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Thesis Abstract

This thesis is a study of Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica, a Greek epic of the third century C.E.
written in Greek hexameters in Homeric diction and in a Homeric style and about the post-Iliadic
events of the Trojan War. My thesis deals with intertextuality, that is, the relationship between the
Posthomerica and the Homeric texts. The Posthomerica has been called a hyper-Homeric text,
which has been viewed as a negative trait of the poem. I analyse this Homeric-emulative tendency
and discuss the interaction between the cultural and literary influences contemporary to the
Posthomerica, and the poem’s overwhelmingly Homeric intertextuality. I assess how Quintus, as
a Late Antique reader, reads Homer, and I focus in on the originality and Late Antique
interpretative bias of Quintus in his readings and emulation of Homer. Intertextuality points to
resemblances and differences, and indicates how a poem that can be called “Homeric” is in fact
neo-Homeric in its updating of Homeric ethics, ideologies and poetics. I also discuss throughout
the thesis how the Posthomerica is Alexandrian in its indebtedness to Homer. The Posthomerica
is a learned text where application of intertextuality by the reader activates and vivifies a poem
that has otherwise been dismissed as second-rate. There are four sections in my thesis, all dealing
specifically with three separate aspects of poetics. The first section is a study of similes in the
Posthomerica. 1 present a complete statistical analysis of similes in the poem, and compare
practice in earlier epics. I then focus on specific examples of similes in the poem, and show how
Homeric intertextuality vivifies meaning and characterisation of these similes. Very often the
context of the Homeric passage implicated in the Posthomeric simile adds a varying sense and
meaning. I also highlight the concern for pattern and structure in the placement of similes in the
Posthomerica in a way that derives more from the style of Apollonius Rhodius than Homer. Thus
Quintus reads Homer through later Greek epic lenses. My second and third sections are related. I
discuss gnomai in the Posthomerica, and present detailed statistics for this understudied area of
the poem. I argue that the widespread use of gnomai, particularly in the voice of the primary
narrator, provides an ethical thread in the poem, and that the content of these gnomai is non-
Homeric, and influenced by Stoicism. Thus within a Homeric-emulative poem we read a
recurrent non-Homeric philosophy and ethics carried by gnomai. The third section then focuses
on one simile (in Book 14), which, in a very original way, contains a gnome. The simile derives
its content from Odyssey 8 and the story of Aphrodite and Ares caught in the act of adultery. I
read Quintus updating Homer in this simile and re-presenting the Homeric story with a definite
moral, and therefore un-Homeric, emphasis. The fourth section concentrates on ecphrasis and the
Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5. 1 show how Quintus presents radically non-Homeric
devices within this ecphrasis first narrated in Iliad 18. I argue that this originality within a very
Homeric template is reflective of the overall status of the Posthomerica in relation to Homer. I
focus in particular on the figure of the Mountain of Arete on the Shield of Achilles, and illustrate
how this figure, which is Stoic in its inheritance, behaves as a mise-en-abime for the key ethical
content of the poem found in gnomai. I then discuss the implications of Quintus revising the
Homeric Shield of Achilles into a symbol of the Stoic ethics that the Posthomerica, this most
“Homeric” of poems, contains. That is the overall focus of this thesis: the interaction of Homeric
indebtedness and non-Homeric influences in the Posthomerica.
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Foreword and Acknowledgements

Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica is a demanding text. Even after a three year PhD,
there are still so many miles to travel. Howbeit, my postgraduate journey with Quintus
has reached its telos. I have at least gained a foothold somewhere on the slopes of the
Mountain of Arete.

This thesis is a study of intertextuality in the Posthomerica. Parts of Section 4,
especially Chapter 14, are a revision of material first presented in my publication
‘Returning to the Mountain of Arete: Reading Ecphrasis, Constructing Ethics in Quintus
Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica’, in Baumbach, M., Bir, S., & Diimmler, N. 2007. (Eds)
Quintus Smyrnaeus: Transforming Homer in Second Sophistic Epic Berlin, pp. 259-84. 1
acknowledge my debt to the editors and my supervisors, for criticism and improvements
to that work.

It is on this page that I am obliged to express my many debts to many people. The
first goes to Quintus himself. Whoever he was, and wherever he lived, he gave me the
chance to spend much of my twenties on a learned and rewarding text, and lead my life in
many pleasant and interesting directions. I would like to thank, first and foremost, Dr.
Roger Rees: he was the one responsible for my introduction to Quintus, and as my MSc
supervisor, and as supervisor of the initial stages of my PhD, he helped me lay the
foundations of this thesis. Dr. Stephanie Winder became his willing replacement as
supervisor, and with intellectual rigour combined with great humour and friendship has
helped me reach the end of this project. Prof. Douglas Cairns has been my perennial
second supervisor throughout my postgraduate studies, and to him I express my deep
gratitude for his encouragement and scholarly insight. I also acknowledge here the thesis
examiners, Prof. Richard Hunter and Dr. Michael Lurje, for the intense academic nature
of the viva voce examination, and for their recommendations.

I had the privilege to be taught by a class of teachers at Edinburgh University
irreplaceable for their teaching and geniality: Messrs. Hood, Pinkerton, Rutter, and
Strachan — to all a big thanks for endearing me to Classics, to poetry, and to the genitive
absolute.

Warm thanks are due to my friends in the Edinburgh Classics department past and
present. They made all my eight years as a student exciting and unforgettable. Special
mention also goes to the students I had the great privilege of teaching, and to Dr. Jennifer
Nimmo Smith for being the perfect colleague.

More personally, I would like to mention my brother (and former student
flatmate) Iain for bearing with me and Quintus, my father for his wisdom, and all my
brothers and sisters for their interest and support. Thanks go especially to Nicola
Diimmler for always being there for me, and more particularly, for turning my staid life
upside-down.

I am indebted to the University of Edinburgh for a three year award of the
Principal’s Scholarship which enabled me to carry out my PhD.

I dedicate this thesis to the memory of my mother, who instilled in me the value
of education, and whose love I will carry with me always.
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Note on Abbreviations and Editions

Throughout this PhD thesis, I use the Harvard system of referencing. In the bibliography,

I follow, for journal abbreviations, L’Année philologique. Ancient authors and works are

abbreviated after LSJ. The following are the other abbreviations found in the thesis:

DNP

GP
LIMC

LSJ

oCD

SVF

Cancik, H., & Schneider, H. 1996-2004. (Eds) Der Neue Pauly. Enzyklopddie der
Antike. Altertum (Band 1, 3, 6, 10, and 11) Stuttgart

Denniston, J.D. 1954. The Greek Particles (2" Edition) Oxford

Ackermann, H.C., & Gisler, J.-R. 1981-. (Eds) Lexicon Iconographicum
Mpythologiae Classicae Zurich

Liddell, H.G., Scott, R., & Jones, H.S. 1968. (Eds) A Greek-English Lexicon:
Ninth Edition, with Supplement Oxford

Hornblower, S., & Spawforth, A. 2003. (Eds) The Oxford Classical Dictionary
(3" Edition, Revised) Oxford

von Arnim, 1. 1903. (Ed.) Stoicorum Veterum Fragmenta (Vols 2 and 3) Leipzig

The editions used for ancient authors are the most recent unless otherwise stated.

Similarly, all translation is my own unless otherwise stated. For Quintus Smyrnaeus, I use

the edition of Vian 1963, 1966, and 1969, for the Iliad that of M.L. West 1998 and 2000

(but with altered orthography and punctuation). For the Iliadic Scholia, I use Erbse 1969-
88, and for the Odyssean Scholia, Dindorf 1850.

I do not italicise some Greek words, such as gnome, or gnomai, due to frequency of

occurrence. I also use the word Posthomeric as an adjective for the poem the

Posthomerica — that is, it is the adjectival form of the title of that poem.
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Introduction

This leads us to a general estimate of Quintus as a poet. . . he lacks originality, is guilty of
the most serious and constant plagiarism and imitation.

Paschal 1904.66

There is no epic poem that does not confront its predecessors.

Hainsworth 1991.vii

The anaemic pastiche served up by Quintus is utterly devoid of life.

Lloyd-Jones 1969.101

No text can exist except against the matrix of possibilities created by those pre-existing
texts.

D. Fowler 2000a.119

Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica is a 14 book epic poem written in Greek hexameters,
in which are narrated the events of the Trojan War that occur after the conclusion of the
lliad, but before the events narrated in the Odyssey.! Thus, it includes episodes such as
the respective arrivals and deaths of Penthesileia and Memnon, the death of Achilles, the
hoplon krisis, the arrivals of Neoptolemus and Philoctetes into the war, the deaths of
Eurypylus and Paris, the building of the horse, and the sack of Troy. The poem ends with
the disastrous voyage home of the Greeks.” The Posthomerica is usually given an
approximate date of composition of the third century C.E.’ There is little external
evidence about the poem or indeed Quintus.4 In the MSS titles, we find a Latin

praenomen, “Kointos”, despite the fact that the poem is in Greek; we also find the title

' Cf. Sainte-Beuve 1857.347: ‘Il n’a voulu que rejoindre les deux Homeres.’

% In this way, Quintus in a sense completes the Homeric story, in a similar way to some of the works of the
Epic Cycle. This has led almost all modern scholars to re-affirm the long-held view that Quintus’ aim in
composing the Posthomerica was to fill in the gap left by the then lost Cycle. See, most recently,
Baumbach & Bir 2007.1, and James 2004.xi: ‘It was possibly the loss of those Cyclic epics not long before
the time of Quintus that was the main motive and justification of his work.’ It is far from certain, however,
when exactly the Cycle was “lost”.

3 The most recent treatment of the date of the Posthomerica is Baumbach & Bir 2007.2-8. See also James
& Lee 2000.4-9, James 2004.xvii-xxi, and Girtner 2005.23-6.

* Cf. Baumbach & Biir 2007.1: ‘As to his biography, we know virtually nothing about our poet.’
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for the poem, tax pe®” ‘Oungov - literally “the things after Homer”.”> The “Of Smyrna”

attached to Quintus comes from the only piece of “autobiographical” information in the
poem — the muse invocation in Book 12, or the so-called “in-proem”, where the primary
narrator states that he was divinely inspired while tending his sheep in Smyrna.®

To begin my thesis with a brief summary of the Posthomerica, its content, date,
and style, is a necessity, not a formality: the Posthomerica has not received the attention
that other classical works, and especially epic poems, have received.” The understudied
status of this epic may be due to (pre-) conceptions about the poem’s literary merits that
have dogged the Posthomerica’s reception in classical studies.® Much of this criticism has
centred on the poem’s especially Homeric-imitative nature, which has been viewed as
something necessarily negative.” It is undeniable that the Posthomerica is “Homeric”."
One of the most striking and immediately apparent traits of the Posthomerica is its
imitation of the Homeric poems, in diction, metre, style, motifs, and subject matter.!' The

poem has even been described as most Homeric, or even as hyper-Homeric.'

5 Vian, in his title to his editions of Quintus (1963, 1966, and 1969) translates as ‘la suite d’Homere’.

® Posthomerica 12.306-13, for which see the thorough discussion by Bir 2007.40-61. Throughout this
thesis, I use the terms and theory of narratology as set down by de Jong 1997 and 2004.

" For a synopsis of scholarship on the Posthomerica, see Vian 1959.7-15, Girtner 2005.30-7, and most
recently, Baumbach & Bér 2007.17-23

¥ Recently, however, there has been an upsurge (relatively speaking) of study of the Posthomerica. This
interest culminated in the first ever international conference on Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica, the
results of which are the published proceedings (Baumbach, Bir, & Diimmler 2007), and the first ever panel
on Quintus Smyrnaeus at the United Kingdom Classical Association Conference, in March 2008.

% Lloyd-Jones 1969.101 (quoted at the beginning of this introduction) is perhaps the harshest in tone of
criticism of the poem: he states that ‘among the late Greek epic poets Quintus is by far the worst’. This
judgement echoes Keydell’s verdict on the Homeric-imitative nature of the poem (Keydell 1963.1295):
‘Der Ausdruck ist matt, ohne Fiille und Leben.” Wilamowitz-Mollendorff 1905.216 authoritatively
dismisses the poem’s Homeric imitation: ‘[Quintus] setzt die trivialen Abrisse der Heldensagen, die in der
Schule gelesen wurden, in homerische Verse um, und das 6de Nachplappern miisste einschlifern, wenn
nicht zuweilen die Albernheiten so stark wiirden, dass man lachen kann.” Schmidt 1999 entitles his brief
treatment of the Posthomerica with ‘Quintus von Smyrna — der schlechteste Dichter des Altertums?’. Such
a title reflects and parodies the earlier scholarship on Quintus, which concentrated mostly on the
deficiencies of Quintus as a poet; c¢f. Vian 1959.250: ‘Ces défauts trahissent un manque certain de
personnalité chez ’auteur.” For a further summary of the negative views on Quintus in scholarship, see
Baumbach & Bir 2007.23-5.

' Throughout this thesis I use the term “Homeric” as a short-hand way of stating that the Posthomerica
exhibits traits found in the Homeric poems.

"' Cf. James & Lee 2000.1: “The closeness of the Posthomerica in language and style to its Homeric models
is such that it presents no serious difficulty for a competent student of Homer.’

12 Sainte-Beuve 1857.328-9 describes the Posthomerica, with reference to its similes, as ‘plus Homérique
qu’Homere’. Constantin Lascaris, in his preface to his handwritten copy of Quintus transcribed in 1496,
calls Quintus “most Homeric” (Oungtkwtatoc), which, as Carvounis (2005.1) rightly judges, is a ‘term of
praise’. Lascaris’ preface is reprinted in Kochly 1850.cxi-xii.
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It is the Homeric-imitative nature of the Posthomerica that is the concern of this
thesis.'® The title, ‘Reading Quintus Reading Homer’, expresses the nature of my study. I
read how Quintus imitates, manipulates, comments on, differs from, in sum, reads,
Homer. The emphasis on reading underscores the fact that throughout this thesis, it is my
reading of the Posthomerica and the Homeric intertexts that constructs this relationship
between the two texts.'* I identify and interpret the intertextuality, discuss what this
intertextuality does to our reading, and where relevant, take into consideration tendencies
in ancient interpretation of Homer that I also read in the text. Thus, while it is my reading
of Homeric intertextuality within the Posthomerica, Quintus too read Homer and
constructed a text inbuilt with Homer, and thus the setting and use of Homeric intertexts
points to Quintus’ reading of Homer.

Intertextuality underpins this thesis, but the term, first coined by Julia Kristeva,15
has been interpreted and applied by many, in many different ways, in very different
contexts.'® The following brief excursus explains my own understanding of the term, and
gives definitions of key terms which I use that come under the category of intertextuality.
In this thesis, intertextuality describes the interaction of texts, including the reader,
involved in the process of reading.'” There exists a textual system, in the process of
reading, between the text being read, the reader reading the text, the combination of texts

which make up the text read, and the combination of texts, cultural, social, and literary,

" The relationship between post-Vergilian Latin epic and the Aeneid is a burgeoning field of scholarship in
its own right. It is outwith the present work to investigate and to incorporate the stratagies and findings of
this area of research and its usefulness in discussion of the relationship between Quintus and Homer: this
would be a thesis in its own right. Where relevant, however, I make use of work by, for example, Hardie
1993

'4 “Reading” is a fluid term, and must be defined. My “reading” is not “reading” in the ancient sense, but is
something similar. I take into account ancient educated reading, but my work with the text is formed
through use of the TLG, commentaries, lexica, and modern studies of the world of post-Homeric literature.
I emphasise that by reader, I mean myself (and not an ideal or exemplary) reader. I do, however, take into
account, throughout this thesis, the idea of the educated ancient reader, and the contemporary culture in
which the Posthomerica was composed. For the reader in Late Antiquity, ¢/ my comments in Maciver
2007.259n3

5 The term intertextualité appeared for the first time in Kristeva, J. 1969. ‘Le mot, le dialogue, et le
Roman’, in Séméiotiké: Recherches pour une sémanalyse Paris, 82-112 (so Pucci 1998.14).

' “Yet the term [intertextuality] remains, nearly a quarter of a century later, an important part of the fabric
of contemporary terminology, used indiscriminately by students of allusion of every stripe and critical
inclination’ Pucci 1998.15.

17 Cf. Barthes 2001a.1473: ‘The metaphor of the text is that of the network; if the text extends itself, it is as
aresult of a combinatory systematic.’
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which “make up” the reading engaged in by the reader.'® With this definition, I follow the
broad sense given to the term by Kristeva, in that by text I include materials other than
the written page traditionally designated “text”: thus, the reader also becomes a text.'
This is the umbrella term I use to encompass all ideas of relationships between texts
activated when I, the reader, engage the Posthomerica.

Often coupled with Kristeva’s theory of intertextuality is the idea of the “death of
the author”, proclaimed with far-ranging consequences by Roland Barthes.”
Structuralists and post-Structuralists jettisoned the notion that the author’s intention is of
importance, let alone retrievable.”’ This stance freed the text from the shackles of
fundamentalism,”* associated in Classical scholarship with philological historicism, or
Quellenforschung.23 As a result, power shifted to the reader, and the author’s intentions
became intentionally ignored. All meaning is constructed at the level of the reader,”* and
the intertextual possibilities of a work depend on the competencies and breadth of reading
of each individual reader.”

This is a stance to which I ascribe: the reader is all-powerful. The story, however,
does not, and cannot, end there. A concept as broad as intertextuality will not do for a
certain type of textual behaviour in Classical literature: the tight verbal imitation apparent
in Alexandrian and Roman poetry. The term usually applied to this behaviour is allusion,

and while it could be argued that allusion signifies an author and authorial intention, and

'8 Conte 1986.29 best describes the reader as text: ‘Readers. . . who approach the texts are themselves
already a plurality of texts and of different codes, some present and some lost or dissolved in that indefinite
and generic fluid of literary langue.’

1 Cf. Pucci 1998.15 and 31.

% Cf. Barthes 2001b.1469: ‘To give a text an Author is to impose a limit on that text, to furnish it with a
final signified, to close the writing.’

2! Their arguments built on Barthes’ eradication of the author (Barthes 2001b.1468): “We know now that a
text is not a line of words releasing a single “theological” meaning (the “message” of the Author-God) but a
multi-dimensional space in which a variety of writings, none of them original, blend and clash.’

* Cf Pucci 1998.9: ‘Whatever its founding principles were, however, there can be no gainsaying the
dominance of the author in the work done on allusion in the heyday of the New Criticism.” M. Campbell
1981a is perhaps the most striking example of such practice in scholarship on the Posthomerica.

» Cf. Conte 1986.27: “The philologist who seeks at all costs to read intention into imitation will inevitably
fall into a psychological reconstruction of motive.’

24 Cf. Martindale 1993.17: ‘Each work becomes an intervention within an intertextual field, which, however
much it tries to stake out a position, never wholly succeeds in doing so, and whose meanings are constantly
realized anew at the point of reception.” Called “reception” by Martindale, this discussion of construction
of meaning at the reader’s level is the central tenet of the theory of intertextuality. Cf. Hinds 1998.48.

» Cf. D. Fowler 2000.127: ‘Meaning is realized at the point of reception, and what counts as an intertext
and what one does with it depends on the reader.’
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that it is therefore contradictory to the precepts of intertextuality, the generality of
intertextuality fails to express the philological specificity inherent in a play between one
text and another, where specific words and backgrounds to words are important.*®

The word “allusion” has been proven to be a perfectly valid and useable term,
even in the post Barthes/Kristeva era.”’” It does not, however, appear in this thesis. The
reason for this is not because I would shirk from using it in most contexts in the sense
constructed for it by Hinds 1998 et al.; rather, I prefer to avoid its inclusion in this thesis
because of its (former) associations with the worst aspects of past scholarship on the
Posthomerica. The term intertextuality has seldom been used in discussion of the
Posthomerica, even though many of the principles of intertextuality have been applied to
the poem long before the term came into fashion.”® Words like “sources”, “conscious
allusion” and the (undeniably useful) tendencies and outcomes of Quellenforschung have
held sway instead.”’ Part of the aim of this thesis is to prove that the Posthomerica is
worth reading, and to concentrate on bringing out the poetic merits of the text. By
avoiding the terminology of the past, and by use of new words associated with the new
and energising strides made in study of other Classical works, the Posthomerica can be
resurrected from the author-centred, positivist attitudes shown in previous studies. Thus,
instead of “allusion” 1 use “intertext” or (verbal) “echo” to describe specific verbal

similarities between texts.”> A working definition of allusion (for which read “intertext”

* Cf. Pucci 1998.46: “Stock-in-trade terms such as intertextuality or influence fail to render the fullness of
allusive form and function, yet, because allusion arises in language and is returned to language, to deny its
essential textuality is to set the allusion afloat on a sea of endless potential meanings, to make it function
like some Postmodern chimera, now here according to the reader, now gone owing to the death of the
author. This will not do. . .” Cf. Hinds 1998.48.

27 refer to the works by Conte 1986, Hinds 1998, and Pucci 1998. Lyne 1994.189 advises that we should
drop the word altogether, for its associations with the concept of a dominant author.

* The work of Vian, for example, is invaluable to any study of the Posthomerica and its detailed attention
to possible Homeric parallels in the Posthomerica has facilitated my own work. See, especially, Vian 1959,
1963, 1966, and 1969.

* Searches for sources, and the desire to find “conscious” as opposed to “unconscious” allusion have
usually been coupled by excellent close analysis of the texts. Such academic pursuit shares most of the
traits of intertextuality, but has an over-attention to authorial intention. Cf. Irwin’s polemic (2004.229)
against intertextuality, where he cogently discusses intertextuality as a theory, and finds well-reasoned but
misguided objections to its usefulness.

3% An intertext or echo may be constituted by one similar or identical word if rare or unusual, or more if the
words are very common. Cf. Kelly 2008.166 who states that ‘the two texts usually require some similarity
or opposition of ideas, and by an unwritten convention, connections between at least two identical or
related words in each text, though a single word may suffice if particularly rare’.
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or “verbal echo” in this thesis) is provided by Joseph Pucci (1992.47) in his examination

of the Concept:31

The literary allusion is the verbal moment in a subsequent text of a specific and verifiable moment

in a prior text, generated through the collusion of authorial and readerly intent, neither controlled

nor limited by the language that constitutes it, in which a bundle of potential meanings obtains,
retrievable at any given time only in part.

So is the author really dead, if we need to take account of him when it comes to
allusion, or, intertext? I do not hesitate to incorporate an idea of the author Quintus, and
to give him a role in the intertextuality of the poem. For example, I write later: ‘I focus on
the ways in which Quintus constructs his own poetics, his own thematic ideologies that
are a product of his readings of Homer, through “use” of Homer in epic similes that are
inherently Homeric anyway’ (this thesis, page 18). Compare also my description of
‘Quintus as an Alexandrian or Late Antique critic of Homer’ (page 143). This Quintus is
not necessarily the historical Quintus Smyrnaeus, nor are the descriptions of his aims,
readings and devices in the Posthomerica necessarily what the historical Quintus actually
aimed for, read, or devised. I as a reader construct an author based on my reading both of
the Posthomerica, the literary intertextuality of the Posthomerica, and the cultural,
historical sedes in which the poem was first written. My “Quintus” will differ from
anyone else’s “Quintus”, and I do not say that my Quintus is the correct one (we should
not try to reconstruct a correct Quintus). My Quintus is only a reading.32

The resurrection of the author in my idea of the author does not banish the reader
again to the darkness of trying to reconstruct an irretrievable intention in a past moment
of time. Rather, the author, with intentions, posits an allusion in a text, which lies
dormant until the activation of it by the reader who has read the same text alluded to by
the author.”® The reader will never know whether he/she has coincided with the intentions

of the historical author, but there is nothing to stop the reader from stating that he/she

31 Cf. Conte 1986.35.

%% Cf. Hinds 1998.50: ‘For us as critics, the alluding poet is ultimately and necessarily a figure whom we
ourselves read out from the text.” Conte 1994.134 hints at a similar idea: ‘Readers do not read authors’
intentions; they read texts.’

33 Cf. Pucci 1998.40: ‘The shared creation of allusion thus points to its dual intentionality, wherein the
author intends the potential for meaning, and the reader intends the actualization of that potential.” Cf.
Hinds 1998.49.
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reads Quintus alluding to Virgil, for example.* It is on this basis that this thesis should be
read: Quintus alludes, and we read this activity and interpret it, according to the
capacities of our reading.

This thesis is primarily concerned with Homeric intertextuality, as the title
suggests. Discussion of the opening lines of the poem will exhibit my methods in
analysing the intertextual relationship between Quintus and Homer. In many ways the
beginning of the poem illustrates the poem’s aims in relation to the Iliad, and, most
clearly here, the reader can see Quintus’ intertextual striving to construct a Homeric text.

The Posthomerica begins without a proem. A proem is part of the epic machinery
that constructs an epic’s identity. All extant epic poems from Homer to Nonnus begin
with a proem, because of Homer.>> The Posthomerica, on the other hand, the most
“Homeric” of poems after Homer, and certainly epic, does not begin with a proem, again
because of Homer. It is in the proem of an epic poem that we, as readers, can look for an
index to the poem’s aims and meanings. I will now briefly discuss this “lack”, to illustrate
how I read the poem’s relation to the Iliad.

The poem begins as follows (Posthomerica 1.1-4):

Ev0’ vmo InAeicwvi dapn BeoeikeAog "Extwo
Kkal € T katédape kal 0oTéa yala kekeLOEL,
on tote Toweg Eppvov ava Ioupoto méAna
dedoTEC pévog N BpacvPpovog Alaxkidao.

After godlike Hector had been slain by the son of Peleus, and the pyre had consumed him and the
earth covered his bones, then the Trojans stayed penned up in the city of Priam in fear of the noble
might of the un-shirking grandson of Aeacus.

3 “The idea of a reader who sees exactly the same cues within the fopos as the author, and constructs them
in the same order and in the same way, will always in the final analysis be unattainable’ Hinds 1998.46. To
be more precise, the reader can never, strictly speaking, know whether he/she has found precisely an
author’s intentions, but such a collision of reader’s and author’s intentions is (unknowably, but
hypothetically) possible.

3> For the importance of the opening lines of an epic poem, see Hainsworth 1991.8. I discuss below the
fragmentary remains of the Aethiopis, which does not have a proem. It is no accident that Hunter &
Fantuzzi devote a substantial part of their chapter on the Argonautica of Apollonius and the epic tradition
to the first line of the poem (Fantuzzi & Hunter 2004.89-94).
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This is not a traditional opening to an epic poem.*® There is no imperative, no address to a
goddess or muse. As a result, there is no immediate indication of the aims of the poem.37
For a literary epic, this is a bold innovation. Such an opening runs against the tradition
evinced by Quintus’ literary forerunners. Each post-Homeric epic is post Homeric: each
poem is not by Homer, while always still, unavoidably, in the shadow of the Homeric
poems. A proem sets out in what ways a new, essentially literary epic stands out against
the primary epic benchmark — the lliad. In this sense, all proems are Homeric (because
they are proems), and not Homeric (because they show in what ways the poems they
introduce will be different to Homer).38

The fact that there is no proem can also, in itself, convey information in a similar
way to the presence of one. There is no proem because the Posthomerica can be read as

“still” the Iliad.”® There are various bases for this reading, and the opening lines furnish
one.** Two names are mentioned in the first line, Achilles (IInAetwvt) and Hector
(OeoeikeAog “Extwg). The Posthomerica begins with the past — a literary and
mythological past that was the key action and climax of the Iliad. The passive aorist
ddun (line 1) denotes that the action is past — this action between Achilles and Hector is

not the subject of this poem. The position of Hector’s name in the line, preceded

immediately by epithet, balances intertextually with the name of Achilles and his

%% For exegesis of the opening lines of the Posthomerica, see the brief comments of Schenk 1997.377 and
the more thorough discussion of Bér 2007.32-40. Bar 2007.32 calls the absence of an explicit proem
irritating.

%7 ‘For the Greeks, from the age of Homer to the late imperial period, the poet received his inspiration from
the Muses or from some other god (e.g. Apollo or Dionysus), to whom he attributed the responsibility for
the enthousiasmos which allowed him to sing as he wished to sing’ (Fantuzzi & Hunter 2004.1). Absence
of such an invocation goes against all tradition. There is an invocation to the Muses in Book 12 of the
Posthomerica (12.306-13), which itself is closely modelled on [Iliad 2.484-5, Hes. Th. 22-3, and
Callimachus Fragment 2 (309-10 Pfeiffer) — see M. Campbell 1981.101. For discussion of proems in the
middle of a poem, see Conte 1992.152.

3% Cf. Biir 2007.30: ‘Bei den griechischen und lateinischen Epikern nach Homer und Hesiod ist ein stetiges
Bemiihen zu erkennen, die genannten proomialen Elemente in origineller Weise immer wieder zu variieren,
zu individualisieren und somit jeweils neu zu beleben.’

3% Schenk 1997.377 is correct to identify the opening lines of the poem as a direct ‘Anschluss’ to the end of
Iliad 24. Keydell 1965.1273 anticipates this view: ‘Qu[intus] wollte ein Epos schreiben, das die Liicke
zwischen Ilias und Odyssee austfiillte; das wird dadurch deutlich, dass er auf ein Prooemium verzichtet hat.’
See also Ph. I. Kakridis 1962.11 and Bir 2007.32-3.

%0 Other factors that build into this theory are the absence of any biographical information in the poem other
than the in-proem in Posthomerica 12, which itself contains information that could also, just as easily, be
applied to Homer (see Biar 2007.61-4); the Homeric language and style in themselves make a continuum
with the Iliad possible; and of course the subject matter eases the transition from the Iliad to the
Posthomerica to the Odyssey.
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patronymic epithet as the two last words in Iliad 1.1.*' The epithet used of Hector here —
OeoeikeAoc — is used only of Achilles in the Iliad.* The placement and description of
Hector who has been slain (as the last two words in the first line) is thus an indication of
correlative positioning by the poet with his epic archetype. Quintus uses an adjective
reserved for Achilles in the Iliad, and in the first line of the Posthomerica, gives it to

Achilles’ greatest opponent. The verb ddun also indicates that Hector’s death has
realised the fulfilment of the unvig of Achilles: the first line of the Iliad’s proem, and all

the action that results from this unvig in the Iliad, is summarised as completed in the first

line of this poem.43

With dapn), there is also an association between the first line of the Posthomerica

and the last line of the Iliad, in its echo of immoddpoto (I1. 24.804),44 and the occurrence

of Hector in both lines. The intertext directs the reader’s memory also to the end of the
lliad and the completion of its story. Thus the first line of the Posthomerica encompasses
the whole Iliad, echoing as it does its first and last line.* In another sense, the echo of the
end of the Iliad ensures that Quintus does not follow the example of the Aethiopis that
gave a textual variant for the end of Iliad 24.804 and then began in medias res with the
story of Penthesileia.*® Instead of immediately starting with the arrival of Penthesileia
(which in fact comes at 1.18), Quintus, through analepsis, recapitulates the end of the

lliad, and allows a careful poetological bridging between the events of both poems.*’

1 As Bir 2007.37 correctly highlights, OTtO IInAeicwve (1.1) parallels TInAnuadew AxiAnog in the
opening line of the lliad.

** Iliad 1.131 (address to Achilles by Agamemnon) and 19.155 (same words, this time address of Odysseus
to Achilles). In the Posthomerica, the adjective is used again only at 12.324, of the Greeks who entered the
wooden horse.

* For further remarks on the nature of Achilles” “wrath” spoken as the first word in the poem, see Griffin
1980.118.

*“ The epithet is used in the singular, of Trojans, predominantly of Hector, in the lliad: 7.38, 16.717,
22.161, 22.211, and 22.804.

45 Cf. Bir 2007.39: ‘Der 1. Vers der Posthomerica kniipft nicht nur inhaltlich an das Ende der Ilias an,
sondern er umklammert auch sprachlich deren ,,Eckpunkte®.’

% See Aethiopis Fragment 1 which survives quoted by Scholion T, on 1. 24.804 (M.L. West 2003.114-15,
whose edition I follow here): fABe & Apalwv takes the place of immodapolo in Illiad 24.208 and then
the Aethiopis continues with its succeeding line: Agnoc Ouydtno peyaArtogog dvdooddvolo (see
Severyns 1928.314). See also the apparatus criticus in M.L. West 2000.369.

*" A similar technique is employed in Posthomerica 4. Nestor opens the Funeral Games in honour of
Achilles at 4.129-43 and 146-70 (his words are reported indirectly in the primary narration), by singing of
Achilles’ heroic deeds up until his death (146-70), dwelling, in particular, on those events which occurred
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The patronymic used for Achilles here in line one of the Posthomerica is also

significant for a sense of completion of the story of the Iliad. IInAeicwvt d&un echoes

[lliad 22.40 TInAetwvt 6apsig.48 There in Iliad 22, Priam, who has just seen Achilles
coming like a star across the plain, pleads with Hector not to remain outside the walls of
Troy because of the inevitable death he will receive at the hands of Achilles. The echo
here in Posthomerica 1.1 reminds the reader that Priam’s fears were realised within the
action of the Iliad. Quintus, in the first line of the poem, points back to the action of lliad
22 and the pathos of Priam’s entreaty to his son.*

A temporal conjunction (line 1) and its correlative, a temporal demonstrative

adverb (line 3), link this analepsis to the [Iliad with the subject matter of the

Posthomerica. The fact that the poem begins with a conjunction, evte (line 1), is

3

extremely unusual.”® The “when” it refers to is the death of Hector (as lines 1-2

illustrate). The conjunction is used only twice in the lliad: at 1.242, in an indefinite

temporal clause within a speech of Achilles, and at 5.396, a temporal clause within a
speech of Dione. In both instances, ¢0te qualifies a pre-positioned main clause which
emphasises the result of the action introduced postpositively by eUte. In the
Posthomerica this practice is followed: of the majority of the 62 usages of the
conjunction, €0te is in the second half of the overall temporal construction (that is, after

the main clause which is itself introduced usually by a temporal demonstrative adverb).

Here, however, at the beginning of the poem, this practice is not followed.”!

before the action of the Iliad. Cf. Vian 1963.133 and 130. Compare Posthomerica 1.9-17, where the poet,
by means of the reported memories of those within Troy’s walls, quickly recounts the immediate context of
the poem.

8 The occurrences of this patronymic in the [liad are: (accusative) 1.197, 2.674=17.280, 2.770, 8.474,
9.181, 9.694, 10.323, 13.113, 16.281, 18.261, 18.267, 20.27, 20.45, 20.366, 21.327, 21.599, 22.7, 22.193,
22.214, 22.278, 23.35, and 23.793; (genitive) 10.392, 16.195, 17.208, 18.226, 19.75, 20.80, 20.88=20.333,
20.113, 20.118, and 24.465; (dative) 1.188, 17.214, 18.166, 20.294, 21.306, 22.40, 23.249, and 24.458. In
the Posthomerica, it occurs 24 times: 1.1, 1.101, 1.569, 1.775, 2.234, 2.403, 2.493, 3.193, 3.281, 3.410,
3.350, 3.459, 3.505, 3.513, 3.532, 3.549, 3.574, 3.606, 3.787, 4.299, 5.111, 7.631, 9.7 and 9.183.

* The reader might even go as far as to see the tenor of the Iliad’s action and Homer’s narrative and poetic
technique as encoded within the Posthomerica’s first line, simply because of the link to that scene in Iliad
22.

50 ‘Temporale Konjunktion “(sobald) als™” (Frisk 1960.595). See also Boisacq 1950.299, and Cunliffe
1924.184.

5L Of the 62 occurrences of evte, the temporal uses are: Posthomerica 1.1, 1.40 (within a simile), 1.54,
1.205, 1.664 (within a simile), 2.202, 2.223, 3.236 (within a simile), 3.386 (occurs in same order as 1.1),
4.175 (expansive), 4.554 (within a simile), 5.367 (within a simile), 5.387 (within a simile), 5.611, 6.128,
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The poem’s opening is designed not to signal an opening, but rather a linking with
the Iliad. As the statistics reveal, g0te rarely takes first place when a temporal
construction involving temporal correlatives occurs in the Posthomerica. Nine of the
temporal occurrences of the conjunction occur within similes. The use of the word as the
first word in a long narrative poem, when it is usually read as a linking word mid-
narrative, suggests that it does not begin a new poem, but rather links two narratives — the
narratives of the Posthomerica and the Iliad.”* The word is strategically chosen to signal
linkage in the reader’s eyes. The reader is deprived of an explicit proem in the
Posthomerica, and instead is encouraged to look back to the Iliad, both because of the
subject matter of the first two lines, and because of the first word.”® The Posthomerica’s
position in relation to the story of the Iliad is then hinted at by the correlative tote (line
3) and the subject matter of lines 3 and 4. The story of the Posthomerica is the events
that, chronologically, immediately follow the death and burial of Hector: the Trojans
remain (past continuous) in the city of Troy, now without Hector, in fear of the might of
Achilles (lines 3-4).>

Therefore, from the very start of the epic, the reader is made very aware of the
inextricable conjunction of the Posthomerica with the Iliad.> This fact, together with the
overwhelmingly Homeric nature of the poem’s language and style, adds to the reader’s

impression that the aim of the poem is to be “still the Iliad”. This illusion — the reader

6.295, 8.264, 9.75 (occurs in same order as 1.1), 9.297, 9.335, 10.153 (occurs in same order as 1.1), 10.242,
10.469, 10.479, 11.148, 13.21 (occurs in same order as 1.1), 13.153 (within a simile), 13.418, 14.48 (within
a simile), 14.89 (within a simile), and 14.569.

>2 For the Posthomerica ‘beginning precisely at the point where the Iliad ends, the funeral of Hector’, see
James & Lee 2000.1. It is likely that the poem survived for the very reason that it continues, in a Homeric
style, the story begun by the [Iliad: this is reflected in ‘those Renaissance MSS. which place the
[Posthomerica] between the Iliad and the Odyssey no doubt [continuing] a practice that goes back to the
early transmission of the work’ (James & Lee 2000.1). See also Hopkinson 1994b.107: ‘The Posthomerica
is thus a supplementary work which stands between the Homeric poems.’

3% The reader is conditioned, by the time of Quintus, to look for a key to a poem’s content in the proem,
because of previous examples. Through the use of a traditional proem, a poet ‘imposes a precise
delimitation upon the “contents” of the poem. By indicating its essential themes (this or that story — or part
of a story) he outlines the limits of a discourse which was undefined as long as it was merely virtual’
(Conte 1992.147). There are no such precise limits given in the opening of the Posthomerica, but still the

reader analyses the opening lines for such delimitation — for such an indication of the poem’s aims.
54

Posthomerica 1.3-4: 01 tote Toweg éuipvov dva Iloudpoo moAna / dewdidteg pévog MNu
Boaovdpoovog Alaxidao.
> The Argonautica, in its opening verse, highlights its relation to the Iliad in the last two words of the line:

KkAéa Pwtwv (line 1) is a Homeric intertext, echoing Iliad 9.189 and Odyssey 8.73 (so Fantuzzi & Hunter
2004.90-1).
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knows this poem is not the Iliad, and that this poet is not Homer, but a much later writer
of a different cultural and literary background — influences reading of the whole of the
Posthomerica.’® A studied attempt on the part of the poet to make the poem as “Homeric”
as possible makes any differences in the epic technique in relation to the Homeric epics
striking and very worthy of discussion.”’

The notion of the learned scholar poet is a label readily applied to the figures of
the Alexandrian school such as Callimachus and Apollonius, and it is useful here to state
whether a similar label can be applied equally to Quintus — I frequently refer to him in
this thesis as learned or scholarly. The fact that Quintus writes in a style that seems out of
place with the Callimachean strictures of poetic composition would suggest that Quintus
is in fact anti-Alexandrian.’® However, the Posthomerica, within its Homeric-imitative
framework, frequently requires a very learned reader to unpack its subtle play with earlier
texts. Vian has demonstrated the depth of learning and the multiple texts that are inherent
in the Posthomerica.”” The reader, ancient or modern, required or requires a very
expansive reading background to activate the multiple and varied intertexts lying latent in
the Posthomerica. A label such as scholarly for the ancient reader of Quintus or for
Quintus as a learned reader of Homer is suitable in the extent to which it conveys the
breadth of learning that the Posthomerica exhibits for Quintus. In this thesis 1 do not
delve further into the nature of the ancient readership of an epic like the Posthomerica, or
of the movement commonly termed the Second Sophistic: the evidence is too difficult to

relate with success to the cultural and literary context of the Posthomerica.®® Tt is

% Cf. Vian 1966.7 on the shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5: ‘Dans ce long exercice de description,

Quintus a voulu compléter Homere: . . . sur d’autres points ou il se sépare de son modele, il semble moins
avoir fait oeuvre personelle que suivre une « interprétation » du Bouclier homérique qui avait cours en son
temps.’

ST 1t is this originality in the face of, and bound in, Homer, that makes the Posthomerica more of an
Alexandrian epic than Homeric replica. On Alexandrianism, c¢f. van Erp Taalman Kip 1994.158:
‘Alexandrian, or rather Hellenistic, poetry sought to break new paths without entirely abandoning tradition,
creating something new by varying the old.” Cf. Hainsworth 1991.9: ‘A vital epic must be something other
than a combination of Homeric structure, elevated language, funeral games, and divine machinery.’

> Hopkinson 1998.8 best describes the nature of Alexandrian poetry: ““Self-consciousness” is a prime
characteristic of many Hellenistic poems, which by alluding to and echoing earlier writers seek to draw
attention to their own place in the poetic tradition, to point their similarities to and differences from past
literature.” On Callimachus’ apparent opposition to Homeric-emulative epics (such as this one) that are
seemingly contrary to the idea of the “slender muse”, ¢f. Hutchinson 1988.85.

%% Vian 1959.250: ‘Quintus a beaucoup lu.’

60 Cf. the conclusions in Baumbach & Béar 2007.8-15; see also the remarks in Whitmarsh 2001.45 on the
problems associated with the notion of the Second Sophistic.
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sufficient to state that when I call Quintus learned I mean simply that he has read much,
and that our reading, consequently, must be expansive in search of obscure as well as
more straightforward intertexts, Homeric or otherwise.

In this thesis, the focus is on this intertextual relationship of the Posthomerica
with the Homeric poems, this striving to be Homeric, but I also highlight and analyse
areas of the poem where Quintus is commenting on Homeric passages in his very
imitation of them. Often in the very “Homeric-ness” of the Posthomerica we can find a
“neo-Homeric-ness”, an updating and revision of Homer into a Homeric epic suitable for
Quintus’ era and readership. These emphases in my discussion, the dynamic of
intertextuality and the creation of Quintean poetics and themes, take place in my analysis
of three (Homeric) aspects of the Posthomerica’s poetics: similes, gnomai, and ecphrasis.
I discuss each of these three areas in relation to their Homeric intertextuality, but also in
their own right within the Posthomerica. 1 provide statistical analysis and detailed
references to all of the similes and gnomai in the poem, and focus in detail on the shield
of Achilles in Posthomerica 5 in relation to its correspondences, echoes, and explications
throughout the poem.

My study of similes in the Posthomerica begins with figures and comparable epic
statistics for simile-totals. A greater focus is given to the subject matter of similes, their
placement in the poem, and how this very placement and frequency of similes exhibit the
Homeric, but also, non-Homeric, poetic ideologies and strategies of Quintus. Quintus’
similes fit with the characteristics identified for the nature of Homeric similes, but I also
show that in an inevitably un-Homeric way, intertextuality adds different colouring to our
reading, especially in how it affects the characterisation of key figures like Neoptolemus.
I end my initial study of similes with an analysis of the placement and structure of the
similes of Posthomerica 1. Quintus displays a greater concern for sequence, ring
composition, and interaction between similes than is so evident in the Homeric poems. 1
concentrate on the similes that are used to describe the appearance and arrival of
Penthesileia among the Trojans (Posthomerica 1.37-181). The similes in these lines are
interconnected in subject matter, and each simile brings out a new feature of Penthesileia
in comparison, as well as containing, and building upon, the information of the previous

simile(s). Thus, an interrelated, exponential, sequence of comparisons build up together
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to produce one picture of Penthesileia from many images. This concern for sequence,
structure, and parallelism builds on the practice of producing series of similes evident in
the Iliad, but remoulds and develops this poetic feature into something more Hellenistic
and post-Homeric.

Gnomai in the Posthomerica are one of the most understudied and least
understood aspects of the poetics of the poem. As I do for similes, I give detailed
statistics for gnomai, and compare the Homeric epics. I also highlight the fact that a large
percentage of these gnomai, unlike the practice in the Homeric poems, are spoken by the
primary narrator. I discuss the implications of this preponderance of gnomic content in
the primary narrative, and analyse echoes and interactions with similar gnomai spoken by
secondary narrators. As I show, the fact that gnomai are the carriers of ethical running
themes throughout the poem in itself underscores the importance of analysis of this epic
feature. There are two speeches, replete with gnomai, around which I centre my
discussion of the function of gnomai: the pair spoken by Nestor at 7.38-55 and 7.67-92.
Nestor consoles Podaleirius over the death of Machaon, but in so doing, he points to the
correct conduct that he displayed when he mourned his dead son in Posthomerica 2, that
is, a Stoic attitude of indifference to external events, be what they may. Nestor also taps
into a gnomic thematic running theme, established in gnomai spoken by the primary
narrator throughout the poem, on the pre-eminence of Fate, on the fortunes that men
receive from Fate, and on the destiny of souls after death. I read Nestor as mirroring the
poet’s voice, as he re-establishes the discourse of the primary narrative — discourse that
echoes Homeric themes but adapts them and modernises them into Posthomeric
ideologies — and as he passes this discourse onto his fellow Greeks.

Other secondary narrators share Nestor’s knowledge of the workings of Fate, the
inevitability of bad and good fortunes from the lap of the gods, dispensed by Fate, and the
blindness of human life. I discuss these gnomic correspondences in the Posthomerica, the
significance of the contexts in which they are spoken and of the characters who speak
them, and the un-Homeric, Stoic, tenor of the content. While gnomai are generally
Homeric in their inheritance, and while many echo specific Homeric gnomai, in the
Posthomerica their use and content reflect the Late Antique, post-Homeric ideologies of

Quintus the Late Antique, post-Homeric poet.
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The third section builds on the subject matter and discussion of the first two
sections. I present a study of one simile in the Posthomerica, the only simile, in fact, to
contain a gnome. Helen, as she is led out from Troy behind Menelaus at the end of the
war, is compared to Aphrodite when she was caught in the act of adultery with Ares, in
the meshes of Hephaestus (Posthomerica 14.47-54). 1 discuss the complex
characterisation of Helen constructed by this simile, against a background of the
presentation of Helen in the Posthomerica, against a background of the presentation of
Helen in the Iliad and Odyssey. The simile allows the reader to read in epitome Quintus’
reading of Homer’s characterisation of Helen, in his re-characterisation and re-
presentation of her in the Posthomerica.

The second strand of my discussion centres more closely around the gnome
within the simile. The Posthomeric primary narrator states that there is nothing worse for
women than to be caught in the act of adultery in front of their husband (Posthomerica
14.53-4). 1 argue that this gnome, putting a moral censure as it does on the conduct of
Aphrodite (and from her onto Helen in the main narrative), is a comment on, behaves as
though a scholion on, the presentation of the Aphrodite-Ares story in the song of
Demodocus in Odyssey 8. The re-presentation of the story, complete with moral censure,
reflects the chronological and philosophical status of the Posthomerica, and Quintus as a
Late Antique updater of Homeric ethics.

Ecphrasis forms the subject of the final section of the thesis, and is a fitting way to
end a study of how Quintus reads and re-presents Homer. Perhaps nowhere more clearly
can the intertextual nexus between the Iliad and the Posthomerica be read than in the
shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5. The artefact, the shield given to Achilles in the
lliad, and described in ecphrasis in Iliad 18, is the same artefact that is described in
ecphrasis in Posthomerica 5. The ecphraseis, however, are not the same. Despite the fact
that the shield of Achilles, designed by Hephaestus and carried into war by Achilles, is
supposed to be a fixed object, a plastic uniformity that all see alike, the Iliadic and
Posthomeric primary narrators present differing descriptions of it. The shield of Achilles
1s Homeric first, and is unavoidably Homeric in all recurrences of it in post-Homeric
literature. The innovation in the description of the shield in Posthomerica 5, therefore,

cannot escape being read against a background of the ecphrasis in Iliad 18. Every
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difference in presentation, in ecphrastic function, and all originality, is vital for the reader
to gain insight into the poetological and un-Homeric techniques of Quintus. The poet of
the Posthomerica read the same shield of Achilles as we read, in Iliad 18, just as he read
the same Homeric poems as we read. The extent of innovation in his depiction of the
various scenes on the shield of Achilles, I argue, is a reflection, or emblem, of the extent
to which Quintus imitates Homer, works with the Homeric poems to construct meaning,
but beyond this level, updates Homer and constructs his own neo-Homeric, post-Homeric
poem with subtle innovations in poetics, ethics, and philosophy.

I begin my study of the shield of Achilles with an overview of the ecphrasis in
Posthomerica 5, the extent of the innovation evident in the description by the
Posthomeric primary narrator, and give preliminary discussion of this innovation and its
implications. I then concentrate on the ecphrastic signs: the Posthomeric primary narrator
displays more reaction to what he sees than does the Iliadic primary narrator, and guides
the reader’s responses to, and interpretation of, the ecphrasis. I then discuss the two lines
at the end of the ecphrasis that provide a solution to the “problem” of reading two
different descriptions of the same physical artefact made by Hephaestus. Posthomerica
5.97-8 state that there was an inexhaustible, countless, number of scenes designed by
Hephaestus on the shield of Achilles, implying that Homer, in the words of the Iliadic
narrator, described scenes for the purposes of the world and recipients of the Iliad, and
Quintus, in the words of the Posthomeric narrator, described scenes suitable for the aims
and contemporary world of the Posthomerica.

I then move from specific Iliadic intertextuality to Posthomeric intertextuality. I
analyse the shield of Achilles in terms of its function within the Posthomerica as a whole.
The scenes on the shield in Posthomerica S are reflected in manifold correspondences
throughout the whole work. I argue that many of the ecphrastic scenes function as mise-
en-abime. 1 discuss this term and illustrate just how the scenes on the shield behave as the
centre of a nexus of correspondences, or as mirrors of much of the battle description,
speeches, similes, gnomai, in sum, of many of the themes, ethics, and of the overall
poetic tenor of the poem. The explications of the scenes on the shield, often by secondary
narrators, influence our reading of the shield and of its functional superimposition over

the whole epic. I show that the Posthomeric shield of Achilles has a much more
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identifiable and definable relationship with the structure and meaning of the whole work
that contains it than the Iliadic shield of Achilles does in the lliad.

I pick one scene in particular to focus my discussion of the originality and
emblematic function evident in the Posthomeric ecphrasis. This scene (Posthomerica
5.49-56) contains a description of a Mountain of Arete within the scenes of peace
(5.441f.), which follows a description of Dike overlooking the work of toiling mortals in
beautiful cities (5.45-48). The description of this figurative Mountain of Arete is the most
non-Homeric of the shield-scenes, has a central position on the shield, and has an
essential importance in its relation to the Stoic ethics recurrent throughout the
Posthomerica. 1 discuss the meaning and recurrences in the poem of the abstractions Dike
and Arete, and argue for a reading that incorporates Homer, Hesiod, and Stoicism. I
proceed to highlight the interactions between this Stoic image and its Stoic, gnomic
correspondences throughout the poem, and argue that the Mountain of Arefe is the
emblem of the key ethic repeated in the Posthomerica, that in order to achieve Arete and
an afterlife of blessedness, one must live a life of apatheia, of ponos, according to the
strictures of Stoic philosophy, but within a Homeric-inherited world of battles and battle-
prowess.

I conclude by discussing the interaction between the cultural, philosophical
influences of Quintus’ own world, and the Homeric world that he imitates, re-creates,
and, in fact, updates for a post-Homeric, post-Hellenistic readership in the twilight of the
cultural phenomenon of the Second Sophistic. We, as modern readers, read Quintus the
Late Antique reader of Homer, a Quintus who reads Homer through late, (post-)
Hellenistic lenses, a Quintus who closely reconstructs Homer, but who also subtly
manipulates the poetics, and updates the Homeric world he reads, into neo-Homeric

ideologies and thematic patterns.
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Reading Similes in the Posthomerica

[There is] Poetics, which studies textual processes, the way texts are built up; and
reading, which studies the pragmatic implications of these processes in textual
realisations.

Nimis 1987.21

The extensive use of similes shows us a poet unable “accurately” to depict the full horror
of his story. Similes. . . deny the possibility of accurate description by reliance upon
likeness rather than identity, and multiple similes. . . present a poet helpless before the
difficulties of his task.

Hunter 1993.135

Introduction

‘The evocation of Homer is the revelation of epic techne.’®" The ‘evocation’ is apparent
throughout the Posthomerica, and no less so than in the poem’s similes. The ‘techne’, or
poetic skill, is especially apparent in the similes’ Homeric intertextuality, where we as
readers observe a learned engagement with the Homeric texts in the structure, content,
and function of the similes. In this section, my chief concern is not to prove that Quintus
closely follows Homer: the introduction and most of the content of this thesis has or will
illustrate this. Nor is my aim merely to present a statistical account of similes in the
Posthomerica. Instead, 1 focus on the ways in which Quintus constructs his own poetics,
his own thematic ideologies that are a product of his readings of Homer, through “use” of
Homer in epic similes that are inherently Homeric anyway. We read Homer in the

Posthomerica’s similes, identify the intertexts, but then read how these intertexts function

! Hunter 1993.133.
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within the Posthomerica, and assess how the Posthomerica’s similes activate the
meaning and function of the very Homeric similes with which they are in dialogue.

Quintus’ similes have been called hyper-Homeric, more Homeric than Homer.®
As a very “Homeric” part of the text, similes present the reader with an interface for
examination of the intertextual relationship between the Posthomerica and the Homeric
texts. One textual setting that contains Homeric intertextuality can behave as a mirror of
Quintus’ act of reading Homer, as a Late Antique reader. Incorporation of a Homeric
simile into a Posthomeric simile signals Quintus’ understanding of that Homeric simile’s
function, function that accretes to the function already readable in the Posthomeric simile
itself. Arguably, to construct any simile in any text is an evocation of Homer.*’
Construction of an ostentatiously Homeric-imitative simile within a text that overtly
imitates Homer generates (inevitable) key differences indicative of a poetic agenda of
originality — Quintus works beyond Homer, through Homer.

While this thesis is focused on examining the vivifying effect of intertextuality in
the Posthomerica, the paucity of scholarship on the poem’s similes, both statistical and
exegetical, allows scope for presentation of statistics on the occurrence and placement of
similes in the poem, and further, on how these occurrences interact with each other in the
Posthomerica, and how these occurrences reflect a differing poetic agenda on the part of
Quintus.64 I will illustrate this (non-Homeric) concern Quintus has for structure in simile
patterns, through analysis of the similes’ subject matter and order in Book 1.

The nature of similes in the Posthomerica can best be discussed by close reading

of a selection suitably representative of Quintus’ reading of Homer and Homeric similes.

% Sainte-Beuve 1856.328-9.

% Homer was the first to write similes, so any similes that occur in a post-Homeric text are in a dialogue
with Homer, via a reader who is at least aware of Homer. Cf. Effe 2001.169: ‘The new epic can only be
articulated as such by constant evocation of the genre’s most authoritative representative — and by
distancing himself from him through innovation.’

% T insert here a brief summary of scholarship on the Posthomerica’s similes. The most recent study, and
the only dedicated piece of research longer than article-length, is the unpublished thesis of Spinoula 2000.
The study restricts itself to animal similes, and has the aim, at least, of divulging ‘Quintus’ creativity in his
technique of synthesising and arranging animal-similes’ (2000.226). Kochly 1850.1xxxi-ii devotes a small
section of his prolegomenon to similes. Niemeyer 1883-4 provides non-expository statistics of the poem’s
similes. Excepting brief mentions in studies of the poem before 1950 (see especially Paschal 1904.38-40),
Vian is the first to devote two specific studies to similes in Quintus (1954, which is helpful for its
Quellenforschung but lacks a literary-critical focus, and 2000, which lists echoes and imitations of
Apollonius in Quintus’ similes). James & Lee 2000.19-20 and James 2004.xxv-vi contain brief discussion.
Vian (1963, 1966, and 1969) is annotated throughout with notes on possible Homeric models for the
similes.
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In reflection of the overall aim of this thesis, this chapter will deal with specific examples
of the similes” Homeric intertextuality that activate meaning in the Posthomeric text (how
Quintus imitates Homer) and, conversely, differences from Homer in the similes’
function (how Quintus differs from Homer). I will discuss a typical effect of similes in
epic poetry — characterisation. I will highlight the role of two particular similes in
characterising Neoptolemus, a hero who occupies the central personal role in the poem.
The Posthomerica exhibits a concern for embedding narratological directions in
similes, for structure and connection between similes, in a way that is particularly non-
Homeric. The very first simile of the poem behaves as a chronological marker of the
belated position of the Posthomerica, a post-Homeric poem. It motivates narrative that
looks back to the Iliad, and that also anticipates the action of the Posthomerica. With the
arrival of Penthesileia Quintus constructs a chain of similes that are inter-motivated and
interwoven with each other. The effect on the on-looking Trojans of Penthesileia’s arrival
is subject to a series of similes that all share similar subject matter that modifies
incrementally according to the changed status in the narrative, and according to details in
each preceding simile. Quintus may saturate his poem with similes, arguably to be
Homeric, but these similes exhibit non-Homeric behaviour. We read Quintus striving to

be Homeric, but also striving to be non-Homeric.
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Chapter 1 Similes in the Posthomerica: An OQverview

We sometimes have a feeling as if [Quintus] must have proceeded on the principle that if
only he puts enough similes into a passage that his narrative will be properly impressive
and he need not worry about other things.

Combellack 1968.17

I begin my study of the Posthomerica’s similes with definitions of the poetic device that
is simile. Then I move onto statistics: how many similes are in the Posthomerica, and
how does this figure compare with simile-incidence in Quintus’ epic predecessors? I will
show which characters in the poem are most compared in similes, where the poem’s
similes occur, and how the subject matter of the similes varies from context to context. It
is important to present this evidence; less because it has not hitherto been presented in
other studies on the Posthomerica, but more because the statistics themselves can tell the
reader something about the poetological aims of Quintus in relation to Homer: why does
he construct so many similes, and how and where does he use them?

Similes have a central place in the Posthomerica’s poetic composition: Quintus
did not randomly fill his poem with similes simply in order to seem Homeric.”” Each
simile is posited for maximum effect in terms of its context, in terms of its place within
the structure of the poem itself, and in relation to the simile’s own intertextuality and
what that intertextuality brings to the simile’s narrative sedes. Quintus is both scholar and
poet, as his use of Homeric intertexts illustrates in the construction of similes.®® He reads
Homer in Quintean ways, just as we interpret this very reading in our own reading of
Quintus’ similes.

Interpretation of the nature and function of similes begins with Aristotle (Rhetoric

3.11.11-13). He is the first to come up with definitions that resemble the modern idea of a

poetic simile. He states that a simile (eikwV) is a type of metaphor, where one thing is

% On this type of verdict, cf. especially Keydell 1963.1295.

% T am implying that Quintus fits into the category of scholar-poet just as much as Apollonius does; cf. the
comments of James & Lee 2000.viii, where they suggest that Quintus manipulates the Homeric texts in a
more sustained and manipulative way than Apollonius.
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likened to another.®’ In Alexandria, Homeric similes are given their first extant critical
exegesis. The scholia to the Homeric poems, an amalgamation of critical notes and
exegesis of the text, beginning in Alexandria and typified by Aristarchus, and ending in
Byzantine times and summarised by Eustathius,”® provide the modern reader with an
insight into the ancient interpretation of the Homeric simile.” Tt is difficult to ascertain
with any precision the date and authorship of the scholia, and it seems that the influences
of Late Antique rhetorical schools and Imperial philosophies formed as accretions to the
original writings of the Alexandrian scholars.”’ In many cases, the function allotted to
Homeric similes by the scholia transfers to the Posthomeric similes that derive their
intertextuality from the very same Homeric similes discussed by the scholia. Quintus was
both a careful reader of Homeric similes, and also aware of the manifold functions
possible for them.

While the ancient material on similes is relatively scant, modern scholarship on
epic similes is immense.”' From among this mass of information, it seems there is now a
general consensus that each simile must be interrogated in terms of its specific narrative
context and content, and that it is more difficult to classify the function of all Homeric

.. . 72 . . ..
similes under the same headings.”” What has become clear is that Homeric similes can

%7 See McCall 1969.24-56 for discussion of Aristotle on similes and comparison.

%8 Cf. Snipes 1988.200: ‘The “exegetical” scholia are basically Alexandrian in origin, but they have been
constantly revised and expanded during antiquity and the Byzantine period.’

% ¢f. N.J. Richardson 1980.265: ‘The Homeric Scholia are not the most obvious source for literary
criticism in the modern sense. And yet if one takes the trouble to read through them, one will find many
valuable observations about poetic technique and poetic qualities.’

" Cf. Snipes 1988.209: ‘However, much of the terminology employed in the comments on the similes, and
the nature of many of the comments themselves, are often so analogous to the vocabulary and comments of
the later rhetorical treatises that it seems impossible not to associate much of this material with the critics of
late antiquity.” As it survives, whether originally Alexandrian or not, the ancient testimony on similes
informs us (via Eustathius) that there were four functions for similes: av&noic, évaoyela, oadrvela,
and mtowkiAia (Eustathius 176.20ff.; 253.26ff.; and 1065.29ff: edition of van der Valk 1971). According to
Snipes 1988.208-9, these terms can be translated (respectively) as ‘to supply details and to amplify the
narrative’, ‘to make it more vivid or actual’, ‘to make it clear’, and ‘to vary the monotony’. k6OHOG was
also included as a function of the Homeric simile, an adornment that tended to digression. Cf. also Edwards
1991.38 on these terms.

"' The best summary of this scholarship is Edwards 1991.24-41, and for bibliography, Edwards
1991.24n28.

2 Cf. Coffey 1957.132: ‘It is often impossible to state the whole of the function of the similes in terms of
one single function.” Frinkel 1997.105 states that it is impossible to classify the infinite number of types of
effect in similes. On attempts to ascribe classifications to similes, c¢f. Coffey 1957.118, and the summary of
Edwards 1991.38-9.
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have multiple correspondences with their surrounding narrative,”” that similes elicit an
emotional response at the reader’s level,”* and among many other functions, prolong
tension and draw specific emphasis upon a point in a narrative that would otherwise be
un-highlighted.75 The subject matter of the similes is generally drawn from the world of
the poet, recognisable to the reader, and which thus momentarily ‘unites narrator and
audience in their world, not that of the heroes.”’®

The above is only a very cursory summary of scholarship ancient and modern on
the Homeric similes. How does such scholarship affect our reading of similes in the
Posthomerica? We cannot positively assign such interpretative views to Quintus, but it is
useful to apply these theories on function to the similes of the Posthomerica, to ascertain
just how closely he imitated the Homeric similes in their function.”” This scholarship,
ancient and modern, will form at least a background to much of my discussion on similes.

If we assess the volume of similes in the Posthomerica, we find that Quintus
surpasses Homer. There are 305 similes in the Posthomerica, that is, 226 long similes,
and 79 short similes.”® Of the amount of text taken up by similes, that is, the simile and
the closely associated narrative before and after it, 1050 lines of the Posthomerica, out of
a total of 8772 lines, are taken up by simile text (11.96%). If we compare the Illiad, Lee
finds 197 long, and 153 short, similes.”” As an epic approximately half the length of the

7 See Edwards 1991.30-4 for succinct and convincing discussion of the multiple and function-bearing
correspondences between simile and narrative in Homeric similes. He builds on the work laid down in
detail by Frinkel 1997.111-13. Contrast D.A. West 1969.40.

™ This is something that Friinkel was the first to argue for at length — see Friinkel 1997.103-4. Contrast the
now outdated views of Bowra 1930.116 and 127.

75 Edwards 1991.39 summarises the function of the Homeric simile: ‘In sum, we can say that a simile
produces a pause in the action, prolongs the tension, and draws the audience’s attention to an important
point. Like the expansion of a type-scene, it adds colour and a new dimension to whatever is the focus of
attention.” Much of this summary by Edwards echoes the comments in the scholia: cf. Snipes 1988.209-18.

76 Edwards 1991.39; ¢f. Frinkel 1997.110.

" *Similes are a narrative mode which Homer bequeathed to all subsequent epic poets’ Hunter 1993.129.
Reading of these similes was also a matter of inheritance on the part of each new epic poet.

78 James 2004.xxvi is the only other to offer a figure for similes in the poem: he finds 222 long similes in
the Posthomerica. By short similes, as opposed to long similes, I mean those that lack a conjugated verb
after the particle of comparison (cf. Edwards 1991.25); they occur in the Posthomerica at 1.222, 277, 345,
352, 513; 2.207, 212-13, 522-3, 623-4; 3.177, 264-5, 276, 369-70, 497, 556-7; 4.196, 260, 337, 513; 5.119,
188, 404; 6.131-2, 152, 197, 294, 353, 368, 410, 477, 606; 7.346, 387-8, 433-4, 446, 516, 560, 567, 596,
645, 653, 695; 8.184, 197-8, 237-8, 363, 364, 371; 9.77, 159, 253, 295; 10.101, 247, 248, 434, 440; 11.132-
3, 163, 224, 265, 300, 368, 374-5, 464-5; 12.150, 187, 202, 365, 504, 538; 13.156-7; and 14.223, 271, 465,
473, 525, 550, 555, and 600.

" Lee 1964.3-4. Edwards 1991.24 summarises the statistics for similes in the Iliad found by scholars.
Bonnafé 1983.82 writes that 7.2% of the Iliad’s total of 15693 verses is made up of simile text (1128 lines).
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Iliad,80 the Posthomerica has 29 more long similes than the Iliad. This in itself is not
insignificant. Quintus’ exertions to construct a (hyper-) Homeric text have produced,
arguably, a concentration of similes that outdoes Homer. If similes are inherently
Homeric, and inherently epic, then the Posthomerica is very Homeric, and very epic: in
this respect, Quintus perhaps achieves his aim.®!

I would also, however, take into account the literary culture of which Quintus was
a part. Oppian, for example, a close literary predecessor of Quintus, also has a strong
concentration of similes in his text.%? It seems that a large volume of similes was not an
unusual feature of Imperial Greek hexameter poetry. Elsewhere in the Posthomerica,
Quintus exhibits tendencies of poetic extremism. For example, instead of having one
extended ecphrasis, like Homer, Quintus has three, including two Shield descriptions of
equal length.*> 10% of the Posthomerica’s vocabulary consists of Homeric hapax
legomena.® Quintus picks items of Homer’s epic apparatus, imitates them, and emulates
them by increasing the frequency of the Homericisms. Roberts, in his study of the nature
of aesthetics and poetics in Late Antiquity, analyses and accounts for the tendency for the
baroque in Latin literature. He rightly states that the critic should not attempt to impose a
classical, standardized, template onto the Late Antique aesthetic.®® It is useful to transfer
some of his findings to Greek literature of the Imperial period. Quintus presents
sometimes an extreme version of Homer. This should by no means be taken as something

negative. Quintus is exhibiting some of the extreme traits that his literary period

*0 James & Lee 2000.1.

81 ¢f. Schmitz 2007.65: ‘No Greek poet provoked comparison with Homer more blatantly than Quintus of
Smyrna did.’

82 Cf. James 2004.xxv-vi: ‘[Quintus] seems to have been influenced by the recent example of Oppian,
whose didactic epic the Haleutika has a simile frequency of one every 36.9 lines.” Apollonius, on the other
hand, has 82 extended similes in the Argonautica, on average 1 simile for every 71 lines (so Carspecken
1952.61).

% Cf. Baumbach 2007.108, who states that both ecphraseis (each 95 lines long — the Shield of Achilles at
Posthomerica 5.6-101, and the Shield of Eurypylus at Posthomerica 6.198-293) are in an ‘innerepischen
Dialog’. The other extended ecphrasis in the Posthomerica is the description of the baldric and quiver of
Philoctetes (Posthomerica 10.180-204).

% So Bir 2007.22, following Appel 1994a.

% Roberts 1989.4: “The critic should learn to appreciate the novelties and transformations of Late Antiquity
in the terms of the culture and aesthetic of that period.” Contrast Mansur 1940.57: ‘Quintus wrote at a time
when literature was detached from the realities of life.” Said & Trédé 1999.137 identify a new aesthetic of
style in the Posthomerica.
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displayed, as well as an emulous attempt for identification as (a new) Homer.*® Hence,
Quintus outdoes Homer in the volume of extended similes in his epic, because of his
concern to imitate and emulate Homer, and also because of the inherent aesthetics of his
literary culture. Also, in a sense, the Posthomerica, through its extensive use of
(“Homeric”) similes, behaves as a simile of Homer. That a Homeric-imitative text is
filled with similes suggests that similes were a vital element in Homer, to the constructer
of the imitating text. We compare Homer and Homeric similes because of these
Posthomeric similes — the similes refract upon the Posthomeric and Homeric poetics, and
in a sense our readerly interaction between text and imitated text constructs the
Posthomeric similes as (a) mirror(s) of Homeric similes.

I will now summarise some of my other findings for similes in the Posthomerica.
Similes have a sometimes dramatic effect on characterisation, especially when the
intertextuality of such similes is taken into account. It is useful, therefore, to ascertain
who is compared most in the poem’s similes. Neoptolemus, despite entering the epic as
late as Posthomerica 7, has 23 long similes applied to him.*” This pre-dominance of
similes connected with him matches the emphasis put on his character as a second
Achilles and his idealisation as the hero of the epic, as discussed below; it is also the case
that his prominence in the narrative naturally means that he will be compared in similes
more frequently than others. Only Ajax attains a higher simile tally (24 long similes),*®
despite the fact that he dies at the end of Book 5. After the death of Achilles, Ajax has a
prominent place in the narrative as the next best hero.*” Similarly, Achilles, who features

as a living hero in the Posthomerica only as far as Book 3, is compared in 18 similes.” It

% See Bir 2007 on Quintus as a new Homer. Cf. Nonnus Dionysiaca 25.265, where Nonnus calls Homer
his father (- see the brief comments of Hopkinson 1994b.122). On the hyper-Homeric nature of the poetry,
see Vian 1963.xli, who states that Quintus derives 80% of his vocabulary from Homer. A poem’s poetic
value should not be dismissed because of its date: similarly, the Posthomerica should not be dismissed for
its hyper-Homeric style and diction as well as (or, because of) its date.

87 At Posthomerica 7.317-26, 330-8, 359-65, 455-63, 464-73, 569-77, 586-93, 637-41, 715-22; 8.28-33, 40-
5, 89-92, 167-70, 175-81, 222-7, 230-3, 331-6, 338-40; 9.198-202, 218-222, 270-3; 11.228-34; and 13.240-
2.

88 1.512-21, 524-8, 572; 3.221-7, 267-8, 270-4, 293-5; 4.220-4, 237-46, 248-9, 439-42; and 5.131-3, 364-
70, 371-9, 380-5, 386-90, 406-7, 408-11, 433-8, 461-2, 484-5, 493-7, and 641-51 (a double simile).

¥ Cf. JTames 2004.245-7

%1.5-7,512-21, 524-8, 596-7, 613-21 (a double simile); 2.208-11, 230-4; 3.63-6, 142-8, 170-4, 181-5, 201-
5,392-9, 414-17, 419-21, 508-13; and 4.423-31.
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is apparent that Quintus concentrates most similes in connection with the most prominent
heroes.”!

A.S. Way provides detailed (although incomplete) lists of similes in the
Posthomerica under headings of subject matter.”” It is not necessary to replicate this
process. Instead, I would classify the similes in the Posthomerica under four very broad
categories:93 similes with animals, or hunters and animals, as subject matter;94 elemental
similes, that is, similes related to celestial elements, the sea, trees and plants, and Crops;95
mythological similes, that is, similes that have myths or gods as their subject matter;”®
and I would then classify all other similes together that do not fit into these broad
categories.”’ Posthomerica 1 contains the most number of similes (35 long similes, and 5
short similes). However, this is not the highest concentration in the poem. Posthomerica
7, which is 96 lines shorter than Posthomerica 1, has 18 long similes and 11 short similes,
which, including the narrative text that introduces and concludes the similes, is 17.71% of

the book, unlike Book 1, which has 16.63% as simile text.”® Posthomerica 8, with 22

long similes and 6 short, has 19.24% as simile text (the highest concentration), and

°! The three key Trojan allies also have many similes applied to them. See Table 1, Chapter 4, for the
similes applied to Penthesileia (there are 21 in total, for a character who features only in Posthomerica 1).
Memnon, who features in Posthomerica 2, is compared in 9 long similes: 2.103-6, 248-51, 282-7, 298-300,
345-54, 371-8, 379-87, and 575-82. Eurypylus is compared in 10 long similes: 6.125-8, 377-82, 395-9;
7.107-9, 115-22, 530-4; and 8.130-3, 167-70, 175-81, and 204-7.

2 Way 1913.627-8.

% In the lists that I provide, I do not include the similes of Book 1, since these are summarised in Table 1,
below. Some of the similes overlap into two categories. I include only long similes.

94 2.196-200, 248-51, 282-7, 298-300, 330-6, 371-8, 379-87, 471-80, 575-82; 3.142-8, 170-4, 181-5, 201-5,
221-7, 267-8, 270-4, 353-7, 358-65, 589-91; 4.220-4, 237-46; 5.298-300, 371-9, 406-7, 433-8, 493-7,
6.107-13, 125-8, 324-7, 341-8, 395-9, 532-7, 611-12; 7.132-41, 257-61, 317-26, 330-8, 464-73, 486-92,
504-11, 569-77, 715-22; 8.40-5, 175-81, 268-71, 331-6, 372-5, 387-92, 405-7; 9.172-9, 364-70; 10.114-17,
242-5, 441-6; 11.74-8, 110-17, 146-51, 170-9, 207-15, 217-18, 383, 476, 483-5; 12.489-96, 530-4, 580-4;
13.44-9, 55-8, 68-70, 70-75, 104-8, 127-30, 133-41, 258-66; and 14.33-7, 89-92, 258-61, and 317-19.
%2.103-6, 193-5, 208-11, 217-18, 220-7, 345-54, 379-87, 471-80, 533-4, 535-7; 3.63-6, 279-81, 293-5,
325-8, 375-81, 508-13, 577-81; 4.78-81, 248-9, 349-53, 423-31, 439-42, 518-21, 552-7; 5.131-3, 364-70,
386-90, 408-11, 461-2; 6.330-5, 377-82; 7.115-22, 229-31, 530-4, 545-52, 569-77, 586-93; 8.49-53, 59-67,
69-74, 89-92, 130-3, 167-70, 204-7, 222-7, 230-3, 278-83, 338-40, 361-5, 379-85, 414-19; 9.70-2, 162-7,
235, 240-5, 270-3, 378-83, 451-8, 473-8; 10.66-72, 170-7, 248-51, 415-22; 11.122-6, 156-60, 228-34, 308-
15, 377-8, 396-9, 401-5; 12.409-10, 428-34; 13.240-2, 309-16, 395-8, 480-7, 488-93; and 14.5-10, 63-7,
75-81, 175-8, 207-8, and 457-8.

% Listed in Section 3, Chapter 10, in connection with the Helen-Aphrodite simile.

912.230-4; 3.63-6, 414-17; 5.380-5, 503-7; 7.530-4, 637-41; 8.278-83, 331-6; 9.162-7, 198-202; 10.277-82;
11.362-6; 13.535-43; and 14.263-9. Most of the similes of this last category bear least resemblance in their
subject matter to Homeric similes.

% Book 7 centres on the entry of Neoptolemus into the story, the character that has one of highest number
of similes allotted to him.
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Posthomerica 11 has 18.163% as simile text (27 similes, including 8 short similes).99 The
high concentration of similes in these books can be accounted for by their focus on battle
narrative — Book 8 involves one of the centrepieces of the battle narrative of the
Posthomerica, between Eurypylus and Neoptolemus. It is clear, then, that the
Posthomerica follows the Iliad in having most of its similes clustered around battle
narrative.'®

I have given a general outline of similes in the Posthomerica, by presenting
statistics for the subject matter, placement, and concentration of similes, and by
comparing Homeric practice, where appropriate. Quintus emulates Homer with the sheer

number of similes in the Posthomerica. 1 turn now to analyse the function of similes in

the poem, against a background of Homeric intertextuality.

% The other books have the following concentration of similes: Book 2 — 13.068% (24 similes, including 4
short similes); Book 3 — 11.03% (26 similes, including 6 short similes); Book 4 — 7.058% (14 similes,
including 4 short similes); Book 5 — 9.04% (18 similes, including 3 short similes); Book 6 — 7.526% (18
similes, including 9 short similes); Book 9 — 10.62% (17 similes, including 4 short similes); Book 10 —
9.2% (16 similes, including 7 short similes); Book 12 — 4.957% (11 similes, including 6 short similes);
Book 13 — 12.765% (15 similes, including 1 short simile); and Book 14 — 9.878% (22 similes, including 8
short similes).

190" ¢f. Moulton 1977.50: ‘An outstanding characteristic of the similes in the Iliad is their concentration in
battle contexts. Over three-fourths of the developed comparisons occur in scenes of fighting.’
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Chapter 2 Comparing Neoptolemus: Flies in the Face of (Poetic)

Tradition

The normal aim of the simile is to compare one single aspect and no more.

Bowra 1930.127

This study of the Posthomerica’s similes now moves onto function: what meaning is
constructed in the narrative through use of similes, and what does our knowledge of
Homer do to this function and meaning of the similes? I begin with a focus on
characterisation, and, in particular, with a simile that is strongly Iliadic in its
intertextuality: Posthomerica 8.331-5. In this simile, Neoptolemus, killing Trojans in the
battlefield with ease, is compared to a child swatting flies that buzz around a milk-pail. I
have chosen this particular passage in Book 8 (Posthomerica 8.329-40) for its clear
Iliadic heritage and compatibility with discussion of the function of Homeric similes
outlined above, but most of all for its vivid characterisation of Neoptolemus. While
similes in their own right can contribute to characterisation, the intertextuality of the
Posthomerica’s similes brings features to a character’s personality inherited from earlier
texts.'”" In this way, the reader rereads Homeric similes through the reactivation of them
in Quintean similes. Then, because of this Homeric (and Posthomeric) intertextuality, a
uni-dimensional reading of the Posthomerica’s similes (a non-intertextual reading)
becomes multi-dimensional and multi-directional, and strands of earlier texts accumulate
to build a more extensive picture produced primarily by the Posthomerica’s similes in
their own right.

