo0c”
(Od. 9.40), and ends with them being destroyed, “gikvnudeg raipot / dAovo™ (Od. 9.60-61;
cf. Od. 9.63).1""

For further proof of the correlation between feasting and destruction in this passage, |
draw on Bakker’s understanding of excessive meat consumption (i.e. where equal distribution
is not maintained) as leading to conflicts and, ultimately, destruction. Odysseus, after sacking
the town of the Cicones, supervises the dispersal of captured wives and plunder, “dAdyovg
Kol kmpote” (Od. 9.41), so that every man receives his fair share, “og pun tig pot
atepPopevog iot iong” (Od. 9.42). Odysseus’ men, however, in seeking out additional
bounty by snatching wine and livestock, are reaching beyond this fair share, and one
observes, to this end, how both the wine and livestock are consumed in vast quantities,
“moALOV... ToAA” (Od. 9.45). 1t is the “undue dais” (Bakker 2013: 43) of the sailors, their
distortion of ‘equal sharing’ so as to gain immeasurable amounts of meat for themselves,

which is directly relevant to their destruction in this passage (cf. Cook 1995: 56). Their

and perhaps ironically, Odysseus’ dispossession and long-suffering endurance in the face of adversities beyond
his control which valorize him” (Pazdernik 1995: 351).

177 On the senses of the verb ollymi, conveying both ‘destruction’ and ‘loss’, cf. Pazdernik 1995: 355-358.
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physical destruction at the hands of the Cicones becomes a necessary compensation in the
ethics of the story for their subversion of a ‘healthy society’, the equal sharing of victuals
which defines the aristocratic order in the poem.*’®

Lastly, on the Ciconian encounter, feasting is also to be closely related to the danger
of delay in the nostos. The decision by the Ithacan sailors to feast on livestock and to drink
wine is a transgression against Odysseus’ command: “&v0' ] Tot p&v &y Siepd modi pevyéuey
nuéag / qvoyea” (Od. 9.43-44). Odysseus orders alacrity in escape, but their response is, in
turn, one of inertia: to not move off, but instead to feast. This connection between

eating/feasting and delays will be observed through several episodes of the Apologue,

including the ensuing encounter with the Lotus Eaters:

...0Tap OekdTn EMEPNUEV
, , s 4 o ¥ P
yaing Awtogdywv, of T' dvOwvov gidap Ed0voty.
&vBa o' én' meipov Prjuev Kai dpvoocdued' Howp,

aiya 8¢ deimvov Ehovto Oofc mapd vueiv £Taipot.

avTap &mel oitold T’ Emacoaped' 16¢ motitog,

178 But it is not merely the ‘healthy aristocratic order’ which the men subvert, there is also a suggestion in the
text that their excessive consumption of meat has had religious ramifications, leading to divine retribution
against their actions. In this regard, one might pinpoint the verb, “€cpalov” (Od. 9.46), which can denote the
mere slaughter of livestock, but which, importantly, frequently denotes slaughter for the sake of sacrifice in the
Homeric poems (LfgrE 2006: 266-267). If “Ecealov” (Od. 9.46) carries a sense of sacrificial slaying in these
two lines (Od. 9.45-46), then it is significant that Zeus himself has turned against the Ithacans directly after their
sacrifice, not aiding them against the onslaught of the continental Cicones, “t0te 81 po koxm AOC aica
nopéot” (Od. 9.52), and later, after the Greeks have fled from Ismarus, unleashing a storm against their ships
(Od. 9.67-69). Rather than appeasing Zeus through sacrifice, improper feasting in the Ciconian encounter seems

to have only provoked his ire and contributed to the destruction of the men.
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oM 10T Eyov Etdpovg mpoinv tevbecOar idvtac,
ol Tveg Avépeg elev &mi yOovi citov Edovteg,
avope dvw Kpivag, Tpitatov KNpvy' du' OTAcGoC.
ol &' aly' oiydpevol piyev dvdphot Amtopdyorsty:
ovd' dpo Awtopdyotl uidove' Etapotsty HAedpov
NUETEPOLT', AALG 6L dOGAV AmTolo Thcachat.
TV 9' &G TIG AMTOT0 PAYOl peAMNdEA KapTdv,
OVKET' Amayyethon TdAy |0edev 00O véeaOa,
AL avtod BovAovto peT' Avopdot AOTOPAyOlGL
AOTOV épemtOpEVOL HeVEUEY VOGTOV TE AaBécha.
TOVG UEV £yav €mi vijag dyov KAalovtag dvaykn,
vnot o' évi yAaeupiiow v1o uyd dfica épvocag
aOTAP TOLG AAALOVS KEAOUNV Epinpag £TaipOVG
OTEPYOUEVOVS VIV EMPALVELEV DKELA®V,

UM TOG TIC AMTOI0 Pay®dV vOGTOL0 AdOnTat.

(Od. 9.83-102)

On the tenth day we reached the land of the Lotus-Eaters, whose only fare is that

fragrant fruit. We stepped ashore there and drew water, and without a delay my men

and | took our meal by the ships. When we had had our portions of food and drink, |

sent away some of my comrades to find what manner of human beings were those

who lived here. They went at once, and soon were among the Lotus Eaters, who had

no thoughts of making away with my companions, but gave them lotus to taste

instead. Those of my men who ate the honey-sweet lotus fruit had no desire to retrace

their steps and come back with news; their only wish was to linger there with the
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Lotus-Eaters, to feed on the fruit and put aside all thought of a voyage home. These
men | then forced back to the ships; they were shedding tears but | made them go. |
dragged them down under the thwarts and left them bound there. The rest of my crews
| despatched aboard with all speed, so that none of them should taste the lotus and
then forget the voyage home.

(Shewring 1980: 100-101)

There should be little interpretative doubt that eating is the central activity in the Ithacans’
interaction with the Lotus Eaters: the very name of these people attests to their defining
dietary habit; and Odysseus’ opening description of them is merely a tautologous expansion
of their name, “of T &vOwov &idop ESovov” (Od. 9.84).

While the Ithacans do renourish themselves beside their ships without any immediate
drama (Od. 9.86-87), the welcome relief of this act of eating is quite short-lived in the context
of the episode, for soon enough eating lands Odysseus’ crew into trouble again (Od. 9.91-93).
However, unlike some of the other anthropophagous inhabitants of the Apologue whom the
Ithacans will later encounter, the Lotus Eaters are not bent on the physical destruction of the
crew, “undovd' Etdpoloy OheBpov / mMuetépors™ (Od. 9.92-93); instead, Odysseus’
companions are freely offered some of the lotus plant, “d6cav Awtoio tdcacOar” (Od. 9.93).
While food represents no physical danger of destruction here, the psychological dangers are
manifest, for it eats away at their will to return home, “fj0gkev 00d¢ véecBar” (Od. 9.95). All
the men wish to do henceforth is to stay with the Lotus Eaters, “pet' dvdpdot Awtoedyoiot...
pevépev” (0Od. 9.96-97), and to forget about their nostos, “véctov 1 AaBécbar” (Od. 9.97).
Eating in the encounter with the Lotus Eaters presents the threat of delay in the nostos

through forgetfulness (de Jong 2004a: 230-231, Most 1989b: 23).
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Some further observations on the Lotus Eaters episode can be made with respect to
the previous Ciconian encounter. There are several parallels in the two action sequences: (i)
the hetairoi as a unit are separated from Odysseus in some respect—in the case of the
Cicones, this separation was achieved through their collective disobedience, while, among the
Lotus Eaters, this separation was geographic, as part of an envoy (Od. 9.44, 88-90); (ii) away
from Odysseus, or no longer under his sway, the men partake in feasting or eating (Od. 9.45-
46, 94); (iii) the eating has serious repercussions, leading to the physical destruction or delay,
or both, of these men (Od. 9.60-61, 95-97); and (iv) a hasty retreat is necessary in order not to
suffer any further harm in the hostile land (Od. 9.61-63, 98-102). Eating in both sequences
marks the structural transition (Od. 9.45-46, 93-94), the turning point, from an initial foray
into a new territory (Od. 9.39-44, 83-93) to the recognition of a particular danger and
subsequent flight (Od. 9.47-61, 95-102). The major difference between the two episodes is, of
course, that feasting among the Lotus Eaters does not entail the danger of destruction, but
rather that of delay. Still, the fact that the absence of destruction is explicitly referenced in the
encounter with the Lotus Eaters, “6Aebpov”, (Od. 9.92)—at the exact point in the story where
food is offered and eaten, no less (Od. 9.93-94)—reinforces my study’s assertion that the two

principal dangers to be associated with eating in the Apologue are destruction and delay.*"

179 A further correlation between eating and delay in the Apologue may be suggested by a certain metaphor
which occurs at several points in the story (Od. 9.75, 10.143). Between their encounters with the Cicones and
the Lotus Eaters, Odysseus and his men are tossed over the seas by a Zeus-inspired storm, before briefly
embarking on a nameless patch of land: “€vBa 60w viktag dVo T' fluota cvvveyes aiel / keiped', Opod Kapdt €
Kol GAyeot Bopov Edovteg.” (Od. 9.74-75). “On land, for two nights and two days together, we lay eating our
hearts with weariness and misery” (Shewring 1980: 100). The inertia of the men, doing nothing for two whole
days (Od. 9.74), is expressed through a metaphor of eating: their spirits are so consumed by their sufferings that

they are rendered helplessly inactive for two entire days.
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The next adventure of the Greeks is a brief foray onto an uninhabited island, which
lies adjacent to the island of the Cyclopes. On this island, the Ithacans enjoy two feasts. The
first (Od. 9.161-162) occurs before Odysseus’ crew sails to the land of the Cyclopes, the
second (Od. 9.556-557) after they have escaped from Polyphemus’ rock throwing. In the first
of these cases, eating connotes a welcome respite for the men, and | shall examine a similar
such association with eating when the Ithacans first feast on the shores of Aeaea (cf. Bakker
2013: 76-77) (cf. pp. 203-210). The benevolence of this initial feast (Od. 9.161-162) is
suggested by the divine assistance which precedes the meal. The Nymphs who reside on the
island stir up the mountain goats, so that the exploring Ithacans can hunt them down (Od.
9.154-155), and when the Greeks are in the pursuit of their prey they are aided by an

anonymous deity:

...adya 8¢ ddyke O£dC pevoetcéa OMpny.”

(Od. 9.158)

[A]nd it was not long before the god gave us game in plenty

(Shewring 1980: 102)

In contrast to the benevolence of this meal,'®° the feast which the men enjoy at the end of
Book 9 (lines 556-557) is more problematic. For although the act of feasting is represented
with identical formulae, earlier the men have divine assistance in providing them with their
meal, whereas now Zeus specifically intends destruction against the Ithacans during this

meal:

180 For further description of the paradisiacal nature of the Ithacans’ first venture onto this island, cf. Bakker

2013: 60-61.
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apvelov &' Euot ol Ehkvideg Etaipot

AV datopévev docav EEoya Tov &' €mi Ovi
Znvi kehove@él Kpovidn, 0¢ maov avaocoet,
pE€ac unpt' Ekoov: 0 &' 0Ok Eumaleto ipdv,
aAL' 6 ye puepunpilev, Otmg dmoloiato macaL
vijeg ébooelpot kai ol Epinpeg £taipot.

OC TOTE Pev Tpdmay Nuap &g NEMOV KaTadvvTa
fineda davdpevor kpéa ' dometa Kai pébv oV

(Od. 9.550-557)

Only to me did my comrades allot a special share when the beasts were portioned out,
and this was my own ram. | sacrificed him upon the shore to Zeus of the
thunderclouds, the all-ruler, and in his honour | burnt the thigh-bones. But the son of
Cronos disregarded my offering there, pondering only how my decked ships and loyal
comrades might be destroyed together. So all that day, till the sun set, we sat and
feasted on meat in abundance and pleasant wine.

(Shewring 1980: 112)

This narrative connection between feasting and destruction was introduced in the Ciconian
encounter, and will be seen in several other episodes in the Apologue, most notably in the
encounter in Thrinacia, where, again, divine agency will play a role in the destruction after
the consumption of Helios’ cattle. It is noteworthy, then, that even when feasting is

benevolent in an episode in the Apologue, as at 9.154-155, this needs to be tempered with the
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dangerous connotations of eating as leading to destruction, represented later in this same
episode (Od. 9.556-557).

It is not the task of this chapter to enquire into or, as some have done, to argue for a
consistent ethical logic behind the connotations of eating in these episodes, so | shall not ask
why the men are destroyed for their feasting in various parts of the narrative. | am
predominantly concerned with locating consistent connotations (destruction) behind a typical
unit (eating) in these four books—whether or not the particular destruction is at the hands of a
god, on account of hostile foes, or because of the folly of the hetairoi themselves, or perhaps
a combination of all of these.

Indeed, Zeus’ destructive plans at 9.550-555 have given rise to much critical debate as
to what, exactly, has fuelled the god’s enmity at this point in the narrative. The god’s
punishment might be attributed, for example, to: (i) Odysseus’ violation of hospitality, in that
he helped himself to Polyphemus’ victuals before the arrival of his host (Reece 1993: 143;
contra Fenik 1974: 222); (ii) Odysseus’ hybris when he overcomes Polyphemus (Friedrich
1991: 20-28); or (iii) the hero’s improper treatment of Polyphemus’ limited supply of
livestock as if it were an immeasurable quantity (Bakker 2013: 68-69). Alternatively, the
description may just be (iv) a generic characteristic of Zeus—the causer of human suffering
(Fenik 1974: 216, 223, Tsagarakis 1977: 14-19); or, from a stylistic point of view, it could be
(v) merely a thematic prelude, a doubling, to the destruction after Thrinacia, without any
reference to any particular crime on the Island of the Goats (Fenik 1974: 209, Friedrich 1987:
376).

Sandwiched between the two feasts on the Island of the Goats is Odysseus’ encounter
with Polyphemus. Odysseus, upon arriving in the cave of Polyphemus, finds the dwelling
uninhabited (Od. 9.216-217), apart from a bountiful supply of young livestock and cheese

(Od. 9.217-223):
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EvO' gue pev mpmticd' Etapol Mocovt' Eméecot
TUPAV aivLUEVOVG i€var TAALY, avTap Emetta
KopToAIL®C €l vijo Bonv €pipovg te Kal dpvag
onk®V ££EAdoavVTOG EMTAETV GALLPOV DO®P

GAL' €ye 00 TOOUNV,— T v TOAD KéPSIov eV, —
dpp' avtov te oy, kol & pot Eetvia doin.

o0d' dp' EpeAd Etdporot pavelg Epatevog Ecesbou.
&vBa 0¢ TOp kNavteg €BVcapeY NOE Kal avTol
TUPAV aivOpeVOL eayopev, LEVOUEY TE tv EvOoV
fuevor, glog émfiA0e vépwv. @épe 8' dBprupov dydoc

VAng alaréng, tva oi motidopmiov €1n).

(Od. 9.224-234)

My men’s first thought was to ask my leave to take away some of the cheeses and

depart, driving kids and lambs out of their pens and on to our rapid ship and then

setting off again at once over the salt seas. | would not agree (better, much better, if |

had!); but no, | was eager to see the cavern’s master and hoped he would offer me the

gifts of a guest, though as things fell out, it was no kind of host that my comrades

were to meet. Then we lit a fire, and laying hands on some of the cheeses we first

offered the gods their portion, then ate our own and sat in the cavern waiting for the

owner. At length he returned, guiding his flocks and carrying with him a stout bundle

of firewood to burn at supper...

(Shewring 1980: 104)
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The sequence of events here forms a remarkably similar pattern to that which | examined in
the Ciconian encounter, and, moreover, the act of eating has a corresponding structural
importance in this sequence. Thus, firstly, in both episodes some consideration is given to
raiding: while at Ismarus the Greeks engage in a successful raid of the city (Od. 9.40-41), in
the cave of Polyphemus Odysseus’ men are in favour of undertaking a raid of victuals and
livestock, over and above awaiting the hospitality of the cave’s owner (Od. 9.224-227).
Secondly, a swift flight—“d1ep® modi pevyéuev” (Od. 9.43), “kopmaripwe €mi vijo Bonv”
(Od. 9.226)—is recommended from the location of the raid; this was instigated by Odysseus
in the case of the Cicones, his men, in the case of Polyphemus. Thirdly, this good advice is
emphatically ignored: “toi 8¢ uéyo vimotl ovk énibovto” (Od. 9.44), “aAL' £y 0O mOOuUNV”
(Od. 9.228). Fourthly, instead of fleeing, the men turn to filling their stomachs (Od. 9.45-46,
231-232). And lastly, after eating, the antagonist(s) is immediately announced or enters the
scene, be it the continental Cicones (Od. 9.47) or Polyphemus (Od. 9.233).

As in the Ciconian encounter, eating in the Polyphemus sequence is to be associated
with a delay in the progress of the nostos. Odysseus’ companions plead for a speedy
departure from the land of the Cyclopes (Od. 9.226). Instead, the hero chooses to remain
seated, “fluevor” (Od. 9.233), in the cave, awaiting its owner, “pévopév € v &vdov” (Od.
9.232), and partaking of the host’s cheeses, “tvpdv aivopevor edayouev” (Od. 9.232). A
similar juxtaposition of eating alongside an ‘action of inertia’ occurs in the episode of the
Lotus Eaters, when the men prefer to stay and eat the lotus plant rather than paying any
thought to the return voyage: “Awtov épentopevol pevépev vootov te Aabécbar” (Od. 9.97).
In summary, in all three xeinoi encounters in Book 9, eating is an activity which occurs in
contexts opposed to the speedy continuation of the nostos.

Secondly, eating not only connotes a certain delay in the Polyphemus encounter, but it

is also to be closely associated with a growing danger of violence and destruction which the
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men face in the ogre’s cave. As in the encounter with the Cicones (cf. Od. 9.45-46), eating or
feasting at 9.231-232 marks the turning point in the fortunes of Odysseus’ men, from the
expectation of a successful raid (or successful reception scene, from Odysseus’ perspective),
when they first sail to the Cyclopes’ land (Od. 9.181-229), to their ensuing destruction.
Indeed, immediately after the feasting of Odysseus’ men (Od. 9.231-232), the
narrative starts to prepare us for the resulting carnage—the danger of destruction looms large.
For just as the martial qualities of the continental Cicones were described in anticipation of
battle (Od. 9.48-50), so too prior to the violence which he will unleash later, the imposing
size and strength of Polyphemus are given emphasis. Thus upon entering his cave he carries a
heavy stack of wood, “6ppyov Gyboc / HAng alaréng” (Od. 9.233), which he hurls inside his

home (Od. 9.235); and a few lines later the giant blocks the entranceway with a great boulder:

avtap Emett’ EmEdnke Bupedv péyav HYOc' deipog,
OBppov: ovk v oV ye OV Kai lkoc’ dpago
€o0Lai teTpdikukAot A’ 00OE0C OYAlcTELOV”
t6oonV NAPatov TéTpny Enédnke Bupnowv.

(Od. 9.240-243)

Then to fill the doorway he heaved up a huge heavy stone; two-and-twenty good four-
wheeled wagons could not shift such a boulder from the ground, but the Cyclops did,
and fitted it in its place—a massive towering piece of rock.

(Shewring 1980: 104)

Special emphasis is given here to the scale of the rock, which is qualified by three adjectives

denoting its size, weight, and height—upéyav, 6Bpov, Aipatov (Od. 9.240, 241, 244)—
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while the act of lifting the boulder is accompanied by a simile indicating the immense
strength of the ogre (Od. 9.241-242). Moreover, in the face of these physical tokens, the
Ithacans twice anticipate the threat of Polyphemus’ violence before he actually kills two of
the men. When the ogre loudly tosses his pile of wood into his cave, the Greeks retreat
further into the room in fear, “deicavieg dmecovued' £¢ poyov dvrpov” (Od. 9.236). Likewise,
after he addresses them for the first time (Od. 9.252-255), the men are terrified by his voice
and his size, “deicaviov eOOyyov 1€ Bapvv avtov te T wpov”’ (Od. 9.257). The danger of
destruction in the ensuing narrative is further augmented by Polyphemus’ fastidious concern
for food preparation (Od. 9.244-249), a foreshadowing to his later consumption of the men,
and also by the hostile exchange between the ogre and Odysseus, in which the monster
refuses to recognize the law of hospitality and thus the strangers’ status as his guests (Od.
9.273-280)—all of which culminates in the death of the first pair of unlucky Ithacans (Od.
9.288-293).

The destruction engendered by the next eating acts in the Cyclopeia is manifest and
does not need too great an exposition. Polyphemus is anthropophagous, and consumes the
Greeks on three separate occasions during the encounter (Od. 9.291-293, 311-312, 344, 347).
Eating here patently results in the physical destruction of the Ithacans. What’s more, though,
during the first of these acts of cannibalism, the Ithacan hetairoi experience a metaphorical

transition from humans to animals, becoming puppies, “ckviakac” (Od. 9.289):

AL’ O ¥' dvaiag Etdpors’ émi xeipag TaAde,

oLV 0¢ OV Pdpyag (O TE SKOANKOG TOTL Yain
KOTT"" €K &' £YKEQPAAOG YOAdLS Pée, deDE OE yoiav.
TOVG O€ 010 LEAEIOTL TAU®V OTTAIcoATO SOpTOV!

Nobie &' B¢ te AéwV dpesitpoog, 0vd' dméleiney,
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gykatd 1€ odpKag T€ Kol O06TEN LLEADEVTOL.

(Od. 9.288-293)

[H]e only sprang up, and stretching his hands towards my companions clutched two at
once and battered them on the floor like puppies; their brains gushed out and soaked
the ground. Then tearing limb from limb he made his supper of them. He began to eat
like a mountain lion, leaving nothing, devouring flesh and entrails and bones and
marrow.

(Shewring 1980: 106)

The particular transformation into whelps is worth exploring further, for what it implies about
the state of Odysseus’ men at the time of their destruction.

Forms of skylax occur on three occasions in the Odyssey, including the above
reference (LfgrE 2006: 158-159). One of these usages is atypical and manifestly comic in
effect: Scylla, Circe narrates, dwells within a high cave, and one can hear her on account of
her bark, “Aelaxvia” (Od. 12.85). Circe compares the sound, “pwvn”, of Scylla’s voice to
that of a new-born puppy, “6on okdAakog veoyihific” (Od. 12.86), a bizarre pitch and
amplitude of voice for so monstrous a beast. With her twelve feet, six long necks, six heads,
and given the terrible destruction which she does cause to Odysseus’ crew, her diminutive
vocal abilities come across as comically bathetic in the context. As Heubeck and Hoekstra
(1989: 123) observe, the dog association is an etymological result—one might go so far as to
say an etymological pun—on the name of the monster, “ZkoAAn” (Od. 12.85), as related to

skylax (LfgrE 2006: 158-159).
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The other instance of skylax occurs in Book 20 (line 14), also within a simile.
Odysseus, in witnessing the reproachable, libidinous behaviour of his household maids in

Ithaca is compared to a she-dog:

...kpodin 8¢ ol Evoov VAAKTEL.
O¢ 6& KOV AUOATioL TEPL GKLAGKESTL Befdoal
dvop' dyvomoas' VAdel pépovey te pdyecdar,
A¢ pa ToD VooV VAGKTEL AYOlOIEVOL KoK Epya.

(Od. 20.13-16)

His heart within him growled with anger. As a bitch with puppies, mounting guard
over the strengthless creatures, spies a stranger and growls at him and prepares to
fight, so Odysseus’ heart growled within him as he saw these evil ways and loathed
them.

(Shewring 1980: 243)

Puppies are characterized in this simile as helpless, passive, impotent creatures: (i) they are
“apoifior” (Od. 20.14) or “weak” (Rose 1979: 228); (ii) they require protection by a fierce
mother dog, “kdmv... Pepdoa” (Od. 20.14) (Rose 1979: 228);81 and (iii) they are threatened
by a foreign individual, “&vdp' dyvomoas™ (Od. 20.15). Importantly, the imagery of puppies

in this simile (Od. 20.13-16) seems to recall the plight of Odysseus’ men in Polyphemus’

181 “The rare word, auoddg, “weak,” which occurs elsewhere in Homer only at Il. 22.310 (of a lamb),
emphasizes the idea of the puppies’ helplessness and consequent need for their mother. Further, her
protectiveness is vividly realized in her stance, as she seems actually to be straddling her puppies” (Rose 1979:

228).
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cave, for the hero, immediately after the dog comparison, recalls the anthropophagy in Book

9 (Rose 1979: 228):

“TéTA001 01|, Kpadin® Kol kKuvTepov GALO ToT' ETANG,
fuatt T®, 6te pot pévog doyetog odie Kukiwy
ipBipovg £T1apovg’ oL &' ETOAOC, OPPO OE UTTIG
g€ayay' €€ dvtporo didpevov BavéesOar.”

