HOMER, ILIAD 24,614-17%

viv 8¢ mov &v métpnoty, év o¥pectv olomdlooy,
&v Zundd@, 601 pooi Bedov Eupevort edvog
VOUQG®V, 01 T Gue’ "AyeAdiov EppOGoVTO,

b4 ’ b ~ ~ b4 / /4

£vBa Aibog mep £oVoa Bedv £k kNdeo TEGTEL.

In Achilles’ speech to Priam (599-620), encouraging him to eat after
the death of Hector, the above lines were thought by some ancient
commentators to be a later addition to the text. In modern times too
some scholars have rejected them, in particular Ameis and Hentze!,
A.Lesky?, and J. Th. Kakridis®>. M. M. Willcock has expressed ser-
ious reservations about them*. In the apparatus of his text of the
Iliad M. L. West comments® “ath. Aristophanes Aristarchus, fort.
recte”. On the other hand the lines were accepted by Leaf®, and have
been defended by P. Von der Miihll7, W. Potscher®, C. W. Macleod?,
N.Richardson!®, and Chr. Schmitz!!. So it might seem that there is
room to consider the case for athetesis again.

The basic ground for athetesis given in the scholia is that if
Niobe were turned to stone she would be unable to eat, and that it
would be absurd for Achilles to encourage Priam to eat by saying
“Eat, for Niobe ate and was turned to stone”. The schol. in A on
61417 (Aristonicus and Didymus, following Aristophanes) is:

*) The author is most grateful to Professor A.Garvie, Professor B. Manu-
wald and Dr. A. Stewart for their interest and their suggestions.
1) K.F Ameis/C.Hentze, Homers Ilias 2 (Leipzig 1885) 139.
2) A.Lesky, Niobe, RE XVII (1936) 644 {f.
3) J. Th. Kakridis, Homeric Researches (Lund 1949) 96—105.
4) M. M. Willcock, A companion to the Iliad (Chicago 1976) 272f. and The
Iliad of Homer, Books xiii—xxiv (London 1984) 319.
5) M. L. West, Homeri Ilias 2 (Munich/ Leipzig 2000).
6) W.Leaf, The Iliad xiii—xxiv (London 1902) 58.
7) P. Von der Miihll, Kritisches Hypomnema zur Ilias (Basel 1952) 384f.
8) W.Po6tscher, Homer, Ilias 24, 601ff. und die Niobe-Gestalt, Grazer
Beitrige 13 (1986) 21-35.
9) C.W.Macleod, Iliad, Book xxiv (Cambridge 1982) 139-141.
10) N.Richardson, The Iliad of Homer, Books xiii—xxiv (London 1993) 340.
11) Ch.Schmitz, ,Denn auch Niobe ...¢ — die Bedeutung der Erzahlung in
Achills Rede (Q 599-620), Hermes 129 (2001) 145-157.
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viv 8¢ mov &v métpnoty (- néooer) abetodvian otiyot TécoapEg, OTL 00K
dxdrovbortd M & &po oitov pvicart’, (Enel kape ddxpv xéovoa)’ (613)
el yop aneMbdbn, ndg ortio mpo(o)nvéykato; kol i mapopvbio yedotos
@Gye, €nel kol 1 NwoPn Eporye kol melBmbn. Eott 8¢ kol ‘Ho1ddero 1
xopaxTiipt, kol uOAASY ye 10 due’ "Axeddiov éppdoavro (616). kol Tpig
Koto 0 cvveyeg 10 Ev (614, 615). ndg 8¢ kol Aibog yevouévn Bedv £k
kNdeo méooel (617); mponBetodvto 8¢ kol mop’ "Aprotodvet.

bT have:

vOv 3¢ mov év nérpnow (— ﬂ:éccet) &Betodvron réocupsg ndg y(‘xp n
AtBog ‘cpocpng eysuc(xro, i 8¢ 6 AtOA®V moTopog £v O Totel; ndg
1€ MBoc ovoo. k\dea néooet;

The linguistic objections, the supposed Hesiodic expression
éppwcavto and the triple repetition of év, can be quite easily an-
swered, as they have been by Leaf and Richardson ad locc. The
objection 11 8¢ 6 AltwA®V motapog v ZindAo notel; is also not for-
midable. The scholia point out that Acheloos is a common name
for a river: kol v Vdwp "Axedddv pooty and they mention a vari-
ant Tveg ‘ol T due’ "AxeAiciov’.