In addition to this focus on the dynamic of intertextuality, I will use the simile at
Posthomerica 8.329-40 to illustrate that the similes in the Posthomerica exhibit non-
Homeric, Alexandrian traits in their composition. Thus, Quintus uses Homer for
construction of meaning, through the reader’s poetic memory, but also weaves later
poetic influences into the fabric of the text. Quintus’ position as a late reader of Homer is

exposed.

1% On characterisation through similes in the Homeric poems, see Moulton 1977.88-116.
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At Posthomerica 8.329-40, Neoptolemus is compared to a child that swats flies,
and to a mountain peak that withstands the buffeting of strong winds.

AAA” ovx via poOPnoev AxiAAéog: AN 6 ye pipvewv

paovato Oagoaréws, Emid’ Exktavev AAAOV € dAAQ: (330)
0c & 6te 1 poinot mept YAayog éQxopévnot

Xeloa eQLEEPn) KoDEOG VEog, al O’ VO TMANYT

TTOT dapvapeval oxedov dyyeos AAA0Oev dAAaL

Ouuov dnomvelovot, maig O érutégmeTal €Qyw:

¢ aoot daldLHog VIOG apetAlictov AxIANog (335)
YNOeev audl vékvoot Kat ook aAéyilev Apnog

Towoliv apvvovtog, étivuto & aAAoBev dAAov

Aaob énaiooovtog, 6Tws avépoto BvéAAag

pipvel émecovpévag 60eog HEYAAOLO KOAWVN:

WG &t pivev ATEeOTOC. (340)

But Ares did not put to flight the son of Achilles. Instead, Neoptolemus remained and fought
bravely, and killed one Trojan after another. As when a young boy swishes his hand over flies that
are swarming over milk, and stunned dead by his light swat lie expiring near the pail on both sides,
and the boy takes delight in his game. So then the brilliant son of merciless Achilles exulted over
the corpses. And he did not care for blameless Ares who moved among the Trojan ranks, but
punished one after another of the army assailing him. Just as a peak of a great mountain withstands
the buffeting gales of wind, so Neoptolemus remained firm, unafraid.

Previous to this passage, Ares has joined the battle to help the Trojans (8.239-40), and by
crying out in battle, has given strength to the Trojans, and put the Greeks to flight (8.326-
8). Only Neoptolemus remains unafraid, and carries on his slaughter of the Trojans
(8.329-30). Then, in this passage, he (Neoptolemus) is compared to a young boy who
swats flies that swarm around a milk-pail, and who takes delight in the task (331—6);102
and then he is compared to a mountain peak that withstands the buffeting of the wind
(338-40). Both similes are motivated by the same narrative detail (Neoptolemus does not
flee but remains killing one Trojan after another — 330, 337), and both similes emphasise
Neoptolemus’ conduct in battle. However, each simile brings out different characteristics
in Neoptolemus, and also affects the reader’s emotions differently.

First though, what does examination of the similes’ relationship with the

surrounding narrative tell the reader about Quintus’ methods of simile construction? Each

192 Spinoula 2000.104-9 also discusses this simile. The word I translate as ‘swishes’ is meQLEEiy), a hapax
legomenon whose exact sense is difficult to bring out.
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simile has mannered parallelism with the main narrative. > The first involves explicit

correspondences between the boy in the simile and Neoptolemus in the narrative. Tig
(331), kovEog véog (332) and Tdic (334) have as their narrative correspondences via. .
. AxtAA€og (329) and Paidipog viog apediktov AxiAnog (335). Implied by the
youth of the boy in the simile (kovQog véog 332) is the youthfulness of Neoptolemus.
Other explicit correspondences include the main point of comparison with the main
narrative — the fact that Neoptolemus kills Trojans one after another: dAA0Oev dAAaL /
Quuov dmomtveiovot (333-4) has as its parallel in the narrative éktavev aAAov €U
AAAw (330). The narrative resumes at 335-6 with another explicit correspondence with
the simile, a detail which motivates the resumption of the narrative: mdig
érutéometat €Qyw (334) is echoed by yriOeev dudt vékvoot (336). It is possible,
further, to characterise narrative details implicit in the simile. The flies (pvinot 331) that
swarm around the milk suggest the sheer number of the Trojans and their relentless
assault.'™ The fact that they are swatted so easily by the boy in the simile (O7t0 AN Y /
tuton dapvdapevar 332-3) implies the ease with which Neoptolemus fights and kills

the Trojans — they bear no threat to him. Neoptolemus is also characterised as a brutal,
merciless killer. There is something discomfiting in the juxtaposition of the simile’s

content and the surrounding narrative: the simile’s homeliness and delicacy jars very

105

much with the martial context. The simile serves to emphasise that war to

' In my discussion of correspondences between simile and surrounding narrative, I use “explicit
correspondence” to refer to a verbal parallel or balance between simile and narrative that is obvious, and
“implicit correspondence” to a parallel that is not verbal but thematic or that can be understood by the
reader from the context. Cf. D.A. West 1969, who, in my opinion, obfuscates with his terminology his
otherwise excellent discussion of multiple correspondence similes in the Aeneid.

1% Cf. Rebelo Gongalves 1987.65: ‘As mesmas conotagdes de fiiria e nimero [contained in the idea of
flies], a que se junta a frustragdo, estdo patentes no simile dos Troianos dizimados por Neptélemo.’

195 On violent juxtaposition in the Iiad’s similes, ¢f. D.H. Porter 1972.11-21. A similar simile occurs at
Posthomerica 10.114-17 (so Vian 1966.157n1), where wasps perish before they get to taste the grapes of
the vineyard they have entered. The occurrence of &momveiovot in both similes (8.334 and 10.116) aligns
them.
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Neoptolemus is almost a game, an amusement. The Trojans (flies) are the playthings of
Neoptolemus (téig &' émitéometal #Qyw 334).'%

The first simile is motivated by the killing of the Trojans one after another (330).
The narrative then resumes post-simile with the delight of Neoptolemus (335-6),
motivated by the delight of the boy in the simile (334). The second simile is motivated by

the first: the emphasis of the second simile is on winds buffeting a mountain peak,
stimulated by line 338 — Aaov émaiooovtog. This exertion of the Trojans reflects the
swarming of the flies around the milk at line 331 (pvinot epl YA&Yog €QxOpEéVTOL).
The narrative contexts for both similes (and a detail in the first simile) also have an

emphasis on the relentless killing by Neoptolemus: éktavev aAAov " dAAw (330) is

echoed by &aAAoOev aAAat (333) in the first simile and by étivuto d” &AA0BOev dAAov
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(337) in the narrative before the second simile.””' The narrative resolution after the

second simile (pipvev &toeotog 340) picks up not only on the steadfastness of the
mountain peak that withstands the buffeting of the gales (uipvelr émecovpévag 339),
but also echoes the narrative that precedes the first simile — &AA” 6 ye pipvov /
udovato OapoaAéwg (329-30). The two similes are delicately linked together, and the

whole simile sequence is rounded off by ring composition. Quintus has a mannered

concern for structure and parallelism between simile and narrative, and between similes
. 108

that occur successively.

The second simile of the passage is also imbedded in the narrative through

correspondence. As mentioned, there is an explicit correspondence between 339 pipvet

énteoovpévag and 340 pipvev atpeotog. The gales of wind (&vépolo OvéAAag 338)

196 The milk (YAdyog 331) and the milk-pail (&yyeog 333) fit more exclusively with the details of the

simile than have relevance for the narrative, since what attracts the Trojans in the narrative is Neoptolemus
himself.

"7 Neoptolemus’ lack of fear of Ares is also narrated before each simile (GAA oUX via Ppopnoev
Ax1AA£0g 329 and ovk dA€yIlev Agnog / Towotv apvvovtog 336-7). According to Vian 1966.157n2,
étivuto is corrupt; he quotes (ibid.) M.L. West’s conjecture mtotdéxvuto. I would prefer a verb whose
meaning comes closer to the paralleled émtéktavev at 8.330.

198 ¢f. James 2004.xxvi on ‘Quintus’ liking for clusters of accumulations, of similes’. Cf. Moulton 1977.19
on the importance of ‘verbal repetition of certain key motifs’ functioning ‘to connect the members of the
sequence’.
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that buffet (étecovpévag 339) the mountain top echo the onslaught of the Trojans
(Aaov émaiooovtog 338). There is also an implicit correspondence between the peak of

the great mountain (0Qeog peydAowo koAwvr 339) and the strength and stature of

Neoptolemus, which thus serves as a contrast to the first simile, in which Neoptolemus is
compared to a young boy.

I have illustrated that this pair of similes is inlaid with echoes and parallels both
with the surrounding narrative, and with each other.'” T would argue, on the basis of
these two similes, that the similes in the Posthomerica have a greater concern for
correspondence with the main narrative than is apparent in Homeric similes, and that, in
function, more so than in subject matter, they exhibit Alexandrian qualities. I do not
suggest that Homeric similes do not have multiple correspondences with the narrative.''
However, there is more of a general tendency in Homeric similes, than in similes in later
epic, for digression beyond the initial point of comparison.''' In Apollonius, by way of
contrast, it has been argued that similes ‘show overt multiple correspondences with what
they illustrate in a way which may seem non-Homeric’.'"? Quintus, in his position as a
Late Antique poet, well-versed in the Classical Canon that precedes him, receives Homer
through Alexandria.'” An Alexandrian reception and reworking of Homer, as
exemplified by Apollonius, is similarly evident in the mechanics of the Posthomerica’s
similes. Mannered parallelism in the similes of Quintus reflects the nature of Late

Antique poetics, as evident, for example, in the similes of Oppian.114

1% On simile clusters in the Iliad, see especially Edwards 1991.39-40.

10 Gee the cogent discussion by Edwards 1991.30-41, and note his statement at 1991.41: ‘In all cases, the
interaction of simile and narrative is complex and rewards the listener / reader’s closest attention.” As
Friankel 1997.111 correctly states, however, each simile has to be judged separately in its own right, given
that no strict system can be applied to all of Homer’s similes. For views of Homeric similes as purely
ornamental, ¢f. Bowra 1930.123-5 and Knight 1995.17-18.

" Cf. Edwards 1991.31: ‘One often feels, especially with similes that begin with cog (d') ére. . . that the
poet is drawing a general illustrative picture rather than making a direct comparison between one item and
another.’

2 S0 Hunter 1993.129, who also states (ibid.) that ‘it may indeed be the use to which the simile is put,
rather than the simile itself, which is most distinctive of the Hellenistic epic’. Cf. Nimis 1987.108: ‘The
increased use of spatial-temporal organization is an index of the increased focalization and schematization
of phenomena which distinguishes the Hellenistic world from that of Homer.’

3 0n the readership in the Second Sophistic, ¢f. Swain 1996.33-4. It is, of course, difficult to ascertain
exactly what was entailed in writing for such an audience, but ¢f. Vian 1959.passim on the encompassing
erudition of Quintus.

14 See, e.g., Hopkinson 1994b.189 on Haleutica 1.463-9.
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Despite their interconnection, both similes have differing functional emphases.
The first brings out a strong emotional response in the reader.'"> The pathetic picture of
flies breathing out their last fatal gasps evokes sympathy in the reader for the Trojans.'"®
As mentioned above, the simile also paints a picture of Neoptolemus as cruel and
merciless, despite the peaceful and bucolic world depicted in the simile.''” We, as
readers, can feel disgusted with the belittling of the Trojans in the simile, and impressed
by the prowess of Neoptolemus. The simile also illuminates details in the narrative — flies
connote a multitude and incessant activity, but also insignificance and worthlessness.''®
The poet, through the simile, shows how the Trojans are grouped in combat against
Neoptolemus, and demonstrates just how easily Achilles’ son killed them.

The second simile of the sequence aims more at illuminating the narrative rather
than achieving an emotional reader-response.''® The Trojans are compared to gales of
wind, while Neoptolemus is compared to a mountain peak. Neither of these images
reflects human ideas, but rather elemental forces designed to emphasise the force of the
Trojan attack, and the strength and resistance of Neoptolemus. Both similes together
achieve maximal force in both illumination of the narrative — we have a better idea of the
manner in which Neoptolemus killed and withstood the Trojans, and the manner in which
the Trojans together attacked Neoptolemus, and in involvement of the reader’s emotions
— we as readers recognise the homely picture of a boy swatting flies as they swarm over
milk, but feel shocked at the image’s incongruity with the battle narrative and the
pleasure and effortlessness with which the boy in the simile (corresponding to

Neoptolemus) swats the flies (Trojans).

15 The simile thus fits Friinkel’s definition of the Homeric simile (Friankel 1997.103), namely that the chief

design of a simile is to elicit an emotional reader-response.

16 The expression (8.334) Ovpov dmomvelovot resembles a similar combination used at 14.540, of the
shipwrecked Achaeans gasping out their life. Other parallels in the main narrative include Trojans dying in
the sack of Troy (13.90) and an expression at 13.124, of babies dying, that combines 8.333 and 334: &AAoL
0" aud” dAAooy amémnveov.

"7 Cf. Spinoula 2000.108 on Neoptolemus finding ‘playfulness and delight precisely in destruction’.

18 Of course, the Trojans are not like flies in the strongest sense of the word like. Cf. Hunter 1993.130:
‘every assertion of likeness implies also unlikeness, and this is what the epic simile always struggles to
control.” There are two fly similes in Oppian, but in dissimilar contexts to this one (Haleutica 2.446,
2.450). For these, cf. Spinoula 2000.105.

"9 The chief function for similes argued for by Bowra 1930.116. This simile can elicit an emotional
response but what I am arguing here is that it is not the chief effect of the simile.
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On the basis of this pair, it is clear that the Posthomerica’s similes have overt
multiple correspondence with the surrounding narrative in ways not traditionally
associated with Homeric similes, but that they function in similar ways to the Homeric
similes.'* T now want to turn to the effect intertextuality has on our reading: first, I wish
to draw attention to passages in the Posthomerica itself that refract upon the pair of

similes. At 3.263-5, Ajax compares the Trojans to flies that flit about the corpse of
Achilles: puing ovtwavnow éowdteg alocovowy / audt vékvv  AxiAnog
o’cpl')povog.m This passage is particularly relevant as it draws together the situations of

Neoptolemus in Book 8 and the (dead) Achilles in Book 3, and alerts the reader to the

differences. In both passages the Trojans are compared to flies, but in Neoptolemus’ case,

he, unlike his father who is the corpse (vékuv AxiAnog 3.265), is alive and rejoices over

the corpses around him (y1)0eev audt vékvoot 8.336). Son here emulates father, and
the simile spoken by the primary narrator here in Book 8 reflects back upon the simile in
the words of Ajax in Book 3. Whereas the corpse of Achilles is what attracts the Trojans
in that situation, here in Book 8 Neoptolemus easily dispatches those intent on bestowing
a fate on him similar to that of his father.

The second simile of the pair echoes a thematically and verbally similar passage

at 8.167-70.'* There, Eurypylus throws a rock against Neoptolemus’ shield, but
Neoptolemus stands firm like an immense headland on a great mountain (&te TMEWV
eloTrKeL AmelpLTog oVEEL pakE@ 8.167) that withstands the force of rivers all coming
together (TOov O0a dUMETEWV TMOTAUWV HEVOS OVY dua maviwv / a woat

dovatat, 6 yao Eumedov £opilwrat 8.168-9).'%

The most significant verbal parallel
is the narrative resolution after the simile (8.170): ¢ pévev atoopog aiev AxiAA€og

Opoirog vide. The first three words closely resemble g doot Hipvev dtQeoTog at

120 ¢f. Paschal 1904.39 on Quintus’ artificial striving for explicit correspondence between simile and

narrative.

121 See the brief note by James 2004.284 on this passage.

22 Vian 1966.151n1 makes the parallel, where he writes that the image is a recurrent one in the
Posthomerica (he compares 2.522-3, 5.461-2, 8.197-8, and 12.365-6). He also lists some Homeric
antecedents (II. 15.618-21, 16.434-5, and 16.747-51). For the phraseology in the second simile, Vian
1966.218 compares Il. 12.132-4.

123 This itself echoes Posthomerica 2.401-4, where Memnon throws a rock against Achilles’ shield to no
avail.
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8.340. The parallel serves to replay the battle narrative where Neoptolemus successfully
withstood the onslaught of the Trojans’ great warrior, and to underscore the invincibility
of Neoptolemus. Also, the adjective used of Neoptolemus at 8.340, &tpeotog, is a
Quintean coinage used, in the Posthomerica, only of Neoptolemus,'** further highlighting
the unique fearlessness of the warrior in that situation.

More importantly for our purposes, the first simile of the pair (to which I now
restrict discussion) is remarkable for its conflation of these three Iliadic models: Iliad
2.469-73, 4.130-3, and 16.641-4.'"® The poet uses all three imitated passages that
construct this intertextual simile to activate its full range of meanings — the simile
demands an awareness and use of Homer. The first model, Iliad 2.469-73, refracts on the
reader’s viewing of the flies, and in particular their number, in the Posthomeric simile.

NUTE pULAWV AdWVAWV EOvea TTOAAR,

al te katd oTaO OV ToLpVT|LOV NAGOKOLO LY (470)
o &v elapvn 6te te YAAyog ayyea devel,

tooool éntt Toeoot kapn kopdwvteg Axaol

&v mediw (oTavTo dlxEEALoAL HEAWTES.

Just as the many swarms of flies buzz around, who flit about in a sheep pen in the springtime,
when the pails spill milk. Just so many long-haired Achaeans stood on the plain opposite the
Trojans, bent on destruction.

Here the Achaeans are compared to a multitude of flies that swarm about the sheepfold in
spring, when the milk pale swishes. The simile occurs in Iliad 2, after a series of similes

just before the catalogue of ships. The key point of comparison in the simile is the

number of flies and the number of the Achaeans: éBvea TOAAG (469) is echoed by

TO000L. . . Axalol (472)."%° There are clear indicators of the presence of this intertext in
the Posthomeric simile.'?” Both similes contain similar ideas: they describe a multitude of
flies swarming about a milk pail. The intertext adds to the idea of “number” in the

Posthomeric simile, and lends the idea too of the courage of the Trojans, since the

124 The other occurrence is at Posthomerica 7.568, in another battle narrative.

123 S0 Vian 1966.157, who also compares Argonautica 4.1453-5.

126 Cf. Moulton 1977.30, who writes that there is a clear ‘motif of multitudinousness’. Cf. also Kirk
1985.165.

"7 Verbally, pinot (Posthomerica 8.331) echoes uutdwv (Iliad 4.469), YAdyog (8.331) echoes yAd&yog
(1. 4.471), and d&ryyeog (8.333) echoes dyyea (Il. 4.471).
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Achaeans in the Iliadic simile, who are compared to flies, are eager for battle:
dixpoatoat pepawrtes (4.273). Thus, the status of the Trojans is lifted from their
apparent diminutive and insignificant stature, to something nobler and more worthy of the
battlefield.'*

The second Iliadic intertext, 4.127-34, brings a different dimension to the simile
in the Posthomerica.

Ovdé 0é0ev MevéAae Oeol paxoapec AeAdBovto

aBavatol, mpwtn 0¢ Alog Buydtno dyeAein,

1] ToL TEd00e otaoa BEAOG éXeTeVKES ULVEV.

1) 0& TOoOV pEV EeQYEV ATIO X000C WG OTE UNTNE (130)
nadog E€Qyn pulav 60’ Ndél Aéfetar Vv,

avt) & avt’ (Buvev 601 CwoTneog OxNeES

XovoeloL avvexoVv Kal dIAGOG fjvteto Bwoné.

Nor did the immortal gods forget you, Menelaus, but the first daughter of Zeus — the forager — she,
standing in front you, warded off the sharp-pointed dart. So much did she keep away the arrow
from his skin as when a mother keeps a fly away from a child who lies in sweet slumber. Athene
steered the arrow to where the golden fastening of Menelaus’ belt joined, and where his double
breastplate fitted together.

Menelaus, there in the Iliad, escapes the mortal danger of an arrow, when the daughter of
Zeus diverts its course, as a mother lightly brushes a fly away from a sleeping child’s
skin'*’. There are no echoes between text and imitated text other than the inclusion of a
fly or flies (Posthomerica 8.331 and Iliad 4.131), and the fact that both similes involve a
child (8.332 and /I. 4.131). In the Posthomerica, the child becomes the one swatting away
the flies, and is thus involved in a parallel with the mother (Athene) in the Iliadic passage.
By intertextual reference to the divine being in the Iliadic model, it is implied that
Neoptolemus is divine-like compared to the Trojans (the flies) that he kills. The reader
reads him as an Athene-figure, because of the parallel. Whereas Athene in the Iliadic

passage redirects an arrow (which becomes a fly in the simile) in order to protect

128 It follows, therefore, that Neoptolemus® valour is made more glorious — he is not slaying valour-less

“things”.
12 The scholion T on this passage see manifold significances in the simile for the narrative, and emphasises
the favourable disposition of Athene towards Menelaus, since she is compared, in the simile, to a mother

(T: 1) pryTno 1EOG TO eBVoLV); cf. Snipes 1988.220-1; ¢f. also Moulton 1977.93n14.
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Menelaus, Neoptolemus protects himself with the ease of a deity. The adaptation of the
model illustrates the near-invincibility of Neoptolemus.130
The third Iliadic intertext for this simile is another simile: lliad 16.641-7.

ol d’ atlel TteQL VeKQOV OpiAeov, we dte puiat

otaBu@ évi Boopéwot mepryAayéag wata mEAAG

o1 €V elapwvi), 6te Te YAdyog ayyea devet

WG Aot TOL TTEQL VEKQOV OUiAeOV, 0VDE ToTE Zelg

TRéPeV ATO KQATEQNS LOUIVIG 800e DAV, (645)
AAAX Kot avToUG atév Goa kat podleto Buuw,

TOAAQ PAA” dpdt povw IatodkAov pepunoilwv.

And they milled unceasingly about his corpse, just as when flies roar in the sheep-pen down on the
milk-pails that are full of milk in springtime, when the pails spill over. Just so they milled about
the corpse, and nor did Zeus turn his shining eyes from the fierce battle, but always he looked
down on them and pondered in his heart, considering over and over how Patroclus should meet his
death. . . (Iliad 16.641-7).

This passage is verbally very similar to II. 2.469-71, the first intertext discussed above."!
However, there are emphases in this passage from Iliad 16 that have a differing impact
upon our reading of the Posthomeric simile. The simile compares the swarm of warriors
over the corpse of Sarpedon to flies that swarm over the milk pail spilling over in
springtime. The adjective meouyAayéag (Illiad 16.642) is echoed at Posthomerica 8.331

by meQl YAdyog. As with the simile in Iliad 2, there are also verbal echoes between

YA&yog ayyea (Iliad 16.643) and YAdyog (Posthomerica 8.331) and dyyeog (8.333).
It is interesting to contrast the content and contexts of the similes.'”” In the Iliadic
passage, the soldiers swarm over the body of Sarpedon like flies. The implications of the
simile are that flies are attracted to corpses (although in the simile it is actually milk that
attracts them), just as the soldiers are to Sarpedon. The Greeks want to strip the corpse
while the Trojans want to protect it, and in their activity (it is implied) they make much
noise, since the flies in the simile roar (Boouéwot lliad 16.642)."* In the Posthomeric

passage, the Trojans are attracted to a live warrior, who exults over the corpses he makes,

30 While this may seem to some a stretching of intertextuality too far, the model, unavoidably, lends some
of its meaning, content, and context via the reader. Cf. Hutchinson 1988.116 on Apollonius.

! Note the identical lines /1. 2.471 and II. 16.643 .

132 On the death of Sarpedon in Iliad 16, see Edwards 1987.261-3

"33 The simile emphasises the multitude and eagerness of the Greeks, according to scholion T on Iliad

16.641-3: Eog 10 MANB0¢ kat 10 TEdOLUOV 1) TAQABOAT.
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rather than, as in the Iliadic simile, it being the corpse that attracts the “flies”. Thus, the
intertext points to differences: the Posthomeric passage emphasises that, while in the
context of a simile that describes flies swarming around milk the reader should expect a
corpse attracting the soldiers in the main narrative (as in the Iliad), Neoptolemus himself
stops the trend, due to his supreme heroism. Instead, he makes the “flies” the corpses.

The passage in Iliad 16, above, develops into embedded focalization, when, at

644-5, Zeus is described as watching the battle with his eyes (ovd¢é mote Zevg / toéev

ATo KEaTEQNS Vouivng 6ooe Ppaetvw). It is possible to assume that to Zeus, the

soldiers milling around the corpse of Sarpedon appear like flies, just as they are compared
in the simile by the primary narrator. This reading is given added validity by the fact that
Zeus’ seeing is described immediately post-simile (644-5). The focus of the simile has
continued into the narrative by reference to the “seeing” of Zeus.'** So whereas the
readers thought they were simply reading a simile where the soldiers are compared to
flies, the eyes of Zeus on the battle imply that he sees them as such, from his viewing-
point far off.'*> On this basis, the reader can apply to Neoptolemus the same “viewing” of
the soldiers attacking him as flies, just as Zeus, in the Iliadic passage, looked down upon
the soldiers as flies. Neoptolemus takes on a different status due to the rich Homeric
intertextuality of the simile that compares him to a boy swatting flies. Through three
Iliadic intertexts (2.469-73, 4.130-3 and 16.641-7), we, in our reading, bring the
dimension of invincibility and near-divinity to the figure of Neoptolemus.

There is one other Iliadic simile that is worth discussing in relation to the flies
simile in Posthomerica 8. It occurs at Iliad 15.361-6, where Apollo destroying the wall of
the Achaeans is compared to a child who demolishes a sandcastle he has made.

€oelme O telxog Axawv
oela HAA’, we Ote Tig Papabov mdis ayxt OaAaoong,
6¢ T émel ovv mow)or) abvouaTa VNTLENOLWY
a a0t oVVEXEVE TTOOLY KAt XeQotv aBvowv.
s o oV 1jie Poife MOAVV KApATOV Kal 0iCUV (365)
ovyxeag Agyelwv, avtolot d¢ Pvlav Evapoag.

13 Cf. Edwards 1991.27 on a simile motivating the narrative, post-simile. For the embedding of focalization
by the primary narrator through a character (secondary narrator) in the text, ¢f. de Jong 1997.313.

55 There is nothing explicit in the passage to make definite this reading. The tendency for similes to
occasionally motivate the narrative, rather than the other way round, and the fact that it is Zeus looking
down on battle, are what influence my claim here.
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And he overthrew the wall of the Achaeans easily, as when a boy in the sand by the seashore, who
when he has made little towers in his childish play, in turn destroys them playfully with his feet
and hands — so then you, Phoebus Apollo, went destroying the great labour and grief of the
Achaeans, and stirred them up to flee.

The point of this simile is to emphasise both the ease with which Apollo destroys the

Achaeans’ wall, and also the pleasure he takes in doing so: the simile expands upon the

adverb ¢eta (362) in particular.”® The simile illustrates that the wall was as easy to knock
over as sandcastles (oujomn aBvopata vnrmiénowy 363) and that Apollo took childish

delight in doing so (Ttdic / aOVEwv 362 / 364)."* There are no verbal echoes between
this simile and the Neoptolemus simile in Posthomerica 8, other than the occurrence of
TI&1G in both passages (Iliad 15.362 and Posthomerica 8.334). However, the tone and
focus of each simile is similar. Both similes emphasise a child taking delight in a
simplistic activity, whereas the characters in the narrative, in both cases, involve
destruction in battle: in the case of Apollo, he destroys a military bulwark and puts the
Greeks to flight; in the case of Neoptolemus he slays Trojans who attack him. The
supernatural ease with which Apollo accomplishes his task in demolishing the wall of the
Achaeans is explicable on account of his divine status. The ease and delight with which
Neoptolemus slays the Trojans like flies is on a similar level to the ease and pleasure with
which Apollo / the boy destroys the wall / sandcastle. I submit that, on account of the
thematic similarities between the two similes, the simile in /liad 15 that describes Apollo
refracts onto our reading of the Posthomeric simile, and as a result, our reading of Homer
exalts Neoptolemus to the level of a supernatural, as his excellence in battle is paralleled
by a god’s actions in the Iliad.

The simile in Posthomerica 8, with its subject matter of a child who swats flies
(Trojans in the narrative) as they swarm around the milk pail, is remarkable in itself for
the paradoxical picture represented when compared to its surrounding narrative. I have
demonstrated that its intertextual inheritance activates further multiple functions in the

simile, when the imitated text with all of its implications is put into dialogue with the

136 See Janko 1992.267 on this simile, and some of the scholarship on this simile.
37 ¢f. Moulton 1977.71: ‘One result of the comparison is surely to emphasise the terrible power of the gods
when they intervene in human affairs.’
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imitating text by the reader. Along with the simile that immediately follows it
(Posthomerica 8.338-40), which compares Neoptolemus to a mountain peak that
withstands the gales of wind, I also illustrated that Quintus strives for a more intricate and
artificial linking between simile and narrative that belies the poem’s date, despite the
Homeric intertextuality of the similes. Above all, I have illustrated that intertextuality in
the Posthomerica’s similes significantly enlarges our reading of the poem’s characters,
and activates latent meaning in the poem. It is on this grounding that we should examine

all similes in the Posthomerica.'*®

138 1t is clear that Paschal’s statement (1904.39) that Quintus’ similes ‘lack the directness of Homer’s’ is

unfounded and unhelpful.
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Chapter 3 Like Father Like Son: Sirius through Epic Lenses

What was imitated should not be just some particular feature but a sign of general
excellence perceived in the model which could be achieved anew in a fresh setting.

Russell 1981.113

So far I have focused on reading directions of intertextuality in similes. On the one hand,
I have discussed the process of interaction between Homer and Homeric similes, and the
Posthomerica’s similes (reading between texts): that is, how we as readers approach a
text that follows the devices of (epic) genre, and also, how we identify and interpret
semantic relationships between specific passages of imitating, and imitated, texts. On the
other hand, I have discussed the significance of simile interaction within the
Posthomerica itself (readings between similes of the same text).139

I continue my discussion of the characterisation of Neoptolemus in the
Posthomerica with close reading of a simile that, in itself, and, more especially, in its
intertextuality, exalts Neoptolemus to the level of his father Achilles, and that provides
foreshadowing of the actions of Neoptolemus in combat.'* This emphasis will build
upon the reading processes outlined above. The simile compares Neoptolemus both to
Helios and to the star Sirius (Posthomerica 8.23-33). This simile derives its
intertextuality from Homer and from within the Posthomerica itself, both of which colour
our reading of Neoptolemus. A very famous simile at Iliad 22.25-32, and a simile that
earlier in the Posthomerica compares Achilles to Helios, help build a picture of
Neoptolemus as a second Achilles — an idea repeated from the first appearance of
Neoptolemus onwards.

First, where else is Neoptolemus a second Achilles in the Posthomerica? He
makes his first appearance approximately half-way through the Posthomerica, at 7.140.

From this first appearance onwards, he is compared with, mistaken for, or identified as,

% There is a tendency to term this second reading process as intratextuality, in distinction to the first
reading process, intertextuality (see, for example, Sharrock & Morales 2000). Intratextuality involves the
reader in exactly the same reading activity as intertextuality.

140 There are two dedicated studies of characterisation in the Posthomerica, those of Mansur 1940 (a
general study) and Boyten 2007 (which focuses exclusively on Neoptolemus).
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the re-embodiment of his father Achilles.'*' At Posthomerica 7.445-51, Neoptolemus,

having arrived on the Trojan plain, dons the armour of Achilles. Emphasis is laid on the

perfect fit (7.446-9), that it makes him look exactly like Achilles (ot paivetro mapmav

aAtykiog 446) and the fact that he lifts even the ashen spear easily (451) — the spear that
no one but Achilles could lift (/liad 16.140-4). The fact that he can lift it implies that he
has taken the “sword from the stone” — he is (the new) Achilles.'*

He first enters battle at 7.474, and then in Book 8, fights and defeats Eurypylus in
single combat — an encounter that parallels his father’s defeat of Hector, and which
forms, arguably, the centrepiece of Books 6-9." Quintus follows the chronology of
Sophocles’ Philoctetes by introducing Neoptolemus into the epic before the arrival of
Philoctetes and the death of Paris, rather than the more traditional chronology evident in
the Ilias Parva which places Neoptolemus’ arrival after that of Philoctetes. This
chronology makes the role of Neoptolemus more prominent, and draws greater attention
to his combat with Eurypylus.'** Eurypylus himself is set up as a worthy adversary of
Neoptolemus:145 he is descended from Heracles (Posthomerica 6.120); Paris calls him the
greatest warrior — Greek or Trojan — that he has ever seen (6.300-1);'*® and he is the son

of Telephus who once fought against Achilles.'*’

! When the Achaean expedition first see him practising in warlike exercises, they see how like Achilles he
is (7.176-7), and then Odysseus in his speech to Neoptolemus reinforces this impression (7.185-6). Other
key references include Posthomerica 7.177, 7.674, and 12.287-8. Boyten 2007.308n7 implies that because
Neoptolemus is called the “son of Achilles” 61 times, the poet emphasises Neoptolemus’ characterisation
as “like” Achilles.

142 For brief comments on the characterisation of Neoptolemus in the poem, see Vian 1966.103. By “sword
in the stone” I mean that, just as in the Arthurian myth, Neoptolemus takes what is rightfully his both by
birth and because he is the only one that can yield the spear.

143 Cf. Vian 1966.47-9 on the structure of Books 6-9, and on the centrality of the combat between
Neoptolemus and Eurypylus within the poem as a whole, ¢f. James 2004.311. Vian comments (1966.47):
‘Quintus a eu ’intention de construire une vaste action épique analogue a celles qui composent 1’ Iliade.’
Cf. James 2004.xxx.

144 On this, see Vian 1966.49 and more recently, James 2004.xxx: ‘This arrangement also maximises the
proportion of the epic in which Neoptolemus is the dominant hero.’

143 *Quintus is putting up a figure for Neoptolemus to bowl over’ Paschal 1904.54.

16 On the exploits of Eurypylus in the Posthomerica, cf. Vian 1966.63-4, 96-99 and 139-40.

47 The defeat of Telephus by Achilles is recounted by Nestor in his paean of Achilles at Posthomerica
4.152-3.
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18 The simile I

Neoptolemus clearly has a role in the poem as a second Achilles.
wish to focus on (Posthomerica 8.23-33) is inserted in the narrative just after
Neoptolemus puts on his father’s armour. It is a moment loaded with intertextuality both
Homeric and Posthomeric, and the simile itself, because of its intertextuality, maximises
this focus on Neoptolemus’ inheritance of Achilles’ role. The simile occurs after
Neoptolemus addresses the troops for the first time in the poem (8.15-22), and precedes
his combat with Eurypylus (8.76-236)."*° T will analyse the simile (including its context)
in its own right, discussing the point of the simile without taking into consideration its
intertextuality — the simile is there primarily to influence our reading of the narrative.
Then, I will discuss, in particular, the earlier epic and Posthomeric intertextuality of the
simile that not only illustrates the link between father and son derived from echoing
similes between texts and within the Posthomerica, but also, that further characterise
Neoptolemus and influence reading of the Posthomerica’s plot. It is this last part of my
discussion that will vivify characterisation of Neoptolemus most of all.

First, what does the simile achieve within its context?

Q¢ elmv OPOLOL TATEWL DVOETO TEVYXN

navtoOe pappaipovtor O€tic O NyaAAeto Oup@

€& aAdg eloogowoa Héya oB€vog viwvolo. 25)
Kat ¢a Oowg oipunoe o teixeog aimetvoto

eupepawc (Mmoo €00 mMatEOg ABavaToLoLy.

Olog ¥’ €k mepatwv av<o>paivetal Qkeavoio

HéAwog Onnrov éni x0dva o dpagvoowv,

T0Q, 6Te ol MWAOLTL Kol Aol CLUUDEQET” AOTTO (30)
Lelplog 6¢ te Ppotoiot PpégeL MOAVKNOEX VOLOOV:

totog 7l Towwv otoatov 1jLev 6PoLpo¢ Howe,

viog AxAANoG.

After speaking these words Neoptolemus donned his father’s armour that gleamed in all
directions. Thetis rejoiced in heart at seeing from the sea the great strength of her grandson. He,
riding on his father’s immortal horses, went swiftly before the sheer wall. As Helios, from the ends
of Ocean, appears shooting forth his wondrous fire to earth — the sort of fire that appears when
the star Sirius — which brings grievous disease to mortals — is carried by his horses and chariot;

'8 He is also presented as the ideal hero of the Posthomerica, in that he is the embodiment of the poem’s
moralising. This is especially evident at Posthomerica 14.185-222, where the deified Achilles speaks
moralising words to Neoptolemus on how he should conduct himself in life. I have detailed discussion of
that scene in Section 4, Chapter 14. See also Maciver 2007.passim, and especially pp. 271-81, on the
moralising thread running through the poem, and emblematised as the Mountain of Arete on the Shield of
Achilles at Posthomerica 5.49-56.

149 The combat between the pair occurs at 8.137-216; it is preceded by the aristeia of Eurypylus himself
(8.76-136).
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as such, the mighty warrior son of Achilles approached the army of the Trojans (Posthomerica

8.23-33).

This simile elucidates the appearance of Neoptolemus in his father’s armour. In the
narrative at line 24, the armour is described as flashing in all directions: Tt&dvtoOe
uaouaigovta.' This gleaming of armour is reflected in the words denoting appearance
and brightness in the simile: Neoptolemus is compared to Helios (dv<a>daivetat. . .
HéAwog 28-9) that shoots forth its wondrous fire (Onnrov émi xOOva mLE
apoavoowv 29), fire that appears just at the time when the star Sirius is in the sky
(&otmo / Xetplog 30-1). The other emphasis in the simile is on movement, echoing the
simile’s narrative frame. In the context Thetis from the sea watches Neoptolemus as he
goes before the wall riding on his father’s horses (®¢tig 0’ YdAAeto Qv / €€ aAOg
eloogowoa Héya 00évog viwvoto 24-5). In the resolution of the narrative at 32,
Neoptolemus’ movement is again emphasised (fjtev 6fotpoc fjowg 32). Movement in
the simile is suggested by the description of Helios’ fire that flashes to the earth (€mti

X06va o dpagvoowy 29),"!

and by the chariot and horses of the star Sirius (Tt0Q,
dte ol mwAowoL kat dopaot ovpdéoet” aotne 30), just as Neoptolemus rides on his
father’s immortal horses (¢uPePaws i(mmowowv €00 matEog dBavdtowow 27,

Dopeov O¢ pv apPoorot immot 33).

In its own right, the simile illustrates the movement and appearance of

Neoptolemus as he wears his father’s armour and rides his father’s immortal horses.'”*

159 Armour is described as flashing (same verb) at Posthomerica 1.150 (Penthesileia’s shield), 1.510
(armour of Achilles and Ajax), 1.657 (Penthesileia’s helmet), 2.207 (armour of Achilles), 5.4 (shield of
Achilles), and 6.353 (of armour clashing).

P! duaguoow according to LS (ad loc.) can be translated as both ‘sparkle’ and ‘shoot forth, dart’. Cf.
Boisacq 1950.s.v. dpagvoow. It seems that Quintus plays with the fact that the verb is a cognate of
Haoualow, which itself is placed at 8.24 — ¢f. Frisk 1960.s.v. apagvoow. This description of Helios
shooting forth fire occurs identically at htHom Merc. 415.

152 There is also a degree of foreshadowing in the simile: it is stated that the star Sirius brings disease to
mortals (Zelplog 6¢ te Ppotoiot pépel moAvkndéa vovoov 31). 6¢ te (31) implies that this is a general
characteristic of Sirius — ¢f. Monro 1891.232 (§263). This forebodes the slaughter Neoptolemus will wreak
among the Trojans. The significance of Sirius the “Dog-Star” will become more apparent in discussion of
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The use of Achilles’ armour and horses, and the brightness of his appearance, is sufficient
in itself to establish that Neoptolemus has taken Achilles’ place in the poem. There are
details in the further narrative context of the simile that exacerbate this: at 8.21-2, he

encourages the Achaeans to put on courage, so that the Trojans might think that Achilles
were yet alive among the Argives (0dpoa un aupmvevor Towwv oteatog, AAA
AxiAna / ¢ain €t Cwovta petéppeval Agyelowowv). The horses themselves reflect

upon the status of Neoptolemus, so to speak: at 8.36-8 the horses rejoice in one who
looks so like Achilles, and deem in their heart that he is in fact no worse than Achilles
himself (inmmoL d” a0t exdonoav éov pogéovtec avaxta / EéueAov Alaxidn 37-8).
The simile and its context establish Neoptolemus as a second Achilles.

Intertextuality refocuses the dynamic of the simile, and more especially,
Neoptolemus’ characterisation. Within the Posthomerica itself, there is a parallel passage
in Book 2 that not only resembles our simile in Book 8, but re-emphasises the point of
our simile, namely, to highlight Neoptolemus as a second Achilles. In it, Achilles
himself, in his gleaming armour and riding on the same chariot with the same horses, is
compared to Helios (Posthomerica 2.204-11):

‘Oc d’ évi péooolg

Nte Titrveool moAvoOevéeoov éotkawg, (205)
KLOLOWYV (MTOLoL KAl dopaot ToL O dpa TeELXN

TLAVTI) HAQUAIQETKOV AALYKLOV AOTEQOTTOLV.

Olog ¥’ €k mepatwv yaunodxov Qkeavolo

éoxetal HéAlog paeoipPBotog ovpoavov elow

napdavowv, toaden) ¢ yeAa mepl yaia kat aifrjo- (210)
tolog év Agyeiowol 10T éoovto IInAéog vioe.

Achilles went in the middle of them like Titans who have great strength, glorying in his horses and
chariot. His armour gleamed in all directions like lightning flashes. As Helios that brings light to
mortals shining in the sky, rises from the bounds of earth-circling Ocean, and the nurtured earth
and air all round laughs; as such the son of Peleus then hastened among the Argives.

Here in Book 2, Achilles, with the Achaeans, arms and goes out to meet Memnon and the

Trojan allies who have just streamed out of Troy (Posthomerica 2.190-214). He is

the simile’s intertextuality. The use of oiog and totog (8.28 and 8.32 — see LSJ s.v. otog II) suggests this —
what is being emphasised is the fype of person that Neoptolemus is.
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153 and then to Helios who rises from the Ocean’s bounds

compared first to a Titan (205),
(207-10). The simile functions in similar ways to the simile in Book 8. Achilles’
movement, and primarily the appearance of his armour, are emphasised in the simile by
comparison with the movement and brightness of Helios. In the context of both similes,
Achilles and Neoptolemus ride the same immortal horses.'”* The two similes are also
intricately linked verbally: the sparkling effect of the armour and the description of
Helios rising from Ocean’s limits are described in markedly similar terms. 133

The similarity of the two passages, and the fact that the similes describe first
Achilles, then Achilles’ son and re-embodiment, invites further examination of the
similes’ respective placements in the narrative. Achilles, in Book 2, is about to face
Memnon for the first time in the poem, and subsequently defeat him in combat; similarly,

156 The fate of Memnon,

Neoptolemus, in Book 8, is about to face Eurypylus in battle.
which occurs after Achilles is described through this simile, foreshadows a similar fate
for Eurypylus in Book 8. Intertextuality between passages in the Posthomerica thus
influences reading of the plot, and in this case, the interlinking of the poem’s similes
creates a dynamic of rereading and re-interpretation in the poem beyond the initial
reading of the similes in their own right. The Posthomeric intertextuality of the simile in
Book 8 not only underscores Neoptolemus’ status as a second Achilles, but even
connotes similar outcomes in battle for him as we read earlier for Achilles himself."’

I move now back to Homer, and to a passage famous for its narratological

implications in Iliad 22. There, Achilles, in his shining armour, is compared to a star that

brings destruction to mortals ({/liad 22.25-32). Its presence as an intertext in the simile in

153 On the comparison to a Titan, c¢f. the discussion in Carvounis 2007.253-5, on the simile where Locrian
Ajax is compared to a Titan (Posthomerica 14.550). Titanic imagery is a recurrent theme in the
Posthomerica: note, in particular, the long excursus by Nestor on the subjugation of the Titans by Zeus, in
which he proves the gnome that Zeus is mightier than mortals (Posthomerica 8.459-70); and the helmet of
Achilles adorned with the same theme (Posthomerica 5.102-9).

1342206 (the horses and chariot) is echoed by 8.27, 30.

155 Tavtn poaopaipeokov, of Achilles’ armour (2.24), finds at echo at 8.24, with mdavtoOe
uaouaigovta. Both of these descriptions match the introductory lines to the description of the Shield of
Achilles at 5.3-4 (mavan / daldaia pagualpeokev). Cf. also 1.152 of Penthesileia’s armour, a line
whose wording is echoed by 2.24. Note also the parallel between the similes in olog d €Kk meQaTWV
youndyxov Qkeavoio (2.208) and oiog & ék Mepdtwv av<a>daivetatr Qxeavoio (8.28).

136 Achilles meets and defeats Memnon in the narrative at 2.396-548; Neoptolemus meets and defeats
Eurypylus in the narrative at 8.135-216.

157 A further parallel between the similes and their contexts exists in the cheer that Achilles’ / Neoptolemus’
appearance gives the Greeks — cf. 2.210 with 8.39.
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Posthomerica 8 sets up further evaluation of the Posthomerica’s Homeric intertextuality,
and again shifts the level of reading Neoptolemus’ characterisation.”® The narratology,
contextual implications, and characterisation of Achilles in that Iliadic simile, all transfer
to reading of the simile that compares Neoptolemus in Posthomerica 8.

Tov 0’ 0 yéowv Ipiapog mpwtog dev 0pOaApoiot (25)
napdaivovl’ e T dotép’ émecovuevov mediolo,

6c o6& U omon¢ elow, dotlnAot d¢ ol avyai

daivovral ToAAOLOL peT AOTQAOL VUKTOS AHOAY®,

v te KUV’ Qolwvog EmikAnow kaAéovot.

AaumooTatog pév 6 Y EoTi, kakov Oé Te oA TETUKTAL, 30)
Kkat te péoel TOAAOV TLEETOV deLAoloL fooTtoloty:

WG oL XaAkog EAapume mepl otfeoot Oéovtoc.

Priam the old man first saw Achilles with his eyes — Achilles rushing across the plain all-shining
like a star which comes out in the autumn, whose brilliant rays shine out among the other stars in
the darkness of the night, which men apparently call Orion’s dog; it is certainly the brightest, and
has become a sign of evil, which brings great fever to unfortunate mortals. So Achilles’ bronze
shone about his chest as he ran ({/liad 22.25-32).

This simile colours our understanding of the simile in Posthomerica 8."° The similarities
in the Posthomeric simile reflect Quintus’ awareness of the multi-functional potential of
the Iliadic simile. Just as the details of the Iliadic simile reflect how Priam sees Achilles
and realises the danger he poses, so details in the Posthomeric simile reflect Quintus’
reading of the narratology of the Iliadic simile.'®

The Iliad simile is seen through the eyes of Priam — he sees Achilles in this way

(as 22.25 suggests — ITolapog mowtog dev 0pOaApoior), and realises that his son is

158 Vian 1954.34 identifies the intertext. Cf. Vian 1966.145n3, who also compares II. 5.4-7 (a simile that
compares Diomedes) and /I. 11.62-4 (where Hector is compared). Cf. James 2004.312.

159 For this simile, see N.J. Richardson 1993.108-9.

' On a strict verbal level, imitation is apparent between Posthomerica 8.30 (&ot) and Iliad 22.26
(dotéon), 8.28 (av<o>daivetar) and 22.28 (Paivovtar), while the description of the effects of the star
Sirius at Iliad 22.31 (kat te pépel MTOAAOV mLEETOV detAoiot Bootoioty) is echoed at Posthomerica
8.31 (Zeipog 8¢ te PBootoiol Gpépel mMoAvKNdEa vovoov). Xelglog is not mentioned by name in the
Illiad, but it is clear that this is what is described at /I. 22.29-31 (cf. N.J. Richardson 1993.109). The name
first occurs in Hesiod (Op. 417, 587, 609, and Sc. 397), and at Alcaeus Fr. 347a.5, Archilochus Fr. 106.1,
and FEuripides Hecuba 1101. In all, there are ninety-one occurrences in the Greek corpus (in the
nominative), most of which occur after Apollonius.
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doomed (22.37-76)."°" In the Posthomeric passage, we do not get a viewing of
Neoptolemus by one of the Trojans. Instead, the closest the text comes to secondary
narrator focalization is the viewing of Thetis. She rejoices when she sees her grandson
(Oétic O NydAAeto Oupw / €€ aAog eloopdwona péya oBévog viwvoio 8.24-5).
Unlike the passage in Iliad 22, however, the Posthomeric passage begins a new sentence
at 8.26 that introduces the simile. In the /liad, the object of Priam’s seeing — an accusative

participle (mapdatvovta 22.26), continues in the simile as an accusative participle (g

T aotéQ’ émecovpevov Tediolo 22.26), elaborated by an explanatory relative clause

(6G 0 22.27). Strictly speaking, the primary narrator in the I/iad reports what Priam sees
— the discourse is indirect, and we are not led to believe that what is reported — the
appearance of Achilles and what it is likened to — is not what Priam actually saw and
thought. The sympathetic emotion produced at the level of the reader / audience by the
simile in the Iliad, since it is a simile indirectly reported as the creation of an aged father
beholding his son’s (future) killer, is not replicated to the same extent in the simile that
draws upon it in the Posthomerica. We do not read the simile through the eyes of a
relation of Eurypylus, and we cannot claim to read the simile through the eyes of Thetis,
due to the syntax.

Instead, we as readers, and Quintus as a reader, view Neoptolemus as Priam does
Achilles in the Iliadic passage. Quintus appropriates Iliadic secondary narrator discourse
(as known by the reader) and puts it into the narrative in the primary narrator’s voice in
the Posthomerica. We as readers become direct recipients of the proleptic information in
the simile, namely, that just as the star Sirius spells sickness for mortals, so Neoptolemus
will bring death to his enemies. We also become recipients of analeptic indicators in the
simile: the simile’s Iliadic intertextuality replays, through our reading memory, the death
of Hector at the hands of Achilles, which Priam, through his viewing of Achilles as the
destructive star Sirius, foresees. Priam’s fears are realised in the Iliad (22.326-61). As a

result, the analepsis, through intertextuality, becomes prolepsis: the reader reads

161 Cf. de Jong 2004.16: “The primary function of the simile is, of course, to illustrate Achilles’ swift and

dazzling appearance. Yet, its secondary function is to express Priam’s feelings. . . at seeing Achilles
running straight towards his son.’
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Neoptolemus as an Achilles that will bring certain death to his chief enemy.'®? Eurypylus
is, subsequently, to be read as a Hector figure, ultimately doomed to die. The simile in
lliad 22, present in the simile in Posthomerica 8, constructs our reading of the outcome of
the battle between Eurypylus and Neoptolemus before it takes place, and further,
characterises Neoptolemus as a near inhuman force of nature that mortals (generically)
fear.

Reading the intertextuality here can go one stage further. Quintus’ position as a
post-Homeric reader of Homer is reflected in his construction of the simile in
Posthomerica 8. Quintus read the Iliad, and Achilles through the eyes of Priam in lliad

163
22, as a learned reader of Homer.

He need not objectively focalize the viewing of
Neoptolemus, since the reader is already aware of this poetic technique used in the
Homeric intertext. In the Iliad, Homer gives Priam an extended speech in which he
describes his fears for Hector after he sees Achilles (/l. 22.38-76). The Homeric
intertextuality allows Quintus to abbreviate his narrative, since there is no need for
elaboration of the simile and its implications. We already read into it the context of the
Iliadic intertext, Priam’s fears and the realisation of these fears, and therefore expect the
death of Eurypylus (the Hector figure) at the hands of Neoptolemus (the Achilles
figure).'®

An earlier encounter between Eurypylus and the dying Machaon (Posthomerica
6.426-34), before Neoptolemus appears in the poem, makes problematic a simplistic
identification of Neoptolemus as Achilles, and Eurypylus as Hector. In that passage
Eurypylus exchanges words with Machaon, whom he has just cut down in battle. The
scene recalls two similar exchanges in the Iliad, that between Hector and the dying

Patroclus ({liad 16.852-4), and that between Achilles and the dying Hector ({liad 22.355-
67).'% Through this intertextuality, Eurypylus is cast, on the one hand, through

162 ¢f. Duckworth 1936.64 on 8.28-33 as a means of foreshadowing the death of Eurypylus. Tension is

created in the poem by a lack of substantial foreshadowing of the death of Eurypylus until 7.479-82, 7.522-
5, and 8.10-12 (Duckworth 1936.83).

163 On the readership of Quintus, and Quintus as educated reader, ¢f. Baumbach & Bidr 2007.8-15, and
Maciver 2007.259n3.

' It is true that a reader, ancient or modern, already has expectations of outcomes due to knowledge of the
Trojan myth — there is only so much the poet can do to raise or suppress anticipation. Note that there is no
“Achilles-Hector” exchange when Neoptolemus slays Eurypylus (8.200-17).

' Vian 1966.84n2.
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Machaon’s words, as a Hector figure. On the other hand, Eurypylus’ reply, echoing as it
does Achilles’ reply to the prophecy of dying Hector, casts him as an Achilles figure.

At Posthomerica 6.426-8, Machaon prophesies the death of Eurypylus. Eurypylus
is cast as a Hector figure, thus strengthening the characterisation encouraged by the
simile in Posthomerica 8.

“Evpvmul’, o0d’ doa ool ye moAvV xeévov aioipov ot
Cwerv, aAAa ool ayxL magiotatat GvAopévn Ko
Todov ap medlov, T0<01> ep VOV alovAa 9élels.”

“Eurypylus, it is not your fate though to live for much longer, but near to you stands destructive
Fate on the Trojan plain, just where you now carry out your evil deeds.”

Machaon’s words echo Iliad 16.852-4, where the dying Patroclus foretells the death of
Hector at the hands of Achilles:'*

“oU Onv ovd’ avTtog dnEov Bée, AAAG ToL 11N
AyxL magéotnkev OAVATOG KAl HOIQA KQATALTY),
xeoot dapévt AxAnog dpvpovog Alakidao.”

“You will not live for very long, but already near to you stands Death and stout Fate — you will go
down slain by the hands of Achilles the blameless son of Aeacus.”

There are clear similarities between the words of Machaon and the words of Patroclus, as
well as between the “death-scene” situations in which we find them. Both state that their
killer has not long to live, and that their deathly Fate is standing beside them. This Iliadic
intertext casts Eurypylus as a Hector figure doomed to perish at the hands of
Neoptolemus,'®” and as the narrative progresses, this foreshadowing is not false.

The reply that Eurypylus gives at 6.431-4 turns Eurypylus, through the words’
intertextuality, conversely, into an Achilles figure.168 At Iliad 22.359-60, Hector (who

166 T have underlined the verbal similarities, and made bold thematic similarities, in both passages. Vian

highlights this intertext (1966.84n2) in connection with Machaon’s prophecy, but gives greater prominence
in his notes to the Achilles-Hector exchange at 1l. 22.355-67.

197 Strictly speaking, Machaon does not mention the son of Achilles, but the simile in Posthomerica 8 under
discussion suggests that Neoptolemus will be his killer.

'8 See Vian 1966.84n2 for this exchange. See further James 2006.305, who states that the stabbing of
Machaon’s dead body is similar to the treatment of Hector’s body (/1. 22.369-75).
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corresponds to Machaon here) gives Achilles very specific information on who will kill
him and where he will be killed.'® Achilles replies (22.365-6):'™
“TéBvadr knoa O’ éyw tote déEopal OTTIOTE KeV On (365)

Zelg €0€AN teAéoaNd” abBdvartol Beol dAAoL”

“Die! But I shall receive my allotted death whenever it is that Zeus and the other immortal gods
decree.”

Eurypylus’ reply to Machaon (Posthomerica 6.431-4) bears strong thematic
resemblances:

“VOV pev O ovye keloo kata XOovog: avta Eywye
VOTEQOV 0VK AAéYW, el kal TaQa Toootv 0Ae0Q0g
onfpepov Nuetégotot méAet Avypdg: dutt Yo avdeg
Coopev fjpata mavtar moTpog O émi maot tétvuktat.”

“You, now lie there on the ground. But I, I do not care for what will come, even if baneful
destruction lies at my feet this day: for men do not live forever — a fateful day is earmarked for
all.”

Both say that they will accept death when it comes,'”" and that the future is not in their
hands, unlike Hector at lliad 16.859-61 who gets above himself by suggesting that
Achilles could in fact die by his spear. Eurypylus’ reply, and in particular the
intertextuality into which it taps, boosts his status from a Hector figure bound to die at the
hands of a superior hero, as cast through the words of Machaon, to an Achilles figure.'”
As if Eurypylus were aware of the intertextuality of his statement, his reply shifts focus
from one level of characterisation, through intertextuality, to a superior level of
characterisation, in that Eurypylus shifts the focus to equate himself with Achilles.
Eurypylus’ reply mirrors the chronological position of Quintus: the later poet echoes and
emulates the proto-poet, just as Eurypylus, a post-Achilles figure in mythological time,

and post-Iliadic figure literarily, echoes the words of the proto-hero. The reader brings

' This is not replicated by Machaon in his words to Eurypylus, but the certainty of Eurypylus’ death may
be assumed because of this intertext.

70 0On Achilles’ reply, see N.J. Richardson 1993.140.

! Eurypylus’ reply, echoing as it does that of Achilles to Hector, also foreshadows his own death, just as
Hector correctly prophesised the death of Achilles at the hands of Apollo / Paris.

172 ¢f. Duckworth 1936.81-2: ‘[The dying Machaon’s] words are very vague, and the poet’s failure to give
a definite forecast of the death of Eurypylus leaves with the reader a strong impression of the invincibility
of the warrior.’
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this exchange and its intertextuality to the simile in Posthomerica 8, and adjusts their
view of the straightforward identification of Neoptolemus as Achilles, and Eurypylus as
Hector. In a sense, the new Achilles must defeat a figure who also strives to be

Achilles.'”

17

I would like to draw attention to a non-Homeric, 4 and in fact, non-Greek,

intertext: Aeneid 10.271-5. Aeneas, at that point in the Vergilian narrative, returns to
battle after an absence, but this time he has new, shining armour specially made for him
by Vulcan. The visual effect of his armour generates a simile in which Aeneas is

compared to the star Sirius.
ardet apex capiti cristisque a vertice flamma
funditur et vastos umbo vomit aureus ignis:
non secus ac liquida si quando nocte cometae
sanguinei lugubre rubent, aut Sirius ardor
ille sitim morbosque ferens mortalibus aegris

nascitur et laevo contristat lumine caclum. (275)

On the head of Aeneas there blazed a tongue of fire, baleful flames poured from the top of his
crest and the golden boss of his shield belched streams of fire, like the gloomy, blood-red glow of
a comet on a clear night, or the dismal blaze of Sirius the Dogstar shedding its sinister light across

the sky and bringing disease and thirst to suffering mortals.'”

The simile emphasises the appearance of Aeneas in his armour. What is of particular

interest here is the second part of the simile. Aeneas is compared to the fire of Sirius:

173 The simile at Posthomerica 8.23-33 has additional Homeric intertexts feeding into it. Both Iliad 5.4-6,
where the focus is on the shine of Diomedes’ armour, and Iliad 11.62-3, where Hector stands out among
the Trojans, contain verbal parallels with the simile in Posthomerica 8: Iliad 5.4-6 has the following echoes
in the simile: 5.4 dxapatov 1o 8.29 ~ ONNToVv. . . MOE; 5.5 dotépa ~ 8.30 doto; 5.6 Qkeavolo ~
8.28 Qkeavotio. The point of the comparison at lliad 11.62-3 is that Hector stands out among the Trojans.
Verbal parallels include: 11.62 avadaivetar ~ 8.28 dv<a>daivetat;, 11.62 ovAlog dotrjo ~ 8.30-1
aotrjp Lelplog.

7% There is another non-Homeric intertext worth mentioning briefly: Argonautica 3.957-9. Note the
similarities between Argonautica 3.957 (Zeigiog Qkeavoio) and Posthomerica 8.28 (Qxeavoio) and
8.31 (Zeiprog), between 3.958 (Jason is bright / beautiful to look upon), and 8.29-30 — Neoptolemus is
bright to look upon at (this is certainly the impression, although not explicitly stated), and between 3.959
and 8.31. See Hunter 1989.202 for the significance of this simile for the relationship between Jason and
Medea and its eventual outcome. Cf. also Argonautica 3.1229-30 (so Vian 1966.63n3) — a simile on the
bright appearance of a helmet — see Hunter 1989.233 for the Homeric influences.

'3 Translation of D.A. West 1990.
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‘Sirius ardor / ille sitim morbosque ferens mortalibus aegris’ (Aeneid 10.273-4). The
Vergilian simile evokes both the Homeric simile at /liad 22, and the situation of Achilles
at that point in the Iliad. Both heroes return to battle after an absence and, with new
armour, strike fear into their enemies and bring great encouragement to their own side
(this is evident at Aeneid 10.262-4).176 This is a similar situation to the arrival of
Neoptolemus in battle complete with his father’s armour, as discussed above. The marked

similarity between Aeneid 10.273-4 (‘Sirius ardor / ille sitim morbosque ferens

mortalibus aegris’) and Posthomerica 8.31 (Lelplog 6¢g te Bootolot ¢pépet TOAVKNOEx

vovoov) draws the reader’s attention to Quintus’ incorporation of Vergil within a

Homeric setting and intertext.'”’ The use that the Vergilian simile makes of Iliad 22.25-
31 is similar to the use the simile in the Posthomerica makes of it. Aeneas becomes an
Achilles figure: he has new armour and arrives late in battle after an absence (Aeneid
10.260-2), is compared to Sirius, and therefore, in this role, portends the death of

178
Turnus.

Neoptolemus, as shown above, is clearly drawn as an Achilles figure: he has
the armour of his father which caused the simile at Iliad 22 in Priam’s eyes; he arrives in
battle halfway through the text; and is compared to Sirius, portending the certain death of
Eurypylus.'”

Quintus strives to make Neoptolemus, the son of Achilles, Achilles. The simile in
Posthomerica 8, discussed above, exemplifies this characterisation. The Posthomeric

intertext of the simile and actions of Achilles in Posthomerica 2 gives added potential to

the future actions of Neoptolemus in Posthomerica 8, and in particular, parallels the death

176 ¢f. Williams 1973.340: “The effect of Aeneas’ return to the scene of battle is to bring as certain disaster
on his enemies as Achilles’ return did.” Note that both this simile in the Aeneid and the simile in Iliad 22
make the brightness of the armour the main point of comparison.

"7 The intertext is noted only by Duckworth 1936.64n22. Girtner 2005 (the most comprehensive treatment
of the “Vergil question”) does not mention this passage for possible Vergilian influence. On the Vergil
question, see also Keydell 1954 and Vian 1959.101. I do not enter the fray on the Quintus-Vergil subject,
but suggest that a more fruitful approach to “intention” would be to discuss the Vergilian intertexts in what
they do to our reading of the Posthomerica when activated by the reader’s reading background — without
questioning their unavoidable presence. Cf. Conte 1986.29: ‘Readers. . . who approach the texts are
themselves already a plurality of texts and of different codes, some present and some lost or dissolved in
that indefinite and generic fluid of literary langue.’

178 Cf. S.J. Harrison 1991.146-7 for brief notes on this simile.

179 Similes in the Posthomerica, on the basis of subject matter alone, can portend narrative events: for
example, at Posthomerica 14.282-8, Hecuba, mourning over her daughter, is compared to a bitch that
whimpers because her puppies have been taken from her. At 14.348-51, Hecuba is in fact changed from
human form into a dog, cast in stone.
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of Memnon at the hands of Achilles with the future death of Eurypylus at the hands of
Neoptolemus. Homer and Vergil also contribute to the characterisation of Neoptolemus
here in Posthomerica 8. The intertext from [Iliad 22 makes Neoptolemus an Iliadic
Achilles, with Iliadic aims and Iliadic results, and, in particular, aligns the death of
Hector with the future death of Eurypylus. The Iliadic intertext reinvents the coming
combat of Neoptolemus and Eurypylus into a combat between an Achilles figure and a
Hector figure. The Vergilian intertext highlights the belatedness of Quintus the Late
Antique poet, who reads not only Homer but Homer through emulative epic lenses.'®
Quintus reads Homer through Vergil in this case, and imitates the Vergilian use of a
Homeric intertext. We as modern readers at least, reread the Posthomeric simile with the
refractions of the multiple epic intertexts, and create a picture of Neoptolemus that is
inherited just as much as it is freshly constructed by Quintus. By means of one simile, the
poet foreshadows the death of Eurypylus, and creates a characterisation for Neoptolemus
that depicts him as an Achilles figure with near-supernatural force, and in fact, that makes
Neoptolemus as close to being Achilles himself as possible. The simile’s potential is

exploited by use of the reader’s knowledge of similar Homeric, Apollonian, and

Vergilian similes, all of which construct meaning here.

180 “Generally, texts will privilege in various ways the texts to which they can most fruitfully be related
(traditional notions of genre, theme, period etc., recount these privileged connections)’ Nimis 1987.15.
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Chapter 4 Working in Unison: The Similes of Posthomerica 1

I prefer to think of Quintus as an Earl Baldwin, a man of affairs who devoted his leisure
on his country place to reading and rereading his copy of Homer and the cyclics.
Regretting that the cyclics were too long for people of his day, he set to work to rewrite
them in shorter compass, frequently embellishing his style with adaptations from Homer.
He is related as a non-professional literary man to the trends of his time, showing so
much rhetoric and erudition as he carried over from his schooldays.

Mansur 1940.64

So far, this first section of the thesis has examined the statistics for similes in the
Posthomerica. We have also considered characterisation through intertextuality, and
intertextuality as characterisation of the poet and his later reading of Homer. Now,
however, I wish to examine the concern for structure and sequence in the Posthomerica,
as evident in the construction and placement of the poem’s similes. To do this, I will
restrict my study to the similes of Posthomerica 1. This concern for structure between
similes illustrates a poetic agenda on the part of Quintus within a frame of overt Homeric
imitation. Multiple similes that echo Homeric contexts or even similes, within a poem of
Homeric language, metre and plot, suggest a poet striving to be overtly Homeric.
However, a closer examination of the Homeric-imitative, multiple similes reveals
differences in their function and relation to the structure of the poem, compared with the
similes in Homer. Posthomerica 1, as a book that first maps out the poetological patterns
and emphases exhibits illuminating similarities and linking between similes in a way that
is markedly non-Homeric. We read Quintus reading Homer, and Quintus emulating
Homer with a (post-) Alexandrian concern for patterns and structure.'®'

There are 40 similes in Book 1, including five short similes.'™ This concentration
of similes takes up 138 out of a total of 830 lines of text in Book 1 (16.63%). Some of

these similes in Book 1 interact with each other, as the reader identifies similarities and

31 On Quintus’ concern for structure in the composition of the Posthomerica, cf. Schenk 1997.364-5, Vian
1963.47, and Gotia 2007.85-106.

82 1 have separated double, or triple, similes, that is, similes that suddenly change their focus, usually
indicated by 7). Cf. the figures of James 2004.xxv. See Table 1 below: half of Book 1’s similes compare
Penthesileia.



C Maciver PhD Thesis 56 Reading Similes
Reading Quintus Reading Homer

echoes between them. In the examples that follow, the similes with reference to
Penthesileia share thematic similarities that create an overall picture of the impact that
Penthesileia’s arrival has on the beleaguered Trojans. The string of related similes also

create individual impressions in their own right, that are connected to this overall picture,
but which also enlarge upon or vary this picture in their own right.'*?

The first simile of the Posthomerica is unlike the other similes of Book 1 that I
discuss, in that it allows for accommodation of differing chronological perspectives in the
main narrative. It is useful to begin discussion with it, in that it illustrates how Quintus
uses a simile at the beginning of the poem to devise intertextual focus both back to the
Iliad and forward to the plot of the Posthomerica itself. The simile is used at the very
opening of the poem as a structurally unifying device: the narrative expands upon the fear
oxen have of a lion (line 5 — standing for the Trojans’ fear of Achilles) by recalling
Achilles’ deeds, and by foreshadowing the destruction of Troy. This non-Homeric aspect
of the simile — it is Janus-like in the way it looks back to the Iliad and forward to the end
of the Posthomerica — foreshadows the non-Homeric patterns in the immediately
succeeding similes.

Ev0’ vmo InAeicwvi daun BeoeikeAog "Extwo

Kal € ToeT) kaTédape kal 00Téx yala kekeLOeL,

on tote Toweg Eppvov ava Ioupoto méAna

dedoTEC pévog N BpaovPpovog Alaxkidoo:

NOT évi EvAGYOoLoL Bdeg PAoovoio AéovTtog 5)
€A0€pev ok €0éAovoy évavtial, dAAx péBovral

ANdOV MTooovoAL AVA QWTILAX TTUKVA:

¢ ot dva mroAteBoov vTéTeeTav SPELUOV AVdOQ,

HVNOA&LLEVOL TIROTEQWV OTOOWV Ao BUHOV lonpe

OVwv Toaiolo mept EoxonNotL Lkapdvdpov, (10)
1o’ <6m>600V¢ Gevyoviag UTO Héya Telxog dAeooeV,

“Exto0d 0" ¢ edapaooe kat apdeiguooe moAnL,

aAAovg 07 obg EdaiEe dU axapdtoro OaAdoong,

ommote o1 t& mowta Gpépev Toweoowv GAeOov.

Tav ol ye pvnoBévrteg ava mtoAieBoov éppvov: (15)
AuptL d” dod oot MévOog AvinEov mendTNTOo

ws 11O otovoevtt kKatatBopévng ot Tooinge.

183 As Moulton 1977.27-33 shows, the similes at Iliad 2.455-83, 17.247-59, and 2.455-83 also contain
similar simile patterns. I would argue that while the simile clusters clearly exhibit linkage from one simile
to the next, this succession is not as artificially constructed as the series of similes I will discuss in
Posthomerica 1.
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After godlike Hector had been slain by the son of Peleus, and the pyre had consumed him and the
earth covered his bones, then the Trojans stayed penned up in the city of Priam in fear of the noble
might of the un-shirking grandson of Aeacus. Just as cattle in a wood are unwilling to go and face
a fearsome lion, but take fright, cowering altogether in dense thickets. So the Trojans in their city
trembled in fear of the mighty man, remembering that man’s previous victims that he sacrificed by
the banks of Idaean Scamandrus, and how many he killed of those trying to flee up to their great
wall. And they remembered how he conquered Hector and dragged him about the city, and the
others whom he slew while travelling on the untiring sea. The Trojans, remembering all of them,
remained within their city; and bitter sorrow fell upon them as though Troy were already aflame
with grievous fire.

The poem begins with a summary of the very end of the /liad and the death of Hector and

his burial: the temporal adverbs specify that this action was recent (especially the first
word e0[te] 1), and that straight afterwards (tote 3, the correlative of eU[te] 1) the

Trojans remain within Troy in fear of Achilles (3-4)."*" The first 17 lines of the poem
encompass the key action of the Trojan War.'® The simile within this opening section of
the poem motivates an analepsis of the events of the Iliad and prolepsis of the destruction
of Troy, a fate that will be described in Posthomerica 12 and 13. The simile itself

specifically elaborates the Trojans’ fear of Achilles. The contrast between the prowess of

Achilles and the stature of the Trojans is emphasised (fdec BAoovoio Aéovtog 5), as
is the fact that the Trojans (cattle) huddle together in fear (iIAndOV MT@wooOLOAL Ava
owmax okva 7). The resumption of the main narrative after the simile picks up on the
safety of the dense thickets (&va mtoAieOpov 8 corresponds with dva Qwmjia TLKVE
7) and the fear the animals have of the lion (Ométoecav OpoLuov avdoa 8 corresponds
with ¢pépovrtat / iAndov mtwoocovoat 6 / 7). This connection activates a movement

chronologically back to the events of the Iliad, since pvnoapevot (line 9) explains why
the Trojans remain in Troy, like cattle, in fear of Achilles. This account of their fear, their
recollection of Achilles’ deeds, allows for a summary of the slaughter of the Trojans by

Achilles (8—11),186 how he slew Hector and dragged him round the city (12), and the

184 Cf my discussion in the introduction.

Quintus also includes a recapitulation of the events of the Iliad and the Posthomerica at 14.121-42, in
the (indirectly reported) words of an anonymous bard.
186 According to Vian 1963.12n1 these lines summarise the events of Iliad 21, 22, and 24.

185
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killings he carried out by sea when he first came to Troy (13-14)."® Lines 15-17 then

close this summary of the Iliad, with repetition of a verb of recollection (LvnoOévrteg

15) in ring composition with pvnoapevot (line 9).188 There is also a structural closing of

this section through repetition of the fact that the Trojans remain within the walls of Troy

(Toweg éutpvov ava IMotdpolo méANa 3): dva mroAieBgov éptuvov (line 14).'%

The opening section of the poem ends with an emphasis on the grief of the
Trojans (APt ' apa oplot mévOog avineov memotnto 16), as though their city
were already in flames, sacked by the Greeks (g 101 otovoevTt KatatBouévng moot

Tooing 17). The concessive particle wg along with the temporal adverb 101 (line 17 —
loosely translated as “as though. . . now”) foregrounds the telos of the Trojan story, and in
fact, of the Posthomerica: the destruction of Troy is there right at the beginning of the
poem, disguised in primary narrator’s way of describing the intensity of the Trojans’
grief.190 The simile’s activation of Trojan recollection accommodates foreshadowing of
Troy’s end. One simile and the surrounding narrative intertwined with and motivated by
it, encapsulate the Trojan story within, and previous to, the events of the Posthomerica.
As discussed earlier, the absence of a proem has traditionally been seen as Quintus’
attempts to construct a direct link with the end of the Iliad, and in effect, to establish
himself as “still” Homer. The first simile of the poem, and its context, reinforce this idea
of linkage, by recapping the final events of the Iliad, and the telos of the Trojan War.

The Posthomerica, after these opening 17 lines, moves immediately to the coming
of Penthesileia to Troy: kat t0te OeQpwdovTog ATt eVELTOEOLO Pe€0PwWV / JALVOE
[TevOeoidewa. . . (1.18-19). Her arrival and the hope it brings to the Trojans is given an

extended narration (Posthomerica 1.18-137). More specifically, the hope Penthesileia’s

'87 The last two details mentioned do not specifically occur within the action of the Iliad: the Iliad does not
describe Achilles dragging Hector’s body around the walls of Troy (¢f. Vian 1963.12nl — it is attested in
Euripides Andromache 107-8, Vergil Aeneid 1.483, and again in the Posthomerica at 1.112 and 14.133);
lines 13-14 refer ‘to the sacking of the twelve cities by sea, as recalled by Achilles in the Iliad (9.328-9),
together with eleven cities sacked on the mainland near Troy’” (James 2004.269).

'8 Biir 2007.34 finds similar ring composition in the vocabulary of 1.1-15.

'% This clause in fact echoes the narrative both pre- and post-simile, since &vi nitoAieOpov also occurs at
line 8.

%0 On Troy’s destruction as the felos of the war, cf. the words of the anonymous Greek speakers at
Posthomerica 14.117, after the destruction of Troy: rvooapev moAéuolo pakpov téAoc. Cf. Bir
2007.33.
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appearance gives the Trojans is related by a series of similes that are interconnected.'’ I
have constructed the following diagram to illustrate that almost all of the similes in this
section of the book (extending from 1.18 to 1.81) are generated by preceding ones, and

that they are related thematically (see Diagram 1, below).'*?

1 Cf. Combellack 1968.10 on Quintus’ use of similes at the beginning of Book 1: ‘Homer is eager to get
his story under way and his reader interested in it. Quintus devotes most of his first pages to literary
adornment, and very little happens. The whole of the first book of the Iliad is without similes; Quintus
gives us five similes in the first hundred lines.” I will show that Quintus’ similes are not merely ornamental.
2 The exact meaning of “generate” will become clear in my discussion.
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Diagram 1: Structure in Similes, Posthomerica 1.5-81

5-9: Trojans hide in Troy in fear of Achilles, like cattle that cower in the
thickets in fear of a lion

Fy » 37-41: Penthesileia, in the presence of her attendants, is compared
< to the moon (goddess) conspicuous among the stars

A

48-53: Just as Penthesileia stands out from the other Amazons as
she comes to Troy, so Dawn who descends from Olympus stands
out from the fair-haired Seasons

[
»
<
<
vy

v Ay

63-72: The Trojans, despite past sorrows, rejoice at the sight of
Penthesileia, just as countrymen, when they catch sight of a
rainbow extending from the sea, rejoice, because it is a sign of
approaching rain for their parched lands

v 76-83: Priam’s grieving mind is gladdened at the sight of
Penthesileia, just as a blind man has his sight partially restored
1 either by a doctor or by a god, so that he can once more see dawn

A\ A 4

v 153-6: Penthesileia in her armour shines like a flash of lightning
shot forth from Olympus

»
g

175-6: Trojans follow Penthesileia like sheep following behind a ram

v

7| 179-81: Penthesileia marches into battle like Tritonis who went to face the
<« giants, or Strife that goes through the army stirring tumult — as such was
Penthesileia among the Trojans

The diagram illustrates that the similes contained within lines 37-156 share similar
themes, and that there is a progressive movement from one simile forward to the next, to
the extent that each simile generates a short piece of narrative which in turn generates

another simile similar to the preceding one. This sequence is illustrated first in that each
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text box is linked to the next, as illustrated by individual interconnecting arrows. All of
these similes share similarities, and are thus linked in the diagram by a second connecting
line (labelled Sequence “1”).'"° Sequence “2” reflects the relationship between the
similes at Posthomerica 1.175-6 and 1.179-81 — which emphasise the pre-eminence and
leadership of Penthesileia — and the similes at the beginning of Book 1 (1.37-41 and 1.48-
53), which contain a similar emphasis. Sequence 2 thus rounds of, in ring composition,
the narration of Penthesileia’s arrival into Troy and the effect she has on those who see
her. I will now delve more closely into the relationship between the similes outlined in
the diagram above, with a concern to illustrate the intricate structure evident in the
composition of the Posthomerica.