(Od. 20.18-21)

‘Have patience, heart. Once you endured worse than this, on the day when the ruthless
Cyclops devoured my hardy men; you held firm till your cunning rescued you from
the cave in which you thought to die.’

(Shewring 1980: 243)

The explicit connection between the dog simile (Od. 20.13-16) and Odysseus’ self-riposte
(Od. 20.18-21) is one of endurance and restraint—Odysseus is placating himself not to
slaughter the licentious household maids, just as he did not try to attack Polyphemus right
away, but to wait for a more opportune time (Bakker 2013: 54). The imagery of puppies,
however, also aptly connects the simile (Od. 20.13-16) with the ensuing allusion to
Polyphemus’ cannibalism (Od. 20.18-21), since it was at the time of anthropophagy that the
men were compared to puppies (Od. 9.289).182

Given the connotations which puppies hold in the passage in Book 20 (lines 13-16)—
that of helplessness, passivity, and vulnerability to attack—and also given the close

connection of this passage with the Polyphemus episode (Od. 20.18-21), the function of the

182 For further points of contrast between Polyphemus’ cave and Odysseus’ home, cf. Bakker 2013: 54.
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puppy simile in the narrative of the Ithacan’s destruction (Od. 9.288-293) should become all
the more clear. The Ithacans are rendered entirely helpless and passive in the face of
Polyphemus’ anthropophagy—his assault on them is so thorough that they are rendered
nothing more than puppies, unable to act, as their limbs are torn apart (Od. 9.291), and as
every part of their bodies is consumed (Od. 9.292-293). Indeed, the completeness of the
eating act, “ovd' anélewmev”’ (0Od. 9.292), their being wholly consumed, is indicative of the
complete vulnerability and powerlessness of the ‘puppified’ men.

The transformation of Odysseus’ men into these most meagre and helpless animals in
the face of Polyphemus’ destructive act is of course aptly matched by the ogre’s own
metamorphosis into a strong mountain lion (Od. 9.292), the connotations of which lend a
sense of violence and wildness to his character (Scott 1974: 58-62). On the subject of
Polyphemus’ transition into a mountain lion, Suzanne Said has argued that this kind of
animal imagery in a feast—with particular respect to Odysseus’ being likened to a lion in the
case of the suitors’ death (Od. 22.402)—indicates the destruction of normal human

relationships:

Ces présages, ces images et ces métaphores marquent également la rupture compléte
qui s'est établie entre Ulysse et les pretendants. Ils indiquent I'impossibilité radicale
d'une relation proprement humaine entre eux par la métaphore de l'allélophagie...
Avec les prétendants et par leur faute, le monde de l'animalité et du rapt a fait
irruption dans le festin, c'est-a-dire dans le lieu méme ou la communauté s'affirme
comme telle, ou les hommes se reconnaissent mutuellement la qualité de sujets.

(1979: 26-27)
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Equally, it is apparent in the case of the Ithacans being devoured by Polyphemus, that the
‘world of animality’ has entered into and broken down the world of normal human
interaction, which is typically observable in a benevolent feast—“le lieu méme ou la
communauté s'affirme comme telle” (27). In the process of being eaten, the Ithacans suffer
not only a loss of life, from a literal perspective, but they also experience, by virtue of their
metaphorical transition, the loss of their human identity and agency, since, as Said puts it, the
feast is the place “ou les hommes se reconnaissent mutuellement la qualité de sujets” (27).
The men become analogous to helpless whelps in the face of Polyphemus’ violence. The
figurative transition into animals—importantly, animals so radically opposed as puppies and
lions—nullifies the possibility of mutual human exchange which is typical of a proper feast.
The transformation of the Ithacans into puppies is but one in a number of animal
transformations which occur during scenes of eating or feasting in the Apologue (Cook 1995:
58). In the Laestrygonian episode, after devouring one of the Ithacan ambassadors (Od.
10.116), King Antiphates summons hordes of his fellow giants who pursue the Greeks to a

sheltered bay, in which their ships are moored, and proceed to annihilate the Greeks:

1yB0¢ &' ¢ melpovteg dtepméa daita PEPOVTO.

(Od. 10.124)

The Laestrygonians speared men like fish and then carried home their monstrous
meal.

(Shewring 1980: 116)

Once again there is explicit reference to Odysseus’ men becoming the animalized object of

eating, in the form of harpooned fish, fit to be carried away for a feast. This comparison is
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taken up in the story of Scylla where the polymorphous monster eats up half a dozen of

Odysseus’ men at once:

¢ 0" OT' €ml TPOPOL® AALEVC TEPIUNKET PAPI®
iy0vo1 101G OAlyolsL dOLoV KaTa £idaTo PAAA®Y
£G TOVTOV TIPOiNGt BoOg KEPAG aypadAolo,
aonaipovta o' Enerta AaPov Epprye OOpale,
¢ ol ¥' aomaipovteg delpovto mPoTi TETPAG.
avTod o' givi Bupnot katnobie kexhyovtag,
YEIPOG ELol OpEyovTag &V aivi) oniotitt.

(Od. 12.251-257)

As when a fisherman on a promontory takes a long rod to snare little fishes with his
bait and casts his ox-hair line down into the sea below, then seizes the creatures one
by one and throws them ashore writhing; so Scylla swung my writhing companions
up to the rocks, and there at the entrance began devouring them as they shrieked and
held out their hands to me in their extreme of agony.

(Shewring 1980: 148)

In both these examples, the men are transformed into helpless animals—fish, either speared

through or cast out of water—which are at the mercy of the violent antagonists. In the second

of these examples, the feebleness and pathetic state of the men is most manifest (de Jong
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2004a: 305, Sluiter 2014: 822-824).1% Like Polyphemus’ puppies, they are diminutive
creatures, “iyfvol toic OAiyoior” (Od. 12.252); they are placed in a helpless situation, thrown
out of the water, “00pale” (Od. 12.254) and moving in a manner which is reflective of their
struggling “domaipovta... donaipovteg” (Od. 12.254, 255); and they are crying in despair at
their fate, “xexAfyovtag” (Od. 12.256). As in the Polyphemus encounter, the particular
animalization during the anthropophagy is indicative of the powerlessness of the men at the
time of their destruction—how completely and utterly they are under Scylla’s control (cf.
Hopman 2012: 9).

Although Book 11 is largely devoid of eating references, there is one noticeable
instance where feasting is closely interwoven with notions of the destruction and
animalization of men in the narrative. In the second part of the Underworld sequence,
Odysseus encounters the shade of Agamemnon (Od. 11.387-388). The Ithacan, surprised that
the leader of the Greek army in the Trojan War is now dead, asks how the king came to enter
Hades (Od. 11.397-403). Agamemnon tells Odysseus of the treachery of his wife,

Clytemnestra, and her lover, Aegisthus:

AL pot AtyteBoc tevéag Bavatov te popov 1€
gkt GOV 0VAOpEVT BAOY® 01kOVSE Karécoag,
demvicoag, g Tig te katéktave Podv Eml eATVY.
¢ Bdvov oiktiot® Bavatw: ...

(Od. 11.409-412)

183 Sluiter (2014: 822-824) notes that not only the companions, but Odysseus himself is characterized as helpless
in this encounter. In comparing the fish similes at 12.251-254 and 22.384-388, Sluiter (822-824) observes a

progression in Odysseus’ character from helpless observer to active hero in Ithaca.
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It was Aegisthus and my accursed wife who plotted death and destruction for me; he
invited me to his house and gave me a feast and killed me as a man kills an ox at a
stall. Thus I died the most pitiful of deaths...

(Shewring 1980: 137)

Like several other xeinoi encounters in the Apologue, such as those of the Ithacans among the
Cicones and in the cave of Polyphemus, Agamemnon’s feasting at Aegithus’ home, “oik6vde
KoAéooag, / dewmvicoog” (Od. 11.410-411), occurs in a context of death and destruction.

Thus Odysseus commences his conversation with Agamemnon by asking him what
manner of death he suffered, “xnp... tavnieyéoc Bavdrtoro” (Od. 11.398), providing him with
three possible options—death at sea through the machinations of Poseidon, death through the
raiding of livestock, and death by fighting to win a city and its women (Od. 11.399-403). The
shade of Agamemnon denies that he was defeated in these ways, “éddpacoev... Eédnincavt”
(Od. 11.406, 408), but instead points to the death and destruction, “0dvatév 1€ pdépov 1€”
(Od. 11.409), prepared by Aegithus’ feast. Agamemnon ascribes his murder to Aegisthus,
“€xta” (Od. 11.410), with the help of Clytemnestra, who is described as Agamemnon’s
“oviopévn” (Od. 11.410) wife—an adjective derived from ollymi (LfgrE 2004: 862). And
before turning to the fate of his comrades, Agamemnon once more mourns his own death,
“@¢g Bavov oiktiotm Oavate” (Od. 11.412).

This destruction is further articulated through Agamemnon’s metaphorical
transformation into an ox, killed at a stall (Od. 11.411). Eating connotes not only a physical
destruction of life in the Apologue, but frequently a collapse into a helpless, animal-like
state—here the Greek general is changed into an ox which is primed for slaughter. Likewise,
Agamemnon’s companions suffer a similar figurative transfiguration from those feasting to

swine being feasted upon at a banquet, when they are destroyed:
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...mepl ' dALOL ETaipot
VOLEUEMG KTEIVOVTO GVEC DG APYLOSOVTEG,
of pé t' &v ApveloD Avopoc pEya Suvauévolo
7| Yoo 1 €épavem 1j eilamivy tebaivin.

(Od. 11.412-415)

[A]nd my comrades too were killed around me mercilessly like white-tusked boars in
the house of some rich and powerful man, at a wedding or feast or sumptuous
banquet.

(Shewring 1980: 137)

Furthermore, in the Apologue the metamorphosis from human to animal during actions of
eating is not merely a figurative transition—in the cases of Polyphemus, the Laestrygonians,
Agamemnon, and Scylla—but, on one notable occasion, it also takes an alarmingly literal

dimension, when Circe drugs Odysseus’ companions and turns them into swine:

gioev &' gicayayodoa katd KAMGHOVE Te OpdVoUg TE,
&v 0¢ o TVPOV TE Kol GAPLTO Kol PEAL YAwpOV
otve Ipapveio éxvka: dvépoye 68 oitw

eappaka Ayp', tva mdyyv Aaboiato matpidog aing.
avTap Emel ODKEV 1€ Kol EKmiov, avtiK' Emerta
PAPO® TEMANYLIN KATO CLPEOTGLY EEPYVV.

01 0&€ CLAV eV EYOV KEPOALS POVIV TE TPiYaG TE

Kai Sépag, adTap vodg NV EUMEdog O TO mAPOg Tep.
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¢ ol puev Khaiovteg é€pyato’ toiot 8¢ Kipkm
map dxvAov Baravov T EBarev Kapmdv TE Kpaveing
Edpevat, oo GVEG YOUOIELVASES 0igv EdovGty.

(Od. 10.233-243)184

The goddess ushered them in, gave them all seats, high or low, and blended for them a
dish of cheese and of barley-meal, of yellow honey and Pramnian wine, all together;
but with these good things she mingled pernicious drugs as well, to make them forget
their own country utterly. Having given them this and waited for them to have their
fill, she struck them suddenly with her wand, then drove them into the sties where she
kept her swine. And now the men had the form of swine—the snout and grunt and
bristles; only their minds were left unchanged. They shed tears as they were shut in,
while Circe threw down in front of them some acorns and mast and cornel—daily fare
for swine whose lodging is on the ground.

(Shewring 1980: 118-119)

From starting out as participants in a feast, seated at the table and eating the food on offer,
Odysseus’ companions are soon transformed into livestock through the magic of Circe. After
this, they are fed like animals not men (Od. 10.242-243). Eating connotes two distinct
dangers in this passage. Firstly, the feast signifies a boundary at which both human identity
and agency can be destroyed, that is to say the men have become literally disembodied as
well as disempowered—transformed from active human subjects, willing participants in a
feast, to powerless animals. This powerlessness is emphasized by the fact that the swine-men

are (i) trapped in a pen (Od. 10.241), (ii) crying out in despair (Od. 10.241), and, tellingly,

184 Cf. Circe’s failed attempt to transform Odysseus also into a pig at Od. 10.311-320.
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(iii) they can now only enjoy fodder which is fit for animals, and are thus excluded from
human dining (Od. 10.242-243). Secondly, through Circe’s pharmaceutical machinations,
eating also challenges the successful completion of the nostos, causing Odysseus’ men to
forget about their homeland, “iva mayyv Aaboioto matpidoc aing” (Od. 10.236) and,
potentially, to remain in Aeaea (de Jong 2004a: 258-259).18

Aeolus and his family lead a blissful, hyper-civilized existence on their floating isle.
In many respects they are the double of the Phaeacians since both they and the family of
Aeolus enjoy a certain closeness or affinity to the gods (Od. 7.199-206, 10.2). Both have
dwellings surrounded by bronze walls (Od. 7.86, 10.3-4), both royal families display
incestuous relationships (Od. 7.54-68, 10.7), both enjoy the delights of music (Od. 8.246-255,
10.10), and, finally, there is bounteous feasting in both communities (Od. 8 [passim], 10.8-
10). On the subject of eating, Aeolus’ family is characterized as engaging in perpetual
feasting in their palace, “aiel... daivovrar” (Od. 10.8-9), and, in proof of this, when Odysseus
later returns to the floating island after his trip home has been sabotaged at the eleventh hour
by his men, he appropriately witnesses Aeolus and his family partaking in a characteristic
feast (Od. 10.60-61). In addition to their eating being unrestricted by time, we are also told
that the victuals of Aeolus’ family are innumerable, “Oveiata popio” (Od. 10.9). And, lastly,
Bakker (2013: 74) posits that these victuals consist of a substantial amount of meat, since the
home is full of steam from sacrificial burning, “kviefjev” (Od. 10.10).

Eating, although a major component in an overtly benevolent reception or hospitality
scene (“opider pe xai” [Od. 10.14]), nevertheless still connotes the danger of a significant
temporal delay in in the pursuit of the nostos. The hosts, importantly, are characterized as

partaking in the perpetual (Od. 10.8), all-day, “fjuata” (Od. 10.11), feasting of innumerable

185 Cook (1995: 58) also tracks a certain animalization of the hetairoi in the Thrinacian episode, wherein they

gradually descend into beasts from civilized men.
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victuals (Od. 10.8-9)—an activity which is only alleviated at night by the necessity of sleep
(Od. 10.11-12), and which is, as far as we know, all the Family Aeolus ever gets up to in the
way of recreational activities (cf. Od. 10.60-61); the guests, in turn, fall in line with the
typical conduct of their hosts, spending an entire month, “ufjva 6¢ mwévta” (Od. 10.14),
entertained by the festive hospitality of Aeolus (Od. 10.14-16). The combination of feasting
and a substantial retardation in the nostos in the Aeolian encounter is a prelude to an even
greater delay which occurs later in Book 10, in Circe’s home.

Odysseus’ encounter with Circe in Aeaea illustrates better than any other xeinoi
interaction in the Apologue the double-edged connotations which open up around the activity
of eating in these four books: between, on the one hand, the necessity of food for survival and
as a restorative, both physical and psychological, to the travel-worn men, and, on the other
hand, the dangers which are to be associated with feasting. Of these dangers, | have already
examined the threat of destruction to human identity and agency in the Aeaean encounter
(Od. 10.234-243), and | shall examine primarily the threat of delay to be associated with
eating in this encounter.

Odysseus, having left his men at the seashore and having ventured inland to explore
Aeaea (Od. 10.144-152), decides, upon spotting signs of Circe’s dwelling, to head back to his
companions and give them a meal (Od. 10.153-155). This the hero achieves to great effect,
managing to hunt down and slay an enormous stag,'®® and to carry it back to his men at the
beach (Od. 10.156-173). Odysseus addresses his men and the Ithacans duly prepare and enjoy

their meal:

ko o' EBarov mpomdpofe veds, avéyelpa o' Etaipovg

186 For further discussion on the meaning of the appearance of this stag, cf. Bakker 2013: 78. For a summary of

scholarly interpretations of this episode, cf. Scodel 1994: 530.
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Heyiows' Eméecot TapaoTadOV dvopa EKOGTOV:
"® @ikot, o0 Yap o karadvedued', dyvouevor mep,
gic A1da0 dOHovG, Tpiv HoOpGIov fuap TN
GAL' Eyet', dpp' év vt Bofi Ppdoic e mOGIC T8,
pvnoopueda Bpoung unde tpuyouedo Apud.’

&¢ papnv, oi &' dka &poic' éméesot mibovtor
€K 0¢ KoAvydpevol Topd OV AAOC dTpuyETOoto
OmMoavt' Elagov: pdha yap péyo Onpiov Rev.
avTap Emel Thpmnoay OpodueEVOL OPBaALOToL,
YEIPOS VIYALEVOL TEVYXOVT' £PUKVLOEN dOATAL.

OC TOTE Pev Tpomay Nuap &g NEMOV KatadvvTa

fineda davdpevor kpéa ' dometa Kai pébv o0

(Od. 10.172-184)

| threw it [the stag] down in front of the ship, went up to the men one by one and

enlivened them with cheerful words: “Friends, whatever our plight may be, we shall

not go down to Hades’ house before the appointed day is on us. Come then: while

there is meat and drink in our ship, let us turn our thoughts to food and not starve to

death.” So I spoke. They heeded my words at once, and there on the beach of the

barren sea they uncovered the heads that they had muffled and wonderingly gazed at

the stag, so huge a beast it was. Having satisfied their eyes with the sight, they washed

their hands and prepared a noble meal. So all that day, till the sun set, we sat and

feasted on plenteous meat and delicious wine.

(Shewring 1980: 117)
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Eating in this passage represents a tremendous boon for the Ithacans, providing them with a
welcome respite from sufferings they have endured to this point. Indeed, prior to landing in
Aeaea, the Greeks have experienced the terrible destruction of the vast majority of their men,
and all their ships but one, at the hands of Laestrygonians (Od. 10.121-124, 132). In fleeing
Laestrygonia and reaching the open sea once more, the men are understandably devastated by
the death of their comrades—*“dxayfuevot nrop...pikovc dAécavteg Etaipovg” (Od. 10.133-
134); and when the Greeks reach Aeaea, they waste away two entire days in mourning at the
shore, “6v0 1" fjroto kol 600 voktag / keiped', Opod kapdtm te Kol dhyeot Bopov Edovteg”
(Od. 10.142-143) (cf. Tsagalis 2012: 100-102).*®7 Odysseus, scouting out the island, spots
smoke coming from what later turns out to be Circe’s house; instead of advancing to this new
danger, however, or sending his men there right away, the hero first decides to feed his men
at the shore (Od. 10.154-155).

Amidst the previous sufferings of the Ithacans and the danger of their future
exploration in Aeaea, Odysseus’ bringing of the stag to his men and their subsequent
consumption of the deer is framed in the narrative as a supreme respite for Odysseus and his
Greek compatriots (Scodel 1994: 530). Firstly, the deer is said by the narrator to have been
sent to the hero by some god, “tic... Bedv” (Od. 10.157)—it is a gift bestowed upon the hero
by a pitying (cf. “orogvpato” [Od. 10.157]) divinity (de Jong 2004a: 256).188 Then, when
Odysseus tosses the food before the men, he at once starts to buoy them up with
encouragement, “avéyepa &' Etaipovg / pelhyiows' énéesor” (Od. 10.172), and Odysseus’

speech itself extolls the great virtue of eating in keeping men alive (Od. 10.174-177), despite

187 Tsagalis (2012: 100-102) understands the seashore in the lliad as a place of lamentation, prayer, and
isolation.
188 “In effect, the stag was literally a godsend to Odysseus-hero, which he exploited to cheer up his despondent

men, knowing that soon he would have to demand new exertions of them” (de Jong 2004a: 256).
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all the sufferings they endure, “dyvouevor mep” (Od. 10.174). Odysseus’ gift of the food and
his rousing speech have the desired effect on the men. They are removed from their sorrow,
uncovering their faces, “éx 6¢& kaAvyduevor” (Od. 10.179) (Stanford 1996: 370), and can
rejoice, “tapmnoav” (Od. 10.181), at the sight of the stag. Finally, of the formulaic lines—
“t¢ 10TE P&V mpdmav fuap &¢ NéMov kataddvro / fjuedo douvopevol kpéa T dometa Koi péov
nov-” (Od. 10.183-184)—Bakker (2013: 63) observes that they occur only six times in the
Odyssey, all of which are in the Apologue (Od. 9.161-162, 556-557, 10.183-184, 467-468 [a
slightly modified line], 476-477, and 12.29-30), and all of which occur in contexts of
unlimited food supplies.

Irene de Jong comments on the strange benevolence of this act of eating on the shore

of Aeaea:

They have a ‘splendid meal’, an unusual thing in the generally sober circumstances of
their travels; the formula épucvdéa doita [Od. 10.182] normally refers to a festive
meal in civilized surroundings, e.g. 3.66; 13.26. The washing of hands before eating
also suggests a return to civilized manners.

(2004a: 256-257)

It is worth pointing out, however, that an overtly benevolent feast (e.g. one which promises a
respite in the men’s suffering and grief) is not incommensurate with danger in the story,
specifically the danger of delay in the Apologue. Indeed, the narrative of the blissful feast on
the seashore (Od. 10.178-186) is an apt prelude to the kind of feasting we witness in Circe’s
home, where eating will connote both a great respite for the men, but also the possibility of

indefinite delay.
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After Odysseus has tamed Circe (Od. 10.321-347), there are two major feast scenes in
the encounter.’®® The first (Od. 10.348-405) is actually a scene of non-eating, where
Odysseus refuses to partake of the victuals which Circe has set out for him. The second (Od.
10.446-479) occurs after Odysseus has gone to the beach to fetch the remainder of his men
and has returned to Circe’s home. Irene de Jong (2004a: 262) divides the first scene (Od.
10.348-405) into the following sections: (i) the preparation of the meal, including the
ordering of the furniture and the mixing of the wine (Od. 10.352-357), (ii) the serving of the
bread, meat and wine (Od. 10.368-372), and (iii) the invitation to eat, followed by Odysseus’
refusal, including his reasons for not wanting to eat (Od 10.373-387).

Although it is technically a scene of non-eating, and thus does not fit into my study as
a typical activity, the contextual associations of eating can still nonetheless be ascertained
from the narrative. Eating connotes, as in the instance of the feast on the shore (Od. 10.178-
186), a respite, an alleviation from worries and anxiety for the person who ingests the food.
Odysseus, however, cannot eat at this point in the story because his mind is far too consumed

by troubles to allow for such a respite:

€o0guevar o' xélevev U o' ovy fivdave Buud,
AL unv dAloppoviéwv, Kakd ' doceTo OO

(Od. 10.373-374)

She bade me eat, but my heart was not on eating, and | sat with my thoughts
elsewhere and my mind unquiet.

(Shewring 1980: 122)

189 | omit the initial transfiguration feast scene (Od. 10.230-243), which I have already covered.
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In particular, Odysseus does not eat because he is too concerned about his comrades, who are
still in the form of pigs (Od. 10.383-387). To eat is to relax, to cast away anxieties—but,
Odysseus interrogates, what righteous man, “évaiotpuoc” (Od. 10.383), could act in such a
manner when his friends have their freedom taken away (Od. 10.383-385)? For her part,
Circe identifies that it is indeed anxiety which is ‘eating away at Odysseus’, “Bopov Edwv”
(Od. 10.379),'% and which is diminishing his appetite for food (Od. 10.379), although she
misconstrues the cause of Odysseus’ anxiety, wrongly believing that he is fearful of treachery
on her part (Od. 10.380-381).

When Odysseus’ companions have been transformed back into their human selves,
the hero returns to the beach to bring the remainder of the men back to Circe’s home for the
feast (Od. 10.426-427). Only Eurylochus objects, who suspects a similar destruction at the
feast to what occurred earlier to his companions (Od. 10.431-437). Even he, however, is
forced to relinquish his misgivings and to come to Circe’s home. When the group arrives
there, they witness the rest of Odysseus’ men in a state of comfort, bathed, rubbed in oil,
cloaked, and enjoying the fare of Circe’s table (Od. 10.450-452). The two companies reunite
in an emotional exchange, weeping, crying, and groaning (Od. 10.454). Circe then addresses

Odysseus’ men:

"droyeveg Aaeptidodn, moAvpunyav' OdvoceDd,
unKkéTt viv Bakepdv YooV dpvute’ 01da Koi avti,
nuev 6¢' év moévte nabet' dAyea iyBudevtt,

nd' 8¢’ avapaciol dvopeg EdNANcavT' €l y€PGOUL.

