
chapter iv

TIME FOR ALLUSION

iv.1 Introduction

In this chapter, we are concerned with the indexical potential of
time, the way in which literary references to the past and future
situate a poem within its larger tradition. Essentially, this index
embraces a number of complementary and closely related con-
cepts: first, broad chronological perspective – an awareness of
earlier and later events which lie beyond the immediate narrative;
second, marked iteration – a specific sense of literary déjà vu and
cyclical repetition; and third, epigonal self-consciousness – an
explicit concern with one’s poetic predecessors. These instances
of indexicality are more varied than those of hearsay and memory,
but it is useful to treat them together because they all map the
relationships of texts and traditions onto different temporal frame-
works. All three, moreover, are frequently cited as indices of
allusion in Hellenistic and Roman poetry. Here we shall see their
considerable presence in archaic Greek poetics.
The first phenomenon – chronological perspective – involves

poets self-consciously acknowledging the larger tradition beyond
their immediate narrative. This is often achieved through the use
of temporal adverbs and adjectives, especially those that look to
the past, like ποτέ and quondam, or παλαιός and antiquus. Such
‘explicit pointers of pastness’ knowingly nod to the mythical and
poetic past, signposting a reference to other stories and other texts
which treat them.1 But we also encounter cases which emphasise a

1 Quotation: Lightfoot (2014) 171. E.g. Virg. Aen. 2.272 (quondam) ~ Il. 22.395–405
(Currie (2016) 139 n. 177); Aen. 12.347–9 (antiqui, referens, quondam) ~ Il. 10.314–27
(Tarrant (2012) 177); Lucilius 26–30 Marx (olim, priore concilio, concilio antiquo) ~
Ennius Annals Book 1 (Timpanaro (1994) 206–8); Mosch. Ep. Bion. 68–9 (πρώαν) ~
Bion Epitaph. Adon. 13–14; Arat. Phaen. 96–116 (ἀρχαῖοι, πάρος, ποτ’, ἀρχαίων,
παλαιῶν) ~ Hes. Theog. 378–82, Op. 106–201 (Gee (2013) 24); cf. φασίν, Phaen. 98;
λόγος . . . ἄλλος, Phaen. 100 (~ ἕτερὸν . . . λόγον, Op. 106).
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greater deal of continuity or change with the past, as when Ovid’s
Achaemenides is ‘no longer’ roughly clad, as he had been in
Virgil’s Aeneid (iam non, Met. 14.165 ~ Aen. 3.590–4; §i.1.2).
In each case, the specific episode in question is situated within the
larger span of literary history.
The second technique – marked iteration – involves poets self-

reflexively replaying or foreshadowing another event from the
poetic tradition in the present. We have already encountered the
Ovidian Ariadne’s repetition of her Catullan self (iterum, nunc
quoque: §i.1.2), but we could equally add Ovid’s Cydippe in the
Heroides, who finds herself ‘now too’ reading the words written
by Acontius (nunc quoque, Her. 21.110, cf. 20.216), just as
Acontius finds himself writing ‘again’ like his Callimachean
incarnation (en iterum scribo, Her. 20.35 ~ Aet. frr. 67–75).2 In
Theocritus’ first Idyll, meanwhile, Daphnis dismissively bids
Aphrodite go to Diomedes ‘again’, recalling her previous encoun-
ter with the hero in the Iliad (αὖτις, Id. 1.112 ~ Il. 5.330–430).3All
these examples involve the self-conscious replay of an earlier
episode from each character’s fictional life, while also echoing
an earlier literary treatment of that same episode.4 But we can also
identify cases of iteration where a character repeats the role of
another, as in Statius’ Achilleid, when Neptune is described as a
‘second Jupiter’ (secundi . . . Iovis, Achil. 1.48–9), reflecting his
replay of that god’s opening role in the Iliad.5

2 Barchiesi (2001) 120; cf. Hardie (1993) 17 on ‘alius, alter, iterum, rursus, etc.’ Cf.
similar uses of soleo (‘I am accustomed’: Cowan (2011) 363; Heyworth (2015) 391–2)
and saepe (‘often’: Heyworth (2013)). Verbs can also index such iteration: e.g. Aen. 1.94:
refert indexing Aeneas’ repetition of Odysseus’ words (o terque quaterque beati . . . ~
τρὶς μάκαρες Δαναοὶ καὶ τετράκις,Od. 5.306); cf. si forte refers, Am. 2.8.17 ~ Am. 2.7.27–
8. For referre of repetition, cf. Aen. 2.547–50, 5.563–5, 10.491–2.

3 Currie (2016) 188. Cf. Asclepiades 15.4HE = AP 12.46.4 (ὡς τὸ πάρος) ~ Anac. fr. 398;
Ap. Rhod. Argon. 3.117–24.

4 Such allusions can even disrupt the strict chronology of the mythical world to reflect that
of literary history. In Apollonius’Argonautica, Jason andMedea visit Circe and Alcinous
‘before’ Odysseus in their world but ‘after’ the Odyssey from the perspective of literary
history: Argon. 4.667 (πάρος) ~ Od. 10.213, 235–6, 393–4; Argon. 4.1068 (ὡς τὸ
πάροιθεν) ~ Od. 7.346–7 (Hunter (2015) 174–5, 228). Cf. ‘future reflexive’ allusions
in Roman poetry: Barchiesi (1993).

5 Hinds (1998) 96. Cf. Venus’ indexed return to Horace (rursus, Carm. 4.1.2), which not
only echoes earlier Horatian invocations of the goddess (1.19 and 1.30; esp. 4.1.5 =
1.19.1) but also replays and reworks Sappho fr. 1: Putnam (1986) 39–42; Nagy (1994)
417–21; Gramps (2021) 142–62.
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The final category – epigonal self-consciousness – involves
cases where characters and narrators explicitly appeal to their
ancestors and predecessors, constructing an explicit map of liter-
ary history. In Theocritus’ sixteenth Idyll, the poet establishes
himself in a continuum with his encomiastic predecessors by
recalling how former poets celebrated the battles of ‘men of old’
to preserve their memory, setting himself on a par with the likes of
Homer and Simonides of Ceos (φυλόπιδας προτέρων ὕμνησαν
ἀοιδοί, Id. 16.50). Nor is his subject inferior to those of his
predecessors: Hieron is an equal match to the ‘heroes of old’
(προτέροις . . . ἡρώεσσι, Id. 16.80).6 The prologue of Philip’s
Garland, meanwhile, establishes his collection of epigrams as a
self-conscious sequel to that of Meleager. The poet begins by
contrasting his addressee’s ‘knowledge’ of the ‘fame of the
ancients’ (παλαιοτέρων εἰδὼς κλέος, 1.5 GP = AP 4.2.5) with
the brevity of the younger generation whose poems he has assem-
bled (γνῶθι καὶ ὁπλοτέρων τὴν ὀλιγοστιχίην, 1.6GP = AP 4.2.6),
acknowledging the precedent and tradition within which he
works.7 In a similar fashion, the later epigrammatic anthologist
Agathias introduces his collection by ‘competing against those
born long ago’ (παλαιγενέεσσιν ἐρίζων, AP 4.3.113) and assem-
bling examples of the ‘wise imitation of ancient writing’
(γράμματος ἀρχαίοιο σοφὸν μίμημα, AP 4.3.116). Through such
explicit acknowledgement of their predecessors, poets constructed
their own literary history.8

These temporal tropes have been well studied in Hellenistic,
Roman and later texts, but they have rarely received any attention
in earlier Greek poetry.9 Yet there is considerable evidence that

6 Cf. Ap. Rhod. Argon. 4.985, where the narrator self-consciously speaks ‘a tale told by
men of old’ (προτέρων ἔπος) about Cronus, looking back to Hes. Theog. 180–1,
alongside other predecessors: Hunter (2008a) 118–19, (2015) 219.

7 Cf. Goldhill (2020) 104–5. The opposition of ancient/recent is not straightforward,
however: ὀλιγοστιχίην recalls a buzzword of Callimachus, one of the Meleagrian
‘ancients’ (~ [ὀλ]ιγόστιχος, Aet. fr. 1.9): Magnelli (2006) 394–6. Note Philip’s further
string of indices: knowledge (εἰδώς), fame (κλέος), recognition (γνῶθι), addition (καί).

8 Cf. Williams (1983) and Hinds (1998) 52–144 on Roman poets’ ‘do-it-yourself’ literary
histories.

9 The most notable exceptions relate to Attic drama: see McDermott (1987), (1991),
(2000) and Torrance (2013) 194–7, 219–33, 292–4 on doubleness and novelty in
Euripides (δεύτερος, δισσός, καινός); Wright (2012) 70–102 on novelty and anti-novelty
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Greeks conceived of literature in temporal terms, at least by the
classical period. Authors refer intratextually to ‘earlier’ and ‘later’
parts of their own works10 and label pre-existing traditions as
‘prior’ and ‘old’.11Here I shall argue that this temporal conception
of poetic production extends all the way back to archaic poets’
indexical practices. In the following sections, we shall see how all
three of these temporal indices were already deeply embedded in
archaic epic and lyric.

iv.2 Epic Temporalities

It has long been recognised that Homeric epic manipulates time in
complex and sophisticated ways, allusively re-enacting events
beyond the strict confines of its narrative.12 Such replays of
tradition ‘out of sequence’ are especially visible in the Iliad. The
first half of the poem involves many elements which closely rerun
the opening stages of the war: the catalogue of ships, the
Teichoscopia, the duel of Paris and Menelaus, the encounter of
Paris and Helen, the marshalling of troops and Pandarus’ truce-
breaking – these all re-perform acts that logically ‘fit’ the first,
rather than tenth, year of the war.13 In the second half of the poem,
meanwhile, the poet allusively foreshadows what is to come:
Patroclus’ death presages Achilles’ own,14 Hector’s death serves
as a metonym for the fall of Troy15 and the funeral games of Book
23 prefigure many later episodes of the tradition. Ajax and
Odysseus’ inconclusive wrestling match foreshadows the

in Aristophanes. Currie (2016) 142 notes some Homeric examples (cf. too his index, s.v.
‘words of iteration’).

10 E.g. ὡς καὶ πρῴην εἴπομεν, Arist. Eth. Nic. 2.3.1104b18; ὡς μικρὸν πρόσθεν ἡμῖν
λέλεκται, Apollod. Bibl. 3.12.5.

11 E.g. τὰ παλαιά, Ar. Eccl. 580.
12 Schein (1984) 19–28; Kullmann (2001) 388–9; Burgess (2006) 167–9; de Jong (2007);

Nelson (2022) 55–6, on which this paragraph builds. This phenomenon was already
recognised by Aristotle (Poet. 23.1459a35–7: Else (1957) 585–6) and Eustathius
(Rengakos (2004) 292). On the Iliad’s temporal self-referentiality, cf. Christensen
(2015b).

13 Bowra (1930) 110–13; Reinhardt (1938); Whitman (1958) 265, 269–70; Edwards
(1987) 188–97; Taplin (1992) 83–109; Hunter (2018) 71–5; Bowie (2019) 9–12;
Nelson (2022). Cf. Finkelberg (2002) on Iliad 7 evoking Protesilaus and Cycnus
(Cypr. arg. 10a–b GEF).

14 E.g. Burgess (2009) 72–97; Horn (2021).
15 E.g. Schein (1984) 24–5, 176; Papaioannou (2007) 210–12.

Epic Temporalities

247

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009086882.004 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/9781009086882.004


‘Judgement of Arms’ (Il. 23.708–39 ~ Aeth. arg. 4d, Il. Parv. arg.
1a GEF); Epeius’ claim to be lacking in battle looks ahead to his
use of brains, not brawn, in constructing the Trojan horse (23.670
~ Od. 8.493, 11.523, Il. Parv. arg. 4a GEF); and Locrian Ajax’s
divinely induced slip in the footrace serves as a proleptic punish-
ment for his future transgression against Athena by raping
Cassandra (23.773–84 ~ Il. Pers. arg. 3a GEF).16 Within its own
narrow chronology, Homer’s epic embodies the whole Trojan war
fabula.
Within such a context of temporal manipulation, it is unsurpris-

ing to find that references to time frequently bear an indexical
significance in Homeric epic, in the mouths of both the narrator
and his characters. In the following sections, we shall explore the
rich Homeric evidence for the first and second categories of
temporal indices (chronological perspective, §iv.2.1, and marked
iteration, §iv.2.2), with occasional cross references to examples
elsewhere in the wider corpus of archaic Greek epic. In the final
section (§iv.2.3), we shall consider whether archaic epic poets
exhibit any kind of epigonal self-consciousness. No extant archaic
epic makes direct mention of poetic πρότεροι (‘predecessors’), but
I shall argue that in both Homer and the Cycle, the voices and
actions of internal characters implicitly reflect on their poet’s
epigonal relationships. By means of these three devices, archaic
epics situate themselves within the larger temporal waves of myth
and literary history, foreshadowing the allusive techniques of later
periods.

iv.2.1 Pointers to the Past

In both Homeric epics, the narrator and his characters repeatedly
evoke other moments of tradition through a temporal lens. We
have already witnessed the Iliadic recollection of Aeneas’ flight

16 Whitman (1958) 263–4; Kullmann (1960) 333–5, 350, 356; Willcock (1973);
Richardson (1993) 202–3; Rengakos (2007) 107–8. Forte (2017) 65–104 attractively
argues that the finishing order of the foot and chariot races rank the time and distance of
characters’ nostoi in the Cyclic tradition. For further allusions to the Trojan horse at the
end of the poem, cf. Franko (2005–6); Kawasaki (2019); Barker and Christensen
(2020) 62.
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before Achilles on Mount Ida, cued in part through temporal
references (ἤδη . . . καὶ ἄλλοτε, Il. 20.90, Il. 20.187: §iii.2.1), as
well as Antinous’ comparison of Penelope in the Odyssey to the
Achaean women ‘of old’ who lived ‘long ago’ (παλαιῶν . . .
πάρος,Od. 2.118–19: §ii.2.4). Yet the examples can be multiplied
many times over: temporally charged adverbs (αἰεί, ἄλλοτε, αὖ,
αὖτις, ἤδη, οὔποτε, πάλαι, πάλιν, πάρος, ποτέ, πρόσθεν) and
adjectives (ἄλλος, ἀρχαῖος, παλαιός, πρότερος) frequently mark
references to other stories and traditions, both intra- and
intertextually.17 We shall begin here by focusing on retrospective
glances to past events which situate the narrative within a broader
chronological perspective.

Intratextual Pointers

On an intratextual level, these temporal indices mark the larger
structuring and connections across a poem, in the same manner as
characters’ intratextual reminiscences – often in brief and passing
mentions. Such cross references can be small-scale, as when
Chryses prays to Apollo and recalls the god’s previous fulfilment
of his prayer earlier within the same book (ποτ’ . . . πάρος, Il.
1.453 ~ Il. 1.35–52); the pair of temporal indices reinforces the
sense of repetition, as the priest invokes the god in the very same
terms (Il. 1.37–8 = 1.451–2). Similarly, Pandarus twice notes in
Book 5 that he has already successfully shot Diomedes, but not
killed him (ἤδη, Il. 5.188, 206), looking back to the wound he
inflicted a short while earlier (Il. 5.95–100).18 In the Odyssey,
meanwhile, the tears which Odysseus sheds when reunited with
his son are contrasted with his earlier behaviour, when he had
‘previously always restrained them’ (πάρος, Od. 16.191), recall-
ing an earlier episode within the same book: Telemachus’ initial
appearance at Eumaeus’ hut, when Odysseus did indeed refrain
from tears, and it was Eumaeus who played the paternal role,
bursting into tears and embracing him as a father does an only
son (Od. 16.16–21).19

17 Generally, cf. Kullmann (1960) 386.
18 At 5.190, Pandarus also paraphrases his earlier boasting (~ 5.101–5), while at 5.206–8

he further recalls his earlier wounding of Menelaus (~ 4.104–47).
19 Currie (2016) 132; cf. Rutherford (1986) 157; de Jong (1994) 37.
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Such temporal markers can also function on a far larger scale,
tying together disparate parts of whole epics. Before he sends
Patroclus out to battle, Achilles invokes Zeus as Chryses had
Apollo, recalling the previous occasion when the god listened to
his prayer (ποτ’, Il. 16.236). On this occasion, the hero makes a
more distant cross reference to the first book of the poem, when
Zeus accepted his wishes, as mediated by Thetis; hymnic hypomn-
esis coincides with intratextual recollection (Il. 1.393–412, 503–
10). In the chariot race of Iliad 23, meanwhile, Diomedes lines up
with the horses of Tros, which the narrator reminds us he had
‘once’ taken from Aeneas (Il. 23.290–2):

τῷ δ’ ἐπὶ Τυδεΐδης ὦρτο κρατερὸς Διομήδης,
ἵππους δὲ Τρῳοὺς ὕπαγε ζυγόν, οὕς ποτ’ ἀπηύρα
Αἰνείαν, ἀτὰρ αὐτὸν ὑπεξεσάωσεν Ἀπόλλων.

Tydeus’ son, strong Diomedes, rose after him and brought under his yoke the
horses of Tros, which he had once taken from Aeneas – though Apollo had
rescued Aeneas himself.

The adverbποτ’ signals a transparent cross reference to the events of
Iliad 5, both the stealing of Aeneas’ horses (Il. 5.318–27) and
Apollo’s eventual rescue of the Trojan hero (5.344–6, 445–8).20

The reference here paves the way for Diomedes’ impending victory
in the chariot race, reminding an audience of these horses’ supernat-
ural ability (cf. Il. 5.265–72). It is worth noting, however, that this is
not the first time that this incident has been recalled in the poem.
Already in Book 8, Diomedes himself referred to it with the same
temporal tag: [ἵπποι] οὕς ποτ’ ἀπ’ Αἰνείαν ἑλόμην, μήστωρε φόβοιο
(‘[the horses] which I once took from Aeneas, devisers of rout’,
8.108). Both character and narrator refer to this episode as if it were a
distant memory; as Scodel notes,ποτ’ implies that it had taken place
‘a long time before, instead of a few days’.21 Rather than simply
concluding with Scodel that ‘Homeric narrative is not obsessed with
precise chronology’, however, we should note how this recent event

20 Scodel (1999) 59; Currie (2016) 142.
21 Scodel (1999) 59. Cf. Σ A Il. 108a Ariston,, Σ bT Il. 108b ex. The dual μήστωρε φόβοιο

appears only at Il. 5.272 and 8.108, reinforcing the recollection. The epithet is only
applied to major heroes elsewhere in the narrative (μήστωρα φόβοιο: Diomedes, 6.97 =
278; Hector, 12.39; Patroclus, 23.16); its use for these horses further elevates their status
and aligns them with their new master, Diomedes.
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is projected back into the authoritative past, as an established and
independent reference point of tradition. In fact, these later mentions
fulfil Diomedes’ original prediction that ‘if we could take these two
horses, we would win noble glory’ (εἰ τούτω κε λάβοιμεν, ἀροίμεθά κε
κλέος ἐσθλόν, 5.273). The later temporally indexed recollections by
the hero and narrator prove the establishment of this κλέος in real
time.
Similar intratextual cross references are also marked temporally

in the Odyssey. In the Mnesterophonia, the cowherd Philoetius
kills the suitor Ctesippus and vaunts over his body (22.290–1):

τοῦτό τοι ἀντὶ ποδὸς ξεινήϊον, ὅν ποτ’ ἔδωκας
ἀντιθέῳ Ὀδυσῆϊ δόμον κάτ’ ἀλητεύοντι.

This can be your guest-gift in return for the hoof which you once gave to
godlike Odysseus when he roamed as a beggar throughout the house.