The fine poetic quality of the lines is undeniable, and Richard-
son regards them as “memorable and evocative verses, whose style
is not out of place in Achilles’ mouth”. He quotes J. Griffin: “A last
feature of Achilles’ speech ... is his tendency to invoke distant
places and resounding names, lines which ... open out into a spa-
cious rhythm which goes with a vision of places far removed from
the battle-ground of Troy or the crowded assembly of the
Achaeans.”1?

But although there are no serious linguistic objections to 614—
17, their relation to their context may arouse doubts. Neither
Macleod nor Richardson directly answers the objections et yop
(’xnskt@d)en, nd)g outio npocnvéylcocto, kol M mopopvdio yedolos
@by, émel kol 1) Nuopn & £paye Kol omehe(uen

One way of meeting this point would be to suppose that
Niobe did indeed eat, after drying her tears, but was then, at a
later stage, turned to stone. This view was proposed by Leaf, who
thought that Homer was following the story in Apollodorus 3.5.6:
om‘cn Y2 Nlan OnBog arotnodoo: (after the death of her children)
npdg oV martépor Tévtodov Mxev elg Timvdov, kékel Au edEopévn

12) J. Griffin, Homeric Words and Phrases, JHS 106 (1986) 53.
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Vv popenv eig AiBov petéPale, kol xelton ddkpvo viktop Kol ped’
Nuépov 100 Aibov.

There is evidence for this version of the myth of Niobe much
earlier than Apollodorus, cf. Pherecydes, FGrHist. 3 F 38: 1 8¢
N1éBn vro 100 dyeog dvoympel eic ZimvAov, kol 6pdt TNV TOALV
aveotpoppévny kol Tavtahe Abov Entkpepduevov: dpaton 68 10
AU AtBog yevéoBoa: pel 8¢ £€ adtic 8&ipuoa, kol Tpog ApkTov Opal,
and Sophocles, TrGF 4, p. 363 (= schol. T on 24,602): 1| 8¢ cupeopa
oOThig, g pév TIveg, &v Audig, ag 8¢ Eviot, &v ONPaig ZoeokAfc 8¢
ToVg uev matdag adThc v OnPoug dnolécBat, voothicat (88) adtnv
elg Avdiav. According to this version Niobe might well have eaten
in Thebes, before returning to her native Lydia, where she was
turned to stone. However the fact that this version is wholly con-
sistent with the transmitted text of 24,614-17 raises the possibility
that it was suggested by that text, and is not independent of it. We
cannot assume that Homer was familiar with a version of a myth
which is attested only some centuries after his time, although
equally, we cannot be certain that he did not know it. However it
is more natural to suppose that if Niobe were indeed able to dry
her tears and to take food there was no reason for her to be turned
to stone as a result of her grief.

As Kakridis remarks, “A Niobe who after burying her
twelve children remembers to eat cannot be compatible with the
Niobe who, although turned to stone on Mt.Sipylus, still re-
members her sorrows and weeps”!3. He goes on to show that “the
story of Niobe eating soon after burying her children does not
give the impression of being a genuine popular tradition. It looks
more like poetic invention. On the other hand there is no doubt
that the story of her petrifaction is an aitiov, and one of the com-
monest aiti all the world over”4. The question then arises why
Homer invented the story of Niobe eating after the loss of her
children. Kakridis concludes that “Niobe in Q eats for the simple
reason that Priam must eat”!®. He goes on to show that all the de-
tails of the story of Niobe in Achilles” speech (excluding 614-17),
apart from her boast of superiority to Leto and her consequent
punishment, have been invented by Homer, in order to meet the

13) Kakridis (above, n.3) 96-98.
14) Kakridis (above, n.3) 96-98.
15) Kakridis (above, n.3) 96-98.
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needs of his narrative, that is Achilles” attempt to persuade Priam
to eat.