BN’ &yet' c0iete Ppduny Koi mivete oivov,

190 “[T]he metaphor ‘eating one’s heart out’ acquires an additional force in this context” (de Jong 2004a: 262).

Cf. Clarke 1999: 88, fn. 71.
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gic 6 kev oTic Oupdv &vi otndecot Aapnte,

olov &te TpAOTIGTOV EAeineTe TaTpida yoioy
TpNxeing T0axkmc viv &' dokeléeg kol dbupot,
aiev GAng yodentg pepvnuévor ovdE mob' Vv
Oopodc 8v edepocHvY, ETel 1 HAAC TOAAY TEMUGOE.

(Od. 10.456-465)

Son of Laertes, subtle Odysseus, you must all give over these loud laments that you
are making. | myself well know what tribulations you have endured on the teeming
sea and what injustices you have borne from barbarous men on land. But enough! Eat
your food and drink your wine till you have regained the same spirit that you had
when you first set sail from your own country, rocky Ithaca. You are listless now, you
are spiritless, brooding for ever and ever on the calamities of your wanderings. Your
hearts are never disposed to mirth, because you have suffered all too much.

(Shewring 1980: 124-125)

Circe’s speech is centered on allaying the suffering of the Greek travellers: Circe demands
the hero put a stop to the weeping of his men and professes to know, moreover, what pains
they have suffered (Od. 10.457-459). As a remedy the witch suggests the Ithacans eat food
and drink wine, “dcbicte Bpdunv koi mivete otvov” until they have regained their “Oopédv”
(Od. 10.460-461). At the moment, however, they seem to her to be exhausted and dispirited,
“doxeréeg kKol dBvpor” and on account of their many sufferings, “moAld ménacOe”, their
“Bupog” 1s without merriment (Od. 10.463-465).

What is noticeable in this passage is the thrice repeated employment of the thymos—a

word which for the Homeric man, and somewhat confusingly for the modern reader, denotes
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both a “locus of mental activity” (Clarke 1999: 35) as well as the “thoughts and emotions that
are its products” (68).1% In Circe’s speech, it is twice utilized as a noun in the nominative
(Od. 10.465) and accusative (Od. 10.461), and once as a negative adjective (Od. 10.463).
Circe recommends her house as a spa to restore or reinvigorate the thymoi of the Ithacans,
which she deems to be in a lowly state, “GOvpor” (Od. 10.463). We might translate this lowly
state of the thymos, like Shewring does, as “spiritless” (1980: 124), although such a modern
separation of body and soul does not accurately reflect the Homeric notion of the thymos (cf.
Clarke 1999: 37-60).

Indeed, the property of the thymos at 10.456-465, which is most intriguing to this
particular study of eating in the Apologue is its physical presence in the narrative as a
component of the body (Austin 1975: 106, Clarke 1999: 73-79, Russo & Simon 1968: 487,
Snell 1953: 18-19). Thus at 10.456-465, in addition to being bestowed an actual location in
the body, “Bopov évi otibeoot” (Od. 10.461), the lowly state of the thymos of the Ithacans is
treated as a kind of physical malady by Circe through Odysseus’ men being offered a
physical remedy as a restorative: ‘GAL' yet' éobicte Bpdunv kai nivete otvov” (Od. 10.460).
Eating (and drinking) becomes a physical means to reinvigorate the damaged thymos (Clarke
1999: 91-92, fn. 80).

While eating has largely positive connotations in this passage (Od. 10.456-465), in
acting as a restorative for the thymos against suffering and grief, this is not to say that eating

doesn’t connote a danger at the same time:

&vBa pev fjpata mivio TEAesPOpoV i EVIOVTOV

191 (i) For further readings on the Homeric thymos, cf. Austin 1975: 106-115, Clarke 1999: 61-126, Snell 1953:
1-22. (ii) For a criticism of Snell’s original arguments on the thymos, cf. Williams 1993: 21-49. (iii) For a

definitional diagram of related terms of mental activity, cf. Clarke 1999: 54.
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fueda, darvdpevor kpéa t' dometa kol pEbv MoV
GAL' Bt 01 ' éviantog Env, mepi &' Erpamov Mpar,
unvav edwvoviov, tepi &' fuoto pokpd teAEcon,
Kol tote ' EKkKaAEcavteg Epav Epinpeg ETaipot
"OopoOVL, jon VOV UVAOKED TaTpidog aing,

&l To1 0écpatdv €0t cambijvar Kol ikésOot

oikov &bxrtipevov kol onv &g matpida yaiav.’

O¢ &pav, avtap guol v' éneneifeto Bupog dynvmp.
OC TOTE Pev Tpodmay Nuap &g NEMOV KatadvvTa
fueda, darvopevor kpéa t' dometa Kol pEBv 160.

(Od. 10.467-477)

So every day, till the year’s end, we sat there feasting on plenteous meat and delicious
wine. When the year was out and the seasons had circled around, then my comrades
called me apart and said: “Forgetful man, it is time now to call your own land to mind
once more, if indeed heaven means you to come safe home to your lofty house and
the country of your fathers.” Such were their words, and my heart accepted them. So
all that day, till sun set, we sat and feasted on plenteous meat and delicious wine.

(Shewring 1980: 125)

While in Circe’s speech (Od. 10.456-465), feasting is presented as a necessary physical
restorative for the troubled men, in this adjacent passage (Od. 10.467-477), feasting connotes
a significant delay in the nostos. The extended time duration of Circe’s feast is given
emphasis in this passage (Bakker 2013: 88). The feasting encompasses an entire year, “gic

éviontov” (a fact repeated at Od. 10.469)—every single day of this year no less, “fjuoto
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névra” (Od. 10.467); it entails a complete cycle of the seasons, “mepi §' Erpamov dpar” (Od.
10.469); and it is brought to a conclusion only after the wearing away of months, “unvédv
@Owovtwv” and after many long days, “fuata pokpd”, have come to an end (Od. 10.470).
The stress given to the passing of time during this feast is remarkable, and time is signified by
four different units—days, months, seasons and years. Two of these signifiers (days and
years) are repeated for good measure. Furthermore, the festive days are described as both
long, “pnaxpd” (Od. 10.470), and as stretching into one another, “fuoto wévta” (Od. 10.467).

The danger of feasting in connoting perpetual stagnation in Aeaea is also recognized
by Odysseus’ men, since at this point they urge Odysseus to remember his homeland,
“matpidog aing” (Od. 10.472). This same act of forgetfulness of home was triggered by the
initial drugged food of Circe (Od. 10.236) (Bakker 2013: 89). Lastly, one final all-day feast is
enjoyed in Aeaea (Od. 10.476-477), before Odysseus broaches the topic of his departure with
Circe (Od. 10.483-486) (Bakker 2013: 89).

The connection between eating and danger in the Apologue culminates in the final
episode of Odysseus’ wanderings, where the men land on the island of the sun god, Helios.
Eating in the land of Helios connotes destruction for the Ithacans in two respects. On the one
hand, if they consume the sacred cattle and sheep of Helios, they have been warned that they
will be killed as a punishment; on the other not eating promises death by starvation to
Odysseus’ men.

When they first land on Thrinacia the men behold herds of cows and flocks of sheep
belonging to Helios. On several occasions during the story, prohibitions are made against the
slaughter and consuming of these livestock, firstly by Teiresias to Odysseus in the
Underworld (Od. 11.104-112), then by Circe to Odysseus (Od. 12.127-141). Both the prophet
and the witch warn Odysseus that destruction will befall his ships and his men if the livestock

are in any way hurt—“tote tot texpaipop’ 6Aebpov / vt te kai étdpors™ (Od. 11.112-113,
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12.139-140). Once off the coast of Thrinacia, Odysseus first warns the men about the
dangers, “aivotatov koxkov” (Od. 12.275), of this island without any reference to the
consumption of the livestock (Od. 12.271-276). Later, after Eurylochus has again stood up
against their leader (Od. 12.279-293), Odysseus recommends that the men stick to the food
Circe gave them and asks them to swear an oath against Kkilling the livestock (Od. 12.297-
302), which would be an act committed in “drocOolinot kakfjow” (Od. 12.300). Once they
have disembarked on Thrinacia, Odysseus again repeats his warning that they should abstain
from eating Helios’ livestock (Od. 12.320-323), lest they suffer some misfortune, “un t
nabwpev” (Od. 12.321).

In contrast to Odysseus’ Eurylochus’ speech (Od. 12.279-293) once again raises the
ambiguous value of eating, which | examined in the Aeaean encounter. Eating, for Odysseus’
lieutenant connotes a welcome respite from their laborious journeying. Eurylochus identifies
the exhaustion of the rest of the men, “kapdre ddnkotog NoE kai Hrve” (Od. 12.281), which
he contrasts with the unceasing endurance of the hero (Od. 12.279-280). The lieutenant
admonishes Odysseus’ lack of pity, “oxéthoc” (Od. 12.279), for not allowing the weary men
to refresh themselves by landing on Thrinacia and having a decent meal, “Aapov TeTVKOiNEDD
d6pmov” (Od. 12.283). Later he recommends that rather than face the tempestuous seas at
night (Od. 12.284-292) they take their supper on the shore, “d6pmov 0' omhcopesdo Ooty
mapd vii pévovteg” (Od. 12.292). Again, eating here connotes a respite from the destruction,
“aimvv OAebpov,” (0Od. 12.287), which the men might suffer at sea during the night.

In contrast to Eurylochus’ desire for a respite, actual instances of eating in Thrinacia
are not at all welcome for the Ithacans. When the Ithacans do disembark on the island of
Helios and prepare their meal (Od. 12.307-308), they are at once reminded of the last act of
eating in the Apologue, Scylla’s horrible devouring of Odysseus’ men (Od. 12.309-310). For

a whole month after the Greeks disembark, they are forced by unfavourable winds to remain
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on Thrinacia (Od. 12.325-326), and during this time the supplies of food from the ship
gradually run dry and the men are forced to eat fish and birds (Od. 12.327-331)—or whatever
they can catch, “pilac & Tt ¥eipag ikorro” (Od. 12.331)—because they are beset by hungry
stomachs, “&tepe 8¢ yaotépa Mpog” (Od. 12.332). The two forms of destruction awaiting the
Ithacans are summed up by Eurylochus: either they suffer death by starvation (Od. 12.340-
342) or, if Helios is displeased by their slaughter of his livestock, they suffer death at sea, by
divine punishment (Od. 12.348-351). In both cases, the eating choices of the Ithacans
implicate the fate they will suffer.

The conclusion to the Thrinacian episode is a simple progression of feasting followed
by destruction. The Ithacans, inspired by Eurylochus’ persuasive words, decide to sacrifice
and consume the cattle of Helios (Od. 12.352-365, 397-398) (cf. Nagler 1990: 339-340,
Vernant 1979: 243-244). Upon learning of the slaughter, Helios demands that Zeus take
hostile action against the offending Ithacans (Od. 12.378, 382) and the king of the gods
promises Helios that the Greek ship will be sunk (Od. 12.385-388), which it duly is. All the

men perish except Odysseus (Od. 12.399-419).192

35 Conclusions

The typicality of eating in the Apologue should be manifest from this analysis. In many
encounters, with the exception of several in the Underworld in Book 11 and the Sirens and
Charybdis in Book 12, eating is a central activity. In Book 9 the Greeks feast on the livestock
of the Cicones, they sample the intoxicating plant of the Lotus Eaters, and, in Polyphemus’

cave, they are both active subjects of a feast and later unfortunate objects of the ogre’s

192 On the parallel between the destruction of Odysseus’ companions in Thrinacia and the suitors in Ithaca, cf.

Nagler 1990: 340-341.
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feasting. In Book 10 Aeolus retains the Ithacans for a month in his palace, showing them
exemplary hospitality, the Laestrygonians treat the Greeks as prey, and, in Circe’s home, the
men are transformed into swine in the first feast, while in the later feast, they stay for an
entire year, indulging in food and drink. in Book 11, Agamemnon is the abused guest at
Aegisthus’ feast, rendered a figurative sacrificial ox to the slaughter. In Book 12, Scylla, like
the Laestrygonians, treats herself to the Ithacans as though they were fish, and, finally, on
Thrinacia, Odysseus’ companions kill the cattle of Helios and suffer the consequences.

In the course of my analysis, | have explored the contextual associations which can be
found alongside references to actions of eating or feasting in xeinoi situations. | have
suggested in this chapter that eating connotes two particular types of danger in the Apologue.
The first is that of destruction, which concerns the physical destruction the xeinoi experience
in these books, often at the hands of monsters or inimical men, but also at times through
punishment by divinities. This physical destruction, moreover, can be expressed also through
the loss of human identity and agency, a descent into an animal-like state of powerlessness
and helplessness in these encounters. The second danger connoted by eating in these four
books is that of the delay in the nostos, a stagnation in the journey home. This is most marked
in reception scenes which seem wholly benevolent, such as Circe’s ‘second’ reception (after
her taming, that is) or in the home of Aeolus, or even among the Lotus Eaters, who intend no
harm to the crew. In the case of Circe especially, the connotations of eating as a danger to the
nostos are compounded with the connotations of eating as a welcome respite for the travel-

weary men.
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Chapter 4: Tricks and Success

4.1 Overview

This chapter examines acts of trickery in xeinoi situations in the Apologue as a typical feature
of the story. | shall explore here how these repeated units, when viewed with respect to their
contexts, tend to connote success for either the xeinoi or their ‘hosts’ in the respective
encounters. By the term ‘success’, I refer variously to the manner in which the tricks are
frequently to be associated in the Apologue with the achievement of an endeavour, victory
over an opposition, or some manner of ascendancy or dominance in a particular xeinos
encounter. This success will, in turn, often be contrasted in these four books with the
corresponding failure, in the marked absence of tricks, of physical prowess, bie, in
overcoming an obstacle or an opposition.

This chapter will follow a similar structure to the preceding two. Firstly, I shall
provide a review of some of the major scholarship on trickery, in ‘Trickery in the Odyssey’
(4.2). 1 shall then provide a summary of all the employments of acts of trickery in the
Apologue in the subsequent section, ‘The Typicality of Tricks in the Apologue’ (4.3).
Following this, | shall pursue the connoted meanings behind these instances in the section, ‘A
Connotative Interpretation of Acts of Trickery in the Apologue’ (4.4). Finally, | shall

summarize my findings in Conclusions (4.5).

4.2 Trickery in the Odyssey

I commence this review of scholarship with Pietro Pucci’s study of Odysseus’ character in

Odysseus polutropos: intertextual readings in the Odyssey and the lliad (1987). Pucci
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introduces three major, related terms which are of importance to Odysseus as a trickster-type
figure:1°® (i) metis, an abstract noun (also identifiable through the epithet most frequently
attached to Odysseus’ name, polymétis [Austin 1975: 25-30]),'** which Pucci translates as
“cunning” or “shrewdness” (1987: 16; cf. Detienne & Vernant 1974: 17-18); (ii) polytropy,
an artificial noun Pucci contrives from the epithet polytropos, denoting a man “of many
turns” (1987: 14);1%° and (iii) doloi, which Pucci translates as “tricks” (17). While Pucci
regards (i) metis and (ii) polytropy as “synonymous” (16), both denoting a mental quality

which is conducive to and adept at employing acts of trickery, disguise, or illusion (16-17)—

193 Pycci’s (1987: 62) analysis contrasts two sides of Odysseus’ character—the persona of the suffering hero,
tossed over the seas and made to endure countless hardships before he returns home, and that of the trickster, the
hero who, in later Greek literature, became defined for his versatility in all situations.

19 For a summary of the different epithets which are applied to Odysseus in adjective-noun phrases, and their
relative frequency, cf. Austin 1975: 25-36. Austin (29) argues against the meaningless of the epithet, polymetis,
noting that it occurs primarily in the particular context of the introduction to a speech. “Can that most formulaic
epithet, polymetis, be entirely ornamental when its association is with Odysseus as speaker? It might be better to
translate the formula in that context as “thinking hard, Odysseus spoke,” or “while his mind ranged far,
Odysseus spoke.” Such translations would remind us that when Odysseus speaks he is usually pleading a case,
marshalling his most persuasive arguments” (39). Austin (40) also points out that Achilles might also attain the
epithet polymetis, because his name is the metrical equivalent of Odysseus’—of course he never does. Other
epithets which denote Odysseus’ intellectual keenness, include polyphron, poikilophron, polymechanos, and
polykerdés (Clay 1983: 31).

195 Polytropos is the first epithet which is bestowed upon Odysseus in the Odyssey (Od. 1.1). In the proemium,
remarkably, Odysseus’ name does not appear at first, but he is identified only through this adjective (Clay 1983:
26-29). On the ambiguous denotations of the epithet, polytropos, Clay writes: “[I]s one meant to think of
turnings in space, and is the allusion therefore primarily to Odysseus’ wanderings? Or are these mental turns
which refer in some way to the hero’s mental dexterity?” (1983: 29; cf. de Jong 2004a: 7). On the distinction
between Odyssean epithets denoting mental ingenuity and those denoting his sufferings/wanderings, cf. Clay

1983: 31.
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that is to say, “shrewdness” or “the turns and ruses of the mind” (16)***—doloi are different,
though of course still related, in usually referring to the actual acts of trickery and stratagems
as they occur in practice (Lfgrg 1991: 329-330).

On the subject of the denotations of these words and their utilization in contexts,
however, it is necessary to caution that the Greek word dolos does not always occur in
concrete instances where a particular artifice is actually being employed by the Ithacan hero
(Pucci 1987: 61-62). Pucci observes that, while there are occasions where the word dolos is
used to describe a specific act of trickery—for example, when Odysseus wrestles with Ajax
in the Iliad (1l. 23.275), when he devises the wooden horse, itself called a dolos, to overcome
the Trojans (Od. 8.494), or when he conceals his weeping from Penelope (Od. 19.212) (61-
62)—there are equally other occasions when the Homeric poet(s) has chosen to employ terms
designating mental ingenuity during these tricks, for example metis (e.g. Od. 2.279, 9.414,
20.20), poikilometis, and polymeétis (62).1°” There are also occasions when the term dolos may
be used outside of any particular trick, and is rather utilized to impart a general quality of
trickery to the hero (e.g. 1l. 3.202, Od. 3.119, 122, 9.19) (62).1°® These distinctions are

relevant to my study, since | shall be exploring trickery as a repeated, typical activity or

19 Pycci’s study rests, however, more on the particular resonances of polytropy: “If I choose to speak of
Odysseus’ polytropy rather than of his metis it is because “polytropy” has the felicitous advantage of describing
not only his character but the thematic and rhetorical qualities of the text, for the turns and re-turn of his
wanderings, the turns and ruses of his mind, are mirrored in the turns (tropoi, rhetoric and rhetorical figures) of
the Odyssey itself” (1987: 16).

197 “But in these other contexts another word is preferred, métis, which indicates his intelligence and ruses”
(Pucci 1987: 62).

198 “When the text presents Odysseus in a formulaic sort of portrait, however, the doloi of the hero become his
prominent characteristic; the word is used in the plural with pantoioi “of all sorts,” or pantes, “all,”” (Pucci

1987: 62). Podlecki (1961: 131) regards dolos and metis as synonyms.
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action in the story which the audience identifies on a semantic level, and not merely the
formal repetition of words, such as dolos. In short, repetition of a single word does not
necessarily indicate repetition of an action of trickery, though words such as dolos, métis, and
polymetis will be found in these contexts and give a strong indication that a trick is at hand.
Importantly, in terms of the connotative value which my study explores, Pucci regards
all three terms—meétis, polytropy, and doloi—as success-oriented phenomena (cf. Detienne
&Vernant 1974: 17). To put it another way, their role in the Odyssey is to overcome potential

obstacles, or what Pucci describes as the inhibiting forces of ‘necessity’:

The dominant presence of notions such as polytropy, metis, and doloi, “tricks,”
implies that the empire of necessity is harsh and inevitable. What | call here,
generally, the empire of necessity receives more precise determinations in the various
situations staged in the Odyssey. Essentially this empire of necessity includes death,
self-forgetfulness, dissemination (drifting away forever), and the loss of the self. As
metis, doloi, and polytropy succeed [my italics] in controlling these threats, pleasure
emerges for the character and for the reader as well. The text of the Odyssey applies
endless variations to this same basic situation.

(1987: 17)

Such an interpretation does indeed lend a very positive character to the associated senses of
these three terms, in that they are ‘notions’ which push against the dominant, obstructing
forces of the poem. However, Pucci later concedes that the connotations of dolos, in
particular, while generally positive and conveying success—a trick is viewed as a weapon or
a resource for self-protection from, or self-enhancement amid, enemies” (1987: 61)—can

itself have a “derogatory meaning” (61). Pucci (61, fn. 21) cites the instance when Zeus gives
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the epithet of kakotechnos (Il. 15.14) to Hera’s act of dolos in deceiving him. This does not
diminish the connotations of tricks as success-based activities, although it does make us
question the ethics behind the victor’s methods—put simply, both ‘good’ and ‘bad’
characters alike find dolos an effective means for achieving their desires or need.

Incidentally, when Pucci (1987: 23) talks about the success of meétis, doloi, and
polytropy, he is not only referring to the implementation of these within the story, but also
how the text itself plays with the reader, achieving a truly polytropic style.’®® Such an
exercise, however, goes beyond the scope of this chapter, which limits itself to understanding
how the audience derives meaning from the contextual usages of these units in the story. |
shall not contend that the very act of reading the Odyssey—and, one should not forget,
listening to it—is somehow intrinsically polytropic.

Furthermore, in substantiating the association of meétis, doloi, and polytropy with
successful outcomes in the story, Pucci (1987: 22) points to their adoption by two divinities
in the Odyssey who guide the hero in overcoming threats to his survival or to his nostos; thus
Athena is both Odysseus’ patron goddess, but also, like the hero, a master of métis, attaining
the epithet polyboulos in the Homeric poems (Il. 5.260, Od. 16.282), ‘of many counsels’
(Clay 1983: 32, Heatherington 1976: 227). In aiding Odysseus through disguise and illusion
in the ultimate confrontation of the epic when he returns to his oikos, Athena’s displays of
métis are quite ineluctable, “as the success of Odysseus’ plan in his own house proves” (Pucci
1987: 16). Likewise, the god Hermes is portrayed as a master of metis when he aids Odysseus

in overcoming the machinations of the witch, Circe (Pucci 1987: 23-25). As divine

199 “Textually speaking—that is, at the level of textual composition—Athena also stands for the polytropic style
of the Odyssey, for its intriguing, baffling ironies, its playful allusiveness, its many facets and mirrors. An
immense exercise of reading and misreading is couched in this polytropy” (Pucci 1987: 23). On Odysseus as a

polytropic narrator, cf. Hopman 2012: 6-7.
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practitioners of métis, both Athena and Hermes present models of trickery which inevitably
lead to overwhelming success for the hero.

Gregory Nagy’s study, The best of the Achaeans: concepts of the hero in Archaic
Greek poetry (1979), provides further insights into the significance of meétis in the Homeric
poems, in particular as it is contrasted with bie. Before | arrive there, however, of first
importance to Nagy’s study is the Greek concept of kleos or ‘glory’ (16). Homeric poetry is,
arguably, rooted in the very act of distributing kleos. The task of the Homeric bard is to
convey to the audience the kleos which he hears from the Muses—the glory of the past heroes
(11. 2.485-486) (16; cf. Segal 1983: 23, 25).2%° For Nagy (22-25), the Iliad and the Odyssey
come to respond to one another through the quarrel or neikos®®! of the two primary Greek
protagonists in each epic, Achilles and Odysseus, each of whom strive to attain the greatest
kleos, and thus to be dubbed the best of the Achaeans, aristos Achaion. Nagy argues that
while Achilles lays claim to the title of aristos Achaion in the lliad (26-35; cf. Clay 1983: 96-
97), Odysseus achieves the honour of widest kleos in the Odyssey (35-40).202

Of relevance to this contrast is Odysseus’ encounter with Achilles in the Underworld.
Having addressed the shade of the dead hero as, “péya @éprat’ Ayxyoudv” (Od. 11.478),
“mightiest of the Achaeans” (Shewring 1980: 138), the Ithacan is surprisingly told by
Achilles that he would rather perform the role of a serf, “Onrtevéuev” (Od. 11.489) (LfgrE
1991: 1042-1043),2%% than be king of the dead, “Tdctv VEKDEGGL KATAPOUEVOISLY AVACTEY”
(Od. 11.491). This is a startling claim, given that death on the battlefield is a defining

characteristic of the lIliadic hero, who values destruction and the accompanying kleos in

200 The word kleos does not only therefore refer to the fame of the great heroes, but is also a formal term to
denote what the bards sang about (Segal 1983: 26).