The first extended simile of the series occurs at 1.37-41: this simile compares
Penthesileia among her attendants to the pre-eminence of the (personified) Moon among
the stars.'™*

Qe d 6T &V’ ovEAVOV eVELV €V AOTOAOL Dl TEAT|VT)

EKTOEMEL €V TAVTETTLV AQLLNAT Yeyavla,

alB€00g dudroayévtog VO vePEwv €QLOOVTWY,

e0T’ dvEpwv eVdNOL pévog péya AdPoov dévtwv: (40)
WG 1] V' év MAONOL LETEMOETEV E0OVHEVTOLV.

As when in the broad expanse of heaven the brilliant moon among the stars stands out from among
all of them, being more distinct, when the aether is torn apart by the loud-thundering clouds, and
when the great might of the winds that bluster furiously has fallen asleep. So Penthesileia stood
out from among all those speeding by her side.

There are two ideas implied in this simile: just as the Moon is superior to the stars, so
Penthesileia is superior to her followers.'*” Implicated in this idea, is that the Moon is the
brightest, the most eye-catching in the heavens, compared to the stars around her.

Penthesileia is compared to something elemental — a light that suddenly appears in all its

193 The simile at Posthomerica 1.153-6 is not connected to the simile at 1.76-83, but is related by theme to

the other similes in Sequence 1.

41 will not dwell on the Homeric intertextuality of the similes in this chapter. It is sufficient to note here
that this simile, according to Vian (1963.14n1), is a Homeric intertext (he compares 1I. 5.524-6, 8.555-9,
and 16.300).

193 Correspondence in the main narrative with this key idea in the simile occurs immediately after the simile
(e 1 Y €v mdomot peténpemev éoovpévnoy 41), and occurs immediately before the simile as its

motivation: AAA” &oa macawv péy’ vmeipexe [TevBeoiAewa (line 36).
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brightness (AN Yeyavia 38).""® We as readers can infer that the contrast in the
simile between the loud thunderclouds torn apart and the winds that have fallen asleep
(39-40), and the moon that is suddenly pre-eminently bright in the sky (37-8), implies the
previous gloomy status of the Trojans, and the hope that the appearance of Penthesileia
and her companions now bring to them. This simile then introduces the idea of
Penthesileia as a dazzling light, a symbol of hope. This idea is elaborated in the
succeeding simile which itself contains the same themes, but with slight variation. The
second simile in the series also compares Penthesileia to a deity / natural element, but this
time we have a specific focus on the effect this appearance has on the Trojans.

Oin & axapatolo katépxetat OvVAVUTOWO

Hac paouagéoioy ayaAdopévn dpoévag (nmoig

0odwv pet’ EvmMAoKAHWY, peTta dé OPLOL TATALS (50)
EKTIQETEL AYAQOV €100G AHWUNTOLS TTEQ €0VOAG:

toin I[TevOeoidea poAev mott Towiov &otv

£Eoxoc &v maonow Apaloowy. Audt d¢ Toweg

nidvtoOev éoovpevol péy’ ¢é04dupeov, evT €oidovto

Apeog akapatoo Pabuvkvhuwda Bvyatoa (55)
EDOPEVTV HAKAQETTLY.

As Dawn descends from immortal Olympus with her fair-haired Seasons, her mind delighting in
her shining horses, and among all those with her she is the one with the most splendid appearance,
even though they also are blameless in that respect. As such Penthesileia went to the city of Troy
outstanding among all the Amazons. And the Trojans round about flocking from all sides
marvelled greatly, when they looked upon the deep-grooved daughter of untiring Ares, who
looked like one of the blessed ones.

Penthesileia among her Amazons is compared to Dawn among her companions, the fair-
haired Seasons.'”’ Once again, pre-eminence from among companions is the central

idea:'”™® Dawn has beauty more outstanding than all those who accompany her, even

though they too are beautiful (ueta ¢ oPlOoL MAoals/ ExmEemel ayAaov &idog

19 Just as the moon appears when the might of the blustering wind has died down (1.40), so too

Penthesileia appears when the war has abated for a moment, as the Trojans wait in Troy.
7 On the mythology of this simile, ¢f. Vian 1963.14n3, who also states (ibid.) that 1.48-53 are a
transposition of Odyssey 6.102-9, where Nausicaa is compared to Artemis.

This focus on pre-eminence among followers is refocused onto the leadership of Penthesiliea later in
Book 1, at 175-81, where, first, the Trojans following Penthesileia into battle are compared to sheep
following behind a ram (175-6), and then Penthesileia among the Trojans is compared to Tritonis or Strife
that goes through the army stirring up tumult (179-81). See Sequence 2 in Diagram 1. The later similes
reflect back on the earlier similes, and vice-versa. In these similes what is emphasised is either the near-
divine status of Penthesileia, or her leadership (the simile at 175-6 especially underscores this idea).
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apowuntolg mep €ovoaig 50-1); so Penthesileia is the most beautiful to look upon
(¢€oxoc év maonow Apaloowv 53), as she went to Troy (toin ITevOeoideiax poAev
ntott Towwov dotv 52)."? The verbs in the simile and post-simile narrative emphasise
movement: Dawn descends from Olympus (axapdtoto katégxetat OvAVUTOL0 48)
and just so Penthesileia went to Troy (MoAev moti Towiov d&otv 52). The vaguely

descriptive aorist pOAev (52) parallels the present tense katéoyetat (48) that describes

the habitual action of Dawn. Penthesileia’s single action thus appears as the daily light of
Dawn — a strong and exaggerated comparison.”” The perspective in the narrative, post-

simile, switches to the viewing of the Trojans as they look upon Penthesileia (53-6) —

they look upon her as resembling in appearance one of the gods (eidopévnv

Hokageoowy 56). The shift in narrative perspective to secondary narrator-focalizers

implies that Penthesileia appears to the Trojans just as she is compared to Dawn in the
simile — like one of the immortals — heaven-sent help. Thus, Penthesileia among her

Amazons has been compared to the Moon among the stars, Dawn among the Seasons,

and for the first time, the perspective of on-lookers, Trojans, has been introduced.*"!

The next simile in the sequence (Posthomerica 1.63-72) builds on this last factor
in particular: it describes the effect the sign of rain has on those longing for their parched
crops.

Aaol & dudeydvuvto kat &xvOpeVOL TO T&oL0ev:

wg & 6MOT abproavtec AT’ 0VEEOG AyQoLWTAL

Towv aveygopévny €€ ebpumogolo BaAdoong,

Oupoov 6t loxavowaot Beovdéog, OTTMOT dAwal (65)
101 dnavaivovtat éeAdOHevaL Alog VOwWY,

ope & VTINXAVVON Héyac ovEavog, ot O EoOVTES

€00A0V o &dvEpoLo kal VeTOL EyYUg EédvTog

XalEoLOIKV>, TO TTAQOLOEV EMIOTEVAXOVTES AQOVQALG:

s apa Towot vieg, 6T €dpakov évdodL mateng (70)
dewvnv INevBeoiAewav émi mtdéAepov pepaviay,

Yr|0eov.

199 Cf. Posthomerica 5.130-3 for a simile suggesting the pre-eminence of Ajax among the Greeks, placed

just before the contest for the Arms of Achilles.

2% It is of course appropriate that Penthesileia is compared to Dawn — her arrival implies a new beginning
and fresh hope for the Trojans.

20! There is a traditional connection between Selene and Eos: cf. Hesiod Th. 371-4, and DNP s.v. ‘Eos’.
Selene is also associated with Artemis, with whom Penthesileia is also compared at Posthomerica 1.663-8
(discussed in Section 3, Chapter 10). For this connection, see DNP s.v. ‘Selene’.
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And the people, despite grieving over past events, rejoiced: as whenever rustics, espying from a
mountain Iris the rainbow rising up from the expansive sea, when they yearn for god-sent rain,
when their fields now dry up as they crave Zeus’ water, and at last the great heavens are clouded
over, and they, looking upon the promising sign of mind and coming rain, rejoice, although
previously they groaned about their land. So then the Trojan sons, when they saw the terrible
Penthesileia eager for war within their homeland, rejoiced.

This simile illustrates the effect the sight of Penthesileia has on the Troj21ns.202 They are
compared to countrymen who espy a rainbow, when their fields are dry for want of

rain.>®

For the first time the Trojans are the subject of a simile with reference to the
appearance of Penthesileia. This switch in emphasis is motivated by the previous simile,
and especially its narrative context where, post-simile, the Trojans marvel at Penthesileia,

and look upon her as one of the gods (1.53-6).2*

It is no accident that, once again,
Penthesileia is compared to a natural element that suggests an abundance of light.
Emphasis has now shifted away from pre-eminence, and instead lies on the meaning the
sight of a natural phenomenon like a rainbow has for those who catch sight of it. The

sight of the rainbow means water for dry crops (¢00AOV onu’ dvéuolo kat VETOL

£yyvg €ovtog 68), and joy for rustics who have long hoped for rain (xalpovoi<v>, 0

205

TikQolOev Emotevaxovtes agovpats 69);7" so the Trojans look upon the iridescent

appearance of Penthesileia as a sign of hope for success in battle (detvnv

ITevOeoidelav émt mtoAepov pepaviay / yneov 71 / 72). Like the previous simile

that compared Penthesileia to dawn, thus implying a new start and hope of success, so
here, this simile makes clear exactly what the arrival of Penthesileia gives the Trojans:
relief from distress, and hope. Thus, through a sequence of similes, our reading of
Penthesileia’s arrival has moved from an understanding of her pre-eminence among her

followers, because of the brightness of her appearance (Posthomerica 1.37-40), to the

202 For the intertextuality of this simile, see James 2004.269. This is the only rainbow simile, and in fact the
only occurrence of a rainbow, in the Posthomerica.

*% Note the most explicit correspondence between simile and narrative: Aol & audeydvovto kai
dxvouevol t0 mapotBev (62) is paralleled closely by xaipovoi<v>, t0 mdoolBev €miotevdyovteg
agoveats (69).

2% See also Diagram 1 above, and the arrows connecting the two text boxes, and also the arrows connecting
all three similes that I have discussed so far that describe Penthesileia.

295 Cf Vian 1963.15n1 on the ancients’ belief that a rainbow was a presage of rain.



C Maciver PhD Thesis 65 Reading Similes
Reading Quintus Reading Homer

new hope this pre-eminent appearance brings (Posthomerica 1.48-53), to the suffering of
the Trojans and the relief they now have even in seeing the iridescent appearance of the
newly arrived Penthesileia (Posthomerica 1.63-72).

The Trojans’ perspective on Penthesileia’s arrival is then narrowed down to the
effect her coming has on one Trojan, Priam (Posthomerica 1.76-85). The effect of
Penthesileia’s arrival on him is compared to partial relief from blindness:

Q0c d 6t avne aAaoiow €’ SPHUATL TOAAX HOYHoaG

lpelpwv Wéewv tepov dpaog 1) BavéeaOoat

1 MoV INTHEOS &pVpOVOG 1€ Boio

oupat’ anaxAvoavtog idn dpdog rjoryeveing,

ov uev 8oov 1o Ttdoldev, Suws O doa Podov idvon (80)
TOAATG €K KakdtnTog, €XeLd €Tt Mpatog dAyog

atvov VO PAePAQOLTL AEAELLHEVOV: WG doa DELVT|V

viog Aaopédovrtog éoédoaice IMevBeaiAewav:

nabEov Pév YriOnoe, o d¢ mAéov eloéTL matdwv

AXVUT ATIOKTAHEV@V. (85)

As when a man who has suffered much from blindness desires to see the holy light or else die, at
last beholds the light of dawn, either by the skill of a blameless doctor, or because a god has lifted
the mist from his eyes, though he sees not so much as before, but nevertheless is strongly cheered
from his great bane, even though he yet has pangs of grievous pain left stinging under his eye lids.
So then the son of Laomedon beheld terrible Penthesileia. He rejoiced slightly, but greater still was
his grief for his sons that had been killed.

Priam’s grief is compared to blindness, which is partly dispelled by the arrival of

Penthesileia, an arrival that is implicitly compared to the light of dawn ({pcog

206

notyeveing 79).”" This time the act of seeing is emphasised through a simile that

207

describes a blind man who at last sees the light of dawn.”" Quintus here plays on the

running imagery of Penthesileia’s appearance as something elemental and celestial that

2 1t is difficult to assign in the main narrative a correspondence for the doctor’s skill or the god’s lifting of
the mist (1.78-9). Arguably, the arrival of Penthesileia can be transferred, in the simile, both into the
remedy for blindness and into dawn, since it is her arrival that makes Priam rejoice despite so much
previous grief (lines 74-5, and especially line 75: péy” axnyxepévolo mept ¢poeotl TvtOov &von). Cf.
Vian 1963.161 on the description of blindness here.

27 On this simile, cf. the comments of James 2004.269: ‘The simile of partial recovery from blindness is
one of the few that seem to be original in subject matter. The condition described is probably glaucoma,
with which Laokoon is inflicted at 12.400-12.
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dazzles onlookers.””® Whereas in the preceding similes her arrival is emphasised as
something dazzling and joy-inducing through use of similes, this time Priam, one of the
Trojans who behold Penthesileia, has a more realistic reaction to her arrival: the simile
and post-simile narrative emphasise only partial restoration of sight / feelings of joy (lines
80-2, 83-4).” The Trojans in the previous simile are compared to rustics who rejoice at
the sight of the rainbow, which means rain for their crops — so the Trojans rejoice at the
sight of Penthesileia which means an end to their sorrows. What is different in this simile
is the lack of full sight in the simile: the arrival of Penthesileia does not dispel all of
Priam’s grief, just as the blind man in the simile is not able to see the light of the sun
fully, in contrast to the effect the Moon, Dawn, and a rainbow have in the previous
similes.*"”

Thus, in terms of the running theme involved in the similes from 1.37 to 1.83
(Sequence 1 in Diagram 1), all of which are interconnected and sequentially motivating
(as Diagram 1 illustrates), the Priam simile marks a diminuendo in the exaggerated
comparisons that exalt Penthesileia to an all-relieving elemental force.”'' This final simile
in the sequence is generated by the focus on the Trojan’s perspective of Penthesileia in
the previous simile: we again get a Trojan perspective, but instead of a holistic idea, we
zoom in on one Trojan, and the personal feelings he has, unlike the general joy felt by the

. 212
Trojans as a whole.

We still get a focus on seeing, but this is only a limited sight after
blindness, not dazzlement at a celestial sign. The impressive effect of Penthesileia’s

arrival, as shown in a series of similes, is thus extended with the same themes in the

*%% The implicit parallel in this simile of Penthesileia to dawn (1.79) mirrors the simile at 1.48-53, discussed
above, where Penthesileia is explicitly compared to the goddess Dawn, but this time Penthesileia is
compared only to the natural force, not the divine.

2% The simile also functions as an illustration or proof of the validity of the gnome at 1.72-3, which speaks
of the softening of grief through hope.

19 The blind man in the simile still feels the pain of his affliction: £xet d &t mUAaTog aAyog, implying
that Priam’s grief is too great to be completely relieved by Penthesileia’s arrival.

' There is one more simile I would add to what I term Sequence 1, illustrated in Diagram 1. It occurs at
Posthomerica 1.153-6, where Penthesileia in her armour is compared to a flash of lightning shot by Zeus.
Penthesileia’s appearance is thus once again emphasised as something dazzling. Similes (long and short)
involving lightning bolts are common in the Posthomerica, however: they occur at 1.677-81, 2.207, 2.379-
87,3.293-5, 6.197, 8.69-74, 8.222-7, 9.295, 10.479-82, 11.401-5, and 14.457-8.

212 Cf. Moulton 1977. 33 on the simile series at Iliad 2.455-83, which ends with a focus on Agamemnon
(Iliad 2.480-3): ‘The entire movement, if compared to a series of views with a camera lens, clearly exhibits
a contraction of the frame, until the audience is finally brought to concentrate on the supreme leader of the
expedition.” This is a sequence Quintus imitates, but the Posthomeric sequence is more descriptive and
exaggerated, and inter-motivating.
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Priam simile, but is tempered to end with a private view of her arrival and the hope that it
brings.

I have shown that Penthesileia’s arrival into Troy and the hope this signifies for
the Trojans are subject to a series of related similes that interact and unify the narrative
on account of their tightly bound thematic similarities. The similes have structural
relations that lift their function beyond the traditional use made of similes in earlier epic.
There are other, later similes in Book 1 that reflect back on earlier similes, and through
such parallelism, have significant implications for the dramatic meaning of the text.
Earlier expectations of success through Penthesileia’s prowess, as related through simile-
imagery, are reversed through echoing imagery in similes later in Book 1 that create an
opposite reader-response. I will focus on this interplay of similes at the beginning and end
of Book 1, by focusing in particular on Penthesileia and her fate in Book 1 at the hands of
Achilles.

I have produced the following table to illustrate the similarities and echoes
between the similes in Posthomerica 1: the symbols in the last column indicate which

. 213
similes resemble each other.

213 The symbols on the last column mostly interconnect similes that have similar subject matter. My

discussion of certain similes in the table will illustrate what effect this similarity can have on our reading.
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Table 1: The Thematic Interrelationships of the Similes in Posthomerica 1

Line(s) Subjects in Narrative

5-9 Trojans, Achilles

37-40 Penthesileia, her Attendants
48-53 Penthesileia, Amazons
63-72 Trojans, Penthesileia

76-83 Priam, Penthesileia

153-6 Penthesileia in her armour
175-6 Trojans, Penthesileia

179-81 Penthesileia, Trojans

207-10n Trojans, Penthesileia, Greeks

222# Trojans, Greeks
249-53 Bremousa

262-5 Amazons, Diomedes
277# Son of Phyleus
315-19 Penthesileia

320-4 Penthesileia, Greeks
3454# Greeks

352# Trojan Horses, Greeks
353-6 Trojans, Penthesileia

395-402 Penthesileia

440-45 Trojan Women
479-81 Greeks, Penthesileia
488-93 Penthesileia

513# Achilles, Ajax
515-21 Achilles, Ajax
524-8 Achilles, Ajax, Trojans
534-7 Achilles, Ajax, Trojans

538-441 Penthesileia, Achilles, Ajax

572* # Penthesileia, Achilles
586-7* Achilles, Penthesileia

613-217 Achilles, Penthesileia, her Horse

625-9 Penthesileia
633-42 Trojans, Troy
633-8 Penthesileia
673-4 Penthesileia

677-81 Ares
696-702 Ares, Zeus

Subjects in Simile

Cattle, Lion

Moon, Stars

Dawn, Seasons

Countrymen, Rainbow

Blind man, Dawn

Flash of Lightning from Olympus
Sheep, Ram

Tritonis, Giants, Strife

Mountain beasts, Sheep, Fire, Bushes

Flesh-devouring Beasts

Ash Tree, Woodsmen

Heifers, Strong man

Lion, Sheep

Lioness, Cattle

Surging Sea, Speeding ships
Falling leaves, Drops of Rain
Threshed Grain

Sea Storm, Sun, Capricorn
Heifer, Springtime, Dewy Grass
Bees

Dying Goats, Panther

Howling Gale, Uprooted Trees,
Snapped Branches

Ares

Sons of Aloeus
Herd-destroying Lions, Shepherd-less
sheep

Fire, Racing Wind, Forest
Panther, Wild beasts, Hunters
Dove, Hawk

Fawn, Herd-destroying Lions
Man, Innards over a Fire, Stag, Pine
Tree

Fir Tree, North Wind
Shipwrecked Sailors, City
Artemis

Immortal Goddess

Zeus’ Thunderbolt

Rock from Cliff, Storm of Zeus

Key: * = Spoken by a secondary Narrator; » = Double Simile; # = Short Simile

Lt

@ e
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Of the parallels outlined in the table above, I would like to begin with one pair that adds
to the reader’s expectations of an untimely fate for Penthesileia. The parallel is between
the simile at Posthomerica 1.179-81 (in which Penthesileia is compared to Tritonis, the
giants, or Strife) and the simile at 1.515-21 (in which Achilles and Ajax are compared to
the sons of Aloeus).

‘H 9’ oin Tottwvig, 6t AvOev dvta I'tydviwy,
1) "EQig &ypexvdolpoc ava otoatov diocoovoq, (180)
toin évi Toweoot Bon méAe [TevOeoiAeia.

Penthesileia was like Tritonis when she went against the Giants, or Strife who raises tumult
rushing through the army — such among the Trojans was swift Penthesileia (Posthomerica 1.179-
81).

Apyelot & éxdonoav, émet ov &vdpEe kQATALW (515)
edopévw maideocoy AAwnog peyaAoto,

ol mot ém’ evEUV OAvumov épav Bépev oboea pakd,

‘Oooav <t’> alnewvnv kat [TnAov Opucdonvov,

OMTMwG 1) HEHAWTE KAl 0VQAVOV eloadikwvtart

ToloL &Q” AVTEOTNOAV ATAQTNEOD TOAEHOLO (520)
Alakidat

The Argives rejoiced when they saw the stout men looking like the sons of mighty Aloeus, who
once boasted that they would pile on top of broad Olympus the great mountains Ossa the sheer and
Pelion the high-peaked, that they, in their eagerness, might arrive at heaven’s limit. As such then
the grandsons of Aeacus faced the fearsome war (Posthomerica 1.515-21).

The similarity of their entries into battle, and the natural oppositions suggested by the
similes, puts the contest between Penthesileia and Achilles on a cosmic, gigantomachic
scale.”™ In the first simile (1.179-81), Penthesileia going into battle is compared both to
Tritonis going against the giants, and to Strife stirring up tumult. In the second simile
(1.515-21), Achilles and Ajax going into battle are compared to the giants Otus and
Ephialtes, who famously warred against the gods and captured Ares in a jar.*'> Both
similes refer to the same mythological event — Gigantomachy.?'® Penthesileia is the

daughter of Ares,”'” and is compared to Athene who fought against the giants.218 Otus

%It is Achilles alone who eventually faces Penthesileia in battle (Ajax leaves him in battle at 1.570-2).

215 Cf Vian 1963.163 and James 2004.272.

21 On Gigantomachy in the Posthomerica, see the references at James 2004.270. On cosmology (in
Posthomerica 14), see now Carvounis 2007.

27 ¢f. Posthomerica 1.55.
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and Ephialtes, the giants, managed to capture Ares, the father of Penthesiliea, in a jar.”"

So by setting up battle-entries for Penthesileia on the one hand, and Achilles (and Ajax)
on the other, against an imaged background of a gigantomachic struggle that actually
took place in another mythological world, the reader expects a similar extra-human
struggle between Penthesileia and Achilles. As the story goes, the sons of Aloeus
eventually did not succeed in their struggle against the gods, and since Penthesileia is
compared to Athene who successfully, along with the other gods, defeated the Giants,**°
the similes themselves seem to leave open the outcome of their eventual meeting.?*!
Similes are in dialogue with each other in Book 1, through identification of similar
subject matter by the reader.”

Such echoes in subject matter underscore the reversal of fortune for Penthesileia
in the latter part of Book 1, compared to her rampant successes at the beginning of the
poem. There are two similes that best illustrate this, at Posthomerica 1.488-93 and 1.625-
9.

Posthomerica 1.488-93 highlights the manner in which Penthesileia destroys the
Greek troops who fight against her.”*’

Qe & 6t émPpioaca péya otovocooa BveA

GAAa pév €k 0LV XapddLs PaAe dévdoen pakoa

avOeoL AeB0wVTA, Tt O €K TTEEVOLO KEDATTEV (490)
PoOev, aAANAowoL & €mti kKAaoBévta kéxv<v>Tar

WS Aavawv <tdte> KelTo MOAVS 0TEATOS €V KOoVvinot

Mowdwv ottt kai €yxel [TevOeoheing.

As when a grievous gale, bearing down strongly, uproots and throws to the ground some tall trees
that are in full bloom, destroys some parts from the trunk from above, and the broken parts end up

218 See the note of James 2004.270.

*!% For the story of Otus and Ephialtes, see OCD s.v. ‘Aloedae’. The comparison to giants does of course
emphasise the size and strength of Achilles and Ajax.

220 Another Trojan, Aeneas at Posthomerica 11.415-20, is compared to Zeus who fought against the giants.
2! However, the strong foreshadowing of Penthesileia’s death at the hands of Achilles, repeatedly forecast
in Book 1, makes clear what the outcome of the contest will be. Penthesileia’s death is foreshadowed at
1.93-7, 1.125-37, 1.172, 1.201-4, 1.357, 1.374-5, and 1.391-5. Cf. Duckworth 1936.73: ‘Again and again
[Quintus] refers to Penthesileia’s folly and to the death that awaits her. . . on the whole the foreshadowing
in this episode fails to be effective because Quintus inartistically uses too much repetition within the short
space of one book.’

22 penthesileia and Achilles (and Ajax) are elsewhere paralleled by simile subject matter. For example, fire
imagery is used to characterise them at Posthomerica 1.209-10 (referring to the speed with which
Penthesileia brings slaughter to the Trojans) and 1.534-7 (expressing an almost identical idea, but this time
referring to Achilles and Ajax).

223 For the intertextuality of this simile, see Vian 1963.31n1.
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piled on top of each other. So then the great army of the Greeks lay in the dust by the will of the
Moirai and the spear of Penthesileia.

This simile, which compares the Greeks killed by Penthesileia to trees uprooted and

d,224 is the last simile in the narrative that occurs while

broken because of a strong win
Penthesileia is incurring battle successes. The simile illustrates the effect Penthesileia’s
participation in the battle has on the Greeks. The Greeks, compared to tall trees in

blossom (dévdoea paxpa / avOeot mAeOowvta 489-90), and therefore (by
implication) men at their peak, lie in the dust (Aavawv <tdte> Kelto TOAVS 0TEATOS
év xovinot 492) like uprooted and broken trees. The simile elicits a sympathetic reader-
response in its details of full-bloom (&vOeot AeOdwvTar 490) and the manner in
which the broken parts of the trees are piled up together (AAAN)AoloL O €mi kKAaOO évta

Kkéxv<v>tat 491). We attain a picture of youthful soldiers lying as broken corpses in a

pile. The simile also demonstrates the battle prowess of Penthesileia, and the ease with
which she slays the Greeks. The reader recalls the details and effects of this simile and its
narrative context when he / she comes to read a simile where Penthesileia is the one
compared to a broken tree (Posthomerica 1.625-9):

Evt’ éAdn kAaoBeioa i) kovepov Bogéao, (625)
1V Té oL AlMULTATNV AVA T dykea paQd kat VAN,

ol avth HéY’ dyaApa, toédet maga midakt yola:

toin ITevBeoideia kat” wkéog fjoimev (mmov,

Onnr) e éovoa- katekAAoON O€ ol AAKT).

When a pine tree has been snapped by the force of the icy North wind, which in fact is the highest
in the great glens and wood, a great delight to the earth itself that nourishes it by a spring. Like
such a pine tree Penthesileia fell down from her swift horse, though she was a marvel to behold:
and the strength within her was broken.

Penthesileia is compared in this simile to a pine tree that is broken by the North wind.**

In the narrative context, she has fallen from her horse, slain by the spear of Achilles

(1.621-4). The primary idea behind the simile is not illustration of the way Penthesileia

2% Similes that describe trees occur in the Posthomerica (other than Book 1) at 4.239-42, 4.248-9, 6.377-
82, 8.130-3, 8.204-7,9.162-7, 9.451-8, 11.122-6, and 13.395-8.

5 See Vian 1963.163 on the intertextuality of this simile. He correctly identifies a parallel with
Posthomerica 1.249, where Bremousa, slain by Idomeneus, falls like an ash tree.
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fell from her horse, but rather a focus on the dignified and awesome appearance of

Penthesileia even as a corpse falling from a horse: Onnt mep éovoa (line 629),

corresponding with ot avT) puéy” &yaApa (627) in the simile, underscores the marvel
that Penthesileia is even in death.”?® The tree in the simile is described as the highest

(atmutdny 626), a delight to the earth that nourished it beside a spring (ot avT) pey’

ayaApa, toeédel maga midakt yaio 627). The poet, here too, strives to elicit the

reader’s sympathy, this time in the death of Penthesileia.

The reader, engaging with this simile, recalls the earlier one at 1.488-93, where
Penthesileia’s victims are compared to uprooted, broken trees. The echo casts a differing
emphasis on that previous simile when read in the light of the simile at 1.625-9. The
reader’s awareness of the manner in which Penthesileia’s death is described shifts the
focus away from the prowess of Penthesileia to her future death at the hands of Achilles.
Penthesiliea is absorbed into the imagery that she caused by killing Greeks. She is now
made to appear like one of her own victims. Now Achilles supplants Penthesileia and the

227 .
She, now, is the

focus in the narrative that was on the battle exploits of Penthesileia.
victim whose strength is broken as a tree is broken, whereas the focus of battle prowess
rests with Achilles.

I have been concerned to illustrate that while Quintus closely imitates the
Homeric poems in the subject matter and some of the function of his similes, he in fact
uses similes to provide structure and unity to a poem that is naturally episodic, describing
as it does a series of events in the Trojan war, without a single main theme like a focus on
the wrath of Achilles. It is clear that in function the Posthomerica’s similes cooperate in a
more complicated manner in the mechanics of the text than do the Homeric similes in the
Homeric poems. The similes of Posthomerica 1 are intricately linked, and are often
motivated in their subject matter and emphasis by preceding similes. Quintus is thus

Quintean with Homeric-imitative similes, as he uses Homeric similes within a non-

Homeric template.

%% One other obvious parallel between simile and narrative exists between katekA&oOn d¢ ot &Ak (629)

and kAaoO¢eloa (in (625).
27 On reversal through similes in the Iliad, cf. Lonsdale 1990.85.
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Conclusion

I have by no means exhausted study of similes in the Posthomerica. I have, so far,
selected and discussed a sample of similes, and have given an overview of the content
and placement of the others.””® While I have researched and presented the statistics for
the poem’s similes, my aims and concerns have lain elsewhere. Quintus follows Homer,
imitates Homer, and even emulates Homer in his use of similes. Within this Homeric
template, I have delved a little more deeply. I have illustrated the powerful dynamic of
intertextuality in the Posthomerica’s similes, and the activation of meaning caused in the
process of bringing the reader’s knowledge of the Homeric poems to this overtly
Homeric-imitative text. Such a dynamic involves identification of non-Homeric poetic
practice, and analysis of the Quintean practice of cross-referencing and paralleling
similes within a book of the poem.

What has concerned me above all is the power of the reader. The learned reader
brings a reading of the Homeric poems’ similes to the reading of the same similes by
Quintus, the reader. These readings interact, as I have shown, in the Posthomerica’s
similes. The Homeric similes drawn upon in the Posthomerica’s similes have meanings
and contexts, that, when applied to a reading of the Posthomerica’s similes, activate
further construction of characterisation, and add significance to the surrounding
Posthomeric narrative. Similes in the Posthomerica have a fundamentally important place
in the apparatus of poetic relevancy: they are not (purely) ornamental, they do not lapse
into irrelevancy in connection with the narrative, but rather continually construct the
narrative’s meaning and themes, and unify the overall episodic whole of the poem. While
we read an occasional Homeric tendency for disjunctions between the simile and
narrative, we read a Quintus aware of the potential latent in similes themselves, and in the
very Homeric similes that his own similes imitate. This imitation, as I have shown, adds
in particular to characterisation. Personalities in the Posthomerica are first compared by a

Posthomeric simile, and then compared again (and often repeatedly) through that simile’s

228 1 will focus later, in Section 3, on Quintus as a Late Antique reader of Homer by focusing on how we

read Quintus using one particular simile to construct a corrected, morally updated, version of Homer.
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intertextuality and the activation of Homeric similes, and other epic and post-Homeric
situations, read in the primary comparison. The dynamic of intertextuality in the
Posthomerica, is indisputably dynamic. Having established Quintus as a learned reader of
Homer and constructer of Homeric-imitative similes that do things to our reading of the
wider Posthomeric narrative, I turn to another largely understudied and underrated poetic

feature of the poem — gnomai.
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Reading Gnomai in the Posthomerica

Quintus’ artificiality is. . . apparent in his fondness for introducing platitudinous maxims.

Mansur 1940.58

Given the importance that the ancients themselves attached to gnomic expressions in their
literature, it is surprising how little attention they have received in recent scholarship.

Lardinois 1997.213

Introduction

The Posthomerica is permeated with gnomai,*’

230
d.

something that has not gone

unnotice Kochly shapes the scholarly view of these gnomai with this negative bias:

‘Ipsa Quinto maxime pecularis est. Frequentissime enim et paene ad nauseam usque

locos communes admiscuit, qui maximam partem sapientiam vulgarissimam produnt’

231

(my italics).”" A similar view of the “vulgarity” of these gnomai is found in Vian:

‘Plusieurs de ses récits tendent a illustrer une pensée edifante, qui s’éleve rarement au

. 232
dessus du lieu commun.’

More recently, James notes the ‘unnecessarily negative’ bias
in scholarship on ‘the uncomfortable mix of traditional epic paganism with Stoic
doctrine’ evident in gnomai, and, on gnomai, states himself that ‘certainly it is the aspect
of the work that amounts to some degree of modernization of Homeric epic’.**

In this section, I will illustrate how vital close study and interpretation of the

function of the Posthomerica’s gnomai are for our appreciation of the poem’s literary and

22 The statistics and some similarities of analysis in this section can be found in Maciver 2007.269-84.

7% See my summary of scholarship on gnomai in the Posthomerica at Maciver 2007.269n41. There has
been no specific study on gnomai in the Posthomerica, other than, most recently, the statistics and
discussion in Maciver 2007.passim, and especially 269-71.

21 K5chly 1850.xcv, where he lists some of the poem’s gnomai.

22 Vian 1963.xxxvii.

3 James 2004.xxviii.
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ethical agenda. I will begin with analysis of the poem’s gnomai-frequency, and where and
how these gnomai are used. I will compare Homeric practice, and posit my discussion
within the Homeric-imitative nature of the Posthomerica. 1 will highlight that, contrary to
the opinion of scholarship to date, most of the gnomai not only echo Homeric gnomai,
but also share the functions exhibited by Homeric gnomai; and conversely, I will
illustrate what is non-Homeric in the content and function of Posthomeric gnomai.

I will then focus on specific gnomai, and in particular, concentrate on
narratological interactions between primary and secondary narrator-spoken gnomai in the
Posthomerica, and what our reading of the gnomai’s Homeric and other literary or
philosophical intertextuality does to these interactions. Quintus, with repeated themes
through gnomai, threads an ethical tapestry throughout the story of the Posthomerica, and
in so doing, creates a Homeric poem that is essentially non-Homeric, due to the echoes in
these gnomai and other poetic situations, and due to some of the key subject matter of the
gnomai. Gnomai, like similes, unify an epic that is to all superficial examinations un-
unified, and create a framework of originality that works with, and despite of, the strong
Homeric indebtedness of the poem. We read Homer within the gnomai, but also identify
a Quintus who, while reading Homer into his gnomai, works through gnomai to create
thematic ideologies that interact with Homeric ethics, but also substantially update them

into Late Antique, post-Homeric ethics.
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Chapter 5 Inherited Wisdom: The Gnome in the Posthomerica

He was. . . a pious poet, a preacher of morality to the young; in this of course, differing
widely from Homer.

Paschal 1904.42-3

In its broadest sense, a yvcun, according to Aristotle, is a general statement.>>*

Quintilian similarly calls the gnome, or Latin ‘“sententia”, a vox universalis. Such a
definition fits the idea of the gnome in all its occurrences, whether literary or in the sense

of traditional spoken sayings.”’

This is the key idea behind wisdom sayings, or
gnomai:236 while they occur in specific literary contexts, with specific meanings for those
literary contexts, they are general and universal in meaning and specification. The epic
gnome, because of this generality, operates at different levels, with differing levels of

1:%7 that

application. On the one hand, it operates on a specific literary, intra-textual leve
1s, it functions within its textual setting and affects reading of that specific textual setting
and its context within the whole literary work. On the other hand, the gnome operates at
the reader’s level, due to the universal generality of the gnome’s meanings and potential
meanings, through the reader and his/her literary and cultural background.23 8 Stenger
writes that, as the expression of ‘Volksweisheit’, the gnome appears to deprive every

.. . 239 . . .
contradiction of basis.”” Gnomai manipulate listener (or reader) response because they

create empathy, and therefore gain the desired reaction — they appeal to the world of the

*Rhetoric 1394a21-2: €01 d1) Yvun anddavois, o pévtol ovte mepl TV kad’ EKaoTtov, olov

motog s Ipucoatng, dAAX kaBoAov, olTe TeQl mMAVIWV, olov 6Tt TO VOV T KAPTOAW
gvavtiov, AAAX Tepl Gowv at MEAEELS elol.

% Cf. DNP s.v. ‘gnome’: one must differentiate between literary gnomai incorporated into speeches in
Homer and the more independent gnomai such as those found in Pindar.

% Quintilian 8.5.3, where he equates ‘sententiac’ with gnomai. I find that many sententiae in Latin
literature, especially in Senecan tragedy, have an added dimension of wit through placement and rhetoric.
Cf. Tarrant 1985.21. Cf. Canter 1925.85-99 for detailed discussion of Senecan rhetoric.

27 Cf. Maciver 2007.269n40 (following Lardinois 1997.214): ‘It operates on a narrow basis, where the
specific situation in the text acts as the motivation and focus of the gnome.’

28 Cf. Maciver 2007.269n40: “The very generalising nature of the gnome can transfer applicability to the
reader.’

29 Stenger 2004.8.
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addressee, which is shared by the poet and / or the speaker in the text. Gnomai demand
reader-participation with the text to achieve their full force.

A working definition of the epic gnome, in Homer and Quintus, is as follows:** it
i1s a wisdom saying, mostly found in the climax of exhortatory speeches, and mostly
spoken by those famed for wisdom or oratory. The content of the gnome is designed to
add force to the main argument of a speech or to add reason for action. The general truth
of the gnome appeals to all listeners, that is, it is a universal statement with which they
can concur and then apply its relevance to the context in which they are found. Gnomai
can also occur in the primary narrative, often echoing gnomai in the secondary narrative.
These gnomai are, in particular, aimed at a readership, and create a didactic atmosphere

to the poem: we as readers are instructed. The format of the gnome usually includes an
explanatory particle such as ydo to build on and conclude the previous arguments in a

speech or narrative. The gnome can vary from a generic statement on something or
someone’s qualities, or more specifically to expressions on matters such as fate or death.
The essential aspect of a gnome is that it expresses a matter that is broadly true for an
audience inside the epic in an epic situation, or/and, from there, to the reader of the poem.

When it comes to analysing the specific function of gnomai within the literary
text, they must never be read apart from their context.*"! According to Lardinois, gnomai,
in the Iliad are accompanied by a statement of explanation, which gives a vital focus or
point of identification for the gnome itself.** For example, at the beginning of Book 2
(Posthomerica 2.36-40), Priam consoles the Trojans after the death of Penthesileia by
pointing to the arrival of Memnon. His speech is designed to counter the speech by
Thymoetes (2.10-25), who, vexed by the deaths of Hector and Penthesileia, suggested
flight from a doomed Troy as the best recourse for the Trojans.

“avtaQ 6 Y aomaciwg pot VTTETXETO TAVTA TeAéooaL
EABwV éc Tooinv- kal pv oxedov EAmopat eivat
AAN dye TANT €1l Batdy, Emel TOAD AWLdv 0Tt
Bapoaréwe amoAéoBat ava kAGvVov 1€ puydvTag

%0 This definition is based on my reading of all the gnomai in Homer and Quintus; I am also indebted to
works by Lardinois 1997, Stenger 2004, and the article on the gnome in DNP.

2! Lardinois 1997.213 and passim.

2 Lardinois 1997.218. I prefer not to use the word “explanation” for the contextual statement that, both in
Homer and in Quintus, more frequently provides an introduction or premise which a gnome then proceeds
to explain: the gnome itself is really the “explanation”. I instead use the expression “contextual statement”.
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Cwev aAdodamoiol maQ’ avdgaowy aloxe’ éxoviac.” (40)

“But he gladly promised to me to accomplish all these things after arrival in Troy, and I believe he
is in fact near at hand So then, come, bear up a little longer, since it is far better to perish in battle
bravely than to flee and to live among foreign men, bearing shame” (Posthomerica 2.36-40).

Priam asks the people to endure until the hope-giving arrival of Memnon. He concludes

this exhortation, and his speech, with a gnome, advising that it is better (TTOAU A0V
¢ott 38) to die in battle (OagoaAéwe amoAéoBat ava kAovov 39) than to bear the
consequences of shameful flight (¢ pvyovtac / Cwewv aAAodamolot taQ” dvOQAotv

aloxe’ éxovrac 39-40).* The gnome marks a conclusion (or last word) on Priam’s
previous argument on the benefits of surviving until the arrival of Memnon, and is used
as a means of persuasion: the general truth of his gnome builds on the specificity of the
situation.”** They should stay because Memnon will arrive, and because, as a general
truth, it is better rather to die in war than live in the cities of foreigners after fleeing
shamefully. A listener, and then a reader of this speech, could sympathise with the
veracity of the gnomic statement, and hence be convinced by his speech. Note the
presence of ertel (2.38) as an indicator that the gnome is an explanation, or last word, on
his previous statements.**> The gnome challenges Thymoetes’ assertion that flight from a
city about to perish was better than facing Achilles in battle (2.23-5). Staying until
Memnon arrives, and then fighting and even dying for Troy is the more honourable

option. Priam, with this gnome, also appeals to the warrior’s heroic code, and the ethos of

the Iliad.**® Dying in war is what a warrior does, bravely (80(@00(/\8’(0@).247

This is the pattern with the majority of gnomai in the Posthomerica. The gnome,

spoken usually by a character famed for speaking or for their leadership, is applied to the

3 This advice is echoed by Neoptolemus to the Greeks at Posthomerica 11.219. The exact opposite of this
advice is given by Menelaus to the Greeks at Posthomerica 6.30.

% That is, the “sucker-punch”. Cf. Stenger 2004.8 on gnomai in the Iliad giving legitimacy to advice given
by experienced heroes like Nestor.

3 Conjunctions such as Yéo and €met ‘indicate that the gnome provides an argument for the preceding
remark’ Lardinois 1997.219-20.

% Cf. Finley 1978.105: ‘The main theme of a warrior culture is constructed on two notes — prowess and
honour. The one is the hero’s essential attribute, the other his essential aim.’

7 <[ Death] is what the hero faces every time he goes into battle. It is clear in Homer that the soldier would,
in general, prefer not to fight’ Griffin 1980.92. Priam’s position of authority also persuades the listeners.
They fear Priam and thus do not openly dissent (2.64-5). Cf. Schofield 2001.225.
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narratees in the text, to their situation, and to similar situations. In addition, the gnome
extends to the world of the reader, and can bear information with which the reader can
equally concur or empathise. I shall treat all gnomai as existing specifically within their
context, but also as having a wider application both within the written text, and at the
level of the reader’s cultural and literary background.248

It is important to give the figures for gnomai in the Posthomerica before further
discussion: the following statistics underscore the prominence given to them by the
poet.”* T have found a total of 132 gnomai in the Posthomerica.™>® Lardinois finds 154
gnomai in the lliad.*" The Posthomerica has, clearly, proportionately more gnomai than
the Iliad.>* The Posthomerica is 8772 lines in length, that is, slightly more than half as

long as the Iliad. When we take into account the frequency of speeches in each epic,””

254 the Posthomerica has a

and keep in mind that gnomai mostly occur in speeches,
remarkably large proportion of gnomai.”> There are two possible reasons for this volume
of gnomai in the Posthomerica. One may be the overtly Homeric-imitative nature of the

poem: Quintus attempts to emulate a typical Homeric feature by outdoing Homer in

% Lardinois 1997.219 sums up the contextual statement that accompanies gnomai, as follows: ‘In short,
the explanation of Homeric gnomai can fulfil various pragmatic functions. It usually precedes the gnomic
expressions, but it can also follow them in order to produce a friendly, less authoritative effect, to expand
on a previous explanation, or to switch to another referent.’

% The statistics and analysis I give can be similarly found in Maciver 2007.269-71.

B0y separate “strings”, that is, combinations of gnomai, unlike Ahrens 1937.12-38 for the Iliad. I also make
no distinction between an enthymeme and a gnome, since an enthymeme is a gnome. For the significance of
an enthymeme, see Aristotle Rhetoric 1394b21-2 and Maciver 2007.269n43. Cf. Morales 2004.107n45 and
her discussion of gnomai in Achilles Tatius.

1 Lardinois 1997.215; Lardinois is not altogether correct in his totals: he finds seventy-three gnomai more
for Ahrens’ total of 81 (Ahrens 1937.12-38). He adds 1I. 2.24-5, which Ahrens 1937.14 already has in his
list; Lardinois also adds /. 9.309, 312-13, and 12.212-14, which are not in fact gnomai: c¢f. my discussion at
Maciver 2007.269-70 (n44). There are, therefore, 150 gnomai in the Iliad. For the sake of convenience, I
will keep to Lardinois’ published figures.

252 There is one gnome for every 66 lines of text, on average, in the Posthomerica, and one out of a total
102 lines on average in the Iliad. Note the former statistic differs from that in Maciver 2007.270n46, since I
have divided here from the accurate total of 8772 lines of the Posthomerica rather than the total given in
James & Lee 2000.1 of 8800 lines.

3 Cf. Elderkin 1906.2-3: ‘Quintus in the Posthomerica has 24 per cent. speech — 2073.5 verses in a total of
8786.” Of the other epics, the Illiad has 44% of the whole epic; Odyssey: 56%; Argonautica: 29%;
Posthomerica: 24%; and Nonnus: 36% (Elderkin 1906.2). The low figure in the Posthomerica may be
accounted for by the high incidence of battle narrative, and the diverse, episodic nature of the subject
matter.

*>* James & Lee 2000.12 and Lardinois 1997.218.

3 Statements such as Campbell’s (1981b.132§388) that gnomai ‘confront the reader at every turn’ are
unhelpful, and ignore the interpretative possibilities in such a concentration of gnomai in a poem.
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256 )
the other reason could be the excessive

frequency and placement of the device;
tendencies of Later Greek poetry.”’ It will become clear that while the majority of
gnomai in the Posthomerica echo, in subject matter, Homeric gnomai and exist within
this system of Homeric imitation, there are threads of Posthomeric, non-Homeric,
originality in gnomai running throughout the poem. In this way, gnomai behave as a
thematic unifier of the Posthomerica, and bearer of Posthomeric ethics. This is
particularly possible in the Posthomerica due to such a concentration of gnomai.>®

Of these gnomai, 33 are in the words of the primary narrator in the

. 259
Posthomerica,

unlike the Homeric epics, that have only three in the words of the
Hiadic primary narrator, and two in the words of the Odyssean primary narrator.*® There
is a clear gulf in poetic practice here. Why does Quintus place a remarkable number of
gnomai in the mouth of the primary narrator? It does seem, at least superficially, that such
an amount of gnomic material in the words of the primary narrator gives the

261 .
Moreover, a narrator’s voice that could be read as

Posthomerica a moral flavour.
synonymous with a reconstructed poet’s voice and that speaks frequent universally

applicable precepts implies didacticism.”®?

256 Cf. my discussion of similes in Section 1, and Maciver 2007.270n49.

»7 See Campbell 1981.132§388, and Hopkinson 1994a.5 and 1994b.123, both of Nonnus. Cf. Roberts
1989.37, of Late Latin poetry.

8 Contrast Paschal 1904.66.

* Posthomerica 1.31-2, 72-3, 116-17, 809-10; 2.83-5, 263-4; 3.9-10; 4.64, 66-9, 379, 434-5; 7.9-10, 390,
635-6; 9.194, 347-9, 385; 11.274-7, 282; 12.342-3, 388; 13.12-13, 204-5, 248-50, 269-70, 287-9 (x2
gnomai), 495, 559; and 14.53-4, 98-100, 112-14, and 389.

20 11, 16.688-90 (applied to Patroclus), 20.265-6 (applied to Aeneas), 21.264 (applied to Achilles); Od.
5.79-80, and 16.161 (Lardinois 1997.230, 232).

26! Huart (1973.41, 112, and 114) identifies this function in gnomai; c¢f. Stickney 1903.2, who gives this
particular sense to Hesiodic gnomai.

%2 The variety of subject matter and incidence of gnomai spoken by the primary narrator in the
Posthomerica is non-Homeric, since all three gnomai spoken by the primary narrator in the Iliad have a
single theme, that of man’s inferiority to the gods. In terms of subject matter, those spoken by the primary
narrator occur evenly spread among categories that I have constructed for all of the gnomai in the
Posthomerica (the gnomai spoken by the primary narrator are marked *). Fate / furies: 1.31-2%; 6.434;
7.67-92, 289; 9.416-20%, 449-506, 507-8; 11.274-7*; 13.495, 559%; 14.98-100%; bravery v cowardice /
flight (‘necessitatem vel fortitudinem roboris et victoriae matrem praedicavit’ Kochly 1850.xcv): 2.38-40,
76-8, 275-6; 6.30-1, 46, 389; 8.18-19; 9.86-7; 11.219-20; 11.282%; 12.62-3, 67-72 (x3 gnomai); 12.230-3
(x2 gnomai), 388* (most of these gnomai are spoken in hortatory speeches); death: 1.115-17%*, 809-10%;
2.263, 393-4; 3.523-4; 5.553-5; 7.52-5, 280-6, 657-8; 9.194%; 13.204-5%; 14.205-6; the gods or related
matters: 1.502-3; 3.458, 642-3; 4.106; 7.9-10%, 52-5, 67-92; 8.262-4; 10.19, 301-3; 12.206-9, 12.292-6,
560-1; 13.369-73; 14.98-100%, 256; kudos through ponos: 1.72-3*, 736-40; 2.76-8; 3.9-10%; 4.64*, 322;
5.595-7; 6.449-51; 7.52-5 (of endurance of evil fate), 67-92, 635-6*; 9.104-9, 507-8; 12.71-2, 230-1, 265,
292-6, 388%*; 13.248-50%, 476-9; 14.112-14, 207-8; social status: 1.464-6, 502-3, 736-40, 751-4, 758; 2.83-
5%, 158-60, 318; 3.76; 7.39-40, 390%; 11.492-3; 12.342-3*, 13.202, 269-70%*, 287-9%; 14.53-4%, 193, 389%;
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A primary narrator also implies a primary narratee. Every gnome pronounced by

the primary narrator has a target recipient, the reader or primary narratee. Even an
explanatory conjunction such as Yo signals the guiding of the primary narrator to enable

the primary narratee to understand what is being said, why a character is behaving in such

263 The primary

a way, why a character dies or events take place in the ways they do.
narrator points to his understanding of the way the world of the story, narrated, works.
We construct the cultural assumptions of the poet by reading these gnomic insights into
the philosophical and ethical workings of his poetic world and which the primary narrator
narrates. This insight into the working of this “world”, or didacticism as we receive it in
reading the text, is evident especially in the poem’s gnomai that contain a running theme,
and that echo each other with their moral, philosophical, and intertextual information. For
example, the Posthomerica contains a recurring ethic loosely summarised as “kudos, or
Arete, is achieved only through (painful) ponos”.*®* This ethic is emblematized as the
central figure of the Shield of Achilles (Posthomerica 5.49-56),265 and is reflected in
many gnomai throughout the poem.”®® The gnome is centralised in the words of the
primary narrator in the description of the Shield of Achilles, and reflected in gnomai
spoken by both primary and secondary narrator(s).”®’ Thus, gnomai behave as the
explicators of this centralised gnome, and point back, as we read and interpret them, to
the centralised gnome that is the Mountain of Arete on the Shield of Achilles. In order to
interpret the central figure of the ecphrasis, we need to interpret the information in the
gnomai.

In the Posthomerica, the primary narrator has a means of communicating ethics

and morality in the Posthomerica. Gnomai occur far more frequently in the words of the

and age: 2.325-6; 4.434-5%; 5.155-6; 13.193-4. None of the gnomai in the Posthomerica are repeated
verbatim, despite the similarity in content.

% “In numerous Ydo—-clauses the narrator provides his narratees with explanations of things he has just
told them which they might find puzzling’ de Jong 1997.311.

264 See Maciver 2007.271-7 for this ethic (and complete references) and discussion of its variations in the
Posthomerica, and more particularly, Maciver 2007.264: ‘Quintus is being didactic about an ethic: the ethic
that the Mountain of Arete presents is that through ponos few get to achieve Arete.’

%% See Maciver 2007, a paper that devotes itself to discussion of the Mountain of Arete on the Shield of
Achilles as a mise-en-abime of the poem’s key theme — an ethical theme repeated in gnomai throughout the
poem.

*% See the list at Vian 1966.203, and the additional gnomai listed in Maciver 2007.259n2.

27 Cf. Maciver 2007.267-77. This discussion here is only a brief outline of discussion of the Mountain of
Arete in the fourth section of this thesis.
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primary narrator in the Posthomerica than they do in Homer, and very often secondary
narrators echo the same gnomai found in the primary narration. For a Homeric-emulative
poem, this recurrence of gnomai in the primary narration builds an overall mood of
wisdom, of ethical values and the necessity of following them that is directed at the first
recipients of this advice: the readers as primary narratees. From there the secondary
narrators share this wisdom of the Posthomeric world with the addressees in the poem
itself. Thus the gnomic communications among characters in the Posthomerica mirror the
very reading process involved in interpreting gnomai read in the primary narration. It is
this aspect — the interaction between gnomai in secondary and primary narration — to

which I now turn.
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Chapter 6 Speaking Gnomai, Reading Gnomai

No one would doubt that Quintus’ creations move in the same heroic circles as Homer’s,
but they cannot step out from his pages and become a part of our lives.

Mansur 1940.38

Secondary narration holds a vital function in the creation of the Posthomeric ethical
world. Secondary narrators are just as responsible as the primary narrator for giving
sententious advice and exhortation, often echoing the gnomai of the primary narrative. I
will analyse the gnomai spoken by particular secondary narrators that echo central ethical
themes found throughout the poem. First, however, I will briefly give the statistics for
gnomai spoken by characters in the Posthomerica, and outline the varying function
gnomai in secondary narration can have, according to the addressees of the gnomai and
the aim behind the speakers who give the gnomic advice.

Gnomai, in their subject matter and context, have an appropriate point of contact

with the characters who speak them.?®

In the Posthomerica, speaker-prominence and
reputation from the Homeric texts seem to be reflected in the gnomic proportions. Of the
99 spoken gnomai in the Posthomerica, the two characters famed for speaking in the
lliad, Nestor and Odysseus, have the greatest proportion of gnomai, 19 and 11
respectively.”® Compare the 11 gnomai of Agamemnon, and 19 of Achilles, in the liad.

Those two characters in the Iliad speak a large proportion of the speeches in the Iliad, and

% This has been established for the Iliad’s speeches: see, especially, Mackie 1996.passim, and Martin

1989.120. Contrast Stickney 1903.40. As a later epic, post-Alexandrian text, we as readers need not worry
about such matters that were inherent to oral, traditional poetry.

% For Nestor as an astute user of gnomai and digressions in the Iliad, cf. Lardinois 2000.650-1. In the
Posthomerica, Nestor has three gnomai in Book 2: 275-6, 325-6, 393-4; one in each of the Books 3-5:
3.523-4; 4.322; 5.155-6; ten in Book 7: 3-40, 52-55 (x3 gnomai), 67-92 (x6 gnomai); one in Book 8: 473;
and two in Book 12: 265, 292-6. The only gnomai Odysseus speaks occur in Books 5 and 12: nine in Book
5: 242-52 (x6 gnomai), 262-5, 574-5, 595-7; and two in Book 12: 230-3 (x2 gnomai). As the statistics make
clear, significant clusters of gnomai occur within single speeches. These statistics broadly reflect Iliadic
proportions: Nestor speaks 10 gnomai in total: Il. 1.274, 278; 4.320; 8.143-4; 9-63-4; 11.792, 801; 14.63;
23.315-18, 319-25; and Odysseus speaks 13 gnomai: 2.196-7, 204, 291, 292-4, 297-8; 9.249-50, 256;
11.408-10 (to himself); 19.162-70, 182-3, 221-4, 227, 228-9. Odysseus’ gnomai in the Iliad also occur in
clusters.
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therefore, arguably, speak the greatest number of gnomai.”’® The case is no different in

the Posthomerica: Nestor, in particular, frequently speaks as the authoritative sage
figure,”’' the means of directing the Greek army’s conduct in the right direction in the

)
Posthomerica.

273
as does

Of the other speakers, Deiphobus has seven gnomai in the poem,
Neoptolemus, despite the fact that he appears in the narrative only from Book 7
onwards.””* Achilles has five,275 Thersites and Philoctetes have four each,276 Ajax,

h,277

Memnon, Diomedes, and Menelaus all have three gnomai eac while Priam, Paris,

Eurypylus, and an anonymous tig speaker (not necessarily the same one) all have two

each.?”®

Gnomai lace the words of the Posthomerica’s characters and influence the
construction of identities and themes in our reading of speeches. It is a very valid
exercise, therefore, to analyse the function of spoken gnomai in the Posthomerica, using
studies that have vivified understanding of gnomai in other texts. This basis for

interpretation of gnomai will then allow me to analyse in more detail gnomai that reflect

71 “The two speak respectively 823 and 588 lines’ Griffin 1986.52. The gnomai in the Iliad for each are:
Achilles: 1.63, 218; 9.309, 312-14, 318 (gnomai according to Lardinois 1997.215), 319, 320, 341-2, 406-9;
16.52-4; 18.107-10, 328; 21.184-5, 190-1, 193; 23.103-4; and 24.524, 525-8, 529-33. Agamemnon’s
gnomai: 2.24-5, 61-2; 4.235; 5.331-2; 7.409-10; 9.116-17; 14.80, 81; and 19.79-80, 81-2, 90-1.

*"! The content of Nestor’s gnomai does not have overwhelming uniformity of subject matter: what is
significant is the emphasis in two of them on age, which have a direct bearing, in context, on the status of
Nestor as an aged, experienced sage (Posthomerica 2.325-6 and 5.155-6).

272 This was also Nestor’s role in the lliad (¢f. Martin 1989.103). It is clear that Nestor’s chief role in the
Posthomerica, on the basis that he speaks the largest number of gnomai, is that of councillor and director;
cf- Mansur 1940.27-8. He speaks the second largest number of speeches in the poem: c¢f. Elderkin 1906.27:
‘Neoptolemus though not appearing until the poem has reached its middle point, is given the greatest
number of speeches — 19. Nestor stands next with 14.

1 All occur in the same speech: Posthomerica 9.86-109.

*™ The seven are: Posthomerica 7.289, 8.18-19, 11.219-20, 12.67-92 (x3 gnomai), and 13.240.

°731.758, 3.76, 14.193, 14.205-6, and 14.207-8.

276 Thersites: 1.736-40 (x4 gnomai); Philoctetes: 9.520-24 (x3 gnomai), and 11.492-3

2 Ajax: 1.502-3, 3.439-43, and 3.458; Memnon: 2.148-50, 2.154-5, and 2.318; Diomedes: 4.106, 6.46, and
13.202; and Menelaus: 6.30-1, 13.369-73, and 14.168.

78 Priam: 2.38-40 and 2.158-60; Paris: 2.76-8 and 10.301-3; Eurypylus: 6.389 and 6.434; and tic: 12.560-1
and 14.256. The other spoken gnomai in the Posthomerica are: Theano: 1.464-6; Calliope: 3.642-3;
Tecmessa: 5.553-5; Teucer: 6.449-51; Deidameia: 7.280-6; Lycomedes: 7.297; Phoenix: 7.657-8; Helenus:
8.263-4; Ganymede: 8.441-2; Polydamas: 10.19; Calchas: 12.62-3; Themis (personified): 12.206-9;
[lioneus: 13.193-4; a sailor: 13.476-7; and Athene: 14.432. It is interesting to note that few gnomai are
spoken by the gods. This may be due to the lack of dissent or need of persuasion among them, or simply
because of the rarity of their appearances in the epic. Cf. Wenglinsky 2002.1-2.
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Quintus reading Homer’s use of gnomai: we as readers can then identify non-Homeric
features and patterns in Quintus’ gnomai, despite this general Homeric intertextuality.
There has been recent fruitful research into the gnomai of the Iliad that utilises
techniques of analysis developed from studies of wisdom sayings in other fields and
cultures.””” André Lardinois, the exponent of this new research, has identified six
categories for spoken gnomai in the Iliad, on the basis of a gnome’s context:**" a first
person plural ~ indirect second person gnome; a first person singular ~ indirect second
person gnome; a third person singular / plural ~ indirect second person gnome; an
indirect second person gnome with substitute addressee; an indirect second person gnome
with substitute speaker (for example Iliad 9.252-6, where Odysseus uses the words of

281 . 282 . .
and a direct second person gnome.”~ These rather enigmatic category

Peleus);
headings will be clarified through discussion of specific examples in both the Iliad and
the Posthomerica.

Lardinois, of Iliad 11.469-71, writes that Menelaus, in trying to persuade Ajax to

help him relieve Odysseus, uses an exhortation in the contextual statement (dAA” lopev
ka0 Oudov 469), referring specifically to himself and Ajax, but indirectly to Ajax

alone, since he, Menelaus, was willing to go into battle anyway. >

“aAN” lopev ka®” SpAov: AAeEEevaLl Yoo AUELVOV.
Oedw U T tddnow évi Toweoot povwoeig (470)
€00A0G €wv, peyaAn d¢ mobn Aavaoiot yévntat.”

“Come on, let’s go into the thick of the action; for it is better to lend aid. I fear lest somehow that
good man suffers isolated among the Trojans, and lest great longing come upon the Greeks” (Iliad
11.469-71).

The contextual statement (XAA” lopev 11.469) is followed by a gnome: dAeEépeval

Yao apewvov (469). Lardinois calls this a “first person plural / indirect second person

291 refer to Lardinois 1997.213-33, whose study of Iliadic gnomai has an important influence on my work

on the Posthomerica’s gnomai.

% Lardinois 1997.222

281 A5 a ploy to bring in a third emotional referent.

2 The “indirect second person gnome with substitute addressee” and “indirect second person gnome with
substitute speaker” categories do not occur in the Posthomerica and are therefore irrelevant.

*%31997.222
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gnome’, which makes the ‘request sound more friendly’,** since the gnome is spoken

both as a self-encouragement, but also as an encouragement directed specifically towards
the other member(s) of the group, other than the speaker. A very similar first person
plural / indirect second person gnome occurs at Posthomerica 1.502-3, where Ajax
encourages Achilles to enter battle with him, since the Greeks are sorely pressed by
Penthesileia.

“AAN lopev, ur Toweg voPpOApEVOL T VILOTLY

Agyeiovg 0Aéowaol, kKatapAéEwat dE viag, (500)
v O ApPoTtégoloty EAeyx el AAeyevn)

éooetat. OU yag €owke ALOG peyAAoLo yeywtag

aloxVvey matéQwV Legov Yévog, of da kat avtotl

Tooing ayAadv dotv diémpabov éyxeinot

o0 moiv &’ HoaxAn daidoove.” (505)

Come on, let’s go, lest the Trojans get to the ships before us and slaughter the Argives and set fire
to the ships. Then there will lie a shameful reproach upon both of us. For it is not right for the
offspring of great Zeus to shame the holy genos of their fathers, fathers who before, with shrewd
Heracles, even themselves sacked the glorious city of Troy with their spears (Posthomerica 1.499-
505).

The context makes clear that Ajax, sitting with Achilles apart from the battle and in

mourning, has heard the rout caused by the Trojans nearby (Aiac / olpwyng éodkovoe

¥

495-6), and suggests to Achilles that they both go to assist the Greeks (AAA” topev 499).

Ajax, following the Iliad model above, uses this “friendly” gnome to coerce Achilles out
of mourning for Patroclus. We read an Ajax who learns from the gnomic practice used
towards him by Menelaus in the Iliad. Ajax is an astute learner from example: he
appropriates the gnomic function used by Menelaus towards him in the Iliad, and uses it,
respectfully, as a means of persuading Achilles. Thus intertextuality provides a literary
continuum between epics, and proves that the words spoken by Menelaus to him in the

Niadic model were understood as polite by Ajax.*

We read Quintus reading the polite
hortatory function constructed by Homer, in the words of the Iliadic Menelaus, reflected
in the words of Ajax, constructed by Quintus. Ajax reading Menelaus reflects the poet

figure Quintus reading the gnomic function constructed by the poet figure Homer.

%41997.223
35 Of Ajax in the Posthomerica, Mansur writes that ‘Quintus has made a fine character of Ajax, who is
ennobled and more heroic than in Homer’ 1940.15.
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The gnome and its context,286

of course, echo a far more famous passage in the
lliad, the dialogue between Glaucus and Ajax on their common ancestry: note especially
lliad 6.208-10, and, specifically, 6.209.”" The intertext allows Ajax to appropriate the
heroic code of the Iliad, the scene of friendship between Glaucus and Diomedes, and the
result.”® Thus the Iliadic intertext here adds an entirely new layer of meaning (and
reading) to the Posthomeric gnome. Ajax’s gnome and the context to the gnome echo
Homeric ideologies that help to remind Achilles of his duty to the Greeks, and to follow
the example of his ancestors. In this instance then, Quintus closely follows, and
manipulates, Homeric gnomic function, but we read into the gnome and its function
additional, vivifying, Homeric intertextuality.”

Lardinois also writes of the first person singular / indirect second person
gnome.”” This is a gnome that applies primarily to the speaker of the gnome, but has
implications for the addressee too. Lardinois uses Iliad 1.218 as an example of this type
of gnome, where Achilles tells Athene that it is better for him that he obey her, since the

gods will listen to a man who obeys them.

“xom pev odwitepdv ve, Beq, €mog eipvooacOoat
Katl p&Aa ep BUUE KEXOAWUEVOV: MC YAQ AUELVOV:

6¢ ke Oeolc émimelOnTaL pdAa v ékAvov avtov.”

“It is necessary for me, goddess, to pay heed to the word that you two speak, even though I am
angered in heart — for thus it is better: the gods listen to the man who obeys them” (Iliad 1.216-
18).

While the gnome and contextual statement apply primarily to the speaker — Achilles
himself — Achilles’ words have implications for Athene.”' Achilles is constructing
indirectly in this gnome the reciprocal idea of “do ut des”, and implies he wants

something in return from the gods for his obedience. A cogent example of such a gnome

2 An addition of an exemplum in Ajax’s short speech to Achilles further characterizes Ajax (1.503-5): he
says that their forefathers sacked Troy — therefore, a fortiori, they must do the same.

27 1mde yévog matégwv aloxuvéuev, an echo found by Vian 1963.31n4.

28 The intertext, moreover, underscores the close ties of kin and friendship between the two heroes: see
Vian 1963.31n3.

¥ The other first person plural / indirect second person gnomai in the Posthomerica are: 2.76-8, 148-50,
154-5, 158-60; 3.523-4 (a good example of polite persuasion); 4.106; 5.155-6; 6.30-1, 449-51; 8.473;
9.499-506; 10.19; and 12.62-3, and 292-6.

01997.223

21 particularly his words on the result of obedience — the gods listen (1.218).
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occurs at Posthomerica 6.434. Here Eurypylus, over the dead Machaon, answers his
opponent’s “death-bed” prophecy — a prophecy that foretold his (Eurypylus’) death — by
saying that he does not care:

“NOV pév o1 ov <ye> keloo katd X0ovog: avtag éywye

00TEQOV 0VK AAéYw, el kal mapa moootv 0Ae00g

onfuepov Nuetégotat éAet Avypdgs. OU Tt yap &vdpeg

Cwopev uata mavtar mMOTHoG O €Tl MAOL TETUKTAL”

‘0Qg elmwv obvTale VEKLV. (435)

“Now lie there in the dust. But I do not care for what will be, even if today baneful death stands by
my feet. For men do not live forever — a fateful end is earmarked for all.” So speaking Eurypylus
stabbed the corpse (Posthomerica 6.431-5).

The reply of Eurypylus primarily concerns himself — he acknowledges that men do not
live forever, and that he does not care even if his death is near. More significant is the
fact that his addressee is dead. Men do not live forever, as illustrated by the dead
Machaon: the narrative situation reinforces the truth of the gnome — it is indirectly
applicable to the (dead) addressee. Eurypylus the speaker of the universal truth has been
the effecter of the same universal truth. The prophecy and reply of Eurypylus also echoes
Iliad 22.355-67,292 where Hector foretells Achilles’ death and Achilles answers over the
corpse of Hector that he himself will receive his death at the (divinely) appointed time.””
Thus, again, intertextuality is important: it here foreshadows Eurypylus’ death and lends
irrefutable proof to Eurypylus® statement that (432-3) he does not care if death is near.”**
There is also found in the Posthomerica what Lardinois calls a third person
singular or plural / indirect second person gnome,”” exemplified by Hiad 2.196-7:*°

“un L XoAwoapevog G£EN kakov viag Axov: (195)
Oupog d¢ péyag éoti doteePéwv PaciAnwy,
T O €k ALog €0, GLAel O¢ € unrieta Zevg.”

*2 Vian 1966.84n2

3 See my discussion in Section 1, Chapter 3. Cf. 1. 16.852-3 for a similar prophecy of Patroclus to Hector
(so Paschal 1904.54).

% Cf. Stenger 2004.28. The other first person singular / indirect second person gnomai are: 3.642-3; 7.52-
5, 280-6, 289, 657-8; 8.18-19, 441-2; and 9.94-5. For foreshadowing through gnomai, c¢f. Posthomerica
1.31-2 of Penthesileia (spoken by the primary narrator). No one cannot escape their furies — therefore she
will meet her death.

> Lardinois 1997.223

* Lardinois 1997.223
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“May he not in anger do some harm to the sons of the Achaeans! For the anger of god-supported
kings is a big matter, to whom honour and love are given from Zeus of the counsels” (Iliad 2.195-
7).

Here Odysseus politely speaks a gnome about the honour of kings as coming from Zeus.
Odysseus is seeking support for Agamemnon, and speaks these words to the other Greek
leaders in an attempt to convince them about Agamemnon’s decisions and authority. The
gnome applies to Agamemnon (third person singular), but also, indirectly, has a message
for the addressees of Odysseus — Agamemnon’s authority is divinely-given, and therefore
they should reverence this.””® In the Posthomerica, a significant occurrence of such a
gnome occurs at 3.439-43, spoken by Ajax in the middle of a speech of lamentation for
Achilles. His gnome is indirectly directed at the man who shot Achilles with an arrow.

“Q AxAey, péya éokog évoBevéwv Apyelwvy, (435)
katBaveg év Tpoin POIiNG ékag evEUTEDOLO

éxmoBev anpoddtolo Avyow PePAnuévog i@,

TOV Q0 TTOTL KAOVOV AVOQES AVAAKLDES IOVVOLOLY:

oV YAQ TLG, MOUVOG Ye 0AKOG Héya vwpoaoBat

10¢& Tepl kpoTApoLloY EMoTapévaws € Apona (440)
€0 €00t mANKa kal €v maAdpn d6pv mAat

Kat xaAkov dniowot mept otégvorot daifat,

loiolv v amavevBbev émeoovpevog moAepiler

el yap oev katévavta 1ot NAvBev 6¢c o EPaAév meg,

oVK &V dvoutn Tl ye TeoL PUyev Eyxeog OQUNV.” (445)

“O Achilles, great bulwark of the Argives great in might. You have perished in Troy far from
broad-planed Pthia, struck down by a baneful arrow from an unknown source, such as cowardly
men shoot into the fray. For no one who is adept at handling the great shield, and knows to set
well the helmet on his brows for war, and knows to brandish the spear in his hand, and to cleave
enemies’ chests with bronze, fights with arrows, running away. For if he who shot you had come
opposite you at that time, he would not have escaped unwounded the onrush of your spear”
(Posthomerica 3.335-45).

Ajax (while outwardly lamenting Achilles) is referring to true warriors (in the third
person), and conversely to the cowards who use arrows. No man who knows how to use
the real weapons of war would ever use an arrow — therefore the person who shot the

arrow is not a real warrior. The gnome is directed (indirectly) at the person who shot the

27 Translation of Lattimore 1951.ad loc.

28 L ardinois 1997.224: ‘The implication of this saying is that the Greek commanders should obey their
leader and stop running away.’
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arrow, of whom Ajax is ignorant. The reader applies the gnome to Apollo, since the
reader is aware of the archer’s identity. The gnome also refers indirectly to the dead
Achilles, the warrior par excellence, as the post-gnome narrative at lines 444-5 make
clear: the shooter could never have faced Achilles and have escaped uninjured — Achilles,
a hero who certainly knew how to brandish a true warrior’s Weapons.299 Here the gnome
has the force of abuse, rather than the politeness of the /liad example.

Again, however, intertextuality adds significantly to meaning here. At Iliad
11.390, Diomedes speaks a gnome to Alexander, saying that arrows are a blank weapon
of a useless fighter:

“ovK dAéyw, wg el pe yuvr) BaAot 1) maig adowv:

KwdOV ya BEA0S avdOs AVAAKIDOG 0VTWAVOL0.” (390)

“I do not care, no more than if a woman or a witless child had shot me; for it is the blank weapon
of a cowardly, worthless man” ({liad 11.389-90).

Diomedes has just been shot by Paris’ arrow, and consequently has to be carried away
from battle. The intertext merges, in the Posthomerica, the identity of Apollo the killer of
Achilles, with the mythically traditional culprit, Paris:*" Apollo is cast, through intertext,
in the figure of Paris, and thus Quintus manages to merge two traditional accounts of the
killing of Achilles. The intertext also reinforces the irony in both the model and this
passage: the arrow is, in fact, far from a useless weapon, and the gnomai are thus
undermined by the statuses of those struck by the arrows. Diomedes was carried from
battle, and Achilles was killed.

The only other category identified by Lardinois that applies to the Posthomerica
is the direct second person gnome,’”’ which he describes as used by a speaker in a

position of authority, or by one who wishes to claim authority.*** Such a definition

29 Cf. the similar gnome the dying Achilles himself speaks at Posthomerica 3.76, directed at the shooter of

the arrow: “kQUPoa & AvaAkec alév ayavotépovg Aoxowol.” The other third person singular,
indirect second person gnomai in the poem are: 1.751-4 (which itself echoes II. 2.196-7); 2.325-6; 3.76;
5.242-52, 262-5; 6.46 (an abusive gnome); 7.67-92 (used as encouragement / consolation, itself an echo of
11. 24.524-5, for which see Ahrens 1937.38); and 9.507-8.

%0 ¢f. Vian 1963.91

11997.229

3021997.226-7; ¢f. Lardinois 2000.643 (where he lists the direct second person gnomai), who writes that ‘of
the forty-three second person gnomai in the Iliad, thirty-four are spoken by persons in a clear position of
authority over their addressee’.
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applies (broadly) to this poem. They are one of the most common types of gnomai in the
Posthomerica,” and similarly range from having a function of abuse to the more typical
use employed by those who hold authority over others, namely, to get the desired action
as a result of hortatory, or peremptory, speeches.’™ As Lardinois notes, they can also be
used in entreaty between members of the same family, or between those who are close.’®

I have illustrated that the function of Homeric gnomai can be read in the gnomai
of the Posthomerica. We read Quintus reading such function, and as a result, read strong
similarities in the effects gnomai have on reading of their narrative contexts. I have
shown, in each stage of my discussion of gnomai and their function in relation to the

d,® that intertextuality brings an

categories set down by Lardinois for gnomai in the Ilia
entirely new and vivifying dimension to the function of gnomai. Not only do the
Posthomeric gnomai exhibit functions that resemble the ways in which the Homeric
gnomai can be read, they also echo actual Homeric gnomai that lend their significance
within their Iliadic contexts to the gnomai and contexts within the Posthomerica. The
widespread occurrence of gnomai in the poem carries an intertextuality that is latent until
engaged with by the reader. I now move onto discuss specific examples of this dynamic
of intertextuality, but within a nexus of Posthomeric intertextuality, where gnomai echo
other gnomai in the Posthomerica often spoken by different narrators. More significantly,

I will also show that some of the key series of gnomai spoken by secondary narrators are

laced with post-Homeric, Stoic, intertextuality.

303 The following are the direct second person gnomai in the Posthomerica: 1.464-6, 736-40, 758; 2.38-40,
275-6, 393-4; 4.322; 5.574-5, 595-7; 6.389; 7.39-40, 297; 8.262-4; 9.86-7, 104-9, 520-4; 10.301-3; 11.219-
20, 492-3; 12.67-72, 206-9, 230-3, 265, 560-1; 13.193-4, 240, 369-73; and 14.168, 193, 205-6, 207-8, and
432,

3% Cf. the abusive, direct second person gnomai that Thersites speaks in abuse of Achilles at Posthomerica
1.736-40.

% Lardinois 1997.227-8

39 [ ardinois 1997.
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Chapter 7 Inscribing Values: Narrators’ Voices and Poetic Memory

In their speeches characters themselves verbalize their perceptions, emotions,
interpretations, in short their focalization of events, persons, objects etc.

de Jong 2004.149

In the Posthomerica, secondary narrators frequently echo, or foreshadow, gnomai spoken
by the primary narrator. The similarity in subject matter between gnomai spoken by the
primary narrator and secondary narrators causes the reader to reread secondary narrator-
spoken gnomai in the light of the significance of gnomai spoken by the primary narrator.
I will analyse these gnomic interactions between speeches and narrative text, and will
discuss the validation of gnomic argumentation within secondary narrator-discourse
because of thematic and verbal interactions with the discourse of the narrative text that
we read.’”” The canvass will become more expansive when I then bring in textual
interactions with previous literature, especially with the Homeric poems. The multi-
directional paths of reading, and the nexuses of these paths constructed and interpreted by
the reader, create a Posthomerica, with its gnomai, that is at once learned and rich in
heritage, but also complex and dynamic once we activate this heritage and these paths of
reading. I will focus on the case of Nestor as reflector of primary narrator-spoken gnomai
and ethics, and will illustrate how the Homeric and non-Homeric ideologies and
intertextuality interact and create a tension within a text that is at once profoundly
Homeric, and by its date and (therefore) thematic tendencies, un-Homeric.