It is not necessary to relate here the whole of Kakridis’ ex-
position, but one curious feature of Achilles’ speech should be
noticed. If 614-7 are retained, the speech uses the motif of petri-
faction twice, both in 617 and in 611 Acovg 8¢ AlBovg moince
Kpoviov. The story that Zeus petrified the people, with the result
that it fell to the gods to bury the Niobids, provides, Kakridis sug-
gests, a parallel for Achilles’ own behaviour, in that he left the
body of Hector unburied for twelve days (24,31), before consent-
ing to its burial. He concludes: “It is probable that Homer took
away the motif of petrifaction from Niobe, where it embarrassed
him — as he had now remoulded her, his heroine could not, as we
saw, be turned into stone in the end — and transferred it to her
people, where he needed it,...” (Kakridis’ emphasis).1¢

Whether the people are petrified because Homer has trans-
ferred the motif of petrifaction to them from Niobe is debatable,
but it remains true that in the transmitted text the motif of petri-
faction is used first in one way and then very shortly afterwards in
another way, and this seems odd. Willcock reasonably comments:
“... after the motif of petrifaction has been transferred to the local
people in 611, it is a little disconcerting to find it applied to Niobe
as well.”1”

We may now ask if this is the only occasion in the Iliad when
Homer invents details of a myth, in order to enhance the persua-
sive power of a speech. Willcock!® has well shown that there are in-
deed other examples of this practice, which is a notable feature of
Homer’s use of mythology. He gives seven other examples. If this
is accepted, it follows that it is unlikely that Homer would admit
into a myth in a speech any motifs which might enfeeble or blur
the speech’s central message.

So far we have considered 614—17 in relation to their imme-
diate context, the speech of Achilles (599-620) in which they
occur. But it may also shed some light on the textual problem to
consider them against the background of the preceding narrative.
Priam arrived as a suppliant at Achilles” hut at the moment when

16) Kakridis (above, n.3) 109.

17) Willcock, The Iliad of Homer (above, n. 4) 319.

18) M. M. Willcock, Mythological Paradeigma in the Iliad, CQ 14 (1964)
141-154.
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Achilles has just finished a meal (471-76). As has been well shown
by Christine Schmitz!, it is no accident that Priam should arrive
at the hut at just this moment. At the beginning of book 24
Achilles was refusing food and was unable to sleep as a result of
his grief for Patroclus. His mother however advised him against
unending mourning and fasting:

téxvov £udv, téo uéypic d0duvpduevog kol dyedmv
onv £deant kpadinv, pepvnuévog odte T 6ltov
ot edviig; (128-30)

That Achilles should now take a meal shows that he is following
Thetis’ advice. He is thus in a good position to urge Priam also to
take food and to moderate his grief. As Schmitz remarks (on 599—
620): “Er spricht zu Priamos, aber auch zu sich selbst. Wie Priamos
hat auch er den geliebtesten Menschen verloren”?°.

In his supplicatory speech (486—506) Priam reminds Achilles
of the suffering which may well be the lot of Peleus, who will be of
much the same age as Priam himself (486—89). The theme of com-
munity of suffering continues after Priam’s speech. Priam mourns
for Hector, while Achilles mourns for Peleus and Patroclus; the
two mourning figures seem as it were to balance each other (509—
12). Achilles’ concern for Priam is clearly shown in the words pre-
ceding his speech (518-551): yépovta 8¢ xeipodg Gviot,/oiktipov
TOAOV 1€ KGpn ToAdv Te yévelov (5151.). In Achilles’ later speech
(599-620), as Macleod observes, the use of the first person plural
in addressing Priam in 601 (uvnccoue@oc) and 618 (uedwuebo) “de-
notes sympathetic participation 21 There is a similar use of ‘we’ in
the earlier speech: dAyea 8 Eunng/év Bupd xataxeloBon édoouey
ayvopevol mep (5221.) But it is not only Priam and Achilles who
share in their suffering; the gods have decreed that all men should
suffer, though they themselves are carefree (5251.) Achilles resumes
the comparison of the sufferings of Peleus and Priam (534-48), a
theme which Priam had touched on in his speech. Men should

19) Schmitz (above, n. 11) 148{.