201 For the importance of boasting in asserting kleos in a neikos, cf. Nagy 1979: 45.

202 For evidence of this competition in the proems of the Iliad and Odyssey, cf. Pucci 1982: 39-41.

203 “IA]ls Lohnarbeiter dienen” (LfgrE 1991: 1042).
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heroic song over and above life itself, and the accompanying possibility of anonymity (Clay
1983: 108-109, Finkelberg 1995: 1).

The ‘best of the Achaeans’ from the Iliad is willing to give up his most valuable asset,
his kleos, for the sake merely of being alive in the Odyssey. In fact, he would even elect the
station of a lowly peasant—an ironic choice given Odysseus’ later transformation into a
beggar (Nagy 1979: 35).2%4 Odysseus, as the ‘best of the Achaeans in the Odyssey, represents
a different model of hero. He is in fact a doubly-successful hero, achieving both a nostos and
kleos, unlike Achilles, who as the ‘best of the Achaeans’, manages only kleos, but dies before
returning home (39-41). For Nagy (36-38), the exact kleos of Odysseus resides primarily in
the Ithacan’s ability to win back Penelope from the clutches of the suitors, and take his
revenge.

While both Odysseus and Achilles attain the status of ‘the best of the Greeks’ at
certain points in the epics, just how they go about achieving their kleos is a traditional point

of contrast in the Homeric poems, and indeed, a point of competition between the two heroes:

[T]he quarreling between Achilles and Odysseus as the “best of the Achaeans” [for
example, at Od. 8.73-78]°* seems to be based on an epic tradition that contrasted the
heroic worth of Odysseus with that of Achilles in terms of a contrast between meétis
and biée. The contrast apparently took the form of a quarrel between the two heroes
over whether Troy would be taken by might or artifice.

(Nagy 1979: 45)

204 «Achilles seems ready to trade places with Odysseus, whose safe homecoming will be marked by a painful
transitional phase at the very lowest levels of the social order” (Nagy 1979: 35).

205 On Demodocus’ first song, and the métis/bié contrast, cf. Olson 1989a: 136-137.
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Although Nagy (1979: 46) concedes that this tradition, of a squabble between the two heroes
as to whether Troy ought to be defeated by metis or bié, is not explicitly mentioned in the
surviving Homeric poems and is only referenced by the ancient scholia to certain passages
(1. 9.347, Od. 8.75, 77) (cf. Clay 1983: 102), he does cite examples in the Iliad where a
contrast between ‘Odyssean artifice’ and ‘Achillean might’ seems deliberately intended
(contra Wilson 2002: 140-141). At Il. 9.346-352, the Greek ships are under threat of fire and
destruction from the Trojans. Achilles, in recommending a course of action in his own
absence to the Ithacan hero, suggests that Odysseus, along with Agamemnon and the other
kings, contrive a manner, “ppalécbw” (Il. 9.347) (LfgrE 2006: 1007-1008), of overcoming
the might of Hector, “oc0évog "Extopoc” (Il. 9.351). As Nagy (1979: 46) argues, this is an
ironic challenge by Achilles for the Achaeans to employ Odyssean wiles when they ought
really to make use of Achillean might, so as to match that of Hector (cf. Dunkle 1987: 1).2%
With regard to the connotative sense of success which my analysis investigates in the
Apologue, Nagy (1979: 47) argues that bie is commonly associated with Achillean superiority
in the lliad (e.g. Il. 11.787) (cf. Dunkle 1987: 1), while métis is a measure of Odyssean
eminence in the Odyssey (cf. Cook 1999: 153). On the latter, he remarks that the epithets,
polymétis and poikilometis are only attributed to Odysseus in both Homeric epics (Nagy
1979: 47). To Nagy’s analysis of métis as a measure of Odyssean superiority in the Odyssey, |
would add the importance of doloi, the products of a mind which is strong in metis, in
characterizing the Ithacan thus (cf. Cook 1999: 153). It is, for example, given a prominent
place in the hero’s introduction of his adventures to the Phaeacians. After praising the feast
which the Phaeacians have laid out for him, and recounting his suffering, Odysseus

announces his name:

206 Achilles’ disparagement of métis is also shared by Agamemnon (cf. 1l. 4.339) (Dunkle 1987: 1).
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il 'Odvoevc Aogptiddng, O0¢ mict SOA0IGY
avOpomolot LEA®, Kol Lev KAEOC 0DPaVOV TKEL.

(Od. 9.19-20)

| am Odysseus, son of Laertes; among all mankind | am known for subtleties, and the
fame of me goes up to heaven.

(Shewring 1980: 99)

The hero duly provides his name and patronymic before declaring what he is famous for, his
kleos: he is known to all mankind for his displays of “36lowstv” (line 19).2°7 Odysseus’ pride
at his skill in cunning and trickery, declaring it to be the reason for his fame, is matched by an
earlier passage in Book 8, when the Ithacan recommends what Demodocus might choose to

sing (Clay 1983: 107):2%®

GAMN' dye oM petdPfnOt kol inmov kdouov detcov
dovpatéov, tOv Eneldg énoincev cvv ABnvn,

6v mot' &g akpomoiy dOAoV fjyaye dlog OdvGGELG
avopdv gunincag, ot "Thov Earhamatay.

(Od. 8.492-495)

207 Charles Segal (1983: 26) comments on the unusual situation of Odysseus with respect to his kleos: he is both
a distributor of kleos as a singer, and the subject of this song.
28 In fact, as Clay observes, Odysseus’ boast “forms the climax to Demodocus’ songs which presented the

victory of Odyssean metis” (1983: 107; cf. Thornton 1970: 43-45).
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Come, change now to a later theme—the wooden horse and its fashioning; Epeius
made it, Athena helped him, noble Odysseus planned its cunning climb to the citadel;
inside the horse he had housed his warriors, and the warriors achieved the sack of
Troy.

(Shewring 1980: 96)

Just like at the start of his Apologue, Odysseus wishes his kleos to be associated with an act
of dolos,?® for, as Nagy states, the bard is a powerful figure in the cycle of early Greek
poetry since he is the distributor of kleos: “Poetry confers glory... The Achaean singer of
tales is in control of the glory that may be yours” (1979: 16-17). Odysseus’ act of trickery
ensures success for the Greeks since it is the means by which they sack Troy, ‘““TAtov
g€oldmatov” (Od. 8.495). The accomplishment of this deception is further augmented
through the help of Athena (Od. 8.493), who is, of course, a master of métis.

In summary, the act of trickery leads to the successful attainment of an endeavour
(here, the sack of Troy), which in turns leads to kleos for the hero through heroic poetry.

Doloi become a means of Odyssean superiority, and ultimately, fame.?'° Jenny Straus Clay

209 The response by Demodocus does not focus exclusively on dolos, however; in fact the subject matter of the
recital is oriented far more towards traditional ‘Iliadic’ military prowess in the sacking of Troy (cf. Od. 8.514-
520) (Olson 1989a: 137). The bard’s song, moreover, triggers a lament in Odysseus (Od. 8.521-531) (Olson
137). As Olson states: “Even if guile might in one sense be said to have conquered, the victory thus emerges as
an oddly ambiguous one. It remains unclear whether cleverness really has one, and if it has, whether the triumph
has been worthwhile” (137).

210 | should add here, however, that this relationship between success and fame is not so straightforward in acts
of trickery. Indeed, there are times when the doloi confer infamy or at least imply a certain disrepute, although
they may still connote success. For further examples of Odysseus’ success and fame in métis and doloi, cf. Od.

3.120-122, 13.291-299. Odysseus is also renowned as a trickster character by genealogy: his maternal
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(1983: 101-102) suggests that the quarrel between Odyssean meétis and Achillean bié which
was implied in Demodocus’ first song is answered by the Phaeacian bard’s third and final
song which is prompted by Odysseus’ request to sing of his dolos. This victory of metis
belongs, however, to the story of the Odyssey, for, as Nagy discerns (1979: 40-41), any
reference to the trick of the wooden horse is conspicuously absent from the lliad (cf.
Rutherford 2001: 138-139).

To return to the opposition between métis and bie, Nagy presents two further relevant
passages. At Il. 23. 313-318, Nestor, a character, like Odysseus, who is known for artifice of
thought rather than strength alone (cf. Od. 3.118-129) (cf. Dunkle 1987: 1-2), recommends to
his son, who is about to compete in a chariot race, the virtues of métis in the achievement of
various endeavours—woodcutting, steering a ship, and indeed riding a chariot; in the case of

the first activity, métis is contrasted directly with bie (Nagy 1979: 47; cf. Dunkle 1987: 2):

pTL To1 OpVTONOG HeY' dueivov nE Piner

(I1. 23.315)

It is with metis rather than bié that a woodcutter is better.

(Nagy 1979: 47)

Metis, according to Nestor, confers success, helping a character attain prizes, “defia” (Il.
23.314), over and above bié. In contrast to this, at 1l. 9.423-426, Achilles finishes his speech
by concluding that the métis (1. 9.423) which the Greeks have devised to check the Trojans,

namely to build a wall, has not succeeded and that a better one is required. In fact, Odysseus

grandfather, Autolycus, who gave the young hero his name, is renowned as a cunning figure (Clay 1983: 68-89,

Cook 1999: 152-153).
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himself has argued for the need for the might of Achilles to end their difficulties (Il. 9.225-
231) (Nagy 1979: 48). As Dunkle (1987: 3-4) points out, prior to the funeral games in Book
23 Nestor’s wise advice, his characteristic demonstration of métis, has not actually created
any tangible advantages for the Greeks on the battlefield, quite the opposite in fact. Not only
was the building of the ill-fated wall Nestor’s plan (Il. 7.336-342), but so too was the
embassy which was sent to Achilles (1l. 9.96-113) and did not achieve its end in convincing
the hero to re-join the battle (Il. 9.308-429). In addition, Nestor’s recommendation that
Patroclus disguise himself in Book 11 does not end well for Achilles’ friend (Il. 11.794-803).
As Dunkle (1987: 5-7) has argued, Diomedes’ triumph in the chariot race in Book 23 of the
Iliad is to be ascribed primarily to bie, not his metis which, though an important ingredient

for a successful charioteer, is not the deciding factor (cf. Detienne & Vernant 1974: 18-31).

The lesson is clear: in the lliad, métis unsupported by adequate bié is doomed to
failure.

(Dunkle 1987: 4)21!

With respect to my own analysis, | shall further explore how the tension between acts of
trickery (invoking métis) and acts of might (bie), and the connotations of success and failure,
are represented in the Apologue. By selecting Pucci’s and Nagy’s analyses as exemplary
discussions of trickery in the Homeric poems (and these two scholars approach the epics from

two quite different methodological standpoints), 1 am not implying that these are the most

21 For further analysis of the opposition between meétis and bié in the funeral games, cf. Dunkle 1987: 10-17. In
some of the sports, particularly wrestling and the foot race, Dunkle argues for a superiority of brain over brawn.
The greater role which métis plays at the end of the Iliad is significant for Dunkle: “The effectiveness of métis in
the funeral games foreshadows the métis which will eventually enable Odysseus to bring about the destruction

of Troy and, moreover, to achieve his survival and homecoming” (1987: 17).
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important dissections of the significance of tricks in the epics. They do, however, contribute
to my analysis, in exploring the connotative value of tricks as being success-based in the

Apologue (Pucci), and the tension which the Homeric epics open up between métis and bié

(Nagy).

4.3  The Typicality of Tricks in the Apologue

The present section provides a complete list of all acts of trickery in the Apologue. As with
the previous chapter, | am studying the repetition of an action or activity, and not a particular
word in isolation, and thus while these acts of trickery will often involve specific verbal
references to dolos, métis, or related epithets, repetition of a singular word is not essential if a
trick is visible in the story and conveyed in different language. Still, if I preclude specific
Greek words as units of typicality, it will be necessary to define just what exactly I consider
an action of trickery to be.

My definition is quite broad and empirical. | regard a trick as having two defining
properties: one from the perspective of the subject, the creator of the trick, the other from the
object, the butt of the trick. Thus by a ‘trick’, I denote (i) a character’s implementation or
practical demonstration of métis or ‘guile’ (whether or not this mental facet is explicitly
represented in the text). The implementation can be realized in the story in various ways, for
example, as an act of disguise, illusion, crafty speech, alluring song, the clever utilization of
some physical prop, and so forth (cf. Detienne &Vernant 1974: 17-18),2*2 all of which |

include in the overarching category of ‘tricks’. (i) Secondly, a trick is an action employed for

212 “En premier lieu, la capacité intelligente que désigne métis s’exerce sur des plans trés divers... multiples
savoir-faire utiles a la vie, maitrise de ’artisan dans son métier, tours magiques, usage des philtres et des herbes,

ruses de guerre, tromperies, feintes, débrouillardises en tous genres” (Detienne &Vernant 1974: 17-18).
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the purposes of defying the expectations of, or deceiving in some respect, another
character(s).

As in the previous chapter, for the sake of economy | shall formally represent each act
of trickery in the Apologue through the line references in which it may be located,
categorized according to the particular xeinoi encounter, and accompanied by a descriptive

summary.

4.3.1 Reference List for Tricks in the Apologue

(i) Polyphemus: 9.279-280, 283-286, 318-335, 347-361, 364-367, 375-388, 420-436.

Polyphemus tries to trick Odysseus into giving him the location of his ship; Odysseus realizes
this and lies to the ogre. The hero devises the idea of using a wooden stake to blind the
giant’s eye when he falls asleep; the stake is duly fashioned and hidden. When the ogre
returns, Odysseus tempts the monster into drinking the wine, a trap which he duly falls into.
Odysseus answers the ogre’s request for his name, but provides a fake appellation—‘Noman’.
When the giant passes out, the men heat up the stake and thrust it in Polyphemus’ eye.
Odysseus comes up with the plan of tying himself and his men to the stomachs’ of the ogre’s
livestock in order to escape from the cave, which they do and wait for the giant to lead his

flock out into the pastures.
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(ii) Aeolus: 10.17-27.

Aeolus provides Odysseus with a special bag, filled with all the unfavourable winds, which
would push Odysseus off course, ensuring that only the favourable west wind will blow the

Ithacans homeward.

(iii) Circe: 10.212-219, 220-223, 233-240, 286-301, 312-320, 321-344.

On Aeaea, the Ithacan envoy first encounters Circe’s magic through her tame ‘pets’, the
wolves and lions which are outside the witch’s home. The men are then transfixed by the
beautiful voice of the goddess. Circe mixes a drug into the food which she gives the Ithacans,
and proceeds to turn them into swine. Odysseus, upon learning about the mischief of Circe,
travels to her home; on the way he is met by Hermes, who provides him with a means for
defeating the witch: firstly, he will need a certain herb to counter Circe’s magic; secondly, he
will need to engage in a certain ritual when Circe tries herself to trick him. When Odysseus
arrives at the home, the witch duly tries to trick him, but, following Hermes’ advice,

Odysseus manages to counter her doloi.

(iv) Agamemnon: 11.405-434

Clytemnestra devises a trap for her husband, Agamemnon and his men, a scene of murder

disguised as a feast.

- 230 -



(v) The Sirens: 12.39-54, 173-200.

The Sirens employ a bewitching song to beguile their victims; Circe recommends that
Odysseus’ crew plug their ears with wax and to tie Odysseus to the mast, if the hero wishes to
listen to what they have to say. They obey Circe’s instructions when they approach the isle of

the sirens.

(vi) Scylla: 12.245-255.

Scylla ambushes Odysseus’ ship, surprising the men when they are focusing on Charybdis.

4.3.2 Summary

This analysis of typicality illustrates the pervasiveness of trickery in xeinoi encounters in the
Apologue. Not only do they play a part in six different situations in these four books, but they
also constitute substantial chunks of the narrative. In the overarching category of ‘tricks’, |
have included, among other activities, acts of concealment (for example, the Ithacans hiding
themselves under Polyphemus’ sheep), of bewitchment (the song of the Sirens and of Circe),
of verbal craft (Odysseus’ name-game with the ogre), of evasion (Odysseus hiding outside
the Laestrygonian harbour), and of outright magic (Circe’s taming of wild animals). The

following analysis will discuss the connotative resonances of these various acts of trickery.
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4.4 A Connotative Interpretation of Tricks in the Apologue

Odysseus’ encounter with Polyphemus can be interpreted as a battle between metis and bie—
in modern terms the idiom would be between ‘brains and brawn’—with the former ultimately
achieving success for the Ithacan hero through the various tricks he employs.

It is worth commenting on the various ways in which the narrative gives emphasis to
Polyphemus’ might, bié, from the outset. Firstly, the topography around the ogre’s home has
a characterizing function in drawing the audience’s attention to the sheer physical scale of the
resident giant (de Jong 2004a: 235-236). When the travellers first arrive at the land of the
Cyclopes, they behold a tall cave, “omnéoc... bynAdv” (Od. 9.182-183) and around this cave, a
‘high courtyard’, “avAr... DynAn” (Od. 9.184-185), has been fashioned with stones—*‘high’
in the sense that the courtyard is surrounded by a high wall. The courtyard is further
surrounded by tall pine trees, “poxpficiv... mitveow”, and ‘high-leaved’ oaks, “6puvciv
vywopoowy”. All the surroundings, in short, give an emphasis to height, which aptly
foreshadows the physical immensity of Polyphemus. | have analysed the mountain simile
(Od. 9.191-192) in my second chapter, and argued that the imagery of a mountain, in the
context of Polyphemus’ isolation, is appropriate to several other references to mountains in
the Apologue. In the context of the description of Polyphemus’ home (Od. 9.182-186),
however, the comparison of the ogre to a mountain, naturally the tallest feature in any
topographic description, also adds to the sense of height which the surrounding landscape
builds (de Jong 2004a: 235-236).

Secondly, Odysseus describes his premonition that he and his men would come across

an individual in this cave, who was marked out by his savagery, and by his strength:

...ovtiKa yép pot dicato Bopdg aynvop
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Gvop' émehevoectan peydAny Emeévoy AAKNY,
&yprov, ovte dirag ev £idoto ovte OépIoTOC.

(Od. 9.213-215)

[Blecause from the first | had forebodings that the stranger who might face us now
would wear brute strength like a garment round him, a savage whose heart had little
knowledge of just laws or of ordinances.

(Shewring 1980: 103-104)

Polyphemus’ lawlessness, “obte dikag... obte Oéuiotag” , and wildness, “dyprov” (Od.
9.215), are tokens of his isolation from civilized Greek society. His sheer physical strength,
“ueydinv... aaxnv”’ (Od. 9.214), while representative too of the character of a solitary
outsider, will also prove to be of importance in his confrontation with polymétis Odysseus.
When Polyphemus does arrive, he displays his bié in several respects. He carries into the
cave and throws down a heavy bundle of firewood, “6fpyov dybog / HAng aloréng” (Od.
9.233-234), he closes the entrance of his dwelling with a great rock, which is given three
descriptive epithets to emphasize its colossal proportions (Od. 9.240-241, 243); the act of
moving the boulder is given further enormity through likening the monster’s strength to a
force greater than twenty-two wagons (Od. 9.241-242). Indeed, his bi¢ seems to be
transferred from his physique to his voice, “@06yyov te BapOv” , which causes the Ithacans to
shrink back in fear (Od. 9.257).

Most tellingly, when Odysseus asks Polyphemus to respect the laws of the gods and

hospitality, the giant replies that the Cyclopes have no need to:

oV yap Kdxhomeg A0g aiyidyov aA&yovcty
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008¢& OdV pakdpov, el ) TOA PépTepol sipev:

(Od. 9.275-276)

We of the Cyclops race care nothing for Zeus and for his aegis; we care for none of
the gods in heaven, being much stronger ourselves than they are.

(Shewring 1980: 105)

And Polyphemus soon gives the most patent indication of his apparently unmatchable bié
when he kills and devours Odysseus’ men (Od. 9.288-293). The disparity in power between
the ogre and the men is analogous to that between a lion (Od. 9.292) and puppies (Od. 9.289).

In a battle of physical strength, Odysseus, along with his men, is grossly outmatched
by Polyphemus; in a battle of wits, though, he gradually gains mastery over the man-eating
giant in the course of the episode (Clay 1983: 113, Weinberg 1986: 27). The first trick in the
Apologue, ironically enough, is instigated by the ogre, when he enquires of the whereabouts

of Odysseus’ ship:

GALG pot €le', Omn Eoyeg iV gvepyéa vila,
7 mov én' doyatiiig 1| Kod oyedov, dppa Sacim.

(Od. 9.279-280)

But tell me a thing I wish to know. When you came here, where did you moor your

ship? Was it at some far point of the shore or was it near here?

(Shewring 1980: 105)
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Polyphemus’ interrogation is a Kind of trick, a seemingly innocuous question which houses a
concealed, ulterior motive—it is a crafty speech designed to pluck information out of
Odysseus, which will be to the great detriment of the other Ithacans who are moored at the
shore, as Polyphemus’ anthropophagy soon reveals (Clay 1983: 118). The cunning behind
Polyphemus’ request is, nevertheless, at once recognized by Odysseus himself (Od. 9.281-
282). The Ithacan supplies the ogre with the participle, “neipalov” (Od. 9.281), indicating
that his ‘host’ is in some respect ‘making a trial of” the hero, or ‘putting him to the test’
(LfgrE 2004: 1103-1104), but, importantly, the trick does not at all deceive Odysseus (Clay

1983: 118):

...€UE 0' 0 AdBev €100TO TOALG

(0d.9.282)

[B]ut I knew the world and guessed what he was about.

(Shewring 1980: 105)

Odysseus, a master at metis, declares that he has complete knowledge, “ciddta” (Od. 9.282),
of many things, “moAAd” (Od. 9.282), and thus cannot be deceived, “ov AdBev” (Od. 9.282)
(Schein 1970: 78). As | have illustrated in the passages leading up to the confrontation
between Odysseus and Polyphemus (cf. pp. 232-234), the ogre is principally a character who
relies on bié in going about his daily affairs. His initial attempt at an act of dolos to achieve
success is inevitably weak and is thus immediately sussed out by Odysseus, a genius at doloi.
Polyphemus’ inability to make use of effective doloi, and his sole reliance on bie, will

ultimately prove to be his undoing in the encounter.

- 235 -



Odysseus, in turn, fights dolos with dolos, and his superior meétis (Podlecki 1961:
131). He provides his own crafty speech, “dolioic' énéecor” (Od. 9.282), a fabricated story,

to match that of the giant (Clay 1983: 118):

véa pév pot katéaée [oseddwv Evosiybmv,
TPOG TETPNOL PV DUTC €l melpaot yaing,

dicpn mpoomeAdoag dvepog &' €k TOVTOv Evelkey:
avTAP £Y® GVV TOIGOE VTEKPLYOV aimvv OAeBpov.’

(Od. 9.283-286)

My ship was shattered by Poseidon, who drove it upon the rocks at the edge of this
land of yours; a wind had carried it in from the open sea, and the Earthshaker dashed
it against a headland. I myself and my comrades here escaped the precipice of
destruction.

(Shewring 1980: 106)

Odysseus easily outfoxes Polyphemus. The giant naturally assumes the truth in what is a
blatant lie. He makes no further verbal response to the hero (Od. 9.287) and, in fact, no
further enquiries as to the presence of other men outside the cave, which illustrates his belief
in the hero’s lie. Polyphemus at once reverts to his characteristic bié, seizing and devouring

two of the xeinoi (Od. 9.288-293).21

213 Weinberg (1986: 26) suggests that Polyphemus’ action in seizing onto the two unlucky Ithacans is in some
respect related to Odysseus’ attributing the false shipwreck to Poseidon—that, in the ogre’s mind this grants him
permission to destroy the men, acting as his father. This is conjecture of course. One cannot guess what a

character is thinking unless there is some indication in the text.
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As an act of trickery, Odysseus’ tall tale is, in two respects, an important component
in the hero’s ultimate triumph over the ogre. Firstly, his guile has achieved an initial (albeit
minor) victory for the Ithacans in this encounter. It has ensured that Polyphemus is oblivious
to the remainder of the sailors, so limiting the extent of his damage and preventing him from
destroying their ship. This act of deception, moreover, will prove to be an important factor in
Odysseus’ successful escape from the giant. The ship will expedite the flight of the men away
from the ogre’s land (Od. 9.469-472), and when Polyphemus does try to destroy the vessel
(Od. 9.481-490, 537-542), he is then too late to inflict the damage he might have, had he
happened upon a moored ship—a destruction which, incidentally, occurs in the
Laestrygonian episode when all but one of the ships are moored in the bay (Od. 10.91, 95).
Secondly, Odysseus’ crafty words also put an end to any attempts at doloi on the part of
Polyphemus, and for the remainder of the episode the hero’s métis is met only by the bié of
the giant.