I begin with an example from the Illiad that will illustrate how reading of
secondary narrator-spoken gnomai can be affected by similar primary narrator-spoken
gnomai. Iliad 16.688, spoken by the primary narrator concerning the impending death of

308
0,

Patroclus, is repeated by Hector at Iliad 17.17 with only slight alterations:

397 There is grounding, on a purely theoretical and narratological level, for hearing the voice of the primary

narrator of the Posthomerica in the words of secondary narrators. ‘The narrating activity of the narrator
[primary narrator-focalizer] is permanent throughout the whole text: it is his voice which is responsible for
the diegesis as well as the mimesis’ de Jong 2001.482. de Jong derives this conclusion partly from Plato’s
discussion of Homer at Republic 3.392c-4d (see de Jong 2001.481). As Lardinois (1997.233) points out, the
ancients had no difficulty in identifying the narrator’s voice in the speeches of heroes. Cf. Huart 1973.19.
%% Lardinois 1997.231
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vijruog: et d¢ Emog IInAniddao pvAalev
N T av vrékduye knoa Kakmnv HéAavog Bavatoto.
AAA” aiei te Awog koéoowv vdog 1)é TeQ avdde:

Poor fool! If only he had guarded the word of the son of Peleus he would have escaped the evil
fate of black death. But the mind of Zeus is always stronger than the mind of a man ({liad 16.686-
8).

“VOV O€ O€L WVOOAUNV Ay XL Poévac olov Eelmteg,

O¢ 1€ pe P Alavta meAwELov ovy DTOUEVAL

o oL £€ywV €QOLya HAXMV 00dE KTUTOV (mTwv: (175)
AN aiel te Alog kpéoowv vOog aiytdxolo,

6¢ Te Kol AAKIpOV avda Ppofel kat ddeideTo viknv
ONidiwg, 0té O avtog émotouvel paxéoaoBot.”

“But now I despise your heart for what you said that I cannot stand up to mighty Ajax. In no way
am | the one who shudders at battle and the din of horses. But the mind of Zeus the aegis-bearer is
always stronger. He puts to flight even the warlike man, and easily takes away Victory, when he

himself has stirred up a man for the fight” (Iliad 17.173-8).

The first Iliadic passage is spoken by the Iliadic primary narrator, and foreshadows the
death of Patroclus. The warrior does not heed the advice of Achilles, but instead goes
charging into the thick of the fighting that eventually leads to his death at the hands of
Hector. The gnome on the superiority of Zeus’ mind over mortals’ implies the reason for
Patroclus’ drive into battle — it is caused by Zeus, as Patroclus lives out his destiny.309
Hector, in the second passage, is speaking to Glaucus, and asserts his own prowess in
battle. Then we get an almost identical gnome that the primary narrator spoke with
reference to Patroclus — Patroclus who was eventually slain by Hector.*'® We should do
more with this echo than put it down to mechanics of repetition in oral poetry, or even
just to read the primary narrator’s superseding voice in Hector’s speech. I read the

statement as foreshadowing Hector’s own fate. The reader is led to expect that a death is

39 patroclus’ death is foreshadowed at 16.644-55 (cf. Edwards 1987.263-4).
319 The verbal differences are unimportant, the most obvious being the substitution of Né meQ AVOQWV
(16.688) with atywdxoto (17.176). The possibility of MSS. corruption seems excluded by the strength of
MSS. testimony for these readings, and the fact that atywdxoto is the lectio difficilior. See the critical

apparatus ad loc. of M.L. West 2000.
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being foreshadowed, because the first use of the gnome prefigured Patroclus’ death: the
reader recalls the result of that gnome. The gnome spoken by Hector, with its full
implications, contradicts his own boast at 17.175." Hector unknowingly echoes the
voice of the primary narrator, and enlarges on the strengths of Zeus over mortals, and as a
result, he forecasts his own death.*"?

This Iliadic example demonstrates how reading echoes and interactions between
gnomai in different narrators’ voices can affect reading of outcomes in the narrative. In
turning to the Posthomerica, gnomai in different narrators’ voices interact and affect each
other, and moreover, Homeric intertextuality both vivifies the meaning of Posthomeric
gnomai and highlights elements in these gnomai that are non-Homeric.

Since Nestor speaks the greatest number of gnomai of all the characters in the
poem, it is appropriate to examine some of his gnomai, and especially his longest series
of gnomai (and therefore the most prominent) in the poem, in his consolation of
Podaleirius. I will focus on this series of gnomai he speaks in a pair of speeches designed
to console Podaleirius in mourning for the dead Machaon (Posthomerica 7.38-55 and
7.67-92). Nestor, with his Homeric reputation for wisdom and as a carrier of moral

. 313
advice,

is also a suitable secondary narrator to evoke comparison with the primary
narrator: the gnomai spoken by both narrators echo and interact, reflect and refract upon
each other, and transfer from their textual, gnomai-related level to meta-literary levels, as
the reader reads Nestor the poet figure.

At the beginning of Posthomerica 7, Podaleirius is on the point of killing himself
in grief at the death of his brother Machaon.>'* Nestor (at 7.30) is called upon to console
him, and to prevent him from doing himself any harm. He speaks two consolatory and

hortatory speeches, replete with gnomic advice. The second speech contains gnomai on

death and Fate (Posthomerica 7.67-92). The first speech (Posthomerica 7.38-55, of which

' The impending doom of Hector is made explicit at 17.201-8, in Zeus’ forecast.

312 “probably the poet intended the ironic parallel, that these solemn verses, which introduce the battle-
frenzy by which the gods doom Patroklos, are repeated by Hektor just before he arrogantly dons the armour
of Akhilleus and calls up the gloomy prognostications of Zeus’ Edwards 1991.79-80.

313 On Nestor in the Posthomerica, cf. the unfortunate comments of Mansur 1940.28: ‘We have in Quintus
an abridged edition of Nestor. . . because of his years Quintus cannot idealize him. . . so overlooking his
extraordinary shrewdness he leaves him boastful as before and a bit absurd.’

314 Sometimes he reaches for a sword, at other times a poison (kai O’ 0t& pev PaAe xeigag mi Eidog,
dAAote O adte / dileto Ppaopaxov aivév Posthomerica 7.25-6).



C Maciver PhD Thesis 96 Reading Gnomai
Reading Quintus Reading Homer

I give an excerpt below) contains an internal analepsis on Nestor’s own conduct after the
death of his son Antilochus,3 15 designed to illustrate that if ke, Nestor, could endure
bereavement, so can Podaleirius. The gnomic advice contained in the first speech sets up
the extended series of gnomai Nestor speaks in his second speech.

“TétAaOLd" &Ayog
AOTETOV, WG TteQ EYwye Maxdovog ol Tt xepelw 45)
naid’ 0Aéoag dniotoy O AVOEACLY, €D LEV AKOVTL
€D d&¢ 0a0PEOCVVIKOL> KEKATUEVOV: 0VOE TIC AAAOG
alln@v GAéeokev €0V mMaTéQ” WG €Ue KEVOG,
katBave O elvek’ éuelo cawoépevat peveaivov
ov matég’. AAAG ol elBap amoktapévolo maoaoBat (50)
ottov €TANV kait Cwog T njoryévewny 1déobat,
€0 eldwc OTL mavTeg Ounv Aidao kéAevBov
viooped’ avBpwmot, maotv T émi Tépuata Keltat
AUYQX HOQOVL 0TOVOEVTOG: £olke O OvnTov €6vTa
ntavta Gpégety 0moo” €00A doL Beog O’ ddeyeva.” (55)
“Endure, then, unspeakable distress, just as even I lost my son at the hands of our foes, a son in no
respect inferior to Machaon. He excelled both with his spear and with his wisdom. There was no
other young man who loved his father as much as he loved me, and he died because of me as he
tried to save his father. But despite his death, I still managed to eat bread and to live to see the
light of day, knowing well as I did that all men travel on the same path to the House of Hades, and

there lies for all the gloomy goals of grievous fate. And it is proper for a mortal to put up with all
the ills that god sends, both good and ill” (Posthomerica 7.44-55).

Nestor explains that he was able to endure the greatest grief, as evidenced by his ability to
eat despite the death of his son (dAA& ot €iOap dmoktapévolo naoaoOat/ oltov
ETANV Posthomerica 7.50-51) and to live to see dawn (kai Cwog €t Moryévelav
10é00at 7.51). This ability to carry on was despite the nature of Antilochus’ devoted

character and the reason for his death — to save Nestor his father (7.47-50). Nestor uses an

a fortiori internal analepsis on his own conduct in the face of severer grief,’'® the

implication being that, therefore, Podaleirius should too be able to endure (téTAaOL O’

aAyog 7.44). Nestor ends the speech with the (gnomic) reason for his endurance. He

31> Memnon kills Nestor’s son Antilochus at Posthomerica 2.256-9. On internal analepseis, cf. de Jong
1997.3009.
31 Note the gnome by the primary narrator concerning the grief of Nestor for Antilochus, that there is no

greater grief for mortals than when their children die before their eyes (o0 yop O pepdmeoot
KAKWOTEQOV AAYOG E€melov / 1) 6te maideg OAwvTaL £00 TATEOS €l00Q0wWVTOG Posthomerica 2.263-
4). Nestor’s ability to eat is made to seem, therefore, all the more impressive.
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knows well that all men die anyway (€0 €ldwg OtL mavteg Opnv Adao kéAevOov /
viooue0” avOpwmot 7.52-3), and moreover, it is fitting for one that is mortal to put up
with all the eventualities of life (éowke d¢ Ovntov €ovta / mavta Gpégetv OTOO’
€00A0 01001 Oeog 10" aAeyeva 7.54-5).

Nestor’s words echo a famous Iliadic scene, and prequel the gnomic content of his
second speech to Podaleirius. The Iliadic scene echoed is the famous encounter between
Achilles and Priam in Iliad 24. Just as Nestor does here, Achilles emphasises, in his
speech to Priam (lliad 24.518-51), the futility of grief: he begins with a gnome on the
pointlessness of grief (00 Y& Tig MERELS TTéAeTa kKQUEoio Yoolo 24.524),”7 expands

upon it with a longer gnomic explanation on the role of Zeus in dealing out good and bad

fortunes to mortals (24.525-32), and ends with an exhortation that Priam should stop
grieving (Gvoxeo, und’ aAiaotov 0d0Ee0 0OV Katd Ovpdy 24.549).°'

Achilles also insists that both he and Priam eat. After grieving side by side with
Priam (liad 24.507-12), and after loading the body of Hector onto a wagon for Priam

(24.590), Achilles suggests that both he and Priam remember to eat (vov 0¢

wnowueOa dopmov 24.601). He then gives a mythological paradigm on the sorrows of
Niobe,319 and the fact that even she, despite her far greater losses, could still eat (24.601-

20, and especially 613: 11 O &oa gltov uvioat, €mel ke dAakQL Xéovoa). By

means of this Iliadic intertext, Nestor’s advice to Podaleirius has a triple point of
reference. Nestor himself could eat despite his grief for Antilochus, and so, therefore,
should Podaleirius. Nestor echoes Achilles’ exhortation to Priam: despite the grief
Achilles and Priam both felt, they ate, for even Niobe, who lost twelve children, could
eat. Nestor’s internal analepsis to his own grief and reaction to it in Posthomerica 2

becomes an (intertextual) external analepsis to the actions of Achilles and Priam in lliad

317 What is different about Achilles’ exhortation in the Iliad in comparison to Nestor’s is that he, Achilles,
just like the exhorted Priam, grieved — Nestor, in the Posthomerica, did not. Cf. Griffin 1980.69 on the grief
Achilles and Priam shared together: ‘As the great enemies Priam and Achilles meet and weep together, we
see the community of suffering which links all men, even conqueror and captive, slayer and father of the
slain.’

1% Note the similarities between this exhortation by Achilles and the exhortation that opens Priam’s speech
at Posthomerica 7.38, especially in the use of the imperatives (loxeo 7.38 and &voxeo I1. 24.549).

319 <paradeigma may be defined as a myth introduced for exhortation or consolation’ Willcock 2001.437.
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24, and from there to the actions of Niobe in the face of her most extreme misfortune, as
invented by Achilles to suit his purposes with Priam.**

Nestor’s reason for why he was able to eat and live on is made explicit at the end
of his speech. He eats, and ceases from grief, less out of necessity than because of a
desire to behave in an unemotional way, as someone acceptant of the realities of life.”!
The gnomai that Nestor speaks have a Homeric inheritance. The first two gnomai of the
three, that all men walk the same path to the House of Hades, and that for all the goals of
fate are firmly marked (7.52-4), echo a similar sentiment spoken by Hector to
Andromache in Iliad 6, as he attempts to console her about his possible death in battle.*
The intertextuality of the third gnome of the set is particularly interesting. On the one
hand, the gnome has a vague Odyssean inheritance. The necessity of bearing what good
or evil befalls one already occurs in Odyssey 14.444-5, where Eumaeus informs his guest
(a disguised Odysseus) that god both gives as easily as he takes away, just as he
pleases.’>

On the other hand the gnome, together with the two that precede it, has a later
philosophical, arguably Stoic nature.** Vian (rightly) compares Seneca’s Consolatio ad
Marciam.>® Seneca, in that moral essay, writes a consolation to a Marcia, emphasising
the virtue and sense of abstaining from grief for her dead son. The whole tenor of the
Stoic essay is echoed in (both of) Nestor’s speeches to Podaleirius. Its emphasis on

endurance and the concealment of grief are the most similar themes.”*® For example,”’

320 ¢f Willcock 2001.437-8: ‘The Niobe story shows that, in order to produce his parallel in the
paradeigma, the author of the Iliad is prepared to invent the significant details of the myth’ (Willcock’s
italics).

321 T am implying here that the participle eidcwg (7.52) is causal — Nestor ate and stayed alive to see dawn
because he was aware of the precepts that he then proceeds to state (OtL. . . 7.52). Cf. Goodwin
1894.335§1563.2.

22 “Lotgay O 00 TIVA PNt TtehUYHEVOV EUpEVAL AVOQAV / OV Kakdv, oUdE Hév E00AGV, Emv
ta et yévnrtal” (lliad 6.488-9).

2 “edg O TO pEv dwoel, TO O Edoel, / T kev @ Ouup £0éAT divatal yao &ravta” (Od.
14.444-5). A similar sentiment is spoken by Odysseus himself to one of the suitors at Odyssey 18.132-5,
where he states that man bears the sorrow that the gods send, when it comes.

2% On Stoicism generally in Quintus, ¢f. Wenglinsky 2002.18: ‘Like many educated men, [he] seems to
have subscribed to vaguely Stoic beliefs, which are expressed throughout the poem. Given the popularity of
the philosophy of the period of and before the Posthomerica’s composition, this is hardly surprising, and
perhaps unavoidable.’

325 See Vian 1966.97n2 (who follows Ph. I. Kakridis 1962.175-6) for the Senecan intertexts.

326 On the internalisation of grief as Stoic, see Sherman 2005.146-7.

327 For the parallels I follow Vian 1966.97n2.
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Nestor’s words at 7.40-1, that mourning like a woman won’t bring Machaon back from

328
also echo

the dead, while echoing primarily the words of Achilles to Priam in Iliad 24,
Seneca’s emphasis on the futility of grief.”” Nestor emphasises at 7.52-4 that the termata
of death lie in wait for all — a theme Seneca puts weight upon in his consolation. The
heritage of Nestor’s gnomai in the first speech is, therefore, while Homeric, also
influenced by Stoicism.”®' We read Nestor’s speech working back to Homer, but we also
read in his words the philosophy of the post-Homeric, Late Antique world. Nestor is a
Homeric hero and a Stoic sage.**>

The use the gnomai are put to by Nestor reflects this post-Homeric,
philosophically late intertextuality. While these gnomai have a Homeric heritage,
Nestor’s reason for eating despite his grief marks a difference from Homer, and instead
exhibits traces of the cultural and philosophical context relative to the date of
composition of the Posthomerica.>*® Nestor states that he knew that all men travel the
same path to death and that all have their deathly fate marked for them (7.52-4). He eats
because he knows all die anyway, and that there is nothing he can do about it. He eats
because it is the morally right thing to do, because it is fitting for him to bear all the good
things and bad things that (a) god brings in his way. Nestor seems more like an
impassive, Stoic figure rather than a Homeric hero who eats because others greater than
himself or in greater grief than him were able to eat. His concluding gnome, therefore,
refers to himself and explains why he could eat (that is, it is a first person gnome), but the
target of its moral is Podaleirius — this is how mortals should behave, just as he, Nestor,

behaved,3 3% aware of the cosmic eventualities within which he exists (it 1s also therefore

2% Achilles twice exhorts Priam to cease from grieving, because grief is useless, at Iliad 24.524 and 24.549
(see discussion above).

329 Cons. Marc. 6.2: ‘Sed si nullis planctibus defuncta revocantur, si sors immota et in aeternum fixa nulla
miseria mutatur et mors tenuit quicquid abstulit, desinat dolor qui perit.” Cf. Sherman 2005.136: ‘[For
Seneca] grief dwells on what can’t be recovered rather than what still remains.’

330 Cons. Marc. 11.2: ‘Decessit filius tuus; id est, decucurrit ad hunc finem’ (my italics).

3! We read similarities to Seneca’s Cons. Marc. in Nestor’s second speech too. See my discussion of the
second speech, below.

2 On the Nestor’s consolation of Podaleirius, Vian 1966.97 writes: ‘C’est pour le poéte 1’occasion
d’utiliser les lieux communs des Consolations stoiciennes.’

333 Cf. Elderkin 1906.28: ‘Homeric as Quintus sought to be, he could not withdraw himself from the
atmosphere of his own times and live completely in that of the time of Homer.’

3% Cf. Sherman 2005.106: ‘The truly virtuous and wise can act without the vulnerabilities of ordinary
emotions, and those of us who are not wise can still act like sages by not indulging our emotions.’
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an indirect second person gnome — in its full function it is a first person singular / indirect
second person gnome).33 >

We read also the Posthomeric intertextuality of Nestor’s words.”® Gnomic
correspondences in the poem affect our reading. Two of these correspondences are
spoken by the primary narrator. The first of these illustrates most clearly the Stoic nature
of Nestor’s conduct and character. There it is stated, by the primary narrator, that grief
fell upon all of the Argives for Antilochus and out of respect for Nestor (Posthomerica

3.5-7):

ITeot & éotevov OPoLploL vieg %)
Apyeiwv' mavtag yoo apelAyov dumeye évoog
Néortoot fjoa Ppégovrec.

And all the mighty sons of the Argives groaned; for bitter grief possessed them all as they showed
respect towards Nestor.

They all grieve openly for the son of Nestor; Nestor himself, however, displays different
emotions, because of his wisdom (Posthomerica 3.7-9):

‘O o0 péya dapvato Bvugr
AVvOQOG YaQ TIVLTOLO TteQL PRETL TAT|EVAL AAYOG
BapoaAéwe kal pn T katnPowvt’ dkaxnodat.

But Nestor’s spirit was not greatly broken. For it belongs to a prudent man to suffer pain bravely
in his mind and not to give into torment in any way.

The primary narrator here emphasises the exceptional nature of Nestor’s resilience in

comparison to all those around him. Nestor is the only one who hides his grief, even
though it is his own son that has died (4 & o0 uéya dapvaro Ouu 3.7).* The reason

for this resilience is given in a gnome: a prudent or discreet man does not show his

3% Cf. Brennan 2005.43 on the Stoic Sage: ‘The Sage must simply follow nature — their own human nature,
and the nature of the cosmos at large — and by doing so the performance of a virtuous action is guaranteed.’
3% On Nestor’s words reflecting one of the poem’s themes, cf. Vian 1966.99: ‘On retrouve les memes idées
disséminées dans la reste du poeme.’

337 This internalisation of grief marks a strong difference from the outpouring of grief in the liad, and of
course in the passage echoed by Nestor’s consolation of Podaleirius, Iliad 24 and the grief of Achilles and
Priam. Cf. Sherman 2005.135: ‘Thus, archaic warriors are permitted to grieve openly and in the bosom of
their enemy. By the time of. . . the later Stoics, however, a man’s public wailing has become distasteful.’
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emotions,® but bravely, and internally, suffers the algos (3.8-9).>* This gnome is
spoken by the primary narrator, and therefore belongs to the main fabric of the poem. As
discussed above, there are only three gnomai in the /liad in the words of the primary
narrator, all of which emphasise mortals’ relationship to the gods. In the Posthomerica,
gnomai in the primary narration have an intricate and widespread influence in the reading
of characterisation and construction of themes: here the primary narrator highlights an
ethic, a way to conduct oneself, and illustrates that it is Nestor who fulfils this ethic, and
in the consolation of Podaleirius, Nestor himself speaks and encourages the same ethic
that was first spoken by the primary narrator.>*’

The content of the gnome on Nestor’s nature is non-Homeric, and even Stoic.*!
Ideally, a Stoic sage is not influenced by passions such as sorrow or fear.’** Nestor does
not grieve because (Stoic) prudent men do not grieve.>** This sentiment echoes one of the
basic tenets of Stoicism that the Stoic sage is able to withhold emotions, that he fulfils the

* This is not the only place where the primary narrator of the

ideal of apatheia.
Posthomerica comments on a character’s ability for endurance in harsh or bitter
circumstances. In Posthomerica 12, where the Trojans mutilate Sinon to get the truth
from him about the wooden horse, the primary narrator passes comment on Sinon’s
ability for endurance under torture — Sinon does not give into torture (Posthomerica
12.387-8):

Q¢ PATo keEdOTVVTOL KAl OV KALLEV &dAYETL OUHOV:

avdEOC YAQ KQATEQOLO KAKIV VTTOTANVAL AVAYKNV.

So Sinon spoke — with craftiness, and he was not overcome in heart by the injuries: for it is of a
stout man to endure evil compulsion.

38 Cf. LST s.v. mvutég, who give the meaning “prudent, discreet”.

339 Cf. Vian 1963.xvii, where he states that Nestor is ‘le porte-parole de la pensée stoicisante du podte’.

0 Cf. Kneebone 2007.299-300: ‘Consulting Nestor once again, we are shown that grief and anger should
be channelled into more productive ends: too much emotion emasculates, and burdens are to be borne with
stoicism.’

341 Por brief discussion of this gnome and its relation to other, similar gnomai in the Posthomerica, cf.
Maciver 2007.275-6.

2 Cf Brennan 2005.38: ‘Stoic Sages live without these four passions [desire, pleasure, fear and
dejection].’

33 Cf. James 2004.281: ‘[Lines 8-9 are] probably a conscious reference to the wise man’s freedom from
emotion according to Stoic philosophy.’

3% See James & Lee 2000.146 for references and brief discussion of the Stoic idea of apatheia. Cf. Rist
1978.259 on apatheia as ‘a characteristic excellence of the sage.’
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Note that the primary narrator states that Sinon did not flinch in his heart because of the

pains done to him (12.387).** These words themselves echo the gnome spoken in

relation to Nestor in Posthomerica 3 (&vdQOG YaQ TvuTOlo TteQl PeTL TAT|HEVAL
aAyog 3.8) and the description of Nestor’s behaviour (6 & ov péya dapvato Oup@

3.7). The primary narrator gives the reason for Sinon’s endurance, as indicated by y&o

(12.388): a mighty man, such as Sinon, endures ananke.>*® The gnome is non-Homeric,
and is used to highlight Sinon’s conduct that reflects the Stoic attitudes and themes of the
poem.**’

This Stoic sentiment of endurance against all ills occurs again in Posthomerica 5,
but this time in the words of Odysseus who ends his speech of lamentation for Ajax with
a gnomic sentiment on the unseemliness of giving way to passion, since a real wise man
puts up with all the ills that assail him (Posthomerica 5.595-7):

OV yap €owce péy’ aoxaAaav évi Oup: (595)
AVOQOG YaQ TIVLTOLO Kal dAyea OAA” érudvta
TAvaL U0 kEadin) oteper) Ppoevi und” dicdxnobat.

For it is not fitting to rage greatly in one’s heart. For it is of a prudent man to endure in his heart
with a strong mind all the ills that assail him and not to get troubled.

This gnome, through verbal parallel, is linked to the two gnomai spoken by the primary
narrator, discussed above.**® The primary narrator and Odysseus echoing the primary

narrator establish a key behavioural trait of a wise or strong man in the world of the

349

Posthomerica: endurance.”” When we as readers take the theme established by these

* Sinon’s endurance under torture is an exhibition of Stoic qualities, especially when we take into account
the primary narrator’s gnome applied to this conduct. Cf. Rist 1978.259: ‘The picture-book Stoic wise man
is devoid of passions, emotionless, and unfeeling.” Cf. Epictetus (as reported by Arrian), Discourses 1.29,

on the necessity of steadfastness.

346 1,87 s.v. avayxkn) translate primarily as ‘force, constraint, necessity’, and then ‘violence, punishment,

esp. of torture’. Both senses are used here: the broader sense of necessity, and suitable for this specific
context, violence in the form of torture. Vian & Battegay 1984.s.v. dvdryxn translate simply as ‘nécessité’.
37 Cf. Brennan 2005.38 of the Stoic Sage’s indifference to pain: ‘Not believing that poverty is bad — or
illness, pain, mutilation, or torture — they neither fear these things in prospect, nor feel dejection when they
are present.’

¥ Specifically, dvdoog yaQ mvutoio (5.595-7) echo the very same words spoken by the primary
narrator at 3.8, and resemble those spoken of Sinon at 12.388 (&vdQ0Og Yo koateQoio). The idea of
endurance through trying circumstances occurs in all three gnomai (3.8-9, 12.388, and 5.597).

39 See Maciver 2007.276-7 on Odysseus’ words, and in particular 2007.277: “The irony is made the more
cutting since Odysseus speaks the words over the dead Ajax who has obviously failed in such an ideal.’
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gnomai to the words of Nestor in Posthomerica 7, we construct Nestor as a believer in
and doer of Stoic precepts as set out by the primary narrator. In particular, the part of his
first speech in which he declares that it is fitting for a mortal to put up with anything that
comes his way (Ttdvta Gpégety OTO0” E00AX ddot Oeog 10" aAeyetva 7.55) mirrors
the very gnomai (spoken by the primary narrator) applied to his conduct and to the
conduct of Sinon, and by its absence, to Ajax by Odysseus.”" Nestor asks Podaleirius to
behave like himself and embody the ideals propounded in the Posthomerica by the
primary narrator — ideals that he is aware of, and which he himself propounds.

I have moved from Homeric intertextuality to Stoicism in discussion of the one
speech of Nestor. The Posthomerica is a poem that is at once “Homeric”, that is,
imitative of the poetic apparatus and language of the Homeric poems, but also a poem
located in Late Antiquity. I have punctuated my discussion of Nestor’s words, and the
Posthomeric intertextuality of the words, with references to Stoicism (intentionally
capitalised). Is it appropriate, however, to apply the tenets of this philosophical system to
the Posthomerica as though Quintus were himself a Stoic? I have elsewhere argued for
reading Stoicism in the Posthomerica.®" It has been argued that Stoicism by the time of
the Posthomerica was on the decline,352 and that, therefore, a definitive statement that the
Posthomerica was influenced by Stoicism should not be made.*”?

There are two aspects that, to an extent, support this standpoint. First, there
remains only fragmentary information on the history of the rise and decline of the Stoa.
There is general consent in modern scholarship that Stoicism as a philosophical and

political influence had declined by the third century CE,*>* and that it had been

350 Strictly speaking, the gnome Odysseus speaks is a 3™ person singular, indirect second person gnome, as
it indirectly transfers what is generally true to Ajax who failed to adhere to such a precept. However, in a
sense the gnome is also indirectly applicable to Odysseus himself — he did not give into anger, but rather
used his skill in words to outwit Ajax.

3! In Maciver 2007.passim.

2 According to Sherman the ‘ancient school of Stoicism spans the period from 300 BCE to 200 CE.’

353 Cf. the opinion of Girtner 2007.239 on Stoic influences, for example: ‘Stoischen Einfluss sollte man
m.E. nicht tiberbewerten, da z.B. die Willkiir des Schicksals hierdurch nicht erklért wird. Die Betonung des
Schicksals man mit der Zeitstromung begriinden. Auch die Darstellung der Eigenverantwortung des
Menschen und der Vernunft wiren m.E. aus stoischer Sicht problematisch.” It is not useful, however, to
explain the emphasis on Fate in the Posthomerica as down to the influences of the period of composition of
the poem, but then declare, without references, that there is insufficient clarity or that there are some
philosophical contradictions in the poem against Stoicism being attributed to the poem.

% See, most recently, Sellars 2006.3: ‘Stoicism had declined in influence by the beginning of the third
century CE.’
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superseded by newer schools such as Neoplatonism.” Therefore, and secondly, if the
Posthomerica is to be dated to the third century CE, then it is unlikely that orthodox,
unadulterated Stoicism would have had a great influence on Quintus to the extent that he
would devise a Stoic ethical pattern for his epic poem.**®

I have shown, and will show decisively in relation to the figure of the Mountain of
Arete (the central figure described on the Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5 — see
below in Section 4, Chapter 14), that there are repeated thematic indicators of a
philosophy or system of ethics throughout the Posthomerica that bears resemblance to
Stoicism more than to any other philosophical or ethical system. The systematic and
widespread embedding of ethics, particularly through gnomai, suggests reliance upon a
system with which the contemporary reader of Quintus would identify. Even as a modern
reader, I identify strong indications of Stoicism, indications that surely would be even
clearer to an ancient reader of the Posthomerica. In the absence of the claims of other
philosophies to the content of the (particularly gnomic) moral themes of the poem, and in
the face of lack of certainty about the precise date of composition of the poem, it is
appropriate to apply the term Stoicism to these moral values in the Posthomerica.”’

The second speech of Nestor (Posthomerica 7.66-95), like the first speech,
contains an admixture of Homeric intertextuality and Stoic philosophy. It is made up of a
series of six gnomai that build on the idea that concludes his first speech (7.53-5),
namely, that all men die, and that it is right to bear all the things — good and bad — that a
358

god puts in our path.

0¢ pato- Tov & 0 Yepadg AKX EUEVOV TTQOTEELTTE:

“TIaot pév &vBewmoLloLy {00V KAKOV WTAo e dALWV

oppavin<v> mavtag d¢ Kol Npéag aia kaAvet,

ov uev aQ’ éxteAéoavtag ounv Protoo kéAevboy,

oL’ <oV 11 Ekaotog EéAdetal, oUvey UmepBev (70)
€00AG Te kal T x€pewx Bev év yovvaot keltal,

Moipng eig &v dnavta peprypéva. Kat tor pév ob tig

355 Cf. Gill 2003.33: “In the third and fourth centuries A.D. and later, Neoplatonic and Christian writers
built on key Stoic ideas and absorbed them into their systems.’

3% On a date of 3™ Century CE for the Posthomerica, see the discussion in James 2004.xviii-xix and my
brief analysis in the thesis introduction.

7 When, that is, these themes can be shown clearly to be Stoic. On the validity of applying the term
Stoicism to aspects of the Posthomerica, cf. my comments in Maciver 2007.266n28: ‘The scarcity of
sources for philosophies of this period, and the dubious validity of a date of third century A.D. for Quintus,
mean that any argument against Stoicism in the Posthomerica does not rest on a firm basis.’

338 For brief discussion of this speech, see, most recently, Gértner 2007.222-4.
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dépketal abavatwv, AAA” amotionta TéTukTatl

AXAUL Oeomeoin kekaAvppévar Toilg <d'> €mi Xelpag

oin Moipa tifnot kat ovx 6pdéwo” &’ OAVuTTOUL (75)
€6 yailav mooinot ta & aAALdIS dAAa pépovTat

VOG> WG AVEHOLO- Katl avéQL TTOAAAKIS E0OAQ

audpexvOn péya T, Avyow 0 érukdmmeoev OABog

oU Tt &xwv. AAaog d¢ méAet Blog dvOowmotot

tovvek’ &g’ doPaAéwe oL vioetatl, dAAAx TOdeTaL (80)
AAAote pEV mOTL MU TOAVOTOVOV, dAAoTe O avTe

elg aya0dv. Mepomwv d& mavoAPLog ov tig éTvxOn

€ TéAog €€ apxne: éTépw O €teg” avtdwot.

[Tabov d¢ Covtag év aAyeotv oV Tt €0Lke (85)
Cwépev- EATteo O aév agelova pnd’ émi Avyom

Bupov éxewv. Kat vao oa méAet patig avBodnoow

€00A@V pév viceoBat &g ovpavov adOLtov atel

puxag, agyaAéwv d¢ moti Copov. EmAeto & dudw

o€lo Kaotyvitw, kat peiAixog éoke Bootolot (90)
Kat g abavartolor Bewv O ég pvAOV Olw

Kelvov aveABéuevar odetépov matodg Evveainow.”

So he spoke; and the old man addressed the grieving Podaleirius: “A daemon provides equally for
all men baneful bereavement. The earth will cover all of us, even though we do not travel the same
path of life nor is that path such as each of us hope for, because both good and evil fortunes lie on
the knees of the gods above, all mixed together into one by the Fates. And none of the gods sees
those fortunes which have been made invisible, wrapped in a divine mist. Fate alone gets her
hands on them and hurtles them towards earth from Olympus, but without looking where she
throws them. And they, one after another, are borne as though by gusts of wind. Often a good man
is overwhelmed by great trouble, but, unwillingly, wealth falls to a pernicious man. Blind is life
for mankind. Therefore, not unerringly do men go, but with their feet sometimes into trouble that
brings great grief, and sometimes, in turn, into good. No mortal lives a completely happy life from
beginning to end: different people meet with a different fate. It is not right, since life is short, to
live life in sorrow; hope always for better things and do not hope to have a heart stuck in grief. For
there is a saying among men that the souls of the good go into everlasting heaven for ever and the
souls of the cruel into darkness. There were the following two things for your brother: he was both
gentle to men and he was the son of a god. I believe that he has gone into the race of the gods by
the intercessions of your father” (Posthomerica 7.66-92).

Nestor in his first speech emphasised his ability to endure grief, and why he was able to
endure grief — because of his knowledge of the certainty of death and the necessity in life
for endurance of all the things a god can send one. In this second speech, we do not read
an internal analepsis, nor is the emphasis on a cessation from grief. Instead, Nestor
philosophises on why no one is truly always happy, and on the role of Fate and destiny in
human life. His speech opens with the gnome that bereavement comes to all alike, that
the earth will cover all of us after we have travelled different paths in life that were not

what we hoped for (7.67-70). These statements carry on where Nestor left off at 7.52-55,
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where he stated that all travel the same path to Hades, and that our death is already
marked out for us (7.52-4). He moves from there onto the good and evil fortunes in life
that lie on the knees of the gods. None of the gods see these, and Fate, the mixer of the
fortunes, throws them randomly to the earth, with the result that sometimes the good
receive bad fortune, and the bad good fortune (Posthomerica 7.70-9).3 % Nestor then
speaks a gnome on the blindness of life, and the unforeseeable outcomes (7.79-82),
presumably building on the idea of the haphazard nature of Fate (7.75). His succeeding
statement is similar in sentiment: no one’s life is completely prosperous (7.83-4) and that
therefore it is not seemly to live in sorrows, since life is too short (7.85-6). He ends his
speech with his belief that Machaon’s soul has gone to heaven (7.89-92), based on his
understanding that the souls of the good go up into heaven but the souls of the bad go
down into darkness (7.87-9).

Nestor’s second speech is remarkable for its almost uninterrupted series of
gnomai that are designed, as the context suggests, to console Podaleirius.*® But the
content of his speech reflects the religious and philosophical preconceptions of the poet,
especially given that some of the gnomai are similar to gnomai spoken by the primary
narrator. I will focus on the part of Nestor’s speech (Posthomerica 7.70-9) that functions
both as a marker to Homer and the function of Fate in the Iliad, and also as an indicator
of the philosophy and divine apparatus of the Posthomerica, that derives from, but also
substantially differs from, the portrayal of Fate and the gods in Homer.”®!

Nestor again echoes the scene between Priam and Achilles in /liad 24 in his
gnome at 7.70-9 on the origin and reception of good and bad fortunes for mortals. To

summarise again, Nestor states that both good and evil fortunes lie on the knees of the

gods (€00A& te kal T xépewa Oewv €v yovvaol keltat 71), but they are invisible

even to them (tax pev ov Tig / dépketat abavatwy, AAA” ampotionta TétvkTat 72-

359 This itself builds on the last line of the first speech, where Nestor says that it is right to bear all the good

and bad things that a god gives (7.55).

3% Note in particular the comment by the primary narrator that Nestor soothed Podaleirius with his words
as he helped him up from the ground (mappapevog pvdoiowv 7.94).

31 1 will not discuss the gnome at 7.87-92 on the destination of souls after death, and its relation to the
destination of Machaon’s soul. Nestor states that the souls of the good go to heaven (7.88) and the souls of
the bad to darkness (7.89). According to Vian 1963.xvii, this view of the afterlife can be found ‘depuis
I’époque hellénistique, dans les écrits stoiciens et jusque dans les croyances populaires.” Vian 1963.xvii-
xviii continues discussion of the Stoic heritage of Quintus’ depiction of souls and the afterlife. Cf. also
James 2004.xxviii on the Stoic nature of the survival of souls after death.
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3). Fate, who has mixed the fortunes into one (Moiong eic &v &mavta pepypéva 72),

without looking at them, hurls them randomly towards earth (ot Moiga tiOnot xat

362

oVX 000w0o” A" OAVuTOUL / G Yaiav mEoinot 75-6),”~ with the result that some bad

fortunes fall to good men, and conversely, some good fortunes fall to bad men (kat
AvEéQL TOAAAKIC €00AQ / audexvOn péya mnua, Avypw O emukdmnneoev OABOg
77-8).°%

In Iliad 24, Achilles speaks an extended gnome on the origin of good and evil
fortunes, a passage echoed here clearly in the Posthomerica.*® Achilles begins with a
gnome on the pointlessness of grief,® and then explains that is Zeus who deals out these

varying fortunes to mortals (Iliad 24.527-32).

dolot yap te mibol katakelatat €v Alog ovdeL

dRWV ola dIDWOL KAKWV, €TEQOG D¢ AWV

@ Hév K appeiloag dan Zevg teQmikéQauvog,

AAAote pév te kak@ 6 Ye kvetat, dAAoTe O’ E00AG: (530)
@ O¢ ke TV Avyp@Vv dwn), AwPntov €Onke,

kat & kakt) BovPowotic émt xOdva dlav éAavvel,

dottq ' ovte Deolot TeTipévog ovTe BoToloty.

“For there are two urns that stand in the threshold of Zeus, and they give varying gifts — the one
urn evil, the other good. When Zeus who delights in thunder mixes these and bestows them on
someone, sometimes that person meets with ill, and sometimes good. But when Zeus bestows on
someone a portion from the urn of ills, he makes the man a failure, and grinding poverty drives
him over the shining earth, and he walks honoured neither by gods nor mortals.”

This extended gnome spoken by Achilles is unique in the Illiad for illustration of the

insight a character has into the exact workings of Zeus and Fate in the affairs of

%2 In this sense it is clear that Moira is the personification of Fate. Cf. Girtner 2007.221: ‘Schliesslich ist
sie eine Schicksalsmacht, die generell die Geschicke der Menschen bestimmt.” The Moirai are described at
Hesiod Th. 211-25 as the daughters of Night, and at Th. 904-6 as the children of Zeus and Themis. On the
significance of these two genealogies, cf. Dietrich 1965.59-60.

363 On the role of Moira in ancient thought, ¢f. DNP s.v. ‘Moira’: ‘[It has been as] den Grenzbereich
zwischen Chaos und Ordnung reprisentieren.” Dietrich 1965.59-90 discusses at length the development of
the influence of the Moirai through antiquity in cult and literature.

364 A parallel noted and discussed briefly by Vian 1966.97-9.

365 The parallel between Iliadic and Posthomeric passages implies that we should infer a gnome here too in
the Posthomerica on the pointlessness of grief, even though it is not explicitly given in this second speech
of Nestor.
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366

mortals.”™” For my purposes, it is important to emphasise the role Zeus is given in the

fortunes of characters in the world of the Iliad.>®” Tt is Zeus who mixes the urns, and
bestows upon mortals good and bad fortunes (©® Hév K Appel&ac dawrn Zelvg
TeQTUKEQALVOS / AAAOTE HéV Te Kak@ O Ve kUpetal, aAdote O €é00Aw@ 24.529-

30).%® The differences in the gnome spoken by Nestor are marked, and enhanced by the
similarities in contexts: both gnomai are spoken within speeches of consolation, and both
of Nestor’s speeches recall Achilles words to Priam in Iliad 24. Nestor echoes Achilles’

words in Iliad 24 so that we read the differences in the workings of Zeus and Fate in the

. 369
Posthomerica.

The differences centre on the roles of Zeus and Fate. In Iliad 24, Zeus is spoken

of as the one who mixes the urns (qppet&ag 24.529) and bestows their contents upon
humans (dwowv ota ddwot 24.528). In the Posthomerica, the fortunes — good and bad

— are mixed into one by the Moirai (Moigng eic &v &mavta peprypéva 7.72).°" Thus
the action of Zeus is recalled, but the agent of the action is changed: according to Nestor,

the fortunes that lie on the knees of the gods are invisible to the immortals (&mtpotiomta
7.73), wrapped up in a divine mist (AxAVUL Oeomeoin kekaAvpuéva 7.74).°”" More

importantly, it is Moira, Fate, who dispenses these fortunes (oin Motga tibnot 7.75), in

%% On the significance of Achilles’ gnome, see Edwards 1987.310. He states (ibid.) that Helen speaks a
similar gnome on the power Zeus has to bestow both good and ill fortunes on mortals (Odyssey 4.236-7).
Cf. also N.J. Richardson 1993.329: ‘In its use of gnomai, allegory and paradeigmata it resembles that of his
tutor Phoinix.’

367 According to N.J. Richardson 1993.330, ‘the jars of Zeus can be regarded as a moral allegory.”

3%8 The scholion bT, on II. 24.527-8, compares Od. 1.33-4, where Zeus states that men suffer evil by their
own foolishness, not because of the gods.

369 Cf. Giirtner 2007.224: ‘Hier hat Quintus entscheidend geiindert.’

370 On the meaning of moira and Moirai (personified), c¢f. Gartner 2007.221, and 222-4, where she
discusses this Posthomeric passage. It is surprising that she entirely omits mention of late philosophical
influences on Quintus in the depiction of these abstractions.

! 1t is significant that there is no mention of urns in the Posthomeric passage. Instead, the fortunes are said
to lie on the knees of the gods (Oewv év yoUuvaot kettat 7.71). This expression occurs twice in the Iliad
(17.514 and 20.435) and three times in the Odyssey (1.267, 1.400 and 16.129). According to Edwards
1991.112-13, ‘the image is from spinning (in a sitting position) the thread of fate.” Its use (only here and
6.10 in the Posthomerica in this sense) seems to have been converged with the image of the urns in lliad
24, since the good and bad fortunes (¢00AG& te kat tax xéoewx 7.71) are said to have been all mixed into
one (eig &v &navta peprypéva 7.72) — not an idea we would associate with the threads of fate. The

MSS’ Oewv has been questioned by editors (see Vian 1959.163 and Gértner 2007.223), as it clashes with
the non-Homeric role of the Moirai as all-superior to the gods and Zeus especially.
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a purely haphazard way (oUx 000w0o” &m” OAVuToL 7.75), unlike Zeus in the Iliad who

allots the fortunes from the urns in premeditation.’
The (pointed) difference is vital for an understanding of the mechanics of Fate and

373 1,
It is clear

the divine apparatus in the Posthomerica in contrast to the Homeric poems.
that Nestor gives Fate a role that completely supersedes the powerful place Zeus had in
the Iliad.>"* In the lliad, while Fate has a powerful role in the poem,375 it is Zeus who
seemingly has the final say in the outcomes of battles and in the whole action of the Iliad.
He is seemingly able to intervene to change the outcomes decreed by Fate,”’® as evident
especially in Hera’s answer in Iliad 16 to her husband’s threat to intervene to save
Sarpedon.’’” The gnome by Nestor points the reader to Achilles’ gnome and the role he
assigns Zeus in the affairs of mortals in the Iliad, and then the reader reads Nestor taking
this role from Zeus, and giving it specifically to Moira:>"® it is she who deals out the

37
fortunes, not Zeus. ?

372 As implied especially by the emphasis on his agency — Awpnrtov €0nke 24.531. Vian summarises the
differences between the Iliadic and Posthomeric passages: ‘Les différences entre les deux conceptions sont
en fait considérables: dans 1’lliade, Zeus distribue les sorts en pleine connaissance de cause, alors que le
pur hasard regne en maitre chez Quintus’ Vian 1966.97-8.

33 On Fate in the Iliad, see Jones 1996.114-16 and Dietrich 1965 passim.

™ This is not to say that Fate does not have a powerful place in the Iliad too. However, Fate is rarely
mentioned in the /liad in connection with its relationship to determinacy of action by Zeus. ‘In fact, Homer
does not concern himself with the theological problem of the relationship of the gods and fate’ Edwards
1987.136. The role of Fate in the Posthomerica is much clearer, however. Cf. Vian 1959.163-4: ‘L’idée
d’un Destin supérieur aux dieux est conforme a l’inspiration stoicienne du discours de Nestor, et elle
reparait avec une telle insistance dans 1’oeuvre qu’elle fait manifestement partie du «systeme
philosophique » de I’auteur.’

°7 Cf. Edwards 1987.127: “In the Iliad [Fate’s] power is shown primarily in the determination of the length
of a man’s life; the day of his death is set at the time of his birth.” Cf. Jones 1996.114.

36 At Iliad 16.433-8, for Sarpedon, and at Illiad 22.167-81, for Hector. On the possibility of such
intervention, see Edwards 1987.136. Very often, however, the relationship between Zeus and Fate in the
lliad is unclear. Cf. Jones 1996.116: ‘The idea of fate is muffled by the poet. It looms large in certain
contexts, only to be swept under the carpet in others. Even gods appear at times to be ignorant of its
existence.’

377 She tells him to go ahead (£0de 16.443), but warns him of the consequences (16.443-7). The imperative
implies Zeus can intervene and change destiny.

7% According to Vian 1966.98n1, Moira is here identical to Tyche which was often personified as a deity in
the Imperial period. Cf. Dietrich 1965.78-9, who states that eventually the Moirai evolved in popular belief
to become all-powerful and complex deities of fate, and Wenglinsky 2002.79.

37 The myth of Er as represented in Plato’s Republic Book 10 has been suggested as an influence on the
representation of Moira and the distribution of good and bad fortunes here in the Posthomerica (Plato
Republic 10.617d-e — Vian 1966.98 and James 2004.307). The similarities are few and unremarkable,
however. Hesiod also presents a similar representation in the Works and Days (Op. 90-104), though it is
closer to the description by Achilles in Iliad 24 (see N.J. Richardson 1993.329) because of the mention of a
jar (Op. 97) and an emphasis on the superiority of Zeus (Op. 99 — though see the apparatus in Solmsen et
al. 1990.ad loc. on the possibility of interpolation here).
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The function of Fate in the Posthomerica, whether or not in its guise as Moira,
becomes clearer through analysis of other gnomai, spoken by the primary narrator and
secondary narrators that reflect this philosophy spoken by Nestor here. The first two
gnomai I will discuss are spoken by the primary narrator and assert the primacy of Fate.
The other two gnomai I will discuss are spoken by secondary narrators on the same
theme, but which particularly expand upon exactly the same idea spoken by Nestor in
Book 7. It will become evident that gnomai are often the carrier of information on the
workings of the cosmos of the poetic world of the Posthomerica.

At Posthomerica 11.272-7, the primary narrator summarises, in an extended
gnome, the superiority of Fate over the immortals, and the ineluctability of the thread that
she spins for all mortals when they are born.

Aloa yoo &AAa toAvoTovog Opuaiveokev:
&leto O oUte Zfva meAwQELov oUTé TV’ AAAoV
ABavdaTtwv: o0 YAQ TL HETATEETETAL VOOG AiVOG
Kketvng, 6v Tiva MOTHOV €T AVOQAOL YELWWOUEVOLOLY, (275)
avdpdov 1) moAteoowv, EmkAdonTat aAPpvrTw
vijpate T O Vo mavTa T pev GOvVOeL T O déEel

For Aisa who causes many groans stirred up other things. She is a respecter neither of Zeus the
mighty nor any other of the immortals. For her terrible mind is in no respect turned aside,
whatever the destiny for men when they are born, for men or cities, that is spun by her inescapable
thread. For by her all things fade, and all things grow (Posthomerica 11.272-7).

8

Aisa (11.272), translated as ‘La Destinée’ by Vian,380 and as ‘Fate’ by J:':lmes,3 ! can be

read as interchangeable with, or synonymous with, Moira** Both personifications
signify equivalent functions.™ Here the primary narrator digresses with a gnomic

description of the function of Fate. She cares not even for mighty Zeus and the immortals
(&Ceto & ovte Znva meAwElov ovTté TV’ &AAov / dBavatwv 273-4), her mind and
the destinies she threads for mortals are immoveable (00 YA&Q Tt peTateémetatl voog

atvog / ketvng 274-5, adpvktw / vijpatt 276-7) — by her everything grows or fades (1)

** Vian 1969.59

1 James 2004.183

32 Cf. LST s.v. Aloa: ‘Like Moloa, the divinity who dispenses to everyone his lot or destiny.” Gértner
2007.221 states that Moira, personified or un-personified, and Moirai ‘lassen sich dhnliche Beobachtungen
machen wie zur Aisa’. Cf. DNP s.v. ‘Aisa’: ‘[It can be read as a] synonym mit Moira’.

3% On the specific nature and function of Aisa in the Posthomerica, see now the brief discussion by Girtner
2007.214-19.
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0’ OO mavta tax péEv POvLUOet, tax O déEet 277). The initial idea presented here is,
superficially at least, Homeric.” The idea of the thread of destiny as fixed from the day
of one’s birth occurs, for example, three times in Homer.*% However, there is a particular
emphasis in this passage on Fate as more powerful than the gods, including Zeus.**® She
is described as not respecting mighty Zeus (11.273). She has a more pre-eminent place in
the structure of the universe, and it is explicitly stated throughout the Posthomerica that
Zeus and the other gods cannot change what Fate prescribes.*®’

The same idea is reinforced at Posthomerica 14.97-100, where the primary
narrator states that the gods who favoured Troy could not have changed the outcome of
the War, since they and not even Zeus can easily change Fate.

AAA” o0 UTtep Aloav éeAddpevol teg apLVELY

£€00evov: o0vdE Yap avtog UTEE pégov ovde Kooviwv

onwiwg dvvat Aloav anwoépev, 6g el TAVTWY

aBavatwv pévog éoti, Alog O ¢k mavta méAoviat. (100)

But they were not strong enough to defend Troy, despite their desire, by overstepping Fate. For

even the son of Chronus himself is not able, beyond destiny, to thrust Fate away lightly, Zeus who
is the strongest of all the gods, and from whom are all things.

What is emphasised in this excerpt is the inability of the gods to override Fate in their

desire to save their favoured Trojans. Even Zeus himself, who is the strongest and the

originator of everything, cannot lightly thrust Fate away (Onwiwg dvvat’ Aloav

%% The poet is careful not to create a too un-Homeric picture of the gods. Cf. Vian 1963.xv: ‘Leur figure [of

the Olympians] s’est moins modifiée, car Quintus subit la tyrannie de la tradition.” Cf. also James & Lee
2000.11: ‘As regards the function of the traditional Olympian deities in the Posthomerica it is impossible to
make any positive deduction for the author’s personal beliefs and attitudes, because obviously the
undertaking to narrate the Trojan War in the Homeric manner entailed maintenance of what may be termed
the Homeric divine machinery.’

35 At Iliad 24.209-11 (Moira), 20.127-8 (Aisa) and Odyssey 7.196-8 (the Klothes): so Dietrich 1962.86 —
see Dietrich 1962.passim for discussion of these Homeric passages. In the Iliad this is the primary function
of Fate — cf. Jones 1996.114.

386 This emphasis echoes Zeus’ words at Posthomerica 2.171-2, in the divine council scene. Zeus states that
none of the gods need go supplicating him for their favoured ones, since the Keres, the fates of death, are
no respecters even of the gods (Knoec yao dpeiAyot eiot wat futv 2.172). Cf. Wenglinsky 2002.177:
‘Certainly Quintus here articulates no clearer statement of the relationship between Fate and the gods.’

387 Cf. Vian 1963.xvi (n3) for a list of places in the Posthomerica where it is clear that Zeus is subordinate
to Fate. Vian 1963.xvi elaborates further on the new role for Zeus: ‘C’est la I’'un des traits marquants de la
religion de Quintus, lui-méme n’est plus que le docile exécuteur des arréts du Destin: cette subordination
est proclamée avec insistance. Ainsi les forces cosmiques impersonelles tendent partout a 1’auteur,
symbolise 1’ordre nouveau: les Moires toutes-puissantes sont maintenant les filles du Chaos primordial.’
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anwoépev 99). The “lightly” (0nwiwg) here can be read as an intertextual springboard
to the two particular instances in the Iliad when Zeus seemed willing and able to change
the course of Fate in favour of Sarpedon and Hector, but decided not to do $0.°% T read
Quintus restating the power of the Iliadic Zeus here in the Posthomerica, but Quintus also
emphasising that Zeus is (and was in the Iliad) unable, lightly as it seemed in the Iliad, to
dispense with the destinies allotted to characters by Fate. The adverb “lightly” becomes
an intertextual signpost, an ironic pointer to what seemed light, but impossible, for Zeus
to do in the Iliad.*®

The last words of this excerpt potentially cause a conflict with this argument on

the all-powerfulness of Fate over the gods. It is stated that all things are from Zeus (Aw0g

0’ ¢k mavta méAovtat 14.100), and it is therefore implied that Fate is too. This origin

of Fate and the allocations of Fate does not reverse previous statements in the poem that
her thread is inescapable (11.276-7), that she does not care for the gods (11.273-4), and
significantly in this context, that by her all things fade and grow (tr] d VO TMAvVTA TX
pev ¢pOwvvler, tax o aefet 11.277). All things may be from Zeus (14.100), but there is
no indication in the fact that all things are from Zeus that he in some way constructs fate,
or dispatches fortunes to mortals.” They may originate from his knees, or in the Iliad
from his urns, but in the Posthomerica he has no agency in the operation of Fate. It is
clear from Nestor’s words in Posthomerica 7.72-4 that the gods, including Zeus, do not
see what fortunes men receive, and it is also clear from the primary narrator’s words in
Posthomerica 11.276-7 that it is Moira who threads mortals’ destinies. Thus Zeus is the
originator, but not the knower or dispenser, of the destinies of mortals in the

Posthomerica.>®!

38 At Iliad 16.433-8 for Sarpedon and at Iliad 22.167-81 for Hector.

% In this respect I disagree with Girtner 2007.219 (who follows Wenglinsky 2002.191-2) in her
interpretation of the adverb onwiwg (99) in this passage: ‘Ein wenig differenziert wird jedoch das
Verhiltnis zu Zeus. Von ihm heisst es nun lediglich, dass er sich Aisa nicht leicht widersetzen kann;
moglich scheint es jedoch, zumal im Anschluss seine Allmacht betont wird.’

%0 Contrast Wenglinsky 2002.192: ‘Quintus then retreats even further from the notion that Zeus is
subservient to Fate, declaring that all things, including presumably Fate itself, are “from Zeus” (14.100).
The notion is not at all at odds with the picture of the relationship between Fate and the gods in the lliad.
! The function of Zeus as the origin of all things is reflected in grammar: Atog (14.100) is a genitive of

origin. This function of Zeus as the origin of Fate is reflected neatly in the expression Awog Aioa, which
occurs in the Posthomerica at 3.487 and 10.331, and similarly in the /liad only at 9.604 and 17.321. On the
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These two sets of discursive gnomai, spoken by the primary narrator, underscore
the pre-eminence of Fate in the Posthomerica, to an extent that is non-Homeric.*?
Nestor, in Posthomerica 7, echoes, in his gnomai of consolation, gnomai spoken by the
primary narrator elsewhere in the poem that express a similar philosophy on Fate.™”
Nestor thus mirrors the projected preconceptions of the poet figure as read in the words of
the primary narrator. Similar sentiments to those spoken by Nestor, and the primary
narrator, are also found in the speeches of other secondary narrators. These secondary
narrators, to whose words I will now turn, are made to mimic the gnomic advice of
Nestor to Podaleirius in Posthomerica 7. Odysseus and Diomedes in Posthomerica 9.414-
25 are reported by the primary narrator as giving consolatory gnomai to Philoctetes on
the role and function of the Moirai, thus exempting themselves and the other Greeks from
any blame. Similarly, Agamemnon, on Philoctetes’ return among them at Troy, consoles
Philoctetes and exhorts him to cease from any anger, because he and the other Greeks are
not to blame for what happened, but the Moirai (Posthomerica 9.491-508). Both
consolations contain reasons for ceasing from anger that closely echo the philosophising
of Nestor in Posthomerica 7.

When Odysseus and Diomedes encounter Philoctetes, they are quick to excuse
themselves from any wrongdoing with respect to his suffering, but instead resort to
emphasising the workings of the Moirai (Posthomerica 9.414-25):

Kakv O€ ol oU TV Axav
attov Epuev EPavto Katx oteatov, AAA” dAeyevog (415)
Moipa, wv £kag ov Tig avrp émvioetat aiay,
AAA’ alel poyeQoioy €M’ AvOQACLY ATIQOTIOTTOL
OTOWPWVT fuaTa TAVTA, PEOTWV UEVOS dAAOTE HéV IOV
BA&mTtovoal katx Buuov dpeidtxov, dAAote O avte
éxtobe Kvdalvovoay, émel paAa mavta pootoiot (420)
KeVAL Kal 0TovoevTa Kal fjriia unxavowvtal,
avtal 0nwg é0éAovoy. ‘O 0 eloaiwv Odvonog

expression and the interplay between Aisa and Zeus, cf. Gértner 2007.214, where she states that, in her
opinion, Fate and Zeus’ will coincide in the Iliad.

%2 That is not to say that Moira did not have a significant role in the Iliad. A hero understood his own
future death as down to both to a particular god and to Moira herself: the gods and Moira seem, in a vague
and undefined sense, to share roles. Cf. Dietrich 1965.199.

%% Vian 1963.16 identifies this shift towards a more powerful, less Homeric role for Fate as belonging to
the religious and philosophical context of the Posthomerica’s composition: ‘Cette conception du monde
n’est pas originale. Le Stoicisme avait proclamé depuis longtemps I’omnipotence du Destin; il avait
dépersonnalisé les dieux qu’il idenitifiat aux Elements ou changeait en symboles moraux. D’autre part la
religion de I’époque impériale accorde une large place aux dieux qui ont la faveur de Quintus.’
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10¢& Kal avtiBéov Alopndeog avtika Oupov
ONWIWS KATETMAVTEV AVINQEOLo XOA0L0,
&xmoryAov 10 potBe xoAovuevog, 600’ émemovOeL. (425)

And they said that there was no one in the Achaean army responsible for his ills, but the grievous
Moirai were responsible, and no man can travel far from them on earth, but always, invisible, they
wheel about hapless men every day, sometimes harming in their grievous desire the strength of
mortals, and at other times, for no apparent reason, they raise them to glory, since they themselves
devise all the grievous and kindly things for mortals, just as they wish. And Philoctetes, listening
to Odysseus and godly Diomedes immediately and easily put a stop in his heart to his bitter anger,
though he had been extremely angry before, for all the things he had suffered.

Within a mere nine lines here we have a concise illustration of the power of gnomai to
console and reassure stricken characters in the world of the Posthomerica.”* The literary
tradition that reported the extreme resentment of Philoctetes towards the Greeks is

resolved in a matter of a few lines.™ The two Greek heroes explain that no one in the
Greek army was to blame (kakwv 0¢ ot o0 TV’ Axawwv / aitov éupev édpavto
Katax 0teatov 9.414-15); rather, the Moirai, who constantly afflict mortals and change
their fortunes everyday, they are responsible for all of Philoctetes’ ills (9.415-22).
Philoctetes, listening to such words (6 0’ eloaiwv 9.422), is said to put an immediate
stop to his anger (aVTika OLHOV / ONWIWS KaTémavoev dvinolo xoAowo 14.423-4).

The reported words here of Odysseus and Diomedes echo Nestor’s extended

speech on the nature of the Moirai. For example, according to Nestor, the Moirai

dispense fortunes that sometimes cause the good to suffer ill, and the bad to receive good
fortune (kat Avégr MOAAdkIG €00A@ / audexvOn péya mnua, Avyow o
eruuamnmecoev 0ABog 7.77-8). Similarly, Philoctetes is told that sometimes the Moirai
devise ill for mortals, and sometimes they glorify them (9.418-20).396 In response to the

similar statements of Nestor, Podaleirius stops grieving, but only reluctantly.397 What is

remarkable here is the speed of the conciliatory reaction of Philoctetes. It is emphasised

3% On the role of the Moirai in this passage, see now Giirtner 2007.224-5.

3% For a summary of this literary tradition pre-and post-Quintus, which is represented principally by
Sophocles’ Philoctetes, see Jebb 1898.xxii-x1. Sophocles’ Philoctetes seems not to have a strong influence
on Quintus’ telling of the same story — ¢f. Vian 1966.172 and James 2004.315.

3% Cf. James 2004.319: “The randomness of human fortune is attributed to the Fates in terms similar to
those used by Nestor to console Podaleirios at 7.67-92.

7 At 7.93 he is raised from the ground unwillingly (oUk £0¢Aovta) and at 7.95 he constantly turns back

to the tomb and continues to groan aloud (évtoomaAlldpevov kai ét’ doyaAéa otevixovta).
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that he immediately and easily shrugged off his anger (adtixa OQuuov / pndiwc

KATETILOEV aviNnEolo XO0Aowo 9.423-4). Philoctetes mirrors the ease with which

Nestor was able to withhold his grief after the death of his son Antilochus, and also
mirrors the way in which Sinon was resolute in the face of torture.”® The afflicted Greek
hero of archaic literature deals easily with his anger because of the gnomai on Moirai

spoken by Odysseus and Diomedes. Anger is pointless when one understands the Stoic

concepts that underpin the workings of the cosmos and human life.**’

When Philoctetes arrives in Troy, he is met with a similar series of exhortatory
and conciliatory gnomai, only this time from Agamemnon. Agamemnon stresses the
Posthomerica’s recurrent philosophical code on the Moirai (Posthomerica 9.491-508):

“Q W, Emedn) mép oe Bewv OTNTL TAQOLOE

ANuvo v duddAw Atmopev PAapBévte vonua,

) &' uiv xoAov aivov évi dpoeot onjot paréodar

0V Y&Q &VEL HaKAQWV TAd épé&apev, AAAL Tov avTol

N0eAov abdvatol v kaka moAAa BaAéobat (495)
o€l amo voopLv €dvtog, ETtel Tteglowdag OloTolg

dvopevéag dapvaoBal 6T’ dvtia oglo paxwvtat

oAV &V’ NTTELQOV TEAAYOS T AV HakQOV &LOTOL

Mowgdwv totn Tt moALVoX1O€eg Te TéAoVTaL (500)
mukval te okoAlal Te, TETQAHEVAL AAAVOLG AAAT)

v 0¢ O allnot pogéovl’ OO Aaipovog Alom

edopevol pvAAoLOLY VIO TVOLTNG AvEUOLO

OELOUEVOLS” AYaO0G D& KaKT) €vEKLEOE KeEAEVOW

TOAAAKLG, OUK €00AOC O dyabn) tag O’ ovT dAéaocOat (505)
oUT &’ ékawv tic EAéoDat émixBoviog dvvat’ avro

xon 8¢ caddoova dta, kat v Hoénd’ VT déAAaug

olunVv apyaAényv, oteQer) Gpoevi TAvat oLvv.”

“Dear friend, since previously we in fact left you behind on sea-girt Lemnos by the will of the
gods, in our warped thinking, don’t then put bitter anger in your heart against us. For not without
the workings of the blessed ones did we do these things. In fact the gods themselves wished to
inflict us with many evils once you were out of the way, since you are the master at destroying the
enemy with your arrows whenever they fight against you. Over the whole land and the great sea
the [paths of life] are hidden by the will of the Moirai and are split into many parts and are

398 See my discussion above, on 12.387-8.

% Philoctetes too thus conforms to the ideals of Stoic apatheia. He comprehends the ethical and
philosophical workings presented in the Posthomerica by the primary narrator, and represented here (as
indirectly reported) in the words of Odysseus and Diomedes, and follows the precepts attached to such a
philosophy. On Stoic readings of apatheia in Homer, and especially in the character of Odysseus, cf.
Buffiere 1956.316.
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crowded and winding, turning in all directions.*” Along these men are carried by the Fate of a

Daimon like leaves driven by blasts of wind. A good man often finds himself on an evil path, and
a man lacking this goodness often finds himself on a good path. No mortal man is able to avoid
them nor can any man willingly choose them. It is necessary for the prudent man to bear pain with
a stout mind, even if he is carried on a grievous path by the winds.”

Agamemnon speaks a series of gnomai that are applicable to all, but indirectly aimed at
Philoctetes — he should fit into this pattern of behaviour. After stating how much the
Greeks suffered in his absence (9.494—7),401 Agamemnon restates what Philoctetes heard

from the mouths of Odysseus and Diomedes:***

the paths of life are hidden by the Moirai
(9.499-500), with the result that sometimes the good meet with an ill path, and the bad
with a good path (504-5). Despite the nature of fortune, a man must bear these things
bravely (507-8). His speech to Philoctetes taps into the nexus of consolatory gnomai on
the role of the Moirai in human life spoken by secondary narrators, and also reiterates the
philosophy voiced by the primary narrator. The gnomai on the various fortunes, good and

bad, that mortals meet with in life, is spoken by Odysseus and Diomedes earlier in Book

403 404
9

,~ and by Nestor himself in Book 7."" The understanding Agamemnon has of the
workings of the poetic, fictional world he is constructed within, as constructed by the
poet and reflected in the gnomai by the primary narrator, is something Philoctetes
understands and with which he empathises. Not only does Philoctetes state that he is not
angry (o0 oot €ywv £tt xwopat 9.518), he in fact speaks a gnome emphasising that it is

not right for a man to be angry (009" aiel xaAemov O€ug épupevat ovd” aovdnAov

40 There is a hiatus post 9.497 (for which see the apparatus criticus in Vian 1966.200). I follow James

2004.161 in inserting “the paths of life”.

“o' On the Sophoclean intertextuality of these lines, see Vian 1966.200n1.

21t is interesting to note that Agamemnon in fact begins his speech by laying stress on the will of the gods
(Bev 6TNTL 9.491). It is to be assumed that the reference to the gods is inclusive, that is it refers to the
Moirai and the gods on whose knees the fortunes to be dealt to mortals lie.

493 posthomerica 9.418-422, on the ability of the Moirai to humble or glorify mortals.

9% Posthomerica 7.77-9, on the bad and good fortunes that can meet, respectively, a good and bad man. Cf.
also Posthomerica 7.76-7 and the similar reference to human fortunes carried as though by gusts of wind
(T " &AALVDIG AAAa PégovTal / Tvou<c> ¢ AvEépoLo) — ¢f. with 9.504-5 above.
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9.521),*” and that a good man’s outlook should be flexible (0lda YOQ WG <O>TEETITOG

vOog dvdpaot yivetao éo0Aolg 9.520).%%6

Gnomai are used by secondary narrators to appease those grieving or angry. Yet it
does appear that the results of this appeasement are unrealistic, or at least un-Homeric.*”’
Philoctetes is immediately pacified as soon as Agamemnon, and before him Odysseus
and Diomedes, speak a philosophical concept existent in the Posthomeric world to which
heroes should aspire. Nestor philosophises at length on the same theme in Posthomerica
7, with the aim of getting Podaleirius to cease from a very Iliadic action of grieving at
length for a loved one.*® The heroes of the Posthomerica, as these examples illustrate,
are constructed to embody a non-Homeric philosophy, a series of ideals that befit a Stoic
Sage more than a traditional Homeric hero. Nestor, in his consolation of Podaleirius,
merely echoes a philosophy recurrent in the Posthomerica, found in the words of the
primary narrator and other secondary narrators.

The gnomic advice of Nestor does not merely remain at the textual level of the
Posthomerica. The poet places Nestor in an Iliadic situation of consolation in the face of
overwhelming grief. Nestor’s words echo the Iliadic Achilles’ exhortation to Priam that
they should eat, despite their grief. Nestor’s words end with a gnomic emphasis that
marks a post-Homeric, Stoic way of thinking. Nestor the Homeric hero has become
Nestor the Stoic hero. But Nestor’s philosophising, in his status as a Homeric hero who
exists in the Homeric poems as well as the Posthomerica, leads the reader to reread the

Homeric situations of grief and consolation. Given the constant and thorough imitation of

%93 This is a gnome that echoes other gnomai on the same theme. Cf. Odysseus’” words as he mourns for the
dead Ajax at Posthomerica 5.574-5, discussed above, and more importantly in this context, cf. Nestor’s
own words at 7.38-40 on the need for Stoic apatheia.

46 Agamemnon’s speech resembles the Homeric embassy to Achilles, and Agamemnon’s promise of gifts
to Achilles, in Iliad 9. See Vian 1966.200n6 for the parallels. The parallel between the passages draws
together the reactions of Achilles and Philoctetes to Agamemnon’s overtures. Cf. Schmitz 2007.77: ‘So
readers are invited to dwell on the behavior [sic] of Philoktetes as opposed to Achilles, the moral
implications of wrath and forgiveness, and the rules of social interaction in a heroic world, and they see that
Quintus is writing a poem that is very similar, yet not identical to the Iliad: his heroes are ethically superior
to their Iliadic predecessors.’

7 This tendency for characters to seem moral and un-dissenting is not something that should be read as
necessarily negative. Rather characters behave as befits those who embody a philosophy, a set of moral
standards. Contrast Mansur 1940.69: ‘When all the heroes excel in the same way, they carry no conviction.
Quintus. . . has not the ability to create a diversity of new situations which will reveal different traits and so
make real people. As much as anything else, lack of the creative gift is responsible.’

498 Cf Edwards 1987.271-3 on Achilles’ mourning for Patroclus (Iliad 18.1-147).
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Homer throughout the Posthomerica, and the poetological indicators that encourage the

reader to read the Posthomerica as still Homer,409

this new morality and ethics that recall
Homer but differ from Homer, suggest both a reading of Homer and an updating of
Homer. Quintus reads Homeric heroism, but updates it into a neo-Homeric heroism with
the kind of morals and ethics that befit a Homeric hero for Quintus’ era, or at least a
Homeric hero that embodies the ideals of the poet projected in the poem. We are
supposed to read Nestor as the same Nestor of the Illiad, the same hero who offered
advice in the Iliad just as he offers advice here in the Posthomerica. But the advice
Nestor offers in the Posthomerica is clearly not Homeric in its gnomic values.
Intertextuality points to differences as well as to similarities and the words of Nestor

mark him both as an Iliadic, and as a non-Iliadic, character, a Homeric and neo-Homeric

counsellor.

49 See my discussion in the thesis introduction on the lack of a proem as an indicator of the Posthomerica’s
relationship to the Iliad — in a sense we read the poem as still the Iliad.
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Conclusion

Gnomai in the Posthomerica carry the philosophical outlook of the poet, as relayed first
in the words of the primary narrator, and then as reflected in the similar themes spoken by
the secondary narrators in their gnomai. I have concentrated on gnomai in the context of
consolation or encouragement for characters to cease from their grief. Such consolation,
as reflected in the two speeches of Nestor to Podaleirius in Posthomerica 7, centres on
the function of Fate in the world of the Posthomeric heroes, the varying fortunes for
mortals because of Fate, and death as the ultimate and common path for all. Nestor also
points to his own ability to survive despite overwhelming misfortune, and insists on the
pointlessness of grief and the necessity of endurance.

I illustrated that Nestor’s speeches, and in particular their gnomic content, are
enlivened by intertextuality, both Homeric and non-Homeric. The gnomai echo Iliadic
situations, but in their true force, reflect a philosophy of Later Antiquity, Stoic in origin
and therefore non-Homeric. Such intertextuality brought in issues of narratology. Nestor
echoes the words of the primary narrator, and is highlighted by the primary narrator as
the embodiment of, and propagator of, some of the Posthomerica’s ideals. His advice to
Podaleirius mirrors the relationship between the primary narrator and the reader. The
primary narrator speaks gnomai and highlights characters that embody or lack these
values. The reader is the recipient of this advice. Similarly, Nestor points out to
Podaleirius the conduct that is expected of him — the type of conduct that he, Nestor
himself, exemplified in his display of resolve and lack of displayed grief for his son while
all around him mourned openly.

Other secondary narrators echo Nestor’s consolation of Podaleirius. Both
Agamemnon, and Odysseus and Diomedes, use a similar theme to console Philoctetes.
They reiterate that the Moirai are responsible for everything that happens, and that it is

not actually down to them that he, Philoctetes, suffered such ills. The speedy



C Maciver PhD Thesis 120 Reading Gnomai
Reading Quintus Reading Homer

reconciliation from Philoctetes is clearly on account of these gnomai spoken on the role
of Fate. A hero like Philoctetes knows that anger is pointless, and that the world he
inhabits is ruled by Fate.

We read Quintus threading the poem with non-Homeric philosophical and ethical
themes, with gnomai as their carriers. The poet uses a Homeric device, and most often
echoes Homeric situations or Homeric gnomai in his own gnomai, but then combines
with this Homeric intertextuality a Stoically influenced philosophy, a philosophy that
marks the Posthomerica as post-Homeric. Quintus reads the function of Fate and the
philosophy of the lliad through Late Antique lenses. He provides an updated version fit
for a poetic world that is both Homeric and non-Homeric, philosophically early and
philosophically Stoic. Through analysis of a key poetic feature of the poem, gnomai, we

gain an insight into the neo-Homeric world constructed by Quintus.
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A Gnomic Simile: Reading Helen in the Posthomerica

Some happy tone
Of meditation, slipping in between
The beauty coming and the beauty gone.

William Wordsworth Most Sweet It Is (Smith 1923.149)

Aphrodite, pour les commentateurs d’Homere, c’est le désir d’amour, I’ attrait des plaisirs
charnels.

Buffiere 1956.302

Introduction

There is only one simile in the Posthomerica that contains a gnome. It occurs at 14.47-54,
and is cogent for its reflection of the belated reading position of Quintus the reader of
Homer. In this simile, and its context, Helen is compared to Aphrodite caught with Ares
in the snares of Hephaestus. I will demonstrate that Quintus, through this simile, devises a
corrective presentation of the Homeric story, where the morals “needed” but not apparent
in the Homeric version, in the song of Demodocus in Odyssey 8, are supplied — Quintus
not only constructs his own Homeric poem, he supplies a morally “updated” version of
Homer. He picks a Homeric passage that was a Homeric problem for ancient interpreters
of Homer, and posits his own re-presentation of it in an emotionally climatic and tense
moment at the end of the Posthomerica. We as readers are anxious to see how the Greeks
treat Helen and how Helen is presented and how she herself reacts to the Greeks. Quintus
threads this climax into the tradition of ancient commentary of Homer, by use of a simile,
and by use of a gnome within that simile. I will discuss the simile in its own right, the
presentation of Helen in that passage against a background of her characterisation in the

Homeric poems, and then her presentation elsewhere in the Posthomerica. 1 will discuss
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the implications of the subject matter of the simile, and the effect the gnome has on our
reading of Helen, of Aphrodite in the simile, and from there, on our reading of Homer’s
presentation of the Aphrodite-Ares story in the Odyssey.

I will also show that Quintus uses this Helen episode in Posthomerica 14, and, in
particular, the simile which compares her to Aphrodite, as a poetically unifying device,
through parallelism with Penthesileia, and similes that compare her, in Posthomerica 1.
Quintus begins and (almost) ends his epic with two very different women who are
paralleled verbally and through imagery. The echoes characterise Helen as unlike
Penthesileia, through their very similarities in presentation. As usual, intertextuality
points to differences. These few lines in Posthomerica 14 that contain a description of
Helen before the Greeks, in the aftermath of the war, perhaps instruct the reader more
about Quintus’ poetological and thematic aims than any other simile in the Posthomerica.

Helen’s portrayal belies Quintus’ post-Homeric position.
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Chapter 8 Helen Compared, Helen Perceived

For Heraclitus it is crucial that Homer means something different from what he says.

Long 1992.64

I will now focus on that simile and its complex characterisation of Helen. I begin with
detailed analysis of the simile and its context, to illustrate just how Helen is presented in
that passage. I then move onto perception. Quintus as a Late Antique reader of Homer
along with the learned reader of the Posthomerica in Late Antiquity have already
encountered Helen in earlier texts and in the Posthomerica itself, with characterisation
differing from text to text. As a result of this reading, readers have expectations, a
perception of Helen. Homer begins this picture of Helen. I will discuss her
characterisation derived from both Homeric poems, before comparing her depiction in the
Posthomerica, both here in this passage in Book 14, and in key scenes elsewhere in the
poem.

Book 14 concludes the Posthomerica with the enslavement of the Trojan women,
the sacrifice of Polyxena, the shipwreck of the Greek fleet as a result of the gods’
punishment of Ajax, and, finally, the destruction of the wall of the Achaeans.*'° The book
is one of climax, not only because it is the final book of the poem, but also because long-
feared events finally take place, such as the enslavement of the Trojan women and their
removal to the Greek ships (14.1 1-38).*" It is in connection with this captivity that Helen
finally appears before the Greeks outside the walls of Troy (14.39-70).

It is her appearance before the Greeks that is my first focus in this section: how
exactly is Helen depicted in the episode in Posthomerica 14 (from 14.39 to 14.70), how is
she characterised, and what does this depiction tell us about her psychology here? For
these purposes, I will concentrate on the simile and narrative context where Helen is
compared to Aphrodite (Posthomerica 14.39-62).

AAAX” 00 pav ‘EAEvnv yoog aumexev: dAAG ol aldwg

410 For the structure of Book 14, see Vian 1969.155-6. I am indebted to Aikaterina Carvounis for allowing

me to see a section of her unpublished thesis (at the time of writing) on Posthomerica 14.
1 As a climax, of course, the enslavement of the Trojan women goes as far back in the literary story of
Troy as the words of Andromache at /. 24.731-2.
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oupaot kvavéolowy EPllave kol ol UrtepOe (40)
KaAag apdeoLOnve magnidac. Ev 8¢ ot ftog

aometa MoQdvEeoKe KAt Goéva, Un € Klodoav

Kvavéag €t vijag agkioowvtat Axatol:

tovvey’ vmotpopéovoa Gidw meptmaAAeto Buu.