20) Schmitz (above, n.11) 149. The similarity of the suffering of the two
heroes had earlier been reflected in a simile (Il. 23,222-25) in which Achilles mourns
for Patroclus in just the way a father mourns for his son (Schmitz 149 n. 12).

21) For this use of the first person plural see J. Wackernagel, Vorlesungen
tiber Syntax 1 (Basel 1920) 42f.
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therefore learn to endure their lot, a lesson which is clearly indi-
cated by the ring-form in which &voyeo occurs both at the begin-
ning and the end of the speech (though in 518 it is aorist indicative
and in 549 imperative). In 549 Achilles clearly encapsulates his ad-
vice: Gvoyeo, und’ dhioctov 0d0peo oov xate Bvudv. He does not
forbid Priam to lament altogether, just as in his later speech he
allows him, as it were, to weep for Hector when he has brought
his body back to Troy: £€re1td kev avte pthov moida kAaiowsba, /
“IMov eicayoy@v: moAlvddicputog 8¢ 1ol ot (6191.). It would
only be human for Priam to weep over his son, after bringing his
body home. And it would be especially unfeeling of Achilles to
forbid him to mourn, as it was he himself who had killed Hector?2.
But it is not implied that Priam might weep incessantly, thereby
rejecting the advice &voyeo, und’ dhicotov 680peo Gov kortd Bopdv
(549). moAvddkputog (620) is not the same as detddkputog. The petri-
fied Niobe does however lament uncontrollably; it could be said
of her dAloctov ddVpeton Ov kata Ovudv. Such behaviour would
imply a rejection of the lesson expressed in Achilles’ words o0 yép
16 mpfiig médeton kpvepoio yooto (524) and ob ydp T ipN&erg ko
xAuevog viog £oto (550). And Achilles, who had himself heeded his
mother’s reproach téxvov &udv, téo uéypig 6dvpduevog kol dyedov
onv £€deon xpadinv; would not be likely to countenance never-end-
ing mourning in others. The petrified Niobe is also, as the scholia
remark, incapable of eating. But immediately after hearing
Achilles’ second speech Priam accepts his invitation to join him in
a meal. So it would not be appropriate for Achilles to present to
Priam a mythical figure who was unable to eat. Some passages from
later consolationes may serve as commentaries on our passage, for
example Plutarch’s advice to his wife that she need not suppress her
maternal feelings for her lost daughter, but that she should not give
in to uncontrolled grief?’:

22) For the cruelty of prohibiting the expression of grief cf. Plutarch,
C. Gracchus 17.5 10 8¢ codpoto kol tovtov Kol TdV ALV £l TOV ToToudV Eppien,
tpotiov avorpeBéviov: ... anetnov 8¢ nevlelv tals yovouél. Cicero, Pis. 18 guis
hoc fecit ulla in Scythia tyrannus ut eos quos luctu adficeret lugere non sineret? with
R.G. M. Nisbet’s note. To his parallels add Suetonius, Tib. 61 interdictum ne capite
damnatos propinqui Iugerent.