Odysseus’ subsequent tussle with Polyphemus involves no less than four major acts of
trickery, which added together lead to the triumph of the hero over the monster. These
include: (i) the implementation of a physical prop in the ogre’s cave, a wooden stake, to blind
the ogre; (ii) the use of a wine to lull Polyphemus into a sleep, a state which will enable the
men to perform (i); (iii) Odysseus, in response to the giant’s question, gives himself a false
name, Outis, a trick which will ensure that Polyphemus receives no help from his kin (Schein
1970: 77-78);%* and (iv) Odysseus will secure his men and himself to the undersides of the
ogre’s sheep, so enabling them to leave the cave when the blind giant leads his flock out to

the pastures (Schein 1970: 78).

214 The trick of the wine (ii) and the false name (iii) are, according to Schein (1970: 77), notable departures from
the original folk tale of the ogre-figure, and have been specifically chosen by the bards/poet so as to emphasize

the characteristic metis of Odysseus.
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(i) It might be considered that the action of blinding Polyphemus with a wooden stake
is in fact a performance of bie, an act of physical might over an opposition.?!> Odysseus’ use
of this physical prop, however, actually stems from a realization that outright might will not
in itself carry the day. After Polyphemus has slaughtered and devoured two of Odysseus’

men, the hero considers slaying the monster through an act of bie.

TOV eV €y BovAevca Katd peyaintopa Bupov
doocov iov, Elpog 05D Epuecdpevog Tapd Pnpod,
ovtduevar pdg otiifoc, 801 ppéveg Nmap Exovot,
yelp' Empoocodpevoc: €tepog 0€ pe Bupog Epukey.
avToD Yap ke Kol dppes anoioped' aimvv diebpov:
0V Yap Kev duvapecsHo Bupdmv DYynAdwv

xepoiv anmcacOat AiBov dPpiuov, Ov TpocEdnkey.

(Od. 9.299-305)

Then with courage rising | thought at first to go up to him, to draw the keen sword
from my side and to stab him in the chest, feeling with my hand for the spot where the
midriff enfolds the liver; but second thoughts held me back, because we too should
have perished irremediably; never could we with all our hands have pushed away
from the lofty doorway the massy stone he had planted there.

(Shewring 1980: 106)

Odysseus’ initial thoughts are to engage in an act of bie—inspired by courage, “peyaintopa

Bopov” (Od. 9.299) (LfgrE 2004: 59-60), like a warrior he will draw his weapon (Od. 9.300),

215 |n fact, it is a collaborative effort of strength: several men are acting together to defeat a single entity.
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and slay his enemy (Od. 9.301). But while Polyphemus himself might well be exterminated
in this manner, so too would all the Ithacans, who would be stuck in the cave, without the
ability to move the rock which blocks the entrance (Od. 9.303-305). Physical might does not
guarantee success for the Ithacans here (Segal 1983: 27), it would consign them to an
inevitable death, “dnmAdpued aindv driebpov” (Od. 9.303), because they, unlike Polyphemus
whose strength in lifting the boulder was greater than twenty-two waggons (Od. 9.240-243),
do not possess the requisite force to match that of their opponent. According to Seth Schein
(1970: 78), the very ability of Odysseus to recognize the futility of physical force, and to

check his attacking impulse, is presented as a product of his mental prowess:

The expression “&tepog Bvuog” is unparalleled in Homer, but is a catachresis of
traditional language for the sake of describing Odysseus’ unique intelligence and

resourcefulness.?®

It is in the context of this failure of outright bié that Odysseus turns to his cerebral faculties
for help (Friedrich 1991: 22), devising the plan, “BovAn” (Od. 9.318), of using a wooden
stake (Weinberg 1986: 29). As will be seen later in the story, this plan is a cunning
employment of force (métis mixed with bie), a trick which will render the ogre physically
incapacitated (blind) such that he cannot harm any more of the Ithacans, but which will also
keep him alive, so that the barrier to the cave can be removed by him. It might not be pure

coincidence that, before Odysseus comes up with his actual plan, “BovAr” (Od. 9.318), he

216 To be precise, as Cook (1999: 154) identifies, there are two thymoi at work in this passage (Od. 9.299-305):
the first, “peyoadntopa Bopdv” (Od. 9.299), is an impulse towards anger, the violent behaviour of the warrior, the
second, “Etepog Bundg” (Od. 9.302), is an impulse towards restraint, a trait of the trickster. In the present
passage, the impulse of the trickster overcomes the impulse of the angry warrior (Cook 1999: 154). For further

discussion on the mechanism and nuances of thymos in this passage, cf Barnouw 2004:; 7-18.
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ponders whether Athena, a divine practitioner of métis, would grant his prayer and help him
take vengeance upon Polyphemus (Od. 9.316-317) (Weinberg 1986: 28).2" Moreover, one
might also note the appropriate choice of wood for the stake.?!® The olive tree is associated
with the goddess (Od. 9.320), and its utilization might therefore serve to implicate Athena in
some respect (Weinberg 1986: 28).21° Alternatively, according to Seth Schein (1970: 75-76),
rather than signifying the specific aid of the Zeus’ daughter, olive wood and the olive tree is
more generally associated with the hero’s salvation in the Odyssey.

Furthermore, in preparing for the assault, Odysseus also engages in the following acts
of deception along the way. Firstly, he only attempts to fashion the stake into a weapon when
Polyphemus is absent from the cave, shepherding his livestock in the fields (Od. 9.315-316).
Secondly, Odysseus conceals his weapon in the dung in the cave, so that the ogre will not
notice it when he returns (Od. 9.329-330). Thirdly, the hero needs to ensure that the giant is
fast asleep before he attempts the assault (Od. 9.333)—a soporific state which will be induced
by Polyphemus’ ready acceptance of Odysseus’ wine. In short, three different kinds of
trickery are employed by Odysseus to render the later attack on Polyphemus successful:
evasion, concealment, and temptation. Seth Schein (1970: 78) also considers the sharpening

and heating of the olive stake to be indicative of Odysseus’ mental prowess.

217 «“She inspires his questing intelligence with the right ideas for escape” (Weinberg 1986: 28).

218 |f one examines this encounter from a compositional perspective, the particular choice of an olive stake or
club by Odysseus becomes more significant, since, in most other renditions of this ogre story, a metal spit which
the monster uses for dinner is employed against the savage (Schein 1970: 75).

219 «Odysseus must make a special mental effort to notice the spar, conceive a plan to use it, and put the plan
into execution. All of this cerebration takes place after a prayer to Athena; the spar is of olive wood” (Weinberg

1986: 29).
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(i) As has been recognized by several critics, Odysseus displays his métis??

very
early on in his encounter with the giant by foreseeing the need to bring wine along to the cave
when he and his men are exploring Polyphemus’ land (Od. 9.212-215) (Clay 1983: 116, de
Jong 2004a: 237). Furthermore, the extensive narrative digression in which Odysseus
describes how the Ciconian priest Maron gave him this wine (Od. 9.196-211; cf. Od. 9.161-
168, where it is first mentioned), lends the drink further weight in the story as an important
spatial object (de Jong 2004a: 237-238, Schein 1970: 78). Maron’s wine is described as
extremely potent (Schein 1970: 78). It is given to Odysseus in an unmixed form,
“aknpaoctov” and is described as a drink for the gods, “Ogiov motov” (Od. 9.205). When
Maron himself drinks it, one part of wine is, remarkably, diluted with twenty parts of water
(Od. 9.209-210). Not only is it a strong drink, but it has an irresistible quality. Maron has to
hide it, therefore, from the majority of his servants (Od. 9.205-207) and when the priest and

his family pour it out for themselves, the temptation to indulge in the wine cannot be

suppressed:

...ooun o' Nogla Ao KpNTHPOG OOMDJEL,
Ocomnesin’ 0T v ob ol dmocyécon pilov fev.

(Od. 9.210-211)

[F]Jrom the mixing-bowl there would be wafted a fragrance beyond all words, and no
one could find it in his heart to refrain.

(Shewring 1980: 103)

220 To be precise, Odysseus displays his thymos (Od. 9.213). “Sometimes, as here [i.e. Od. 9.213], it represents a
kind of uncanny foresight which is not unconnected with metis; at other times, it suggests impulses whose

consequences may be disastrous” (Clay 1983: 116; cf. Pelliccia 1995: 266-267).
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It is the potency and irresistible quality of this wine which is the basis for Odysseus’ next
trick (de Jong 2004a: 238), and again, this dolos is in response to an act of outright hie—
Polyphemus has once more snatched a pair of the Ithacan travellers and devoured them for

his supper (Od. 9.343-344).

kol 101’ €yo Kokdona tpoonddmv dyyt tapactdc,
KIooVP0v HeTd Yepoiv Exmv uéhavog oivolo
"Kokhoy, T, e oivov, énel dyeg dvdpduea kpéa,
dpp' £idiic, 016V 11 TOTOV 168 YN iig EkexedOel
NUETEPN” 6ol &' ad AoPTy Pépov, &l ' éhenoag
oikade mEPWELNS OV O& patveat OVKET' AveEKTAC.
oxéthMe, TS K€V Tig o€ Kol Votepov dALog Tkotto
avOponov moréwv; Enel oV kot poipav Epegag.’

(Od. 9.345-352)

And at that | came close to the Cyclops and spoke to him, while in my hands | held up
an ivy-bowl brimmed with dark wine: “Cyclops, look! You have had your fill of
man’s flesh. Now drain this bowl and judge what wine our ship had in it. | was
bringing it for you as a libation, hoping you would take pity on me and would help to
send me home. But your wild folly is past all bounds. Merciless one, who of all men
in all the world will choose to visit you after this? In what you have done you defy
whatever is good and right.”

(Shewring 1980: 107)
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Odysseus’ crafty speech disguises his real motive for tempting Polyphemus with the
intoxicating wine—that is, to place the ogre in a helpless, drunken stupor through a beverage
whose powerful effect Odysseus knows quite well—with a secondary, false narrative, which
presents the wine as a potential object of appeasement to the monster, a gift to render him a
favourable host to the Ithacans. Thus Odysseus’ action in holding the cup with both hands is
performed in the manner of a libation, an offering to soothe the monster (Od. 9.346), and this
gesture is confirmed in his speech, when he directly refers to the drink as a libation, “Aopnv”
(Od. 9.349). Secondly, by referring to the pity which he had wrongly expected from
Polyphemus, “si p' élenoag” (Od. 9.349), Odysseus implies that the libation was originally
intended as part of the Ithacan’s initial supplication towards the ogre (Od. 9.266-271), which
failed to stir Polyphemus °‘pitiless heart’ (Od. 9.287) (cf. Most 2003: 54-55).22 Thirdly,
Odysseus also invokes the ogre’s duty as a host in providing xeinéion in the form of a
passage home, “oikade mépyeiac” (Od. 9.350), and Odysseus then vilifies Polyphemus as a
host, declaring that he will no longer be chosen by any man as a potential host (Od. 9.351-
352).

In short, Odysseus’ speech (Od. 9.345-352) cleverly frames the wine as an object
which was intended as a libation, for the purposes of supplication and ensuring his host’s
hospitality. That Odysseus’ cunning speech has defeated Polyphemus is indicated by the
ogre’s immediate acceptance of the drink (Od. 9.353), his request for seconds (Od. 9.354),
and his imbibing of the potent wine on several occasions (Od. 9.360-361)—he suspects no

foul play in the hero’s offering of the drink. Moreover, the ogre has so fully bought into

221 “[M]ost of the episodes in the Iliad in which pity is invoked during battle scenes are ones in which a
suppliant casts away his weapons, throws himself upon an enemy soldier’s mercy, and asks that his life be
spared in pity” (Most 2003: 54). For further discussion of pity in the Homeric poems, cf. Gagarin 1987: 300-

303, Scott 1979: 1-14.
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Odysseus’ framing of the wine as an object of appeasement, that he decides to offer the
Ithacan a rather macabre form of hospitality in exchange for the gift of wine (Od. 9.355-356),
namely, that he will eat Odysseus last of all the Greeks in the cave (Od. 9.369-370). Finally,
having been deceived by the hero’s crafty speech into drinking the alcohol, Polyphemus is
physically overcome by the effects of the wine, falling into a drunken stupor (Od. 9.371-373)
and, further demonstrating his loss of control, vomiting out some of the flesh and wine in
which he had indulged (Od. 9.373-374).2%

The result of Odysseus’ numerous acts of trickery and cunning deception—(a)
fashioning the stake while the ogre was away from his cave, (b) concealing the stake in dung
in the cave, (c) tempting Polyphemus with a wine which he knows to be both intoxicating and
irrepressible in its effects upon the drinker, (d) and framing the beverage as a libatory
offering meant for supplication and hospitality—ensures the success of the physical attack of
the Ithacans upon the ogre. This physical attack is indeed an action which entails a certain
amount of bié (cf. Cook 1999: 155)??® (measured bié, because Odysseus does not wish to slay
the giant), but it has been enabled by Odysseus’ métis.

(iii) Odysseus has succeeded in blinding Polyphemus, and his achievement is
memorably captured in two similes, one of a shipwright (Od. 9.384-386), the other of a

metalworker (Od. 9.391-393), both of which convey the success of the knowledgeable,

222 \Weinberg (1986: 27-28) believes that the god Apollo has a hand in the intoxication of Polyphemus, since
Maron is described as a priest of Apollo (Od. 9.288), and because there is a laurel tree, later associated with
Apollo in Greek mythology, outside the ogre’s cave (Od. 9.183).

22 “[H]is vengeance is the plan of the trickster... But the instrument of blinding is a shepherd’s staff that
Odysseus has transformed into a fire-hardened spear, and Odysseus describes the actual scene of blinding as a

warrior’s aristeia” (Cook 1999: 155).
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civilized man over the ignorant savage (Bergren 1983: 47, Clay 1983: 113, 118-119).2%
However, while Polyphemus has indeed been injured by Odysseus’ wiles, the Ithacans are
still far away from their goal of escaping from the land of the Cyclopes. Two further
problems loom: firstly, Polyphemus could garner help from his countrymen, secondly, the
xeinoi still need to get out of the cave.

The first threat is brilliantly dealt with again by a dolos, a verbal trick. After
Polyphemus has asked Odysseus his name (Od. 9.355-356) the hero replies that his name is
‘Nobody’—“Ovdtig époi ' dvopa” (Od. 9.366).22 When the other Cyclopes hear their

neighbour’s shouting, they come to inquire after his welfare:

“tinte T000V, [ToAdveNU', dpnuévog ®d' gponocag
vikta ot dupposiny kai dbmvoug dupe tidnoda;
M uy tic oev pfijdo Ppotdv dékovtog EAavve;

¥ ; Vo ’ y Y 5
M un tic 6' avTov Ktelvel 00A® NE Pinet;

100G &' adt' 8 &vpov mposéen kpatepdg [oAvenuog:
"o @ilot, OVtic pe ktetvel S6Am 0082 Binewy.’

o1 &' dmapelPopevor Emea TTeEPOEVT' AyOPELOV!

s 3 a \ ; ’ ¥ 5y

el pev om pn tig oe Praleton otov €dvra,
vododv 7' ob mwg Eott Aldg peydlov dAéactan,
AL oV ' ebyeo matpi [Tooewddwvt dvakrt.”

(Od. 9.403-412)

224 “These striking similes point to the absence of such arts among the Cyclopes and to the fat that the technai
are an important component of metis” (Clay 1983: 118-119).
225 The uniqueness of this trick can also be viewed through its absence in other version of the folktale, cf. Schein

1970: 79.
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“Polyphemus, what dire affliction has come upon you to make you profane the night
with clamour and rob us of our slumbers? Is some human creature driving away your
flocks in defiance of you? Is someone threatening death to yourself by craft or
violence?” From inside the cave the giant answered: “Friends, it is Noman’s craft and
no violence that is threatening death to me.” Swiftly their words were borne back to
him: “If no man is doing you violence—if you are alone—then this is a malady sent
by almighty Zeus from which there is no escape; you had best say a prayer to your
father, Lord Poseidon.

(Shewring 1980: 109)

Odysseus’ verbal trick works on two levels (Schein 1970: 79).226 On a simple level
Polyphemus only understands Outis as the fake name which Odysseus gives to himself, he
does not comprehend here the sense of ‘nobody’ (lowercase), which lies behind Odysseus’
construction. Thus when the other Cyclopes use the words, mé tis, a grammatically different
form of ou tis, so as to ask their compatriot: ‘surely, nobody (mé tis) has driven off your
livestock or is threatening you with trickery or force’, it is Polyphemus’ ignorance not to
make the connection between mé tis and ou tis, but instead to regard Outis only as a proper
name—‘Nobody’ has threatened him, which is of course understood by the neighbouring
Cyclopes as answering directly to their enquiry of meé tis (Podlecki 1961: 130, Schein 1970:

80). Accordingly, the giants walk away and leave Polyphemus to himself, ensuring the

226 For further discussions of Odysseus’ ‘Outis’ trick: cf. Simpson (1972:22-25), who tracks a symmetry in the
structural distribution of the terms Outis/ou tis and mé tis in the episode, and who later tracks the symbolic
significance of this name—that Odysseus is indeed a Nobody in this encounter, faced with certain death, and,

paradoxically, alleviates himself from this situation by announcing as much.
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success of Odysseus’ trick. As de Jong (2004a: 244) points out, Polyphemus’ humorous
misunderstanding of the hero’s name carries on for a while after the Cyclopes depart (Od.
9.455, 460), until Odysseus finally announces his name to him (Od. 9.504-505) (cf. Podlecki
1961: 131).

The greater significance of the trick, however, lies behind the double sense of me tis
as ‘nobody’, and meétis, as ‘cunning’ or ‘guile’. Given the prominence which meétis and doloi,
tricks, have played in this encounter thus far, and its later announcement at 9.414 (Podlecki
1961: 130, Schein 1970: 80), one might be encouraged to substitute ‘cunning’ (métis) for
‘nobody’ (me tis) throughout this exchange (de Jong 2004a: 244, Schein 1970: 80). Thus
when the Cyclopes question Polyphemus as to whether anybody (literally, ‘nobody’, mé tis)
has driven away his sheep, “cev pfjha... éhavver” (Od. 9.405), it is ironic that it is through
Odysseus’ métis, a shrewd trick, that the ogre’s sheep are attached to the Ithacans and later
transported to their ship—in short, ‘cunning’ has indeed driven his sheep away (cf. iv,
below).

In the following line, the Cyclopes ask whether somebody (lit. ‘nobody’, mé tis) has
killed Polyphemus through trickery or force, “kteiver d6Am M€ Pingr” (Od. 9.406). Here, the
neighbouring Cyclopes have inadvertently hit upon the primary struggle in the encounter,
between Odyssean guile (métis/dolos) and Cyclopean might (bié); replacing mé tis with métis
in line 406 points to the fact that it is certainly metis and not bie which had led to
Polyphemus’ downfall, “c' avtov «teiver” (Od. 9.406) (Schein 1970: 80). Tellingly,
Polyphemus himself says as much in the following line, declaring that he has been defeated
by Odysseus’ (or Nobody’s) “36A®” (Od. 9.408), and not by force, “006¢ Pinew” (Od. 9.408)
(Cook 1999: 155, Schein 1970: 79).

Herein lies another great irony in this humorous exchange: Polyphemus’ declaration

that he has been the victim of assault by dolos, rather than sié (Od. 9.408), occurs in the very
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line where he is once again the unwitting victim of the Ithacan’s craft, thus reinforcing the
dominance of trickery over might. Finally, when the Cyclopes reply to Polyphemus’
statement, in reading mé tis with métis, one can conclude that it is indeed shrewdness which
has harmed the solitary ogre, “ei pév on pn tic oe Praletan” (Od. 9.410), although naturally
the Cyclopes themselves are not conscious of the layered meaning behind their words (Schein
1970: 80). As Schein (1970: 80) observes, there is a humorous paradox in the fact that it is
intelligence, metis (Od. 9.410), which is markedly portrayed as the agent of physical
violence, “Pialeton” (Od. 9.410) in this phrase (cf. Clay 1983: 120).2%” And so appropriately,

a few lines later, Odysseus directly attributes his victory to the triumph of his metis:

O¢ ap' Epav amdvteg, LoV 0' Eyéhacoe eilov kip,
¢ dvo' EEamatnoey EUOV Kol UATIS AUOUOV.

(Od. 9.413-414)

With these words they left him again, while my own heart laughed within me to think
how the name | gave and my ready wit had snhared him.

(Shewring 1980: 109)

De Jong (2004a: 244) points out, moreover, that when Odysseus does on some later occasions
recollect the encounter with Polyphemus, it is twice with reference to the battle between his

own wits and the brawn of the ogre (Od. 12.209-212, 20.19-20) (cf. Hopman 2012: 5-6).2%

227 Schein (1970: 80) further regards Poseidon as a figure of bié, like his gigantic son, and Odysseus’ final
triumph over the god of the seas as an instance again of métis defeating bié (cf. Cook 1995: 55-56).

228 Cook (1999: 155) reads greater importance into the amalgamation of the twin identities of Odysseus as a man
of métis and Outis; for him, in assuming the identity of trickster, Odysseus becomes a heroic nobody (cf.

Friedrich 1991: 22, Hopman 2012: 4-5, Segal 1983: 34). Against this, some critics would argue that Odysseus’
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(iv) Blinded (presumably hung-over) and abandoned by his compatriots, Polyphemus
is all but conquered. He groans aloud, “octevaymv”’ (Od. 9.415), and is assailed by pains,
“0oivav 6dvvnot” (0d. 9.415)—the latter phrase perhaps being a linguistic pun referring to
Odysseus’ name, and the pain he has caused the ogre (Schein 1970: 83). Nevertheless, the
monster resorts to bie one final time, a pitiful attempt to use bodily strength to stop the
Ithacans from escaping from his cave. He gropes with his hands, “yepoi yniapdéwv” (Od.
9.416), at the open entrance of the cave, expecting to catch some of the Ithacans as the sheep
leave for the pastures. It might also be argued that Polyphemus is ‘trying his hands’ at a dolos
again, using the open cave door (Od. 9.416) as a temptation for the Ithacans to recklessly flee
his abode, and in so doing sacrificing their lives. But so crude a trick is this for Odysseus that
the hero-narrator would have to be a total fool, “viimov” (Od. 9.419),%%° in order to fall for it.
On this adjective, a term of derision denoting intellectual inadequacy (LfgrE 2004: 369),
Podlecki suggests that it is an important indicator of Polyphemus’ ultimate failure to

comprehend the métis of Odysseus in this encounter:

Blinded and in pain, the Cyclops sits in the cave entrance, hoping to catch the men as
they try to escape, and expecting Odysseus to be “&vi ppeci vijmov eivon” (419). He
had called him a fool earlier, “’vAmog €ic” (273), and a few lines later the poet can
claim that the term applies more appropriately to the Cyclops himself, “vimog odk
gvonoev” (442), for not discovering the ruse of their escape under the bellies of the

sheep and the ram. This is more than a neat about-face, for it reinforces the métis-

intellectual abilities are an essential component of his heroic identity (Burrows 1965: 33). For a summary of
Odysseus’ abnormal features as a hero, cf. Finkelberg 1995: 2; she enumerates several unusual features,
including (i) the Ithacan’s occupation with food; (ii) his employment of the bow, rather than the spear; and (iii)
his characteristic suffering and his endurance of humiliating experiences (cf. Pucci 1982: 41).

229 For a summary of the different contextual usages of népios in the Odyssey, cf. de Jong 2004a: 230.
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theme: by a twist of circumstances, Odysseus, whom the Cyclops had called a fool,
shows himself to be a crafty fellow and makes the Cyclops looks a fool in the end.