Kat g kaAvpapévn kedpaAnv épumepbe kaAvmTon (45)
€0TteTo VIOOUEVOL0 KT {XVIOV avdQOg £olo

aidol moppvgovoa maprjtov, fvte Kovmolg,

e0Té pv Ovpaviwveg év aykoivnowv Agnog

aupadov eloevonoav £ov Aéxog aloxvvovoav

deopoic év Bauvoiot darjpovos Hpaiotouo, (50)
TolG EVL KEIT axéovoa <mepl> poeotv aldopévn te

AadOV dyQouévwv Hoakdpwv YEvog 1)0E Kol avTOV

‘Harwotov- detvov yap v opOaApoloy dkoitew

audpadov eloopdacbal ¢’ aloxel OnAvtéonor

) ‘EAévn eikvia dépag kat aknoatov aldd (55)
1Nte oLV Tpwn ot dOQUKTNTOLOL KAl VT

viag én’ Agyeiwv evnjoeac. Audt d¢ Aaot

BapPeov abproavtes AUWUTOLO YLVALKOS

ayAainv kat KAAAog émroatov- ovdé Tig €TAN

Kkelvnv oUte kouPNdOV émeaBoAinol xaAépal (60)
oUT o0V dudadiny, aAA” wg Bedv eloogdwWVTO

domaoiws: Mao<v> Yo éeAdouévolot paavon.

Lamentation did not grip Helen, however. Instead, aidos sat on her dark-blue eyes and reddened
her beautiful cheeks right through. Her heart brooded unspeakable things in her mind, that the
Achaeans would outrage her as she went to the dark ships. Therefore she trembled with them in
mind, her heart shaking utterly with fear. And so, with veil-covered head, she followed behind her
husband — in his footsteps — colouring her cheeks with aidos, just like Aphrodite, when the
Heaven-dwellers gazed on her caught openly in the arms of Ares, shaming her husband’s —
cunning Hephaestus’ — bed, in whose thick bonds she was caught. There among them Aphrodite
lay, tortured in mind, and felt shame before the genos of great gods and Hephaestus himself, all
standing there together; for it is a terrible thing for women to be caught in the shame of adultery
openly in the eyes of a husband. Like her in body and undefiled aidos, Helen went with the Trojan
women-captives herself to the well-oared ships of the Argives. And the people on all sides
marvelled as they looked upon the splendour and lovely beauty of the blameless woman. But no
one dared openly or secretly to reproach her with insults, but they looked upon her gladly as
though she were a god: for they had all been hoping to see her appear.

Here Helen appears before the Achaean host for the first time, both within the scope of
the Posthomerica, and within the timeframe of the myth of the Trojan War. Helen’s
appearance before the Achaeans occurs, therefore, at a moment of suspense for the reader
of the Posthomerica. The poet does not relieve this tension, but focuses on how Helen
feels in the presence of the Achaeans, which is suggested by her aidos that we are told

she feels, and which she displays in her physical gestures. Aidos sits on Helen’s eyes and
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causes her cheeks to blush (39-41), Helen fears that the Greeks might outrage her as she
walks to the ships (41-4), and then veils herself as she walks behind her husband (45-6),
and colours her own cheeks with aidos (47). She is then compared to Aphrodite in a
simile in which we get more insight, through comparison, into how Aphrodite, and
therefore Helen, feels. The situation of Aphrodite in the simile and the passage in
Odyssey 8 from which it is drawn, have very significant implications for the

characterisation of Helen here and in the Posthomerica as a whole. The key point of this
comparison is elucidation of Helen’s aidos (aidot mopdpvoovoa marov, 1UTE
Kvmoic 47, paralleled by toic évi kel dxéovoa <meQl> poeaiv adopévn te 51).
The passage opens by setting up a polarity. Unlike the other Trojan women,
lament does not grip Helen (o0 pdv 14.39) — instead of yoog and an unrestrained

outpouring of grief, aidos (39-40), an emotion that connotes restraint and self-awareness,

412

has her as its object.” ~ This aidos sits on Helen’s eyes (Oppaot kvavéolow edilave

40) and causes her beautiful cheeks to blush (kaAag apdpeovOnve mapnidag 41).413

Aidos here is practically personified:*'* it takes a verb (¢dplCave 40) that is used

elsewhere only in the normal context of a mortal sitting down (Posthomerica 6.38).415

The aidos that Helen feels here is caused directly by the view she thinks the Greeks have

of her, that she is the cause of all their suffering.416

42 uav is an ‘affirmative particle’ according to Cunliffe 1924.ad loc. Cf. an exactly similar use at /1. 17.41.
13 uéveog is used of eyes in the Posthomerica only here. Cf. Carvounis 2005.104-5 for discussion of the
adjective in Homer.

4 ¢f Vian 1969.177n5: ‘L’aidcoc est plus ou moins personnifiée.” Cf D.L. Cairns 1993.224 for
discussion of the personified Aidos at Sophocles Oedipus Coloneus 1267-9. aldwg occurs sixteen times in
the Posthomerica (eight times in the sixth foot as here at 14.39): as ‘honte’ 1.749, 7.554, 9.114, 9.281,
13.425, 14.19, 14.39, 14.47, and 14.55; as ‘pudeur’ 1.60, 12.555, and 14.432; and as ‘sexe (de la femme)’
1.622 and 13.116 (so Vian & Battegay 1984.5.v. aidwg). The more specific implications of the term with
respect to Helen and her other appearances in the Posthomerica are discussed below.

15 This verb is used in the Iliad with UTvog as subject (71, 10.26 — the only time the verb is used), which
does not sit on the eyes of Menelaus. Cf. Carvounis 2005.104, who also notes the use of Umtvog with
WCavel at Il. 10.91-2. The rare verb in both poems, and the unusual use it is put to, draws the passages
together in the reader’s mind.

#1® Menelaus could not sleep because of his worry for his fellow Greeks (Iliad 10.26ff.), worry for which
Helen’s abduction was the primary cause. He himself feels both joy and aidos as he leads Helen out of Troy
to the Greek camp: &xev 8¢ € xaoua kat aidwg (Posthomerica 14.19). Cf. Vian 1969.158: ‘“Tout au plus
est-il partagé entre la joie du triomphe et I’aidwg, la confusion que lui inspire la conduite passée d’Héléne.’
It is difficult to ascertain why exactly he feels this “shame”. It seems plausible that his honour is directly
affected by the conduct of Helen — ¢f. Llewellyn-Jones 2003.156: ‘A man’s honour is intrinsically bound up
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Helen’s aidos is accompanied by physical and psychological descriptors. At 39-

41, aidos sits on her dark-blue eyes, and causes her to blush. This physical indication of

aidos occurs again before she walks behind her husband (¢ometo vicopévolo kat
{xviov &vdpog éolo 46): she covers her head with her veil (kKaAvpapévn kepaAnv
EpuTeQOe kaAvTTEn 45), and she colours her cheek with aidos (aidot mopdpveovoa

TIXQT)LOV 47).*"7 At 42-4 we have the inward correspondents of these outward
manifestations of aidos: she fears lest the Greeks do her outrage as she walks to the ships
(42-3), and (therefore) trembles in heart (44).418

What exactly is the meaning of aidos in this passage? Aidos, which is traditionally
translated as “shame”,*" according to Cairns operates in two specific ways: on the one
hand, it operates with reference to self, and on the other hand, to one’s own self image
with reference to others — both uses being closely connected.*” As I will show, Helen has
aidos because she is viewed, or knows that she will be viewed, by others. Her gestures
that physically exhibit her aidos are all in relation to an audience. It is, rather, the focus of
the simile that adds a particular shade of meaning to Helen’s aidos in relation to adultery
and failure in marriage.**!

As mentioned, the primary point of the simile is comparison of Helen’s aidos and

the psychological and physical manifestations of that aidos, with the aidos of Aphrodite

when she is caught sleeping with Ares in the snares of her husband Hephaestus. Line 55

makes the point of the comparison clear: tf) EAévn elkvia dépag kat akroatov

in the sexual purity of the women of his family and it is for his reputation that women needed to be socially
and sexually controlled.’

7 Cf. D.L. Cairns 1993.6: ‘Aidos is most readily identified as an emotion by the fact that it is regularly
described as having physical or psychological symptoms (typically blushing) and as involving
characteristic behavioural responses (such as averting one’s gaze, bowing or veiling head, etc.).” More
specifically on veiling as ‘part of the general complex of associations between aidos and the eyes’, cf. D.L.
Cairns 1993.292.

*!% For fear or pity accompanying aidos in Homer, see D.L. Cairns 1993.49.

9 See, e.g., LST s.v. aiddc.

29D L. Cairns 1993.2-3. D.L. Cairns 1993.50 establishes ‘the fundamental connection in Homer between
aidos and popular opinion’, with specific reference to the words of Hector at /. 22.105-7. One could argue
that any self-reference is reference to one’s image before others — otherwise self-reference becomes
pointless.

**! On Helen’s aidos in Homer having specific reference to her role as a woman and her failure in marriage,
cf- D.L. Cairns 1993.121. Vian 1969.178n3 argues, on the basis of 14.19, 39, 47, and 51, that here aidos ‘ne
désigne plus la pudeur virginale, mais la honte de la femme adultére’. Vian is correct to read this meaning
for aidos here, but not in connection with lines 19, 39, and 47. Aidos can only be read this way for these
lines in the light of the simile; they do not of themselves suggest this designation for aidos.
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ald@. Quintus, beyond this simplistic level of comparison, designs this passage with
mannered and overt balance between simile and narrative, binding Aphrodite and her
situation to Helen and her situation. KUTtoig (47), the subject of the simile, has Helen as
her narrative correspondence. Lines 48-9, with Aphrodite as object of the gods

perception, echo the viewing of Helen by the Greeks: piv Ovpaviwveg. . . apupadov
eloevonoav (48-9) is paralleled by g Oeov elcopdwvto (61-2) and by dudt d¢ Aaol.
.. OapBeov abonoavrteg (57-8 — these words also echo line 52). The discomfort

Aphrodite feels (Toig €vi kelt” axéovoa <meQt> poeotv 51) has its correspondence in
line 44, where Helen’s fear of what the Greeks might do to her is expressed (the actual
torment of Aphrodite in the simile elaborates the kind of fear that Helen has before the
Greeks — it is on account of the suffering she has caused because of her adultery).
Aphrodite’s aidos in the presence of the on-looking male gods in the simile (aidopévn
te / AadOV AYQOHEVWVY Hakaowv Yévog 51-2) implies the aidos of Helen in
anticipation of the viewing she will receive from the Greeks — as she indeed does
experience post-simile, at lines 57-62.

As an irrational correspondence, the expression at line 48 (év dyxoivnowv

Apnog) echoes Helen’s position behind Menelaus (kat’ {xviov avdog £olo 46) —

Aphrodite is trapped in the arms of Ares, in the view of others, while Helen follows in the
footsteps of Menelaus, in the view of others. The close proximity and similar metrical
positions of the two phrases align them, but the situations Helen and Aphrodite are found
in also correspond to an extent — they are found with a male before the gaze of others. In
this passage, it is with Menelaus that all the Achaeans see Helen, just as all the gods see
Aphrodite caught in the arms of Ares. However, Helen is not caught in any
misdemeanour with Menelaus — we would expect Paris as a narrative correspondence
with Ares in the simile. Arguably, this irrational correspondence between Ares and
Menelaus reflects the weakness of the marriage both between Aphrodite and Hephaestus,

and correspondingly, between Helen and Menelaus.*”* Our reading of the Helen-

22 The marriage between Hephaestus and Aphrodite is not a strong, traditional myth, while the Ares-

Aphrodite marriage is strongly attested in sources (so Heubeck, S. West, & Hainsworth 1988.364). The use
of the Aphrodite-Ares story draws attention to the poet’s awareness of the variant myths, and his
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Menelaus relationship is affected: the marriage is paralleled with a weak marriage myth,

and is thereby undermined.*”

On the other hand, the parallel points to contrast — here
Helen the adulteress is in the presence of her husband as though caught in the act, such is
her shame before the Greeks.

I will focus on the significance of the Ares-Aphrodite adultery story, its Odyssean
context, and post-Homeric reception, below. It is useful, briefly here, to draw attention to
the presentation of Aphrodite in the simile. The first thing that strikes the reader is the
difference in presentation between this simile and the account of the story in Demodocus’
song (Odyssey 8.266-369). The Odyssey’s presentation of the myth is comical and non-

judgmental.***

We do not get a description of the embarrassment of Aphrodite, but only
the reaction of the (male) gods, who find the scene very amusing.**> The presentation of
the myth in the Posthomerica is markedly different in tone however — the humour of the
story in the Odyssey is absent. The discomfort of Aphrodite in the presence of the on-
looking gods, in contrast to the lack of any such explicit mention in the Odyssey, implies

the shame that she feels before them.**¢

The status and gender of the gods exacerbate the
vulnerability of Aphrodite’s position here (and in the main narrative, Helen’s position

before the Achaean male host). The narrator makes clear that Aphrodite was seen openly

(Alexandrian) illustration of learning. Cf. Hunter 1993.3 on the ‘open display and exploitation of the
apparatus of scholarly learning’ characteristic of Alexandrian poetry. It is interesting to note that Aphrodite
is called the wife of Ares at Posthomerica 1.667, whereas the simile here in Book 14, and the Odyssey
passage it is derived from, seem to imply that she is the wife of Hephaestus. James 2004.274 discusses the
discrepancy as follows: ‘667 seems to gloss over the fact that Aphrodite’s link with Ares was only an
amour. . . presumably for the sake of highlighting a further link with Penthesileia through her father.” James
is right in his interpretation here — the differences point to a willingness on the part of Quintus to dispense
with continuity for the sake of context.

423 This line of argument could be pursued further: Hephaestus is an ambivalent god, the object of laughter
and derision, whereas Ares is the god of War, and therefore the opposite embodiment of Hephaestus.
Menelaus fits naturally as a parallel for Ares, while Paris, an ambivalent hero, fits naturally as a
correspondent for Hephaestus. Desire to see parallelism can perhaps go too far, especially given that, here,
Paris is the adulterer, as is made clear throughout the Posthomerica — see my discussion below. Wenglinsky
2002.56 astutely points out that in Book 14 Hephaestus and Aphrodite are not actually explicitly called
husband and wife. She argues Quintus perhaps calls Ares husband of Aphrodite in Posthomerica 1 to
mitigate the adultery story in Book 14. This does not solve the fact that Aphrodite is caught in adultery with
Ares — Quintus in a way “hedges his bets” by making Aphrodite the wife of both gods — it suits both
situations in Books 1 and 14.

424 0On this, see, further, the brief but astute comments by Carvounis 2005.102.

425 Cf. Heubeck, S. West, & Hainsworth 1988.368; the tone of Demodocus’ story is of course comic
(Garvie 1994.305), and 8.324-5, of the modesty of the goddesses, is, according to Garvie (ib.) ‘one of the
most amusing touches in the story’. Cf. D.L. Cairns 1993.123, on the aidos of the absent goddesses here,
and my discussion below. Odyssey 8.334-43 exemplifies the light-hearted nature of the story.

426 “It is clear that shame bears a frequent, and some would say an essential, reference to the concept of an
audience’ D.L. Cairns 1993.15.
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shaming the bed of her husband (&udpadov eicevonoav £ov Aéxog atoxvvovoav
49).**" This line defines the way in which Aphrodite felt aidos before the genos of
immortals (51-2):*% Aphrodite has shamed her husband’s bed (aitoxUvovoav 49),

precisely the duty involved in a woman’s aidos that she has failed to keep.429 It is of
course true that Aphrodite is a goddess, and that she, therefore, can with some impunity
transgress the boundaries of aidos set for mortals.**° However, it is made very clear that
she 1s judged as an adulteress — she is caught disgracing her husband’s bed.

To understand Helen and the specific force of her aidos in this passage requires
appreciation, also, of her characterisation in the Homeric poems — the texts that the
Posthomerica relies upon principally for its intertextuality. Throughout the Iliad, Helen is
referred to as the cause of the war,43 ! but is herself rarely seen or heard. Of her actual
appearances in Homer, I will begin by discussing briefly her first words in the Iliad in
432

Book 3, where she draws attention to her status as casus belli (Iliad 3.171-80).

Tov &' ‘EAévn pvBotoy apeifeto dia yuvaukv:

“aldoldg té pot oot Ppide Exvpe devog te-

ws O0PeAev BAvatdc oL AdEV KakOG OMmdTE DEDQO

LT 0@ EmouNV OdAapov yvwtovg te Atmovoa

MaAd& Te TNALVYETNV KkKal OpUNALKinY éoatev)v. (175)

7 For alloyVvew as ‘disgrace’ in a moral sense, see LSJ s.v. aioyOvw 2. See D.L. Cairns 1993.57 for the
Homeric passages he cites to support the meaning ‘disgrace’.

% As D.L. Cairns (1993.2) argues, the verb ‘is used to convey inhibition before a generalized group of
other people in whose eyes one feels one’s self-image to be vulnerable, or to express positive recognition of
the status of a significant other person.” Both of the categories fit the situation under discussion here.

% Cf. D.L. Cairns 1993.124 on the husband’s bed receiving aidos ‘as a quasi-personified symbol of the
marital relationship’.

40 For the lack of consequences of the gods’ actions for themselves, and the perseverance of their divine
status, see Griffin 1980.200-1, who also discusses the ‘mortification of Ares and Aphrodite’ in the Odyssey,
and the reassertion of the divinity of Aphrodite afterwards. This impunity for the gods in fact might explain
the lack of the word “aidos” in relation to Aphrodite in the Odyssey passage. Its occurrence here in the
Posthomerica in relation to the conduct of Aphrodite is also, to an extent, motivated by the narrative
context, and the poet’s attempts to implicate the simile firmly within the narrative, and to intertwine the
conduct of Helen with the conduct of Aphrodite, and vice-versa.

! Helen appears, or is named, at Iliad 2.161, 177, 356, 590; 3.70, 91, 121, 154, 161, 171, 199, 228, 285,
329, 383, 418, 426, 458; 4.19, 174; 6.292, 323, 343, 360; 7.350, 355; 8.82; 9.140, 282, 339; 11.125, 369,
505; 13.776; 19.325; and 24.761. Roisman 2006.1n1 cites the following passages to prove that Helen is
‘repeatedly referred to as the woman for whose sake the Trojan War was fought’ (2006.1): Iliad 1.159-60
(vaguely relevant), 3.126-8, 3.156-7, 4.173-4, 6.344-58, 7.350-1, 9.339, 19.325, 22.114-16, and 24.762-74.
She cites the following from the Odyssey: 4.235-89, 11.438, 14.68-9, 17.118-19, 22.226-30, and 23.218-21.
That Helen has caused the sufferings of the Greeks is suggested especially by Iliad 2.356 — for which see
Kirk 1985.153. For discussion of the culpability of Helen in the eyes of the Trojans, see Roisman 2006.7.
#2 See Roisman 2006 for a discussion of Helen in the whole Iliad. Note that I am concerned primarily with
Helen’s self-representation, and I do not dwell on the other features of her characterisation in the Iliad.
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aAAa T Y’ ovk €yévovTo- TO Kal kKAalovoa TéTnKa.

TOUTO O€ ToL €0éw O W dvelpeat 1)dE HETAAAQG:

00TOC Y ATEEdNG eLEL KQelwv Ayapépvay,

audotepov Pactdete T dyabog koatepds T alxunTns:

danp a0t Epoc Eoke KUVWTIDOG, el Mot énv ye.” (180)

Then Helen, brilliant among women, spoke words in answer: “You are sensitive to my feelings,
dear father-in-law, and shrewd. Would that evil death had been my pleasure when I followed your
son here, leaving bed-chamber, family, adolescent child, and lovely friendship. But that was not
my luck, because of which I have melted away in tears. But I tell you what you ask of me and
discuss: this is Atreides Agamemnon the far-ruling, both a good king and brave spearman. The
other is my husband, of me — bitch-face that I am — if ever he was my husband.”

This scene in Iliad 3, from the famous teichoskopia, paints a cogent, subtle picture of a
Helen aware of her surroundings. There is a more subtle side to Helen’s words in this
scene that suggests a slightly more cunning shade to her character.* In this scene in Iliad
3, the Trojan “household”, and the readers / listeners of the poem, have an opportunity to
redress their view of Helen (except Priam, who seems to have an unwaveringly
favourable opinion of her anyway — 3.162, 164), based on her self-depiction.*** She is a
foreigner, and though protected by Priam and Hector, is the underlying cause of the
Trojans’ suffering.*® Therefore, she has a reputation, an image constructed outside of her
control, one that the Greeks and Trojans have alike of her, and one that even the readers /

listeners of the Iliad may have.**

She misses her home (emphasised by lines 174-5, and
the pathetic adjectives TnAvyétnv and éoatetvnv (175)), but still speaks in reverential
terms to Priam (172). She speaks harshly of herself, and describes herself as dog-like, or

“bitch-face” (kvvwmdog line 180), an expression used only by her, of herself, in the

433
434

For more detailed discussion of strategy in the words of Helen in Book 3, see Roisman 2006.13-15.

In fact she does not have to say anything, since her appearance seems to have a persuasively appeasing
effect on the old men on the wall who see her approaching (3.156-8 — on which see Roisman 2006.7).
Despite this beauty, however, they state in the immediately succeeding lines (159-60) that even then she
should leave in the ships with the Greeks.

3 Roisman 2006.11 sums up Helen’s position in this scene: ‘Helen’s replies are constrained by her gender,
by her foreignness, and by the societal view of her culpability. These combine to make her dependent on
Paris and his family for her survival and require her to do whatever she can to retain Priam’s favor and
protection, both as her father in law and as King of Troy. Her part in the conversation with him and the
other old men must thus be read as more than a simple expression of what she feels and thinks.’

#36 ¢f. Roisman 2006.7, on the culpability of Helen in the eyes of the Trojans in particular. For Helen as the
daughter of Nemesis, and thus by birth a destructive force, see Kahil 1955.28, Roisman 2006.13n23, and
Collins 1988.46.
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lliad. ™" She makes it clear that she would rather have died than follow Paris to Troy
(173-4). Such negative self-reference evokes opposite reactions, and a more favourable
view of her in the eyes of the Trojans.**® So while on the surface it seems that Helen feels
true regret over what has happened because of her, she is acutely aware of her situation as
a foreigner on enemy territory, of her status as casus belli, and her need to portray herself

as the unwilling victim.*”

On the basis of this example, that she manages to survive in
Troy for the duration of the war is due to an extent on her ability to construct an identity
that ensures her survival.

In Odyssey 4, Helen is also represented in a complex way. On the one hand she
describes herself as having rejoiced in the chance at last to return to her homeland (4.259-
64):

“&v0” aAAat Towal Ay’ éxdrvov: adta ¢Hov KNE

X', émel 1§01 pot kpadin Tétoamnto véeoOat (260)
a olkdvd’, atnv 0¢ petéotevov, v Apooditn

dwy’, Ote W NMyarye keloe PpiAng dmo natoldog aing,

nada T unyv vooprooapévny OdAapdv te moéow te

oL tev devodpevoy, oUT & Ppeévag oUTe TL €100G.”

“Then the rest of the Trojan woman wept out loud, but my heart rejoiced, when my desire now
turned to the homeward journey. And I groaned over the infatuation which Aphrodite gave me,
when he led me to Troy far from my dear homeland, and caused me to turn my back on my child
and my bridal chamber and my husband who lacked nothing, in wits or appearance.”

Menelaus, however, in reply to this favourable self-representation his wife gives herself
(Odyssey 4.266-89), points out how she imitated the voices of the wives of the Greek
heroes as she went round the wooden horse with Deiphobus, in an attempt to get the men

(whom she knew were inside — as Helen herself makes clear at Odyssey 4.256) to cry out

7 On the expression cf. Kirk 1985.290, and Clader 1976.17: ‘Helen characterises herself as a “bitch” four
times in Homer [/I. 3.180, 6.344, 6.356, and Od. 145], always in contexts where she refers to the shame of
her having brought about the War.” She speaks of herself twice in this way in Book 6 to Hector, at 1l. 6.344
and 6.656. The example at 6.344 is particularly self-deprecatory: kKLVOG KAKOUTXAVOL OKQUOEOOT|G.

% Such a favourable view is of course restricted to those who see and hear her: ¢f. Roisman 2006.8.

49 Cf. Roisman 2006.8: “Essentially, the epic’s treatment of Helen’s culpability highlights her isolation and
vulnerability as an unwelcome stranger in a foreign land, unwelcome even among those who are kindly
disposed to her.” Helen herself, in her own words, does much to construct this characterisation.
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(4.374—79).440 Here we have two representations of Helen similar to those found in Iliad 3
discussed above. On the one hand, Helen portrays herself as pro-Greek, an unwilling
victim in captivity, keen to return home: in the context of Odyssey 4, such statements suit
the presence of Menelaus.*' On the other hand, Menelaus’ reply highlights a Helen keen
to fit into her Trojan environment, and even suggests a Helen that is pro-Trojan and anti-
Greek. "

Thus the picture of Helen in Homer is not straightforward. She is someone who is
aware of herself and her surroundings, and someone who carefully constructs her

. 443
speeches to suit her ends.

How does Helen in the Posthomerica compare, and how
does the readers’ (that is, Quintus’, the Late Antique reader’s, and the modern reader’s)
view of Helen in Homer affect reading of Helen in the Posthomerica? Helen actually
figures personally as subject in the Posthomerica only five times: in Book 6 (153-65),
where Helen and Eurypylus exchange marvelling gazes; in Book 9 (143) — only the
Trojan women and the old men are left on the walls looking down on battle, but Helen
stays away; in Book 10 (389-405), where she “laments” for Paris; and Book 14 — the
passage under discussion here, and the reconciliation with her husband at 154-64.*** As in
the Iliad, she is often the subtext to much disagreement between Trojans in the poem.**’

I would like to discuss three of her appearances in the Posthomerica which
contribute to her characterisation in the poem, and which play off her appearances in the
Homeric poems. The first of these is her depiction at Posthomerica 9.143, where the
Trojans look down from the wall on the battle (9.138-44).

Towhdeg O amo telyeog éokomialov

#% On Helen in the Odyssey, cf. the unfavourable portrayal by Ryan 1965.117. Contrast Groten 1968.35
(and 35n1). Note that Menelaus ascribes the actions of Helen here to the influence of a god wanting to give
the Trojans warning (Od. 4.274-5).

44l Cf. Heubeck, S. West, & Hainsworth 1988.208-9 on the speeches of Helen and Menelaus here: “The
juxtaposition of these two complementary tales suggests the lability of Helen’s character, and a rather
coquettish pride in dangerous secrets.’

2 This contrasts with Helen’s claims at Euripides Tr. 962-4, where she states that Paris forced her to marry
him, and that she suffered slavery in Troy.

3 Cf. 1.T. Kakridis 1971.42, of Helen in Odyssey 4: ‘It is quite clear that Helen wants to be free, as far as
possible, of blame for her escape from Sparta in the eyes of the two young men [Telemachus and the
disguised Athene], who are now listening to her and who naturally lay the responsibility of the war on her. .
. and her compliment for Menelaus’ brains and looks has no other objective than to relieve her deceived
husband of the difficult position in which he now is in the presence of his guests.’

** Helen’s name occurs 23 times in the Posthomerica: 2.54, 66, 97; 6.24, 152, 156, 157; 9.89, 143; 10.287,
324,363, 389; 12.548; 13.356, 379, 412, 470, 519, 525; 14.39, 55, and 154.

3 AL2.66,97; 6.24; 12.548; 13.379, 470, and 519.
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alln@v otovéevta pobov, maonot d¢ yvia

étoepev evXOUEVTIOY UTTEQ TEKEWV TE KAl AVOQWV (140)

N0& KaotyvijtwVv: moALoL O’ &pa oL YEQOVTEG

€Covt’ eloopowvTeg, £xov O’ OO xelleot OupOV

naidwv audt pidwv. EAEvn & évi dwpaot pipvev

oln <au'> apdimoAooty: €QUKE Yo AOTIETOS ALOWG.

The Trojan women looked down from the wall on the men’s grievous battle, and the limbs of all
trembled as they prayed on behalf of their children, husbands, and brothers. And grey-haired old
men sat there watching with them, their hearts in their throats as they feared for their dear children.

But Helen remained at home alone, along with her maidservants: for unspeakable aidos kept her
back.

This passage is the counterpart in the Posthomerica to the teichoskopia in Iliad 3, made

clear not only by the situation in the texts, but also by verbal parallel. The expression oin
<au’> aupimodowowy (144), for example, echoes Iliad 3.142-3 (oouat éx OaAdpolo

TEQEV KATA dAKQUL xéovoa / ovk o, &ua T1) Ve kal audimoAol dU' €movTo).

More significantly, there are strong contrasts between the passages.**® In the Iliad
version, Helen speaks at length, whereas here she does not speak at all; in the Iliad, she is
in the presence of Priam and the Trojan old men who wonder at her beauty, while, here,
she is alone (oin 144) and remains inside (¢vi dwpaot pipvev 143); and the goddess
Iris ({liad 3.130-40) compels Helen to appear before the Trojans on the wall in lliad 3,

whereas in this passage it is Helen’s aidos that restrains her (£puke yaxQ &ometog

adwg 144).447 Also, Helen’s appearance on the wall in Iliad 3 is in the context of a truce,
and before the deaths of Patroclus, Hector, and Achilles. Here, the Trojan War is
approaching its end, after the deaths of those three figures, as well as the deaths of
Penthesileia, Antilochus, Memnon, Ajax, and Eurypylus, in particular, among many

448
others.

6 Cf. James 2004.316: ‘As there is no obvious reason for noting Helen’s absence, it should probably be
taken as an allusive contrast to her conversation on the same walls with the Trojan elders as they view the
Greek army at lliad 3.121-244.°

7 Cf 0d. 8.324: OnAVTeQau O Oeal uévov aidoi oikol éxdotn: the context of each passage is
different, however.

8 Note Posthomerica 9.145-8, lines that immediately follow Helen’s appearance here. These lines
emphasise the destruction and bloodshed in the battle the Trojans watch from the wall, thus highlighting
what Helen is the cause of, and adding to the reasons for her feeling aidos here.
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The contrast between the two passages builds into the contrast between the two
epics in how they present Helen. Helen does not speak in the Posthomerica until 10.389,
and there her presentation is not favourable, as will be demonstrated below.** In the Iliad
however, as I have shown, Helen is given more scope for speaking, and we gain an
insight into her view of herself and the misfortunes she has brought upon Trojans and
Greeks alike. By Book 9 and this passage, the Posthomerica, on the other hand, has
censured Helen, and the opportunity to recreate a teichoskopia has emphasised the
differences in presentation — Helen is kept out of sight: out of dialogue with the Trojans,
and out of sight of the battle raging below because of her, and what restrains her is her

450
aidos.

The emphasis on aidos in this passage here in Posthomerica 9, which prevents
her from even appearing at the wall, let alone speak, suggests that Quintus comments on
the presentation of Helen in Homer’s teichoskopia, and presents a corrected version
where the Helen whose aidos should prevent her from speaking in the Iliad, does in fact
keep her away from the wall in the Posthomerica, and instead stress is placed on the
anxiety the Trojans feel for their loved ones who are fighting in the battle below (9.139-
43) 451

The aidos mentioned here at Posthomerica 9.144 is recalled at Posthomerica
14.39, 47, and 55 of our passage, and we must understand that the aidos that kept her

back from appearing on the walls is the aidos that sits on her cheeks as she walks in fear

before the Achaean troops.452 The second passage I wish to discuss presents a portrayal of

% Helen’s words at Iliad 24.762-75, and especially 24.774-5, imply that it became more difficult for her to
speak openly after the death of Hector, and that her words there might explain her taciturnity in the
Posthomerica, and suggest that Quintus was very aware of her presentation and words in the Homeric
poems. In mythological time, the Posthomerica precedes the more confident Helen of the Odyssey.

450 Cf. Vian 1966.185n4: ‘Hélene reste a la maison, alorsque, dans la Teichoscopia homérique. . . elle
monte sur les ramparts et se méle aux viellards.” Vian (ibid.) also compares Vergil Aen. 8.592-3 and
12.131-3.

11t could be argued that Iris gives Helen desire for her former husband, town, and parents (I/ 3.139-40) in
the Iliadic version, and that there the war has been stopped and that Helen has an opportunity to see the
men below who at that moment are not fighting because of her (3.134). Here, however, the war is raging
below, and Helen is not prompted supernaturally by any god to approach the wall.

452 Both situations involve audiences; ¢f. D.L. Cairns 1993.15: ‘It is clear that shame bears a frequent, and
some would say an essential, reference to the concept of an audience, and in many cases this audience will
be a real one. One feels shame before those who witness one’s actions, and focuses on what the members of
that audience may say or think of one.” It is interesting to note that the aidos of Helen at 9.144 is described
as &ometog, which, although a common adjective in Quintus (it occurs 67 times), is used only here of
aidos, and underscores the enormity of shame that (the Posthomeric) Helen feels.
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Helen similar to that of the Iliadic Helen that I argued for above, who behaves in a way
that is designed to please the Trojans (Posthomerica 10.389-405):

AAN EAévn paAa moAAd dinveréws yoowoa,

aAAa peév v Todeoow avteev, AAAa d€ ol kNQ (390)
&v koadin pevéarve: pidov O dva Bupov Eetmev:

“Avep, éuot kat Towot kal adte <o>ot Héya mnpa,

WAeo AevyaAéws: Epe O év OTLYEQT) KAKOTNTL

K&AALTteG EATIOpEVIIV OAowTEQa TNt WDéoOat.

QOc ddheAdv 1 Apmuiat avneeipavto magotbev, (395)
OMMOTE OOl <Y'> EmMounV 0Aor) 1o Aatpovog Afor).

Nov & doa kai ool mpa Oeot ddoav 1O’ Epot avt)

atvoudpw: mavteg 0é Y ddometov éQolyaoct,

navteg O €xOaipovoty Epov kéa, 0VOE T olda

exduyéerv: el yao ke pvyw Aavawv &g dutAov, (400)
avTiK’ dewlooovov EPov dépac: el O€ ke pipvw,

Towat kat Towég pe mepotadov dAA0Oev dAAaL

aipa dxpoaioovot vékuv O ob yala kaAvyel,

AAAX kKOVEG ddpovat Kat olwvawv Boct puAa.

Q¢ 6peAdV W EDAPACOAVTO . .o (405)
.................. , TAQOG Tade muat’ Wéobatl.” (405)

But Helen lamenting profusely and unceasingly, uttered among the Trojans what was suitable for
Trojan ears, but her inward desire purposed other things. These were the words of her dear heart:
“Husband, a great blow is your mournful death to me, the Trojans, and you yourself. You left me
behind in grievous ills, and now I expect to see even more destructive sorrows. Would that the
Harpies beforehand had snatched me away, when I followed you under the compulsion of some
destructive decree of a Daimon. Now the gods have truly brought disaster to you and to me, ill-
fated one that I am. All shudder in unspeakable horror at me, all hate my heart, and I do not know
where to escape to. For if I flee into the throng of the Greeks, immediately they will do outrage to
my body; but if I remain, the Trojan women and men will stand around me and one after another
rip me quickly to shreds. No earth will cover my body, but dogs and the swift flocks of birds will
eat me. Would that <the grievous Fates> had destroyed me before I saw all these sorrows.”

The narrator’s explanation (10.389-91) of the rationale behind Helen’s words implies that

her lamenting for Paris is not sincere (ToAAx dinvexéwg yoowoa 10.389), and that she

laments audibly only for the sake of the Trojans (dAAa pev év Toweoowv avreey,

453

AAAa O¢ ol kN / v kpadin pevéawve (390-1)).”° However, we can read the words

that Helen actually speaks in this passage as completely truthful, since she speaks these

3 Even the other Trojan women lament secretly over their own kin (10.408-10), while grieving officially

for Paris (w¢ kelvov otevaxovto, peta ¢poeot O dAAa pevoivwv 408). Oenone alone has real grief
for Paris (10.411-14).
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454
She focuses on

words only to herself, if in fact they are uttered and not simply thought.
her own plight and future now that Paris is dead and the end of the war likely.455 There
are items in the passage that affect our reading of her appearance before the Greeks in
Book 14. One parallel, in particular, creates considerable dramatic potential. At 10.400-1,

Helen states that if she flees to the Greeks they will outrage her body (note especially

avtik’ aewlooovoy epov déuag 401). The word for “outrage” — dekicoovowv

(10.401), is echoed at 14.43 — aewcioowvtat Axatol. Helen, in her indirectly reported
fears in Book 14, recalls her directly spoken fears in Book 10. Both passages involve
revelation of Helen’s inward fears, here in Book 10 in her own words, and there in Book
14 reported by the primary narrator. Thus, suspense is created through the verbal parallel
— the reader recalls Helen’s words here.*”® The subtle difference in syntax between the
passages implies that Helen by Book 14 is unsure whether the Greeks will do outrage to
her body (the verb is in the subjunctive within a clause of fearing), whereas she more
definitely states with the future tense in dewiocoovowv at 10.401 that the Greeks will
harm her.*’

Helen speaks one more time in the Posthomerica, but this time after the passage
under discussion in Book 14. In her reconciliation scene with Menelaus (14.149-78), she
tells Menelaus that she left him unwillingly (156), that Paris and the Trojans abducted her
by force, and that what kept her from killing herself was desire for him and their child
(oev &vex’ axvoupévny kal tAvyétolo Buyatoog 162). This excuse to Menelaus
echoes Agamemnon’s vindication of Helen at Posthomerica 13.409-14, where he states
that Helen is not to blame (o0 y&o tot EAévn méAeL aitin, wg oV v’ éoAmac 412), but

Paris and his violation of xenia (413-14) — as the visitation of a daimon against him

% There is a juxtaposition between avax Oupov and £etrtev. James 2004.173 1 think gets the correct sense
with ‘the following words addressed to herself” — that is, they are audible only to herself. In my translation
at line 405 I translate Vian’s conjecture for the hiatus in the text, given in his apparatus criticus (Vian
1969.32): otvyepal mote Knpec.

45 This is emphasised by the pronouns referring to herself at 10.392, 395, 397, 398, 399, 401, 402, and 405.
#8 Cf. JTames 2004.341 on the parallel between the two verbs.

“7 Helen’s belief that all hate her (both Trojans and Greeks) — mdvteg & éxOaigovov ¢UOV KéaQ
(10.309), foreshadows the description of her fears before the Greeks at 14.44 — tobvey’ Umotpopéovoa
diAw mepimaAAeto Ouu@. Helen’s reconciliation with Menelaus does not occur until 14.149-78, after
her appearance before the Greeks. The fact, however, that the reader has already seen the removal of
Menelaus’ anger against Helen, at Posthomerica 13.385-402, mollifies any tension that may exist.
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proves (T kai pwv €v dAyeotl tioato daipwv 414).”° This statement by Helen

contrasts with a vivid counter-portrayal in Triphiodorus, an author influenced by
Quintus,™ who devotes almost thirty lines to narration of Helen’s ruse to make the
Greeks cry out when they hear the voices of their wives imitated by her (463-90). The
primary narrator in that passage states that Helen would have succeeded had not Athene
appeared to her alone, and spoken the following words:

“detdain, Téo péxols dAltgoovval oe Gpégovat

kal m00og aAAAoTRlwV Ay éwv kat KuTowog atn);
oUToTe O OIKTEIRELS TTEOTEQOV TTOTLY 0VDE B yaTon
‘Eopdvnv mobéetg; €t d¢ Toweoowv apnyets;”

“Fool, to what point do your wrong-doings bring you and the desire for foreigners’ beds and the
madness of Aphrodite? Do you never pity your husband nor desire your daughter Hermione? But
still you lend assistance to the Trojans?” (Sack of Troy 491-4).

3

It is clear, therefore, that Helen’s “unwillingness” to leave Menelaus is consistently
questioned in both Quintus and post-Quintean literature.
Helen’s attempted vindication of herself in the Posthomerica jars with the more

ambiguous statement in her soliloquy at 10.396: 6mmtote oot <y’> émounv 0Aon OO
Aatpovog Alor). Instead of placing an emphasis on force and seizure (as at 14.157-8),
she talks there about following (émtounv) Paris, under the compulsion of an unseen,

destructive fate of a daimon (0Aor) OO Aaipovog Alom). Aisa is here personified (as

reflected in the capitalisation Vian 1969 uses in his edition), and recalls the other

appearances of the personified abstraction in the Posthomerica.*® Tt is similarly used

461

with Daimon in six other places in the poem.™ The use here and elsewhere implies that

Helen’s conduct in following Paris was out of her hands, but the uses in no way suggest

% On violation of xenia generally, see the brief comments of Griffin 1987.91.

49 Cf. James 2004.xix for brief discussion of Quintean influence on later poets.

%0 See my discussion of Fate in Section 2.

41 At Posthomerica 1.104 (Andromache chides Penthesileia for her confidence for success in battle, and
warns her that her allotted death is near); 3.374 (the primary narrator states that all those who died in battle
were allotted their fate by the Aisa of a daimon); 5.594 (Odysseus states that Ajax was led astray by an Aisa
of a daimon, even though he was a good man); 6.13 (Fate has destroyed many men in battle, so much so
that Menelaus wishes he had died before he had gathered the warriors to Troy); 6.416 (Eurypylus taunts a
weaker man he has just slain); and 9.502 (a discourse by Agamemnon on the role of fate in life, spoken to
Philoctetes). Personified Aisa occurs only once in the lliad, at 1l. 20.127, in a dissimilar situation.
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that she was forced unwillingly.” Helen pleads innocence here, in her words to

Menelaus, by laying the blame on the dead Paris (AAeEdvdgoto Bin 157), and by

stressing her unhappiness in Troy.463 This version Helen gives differs from her words in
Odyssey 4.259-64, where she excuses her infatuation by laying the blame on another, this
time Aphrodite (4.261-2) — she does not explicitly blame Paris in the Homeric poems.***
One more of Helen’s statements from her reconciliation with Menelaus is
particularly noteworthy. She tells her husband at 14.156 that she left his home and bed
unwillingly: o0 yap éywv €é0éAovoa Almov oéo dawpa kal evvr)v. These are words
rich in intertextual inheritance, that add dramatically to the characterisation of Helen. As
Vian notes, Helen’s words echo those of Medea at Argonautica 4.1021.° The context in

Apollonius is similar: Medea pleads with Arete not to let the Colchians take her back to

her father, as she left unwillingly with the Argonauts (U1 pev éywv €é0éAovoa ovv

avdpaotv aAdodamotow). Posthomerica 14.156 also taps into the Latin epic tradition.

Aeneas, at Aeneid 6.460, tells Dido in the Underworld that he left her shore unwillingly

466

(‘invitus, regina, tuo de litore cessi’). The most significant intertext is from the

Posthomerica itself, however. Helen’s words echo those of Paris to Oenone at 10.285-6:
émel &Q o€ TAEOC Almov év peyagotot / xrjonv ovk é0éAwv mep. The echo pairs
Helen and Paris together as deserters desperately trying to persuade those they deserted to
accept them back, and to forgive them. Paris fails (as is clear from Oenone’s words at
10.324), but despite Helen’s successful reunion with Menelaus, the similarity of her

words to Paris’ gives a shadow of insincerity to her speech.

%2 Note her words to Priam at lliad 3.173-4: &g dpeAev Odvatdc pot adeiv kaog dmmdte devgo /

LT 0@ Eméunv, which Posthomerica 10.396 clearly echoes.

43 Cf Vian 1969.157: ‘Héléne fait retomber toute la responsabilité des événements sur Péris et sur ses
compatriotes. . . elle prétend n’avoir été qu’une victime et, pour prouver sa sincérité, elle assure qu’elle a
tenté maintes fois de mettre fin a ses jours.’

%% Jliad 6.56 might be an exception (Helen mentions the infatuation Paris had for her), but there is no clear
statement that Helen followed Paris unwillingly.

*> Vian 1969.182n4.

4% This Vergilian line itself echoes Catullus 66.39, a poem which is itself a translation of Callimachus Fr.
110 (Pfeiffer): cf. Fordyce 1961.334. On the Vergilian line, c¢f. R.G. Austin 1977.164 (who himself
compares Posthomerica 10.284ff. — words of Paris I discuss above). It is surprising that the most recent
thorough treatment of the relationship between the Posthomerica and Virgil (Girtner 2005) does not
discuss this line.
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Thus Quintus taps into a tradition of deserters’ responses famous for their
questionable sincerity in emotionally charged contexts. Helen’s words to Menelaus,
therefore, take on a different complexity after examination of their intertextuality: their
inheritance implies the difficulty of Helen’s situation — just as Aeneas himself was
confronted with the woman he deserted unwillingly with disastrous consequences;
likewise, the sincerity of Helen to Menelaus is questioned by the reader in the light of
Medea’s spurious claims that she followed Jason and his men unwillingly, when the rest
of the Argonautica suggests otherwise, and Paris’ plea to Oenone at Posthomerica 10 that
he did not leave her willingly.

On the basis of these perceptions, we can return for another look at Helen’s first
appearance in Book 14. I have shown that the Posthomerica strives to present a Helen
that is cowed before others, refrained by aidos, and keen to represent herself as an
unwilling victim, and always pro-Greek. However, Helen does not actively feign or
control her own aidos. It is rather presented as something external (aidos is perhaps a
personification, as discussed above) that first grips her (14.39-41) when she finally comes
to appear before the Greeks. I would like briefly to focus on the physical manifestations
of this aidos. Quintus depicts Helen with overt physical gestures (14.45-7) that reflect an

inner turmoil (14.44). Quintus closely connects the inner turmoil with the outward

manifestation of aidos by echoing the metaphorical use of mopdpvow at 14.42
(moodpveoke), which reflects earlier Greek usage, with the colouring of her cheek at

14.47 (mopdpvgovoa), which reflects later Greek usage of the verb.**’ T would like

briefly to focus on the physical manifestations of this aidos that Quintus here, even

through Alexandrian footnote, illustrates as naturally bound to inward feelings.**®

47 For an early example of the metaphorical use of the verb, ¢f. Il. 21.551, and for another example that

imitates this early usage, cf. Posthomerica 13.25, of Sinon’s unfulfilled fears (so Vian 1969.177n6). For the
later usage, cf. LSJ s.v. mopdpvow II: ‘After Hom[er], when the purple-fish (topdpvoa) and its dye became
known, topdpvow and opduoéog. . . were taken to denote positive colour, to grow purple or red.” There
are various Hellenistic and post-Hellenistic examples of this: ¢f. Carvounis 2005.110-11.

48 Quintus, by drawing attention to the two possible meanings of the verb within the space of six lines
(14.42-7), exhibits an Alexandrian tendency for Homeric glossing and display of learning.
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The initial outward sign of her aidos is blushing: aldwg. . . KAA&S aAppeELONVE
N dag (14.39-41).469 After a description of her inward fears (41-4), we have the first
active gesture in the passage to symbolise the aidos that Helen feels — veiling: kat 0
KoaALVPapévn KehaAy épvmegde kaAvmron (45)."° This gesture is societal and
culturally generated,471 and is an action by the subject of aidos in the presence of those
before whom she feels aidos, and makes clear to them that she feels this aidos.*’* It could
even be argued that this gesture of veiling is connotative of Helen’s seductiveness and the
power of eros.*” This becomes especially the case when the simile is taken into
consideration, and the very fact that Helen is compared to Aphrodite, the Love goddess.
The only Homeric passage relevant in connection with Helen’s veiling here is Iliad
14.184, where Hera veils herself as she goes to seduce Zeus.*”* So on the one hand, Helen
behaves as is expected of her, and exhibits her aidos to the onlookers, and on the other
hand, her veiling can be understood as part of her overpowering beauty that pacified
Menelaus earlier (13.385-94, and especially 391-4), and that here pacifies the on-looking
soldiers (14.59-62).*7

469 augpeoudaivw is, according to the entry of Vian & Battegay 1984 on the verb, ‘faire rouger des deux
cotés’. It is used elsewhere only of the aidos of Penthesileia, an important parallel in a series between Helen
here in Book 14, and Penthesileia in Book 1, discussed below. I have mentioned above the customary
accompaniment of blushing with aidos. Medea is also described as blushing because of her virginal aidos at
Apollonius Argonautica 3.681-2: g &'egouOnve maona / aidwe mapbevin wkatéoukev. The
underlined words bear most resemblance to Posthomerica 14.39-41, while mapOevin relates more to
Penthesileia’s feeling of aidos than Helen’s.

479 Helen veiled, led out by Menelaus, is depicted on vases from archaic times onwards: Cf. LIMC 1I s.v.
‘Hélene’, and especially figure 291, where Helen’s veil completely covers her head. See the commentary
by Kahil LIMC s.v. ‘Hélene’ 546-7, and c¢f. Kahil 1955.118 on Helen’s veiling depicted on black figure
vases: ‘il s’agit du geste ritual de la fiancée illustré par les anakalypteria.’

7! Cf. Llewellyn-Jones 2003.121.

2 <Aidos is best displayed by the self-aware action of veiling, and this is where the veil-gesture comes into
its own, for it is the conscientious movement of raising the head-veil to cover the face that enables the
viewer to recognise that a woman knows the honour-shame code and plays by it’ Llewellyn-Jones
2003.170.

7 On veiling and eroticism, see Llewellyn-Jones 2003.283-314, who states at 2003.284 that “veiling and
eroticism are fundamentally linked’. Cf. the veiling of Medea at Apollonius Argonautica 3.681-2, 3.834,
3.891, and 3.963.

7 Cf. Carvounis 2005.99: ‘Set against the Homeric intertext, Quintus’ description of Helen’s eyes and the
donning of her veil point to a shameful yet seductive Helen.” According to Janko 1992.178, who comments
on this line in the Iliad, a ko©}depvov leaves the face open, and ‘the rendering “veil” is wrong.’

% Note the role of Aphrodite in both these contexts: 13.389-92 and 14.69-70. In fact, 14.69 closely echoes

the gnomic relative clause on the role of Aphrodite at 13.401-2 (mtdvta yap npuaAdvve Oer) Komowg 1
meQ anaviwv / abavatwv dapvnot véov Ovntav T avOownwv). It is difficult to determine
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It is appropriate that Helen is compared to Aphrodite here. As the goddess of
Love and the initiator of the Trojan War, since she herself promised Helen to Paris, she
appears in a simile compared to Helen just at the moment when Helen finally appears
before the Greeks, recaptured by her husband. In this way, the subject of the simile is
very suitable. On another level, however, Quintus has chosen to incorporate into one of
the most climatic parts of the text a simile drawn from a part of the Odyssey that was
famous not only for its dramatic context in that epic, but also for the problems that it
presented for ancient commentators concerned with interpretation of Homer. I will now
discuss this “other level”, and the effect it has on our reading of Quintus as an

Alexandrian or Late Antique critic of Homer.

whether we should take Aphrodite metaphorically or literally in these circumstances: certainly in the case
of Book 14, it seems that what conquers the Greeks is only Helen’s beauty, whereas in Book 13 Aphrodite
is said to knock the sword physically from Menelaus’ hand. Cf. the scholion on Aristophanes Lys. 155
which alludes to the Cyclic fragment (quoted in Allen 1912.134 (Fr. 17)), where it is stated that Menelaus
drops his sword, disarmed by the beauty of Helen.
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Chapter 9 (Post-) Homeric _Scholion: Re-singing Demodocus and

Casting Blame

We are likely to achieve a better understanding of ancient texts. . . if we allow a sustained
but critical use of ancient testimony to inform our reconstruction of the assumptions
about literary form and function underlying the composition of those texts.

Malcolm Heath 2002.120

I now turn to analyse the Helen-Aphrodite simile in the light of post-Homeric
interpretation of Homer. As I have already stated, the subject of the simile — the story of
Aphrodite and Ares caught in the bonds of Hephaestus in the presence of the on-looking
gods — echoes one of the most famous passages in Homer. The second song of
Demodocus (Odyssey 8.266-369) has been subject to the attacks of moralising critics,*’®
and has been defended by means of various allegorical interpretations.*”” Quintus inserts
this famous story from Homer, which became a “Homeric problem” in ancient
scholarship of Homer and in philosophical works, in a simile in the Posthomerica, the
most Homeric of features in this most “Homeric” of poems.478 Moreover, the poet
chooses to place the Odyssean intertext in a section of the Trojan story recurrent in
antiquity in both written and pictorial representations, and in one of the most climatic
parts of the Posthomerica. The Greeks have been waiting long for the appearance of
Helen. The Aphrodite-Ares adultery story is thus given an emphatic position in the
Posthomerica, and provides Quintus with an opportunity, as a creator of a Homeric-
emulative poem, to put in an emphatic position a corrected version of Homer, to write

what should have been written originally by Homer.

476 See Heubeck, S. West, & Hainsworth 1988.363 for the objections of ancient commentators (including
Xenophanes) of this passage in the Odyssey. Cf. Buffiere 1962.74n1: ‘C’est en effet le plus grand scandale
de toute I’oeuvre homérique.’

71 will make use of the scholia on the Odyssean passage, and ps.-Heraclitus Homeric Problems.
According to Snipes 1988.200, the scholia were concerned ‘to extract from the poetic text all possible
moral lessons’.

478 The philosophers who attack the story are principally Xenophanes (Fr. 15) and Plato (Rep. 390c) — cf.
Burkert 1960.137n16, and Brown 1989.285n6.
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Despite the title of this section, the Posthomerica is of course not a scholion.*” Tt

is useful, however, to apply the term to the Posthomerica at this point in the poem.
Quintus’ use of the story, and the moralising tone in his version, alerts the reader to the
exegetical and literary reception of the myth. By toning down elements of the story, and
by concentrating on the anguish Aphrodite feels in the presence of the male gods, Quintus
in effect comments on Homer, by changing a myth that was hitherto portrayed literarily
only in the Odyssey. The Posthomerica adjoins itself, therefore, to this tradition of
commentary on the Odyssean passage, and despite presenting the myth in a revised
version for the ethos of the poem and contextual setting of the simile, this passage of the
Posthomerica can be read as a “critical caption” on the Homeric presentation of the story.
In this chapter, I will discuss how Quintus alters the tone of the story, and in particular,
what effect the gnome at the end of the simile has on our reading of Quintus’
representation of the Aphrodite-Ares story, and further, what effect this representation
has on the correspondent of Aphrodite in the main narrative, Helen.

It is important to assess the non-Homeric tone set in the passage in the
Posthomerica. 1 quote here again the relevant lines for discussion from the passage in
Book 14 given earlier in this section:

€ometo Vioopévolo kat {xviov avdog £oto

aidol mopdpvpovoa maprjov, fvte Kvmolg,

e0Té pv Ovpaviwveg év aykoivnowv Agnog

aupadov eloevonoav £ov Aéxog aloxvvovoav

deopois év Bauvoiot darjpovos Hoaiotouo, (50)
TolG VL KT dxéovoa <meQl> ppeoilv atdopévn te

AadOV dygouévwv Hoakdpwv YEvog 1)0E kKol avTOV

‘Hpaotov- dewtvov yop év odpOaApoiow dkoitew

audpadov eloopdacbal ¢’ ailoxel OnAvtéonor

) EAévn eikvia dépag kal dxrjoatov aldw (55)
1Nte oLV Tpwn ot dOQUKTNTOLOL KAl VT

viag én’ Agyelwv evnpeac.

In these lines, there are two central aspects that construct a difference in tone between

this presentation by Quintus, and the presentation by Homer: an emphasis on the

479 Whether or not Quintus read the same scholia we possess now is difficult to ascertain. See Snipes

1988.209 and my discussion at the beginning of Section 1. It is likely, however, that he read ps.-Heraclitus,
given the influence of the Homeric Problems on Quintus’ account of the Shield of Achilles. Ps.-Heraclitus
gives exactly the same statements on the Odyssean passage as the scholia, (or vice-versa).
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discomfort of Aphrodite in the presence of the on-looking male gods (14.51-2), and the
conclusion of the simile by means of a gnome (14.53-4). In Homer, however, there is no
reference to any discomfort felt by Aphrodite, and there is no comparable moral

statement such as that contained in the gnome at Posthomerica 14.53-4.%° First, then, it is
clearly stated that Aphrodite felt grief (toic évi keit” dxéovoa <meot> poeotv 51) and
aidos (aidopévn te line 51) in the presence of the gods who have assembled (IAadOV
AYQOMEVWV pakdQwV Yévog Nd¢ kat avtov / "Hdatwotov 52-3). As I have shown
above, this discomfort transfers directly to Helen in the main narrative, strengthened by
the verbal correspondences between simile and narrative. Aphrodite’s feeling of shame in
the presence of the gods is reinforced by the primary narrator’s statement that Aphrodite

openly shamed the bed of her husband in the sight of the other gods: apdpadov

eloevonoav £€ov Aéxog aioxvvovoav (line 49). In the Odyssey, the gods also see
Aphrodite openly, but there is no hint of how Aphrodite feels in their presence, and in
fact the only reaction to their viewing of Aphrodite is implicit in Apollo’s words to
Hermes, and in Hermes’ reply: Apollo asks Hermes whether he would sleep with
Aphrodite even tied down by Hephaestus’ bonds (8.335-7); Hermes replies that he
certainly would sleep with Aphrodite, even with three times as many bonds and with the
goddesses also present to see him (8.339-42). The gods obviously find Aphrodite
physically desirable.

Quintus, in his presentation of the story, does not have the same scope as Homer,

since he uses it as an excursus within a simile. The adverb eVte (line 48), after the initial

note (line 47) that signals the beginning of the simile, draws on the narratological status

of the song of Demodocus, in that the simile digresses with an inset tale in a simile, with

a story from an inset tale, to specify the type of aidos that Aphrodite felt, and through

481

correspondence, Helen.” " Quintus, however, despite the short compass of the story here

in the simile, puts emphasis on the aidos and wrong conduct of Aphrodite, by

*% The closest the Homeric account gets to a moral tone are lines 329 and 332: oUk &oetd Kkakd £Qya,
and 10 kal potxayol odpéAAeL. Cf. Garvie 1994.307.

81 On the Song of Demodocus as a para-narrative, cf. Alden 2002.2. On the obvious relevance of the tale
for the dramatic interest of the main narrative of the Odyssey, see Rinon 2006.208-9 and his discussion of
the song as mise-en-abime.
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incorporating a gnome into the simile, and by weaving it into the fabric of the simile
through verbal correspondence. There is nothing in the actual retelling of the story
(especially given its brevity here) that suggests that we should read this account as an
entire re-working. Rather, Quintus uses exactly the same story but emphasises elements
left un-emphasised in the Homeric account.*®?

The gnome that concludes the simile is vital both in its content and narratological
status for an understanding of its function here in characterising both Aphrodite, and then
Helen. The primary narrator states that it is a terrible thing for a woman to be caught in
the act of adultery openly in the eyes of her husband.

deVOV Y& €v 0pOaApoioy arolTew
audpadov eloopaacOal én’” aloxel OnAvtéonol (Posthomerica 14.53-4).

This is the only gnome in the Posthomerica that occurs within a simile.*® This fact of
itself is not insignificant. Although the gnome is almost disguised at the end of the
digressive movement into the Odyssean tale of Aphrodite and Ares, it is, however, firmly
imbedded in the simile. The expression apupadov elcopdacOat (54) echoes appadov

eloevonoav (49), verbally and in metrical position. Also, the parallel between aioyel

(54) and aloxvOvovoav (49) draws the moralising force of the gnome upon the activities
of Aphrodite detailed in line 49, and from there, to the original setting of the story and
Odyssey 8. The parallelism between lines 49 and 54 is mannered, and thus the primary
narrator ensures application of the gnome to Aphrodite,”® and thus accounts for her aidos

— she feels the aidos of adultery, in contrast to any such specific application in the

Odyssey.*®

82 As readers, we use the Odyssean account to fill in details of the story not given here in the Posthomeric
account. The fact, however, that Apollo asks Hermes if he would, given the chance, swap places with Ares,
suggests that the act of “adultery” is not viewed by the gods, or even by Hephaestus or Aphrodite, in the
same way as the narrator of the gnome in the Posthomerica.

3 There are no gnomai that occur within similes in the Homeric poems.

8 The generalising nature of gnomai, in the case of this gnome, has become non-generalising here due to
the explicit verbal parallels — the primary narrator has cast moral judgement on the conduct of Aphrodite.
5 The expression T Kkal potxayol odpéAAel (Odyssey 8.332) is spoken by an anonymous god, not by
the primary narrator, and therefore does not have the same moralising force as the gnome in the present
passage.
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9*86 The simile, and the

Why does the poet use a gnome within a simile here
gnome within the simile, are a means for the narrator to comment on the status of Helen,
and more specifically, on the conduct of Aphrodite in the Homeric story, and further, on
the presentation of that story by Homer in the Odyssey, in a way not similarly possible in
the main narrative. Simile, by its very nature, functions on a narratological plain that
shows seams, and highlights the guiding interpretation of the narrator, by the very fact
that it is not main narrative.*®” On this level, the narrator has an opportunity to shed light
on Helen through comparison to another. What is interesting here, however, is that
instead of movement into typical subject matter for Homeric (or post-Homeric) similes,
movement is instead made exclusively into the poetic-mythological and intertextual
worlds figured in Odyssey g.488

Strictly speaking, the simile here functions as a mythological exemplum by which
the narrator has a means of casting judgement on Helen. Similes (in Homer at least, and
imitatively, in the Posthomerica) operate at the level of the reader’s world to provide
meaning for a world that is not that of the reader. Such movement in the reading of
similes provides illumination of the narrative, and an emotional 1resp0nse.489 However,
this simile, while functioning on both of these traditional levels, is used by Quintus not
only to compare Helen with Aphrodite, but for commentary and revision of a Homeric
problem — a Homeric story unworthy of Homer.

Quintus writes in the wake and context of varying critical methods of Homeric

exegesis, some of it concerned with charging Homer with improper portrayal of the gods,

486 We do get, conversely, a simile within a gnome, at Posthomerica 14.207-8, where Achilles compares the

brevity of human life to the grasses that bloom in spring, only to fade away.

7 1 disagree with Lyne 1989.68, that simile is still narrative, but simply in a different medium. A
comparison by its very nature — not being the same thing as the thing compared — adds details not there in
the main narrative, since a simile is not narrative.

8 Cf. Posthomerica 3.419-21, where the slain Achilles is compared to Ares laid low by Athene’s rock: this
simile is in fact an echo of Iliad 21.403-8 — cf. James 2004.285. Movement is similarly made into the
intertextual world of the Homeric poems, and thus the status of the Posthomerica as post-Homeric, and
Quintus as a Homeric reader, is underscored. Other mythological similes in the Posthomerica (that is,
similes that have as their subject matter features of a myth, rather than a picture of the real world of the
poet) occur at 1.512-21, 1.663-8, 1.673-4, 3.392-9, 5.484-5, 5.641-51 (two similes), 7.107-112, 7.359-65,
8.28-33,9.218-222, 10.170-7, 10.479-82, 11.415-20, and 14.582-6.

89 Cf. Frinkel 1997.103-4; in this sense, similes function in a similar way to ecphrasis. Cf. A.S. Becker’s
comments (1995.50) on the Shield eliciting ‘the same poetic response as images of everyday life in
similes’.
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and some of it with defending Homer against such charges.”® As noted above, the Ares-
Aphrodite story in Odyssey 8 was a conduit for much of this pro- and anti-commentary.*"

492

The scholia carry most of the evidence of this tradition.”~ Scholion H, for example,

reports that some of the copies did not carry lines 333-42 of Odyssey 8 because of their
impropriety: VewTteQkov yaQ T0 Gpoovnua.*® Strictly speaking, it is only the early
philosophers who condemn Homer outright for the portrayal of the gods in the story in
Odyssey 8.* Later critics were concerned rather to explain away the moral improprieties

495 The Stoics, and critics influenced by Stoic methods of

through recourse to allegory.
criticism, sought principally to locate universal truths in Homer through allegorical
interpretation.”® The Aphrodite-Ares story was explained allegorically in terms of the
opposing Empedoclean principles of love and strife: Ares was explained as the principle
of strife, and Aphrodite that of love, disharmonious elements that Homer had brought

together.*”’

Such a reading of the Odyssean story is of course possible in the Posthomeric
account, especially in the potentially symbolic 14.48 — &év aywxoivnow Agnog. The

potential symbolism can be argued for on the basis of the other allegorical interpretation

40 Clarke 1981.86-7 summarises the ancient reception of the Odyssey’s Aphrodite-Ares story.

1 Cf Hardie 1986.62: ‘The song was something of a test-case in antiquity for the moral worthiness of
Homer.” Cf. also Burkert 1960.137n16: ‘Das Domodokos-Lied wurde athetiert. . . oder von der
austoBigsten Stelle gereinigt. . . oder allegorisch gedendet.’

42 For the following comments of, and references to, the scholia on the Odyssey, 1 follow the edition and
sigla of Dindorf 1850.

93 Scholion H, on Odyssey 8.333-42: év &violg avTyQd&dols of déka otixotL oV pégovral did T
ATIOETELAV EUPALVELY. VEWTEQLKOV YO TO PEOVTUA.

%4 Philosophers such as Xenophanes and Plato, as stated above. None of the scholia on the Aphrodite-Ares
story in Odyssey 8 in fact attach adverse criticism to Homer the poet, but rather either (Scholia P and V on
Odyssey 8.267) explain that Homer intended to instruct the readers not to behave licentiously, since even
the gods behave disgracefully (dux tavTr), or (Scholia H, Q, and T on Odyssey 8.267) put the blame on
Demodocus, since he, not Homer, constructs the story — therefore Homer is not to be reproached (ovx
‘Ounjpov 1o EykAnua).

3 Cf. Buffiere 1956.168: ‘Les amours adultéres d’Arés et d’Aphrodite sont un des scandals majeurs de
I’épopée homérique: mais plus un mythe est attaqué, mieux il est défendu: pour celui-ci, I’apologétique des
allégoristes n’est pas a court d’explications.’

4 On Homer as the biggest source for universal truth, ¢f. Buffidre 1956.140, and on their tendency to read
Homer allegorically, cf. id. 1956.140-1: ‘Les Stoiciens, il est important de le noter, n’apportent dans leur
exégese aucune préoccupation d’apologétique ou de morale. L’adventure d’Ares et d’Aphrodite, qui
scandalisait si fort Platon, ne troublait siirement pas Zénon, qui condemnait 1’adultére pour ses seules
conséquences sociales.’

7 See Buffiere 1956.148 and 168-9 on this allegorical interpretation, which is found in Scholion E to
Odyssey 8.267, which itself is exactly replicated at ps.-Heraclitus 69.8-9.
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of the Odyssean passages in ancient literary criticism.*”® Aphrodite in the arms of Ares
possibly bespeaks harmony of disharmonious elements

Quintus concentrates, instead, on presenting a re-writing of the Homeric account,
with a tone and emphasis lacking in the Odyssey, but appropriate in a Quintean reading of
Homer. The gnome at 14.53-4 and the emphasis on the shame and discomfort Aphrodite
feels in the presence of the on-looking gods (14.51-3) are not in the Homeric passage.499
Both of these factors — the gnome, and the focus on Aphrodite, produce a moralising tone
not evident in the Odyssean account.’® Given the interpretative background and
“infamy” of the Odyssean passage,501 the reader approaching this Posthomeric portrayal
of Aphrodite reads a corrected version of Homer. Quintus, as a Homerus novus, is best
placed to rework the myth into a form that is acceptable to the ancient reader, among
whom the poet himself is of course included. Just to incorporate the Aphrodite-Ares story
within the Posthomerica acts as an interpretative index for the reader to all of the pre-
Quintus criticism of the Homeric story. The explicit intrusion of moralistic elements, due
to the emphases in the Posthomeric version, is of itself an exegetical comment on the
Odyssean version, namely because the Odyssean version lacks these emphases:
differences point to interpretation by Quintus.

The point of a simile is to produce an effect, at the reader’s level, in relation to
something in the main narrative.’®* In the case of this passage in Book 14, it is Helen. The
Aphrodite-Ares story from the Odyssey has been chosen, and has been given this
judgemental flavour, not only because Quintus acts as a critical reader of Homer, but also
because the story provides the poet with another means of casting judgement upon Helen.

Aphrodite caught in the act of adultery, and described as feeling shame and torment

498 ps.-Heraclitus 69.12-15 also proposes that Ares stands allegorically for iron, and Hephaestus for fire.

It is interesting to note that the temporal eUte (14.48) leads the reader back to the occasion on which the
myth took place (real but mythological time), and directs the reader to Odyssey 8.266-369 where
Demodocus sings of the myth (literary time via intertextuality). What is remarkable is that neither
Aphrodite’s shame and discomfort, nor a gnomic statement on adultery, are in the Odyssean passage: the
“when” at Posthomerica 14.48 leads the reader to Homer, but not to Homeric specifics.

390 ¢f Vian 1969.178n2: ‘Quintus altére profondément I’esprit du récit homérique en traitant sur un ton
moralisateur.’

U ¢f. Plutarch Moralia 2.19d-20a, where Plutarch includes the Aphrodite-Ares story under the category
‘vile themes’ (poxOnoag voBéoelg 20a2).

92 The temporal adverb e0te (14.48) does signal one more step away from the main narrative, and seems,
because of this parenthetical style, to be restricted relevantly only to Aphrodite. But of course everything
connected to Aphrodite in the simile has the potential to be read in relation to Helen in the main narrative.
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before the other gods, translates to Helen and her situation in the main narrative. We are
made to assume that Helen too feels tormented before the Greeks. What is unspecific in
relation to the immediate narrative context is the idea of Helen as an adulteress. Line 55
makes clear that the point of the simile is elaboration of the appearance of Helen and her
aidos: ) ‘EAévn elkvia dépag kal axnoatov aidw. The simile, and its digressive
inset tale on Aphrodite, in fact, refers more to the status of Helen within the Trojan tale as
a whole, and not to her immediate situation, where she walks out to the ships behind her
husband. This focus on her overall status is appropriate since the Greeks see her for the
first time at the end of the Trojan War, a war that we are told repeatedly, in both the
Homeric epics and the Posthomerica, was at least partly her fault.

Helen’s portrayal in relation to the Aphrodite simile must also be read in relation
to other comments made by the primary narrator about her. At Posthomerica 10.406-7,
after Helen has “lamented” for the dead Paris, the primary narrator states that Helen so

lamented, not so much for her husband as she did remembering her own terrible faute
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(atvng / poget” aAttgoovvng pepvnuévn 406-7).°" The primary narrator explicitly

assigns wrong-doing to Helen, both with the noun used — aAttgoovvn, and with the
pejorative adjective — atvr). It is surely significant that Quintus uses this noun here. It is

found only here in the Posthomerica, and is used first by Apollonius (in the plural), at

304 Whatever its true force,so5 it is clear that we are to read here that

Argonautica 4.699.
Helen did wrong, that this wrong was terrible, and that the statement is the primary
narrator’s, who compares Helen to Aphrodite the adulteress in Book 14.

At Posthomerica 13.400, the primary narrator again focuses on the wrongs of

Helen, by stating that Menelaus, through the agency of Aphrodite, forgets all the things

393 “Faute’: so Vian & Battegay 1984.s.v. aAttpoovvn. It is difficult to give the correct translation for
&Attgoovvr). LSJ s.v. translate as ‘sinfulness, mischief’, but neither of these meanings are suitable here:
sinfulness has too much Christian connotation, while mischief (in modern English) is too weak. On the
suffix —ovv™, ¢f. Risch 1974.150-1. Cf. also Wyss 1954.27-8, for summary of the suffix in Homer, and
1954.69-71, where he discusses the use of the suffix in Later Greek epic.

39 yVian & Délage 1981.101 translate the noun there as ‘scélératesse’, which is much stronger in its moral
register than Vian & Battegay’s definition here.

05 The word, after Apollonius, occurs only in later hexameter verse and Christian prose. Of these,
Triphiodorus 491 is significant, in a context directly related to the conduct of Helen (discussed above), and
connected to her adultery and her até inflicted by Aphrodite (Triphiodorus 492). It is interesting to note that
Hesychius provides the gloss apagtio (a 3072.1 — in Latte 1953.108), which suggests a translation of
“improper action” here in respect to Helen’s adultery.
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Helen had done, when she committed wrongs in respect of the marriage bed (600 ot év
Aex€eoowv evrALte kovgwlowot 13.400).%% The verb here (évnAute) is used again, in a
speech of Athene, at Posthomerica 14.436, this time concerning Ajax the son of Oileus
and his rape of Cassandra in the temple of Athene. This occurrence of the verb reflects
back on it use at 13.400: Athene complains to Zeus about an act of Ajax that means
disaster for the return of the Greeks, just as the primary narrator comments on conduct of
Helen that caused the war at Troy. In the Posthomerica, it is clear then that the primary
narrator lays emphasis on the adulterous behaviour of Helen.”"’

I have focused on the unfavourable portrayal of Helen in the Posthomerica, and
especially in the light of the Aphrodite simile in Book 14. There is one adjective in that
passage in Book 14, however, that seem to contradict the characterisation I have argued

for above: dxroatov aidw (line 55).5%8 axnoatog is used twice in the Posthomerica,

here, and at 12.555 by a tig speaker who reproaches Cassandra for her lack of maidenly

and undefiled aidos.”” The problem in the passage in Book 14 is that Aphrodite’s aidos

510

in the simile is clearly not undefiled, and nor for that matter is Helen’s.” ™ Its presence in

this passage has tempted some to emend it in the text to &mtrjoatov, but as Vian notes,”"!

its use with aidos previously at 12.555 warrants its inclusion here, without emendation.’'?

% Vian & Battegay 1984.s5.v. évaArtaiveo translate as ‘commettre une faute dans’. The word is found only

in Quintus.

7 The primary narrator also makes clear that the Trojans lose the war because they started it by first doing
wrong in respect of Helen, and by first breaking their oaths (see Posthomerica 13.378-84). This does not
undermine the stress the narrator places on Helen’s guilt, however.

% quopntog is also used of Helen at 14.58. Its use is fairly widespread elsewhere: cf. similar usages at
Hes. Fr. 185.13, hHom. in Dioscuros 3, Bacc. 5.147, and Musaeus 92. In Quintus, however, it occurs only
three times, twice of Penthesileia’s beauty (Posthomerica 1.51 and 1.674), and here at 14.58 of Helen’s
beauty. I will deal shortly with the strong parallel between Helen in Book 14 and Penthesileia in Book 1.
Vian & Battegay 1984.5s.v. apcpntog give the adjective a distinctively Quintus-related meaning: ‘d’une
beauté irréprochable (pour une femme)’. This meaning makes the adjective unproblematic.

% Vian & Battegay 1984.5.v. axnfjoatog translate as ‘pur, vierge, chaste, sans mélange’.

319 Contrast Carvounis 2005.113, on the use of the adjective here: ‘Whatever Helen’s physical conduct, her
moral sense is undamaged, and, in the eyes of the Achaeans, she appears to have maidenly pudor as she
goes forth blushing with shame on her eyes.” It is not clear, however, either that Helen’s moral sense is
undamaged, or that the Greeks view her aidos in this particular sense. Helen’s portrayal should be viewed
in the light of the simile, and the fact that she is compared to Aphrodite caught in adultery.

' Vian 1969.178n3, where he discusses the suggestion for emendation made by Platt 1910.208 on the
grounds that the two women in the passage are adulteresses.

12 Vian 1969.178n3: ‘Quintus s’est borné a transférer mécaniquement la formule dont il avait usé
auparavant.” Such a view, however, erroneously makes Quintus an oral poet — the Posthomerica is not an
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The adjective does not occur with aidos in Homer.”"”

I submit that the adjective is used
here to draw attention to the nature of the aidos found elsewhere, such as Penelope’s in
the Odyssey, and that the adjective, in the context of the simile here, is used ironically:
Helen does not have this undefiled aidos.”*

I have drawn attention to the nature of ancient criticism on the Aphrodite-Ares
story in Odyssey 8, and how this can be read as influencing the re-presentation of the
story in Posthomerica 14. Other literary presentations of Helen can also add to the
reading of her characterisation in this passage. In Euripides’ Troiades 1025-8, Hecuba
tells Helen how she ought to appear before the Greeks, abased and in “sackcloth and
ashes” (tamewvnv év mémAwv égetrtiolg 1025), trembling with shiver-inducing fear,
with head shaved (¢doikn teépovoav, koat” dmeokvOiopévny 1026), and her
sophron full of shamefulness because of her previous wrong-doings (T0 cwdEov TG
avadeiag mAéov / Exovoav émi toig mEOoOev MuagTuévols 1027-8).°" The
portrayal in the Posthomerica exhibits gestures and feelings of Helen that come close to
the expected behaviour that Hecuba outlines in Euripides. Helen trembles with fear
(brotpopéovoa A meptmaAAeto Oup@ 44), exhibits aidos by veiling (kat o
kaAvpapévn  kepaAnv  épovmepbe  kaAvTTE 45) and blushing (aidot
rntoppvoovoa mapnov 47), and it is made clear in lines 39-41 (aidos sat on her eyes

and caused her cheeks to redden) that aidos is the primary emotion belonging to Helen

oral poem, and despite any imitation of Homeric use of stock epithets, in the Posthomerica none of these
epithets are stock or “dead”, and must be interpreted as affecting, and carrying, meaning.

> The adjective is not found elsewhere used with aidos, but is used in significant contexts that affect our
reading here in the Posthomerica. Of particular interest is Apollonius Argonautica 4.1024-5: Medea states,
in her plea for mercy to Arete, that her mitre remains at home for her undefiled, a statement where Medea
emphasises her youthful chastity, despite her errors. Also relevant is Euripides Tr. 675, where Andromache
equates her virginity with being undefiled: axrjoatov dé y — which Kovacs 1999.83 translates as ‘[you
received] me as a virgin’.

> Note that the adjective is used with Aéktoov at Argonautica 2.502, and with Aéxoc at Euripides
Orestes 575, contrasting with the aidos with respect to the marriage bed of Menelaus that Helen has failed
to keep intact. See, further, the cogent discussion by Carvounis 2005.112-13 on significant earlier uses of
the word, and the association of the adjective with the notion of virginity.