This boast looks back to Book 20, when Ctesippus hurled an ox-
hoof at the disguised Odysseus (20.287–302), an explicit per-
version of proper hospitality. Ctesippus ironically called the
missile a ‘guest-gift’ (ξείνιον, 20.296), which Philoetius now
reciprocates with his killing blow (cf. ξεινήϊον, 22.290).22 The
cowherd invokes this past act of violence to justify the present
slaughter. Yet this back reference also resonates with the fol-
lowing simile which compares the suitors to maddened cattle
(22.299–301), accentuating the reversal of their situation: not
only is Ctesippus now the victim rather than perpetrator of
violence, but he has also transitioned from feaster to the object
of slaughter.23 The temporal ποτ’ indexes an earlier moment of
the epic with broader thematic relevance for the immediate
action.
Such temporally indexed cross references can also mark key

structural moments of a poem. At the hinge of the Odyssey, the

22 Ctesippus’ perversion of hospitality: Saïd (1979) 31–2; Segal (1994) 160. Ctesippus’
ox-hoof forms the climax of a triplet of increasingly ineffective missiles: cf. Antinous’
chair (Od. 17.458–64) and Eurymachus’ stool (Od. 18.387–98); see Fenik (1974) 180–7;
Reece (1993) 176–8; Gottesman (2014) 49–54.

23 Cf. 22.401–6 (Odysseus like a lion feasting on an ox); Nagler (1990) 340; Bakker (2013)
72–3; Loney (2019) 145–51.
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narrator recalls the hero’s former (πρίν) suffering (Od.
13.88–92):

ὣς ἡ ῥίμφα θέουσα θαλάσσης κύματ’ ἔταμνεν,
ἄνδρα φέρουσα θεοῖσ’ ἐναλίγκια μήδε’ ἔχοντα,
ὃς πρὶν μὲν μάλα πολλὰ πάθ’ ἄλγεα ὃν κατὰ θυμὸν
ἀνδρῶν τε πτολέμους ἀλεγεινά τε κύματα πείρων·
δὴ τότε γ’ ἀτρέμας εὗδε, λελασμένος ὅσσ’ ἐπεπόνθει.

So the ship sped on swiftly and cut through the waves of the sea, carrying a
man with a mind like the gods’, he who had previously suffered many great
griefs in his heart, traversing the wars of men and the grievous waves; but now
he slept in peace, forgetting all that he had suffered.

This statement marks the transition from the first to second half of the
Odyssey, as the poet leaves behind the hero’s adventures and wander-
ing, a transition here marked as an act of forgetting (λελασμένος, 92).
The hero’s ‘previous’ suffering at sea epitomises the action of the
wholefirst half of the poem, but it looks particularly to the language of
theOdyssean proem, ofwhich verse 90 is a near-quotation (ἄνδρα . . . |
ὃς πρίν μὲν μάλα πολλὰ πάθ’ ἄλγεα ὃν κατὰ θυμόν, | ἀνδρῶν τε
πτολέμους ἀλεγεινά τε κύματα πείρων, 13.89–91 ~ ἄνδρα . . . ὃς μάλα
πολλὰ | πλάγχθη,Od. 1.1–2; πολλὰ δ’ ὅ γ’ ἐν πόντῳ πάθεν ἄλγεα ὃν
κατὰ θυμόν, Od. 1.4).24 Through these close verbal echoes and the
indexical language of temporality and forgetting, the narrator recalls
the very start of the poem in a closural ring composition, marking the
return to Ithaca as a fresh start.
On both a macro- and micro-scale, therefore, these temporal

indices signpost intratextual cross references across individual
poems, situating the present events against the recent literary
past. In comparison to the cases of hearsay and memory that we
have explored before, these indices tend to signpost brief and
passing references. At least in isolation, they do not tend to be a
springboard into lengthy narrative or recollection.

Intertextual Pointers

Temporal markers also point to events beyond the scope of each
poem, positioning the poet’s work against the larger corpus of
myth. Here too, such references are often very brief and invite the

24 Hoekstra (1989)169; Bowie (2013) 111, cf. 2–6.
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supplementation of further details from tradition, especially from
earlier moments of the Trojan war fabula. When Odysseus com-
pares Nausicaa to a palm tree that he ‘once’ saw on Delos (ποτέ,
Od. 6.162), the audience may be invited to recall the tradition of
the hero’s visit to the island in search of the nourishing daughters
of Anius – an episode that featured in the Cypria (6.162–7; cf. Σ
HP1 Od. 6.164d ex., Cypr. fr. 26 GEF).25 In Iliad 11, meanwhile,
we hear that Agamemnon wears a breastplate which Cinyras of
Cyprus had ‘once’ given him as a guest-gift (ποτέ, 11.20), a
reference to pre-war recruitment traditions also familiar from the
Cypria.26 We know from later sources that Cinyras was reluctant
to join the expedition – even sending a fleet of clay ships to avoid
committing real resources to the cause – and this lavish gift may
have similarly been designed as a bribe to avoid service.27 If so, it
is particularly significant that this episode is evoked at the begin-
ning of Agamemnon’s aristeia: however ornate the king’s armour
(11.24–8), it conceals a story of deception and draft-dodging
which undermines his status and authority, perhaps hinting at the
limited success and duration of his ensuing killing spree. The
narrator’s brief and temporally indexed reference invites recollec-
tion of further details which resonate poignantly in the present.
In a similar manner, Antenor introduces his recollection of the

embassy of Odysseus and Menelaus in Iliad 3 with another tem-
poral reference (Il. 3.205–8):

ἤδη γὰρ καὶ δεῦρό ποτ’ ἤλυθε δῖος Ὀδυσσεὺς
σεῦ ἕνεκ’ ἀγγελίης σὺν ἀρηϊφίλῳ Μενελάῳ·
τοὺς δ’ ἐγὼ ἐξείνισσα καὶ ἐν μεγάροισι φίλησα,
ἀμφοτέρων δὲ φυὴν ἐδάην καὶ μήδεα πυκνά.

Once before now too godlike Odysseus came here with Menelaus, dear to
Ares, on an embassy concerning you. I hosted them and entertained them in
my halls, and came to know the stature and shrewd schemes of them both.

25 Tsagalis (2008) 44–62, noting potential rivalry with an alternative tradition in which
Palamedes, not Odysseus, went to Delos (Σ Lycoph. Alex. 581a: cf. §iii.2.3 for such
rivalry). On the myth in the Cypria: Marin (2009); West (2013) 123–5.

26 Cf. Wagner (1891) 181–3; Frazer (1921) ii 179 n. 3; West (2003b) 72–3. Contrast West
(2013) 103.

27 Cf. Sammons (2017) 90. Clay ships: Σ T Il. 11.20b ex.; Apollod. Epit. 3.9. Cf. Echepolus
of Sicyon’s similar bribe of an exquisite horse (Il. 23.296–9). Alcidamas offers a slightly
different version in which Cinyras bribed Palamedes (Odysseus 20–1).
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This embassy is another episode familiar from theCypria (arg. 10c
GEF), but its antiquity is suggested by its apparent depiction on a
bronze tripod leg at Olympia from the last quarter of the seventh
century.28 It is also mentioned again later in the Iliad, when
Agamemnon kills two sons of a certain Antimachus, who is said
to have been bribed by Paris into refusing the embassy and arguing
for the death of the ambassadors (Il. 11.122–42: note ποτ’,
11.139).29 In Apollodorus’ later summary, it is specifically
Antenor who saved Odysseus and Menelaus from such Trojan
treachery (Apollod. Epit. 3.28–9), a detail that may well be
implied by the Iliadic prominence of Antenor’s personal hosting
of the pair, expressed through the emphatic ἐγώ and first-person
verbs in 3.207–8. The temporally marked introduction of
Antenor’s account invites Homer’s audience to recall another
episode of Trojan myth and supplement it with their wider know-
ledge of tradition: Antenor has every reason to remember the build
and character of these two heroes.30

Such a strategy of supplementation also extends to mythical
details beyond the Trojan war fabula. In the Iliadic Catalogue of
Ships, we hear that Meges’ father Phyleus ‘had oncemoved away
to Dulichium in anger at his father’ (ὅς ποτε Δουλίχιόνδ’
ἀπενάσσατο πατρὶ χολωθείς, Il. 2.629) – an oblique reference to
part of the Heracles tradition. Phyleus’ father was Augeas, whose
stables Heracles was forced to clean. According to later tradition,
Augeas defrauded Heracles of his promised reward, Phyleus was
called on to arbitrate the quarrel and sided with Heracles, before
leaving Elis for Dulichium in exile and/or anger.31 Augeas’ cheat-
ing of Heracles is first explicitly attested in Pindar (Ol. 10.26–30),
but it likely already lies behind this passing reference: as we have
seen before, the Iliad presupposes its audience’s familiarity with a

28 West (2013) 42.
29 On Antenor and his family, see Espermann (1980); Danek (2005), (2006).
30 Note too the repeated string of temporal markers throughout his account (ἀλλ’ ὅτε δή,

3.209, 212, 216, 221). On Antenor, see Kullmann (1960) 275–6; Danek (2005) 19 n. 41,
(2006) 8–9, 20; Currie (2016) 142. Antenor’s involvement in this failed embassy
foreshadows his unsuccessful attempts to facilitate a truce later in the poem (3.262,
312, 7.345–78): Roisman (2005a) 114.

31 Cf. Gantz (1993) 392–3; Mitchell (2021) 89–90. See Callim. Aet. frr. 77c–d (= Σ D Il.
11.698, Σ D Il. 2.629); Diod. Sic. 4.33.4; Strabo 10.2.19; Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.5, 2.7.2–3;
Paus. 5.1.10.
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well-established Heracles tradition (§iii.2.1), while Augeas’ capacity
for trickery is already attested elsewhere in the Iliadwith his theft of
Neleus’ prize-winning horses (Il. 11.701–2). Moreover, the very
positioning of this Dulichium contingent (2.625–30) immediately
after that from Elis (2.615–24) hints at the larger context of
Phyleus’ migration, especially since the last named leader from
Elis is another descendant of Augeas (Αὐγηϊάδαο, 2.624). Given
that Phyleus himself seems to be a well-established figure, appearing
in the Hesiodic Catalogue as the second husband of Leda’s daughter
Timandra (fr. 176.3–4),32 there are thus strong grounds for seeing a
passing Homeric reference here to a broader tradition. For audiences
who recollect these further details, Phyleus’ sympathetic treatment of
Heracles would serve as a foil for the Trojans’ perversion of hospi-
tality, not only in Paris’ theft of Helen, but also in Laomedon’s former
mistreatment of Heracles himself (Il. 5.649–51).
Besides marking brief and allusive references to other fabulae and

traditions, these temporal references also tend to play an important
inceptive role. In each of our opening examples, the temporal index
appears at the start of the mythical reference, introducing Odysseus’
Delian reminiscence (Od. 6.162–7), the narrator’s account of Cinyras’
gift (Il. 11.20–8) and Antenor’s recollection of the embassy (Il.
3.205–24). The same is true of many other temporally indexed refer-
ences, including Zeus’s previous punishment of Hephaestus (ἤδη . . .
καὶ ἄλλοτ’, Il. 1.590, introducing 590–4), Lycurgus’ mistreatment of
Dionysus and his nurses (ποτέ, Il. 6.132, introducing 130–40) and
Hera’s former deception of Zeus in her harrying of Heracles (ἤδη . . .
καὶ ἄλλο . . . ἤματι τῷ ὅτε, Il. 14.249–50, introducing 249–61),
accounts which all also appear to draw on pre-existing traditional
tales.33 In each of these cases, the temporal indices introduce the story
that follows, not only signalling the allusive incorporation of other
traditions, but also acting as a segue into this prior material.

32 Cf. Gantz (1993) 321, presuming identity with the Iliadic figure; no other Phyleus is
known in the mythical tradition. Cf. too Il. 15.529–34, where we hear of a breastplate
which Phyleus once (ποτέ, 530) brought from Ephyre, after receiving it from his guest-
friend Euphetes.

33 Hephaestus: cf. HhDion.; West (2001b) 2–7; Rinon (2006a). Lycurgus: cf. Eumelus fr.
27GEF; Stesichorus fr. 276; Aesch. Lycurgeia (Radt (1985) 234); Soph. Ant. 955–65; Σ
T Il. 6.130 ex.; Privitera (1970) 53–74; Davies (2000) 19–23; Graziosi and Haubold
(2010) 112–13. Hera and Heracles: cf. §iii.2.1.
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It is especially the Iliadic Nestor, however, who is most closely
associated with the allusive potential of time and who most clearly
combines the supplementary and inceptive functionsof these temporal
indices. As we have seen, he is introduced as an elder with much
experience, who has already (ἤδη) witnessed the passing of two
generations of mortals who had been born ‘long ago’ (πρόσθεν, Il.
1.247–52), a characterisation which is likely traditional given its
apparent evocation in the Odyssey (§ii.2.3). Moreover, his area of
expertise is singled out in each epic as events of the past (πάλαι
πολέμων ἐῢ εἰδώς, Il. 4.310; παλαιά τε πολλά τε εἰδώς, Od. 24.51),
and he repeatedly invokes the conduct of ‘predecessors’ (πρότεροι,
Il. 4.308) as paradigms for the present. In both poems, he is also
presented as an almost bardic figure: storytelling is his modus
operandi.34 As Bruce Louden notes, Nestor serves ‘as a vector to
pre-Homeric epic’.35

What has not previously been stressed, however, is the extent to
which Nestor’s numerous Iliadic stories are tinged with indexical
temporal references. The aged hero repeatedly introduces his
accounts with appeals to his former youth, a more intense and
personalised form of temporal indexing. His recollections of his
battle against Ereuthalion (Il. 4.318–21, Il. 7.132–57), his former
conflicts with the Epeians (Il. 11.668–762) and his former athletic
successes (Il. 23.627–45) are all framed by a longing for his bygone
youth and a contrast of the past and present.36 Each of these
reminiscences has a paradigmatic function within its immediate
narrative,37 but they also evoke broader prior traditions attached
to Nestor and Pylos. In the past, scholars have postulated pre-existing
Pylian epics (or fabulae) behind Nestor’s accounts, to which these

34 Dickson (1995) esp. 47–100, Marks (2008) 112–31. Cf. the four stories he tells
Menelaus in the Cypria (Cypr. arg. 4b GEF): West (2013) 98–101; Currie (2015) 288;
Sammons (2017) 55–61.

35 Louden (2018b) 152. Cf. Liñares (2003) esp. 65–68; Tsagalis (2012a) 219 n. 168:
‘Nestor’s narrative digressions evoke or reconstruct for all audiences, internal and
external alike, a whole nexus of epic traditions rivaling Homeric epic, traditions
which the Iliad has effectively erased.’

36 Wish for youth: αἲ γάρ . . . ἡβῷμ’ ὡς ὅτ’, 7.132–3; εἴθ’ ὣς ἡβώοιμι, 7.157; πάρος… εἴθ’
ὣς ἡβώοιμι . . . ὡς ὁπότ’, 11.669–71; εἴθ’ ὡς ἡβώοιμι . . . ὡς ὁπότε, 23.629–30. Past/
present contrast: εἰ τότε κοῦρος ἔα, νῦν αὖτέ με γῆρας ὀπάζει, 4.321;ὥςποτ’ ἔον, 23.643;
τότε δ’ αὖτε μετέπρεπον ἡρώεσσιν, 23.645; νῦν αὖτε νεώτεροι, 23.643.

37 Pedrick (1983); Minchin (1991); Alden (2000) 74–111. For the structure of these tales,
see Gaisser (1969) 7–13; Lohmann (1970) 70–5, 263–5.
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indices would point – a plausible if unprovable hypothesis, and it is
perhaps unwise to speculate further.38 But in some cases, Nestor’s
temporal indices cue familiarmythical episodes for whichwe do have
further evidence. For example, when Nestor refers to Heracles’
destruction of Neleus’ eleven other sons ‘in earlier years’ (τῶν
προτέρων ἐτέων, Il. 11.691), we are invited to recall Heracles’
theomachic battle at Pylos – a battle that is hinted at elsewhere in
the Iliad and in other archaic poems, including the Hesiodic Aspis,
which evokes the event through a similar temporal reference (ἤδη . . .
καὶ ἄλλοτε, Scut. 359).39 Through such temporal indices as these,
Nestor positions the events of the Iliad against a wider diachronic
nexus of epic traditions.
Most illuminating of all, however, is Nestor’s very first speech

in the Iliad, when he recalls his involvement in the duel of the
Lapiths and Centaurs (1.259–68):

ἀλλὰ πίθεσθ’· ἄμφω δὲ νεωτέρω ἐστὸν ἐμεῖο·
ἤδη γάρ ποτ’ ἐγὼ καὶ ἀρείοσιν ἠέ περ ὑμῖν
ἀνδράσιν ὡμίλησα, καὶ οὔ ποτέ μ’ οἵ γ’ ἀθέριζον.
οὐ γάρ πω τοίους ἴδον ἀνέρας οὐδὲ ἴδωμαι,
οἷον Πειρίθοόν τε Δρύαντά τε, ποιμένα λαῶν,
Καινέα τ’ Ἐξάδιόν τε καὶ ἀντίθεον Πολύφημον,
Θησέα τ’ Αἰγεΐδην, ἐπιείκελον ἀθανάτοισι.
κάρτιστοι δὴ κεῖνοι ἐπιχθονίων τράφεν ἀνδρῶν·
κάρτιστοι μὲν ἔσαν καὶ καρτίστοις ἐμάχοντο,
φηρσὶν ὀρεσκῴοισι, καὶ ἐκπάγλως ἀπόλεσσαν.

But listen to me; you are both younger than I am. Once before now I kept
company with men who were even greater than you, and they never disregarded
me. I have never seen such men since, nor will I again: the likes of Peirithous and
Dryas, shepherd of the people, and Caineus, and Exadius, and godlike
Polyphemus, and Aegeus’ son Theseus, peer of the immortals. They were the
mightiest of all men reared on the earth; they were the mightiest, and they fought
the mightiest foes, the mountain-dwelling Centaurs, and they violently destroyed
them.

Nestor begins his recollection with some of the same temporal
indices that we have seen above (ἤδη . . . ποτ’), before launching
into a miniature catalogue of the Lapith warriors (1.263–5) who

38 Bölte (1934); Cantieni (1942); Hampe (1950) 28–9 n. 79; cf. §i.2.1 on Nestor’s cup.
39 Il. 5.392–402; Hes. Scut. 359–67; Pind. Ol. 9.28–35. Cf. Russo (1965) 165.
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cannot be rivalled by men of the present or future (1.262, cf. 271–
2). These temporal pointers index a familiar and traditional story,
the conflict that arose between the Lapiths and Centaurs, when
the drunken Centaur Eurytion attempted to abduct and rape
Peirithous’ wife Hippodameia.40 The tale appears in many
archaic sources: it is referenced elsewhere in the Iliad (esp.
2.743–4: note ἤματι τῷ ὅτε), as well as in the Odyssey, where
Antinous invokes the cautionary exemplum of Eurytion (Od.
21.295–304).41 Beyond Homer, the battle is also described in
the Hesiodic Aspis (Scut. 178–90), whose catalogue of warriors
overlaps substantially with that in the Iliad, suggesting ‘some
common ancestry behind the two lists’;42 and it also appears in
art from an early date, including on a bronze relief from Olympia
(seventh century, featuring Caineus) and on the François Vase
(early sixth century, featuring Theseus, Caineus and Dryas).43

The story was evidently a well-established feature of the mytho-
logical tradition, to which Nestor here makes a brief summary
reference.44

The ostensible purpose of Nestor’s recollection is to establish
his authority and status as an adviser: Agamemnon and Achilles
should heed his advice as these superior heroes once did in the past
(1.273–4).45 Yet it also contains its own paradigmatic value. Not
only does it offer an example of united heroic activity against a

40 Nestor’s presence in the battle has sometimes been considered an ad hoc invention (e.g.
Reinhardt (1961) 78; Willcock (1964) 142–3), but it may result from an ancient
‘confluence of Pylian and Thessalian epic tradition’, reflected in the twin sibling
relationship of Pylian Neleus and Pelias of Iolcus (West (2011a) 90; cf. M. L. West
(1988) 160 with n. 68; Alden (2000) 75–6 n. 6).