(1961: 131)

So in response to the “folly’ (the pathetic attempt at a dolos) and the bié of the ogre, blindly
snatching with his hands for a morsel, Odysseus, as Podlecki (131) observes, turns to
planning, “BodAevov” (Od. 9.420), cunning, “pftv”, and trickery, “66Aovg” (Od. 9.422). The
hero ties his men to the underside of the ogre’s sheep and clings himself onto the wool of
Polyphemus’ favourite ram.

In summary, Odysseus’ triumph over the ogre is achieved by acts of trickery,
implemented by means of his metis and then by bouloi (cf. Od. 12.208-212). These tricks,
taken together lead to the successful flight of the Ithacans from the monster’s cave and their
survival. It is Odysseus’ dolos, (i) which prevents Polyphemus from locating the rest of his
men outside the cave and destroying them, just as the Laestrygonians do later, (ii) which aids
the hero in preparing the stake for the blinding of the ogre’s eye (this action itself being a
mixture of cunning and force), (iii) which renders the giant inebriated thus ensuring the
success of the assault, (iv) which ensures that Polyphemus receives no aid from his kin, and
(v) which helps the xeinoi flee the cave. The victory engendered by tricks and meétis is
contrasted with the failure garnered from acts of bié. Thus Odysseus chooses not to assault
Polyphemus directly when the ogre eats his men, whereas Polyphemus, as a character defined
by his recourse to physical might, finds himself only able to respond to the hero through brute
force. While this secures him several meals, it does not ultimately prove to be an adequate
reply to Odyssean meétis, as demonstrated by the decline in the ogre’s physical state: vomiting
over the floor of his cave, blinded and tormented by pain, and, finally, groping about him

pathetically and, abandoned by his countrymen, talking to the solitary sheep who is his
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closest companion. As a contest between metis and bié, Odysseus’ tussle with Polyphemus
certainly demonstrates the superiority of tricks in achieving a triumph for the Ithacan (Cook
1999: 156, Friedrich 1991: 22).2%0

After Odysseus is entertained for a month by Aeolus, the god of the winds provides

Odysseus with a gift to help in the hero’s quest to return to Ithaca:

GAL' Ote oM Kol EydV 030V fiteov No' Ekélevov
TEUTEUEV, OVOE TL KETVOG AVIVaLTO, TEDYE O TOUTN V.
dddxe 0¢ ' gxdeipag dokov Podg Evvedporo,

&vla 6¢ Puktamv dvépmv Katédnoe kKélgva:
Kevov yap topinv avépwv moince Kpoviov,

NUEV movépevar nd' 0pvouev, 8v k' é0EAnoL.

vni &' &vi YAapupi katédetl pépuidt aetvii

apyvpén, tva un T topamnvedoel’ dAiyov mep

avTap Epol Tvouv (epvPoL TPoinkey afjval,

230 Odysseus’ metis does suffer a momentarily lapse at the end of the episode where he hubristically mocks
Polyphemus and boastfully declares his real name to the ogre (Od. 9.502-505), with disastrous consequences, as
Polyphemus elicits the help of his father, Poseidon (Od. 9.528-535) (Cook 1999: 155, Friedrich 1991: 23-24,
Hopman 2012: 5, Segal 1983: 34). “In this passage [Od. 9.502-505] Odysseus assumes the heroic, warrior
epithet, “sacker of cities”, mtoAndpOiov. He thereby identifies himself with the Iliadic kleos of his leader in
whose name he introduced himself to the Cyclops in IX, 265, diénepoe noAv” (Segal 1983: 35). “Yet Odysseus
does not consistently act as a man of metis either, and in fact his interaction with Polyphemus is framed by two
strategic mistakes. Odysseus sparks off the whole adventure by insisting on meeting the Cyclopes and testing
their hospitality (9.172-176), a mistake that he compounds by waiting for Polyphemus instead of going back to
the ship as his companions recommend (9.224-230). Furthermore, after the escape from the cave, his taunting
and disclosure of his name lead to Polyphemus’ curse, the wrath of Poseidon, and other adventures that

eventually cause the loss of the whole crew (1.68-73; 11.103 = 13.343)” (Hopman 2012: 5).
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depa EPOL VIAG TE Kol adToVg" 008" dp' EueAlev
EKTEAEEV" ADTOV Yap ATOAOUED' dppadinoty.

(Od. 10.17-27)

[T]hen in my turn | asked his leave to depart and begged him to help me on my way.
Nor was he unwilling; he set about speeding my return. He gave me a bag made from
the hide of a full-grown ox of his, and in the bag he had penned up every wind that
blows, whatever its course might be; because Zeus had made him warden of all the
winds, to bid each of them rise or fall at his own pleasure. He placed the bag in my
own ship’s hold, tied with a glittering silver cord so that through that fastening not
even a breath could stray; to the west only he gave commission to blow for me, to
carry onwards my ships and men. Yet he was not after all to accomplish his design,
because our own folly ruined us.

(Shewring 1980: 113)

Aeolus collects all the unfavourable winds, then imprisons and hides them in a pouch which
Odysseus is to keep in the hold of his ship, while the remaining favourable western wind
pushes the Ithacans homeward (Od. 10.19-26). It might be a bit of a stretch to include
Aeolus’ entrapment and concealment of the winds as an instance of trickery in this study,
since the device of the bag is given to the Ithacans without any intention of deception on the
part of the god, unlike all the other tricks cited in this section. Nevertheless, this objection
aside, the bag of the winds itself does ultimately deceive Odysseus’ men, who falsely believe
it to conceal rich guest-gifts for Odysseus.

It is certainly not unusual in the Odyssey for a god like Aeolus to opt for a cunning

device rather than outright force, bie. The cuckolded Hephaistos, for example, employs a
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trap, a net, to catch the adulterous Aphrodite and Ares (a god of bie, of course) when the
smith pretends to be away from his home (Od. 8.272-299) (Detienne & Vernant 1974: 51,
Olson 1989a: 137).2% Thus rather than making use of the sheer force of the winds under his
power to rocket Odysseus’ ship homeward, Aeolus has exploited a cunning device whereby
all the adverse winds are trapped and hidden in a meagre pouch. Nor, moreover, is this the
first time that a bag of some kind has been involved in a trick in the Apologue. Maron’s
wine—Ilike Aeolus’ winds, a potent object—is also enclosed in an “dox6v” (Od. 9.196).

That Aeolus’ cunning device connotes success, or, better yet, the potential of success,
for the xeinoi is indicated by the fact that through this device the xeinoi nearly arrive back

home:

1] dekdrn o' 1ON dvepaivero maTpig dpovpa,
Kai On muproréovtag EAeHoGoUEV £YYUG £6VTOG.

(Od. 10.29-30)

[O]n the tenth day our own country began to heave in sight; we were near enough to
see men tending their fires on shore.

(Shewring 1980: 113)

2L (i) There are, incidentally, several points of tangency between Hephaistos—who is polyphron (Il. 21.355,
367) and polymetis (Od. 8.297, 327) in the Homeric poems (Clay 1983: 32)—and Odysseus as trickster figures
in the two poems: “In each story, the hero returns from a journey to a distant land to find sexual disorder in his
house. Despite serious disabilities, he emerges triumphant over his rival(s), by pitting his cleverness against
their physical superiority” (Olson 1989a: 138). (ii) For the comparisons between Odysseus and Hephaistos as
agents of trickery, in opposition to agents of physical force, and of its relevance to Odysseus’ narrative situation

in Book 8, cf. Olson 1989a: 137.
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This, however, is the closest the men will ever get to Ithaca and to completing their nostos.
The dolos of the wind-bag deceives Odysseus’ men, they are fooled by this act of divine or
supernatural concealment, for they wrongly believe the sack to contain rich gifts of
hospitality from Aeolus to Odysseus, which the hero is hoarding selfishly for himself (Od.
10.34-45). They therefore open the bag and the winds, once unleashed, send them back to
Acolus’ isle (Od. 10.46-55). Odysseus’ men have, unwittingly, become the unintended butt of
Acolus’ device and been defeated by it. Reminiscent of the folly which Polyphemus displays

in the face of doloi, 2%

it is the Ithacans’ lack of understanding of this cunning device which
has led to their failed homecoming. Thus the hero-narrator, in discussing this failure to attain
their goal, mentions both their thoughtlessness, “dppadinow” (Od. 10.27), and their bad
planning, “PovAr... xaxn” (Od. 10.46). The difference observed in this episode between
Odysseus and his men in reacting to examples of doloi will become relevant in the Aeaean
sequence, where the hero’s success in confronting and overcoming the tricks of the witch,
Circe, are matched by the inept, helpless responses of his companions.

It is perhaps such wily thinking on Odysseus’ part which leads him to moor his ship
outside the Laestrygonian harbour in the next encounter (Od. 10.95-96), while the rest of his

men head into the perilous bay (Clay 1983: 114, Frame 1978: 58, Niles 1978: 49); contra, cf.

Cook 1999: 160).%%2 As Cook (1999: 160) suggests, Odysseus’ gesture of raising his sword—

232 Similarly, earlier in the Apologue we witnessed another pouch which concealed a potent object—Odysseus’
flask in which Maron’s wine was kept; in both of these instances, the opening of the bag has dire consequences
for the ones foolish enough to want to look inside.

233 “The outcome of the visit to Polyphemus has taught Odysseus to balance curiosity with caution” (Clay 1983:
114). Cook (1999: 160) considers the position of Odysseus’ ship to be an aggressive manoeuvre, taking a “wing
position” (160), similar to that which Achilles often adopts in the Iliad. But this ignores the fact that Odysseus

did not intend the arrival at the Laestrygonian harbour as a raid—rather, he sends an embassy into the interior to
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“gyo Eipoc 6EL épvocduevoc mapa unpod” (Od. 10.126)—when his men are being skewered
from above by the giants (Od. 10.121-124), is suggestive of an act of heroic bié¢ in the midst
of combat. However, Odysseus’ subsequent employment of his sword, to cut the ropes which
are holding his ship to the land and to beat a hasty retreat over the seas is, ironically enough,
a means of avoiding conflict. When faced with antagonists who are proficient in bie, hurling
man-sized rocks, “avépayféot yeppadiost / farrov”’ (Od. 10.121-122), down at the ships,
Odysseus’ only hope for survival is flight and the avoidance of physical engagement. In this
respect, the encounter closely parallels the Cyclopeia where Polyphemus, a character whom |
have argued to be proficient in bie, and who also hurls boulders from a lofty summit (Od.
9.481-486, 537-542), cannot be beaten by an act of hie—a drawn sword (or, in this case, the
impulse to draw a sword): “Eipog &L épvocduevog mapa unpod” (Od. 9.300) (Cook 1999:
160).

The fact that Circe will employ artifice and tricks, doloi, in her encounter with the
Ithacans is alluded to at the very start of the Apologue, when she is given the epithet,

“dologoca” (Od. 9.32):

M pév ' antod' Epvke Kooy, Sia Osdov,

&v oméeot YAoQLPOIGt, MAotopévn TOGLY Elvar
¢ &' avtmg Kipkn xateprtvey &v peydpoioty
Aiain Sohdesoa, Mhotopévn TOGLY eivar

GAL' €OV o0 mote Bupodv €vi otnBecoty Emebeyv.

(Od. 9.29-33)

discover what the inhabitants were like (Od. 10.100-102), just as he does in the case of the Lotus Eaters and

Circe (Od. 9.88-90, 10.208-209).
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There was a time when divine Calypso kept me within her arching caverns and would
have had me to be her husband, and another time when subtle Aeaean Circe confined
me in her palace and would have had me for husband also. Yet neither of them could
win the heart within me.

(Shewring 1980: 99)

Although this passage does not refer to a specific act of dolos (which is the focus of my
study), there are indications that Circe’s particular branch of trickery will involve both
entrapment, “kotepritvey &v peybporoy” (Od. 9.31), and seduction, “AMAoiopévn nécy eivar”
(Od. 9.32).

In Book 10, Odysseus sends an embassy to Circe’s home, after he notices a line of
smoke rising from the ground during his first foray into the island. In arriving at the witch’s
home, the hetairoi are confronted with four different acts of trickery and deception on the
part of Circe: (i) the goddess possesses wolves and mountain lions, who have been rendered
tame pets through her enchantment and her drugs—a trick which has occurred prior to the
events of the story; (ii) she lures the travellers into her home by means of her charms, such as
her singing and her voice; (iii) she conceals a drug in the food of the travellers which will
make them forgetful of their homes; and (iv) she uses her wand to transform the men into
swine, and then imprisons them in a pen. Her range of tricks is manifold and includes
temptation (ii), concealment (iii), entrapment (iv), and transformational magic (i and iv).

Whereas Polyphemus was defeated by the trickery of his guest, in the initial encounter
of the Ithacan ambassadors with Circe, it is the hostess who makes use of doloi to get the
better of her guests. The hetairoi who are, importantly, not imbued with Odysseus’ metis are

at a complete loss as to how to respond to the witch’s cunning and to her acts of deception.
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(i) Prior to the events in the story Circe enchanted, “katéfer&ev”, the mountain lions
and wolves which now live around her house, having given them ‘evil drugs’, “koka
eapurox’™ (Od. 10.213). Accordingly, these creatures do not display the normal behaviour
expected of wild animals—they do not make a charge at the ambassadors, “opundnoav &'
avopaowy” (Od. 10.214), but, instead, wag their tails, an action which is likened to dogs

receiving morsels from their master (Od. 10.215-219).

¢ TOVS AUl AKOL KPATEPDOVLYES NOE AEOVTES
coivov' 1ol &' £ddstoav, £nel 1dov aiva TEA®pPOL.

(Od. 10.218-219)

[S]o did these lions, these wolves with their powerful claws, circle fawningly round
my comrades. The sight of the strange huge creatures dismayed my men

(Shewring 1980: 118)

Odysseus’ men, however, do not seem to perceive that some subtle trick, some witchcraft lies
behind the strange behaviour of these animals, and their immediate reaction is one of fear,
“€60e1oav”, on account of the monsters, “méAwpa” (Od. 10.218), which confront them. Their
reaction is in anticipation of an act of customary bié from the wild animals—that these
savage creatures would charge into them, “@pundnoav éx' avépdaowv” (Od. 10.214). Such a
fearful response is far more appropriate in the Polyphemus encounter, where the hetairoi
meet a monstrous individual, “meAdprog” (Od. 9.187), who lives by might alone. Thus when
the ogre hurls his huge stack of wood into his cave, and makes an awful noise, “opvpoydov

g€bnkev” (Od. 9.235), the Ithacans’ response is naturally one of self-preservation:
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NUETS 8¢ deloavteg dmecodued' £ poyov dvpov

(Od. 9.236)

[A]nd we in dismay shrank hastily back into a corner.

(Shewring 1980: 104)

Similarly, later in this episode, after Polyphemus speaks, the men are overcome by fear:

Oc Eead', Nuiv 8' avte katekAdodn eilov ftop,
detevtv EBOYYoV T fopLV aOTOV T€ TEADPOV.

(Od. 9.256-257)

So he spoke, and our hearts all sank; his thundering voice and his monstrous presence
cowed us.

(Shewring 1980: 105)

The fear which the Ithacans express, “delcdvtov”, in the presence of a monster, “néAmpov”
(Od. 9.257), is the same which they later reveal when they encounter Circe’s animals,
“€ddewoav... méhmpa” (Od. 10.219); the difference here is, as the narrative reveals, they are
not encountering vicious beasts, governed by bi¢ but, instead, amiable pets. In short, the
hetairoi have not appreciated the act of dolos which Circe’s magic has produced,
transforming savage beasts into meek pets, but are responding to the animals in the
expectation of physical violence, similar to that which Polyphemus produces.

(i1) Upon spying the Ithacans, Circe’s first act of trickery is to charm the travellers

into entering her home. To this end, the ensuing narrator highlights the seductive qualities of
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the hostess She is marked out by her physical beauty, described as a ‘goddess with beautiful
locks’, “Bedc kaAlmlokdporo” (Od. 10.220), and the men hear her singing with her lovely
voice, “omi xkoAfi” (Od. 10.221). Her skill at weaving is given great praise, as she produces
fine and charming work, “Aentd te kai yopievia kai dyrada Epyo (Od. 10.223). The second of

these seductive qualities is given emphasis through the speech of Polites:

"o @ilot, Eviov Yap Tig Emoryopévn péyo i6Tov
KOAOV A0101deL, dAmedoV o' dmav AUPIUEUVKEY,
1} Be0g ME yovn® GALL BeyydPEDa Bdccov.’

(Od. 10.226-228)

“Friends, there is someone inside the house, a goddess or a woman, moving to a fro at
her wide web and singing a lovely song that the whole floor re-echoes with. Come let

us make ourselves heard at once.”

(Shewring 1980: 118)

The singing of Circe is “kaAdv” and resounds throughout her dwelling (Od. 10.227), while
the singer herself appears god-like (Od. 10.228). It is directly after this high praise that
Polites recommends that they summon the goddess (Od. 10.228). His actions are motivated
by pure desire since he is captured by Circe’s alluring voice. No time is wasted debating this
point, moreover, and in the ensuing line the men at once summon the witch (Od. 10.229). The
witch hears them, calls them inside, and all the men (apart from Eurylochus) follow her
because of their “aidpeinow” (Od. 10.231) or ‘ignorance’ (LfgrE 1955: 278). Similar to the
Aeolian sequence, where terms of inadequate thinking were used—*"“agppadinowv” (Od. 10.27)

and “BouAr... kokn” (Od. 10.46)—in the context of the Ithacans’ failure to appreciate
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Acolus’ benevolent trick, so too here in the face of Circe’s “d6Aov” (Od. 10.232), the hetairoi
are again guilty of insufficient thought, “didpeinowv” (Od. 10.231). They have not displayed
any meétis when confronted with Circe’s dolos, but have instead acted without any proper
thinking.

(iii, iv) After they are invited into the witch’s home, the Ithacan xeinoi quickly fall
victim to Circe’s traps, drinking the porridge which she has given them (Od. 10.237), directly
after she has slipped the drug into the food (Od. 10.235-236), and then being enclosed in the
pig pens as soon as she has struck them with her wand (Od. 10.237-238), undergoing a
transformation into swine in the process (Od. 10.239-240). Their only response to Circe’s
machinations is utter helplessness, weeping as they are locked in their sties, “oi pév KAaiovteg
gépyaro” (Od. 10.241) (cf. Segal 1983: 35-36).

It might be argued that Eurylochus fares better than his fellow explorers in at least not
falling prey to Circe’s doloi, since it is he who recognizes that the witch is setting a trap for
the men (Od. 10.232), whereas the rest act anonymously together, “oi &' Guo mavtes” (Od.
10.231). Certainly, he is one step ahead of his comrades in recognizing the danger of
acquiescing to Circe’s hospitality. However, Eurylochus’ reaction is nothing more than a
temporary evasion, and his subsequent ‘performance’ on the beach, once Odysseus suggests
that they travel back to the witch’s house and confront her (Od. 10.261-263), is indicative of
his inability to deal with Circe’s doloi. He can, in short, recognize dolos, but he has no
suitable response to it. In his desperation he clutches the hero’s knees, “Aafov EAlicoeto
yoovaev” (Od. 10.264), in the manner of a destitute suppliant (cf. Gould 1973: 76), and his
only real response is weeping, “0Aopupopevos” (Od. 10.265).

Before Odysseus arrives at the witch’s home, he receives rather exceptional divine
guidance from Hermes. The messenger god is a divinity renowned for his métis and acts of

trickery (Cook 1999: 161), rather like Athena, and he counsels Odysseus in the appropriate
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ways of countering Circe’s tricks. Before doing this, though, Hermes draws Odysseus’
attention to the pitiful state of the hero’s men, trapped in pig sties in the witch’s home (Od.
10.282-283). This too will be Odysseus’ lot, the god contends, if he attempts to rescue them
(Od. 10.284-285). There is, once again, a recognition that the way in which the hetairoi
approached the goddess was seriously inadequate and that a different approach is required of
Odysseus in this encounter.

Hermes, however, will not allow the Ithacan to fall into the same predicament as his
comrades, “og kaxk@®v ékAvocouar” (Od. 10.286). The god aids Odysseus by identifying each
of the tricks, ‘the destructive arts’, “OAoemia dnvea” (Od. 10.289), which Circe will use to
get the better of the hero, and then by recommending certain counter-tricks which the Ithacan
hero should employ to defeat the goddess. Of Circe’s many doloi, Hermes first informs
Odysseus of the drug that the witch will conceal in his food (Od. 10.290). Appropriately,
Hermes’ trick is for the hero to meet Circe’s deception of a concealed drug with another
concealed drug, “@dpupakov” (Od. 10.287), of his own, a herb called “pdiv” (Od. 10.305)
which Hermes plucks from the ground and gives to Odysseus (Od. 10.302-306). The
consumption or utilization (the text is not clear)?* of this plant will, the god reveals, mitigate

the magic of Circe’s drug:

G’ 008" g BELEAL og SuviceTar oD yap édoet
eappakov €60AGV, 6 To1 dMOoW,

(Od. 10.291-292)

234 One assumes consumption, but perhaps its mere possession is sufficient—the narrative is not explicit on how

Moly is to be employed.
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Yet even so, she will not be able to enchant you; my gift of the magic herb will thwart
her.

(Shewring 1980: 120)

And, indeed, when Odysseus later arrives at Circe’s home and eats her drugged food, it has
no effect on the hero, no enchantment, “o06¢ u' £0eA&e” (Od. 10.318). Hermes has helped
Odysseus fight trickery with trickery—a malevolent magical drug, concealed in his food by
Circe, is bettered by a benevolent magical drug/herb which Odysseus conceals from Circe.
Circe’s second trick, Hermes relates to the hero, is to strike Odysseus with her wand
(Od. 10.293), just as she struck his men earlier (Od. 10.237-238). Hermes advises that
Odysseus counters this attack with a direct assault of his own, charging upon the witch with
his sword (Od. 10.294-295). This is not an instance of genuine bié, an attempt at real force,
but it is feigned bie, a mere show of force. Thus Hermes provides the important conjunction,
“®¢” (0d. 10.295), in his instructions: Odysseus is to approach Circe, as if he wants to Kill
her, but not really—in short, it is an act of simulation and deception. And as with Hermes’
previous counter-trick (drug versus drug), there are points of tangency with Circe’s original
trick. In both cases, what critics who study gender might deem ‘phallic’ instruments are used
by the tricksters and in both cases the trick is conducted as a surprise attack—Circe strikes
the hetairoi immediately after their meal, “ovtix' €nerta” (Od. 10.237), while Odysseus
rushes at Circe with his sword, after she commands him to head to the pig sties. Indeed, the

witch’s surprise at Odysseus’ sudden counter-trick is indicated by her panicked reaction:

N 8¢ péya idyovca vVEdpape Koi AaPe youvov
Kol 1 OAo@LpopEVN EmEn TTEPAEVTO TPOGTVOA

(Od. 10.323-324)
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She shrieked, she slipped underneath my weapon, she clasped my knee and spoke in
rapid, appealing words.

(Shewring 1980: 121)

Like Odysseus’ men, when they found themselves the victim of the witch’s tricks (Od.
10.241), Circe responds to Odysseus’ trickery with vocal distress, “idyovoa”,
“Ohogupopévn” (Od. 10.323-324). Like Eurylochus, once he has returned to his captain and
related his escape from the witch’s trickery (Od. 10.264), Circe turns into a suppliant, putting
herself at the mercy of Odysseus’ assault and grabbing his knees (Od. 10.323). Circe’s
reactions to Odysseus’ trick indicate his superiority over her in this encounter, just as the
Ithacan hetairoi responded in like fashion to the witch’s victory over them earlier in the
narrative.

In summary, Odysseus has employed in these two instances counter-tricks which are
similar to Circe’s original tricks, but which, through Hermes’ divine aid, help him in
overcoming Circe (Austin 1975: 212).2%® Odysseus’ position as a superior trickster to Circe, a

man of meétis and doloi, is acknowledged by the goddess herself:

ool 0¢ T1g év oTBesoV AKNANTOG VOOG €0TiV.
7 oV v 'Odvccedg €661 mOADTPOTOC, BV Té pot aiel
eaokev Elevoecbot ypuooppamic Apyeipdvng,

(Od. 10.329-331)

25 «“Qdysseus’ seduction of Kirke consists in matching her various forms of conquest with their mirror

reflections” (Austin 1975: 212).
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But you have an inner will that is proof against sorcery. You must surely be that man
of wide-ranging spirit, Odysseus himself; the Radiant One of the golden wand has
told me of you...