315 1 use the edition of Diggle 1981, but alter the orthography. The words of Hecuba here should be set
against a background of Tr. 969-1032, and Hecuba’s desire for Menelaus to kill Helen. D.L. Cairns
1993.298 has brief but persuasive discussion of Hecuba’s words here, and in particular the use of anaideia:
‘Here the anaideia referred to is specifically a failure to show proper inhibition towards others on account
of past transgressions, and there is thus both a retrospective aspect (Helen should recognise her faults for
what they are) and a prospective, inhibitory aspect, in that she is expected to modify her conduct in the face
of others’ disapproval.’
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that is concentrated on in this passage. The two texts are similar in their exertion to
present Helen as a shameless (so Euripides) or shameful (so Quintus) adulteress — the
gnome and representation of Aphrodite in the Posthomeric passage make this clear. Thus,
by comparing the words of Hecuba in Euripides Troiades, it is apparent that while

Quintus shows a Helen feeling aidos, and not a shameless Helen as in Euripides

(dvaudeiag Aéov), he still depicts a Helen who is unequivocally an adulteress.'®

The position of the Posthomerica in the literary canon, and its connection to the
interpretative methods in Homeric scholarship of Late Antiquity and earlier, enable the
reader to construct a picture of a poem that is at once hyper-Homeric in its poetic
template, but un-Homeric, or even anti-Homeric, in its critical re-presentation of Homeric
“problems”. The Aphrodite-Ares story brings into focus the intertextual relationship
between Quintus and Homer, and on a meta-poetical level, the presentations of the story
in each epic point to poets with differing literary and thematic aims. Quintus uses but
corrects Homer by revising and adapting a myth that was one of the most controversial in
the post-Homeric literary world. His presentation of the story illustrates how the
Posthomerica, despite its concentrated Homericism, belongs to a different era and to a

differing interpretative community and readership.

>1® Carvounis 2005.103 argues that ‘unlike Euripides’ Trojan tragedies, Helen is here seen as the prize,
rather than as the cause of the war’. I have already shown that Helen in the Posthomerica, as in the
Homeric poems, is regarded, openly, and as sub-text, as the cause of the war. With this reading-awareness,
the scene here involves more tension between Helen and the Greeks before whom she has to appear, and by
implication, since she is the cause of war she is also indirectly the cause of so many Greek deaths. It takes
Aphrodite’s vitalization of Helen’s appearance to block memory of these pains (Posthomerica 14.67-70).
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Chapter 10 Helen and Penthesileia: Epic Echoes

It showed a blond girl in brief Greek armour with spear and shield and helmet on her
head. Above her were the words BEAUTY PLUS STAMINA, and her face had a
plaintive loveliness...

Alasdair Gray, Lanark 1981.135

Only two characters in the Posthomerica are compared to goddesses. They happen to be
two women: Helen here in Book 14, and Penthesileia in Book 1, where she is compared
to Artemis (1.663-8).”'” The Posthomerica at its beginning and ending of the narrative
frame has an emphasis on women and goddesses. I will end this chapter by discussing the
parallelism between Helen in the passage in Book 14 discussed above, and Penthesileia in
Book 1. The similarities in the ways the two women are described provide further
characterisation of Helen, and also illustrate how similes have a structural function in
providing a frame for the poem and in unifying its plot and motifs. I will examine, in
particular, the relationship between Posthomerica 14.39-70, and 1.657-74 and 1.52-61. 1
will also discuss other intertextual relevancies that have an impact on our understanding
of the portrayal of Helen in this passage in Posthomerica 14. Above all, I will illustrate
Quintus’ concern for structure and unity in the poem through function and placement of
similes.

As clear from discussion in Section 1, Chapter 4, Posthomerica 1 is dominated by
Penthesileia, a book to which her arrival (1.19), the narration of her brief battle successes
(1.227-537), and her death and its aftermath (1.538-830) are restricted. It is on the
moment that Achilles, after slaying her, looks upon Penthesileia, that I will focus on first.

TG O¢ Kal &v Kovinot kal aluatt memtnuing

eEedavn éoatnoy U OPELOL KAAX TTIEOTWTIOL (660)
kal mep anoktapévne. Ot d’, wg dov, ApdLénovteg

Apyeiot Oaupnoay, émel HaKAQETTLY EQKEL

Keito yao év tevxeoot kata x0ovog NoT atelong

Aoptepig bmvaovoa ALOG TEKOG, EDTE KAUTOL

317 The other similes where heroes are compared to actual gods occur at Posthomerica 3.419-21 (Achilles

compared to Ares), 7.359-64 (Neoptolemus compared to Ares), 9.218-222 (Neoptolemus again compared
to Ares), 10.170-7 (Philoctetes compared to Ares), and 11.415-20 (Aeneas compared to Zeus who fought
against the giants).
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Yula kat’ ovgea pad Boolg BaAAovoa Aéovtag: (665)
avT) Y&Q v €tevée kal €v pOévoloy ayntnv

Kvmoig évotédpavog kpateov magakoltis Apnog,

0doa T kat [InAfog apvpovog vt droxrjon).

Although she had fallen in the blood-soaked dust her beautiful face shone out under her lovely
eyebrows — even though she lay there slain. And the Argives, gathering round, marvelled when
they saw her, because she looked like the blessed gods. For she lay there in her armour on the
ground just like the indefatigable Artemis, the child of Zeus, asleep, after her limbs have grown
weary from shooting swift lions in the great mountains. For lovely-crowned Aphrodite, the wife of
mighty Ares, made her a marvel to look upon, even among the dead, so that she might somehow
grieve the son of irreproachable Peleus (Posthomerica 1.659-68).

Achilles, after killing Penthesileia in combat and boasting over her corpse (1.592-653),
has removed her helmet (1.654-8), only to be struck by his victim’s overwhelming beauty
(1.671-4 — lines that follow on from the passage above). The comparison of Penthesileia
to the sleeping Artemis here mirrors, in some of its vocabulary and content, the
comparison of Helen to Aphrodite in Book 14. On a superficial level, the parallels are
clear: both women are compared to goddesses — Penthesileia as warrior queen is aptly
compared to the goddess of hunting,”'® while Helen is aptly compared to the goddess of
love; both situations involve Argives marvelling at the young women’s beauty (1.662 and
14.61); and both women have been physically hidden from the Greeks — Penthesileia by
her helmet (1.657), and Helen by absence within the Trojan walls, and are made
marvellous to behold in the eyes of the Greeks by the agency of Aphrodite (1.666-7 and
14.69-70).>"

The emphasis in both passages is on the disarming effect of the women’s beauty,

through the agency of Aphrodite.
1.

Aogvyeiol Baupnoav, émei HAKAQEOTLYV EWKEL.

38 Her comparison to Artemis also implies that Penthesileia is a young maiden at adolescence: cf. Larson
1997.255. That Achilles might find Penthesileia sexually desirable (implied by Posthomerica 1.718-21 and
1.726-8) is implied in the simile through the idea of Artemis’ virginity as something ‘highly sexualized, just
like that of the Greek maiden of marriageable age’ Larson 1997.255; ¢f. Burkert 1985.150 on Artemis’
virginity as an erotic ideal.

> More specifically, there are verbal links that foreshadow the description of Helen in Book 14. When the
Argives see Penthesileia they marvel because she looks like one of the gods: Agyeiol Oaupnoav, émet
uaxageoowv éket (1.662). This line is echoed by 14.58 — O&uBeov aborjoavteg, and by 14.61 — AN’
ws Oedv eloogdwvto. Marvelling at someone is a common occurrence in the Posthomerica, but it rarely
occurs with regard to godlike women. The form of the simile is also the same as the form in Book 14: both
have an initial fjUte before a digressive eOte (1.663-4 and 14.47-8).
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avT) Y& pv €tevée kal €v pOévoloy ayntnv
Kompic évotédavog koateov mapdkortic Agnog,
0doa Tt kat [InAfog apvpovog v’ dxoxrion
(Posthomerica 1.662, and 666-8).

Audi d¢ Aaol
Baupeov aOproavVTES AUWUTOLO YUVALKOS
ayAainv kai K&AAog émroatov- ovdé Tig €TAN
Kkelvnv oUte kouPNdOV émeaBoAinol xaAépat (60)
oUT o0V dupadinv, &AL wg Beov elc0QOWVTO
QAOTIACIWG* TMACIKV> YOO EeAdOUEVOLOL pacvOn

totov Yo KvBépeta voov morjoato mavtwv
Noa Gpégovo’ ‘EAEvT EAkd O kat Al matot (70)
(Posthomerica 14.57-61, and 69-70).

The excerpts quoted above have a similar structure.’”® The Argives / laoi marvel when
they see the woman, since she is like a god. It is Aphrodite who brings about this
reaction, in the first example to cause Achilles to regret what he had done (a successful
aim evident from 1.671-4), and in the second example to prevent the Greeks from
harming Helen (also a successful aim).’*' The parallelism points to a poetological
concern for ring composition (these strong similarities occur between passages that occur
at opposite ends of the epic), but also to a contrast between the characters, as is evident
from the following Odyssean intertext.

The Penthesileia-Artemis simile itself echoes Odyssey 6.102-9, where Nausicaa
and her maidservants are compared to Artemis among her nymphs.’** Despite a lack of

verbal echoes between the passages, the fact that both young maidens (that is, parthenoi

201 have tried to reflect the similarities in the text by respectively underlining, making bold, and italicising
similar phrases.

21 1 have discussed already the possible threat posed by the Greeks to Helen on her appearance before
them. Relevant here is Stesichorus Fr. 201 (which survives, summarised, in a scholion on Eur. Or. 1287),
where it is stated that the Greeks, on the point of stoning Helen, drop their stones to the ground the moment
they saw her face (I follow text of D.A. Campbell 1991). On the parallel, ¢f. James 2004.341.

22 James 2004.274 points out the parallel between Posthomerica 1.663-5 and Od. 6.102-9. Note, also, that
at Apollonius Argonautica 3.876-84 Medea and her companions are compared to Artemis among her
nymphs. On this see Hunter 1989.193-4, and especially 194: Medea rides out to meet Jason for the first
time, and since ‘Artemis was also closely connected with the crucial transitional stages of a woman’s life. .
. it is just such a transition that this ride represents for Medea’.
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523 .
Helen is

of marrying age) are compared to Artemis stresses their virginity and youth.
compared to Aphrodite because it was her beauty that caused the war, whereas both
Penthesileia and Nausicaa are compared to Artemis to stress their innocence and sexual
purity in contrast to Helen’s (although in Penthesileia’s case her death has brought an end
to such a status).”** This emphasis contrasts strongly with the status of Helen in
Posthomerica 14, and her comparison to Aphrodite caught in flagrante: there is nothing
virginal about Helen.’” What is also different in both passages is that Helen, who caused
the deaths of many Trojans, leaves Troy alive, while Penthesileia, who left Troy for her
first and last time (Posthomerica 1.172 and 201-4 foreshadow her death), dies in battle,
fighting for Troy.

We gain a further insight into Penthesileia’s status as a parthenos by examining
Posthomerica 1.52-61. There we receive a full description of Penthesileia’s appearance,
as she appears to the Trojans on her arrival in Troy. What is striking here is the way
Penthesileia’s description foreshadows the portrayal of Helen in our passage in Book 14:

toin ITevOeoideia poAev mott Towiov &otv

£Eoxoc &v maonow Apaloowv. Audt d¢ Toweg

nidvtoOev éoovpevol péy’ é04dupeov, evT €oidovto

Apeog akapatoo Pabuvkvhuwda Bvyatoa (55)
eOPEVTV pakdpeooLy, Emel 0 ol Al TEOCWTIW

Apdw THEEDAAEOV TE Kal AyAaOV 100G 0QWOEL,

pewiaev <0'> éoartevov, O 0dELOL Y tHeQdEVTES

oPpOaApOL HAQUALQOV AALYKLOV AKTIVETOLY,

adwg O apdegvOnve magna, Twv O édpvmepDe (60)
Oeomeoin ETEKELITO XAOLS KATOELUEVT) AAKT]V.

As such, Penthesileia went to the Trojan city pre-eminent among the other Amazons. And the
Trojans hastening from every direction marvelled greatly when they saw the daughter of immortal
Ares with the long greaves, in appearance like the blessed ones. For the look in her face seemed at
once both grievous and brilliant, and she smiled a lovely smile, and her eyes flashed full of desire
from under her eyebrows — like the rays of the sun, and aidos reddened both her cheeks, and
heaven-sent grace, clothed in courage, lay on top of them (Posthomerica 1.51-61).

32 Cf. Burkert 1985.150 on Artemis: ‘The goddess among her nymphs is hagne in a very special sense as
an inviolate and inviolable virgin.’

324 On Artemis’ association with marriage and rites of passage, see Larson 1997.253.

33 In terms of the situation of Penthesileia compared to Nausicaa, there is a contrast between the happy
state of Nausicaa and the death of Penthesileia, as well as a contrast between the martial and non-martial
settings, perhaps emphasising the unusualness of Penthesileia’s role as a woman in battle.
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In Section 1, Chapter 4, I discussed how Penthesileia’s arrival in Troy is given an
expansive narration (1.18-92) involving repeated similes on the effect her arrival has on
the Trojans. Instead of another extended simile in this passage, we get to see Penthesileia,
physically, for real.’*® She is described as having a lovely smile (58), eyes full of desire
(58-9),°*" and aidos reddens her cheeks on top of which is the appearance of courage (60-

1). There are two lines on which I wish, in particular, to focus: 1.58 and 1.60. First, 1.60
is of especial significance in relation to the Helen passage in Book 14: aidwg 0’
apdeovONve mapna is echoed closely by kaAag dudpeovONve mandag in 14.41.
The matching verb AudeouOaivw, occurs only in these two places in the
Posthomerica.”™ The objects of the verbs, “cheeks”, also closely align the two passages.
The repetition of the rare verb, in particular, draws attention to the differing nature of the
respective aidos of Penthesileia and Helen. I have already discussed at length the nature
of Helen’s aidos in Book 14. Penthesileia’s aidos, however, has no implications of
adultery. Rather, her aidos is used here to emphasise her virginal beauty and
innocence.” Once again, similarities in the verbal composition of the passages draw
attention to the dissimilarities in content and atmosphere. Aidos reddens the cheeks of
both women, but Helen’s aidos is there for a very specific reason in relation to her past
conduct.”® Both women exhibit the outward signs of the one same emotion, aidos, but

the women differ in their pure and impure statuses.

> Some items of vocabulary, bearing similarity to those discussed above in relation to the previous
passage on Penthesileia (1.657-74), reappear in this passage. The Trojans marvel greatly when they see
Penthesileia (m&vtoBev éoovpevol péy’ é0apPeov 1.54 ~ OauBeov aboroavteg 14.58), she appears
like a god to them (e01" éoidovrto. . . eldopévnyv parageoowv 1.54. .. 56 ~ AAA” wg Bedv elcogdwVTO
14.61), and her appearance is dazzling (&yAaov €idog 0pweet 1.57 ~ ayAainv kat k&AAog émrjpoatov
14.59).

3?7 Cf. D.L. Cairns 2005.132 on the eyes as an active force in eros — Penthesileia, despite being a warlike
figure, displays Medea-like qualities in her appearance (cf. Eur. Medea 1146 with D.L. Cairns 2005.132).
528 The verb in fact occurs only in Quintus. Vian & Battegay 1984.s.v. audpeoubaivw translate as ‘faire
rouger des deux c6tés’. Carvounis 2005.105n32 draws attention to the parallel. The verb without the prefix
occurs at Posthomerica 4.156, 4.355, 8.229, 8.420, 9.147, 9.529, 9.177, and 14.319.

¥ Cf. D.L. Cairns 1993.123 on Nausicaa as ‘possessing the modesty regarded as desirable and attractive in
one of her age and sex’.

330 The fact that Penthesileia is described as blushing because of aidos implies an audience, and awareness
of being perceived by others (Posthomerica 1.62 implies this). Cf. D.L. Cairns 1993.15: ‘One feels shame
before those who witness one’s actions, and focuses on what the members of that audience may say or
think of one.’
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Line 58 implicates Penthesileia further in the Helen-Aphrodite simile. pewdioev
<O’> ¢partewvov, VU O0PovoL O ipeQOevTES in particular, together with line 59 —
opOaApol pdopapov aAtykiov aktiveootv, is echoed by the description of
Himeros who hovers around Aphrodite, in the shield of Achilles at Posthomerica 5.71-2:
Komowg évotédpavog, v 0 ‘Tuegog aupdemotato / peddwv €oateva oLV
nukopolg Xagiteoow.”' The expressions that draw 1.58 and 5.72 together are (from
each line respectively) uewioev <> éoatetvév and peddwv €oateva.” The

personified subject at 5.71, Himeros, echoes the participle used of Penthesileia’s eyes —

533 3 534
b

tpepdevteg (58).°7 The ecphrastic description of Aphrodite anadyomene in Book

and in particular the emphasis on “Desire” (5.71), which itself is a characteristic
association of both Aphrodite the goddess and Aphrodite as metonymy for eros,™
reflects back on the description of Penthesileia, because of the verbal parallels.
Penthesileia is clearly paralleled with Aphrodite, and in particular, her association with
desire, through verbal echo.”®® The fact that Penthesileia’s description is undoubtedly

erotic in connotation underscores the validity of the parallel with Aphrodite.
Penthesileia’s eyes are described as full of desire (ipepdevteg — O odpovoL O
(peQoevTeg / 0pOaApol paouagov lines 58-9). Eyes, for the Greeks, were the seat of

desire, and the gaze itself was regarded as something powerful and even destructive:™’

Penthesileia’s description fits the ancient idea of the workings of eros.

3! James & Lee 2000.59 are correct to point out the parallel with Sappho 22.11-12.

>** The verbs used in these expressions echo the adjective used of Aphrodite at Od. 8.362: ptAopuedng
Adoodit.

>3 Himeros appears personified twice in Hesiod’s Theogony (64 and 201), the latter appearance being
particularly relevant since the personification is present, with Eros, at Aphrodite’s birth — ¢f. James & Lee
2000.59.

% James & Lee 2000.58 find no literary model for this scene, and account for Quintus’ ‘vivid pictorial
detail’ as due to ‘inspiration by Apelles’ famous picture’.

335 Cf. LIMC s.v. ‘HIMEROS’, ‘HIMEROTI’, 425: ‘Une des formes d’Eros, symbolisant la passion et le
désir amoureux.’

33 Cf Tzetzes Posthomerica 64-71, and his description of Penthesileia’s Shield. On it are depicted Eros
and Ares on either side of Penthesileia. This late hexameter reception of Penthesileia follows Quintus in
emphasising (symbolically) the duality of Penthesileia — she is at once a desirable godlike woman, and
warrior princess.

337 Cf. Cairns 2005.132-3. It is relevant here to compare Euripides 7r. 892-3, and the description of Helen
as capturing men’s eyes because of her beauty. Cf. also Ibycus 287.1-4, where Aphrodite’s role is clearly
connected.
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On the basis of this parallel, Penthesileia, just like Helen in Book 14, appears as a
desirable object, a godlike woman who stirs up erotic passions, whose beauty
overwhelms on-lookers,”*® and overcomes antagonists. Aphrodite not only has a role in
exaggerating the beauty of both women, but is connected through parallel, by intertext in
the case of Penthesileia and by simile in the case of Helen. It is also no accident that the
only two extended descriptions of women, and their aidos, in the Posthomerica
emphasise the effect their beauty has on the men who view them.”” The extended
parallels between the Helen-Aphrodite simile and Penthesileia in Posthomerica 1, and the
thematic ring apparent between Penthesileia and Aphrodite (or Himeros / Eros) and
Helen and Aphrodite bind the two female characters together in the narrative. The reader,
at the end of the epic, is encouraged to look to the beginning of the epic.

Yet another parallel links Helen with Penthesileia, this time specifically between
two similes — Posthomerica 1.633-9, and a simile that follows on closely from the Helen-
Aphrodite simile — Posthomerica 14.63-8.>*° First let us consider the second simile of the
Helen episode in Book 14:

Q¢ & 6t dAw<o>pévolot dt drapatolo OaAaoong

TATOIG €1) peTa dNEoOV émevxopévolot paveln,

ol d¢ kat &k movTtolo Kat ék Bavdtolo puyodvteg (65)
TIATET) XE1Q" 00€yovot yeyn0oteg dometa OvpGQ:

@¢ Aavaol repl mavteg éyrj0eov- oL yap €T avToig

HVTOTIS €NV KAPATOLO DLTAAYE0G OVDE KUOOLHLOD.

As when, at last, their native land appeared to those who have prayed for it as they have wandered
across the sea that does not tire. They, having escaped from the sea and therefore from death,
stretch out their hands towards their homeland, rejoicing unspeakably in heart. Just so did the all
the Greeks have immense joy — for they no longer had recollection of painful toil and battle
(Posthomerica 14.63-8).

338 Both Penthesileia and Helen are described as blameless as to their beauty (Posthomerica 1.674 and

14.58 — the adjective is also used in connection with Penthesileia’s companions at 1.51). On the
overpowering nature of their beauty, c¢f. the gnome at Posthomerica 13.401-2 spoken by the primary
narrator: Ber) KVmoug, 1] meg andviwv / abBavatwv dapvnot véov Bvntov v avBowmwv. It is
interesting that this gnome immediately succeeds mention of Helen’s wrong-doings in relation to her role in
marriage to Menelaus (13.400).

33 Much of Book 10 is dedicated to narration of Oenone’s rejection of Paris’ pleas for help and then her
death by his side on the funeral pyre (Posthomerica 10.411-89). However, we do not get a description of
her appearance.

340 Vian 1969.232 identifies this parallel, and also compares Posthomerica 2.103-5 and 7.455-60.
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The simile describes sailors toiling on the sea whose homeland appears to them allowing
them to escape from death, and they themselves stretch their hands towards their
homeland rejoicing unspeakably in heart.”*' Helen appears to the Greeks, who had long
hoped for her appearance before them which, concomitantly, would signal the end of

their suffering. By means of this simile, she becomes a symbol of their nostos, and the

subject matter of the simile hints at the future troubled journey home for the Greeks.>**

This simile is motivated by an expression at 14.62: maoi<v> yoaQ €eAdouévolot

543 544

daavOn.”™ The simile is also a Homeric intertext, echoing Odyssey 23.233-40:

wg O’ 6T &v AoTATI0G YN VIXOUEVOLOL PparvT]n),

wv 1e [Tooewawv evepyéa vy’ Vi TOVTW

oatlo), Emeryopévny avEéw Kal KOUATL T YQ: (235)
macbEoL O’ eE€éduyov moAg AAOg melpdvde

VI XOUEeVOL, TTOAAT) & TteQl X0l TéToodev A,

aomaooLd’ EméPav yaing, Kakot)ta PuyovTEs:

WG Apa T ACTIAOTOS €NV TOOIS EL0OQROWOT),

Oelpng O’ 0V Tw TAUTIOY AdleTo TH)XEE AEVKW. (240)

As whenever a welcome land appears to swimmers in the sea, whose well-made ship Poseidon
shattered in the sea, weighed down by the wind and strong surge. And few escaped the grey sea by
swimming to the mainland, and with their skin coated in copious sea salt, they gladly reached the
land, having avoided an evil fate. So then Penelope was glad to see her husband, and not yet did
she altogether release her white arms from around his neck.

The Homeric intertext,”” where Penelope’s joy at being reunited with her husband is
likened to sailors who at last espy land after being storm tossed in the sea, and who swim

ashore escaping evil, matches the climax involved in the Helen episode in the

341 It moves the narrative on, as is evident in the narrative resolution at 14.67-8, where, just as the sailors
rejoiced in escaping the sea and death (65-6), so now the Trojans rejoiced, for they no longer had any
recollection of toil and battle. Carvounis 2005.118 is correct to suggest that this sentiment of the Greeks
echoes the Trojan gerontes’ claim at Il. 3.156-7, that Helen’s beauty justifies the suffering of the Trojans
and Greeks.

%2 Cf. Carvounis 2005.103: ‘The Fall of Troy (llioupersis) and Helen’s restitution signal the end of a
journey and the beginning of another to the distant homes of the Achaeans (Nostoi), with this simile thus
linking the Iliad and the Odyssey.’

>3 This is the principal correspondence in the main narrative, echoed by éntevyopévolot pavein (14.64),
which is in an identical metrical sedes and echoes its narrative correspondent in its participial case and in its
verbal line-ending.

>** So Vian 1969.232; see, further, Carvounis 2005.102.

45 On which see the discussion at Russo, Fernandez-Galiano, & Heubeck 1992.338-9.
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Posthomerica — her appearance is in many ways the encapsulation of the Trojan War, just

as the reunion of Penelope and Odysseus is the telos of the Odyssey.

547

However, despite verbal similarities between texts,”’ the contexts of the two

similes are markedly dissimilar. The simile in Odyssey 23 reflects the coming together of
husband and wife, whereas Helen the adulteress, who has already had a reunion of sorts
with her husband, is “reunited” with the Greeks — just as Odysseus is the joyous sight of
land for Penelope, so Helen is the expectant sight for the Greeks. The intertext, which
brings Penelope into the discussion, sets up a contrast of contexts: Penelope the faithful
wife has joy in the return of Odysseus who himself has been unfaithful, whereas the
Greeks joy in the retrieval of Helen who herself has been unfaithful.

Consideration of the simile at Posthomerica 1.633-9, and its context, activates
further meaning for the Helen episode:>*®
Toweg ¥ wg é<o>dovrto daiktapévny évi xaoun, (630)
TaAvoLdir) TQOHEOVTEC €Tl TTOALY €é00€VOVTO,
aomet axnyépevol HeyaAw meot évOel Oupov.
Q¢ &' 6T av’ evéa mdvTOV EMPELOAVTOC ANjTEW
vavtat vi)ys 0Aéoavteg UTtekTEOPUYwaLv dAeBov,
TaDEOL TIOAAQX KA POVTES OLLLONG AAOS elow, (635)
oPé 0’ &oa oot yata Ppavr oxedov 110¢ kat &otv,
TOL ¢ U0y OTOVOEVTL TETQUHEVOL AP TTAVTA
€€ aAog dlooovot péy’ axvopevoL Ttepl vnog
1o’ étdowv obg atvov UTo Coédov NAaoe KO-
ws Toweg mortt dotv meduloteg éx mMoAépoLlo (640)
KAatov Tdvteg Apnog apatpakétolo Bvyatoa
Kkat Aaovg ol dnELv ava atovoeooav GAOVTO.

346 The scholia on Odyssey 23.296 (H, M, V, and Q) state that Aristophanes and Aristarchus designated the
line the peras or telos of the poem. Cf. Russo, Ferndndez-Galiano, & Heubeck 1992.313-14.

>*7 There are clear verbal echoes between intertext and imitating text: Y| vijxopévotot dpavin (Odyssey
23.233) finds a parallel at Posthomerica 14.64: matoic €1 peta dnoov émevyopévolot dpaveirn. Cf.
Vian 1969.232; the verbs and participles in these expressions are similar in form and metrical position. Cf.
Apollonius Arg. 3.956 (so Carvounis 2005.117), of the appearance of Jason to Medea: éeAdopévn
€paavOr). Jason in the succeeding lines is then compared to Sirius, set up as a bringer of disastrous
consequences for Medea. The expressions ¢£édpvyov oA aAdg (23.236) and kakoTnTA GLYOVTES
(23.238) are echoed by éx movtolo Kal €k Oavatolo puyovteg (14.65). aomaotor & EméBav yaing
(23.238) is thematically similar to tatorn xelo” 0péyovat yeyn0oteg aometa Ovp@ (14.66), as is wg
doa ) domaoTog €NV OO el00owaT) (23.239) to s Aavaot Tept tavteg €yr)0eov (14.67).

>*% In my translation of the Greek text, I have attempted a literal rendering of &iocovot (638), following

meanings in both LSJ and Vian & Battegay 1984.s.v. aloow. James 2004.ad loc. translates (incorrectly) as
‘they strain to quit [the sea]’, imitating Way’s rendering (1913.ad loc.). Here I read some indulgence in
hyperbole on the poet’s part for the sake of emphasising the effect the sight of land and a city has on them,
despite their weariness (637-8). Vian 1963.37 gives the best translation: ‘se hatent de sortir’.
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And when the Trojans saw that Penthesileia had been slain in battle they rushed with all speed to
the city in tremulous fear, grieved unspeakably in heart with great sorrow, just as when sailors in
the expansive sea, having lost their ship in a heavy storm, escape and flee death, a few left toiling
away in the woeful sea, and then at the last moment a land appears to them nearby — and a city,
and though worn out in every limb by grievous toil they propel themselves out of the sea, despite
their great grief for their ship and the companions whom the swell drove down into the terrible
dark depths. So the Trojans, having fled to their city from war, all wept for the daughter of
irresistible Ares and for the people who had perished in grievous battle.

Achilles has just killed Penthesileia in battle, and as a result, the Trojans flee back to
Troy now that their big hope of success has perished.”* They are compared to sailors
who are shipwrecked (that is, now that they are without Penthesileia) and toil in the sea to
stay alive (1.635), and to whom just at the last minute a land, and even a city, appears
(1.636). This simile too imitates the simile at Odyssey 23.233-40.°° However, it is on the
specific thematic and structural relations between the two similes at Posthomerica 14.63-

351 .. . .
Both similes describe sailors or men

8 and Posthomerica 1.633-9 that I wish to focus.
struggling in the sea to whom suddenly sight of land appears, giving them hope despite
past or present sorrows.” > The similarities between the two similes are outweighed by the
contrasts they represent structurally in the poem, and, in particular, between the status of

the Trojans and the position of the story in Posthomerica 1, and the status of the Greeks

54 . - . . .
¥ Obvious correspondences between simile and narrative include the parallel between the slain

Penthesileia and the ship that has perished (datlictapévnv évi xdoun 630 ~ vi)” 0Aéoavteg 634); the
Trojans running in fear to the city and the sailors escaping death (Toopéovtec émi mtOALY é0oevovVTO
631 and d&¢ Todec moti dotv mepuloteg €k mMoAépoto 640 ~ mekmpodpvywotv 0AeOov 634); and
the grief they feel for Penthesileia and the others who have died in battle is paralleled by the grief the
sailors feel for their ship and their comrades who have drowned (&omet’ axnyépevor peydAw meot
mévOel Oupodv 632).

330 ¢f the brief comments of Vian 1954.40 and Carvounis 2005.103.

>*! Echoes of the Odyssean simile include moti dotv meduloTes ¢k MoAépolo (1.640) which resembles
Odyssey 23.238 domdoiol ' éméPav yaing, kaxotnta Guyovrtes and Odyssey 23.236 £E£puyov
TOALNG AAOC NTelpdvde, and oe O &od odLotL yala Ppavn oxedov 1ndE kal dotv (1.636) which
echoes Odyssey 23.233 aomaotog yn vnxopévorot Goavnn. Another simile at Posthomerica 1.62-72,
which describes the joy the Trojans feel at the arrival of Penthesileia, shares similarities with the simile at
14.63-8 in particular, especially in relation to the joy the Trojans and Greeks feel respectively with the
arrival of (respectively) Penthesileia and Helen. It marks a contrast with the simile at 1.630-42, since the

Trojans there rejoiced in Troy as a haven but at the beginning of Book 1 they rejoiced in Penthesileia as a
saviour.

%% Semantic and verbal parallels include 14.64 (TaTQig £1) peTd dNEOV EMeLXOUEVOLOL Pavein) as an
echo of 1.636 (oot yaia dpavn), and 14.65 (kal €k movTowo kat €k Bavatolo puydvtec) as an echo
of 1.634 (OmexkmpodpVywaowv 6AeBpov), 1.635 (mMoAAd kapdvteg ollvong aAog elow) and 1.640
(mepuloteg €k MOAEIOLO).
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and the position of the story in Posthomerica 14. For the Trojans on the one hand, the
sight of land and a city in the simile in Book 1 symbolises, in the main narrative, Troy as
a temporary place of refuge from present troubles, now they have lost Penthesileia.”> For
the Greeks in Book 14, on the other hand, the sight of land relates to the appearance of
Helen, a departure from Troy and a permanent end to the toils of war for them. The simile
in Book 1 is preceded immediately by mourning (1.632), whereas the simile in Book 14
ends with rejoicing (14.67). The Trojans in Book 1 have just seen their great hope,
Penthesileia, their female saviour who fought for them, slain in battle (1.630), symbolised
in the simile by a shattered ship (1.634). The Greeks, however, view Helen, because of
whom they fought, come out alive from Troy. The Trojans remember their comrades
slain in battle (1.639 ~ 1.642), but the Greeks, because of the sight of Helen and their
return home that she symbolises, have no recollection of the toil of battle (14.68).

The parallelism between the two similes therefore reflects structurally the contrast
between the statuses of the Trojans and the Greeks, the stages of the war in Book 1 and
Book 14, and the actions and effect of Penthesileia and Helen respectively. The reader
identifies the inversion of Book 1 in Book 14, symbolised in two similar similes used
primarily to compare different situations of different characters in different stages in the
poem.” Quintus thus brings about some closure in the poem, and an emphasis on the
success of the Greeks, and a sense of the injustice of war: Helen remains alive despite the
battles fought because of her, whereas Penthesileia dies fighting in a battle to save Troy

and the Trojans.”’

333 This outcome brings the Trojans in a sense back to their position at the beginning of the Posthomerica,

where they are described as remaining inside Troy in fear of Achilles (1.3-4).

% (f. the discussion of inversion and parallelism between Iliad 1 and 24, as examined cogently by
MacLeod 1982.32-5, and ¢f. the more recent discussion by Murnaghan 1997.23-42.

335 As mentioned above, this is of course not the end of the poem, nor even the end of the Trojan story. In
terms of fighting between the Greeks and Trojans, the appearance of Helen in many ways reflects the end
of hostilities.
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Conclusion

The Posthomerica is an epic laced with structurally unifying devices: the parallelism
between Helen and Penthesileia in Books 14 and 1, and the Greeks and the Trojans in
Books 14 and 1, is constructed through the subject matter and placement of similes. The
poem begins with a woman, a Trojan ally, giving hope to the Trojans, but fighting and
dying for Troy, and ends with a woman, a former Trojan captive, because of whom the
Greeks fought and died, but whose appearance now gives the hope of a homeward
journey. Quintus forms this chiastic ring composition through the imagery that he
deploys: Penthesileia is compared to a goddess famous for her sexual purity, while Helen
is compared to a goddess caught in the act of adultery. Similes in the Posthomerica do
more than illuminate small details in the narrative.

I have also demonstrated that Quintus the reader becomes Quintus the moral
modifier of Homeric presentation, through his similes. Quintus manipulates one of his
similes to affect our reading of a famous Homeric problem, in that he re-presents,
correctly (that is, in a non-Homeric, Late Antique manner) the inset tale of Aphrodite and
Ares caught in the snares of Hephaestus. The moral censure of the story, as very briefly
re-cast within a simile that focuses primarily on the appearance of Aphrodite, becomes
moral censure of Helen the adulteress, the woman compared in the main narrative. Thus,
Quintus disguises his moral re-presentation of the Homeric a-moral story within his neo-
Homeric text, by specifying relevancy to the person compared in the main narrative,
Helen. We read the poet blaming Helen and Aphrodite with adultery, within a simile that
purports to illustrate only how Helen blushed as she was led out before the Greeks.
Quintus’s text is a purified Homer, which points to Homeric blemishes as we read the
poem’s poetics, and in this case, the poem’s similes. The Posthomerica becomes not just

a re-modelling of Homer, but also a moral update: we read Quintus reading ethics into a
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Homeric situation, and presenting this situation in his re-creation of the (newly censured)

Homeric story.
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Reading Ecphrasis in the Posthomerica

To write epic is to write within a genre which cannot escape the past. It is, first, the genre
whose subject matter is — in a privileged way — the past.

Goldhill 1991.285-6

Le mythe est une fiction, mais une fiction qui illustre une vérité.

Buffiere 1956.33

Introduction

The Shield of Achilles automatically points the reader to the Iliad, by its very name. Line
two of Posthomerica 5, where the Shield and its (former) owner are mentioned,556
initiates this constant reading of the Posthomeric Shield against a background that is
dominated by the Iliadic Shield. This fourth section of my thesis on intertextual
engagement in the Posthomerica deals with, arguably, the most fruitful interface for
analysis of the relationship of the Posthomerica with the Homeric texts. The ecphrastic
description of the Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5 is a verbal description of the same
fictional physical object that the Iliadic primary narrator described in ecphrasis at Iliad
18.

The Shield is described by narrators with a particular style and ecphrastic method,
and both descriptions interact and differ according exactly to the reader’s knowledge and
interpretation of such descriptions. Similarly, Quintus’ own reading of the Iliadic
ecphrastic description reacts with the reader’s (that is, our) reading of the same ecphrastic

description. Quintus is an ancient reader, with a particular cultural interpretative bias. The

0 Posthomerica 5.2: 1) TOT AXIAAT0G HeyaAjToQog dpupoota Tevyn.
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modern reader also has an interpretative bias, constructed from his / her own cultural and
literary background, and particularly, from his / her understanding of ecphrastic function
and Homeric poetics based on modern secondary literature that includes studies on
ecphrasis and Homer. We as modern readers then read the Iliadic Shield through the eyes
of Quintus as he, in the words of the Posthomeric primary narrator, lays before us his
own poetically re-constructed Shield of Achilles. The differences read between
presentation of the same “physical” object in the Illiad and the Posthomerica disclose a
poetic and thematic agenda of indebtedness and originality on the part of Quintus, and
provide an epitome of the intertextual relationship between the Posthomerica and the
lliad.

Eight lines of the Posthomeric Shield of Achilles (5.49-56) provide the ecphrasis
with its most non-Homeric scene, but (or, therefore) also its most meaningful in terms of
originality and function within the poem as a whole: this scene depicts the Mountain of
Arete. This depiction on the Posthomeric Shield creates a tension between the general
Homeric indebtedness of the Shield and the non-Homeric intertextuality evident in that
scene. I will focus on the non-Homeric nature of this scene, and its implications for the
poem as a whole. I begin this section, however, with an overview of the Posthomeric
Shield of Achilles, and then dwell on the interpretative issues involved in the imitation
and emulation of the Iliadic Shield in terms of the poem’s overall intertextual patterns. I
also dwell on the nature of ancient ecphrasis, and especially, on the nature of the
Posthomeric ecphrastic description. The section’s other chapters then pay close
consideration to the scenes of Peace (5.44ff.) on the Posthomeric Shield of Achilles, and
attempt to elucidate the figure of the Mountain of Arete and the ways in which its context
helps interpretation. I conclude with a summary of previous argument on the cultural and
literary context of Quintus as a factor in the description of the Posthomeric Shield of
Achilles, and the ways in which the Shield of Achilles in the Posthomerica is in fact a
reading, re-assessment, and updating of the Shield of Achilles in the Iliad for the late

reader of Homer.
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Chapter 11 The Shield of Achilles: Reading Between the Epics

The style of the Posthomerica, however, is not strictly “Homeric”. Rather, Quintus
repeatedly evokes, then departs from, identifiable, usually Homeric, models. Quintus’
technique is usefully compared to that of the Alexandrians. Like them, he departs from
Homeric models in such a way as to comment upon, or suggest a particular interpretation
of, the model.

Wenglinsky 2002.19

Construction of an epic poem requires incorporation of traditional epic apparatus, for that
text to be identified as “epic”. Inclusion of an ecphrasis — a verbal description of a visual
work of art — forms part of this epic apparatus.”’ In the Posthomerica, there are three
ecphraseis, two of which are large-scale shield descriptions. The first of these, a
description of the scenes depicted on the Shield of Achilles, is both the most complex to

5% In this

read in its intertextual inheritance, and also the most important in function.
chapter, I deal with the complexities involved in reading this Shield against its model, the
Shield of Achilles in Iliad 18, and interpret the innovation on the Shield in the context of
the poem’s “Homeric” aims.

I have already discussed in this thesis the idea of the poem as imitative and
emulative of the Homeric poems, with particular reference to similes and gnomai. The
description of a Shield that was also described in the Iliad provides the reader with an
epic set-piece description unparalleled in the Posthomerica for its Homeric

intertextuality. Similes and gnomai, or in fact, any other poetic device available to the

poet, do not allow the reader the same foundation for assessing the poem’s intertextual

7 “Ecphrasis” does of course have a wider definition. Throughout this section, Shield (with upper case
“s”) refers specifically to the ecphrasis, while shield (with lower case “s”) refers to a fictional (i.e. non-
existent) physical worked artefact. Cf. A.S. Becker 1990.139n1. I make use of the terms set down by A.S.
Becker 1990.139-53: he states (1990.140) that the referent is the world imagined or proposed, the medium
is the worked metal, the creation is the making of the work, the source is Hephaestus, and the interpreter is
the bard. He also describes two processes in reading ecphrasis: ‘““Appropriation” means bringing the text,
or image, into one’s own world and ways of understanding’, while “divestiture” describes the opposite
process (A.S. Becker 1990.141). I will occasionally make use of both these terms.

> The other two ecphraseis are a description of the Shield of Eurypylus (Posthomerica 6.200-91), and a
description of the baldric and quiver of Philoctetes (Posthomerica 10.179-205), both of which have strong
associations with the labours of Heracles.
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engagement with the Iliad, since the shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5 is the same
shield as that given to Achilles in Iliad 19, and made by Hephaestus in lliad 18.>>° The
shield is the same physical artefact (even though always only “physical” in poetical
narrative alone), with the same mythological inheritance — the actual shield made by
Hephaestus as described in /liad 18.

The fact of this poetic fiction (the “physicality” of the shield, and the Shield’s
famous description in Iliad 18) restricts the poet’s freedom. Unlike the reading of the rest
of the poem, where identification of intertexts is down to the reader’s breadth of reading
and ability to read intertexts, this Shield has one principal, broad intertext — the Iliadic
Shield of Achilles, that is not only identifiable, but identified and engrained in the
Posthomeric Shield of Achilles, in its very name and nature. The poet has to create within
a framework already created, and read and known by the reader, and has to deal with the
fact that every innovation on the Posthomeric Shield will be read and interpreted with a
reading urge for identification of, and interpretation of, the Iliadic Shield within this new
ecphrastic description.

At first reading, the Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica Book 5 broadly follows

the Homeric model.>®

However, a closer perusal of the scenes shows them to be, in
certain cases, markedly original, bearing no similarity to scenes described on the Iliadic
Shield. An overview of the scenes on the Posthomeric Shield illustrates some of these
differences. The Shield is described over 95 lines (Posthomerica 5.6-101), with 12 scenes
in total, whereas the Iliadic Shield has ten scenes described over 130 lines ({liad 18.478-
608).”' The Posthomeric Shield description follows the Iliadic model by opening with a

cosmological scene (5.6-16),°%% but then, for the rest of the scenes on the Shield, it

becomes more difficult to align the description with the Iliadic model. Lines 17-42, which

> Strictly speaking of course, the Shield of Achilles does not ever physically exist. It is an idea, a poetic
creation, and an illusion at the level of reading.

%0 Cf James & Lee 2000.33: ‘These [scenes] are modelled substantially on the corresponding description
of Achilles’ shield in the Iliad.” Kochly (1850.258) aptly sums up the nature of this indebtedness: ‘Poterat
enim singulas res fidissime secundum Homerum sed aliis verbis enarrare.’

1 See James & Lee 2000.33-4 for some discussion of the differences between the Posthomeric and Iliadic
scenes; Kochly 1850.258-61 still gives the best discussion of the relationship between the Shields’ scenes,
and possible parallels. For discussion of the scenes on the Iliadic Shield, see Edwards 1987.278-86.

%2 See Iliad 18.483-89 for the depiction of the cosmos that opens the Shield of Achilles. Kochly 1850.258
only writes of this scene that Quintus closely follows Homer (‘Homero duce’).
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Kochly describes as war scenes,”® contain a description of beasts and hunting (17-24), a
description of war and personifications of war (25-37), and finally a short scene
containing a description of the apotropaic Gorgons (38-42). Structurally, these scenes
seem to be based on the City at War ({/liad 18.509-40), but are markedly different in their
subject matter and tenor.

To these opening scenes, eight are added that depict peaceful scenes of labour.”®*
The division of these scenes of peace from the earlier scenes of war is clearly demarcated
by lines 43-4:

Kai T& pév &o moA£Ho10 TeQdaTa TAVTA TETUKTO"

elonvng o amavevBev éoav meguaAAéa Eoya.

Such then were the wondrous works of war that were depicted; and apart from them there were
very beautiful works of peace.

This division, so explicitly expressed, encourages a reading of the Shield in two sections
— that depicting scenes of war (already summarised), and those scenes that describe
peaceful activities or ideas. This separation echoes the division in the Iliadic Shield (Zliad
18.490) between the City at Peace ({/liad 18.490-508) and City at War (Iliad 18.509-40).
Again, however, the scenes of peace on the Posthomeric Shield are mostly original. They
begin at line 45 with a depiction of cities with gardens (45-8), before the most markedly
original scene on the Shield — the Mountain of Arefe (49-56), which in turn is followed
closely by a related scene depicting ploughing and harvesting (57-65). Four scenes
involving divinities (69-72 — Venus rising, 73-9 — the marriage of Peleus and Thetis, 80-7
— ships in tempestuous conditions, which are then calmed by the arrival of Poseidon — 88-
96), follow a scene that depicts banquets and dances (66-8) — an echo of lliad 18.494-5.
Based on the summary of scenes given above, it becomes clear that the Shield
of Achilles in the Posthomerica exhibits strong originality, despite being the same
artefact described in the lliad, and while still managing to stay based structurally on its
model. The nature and function of this originality and indebtedness will form much of my
discussion. First, however, I wish to discuss the problems involved in reading this

originality on the Shield.

563
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Kochly 1850.258, whose division of the Shield into scenes I follow here.
Kochly 1850.259: ‘quatuor illis imaginibus octo subiungit pacificos labores complexas.’
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As often stated, the aim of my thesis is to read Homer through Quintean readings
of Homer. When we come to the Shield of Achilles, such Quintean readings become
explicit, and not elusive and open to debate. We, as readers, know where to look in
Homer. To choose this literary set-piece description — the most famous in Classical
antiquity, and one given to interpretation and re-interpretation by critics and allegorists,
ancient and modern,”® is to set a Posthomeric description as inscribed with interpretation
of the Iliadic description. Changes, manifest originality, and close imitation of the Iliadic
ecphrasis obtain a greater impact in a reading of the relationship between the
Posthomerica and the Iliad because both ecphrastic descriptions are aligned because they
describe the same “object”.

The Shield of Achilles, therefore, focuses the intertextual engagement between
the reader and the Posthomerica, the Posthomerica and the Iliad, and the reader of the
lliad and the Posthomerica. The differences on the Shield reflect Quintus’ reading of
Homer, read by the reader throughout the poem, but seen acutely here on this
unavoidably Homeric device (both literary and metaphorical). The Shield can act
proportionally in relation to the poem as a whole: the extent to which the Posthomerica
exhibits traces of interpretation of Homer in relation to the poet’s use of the Homeric
texts (especially the Iliad) is read in emblem here in the extent to which description of the
scenes on the Shield echoes but does not replicate description of the scenes on the Iliadic
Shield by the Iliadic primary narrator. The Posthomerica itself is emblematically
represented (or, read) in the Posthomeric Shield of Achilles, in the extent to which the
Shield exhibits originality within this Homeric template.

Any differences between the Posthomeric and Iliadic Shields of Achilles, because
of this “Homeric” style in the poem, have significant ramifications on interpretation of
the relationship between the two poems overall. The nature of the description in
Posthomerica 5, that is, the signs given by the narrator that emphasise that the narration is
an experience and an interpretation, in itself differs from the Iliadic ecphrasis.566 The

ways in which a narrator, who describes a “physical” object, reacts to what he sees, and

395 cf Buffiere 1956.54.
% According to A.S. Becker 1995.28, ‘any description is necessarily an interpretation; a describer selects
and organizes an infinite variety of aspects of phenomena.’
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transgresses, in his description, the boundaries inherent to physical objects,”’ controls
what we understand about the “object”.568 We, as readers, only have this interpretation,
this ecphrasis, which is essentially a narrator’s attempt to describe the indescribable, a
Shield of Achilles which has the status of an impossible object, a poetic creation with an
illusionary existence and unstable “plastic” form.>®’ Thus, even the nature of the
description in the Posthomerica points to differences. I will now examine these ecphrastic
signs, and also the ecphrasis’ vocabulary with a loaded intertextual and meta-poetical
significance, and respond to them with particular reference to the original Iliadic version.
At the very beginning of Posthomerica 5, the lines that precede and introduce the
ecphrasis contain vocabulary inscribed with meaning and which comments on the nature

of the ecphrasis.

AAN’ Bte o1 moAAoL pev amnvooOnoav debAot,

o1 10T AXIAANOG peyaAr)TOQOS &pBooTa TevXT

Onkev évi péoootot e Oétic. Audl d¢ mav)

dadaAa pagpatgeokev doa 00évog Hpatotolo

audl odrog moinoe BpaocvPpoovos Alakidao. Q)

But when the many contests were completed, then the goddess Thetis placed the immortal armour
of great-hearted Achilles in the middle of them. The carefully wrought armour glittered
everywhere such as the strength of Hephaestus made upon the shield of brave-minded Aeacides
(Posthomerica 5.1-5).

Thetis places the armour down among the Greeks as a sign that this is the new contest for
them, after all the contests described in the Games in honour of Achilles in Posthomerica

4 (as made clear by 5.1).570

At 5.3-5, the ornate armour is given its first description. It is
said to sparkle: datdaAa paguaigeokev (line 4). These words, prefacing this ecphrasis,

direct the reader’s memory back to the opening of the Iliadic ecphrasis: they echo Ttotet

7 That is, the narrator uses narration — signifiers of temporal sequence and action — and signs of
lifelikeness, such as description of noise and emotion, to express what he sees before him on an apparently
stable work of art.

%8 “To look into ecphrasis is to look into the illusionary representation of the unrepresentable, even while
that representation is allowed to masquerade as a natural sign, as if it could be an adequate substitute for its
object’ Krieger 1992 .xv.

%9 Cf. Krieger 1992.17: ‘[The Shield of Achilles] is a fictional “impossible” object that only a poet could
transcribe.” That is, the Shield of Achilles does not, and did not ever, exist physically.

770 AAN Bre 1) moAAoL pev arnviodnoav dedAot
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daldaAat OAAG (Iliad 18.482). The significant word here is daidaAa.’” Quintus, by

using dadaAa as a preface to his ecphrasis, reaffirms the Iliadic narrator’s statement

about Hephaestus’ creation; that is, Quintus, through the primary narrator, gives the same
aesthetic judgement as Homer: Hephaestus’ creation is ornate, manifold, and cunning.

Both primary narrators “have” access to the Shield, and summarise their reaction to what

572

they see with dadaAa.”’” Its use here in the Posthomerica is an approbation of the

description of the Iliadic ecphrasis, since, on a non-illusional level, this is all Quintus has
to read and work from. On an illusional level, the adjective which introduces the
Posthomeric ecphrasis echoes the subjective comment of the Iliadic narrator on the
creation of Hephaestus, and equates the status of the Posthomeric narrator with the Iliadic
narrator. From this level, there is an “equation” of the poet of the Posthomerica, Quintus,

with Homer. Quintus also “sees” the creation of Hephaestus, and describes it as

dadaxAat. Hephaestus in the Iliad constructs a shield that is magical,””” in a place of

574 Quintus restates this nature of the

construction that bespeaks speciality and magic.
Shield, and affirms that his description is of the very same, magical Shield that he, just
like the primary narrator of the Iliad before him, will now describe.

The verb used with daidaAa, paguaipeokev (line 4), echoes the opening of the

ecphrasis at Moschus 2.43: ¢v 1@ daidada mOAAQ tetevxato paguaigovta.’” The

571 As soon as this word is used, it immediately reactivates the Iliadic Shield of Achilles in the reader’s

memory, since Hephaestus is said to ‘work cunningly, embellish’ (so LSJ s.v. datd&AAw) the shield at /1.
18.479.

32 the lliad, daidaAa is always used of works of art, whether explicitly or obliquely: ¢f. II. 5.60, 14.179,
18.400, 18.482, 19.13, and 19.19. In the Posthomerica, the word is also restricted to ecphrasis: it is used
five times in total — at 5.4, 5.41, 5.101, 6.198, and 10.187.

1 ¢f. Laird 1993.20: ‘And the notion that it is a magic shield might help us imagine it. . . perhaps we
might conceive of it as a kind of mosaic of little video scenes.” Laird is perhaps misguided to assume ‘a
mosaic of little video scenes’, since, as he himself points out at 1993.20n15, Homer draws attention to
physical details of the shield at 18.481-2, 519, 549, 574, and 607.

374 For example, the attendants of Hephaestus are robots (18.417-20), and his bellows (18.468-73) and
tripods have a life of their own: c¢f. Edwards 1991.209.

7% S0 James & Lee 2000.39, who also correctly point out the significant use of the verb at Posthomerica
2.206-7, where Achilles’ armour, there worn by Achilles, is described as shining like lightning bolts. The
parallel highlights the shield’s first owner, and the legacy the armour brings. James & Lee 2000.39 indicate
that paouaipeokw, which occurs only in the present participle in early epic, appears a notable 26 times in
the Posthomerica. These occurrences are 1.59, 1.150, 1.510, 1.657, 1.680, 2.207, 3.36, 3.558, 5.4, 6.256,
6.353, 7.362, 7.464, 7.572, 8.24, 8.48, 9.2, 9.69, 9.221, 9.295, 11.331, 11.410, 12.105, 12.537, 14.183, and
14.538. The frequency of this verb may simply reflect the poet’s tendency to establish his own “Homeric”
style, by increasing the occurrence of under-used Homeric words. Cf. James & Lee 2000.21-2.
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intertext aligns the Posthomeric ecphrastic description with the innovations apparent in

Hellenistic ecphrasis, and heightens the reader’s expectations of similar practice here in
the Shield of Achilles.””® Other uses of daidaAat add to this sense of interaction with the

tradition of Hellenistic poetry: the adjective is also found, in ways similar to its use here
in the Posthomerica, at Theocritus 1.32, 18.33, 24.42, and at Apollonius 1.729 and
3.43.°" The influence of Hellenistic poetry, read here in addition to the Homeric
influence, symbolises the lens through which Quintus reads Homer, and here, the way he
constructs his description of his Shield of Achilles. Quintus, as a post-Hellenistic poet
(that is, a poet of Later Antiquity), is trapped within a tradition where Homer was read

and reread, imitated, emulated, and renovated.’”®

Quintus cannot write in a vacuum, and
cannot present a Shield of Achilles that bypasses literary tradition. We read Quintus’
reading of the Iliadic Shield of Achilles, seen in his description of the Shield of Achilles,
against a background of Hellenistic ecphrastic description, and Hellenistic readings of
Homer. Despite an apparent attempt on the part of the poet to imitate Homer’s style and
methods as much as possible, to produce a “Homeric” text, the Shield of Achilles’
intertextual nature provides the reader with an opportunity to see how Quintus reads
Homer. This reading by Quintus is in a sense daidalos, since his reworking of the Iliadic
ecphrasis within the illusion that it is still the creation of Hephaestus is an idea that is
ornate, conceited, and cunning. The reader reads how Quintus differs from Homer, what
poetic methods he uses, and what intertextual influences feed into his description,
because the Shield of Achilles cannot be anything but the original Shield given to
Achilles by Hephaestus in the Iliad — the changes in Posthomeric description point to the

poet and his clever and cunning literary methods.

In the description of the Shield of Achilles in the Iliad, there is only one overt

reference to the lifelikeness of the scenes described, at 18.548-9 (agnoopévn d¢ eqxet /

37 There are no clear similarities between the function of the ecphrasis in Moschus and the ecphrasis here:

the ecphrasis in Moschus has a much tighter and more explicit relation to the narrative (temporarily and
descriptively) than the more emblematic and coded nature of the ecphrasis in the Posthomerica — cf.
Hopkinson 1988.201.

7" In post-Hellenistic, but pre-Quintean hexameter, the adjective occurs at Oppian Cyn. 1.355, 1.496, and
3.347 (the last example is used with the participle poouaioovta).

378 Cf. Hunter 1999.220, on Theocritus Idyll 11: ‘[Polyphemus] is a pathetic victim of poetic tradition, who
functions as a comic paradigm for the position of the dactylic poet in the post-Homeric world; Theocritus
too is “trapped” by the weight of tradition which accompanies his verse, and he too is bound to “lose” to
Homer, as Polyphemus does to Odysseus.’
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xovoeln mep ¢ovoa). Examination of the rest of the ecphrasis provides some hints of
disobedient ecphrasis, which imply lifelikeness.””” For example, indications of sound
occur at 18.493, 495, 502, 530, 569-72, 575, and 586. The narrator also acts as
interpreter, where he gives the characters in the description emotional and mental states —
evident, for example, at 18.496, 511, 526, and 604-5.7% In the Posthomerica, however,
we find multiple, explicit statements on the lifelikeness of what the Posthomeric
interpreter sees. Unlike the Iliadic primary narrator, the Posthomeric primary narrator
shuns the illusion that the figures in the ecphrasis actually move and talk, and instead
posits himself between the reader’s possible participation in reading a real moving world,
as experienced in reading the Iliadic ecphrasis, and the fictional artefact, where plasticity
and fixity are inherent.”®! Comments on lifelikeness occur at 5.13, 24, 28, 42, 68, 84, 90,
and 96.”* The expression daine ke Cwovtag at line 13, for example, actively engages
the reader of the ecphrasis — the interpreter of the ecphrasis opens a dialogue with the
narratee of the ecphrasis, and elicits a reaction — we as readers, if we could see what the
primary narrator could see, would say that the figures were actually liVing.583 This
explicit address towards the reader shatters the illusion that what is being described is a
real, moving world — the potentiality of ¢paing e ensures that the focus is redirected to

the worked medium, away from the referent.”®*

7 With “disobedient” I allude to Laird’s distinction between a limiting by the poet within the boundaries
inscribed by an actual work of art by definition, and the departure ‘from the discipline of the imagined
object’ 1993.19. I disagree with James & Lee 2000.42 who claim that 18.539 is a comment on lifelikeness
— rather, it is an emphasis that the personified deities described there behave like mortals.

%0 Appropriation is most apparent in the use of similes within the description, evident at 18.600-1. The
interpreter of the scenes before him draws attention to his need to relate what he sees to his world and the
world of the archaic audience, in order to relate properly the referential world of the Shield.

381 Such an emphasis on likeness draws attention to the role of the interpreter — cf. A.S. Becker 1990.146,
who also notes that ‘the expression of similarity. . . breaks the focus on the referent by drawing attention to
the difference between the visual representation and the world it represents’ (A.S. Becker 1990.145).

%2 James & Lee 2000.42, who state (blandly) that such statements are ‘a feature of epic ecphrasis, though
by no means always as frequent as here’.

383 “The focalizee here functions as focalizer, yet, of course, as a focalizer who is instructed by the [external
primary-narrator-focalizer] what to see, think’ de Jong 2004.55. For the five occurrences of ¢paing / idowg /
yvoing ke in the lliad (4.223-5, 4.429-31, 5.85-6, 15.697-8, and 16.366-7), see de Jong 2004.54-5.

8 Cf. A.S. Becker 1995.29; as he states, attention is being drawn to ‘two types of interaction that create
what we see: that between the describer and the referent and that between the describer and the audience’.
Such allusion to the intertextual relationship ensures that the reader is aware of the role the primary narrator
has here in interpreting for the reader.



C Maciver PhD Thesis 176 Reading Ecphrasis
Reading Quintus Reading Homer

The differences in presentation point to differences in interpretation by different
interpreters. The signs of lifelikeness given by the Posthomeric narrator not only draw
attention to his status as mediator between the illusional ecphrastic world he describes,
and the supposed physical object, neither of which we can see; they also draw attention to
the status of Quintus as a late reader of Homer, where the primary narrator describes a
Shield that is constructed, not in the process of construction, and thus a remove away

from the “present” experience the Iliadic narrator was involved in.”® The past tense in

nioinoe (Posthomerica 5.5) is programmatic for the distance in poetic composition from

the Iliad whose Shield description begins with the continuous 7olet ({liad 18.483).
Quintus can simulate the conditions in which Homer presents the Shield in /liad 18, that
is, he can give the impression, through the Posthomeric narrator of the ecphrasis, that the
actual Shield of Achilles is before him, but in actual fact, we know that he writes in the
shadow of Homer, in the shadow of a poem and a Shield of Achilles that has been

586

finished, and read by readers up to and including Quintus’ era.” The Posthomeric

primary narrator’s comments on lifelikeness point to a non-Iliadic status, an appearance
of post-Homeric poetic endeavour that is daidaAa in the manifold elements of the
literary tradition that feed into its poetic construction.

There are two lines at the end of the Posthomeric account of the Shield of Achilles
(Posthomerica 5.97-8) that enable the reader to unlock the complexities of reading
originality in the non-Homeric description.

AAAa O¢ poola kelto kat’ domida TeXvnévtwe
xeootv VU abavatnc mukvopeovos Hoalototo.

%% That comments on lifelikeness are a later (post-archaic) phenomenon, and a common feature of post-
Homeric ecphrasis, is evident from the four examples in Apollonius (1.739, 763, 764, and 765-7), the one
example in Moschus (2.47), and the nine examples in the other ecphraseis in the Posthomerica (6.201, 211,
221, 231, 240, 280, 10.185, 194, and 202). Cf. James & Lee 2000.42. Explicit notes on lifelikeness also
occur in early ecphrasis though: c¢f. Hes. Sc. 189.

% There are other elements in the Posthomeric Shield of Achilles that point to Late Antiquity: throughout
the ecphrasis a tendency for hyperbole is evident. Note, in particular, line 11 amewpéotoc. . . ano — how
can limitless air be made or depicted? To use the terminology of A.S. Becker 1990.141, we have to assume
appropriation here, where the image is brought into our world and way of understanding — a limitless sky
cannot be depicted — the bard has created an illusion, where we are led to believe that a referential world
has been created. The adjective (used 65 times according to James & Lee 2000.41), ‘vaguely denotes
extremity, intensity’ (James & Lee 2000.41). It is used adverbially in the ecphrasis at 5.40 and 5.94; cf. also
aometov at 5.65. There is, as yet, no study of hyperbole (that is, exaggeration) in Later Greek hexameter
poetry, but it is obvious to any reader that its presence in the Posthomerica is widespread.
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And there were countless other scenes skilfully depicted on the Shield by the immortal hands of
cunningly minded Hephaestus (Posthomerica 5.97-8).

This line-couplet completes the description of the individual scenes on the Shield of

Achilles. What is of particular interest here is the opening words of line 97. The emphasis
in the expression dAAAa ¢ pvota implies that there are an inexhaustible number of

scenes on the Shield of Achilles, and that neither the Iliadic nor Posthomeric primary
narrator described all of the scenes on the Shield, but rather only decided to describe

d.’¥ Here in

some of them, according to their own interpretations of the world of the Shiel
the Posthomerica we have the narrator’s presentation of the Shield of Achilles. The poet
has access to the full Shield of Achilles with its spectrum of scenes, and therefore we
assume that those scenes that are markedly different from those on the Iliadic
presentation are those that Quintus chose for description, but which Homer passed over.
We also assume that the scenes that bear some resemblance to scenes in the Iliadic
ecphrasis are those that Quintus (re-) constructed according to his interpretative bias.”®®
This reading of Posthomerica 5.97-8 solves the interpretative problem caused by
literary tradition.”® Hephaestus made one set of armour for Achilles in Iliad 18, which
the Iliadic primary narrator described, which Homer himself composed, and which was
passed down to, and through, antiquity. Quintus, who constructed a Homeric-emulative

text, presents a different account of the Shield.> Here, in these lines, Quintus has a

%71 am not stating that there is anything in the Shield of Achilles in the Iliad that implies that there were
more scenes not described by the Iliadic narrator. Cf. Putnam 1998.167: ‘We are shown its full contents,
which would be readily comprehensible to the viewer in the narrative and to the hearer-reader outside.” The
statement at the end of the Posthomeric ecphrasis adjusts our reading of the Iliadic ecphrasis — we now
assume that in fact the Iliadic narrator did not describe all of the scenes possible. Without the
Posthomerica, Putnam’s comments are valid.

88 Cf. Maciver 2007.283n87: ‘The lliadic interpreter selected and described scenes appropriate for the
literary and thematic content (and context) of the Iliad; the Posthomeric interpreter of the same Shield
selected certain scenes appropriate for the Posthomerica, and described scenes described on the Iliadic
account of the Shield in a way appropriate to the nature of the description (by the Posthomeric primary
narrator) in the Posthomerica.’

389 Cf. James & Lee 2000.63, who note that Quintus here ‘pointedly departs from the Homeric model’, and
compare a similar concluding statement at 6.292-3, at the end of the description of the Shield of Eurypylus.
There, unlike here, pvola is not used, thus implying that there were not many more scenes. Cf. my
comments at Maciver 2007.282n86. Cf. also Hardie 1986.346: ‘The scenes on the Shield of Aeneas. . . are
to be understood as merely a selection from the multiplicity of images wrought by Vulcan on its surface,
and summarized in the lines that introduce the ecphrasis (625-9).’

% Limitation is implied in the introduction to the ecphrasis by doa (line 4). It focuses the reader’s poetic
memory of the Iliadic Shield: the relative leads the reader to expect as many things as were originally
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means of keeping his “Homeric” status, and a means of constructing a Quintean Shield
appropriate for a Quintean epic, within an explicit framework and epic apparatus that is
heavily indebted to Homer.™" Further, there is the poetic conceit that markedly late ideas
on the Posthomeric Shield, such as the Mountain of Arefte (5.49-56), were there all along
on the Shield of Achilles, that Hephaestus actually constructed such scenes, that they
belong to the Iliad as much as they do to the Posthomerica.”* The Iliad thus becomes

Posthomeric, as the Posthomerica strives to be Homeric.

described in the Iliadic Shield account. Instead, we get many different scenes that at the end of the
ecphrasis seem just part of an endless spectrum. The fact that 6oa is specifically used of the artificial
construction by Hephaestus reinforces the idea that the scenes we have described to us in the Posthomeric
ecphrasis were devised by Hephaestus himself — scenes’ devising that we, in a poetically conceited way,
assume Homer saw. For the limiting sense of 6oa, c¢f. Posthomerica 1.791, of the goods worthy of
Penthesileia.

¥1 See, most recently, Bér 2007 for the idea of Quintus as a new Homer.

%2 Cf. my comments on the Mountain of Arete in Maciver 2007.283: “This is vital for our understanding of
the account of the Mountain of Arete (5.49-56). While undoubtedly containing an ideal that is Stoic, the
reader is lead to believe that this “Stoic ideal” is in fact Homeric, since it was apparently on the original
Shield all along, as constructed by Hephaestus.” As I note (ibid.), Quintus thus aligns himself with Homer,
as an all-knowing poet figure with full access to the Shield.
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Chapter 12 The Shield of Achilles within the Posthomerica

The paradigms that are used as metaphors for the locus of a metaphysical narrative are
directed sometimes at a central point at the inaccessible heart of the text, and sometimes
at a fabulous scene representing the “beyond”.

Dillenbach 1989.181

The Shield of Achilles in the Posthomerica differs from Homer again in the ways in
which it functions within the whole narrative. I have suggested that the Shield of Achilles

. . 593
in the Posthomerica can be read as an emblem.”

The word emblem implies
representation, concentration, and epitome.594 In this section I will select scenes in the
ecphrasis that typify this symbolism, and apply a theoretical framework for discussion of
their textual behaviour when analysed with their correspondences in the rest of the text.
The key theoretical tool that I apply is mise-en-abime, and, therefore, I include the
necessary discussion of its origin, meaning and use. The scenes that I choose will be
treated together with their intertextuality, and such context will be discussed with respect
to the scenes’ correspondences within the Posthomerica as a whole.

The first scene I want to discuss is the shortest in the ecphrasis. 5.17-24 describe

wild animals and hunters with dogs:

ApdLd’ &g’ €0 foknvto kat’ ovea paked AéovTeg

opepdaAéot Kal Bweg avadéec: év o aleyeval

AOKTOL TOEOAALEG Te: oVeg O dpa TOloL TEAOVTO

OpoLpot aAyvdevtag VO PAoovEnot Yévvoot (20)
01 yovTeg KavaxndoVv EVKTUTTEOVTAG OOOVTAG.

Ev & aypdtat petomioBe kvvav pévog iBvvovreg,

AAAOLY ad Adeoot kat atyavénot Botot

BaAAovteg movéovto katavTiov, we etedv meQ.

And round about were well-fashioned in the great mountains fierce lions and shameless jackals,
and here grievous bears and leopards. Along with them were stout boars chomping noisily their
grievous well-formed teeth under their gory cheeks. And here hunters behind were driving on the

393 Cf. Putnam 1998.166, on the Shield of Aeneas: ‘The course of the ekphrasis, when examined against the
backdrop of the Aeneid, shows that the sweep of Roman events is mimicked by synecdoche in the contents
of the epic itself.’

3% <Emblem: allegorical picture; symbolic representation, figured object with symbolic meaning’ Onians
1967.308.
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fierce dogs, while others in turn toiled opposite them hurling stones and swift spears — depicted so
vividly they appeared real.

This scene, the second of the ecphrasis, contains the first clearest departure from the
overall explicit structure of the Iliadic Shield: the Iliadic Shield, after a similar opening,
continues onto a description of two cities (18.490-540), beginning with the city at peace
(490-508). Here we get a description of wild animals that populate the mountains
(Posthomerica 5.17-21) overlapping with a description of hunters with dogs hunting wild
boars (5.19-24). The reader looks to the Iliadic Shield for a parallel scene, but does not
find one as early in that ecphrasis as this scene in this ecphrasis here, implying a different
sequence of description. The non-specificity of fixed position in the Posthomeric
ecphrasis makes differences in description of the “same” Shield easier for the reader to
interpret in relation to the Iliadic Shield. The reader can read the Posthomeric Shield as
having a non-definite spatial structure in relation to the medium of worked metal,””
unlike the Iliadic Shield which seems to have a more clearly defined structure.®® The
reader, therefore, should not look for exact corresponding positions in the Iliadic
description. In terms of this scene’s intertextuality, however, it is still the Shield of
Achilles in the Iliad that the reader naturally looks to first. Iliad 18.579-81 provide a short
passage that exhibits some similarity:

opeEdaAéw O Aéovte DU €v mowTtn oL foegoy
TAVEOV EQUYUNAOV EXETNV: O O& HAKQAX EPVKWS (580)
elAkeTo TOV O¢ KUVEG petekianOov 1O allnot.

And two fierce lions held onto a loud-bellowing bull — the best in the herd. And the bull was
dragged as it mooed loudly, and men with their hounds pursued after it.

% That this is a new section is clearly marked by &0 foknvto, that is, by a verb referring to the
manufacture of the shield, a step back from the referent.

396 BEdwards 1991.207, of the Iliadic Shield, states that ‘each scene is introduced by a new verb of action’,
and goes onto suggest divisions for the arrangement of scenes. In the Posthomeric ecphrasis, &pipt, which
opens the scene here, encourages a reading of fluidity of description, that is, the narrator does not describe
the Shield in an order that exactly replicates how and in what sequence Hephaestus created scenes on the
Shield. LSJ s.v. dudpt F 1 and 2 give the meaning ‘on all sides’, which reflects the vagueness here: the
primary narrator is not focusing on individual sections of a manufactured artefact, but is creating the
illusion of a limitless imagined world (referent) outside the strictures of the medium. Cf. James & Lee
2000.40: ‘Quintus is no more explicit about. . . the arrangement of his scenes. . . leaving unstated the
obvious fact that they are all located on land or sea.’
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597

Here we, similarly, read of lions, and men and dogs hunting.””" The mere mention of

lions in the Posthomeric ecphrastic scene as fierce (opepdaAéor 5.18), directs the

reader’s attention to the corresponding Iliadic ecphrastic narrative (18.573-86), where

5% The fact that the scene on the

lions too are described with the same adjective.
Posthomeric Shield involves animals and hunting aligns the reader’s memory of the
Hiadic scene with this scene.”® Quintus relies on the reader’s memory of it to supplement
the simplistic description here, especially as the Posthomeric primary narrator describes
the same artefact as the Iliadic primary narrator. It is inevitable that the reader combines
descriptions from both ecphraseis when parallels are found. Both ecphrastic descriptions
combine via the reader’s poetic memory, and thus a larger ecphrasis of one Shield is
formed: both ecphraseis (descriptions of the same imagined physical object), since only
ecphraseis of one Shield, are in fact one ecphrasis for the reader, varied only by the
differing styles, details, and purpose, of the ecphrastic narrators.

There are extra-ecphrastic Iliadic intertexts for this scene, the most important

being Iliad 11.414-20:°%

wg O’ Ote kATELov At kKUveg OaAepol T ailnot

oevwvtal 0 0¢ T elol Babeing ¢k EvAdxoLo 415)
01 ywv AgvioV ODOVTA HETX YVAUTTHOL YEVUOOLY,

audt dé U dicoovtal, vat Oé te KOUTIOG 0dGVTWY

Yivetay, ot d¢ pévovoty adag dewvdv mep Eovia,

¢ da 1ot dud’ Odvona Al Gpidov éooevovto

Towec: (420)

7 Parallels include 71. 18.579 opeQdadéw. . . Aéovte ~ Aéovtec. . . opedaAéot Posthomerica 5.17-

18, and less closely, Il. 18.581 tov d¢ kUveg petekiaBov 10" alnol ~ dygotat petomofe kKuvav
uévog iBvvovteg; unlike the Iliadic scene, where the activity of the lions continues, mention of lions in
the Posthomeric passage is restricted to mere description — simply, that they were well fashioned (5.17). All
of the animals in the Iliadic parallel passage are involved in a mini-narrative (18.573-86).

%8 Admittedly, opedaAéog is a very common adjective in the Posthomerica (it occurs 39 times) — but the
parallel is there nonetheless, especially since both passages are ecphrastic, and of the same Shield. Contrast
James & Lee 2000.44: ‘The choice of adj[ective] here need not have been consciously determined by its
application to the pair of lions at [Iliad 18.]579.

5% The description (5.17-19) includes Bwec avaidées, which has no correspondence with the Iliadic

Shield. Owec, in fact, occurs only three times in the Iliad (11.474, 479, and 481). Animals, or stones, with
no aidos, are described, or implied, at Iliad 4.521, Illiad 24.40-5, Odyssey 11.598, and Bacchylides 5.105.
The adjective used of jackals here occurs 13 times in the Posthomerica: 1.174, 1.753, 5.18, 5.38 (of the
Gorgons depicted on the Shield), 5.371, 7.464, 7.505, 8.391, 10.181, 11.11, 12.518 (again, of jackals),
12.537, and 12.560.

00 S Vian 1966.19n1, who also compares II. 13.474-5, Hesiod Sc. 388, and Apollonius Argonautica
3.1351 (for which see the note of Hunter 1989.248-9). James & Lee 2000.43 further compare Hes. Sc. 168-
77 and 302-4.
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As when hounds and sturdy youths harry a boar on both sides, and he shoots forth from the dense
thicket whetting his white tusk between his chomping jaws, and they dash after it. There is a
grinding of the teeth from beneath, but they remain without hesitation even though it is fearsome.
So then the Trojans harried on both sides Odysseus, dear to Zeus.

With this simile, where the Trojans harrying Odysseus are compared to hunters with
hounds harrying a boar, we read clear similarities in the Posthomeric ecphrastic scene.*!
Why is part of this ecphrastic scene based on a Homeric simile where Odysseus is
compared to a boar? This scene on the Shield transforms what is seemingly a non-martial
setting into something martial, since it here borrows details from martial (intertextual)
contexts.®”? The close involvement of this scene with a simile used to highlight the
predicament and nature of Odysseus reinforces the martial nature of this scene on the
Shield.®” The poet sets up access into an extra-ecphrastic poetic scene involving human
personality — the intertexts in the ecphrasis provide the springboard. Given that this
second scene on the Posthomeric Shield is closely followed by scenes of war (5.25-42)
suggests that we are to read this second scene on the Shield as a scene of war.

It is interesting that a simile in the Iliad is an intertext here. The intertext does not
shatter the illusion that the Posthomeric primary narrator is selecting elements on the
Shield that were there all the time: such selection and description is unavoidably
influenced by the literary inheritance that the poet of the Posthomerica receives. He
himself is a reader of the Iliad in an un-complex sense, just like the readers of the

Posthomerica. In a more complex sense, the poet has the opportunity to extend the range

! The textual correspondences are clear: dudt kvveg OaAegot T ailnot / oevwvTat (1. 11.414-15) is
echoed at least in meaning by dypotatl petdmiofe kvvwv pévog tBvvovteg (Posthomerica 5.22).
01 ywv Agvkov OdOVTA HETA YVAUMTROL YEVLOOLV /. . . KOUTOG 0d6vTwv (11.416-17) clearly
resembles verbally and thematically aAywvdevtag OO BAooverot Yévvoot B1yovtes Kavaxndov
vktvrtéovtag / 6dovtag (5.21-1). For kavaxndov (5.21), compare further Hes. Sc. 160, and especially
164.

2 My argument here is very much strengthened by comparing the Baldric of Heracles depicted in Od. 11
with scene 2 of this Posthomeric Shield, and particularly (as Vian 1966.203 notes) by comparing Od.
11.611 with Posthomerica 5.19: &gktot and oVeg occupy the same metrical position in both passages —
but in the Odyssean passage the context is clearly martial, as line 612 proves.

%3 The adjective OPowuot as an epithet for oveg (Posthomerica 5.20 and 5.19) is significant: according to
James & Lee 2000.44, ‘Quintus’ very frequent use of the epic [word] conforms to the Homeric practice of
confining it mostly to warriors and weapons, so that its present application is abnormal.” The close
identification of this adjective with human personalities or military accoutrements both within the /liad and
the Posthomerica militarises the description of the boar at Posthomerica 5.19.
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of meanings for his ecphrastic scenes intertextually. The scenes on the Posthomeric
Shield of Achilles derive from the Iliadic Shield of Achilles, and scenes and poetic
imagery from the whole Iliad, both of which vary the meaning and the significance read
in the Posthomeric ecphrastic scene. Then this significance is built upon through
correspondence with the ecphrasis in the Posthomerica itself — correspondences that each
time themselves involve other Iliadic intertexts. In addition to this nexus of readings that
interact, other texts, sometimes non-epic, lend meaning to the scene on the Posthomeric
Shield. This particular intertext allows the reader to see Quintus’ poetic practice in
engaging the Iliadic text to add to the meaning of his own.* By using this technique in
an ecphrasis that is supposed to be describing scenes on the same Shield as that described
in Iliad 18, Quintus is drawing attention to the intertextual nature and poetics of the
Posthomerica: many texts from many contexts feed into the picture Quintus constructs.