41 As Tsagalis (2012a) 212 notes, the diction in Od. 21.303–4 is reminiscent of an epic
proem: ἐξ οὗ . . . νεῖκος . . . . πρώτῳ; cf. Ford (1992) 20 on such ‘titling syntax’.

42 Wachter (1991) 106, noting the similar positioning of several names; cf. Mason (2015)
266. Only Polyphemus is absent from the Aspis catalogue. However, Theseus’ presence
in the Iliad (1.265) may be a later Athenian interpolation, since the verse is missing from
major manuscripts, is ignored by the scholia and reappears at Scut. 182: von der Mühll
(1952) 24 n. 29; Kirk (1985) 80; West (2001a) 186, (2015b) 12.

43 Cf. Minto (1955); Gantz (1993) 143–5; Chiarini (2012) 81–96. For the inscribed names
on the François Vase, see Wachter (1991) 89, 104–7. Two names are now missing, of
which one would have been Peirithous: Beazley (1986) 32; Wachter (1991) 104.

44 Aelian’s claim that a pre-Homeric poet, Melesander of Miletus, composed ‘the battle of
Lapiths and Centaurs’ (Μελήσανδρος ὁ Μιλήσιος Λαπιθῶν καὶ Κενταύρων μάχην
ἔγραψεν, VH 11.2) is undoubtedly fictional (Cameron (2004) 147–8) but nevertheless
attests to an ancient appreciation that the Homeric poems presuppose this myth.

45 Austin (1966) 301–2; Alden (2000) 76–80.
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shared enemy, in contrast to the Achaeans’ current infighting;46

but for audiences familiar with the wider myth, it also provides a
more pointed comment onAgamemnon’s conduct. As Tsagalis has
noted, the Odyssey’s account of the centaur Eurytion foregrounds
his drunkenness (οἶνος, 21.295; οἴνῳ, 297; οἰνοβαρείων, 304) and
folly (ἄασ’, 296; ἄασεν, 297; ἀασθείς, 301; ἄτην, 302) – two
characteristics which are equally applied to Agamemnon’s behav-
iour in the quarrel (οἰνοβαρές, Il. 1.225; ἄτας, 9.115; ἀασάμην,
9.116, 119).47 Tsagalis takes this point no further, but for an
audience familiar with these aspects of the larger myth, Nestor’s
account would offer a veiled critique of Agamemnon’s haughti-
ness: he behaves in Book 1 like a bestial Centaur, stealing away
Briseis just as Eurytion once tried to carry off Hippodameia.48

Such an implication would reinforce Nestor’s overall assessment
of the situation: he follows his account by explicitly telling
Agamemnon not to take Briseis (1.275–6) and later recalls how
Agamemnon’s conduct did not follow his own thinking (9.108–9).
Nestor’s mythical reminiscence thus not only establishes the legit-
imacy of his advice but also implicitly criticises Agamemnon’s
actions. As elsewhere in archaic epic, this temporally indexed
account invites an audience to supplement the telling with their
broader knowledge of tradition, comparing Homer’s characters to
those of the Nestorian and mythical past.

Beyond Homer

Such temporal indices also extend beyond the Iliad andOdyssey to
the wider corpus of archaic Greek epic. We have already noted a
case in theAspis (ἤδη . . . καὶ ἄλλοτε, Scut. 359: §iv.2.1 above), but
we can add further examples from Hesiod and the Homeric
Hymns. Like both Homeric epics, these poems frequently index
passing references to myths with temporal adverbs. In the
Hesiodic Catalogue, Apollo ‘once’ killed Hyacinthus with a

46 Segal (1971) 91–2.
47 Tsagalis (2012a) 212. Agamemnon is particularly associated with plentiful wine: e.g. Il.

7.470–1, 9.71–2; Od. 3.139; cf. AP 15.9.4.
48 Cf. Alden (2000) 80–2. There is also a further parallel with Paris’ theft of Helen, the

catalyst of the whole war. Contrast West (2011a) 90, who claims ‘there is no analogy
between the war of the Lapiths and Centaurs (260–73) and the present situation’.
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discus (ποτ’, fr. 171.7), evoking the tale of the god’s tragic killing
of his beloved,49 and Eëtion, also known as Iasion, ‘once’ suffered
for sleeping with Demeter (ποτέ, fr. 177.9).50 In the Homeric
Hymn to Apollo, the myth of Typhon is introduced with a pair of
ποτέ adverbs (HhAp. 305, 307), marking the traditionality of the
myth,51 while in the Hymn to Aphrodite, the goddess claims that
the gods ‘previously’ (πρίν) feared the ‘whisperings and plots’
with which she ‘once’ (ποτέ) coupled all the immortals with
mortal women (HhAphr. 249–50), evoking a key and recurring
subject of the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women. In the Hymn to
Hermes, meanwhile, the newborn god sings of his parents’ union
as something of the past (πάρος, HhHerm. 58), an index which
points not only to the traditional nature of the account, but also to
the fact that the union has already been narrated in the poet’s own
voice at the start of the poem (HhHerm. 1–12); within the context
of the hymn, this is indeed ‘old news’.52 As in Homer, both inter-
and intratextual references are cued through a temporal frame.
In addition, these indices can also evoke other traditions in a

more competitive mode. In Hesiod’s Works and Days, for
example, the poet makes a passing reference to the gathering of
the Greeks at Aulis before the Trojan war, indexed with a temporal
ποτέ (Op. 650–3):

οὐ γάρ πώ ποτε νηὶ [γ’] ἐπέπλων εὐρέα πόντον,
εἰ μὴ ἐς Εὔβοιαν ἐξ Αὐλίδος, ᾗ ποτ’ Ἀχαιοὶ
μείναντες χειμῶνα πολὺν σὺν λαὸν ἄγειραν
Ἑλλάδος ἐξ ἱερῆς Τροίην ἐς καλλιγύναικα.

For never yet have I sailed in a ship over the broad sea, except to Euboea from
Aulis, where the Achaeans once waited for a great storm to pass and gathered
a great army from holy Greece against Troy with its beautiful women.

This reference inaugurates an agonistic moment of Hesiodic self-
fashioning, as the poet positions himself against martial epic.
Hesiod evokes a core element of the Trojan war fabula, the

49 Eur. Hel. 1471–5 (Allan (2008b) 323); Nic. Ther. 902–6; Apollod. Bibl. 1.3.3, 3.10.3;
Hirschberger (2004) 343–4.

50 Od. 5.125–8; Hes. Theog. 969–71; Apollod. Bibl. 3.12.1; Hirschberger (2004) 346.
51 Il. 2.780–5; Hes. Theog. 820–80; §ii.2.1.
52 Cf. Vergados (2013) 271. Thanks to the proem, Hermes’ lineage is indeed ‘renowned’

(γενεὴν ὀνομάκλυτον, HhHerm. 59).
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gathering at Aulis, as a foil for his own endeavours: his short, brief
and immediately successful voyage contrasts with the long, ardu-
ous ἄεθλα of the Greeks (cf. ἄεθλα, Op. 654).53 This competitive
spirit is also visible on a verbal level. Scholars have previously
noted the ‘correction’ of traditional epic language in verse 653:
Troy is traditionally ‘holy’ and Greece known for its ‘beautiful
women’, but Hesiod inverts these terms.54By stealing Helen, Troy
hardly deserves to be called ‘holy’, but it is now very much a ‘land
of beautiful women’.55

I would add, however, that this agonism centres not only on Aulis,
but also on the end point ofHesiod’s journey, Euboea. This island also
played an important role in the Trojan war tradition as a major point
on the Greeks’ return home from Troy. In theOdyssey, Nestor recalls
how a large part of the armywas encouraged by a god to ‘cut through
the middle of the sea to Euboea’ (ἠνώγει πέλαγος μέσον εἰς Εὔβοιαν |
τέμνειν, Od. 3.174–5) and promptly did so, arriving together at
Geraestus before each group returned home (3.175–83). The island
was conceptualised as a communal end point of the Greek expedition,
marking the conclusion of a long and arduous campaign. But in
addition, it was also associated with shipwrecks and failed homecom-
ings: the island’s Capherean rocks were the site of both Locrian
Ajax’s death (Nostoi arg. 3b GEF; Alc. fr. 298.6–7)56 and of
Nauplius’ revenge on the Greek fleet for the murder of his son
Palamedes.57Against this background,Hesiod’s agonistic positioning
gains further point. His journey not only starts where the Greek
expedition began (Aulis), but also ends at the place where many of

53 Steiner (2005) 350, (2007) 182–6; cf. Nagy (1982) 66; Rosen (1990b); Dougherty
(2001) 21–5; Graziosi (2002) 169–71; Purves (2010) 78–9. μείναντες χειμῶνα (652) is
paralleled by Proclus’ summary of the Cypria: ἡ θεὸς . . . χειμῶνας ἐπιπέμπουσα (arg. 8
GEF); cf. Davies (2019) 144–5.

54 Edwards (1971) 80–1. ‘Beautiful-womaned’Greece (Il. 2.683, 9.447); Achaea (Il. 3.75,
258); Sparta (Od. 13.412, Hes. fr. 26.3). ‘Holy’ citadel of Troy (Il. 16.100,Od. 1.2), Ilion
(Il. 4.46, 164, 416 etc.).

55 Arrighetti (1998) 441; Graziosi (2002) 170; Debiasi (2008) 32–3; Scodel (2012) 502–3.
56 Cf. Aen. 11.259–60. In the Odyssey, Ajax’s death is situated at the ‘Gyraean rocks’ (Od.

4.499–511), which are most likely also located on Euboea: Bowra (1940); cf. Quint.
Smyrn. 14.568–72. Contrast Sandbach (1942) (who prefers Tenos), criticised by Clay
(1982).

57 See Gantz (1993) 695–7. The story may have already featured in the Nostoi, where
Nauplius was mentioned (fr. 11 GEF). For Homeric avoidance of the Palamedes myth,
see §iii.2.3.
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the Greek forces returned or even failed to return (Euboea). Hesiod’s
journey evokes the whole Trojan war expedition in a miniaturised,
sanitised and successful form: his straightforward trip of ‘some 65

metres of water’ serves as a stark foil to the years of suffering and loss
that afflicted the Greek expedition.58 He effortlessly succeeds where
the Greek force had struggled. This competitive reframing of the
Trojan war story is reinforced by the temporal adverb ποτέ, situating
the events of the Trojan war as a past but familiar tradition against
which Hesiod can position his own poetry. In this case, the temporal
index marks a more competitive evocation of another mythic and
poetic tradition.
As in Homer, therefore, temporal indices frequently signpost the

evocation of anothermoment ofmyth against which the present poem
is positioned. They frequently introduce brief and passing references,
inviting audiences to supplement the telling with their wider know-
ledge of tradition. Crucially, however, as with poetic memory, events
bothwithin and beyond a single poem are evoked in a similarmanner,
suggesting that they are all conceived as a long continuum of myth.

iv.2.2 Poetic Déjà Vu

In addition to these signalled back references to earlier traditions
and myths, archaic epic also exhibits cases of more pointed repe-
tition and iteration – the second category of allusive temporality
with which we began. These instances not only evoke an episode
of the mythical past but depict the present as a replay of it,
stressing even more clearly the continuity between past and pre-
sent. As with broad chronological perspective, this is a phenom-
enon which works both intra- and intertextually.

Intratextual Repetitions

On an intratextual level, such repetitions again connect the narra-
tive on both a large- and small-scale. We have already seen Ares
rebuke Athena in the Iliadic theomachy for ‘again’ driving the

58 Quotation: West (1978a) 320. We might also detect an implicit contrast between
Hesiod’s pious and proper relationship with the Muses (cf. Op. 654–9) and the sacrile-
gious transgressions of Agamemnon (against Artemis at Aulis: Nelson (2022) 60–1) and
Locrian Ajax (against Athena: Christensen (2019); §ii.3.3).
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gods to fight against each other, recalling her former support of
Diomedes all the way back in Book 5 (αὖτ’, Il. 21.394: §iii.2.2). In
Odyssey 16, meanwhile, the same goddess makes Odysseus an old
man ‘again’ by striking him with her wand (Od. 16.456) – the
indexical πάλιν directs us back to Homer’s previous and more
extended description of the same transformation atOd. 13.429–38.
On other occasions, such repetitions occur within a short space of
time in a single book.59 When Aeneas and Pandarus face
Diomedes in Iliad 5, for example, Pandarus claims that he will
‘now again test Diomedes with his spear’ (νῦν αὖτε ἐγχείῃ
πειρήσομαι, 5.279), a reference which looks back to Pandarus’
previous attempt on the Greek hero with his bow (5.95–105).60His
comment marks this scene as a doublet of that earlier encounter: in
both cases, Pandarus’ cast is followed by a near-identical boast
that Diomedes ‘won’t last much longer’ (βέβληαι . . . οὐδέ σ’ ὀΐω |
δηρὸν ἔτ’ ἀνσχήσεσθαι, 284–5 ~ βέβληται . . . οὐδέ ἕ φημι | δήθ’
ἀνσχήσεσθαι, 103–4).61 But in this replay, Pandarus’ shot proves
less effective than it was before: whereas his arrow pierced
Diomedes’ breastplate and drew blood (98–100), his spear does
not even puncture the breastplate (281–2), a sign of growing
weakness which paves the way for his ensuing death (290–6).62

Pandarus introduces his action as a self-conscious repeat, but the
subtle differences between the two occasions reinforce his charac-
terisation and foreshadow his fate.
In other cases, the adverbial use of καί (‘also’/‘too’) signposts

iterative action and speech.63 In Iliad 3, Menelaus asks the assembled

59 The shortest such repetition occurs in Iliad 1, when Thetis asks Zeus to support her son
‘again a second time’ (δεύτερον αὖτις, Il. 1.513), marking the immediate repetition of
her appeal after Zeus’s initially silent response (503–10 ~ 514–16).

60 An event which Pandarus has recently recalled to Aeneas (ἤδη, Il. 5.188, 206): §iv.2.1
above.

61 Fenik (1968) 20–1 notes such ‘premature boasting’ as a typical battle element, but
Pandarus’ language is unique in these cases: ἀνσχήσεσθαι appears nowhere else in
Greek poetry.

62 Cf. the increasingly ineffective missiles which the suitors cast at Odysseus on Ithaca,
building up to their slaughter: see §iv.2.1 n. 22 above.

63 For the indexical potential of adverbial καί (cf. Latin etiam), see Currie (2016) 67 n. 170;
Thomas (forthcoming). For later examples, cf. Soph. Ant. 944 (Antigone ~ Danae); Eur.
Phoen. 854 (Erectheus ~ Menoeceus: Mastronarde (1994) 399); Hedylus 4.1 HE (καὶ
τοῦτο: Sens (2015) 43 n. 8); Dioscorides 23.1–2 HE = AP 7.707.1–2 (where καί,
alongside the language of otherness, ἄλλος, and kinship, αὐθαίμων, marks the epigram’s
close relationship with AP 7.37).
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Greek and Trojan armies to ‘listen now to me too’ (κέκλυτε νῦν καὶ
ἐμεῖο, 3.97), echoing Hector’s own preceding address (κέκλυτέ μευ,
‘listen to me’, 3.86), while in the later battle by the ships, Deiphobus
fails to hit Idomeneus with his spear ‘then too’ (καὶ τόθ’, 13.518),
repeating his earlier miss (13.404–10). On a larger scale, Odysseus
asks Athena in the Odyssey why she did not tell Telemachus that he
was still alive: ‘was it perhaps so that he too might suffer woes
wandering over the barren sea while others devour his property?’ (ἦ
ἵνα που καὶ κεῖνος ἀλώμενος ἄλγεα πάσχῃ | πόντον ἐπ’ ἀτρύγετον,
βιότον δέ οἱ ἄλλοι ἔδουσι;Od. 13.418–19). His question signposts the
larger doublet relation between Odysseus and Telemachus; the son’s
actions andwanderings at the start of theOdyssey are inmanyways a
mirror of Odysseus’ own (cf. esp. ἐν πόντῳ πάθεν ἄλγεα, 1.4;
ἀλώμενον, ἄλγε’ ἔχοντα, 5.336).64 Here, καί does not index a
momentary repetition, but rather a larger pattern that underpins the
entire narrative.
On an even larger scale, whole series of repetitions are traced

through a single poem. In the Iliad, both the narrator and characters
stress Nestor’s recurring role as a good counsellor. In Book 2,
Agamemnon claims that Nestor has surpassed the other Greeks in
speech ‘once again’with his advice to separate the Greeks by tribe,
prompting the Catalogue of Ships (ἦ μὰν αὖτ’ ἀγορῇ νικᾷς, γέρον,
υἷας Ἀχαιῶν, 2.370). On one level, Agamemnon’s remark contrib-
utes to Nestor’s general characterisation as an ‘ever sensible
adviser’, but it equally points back to the sole previous Iliadic
occasion where Nestor has already offered advice: his attempt to
break up the quarrel of Book 1 (1.247–84; §iv.2.1). Agamemnon
effectively parrots Nestor’s own self-presentation from that occa-
sion: there too, Nestor claimed that his advice had proved best
before among the previous generation of heroes (1.273–4). But
Agamemnon no longer needs to look to such intertextual prece-
dents; Nestor’s conduct earlier within the poem justifies his claim.65

64 For this doublet, see e.g. Rüter (1969) 238–40; Apthorp (1980) 12–22; Rutherford
(1985) 138–9. Penelope already signals the parallel at Od. 4.724–8 (πρὶν μὲν πόσιν
. . . νῦν αὖ παῖδ’): cf. Currie (2016) 128 with n. 132.

65 Though Nestor’s advice was not followed in Book 1, despite its sense: cf. Roisman
(2005b) on the inconsistency between Nestor’s reputation as an excellent counsellor and
the frequently flawed or ineffective nature of his advice in practice.
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On two later occasions in the Iliad, the narrator similarly intro-
duces Nestor’s speeches with reference to his former rhetorical
success: Νέστωρ, οὗ καὶ πρόσθεν ἀρίστη φαίνετο βουλή (‘Nestor,
whose counsel seemed best before as well’, Il. 7.325, 9.94). Just
like Agamemnon, the narrator foregrounds the continuity of
Nestor’s conduct, though here before rather than after he has
made his latest recommendations. As Nestor is about to propose
the ceasefire in hostilities and the embassy to Achilles, we are
reminded of his former words of advice and encouraged to see him
playing the same role here. This introductory verse also appears
once in the Odyssey, in the spectral Agamemnon’s account of
Achilles’ funeral, where Nestor stopped the Greeks from fleeing
at the approach of Thetis and her fellow Nereids (Od. 24.52). This
further iteration of the verse may suggest that it is little more than a
formulaic filler, marking Nestor’s traditional role as a good adviser
within the wider mythological tradition.66But its unique Odyssean
instantiation could also be a more specific response to the chain of
Iliadic references that we have been tracing, adding further point
to the indexical καὶ πρόσθεν: not only ‘before in tradition’, but
also ‘before in the Iliad’. Whatever the precise reference, however,
here too, this verse signposts Nestor’s repeated conduct.

Intertextual Repetitions

Elsewhere in both Homeric poems, the poet indexes actions and
behaviours that are repeated from the wider traditions of myth.
Once more, adverbial καί is a recurring device to mark such
doublets. In the Odyssey, it is especially used in connection with
the Oresteia myth, as Telemachus is encouraged to follow the
example of Orestes (καὶ σύ/κεῖνος, Od. 1.301, 3.197, 3.313) and
Odysseus to avoid that of Agamemnon (καὶ σύ, 11.441).67 In the

66 Cf. too Il. 11.627: Nestor was awarded Hecamede after the sack of Tenedos because ‘he
constantly excelled everybody in counsel’ (βουλῇ ἀριστεύεσκεν ἁπάντων); the iterative
verb again stresses his pre-eminent counsel. On allusions to traditional features of
Nestor elsewhere in Homer, cf. §i.2.1 (Nestor’s cup), §ii.2.3 (Nestor’s legendary age),
§iv.2.1 (Nestor’s youthful exploits).