23) Cons. ad uxorem 4 (609a). Cf. R.G.M.Nisbet and M. Hubbard on
Horace, Odes 2.9 (Commentary on Odes 2, Oxford 1978). They quote (p.137) Ps.
Plutarch, Cons. ad Apoll. 114{. 10 yap &1 dredevtnrov vouilev 10 mévBog dvolog
¢otiv éoydance.
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oV yap &v Bakyedpoct Sel uévov tiv cdppova: uévey adidpdopov, GAlo
undév ntrov olecbon 1oV &v mévbest cdlov Kol 10 kivnuo 100 mdovg
gyxpateiog detoBou Srapayopévng od Tpog 10 PrAdotopyov, MG ol ToA-
Aot vouilovoty, GAAG mpog 10 GkdAooTOV THS Wuxfc. T@ HEV Yop
e1ootopy yop1iouedo 1o mobely kol 1O THAY kol O pnepvichor Tdv
dmoyevopuévov, 1 8¢ Opfivav drinctog énbupia kol mpodg dAogdpoelg
$Edryovoor kol Kometode aioypd pev ody frtov Thc mepl T NSoVAC
dxpoociog, Aoy 8¢ cuyyvaung Etuyxev 8t 10 Aurnpdv adtiig Kol mikpov
avti 100 1epnvod @ aloypd TpdcesTL.

After Achilles has completed his speech Priam declines his invita-
tion to sit down, while Hector’s body is still uncared for (5531.).
He presents his ransom for Hector to him, and asks him to release
the body. Achilles agrees to do so, and his concern for Priam is
shown especially in the fact that he lifts Hector’s body on to the
beir by himself (00t0g T6v v’ ’Ayidevg Aexémv énébnxev deipag 589).
Achilles then delivers the speech containing the myth of Niobe
(599-620), in which he invites Priam to share a meal with him, even
though he has himself already eaten. As schol. T on 618{. well re-
marks, he thereby seeks to revive the old man’s confidence: yopieig
O ouvdemvdV PO AVAKTNGLY T0V YEPOVTOC, KOMTOl TPOdEITVIGOLC.
We may contrast Alcinous” reception of the suppliant Odysseus;
Alcinous gives Odysseus something to eat and drink only after he
has been prompted to do so by Echeneus, and Odysseus eats by
himself. There 1s no indication that Alcinous, like Achilles, took
part in the preparation of the meal (Od.7,55-77).

After the meal Achilles and Priam gaze at each other; the way
in which adtap 6 Aapdavidny Mptouov Bodpalev "Ayxidiede (631)
closely echoes fitor Aapdavidng Mpiapog Bodual’ *Axidfio (629)
may reflect Homer’s concern to present the two men as being of
equal status with each other, in the same way as, earlier, the two
mourning figures had seemed to balance each other (509-12). We
may ask why it is at this point in the story that the two heroes are
free to gaze on each other. It is doubtless because Priam, by ac-
cepting Achilles’ invitation to join him in a meal and break his fast,
has been enabled to moderate his overpowering emotion. He has
in fact followed the example of Achilles himself, who had heeded
his mother’s advice to take food (128-30). He asks Achilles for a
bed, so that he, just as Achilles himself (cf. topropedo 636), may
enjoy the blessings of sleep, something which each of them had de-
nied himself. His own words (635-42) show that Achilles’ invita-
tion to share a meal has had a consoling effect on him.
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Achilles then arranges for Priam to sleep in the portico, out of
regard for his interests; Macleod comments (on 649): “By making
Priam sleep in the aiBovco he eases the old man’s departure”.
Achilles then asks Priam how long a truce he will need to allow the
Trojans to mourn and bury Hector. It is remarkable that Achilles
takes the initiative in raising this matter with Priam, so that Priam
is not placed in the position of having to make such a request him-
self, as a suppliant might be expected to do. Achilles replies courte-
ously that he will meet Priam’s wishes. At his parting with Priam
(6171.) Achilles clasps his right hand at the wrist, so that he will not
be afraid. To return to the textual problem, it remains true that some
basic grounds for the athetesis of 614-17 are given by the scholiasts.
However it may also be suggested that it would be inconsistent with
the way Homer presents the relationship of Achilles to Priam for
Achilles to tell Priam that his lot might resemble that of a Niobe
who was turned to stone and wept eternally. Such a chilling image
would do nothing to restore the old man’s confidence.