From the [Iliad and the meaning brought to this scene, I move into the
Posthomerica. The description of animals and hunting inevitably leads to comparison
with the Posthomerica’s similes. Not all of the animals used in the Posthomerica’s
similes of course are mentioned in this scene. The way the animals are simply listed in
this scene, with the exception of the more extended description of the boars (5.19-21),
suggests that the primary narrator leaves open how they actually appear on the Shield —
we are not given any specific description of what activity they are involved in. This
accommodates the possibility that how they do actually appear behaving on the Shield
can correspond with any of the similes in the Posthomerica where the same animals
occur.’®

There are specific instances where some of the animals described occur together
in short passages in the extra-ecphrastic narrative. The most significant of these is

Posthomerica 9.240-4:%%

9% Thus, g étedv meQ (Posthomerica 5.24) is provided with extra meaning by means of the “real life”

situation of Odysseus who is compared to the wild boar in the Homeric passage.

%05 The animals mentioned in the scene occur in the following similes in the poem: lions — 1.5, 1.277, 1.524,
1.587, 1.665, 2.248, 2.299, 2.330, 2.576, 3.142, 3.171, 3.267, 3.276, 3.497, 4.337, 5.188, 5.406, 6.132,
6.396, 6.410, 6.532, 7.464, 7.487, 7.516, 7.716, 8.238, 9.241, 9.253, 10.184, 10.242, 11.163, and 13.263;
jackals — 2.298, 6.132, 7.504, 9.241, 10.181, 12.518, and 13.133; bears — 2.284, 10.181, and 14.318;
leopards — 1.480, 1.541, 3.202, 10.183, and 12.580; boars — 2.284, 2.576, 3.276, 3.682, 6.532, 8.238, 9.240,
10.184, 13.127, 13.149, 14.33, and 14.318; and hunters — 3.143, and 5.374.

896 . James & Lee 2000.43.
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Q¢ O 6te 00 €v 6eTTL VENYEVEWY ATO TEKVWYV (240)
Bwag amoooevnot, Aéwv O €tépwBle Ppavein

éxmoBev éoovuevog, Tob O lotatal dometog OQUN)

oUTe MEOoW Hepa@tog €T EABEpey oUT o’ omioow,

01yeL d’ adotdwvtag VIO Yvabuoiow 6dOVTAC:

As when a boar in the mountains chases away jackals from the newly-born young, but a lion on
the other side appears, shooting up from somewhere, and the boar stops its almighty on-rush, eager
neither to go yet still further on, nor back in its tracks, but stands there whetting its foaming tusks
on its jaws.

Here is not the place to discuss the significance of the simile in terms of its function

507 What aligns this passage in particular to my

within its narrative surroundings.
discussion of scene 2 on the Shield is the inclusion of a boar, jackals, and a lion, all in
one simile. One key parallel exists between 9.244 and 5.20-1. Thematically these lines

describe the same thing: a boar (or boars) whetting its tusks on its jaws. Verbally the key
echoes exist between Orjyet (9.244) and Onyovteg (5.21), and 0dovtac (9.244) and

0dovtac (5.21). The similarity of content between this simile and the scene on the

Shield, described and narrated by the same primary narrator of the Posthomerica,
suggests that this simile is an unfolding of what is in microcosm on the Shield. The scene
on the Shield provides an index, a base, which the reader returns to when he / she reads
explications of it.

There are more significant parallels with scene 2 on the Shield to discuss,
however. Note Posthomerica 5.239-52, and in particular the role of Odysseus there as
reflector of the words of the primary narrator:

“Alav dUeTQOETES, TL VO HOL TOTA PO & YOQEVELS;

Ovtwavov dé W Edpnoda kal doyaAéov kal avarky (240)
Eupeval, 0 oo MOAAOV UéQTEQOG eVXOUAL ETVAL

undeot kat pvboloy & T AvOQATL KAQTOG AEEEL

Kat yao v nAiBatov métonv doonktov éodoav

it OTOTUN YOLO LV €V 0UQECL AATOHOL AVOQES

oNWlws: unTLde péyav Bagunxéa mTOVToV (245)
vavtal vekmepdwoty, 6T aometa kKvpalvnTat

TEXVNOIKV> O AYEOTAL KQATEQOVG dDAHOWOL AéovTag

TOEOAALAC Te ovag Te Kal &AAAwV €Bvea Onowv-

7 Deiphobus, while attacking Greeks, spots Neoptolemus and stops in wonder. Vian 1966.220n5 states

that the simile draws upon two earlier similes in the poem — 2.242-50, and 2.298-300. The simile of course
has as its primary model II. 11.414-18, as James 2004.295 notes.
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TavoL O’ 6BopdOvVHOL UTTO CevyAnGg dapdwvTat

avOowTwv W0t TL Now d€ Te mavta teAeltar (250)
atel ' adoadéoc TéAEL AVEQOS AUdL TOVOLoL

Ao kAl €V BOLANOLY AV TOAVLWOIS dpeivwy.”

“Oh Ajax unmeasured in words, why do you now speak so many vain things to me? You say that I
am worthless and toilsome and weak, I who boast to be so much better than you in plans and
words which increase strength for men. For example, men that are quarriers by wit easily cut away
a beetling rock that is unbreakable; by wit sailors cross the great deep-echoing sea, when it swells
to an unspeakable size; by their skills hunters overcome stout lions and leopards and boars and the
species of other animals; by the will of men stout-hearted bulls are tamed to carry the yoke. Thus
everything is brought about through know-how. Always the man of much knowledge is better in
the matter of all toils and in councils than the man without intelligence.”

This series of gnomai, in the form of a priamel, is spoken by Odysseus in answer to the
speech of abuse by Ajax (5.181-236). They are both disputing each other’s claim to be
the worthy recipient of the arms of Achilles.®”® Odysseus structures his arguments around
the necessity and importance of wit and its ability to bring strength to men.*” The whole

passage builds on his self-referential comment at 5.241-2.°'°

Odysseus begins by
insulting Ajax.°"" Note especially 5.239: he insults Ajax by echoing words the Iliadic

primary narrator used to describe Thersites at Iliad 2.212-14. The adjective dpetQoemeg

in particular, and the adverb puay, echo the same words used at lliad 2.212 and 214

respectively. As a Thersites-figure, Ajax is a mere irritant (Il. 2.222-3) of lower social
standing (Iliad 2.214-16), deserving of severe treatment. The way Odysseus dealt with

Thersites in Iliad 2 (246-89) in some respects foreshadows a similar fate for Ajax. The

% The contest between Ajax and Odysseus was often chosen as an exercise for Roman rhetoricians — so
Bonner 1949.23-5. Cf. Hopkinson 1994a.5 on the teaching of rhetoric in the Greek East. A Greek example
by Antisthenes survives from the early 4th Century B.C. (see edition of Decleva Caizzi 1966). Cf. 5.257
especially with Antisthenes 14d-15c. It is clear Odysseus’ words have a strong rhetorical heritage.

%9 It is clear that yéo (5.243) is an explanatory particle for ujdeot kai pvBoowy & (242). Odysseus sets
the premise and brings in a series of gnomic examples that build on the premise. This corresponds to the
description of the gnomic priamel set down by Race 1982.29: ‘Any gnome or sententia can be expanded by
specific examples and comparisons, inasmuch as it is a generalized statement.” On the conflict between
words and deeds that recurs in this contest between Odysseus and Ajax, c¢f. Stanford 1954.139, who writes
that it was ‘a literary commonplace as old as Homer and a favourite topic in every period of classical and
renaissance literature’.

%1% This approach is used to counter a claim made by Ajax at Posthomerica 5.186-90 that Odysseus is the
inferior in terms of bravery and strength, and that Odysseus has to rely on his famous dolos instead of
having real stout heart within him. Cf. James & Lee 2000.81.

1 To begin a speech with an insult is typical of the speech genre of “flyting” in a veikoc (cf. 5.592, where
Odysseus makes clear that he was involved in a battle of “flyting” for Arete). On “flyting”, see, most
recently, Hesk 2006, and Martin 1989.65-88.
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intertext here casts Odysseus as a scholarly reader-figure, and manipulative poet-figure,
who uses the words of a primary narrator (in this case the Iliadic primary narrator) and
the context there subtly for his own advantage.®'*

Odysseus also taps into the dispute between Achilles and Agamemnon on

3
13 echo

superiority in the Iliad. His words at 5.241, on his own superiority to Ajax,6
similar boasts by Achilles and Agamemnon in the lliad ®'* This re-enactment of the
quarrel] of the “best of the Achaeans” is all the more pertinent now that Achilles is dead,
and now that they fight over their respective claims as his worthy successor and bearer of
his shield. Odysseus argues for his own superiority by proving how wit is needed in the
labours of real life (243-50). There is another level of reference in Odysseus’ examples of
wit, though. Where Odysseus speaks of hunters (&ypdtat) who overcome lions, leopards
and boars and other kinds of beasts (5.247-8), the reader is reminded of the description,
on the Shield of Achilles, of hunters hunting boars (5.19-24), and the mention of lions
(5.17), and leopards (5.19) — the other animals (jackals and bears — 5.18-19) is paralleled
by the mention of the kinds of other animals (5.248).615 The fact that the two heroes are
staking their claim for the Shield of Achilles which has been described earlier in Book 5

makes Odysseus’ echoes of the Shield all the more pertinent.

Odysseus sets himself up as an author-figure here. The repetition of prtt here by
which various people achieve difficult tasks reflects the untic Odysseus applies to devise
an argument that not only demonstrates the importance of untic in real life, but the
importance of unTic to win the contest for the arms of Achilles, which he demonstrates

by addressing situations that involve pﬁ’ctg.616 By reiterating the content of scenes on the

®12 James & Lee 2000.93 briefly note that ‘for once Quintus achieves all the allusive wit of Callimachus’. T
would differ from their qualifying words ‘for once’. 5.239, as James & Lee 2000.93 note, also echoes
Hector’s challenge to Ajax at Iliad 13.829.

0135.241: G 0é0 TOAAOV LTTEQTEQOG eVXOUAL elvaL.

614 ¢f the words of Achilles at Iliad 1.293, which echoes Odysseus’ remark that he has been called
worthless (oUTOavov 0é W épnoOa 2.240), and lliad 1.186, 16.709, and 21.107.

%15 Also, Odysseus’ description of sailors crossing a stormy sea (5.245-6), and bulls tamed to carry the yoke
(5.249), resonate with other scenes on the Shield — respectively 5.80-7, where sailors are described
struggling on a stormy sea, and 5.60, where oxen are described carrying the yoke. Cf. James & Lee’s brief
comment (2000.94).

%1% It is of course no accident that one of Odysseus’ epithets in the Homeric poems is moAvuntis. In the
Iliad it is used only of Odysseus: 7I. 1.311, 1.440, 3.200, 3.216, 3.268, 4.329, 4.349 = 14.82, 10.148,
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Shield, Odysseus demonstrates that he appreciates its aesthetic and emblematic value, and
is therefore a worthy recipient of the Shield.®"’
Odysseus’ priamel closely resembles that spoken to Antilochus by Nestor at Iliad

23.313-18.518

“aAA” &ye o1 oL Gpidog pnTv EuPdAAeo Ovuw

navtoiny, tva pr oe magekmeodpvynowy dedAa.

UNTL ToL doLTOHOG PEY apelvawv Ne Bindr (315)
UNTLO” adTe KLBEQVNTIG €VL OLVOTIL TTOVT(R

vija Bonv i0VveL EgexOopévnv avépolot

unTLd’ fjvioxog megrylvetat 1vioxoto.”

“But come now, my dear son, put wit of all kinds in your heart, that the prizes might not elude
you. By wit, take note, a woodman is far better than by might; by wit a steersman on the wine-dark
sea directs his swift ship that is buffeted by winds; by wit one charioteer gains the better of another
charioteer.”

Nestor, here in the funeral games in honour of Patroclus in lliad 23, gives advice to his
son on how to compete successfully in the chariot race. What Nestor emphasises is the
need for metis to win the prize. The chief intertextual relevancies of course concern the
repetition of metis in both passages.®'® The Homeric intertext has further implications for
the status in which Odysseus casts himself, compared with Ajax. Nestor, the authoritative
sage, advises the young underdog Antilochus on the merits of metis, just as Odysseus
here, by recalling Nestor’s words, taps into this status and puts himself in a position of
experience and knowledge superior to that of Ajax.620 Such a position of wisdom for
Odysseus adds to the authoritative nature of his discourse. He is at once on an equal level
with Nestor the sage with this Iliadic parallel, and more significantly, he illustrates that he

understands the relevance of the scenes on the Shield of Achilles, by using them in his

10.382, 10.400, 10.423, 10.488, 10.554, 19.154, 19.215, 23.709, and 23.755. It is used only once in the
Posthomerica, of Athene (12.154).

o7 ¢f. Baumbach 2007.120-1.

°'* So Vian 1966.207n9

%' Posthomerica 5.244, 245, and Iliad 23.315, 316, and 318. While closely following the Homeric model,
the poet alters, in Odysseus’ speech, the ‘examples of success’ (James & Lee 2000.94). In Homer, a
woodcutter, then a sailor, then the resolving statement about a charioteer getting the better of his
competitors by metis, occur. In Quintus, quarriers, sailors, hunters, then possibly farmers (taming bulls) are
described.

620 The fact that Antilochus says of himself that his thoughts are lightweight (/I. 23.411-13) passes over,
through intertext, to the status of Ajax. Coupled with the allusion to the Thersites episode in Illiad 2,
Odysseus (or the poet by means of the words of Odysseus) denigrates the status of Ajax by means of
intertext.
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1.°2! Odysseus is made tap into discourse of the Iliad, and to interpret and

gnomic priame
re-present a world on the Shield of Achilles created and validated by Quintus, or, in the
world of the fiction, by Hephaestus.

Odysseus’ status as an expositor and initiate of the ecphrasis of Posthomerica 5 is
further illustrated when he explicitly summarises the ecphrasis in his speech to
Neoptolemus at Posthomerica 7.200-4.

TeVXWV AUPEOTA KeEVA, T ool péya Oavu<a> dOvVTL (200)
éooetal, obveka yola kal o0EAvVOGS 11de OaAaooa

audl odrog meEMOVNTAL ATEQETIW T Vi KUKA®

Coa éQLE TjoknTal £0KOTA KIVUUEVOLOL,

Bavpa kat abavatolot.

[Hephaestus took delight in making] those immortal things, which will be a great wonder to you as
you look upon them, because the land and heaven and sea are artistically worked here and there on
the Shield, and creatures in a boundless circle are fashioned all round — they look as though they
are moving, a wonder even to the immortals.

Odysseus verbally echoes the words of the narrator of the ecphrasis in Book 5 as he
promises to the son of Achilles the Shield of Achilles that he gained against Ajax. As he
persuades Neoptolemus to come and join them in the war, he extols the scenes and
workmanship of the Shield. He behaves as an appreciator of the aesthetic value of the
ecphrasis described to the reader in Posthomerica S, and upon which he himself has
gazed. Verbal parallels show that he has viewed the Shield in a similar way to the

describer of the Shield in Book 5.°* Note how the familiar note of wonder connected to
ecphrasis, spoken by Odysseus here at 7.204 — Oavpa kat ABavatolol — resonates
with a similar comment made by the primary narrator at 5.40 — &mewéoov & doa
Oavua. Odysseus presents a summary of the Shield that does not refer to specific

characteristics of the scenes described by the primary narrator, but rather is a summary of

the whole description we received as primary narratees. He, however, not only

621 Sophoclean intertexts are also present here. James & Lee 2000.94 correctly indicate the relevance of
Antigone 332-52 and Ajax 1250-4. The echoing of Sophoclean intertexts in an extended gnome
foreshadows the later death of Ajax.

22 At 7.201 Odysseus parallels the vocabulary in 5.7: ovgavog 1Y aifrjor yain & d&pa keito
Balaocoa; fokntat éouwdTa kKivupévolol (7.203) echoes fjoknto and fjoxnvto (5.6 and 5.17
respectively), and especially the narrator’s comment on lifelikeness at 5.42 — éoav Cwolowv €owdta
KLVUUEVOLOL.
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d,623 he also forms his comments about the

summarises some of the content of the Shiel
Shield in the manner of the description given by the primary narrator in the ecphrasis in
Book 5.%%

The preceding discussion has made clear two things: Odysseus reflects the
ecphrastic description of the Shield of Achilles by the primary narrator, as do other parts
of the Posthomerica.®” 1 have not made clear what is meant by this particular type of
“reflection”. Reflection in a discrete literary text is a type of mise-en-abime.?® A mise-
en-abime is ‘any internal mirror that reflects the whole of the narrative by simple,
repeated or “specious” (or paradoxical) duplication’.627 Odysseus’ speech to Ajax, in
which he echoes parts of the ecphrasis in Book 5, and his later summary of the Shield at
7.200-4, are examples of explications of the Shield of Achilles, which, as an ecphrastic
mise-en-abime, reflects the rest of the narrative. According to Dillenbach, among the
indicators for mise-en-abime are ‘(a) homonymy between the characters of the inserted
and enclosing narrative; (b) virtual homonymy between a character and the author; (c)
homonymy between the titles of the inserted and enclosing narrative; (d) repetition of an
evocative setting and a combination of characters; and (e) textual repetition of one or
more expressions relating to the primary narrative within the reflexive passage’.**® So far,
my discussion of the Shield and correspondences has satisfied, to a lesser and greater

degree, all of these criteria, and in particular, (b) and (e). I have demonstrated the textual

623 Odysseus summarises the content of the Shield at 7.203 with the encompassing word Coa. Tt can be
argued that his focus on the earth, heavens, and sea (7.201) is also a summary of the whole Shield,
validating Byre’s comment about 5.6-7, that they ‘are a programmatic introduction to the entire ekphrasis,
the scenes of which fall into divisions according to the elements of the cosmos they represent’ (Byre
1982.186).

624 ¢f Baumbach 2007.121: ‘Zunichst fillt auf, dass Odysseus den Schild des Achill nicht in seiner
militdrisch-technischen Bedeutung oder symbolisch als ,.Erbe” des Achill beschreibt, sondern die
asthetische Wirkung auf den Betrachter betont.’

625 Studies have presented cases for the relevance of the Iliadic Shield of Achilles within the Iliad: see, in
particular, Taplin 2001.342-64, and for the Shield as symbolism, Shannon 1975.29. The Shield in the
Posthomerica is bound into the narrative in a much more intricate and encompassing way.

2% Dillenbach 1989.8: “The mise en abyme, as a means by which the work turns back on itself, appears to
be a kind of reflexion.” My debt to Déllenbach for an understanding of mise-en-abime, who does not invent
the term but simply expounds earlier works on the reading device, is obvious in this section.

527 Dillenbach 1989.36 — the italics are his. The title of the book — “The Mirror in the Text” — aptly sums up
the nature of mise-en-abime.

%% Dillenbach 1989.46-7.
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correspondences that exist between the scene I selected, and extra-ecphrastic settings.®”

have also shown that a character within the text, in this case Odysseus, can verbally
reflect the primary-narrator-spoken discourse, in this case the ecphrasis in Book 5.%%

It is not possible to discuss all of the scenes on the Shield in relation to their
function as mise-en-abime.®>' 1 would, however, like to draw attention to one other
striking example on the Shield that persuasively reinforces the idea of the vital place the

Shield has within the Posthomerica as a whole. The reader is presented, in the third scene

of the ecphrasis (lines 25-42), with a description of the horrors of war.®?
‘Ev 0’ doa kol moAepol pOLonvoeg, €v d¢ kudotlpot (25)
agyaAéol évékewvro. ITepuetetvovto d¢ Aaot

ptyda Booic immotor médov O’ &mav alpatt TOAAQ

DEVOUEVQ TIIKTO KaT A0TIOOG AKAUATOLO.

'Ev 8¢ ®6Boc kai Aetpog éoav otovoeood T Evuw,

alpati Aevyadéw memadaypévor &pea mavtor 30)
év & "Egic ovAopévn kail Eorvvieg opotuoOvpot,

1) H&v émotovvovoa MOTL KAOVOV &OXETOV &VOQAS

€ABépev, al ' 0Ao0L0 TLEOG TTVEloLOAL AVTUNV.

Audi d¢ Knjpeg €0vvov apeiAiyot, év O’ doa thot

dolta AevyaAéov Oavatov pévog: audt d” g’ avtw (35)
Youivat évérevto duanxées, OV TeQL TAVTWY

€K HeAéwv elg 00dAG AmépEeeV alpa Kal EWG.

'Ev 0’ doa T'opydveg Eéokov avadées: audl 0 apd odt

OHEQDOAEOL TTETIOVIVTO TIEQL TAOXOLOL DQAKOVTES

avov Aty pawvtes. Antepéotov 0 doa Oadua (40)
dadada ketva TéAovTo HéY’ dvdoaot delpa Ppégovta,

oUvek’ éoav Cwolotv 0lKOTA KIVUIEVOLOL.

629 The fact that the textual parallels allow us to go back to the Shield for further interpretation, give the

Shield a vital importance over the poem’s thematic discourse. Cf. Dillenbach 1989.59: ‘Such transpositions
present a paradox: although they are microcosms of the fiction, they superimpose themselves semantically
on the macrocosm that contains them, overflow it and end up by engulfing it, in a way, within themselves.’
% Dillenbach 1989.52 illustrates the type of secondary narrator that operates as mouth-piece of the
primary narrator — in mise-en-abime. Among his criteria, the following are relevant for my discussion of the
term in this thesis: ‘1 ... agents who are not integral to the plot, which leads to the appointment of (a) old
people, (b) foreigners or (c) companions’, or ‘2 qualified personnel from among those who specialize in, or
make their living from, truth. . .” Odysseus fits into the second category, even though he does not always
tell the truth, and it is especially telling that his exposition of the Shield in his speech to Ajax is framed by
the basic lie that he fought hardest for the body of Achilles, even though the narrative in Book 4 proves
otherwise (see especially 293-384). The context of his exposition of the Shield in Book 7, however,
provides no reason for deceit.

! Later discussion of the key scene on the Shield — that where the Mountain of Arete is described (5.49-
56) — will bring out all of the indicators of mise-en-abime.

832 The translation and discussion of the following passage bear similarities to details first presented in
Maciver 2007.278-9, where I discuss, in particular, the intertextual implications of the correspondences
with this scene.
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Then there were depicted here destructive wars, there grievous fighting; at all quarters the people,
along with their swift horses, were killed; the whole plain was depicted on the immortal Shield as
though utterly drenched with blood. And here were Phobos and Deimos and Enyo that brings
groans, splattered head to toe in baneful blood, and here destructive Eris and the fearless Furies,
Eris in the act of stirring up men to enter combat fully, the Furies breathing out destructive flames.
In all directions the unpitying Fates rushed, and here, among them, the might of baneful Thanatos
roams to and fro, and beside it the deafening Hysminai were depicted, surrounded by blood and
sweat which gushed from every part of them to the ground. In this part were the shameless
Gorgons, while about their hair were worked terrifying snakes, with tongues flickering terribly.
Those ornate scenes were a boundless wonder, bringing great fear to the beholder, because they
looked as though they were moving creatures (Posthomerica 5.25-42).

Due to its concentration on war, this scene echoes, structurally, the City at War at Iliad
18.509-40. This scene depicts the horrors of war, in contrast to the many scenes of peace
on the Shield that follow it. In actual fact, the concentration on war is a concentration on
the personifications of war.®® This scene has many parallels within the whole
Posthomerica — that is, the scene exhibits the traits of a mise-en-abime.®** Not only are
some of these personifications present individually in other passages,”’ they occur
collectively in a way that strongly echoes the ecphrastic scene.®”® Arguably the most
vivid of these is found at Posthomerica 11.8-19.

'Ev yap o) péooowow "Egig otovoeooa v Evow
otowdavt, agyaAénow Eowviow eikedat avtny,

83 ¢f James & Lee 2000.46: ‘But the battle description proper, just two-and-a-half lines (26-8), is
inconspicuous compared with the list of personifications.” The scene echoes the only passage in the Iliadic
ecphrasis in Book 18 that resembles the common descriptions in Iliadic ecphraseis, Iliad 18.535-8. The
following are the closest textual parallels: "Eoig év d¢ Kvdotpdc. . . oAor) Krjo (Il. 18.535) ~ "EQig
ovAopévn (5.31), kvdowpol (5.25), and knoeg. . . apelAyot (5.34); and alpatt pwtwv (18.538) ~
afpatt ToAA@ (5.28), and aipa (5.37). See Edwards 1987.278 on the decorative motifs in the Iliad other
than the Shield of Achilles. That passage in the Iliad is identical to Hes. Sc. 156-9. The Iliadic passage is
likely to be a later interpolation from Hesiod (on which see Edwards 1991.221). The passage also draws
upon other Iliadic passages where these abstractions, personified, occur other than the Shield of Achilles.
&v d& Po6Poc kal Agipog (Posthomerica 5.29) echoes Aeiuog v 10¢ PoPog (lliad 4.440); lliad 11.36-7
— the designs on Agamemnon’s Shield — mention a 'opyw BAoovowrtg (11.36), and Aeipog te P6Bog

te (37), which find echoes here at 5.38 and 5.29. Cf. also Iliad 5.738-42, for pofog and €oic (cf.
Posthomerica 5.29 and 31) and a Gorgon’s head (cf. Posthomerica 5.38).

634 Cf. James & Lee 2004.271, on 1.308-3, where he lists the textual parallels: ‘They are used to embellish a
considerable number of battle narratives and are far more prominent than in the liad: cf. 5.25-40; 6.350-1;
8.186-7, 191-2, 286-90, 324-8, 425-6; 9.145-7; 10.53-65; 11.8-15 151-3; and 13.85.” I would add 4.26,
7.102, 11.473, and 13.144, which do not involve personifications, but echo the vocabulary that describes
the entities, applied this time to actual warriors. The description of the ground soaked with blood, for
example (5.27-8), is also echoed in the main narrative at 1.347, 3.22, 6.354, and 11.161.

835 Enyo, for example, occurs eleven times in the Posthomerica: 1.365, 2.525, 5.29, 8.186, 8.286, 8.425,
11.8, 11.152, 11.237, 12.437, and 13.85. For this personification, see James & Lee 2000.47.

936 For brief discussion of these entities, see M.Campbell 1981a.151n437-8, and James & Lee 2000.12. On
the history of personification, see Whitman 1987.269-72. Cf. Feeney 1991.241-3
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audpw Ao oTopATWV 0A0OV TIVElovaaL OAeBov- (10)
aud” avtotot d¢ Knpeg avadéa Bupov éxovoat

aoyaréwg patvovto. PéBog 0 Etépwbe kai Agng

Aaovg 0TpUvVeTKov: épéoTieto Oé odlot Aeipog

dovrievtt AVOow memaAaypévos, 0poa € Pparteg

Ol HEV KAQTUVWVTOL OQWLLEVOL, Ol 0¢ PEPwvTal. (15)
IT&vtn o alyavéal te kal Eyxea kai BéAe” avdowv

AAALDIC dAA X€0VTO KAKOD Hepa@TA POVOLO:

AupL " &pd oPLot DOVTOG €QEWOHEVOLOLY OQWQEL,

pHaovapévov ékdtepbe kata GOLovoga XxAoUNV.

For there in the middle of them Eris and groan-giving Enyo roamed about, the face-to-face images
of the grievous Furies themselves, both breathing destructive death from their mouths. And about
them the Keres with shameless heart raged grievously. Phobos and Ares stirred up the hosts;
Deimos accompanied them, spattered with crimson gore, so that, seeing her, some men might be
stirred up for the fight, and others might take fright. And in all directions the javelins, spears, and
darts of men poured forth in various directions with lust for evil slaughter. Then a battle din arose
among their colliding arms of those on either side fighting in that man-destroying battle.

The primary narrator opens the battle narrative of Posthomerica 11 with a concentration
of personifications of war. The parallels between this passage and the ecphrastic scene
are immediately obvious.®?’ All of the personifications described in that scene on the
Shield are described here, with the exception of Thanatos (5.35) and the Gorgons.638 The
order of the personifications is different to the ecphrastic presentation, and some of the
entities are paired differently, but overall, the extremely close verbal and thematic
parallels make the correspondence not an explication of the ecphrastic scene, but more a

repetition of it,”* causing the reader to read the scene on the Shield as a vivid portrayal of

637 Cf. Maciver 2007.279: ‘The explicit parallel, among others elsewhere in the poem, illustrates the
narratological focus of the war scene as mise-en-abime on war scenes in the main narrative sequence of the
poem. The echoes (explicitly verbal or otherwise) underscore the ecphrastic scene’s primacy in the reading
of content and description elsewhere.’

3% Specific echoes include otovéeood T Evuw 11.8 (corresponding to otovéeood v Evud 5.29),
audw Amod otopdtwv O0A0OV mvelovoar OAeOpov 8.10 (corresponding to al O dAoolo TLEOG
niveiovoat avtunv 5.33 — used there specifically of the Furies, making the comparison at 11.9 even more
authentic), Knoec avawéa Bvpov éxovoar 11.11 (corresponding to Krjoeg éBuvov dpeidiyot 5.34),
DoOBoc O étépwbe xal Aong / Aaovg otpuveokov 11.12-13 (corresponding to émotovvovoa Totl
KAdvov doxetov 5.32), and Aeipog / powvrievtt AVOow memaAaypévog 11.13-14 (corresponding to
Agipog / alpati Aevyadée memadaypévol dpea mavtoa 5.29-30).

53 The parallel passage at the beginning of Book 11 reflects the overall manner of description of the
ecphrastic scene. In fact, there are some linguistic signs that suggest the nature of ecphrasis in the passage
quoted from Book 11. It begins év yoo o1) (11.8), echoing the ecphrastic signs in the Shield of Achilles,
e.g. at 5.29, 31, 34, and 38. The nature of the description unavoidably leads the reader back to the Shield of
Achilles.
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actual battle narrative in the Posthomerica. In this sense, there is nothing allegorical or
“other-wordly” about the ecphrastic scene where the personifications are described.
Rather, the Shield here represents the real world of the main narrative.**’

Some of the personifications described in the ecphrastic war scene are involved in
key battle narratives involving heroes important to the plot. The narration of the combat
between Memnon and Achilles (principally 2.452-548), which leads to the death of
Memnon, is intermingled with the presence of some of the personifications emblematized
on the Shield of Achilles. At 2.460 we are told that Eris rejoices in the combat; at 2.483
the Keres stir up both sides to fight, at 2.508-11 are despatched to the two warriors, one
dark to Memnon, the other light to Achilles, and at 2.515 are described as holding the key
to the combat’s outcome;641 Enyo balances the impetus between them at 2.525-6;642 and

643

finally Eris tips the scales of fate in favour of Achilles at 2.540-1.""" Thus it is clear that

these personifications on the Shield have an active role and involvement in the outcomes
of battle, and are deities of a gruesome and supernaturally engaged world.***

The scene on the Shield that describes the personifications of war reflects many
passages in the poem where the personified deities have a role in the stimulation and
outcome of combat. The ecphrastic scene is a mirror of these non-ecphrastic passages,

and is read as an index which the reader incorporates into the reading of the non-

ecphrastic instances where these personifications appear. The scene on the Shield is a

%49 Of course the heroes in the narrative cannot see these entities, and are seen by the all-seeing poet, and
described only by the primary narrator. Occasionally the mortals do speak of these entities (e.g. 1.365-6 —
an anonymous speaker compares Penthesileia to Enyo or Eris, and 10.286 — in the words of Paris), but only
by way of a philosophy of life — we see that in the world of the poem this philosophy of life is reflected in
“reality”. On the war scene reflecting the main narrative, ¢/ my comments in Maciver 2007.279: ‘The
validity given to the parallelism by the reader, of the ecphrastic war scene with other (non-ecphrastic) war
scenes, conditions the reader’s reading of other scenes on the Shield in terms of their true representation
and motivation of the poem as a whole.’

! Vian 1963.52n1 states that Ker ‘désigne d’abord la mort, la destinée dans ses rapports avec la mort, ce
qui explique que, chez Homere, la Kere la plus lourde soit celle du guerrier promis a la mort’.

842 According to Vian 1963.52, it is an ‘expression allégorique banale qui intervient au moment méme ot se
situait la psychostasie. . . ici encore, Quintus altere le récit ancien.’

3 This outcome of the battle is un-Homeric (in the Iliad it is Zeus that holds the scales — see 1. 22.209-13,
and cf. James 2004.279, on Posthomerica 2.508-11). Again in Book 8, in the final combat between
Eurypylus and Neoptolemus, we read a similar involvement of these personifications. Cf. James & Lee
2000.46 on the concentration of these personifications occuring particularly in Book 8 (the last time the
Trojans have a hero who arrives to help them, but then dies — to be precise, Penthesileia in Book 1,
Memnon in Book 2, and Eurypylus in Books 6-8).

%44 On the functions of personifications in epic, ¢f. Feeney 1991.391.
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clear example of mise-en-abime, and proves the important narratological function the
Shield of Achilles possesses within the Posthomerica.

I have demonstrated that the Shield of Achilles is innovative against an
intertextuality that is unavoidably Homeric. I discussed some of the implications of this
difference in presentation, and the ways in which the reader reads the innovations. The
Posthomerica is a poem that is essentially “Homeric”, but which contains manifold
departures from, and subtle manipulations of, the Homeric models, in a way that is
Hellenistic. In addition to the primary source (in the case of the Posthomerica, the Iliad),
Hellenistic and post-Hellenistic writers often imposed onto their imitation of the primary
source material from other texts.*® Hellenistic poetry is a complex system of intertexts
and original reworking of models, and it is this tradition of literary interpretation that is
an unavoidable antecedent to the poetics of the Posthomerica.*® Homer is inevitably
present in all of Hellenistic poetry, and, as a result, the reader uses the Homeric
background to interpret the use (and innovation involved in that use) of the model.*’
Such role for the reader is pervasive throughout the Posthomerica. The literary
background and role of the reader in a text of the nature of the Posthomerica must be

648

applied to the Posthomeric Shield of Achilles.”” Every innovation on the Shield in the

Posthomerica functions as innovation through the reader to the Iliadic Shield.**

The Shield in the Posthomerica, therefore, exists ‘in connection with, and in
opposition to, other texts”.®” Such precedence of literary models of course includes
examples of innovative ecphrastic function against the background of Homeric ecphrasis,
as well as innovation through use of intertext within the ecphrasis involving earlier, and
particularly the Homeric example of, ecphraseis.”®' The reader’s (poetic) memory of the

Iliadic shield enables the reader to identify, and to account for, the differences, both in the

description, and in overall thematic function. The Iliadic shield is of course present on

845 Cf F. Cairns 1979.121.

646 Cf. Hutchinson 1988.6

847 Cf. Rengakos 2001.194

%% Quintus exploits the Homeric texts both as exemplary models and as code models — ¢f. Conte 1986.31.
49 Cf. Conte 1986.30

50 Conte 1986.29, of the so-called matrix of texts.

1 A very noteworthy example of a reworking of the Iliadic Shield of Achilles is found in Euripides Electra
442-8, which also has an emblematic function for the themes for the whole play. Cf. the thorough
discussion of that Euripidean ecphrasis by O’Brien 1964.
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two levels: on the one hand, this is, in Posthomerica 5, the “physical” shield given by
Thetis to (and made by Hephaestus for) Achilles in Iliad 18; on the other hand, it is an
entirely new poetic (and emulative) creation by a poet in an entirely new poem, against a
literary background that includes, starts with, and is heavily indebted to, the lliad. The
extent of the innovation on the Shield reflects the extent to which the poet is establishing
a new (and essentially non-Homeric) Shield, and, emblematically, a new and non-
Homeric poem with determinedly non-Homeric (that is, Quintean) poetics. It is against

this literary tradition that the Shield of Achilles in the Posthomerica is to be read.
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Chapter 13 Reading Abstracts: Dike and the Trojans

The borrowing of forms and frameworks from illustrious predecessors was normal in the
ancient literary tradition, and we may suspect that this was nowhere so true as in
hexameter epic. It was not this which determined whether or not the later poem was to be
damned as ‘slavish imitation’, but rather what was done with those borrowed frameworks.

Hunter 1993.xxv

The Shield of Achilles is Homeric, no matter where and how it is re-presented throughout
literary history, but innovation in this re-presentation is also immediately non-Homeric
and an indicator of non-Homeric poetic and thematic ideologies. The Posthomeric Shield
is innovative: we read on the Shield the Mountain of Arete (Posthomerica 5.43-56). This
scene, of all the Shield scenes, is the least Homeric. Its presence jars with the overall
Homeric inheritance of the ecphrasis: how are we to read such a non-Homeric scene
within the one and the same artefact made by Hephaestus? I will focus on this complexity
of reading. I will discuss the intertextuality of the scene, the scholarship on the scene, and
will advance a thesis for understanding the scene’s inclusion, and even central position,
on this Posthomeric Shield of Achilles. I will set the Mountain of Arete within the
environs of the “peace section” of the ecphrasis, and will determine the value and
significance of personified abstractions such as Dike (5.46) that impinge on reading of
Arete that closely follows in the ecphrasis (5.50). I will argue that the value of Arete is
both Homeric and non-Homeric in the poem, and that the Mountain of Arete is to be read
as a reading of Homer and an updating and construction of neo-Homeric ethics. The
Mountain of Arete is Stoic — even a Stoic reading of Hesiod — and Quintus manipulates
this intertextuality into something neo-Homeric, as we read the scene in its gnomic
correspondences throughout the Posthomerica.

The Mountain of Arete (Posthomerica 5.49-56) is described within the scenes of
peace (5.43ff.).°? Its immediate context includes a description of Dike and the tribes of

men she watches over (5.45-8).

952 For the division of the Shield into scenes, see above. Baumbach 2007.112 places the Mountain of Arete

under the heading “Gerechtigkeit”.
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Kal ta pév &p moAépolo tegaato mAVTA TéTUKTO!

elonvneg 0’ amdvevBev éoav mepaAAéa Egya.

Apdl d¢ pugia pvAa TOAVTANTWY AVOEWTIWY (45)

aotea KaAd vépovTo- Alkn O €émedéQreto mavTa:

AAAOLY AAAN” €Ml éoyax xéoag PéQov: AUPL O dAwal

kapmolol BolOovtor péAava d¢ yaio teOnAeL

Aimvtatov O ététukto Oeokpn)tw Emi £0yw

Kat TonxL Cabéng Apetrc 600c: €V d¢ katl avTn (50)

elotkel dpolvikog EmeuBefavio kat’ dKoNg

OYmAn Pavovoa mEdg ovEavov. Audt de avtn

atoarutol Oapéeoot dLelQyopeVAL OKOAOTIEOTLY

avOoWTWV ATéQUKOV €LV TATOV, oUVEKA TTOAAOL

eloomiow x&lovto teOnmoteg alma kéAeLOQ, (55)

TTAvEOL O’ LeQOV OIHOV AVT|LOV IDQWOVTEG.

And such was the construction of all the wondrous things of war. Besides these were outstandingly
fair works of peace. And round about countless tribes of much-suffering people dwelt in fair cities,
and Justice oversaw everything. They were all engaged in numerous manual tasks, and, round
about, the fields abounded with crops, and the rich soil flourished. Highest of all on that work of
divine craftsmanship was depicted the rugged mountain of sacred Arete, and here Arete herself
was standing mounted aloft on top of a palm, stretching up towards the heavens above. And in all
directions round about pathways made difficult by dense thorn bushes kept men back from the

noble path, because many shrank back in awe of the sheer paths, and few ascended, persevering,
up the sacred way (Posthomerica 5.43-56).%%

The works of peace on the Shield open with fair cities (dotea kaAa 5.46) occupied by
people who live and work (uvoia LA TOAVTANTWV AVvORWTWV 5.45 and &AAOL O
AN émi €oya xéoag dépov 5.47) under the oversight of Justice (Alkn &
emedéoketo mavta 5.46). Everything flourishes and blooms (5.47-8: Botbovto and
teOMAel 48). Then highest of all on the worked piece (aimVTatov O €TéTUKTO
Oeoxpntw emi éQyw 5.49) stood the Mountain of Arete (Apetng 0pog 5.50), with
personified Arete herself at the top of the Mountain standing on top of a palm (elotrket
doivikog émepPePavia kat akeng 5.51), stretching her hands up towards heaven
(Yavovoa mEoOg ovEavov 5.52). The way to the top of the Mountain is difficult, with

many rugged and difficult paths making access difficult to the noble path (atoarmtitol

Oapéeoot dlelpyopeval okoAdmeooy / dvOownwv dméoukov évv Tatov 5.53-

3 On the significance of the adjective in the phrase mMOALTAYTWV AvOQWTWY (5.45), see Vian &
Battegay 1984.s.v. moAvtArToc: ‘qui a beacoup souffert, infortuné’. See also Vian 1966.203.
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4), and the sheer height of the paths is a disincentive for men (x&Clovto teOnmoteg
alma kéAevOa 5.55). Only a few can scale the Mountain, but this is only possible with
sweat (TavEOL O’ LeQOV OIHOV AVILOV DQWOVTES 5.56).

The unrealism and the figurative nature of the scene immediately strike the reader.
A mountain is something easy enough to visualise, but a Mountain of a personified

abstraction, Arete, is something altogether different.5>*

It is clear that the primary narrator
is narrating something not found in the everyday life of the reader, but rather a symbol,
something enigmatic and philosophical.®> The scene signifies otherness, an image that
stands for a more significant and implicated idea.®® Despite this unworldly-ness of the
scene, however, the primary narrator is eager to stress that it actually was designed by
Hephaestus on the worked metal. The adverb that opens the scene at line 49

(atmtvtatov) is an explicit focus by the primary narrator on the worked medium: it

suggests the highest position on the shield.®’

In the same line, the primary narrator, with
ététukto (line 49), explicitly indicates that the Mountain of Arefe was made by
Hephaestus in that process of making the shield described in Iliad 18.%%® The Posthomeric
primary narrator, with this emphasis on physical manufacture, explicitly reminds the
reader of the construction of the shield by Hephaestus in /liad 18, as described by the
Iliadic primary narrator and as read by Quintus himself. Every time there is a focus on the
workmanship and the artificer, as is the case here with this verb, and the accompanying
words Oeoxpuntew and £0yw (line 49), an illusion in our reading is formed. It is drawn to
our attention that these scenes were actually physically depicted by Hephaestus, and that

therefore, this line which opens the description of the Mountain of Arefe emphasises that

654 Cf. Maciver.2007.261: ‘[The scene] is one that strikes the reader as allegorical in nature: that is, a
description of a mountain of abstract quality is clearly not an actual, geographic mountain.’

%55 Contrast the Iliadic Shield of Achilles: ‘Even more remarkable is the choice of decorative motif; the
shield displays not monstrous horrors to terrify its bearer’s opponents, as do the shield of Agamemnon and
the baldric of Herakles (Od. 11.609-14), but scenes familiar to the poet’s audience from their everyday life’
Edwards 1991.200.

56 Byre 1982.passim has no reservations in describing it as an allegory.

7 The superlative does not occur in the Iliad. Of the occurrences of the positive form, the majority in the
Iliad are used with 0Ae00o0¢ in a metaphorical sense: 6.57, 10.371, 11.174, 11.441, 12.345, 12.358, 13.773,
14.99, 14.507, 16.283, 16.859, 17.155, 17.244, and 18.129. In a literal sense, it is used at Iliad 2.538 (city),
2.603 (mountain), 2.829 (mountain), 6.327 (wall), 11.181 (wall), 13.317 (of a person), 15.71 (Troy itself),
and at 5.367, 5.868, and 15.84, of Olympus.

58 The forging and decorating of the shield is described in general terms at lliad 18.468-82.
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this scene is not just an interpretation of an Iliadic Shield scene, but that it was actually
on the physical shield that Achilles carried into battle.*® The narrator strains to point out
that this scene which describes the Mountain of Arete is truly Hephaestean even though it
was not described by the Iliadic primary narrator.

The Mountain of Arete is non-Homeric but is physically and centrally on the
Shield of Achilles made by Hephaestus — it is highest (aimtotatov) of all the depictions

narrated by the Iliadic or Posthomeric narrator in the respective texts, because, we are
told, it was made highest by Hephaestus.®® This emphasis on the height and prominence
of the scene within the Shield reflects the fundamental importance of the figure. It is no
accident that more attention has been paid to these lines by scholars than to any other part
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of the Posthomerica.””" Most of this scholarship has been centred on possible sources for

the depiction of the Mountain of Arete here, with less attention paid to its function.®®
Most recently I have analysed the scene as a type of mise-en-abime:*® the idea presented
as the Mountain of Arete, the arduous and difficult journey to the top of the Mountain,
and the emphasis on hard work, is replicated (or even explicated) throughout the
Posthomerica in numerous gnomai spoken both by primary and secondary narrators.®* T
also argue in that paper that the image on the Shield is Stoic in its philosophical and

literary inheritance, and that as a result, we read the correspondences with the image

%59 The distinction between an ecphrasis and referential world and plastic depiction and physicality is purely
fictional, as the basis for ecphrastic description from physical actuality is illusionary: the bard’s re-focus
onto a worked artefact creates an impression of interpretation on the part of the narrator who “views” a
work of art that is only theoretical, and that exists only according to words of the omniscient poet figure
such as the Homeric narrator or the Posthomeric narrator. See my discussion of lines 5.97-8 in Chapter 11,
and see also Krieger 1992.17.

%9 Baumbach 2007.112 states that the opening lines of the ecphrasis that describe the heaven, air, and sea
(5.6-16) are in the centre of the shield, and the ocean, described last by the narrator (5.99-101), is on the
rim. This interpretation does not take account of the Mountain of Arete as described as made highest on the
shield — it would be more suitable for that scene to take the position of the shield’s boss, if indeed we
should assign position to any of the scenes.

%! This scholarship is summarised in Maciver 2007.259nn1 and 2. See also Vian 1966.203-5 and James &
Lee 2000.52-4.

82 ¢f Maciver 2007.259 and especially 259n3. Byre 1982.184-95 is interested in finding the source of
original image of the phoenix and the personified Arete that sits on it (Posthomerica 5.50-2). Bassett
1925.414-18 argues that Quintus’ depiction of the Mountain of Arete is influenced by Cebes’ Tabula. See
Maciver 2007.261n8.

%3 Maciver 2007.

%41 am not the first to argue that the Mountain of Arete is echoed elsewhere in the Posthomerica, but I am
the first to describe this echoing, to functionalise it, and to discuss the effect of the interactions in the text.
Cf. Wenglinsky 2002.144: ‘Quintus’ references to Arete (Excellence) approach, more nearly than does
anything else in the Posthomerica, developed allegory linked with larger themes of the poem.’
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throughout the poem as Stoic. I then conclude by discussing the complex reading
involved in having a non-Homeric, Stoic, image on a Homeric Shield. I will include such
discussion in my analysis of the Mountain of Arete that follows, but it is important first to
focus on the lines that precede the description of the Mountain of Arete. The specific
lines which describe the Mountain of Arete follow scenes of peace with a specific
cosmological emphasis. In particular, the intertextuality of these lines has a substantial
impact on our reading of the Mountain of Arete. Most prominent in the discussion that
follows will be the meaning and intertextual implications of Dike (line 46). Its specific
meaning (as a personified entity) in this passage will have a significant impact on the
meaning of the Arete at line 50.

At line 44 the primary narrator states that what follows are the works or deeds that
take place when there is no war (eigr)vng 0" anavevBev éoav meQaAAéa €Qya).

He then describes the fair cities that exist under the eye of Justice (lines 45-8).

Apdl d¢ pugia pvAa TOAVTANTWY AVOEWTIWY (45)
aotea KaAx véovto: Alkn O’ émedégkeTo mAavta

AAAOLY AAAN” €Ml épya xéoag PEQov: AUPL O dAwal

kapmolol BolOovto- péAarva d¢ yaio teOnAeL

And round about countless tribes of much-suffering people dwelt in fair cities, and Justice oversaw
everything. They were all engaged in numerous manual tasks, and, round about, the fields

abounded with crops, and the rich soil flourished.

These four lines are rich in intertextuality, and lead the reader to Hesiod, Alexandrian
poetry, and to other lines in the Posthomerica itself. First, just as the Mountain of Arete
has primarily a Hesiodic intertextuality, so these lines, and in particular the description of

Dike, echoes Hesiod.®® The mention of tribes of men who dwell in cities that Justice

oversees echoes Hesiod’s Works and Days 225-37.%

ol 0¢ dikag Eelvolol kat évdrjpolot ddovaoty (225)
i0elag kat un Tt magekPalvovot dikaiov,

ToloL TEONAe OALS, Aaol ' avBevoy v avTh):

elonvn & ava ynv kovoteddog, oLdE ToT avTolg

agyaAéov moAepov tekpaipetat evpLoMA Zevs:

%5 The effect on reading lines 49-56 produced by reading lines 45-8 is inescapable: reading Hesiodic

influence in 45-8 will inevitably influence reading of lines 49-56, and vice-versa.
%3 Translation of Evelyn-White 1914, as for all translation of Hesiod in this chapter.
%% On which see James & Lee 2000.51.
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oVd¢ ToT’ 1BVdIKNOL HeT AVOQATL ALHOG OTINOET (230)
oL’ atn, OaAing d¢ pepunAdta éoya vépovtat

TolotL PpépeL pev yala oALV Biov, obpeot d& dEUG

axon Hév te dpépet faAdavoug, péoon d¢ peAlooas:

elpomoroL O’ dLeg paAAoic kataPeBoibaot

TikTOoLOLV O¢ YLVATKES E0KOTA TEKVA YOVEDOL (235)
BdAAovoy O dyabolot diapmepés: oY’ €mi vnwv

vicovtat, kapmov d¢ ¢pépet Leldwpog agovoat.

But they who give straight judgements to strangers and to the men of the land, and go not aside
from what is just, their city flourishes, and the people prosper in it; Peace, the nurse of children, is
abroad in their land, and all-seeing Zeus never decrees cruel war against them. Neither famine nor
disaster ever haunt men who do true justice; but light-heartedly they tend the fields which are all
their care. The earth bears them victual in plenty, and on the mountains the oak bears acorns upon
the top and bees in the midst. Their wooly sheep are laden with fleeces; their women bear children
like their parents. They travel continually with good things, and do not travel on ships, for the
grain-giving earth bears them fruit.*®’

Beyond thematic resemblances between the texts,”*® verbal parallels imbed Hesiod within
the Posthomeric passage.®® Hesiod is not, strictly speaking, presenting a picture of the
Golden Age,”” but he does construct a picture of the results for a city under the oversight

of Justice that at least bears resemblance to the ideals of that age.®”"

This picture of the
oversight of Justice in Hesiod and the fruitful results of such a status is imitated at

Posthomerica 5.46 where personified Justice is described as watching over everything.®’*
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Translation of Evelyn-White 1914, as for all translation of Hesiod in this chapter.
668

Even the idea of peace itself described in the ecphrasis at line 44 echoes Hesiod Op. 228.
For example, Posthomerica 5.47 aAdoL ' AN émi €oya xéoag Ppépov echoes Hesiod Op. 231
pepnAota €oya vépovtat 5.47-8 audt ' aAwal / kagmoiot Boibovto echoes Hesiod Op. 237

Kkapmov 0¢ ¢pépet Celdwog apovoa. Cf. Iliad 8.307, and (following Vian & Battegay 1984.252)
Posthomerica 2.600, where, in an idyllic digression, the twelve lovely-tressed maidens of the sun
accompany the wailing Eos. Line 48 péAawva d¢ yaio teBfAeL can be read against the whole of Op. 232-
7, and verbally with 227 toioL 1é0nAe moALS and 232 tolot Ppépet peV yaia ToALV Blov.

79 M.L. West 1978.47 summarises the picture presented in this Hesiodic passage: ‘Hesiod’s arguments for
Dike and for work are essentially of a very simple form. Dike is good because the gods reward it. Hybris is
bad because the gods punish it. Work is good because it brings prosperity, independence, and hence social
status. . . Work and righteousness, in short, are what succeed in this world, or in other words, they are what
the gods prescribed for men’.

7! For the Myth of Ages in Hesiod (Op. 106-201), see M.L. West 1978.172-7. The passage on the just city
does bear resemblances to the earlier account of the Golden Age in Hesiod, and the implication is, that
where Justice prevails, humans can approach the conditions of the Golden Age. See, in particular, the
parallel between Op. 236-7 and Op. 116-17, as noted by M.L. West 1978.216 — there is, in fact, a verbatim
echo between 117 and 237, strengthening this idea of a return to the ideal state of the Golden Age through
conduct overseen by Justice.

572 In terms of ecphrastic function, the bard, via the interpreter of the ecphrasis (the primary narrator), does
not indicate to the reader how Dike watches over everything, in terms of imagined depiction by the
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On the one hand, the expression of the all-seeing Dike (Alkn 0’ émedépreTo AvTa 46)
directs the reader’s attention, in a very broad sense, to Homer and the trial scene on the
Tiadic Shield (18.497-508), simply on the basis that Dike is mentioned.®”*> On the other
hand, Hesiod is very present within this general Homeric-imitative structure. As well as
echoing Works and Days 225-6, the verb used with Dike in line 46 (£medéQreTO)
engages Works and Days 267-8:

TAVTA OV ALOC 0POAANOS kal tavTa vorjoag

Kal vu tad al k' €0éAn0” émdépketal

The eye of Zeus, seeing all and understanding all, beholds these things too, if so he will.

What aligns these two texts is the verb émdéoropat. It is non-Homeric, and occurs in

Hesiod only here, and at Theogony 760 (of the sun). Due its rareness, the intertext lends a
greater significance to reading of the verb and its subject in the Posthomerica.”* The
subject of the verb in the Hesiodic lines quoted above is the eye of Zeus. The reader of
Posthomerica 5.46 finds Dike with the same verb, and not Zeus as in Hesiod. Zeus has
been replaced by a personified abstraction, and it seems that Hesiod has been updated
into a Late Antique theology. In the Posthomeric world minor deities have greater
676

roles,”” and personifications of abstractions are a common phenomenon in the poem.

At the same time though, the same verb occurs at Posthomerica 10.47-8 with the eyes of

mythological depicter Hephaestus. The reader is just told of an action, not of its nature, and the primary
object of that action, Tt&vta, is non-specific. It is up to the reader to imagine how Dike watches — Hesiod,
through intertextuality, can provide such a picture. ‘Literal ekphrasis has moved, via the power of words, to
an illusion of ekphrasis’ Krieger 1992.18.

7 Dike and cognate verb occur at 18.506 and 508. James & Lee 2000.51, following Keydell 1963.1280,
suggest that Odyssey 19.109-14 has an influence on the passage here, and include the possibility of 19.114
(&petwot d¢ Aaot) influencing the inclusion of a description of a mountain of Arefe. This is a plausible
suggestion, and adds to the figure’s intertextual scope.

7% The repetition of T&vta cements the Hesiodic passage into the Posthomeric lines. Cf. James & Lee
2000.52.

%75 See my discussion in Section 2 on Aisa and Moira and their roles in the Posthomerica. Cf. Wenglinsky
2002.79-80.

876 ¢f. Girtner 2007 and James 2004.xxviii, and especially Wenglinsky 2002.78: ‘The appearance of a
greater number of personifications is the most obvious difference between the Posthomerica and the Iliad,
and is typical of late epic.’
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Zeus as subject, where he looks down on the battlefield from above.®”” This idea of the
eye of Zeus looking over everything reflects the radical nature of the god, in that he was
‘originally the sky’.®”® Dike as a goddess similarly has an all-seeing capacity, and in
many ways mimics the role of the Iliadic and Hesiodic Zeus.

In view of the clear cosmological opening to the ecphrasis (6-16), a reading of
Dike as a goddess in her own right, but one who mirrors the status and function of Zeus
(as the sky or sun) is valid. Such a reading is encouraged by the later identity and moral
and cosmological nature of Dike.””” However, an inclination to apply any possible
morality inherent in the Hesiodic picture of Dike must be tempered with reserve. Some
critics have denied a moral meaning for Dike in Hesiod. Gagarin, for example, argued
that Dike has a specific non-moral meaning, and one that relates mainly to the ‘process
for the peaceful settlement of disputes. . . that dike does not apply to actions outside this
narrow area of law and does not have any general moral sense’.®®” Due to the arable
context of the scenes of peace on the Posthomeric ecphrasis (47-65), and the general
subject matter of much of the Works and Days, it seems plausible that a Hesiodic
meaning of this kind can be read here for Dike in the ecphrasis. A great deal of
intertextual weight in these opening lines of this section of the ecphrasis on peace,
including the scene of the Mountain of Arete, lies with Hesiod’s Works and Days,
especially in relation to the Hesiodic ideal of the results of just actions. In the central
portion of the Shield of Achilles, Quintus has inscribed Hesiod within an overall Homeric

intertextual framework. Hesiod wrote a didactic poem, with an emphasis on how to live,

%77 The verb is used only of divinities in the Posthomerica (so Vian & Battegay 1984.ad loc.): 1.185 (again,
significantly, of Zeus), 2.617 (of Dawn, who gets authority from Zeus to oversee everything), and here in
the ecphrasis — 5.46, and at 13.378.

578 M.L. West 1978.223. For a list of passages similar to Op. 267-8, see also M.L. West 1978.223-4. Note
the phrasing in the description of the Homeric sun at /I. 3.227 (‘invoked together with Zeus in swearing an
oath’ M.L. West 1978.223), and at Od. 11.119 and 12.323.

7 “Dike means basically the order of the universe, and in this religion the gods maintain a cosmic order.
This they do by working through nature and the human mind, and not by means of extraneous
interventions. The notion of a cosmos, of a universe regulated by causal laws, was a prerequisite of rational
speculation about cosmology, science and metaphysics’ Lloyd-Jones 1983.161-2. For later (Stoic) readings
of Zeus as the sky, c¢f. SVF 1.169 (Zeno), and 2.1076-7 (Chrysippus) (so Kidd 1997.162). It is, of course,
valid to identify Dike as a goddess in her own right: ¢f. my discussion of Moira in Section 2 as an entity
more powerful than Zeus in the Posthomerica as regards outcomes.

%80 Gagarin 1973.81. For the possibility of dike as having a moral meaning in Homer and Hesiod in certain
instances, see Dickie 1978.91-101, and D.L. Cairns 1993.153-4, who comes up with further instances for a
moral signification.
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681
The echoes

and on the results of justice and hybris, addressed to his brother Perses.
analysed above make clear the discursive nexus with the Hesiodic poem, and in
particular, with an abstract, didactic part of the Works and Days. The parallelism
encourages application of the purpose and nature of the Hesiodic passage(s) to the
Quintean ecphrasis here (however that purpose and nature is read).

However, as is so often the case with intertextuality in the Posthomerica, there are
two, or more, levels of reading indebtedness. On the one hand, there is the primary level,
where the mainly Homeric, or in this case, Hesiodic, echoes are obviously identifiable.
On the other hand, there is the later literary tradition after Homer (or Hesiod) to take
account of, and more significantly in the case of the ecphrasis, we as readers must take
into account the philosophical tradition and the cultural context of the poem. Both the
possible moral undertones of Dike in Hesiod, and the later literary tradition that develops
the value of Dike, have an impact on our understanding of Dike here in the ecphrasis.

Of Dike personified in the Works and Days, it has been said that it does not
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signify divine justice, despite the figure’s close identification with Zeus.””" Later (post-

Hesiod) significations for the personification (and abstraction) demand a more generous
reading to encompass all nuances of meaning that can be understood by means of
intertextuality. There are more texts that feed into the reading of this figure’s meaning
here in the Posthomerica. The first intertext I wish to discuss comes from the
Posthomerica itself, the only other place where Dike is personified in the poem. Its use
and meaning there is vital for our reading of Dike on the Shield:

“¢mel @éuy oL Mot &Aool
avépeg éEaAéovtat aknpatov, obvek” &’ avtovg (370)
eloopda VUKTOG Te Kal NUATog, audt ¢ mavtn
avOowmwv émi PUAx dinepin memdTTAL
TVUHEVT) oLV Znvi kakwV Emtiotopag €oywv.”
Q¢ einawv dniowoy dvnAéa tedxev dAeOpov-
HatveTo Yo ot Oupodg OO KEadin UEY aélwv 375)
AN pwv- kat ToAAa mepl poeot OapoaAénot
Towol kaxa Ppoovéeoke o 1) Oeog éetéAecoe
noéoPa Atkn). Ketvolr yap atdoBaia mowtol épe€av
aud’ EAévng, mowtol 8¢ kat dorix mMUvavTo,
oxétAloL, of mote ketvo M’ €k péAav atpa kat oo (380)

881 Sinclair 1966.xiii calls the Works and Days a ‘didactic and admonitory medley’. Cf. Nussbaum
1960.214.
882 <Dike in Hesiod oversees only one activity, the litigation of disputes” Gagarin 1973.91.
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aBavatwv éAabovto magatBacinot vooto.
To kal opwv petdmioBev Epuvvieg dAyea tevyov:

“Since culpable man never escape pure Themis, because she beholds them night and day, and
everywhere traversing the air she flies to the tribes of men, punishing, with Zeus, those who have
committed evil deeds.” With these words Menelaus brought unpitying death to his enemies. For
his raging anger grew within his heart because of his jealousy, and he devised many evils in his
bold mind for the Trojans, which the austere goddess Justice duly accomplished. For the Trojans
were the first to do the criminal acts with regard to Helen, and were the first to break their oaths,
the wretches, who ignored the black blood and holy things of the gods because of their mental
aberrations. Therefore the Erinnyes brought miseries upon them afterwards (Posthomerica 13.369-
82).

Menelaus has just slain Deiphobus (Posthomerica 13.355), and here (I have begun the
quotation mid-speech) speaks a gnome about Themis over the corpse (13.369-73). He
implies that Deiphobus rightly died by his hands, since wrongdoers cannot escape Themis
(emel Ocpv oL mot” aAtol / avépeg eEaAéovtal axnpatov 13.369-70), since she
punishes, with Zeus, those who have done wrong (TVuLpEVT] OUV ZNnVi KAK@V

émulotooag €oywv 13.373). The primary narrator then takes up the theme started by the
secondary narrator, and expands upon it to cast judgement upon the Trojans as culpable
for all the miseries of the war (13.376-82).°%

The parallelism that this passage has with lines 45-6 in the ecphrasis encourages
the reader to transfer reading and interpretation of it to the ecphrastic scene for an
improved understanding of the implications and meaning of Dike. Themis is closely
associated with Dike here, and, in fact, they are virtually synonymous.®® 13.373

underscores the involvement of Zeus in the process of Justice, where Themis (as

%3 Note the verbal parallels between both passages: 13.371 eicopda echoes 5.46 émedéoreto. This

description of Themis at 13.369-71 also echoes the all-seeing Themis described at Posthomerica 13.299 —
Ofuwv mavdeokéa, which itself draws together Dike and Themis as entities, since the epithet of Themis at
13.299 (mavdegkéa) echoes the verb and object of which Dike is the subject at 5.46 (émedégreto
mavta). Themis, traditionally, has a close association with Dike — see OCD s.v. ‘Themis’. Themis is of
course described as the mother of Dike at Hesiod Th. 901-6. On the nature and role of these personified
abstractions in Greek religion (because of Homer), see Burkert 1985.185. In a personified role, Themis
appears at Posthomerica 4.136, 8.73, 12.202, 13.299, and 13.369. Vian, with his usual insight, translates
Themis as ‘la Justice personifiée’ (Vian & Battegay 1984.s.v. @¢uic (2)). 13.372 avOodnwv. . . PLAa

echoes 5.45 poola PvAx MTOAVTANTWY AVORWTIWV. PUA is common: it occurs at Posthomerica 1.135,
2.31, 2.57, 2.191, 2.646, 3.31, 3.103, 3.777, 4.10, 4.23, 5.45, 5.621, 6.324, 6.619, 7.100, 7.577, 7.619,
7.635, 7.693, 8.466, 9.303, 10.404, 11.154, 11.243, 11.416, 13.372, and 13.465.

884 Cf James 2004.330 (on 12.202-14): ‘Also relevant is her identification with personified Justice, which is
implied at Hesiod Theogony 901-6, where as Zeus’ second wife she produces Justice and Peace among her
offspring. It is fully explicit at. . . 13.369-78.’
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synonymous with Dike) acts as the enforcer of vengeance against those guilty of evil
acts.®® This clear definition of the role of Justice stresses its divine nature, and its moral

essence. The Themis and righteous vengeance that Menelaus speaks of (369-73) are

accomplished by the goddess Dike. tx d1) (377) makes this clear: 1) lays stress that the

antecedent (TTOAAQ. . . kakd in the same line) will indeed be carried out by Dike, and
thus Menelaus’ actions are made legitimate.686 13.378-82 then make emphatic why Dike
accomplishes the things Menelaus desires against the Trojans. The primary narrator puts
all the blame for the Trojan War on the Trojans, and their failure to keep within the
bounds of Dike due to their oath-breaking (379-81). The particle y&o (378) is important
here: it creates a causal link between Menelaus as a secondary narrator speaking a gnome
about Themis and her actions against unjust men, and the primary narrator and his
explanation of why the Trojans deserved to be visited by Themis, through Menelaus in
this way. The betrayal of the bias of the primary narrator against the Trojans is further
made clear by oxétAwor, of (13.380).°" Thus the Trojans fail to keep within the bounds
of the ideal constructed on the Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5.45-8: when Justice
oversees life and is respected, then life flourishes. They exemplify a negative explication
of the ecphrastic ideal.

There is another strong verbal echo of the ecphrastic Dike within the
Posthomerica at 13.468-73, again with an emphasis on another personified abstraction,
this time Aisa. An anonymous speaker, on seeing the flames of Troy, concludes that Fate
watches over all the affairs of men, and that there was nothing that the gods could do to
save Troy:

Kai tic aAoc kata BévOog €ow veog éxdoarto pobov:
“Hvvoav Agyetol koatepddoveg AomeToV €QYyoV
moAAG paA” apd” ‘EAEvng éAkopAedagoto kapovtec: (470)

885 Cf my discussion of Moira at Posthomerica 7.75-9, in Section 2: the fortunes of men originate from the

lap of Zeus, and all things are from Zeus, but only Moira sees them and allocates them (randomly) to
mortals in the world of the Posthomerica.

% cf. GP 218, and 204 ‘01] denotes that a thing really and truly is so.” The fact that the particle occurs in
the primary narrative draws attention to the primary narrator and his reading and exposition of Menelaus’
intentions, and their results.

%7 The anti-Trojan bias is very marked here, and very unusual in the words of the primary narrator. It is
interesting to note that no commentator remarks on the significance of these lines. The abstract, moral
qualities (deities) found throughout the poem act primarily because of, and against, the Trojans, according
to the (biased) narrator.
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naoa O’ &g’ 1 10 magoBe TavoAPLog €v vot Tpoin

KkaleTal ovde Oev TIg EeAdopEVOLOLY AHUVVE.

ITavta yao doxetog Aloa Bootwv émdépretat égya-”

And someone in the sea’s depth, in a ship, commented as follows: “The strong-minded Argives
have accomplished at last their ineffable task after much exertion for the sake of bright-eyed
Helen. The once all-prosperous Troy is now completely in flames, and none of the gods defended

those eager for their help. For unrestrained Fate watches over all the works of mortals”
(Posthomerica 13.468-73).

The content of the speech is clear: the Greeks have achieved their felos in the destruction

of Troy (fvvoav Agyelot kgateQodpoves dometov égyov 13.469). They destroyed
Troy because of Helen (moAAa paA” aud’ EAévng éAwkoPAeddoolo kapovTeg
13.470). Troy was once great but now is in ruin (MOAAx HAA" aud” EAévng
EAucoPAePioolo kapovtes / katetar 13.471-2). None of the gods saved it (o0de
Oewv tic éeAdopévoloy apvve 13.472). Fate carried out the telos of the Greeks, since
she watches over mortals’ deeds (Tdvta yoQ aoxetos Aloa Potwv €mdépretal
£€oya 13.473). The most significant verbal parallel for our purposes exists between 5.46
(Atkn O émedépketo mavta) and 13.473 (Mavta yao doxetog Aloa Pootwv
érudéoketat €oya). Note in particular how the form, metrical position, tense, and

person of the verb in 13.473 (¢rudépketar) echoes exactly (€medégketo) 5.46.°% The
parallel draws together Dike and Aisa.®®® Note here how careful the poet is to correlate
these personifications through verbal correspondence. The coherences between the
personified qualities brought about by these verbal interactions create a synthesis of their
values, and a blurring of their distinctions. Further, the echoes broaden the range of
significances for Dike described in the ecphrasis, and in many ways, the reader rereads
the ecphrastic Dike that watches over the tribes of men as also Themis, and then Aisa who
also watching over the tribes of men. The poet, through the reader, gives an exponential

value to Dike, as the reader identifies correspondences.

% Also relevant are T&vTa. . . BROT@V. . . Qya (473), resembling #Qya. . . AVOQWTWYV. . . TAVTA
(5.44, 45, 46 respectively).

89 See Aeschylus Ch. 647-51 for the close connection between Dike and Aisa (so DNP s.v. ‘Aisa’). See
further the note by Garvie 1986.221-3 on these lines, and for extensive intertextual parallels.
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The repetition of these key words (in particular the verb) which draws the
passages together in the Posthomerica and the entities Dike and Aisa, is interesting from a
narratological point of view. The passage quoted above which describes the role of Aisa
occurs within a tis-speech: katl Tig dAog kata PévOoc éow veog ékpato pvOov
(13.468).%° Thus, the primary narrator’s words in the ecphrasis at 5.46, and then a
secondary narrator’s words reinforced immediately and expanded by the primary
narrator’s words — both at 13.369-82, are echoed by another secondary narrator — an
anonymous speaker. The fact that the speaker is anonymous and belongs to neither side in
the war is significant. We get the voice of an anonymous bystander who has no part or
interest in the war, and who has not suffered personally on account of Helen.

The neutrality of the speaker allows the poet to give this anonymous speaker
words to speak that validate, in a seemingly impartial way, the words of the primary
narrator. What this anonymous tis-speaker actually implies here is that the Greeks
accomplished their task because of the oversight and control of Fate: the connecting
explanatory particle in m&vta yap doxetog Aloa (473) denotes this. The sailor thus
behaves as the innocent bystander, giving an opinion on events. The opinion happens to
tap into the statement made by the primary narrator on Themis punishing the Trojans
since they were to blame for the war.””' The reader thus identifies the ways in which the
poet goes to great lengths to expand the idea of Justice (equated here with Fate) as a
punisher of the Trojans, since they did not abide within the ideal depicted on the Shield
where Justice is respected. Further, the anonymous speaker shows that the divine
workings within the world of the Trojan War as depicted by Quintus’ primary narrator,
and secondary narrators who are caught up in the strife and bloodshed, also exist in the
“real” world, a world of peace, and that thus the poet’s idea of morality and divinity is

one cosmologically relevant for a less mythological context such as this one.

0 ¢f de Jong 1987. 2 on the function of ris-speeches: ‘[They] offer the hearer/reader the opportunity to get

a glimpse of the mind of the masses, which are normally bound to silence in epic.” I prefer to see fis-
speeches as the primary narrator’s way of giving the primary narratee a point of view of events other than
that given by identifiable characters. The very choice of the poet not to give the speaker an identity reveals
an attempt to separate the words spoken from bias on account of a speaker’s personality or status.

%1 See my discussion of 13.369-82 above, where the primary narrator shows a clear bias against the
Trojans.
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Thus, when the narratological interplay in the passages discussed above is brought
to the ecphrastic passage where Dike is described, the emphasis that Justice (whether
Themis or Dike) is closely imitative of the all-seeing idea of Zeus, that it echoes the
functions of Fate in the Posthomerica, and that it has an active interest against wrong-
doers, must be applied to the meaning of the personified abstraction at 5.46.% The
reading of Dike must be expanded beyond a simplistic, perhaps non-moral, Hesiodic
meaning, into one that takes account of Quintean development and exposition of the
meaning and function of the term within the Posthomerica itself. The fact that the Trojans
overstepped the boundaries of Dike (or, Themis), and as a result incurred the
consequences of such action (13.378-81), brings into contrast the peaceful and idealistic
nature of the cities that Dike watches over (5.46).%% The opposition exacerbates the
demarcation between the peace scenes (5.43ff.) and the scenes of war (especially 5.25-
42) on the Shield. The Trojans, because of their oath-breaking, caused Eris and
eventually received the punishment dealt actively to them by the Erinnyes, both of whom

are described as personifications on the Shield (5.31).694

The Trojans exemplify the
opposite of the ideal presented in the scenes of peace where Dike presides (5.46), and the
strife and war apparently caused by the Trojans, mirrors the scenes of war focused in
5.25-42.

Further light can be shed on our reading of Dike if we take into consideration
some other literary intertexts. In this respect, Aratus Phaenomena 100-14 has a direct

impact on our reading of Dike in the Posthomeric ecphrasis since it is there that the

%2 The gnome spoken by the primary narrator at 1.31-2 provides another interpretative layer to the
discussion of this passage. There the gnome is spoken with reference to the Erinnyes who haunt
Penthesileia (1.30-1). There are thematic echoes between those lines and 13.369-70, since both mention the
inability of wrong-doers to escape punishment. At 13.373, although it is stated (in the words of Menelaus)
that Themis is the one that carries out this vengeance on behalf of Zeus, 382 suggests that the actual active
function of punishment is carried out by the Erinnyes. The parallel with Penthesileia in Book 1 strengthens
this point.

%3 For Dike as lapsing ‘constantly into vengeance’ in Greek literature, see J.E. Harrison 1922.506. It seems
that Troy once was the sort of prosperous city under the oversight of Dike: note the emphasis on the prior
prosperity of the city at 13.471: t0 mtapolBe mavoABiog.

4 For personified Eris in the Iliad, see the cogent intertext at II. 4.440, which is echoed at 5.29 (as Vian
1966.19 notes). It appears in its personified form seventeen times in the Posthomerica: 1.159, 1.180, 2.460,
2.540, 4.195, 5.31, 6.359, 7.165, 8.68, 8.191, 8.325, 9.147, 9.324, 10.53, 11.8, 11.161, and 13.563.
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Alexandrian poet describes the state in which mortals lived when Dike yet abode on

earth.*”
AOYOG ye pev évroéxet dAAog (100)
avOpwmolg, wg dnbev émyBovin ndog ey,
NExXETO O AvOQWTWV KatevavTin, oVdE TMOT AVOQWV
0VLd¢ TOT ApXalwv NVIVATO GUAA YLVALKQY,
AAN avaui €kadnto kat abavatn meg éovoa.
Kai & Altknv kaAéeorov: ayelpopévn d¢ yégovtag (105)
1€ Tov elv dyoQTt) 1) eVELXOEW £V ayv,
dnuotépag Newev émomégyovoa BEpoTac.
Ovnw AevyaAéov tote velkeog Nmiotavto,
0VLOE dlakEIo10g TTEQLUE P E0G 0VDE KVOOLHOD®
aUtwe ' ECwov: xademn O améketto OdAaooq, (110)
kat Blov obmw vieg andnpobev nyiveokovy,
aAAa Boec kat dootoa Katl avTn moTVIA Aa@v
poola mavTa ety e Alkn, dwTEQA dKAlWV.
Todpo’ v 0o’ Tt yalia Yévog xovoetlov EPegfev.

There is, however, another tale current among men, that once she actually lived on earth, and came
face to face with men, and did not ever spurn the tribes of men and women of old, but sat in their
midst although she was immortal. And they called her Justice: gathering together the elders, either
in the market-place or on the broad highway, she urged them in prophetic tones to judgements for
the good of the people. At that time they still had no knowledge of painful strife or quarrelsome
conflict or noise of battle, but lived just as they were; the dangerous sea was far from their
thoughts, and as yet no ships brought them livelihood from afar, but oxen[s] and ploughs and
Justice herself, queen of the people and giver of civilised life, provided all their countless needs.
That was as long as the earth still nurtured the Golden Age.*

Where we have in Quintus an abbreviated description of the oversight of Justice as men
work the land, here in Aratus we read an extended description of the role of Justice in the

d.®” Both texts depict idealistic states for

Golden Age, in a way that is imitative of Hesio
humankind when Dike prevails over everything.””® The contexts in both the Posthomeric
ecphrasis and Aratus contain a contrast between war and its consequences, and the
idealistic results when Justice is incorporated into human life. The passage in Aratus

describing the Golden Age (quoted above) contrasts with a later description of the Bronze

95 Cf. JTames & Lee 2000.51.

69 Text and translation of Kidd 1997.ad loc. I have altered the translation at 103, where Kidd’s rendering
‘ancient men and women’ is unfortunate.

%7 On the relationship of the Phaenomena with the Works and Days, see Kidd 1997.8-10, and, in particular,
9: ‘The myths that link the Phaenomena most clearly with the Works and Days are those of Dike [sic] (Op.
213-85) and the Ages (109-201), which Aratus combines in 98-136.

598 Note, in particular, the emphasis on the closeness between people and gods (a Golden Age ideal) made
explicit at Phaenomena 104.
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Age (Aratus 125-33), where there are mentioned wars, blood, the sword, and the slaying
of oxen.””’ Such a division of Ages is similar to the division on the Posthomeric Shield of
Achilles between the gruesome scenes of War and the scenes of Peace. Verbal echoes in

the Posthomeric lines imbed Aratus into our interpretation of Dike in the Posthomeric

ecphrasis. The description of the tribes of men and women (&vdowv. . . LA

yuvakwv 102-3) is echoed by Posthomerica 5.45 (pLAa. . . &dvOownwv). The two

references to Dike in Aratus (105 and 113) find a parallel at 5.46, and are, in particular,

what draw these passages together in the reader’s mind. The parallel is strengthened by

the echo between 113 tavta maetxe Aikn and 5.46 Atkn & émedépketo mavTa.

Aratus presents, in many ways, his own redevelopment and updating of Hesiod,

701 . .
The Quintean meaning and

appropriate for his own literary and cultural environment.
presentation of Dike has inbuilt into it both the Hesiodic value and the later, Stoically
influenced, Aratean value and presentation.’” Just as the reader, for the signification of
Arete (5.50), takes into account the extensive intertextuality for the figure of the
Mountain of Arete, and then the literary and cultural sedes of the poem, so here, for the
signification of Dike, the reader filters the term’s intertextuality to construct a hybrid and
cumulative meaning for the term. Such a reading for Dike conditions reading of Arete at
Posthomerica 5.50 and its value throughout the poem.