67 Odyssey and Oresteia myth: §iii.2.1 n. 38. Adverbial καί: see too Il. 18.120 (καὶ ἐγών:
Achilles ~ Heracles), 21.106 (καὶ σύ: Lycaon ~ Achilles/Patroclus); Od. 11.618 (καὶ σύ:
Odysseus ~ Heracles: §iv.2.3).
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Iliad, meanwhile, Patroclus’ shade highlights the parallel fate that
he and Achilles share (Il. 23.78–81):

ἀλλ’ ἐμὲ μὲν κὴρ
ἀμφέχανε στυγερή, ἥ περ λάχε γιγνόμενόν περ·
καὶ δὲ σοὶ αὐτῷ μοῖρα, θεοῖς ἐπιείκελ’ Ἀχιλλεῦ,
τείχει ὕπο Τρώων εὐηφενέων ἀπολέσθαι.

Hateful doom has gaped around me, the doom that must have been my lot
since birth. But for you yourself too, godlike Achilles, it is fated to die
beneath the wall of the wealthy Trojans.

Here, καί draws attention to the wider doublet relation between the
two heroes: Patroclus’ Iliadic death is a close foreshadowing of
Achilles’ in the wider Trojan war tradition, familiar to us from the
Aethiopis and other later sources.68 Particularly relevant for these
verses is the parallel location of each hero’s death. Patroclus
predicts that Achilles will die beneath the walls of Troy (τείχει
ὕπο Τρώων, 23.81),69 the same place that Patroclus died earlier
(τείχει ὕπο Τρώων, 17.404, 558) – a unique verbal repetition.70

Patroclus’ καὶ . . . σοί acknowledges the allusive doublet but flips it
on its head: Achilles’ death will here ‘repeat’ Patroclus’, rather
than vice versa.71

A similar sense of intertextual repetition is visible in theOdyssey
when both Odysseus and Alcinous insist that the Phaeacians have
‘previously’ escorted men across the sea, an insistence which
seems to hint at earlier traditions of their seafaring prowess (ὡς τὸ
πάρος περ, 8.31; cf. τὶς ἄλλος, 8.32; καὶ ἄλλους, 16.227–8).72 As
scholars have noted, the Phaeacians are unlikely to be a Homeric
invention. The presence of alternative genealogies in Alcaeus (test.
441) and Acusilaus (fr. 4 EGM) ‘make it prima facie unlikely that

68 See e.g. Kullmann (1960) 321; Janko (1992) 408–10; Burgess (2001a) 74–5, (2009)
79–81.

69 A consistent feature of the death of Achilles fabula: Burgess (2009) 38–9. Cf. Il.
21.277–8, 22.360; Aeth. arg. 3a GEF; Apollod. Epit. 5.3. Perhaps also Stesichorus fr.
119.3–7 (Ἀχιλ̣λ̣ε̣υ̣[̣ . . . πόλιν . . . τείχεος).

70 These are the only three instances of τείχει ὕπο Τρώων in this sedes in all extant Greek
literature; the phrase reappears once elsewhere in a different sedes with different word
order at 21.277, though still relating to Achilles’ death (Τρώων ὑπὸ τείχεϊ).

71 Cf. Burgess (2001a) 74, (2009) 79. Note too the framing of tradition as μοῖρα (‘fate’, Il.
23.80).

72 Cf. Currie (2016) 142.
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they too were only found in Homer in the Archaic period’.73 More
speculatively, it has also been suggested that the Odyssey’s mixed
messages about the role of queen Arete may be indebted to other
versions in which she played a more active role in hosting the hero
(cf. Od. 6.303–15, 7.53–77).74 In any case, Alcinous has already
recalled a previous occasion when the Phaeacians transported
Rhadamanthys to Euboea (Od. 7.321–4), a reference which ‘must
be to some story created at an earlier stage of the tradition’.75 By
repeatedly appealing to the Phaeacians’ previous travels, the
Odyssey establishes Odysseus’ present voyage as a replay of their
earlier, traditional escorting of men. Particularly intriguing in this
regard is the claim that the Phaeacians who took Odysseus home
sailed into Ithaca by the Cave of the Nymphs, a place which they
‘knew previously’ (πρὶν εἰδότες, Od. 13.113). By foregrounding
their familiarity with Ithaca, the poet hints again at their traditional
role as ferrymen, but perhaps especially at earlier accounts of
Odysseus’ return.76 The Phaeacians have been to Ithaca before, in
earlier treatments of Odysseus’ homecoming. Homer establishes a
strong sense of déjà vu; it would indeed seem that the Phaeacians
were ‘famous for their ships’ from the larger tradition
(ναυσίκλυτοι, Od. 13.166).
In other cases, intertextual iterations are marked through the

adverbs αἰεί/αἰέν (‘always’) and πάρος (‘previously’), foreground-
ing the continuity in a figure’s actions or characterisation.77 In both
Homeric poems, characters repeatedly note Athena’s support of
Odysseus. When Odysseus encounters the goddess on Ithaca, he
remarks that she was kindly to him ‘in the past’while he warred at
Troy (πάρος, Od. 13.314), just as Locrian Ajax complains in the
Patroclean funeral games that Athena has helped Odysseus, as she
has done ‘previously’ (τὸ πάρος, Il. 23.782–3). In the Doloneia,

73 Kelly (forthcoming a); cf. Fowler (2000–13) ii 555.
74 Hainsworth (1988) 323–4. For discussions of the Phaeacians’ origins and traditionality:

Reinhardt (1948) 144–61; Germain (1954) 285–319; Heubeck (1974) 114; Cook
(1992); Sergent (2002); West (2014a) 129–30.

75 Garvie (1994) 232. Note φάσ’, Od. 7.322; ὅτε, Od. 7.323. Cf. Danek (1998) 140–1;
Currie (2016) 142. Contrast Hainsworth (1988) 339–40.

76 For possible allusions to alternative versions of Odysseus’ nostos elsewhere, cf. §ii.2.3.
Could Odysseus’ promise to give gifts to the Naiad nymphs on Ithaca ‘as before’ (ὡς τὸ
πάρος περ, 13.358) similarly nod to previous tellings of his return?

77 Cf. Marg (1938) 51–4 on the frequent use of αἰεί/πάρος in epic characterisation.
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meanwhile, Odysseus prays to Athena (Il. 10.278–82), recalling
how she is ‘always’ by his side (αἰεί, 278) and asking her to show
her love ‘again’ (αὔτε, 280). Such statements evoke the close
traditional association of hero and goddess, framing the present
moment as the latest iteration of this recurring pattern.78 On other
occasions, such continuities may point back to more specific events
of the mythical past, as we see with the fractious relationship
between Zeus and Hera in Iliad 1. Zeus accuses Hera of ‘always’
quarrelling with him and ‘always’ suspecting (αἰεί, 1.520, 561),
while Hera complains that Zeus ‘always’ likes to plot apart from her
and has ‘never yet’ openly revealed his intentions (αἰεί . . . οὐδέ τί
πω, 1.541–3). On one level, these assertions characterise the pair’s
unhappy marriage as an ongoing divine neikos (cf. e.g. Il. 14.158), a
foil and parallel for the opening mortal conflict between
Agamemnon and Achilles.79 But they also invite us to look back
to previous moments of the pair’s marital discord – especially
concerning Heracles, an episode which is referenced repeatedly
later in the Iliad.80 Indeed, Hypnos makes this parallel
explicit when he later claims that Hera is asking him to perform
‘another’ impossible task ‘now again’ (νῦν αὖ . . . ἄλλο, Il. 14.262;
cf. ἤδη . . . καὶ ἄλλο, 249), framing Hera’s current struggle against
Zeus as a replay of her former efforts (cf. §iii.2.1).
Similarly, in Iliad 1, Agamemnon upbraids Calchas for what he

perceives as his consistently detrimental prophecies (Il. 1.106–8):

μάντι κακῶν, οὐ πώ ποτέ μοι τὸ κρήγυον εἶπας·
αἰεί τοι τὰ κάκ’ ἐστὶ φίλα φρεσὶ μαντεύεσθαι,
ἐσθλὸν δ’ οὔτε τί πω εἶπας ἔπος οὔτ’ ἐτέλεσσας.

Prophet of evil, never yet have you told me anything good. It is always dear to
your heart to prophesy evil, and never yet have you said a good word or
brought it to fulfilment.

Scholars have long suspected an allusion to the sacrifice of
Iphigenia here, the previous occasion on which Calchas gave the

78 Athena and Odysseus: e.g. in the Iliad: 2.166–82, 10.245, 11.437–8, 23.768–83.
Odyssey: passim.

79 Hera is attempting ‘to live up to the role of consort in the Succession Myth’: Kelly
(2007a) 424; cf. O’Brien (1993) 94–111.

80 Esp. Il. 14.249–62, 15.24–30; cf. Lang (1983); §iii.2.1.
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ruler some bad news.81 Such a reference is reinforced by the
generalised temporal frame (οὐ πώ ποτε . . . αἰεί . . . οὔτε τί
πω), which underlines the continuity with the mythical past.
Agamemnon goes on to emphasise the parallel with the present:
Calchas is behaving in the same way ‘now too’ (καὶ νῦν, 109).
There is a strong sense of déjà vu as events at Aulis are replayed on
the Trojan shore. Indeed, Agamemnon’s fierce outburst seems to
signpost a more extensive allusive engagement with the Iphigenia
tradition, as the whole debate over Chryseis and her eventual
return to her father replay the tale of Iphigenia’s sacrifice.82

Finally, such repetitions do not just look back to earlier
moments within a mythical fabula. They also look forward to
future events within the story. When Zeus contemplates saving
his son Sarpedon in Iliad 16, for example, Hera warns him of the
precedent that he may set (16.445–7):

αἴ κε ζὼν πέμψῃς Σαρπηδόνα ὅνδε δόμονδε,
φράζεο μή τις ἔπειτα θεῶν ἐθέλῃσι καὶ ἄλλος
πέμπειν ὃν φίλον υἱὸν ἀπὸ κρατερῆς ὑσμίνης·

If you send Sarpedon home alive, beware that in the future some other of the
gods too may want to send their own son from mighty battle.

As Currie has argued, these lines obliquely look ahead to later
(ἔπειτα) episodes in the Trojan war fabula where other gods do
indeed rescue their sons from the battlefield: Eos successfully
appeals to Zeus to immortalise her son Memnon (Aeth. arg. 2e
GEF), while Thetis snatches Achilles from his funeral pyre and
conveys him to the White Isle (Aeth. arg. 4b).83 Such a forward
reference here is particularly significant given that Sarpedon
appears to be an allusive doublet of Memnon, a foreign defender
of Troy slain by Achilles’ substitute, Patroclus.84 In the context of

81 Taplin (1992) 86; Dowden (1996) 53; Pulleyn (2000) 156–7; Kullmann (2001) 395–6;
Nelson (2022) 74 n. 78.

82 See Nelson (2022).
83 Currie (2006) 35–6, (2016) 66–7; cf. Schoeck (1961) 25. Thetis may have also suppli-

cated Zeus before rescuing Achilles’ body: cf. Ol. 2.79–80, which may be indebted to
the Aethiopis tradition: Kirkwood (1982) 75; Currie (2006) 32, (2016) 63–4. Contrast
Willcock (1995) 160.

84 Fenik (1964) 30–1; Clark and Coulson (1978); Janko (1992) 313; Currie (2006) 31–41,
(2016) 63–9; Burgess (2009) 76–8. Contrast Dihle (1970) 17–20; Nagy (1983); Davies
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Hera’s speech, the parallel is not exact: Zeus considers sending his
son home alive (ζών, 445) in contrast to Memnon’s posthumous
translation. But Sarpedon’s actual fate later in the narrative proves
a closer analogue to Memnon’s: Apollo rescues his corpse, which
Sleep and Death convey back to Lycia (16.676–83, cf. 453–7).85

From this perspective, Hera’s speculation that ‘some other of the
gods too’ may want to rescue their son ‘in the future’ is particu-
larly suggestive (τις ἔπειτα θεῶν . . . καὶ ἄλλος, 446); the trad-
itional fabula is framed not as a fated certainty, but as a future
possibility which Hera seeks to avert.86 In comparison to the
confident claims of future knowledge that we have encountered
before (§iii.2.4), tradition here is parsed as a hypothetical. Yet
audiences know that Hera’s fears will ultimately be fulfilled. In the
end, even though Zeus does not save Sarpedon, later deities will
indeed beg him to save their own sons. Here we are thus very close
to the ‘future reflexive’ allusions of Hellenistic and Latin poets,
where a character’s comments or actions ironically foreshadow
future events of a mythological story which are already known
from older tellings.87 From the perspective of tradition, Sarpedon
replays Memnon’s role, but within the context of the story, he
prefigures it.88

In both Homeric poems, therefore, cases of both inter- and
intratextual repetition are frequently indexed, drawing attention
to various kinds of allusive reworkings. Once more, we find a
notable consistency between internal and external references. Yet
as with indexical memory, the phenomenon is largely limited to
the Homeric poems.89 It too largely seems to be the preserve of

(2016) 16–19. Later pairings of Memnon and Sarpedon suggest ancient recognition of
this doublet: e.g. Ar. Nub. 622; Paus. 10.31.5: Spivey (2018) 167.

85 Similarly, on the basis of artistic evidence, Memnon appears to have been rescued by
Eos and carried away by Sleep and Death: compare and contrast Clark and Coulson
(1978) 70–3; Burgess (2009) 35–8; Davies (2016) 36–42.

86 Currie (2006) 35–36, (2016) 67, noting further inversions: Zeus is here the desperate
parent, not the target of entreaty, and his son is ultimately not immortalised.

87 Barchiesi (1993). For another Homeric example, cf. Il. 24.63: Hera calls Apollo
‘companion of evil men, always faithless’ (κακῶν ἕταρ’, αἰὲν ἄπιστε), a criticism
which may look ahead to his future killing of Achilles with his ‘companion’ Paris:
Scodel (1977), though note the caution of Burgess (2004a).

88 Just as the Iliadic Patroclus simultaneously repeats and foreshadows Achilles’ fate: cf.
Il. 23.78–81 above.

89 For a rare Cyclic example, see §iv.2.3 below on αὖτε in the Epigonoi.
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narrative poetry, less relevant for Hesiod and less visible in our
paltry Cyclic fragments. To close this section, however, I wish to
dwell on one particularly self-conscious case of intratextual iter-
ation in the Iliad.

Self-Quotation: Hector as Before

The most striking instance of allusive iteration in Homeric epic
extends beyond repeated action and characterisation to repeated
language. Near the start of Iliad 12, the Trojans are afraid of
Hector, who is said to ‘fight like a whirlwind as before’ (αὐτὰρ
ὅ γ’ ὡς τὸ πρόσθεν ἐμάρνατο ἶσος ἀέλλῃ, Il. 12.40). As the
exegetical scholia note, this phrase looks back to the poet’s similar
description of Hector in the previous book (Il. 11.295–8):90

Ἕκτωρ Πριαμίδης, βροτολοιγῷ ἶσος Ἄρηϊ.
αὐτὸς δ’ ἐν πρώτοισι μέγα φρονέων ἐβεβήκει,
ἐν δ’ ἔπεσ’ ὑσμίνῃ ὑπεραέϊ ἶσος ἀέλλῃ,
ἥ τε καθαλλομένη ἰοειδέα πόντον ὀρίνει.

Priam’s son Hector, the peer of Ares, bane of mortals. He himself strode out
among the foremost with high thoughts in his mind and fell on the conflict like
a whirlwind that blusters and stirs the violet-hued sea as it swoops down.

Notably, these are the only two instances of ἶσος ἀέλλῃ in all extent
early Greek hexameter poetry, both occurring in the same sedes.91

Of course, the phrase may be an under-attested formula.
Elsewhere in Homer, ἷσος is paired with other nouns to produce
comparable short similes (including θύελλα, ‘hurricane’, and
λαῖλαψ, ‘tempest’),92 and the Trojans are once compared to ‘a
blast of dire winds’ in similar language (ἀργαλέων ἀνέμων
ἀτάλαντοι ἀέλλῃ, Il. 13.795). But even if the phrase is an under-
represented formula (which is by no means certain), its unique
repetition in close proximity is significant, marking the continuity
in Hector’s actions – not only is he still fighting the Achaeans as he

90 Σ T Il. 12.40b ex.: μέμνηται τῶν ἐπῶν ἐκείνων “ἐν δ’ ἔπεσ’ ὑσμίνῃ, ὑπεραέϊ ἶσος ἀέλλῃ”;
cf. Nelson (2020) 185 with n. 63.

91 The phrase only reappears in imperial epic: Quint. Smyrn. 1.685; Nonn. Dion. 30.126;
Orph. Argon. 840.

92 E.g. ἷσος . . . δαίμονι (Il. 5.438, 5.459, etc.);Ἄρηϊ (Il. 11.295;Od. 8.115, etc.); λαίλαπι (Il.
11.747, 12.375, 20.51), φλογὶ . . . ἠὲ θυέλλῃ (Il. 13.39); ἔρνεϊ (Il. 18.56, 18.437; Od.
14.175).
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was before, but he is doing so in precisely the same manner.93 The
abbreviated length of the Iliad 12 simile (a single half-verse) even
seems to nod to this repetition: it presupposes the fuller, prior
version from the previous book. Homer practically quotes himself,
and by accompanying the verbal repetition with the indexical ὡς
τὸ πρόσθεν, he acknowledges this iterative act.
On a larger structural scale, this repetition also marks the

narrative’s return to battle after several lengthy interludes:
Patroclus’ visit to the loquacious Nestor (11.596–848) and the
narrator’s proleptic digression on the Greek wall (12.1–35). In
an elaborate ring composition, the narrator resumes the battle
narrative where he left off. Strikingly, this ring composition also
has a chiastic form. In Book 11, the whirlwind simile follows
another which compares Hector to a huntsman facing a wild
boar or lion (11.292–5: καπρίῳ ἠὲ λέοντι, 293); in Book 12, by
contrast, it immediately precedes one which compares Hector to a
wild boar or lion (12.41–50: κάπριος ἠὲ λέων, 42). Such wild
beasts are common vehicles of Homeric similes, of which the
boar and lion form a recurring pair,94 but the language here is
particularly close. In fact, these similes are the only two pairings of
κάπριος and λέων throughout the whole poem.95 This unique
repetition, alongside the careful symmetry, invites us to make
more of the connection: although Hector is still fighting like a
whirlwind, he is nowmore like a beast than a hunter – a significant
reversal. Moreover, this beast is notably killed by its own courage
(ἀγηνορίη δέ μιν ἔκτα, 12.46), a detail which foreshadows Hector’s
future fate and echoes Andromache’s earlier fear that his fury
would kill him (φθίσει σε τὸ σὸν μένος, Il. 6.407).96 Within the
larger context of Book 12, this foreboding is particularly

93 Cf. Kozak (2017) 107, noting the further Hector–storm simile at Il. 11.305–8. For such
meaningful connections between the two occurrences of Homeric dis legomena, cf. Keil
(1998) 91–174.

94 Cf. Il. 5.782–3, 7.256–7, 8.338–42, 16.823–8. Other pairings outside similes: Il. 17.20–
1; Od. 10.433, 11.611; Hes. Scut. 168–77; HhHerm. 569.

95 κάπριος (in comparison to the more common κάπρος) only appears twice more else-
where in archaic epic: Il. 11.414, 17.282.