So far we have considered the relationship of 614-17 to their
context. We may now ask if the structure of the speech throws any
light on the question of their authenticity. The speech is an example
of ring composition, and can be analysed as follows?*:

a 599-601 Your son is now released; you will see him in the
morning when you take him home.

b 601 Now let us eat,

c 602 for Niobe ate

d  603-6  though her children had been killed,

e 607-8 because she had offended Leto.

d1  609-12  Her children were killed, but eventually buried.

cl 613 But she ate food.

bl  618-19  So let us also eat!

al  619-20 Later, when you take him home, you can weep for
your son.

It appears that there is no place for 614-17 in the ring, because they
relate to nothing in its earlier part. And it will be noticed that if
614—17 are removed 6181. follow 613 very easily, with pedopebo
... oltov taking up oitov pvicot’. Prendergast lists thirty-two in-
stances of &AN drye and AN Gyed’ in the Iliad?. In each case the

24) 1 follow D.Lohmann, Die Komposition der Reden in der Ilias (Berlin
1970) 13, and Willcock, The Iliad of Homer (above, n.4) 318ff.

25) G.L.Prendergast, Concordance to the Iliad (London 1875) 4. Unac-
countably Prendergast does not mention 24,618 under &ye.
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words introduce an imperative or hortatory subjunctive, and gen-
erally follow an indication of the grounds for the action required?.
But in our passage it is not the lines (614-17) immediately preced-
ing the recommendation to eat which give the grounds for eating,
but rather 601-13, and especially 613.

We may now consider some of the arguments which have
been used to defend 614-17.P.Von der Miihll acknowledges the
ring structure of the speech, and goes some way to accepting the
arguments of Kakridis. However he concludes: “Aber es kommt
614-17 nicht so sehr auf die Versteinerung der Niobe an als darauf,
dass sie auch nach ihrem Essen als Stein noch klagt, und so schliesst
Achill die Aufforderung, nun zu essen, mit den Worten, dass Pri-
amos spiter, wenn er Hektor nach Ilios gebracht habe, den Sohn
nochmals reichlich beklagen werde. Nur mit Einschluss von 614-
17 wird demnach das Exempel ganz addquat.”® It is to be expect-
ed that if 61417 are taken as foreshadowing Priam’s mourning for
Hector, after he has brought his body back to Troy, they should be
seen to give greater prominence to Niobe’s weeping than to her
petrifaction. But such an interpretation is a little arbitrary; on an
unbiased view the two aspects of her fate go together. And the lines
seem to reflect the notion expressed more clearly in later sources
that the streams flowing down the sides of Mt. Sipylus are the
tears of Niobe (cf. Apollodorus 3.5.6, Pausanias 1.21.3, Quintus
Smyrnaeus 1.293-306). The introductory words viv 8¢ mov év
nétpnowy, &v obpeov olondloioty would strengthen the effect of
£vBo. AiBog mep €odca in the mind of a listener.

Von der Miihll also notes that kdea. pvpio nécom (639) seems
to echo k1dea téooet (617): “kNdeo nécoet 617 wirkt auf die For-
mulierung 639 ein, nicht umgekehrt” (and others have followed
him)?8. As he believes in the authenticity of 614—17, it is natural for
him to take this view, but it is equally possible that an interpolator
might have found in the poet’s own words a good source for his
own composition. And we should notice that the use of the present
tense is different in the two lines. In 639 néccw corresponds to an
English present perfect, with the meaning “Up to now I have been

26) Cf.].D.Denniston, Greek Particles (Oxford 21954) 14 or 4AAG express-
ing “a transition from arguments for action to a statement of the action required”.

27) Von der Miihll (above, n.7) 385.