(Shewring 1980: 121)

Circe hails Odysseus’ status as a “moAvtpomroc” (Od. 10.330) hero, after his successful defeat
of her tricks (Clay 1983: 30).2% In the same breath she mentions another polytropic®®’
individual, Hermes (Clay 1983: 31), as the one who warned her of the Ithacan’s arrival (Clay
1983: 30-31).2% Whereas the hetairoi have been characterized by nouns indicating
intellectual shortcomings (cf. Od. 10.27, 46, 231), Odysseus, according to Circe, has a mind,
“voo¢” (Od. 10.329) which is protected from the witch’s magic, “axnintog” (Od. 10.329).
Hermes warns Odysseus of Circe’s third and final form of trickery. Even after the
goddess has submitted to the hero (Od. 10.323-324) and shown herself to be fearful (Od.
10.296), she might still try her hand at some form of deceit; namely, she will use her powers
of seduction to compel Odysseus to go to bed with her, “edvnOfjvar” (Od. 10.296), and then
possibly emasculate the hero (Od. 10.301). This third trick is to be countered by Odysseus
insisting that Circe swear an oath against harming him or emasculating him (Od. 10.299),

which she duly does in the actual encounter (Od. 10.345). Circe’s trick of seduction is

236 The choice of epithet is deliberate; out of all the epithets which are given to Odysseus, polytropos occurs
only twice (Clay 1983: 30).

237 Hermes is called polytropos in the Homeric Hymn to Hermes (lines 13, 439) (LfgrE 2004: 1433).

238 “If polytropos is linked to the preceding line it must refer to some quality of mind. The explicit mention of
Hermes in line 331 and the god’s important role throughout the entire sequence is suggestive (Clay 1983: 30)”.
The ambiguity of the term polytropos, as referring both to Odysseus’ spatial wanderings and his mental
wanderings (Clay 1983: 29), a suffering hero and a trickster hero, is, according to Clay (1983:31) implied by

10.332, which presents Odysseus as seafarer returning from Troy.
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derided by Odysseus when the hero wonders just how silly, “fmov” (Od. 10.337), Circe
thinks him to be. His friends have been turned into animals (Od. 10.338), and now the tricky
woman, “dologpovéovca” (Od. 10.339), commands him to go to her bedroom and to hop on
her bed (Od. 10.340). The term “fmiov” (Od. 10.337) is employed by Odysseus, as a superior
trickster, to deride the cunning of Circe to illustrate how he has risen above her tricks.

After a brief intermezzo in Book 11, Odysseus continues with the story of his journey
through the Underworld by describing his encounter with Agamemnon. The leader of the

Greek army replies to Odysseus’ query as to how he died:

oiktpotdnV &' fikovsa dma [prapoto Buyarpog
Koaoobdvopng, v kteive KAvtarpuvhotpn doldpntig
apo' potlt avtap &yd moti yain yeipog delpwv
Baiiov dmobviiokwv epl Pacyve: 1) 08 KUVOTIC
voopicat' ovdé pot ETAn, 10vT mep €ig Adao,
xepoi Kat' dQOaALoVS EAEEY GV TE GTOU' EpEioal.
¢ oVK aivoTEPOV Kol KOVTEPOV BALO YVVOAILKOC,

1] T1g o1 TowdTO pETd Ppeciv Epya faAnTor

oilov &7 kai ketvn éufcorto Epyov detkéc,
Kovp1die TevEacH TOGEL POVOV. 1) TOL EPNV YE
G0TAc10G TaidEsTIV 10 OUDESTY ELOTOY

oikad' éAevoechar 1| &' EEoya Avypa idvia

01 1€ KoT' a16y0g £YEve Kai é6G0pévnoY dmicom
OnAvtépnot yovanéi, Kai ] k' €0epyog Enow.’

(Od. 11.421-434)
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But most pitiful of all was the cry I heard from Priam’s daughter Cassandra as
treacherous Clytemnestra slaughtered her over me; and as | died with the sword thrust
through me | raised my hands and beat upon the ground; but that shameless one
turned away from me and even as I went down to Hades’ house would not stretch out
her hand to close my eyes and mouth. Truly nothing is deadlier and loathsomer than a
woman when she sets her mind on deeds like these. Thus did my wife devise this
abomination, contriving murder against her own wedded husband, when | had been
thinking all the while how children and household would bid me welcome home. By
her utter wickedness of will she has poured dishonour both on herself and on every
woman that lives hereafter, even on one whose deeds are virtuous.

(Shewring 1980: 137)

That Clytemnestra is making exemplary use of plotting and trickery, bouloi and doloi, against
her husband is quite manifest in this passage. She is given the epithet, “SoAduntic” (Od.
11.422) (LfgrE 1991: 328-329); Agamemnon lambastes the kind of plotting which lies behind
her actions, “peta epeoiv Epya Paintar” (Od. 11.428); and the actual act of deception is
articulated by the dead general: specifically, Clytemnestra conceals a scene of murder as a
scene of banqueting for her husband and then allows her love, Aegisthus, to ambush
Agamemnon (Od. 11.410-411, 430-432). Odysseus, in response to Agamemnon’s heated
invective against all women, explicitly describes the actions of Clytemnestra as an act of
trickery: “cot 6¢ Kivtopuviotpn d6iov fiptue” (Od. 11.339). And according to Odysseus,
both Helen and Clytemnestra brought ruin upon their husbands, brothers Menelaus and
Agamemnon, on account of feminine plotting, “yovaikeiog 61 BovAds” (Od. 11.437).
Clytemnestra’s trickery utterly conquers Agamemnon, who can muster no suitable

response to her machinations (Segal 1983: 31-32). The general’s reaction to his wife’s
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scheming can also be compared to that of Eurylochus. In both cases, an equivalent
helplessness and despondency can be detected in the face of feminine doloi: like Eurylochus,
Agamemnon resorts to pitiful supplication, for all he can do, in opposition to his wife’s
deceit, is to plead to the Underworld for vengeance against her crime, “moti yoin y&ipog
aeipov” (Od. 11.423) (Heubeck & Hoekstra 1989: 103). The failure of Agamemnon’s
particular brand of heroism, which achieves kleos through bi¢ and lacks understanding of
how to deal with, and himself make use of, métis and doloi, is also evident in Book 9, when
Odysseus identifies himself to Polyphemus through the fame of the leader of the Greeks

(Segal 1983: 33):

Mool &' Atpeidem Ayapépvovog edyoued' eivan,
70D 01 VOV Y& péytotov Dmovpaviov kKAE0G €oTi
TOo0NV VAP OETEPCE TOAY KOl ATOAEGE AOOVGS
TOALOVC.

(Od. 9.263-266)

It is our claim that we are men of Agamemnon, that son of Atreus whose fame is
paramount under heaven because of the mighty town he sacked and the multitudes of
men he slew.

(Shewring 1980: 105)

Agamemnon’s kleos (Od. 9.264) is built upon bié, sacking a town, “6iémepoe moMv”, and

slaughtering his enemy, “andAiece Aoovg” (Od. 9.265) (Segal 1983: 33); Odysseus’ boast,

however, does not have the slightest effect on his ‘host’:
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Far from Troy and Trojan heroism, however, this “uéyiotov vmovpdviov kAéog” has
little meaning. It certainly makes little impression on the Cyclops, who “with pitiless
spirit” dismisses his appeal for suppliant rights (IX, 272-80) Odysseus replies with
doAiowo' éméeoot (IX, 282): one may hark back proudly to martial deeds at Troy, but
in this post-Trojan world the hero will have to achieve kleos by new means.

(Segal 1983: 33; cf. Griffin 1980: 56)

In short, Odysseus’ associating himself with Agamemnon’s fame does him little good, and
the hero is forced to deal with Polyphemus in other, more cunning ways.

Clytemnestra’s trick does raise the problem of the ethical ambiguity of doloi.
Sometimes they are morally justified (Odysseus escaping Polyphemus’ anthropophagy), and
sometimes they are self-serving and malevolent. Accordingly, sometimes these acts lead to
kleos, as Odysseus claims for himself (Od. 9.19-20), and sometimes they lead to infamy—in
the case of Clytemnestra, the aischos or ‘disgrace’ which she has brought upon herself (Od.
11.432-434) (Segal 1983: 31). Regardless of how these acts are to be judged on an ethical
level in the Odyssey—which is not the pursuit of this chapter—their pragmatic value in
achieving favourable outcomes for the practitioners of the tricks, and the defeat they impose
upon those who are unable to recognize and deal properly with tricks, is a characteristic of
xeinoi situations in the Apologue.

The next xeinoi encounter to involve tricks is that between the Ithacans and the
Sirens. The danger of the Sirens is first related to Odysseus by Circe, after he returns to

Aeaea from the Underworld:

Sepfvag pev mpdrtov aeiceat, af pd te mdvtag

avBpamovg BELyovo, Otig opeag lcapikntat.
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O¢ TIc Aidpein meddon kai pOOYyov dxkovon
Yelipnvov, T 0' oV Tt yuvn| Kol viTTo TEKVOL
01K00€E VOGTNGOVTL TOPIGTATOL OVOE YAVUVTOL,
GaALG TE Zepiivec Ayvpt] 0€hyovoty doidd),
fuevat &v Aelu@dvt ToANg &' aue' 0otedPY Oic
avopdv mubopévmv, Tepl 8¢ prvol pvvbovaoty.
AL TapeE ELday, Eml o' ovat' dAslyot ETaipov
KNpov deynoag permoéa, LU T AKovoT)

TOV AL®V" Atdp aOTOg akovéuey al k' €06Ancba,
dnodviav 6' &v vni Bof yeipdc te modag Te
0pOoV €v ioToméd, €k &' awTod melpat' aviePOw,
dppa Ke TEPTOLEVOS OT' AKOVOTG ZEPNVOLLV.

€1 0¢ ke Moonat £tdpovg ADcai te KEAELNG,

01 0¢ ¢' &1l MAeOVEGGTL TOT' £V 3EGUOTGL SOEVTOV.

(Od. 12.39-54)

You will come to the Sirens first of all; they bewitch any mortal who approaches

them. If a man in ignorance draws too close and catches their music, he will never

return to find his wife and little children near him and to see their joy at his

homecoming; the high clear tones of the Sirens will bewitch him. They sit in a

meadow; men’s corpses lie heaped up all round them, mouldering upon the bones as

the skin decays. You must row past there; you must stop the ears of all your crew with

sweet wax that you have kneaded, so that none of the rest may hear the song. But if

you yourself are bent on hearing, then give them orders to bind you both hand and

foot as you stand upright against the main-stay, with the rope-ends tied to the mast
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itself; thus you may hear the two Sirens’ voices and be enraptured. If you implore
your crew and beg them to release you, then they must bind you fast with more bonds
again.

(Shewring 1980: 144)

There are several parallels to be observed between Circe’s exposition of the Sirens’ trickery
here in Book 12 and the witch’s own previous machinations in Book 10. Firstly, just as
Odysseus was fortunate enough to receive the good advice of Hermes in identifying the
manner in which Circe would try to deceive him (I listed three distinct types of trickery), and
in providing a way to get the better of the witch, especially through counter-tricks of his own,
so likewise Circe now acts as a guide to Odysseus in identifying in advance the type of
trickery which the Sirens will use to get the better of the xeinoi, and then in suggesting to the
hero a cunning counter-trick by which the travellers can avoid being mastered by the Sirens,
and continue unharmed with their nostos. Moreover, like Hermes, who acquires the epithet
polytropos in Homeric Hymn to Hermes (lines 13, 439) which denotes his supreme ability
with tricks and in cunning or métis, so too Circe is given the descriptive epithets “doAdecoa”
(Od. 9.32) and “dorogpovéovoa’” (Od. 10.339) in the Odyssey (LfgrE 1991: 328, 330-331). In
other words, in both of these passages Odysseus is aided by a supernatural master of trickery
in overcoming a foe who is an accomplished trickster.

There are further points of tangency between the Sirens and Circe (in her earlier role
as a witch [W], not as a guide [G]) in the manner in which they deceive their victims. The
Sirens overcome their opponents through their vocal abilities: Circe (G) warns Odysseus of
the danger for passing travellers of overhearing their voice, “@86yyov dxovon” (Od. 12.41),

and adds later that they conduct their seduction with a ‘clear singing-voice’, “Aryvpq...
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aowdf” (Od. 12.44) (Segal 1983: 38).2%° Moreover, their voice seems to contain a certain
magical quality which is an essential ingredient in overcoming their victims. Thus Circe (G)
mentions their ability to enchant men, “0éAyovow” (Od. 12.40) with their song (Od. 12.44),
and this charm is so potent that no men can resist it, “m@vtoc / avopdnovs” (Od. 12.39-40).
Similarly, one of Circe’s (W) means of tricking the hetairoi is through her prowess as a
songstress (10.221, 227), and this seems to have an overwhelming effect on the Ithacans so
that all of them, with the exception of Eurylochus, enter her home as soon as she invites them
inside (Od. 10.231). While Circe’s magical ability is not explicitly linked to her vocal
seduction in the story, there are numerous references to her skill in enchantment throughout
the encounter: “katéferéev”’ (Od. 10.213), “0éAEa” (Od. 10.291), “€0er&e” (Od. 10.318), and
“£0€\xOnc” (Od. 10.326) (Segal 1983: 38). In short, both the Sirens and Circe (W) engage in
trickery through the seductive force of song, as well as through some manner of magical
enchantment, in order to achieve mastery over their opponents.

That the trickery of the Sirens is highly successful is evident in Circe’s (G) warning as
well. The enchantment of the Sirens is comprehensive, all men who hear it succumb to it (Od.
12.39-40)—just as, incidentally, all the Ithacans, barring Eurylochus, are overcome by
Circe’s (W) singing (Od. 10.231-232). Secondly, the failure to comprehend and deal with a
trick is, once more, explained in terms of a mindlessness or a witlessness. Circe refers to the
ignorance, “aidpein” (Od. 12.41), of those travellers who come near to the Sirens and are
overcome by their enchanted melodies (Od. 12.39-43). The exact same word is employed in
Book 10, when the Ithacans at once head into Circe’s home at her behest (line 231), an
ignorance which Eurylochus later repeats to Odysseus (Od. 10.257). Thirdly, the victory
which the Sirens’ enchanted song wins over passing sailors is twofold: the victim of the

magical voices of these creatures will forget about his homecoming, “oikade vootioavtt”

233 On comparisons between the Sirens and Homeric bards, cf. Segal 1983: 42-43.

-271 -



(Od. 12.43), his wife, “yovn” (Od. 12.42), and his children, “téxva” (Od. 12.42); and,
furthermore, he will die in a horrible manner, as revealed by the grim remains of men on their
island (Od. 12.45-46). In these two respects, yet again, one detects points of parallel with
Circe’s (W) tricks: for the goddess threatened the Ithacan hetairoi with a forgetfulness of
their nostos (Od. 10.236), as well as through a destruction of their human form, becoming
pigs (Od. 10.239-243) (Segal 1983: 40).24°

Circe (G), like Hermes, counters a trick with a trick, and so provides a way for
Odysseus’ men to avoid the bewitchment of the Sirens. Circe’s trick is really two separate
tricks, though. The first part ensures that the sailors are not overcome by Sirens’ singing by
stopping their ears with wax (Od. 12.47-49), and the second part enables Odysseus alone to
be bewitched, by tying him to the mast of the ship (Od. 12.49-52). Charles Segal (1983: 38)
notes an interesting point of tangency between the Sirens’ trick of singing and Circe’s trick of
the wax, in that both are in some respect ‘sweetened’—the honeyed-voice of the Sirens,
“uedtynpov” (Od. 12.187), versus the honey-sweet wax of Circe, “pehindéa” (Od. 12.48); a
sweetened trick requires a suitably sweetened trick as an antidote. Circe’s warning and
instructions are duly heeded by the Ithacans when they actually approach the Sirens’ island
(Od. 12.173-200). These creatures try to bewitch the sailors with their song (Od. 12.183-191)
and the Ithacans resist it through Circe’s trick of the wax (Od. 12.173-177), whereas
Odysseus himself, although he is overcome by their music, survives through Circe’s trick of
having him tied up (Od. 12.178-179).

It is not only the voices of the Sirens and the enchantment with which they are
imbued, but also the very subject matter of their song which provides a further temptation for
Odysseus. The Sirens provide an lliadic model of heroism to Odysseus. The promised content

of their song is based on the sufferings of the Greeks and Trojans in Troy, and the divine

240 For parallels between the Lotus Eaters and the Sirens, cf. Segal 1983: 40.
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caprice behind their toils (Od. 12.189-190) (Cook 1995: 59, Segal 1983: 38-39). Moreover,
Odysseus himself is addressed as “péya kddog Ayoudv”’ (Od. 12.184), a title which is only
bestowed upon Odysseus here in the entire Odyssey and only occurs on one other occasion in
the epic poem (in connection with Nestor who, as Segal says, “more than any other Homeric
character, lives in the past” [1983: 39]), and which is far more prevalent in the Iliad (Segal
1983: 39). Just as when Odysseus identifies himself to Polyphemus through the wartime feats
of Agamemnon (Od. 9.259-266), so too here reversion to an ‘lliadic model’ threatens
Odysseus with failure in his quest to return home—the Sirens are in fact using guile to
persuade Odysseus to become a hero of bie, one of the great Trojan warriors on the
battlefield, but such a temptation leads only to ruin, as the rotten corpses on their island bear
testament to (Segal 1983: 39-40). His present situation in the Apologue requires Odysseus to
employ his brain and to engage in cunning and trickery. To become a hero of bie, a warrior at
Troy, is to live in the stagnation of the past, represented by the fetid bodies which are
decomposing on the isle of the Sirens (Segal 1983: 38-40).

The final act in the Apologue of relevance to this study of trickery is that between the
Ithacans and Scylla, especially in as much as it draws attention to the metis/bié antithesis
once again. Scylla is primarily a character who employs biée, and, certainly, her slaughter of
the Ithacan sailors must to a large extent be considered a result of her physical prowess,
which Circe expounds upon before the Ithacans confront her (Od. 12.86-100). Indeed, one
would not associate doloi and meétis with a character who is described as a monster, “TéA@p
Kkakov” (Od. 12.87), seeing that both Polyphemus and Circe’s pets are referred to as pelora
(Od. 9.187, 10.219), and both are, incidentally, the victims of deceptions, on the part of
Odysseus and Circe, respectively. Moreover, an ability to devour six men at once (Od.
12.110) and to pluck out huge beasts from the ocean (Od. 12.95-97) must indicate a character

whose principal strength is her physical prowess. In this respect, she is similar to the man-
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eating Polyphemus and Laestrygonians who rely on pure might in supplying themselves with
meat.

It might be argued (although | would be hesitant to do so) that Scylla is also
characterized partially as a dolos figure. At the point of her attack she is compared to a
fisherman who throws down bait, “86Aov” (Od. 12.252),%*! in order to capture fish (Od.
12.251-254), which is reminiscent of a fish-catching simile applied to the crafty Odysseus
later in the poem, after his trap against the suitors has paid off (Od. 22.383-389) (cf. Detienne
& Vernant 1974: 53-54,%42 Sluiter 2014: 821-824). If Scylla were to employ ‘bait> in her
assault, she might indeed be considered a trickster figure—but the point of comparison in the
simile does not lie in the throwing of bait by the agent (Od. 12.251-253), but, instead, the
manner in which the captured men and fish are hauled out of the water/from the ship (Sluiter

2014: 822):

aonaipovta o' Enerta Aafov Epprye OOpale,
¢ ol ' domaipovteg elpovto mPoTi TETPAG.

(12.254-255)

Then [the fisherman] seizes the creatures one by one and throws them ashore still
writhing; so Scylla swung my writhing companions up to the rocks.

(Shewring 1980: 148)

241 For the origin of the Greek vocabulary of dolos and metis in physical acts of hunting and/or fishing, cf.
Detienne & Vernant 1974: 54-56.
242 «“Quand Ulysse a refermé sur les prétendants le traquenard qu’il leur a tendu, il est le pécheur tirant le filet ou

frétillent les poissons” (Detienne & Vernant 1974: 53).
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There are two clear points of contact between the action of the fisherman in the simile, and
that of Scylla in the actual story. The ‘writhing’ of the captured fish/men is manifestly
compared through the repetition of “domaipovta” (Od. 12.254) and “domnaipoviec” (Od.
12.255), and whereas the fisherman throws the fish out of the water, “Eppuye 6vpale” (Od.
12.254), Odysseus’ men are raised from the sea and their ship onto the land/the rocks of
Scylla’s home, “deipovto mpoti wétpag” (Od. 12.255). There is, however, no obvious baiting
employed by Scylla; her attack does not entail any actual lure.

While some fish similes in the Homeric poems, and in later Greek literature (cf.
Detienne & Vernant 1974: 53-54), might be associated with an act of trickery (luring) or an
employment of meétis in the context of a story, William Scott (1974: 75) shows that these
similes in the Iliad and Odyssey occur more frequently in contexts of violent slaying (or
potential slaying), between a rampaging warrior, ‘the fisherman’, and his helpless victims,
‘the fish’ (cf. Il. 5.487, 16.406, 21.22, Od. 10.124).2*3 In short, these similes seem generally
more appropriate to scenes of bie than scenes of métis, wherein a character makes use of
brute force to overwhelm and conquer his opponent(s) (cf. Hopman 2012: 16).2%

Against Scylla’s bie, Odysseus—strangely for a hero who is usually defined by his
metis—becomes determined to confront the monster with bié himself. Thus, after Circe (G)
has related the danger of both Scylla and Charybdis (Od. 12.86-107) and how Odysseus is to
suffer the loss of six men while bypassing Scylla (Od. 12.108-110), the hero enquires
whether he might make a defence, “aupovaiunv” (Od. 12.114), against her, so that he doesn’t

lose any of his men (Od. 12.114):

243 For further discussion on fish in Homer, cf. Berdowski 2008.

24 «“[T]he angler simile in Odyssey 12 belongs with and brings to a climax the martial paradigm underlying the
passage. Not only does Odysseus fail to fight with Scylla, but the simile constructs her rather than him as a
warrior performing his aristeia. In other words, Odysseus’ eagerness to fight culminates in a parodic duel where

the monster, rather than the hero, occupies the triumphant position” (Hopman 2012: 16).
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Together with its compounds (dmapdve, tpocapdve, and Erapdve), dudve belongs
to the vocabulary of fighting and occurs much more often in the Iliad (98 times) than
in the Odyssey (19 times). Its use here stresses Odysseus’ intention to face the
monster as if it were an adversary on the battlefield.

(Hopman 2012: 13)

Circe at once censures Odysseus for considering the possibility of acting with bie against the
pelor. Thus she asks the Ithacan whether his mind is set on warfare, “moleunio &pya” (Od.
12.116)—a phrase which only occurs here in the Odyssey (Hopman 2012: 13-14). She
describes Scylla as a creature who is not to be engaged in battle, “o0d¢ poymtov” (Od.
12.119), and against whom physical strength is futile, “008¢ 11 o1’ Ak (Od. 12. 120) and
finally warns that the act of arming himself, “xopvccouevos” (Od. 12.121) for battle will
only result in the death of even more of his sailors (Od. 12.122-123) (cf. Hopman 2012: 14).
Again, bizarrely, Odysseus on this single occasion forsakes the good advice of the
dolophroneousa goddess, and, when his ship is approaching the hazards of Scylla and

Charybdis, the hero chooses to arm himself:

ZKOANV &' 00KET' Epubeduny, drpnktov aviny,
U TG pot deicavteg dmornéetay £Taipot
elpeoing, évtog 6& mukdlolev cQEc v TOVC.

kai tote oM Kiping pév épnpocsvvng daeyeviig
AavBavouny, énei ob i U dvadryel opnocecHor
avTap EY® KATASVS KALTO TEvYE KOl dVO doDpe

pap' €v xepoiv EAav &ig Tkpla vnog ERatvov
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TPpOPNG EVOEV Yap Ly £3Eyuny mpdTo eoveicHot
SKOANV TTETPOiny, 1| Hot @éEpe T ETAPOICLY.

(Od. 10.12.223-231)

| had stopped short of mentioning Scylla, an inexorable horror; the crew in fear might
have left their oars and have huddled down inside the hold. And here | let myself
forget that irksome command of Circe’s; she had told me not to arm at all, but I put
my glorious armour on, took a long spear in either hand and strode up to the half-deck
forward, since it was from there that I thought to catch the first glimpse of Scylla, that
monster of the rock who was bringing doom to my companions.