96 Cf. Hainsworth (1993) 322; Σ T Il. 12.46b1 ex.: καὶ πρὸς τὸ ἄλογον θράσοςἝκτορος. A
similar phrase is used of a lion to which Patroclus is compared at 16.753, also fore-
shadowing his death (ἑή τέ μιν ὤλεσεν ἀλκή) – one of the many points of connection
between these two heroes’ fates.
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appropriate, as Hector is about to disregard Polydamas’ advice,
displaying an impetuousness that will eventually lead to his down-
fall (12.229–50).
This temporal index thus signposts a direct intratextual quota-

tion within the Iliad, reinforcing the close connection between
these two passages. In part, the indexed echo marks the resump-
tion of the narrative proper, but it also has a larger resonance for
the poem as a whole, enriching our appreciation of Hector’s
character and fate. Such carefully signposted iteration brings us
very close to the literate poetics of a later age.

iv.2.3 Epic Epigonality

As we have seen above (§iv.2.1–2), the indexical potential of time
extended throughout archaic Greek epic. It was largely employed
to evoke other episodes in an encyclopaedic manner, gesturing to
the larger map of tradition, but it could also play a more supple-
mentary role (acknowledging other parts of Trojan myth men-
tioned in passing) or bear an agonistic edge (as with Hesiod and
Aulis/Euboea). So far, we have noted plentiful examples of the
first two categories of temporal indexicality, but no real example
of the third, epigonal self-consciousness. In extant archaic epic,
we find no direct invocations of poetic predecessors, a stark foil to
later epic poets’ direct naming of their forebears (Statius and the
‘divine Aeneid’, divinam Aeneida, Theb. 12.816–17; Nonnus and
‘father Homer’, πατρὸς Ὁμήρου, Dion. 25.265).97 This absence
largely reflects the predominantly anonymous persona of archaic
epic (especially in Homer), as well as the prominence of the epic
Muse: as we have noted before, the ‘fiction’ of the Muses conceals
the reality of bardic education and transmission.98 The poets’ self-
presentation did not permit a direct invocation of their πρότεροι.
Yet even so, there remains an underlying tension in the temporal

framework of both the Iliad andOdysseywhich may enact the poet’s
relationship with his predecessors on a more implicit level. As we
have seen, the Iliadic Nestor repeatedly contrasts the grandeur of the

97 Cf. too Christodorus calling Homer ‘my father’ in his hexametric ecphrasis of the
statues in Zeuxippus’ gymnasium (πατὴρ ἐμός, AP 2.320).

98 §ii.2; Ford (1992) 61–3, 90–130.
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past with the more mundane present (§iv.2.1). From his very first
appearance in the poem, he unfavourably compares the men of the
present with those of the past: mortals today are no match for the
Lapiths and Centaurs of old (Il. 1.260–72, esp. 271–2), who were
emphatically κάρτιστοι (‘mightiest’, 1.266, 267, 267) – superior even
to Achilles, who is merely καρτερός (‘mighty’, 1.280, cf. 1.178).99

Yet Nestor is far from alone in invoking such an intergenerational
contrast.100 Elsewhere in the Iliad, Diomedes is criticised by both
Agamemnon and Athena for not living up to the standards of his
father (4.370–400, 5.800–13; §ii.2.2),101 Tlepolemus asserts that his
rival Sarpedon is far inferior to those warriors whowere born to Zeus
‘in previous generations of men’ (ἐπὶ προτέρων ἀνθρώπων, 5.637;
§ii.2.4) and Antilochus complains of the honour which the gods offer
‘older men’ (παλαιοτέρους ἀνθρώπους, 23.788), since he cannot
compete with Odysseus, who is ‘of an earlier generation and of
earlier men’ (προτέρης γενεῆς προτέρων τ’ ἀνθρώπων, 23.790).
Even Hector’s prayer for Astyanax to be superior to his father proves
tragically unfulfilled (Il. 6.476–81). In the Odyssey, meanwhile,
Telemachus too faces an underlying pressure to live up to his father
Odysseus (2.270–80, 3.122–5, 16.300), who in turn faces the prece-
dent of even earlier generations. In Scheria, he claims that he would
‘not attempt to rival men of the past’, like Heracles or Eurytus of
Oechalia (ἀνδράσι δὲ προτέροισιν ἐριζέμεν οὐκ ἐθελήσω, | οὔθ’
Ἡρακλῆϊ οὔτ’ Εὐρύτῳ Οἰχαλιῆϊ, Od. 8.223–4). Ultimately, as the
disguised Athena tells Telemachus, ‘few sons equal their father;
most are inferior, and only a few are better’ (παῦροι γάρ τοι παῖδες
ὁμοῖοι πατρὶ πέλονται, | οἱ πλέονες κακίους, παῦροι δέ τε πατρὸς
ἀρείους,Od. 2.276–7). Homer’s heroes constantly live in the shadow
of their predecessors.102

99 Cf. too Il. 7.155: Nestor’s former foe Ereuthalion is κάρτιστος, a foil to κρατερός
Diomedes (7.163).

100 For generational change and opposition in Homer generally, see Querbach (1976);
Levine (2002–3) 147–50; Grethlein (2006a) 49–58; Mackie (2008). On Homeric
father–son relationships: Wöhrle (1999).

101 Andersen (1978) esp. 33–45; Alden (2000) 112–52; Pratt (2009); Barker and
Christensen (2011); Davies (2014) 33–8; Sammons (2014). Cf. Stamatopoulou
(2017) on the generational contrast between Diomedes’ and Heracles’ theomachies.

102 Cf. too the Hesiodic ‘Myth of Races’, with its underlying narrative of intergenerational
decline (Op. 109–201).
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Given the degree of self-consciousness that we have encoun-
tered elsewhere in Homer, it would be attractive to interpret these
epigonal moments as an implicit model for Homer’s own relation-
ship to his epic forebears and the pre-existing tradition.103 After
all, this nagging contrast between past and present explicitly
extends to the narrator’s own day when he acknowledges the
greater strength of his heroes: not even two men of the present
could match the strength of a Diomedes or a Hector in lifting rocks
(Il. 5.302–4, 12.445–9, 20.285–7; cf. 12.381–3). It is not only
Homer’s characters that feel the burden of living up to the past,
but also the contemporary world of the poet himself. Given this
complementarity, we may be justified in seeing the heroes’ anx-
ious expressions of epigonality as an index of the poet’s own tense
relationship with tradition. Scodel has previously suggested such a
metapoetic reading, arguing that the modesty of Homer’s heroes
reflects the poet’s deference to tradition: ‘as his characters stand in
awe of the mighty men of the past . . . so the poet views other styles
of epic with respect’.104 It is certainly true that the Homeric poems
present themselves as direct heirs to a deep tradition of great
achievement. But I am less prepared to see this always as a simple
expression of meek submission. Rather, I contend that these asser-
tions of epigonality can also exhibit an eristic drive comparable to
that we have encountered elsewhere: despite the overbearing
burden of the past, neither Homer nor his characters are fully
resigned to an inferior status.

Diomedes versus Tydeus: Troy versus Thebes

Such agonistic epigonality is clearest when a Homeric son explicitly
matches or even surpasses his father, resisting the rhetoric of perpet-
ual decline. As we have previously seen, both Agamemnon and
Athena accuse Diomedes of failing to live up to his father’s standards
in the Iliad (4.370–400, 5.800–13), and Tydeus’ shadow continues to
linger over his son through the repeated use of his patronymic
Τυδεΐδης (§ii.2.2). However, such a narrative of filial inferiority is
only one way of formulating the pair’s relationship. Diomedes

103 Cf. already Martin (1989) 229: ‘What can be viewed as generational conflict within the
story of the Iliad . . . is also a poetic contest as well’.

104 Scodel (2004) 19.
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himself, by contrast, sees far more continuity between himself and
his father. During his aristeia, he asks Athena to assist him ‘now in
turn’ (νῦν αὖτ’) as she had ‘once’ (ποτέ) supported Tydeus (5.116–
17), and before theDoloneia he similarly bids her ‘hear me now too’
(κέκλυθι νῦν καὶ ἐμεῖο, 10.284) and ‘followme aswhen you followed
my father’ (σπεῖό μοι ὡς ὅτε πατρὶ ἅμ’ ἕσπεο, 10.285). In his mind,
there is a natural parallelism between the goddess’ support of the
different generations, reinforced by the balanced temporal adverbs
and the chiastic symmetry of σπεῖό μοι . . . πατρὶ . . . ἕσπεο.105Before
facing Pandarus and Aeneas, meanwhile, Diomedes boasts that it is
‘not in my blood to fight skulking or to cower’ (οὐ γάρ μοι γενναῖον
ἀλυσκάζοντι μάχεσθαι | οὐδὲ καταπτώσσειν, 5.253–4), a claimwhich
asserts his likeness to his father and implicitly counters
Agamemnon’s earlier criticism (τί πτώσσεις, ‘why are you cower-
ing?’, 4.371).106 FromDiomedes’ perspective, he equals the exploits
of Tydeus. He stresses the continuity across generations, a stance
which might also hint at Homer’s parity with Theban tradition.
However, this intergenerational relationship could also be

painted in a more competitive light. In immediate response to
Agamemnon’s criticism in Book 4, Diomedes’ companion
Sthenelus asserts his own and Diomedes’ superiority to their
fathers (Il. 4.403–10):

τὸν δ’ υἱὸς Καπανῆος ἀμείψατο κυδαλίμοιο·
“Ἀτρεΐδη, μὴ ψεύδε’ ἐπιστάμενος σάφα εἰπεῖν·
ἡμεῖς τοι πατέρων μέγ’ ἀμείνονες εὐχόμεθ’ εἶναι·
ἡμεῖς καὶ Θήβης ἕδος εἵλομεν ἑπταπύλοιο
παυρότερον λαὸν ἀγαγόνθ’ ὑπὸ τεῖχος ἄρειον,
πειθόμενοι τεράεσσι θεῶν καὶ Ζηνὸς ἀρωγῇ·
κεῖνοι δὲ σφετέρῃσιν ἀτασθαλίῃσιν ὄλοντο·
τῶ μή μοι πατέρας ποθ’ ὁμοίῃ ἔνθεο τιμῇ.”

But the son of illustrious Capaneus answered: ‘Son of Atreus, don’t tell lies
when you know the clear truth. We claim to be far better than our fathers: we

105 Athena herself hints at this parallelism when repeating the same phrase to describe her
support of each hero: τοίη οἱ ἐγὼν ἐπιτάρροθος ἦα (5.808, of Tydeus) ~ τοίη τοι ἐγὼν
ἐπιτάρροθός εἰμι (5.828, of Diomedes).

106 See CGL, LSJ and LfgrE s.v. for this meaning of the Homeric hapax legomenon
γενναῖος (‘true to one’s birth’, cf. Arist. Hist. an. 1.1.488b19). Diomedes also matches
his father’s solitary heroism: he rescues Nestor by himself (αὐτός περ ἐών, Il. 8.99), just
as Tydeus challenged the Cadmeans solo (μοῦνος ἐών, 4.388; §ii.2.2).
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actually captured the seat of seven-gated Thebes, even though we brought a
smaller force against a stronger wall, because we trusted in the portents of the
gods and the help of Zeus. But they perished through their own recklessness.
So do not ever set our fathers in equal honour with us.’

Contrary to Agamemnon’s allegations, Sthenelus asserts that
Diomedes outdoes his father, who is no paradigm worth emulating.
Sthenelus and Diomedes succeeded where their parents had failed,
sacking Thebes even when the odds were against them. They were
the ones who successfully trusted the gods’ portents (πειθόμενοι
τεράεσσι θεῶν, 4.408), not Tydeus, as Agamemnon had claimed
(θεῶν τεράεσσι πιθήσας, 4.398). And they also profited from Zeus’s
help (Ζηνὸς ἀρωγῇ, 4.408), an extra detail which combatively caps
Agamemnon’s account: they even had the king of the gods on their
side.107Tydeus, by contrast, perished alongside the rest of the Seven
through their own folly (σφετέρῃσιν ἀτασθαλίῃσιν ὄλοντο, 4.409),
an expression which recurs only once elsewhere in Greek poetry to
describe the recklessness of Odysseus’ companions in the Odyssey
(Od. 1.7); like them, the Seven’s intransigence and impiety caused
their downfall.108 Within an explicitly generational frame (ἡμεῖς . . .
πατέρων, 4.405; μοι πατέρας, 4.410), Sthenelus’ speech thus estab-
lishes a clear contrast between father and son in pointedly agonistic
terms: the younger warrior, now at Troy, surpasses his father who
fought at Thebes.109

For the Iliad’s relationship with Theban myth, this intergenera-
tional opposition can be interpreted in at least two ways. The first is
to see the presence of the Theban Epigonoi at Troy as an implicit
threat to the Iliadic narrative, especially since Sthenelus’ arguments
for the superiority of the Epigonoi can be directed as much against
Agamemnon and the Iliad as against the tradition of the Seven.110

107 Barker and Christensen (2011) 26, (2020) 74. Diomedes’ greater piety is also reflected
in his avoidance of his father’s barbaric consumption of Melanippus’ brains (Theb. fr. 9
GEF): Scodel (2004) 18–19; cf. §ii.2.2 n. 55.

108 Cf. Barker and Christensen (2011) 25–6, (2020) 74; O’Maley (2014).
109 Cf. too O’Maley (2018) 292–6: Diomedes equally surpasses his father as a speaker of

words, a key heroic trait (cf. Il. 9.443). Diomedes’ repeated squabbles with Nestor also
reflect an agonistic desire to outdo the earlier generation (Querbach (1976) 61–3),
especially given Nestor’s role as an ersatz father for Diomedes (Il. 9.57–8; cf. 8.78–
112: Diomedes allusively role-plays ‘Antilochus’ by rescuing Nestor: Burgess (2009)
74; Cook (2009b) 151; Frame (2009) 195–7; Currie (2016) 247–53).

110 Cf. Nagy (1979) 162–3 n. 3; Slatkin (2011a) 112; Tsagalis (2012a) 219–20.
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The Epigonoi succeeded with a small force against a stronger
defence (Il. 4.407), whereas Agamemnon has so far failed to sack
Troy despite mustering an army which far outnumbers the Trojans
(cf. Il. 2.119–30, 8.55–6, 13.737–9, 15.405–7); and the Epigonoi
succeeded by heeding the gods’ signs (Il. 4.408), a stark contrast to
Agamemnon’s arrogant disregard of the divine at the outset of the
poem (e.g. 1.28). On this reading, the Trojan war (and Homer’s
account of it) risks being overshadowed by the former achievements
of these Theban warriors.
However, this interpretation overplays the externality of this

threat. As Laura Slatkin notes, Diomedes’ following rebuke of
Sthenelus (Il. 4.411–18) and his later words of support for the
expedition (Il. 9.32–49) ultimately place him ‘and his companion
firmly within the Achaean cohort’, seamlessly incorporating these
former Theban warriors into Agamemnon’s and Homer’s
Panhellenic project.111 Indeed, Diomedes insists that he and
Sthenelus have come to Troy ‘with the aid of a god’ (σὺν γὰρ
θεῷ εἰλήλουθμεν, 9.49), just as they had come to Thebes with divine
favour (πειθόμενοι τεράεσσι θεῶν, 4.408). Far from being a threat
to the Achaean mission, they are an integral part of it: the most
successful figures of the Theban tradition have been subsumed
within Homer’s Trojan narrative. From this perspective, their
superiority to their fathers may stand as a symbol for Homer’s
own supremacy over this Theban tradition, despite his junior –
even ‘epigonal’ – status.112 Elton Barker and Joel Christensen
have effectively demonstrated how this wider Iliadic scene sets
Tydeus’ solitary Achillean heroism against the larger Iliadic ethos
of collaboration and collective achievement.113But we should add
that it also implies a more direct disparity between the fortunes of
the Seven and the Greeks at Troy: Zeus’s signs of ill will when
Tydeus visited Mycenae (παραίσια σήματα, Il. 4.381) directly
contrast with the positive signals he offered at the start of the
Trojan expedition (ἐναίσιμα σήματα, Il. 2.353).114 If Pindar’s

111 Slatkin (2011a) 113. 112 Cf. Cook (2009b) 157.
113 Barker and Christensen (2011). On the centrality of the collective to the Iliad: Elmer

(2013). Cf. too Diomedes’ explicit preference for teamwork over isolation (Il.
10.222–6).

114 Ebbott (2014) 334.
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specification that Zeus failed to hurl propitious lightning for the
Seven (οὐδὲ Κρονίων ἀστεροπὰν ἐλελίξαις, Nem. 9.19) draws on
earlier Theban traditions, as Braswell has suggested,115 the con-
trast would be even more direct: it was precisely Zeus’s auspicious
lightning that marked the departure of the Greeks to Troy
(ἀστράπτων ἐπιδέξι’, Il. 2.353). Agamemnon’s troops, like the
Epigonoi, are set to succeed where the Seven failed.
Homer’s evocation of Theban myth thus has a distinctively agon-

istic edge, defining the Iliad against the failed heroism of a rival
tradition’s older generation. Other archaic poets often presented
Trojan and Theban war traditions on a par with each other;116 yet
Homer was clearly not content with such parity and instead implies
his own poetic supremacy. He appropriates the successful Epigonoi
for his present narrative and distances himself from the failings of the
Seven, offering perhaps the earliest Greek instance of generational
succession as an intertextual trope.117 But what makes this poetic
polemic so striking is how it reverses the common epic pattern of
generational decline and the unreachability of the past. In contrast to
Hesiod’s ‘Myth of Races’ (Op. 109–201) and the repeated Homeric
refrain of the greater strength of past heroes (Il. 5.302–4, 12.381–3,
12.445–9, 20.285–7), in this case the younger and newer generation
proves superior: Diomedes surpasses Tydeus and Homer outshines
Theban myth.

Odysseus’ Katabatic Predecessors

A similarly agonistic stance is visible in Odysseus’ relationship
with the older heroes whom he encounters in the Nekyia of
Odyssey 11. All the figures whom he meets in the Underworld

115 Braswell (1998) 81–2, who suspects Pindar’s debt to the Thebaid and compares the
absence of thunder in Statius’ scene of auspice-taking (Theb. 3.460–551). Pindar
alludes to the Thebaid elsewhere: Ol. 6.17 (~ Theb. fr. 6 GEF, cf. §iv.3.1). For his
use of Cyclic material more generally: Rutherford (2015); Currie (2016) 247–53;
Spelman (2018c).

116 Hes.Op. 161–5; Pind. Pyth. 3.86–103; Anacreontea fr. 26.1–2: Barker and Christensen
(2011) 35–6.

117 Cf. Chaudhuri (2014) 29–36; Barker and Christensen (2020) 47–89, esp. 88. For this
trope in Roman poetry: Hardie (1993) 88–119. Another possible Homeric instance
occurs at Il. 15.638–52, where the Greek warrior Periphetes proves far superior to his
father Copreus, the former herald of Eurystheus. Could Homer be positioning his
Trojan narrative as superior to the Heracles tradition?
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can plausibly be read as representatives of different literary tradi-
tions, embracing female catalogues, Trojan myth, moral didacti-
cism and other epic tales.118 Crucially, however, Odysseus’
encounter with these various mythical characters is retrospectively
framed in temporal terms (11.628–30):

αὐτὰρ ἐγὼν αὐτοῦ μένον ἔμπεδον, εἴ τις ἔτ’ ἔλθοι
ἀνδρῶν ἡρώων, οἳ δὴ τὸ πρόσθεν ὄλοντο.
καί νύ κ’ ἔτι προτέρους ἴδον ἀνέρας, οὓς ἔθελόν περ

But I stayed there where I was, in the hope that some other of the heroic men
who perished long agomight still come. And now I would have seen yet more
men of former generations, whom I longed to see.