28) Von der Miihll (above, n.7) 385 n. 65, cf. Schmitz (above, n. 11) 152.
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constantly brooding over my sorrows (but do so no longer)”. But
in 617 néooet is a present progressive, and means “(Niobe) is now
brooding over her sorrows (and will doubtless continue to do s0)”.
In view of this difference it cannot be simply assumed that 639 is a
recollection of 617, but there is no obstacle to the hypothesis that
the two lines have different composers. Indeed néooet (617) re-
sembles, perhaps suspiciously, the present tenses used in later
sources to express Niobe’s eternal weeping, ¢.g. Sophocles EL
1501f. o navtAduwv N16Ba, o¢ & Eyoye véuw 0edv, / 6t év 1éoo ne-
tpoiie / atel daxpierg, Ant. 828ff. xal viv Sufpor taxopévay, / og
@dTic AVOPAVY, / 1oV T 0vdaud Aeimet, / téwst & v’ dpplot moy- /
K?x.ocmotg Setpoc&xg, Apollodorus 3.5.6 kol xelton ddkpuo vmcm)p
kol ped’ fuépav 100 Meov, Qumtus Smyrnaeus 1.293ff. qy1 Beol
Nwpnv Adov eecocv, Mg &t ddkpv/movAd pdio oTLEEAfQ
kotadeiBeton DydOL néTpnc.

61417 have also been defended by Walter Potscher in an art-
icle?” which deserves attention, though I shall not here attempt an
exhaustive treatment of it. Potscher rejects Kakridis® view that
Homer transferred the motif of petrifaction from Niobe to her
people, and he interprets the narrative in 602-13 differently. In
punishment for her hybris towards Leto, Apollo and Artemis kill
all Niobe’s twelve children. And not only are the children killed,
but her people are turned to stone. This accords with the belief that
a whole community might suffer for the sin of a single person;
Potscher?® recalls Hesiod, Erga 2401f.: toAldkt kol Eduraco néAlg
Kokod Gvdpog amnipa,/8otig dAtpoivy kol dtdcBoio pn-
yovdotot. /totoy 8 ovpavddev puéy’ énfyorye nfjuc Kpoviov, / Auov
opod kol Aowdv: dmoeBiviBovot 8¢ Aoot. On the other hand
Niobe, the guilty one, appears to suffer no punishment. This is
odd; as Potscher remarks “Wenn die (unschuldigen) Kinder und
das (unschuldige) Volk sofort vernichtet werden, ist es nicht
einzusehen, warum die (schuldige) Taterin nicht oder nicht sofort
vernichtet werden soll.”3!: We might reasonably have expected that
Niobe should be killed as well, and in particular, be turned to stone,
as in Ovid, Met. 6,145-312. In fact a scholium of Aristonicus, who,
like Ovid, belonged to the Augustan era, on 613 npdg v dro-

29) Above, n.7.
30) Potscher (above, n. 8) 32.
31) Pétscher (above, n. 8) 30 n. 25.
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QoOviay TOV VEwTépmv: @ocl yop Kol oty dmoAeAddcbon,
“Ounpog 8¢ o0 shows that some later poets did record that Niobe
was turned to stone, as well as (ko) her people Her death howev-
eris clearly implied in the words 003¢ T1g nev kotBdyour. If she were
alive she would, as mother, be under the strongest obligation to
bury her children. As Potscher remarks??, the Olympian gods nor-
mally shun the dead, and it can have been only because there were
no mortals available to perform this inescapable duty that the gods
buried the Niobids themselves. There is thus an implicit contrast
between 1} & dpo. sitov uvficat’, érel ke 8dicpv yéovoa (613) and
the preceding lines. This contrast is a strong one, because it is com-
mon in stories recording the punishment of hybristic mortals by
the gods for the punishment to follow the offence without delay,
with no time for, say, weeping or the taking of food. Potscher men-
tions Ovid, Met. 6.215, where Apollo tells his mother to cease her
complaints against Niobe, because they are delaying his taking of
revenge®. In Od. 4,502 1f. Ajax, son of Oileus, like Niobe, utters a
boast, and Poseidon immediately (a0tixo 506) punishes him with
drownmg Similarly (Od. 8,224-28) Eurytus challenged Apollo to
an archery match, only to meet with a swift death (1@ po kol oy’
£0avev uéyog E¥putog 226). In Callimachus, hymn 5.77-82 Tiresias
loses his sight immediately after seeing the naked Athena. In Call.
h. 6.37-67 Erysichthon takes his axe to a poplar in Demeter’s
grove. He disdains her remonstrances, and she straightway pun-
ishes him.