My discussion that follows on the Mountain of Arete and its Stoic inheritance as a
moral allegory validates the possibility for such a Stoic value for Dike in the poem. I have
shown so far that we can read a Hesiodic (perhaps non-moral) meaning for Dike, an
Aratean, Stoic meaning, and a Quintean meaning that incorporates both the Hesiodic and
Aratean intertexts, and clarifies them into a reading of Dike that is at once moral and
closely connected to, or imitative of, the archaic idea of the oversight and involvement of

Zeus in the cosmos. I have also shown that the Hesiodic, Aratean, and Quintean passages

involve a separation between the idealistic state where Justice prevails and is reverenced,

599 This lack of war in the Golden Age is also made clear by lines 108-9.

799 ¢f. Kidd 1997.10 on the proem of the Phaenomena: ‘While the character and language of the proem are
clearly Hesiodic, its content strongly reflects the cosmic beliefs of the contemporary Old Stoa, especially as
they are expressed in Cleanthes’ Hymn to Zeus’.

1 The ethos and aim of the Phaenomena is Stoic. Cf. Sale 1966 and Kidd 1997.10-12. See also OCD s.v.
‘Aratus’.

"2 0n Aratus’ signification for Dike as a Stoic interpretation of Hesiod, see Sale 1966.162-3.
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and the opposite ideal where wars and bloodshed occur, and especially in the case of the
Posthomerica, where Justice is an inescapable avenger of evil deeds. I have identified and
discussed the Hesiodic intertextuality in the lines that precede the Mountain of Arete. 1
have also illustrated that other intertexts and Late Antique influences adjust our reading
of the Hesiodic meaning. The poet elicits a reading based on textual correspondence
within the Posthomerica that expounds the full value of terms loaded with a specific
intertextuality. This presence of Hesiod’s Works and Days within an ecphrasis that is
primarily based on the Iliadic Shield of Achilles, and in an illusionary sense, is one and
the same “artefact”, is seen again in the Mountain of Arefe. Against the background of
this discussion on Dike at Posthomerica 5.46, 1 move to assess the meaning and
intertextuality of the Arete in the scene that describes the Mountain of Arete. We will see

that Homer, Hesiod, and other later sources construct the meaning of the scene.
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Chapter 14 Homer, Hesiod, and Quintus: Reading the Mountain of

Arete

A theory if you hold it hard enough
And long enough gets rated as a creed.

Robert Frost Etherealizing (Latham 1971.394)

There are many aspects of ecphrasis in the Posthomerica that I do not discuss.”” In the
first place, I do not discuss the other Shield in the poem — the Shield of Eurypylus.”* Nor
do I discuss the baldric or quiver of Philoctetes.”” Even on the Shield of Achilles in
Posthomerica 5, 1 restrict my discussion to the first half of the ecphrasis, without delving
deeply into the scenes that involve the gods (Posthomerica 5.69-96).”% There is a reason
for this focus: the earlier scenes in particular, and especially the scene that describes the

07 The Mountain of Arete

Mountain of Arete, construct meaning for the poem as a whole.
is an emblem of a running theme, or ethic, found throughout the Posthomerica, and in
order to appreciate the philosophy of the Posthomerica, the Mountain of Arete must be
interpreted.”” That is my purpose in this concluding chapter. I will focus on the
intertextuality of the scene, and argue that the main philosophical heritage of the

Mountain of Arete is Stoic. I will also argue for a Homeric and non-Homeric reading of

79 Some of my discussion in another publication (Maciver 2007) is built on in this section.

794 The latest treatment of this ecphrasis is by Baumbach 2007.127-141.

793 For these see James 2004.320-1. Note also the description of the helmet (which depicts the battle of
Zeus against the Titans — 5.102-9), corselet, greaves, and sword of Achilles, at 5.102-20, and the brief
discussion by James & Lee 2000.61-2.

7% James & Lee 2000.34-61 give (mainly linguistic) commentary of the whole Shield of Achilles. See Byre
1982.185 for the sequence of divine scenes that involve Aphrodite anadyomene (69-72), the arrival of
Thetis and the Nereids to her wedding with Peleus (73-5), the divine celebration of the wedding on Pelion
(75-9), and the sea-storm that Poseidon calms (80-96). There is a marked difference in this respect to the
Iliadic Shield where, of course, there is no mention of gods at all. Cf. Edwards 1987.278: ‘The content [of
the Iliadic Shield] is like that of a simile. . . it is the ordinary life of mankind that we observe, not that of
heroes or gods.’

7 There is scope of course for analysing the second half of the Shield of Achilles in the same way. There
are surely implications for the whole poem, and the whole Trojan story, from the depiction of the marriage
of Peleus and Thetis at 5.73-9. James & Lee 2000.60 go so far as saying ‘that this is the only scene on the
shield that has an obvious thematic link with the narrative.’

"8 The Shield of Eurypylus also holds meaning for the main narrative, and especially the role of Eurypylus,
since the Shield depicts the twelve labours of Heracles. Cf. the treatment of that ecphrasis by Baumbach
2007.133-9.
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Arete. On this basis, I will discuss the correspondences in the main narrative with this
scene, and will demonstrate how the Mountain of Arete can be read as a mise-en-abime of
the key ethic of the poem, and will discuss how the scene on the Shield and its narrative
correspondences interact in their intertextuality and function. I will then conclude by
discussing the implications of reading the Mountain of Arete in this way, with particular
reference to the tension involved between the scene’s Stoic heritage and the Homeric
heritage of the Shield of Achilles, and from there, between the Stoicism in the scene’s
correspondences and the overall Homeric-emulative nature of the Posthomerica.

First, a focus on the intertextuality of the Mountain of Arefe, an issue that has
dominated scholarship of the scene, will enable us to construct the identity and force of
the image.

Alnvtatov & ététukto Beokun)Tw Emi €Qyw

Kal TonxL CaBéng Agetrg 6poc: €v d¢ kat avTn (50)
elotiel dpoivikog émepfefavia kat &kENG

OYmA1 Pavovoa mEOg ovEavov. Audt de TtavTn

atoamnitol Oapéeoot dLelyOHEVAL OKOAOTEOTLY

AvOpwnwv dmégukov LV TdTov, oUveka TTOAAOL

eloomiow xdlovto tefnmoteg aima kéAevOa, (55)
TiarDEOL O’ LeQOV OIHOV AVIILOV IDEWOVTEG.

Highest of all on that work of divine craftsmanship was depicted the rugged mountain of sacred
Arete, and here Arete herself was standing mounted aloft on top of a palm, stretching up towards
the heavens above. And in all directions round about pathways made difficult by dense thorn
bushes kept men back from the noble path, because many shrank back in awe of the sheer paths,
and few ascended, persevering, up the sacred way (Posthomerica 5.49-56).

The scene on the Shield that depicts the Mountain of Arete, like the lines that describe the
personified Dike that watches over mortals (5.46), has a rich intertextuality that begins
with Hesiod. The first passage I wish to discuss is Hesiod Works and Days 287-92:

TV HéV ToL kakoTnTa Kol IAadov Eotv EAEoDaL

oNwiwe- Agin pév 6d6¢, uaAa & éyyvBL vaier

TG O dpeTng WowTa Beol mpomdpolBev EBmcav

aBdavator pakog d¢ kat 6pOlog oipog €¢ avTv (290)
Kal TN XS TO TEToV: €TV O’ €lg AkoV (kntat,

oNwIn 1) émerta méAel, xaAemr) e éovoa.
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It is easy for you to get inferiority and lots of it: the way is smooth, and it lies very nearby. But the
immortal gods placed sweat in front of arete. The road to it is great and steep and rough at first.
But when the top is attained, then it is easy, despite its previous difficulty.’®

In this passage Hesiod explains to his brother Perses the two opposite ideals that he can
attain. One of them, inferiority (kaxdtnta 287), is easy to get (éotwv éAéoOal /
onwiwg 287-8), but the other, arete, is attainable only with sweat (tng 0’ doetng
wowta Oeot momdpoBev €Oniav 289) and a long and arduous trek up to it
(LaKkEOg ¢ kai 60010 oipoc &g avtiv / Kxai tonxve 290-1)."'" The parallels
between this passage and the Mountain of Arete in the Posthomerica are clear.”"! What is
also similar is the close conjunction of arete (or Arete in the case of the Posthomerica)
with Dike in the contexts of both passages, in Hesiod and the Posthomerica. Hesiod
dwells on the theme of dike and hybris at 202-85, and at 274-85 deals particularly with
the personified Dike, just as personified Dike is found at Posthomerica 5.46. Hesiod
connects the importance of right conduct and adhering to Justice with the theme of hard
work.”"? So too, seemingly, does Quintus. In the scenes of peace on the Shield of
Achilles, Arete follows when Dike is present overseeing the work of men. Men strive to
get to the top of the Mountain of Arete, and just as in Hesiod Arete is synonymous with

hard work,713 so too, in Quintus, the way to get to the top of the Mountain of Arete is

through hard work, or sweat (oiplov avrjlov idowovteg 5.56).*

"9 T have adapted this translation from Maciver 2007.263. For XaAemr) e éovoa (292), see M.L. West

1978.230.

710 According to M.L. West 1978.229, kakotes and arete are ‘not “vice” and “virtue” but inferior and
superior standing in society, determined by material prosperity’. Cf. O. Becker 1937.56-8.

i Cf. Maciver 2007.263: ‘Even on a most basic level, the fact that both mention or imply a Mountain, a
difficult way to Arete, and the sweat involved in getting up the way, draws the passages closely together in
the reader’s mind.” See James & Lee 2000.52 for the verbal parallels: the clearest echoes are seen in TonxV
5.50, of tonx¥g 291, oipov 56, of oipog 290, dowovtes 56, of dpwta 289, and aina 55, of 6oO0g
290.

"2 Cf M.L. West 1978.38-9: “We are switched over from the righteousness theme to the work theme.’

1% On this passage in Hesiod, and in particular the possible values of arete, see Michna 1994.93-107.

"% posthomerica 5.57-65 — the scene that follows the Mountain of Arete — depict harvesting and arable
farming with ploughs and oxen, with much hard work involved. This scene compliments the toil necessary
to get up the Mountain of Arete described at 5.56, and thus implies a simplistic explication of the Mountain
of Arete, in a manner that is Hesiodic. Cf. Hesiod Op. 298-9 that builds on the picture given at Op.287-92,

and especially the imperative at 299: égyaCeo. Cf. M.L. West 1978.50-1.
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Given that Hesiod is present in this Posthomeric passage, it is useful to assess how
much of the function of the Hesiodic passage transfers to our reading of the Mountain of
Arete in the ecphrasis. The Works and Days is a didactic poem, a wisdom text devised for
instruction.”” In the middle of the Shield of Achilles, Quintus echoes an allegorical
passage from the Works and Days that was imitated throughout antiquity.716 It is valid,
therefore, to read an aspect of didacticism and allegory in the Mountain of Arete in the

.7
Posthomerica.

We the readers, as primary narratees of this ecphrasis, are told how to
achieve, in life, Arete, which lies at the end of sweat and a difficult journey.

This didacticism in the ecphrasis, lent from Hesiod, and the figure’s application to
the reader, fits with the later post-Hesiodic intertextuality of the Mountain of Arete. Not
only does Quintus read Hesiod in this way, but he reads Stoics reading Hesiod in this
way. I will argue that the Mountain of Arete, while primarily Hesiodic in its inheritance,
is a Stoic image by the time of Quintus.”'® I will do this by analysing passages in Lucian
where the Mountain of Arete occurs, and then, by discussing correspondences in the
Posthomerica that explicate the Mountain of Arete and confirm its Stoic nature. In the

719

three Lucianic passages that I give and analyse,” ~ the Mountain of Arete is perceived as

the most readily identifiable stereotype associated with Stoicism as a philosophy
generally, at least in the time of Lucian.’*

However, there is a tradition before Lucian. The story first related by Prodicus,
and transmitted in Xenophon’s Memorabilia, begins a tradition that derives from

. 1721 . iy )
Hesiod, *" but which focuses on a specific idea of crossroads, and a choice between two

15 See MLL. West 1978.1-25 for discussion of the Works and Days as wisdom literature.

1% Cf M.L. West 1978.229 and Hommel 1949-50.157-65. Cf. also Vian 1966.203-4.

n Cf. Maciver 2007.263: ‘The fact that, in the central scene on the Shield of Achilles, a Hesiodic intertext
occurs, which itself is allegorical and didactic — a specifically gnomic part of a didactic text — suggests
didacticism on the part of Quintus here.’

"8 See James & Lee 2000.52-4 for discussion of the possible influences on this scene, and Vian 1966.203-
4,

"1 All three passages that I discuss can be found, with similar analysis, in Maciver 2007.264-7.

20 On the date and nature of Lucian’s satires, see Hall 1981.

21 Cf. James 2000.52-3, who states that the post-Hesiodic literary tradition begins with this passage in
Xenophon Memorabilia 2.1.22-3. For the development throughout literary tradition of Prodicus’ myth, as
read in Xenophon, see Waites 1912.9-18. Waites (1912.11) suggests that Prodicus originally might have
been influenced by the idea of the two ways of the Pythagorean symbol Y. See the references in Vian
1966.203-4. Cf. Fitzgerald & White 1983.24 for a similar interpretation of Cebes’ two ways of Arete and
Apate (Tabula 15.3-33.2): “The choice between them coincides with the decision made at the crossroads of
life, symbolised by the letter Y. The Tabula is therefore not Stoic, but Neo-Pythagorean.” Byre 1982.191-5
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specific and contrasting ways. Such a choice confronts Heracles, between a long and
difficult path to virtue,”* as personified in the figure of Arefe, and a shorter and easier
path to vice, as personified by Kakia. This idea of a choice at the crossroads was received
and adapted by later writers right up to the time of Quintus, and continues right up to the
Middle Ages.”” One of the key developers of the idea was Cebes (1* Century C.E.), who
presented, in his Tabula, a contrast between Paideia and Pseudopaideia,”** and the two
ways of Arete and Apate.””

There is, however, a clear difference between this tradition that follows
Xenophon, and the presentation of the Mountain of Arete on the Posthomeric Shield of
Achilles. Xenophon Memorabilia 2.1.22-3, and all the literature that derives from it,726
contain the idea of two ways, one to Arete and one to Apate or Kakia.”” In Quintus, on
the other hand, there is only one way, the noble way (¢UvV m&tov 5.54 or teQOV oipov
5.56) to the top of the Mountain of Arete, and no suggestion of another path to an
opposite ideal. There are many paths that prevent men from getting to the one true path
(5.52-4), but there is no mention of the end of these paths.”*® Thus while we may read to
an extent the Prodicus myth, presented by Xenophon and adapted by later writers, in the
Mountain of Arete on the Posthomeric Shield, the concentration on one way, one specific
Mountain, and the emphasis on the journey up the path to the ideal at the top of the
Mountain, derives more from contemporary (or slightly earlier) Stoic influences, rather

than any sense of Pythagorean or Neo-Pythagorean ideals.””

gives this Pythagorean signification specifically for the palm and Arefe who stands on top of it at
Posthomerica 5.50-2.

221t is a path that involves ponos and sweat (Xen. Mem. 2.1.21).

7% See Waites 1912.19-42.

24 Cf Waites 1912.13.

2 Fitzgerald & White 1983.14 state ‘that the underlying structure of the content is really nothing more
than an expanded form of the Prodicus myth’. Bassett 1925.414-18 argues strongly for the relevance of
Cebes as a source for the Posthomeric ideal of Arete on the Shield of Achilles, in that the abstraction is
non-moral in both authors. Cf. Maciver 2007.261n8 and see my discussion, below, of Arete in the
Posthomerica. On the connection between the Pythagorean symbol Y and Cebes, see Brinkmann 1911.621-
2.

72% See Fitzgerald & White 1983.37 for a complete list of works that contain an adaptation of the myth of
the Choice of Heracles.

27 See Xen. Mem. 2.1.22-3, and Cebes Tabula 15.3-33.2 (for which see Fitzgerald & White 1983.24).

28 See my discussion at Maciver 2007.264n23.

9 1t is interesting to note the connection between the myth of Heracles at the crossroads, its potential, if
understated presence, as the Mountain of Arete on the Shield of Achilles, and the twelve labours of
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The Mountain, or Hill, or Arete, is found in Lucian’s True Histories. The ego in
the dialogue, the first person narrator as main character within the text and personified
projection of the author, after seeing so many famous figures from mythology and
literature on the “Isle of the Blessed”, wonders why the Stoics are not also present.730 He
is given the following reply:

Tov d¢ Ltwikwv ovdelg mapnv: €Tl yag éAéyovto dvaPaivelv Tov g detng 6p0ov

Abdov.

None of the Stoics were present; for they were said to be too busy trying to get up the steep hill of
Arete (Lucian Verae Historiae 2.18.11-12).

The narrator here is told that none of the Stoics were present because they were climbing
up the hill (A6pov) of Arete. The point of the satire here is that a life in pursuit of Arete

is a Stoic ideal, but here on the Isle of the Blessed none of them are present because of
their insistency on the necessity of climbing the Mountain of Arete — it keeps them even
from a life of blessedness. What is important for the purposes of discovering the Stoic
inheritance of the Mountain of Arete in the Posthomerica is that it is the Stoics
themselves, in Lucian, who climb the Mountain of Arete. The Mountain of Arete is to be
read there in Lucian as an identifying emblem of Stoicism: it is so much theirs that it

keeps them from “heaven”.”!

A similar idea occurs at Lucian Vitarum Auctio 23. In that dialogue, Lucian
satirises the philosophies and the exponents of the philosophies of antiquity up to and
including the age in which he writes. He selects stereotypes of each philosophy that will
be immediately identifiable for the reader, that is, the most recognisable tenet of the
philosophical schools (otherwise the satire and stereotype would be without effect). At
chapter 23, he ridicules Stoicism by making the interlocutor in the dialogue ask

Chrysippus about the Mountain of Arete.

Heracles on the Shield of Eurypylus in Posthomerica 6.198-293. See my discussion below of the phoenix
(5.51) in connection with Neo-Pythagorean ideals.

3% Verae Historiae 2.18.11-12.

3 Cf. Maciver 2007.265: ‘Both this passage and the scene in the Posthomeric ecphrasis describe a hill (or
Mountain) of Arete (Addpoc — 6pog, Q.S. 5.50) which is steep (0pOtog — aimx kéAevOa Q.S. 5.55; cf.
vymAn Q.S. 5.52) and which few are able to climb. In Lucian we read an additional element — that Stoics
themselves climb the Mountain.’
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Tl TEAEELS TTOOG TO AKOOTATOV TG AQETNG APLKOPEVOG;

What will you do after you reach the very top of <the Mountain> of Arete?

There is no explicit mention here of a mountain or hill, but the superlative adjective

(dxpotatov) juxtaposed with Arete (1) o’cgetﬁg),nz the verb of motion
(dpwopevog), and the preposition taking an accusative of motion towards (oG TO

akpotatov) imply that we should assume one here.””® Chrysippus, one of the chief
figures of Stoicism after Zeno, is asked, of all the details in Stoicism, specifically about
the Mountain of Arete.

Another dialogue of Lucian strengthens the case for a Stoic reading of the
Mountain of Arete apparent in these two Lucianic passages. In the Hermotimus, the
eponymous interlocutor Hermotimus, a Stoic, attempts to defend his philosophy.”**
Discussion centres, at length, around the Mountain of Arefe of the Stoa (see especially
chapters 2-15). At Hermotimus 2, the Stoic interlocutor quotes Hesiod as the origin of the
image that the Stoics inherited or read for their own philosophical purposes.

N0 "Apetn) mavy moEEwW kata tov ‘Hoiodov oikel kat oty 6 olpog 1 avTNV HAKQOS

Te kat 6p010¢ Kal TN XV, DOWTA 0VK OALYOV EXWV TOIS ODOLTOQOLGS.

Arete according to Hesiod dwells very far away and the way to her is long and steep and rough,
with lots of sweat involved for the travellers (Lucian Herm. 2).

Here we have a Stoic reading of Hesiod. The Stoic interlocutor Hermotimus cites the
literary example of Hesiod, who was not a Stoic, and manipulates the reference into

something Stoic.”’

Hesiod did not envisage an Arete that had a Stoic meaning, but the
Stoic Hermotimus, speaking for the Stoa, posits Stoic concepts onto an archaic literary
passage. This is exactly how the reader reads Quintus with his implication of the

Mountain of Arete within the Shield of Achilles. The image is Hesiodic, and fits with

32 See LS s.v. ckoog 1.

33 Cf. Maciver 2007.265n26: ‘aducvéopar and 7edg imply motion to this highest point.” Note the
translation of Turner 1961.161: ‘What will you do once you have reached the top of the Hill of Virtue?’

734 See Maciver 2007.265-6 for further discussion of this section of the dialogue, and in more detail, von
Mollendorff 2000b.

35 Verbal parallels with the Mountain of Arete on the Shield of Achilles inevitably tie into, and echo,
discussion of the Hesiodic passage above.
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other Hesiodic echoes prior to it in the ecphrasis, such as in the description of Dike at
5.46. However, we must remember that it is the Late Antique poet Quintus reading
Hesiod. The meaning of Arete, and the purpose of the image on the Shield, will recall
Hesiod, but at the same time have a later, and in this case, Stoic, meaning and function
too.”*®

Purely in terms of literary inheritance, the Mountain of Arete on the Posthomeric
Shield of Achilles, while primarily Hesiodic, is a Stoic reading of Hesiod. The image on
the Posthomeric Shield is read by the Late Antique reader as a stereotype of Stoicism, an
emblem of a philosophy.””” On this basis, I will now argue that the value and
intertextuality of the term Arete that is described in the Posthomeric ecphrasis contain
Homeric and Hesiodic significances, but also carry the later moral force given to it by
Stoicism.”®

Arete in the Posthomerica can have a range of meanings, simply on account of the
relative position of the poem in relation to earlier texts, and in relation to earlier and
contemporary cultural and philosophical influences. I will focus first on the un-
personified uses in the Posthomerica and their intertextuality, before focusing on the
potential meanings and significances of Arete personified. The abstract quality arete is

mentioned five times in the Posthomerica (all in the words of secondary narrators)

outside of the description of Arete personified on the Shield of Achilles (5.50) and twice

736 Cf. Maciver 2007.266: ‘So here on the Shield of Achilles, the Mountain of Arete can be seen as a Stoic
reading of Hesiod as well, where both contexts — literary and philosophical — should be taken into account.’
37 This will be seen clearly below when I examine the gnomic correspondences of the image. These
correspondences all bespeak Stoicism, and lead us to strengthen our Stoic reading of the Mountain of Arete.
Contrast Michna 1994.167, who states that it establishes nothing other than an archaic-epic moral.

738 There is an immediate difference from Homer, of course, in the fact that the Arete of the Mountain of
Arete is personified. This point of the scene has received less attention than the fact that Arete stands aloft a
palm (elotrkel Poivikog émepPeBavia 5.51). Vian 1966.204 comments on the uniqueness of the image
in literature, and suggests (1966.205) an oriental physical influence outside of the literary sources. Byre
1982.191-5 convincingly argues for an identification of the Pythagorean symbol Y, of the parting of two
ways, with the palm mentioned at 5.51. He argues for this on the basis of Roman funerary motifs and a
passage in Persius (5.35), cited in Servius’ discussion of the Golden Bough at Aeneid 6.136 (Byre
1982.192-3). However, the fact that there is only one way spoken of in the Posthomeric scene undermines
his argument. There is no choice or crossroads explicitly spoken of in the passage. Cf. James & Lee
2000.54. A possible literary parallel for the palm is Silius Italicus Punica 15.100-7: ¢f. Vian 1966.204, and
Maciver 2007.261n7 for verbal parallels.
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in the speech of the deified Achilles to his son Neoptolemus (14.195 and 14.200).”° All
five occurrences seem to contain an Iliadic meaning of “excellence” in battle-conduct.”*
In Homer, arete signifies excellence in relation to particular skills, such as
horsemanship (as suggested by Iliad 23.571), speed of foot (Iliad 20.411), or even horses’
speed (of Achilles’ horses at Iliad 23.276). More typically, however, arete in the Iliad
signifies courage or prowess in battle.”*! Of the five examples of the quality (un-
personified) in the Posthomerica, 7.651, where Phoenix tells Neoptolemus of the courage
of Achilles,742 and 7.668, where Neoptolemus, in answer, places this arete firmly in

relation to conduct in battle,743

are the most Iliadic in meaning. Similarly, Hera at
Posthomerica 3.124 speaks of Apollo’s jealousy of Achilles arete,”™* which should be
read as Achilles’ prowess in battle, since Hera mentions the equal valour of his
replacement Neoptolemus, immediately before mention of Achilles’ arete, and goes so

far as to explain this jealousy of Achilles’ arete: because he was the best of men (emet
méAe péprartog avdowv 3.124).

The other two instances in the Posthomerica share this meaning, since they can be
related to the context of battle. They also, as I will show, have another shade of meaning
that varies our simplistic reading of arete as prowess in battle. Odysseus, in his lament for
Ajax (Posthomerica 5.574-97), speaks of their quarrel about prowess, which, he says, is
always a healthy delight for right-minded men.

AAAG poL dud’ apeTic velikog méAev, 1) éQL dNoLs

TeQmVN Yivetal aiév é0doooty avBowmnolot.

But our quarrel was about arete, for which the rivalry is always a delight for right-minded men
(Posthomerica 5.592-3).

7 It occurs at Posthomerica 1.732, 3.124, 5.592, 7.651, and 7.668.

0 Cf LST s.v. apetr): ‘Goodness, excellence of any kind, in Hom[er] esp. of manly qualities’.

" As is clear from liad 8.535, 11.90, 11.762, 13.237, 13.275, 13.277, 13.374, 14.118, and 22.268. On
arete as prowess in battle in the Iliad, cf. Adkins 1960.31-7, Sharples 1991.4, and Michna 1994.82. On
arete in Greek literature generally, see the study by Michna 1994, and c¢f. my discussion at Maciver
2007.262.

2 Phoenix connects this courage, arete, specifically to the godlike body and strength of Achilles: Aogeth
0" 6 ye Ppéptegog Nev / MOAADV, émel HakAQeooL DéUAG Kal KAQTOG kel 7.651-2.

7 The juxtaposition of arete with a term for battle could not be clearer: etV dvd dnotita 7.668.

™4 Posthomerica 3.123-4: GAX AL / audy’ doetic <é>péynoas. On the jealousy of Apollo as
suggested by Hera, ¢f. Vian 1963.100n4: ‘Souvenir de 1’ancienne conception de la jalousie des dieux.’
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The context of this speech is the death of Ajax. He died after going mad over his defeat to
Odysseus in their contest for the arms of Achilles (Posthomerica 5.482-6).745 They had
contested about their own valour, and in specific relation to which of them rescued the

corpse of Achilles from battle.”*

If, however, we take a look at what Odysseus said in the
verbal contest with Ajax, we find that he emphasises the necessity for skills other than
prowess in battle. He talks of his superiority in wit and words, which he says are the
things that make men strong, and which Ajax lacks.”*’ So when we read that Odysseus
calls their contest the contest of arete, we alter a more simplistic “prowess-reading” of
arete, and incorporate a more nuanced meaning of excellence, in words and wit as well as
martial deeds.”*® Ironically, Odysseus refers to the arete required to gain the Shield of
Achilles which bears the Mountain of Arere.”*

The last example I wish to discuss has the same significance for arete as the other
examples, that is, prowess in battle, but when taken together with the context in which it
is spoken, leads onto a new level of meanings that adumbrates the significance of Arete
on the Shield of Achilles. At Posthomerica 1.723-40, Thersites rebukes Achilles for his
apparent lust for Penthesileia, who lies dead before him.””® He calls Achilles woman-
mad, and alleges that Achilles has no mind for arete and the deeds of war.

“Q AXIAED Poévac atvé, Tl <> vO oe<v> fjrade dalpwv

Bupov évi otépvoloy Apalovog etvexa Avyong

1) v kako ToAAX AtAaleto pnticacBay (725)
Kat tot évi ¢ppeot oot yuvatpavég 11tog €xovtt

pnéupAeTaL ws aAoxolo oAvdovos v T ETtt €dvolg

KoLEWINV pvrjotevoag EeAdOUEVOS YapéeoOat.

Q¢ <o’™> dpeAov kata drjowy vrtopOapévn BdAe dovol,

oUveka OnAvtépnoy adnv érutépmeat NToQ, (730)
0Vd¢ Vv ool TL péunAev évi Gppeaiv ovAopévo

™ For which see James & Lee 2000.127-8 and 132.

7 Posthomerica 5.180-321. See James & Lee 2000.80.

"7 His speech at Posthomerica 5.239-52 makes these points, and especially his self-referential words at
5.241-2. 5.242 is particular illustrative of Odysseus’ emphasis on the superiority of words and wit: pjdeot

Kkat poboloy & T avdoaot k&otog déEel. See my discussion above in connection with Posthomerica
5.17-24, of the scenes of hunting on the Posthomeric Shield.

8 See my discussion above of Odysseus’ speech at Posthomerica 5.239-52 in this respect, and ¢f. my brief
comments at Maciver 2007.277n73.

9 Cf. Maciver 2007.277: “The irony is made the more cutting since Odysseus speaks the words over the
dead Ajax who has obviously failed in such an ideal.’

0 1n a respect, all of the occurrences of arete in the Posthomerica are in some way related to Achilles,
including its occurrence in Odysseus’ lament of Ajax, since they had argued over who had rescued
Achilles’ body, and therefore, who was worthy of Achilles and his armour.
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aud’ apetng KAvTov €gyov, Emnv €oldnoba yvvaika.

ZxétALe, mov v 1ol Eott trepit 00évog 1de vonua;

Iy 8¢ Bin paoiAnog apvpovog; Ovdé T oioba

6ooov axog Toweoot yvvatpavéovot TéTuktal (735)
OV yap tepmwAng 6Aowtegov dAAo Pootoioty

&g Aéxog lepévng, 1] T adoova pta tibnot

Kal mvuTov mep €ovta. ITovw d doa k0dOg OTNdEL:

avdplL yap alxuntn vikn<e> kAéog éoya v Agnog

TEQTIVA, PUYOTTOAE LW <DE> YUVALK@WY eDAdEV eVVN.” (740)

“O Achilles with your twisted mind, what daimon deceived your spirit just now for the sake of that
wretched Amazon who plotted so many evils for us? A woman-mad desire in your heart is what
you care about, as though you were hoping to marry a maiden as your prudent wife whom you
wooed with gifts. Would that Penthesileia had anticipated you in combat with her spear-cast, since
your heart delights so much in women, and no longer is the famous work of arete of concern to
you in your destructive mind, as soon as you catch sight of a woman. Wretch, where now is your
strength and perception? Where has the might of a noble king fled to? Don’t you know how much
grief has come upon the Trojans because of their lust for women? For there is nothing worse for
mortals than desire for the delights of a woman’s bed, desire which makes a man senseless despite
his apparent wisdom. But kudos attends ponos. For a man who wields the spear the glory of
victory and the deeds of war are delightful, but for a battle-shirker the bed of women is his
delight” (Posthomerica 1.723-40).

Thersites here charges Achilles with lust for the corpse of Penthesileia and contrasts the

1 The speech of Thersites is resonant with

glories of war where real men fight.
intertextuality. To an extent, we have replayed before us here the scene in Illiad 2.211-77,
but this time the recipient of abuse is Achilles and not Agamemnon. We (rightly) expect a
similar outcome for Thersites here as he received in the Iliad after his speech of abuse.”

The specific concern for us in this passage is the mention of arete. Thersites alleges that

Achilles no longer has a mind for the famous work of arete (000¢ vv ool Tt péunAev

&Vl Poeoiv ovAopévnow / aud’ aetng kKAvTov €Qyov, emnyv éoidnoba yvvaika

! Note the series of gnomai in this speech at lines 736-40. In terms of function, they are a series of direct
second person gnomai. Since Thersites is not in a position of authority, we must assume that he claims this
authority, if we follow the function of Homeric direct second person gnomai. His statements are extremely
abusive, and imply that Thersites challenges the authority of Achilles, and especially his moral conduct. Cf.
Lardinois 1997.226-7.

32 The Posthomerica explicitly engages in dialogue with that Iliadic scene: Achilles, after killing Thersites
in retaliation to the abuse (1.743-9), reminds the dead Thersites of the unsuitability of attacking superiors
(o0 ya apelvovt pwtl Xeew kakov avtipepiCerv 1.758), and of the outcome of his last recorded
speech of abuse, at Iliad 2, where Odysseus punished him (1.759-60, relating to Iliad 2.265-9 — cf. James
2004.274). The addressee is therefore also an unsuitable target for Thersites, as the gnome spoken by
Achilles (Posthomerica 1.758), and the Homeric intertextuality where Thersites praises the prowess of
Achilles (Iliad 2.239), make clear. On the intertextuality of this scene generally, and, in particular, the
influence of the version in the Aethiopis, see Vian 1963.40n2.
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1.731-2). The whole speech of Thersites reinforces the impression that this arete refers

specifically to the deeds of war.”>?

This is made more distinct by the opposition created
throughout by Thersites between the deeds of war and the lust for women. What is
implied in his speech is the destructiveness of desire for women.

Thersites portrays Achilles as foreign because of this lust. The fact that he calls

Achilles woman-mad (yvvatpavég 1.726) itself brings Paris into the equation. The

adjective is used only of Paris, by Hector, in the Iliad,754

and its repetition here, of
Achilles, and at 1.735, of the Trojans generally, sets up an opposition between the
virtuous, battle-loving Greeks and the women-mad Trojans, and more particular, reflects
a Thersites who casts Achilles, the warrior par-excellence, as a Paris figure.755 Thersites
casts Achilles as Trojan-like and unlike the Greeks themselves who cherish ideals of
martial arete.

The effect of this un-heroic lust for women is made no clearer than in the gnome
at 1.736-8, where Thersites states that such desire is the most destructive thing for

mortals, and that it makes even a wise man, such as Achilles, senseless.

OV v teomwAng 0AowTegov dAAo Bootoioty
&g Aéxog lepévng, 1] T ddoova pwta TiBnot
KAl TvuTov meQ €6vTa.

Thersites sets up here an opposition here between arete and (sexual) desire. Primarily the

opposition is between a martial prowess (arete in this context) and the opposite of

d” 756

strength and sense, the state of being “woman-ma; While a similar opposition is

>3 Note, in particular, the gnome at 1.739-40, where Thersites states that the glory of victory and the deeds
of war are the delights of a warrior (&vdoL Yoo aixunti) vikn<c> kAéog €oya T Agnog / tepmva). Cf.
Michna 1994.150-3.

54 1t occurs just twice in Homer, at lliad 3.39 and 13.769. It also occurs in Chariton (5.2.6.5), and implies
that it is of the nature of a non-Greek to be woman-mad. Thus it is clear that Thersites emphasises how un-
heroic, un-Greek, and most of all how unmanly it is to have such a lust for women. In effect, he calls
Achilles a barbaros.

755 There is here a clear role-reversal, since Thersites, through intertext, is made a figure of authority, as
Hector, while Achilles becomes a battle-shirking, woman-mad, Paris. Note the parallels between that
exchange in Iliad 3 and the words of Thersites here: 1.726, 735 ~ 1. 3.39; 1.729 ~ I1. 3.40; and 1.731-2 ~ 1.
3.45.

3 The idea of losing strength because of desire for women or their bed is repeated in Thersites’ speech:
note, for example, 1.733 and 1.734. The final gnome of the speech emphasises that the bed of women

pleases only the battle-shirker (puyomtoAé i 1.740).
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apparent in Hector’s words to Paris in Iliad 3 for example,”’

Thersites’ moralising
emphatically censures lust.”® In a sense, Thersites comments on the cause of the Trojan
War, Paris’ lust, simply by highlighting its effects and especially by aligning Achilles
with the woman-mad Trojans by means of the same, intertextually loaded adjective
(1.726 and 1.735). By means of this adjective, Thersites comments on the un-heroic
behaviour of Paris, his lack of arete, and the impropriety and dangers of such conduct,
and then applies these details to Achilles. Achilles should not allow himself to become
affected by this lust, since true men desire the deeds of war.”’

This stark opposition between desire and arete is also found in texts such as
Cicero’s de Finibus, where the Stoic Chrysippus, it is stated (de Finibus 2.14.44),
considered the rivalry between pleasure (voluptas) and virtue (virtus) as the central issue

(discrimen) behind the idea of the chief good in life.”®

It is this voluptas that the Stoics
wanted to limit, and virtus that they wanted to strive for. Thersites’ gnome reflects this
tension, but still keeps within the sphere of the Homeric world. The destructiveness of the
desire for pleasure Thersites speaks of is illustrated in the Trojan War itself, which
formed the repercussions for Paris on account of his madness for women. The Trojan
War can illustrate the philosophical issues contemporary to Quintus, and Thersites
comments on the Homeric Paris by abusing the Posthomeric Achilles.

So far, then, we need not read a meaning for arete in the Posthomerica other than
one that contains an idea of prowess in battle. A clear emphasis is put, by Thersites, on
the martial nature of arete that real men desire. Thus the Posthomerica adheres to Iliadic
ideals and values, while containing scope for the reader to interpret other, post-Homeric

philosophical presences. There is one gnome, however, that Thersites speaks in this

speech that leads the reader away from the Homeric plane and a possible Stoico-

7 Hector portrays Paris as unmanly and battle-shirking at Iliad 3.44-5, making a connection between
beautiful, womanly looks and a lack of courage: obveka kaAov / eidog €', *AA" ovk EotL Bin dpoeotv
0VO¢ TIG AAKN.

% As illustrated especially in this gnome by the expression &g Aéxog tepévng (1.737).

% In a sense Thersites behaves as a post-Homeric critic of Homer, according to the Alexandrian censure of
the improper (t0 &moemég) by highlighting the unsuitability of Paris’ conduct in the heroic world of the
Iliad (and from him to Achilles’ conduct in the Posthomerica). Cf. Willcock 1978.vii, on a similar,
“Alexandrian”, technique employed by Leaf & Bayfield (1895) in their removal of the seemingly improper
Iliad 3.441-7.

760 «Quam quidem certationem homo et acutus et diligens, Chrysippus, non contemnit, totumque discrimen
summi boni in earum comparatione positum putat.” Cf. Waites 1912.13-15.
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Epicurean conflict, and onto Hesiodic intertextual plains. It occurs immediately after the
gnome, given above, on the destructiveness of desire for a woman’s bed, and describes
the necessity of ponos to achieve kudos. Its close juxtaposition with the dangers of lust is
designed to mark a contrast, and to highlight this gnome on ponos and kudos as an
opposite ideal to the one implied by Thersites in relation to Achilles’ conduct.

IMove O doa kKOdOG OmNdel (Posthomerica 1.738).
The gnome is a mannered echo of Hesiod Works and Days 313:™'

mAOVTE O dpeTr) kat KDOOG 0Tndel (Arete and kudos follow upon wealth).
This gnome in Hesiod builds on the theme set out throughout the Works and Days on the
necessity of hard work to gain arete, which, along with kudos, attends wealth (ploutos).762
The connection between arete or kudos, and wealth, leads the reader of Hesiod back to
the allegorical picture presented at Works and Days 287-92.7% This gnomic link in

Hesiod with the allegorical picture at 287-92 is activated here in the speech of Thersites,
but with the particular Posthomeric adaptation of the Hesiodic ethic. The reader notes
here the replacement of wealth (mAovUtw Op. 313) by toil (mOvw Posthomerica 1.738).
The emphasis on ponos here, underscored by the difference created in reading the
Hesiodic parallel, reflects the recurrent ethic involving ponos found throughout the
Posthomerica.”® Thersites, in speaking of arete, with this gnome taps into the gnomic
nexus of which the Mountain of Arefe on the Shield of Achilles is the centre and
motivation. In my discussion that follows, I will discuss the two chief correspondences of
the Mountain of Arete in the main narrative, both of which contain this idea of ponos as a
necessity towards [A]rete or kudos,’® and will argue that underneath this superficial

Homeric meaning of military prowess for arete, discussed above, the influence and

61 S0 Vian 1963.164, where he calls the echo a ‘transposition’.

2 On this gnome in Hesiod, see M.L. West 1978.234-5, who cites parallel passages in Greek lyric that
illustrate the connection between arete and kudos, and wealth.

79 So M.L. West 1978.234.

7% The ethic on ponos, or the ‘commonplace of toil as a necessary means to virtue or glory’ as James & Lee
2000.52 call it, is found at Posthomerica 1.72-3, 1.738, 2.76-7, 3.8-9, 5.595-7, 6.451, 7.52-5, 7.67-92,
9.104-5, 9.507-8, 12.71-2, 12.292-6, 12.388, 13.248-50, 13.476-9, and 14.207-8. I follow the most recent
list of correspondences with the Mountain of Arete listed in Maciver 2007.259n2. See also Vian 1966.203
and James & Lee 2000.52.

783 1t is difficult to differentiate between Arete and arete (hence my use of square brackets). In the first text
of the Posthomerica there would have been no differentiation of course. It is reasonable to expect, however,
a close similarity in the meanings of the personified, and un-personified, abstraction, which is why I have
analysed the instances where the term is un-personified.
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heritage of the Mountain of Arete and the effect it has on our reading of gnomai that echo
it, create another meaning for arete that is more closely connected to Stoic principles, and
comes closer to the idea of a moral, personified Arete rather than simple virtue in battle.
Thersites, in his verbal abuse of Achilles, has connected the two strands that lead into our
understanding of Arete in the Posthomerica: the Homeric intertextuality, in keeping with
the overall Homeric tenor of the poem, and the Quintean, here Stoic, readings of Homer
and Hesiod.

In the description of the Mountain of Arete, there is no mention of ponos. The

only hint we as readers get of the hard work required to get the top of the Mountain is
sweat: 1OQwovTeg (5.56). This description of the need for exertion to climb the Mountain
echoes the Hesiodic allegory at Works and Days 289, which also mentions only sweat
(dowtar) as a hint of the toil needed to get to Arete. When the reader examines the

gnomic correspondences of the Mountain of Arete, and especially the two expansions that
explicate the figure of the Mountain of Arete (at Posthomerica 14.195-200 and 12.292-6),
we read an emphasis on ponos as the route to Arete. I will now focus on these two key
expansions of the ecphrastic scene to gain a better appreciation of the meaning of the
Mountain of Arete on the Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5.

At Posthomerica 14.180-222, the deified Achilles appears to his son Neoptolemus
in a vision.”®® He speaks a hortatory speech replete with instruction on how to conduct

767

himself before others, and throughout his life.””" His words distinctly echo the Mountain

of Arete described in ecphrasis in Posthomerica 5 and that we are to assume was
emblazoned on the very Shield he carried into battle post-Iliad 18.

“ketvog O’ ov Mot dvno "Agetng émi Téouad’ tkavev (195)
@ TWVL U] VOOG 0TV Evaloog: obvek’ &’ avThg

mEéUvov dVOPATOV €0TL, pakpol O€ ol axoLs € aibon)

OCoL avné&n<v>0’- 0mdooLoL D¢ KAQTOG OTINOEL

Kal mTOVOG, €K KAPHATOL MOAVYNOEa KAQTOV & @VTAL

eilg "Agetnc avapavteg évotepavov kAvtov égvoc.” (200)

766 The passage, like the Mountain of Arete, has received some attention from scholars: Vian 1969.159-62
summarises their findings. The most recent (though albeit brief) attention given to the scene is my own
discussion at Maciver 2007.271-3. See James 2004.340 for the intertextual motivation of Achilles’ speech
in the literary tradition of the Trojan War, in the Epic Cycle, and in Euripides’ Hecuba.

7 Vian 1969.160 writes of the primary hortatory function of Achilles” speech.
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“That man never arrived at the heights of Arete whose mind is not right within him. Her trunk is
difficult to climb, and the great branches stretch out right into heaven; to as many as strength and
ponos attend, they pluck the fruits of great delight after much exertion, climbing up the glorious
tree of fair-crowned Arete” (Posthomerica 14.195-200).

In giving advice to his son, Achilles has recourse to the allegorical ethic that he carried on
his Shield.”*® He expounds (with modification) to his son, a secondary narratee, in

Posthomerica 14, what was narrated to us, the primary narratees, in Posthomerica 5. He

talks of a Tree of Arete (Agetnc. . . €ovog 14.200), that only a right-minded person (@
TIVL UM VOOG €0TLV évaiotpog 14.196) can climb. If this person has strength and ponos
(oTtéooLoL d¢ k&QTOog OTNdEL / kKal dvog 14.298-9), then after much exertion he can
reach the top of this Tree ("Agetng emt Téouad’ tkavev 14.195) and pluck the fruits

(moAvynOéa kapmov apwvtat 14.199). The Mountain of Arete on the Shield of

Achilles has become the Tree of Arete.”® Achilles tells Neoptolemus that if he wants to
pluck the fruits of Arete, he must be right-minded, and have strength and ponos.

The close correlation between this figure and the Mountain of Arete, and the
implication that Achilles is here explaining the figure on the Shield, implies that we as
readers should read the Mountain of Arete on the Shield of Achilles in the light of
Achilles’ words here to Neoptolemus. We can now equate the sweat spoken of as
necessary to get to the top of the Mountain of Arete (1dpwovteg 5.56) as synonymous
with the ponos required to pluck the fruits of Arete, and the ponos spoken by Thersites at
Posthomerica 1.738 that is the necessary concomitant of the (un-personified) arete. The
emphasis on ponos given by Achilles in this speech reflects the emphasis on this ethic (in
gnomai) throughout the poem. Vian says that the ideal that ponos is the necessary
condition for moral perfection is recurrent in literature after Hesiod, and that it is one of

the favourite themes of Quintus.770 We now read the Mountain of Arefe at the centre of

768 Cf. Maciver 2007.272: ‘The original recipient and bearer of the Shield expounds the meaning of its key
scene to his heir, and therefore heir of the Shield.’

7% 1t is difficult to ascertain what this Tree is in relation to the description of the Mountain on the Shield of
Achilles. It may be the phoenix spoken of at 5.51, and is thus a zoomed-in scene of the broader picture
presented on the ecphrasis.

% Vian 1966.204: ‘Depuis Hésiode, I’allégorie tend 2 montrer que le mévog, I’effort pénible librement

consenti, est la condition nécessaire pour atteindre la perfection morale. . . L’exaltation du tévog est I'un
des themes favoris de I’éthique de Quintus.’
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the repeated gnomai on the necessity of having ponos to achieve Arete or kudos, because
of this exposition by Achilles.””'

Achilles is the ideal secondary narrator to expound the allegory, because not only
was it on his Shield, but because he seems to have reached the top of the Mountain of
Arete himself, in reality.772 He is now deified and living a life of blessedness: he is
plucking the fruits of great delight, after all his exertion.”” It is implied that he lived a life
of ponos, and wants his son to follow suit. However, while the ideal that Achilles
presents is primarily for his son, and relates to conduct in battle and the context of the
battlefield,774 its correlation with the Mountain of Arete lifts it to the level of the reader.
The generality of both figures — the Mountain of Arete and the Tree of Arete — is

contained in their gnomic nature — they apply to everyone. In Achilles’ description of the

Tree of Arete this is emphasised by omtoécoiot (14.198). It is for whomsoever kartos or

775 )
We, the readers, can achieve

ponos attend — not just Neoptolemus or his fellow heroes.
the Arete spoken of on the Shield of Achilles and reiterated here by Achilles in
Posthomerica 14 if we have the necessary ponos.

It is clear from the context of Achilles’ allegory on Arete that there is something
here that has a meaning beyond mere prowess, and that the ponos required is not simply

endurance on the battlefield. In both allegories, destination is implied: in the Mountain of

" The close connection between ponos and Arete is implied by the words of Nestor to Neoptolemus before

the Greeks enter the wooden horse: (12.262-3): vOv yao téopa mdvolo Beol kal dpvpova viknv /

nuw éeAdopévolot Gpidag &g xelpag dyovorv. The echo between téopa movolo (12.262) here and
"Apetnc émti téopata (14.195) links the two ideas.

12 Cf. Maciver 2007.273: ‘Achilles assumes the persona of a didactic narrator by presenting his son with
the primary narrator’s (ecphrastic) vision of the way to live.’

773 The fact that he is deified and speaks in his role as a father figure makes him an ideal mouthpiece of the
poet, or more correctly, primary narrator who first narrated the ideal of Arete on the Shield of Achilles. Cf.
Dillenbach 1989.52 on the suitable figures for mise-en-abime, and my discussion of the Mountain of Arete
as mise-en-abime at Maciver 2007.267-9 and 272-7.

"% Posthomerica 14.187-91 imply this: Achilles instructs Neoptolemus specifically on how to conduct
himself in battle. Shortly after these lines, he then extends his speech onto the figure of the Tree of Arete,
so it is natural to link his prior words to the allegory.

73 James & Lee 2000.53, following Kochly 1850.266, have argued that Achilles’ speech here along with
the Mountain of Arete in Posthomerica 5 apply to Achilles himself, who chose the short but glorious life
spoken of at 7I. 9.410-16. It is not the case that, either here or in the scene on the Shield, “a short but
glorious” life is the idea put forward by these images. Posthomerica 5.56 in fact emphasises the very
opposite idea — Arete is only obtained after a long hard effort that takes time. Wenglinsky is the most recent
scholar to align both images on Arete closely with Achilles: ¢f. Wenglinsky 2002.146: ‘In both 5.49-56 and
14.195-200, Arete is connected with Achilles. It is satisfactory to see no more profound significance in this
association than that Achilles is for Quintus a paragon of virtue.’
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Arete, the aim is to get to the top of the holy way of sacred Arete. There is something
inherent in the divinity expressed in the scene that befits afterlife and celestial rest rather
than mere martial prowess.776 So too here in Book 14, it is a god, the deified Achilles,
who speaks to his son Neoptolemus on the necessity of ponos to pluck the fruits of
blessedness, of Arefe. When we read of the personified Arete, we read of something
beyond the battlefield, of something moral and to be achieved by virtuous characters.””’
We live a life of ponos, that is, an arduous climb up the Mountain of Arete, which is a
journey through a life of hardship and endurance, symbolised by the ruggedness and
sheer height of the path on the Mountain of Arete.”’® After that, the traveller through life,
who must have the right kind of outlook (14.196), must climb the difficult trunk of the
Tree of Arete,””’ and once that is done, only then may that person enjoy the fruits of
Arete.”™

The verbal and thematic connection between the Mountain, and the Tree, of Arete
is obvious, but how does the Stoic nature of the Mountain of Arete apply to Achilles’
presentation of Arete in Posthomerica 14?7 On the surface, we can assume that the
extremely close relationship between the two figures means they share the same
intertextuality and function,781 and that therefore we can read a Stoic influence in both.

When we examine the immediate context of the figure of the Tree of Arete, we similarly

7% On the Shield of Achilles, the repeated picture of the blessedness of the gods in contrast to the suffering
of mortals combines with the divinity of Arefe and the sacred way to her: the gods are already living a life
of Arete. Note in particular Posthomerica 5.69-79. Note too that Arete at 5.50 is described as sacred
(CaBénc). The adjective is also used of Achilles at 14.304, whose very Shield contained the image of
sacred Arete. It is used only of the divine in the Posthomerica, at 2.444, 3.88, 3.545, 4.575, 5.50, 6.146,
8.295, 10.127, 11.42, 12.482, 13.276, 13.435, 14.87, 14.304, and 14.413. In the lliad, it is used only of
places: 1.38, 1.452, 2.508, 2.520, 9.151, and 9.293. Cf. James & Lee 2000.54.

1T Cf. Wenglinsky 2002.147: ‘The emphasis placed on the possibility of such an afterlife, moreover,
constitutes one of Quintus’ greatest departures from Homeric sensibilities. Two who enjoy such an afterlife,
of course, are Achilles and Neoptolemus, the deification of the former being clearly established in the
Posthomerica, and that of the latter predicted. The notion of a blessed afterlife attained through merit is
logically associated with these heroes, and this may well be why Quintus twice inserts idiosyncratic and
detailed references to Arefe in passages involving Achilles and Neoptolemus.’

778 N \ . ,
There are many rugged paths that keep men away (atoamitoi Oapéeocol dielgyopeval
okoAoTeooty 5.53) and men shrink back at the height of the Mountain (eicomtiow x&lovto teOnmoteg
alma kéAevBa 5.55).

7 Posthomerica 14.197: moéuvov dOoPatév o,

780 This reward at the end of the “journey” reflects the blessedness implied in Hesiod’s allegory of the path
to Arete: QMO dnjmetta éAeL (Op. 292).

781 This is reflected in the fact that both Vian 1969.184n3 and James & Lee 2000.53 imply that the Tree of
Arete is a mere development of the Mountain of Arete.
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find Stoic instruction in the words of Achilles to Neoptolemus. At 14.201-3, the lines that
immediately succeed Achilles’ description of the Tree of Arete, Achilles exhorts his son
to show indifference to pain, and exhorts him not to rejoice too much in anything good.

AAX &ye kOdog éo0co. Kai €v poeot mevkaAiunot
Uit it mrpat mayxv daileo Oupov avin,
unt’ €00A@ péya xaioe.

In that case, be glorious. And in your shrewd mind do not torture yourself too much over bitter
sorrow, nor rejoice overmuch in good fortune (Posthomerica 14.201-3).

The first exhortation of Achilles to Neoptolemus is to be glorious (k0Udtp0g 14.201).7*

Then he tells him not to be torn too much by pain (Ut €mt mrpatt Tayxv daileo
OQuuov avin 14.202), and to hide his joy when fortune is good (UNT €00A@ péya
xatpe 14.403). This particular exhortation is another expression, found elsewhere in the
poem and discussed previously,”® of the Stoic ideal of apatheia. Achilles exhorts his son
to try and get to the fruits of Arefe by following a life of ponos. Then, in the very same
speech, he tells his son to follow the ideals of Stoicism.”®* It is as though Achilles tells
Neoptolemus what this ponos is that is required to get to Arete: if you want this ideal, you
will have a life of ponos, and this is exactly what ponos will involve.”®® Thus Achilles’
presentation of the Tree of Arete involves a non-moral, militaristic significance for Arete
and a life in combat, and also a meaning that is Stoic, which builds on the figure of the

Mountain of Arete, and suggests a life of blessedness after a life of ponos.”™

82 Thus kudos can be read as closely contingent upon a life of ponos and the pursuit of Arefe. On the basis

of the allegory, Achilles, as illustrated by the particle and imperative *AA” &ye (c¢f. GP 201), exhorts his
son to get kudos. Cf. the gnome of Thersites at Posthomerica 1.738, discussed above, where he states that
kudos and arete follow ponos. Cf. my discussion at Maciver 2007.264.

85 Cf my discussion, in Section 2, of Posthomerica 3.8-9. Cf. also James 2004.300. Note especially the
gnome spoken by Odysseus at Posthomerica 5.596-7, where he speaks a gnome on the necessity of
apatheia pointedly in relation to the previous conduct of the now dead Ajax. Cf. my discussion of that
gnome, in relation to the Mountain of Arete, at Maciver 2007.275-6.

84 Cf. Plutarch Moralia 102 F, where he states that it is of the nature of educated and disciplined men to be
not too joyous in prosperity, and to maintain a becoming attitude when there is adversity. Plutarch there
discourses on the strict Stoic precept of apatheia.

85 Cf. Vian 1969.162 on these lines adding an aspect of the Arete of a sage to the earlier concentration in
the speech on conduct in battle connected with martial Arete. Cf. also Vian 1969.162n2 on the Stoic nature
of 14.201-3, which he states, leads the reader on from the symbol of the Tree of Arete.

86 Keydell 1949-50.87-8 has suggested Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis as a parallel for Achilles’ vision to
Neoptolemus. Vian 1969.162 argues that the parallels are too imprecise to be taken seriously.



C Maciver PhD Thesis 232 Reading Ecphrasis
Reading Quintus Reading Homer

There is one more passage I wish to discuss in relation to the idea of ponos and
Arete focused as the Mountain of Arefe on the Shield of Achilles. It occurs in
Posthomerica 12, where Nestor commends the conduct of Neoptolemus, and suggests
that because of ponos, they the Greeks are about to achieve their aim of sacking Troy.

€001 maTEOg kelvolo Bin kal é0PpovL Lvbw

avtiBéov "AxiANoc: éoAnta O¢ ofjoL XépeooLv

"Apyeiovg ITpiapolo dxmpabéev kKAvtov doTv.

ope ¥ &Q’ €k kapdtolo Héya kAéog EéooeTa ULV (290)
TOAAX TOVNOAPEVOLOL KT KAGVOV &AYea AvyQd.

aAyea pev mapax moool Beol Oéoav avBowmoLoty,

€00Ax 0¢ MOAAOV dnwBe* mMOvov O’ éc péooov EAacoav:

Tovveka ONdin PV € apyaAénv kakotnTa

ailnotot kéAevBog, avinen O émt kbdog, (295)
Héod’ 6te TIg oTOVOEVTA TTOVOV DLt TOTTL TLEQT|OT)G.

You really are — in strength and in wise speech — like your father, the godlike Achilles. I hope that
the Argives will raze to the ground Priam’s famous city, by your hands. Great glory will fall to us
at last from battle toil, we who have suffered so many grievous pains in battle. The gods set
troubles at the feet of men, and they thrust good far away; and ponos they drove in between them;
therefore, the path to grievous kakotes is easy for men, but the one to kudos is difficult — which
someone attains only by a trek of painful ponos (Posthomerica 12.287-96)."

We read here another reading of Hesiod’s allegory at Works and Days 287-92.”*® This
time Nestor presents his own version of the Hesiodic picture, here to Neoptolemus whom
he commends for his eagerness to be the first of the heroes to enter the wooden horse.
Nestor comments on how like Achilles Neoptolemus is (12.297-8), expresses his hope
that by Neoptolemus’ hands they will sack Troy (12.288-9), and then proceeds to build an
allegorical picture based on the fact that they have suffered so much, and that as a result
great glory is due to them (12.290-6).

Clearest of all in terms of Hesiodic parallels is the echo of Works and Days 287-8

(tNv név tot kakdTTa Kol IAadov oty EAéoBat / Onilws: Aeln pev 0d0g) in

787 Translation is adapted from Maciver 2007.273-4.

"8 It is interesting to note that in this explication of the Mountain of Arefe, and in its reading of the
Hesiodic allegory, we are presented with two ways, one to kakotes, and one to kudos, which replaces Arete
here. This reading is more in keeping with the tradition of Prodicus’ version. On the connection between
kudos and Arete, see Maciver 2007.275n67. I would now say that kudos follows on from Arete, that is, it is
concomitant with the gaining of Arefte, rather than being synonymous with Arete. Kudos occurs 23 times in
the Posthomerica, with the Iliadic meaning of “glory won in war” (c¢f. LSJ s.v. k000¢g): at 1.108, 1.738,
2.77, 3.197, 4.87, 4.305, 4.322, 4.577 5.520, 6.451, 7.383, 7.566, 7.657, 8.472, 9.29, 12.252, 12.273,
12.295, 13.193, 13.248, 13.288, 14.113, and 14.118.
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Posthomerica 12.294-5 (On(n pev &g doyaAénv kaxotnta / . . . kéAevBog), while
12.295 (arvinon O €mi kvdog) resembles, in meaning, Works and Days 290 (LakQog de

Kal 00010¢ olpog &¢ avt)v). Nestor’s words also lead back to the Mountain of Arete:
the description of paths reminds the reader of the steep paths described at 5.55 on the

Shield (aima kéAevOa), and the difficult path to kudos (12.295 dvinon o €mi kVOOG)
echoes the many ways (atoamttot 5.53) that keep men from the noble path (éLv Ttatov
5.54) and the holy way (ie@oOVv oiplov 5.56) that few ascend. The necessity of sweating up

the Mountain of Arete (5.56 tavEoL &’ LeQOV olHoV Aviov dEwWoVTEG) is echoed here

at 12.296 (uéod” Ote TIg oTOVOEVTA TTOVOV OLX TTOOCL ns@r']crmg).789

We can read, therefore, Nestor’s words as an expansion of Hesiod’s figure on
Arete, but also as a reflection and expansion of the Mountain of Arete, which in itself is a
reading of the same Hesiodic passage. Nestor applies the meaning of the Mountain of
Arete specifically to the situation in which the Greeks find themselves. The verbal
correspondence between Nestor’s summary of their situation at 12.290-1 and the gnome
he speaks at 12.292-6 binds the original ecphrastic image to the narrative context.”” The
Greeks have gone through much ponos (TtoAAa tovnoapévolot 12.291), and are about
to achieve the fruits of this ponos, namely, Arete, which itself will lead to kleos for them
(¢x kapatowo péya kAéog éooetat Nutv 12.290). There is also implied here an
application of the Mountain of Arete to Neoptolemus. Nestor says that Neoptolemus is so
like his father, and then hopes that by his hands they will sack Troy.””' The Greeks will
achieve their kleos by the hands of Neoptolemus. Here it is clear that the Arete that the
Greeks are in pursuit of, through ponos, is martial and is related to military glory, kleos

(12.290) or kudos (12.295). In the world in which Nestor finds himself, this is how he

9 Note also the resemblances between 12.292 (dAyea pév magd moooi) and 5.53 (Oapéeot. . .
okoAdmeoot). The exertion up the Mountain of Arete (1dowovteg 5.56 — an echo of Hes. Op. 289, as
mentioned above) is reflected at 12.296 (otovoevta TdOVoOV).

0 ¢f. Maciver 2007.275n65: ‘GAvea (292) corresponds with dAyea Avyoa (291); movov (293) with
ntovnoapévolot (291); and k0dog (295) perhaps with kA€og (290).”

1 Such reference to likeness to Achilles foreshadows Achilles’ presentation of the Tree of Arefe to
Neoptolemus in Posthomerica 14. A verbal parallel draws the two passages together: 12.290 (éx
Kkapdtolo péya kAéog €ooetal MuLv) is echoed by 14.199 (ék kapatov TOALYNOEéx KAETOV
apvrat).
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interprets and applies the figure of the Mountain of Arete presented on the Shield of
Achilles.””? Within the world of the Posthomerica, according to Nestor, they will achieve
kleos after much ponos: he is not proved wrong.

These two expansions in Posthomerica 14 and 12 of the Mountain of Arete on the
Shield of Achilles, set forth by characters who are suitable, authoritative, reflections of
the primary narrator,”” illustrate the importance of the central image of that ecphrasis for
construction of meaning in the Posthomerica as a whole. Within the action of the
Posthomerica, the characters seek after the rewards of Arete that will signal an end of
their martial lives of ponos. Outside of the world of the Posthomerica, we as readers are
told that a life of ponos, of sweat up the difficult but holy path towards Arete at the top of
the Mountain of Arete, and from there, a climb up the Tree of Arete to pluck its fruits and
consequently enjoy an afterlife of bliss, is what we must undertake. This is how to live, as
long as we have the right qualities of right-mindedness, strength, and a willingness to
endure hardships and the Stoic life, to be apathetic to external circumstances, whatever

they might be.”*

92 Cf. Maciver 2007.275: ‘Thus, it is clear that, in this respect, the embodiment, here, of the description of
Arete and the path to it on the Shield of Achilles, is in relation to the deeds of war (kata kAdvov 12.291).
3 Cf. Maciver 2007.275: ‘Nestor, as the old man figure — one of the personae that naturally reflect the
primary narrator in mise-en-abime — acts as a mouthpiece for the exposition of the Mountain of Arete, in a
similar role to Achilles in book 14 .’

794 This reflection of life as it should be, presented on the Shield of Achilles, is not so un-Homeric: cf.
Edwards 1991.208: ‘For Homer does not intend to present a particular occurrence, but paradigms of ever-
continuing human social activities.’
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Conclusion

The Shield of Achilles is a meeting point. It is here that Homer, the Iliadic primary
narrator, the modern reader of Homer, the ancient reader of Homer, Quintus, the
Posthomeric primary narrator, Posthomeric secondary narrators, the ancient reader of
Quintus, and the modern reader of Quintus, all meet together, through the engagement
with the Posthomeric Shield of Achilles by the (modern) reader. Just by reading the
Shield of Achilles in the Posthomerica sets an activation of all these various stages of
reading and interpretation through the ages. In order to understand fully the intertextual
implications of the Posthomeric Shield of Achilles, and Quintus as reader of Homer and
the Iliadic Shield of Achilles, we must engage with this very intertextual engagement, and
separate and interpret the overlapping and intermingling strands of the stages of reading
processes.

This section discussed in detail this very intertextuality of the Shield of Achilles.
Despite the overtly “Homeric” nature of the poem, the differences in presentation of the
Shield of Achilles in the Posthomerica are vital for an understanding of the ways in
which Quintus as reader, and we the readers, construct its own poetic identity. The Shield
of Achilles is like the Posthomerica that contains it. The Shield is unavoidably Homeric
in its heritage, in its name, and in its style. The Posthomerica is Homeric in its heritage,
story, style, poetics, and language. Many of the scenes on the Shield, and much of the
structure, bears resemblance to the Iliadic Shield. Yet the innovation on the Shield, and
the essentially non-Homeric intertextuality of these scenes, within the overall Homeric
template, mimics the originality and non-Homeric elements of the Posthomerica within a
strongly Homeric style.

I discussed the overall structure and content of the Posthomeric Shield of
Achilles, its signs, narrator’s comments, and poetic artistry, against a background of the

Iliadic ecphrasis. I illustrated that in the Posthomerica, the Shield of Achilles is more
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Alexandrian in its poetic concerns, and that while the Shield is based broadly on the
Homeric version, the differences to the Iliadic Shield are striking and problematic. I
proved that one and the same artefact made by Hephaestus, described in two different
ecphraseis by two different poets and narrators, can be read as the one ecphrasis, taken
from a countless number of scenes on the magical Shield, and described according to the
bias and aims of each poet, through their primary narrator.

In its function, too, the Shield is non-Homeric. I illustrated how some of the
scenes on the Shield function as mise-en-abime. The descriptions on the Shield are
emblems of similar phenomena throughout the narrative, and in this way behave as
centres of thematic and verbal nexuses that interact and overlap, and meaning is
constructed through the interactions in correspondences that we as readers identify and
read. Such a motivating function in the ecphrasis for the narrative and themes of the
poem is not something found in such an artificially-mannered way in the Iliadic
ecphrasis.

I concentrated in this section on the scenes of peace on the Shield, and in
particular, the description of the Mountain of Arete and its context. I discussed in
particular, the value, meaning, and, above all, the intertextuality, of Dike and Arete
described on the Shield. I proved that while a broadly Homeric and Hesiodic
intertextuality can be read for both terms, the philosophical and cultural context of the
Posthomerica also has an impact on the terms’ intertextuality and function. I showed,
with particular reference to the Mountain of Arete and its two key explications, in
Posthomerica 12 and 14, that Stoicism is the key strand of intertextuality that we should
take into consideration. Having proved the Stoic heritage of that scene on the Shield, I
then highlighted the emblematic nature of the Mountain of Arete as a central and
motivating gnome and in a series of gnomai that carry the key ethical theme of the
Posthomerica. To understand the Stoic ethic of ponos as necessary for Arete, we must
read and understand the Mountain of Arete. The Shield of Achilles is very un-Homeric,
Stoic, and functional, while still very Homeric, within the Posthomerica, a very Homeric,

but un-Homeric, poem.
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Conclusion

The title of this thesis is a mirror of the thesis. I attempt to state exactly what I do when I
read the Posthomerica. In engaging its intertextuality, I read Quintus, I read Homer in the
poem’s Homeric intertextuality, and as a result, I engage with Quintus’ reading of
Homer. As reiterated in this study, the Posthomerica is a “Homeric” poem. By
“Homeric” I mean that it has a Homeric language and style, a Homeric epic apparatus of
poetics and plot construction, and a story that continues exactly on from the end of the
Iliad. Thus, reading any part of the Posthomerica is an inevitable engagement by the
reader with the Homeric texts.

With the aim of reading Homer through Quintus, I have picked three features of
the Posthomerica’s poetics: similes, gnomai, and ecphrasis. My objective in analysis of
these aspects has been to highlight just how “Homeric” they are in their heritage,
construction, and function, and then, on the other hand, to illustrate their originality — that
is, their non-Homeric nature — within this Homeric-imitative framework. Quintus knew
the Homeric poems intimately, and this knowledge is reflected in his very close
engagement with Homer. The reader can utilise this interaction to activate latent meaning
in the text. Throughout this thesis, I have shown how a Homeric intertext should be read
and interpreted along with its setting, and that this whole unit should then be brought to
bear upon the Posthomeric imitating passage and its context and function within the
whole epic.

However, despite the poet’s obvious exertions to construct a Homeric text, we
read differences, because of this intertextual engagement with Homer. The
Posthomerica’s date of composition and its position as a work of post-Homeric and post-
Hellenistic literature are identifiable in many respects, but especially when the reader
closely analyses the function of poetic devices. In my analysis of similes, gnomai, and

ecphrasis, I have illustrated their overall Homeric inheritance. I have then shown that the
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similes are un-Homeric in terms of their structure and placement, in their connection with
the main narrative, and in the effect intertextuality has on characterisation through
similes. I have emphasised that gnomai, despite their Homeric echoes and Homeric
function, contain a non-Homeric, Stoically influenced meaning, and I have demonstrated
how they interact and carry some of the key ethical themes of the poem — themes that are
outwardly Homeric, but that in fact have further, post-Homeric significances. I have
concentrated, in my study of ecphrasis, on the Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5, and
have discussed the complexities in reading one and the same “artefact”, made by
Hephaestus, and presented and described in two different epics, the Iliad and the
Posthomerica, by two different narrators, the Iliadic and Posthomeric primary narrators,
with very different descriptions in each epic.

Intertextuality is, of course, a multi-faceted idea. What I have given in this thesis
is my reading of the Posthomerica, in dialogue with other earlier readings by other
readers. [ have viewed Homer through the poem, I have analysed Homeric features of the
text and submitted my readings of Quintean originality against, and through, the
widespread Homeric intertextuality. The best examples of this originality, this activation
of Homer in the Posthomerica through the reader’s knowledge of Homer, and the
identification of Quintean ideologies and poetics, in this thesis, have been in two specific
areas: the Shield of Achilles in Posthomerica 5, and in the Helen simile in Posthomerica
14. The Shield of Achilles is invented in the Iliad, it is thought up, planned, constructed,
described during construction, completed, and given to Achilles. It is a fait accompli, an
inherent part of the /liad, and is Homer’s masterpiece of ecphrasis. An ecphrasis is a
natural, and almost expected, part of an epic poem, yet there were many other shields
Quintus could have chosen to describe, other than the Shield of Achilles. Instead,
Quintus’ choice set up an emblem of his poetic aims and intertextual relationship with
Homer.

In my discussion of the Shield of Achilles, I eventually settled on analysis of the
most unusual and enigmatic scene of the ecphrasis, the Mountain of Arete (Posthomerica
5.49-56). I have assessed the complex intertextuality of this image. In the Mountain of
Arete, 1 read Hesiodic, post-Hesiodic, and Lucianic / Stoic intertextuality. This central

scene of the unavoidably Homeric Shield of Achilles is the most un-Homeric. The poet
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leaves room, however, for this scene to be read as Homeric. At 5.97-8, the Posthomeric
primary narrator states that there were countless other images on the Shield of Achilles.
Implied is that Homer and Quintus chose different scenes suitable for their epics, and that
in places, through their narrators, they described the same ones but in different ways
(hence the similarities between both ecphraseis), but that neither of the poets exhausted
the scenes on the Hephaestean Shield. As a result, there arises the poetic conceit that the
Mountain of Arete was constructed by Hephaestus, was on the very shield that Achilles
carried into battle in the Iliad, and was known, seen, but passed over by the bard of the
Homeric Shield who had access to all the scenes. Thus, the reader posits the Stoic image
on the Homeric Shield, and Quintus re-creates the creation of the Shield and constructs
Homer the knower of Stoic ideals. In this way, Quintus reads the Iliad and updates it to a
neo-Iliad, to an epic that reflects his contemporary cultural and philosophical influences.

The poetic exertions of Quintus to be still “Homer”, to be still writing the Iliad,
means that any innovation, any traits that are not Homeric in the poem, stand out, and
become loaded with interpretative implications. The function of the Mountain of Arete
stands out in this way. It is the motivating centre of a series of gnomai in the poem that
reflect and explicate the meaning of the Mountain of Arete with their Stoic emphasis on
the necessity of ponos for the achievement of Arete. The widespread occurrence of this
ethic and its embodiment as mise-en-abime in the central image of the Shield of Achilles
is itself non-Homeric, and reflects Quintus’ concern for structure and interaction between
the varying poetic features of his text.

In the third section of this thesis, I have focused on Helen. At Posthomerica
14.39-70, there is narrated to us the appearance of Helen before the Greeks in the
aftermath of the war. She is described by means of a simile on Aphrodite’s adultery with
Ares. The key point of the simile is to elucidate Helen’s appearance, and specifically,
how her aidos made her cheeks blush. I have discussed how Aphrodite’s behaviour and
aidos in the simile transfer to our reading of Helen’s behaviour in the Trojan War, and to
our reading of her aidos: she is cast as an adulteress, the opposite embodiment of the
maidenly aidos that causes Penthesileia to blush in Posthomerica 1.

Within this simile in Posthomerica 14 we read a gnome on the terribleness for

women to be caught in the act of adultery in the eyes of their husband. This gnome
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principally casts judgement on adulterers generally, and then on Aphrodite, the subject of
the simile, and from there, on Helen, the person compared by it. However, I have shown
at length that judgement is cast not only on these characters, but on the original
presentation of the story of the adultery of Aphrodite and Ares in Odyssey 8. In the
Homeric version, there is no such censure of the conduct of Aphrodite and Ares, but
rather the tone is comical, a tone criticised and explained away by critics throughout
antiquity anxious either to impugn or defend Homer. Quintus, as a Homerus novus, is
perhaps best placed to reconstruct this “incorrect” Homeric presentation into a neo-
Homeric presentation with the appropriate ethical evaluation. He updates Homer and his
apparently ethically erroneous version of the story by means of insertion of a gnome
within a simile that outwardly purports to describe the appearance of Helen. Thus here,
we read most clearly Quintus reading, reconstructing, and commenting on Homer by
means of this reconstruction.

A secondary theme of this thesis, attainable through the first, was to discuss the
Alexandrian nature of the Posthomerica in its dynamic of intertextuality. The
Posthomerica is a very learned and involved text. In my discussion of similes and their
effect on characterisation, I have illustrated how Homeric intertextuality can add a whole
extra layer of meaning to the Posthomeric setting. I have highlighted, for example, how
characterisation of Neoptolemus is vivified by reading the Homeric echoes in the similes
that compare him. I have also shown how Posthomeric intertextuality can construct
further meaning. Echoes and interactions between verbal and thematic parallels in the
Posthomerica overlap and engage in discourse via the reader, as shown in the interaction
between the similes of Book 1 involving the arrival of Penthesileia. Quintus’ similes,
called hyper-Homeric in scholarship, create a sense of complete absorption of this
Homeric feature, and attentiveness to all aspects of the function of the Homeric simile.
On the other hand, the Posthomerica’s similes convey something that Homer could not —
double, or manifold, points of engaging with the character or situation compared, because
of their intertextuality. The rich indebtedness read in the similes leads the reader to
Homer, to post-Homeric authors, to Alexandria for the similes’ function, structure, and
imbedding in the narrative, and to the Posthomerica itself, where echoes of other

situations in the text unify the epic and extend the range of possible meanings.
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In the second section, gnomai proved to behave in similar ways. After a brief
excursus on the negative assessment of gnomai in scholarship, statistics for gnomai in the
Posthomerica, and a general discussion of their nature and function, I have focused on
specific examples that exhibit a clear Homeric intertextuality, but that at the same time
possess an extra, non-Homeric significance — a common feature of the poetics of the
poem, as has become clear. I have concentrated on the two speeches of consolation of
Nestor to Podaleirius in Posthomerica 7. Nestor’s words dwell on the paths of life that
men travel on, on the destination of mortals in death, on the role of Fate as pre-eminent in
the lives of all, and on the blindness of men in their lives and fortunes. On the one hand, 1
have discussed the intertextuality of his words: beyond their Homeric intertextuality, the
effect of which I illustrated, his speeches contain gnomic, Stoic advice that connect with
similar gnomic sentiments found elsewhere in the poem. I have argued that Nestor, a
secondary narrator giving Stoic advice on life to a secondary narratee, echoes the primary
narrator giving gnomic, Stoic statements to us, the primary narratees. Nestor is therefore
a poet figure, a Stoic sage and reflection of the projected Stoic voice of the poet. I have
then pointed out other similar sentiments spoken by other secondary narrators, and
highlighted the immediate pacifying effect such advice receives from characters such as
Philoctetes, who clearly understands and lives by the Stoic philosophy of the Posthomeric
world. The Posthomerica is, as is clear through my reading of the intertextuality and
Posthomeric interactions in gnomai, a Homeric epic with a Stoic philosophy, a poem that
is threaded through with later cultural and ethical influences, despite the Homeric
inheritance.

After my study of Helen in the Posthomerica, 1 turn, in Section 4, to ecphrasis. |
have analysed the Shield of Achilles in Book 5. Again, my concern has been twofold: to
discuss the intertextuality of the Shield, and the function of the Shield within the
Posthomerica. Again, 1 have achieved similar results. Beyond the Homeric
intertextuality, I have exhibited the later philosophical presences in the Shield’s scenes. I
have interpreted the differences in the Shields’ relations to the works that contain them.
While the Iliadic Shield of Achilles can, to an extent, be read as related to the Iliad in its
themes, the Shield of Achilles in the Posthomerica behaves as the centre of a thematic

nexus, as the motivating focus of the poem’s narrative, battle descriptions, and of the
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ethics spoken by characters and by the primary narrator. We read the Shield throughout
the poem, and read the poem in the Shield. The Posthomeric Shield is inscribed with
Homer, but subverts this very inscription with its function.

The reader puts the Posthomerica in dialogue with itself, in the interactions
between similes, gnomai, and ecphrasis, and the whole of the Posthomeric narrative, and
in dialogue with the Homeric poems, and post-Homeric texts. The Posthomerica is a
poem that is at once Homeric and non-Homeric, imitative and original, striving to be
Homeric yet striving to make Homer Quintean. This study of the Posthomerica has
reflected my reading of Quintus, Quintus’ reading of Homer, and my reading of Homer,
and has illustrated that the Posthomerica is closely Homeric, but demonstrably non-
Homeric in its philosophy, ethics, structures, and in many facets of its poetics, and non-
Homeric within a framework and apparatus that is unavoidably Homeric. Quintus has
constructed a poem alive when engaged with by the reader, and intricately bound up with
Homer, and also with the contemporary influences in which the Posthomerica was

composed.
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