The narrative closes with Odysseus hoping that he could
have seen more ‘men of former generations’ (προτέρους
. . . ἀνέρας, 630) who had died ‘long ago’ (τὸ πρόσθεν, 629).
The emphasis on these figures’ anteriority stresses Odysseus’
position as an epigone, interacting with a whole range of
πρότεροι – a dynamic which equally applies to Homer’s
relationship with these other myths, a tapestry of prior tales
against which he works.
It is particularly significant, then, that this gesture to predeces-

sors is flanked by references to several heroes who provide a direct
model for Odysseus’ current katabatic activity. The final figure
whom Odysseus has encountered in the Underworld is Heracles,
who explicitly recounted his own former katabasis (11.617–26):

διογενὲς Λαερτιάδη, πολυμήχαν’ Ὀδυσσεῦ,
ἆ δείλ’, ἦ τινὰ καὶ σὺ κακὸν μόρον ἡγηλάζεις,
ὅν περ ἐγὼν ὀχέεσκον ὑπ᾿ αὐγὰς ἠελίοιο.
Ζηνὸς μὲν πάϊς ἦα Κρονίονος, αὐτὰρ ὀϊζὺν
εἶχον ἀπειρεσίην· μάλα γὰρ πολὺ χείρονι φωτὶ
δεδμήμην, ὁ δέ μοι χαλεποὺς ἐπετέλλετ᾿ ἀέθλους.
καί ποτέ μ’ ἐνθάδ’ ἔπεμψε κύν’ ἄξοντ’· οὐ γὰρ ἔτ’ ἄλλον
φράζετο τοῦδέ γέ μοι κρατερώτερον εἶναι ἄεθλον.
τὸν μὲν ἐγὼν ἀνένεικα καὶ ἤγαγον ἐξ Ἀΐδαο·
Ἑρμείας δέ μ’ ἔπεμπεν ἰδὲ γλαυκῶπις Ἀθήνη.

118 Most (1992); Danek (1998) 230–1; cf. §ii.2.4. See too Martin (2001) who sees in the
Odyssean Nekyia a response to competitive pressure from a tradition of Orpheus’
descent to Hades.
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Zeus-sprung son of Laertes, Odysseus of many stratagems, ah, poor man, do
you too then drag out a wretched fate like that I endured beneath the rays of
the sun? I was a child of Zeus, Cronus’ son, but I had woe without limit. For I
was made subject to a man much my inferior, who tasked me with arduous
labours. Once he even sent me here to fetch the dog of Hades; for he thought
that no other labour would be harder for me than this. But I took up the dog
and brought it out of Hades. Hermes and grey-eyed Athena escorted me.

The hero recalls his quest in search of Cerberus, an episode whose
traditionality is guaranteed by other mentions across archaic
Greek epic (Il. 8.362–9, Hes. Theog. 310–12), indexed here
through ποτέ (11.623).119 Scholars have noted how the narrative
at this moment implicitly signals Homer’s debt to Heracles’ earlier
katabasis as a model for Odysseus’ current adventure.120 In par-
ticular, Heracles’ καὶ σύ (11.618) indexes the parallel as a case of
intertextual repetition: Odysseus ‘too’, just like Heracles, is a man
who faces difficult labours (ἀέθλους, Od. 11.622, ἄεθλον, 11.624;
cf. Od. 1.18, 4.170, 4.241).121

What has not been stressed before, however, is the fact that this
intertextual reading can equally be extended to the following
heroes whom Odysseus wishes he could have also met. After
expressing his desire to see more ‘men of former generations’
(προτέρους . . . ἀνέρας, 11.630), he immediately specifies two such
individuals: Theseus and Peirithous (Θησέα Περίθοόν τε, 11.631).
According to Plutarch, Hereas of Megara considered this verse a
Peisistratid interpolation, designed ‘to please the Athenians’
through the prominent mention of the Attic hero Theseus
(χαριζόμενον Ἀθηναίοις, Plut. Vit. Thes. 20.2).122 But we should
be wary of taking this claim at face value, not only because of
Hereas’ potential anti-Athenian bias given his Mergarian roots,

119 Heracles’ fabula: §iii.2.1. The authenticity of Odysseus’ encounter with Heracles has
been challenged since antiquity (e.g. Petzl (1969) 28–43; Gee (2020) 15–38; Nesselrath
(2020) 32–6), but for a convincing defence of these lines and their significance, see
Hooker (1980); Karanika (2011).

120 Crane (1988) 104–8; Heubeck (1989) 114; Tsagarakis (2000) 26–9; Currie (2006) 6, 22
n. 102, (2016) 47; S. R. West (2012) 129. On Heracles’ katabasis tradition: Robertson
(1980). For the Nekyia as a katabasis: Clark (1979) 74–8.

121 Finkelberg (1995) 4–5; Danek (1998) 247–9. Indexical καί: §iv.2.2. For the
Odyssey’s engagement with Heraclean myth generally: Clay (1997) 89–96; Crissy
(1997); Danek (1998) 245–50; Thalmann (1998) 176–80; de Jong (2001) 507; Schein
(2001), (2002); Karanika (2011); Andersen (2012); Alden (2017) 173–84.

122 Cf. Heubeck (1989) 116; Frame (2009) 322–3.
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but also because the verse appears consistently in the manuscript
tradition and is commented upon by the scholia – unlike other such
suspected Peisistratid interpolations.123 Moreover, following on
from the meeting with Heracles, the mention of this pair is in fact
very well motivated: they too had a katabatic tradition attached to
their name, involving Peirithous’ attempt to steal Persephone and
make her his own bride. The myth had an archaic pedigree:
according to Pausanias, it featured in both the epic Minyas
(10.28.2) and an apparently different work attributed to Hesiod
(9.31.5), so it would have likely been familiar to at least some of
Homer’s audience.124Having just encountered one of his katabatic
predecessors, Odysseus thus hopes to come across two more.125

His hope ultimately proves unfulfilled, but it nevertheless con-
tinues to foreground the Odyssey’s relationship to earlier myth.
Theseus and Peirithous join Heracles as Odysseus’ katabatic
πρότεροι, highlighting Homer’s mythical models for this episode.
As with Diomedes’ relationship to Tydeus, so too here there is a

distinctly competitive edge to Odysseus’ engagement with these
mythical predecessors. Although Odysseus humbly claimed in
Scheria that he would not rival men of the past like Heracles (Od.
8.223–4), his katabatic encounter with that very hero can be
read in pointedly eristic terms.126 Far from proving inferior to
Heracles, Odysseus matches him in many respects: he too completes
a katabasis, the most dangerous of Heracles’ various ἄεθλοι (cf.
11.624), and performs ‘wondrous deeds’ which parallel the scenes
depicted on Heracles’ belt (θέσκελα ἔργα, Od. 11.374 = 11.610).127

123 Potential bias: Herter (1939) 264; Davison (1955b) 15–18; Stanford (1959) 404.
Manuscript support: Bolling (1925) 242–3; Herter (1939) 264.

124 One of these poems is probably the source of the Ibscher papyrus fragment discussed
above (Hes. fr. 280; §ii.2.5). The myth is also closely connected to Heracles’ katabasis:
he rescued one or both heroes after they had become trapped: see n. 133 below. For
other textual and iconographic sources, see Gantz (1993) 291–5; Bremmer (2015);
Dova (2015).

125 Cf. Walker (1995) 14–15; Dova (2012) 34.
126 Cf. Alden (2017) 177–8: ‘By making his character say that he would not want to

contend with Heracles and Eurytus . . . the poet distracts attention from the fact that he
is competing with the Heracles epics of previous generations, and his hero is in
competition with Heracles’.

127 Cf. Karanika (2011) 13–14. These are the sole appearances of this phrase in the whole
Odyssey; it appears elsewhere in archaic epic at Il. 3.130; Hes. fr. 195.41 = Scut. 34, fr.
204.96.
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Later in the poem, he is also described in a staunchlyHeracleanmode
by the dead suitor Amphimedon, who recalls Odysseus ‘glancing
about terribly’ just like Heracles in the first Nekyia – a unique and
meaningful Homeric repetition (δεινὸν παπταίνων, Od. 24.179 =
11.608).128 By killing the suitors with the bow of Eurytus (another
predecessor: Od. 8.224), Odysseus ultimately accomplishes a feat
which sets him on a par with these heroes of an earlier generation.129

But as with Diomedes and Tydeus, Odysseus’ relationship to
Heracles can also be framed as one of superiority, not just parity.
Whereas Heracles had relied on the divine help of Hermes and
Athena in his katabasis (11.626), Odysseus stresses that he accom-
plished his mission independently, without a guide (Od. 10.501–
5).130Moreover, within the Underworld itself, Heracles is pictured
as always being on the verge of shooting his bow but never quite
doing so (αἰεὶ βαλέοντι ἐοικώς, 11.608), a ‘perpetual failure’, which
as Vayos Liapis notes, ‘will be counterbalanced by Odysseus’
successful killing of the suitors with his own bow’ later in the
poem.131 In the present, Odysseus’ archery is more potent than
that of his predecessor. And in more general terms, Odysseus also
proves morally superior by maintaining and restoring the proper
norms of hospitality in his final deed, a contrast to Heracles, who
violated xenia by killing Iphitus (21.27–9).132 Odysseus emerges
as the more civil, more independent and more successful hero.
The same competitive relationship also applies to Odysseus’

relationship with Theseus and Peirithous. These heroes are only
named in a passing reference, but well-versed audience members
would have known that their attempts to steal Persephone were
ultimately unsuccessful and in fact left the heroes trapped in the
Underworld – at least for some time, if not for all eternity.133

128 Karanika (2011) 11–12 (cf. πάπτηνεν δ’ Ὀδυσεύς, Od. 22.381). On the verb’s associ-
ations: Lonsdale (1989).

129 Cf. Crissy (1997) 50.
130 Alden (2017) 174; cf. Il. 8.366–9, where Athena stresses that Heracles would not have

escaped from the Underworld without her help.
131 Liapis (2006) 49.
132 Clay (1997) 89–96; Schein (2001), (2002); Alden (2017) 176–84. Cf. Scodel (2004)

18–19 who stresses the greater respect and piety of Homer’s heroes in comparison to
their predecessors.

133 In most traditions, Heracles eventually rescued Theseus alone (Eur.HF 619–21, 1221–
2; Hor. Carm. 4.7.27–8; Diod. Sic. 4.63.4; Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.12, Epit. 1.24; Tzet. ad
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In one variant of the tale, they became immobilised and fixed to the
seat beneath them, as the rock grew into their flesh,134 while in
another, they were guarded or bound by snakes.135 If these ver-
sions were known already in Homer’s day, they would particularly
resonate with the fear which forces Odysseus to retreat from the
Underworld (11.633–5):

ἐμὲ δὲ χλωρὸν δέος ᾕρει,
μή μοι Γοργείην κεφαλὴν δεινοῖο πελώρου
ἐξ Ἄϊδος πέμψειεν ἀγαυὴ Περσεφόνεια.

Pale fear seized hold of me, that queen Persephone might send against me out
of Hades the head of the Gorgon, that terrible monster.

Odysseus is afraid that Persephone – the very goddess whom his
predecessors had attempted to steal – will send a Gorgon against
him, a monster famous for its petrifying gaze and serpentine
associations.136 In leaving the Underworld before seeing
Theseus and Peirithous, he thus avoids following their fate: he is
neither fixed perpetually in stone nor bound in place by serpents.
In contrast to that pair, he has successfully navigated his Nekyia,
retrieved the information required from Teiresias and safely
returned to the ‘real world’; he thus outdoes these mythical prede-
cessors, steering clear of their former mistakes. Although the
Iliadic Nestor had classed Theseus and Peirithous among the
‘mightiest men’ of previous generations with whom none of his
present allies could compete (Il. 1.263–8), Odysseus’ deeds in fact
surpass theirs. In spite of his protestations of inferiority (Od.
8.223–4), Odysseus’ actions prove superior to those of the

Ran. 142a; Myth. Vat. 1.48), or sometimes both heroes (Critias, Peirithous, frr. 1–14
TrGF: Alvoni (2006); Diod. Sic. 4.26.1; Hyg. Fab. 79.3), but some variants kept them
both trapped forever (Diod. Sic. 4.63.4; Virg. Aen. 6.601, 617–18).

134 προσφυῆ δὲ ἀπὸ τοῦ χρωτὸς ἀντὶ δεσμῶν σφισιν ἔφη τὴν πέτραν, Panyassis fr. 17GEF =
Paus. 10.29.9; προσφυέντες, Apollod. Epit. 1.24. This version is already found in art c.
600 bce: Clark (1979) 125. Cf.Myth. Vat. 1.48: Heracles saves Theseus by brute force,
leaving his posterior on the rock!

135 δρακόντων ἐφρουρεῖτο χάσμασιν, Critias, Peirithous, Hyp. TrGF; σπείραις δρακόντων
κατείχοντο, Apollod. Epit. 1.24.

136 The Gorgon’s petrifying glance is first securely attested in Pindar (λίθινον θάνατον,
Pind. Pyth. 10.48), but her eyes and ‘terrible gaze’ already feature prominently in
Homer (Il. 8.349, 11.36–7) and the Hesiodic Aspis (Scut. 236). Gorgons frequently
wield two snakes in archaic literature (Scut. 233–4) and art (Chiarini (2012) 118–19). In
later tradition, Heracles also faces a Gorgon in the Underworld (Apollod. Bibl. 2.5.12).
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previous generation – a superiority which we can once more map
onto Homer’s own relationship to tradition.
In both the Iliad and the Odyssey, therefore, Homeric heroes’

fraught relations with their predecessors involve moments not
only of meek inferiority, but also of intense competition. Given
the larger intergenerational tensions of both poems, I have sug-
gested that these may stand as an analogy for Homer’s own
relationship with tradition. The poet does not directly compare
himself to his πρότεροι, but he does so implicitly through the
anxieties voiced by his characters, and the various interactions
which his heroes have with figures of the earlier generation. It is
worth stressing that this intergenerational agonism is not limited to
the masculine sphere either: we have previously seen the same
phenomenon with the Odyssean Penelope who proves superior to
the finest women of old (§ii.2.4). As Homeric characters rival their
πρότεροι, so too do the Homeric poems compete with other myth-
ical traditions.

Cyclic Epigonality

An epigonal self-consciousness also pervades our wider corpus of
archaic epic, especially the Epic Cycle. Many of the Cylic epics
show a strong interest in intergenerational relationships and raise
the question of whether a son can live up to the standards of their
father. As in both the Iliad andOdyssey, this concern seems to map
onto an individual poem’s relationship with its wider tradition, or
even specific poetic predecessors.
This phenomenon is most obvious in the Theban Cyclic trad-

ition, given the underlying contrast between the efforts of the
Seven and the Epigonoi. We have very few extant fragments of
Theban epic, but the opening of the Cyclic Epigonoi clearly
highlights its secondary status. The narrator invites the Muses to
begin ‘now, in turn’ on the ‘younger men’ (νῦν αὖθ’ ὁπλοτέρων
ἀνδρῶν ἀρχώμεθα, Μοῦσαι, fr. 1 GEF). In a single line, temporal
adverbs combine with the Nestorian language of youth to position
the poem as a sequel to the Thebaid.137 In particular, αὖθ’ (‘in

137 Cf. Currie (2016) 26 n. 163; Barker and Christensen (2020) 53–4; and Cingano (2015)
254–5, who compares the use of νῦν to join the Hesiodic Catalogue of Women to the
Theogony.
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turn’/‘again’) marks this transition to a new but related compos-
ition, a process of both repetition and change.138 We cannot know
to what extent such epigonal posturing extended beyond this first
line, but ancient readers appear to have been attuned to the
sequence it implies: the Contest of Homer and Hesiod, which
preserves this verse, claims that Homer ‘first’ recited the
Thebaid, before ‘then’ moving on to the Epigonoi (πρῶτον μὲν
τὴν Θηβαΐδα . . . εἶτα Ἐπιγόνους, Cert. 15). Whether or not both
poems were composed by the same poet,139 the generational
succession embedded in Theban myth extends here – as in Iliad
4 – to the poet’s relationship with his poetic heritage.
Such belatedness is also manifest more indirectly in the Trojan

Cyclic tradition.140 Sammons has recently demonstrated how the
structure of several Cyclic epics pivots around a contrast between
the younger and older generation. In both the Little Iliad and
Nostoi, Achilles’ son Neoptolemus appears to have gradually
emerged from the shadow of a more senior hero, as the second
half of an ‘anticipatory doublet’.141 From what we can discern
from Proclus’ summaries, at first he follows the example of the
older, better-established hero, but he soon surpasses his model and
‘takes over’ the narrative himself. In the Little Iliad, he initially
parallels Philoctetes: both are fetched from an island (Lemnos,
arg. 2b / Scyros, arg. 3a), grow in strength in the Greek camp
(Philoctetes is cured, arg. 2c / Neoptolemus receives his father’s
arms, arg. 3a) and defeat a major adversary (Paris, arg. 2c /
Eurypylus, arg. 3d); but Neoptolemus then appears to have con-
tinued playing more of a major role in the narrative, featuring
prominently in the sack of Troy and its aftermath (fr. 29 GEF). In
the Nostoi, meanwhile, Neoptolemus’ overland journey home
(arg. 4) parallels that which Calchas had already attempted by
land (arg. 2). Both journeys likely involved a divine warning
(Calchas’ through his prophetic ability: cf. Quint. Smyrn.

138 For αὖτε as an allusive index, see too §iv.3.3 below; and cf. νῦν αὖτε marking the
transition of Athena’s support from Tydeus to Diomedes (5.116–17: §iv.2.3 above).

139 In contrast to the Thebaid, the ‘Homeric’ authorship of the Epigonoiwas often doubted
in antiquity: see Cingano (2015) 244–6; Bassino (2019) 176–8.

140 On father–son relations in Trojan myth: Anderson (1997) 27–48.
141 Sammons (2019) 49–56, building on the foundational doublet study of Fenik (1974)

131–232. The following paragraphs rework and build on Sammons’ arguments.
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14.360–3; Neoptolemus’ through Thetis: arg. 4a), and both fea-
tured the death and burial of a prominent elder (Calchas himself,
arg. 2; Achilles’ adviser Phoenix, arg. 4c).142As in the Little Iliad,
however, Neoptolemus appears to outdo his elder’s exploits: not
only does he survive his journey, but he also receives a fuller
narrative treatment, given his various encounters with Thetis
(arg. 4a), Odysseus (arg. 4b) and Peleus (arg. 4c). As far as we
can tell from Proclus’ summaries, an intergenerational contrast
underpinned the very structure of both works. By the end of each,
Neoptolemus had surpassed the exploits of the older generation.
In both poems, this intergenerational dynamic is also reinforced

by the overbearing shadow of Neoptolemus’ father, Achilles. In
the Little Iliad, Neoptolemus is visited by his father’s ghost (arg.
3b); his first victim (Eurypylus, arg. 3c–d) parallels both Achilles’
first (Telephus, Eurypylus’ father) and last (Memnon,Od. 11.522);
and his savage refusal of Astynous’ supplication (Il. Parv. fr. 21
GEF) mirrors Achilles’ treatment of Lycaon (Il. 21.34–135). His
actions closely replay those of his father in the previous gener-
ation, a kind of role-playing which is symbolised by his acquisi-
tion of his father’s armour (arg. 3a). Unlike Patroclus’ flawed
attempt at Achilles-imitation (Il. 16.140–4), he receives his
father’s full panoply, spear and all (fr. 5 GEF).143 This intergener-
ational re-enactment is felt even more strongly, however, in
another surviving fragment from the Little Iliad (fr. 29 GEF):

αὐτὰρ Ἀχιλλῆος μεγαθύμου φαίδιμος υἱός
Ἑκτορέην ἄλοχον κάταγεν κοίλας ἐπὶ νῆας,
παῖδα δ’ ἑλὼν ἐκ κόλπου ἐϋπλοκάμοιο τιθήνης
ῥῖψε ποδὸς τεταγὼν ἀπὸ πύργου, τὸν δὲ πεσόντα
ἔλλαβε πορφύρεος θάνατος καὶ μοῖρα κραταιή

But the glorious son of great-hearted Achilles led Hector’s wife down to the
hollow ships; he seized their child from the bosom of the fair-tressed nurse,
grabbing him by the foot, and hurled him from the tower; when he fell, dark
death and strong fate took him.

142 Proclus’ text claims that it was Teiresias who died at Colophon (Τειρεσίαν), but this is
evidently an error for Calchas (cf. Apollod. Epit. 6.2: θάπτουσι Κάλχαντα); West
(2013) 254–5.