We may now ask why Homer should, in 610-13, combine
motifs which are strictly incompatible, a question which is inde-
pendent of the problem of the authenticity of 614-17. He doubt-
less needed to put into Achilles’ mouth an exemplum which would
not fail to induce Priam to eat, after the loss of his dearest son.
What would be suitable would be a story in which a mythical fig-
ure underwent a supreme disaster, but yet managed to take food.
Niobe, who had lost all her children at the hands of the gods, might
well seem to be a figure whose suffering could not be surpassed.
The loss of her children was indeed punishment for Niobe, but in
our passage she does not suffer in her own person. On the contrary,
she recovers from her mourning sufficiently to take food. It seems

32) Potscher (above, n. 8) 28.
33) Potscher (above, n. 8) 30.
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likely that Homer has modified an earlier story, because it would
not serve the needs of the context. He made Niobe eat in order that
Priam might be prevailed upon to do the same. The needs of the
context were more important to him than adherence to mythologic-
al tradition®*.

We may now turn to 614—17 and ask if they are suited to the
context. It may be granted that they do not conflict with 613, if
only because, as Potscher points out’>, Niobe would need to eat
properly if she were to accomplish the long journey from Thebes
to Lydia. The fact that 613 does not conflict with 614-17 led
Péotscher to the view that 613-17 all belong to the same version of
the myth of Niobe, and that in Achilles” speech two differing ver-
sions of the myth have been combined: “Wir haben zwei Varianten
der Niobe-Sage vor uns, von denen die erste in den Versen 610 bis
612 zu finden ist und die zweite in den Versen 613 £.73¢ In the first
version Niobe perishes with her people, and naturally does not
take any food, whereas in the second she weeps, and after weeping
eats, and then at a later stage, in answer to her prayers, and not as
a punishment, is turned to stone, and weeps eternally. But although
this thesis is well argued it suffers from the disadvantage that 614—
17 are not wholly suited to Achilles’ speech. After Homer had in
613 modified mythological tradition, it would seem, for rhetorical
reasons, it is not likely that he would have admitted into the same
speech any motifs which might weaken the main message of the
speech. Nor, as was shown earlier’’, are 614—17 entirely appropri-
ate to the wider context of the speech. Athetesis is the preferable
option. If we ask the reason for the interpolation, it is likely that an
account of the myth of Niobe, which did not mention her petri-
faction, a most striking feature of that myth, might have seemed in-
complete. And the fact that her people are said to have been turned
to stone would have highlighted the absence of any mention of

34) Cf. above, p.15f. Cf. K.J.Dover, Theocritus (London 1971) p.lii: “... it
must be remembered that all poets had always assumed the right of creative varia-
tion of inherited mythology.”, and W. Allan, The Andromache and Euripidean
Tragedy (Oxford 2000) 11: “For it is vital to bear in mind that the tragedians’ skill
in inventing, adapting, and reshaping myths is part of a well-exampled tradition in
Greek poetry.”

35) Potscher (above, n.8) 27.

36) Potscher (above, n. 8) 30.

37) See above, p.16-20.
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Niobe herself suffering a similar fate. And so an ancient reader was
moved to compose some attractive verses to remedy the poet’s de-
ficiency?®.
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38) Willcock, A Companion (above, n.4) 273, plausibly compares the prob-
lem of 614—17 with that of 6,200-202: “the situation is in fact similar to the one en-
countered in the lines that tell of the ultimate fate of Bellerophontes in 6.200-02,
where (as here) a reference to the well-known end of the story interrupts an ordered
narrative”.