(Shewring 1980: 148)

The arming sequence is elaborate, and distinctly Iliadic in the choice of vocabulary (Hopman
2012: 14-15). At no other time in the Apologue does Odysseus go to such lengths to prepare
himself for battle. And yet this preparation has absolutely no effect on the outcome of his
encounter with Scylla: the men are plucked from the ship with a sudden assault which catches
Odysseus totally unawares (Od. 12.243-250). The armour and the weapons, as Circe
predicted, have absolutely no use. Heroic bi¢ fails to assist Odysseus to defend his men

(Cook 1999: 161-162, Griffin 1980: 56-57, Segal 1983: 26-27).

45 Conclusions

Acts of trickery are typical of several of the xeinoi interactions in the Apologue. In the
Polyphemus episode | examined how Odysseus’ tussle with the man-eating ogre was

characterized by a sequence of tricks, which included verbal trickery, the cunning use of a

- 2177 -



prop, a wooden stake to blind the giant but not kill him, the intoxicating effect of a potent
wine, and Odysseus’ harnessing of himself and his men to the undersides of Polyphemus’
sheep. The trickery employed in this episode is entirely due to the metis of Odysseus. His
men are mere passengers in the execution of the tricks. This disparity becomes more
prevalent in the ensuing encounters.

In Book 10, in the case of Aeolus, an entirely benevolent act of deception, an
apparatus which the god of the winds has designed so as to send the travellers back home, is
misunderstood by the hetairoi and this has tragic consequences—sending them back to
Aeolus’ home, from where they are consigned to wandering over the seas once more.
Secondly, in the case of Circe, the Ithacan sailors are rendered helpless in the face of Circe’s
acts of trickery.; As in the Polyphemus encounter, the tricks are manifold: the witch makes
use of seduction, enchantment, imprisonment, concealment, and transformative magic. Only
Odysseus, with the help of another trickster, Hermes, manages to overcome Circe’s
machinations by applying his own counter tricks. In Book 11, | examined how the deception
of Clytemnestra led to the destruction of her husband. And in Book 12, | observed how the
trickery of the Sirens and Odysseus’ means of out-tricking them formed several parallels with
Odysseus’ earlier encounter in Book 10 with Circe (W). The last xeinoi interaction | analysed
involved no actual tricks, but represented, instead, the failure of physical force in overcoming
an inimical ‘host’.

In all the episodes | have studied, the acts of trickery connote success or superiority
for the practitioners of these tricks in the respective encounters: Odysseus defeats
Polyphemus through a sequence of several deceits; Circe easily gets the better of Odysseus’
men through her craft and natural wiles; Odysseus, in turn, with the help of Hermes, subdues
Circe through counter-tricks; Clytemnestra overcomes Agamemnon; and Odysseus deals with

the Sirens’ trickery by employing two tricks which Circe has advised him to use. The
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association between trickery and success in the Apologue becomes stronger when we
examine the corresponding failure which characters experience in the absence of meétis and
doloi. This absence is either expressed through an over-reliance on brawn, bie, or through a
certain mindlessness.

In the case of the Polyphemus episode, there is a marked contrast between meétis and
bié. The ogre’s overreliance on physical might, to the neglect of mental cunning and trickery,
is a key factor in Odysseus’ being able to implement various tricks against the giant—it is a
classic battle between brain and brawns. Bizarrely, polymetis Odysseus himself makes the
error of relying on bié in his encounter with Scylla, without this attempt at physical strength
having the slightest impact in this encounter. Indeed, in proof of the ineptitude of mere force,
we are told that the six strongest of Odysseus’ men, “ol yepoiv te Pinei e Péptaror Roav”
(Od. 12.246), were consumed . On the subject of Odysseus’ men, in Book 10 the hetairoi are
fooled by Circe’s pets, expecting a savage attack, the use of bi¢, from these pelores, when
what they are in fact experiencing is the effect of Circe’s enchantment upon the wild beasts.
Apart from his faux pas with Scylla, Odysseus himself does not make the mistake of relying
on pure bié to get the better of his foes. Thus although the wielding of the olive stake against
Polyphemus is a physical endeavour which involves considerable courage, it has been
undertaken because the hero explicitly recognises the failure of bié to aid the Ithacans in
escaping the cave, and the physical act of blinding the ogre has, accordingly, been undertaken
to ensure the survival of the monster so that the men can escape—in other words, it is an
example of bié checked by métis. In Book 10, when Odysseus makes a charge at Circe with
his sword, this is again not an attempt at real bie, but a feigned attack, the simulation of bié so
as to subdue Circe.

The failure to overcome obstacles or achieve a successful end in xeinoi encounters in

the Apologue is also conveyed through descriptions which convey characters’ deficiency in
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mental resources when they are confronted with tricks: words such as “dagpoadinowv” (Od.
9.361) and “aidpeinowv” (Od. 10.231). Furthermore, the reaction of the defeated characters
once tricked is often remarkably similar, and may involve gestures of helplessness or
powerlessness in the form of supplicatory movements (cf. Gould 1973: 94, 96-97, Pedrick

1982: 128), as well as vocal lamentation.
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Chapter 5: The Importance of the Apologue

This dissertation explored the character of the various interactions between the Ithacan xeinoi
and the local inhabitants whom they encounter during their voyages as narrated in the
Apologue. The rationale behind such an investigation lay in the belief that there were patterns
of repetition and connotative meanings to be detected in the Odyssean narrative which had
not previously been detected or, otherwise, fully exploited.

Accordingly, this dissertation reaches the following principal conclusions. Firstly, the
xeinoi interactions in the Apologue are characterized by certain typical characteristics,
repeated units, which can be traced across several episodes. In my studies, these included (i)
the spatial unit of mountains, as well as the action units of (ii) eating and (iii) tricks.
Secondly, these units garner certain associative meanings—connotations—because of their
contextual employments in the story: these connotations were, respectively, (i) isolation, (ii)
danger, and (iii) success.

Rather than recapping the results of my individual studies, which have been
summarized in the concluding sections of each of the three studies, | should like here to
explore some possibilities for the further extension of the findings of this dissertation.

In my first chapter, 1 examined Glenn Most’s (1989b) assessment of the Apologue as
a so-called ‘stranger’s stratagem’, and other critics, including Irene de Jong, Lillian Doherty,
and Pietro Pucci (cf. fn. 8, 28), have adopted a similar view of the role of Odysseus’ speech
in the context of its performance among the Phaeacians. While I am more hesitant to assert
the possibility of a stranger’s stratagem in Scheria, since it seems to involve an
oversimplification of Odysseus’ motives as guest and ignores the ambiguous characterization

of the Phaeacians in the text, the notion that the Apologue reaches out beyond its borders to
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the rest of the poem is worthy of further consideration. The Apologue contains both parallels
and points of contrast with other parts of the Odyssey.

Isolation is a dominant characteristic of xeinoi interactions in the Apologue, and can
be observed on a topographic, social, temporal, and human level. Homes are placed in
geographic peripheries, pushed to the edge of the map; the inhabitants of these homes live in
hermit-like solitude, shunning social institutions such as assemblies or the rite of hospitality;
some of the inhabitants, such as Polyphemus and the Laestrygonians, engage in violent
behaviour which seems to belong to a more primitive past, while others, like Scylla, appear
so strange that they are removed from all human experience. The phenomenon of isolation is
not only relevant to the Apologue, however, but is also to be found elsewhere in the poem.

In Book 5, the goddess Calypso is characterized as an isolated and isolating figure.
Her very name points to her role as one who ‘conceals’ or ‘hides’ (LfgrE 1991: 1318), and
she does indeed hide Odysseus on her island, Ogygia, for seven years, keeping the hero from
returning home and reuniting with his family (Od. 1.11-15) (Thornton 1970: 32). From a
locatival perspective, she is a cave-dweller (Od. 1.15, 9.30), and this tends to connote a
separation from civilization in the context of the poem (cf. section 2.2.2.ii). Moreover, her
island of Ogygia is characterized by its physical distance from other lands (cf. Od. 5.100-102)
(Cook 1995: 54), and it is described as “opeodrog... Bakdoong” (Od. 1.50) ‘the navel, the
central point of the sea’ (LfgrE 2004: 703) (Thornton 1970: 27).2%° Calypso’s desire to keep
Odysseus to herself, removed from the rest of the world, is exemplified by her wish to make

the hero an immortal like herself (Od. 5.135-136) (cf. Niles 1978: 50). But Calypso’s

245 Furthermore, this distancing is enacted not only on a spatial, but also a temporal level; thus, of the name
‘Ogygia’, Agathe Thornton writes: “The word does not occur elsewhere in Homer. It means ‘primeval’ or
‘primal’. Hesiod, for instance, uses it to describe the ‘imperishable water’ of Styx by which the gods swear an
oath that binds even them under threat of terrible punishment. The name Ogygia denotes then the awesome

‘originality’ of this island” (1970: 27).
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isolationism is, ultimately, countered by Hermes, who is sent at the behest of Zeus to ensure
that Odysseus is returned to his homeland, to his family, and to the world of men (Od. 5.29-
42)— in effect, he is reintegrated on a topographic, social, and human level.

A tension between isolation and a willingness to integrate is characteristic of the next
people whom Odysseus encounters. The Phaeacians embody a strange mixture between
isolationism and cosmopolitanism (cf. fn. 11). Tokens of the former can be traced in the
speeches of both Nausicaa and Athena to Odysseus in Book 6 (lines 273-284) and Book 7
(lines 32-33), who warn Odysseus against the xenophobia of the Scherians. Also significant
in this regard is the central place of honour afforded to Poseidon in the Phaeacian community
(Od. 6.266-267), a god whose actions in the Odyssey are often motivated by private
vengeance rather than any communal spirit (cf. pp. 112-119). Lastly, the hostility of the
Phaeacians towards foreigners is demonstrated by the rudeness of both Euryalus and
Laodamas, who act with impertinence towards Odysseus during the athletic competitions
(Od. 8.131-164).24

On the other hand, Phaeacian isolation is matched by Phaeacian cosmopolitanism
(Thornton 1970: 17). Although Poseidon is the dominant god among these people, and
although he has warned them against ferrying men over the seas too often (Od. 8.564-569),
this does not hinder the Phaeacians from helping Odysseus return to Ithaca, despite the
punishment they might suffer for attempting this (Od. 13.159-164). Moreover, the threat of
Poseidon is only relevant because the Phaeacians have been so helpful to wayfarers in the
past (Od. 8.557-563). Another indication of Phaeacian cosmopolitanism is King Alcinous’
desire for Odysseus to marry his daughter and become his son-in-law (Od. 7.311-316). This

is hardly the behaviour of a purely isolationist people, concerned only with themselves.

246 For the possible topographic isolation of Scheria, cf. Od. 6.203-205, 7.321-323 (Cook 1995: 54).
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The Phaeacians, as has frequently been recognized (cf. fn. 45), form a bridge between
the world of Odysseus’ wanderings and the Greek world elsewhere in the Telemachy and the
Return. Specifically, in terms of my analysis, they represent a middle point between the
isolation of the Apologue (and Ogygia) and the reintegration which Odysseus experiences
from Book 13 onwards (cf. Thornton 1970: 19). They are a bridge in both a geographic sense,
transporting Odysseus back to the known Greek world, Ithaca, from locatival aporia, but also
in a social sense, demonstrating, as they do, some characteristics reminiscent of the
inhabitants of the Marchen, as well as some of a civilized Greek society.

The Return narrative gradually moves away from the isolation encapsulated in
Odysseus’ wanderings from Books 5 to 12. From distant lands which are pushed to the edges
of the world, Odysseus returns to the most topographically familiar locale of all—his own
home, Ithaca; and after encountering inhabitants who demonstrate anti-social and lawless
behaviour in the Apologue, on Ithaca Odysseus gradually assembles under his banner
trustworthy countrymen, such as Eumaeus, as well as his family and household members so
as to restore social order from the chaos he discovers in his own home.

Indeed, the final episode of the Odyssey is concerned with the victory of social order,
the reestablishment of the community, over the threat of continued violence and chaos in
Ithaca (Allan 2006: 25, Cook 1995: 14, 151-152). Thus Athena admonishes the battle lust of
Odysseus who, having punished and slain the irreverent suitors, threatens to make further war
upon the men of Ithaca, who have marched against him in retaliation for the death of the
suitors (Od. 24.542-544). In its final lines (Od. 24.528-548),%47 the Odyssey points its moral
compass in the direction of social cohesion and cooperation, against the possibility of violent

strife and disorder. Ultimately, the deviations from social order and social norms in the

247 On the question of where exactly the ‘original version’ of the Odyssey ended, and whether Book 24 is a later

interpolation, cf. Bury 1922, Kirk 1962: 204-208, 244-252, Moulton 1974b, Page 1955: 101-136, Scott 1930.
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Apologue, for example those which we witness among the Cyclopes and the Laestrygonians,
provide a negative paradigm against which the ethical force of the poem strives.

As | have previously conceded (cf. fn. 118, 119), however, any attempt to argue for a
coherent moral framework in the Homeric poem (i.e. the social justice of Zeus against the
private vengefulness of Poseidon) faces stern challenges on account of incongruities which
can be found in the poem. And likewise, any interpretation which views Odysseus as a kind
of social or cultural champion needs to acknowledge the intrinsic individual superiority of the
hero. Odysseus is the most successful character in the story, ‘the best of the Achaeans’. He
triumphs not simply because he represents a moral high ground in the Odyssey—sometimes
he does not (Allan 2006: 22, cf. p. 25, fn. 18)—Dbut also because he is, quite simply, the best.
Accordingly, the Apologue has the important function of solidifying Odysseus’ outstanding
heroic quality: his practical intelligence or métis, leading to his brilliant employment of tricks
through which he outwits his various adversaries. And on those occasions when Odysseus
foregoes meétis and relies on bie alone, such as in his encounter with Scylla, the hero fails to
match the success which he achieves through métis.

Odysseus’ prowess in trickery in the Apologue has broader relevance to the story of
the Return. The hero’s successful vanquishing of the suitors from his home is, in several
ways, a result of his trickery (Hopman 2012: 24). His disguise as a beggar affords him entry
into his oikos without arousing the suspicions of the suitors. When Odysseus does finally
shrug off this disguise and his true heroic identity is revealed to his competitors, it is far too
late for them to avoid their bloody fate. Odysseus’ characteristic use of meétis is also apparent
in other respects during the revenge story. For example, Odysseus advises Telemachus to
stow away armour and the weapons so that the suitors cannot get their hands on them—and
this act of concealment also involves the manufacturing of a lie to deceive the suitors (Od.

19.4-13). Later, the hero restrains himself from attacking the treacherous maids who have
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been sleeping with the suitors (Od. 20.18-21), until he has devised a suitable plan for dealing
with the suitors (Od. 20.22-30). Immediately prior to the attack on the suitors, Odysseus gets
Eumaeus and Philoetius to ensure that all exits from his house are sealed, denying the suitors
an escape from the hall (Od. 21.234-241). In short, in the build-up to the purging of the
suitors, Odysseus’ tricks include disguise, concealment, crafty speech, and entrapment.

Odysseus’ trap does play out with a grotesque amount of violence, bie, and Odysseus,
like the reckless Polyphemus earlier in the poem, is compared to a lion in his slaughter of the
suitors (Od. 22.402) (Wilson 2002: 140-141).%¢ But just as in Odysseus’ defeat of
Polyphemus, it is not so much the absence of bi¢ in an heroic endeavour but rather its
partnering with métis which ensures the success of an action (cf. Cook 1995: 32). Pure,
reckless violence, “unrestrained bi¢” (Wilson 2002: 141), however, without any thought
behind it cannot achieve victory in the Odyssey, and Odysseus is, accordingly, admonished
by Athena at the end of the poem when the desire for heedless slaughter takes hold of him
(Od. 24.537-538).

One further point on métis and doloi: Odysseus’ supreme ability in trickery is also a
powerful way in which the poem unites husband and wife, Odysseus and Penelope.
Penelope’s own kleos as a woman, which lies in her characteristic fidelity (Od. 11.444-446),
is solely dependent on her exhibition of dolos, particularly through her nightly deception of
the suitors in weaving and un-weaving her loom so as to procrastinate the occasion on which
she would have to commit to marrying one of these wooers (cf. Od. 19.136-137) (Segal 1983:
30-32).

In summary, my analysis of the Apologue does not only have relevance to our

coherent understanding of these four books in themselves, but also to the rest of the Odyssey:

248 For the ruthless nature of Odysseus’ and Athena’s slaughter of the suitors, and the ethical problems raised by

the violence of the hero’s act, cf. Allan 2006: 23-25, Nagler 1990: 341-342.
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(i) in identifying a movement from isolation to reintegration into the known Greek world and
to the reestablishment of social order in the oikos and the Ithacan community, (ii) in
consolidating the heroic prowess of Odysseus polymeétis, a man of many tricks or doloi, the
greatest of which will be played out against the suitors, and (iii) in reinforcing the dais as an
area of contestation. On the last of these, the connotation of feasting as a dangerous activity
in the Apologue is not foreign to the Telemachy or to the Return. In the case of the former,
Telemachus feels the very real threat of having his home, and inheritance, being eaten away
from him, because of the suitors’ reckless consumption of his livestock (Od. 2.138-145; cf.
11.116) (Hopman 2012: 22-23); in the case of the latter, in the course of the suitors’
destruction, they become, like Odysseus’ hetairoi and Agamemnon in the Apologue (Od.
10.124, 11.411, 12.252), the metaphorical objects of a feast, fish hunted by fisherman (Od.

22.384-388) and then slaughtered cattle (Od. 22.403; cf. 22.299).

This dissertation has endeavoured to build on existing scholarship and to contribute fresh
insights into the structure and meaning of the Apologue. Previous scholars have demonstrated
that the Apologue is not merely a fantastic collection of tales in preternatural world, but that
the interactions in these four books, between the travelling xeinoi and the local inhabitants,
are bound by certain structural or thematic similarities. It is hoped that the results of this
dissertation will both augment these readings, and, at the same time, provide the reader with

new perspectives in interpreting the Apologue.
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Reference, Format, and Name Guide

A) Referencing

A.1 For abbreviations of classical literature, cf. Hornblower & Spawforth 1998: Xix-xxvii. In
line references, Od. is used for the Odyssey, Il. for the lliad. | have omitted abbreviations for
Homer (Hom.) in line references. Book numbers for both epics have been given in integers

(1,2, 3... 24), not Roman numerals.

A.1.1 When Book numbers of the poems are stated in the text, the relevant line
references are condensed in the citation. For example: “in Book 12 of the Odyssey

(lines 300-304)...”

A.2 All journal abbreviations in the list of references are based on the standard conventions in
L’Année Philologique: http://lwww.annee-philologique.com/files/sigles_fr.pdf. Those journal
titles which do not appear in L ’Année Philologique, such as non-Classics journals, have been

given in full.

A.3 All Greek text is based on that of the standard online TLG edition at the Thesaurus

Linguae Graecae® Digital Library of Greek Literature: http://www.tlg.uci.edu. Any text

which is considered doubtful in this dissertation is marked with square parentheses or by a

footnote.

A.4 When giving an in-text citation from the Lexikon des friihgriechischen Epos, a multi-

authored reference work in four separate volumes, | have employed an abbreviation of the

- 288 -


http://www.tlg.uci.edu/

title (LfgrE), followed by the year of publication and the page/column number (each page is

divided into two numbered columns). For example: “dvtpov” (Lfgrg 1955: 953-955).

A.5 | have used the Harvard style of referencing throughout this dissertation. There are slight
variations in the format of this style, depending on the institute or publisher. For further
explanation of this style, cf. Pears & Shields 2010: 14-64. | have also consulted the
referencing guide for the Harvard style on the UCT (the University of Cape Town) Libraries

webpage:  http://www.lib.uct.ac.za/lib/referencing-help.  The  following referencing

conventions adopted by this dissertation should be observed:

A.5.1 Publication date. For reprints or translations of an original publication, the date
of the reprint or translation, and not that of the original publication, is indicated in the
in-text citation; however, both reprint and original publication date are given in the
list of references. For example, in the case of my Cambridge edition of Irene de
Jong’s commentary (from 2004, though it was originally published in 2001), an in-
text citation might read: de Jong 2004: 223. In the list of references it reads: de Jong,
I.J.F. [2001] 2004. A narratological commentary on the Odyssey. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press. In exceptional cases where a work is cited in my
analysis with particular reference to its historical value in scholarship, | have included
the original date in square parentheses in the in-text citation. For example, Milman

Parry’s seminal dissertation is referenced ([1928] 1971) in-text.

A.5.2 In-text citations. In-text citations normally include author, date, and page

number, and are placed at the end of a clause or sentence, or after a relevant
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quotation. For example: an Homeric hospitality scene is made up of a number of
typical elements (Reece 1993: 7).

A.5.2.1 If an author is mentioned in the main text, however, duplication of the
name is always omitted in the citation, and the citation normally occurs earlier in the
sentence, immediately after the author’s name. For example: As Reece (1993: 7)
observes, an Homeric hospitality scene is made up of certain typical elements.

A.5.2.2 Exception to the above. In the case of a quotation of scholarship, I
have always placed the citation after the quotation, whether or not the author’s name
is given before. If the author’s name is given before, only the date (if this has not also
already been given) and page number is given after the quotation. For example: Steve
Reece concedes that a certain amount of variation is possible in a typical hospitality
scene: “in practice Homer shows great flexibility in his narration of these scenes”
(1993: 7).

A.5.2.3 In a paragraph or a sequence of paragraphs which discuss a single
scholarly work, after the first citation the scholar’s name and date are omitted in
subsequent citations, and only the page number is given. However, as soon as another
scholarly work is cited or, otherwise, there is some ambiguity in the text, | revert back

to the full citation of the original work in order to avoid confusion.

A.5.3 Capitalization. In titles of books, articles, etc., only the first letter of the first
word as well as any subsequent proper nouns are capitalized. The first letter of a
subtitle, after a colon, is not italicized. An exception is made here for German titles,

where nouns are capitalized. Journal titles are always capitalized.
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B) Formatting

B.1 For the sake of structural clarity, a sequence of points, arguments, etc., is often numbered
in parentheses. The numbering of such a list is in lowercase Roman numerals: (i), (ii), (iii),
etc. When another list occurs in the midst of or immediately sequential to such a list, the
ensuing parentheses are then alphabetized in lowercase: (a), (b), (c), etc. Whole numbers in
parentheses (1, 2, 3...), however, are used exclusively to denote page references from source

material, and never indicate a list.

B.2 Square brackets are used (i) for parentheses within parentheses, (ii) around words or
letters in a quotation which are not part of the original quotation, and (iii) in order to indicate

the original date of a publication.

C) Naming

C.1 The following exception applies in C.2, C.3, etc....: when quoting a scholar, | have kept

the naming convention(s) he or she employs, in order to avoid misquoting material.

C.2 The Anglicised or Latinate forms of Greek proper nouns (and proper adjectives),
including the names of individuals and places, have been employed throughout. For example:
‘Achilles’ is used instead of a transliterated Greek form, ‘Achilleus’; ‘Aeaea’ instead of
‘Aiaia’; ‘Ithaca’ instead of ‘Ithaka’, etc. This selection is based purely on my own force of
habit, and no bias is indicated by this choice. Exceptions occur in those instances where the
directly transliterated Greek form of a name is the customary usage in English translations:

e.g. ‘Helios’, ‘Pylos’.
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C.3 Transliteration of Greek words has been used throughout when terms are employed
without reference to any one specific passage of text. When a word refers directly to a
specific passage, the original Greek font is preferred, presented in quotation marks and cited.
Three further notes on transliteration: (i) long vowels are indicated by macrons (¢ for , é for
n); (ii) y for v is used, except in diphthongs or diereses where u for v is used; (iii) all

transliterations have been italicized.

C.4 Some random naming conventions employed include: (i) ‘Lotus Eaters’ is used instead of
‘Lotus-eaters’ or ‘Lotus-Eaters’; (ii) ‘the Island of the Goats’ is used instead of ‘Goat Island’
or any appellation without proper nouns; (iii) ‘Giants’, capitalized, denotes the mythic race

who fought the Olympians, while ‘giants’, without capitals, denotes any oversized individual.

C.5 The following names are used to refer to sections of the Odyssey: the Telemachy (Books
1 to 4), the Phaeacian sequence or narrative (Books 6 to 8), the Apologue (Books 9 to 12), the
Cyclopeia (Book 9, lines 106-566), the Nekyia (Book 11), and the Return (Books 13-24).

Words taken from Greek have been italicized.
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