143 On these parallels, cf. Anderson (1997) 38–48.
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In this passage, Neoptolemus mercilessly kills Hector’s son
Astyanax, replaying the conflict of Achilles and Hector in the
next generation and with the same outcome: the death of the
Trojan prince. This intergenerational repetition is reinforced by
the poet’s use of onomastic periphrases, introducing each charac-
ter through their relation to these now-dead heroes: Neoptolemus
is ‘Achilles’ son’ (Ἀχιλλῆος . . . υἱός), Andromache ‘Hector’s wife’
(Ἑκτορέην ἄλοχον) and Astyanax – by implication – Hector’s
‘child’ (παῖδα).144 Just like the insistent use of Diomedes’ patro-
nymic in the Iliad, this naming practice foregrounds the younger
generation’s epigonal status: Neoptolemus is constantly treading
in his father’s footsteps.
The same Achillean shadow also seems to hang over

Neoptolemus’ conduct in the Nostoi. Not only does Achilles’
ghost appear to the Greeks before they depart (arg. 3a, cf. Il.
Parv. arg. 3b GEF), but the whole narrative seems to emphasise
Neoptolemus’ relationship with Achilles through the prominent
presence of Achilles’ parents (Thetis and Peleus), as well as his
surrogate father (Phoenix: cf. Il. 9.485–91). Indeed, Neoptolemus’
whole nostos is framed by encounters with his paternal grandpar-
ents: he sets out with the help and advice of Thetis (arg. 4a GEF)
and completes his journey by being recognised by Peleus (arg. 4c
GEF).145 Throughout his expedition, he is implicitly set in relation
to his deceased father.
In both the Little Iliad and Nostoi, therefore, Neoptolemus

emerges as an epigonal figure. In the structure of each poem, he
imitates and outdoes both Philoctetes and Calchas, but he is also
constantly juxtaposed to his father Achilles.146 Our limited access
to the texts of these epics prevents us from determining to what
extent these relationships were further indexed in temporal terms
as in the Iliad and Odyssey, but we may well suspect that they
were. In any case, as in both Homeric epics, this intergenerational
positioning may also reflect each epic’s own relationship to the
wider literary tradition. Sammons has proposed something along

144 Anderson (1997) 54; Kelly (2015b) 339; Sammons (2019) 52–3.
145 Cf. Odysseus’ final reunion with his father Laertes in Ithaca: Od. 24.216–382.
146 This same epigonality is also manifest in Achilles’ concern for news of his son in the

Odyssean Nekyia: Od. 11.492–3, 506–40.
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these lines, arguing that the Little Iliad and Nostoi, as post-
Homeric compositions, ‘are aware of themselves as “coming
after” Homer’s Iliad’; by dwelling on Neoptolemus, he suggests,
they reject the notion of a cataclysmic end of the heroic age and
assert that the epic tradition ‘was not a closed corpus’.147

Neoptolemus takes up Achilles’ mantle just as these Cyclic epics
succeed the Iliad, an assertion of literary expansion and continuity.
However, here too, we should not elide the underlying sense of
competition. We have already noted how Neoptolemus surpasses
members of the older generation (Philoctetes and Calchas), but he
also – at one key point – breaks free from his father’s example. In
contrast to Achilles’ sympathetic treatment of Priam at the end of
the Iliad, Neoptolemus ruthlessly slaughters the Trojan king dur-
ing the sack of Troy, impiously dragging him from the altar of
Zeus (Il. Parv. fr. 25 GEF; Il. Pers. arg. 2c).148 All the other
parallels that we have traced between father and son serve to
underlie this crucial difference, one which paints Neoptolemus
as more violent, bloodthirsty and sacrilegious than his
predecessor.
In various Cyclic epics, therefore, just like the Homeric poems,

intergenerational tensions may figure a poem’s relationship with
its literary predecessors. The above interpretations are just that –
interpretations. They cannot be decisively proved, but given
archaic epic’s broader concern with intergenerational decline,
these rare moments where a younger hero rivals or even outdoes
his predecessors are striking, and it is attractive to read them as a
comment on an individual poem’s epigonal relationship to its
tradition.
Notably, these examples of intergenerational competition go

against the commonly celebrated ‘co-operative’ relationship of
father and son in Homeric society.149 Of course, such a dynamic

147 Sammons (2019) 59. Contrast ‘the quite ordinary Telemachus’ of the Odyssey, who
fails to live up to his father’s trickster standards and marks ‘the end of heroic tradition’:
Martin (1993) 240.

148 Cf. Anderson (1990) 44–7.
149 E.g. Redfield (1975) 110–13; Felson (1997) 67–91, (1999b), (2002) esp. 38–40; Mills

(2000). See e.g. the supportive paternal advice of Hippolochus (Il. 6.207–9), Peleus
(9.252–59, 438–43), Menoetius (11.764–89) and Nestor (23.304–50), or the harmoni-
ous and reciprocal dynamics of Odysseus’ household.
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can be overplayed: Greek epic offers several examples of strained
filial relationships.150 But what sets our examples apart from the
co-operative pattern is the fact that in every main case the prede-
cessors in question are already dead: Tydeus, Heracles, Theseus,
Peirithous and Achilles.151 This absence ensures a distance
between epigone and πρότερος which allows for a more competi-
tive relationship.152 Yet it also ties into a broader association of
literary and mythological history (the Underworld as the natural
home for older heroes and older traditions), an association which
is key to the metapoetic reading I have advanced above.
Finally, it is worth noting that not all our interpretations here

have been as closely tied to specific indexical words as in our other
discussions: Odysseus pictures Heracles, Theseus and Peirithous
as πρότεροι who died in former times (τὸ πρόσθεν, Od. 11.629–
30), and the Epigonoi begins ‘now in turn’ (νῦν αὖθ’, fr. 1 GEF),
but in the cases of the Iliadic Diomedes and the Cyclic
Neoptolemus, we are dealing with a more thematic association.
When it comes to the Cycle, this may reflect our very limited
access to the original texts, but with the Iliad, we simply have a
more implicit figuring of allusive relations. As we shall see later,
however, such positioning against predecessors was to become an
even more explicit and important part of later lyric poets’ literary
posturing (§iv.3.3).
Already in early Greek hexameter poetry, therefore, we find

traces of all three categories of temporal indexicality with which
we began. Time proved an active trope to figure a poet’s relation-
ship with other texts and traditions, with both an encyclopaedic
and an agonistic edge. Temporal indices signpost passing refer-
ences to other traditions, as well as more pointed replays of
tradition, while epic heroes’ epigonal relationships with their
πρότεροι figure the tensions of the poet’s relationship with his
predecessors. Together, these various temporal indices map out the

150 E.g. Laius–Oedipus (Oedipodea, Od. 11.271–80); Uranus–Cronus–Zeus (Hes.
Theog.); Amyntor–Phoenix (Il. 9.444–91): Felson (2002) 41.

151 Of Neoptolemus’ Cyclic doublet models, Calchas too is dead (Nostoi), although
Philoctetes remains alive (Little Iliad); but it is unclear the extent to which the poem
presented Philoctetes as an explicit πρότερος.

152 Cf. Pratt (2009) 149: it ‘may simply be safer to invoke the Oedipal urge when the father
is already dead’.
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larger tradition against which epic poets situate their own epigonal
work.

iv.3 Lyric Temporalities

The indexical potential of time is even more active in archaic Greek
lyric, a corpus of poetry that is intimately concerned with occasion,
performance and the interconnections of past and present.153

Although lyric poetry focuses largely on contemporary events and
situations, lyric poets often evoke moments of myth or history as
parallels for the present. We saw above that cases of poetic memory
were surprisingly rare in lyric poetry (§iii.3), but time – by contrast
– is a recurrent concern. As in epic, references to earlier events of
the literary tradition are frequently framed in overtly temporal
terms, marking lyric poets’ epigonal relationship with their literary
heritage (§iv.3.1). Yet even more explicitly, the frequently personal
voices of lyric prompt a far greater awareness of the repetitive
nature of poetic composition (§iv.3.2), as well as numerous direct
references to earlier poetic predecessors (§iv.3.3).

iv.3.1 Once upon a Time

Let us start with lyric poets’ more general appeals to poetic
antiquity – occasions when they knowingly gesture to the literary
past. As in Homer, earlier episodes from the mythological and
literary tradition are often signposted as ancient and venerable
traditions, framing the audience’s and poet’s relationships with
them in temporal terms. Here too, these indices frequently sign-
post brief allusive references.

Invoking the Past

Such temporal indices are visible from our earliest extant lyric poets
onwards, where they seem to introduce relatively brief mythical
allusions, as in Homer. Archilochus’ Telephus elegy introduces the
mythical exemplum of the Achaeans’ retreat on Mysia with κα̣ί̣ ̣
πο̣τ[̣ε] (‘once too’, fr. 17a.5), marking the familiarity of the myth,

153 On temporality in lyric poetry, tied to issues of performance and occasion: Mackie
(2003); D’Alessio (2004); Budelmann (2017).
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as known from the Cypria and elsewhere (§ii.3.1 n. 199). Similarly,
Alcman introduces the myth of Odysseus and Circe with a Doric
inflection of the same phrase, pointing to well-known Odyssean
traditions (fr. 80): καί ποκ’Ὀδυσσῆος ταλασίφρονος ὤατ’ ἑταίρων |
Κίρκα ἐπαλείψασα (‘And once Circe, after anointing the ears of
stout-hearted Odysseus’ companions’).154 We have already seen
Sappho introduce her mention of Leda’s egg with a ποτά alongside
φαῖσι (fr. 166: §ii.3.1), while Alcaeus too uses the same adverb,
apparently to introduce the story of Phalanthus, the Spartan founder
of Tarentum (ποτ’ ἐξεπε.[, fr. 7.7).155

A particularly loaded use of the temporal adverb occurs in the
hymnic proem of the first book of the Theognidea. After two
invocations of Apollo and one of Artemis, the poet calls on the
Muses and Graces, recalling their former presence at the wedding
of Cadmus and Harmonia (Thgn. 15–18):156

Μοῦσαι καὶ Χάριτες, κοῦραι Διός, αἵ ποτε Κάδμου
ἐς γάμον ἐλθοῦσαι καλὸν ἀείσατ’ ἔπος,

“ὅττι καλόν φίλον ἐστί, τὸ δ’ οὐ καλὸν οὐ φίλον ἐστί”·
τοῦτ’ ἔπος ἀθανάτων ἦλθε διὰ στομάτων.

Muses andGraces, daughters of Zeus, youwho once came toCadmus’wedding
and sang a beautiful utterance: ‘What is beautiful is dear, what is not beautiful
is not dear.’ This is the utterance that came through your immortal mouths.

This wedding was a well-established mythical episode, which the
brevity of this Theognidean reference presupposes: the myth features
already in Hesiod’s Theogony (Theog. 937, 975) and Pindar’s third
Pythian ode, singing Muses and all (Pyth. 3.88–99, esp. 90

154 Alcman may allude to an alternative version than that in our Odyssey or creatively
combine elements from the tradition known to us, blurring Circe’s advice to Odysseus
(ἐπὶ δ’οὔατ’ ἀλεῖψαι ἑταίρων,Od. 12.47) with her actual anointing of his companions to
restore their human form (προσάλειφεν, Od. 10.392): cf. Davison (1955a) 139–40;
Calame (1983) 496–8; Hinge (2006) 257; Kelly (2015a) 32–3.

155 This poem is very fragmentary, but Phalanthus’ name has been tentatively restored in
verse 11 (Φάλ[ανθον]). The story of his shipwreck (Paus. 10.13.10) fits the fragment’s
inclusion of Crisa (Κιρσάησι ̣, 9), fish (ἴχθυ[, 12) and ship-epithets (γλαφύρα[, 8;
ὠκήαισι, 10): Page (1955a) 274 n. 3; Martin (1972) 76; Campbell (1982b) 243 n. 4.

156 For these four prefatory invocations, scholars compare the four which precede a
collection of Attic skolia preserved by Athenaeus 15.694c–5f (884–7 PMG). Despite
the clearly composite nature of the Theognidea, I am prepared to read what we have as a
unity with some design. For a summary of views on the corpus’ origin: Gerber (1997)
117–20; Selle (2008) esp. 372–93; Gagné (2013) 249–51.
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μελπομενᾶν . . . Μοισᾶν).157 Given its prominent proemial position,
immediately before the poet’s sphragis, the recollection here appears
to have a particularly programmatic function: the Muses’ and
Graces’ quoted verse exploits the polysemous range of καλός to
praise not just moral goodness and nobility, a key concern of the
Theognidea, but also aesthetic and poetic beauty.158 What matters
more specifically for us here, however, is the manner in which this
famous mythical episode is signposted as a past event (ποτέ).159 In
part, this adverb contrasts the distant world of myth, when gods and
mortals mingled and married (cf. Hes. fr. 1.6–7), with the
Theognidean present of ‘moral and social decline’ (e.g. Thgn. 39–
52, 183–92).160 But it also indexes this marriage as a past and pre-
existing tradition – and one, moreover, which is pointedly epic: the
goddesses’ gnome is explicitly called an ἔπος in the lines that precede
and follow it (Thgn. 1.16, 18), perhaps prompting an audience to
recall pre-existing hexameter traditions of the Theban marriage.161

The content of the quoted verse also reinforces this impression.
Although the phrasewas apparently proverbial by thefifth century,162

it appears to have retained a specific association with Cadmus. In
Euripides’ Phoenissae, the chorus offer a variation of the phrase
shortly before mentioning the same Theban marriage,163 while the

157 On the wedding: Gantz (1993) 471–2, adding Nonn. Dion. 5.88–189, the fullest extant
treatment of the episode (with the Muses’ song at 103).

158 Levine (1985) 177 §3; Giannini (1993) 388. The goddesses’ statement on τὸ καλόν is
self-referentially described as καλόν: Kayachev (2016) 196. The ‘harmonious’ frame
evokes Cadmus’ wife Harmonia: Nagy (1979) 299 §12 n. 6, (1985) 28–9 §7.

159 Cf. too Thgn. 1345–8, where ποτέ (1345) introduces the well-established paradigm of
Zeus’s abduction of Ganymedes; cf. e.g. Il. 5.265–7, 20.231–5;HhAphr. 200–17; Pind.
Ol. 10.104–5 (N.B. ποτέ, 104).

160 Spelman (2021) 134.
161 Cf. Nagy (2010) 20, comparing Tyrtaeus fr. 4.2, where ἔπεα similarly flags citation of a

hexameter oracle. On the meaning of ἔπος: Koller (1972), Nagy (1979) 272; Martin
(2005) 13–14. The plural ἔπεα could also refer to elegy (ἔπεσιν, ἔπη, ἐπέων, Thgn. 20,
22, 755; κόσμον ἐπέων, Solon fr. 1.2), but the singular has a particular association with
hexameter epic. On the Theognidea’s relationship with epic: Edmunds (1985). For ἔπος
and ἔπεα as signposts of specifically hexameter tradition, cf. Il. 9.526 (§i n. 3), 20.204
(§ii.2.3 n. 106);Od. 3.243 (§ii.2.3 n. 103); Tyrtaeus fr. 12.19 (§iii.3.2 n. 156). Pind.Ol.
6.16 (§iv.3.1 n. 172), Nem. 3.53 (§iv.3.3 n. 240).

162 Plato cites it as such: ἀρχαίαν παροιμίαν (Lysis 216c6); cf. Ford (1985) 84 §4 n. 1;
Colesanti (2011) 51.

163 οὐ γὰρ ὃ μὴ καλὸν οὔποτ’ ἔφυ καλόν (Phoen. 814); Ἁρμονίας δέ ποτ’ εἰς ὑμεναίους |
ἤλυθον οὐρανίδαι (Phoen. 822–3). Valckenaer’s emendation (ἔφυ φίλον) reinforces the
connection but is unnecessary.
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sentiment reappears as a refrain in the third stasimon of the Bacchae,
at the very moment when Pentheus, Cadmus’ grandson, unwittingly
heads to his death. With grim irony, the dynasty’s origins are recalled
at the demise of its last representative (ὅτι καλὸν φίλον αἰεί, Bacch.
881= 901).164Given the phrase’s recurring associationwithCadmus’
family, it is tempting to see Theognis self-consciously citing a famous
verse associatedwith themarriage. EricDodds suspectsHesiod as the
ultimate source,165 but given our absence of further evidence, it
makes more sense to speak of Theban epic tradition in general, a
tradition which – as we have already seen – was a rich source of
allusive material from Homer onwards (§ii.2.2; iv.2.3). Once more,
we thus have an allusive evocation of other traditions signalled in
temporal terms, here with the additional prompt of a generic cue.
Such temporal indexing of other myths and traditions is espe-

cially prominent in the odes of Pindar.166 In Nemean 3, the poet
sets out to celebrate Aegina, the land ‘where theMyrmidons of old
dwelled’ with their ‘long-famed assembly place’ (Μυρμιδόνες ἵνα
πρότεροι | ᾤκησαν, ὧν παλαίφατον ἀγοράν, Nem. 3.13–14). The
double emphasis on antiquity reinforces a reference to the myth
which originally situated Aeacus in Aegina, as the offspring of the
nymph Aegina and Zeus, before he relocated to Thessalian
Phthia.167 In Pythian 6, meanwhile, Pindar introduces
Antilochus’ self-sacrifice to save his father Nestor as a model for
Thrasybulus’ similar behaviour in the present (Pyth. 6.28–45),
recalling an episode already told in the Aethiopis (Aeth. arg. 2c
GEF).168 Here too, the myth is presented in a temporal frame: the
opening καὶ πρότερον (‘in former times too’, Pyth. 6.28) firmly
situates the episode in the past, as does the closural τὰ μὲν παρίκει
(‘these things are past’, Pyth. 6.43). Together, these comments

164 The addition of αἰεί may index this allusive continuity: cf. §iv.2.2 above.
165 Dodds (1960) 187. 166 Cf. Mackie (2003) 43.
167 The double temporal reference may also index allusions to the Iliad (Xian (2018)) and

to the tradition that the Myrmidons were transformed from ants (μύρμηκες: Hes. fr. 205;
Carnes (1990)).

168 Cf. §iii.2.1; Welcker (1865–82) ii 174; Burgess (2009) 31–4; West (2013) 145–6.
Proclus’ summary does not specify the manner of Antilochus’ death (for which we
have to turn to later sources: Philostr. Her. 26.18; Quint. Smyrn. 7.49–50, cf. 2.243–5),
but the myth already seems to be allusively redeployed in the Iliad (Il. 8.78–112: cf.
§iv.2.3 n. 109). The antiquity of the myth is further suggested by its presence on the
East Frieze of the Siphnian Treasury at Delphi: Shapiro (1988); Athanassaki (2012).
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signal the literary antiquity of this episode, while also marking it
off from Pindar’s poetic present: like modern-day speech marks,
they frame the mythical citation. This temporal distance is further
reinforced by the final mention of the praise bestowed on
Antilochus by ‘the young men in the generation of those long
ago’ (τῶνπάλαι γενεᾷ | ὁπλοτέροισιν, Pyth. 6.40–1) –Antilochus’
achievements belong to the distant past of literary myth. In this
specific context, the emphasis on Antilochus’ antiquity also forms
an effective contrast with Thrasybulus, who attains the same
standard most closely of men alive in Pindar’s day (τῶν νῦν,
Pyth. 6.44). The distance in time between the two youths aptly
parallels the temporal sweep between Pindar and his literary
predecessors.
In Olympian 6, a temporal index pinpoints an allusive reference

which includes a direct verbal echo of a specific text. Pindar claims
that his laudandusHagesias is worthy of the ‘praise’ (αἶνος) which
Adrastus ‘once’ (ποτ’) proclaimed about Amphiaraus (Ol. 6.12–
14). This claim introduces a miniature summary of an episode
from Theban myth, peppered with further temporal conjunctions
(ἐπεί, v. 14; ἔπειτα, v. 15): the story of Amphiaraus’ disappearance
beneath the earth and Adrastus’ presence at the funeral of the
Seven. The brief narrative closes with a direct quotation of
Adrastus’ αἶνος (Ol. 6.16–17):

εἶπεν ἐν Θήβαισι τοιοῦτόν τι ἔπος· “ποθέω στρατιᾶς ὀφθαλμὸν ἐμᾶς
ἀμφότερον μάντιν τ’ ἀγαθὸν καὶ δουρὶ μάρνασθαι.”

[Talaus’ son Adrastus] spoke an utterance such as this at Thebes: ‘I miss the
eye of my army, both a good seer and good at fighting with a spear.’

Within its immediate context, this myth has excellent exemplary
value. The prophetic Amphiaraus is an ideal model for Pindar’s
laudandus Hagesias, a member of the prophetic Iamid line, and
‘honey-sweet’ Adrastus (Ἄδρηστον μελίγηρυν, Theb. fr. 4 GEF)
offers an apt parallel for Pindar with his ‘honey-voiced’ Muses
(μελίφθογγοι . . .Μοῖσαι,Ol. 6.21).169 It is likely, however, that this
whole mythical episode derives from the cyclic Thebaid. A certain
Asclepiades claimed that at least part of these verses ‘was taken’

169 For further parallels between Amphiaraus and other Iamids, cf. Giannini (2014) 40–1.
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from that poem,170 and scholars have long recognised that verse 17
begins with a near-complete dactylic hexameter (restored by sub-
stituting μάχεσθαι for μάρνασθαι).171 Pindar’s τοιοῦτόν τι ἔπος
could even signal the near-quotation: Adrastus spoke ‘a hexameter
(ἔπος) something like this’.172Beyond Adrastus’ speech, the wider
context of these lines also likely derives from the Thebaid:
Amphiaraus’ death at Thebes was a mainstay of the tradition,
with his involvement already presupposed by the Odyssey
(15.243–8, cf. 11.326–7),173 while Adrastus’ presence at the
funeral of his fellow-fighters in the Thebaid is suggested by
another surviving fragment in which he leaves Thebes ‘wearing
mournful clothes’ (εἵματα λυγρὰ φέρων, fr. 11 GEF).174 Pindar’s
openingποτ’ thus not only serves as an introduction and transition
to the brief mythical narrative but also grounds it in a specifically
literary past: that of the epic Thebaid. As in epic, these indexical
‘pointers to the past’ flag and introduce allusive engagement with
other traditions.

Embedding the Cycle

Temporal indices were not limited to mythical and intertextual
references in lyric poetry. They also punctuate individual poets’
allusions to their wider cycles of songs. In Archilochus’ Cologne
Epode, the narrator refers to the ‘charm’ which Neoboule ‘had
before’ (χάρις ἣ πρὶν ἐπῆν, fr. 196a.28), evoking an earlier time
from the narrative of their relationship when he still found her

170 Σ Ol. 6.26: ποθέω· ὁ Ἀσκληπιάδης φησὶ ταῦτα εἰληφέναι ἐκ τῆς κυκλικῆς Θηβαΐδος. The
identity of this Asclepiades is debated (of Myrlea?/Tragilus?): Braswell (1998) 29 n. 5.
For ταῦτα referring to the context of 6.12–17 as well as the text of (at least) v. 17, cf.
Torres-Guerra (1995) 39 with n. 58; contrast Stoneman (1981) 51.

171 Thus fr. 6 GEF (originally restored by von Leutsch (1830) 63); cf. Torres-Guerra
(1995) 39–40; Hutchinson (2001) 381–2; West (2011b) 53; Adorjáni (2014) 23–4,
137. This reconstructed verse is of good epic pedigree (cf. Il. 3.179), is paralleled at
Hes. fr. 25.37 and Soph. OC 1313–14, and is later echoed in an epitaph for Aeschines’
uncle, the military seer Cleoboulus, for whom Amphiaraus would be a fitting mythical
model (CEG 519.2 = SEG 16.193b.2, c. 370 bce: Papadimitriou (1957) 160). For such
Pindaric appropriation of a full hexameter, cf. Pyth. 1.16–17 ~ Hes. fr. dub. 388.

172 For ἔπος signposting an epic reference or hexameter quotation, cf. §iv.3.1 n. 161 above.
Cf. too Isth. 6.66–8, where Ἡσιόδου . . . ἔπος flags Pindar’s paraphrase of Op. 412.

173 On Amphiaraus’ story, see Bener (1945); Braswell (1998) 27–41. For his fate (being
swallowed alive in the earth), cf. Nem. 9.24–7, 10.8–9; Aesch. Sept. 587–9; Soph. El.
837–47 (N.B. οἶδα, 837); Eur. Supp. 925–7; Paus. 9.8.3; Bener (1945) 47–50.

174 Welcker (1865–82) ii 369; Hutchinson (2001) 383.
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desirable (cf. fr. 118, where he longs ‘to touch Neoboule with his
hand’, χειρὶ Νεοβούλης θιγεῖν).175 In the Epode, by contrast, he
considers her unattractive (vv. 24–34) and has moved his attention
onto her sister (vv. 35–6). Archilochus’ πρίν not only situates this
moment within the larger cycle of the story but also looks back to
past poems in which Neoboule’s charm was praised and adored.
Similarly, Alcaeus refers to a number of past events which may

reflect other songs. In fr. 129, he recalls how he and his companions
‘once swore’ (ποbτ’ ἀπώμcνυbμεν, v. 14) never to abandon their
comrades, an oath which Pittacus has now broken (vv. 21–4).
Dwelling on this moment is essential for his characterisation of
Pittacus’ treachery, but situating the event in the past (ποτ’) equally
indexes other poems in which this same moment has already been
treated.176 Another fragmentary poem refers to past hybris (πο̣τ’
ὔβριν, fr. 76.10) and recalls that ‘we were often thrown down’
(πόλλακις ἐ[σ]φαλη[̣με]ν, fr. 76.13), looking back to past sufferings
and their poetic expression, while in another prayer or exhortation,
Alcaeus bids someone ‘come . . . if ever at another time’, position-
ing the present poem against an ongoing and past relationship (ἄγι
. . . | [αἴ π]οτα κἄλλοτα, fr. 208A.2–3). Such a backward glance is
evenmore explicit in Pindar’sOlympian 13, where the poet remarks
that the past Olympic victories of Xenophon’s family ‘have, it
seems, already been reported before’ (τὰ δ’ Ὀλυμπίᾳ αὐτῶν |
ἔοικεν ἤδη πάροιθε λελέχθαι, Ol. 13.101–2) – a claim which looks
back to Pindar’s earlier mention of these successes within this same
poem (30, 35–46), but presumably also to previous independent
epinicia that celebrated them. The poet’s following wish that he will
sing of their future achievements (103) reinforces the sense of a
continuing song cycle: he will always be on hand to record and
celebrate every milestone in their continued prosperity, in an
ongoing sequence of songs.177

175 Cf. Swift (forthcoming), noting that the analogy of the fox and eagle fable (frr. 172–81)
also implies desire: ‘the eagle (like Lycambes) robs the fox of what it loves’. The wish
in fr. 118 may be romantic or lewd: Swift (2019) 303.

176 Cf. Budelmann (2018a) 98: ‘Alcaeus probably spoke of Pittacus’ oath in other poems
too’, citing fr. 306g and ‘perhaps’ frr. 67 and 167.

177 Cf. Pind. fr. 122, a skolion written for the same Xenophon.
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It is especially Sappho once more, however, who indexes her
wider song cycle with temporal references. In one poem, the
speaker claims that ‘once long ago, I loved you, Atthis’
(ἠράμαν μὲν ἔγω σέθεν, Ἄτθι, πάλαι ποτά, fr. 49.1), a phrase
which – like the reminiscences of Atthis in fr. 96 (cf. §iii.3.3) –
evokes a broader Atthis song cycle, which ended with Atthis
flying off to another woman, Andromeda (fr. 130.3–4). In other
poems, she foregrounds her past relationship with Aphrodite: in
fr. 22, we hear that ‘the Cyprus-born goddess herself once
blamed me for praying’ (καὶ γὰ̣ρ αὔτα̣ δή πο[̣τ’] ἐμέμφ[ετ’ . . . |
Κ]υπρογέν[ηα] | ὠς̣ ἄραμα[̣ι], 22.15–17), while in the newly
constituted Kypris Poem, she claims that the goddess was not
‘previously’ hostile to her (μ’ οὐ πρότ̣ερ’ ἦσ[θ’ ἀπέχθης], fr.
26.7, suppl. Obbink (2020) 228–30). These comments seem to
point to other occasions in Sappho’s poetry where she speaks and
collaborates with the goddess, such as fr. 1, a poem in which
Aphrodite gently chides Sappho for her prayer (15–24) and is
asked to be her ally (σύμμαχος, 28) (cf. §iv.3.2) . Elsewhere, she
also refers to her brother Charaxus’ activities in a similar way: in
fr. 5, she hopes that her brother may atone for all his ‘past’
wrongs ([πρ]όσθ’ ἄμβροτε πάντα, 5.5) and refers to his ‘previ-
ous’ suffering (π[̣ά]ροιθ’ ἀχεύων, 5.11).178 In all these cases,
Sappho gestures to a broader ongoing history and series of events
to which she constantly returns in her poems. Literary and bio-
graphical history blur into one.

Inventing the Past

There are also occasions where temporal references appear to
conceal slight innovations in the mythical record, especially in
the work of Pindar. We have previously noted the importation of
the local into panhellenic myth, authorised by Pindar’s appeal to
the ‘ancient talk of men’ in Olympian 7 (ἀνθρώπων παλαιαί |
ῥήσιες, Ol. 7.54–5: §ii.3.4), but we could also add the miniature
narrative of Peleus’ and Telamon’s achievements in Nemean 3,

178 Cf. O’Connell (2018) 252; Swift (forthcoming). Cf. too. fr. 15.11–12: Doricha appar-
ently boasts of how Charaxus came a second time (τὸ δεύ[τ]ερον) for a longed-for
desire, implying a far longer underlying history.
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which is introduced with the description of Peleus taking delight in
παλαιαὶ ἀρεταί, ‘successes of long ago’ (Nem. 3.32–9):

παλαιαῖσι δ’ ἐν ἀρεταῖς
γέγαθε Πηλεὺς ἄναξ, ὑπέραλλον αἰχμὰν ταμών·
ὃς καὶ Ἰωλκὸν εἷλε μόνος ἄνευ στρατιᾶς,
καὶ ποντίαν Θέτιν κατέμαρψεν
ἐγκονητί. Λαομέδοντα δ’ εὐρυσθενής
Τελαμὼν Ἰόλᾳ παραστάτας ἐὼν ἔπερσεν

καί ποτε χαλκότοξον Ἀμαζόνων μετ’ ἀλκάν
ἕπετό οἱ, οὐδέ νίν ποτε φόβος ἀνδροδάμας ἔπαυσεν ἀκμὰν φρενῶν.

Lord Peleus rejoiced in his successes of long ago, when he had cut his
unsurpassed spear – he who even captured Iolcus alone without an army,
and pinned down the sea nymph Thetis after a great struggle. And Telamon,
with his broad strength, stood alongside Iolaus and destroyed Laomedon, and
once followed him in pursuit of the mighty bronze-bowed Amazons; and
man-taming fear never checked the sharpness of his mind.

These verses summarise a number of major moments in each
hero’s life: Peleus’ acquisition of his famous spear from Mount
Pelion, his capture of the city of Iolcus and his marriage to Thetis,
as well as Telamon’s involvement in the first sack of Troy and his
battle with the Amazons. These are all well-known features of
each hero’s mythological biography, here serving as appropriate
models of success for Pindar’s laudandus Aristocleidias.179 In
particular, Peleus’ ‘conquest’ of Thetis is figured in distinctly
athletic terms (κατέμαρψεν ἐγκονητί, vv. 35–6), presaging
Aristocleidias’ own pancratium success in the present.180 But in
the case of Peleus’ other two successes, his acquisition of his spear
and sack of Iolcus, Pindar’s appeal to ‘successes of long ago’
appears to conceal pointed deviations from the mainstream
tradition.181 In the case of his spear, the hero is depicted as having

179 For Peleus’ sack of Iolcus: Hes. fr. 211, fr. 212b; Pind.Nem. 4.54–6. For his marriage to
Thetis: Nem. 4.62–65, Isth. 8.26a–48. For Telamon’s accompaniment of Heracles
against Laomedon’s Troy: §ii.3.1 n. 238; and against the Amazons: fr. adesp. 9 EGF
(= 1168 SH: Vecchiato (2016)) and various vases (von Bothmer (1957) 234: Index of
Inscribed Names, s.v. ‘Telamon’). Both these Telamonian exploits are occasionally
associated with Peleus (Pind. Isth. 5.36–7, fr. 172; Eur. Andr. 797–801).

180 Cf. Σ Nem. 3.61a: ἡ μεταφορὰ ἀπὸ τῶν ἀθλευόντων; Pfeijffer (1999) 207, 317–18.
Thetis’ resistance: Il. 18.434; Cypr. fr. 3 GEF.

181 Cf. Pfeijffer (1999) 206–8.
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cut it himself (ὑπέραλλον αἰχμὰν ταμών, v. 33), unlike earlier epic
accounts in which the spear is a wedding gift from Cheiron (Il.
16.140–4 ≈ 19.387–91, Cypr. fr. 4 GEF), and even shaped by the
divine hands of Athena and Hephaestus (Cypr. fr. 4 GEF); and in
his sack of Iolcus, he is depicted as a lone fighter (μόνος ἄνευ
στρατιᾶς, v. 34), unlike other versions in which he is helped by
Jason and the Dioscuri.182 As the scholia to the passage note,
Pindar seems to be ‘indulging Peleus for the sake of his
Aeginetan victor’, exaggerating his achievements for rhetorical
effect (δόξει δὲ ὁ Πίνδαρος διὰ τὸν Αἰγινήτην χαρίζεσθαι τῷ Πηλεῖ,
Σ Nem. 3.57). In fashioning his own supreme spear and in single-
handedly sacking Iolcus, this Peleus is a pre-eminent paradigm of
Aeginetan success. By introducing these adaptations as παλαιαὶ
ἀρεταί, Pindar lends legitimacy to his innovative spin on tradition.
As in epic, therefore, temporal references in lyric poetry fre-

quently signal interactions with other mythical stories and epi-
sodes. Temporally marked adjectives and adverbs highlight
allusions both to earlier treatments of myths and to a poet’s own
earlier poetry. In this way, archaic lyric poets drew on the esteem
of tradition to legitimise their poetic authority, while also occa-
sionally concealing their innovative versions of myth in the garb
of tradition. The literary past remained a fruitful resource to be
both appropriated and reconfigured.

iv.3.2 Iterative Poetics

In addition to general references to the past, many lyric poets were
also deeply fascinated by the idea of repetition and recurrence: they
frequently presented their poems as self-conscious repetitions – not
only of generic topoi, but also of other specific poems.

Déjà Vu: Lyric ‘Again’

Few phenomena in Greek lyric are as familiar as the distinctive tag
of δηὖτε and αὖτε (‘again’), a device that is most often associated
with love poetry.183 Erotic poets constantly narrate episodes of

182 Pherec. fr. 62 EGM; Apollod. Bibl. 3.13.7.
183 Cf. Wells (1973); Carson (1986) 118–20; Mace (1993); Calame (1997); LeVen (2018)

225–32; Palmisciano (2018) 166–70.
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love in a recurring iterative frame. First-person speakers present
themselves as the repeated victims of passion with the particle-
adverb αὖτε or more emphatic δηὖτε: Love warms Alcman’s heart
‘again’ (δηὖτε, fr. 59a.1); casts Ibycus ‘again’ into the nets of
Aphrodite (αὖτε, fr. 287.1); and ‘again’ causes Sappho to tremble
with desire (δηὖτε, fr. 130.1). Yet it is Anacreon who employs the
motif most often: drunk with love, the poet dives ‘again’ from the
Leucadian cliff (δηὖτ’, fr. 376.1); seeks Pythomander’s house
‘again’ to escape Love (δηὖτε, fr. 400.1); is caught ‘again’ in
the paradoxical state of loving and not loving (δηὖτε, fr. 428.1);
and is struck ‘again’ both by Love’s purple ball (δηὖτε, fr. 358.1)
and by the smith-like god’s axe (δηὖτε, fr. 413.1).
The frequency and consistency of this motif has led Sarah Mace

to identify it as ‘a distinct compositional form’ in lyric poetry,
combining the notion of ‘again’with a first-person speaker and the
god Eros: ‘love . . .me . . . again’.184 As she demonstrates, it is not
a static motif but rather imbued with a variety of tones, from the
pathetic to the humorous. Poets could also evoke it in non-first-
person contexts: Anacreon describes the bald Alexis as wooing
‘again’ (δηὖτε, fr. 394b), and Sappho asks Abanthis to sing of the
maiden Gongyla, for whom desire flies around her ‘again’ (here,
‘love . . . me . . . again’ becomes σε δηὖτε πόθος, fr. 22.11).185

Individually, as Mace has highlighted, all these examples of erotic
recurrence play a key role in the fashioning of each speaker’s
persona, presenting their personal experiences of love from a
‘veteran’s perspective’.186 Yet given the repetition of the motif
across a number of authors and contexts, this recurring topos can
also be read on a generic level, marking – in Regina Höschele’s
words – ‘the recurrence of love’s overwhelming onset throughout
the genre’.187 In lyric poetry, love inflicts hurt again and again. By

184 Mace (1993) esp. 337. Alcm. fr. 59a: Ἔρως με δηὖτε; Ibyc. fr. 287: Ἔρος αὖτέ με;
Sappho fr. 130: Ἔρος δηὖτέ μ’; Anac. fr. 358: δηὖτέ με . . . Ἔρως; fr. 376: δηὖτ’ . . .
κολυμβῶ μεθύων ἔρωτι; fr. 400: δηὖτε . . . κατέδυν Ἔρωτα φεύγων; fr. 413: δηὖτέ μ’
Ἔρως; fr. 428: ἐρέω τε δηὖτε. Cf. Ibyc. S257a fr. 32.2 ]ὖτ’ Ἔρω[ς] (West (1984b) 32).

185 The motif could even be evoked in other genres, e.g. πέπαλται δαὖτέ μοι φίλον κῆρ,
Aesch. Cho. 410: Mace (1993) 353.

186 Mace (1993) 338. Cf. Bernsdorff (2020) i 14 on the ‘self-aware irony’ that ensues.
187 Höschele (2018) §6. Cf. Calame (2016) 302–3 on the ‘reenactment’ of erotic

experience.
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commencing with the tag αὖτε or δηὖτε, lyric poets self-con-
sciously acknowledge this generic reality and situate their poems
within the larger tradition of lyric love poetry.188 From the per-
spective of re-performance, moreover, this topos of recurrence
plays with the potential repeatability of each poem: every time a
song is re-performed, Love’s hurt is renewed.189 With this recur-
ring tag, lyric poets gesture to tradition as a whole, troping the very
replication of this poetry as an act of iteration.
In treating this material, however, past scholars have focused

primarily on the erotic sphere of lyric love poetry. This is understand-
able, since it is here that we have the greatest number of examples.
But, on closer examination, we can see that this self-conscious iter-
ation in fact spreads across many lyric subgenres.190 Several cases
also accumulate in a more general sympotic context: Anacreon asks
for water and wine to be mixed in a ratio of 2:1 so that he may ‘revel
againwithout hybris’ (δηὖτε, fr. 356a) and, in another fragment, bids
his companions to abandon excessive Scythian drinking ‘again’
(δηὖτε, fr. 356b); the same poet asks whether he will not be allowed
‘again’ to go home now that he is drunk (δηὖτε, fr. 412) andmay also
claim that he is mad ‘again’ from drink (ἐμάνην δηὖτε πιών, P. Mich.
3250c recto col. ii.1).191 Already in the seventh century, meanwhile,
Alcman bids a friend ‘come again to the house of Cleësippus’ (αὖτ’,
fr. 174). In each case, sympotic behaviour is presented as a recurrent
event, yet each poet is also pointing to the traditionality of these
elements in a sympotic context: moderate drinking and travelling to/
from houses are staples of sympotic discourse.192

188 LeVen (2018) 229–30 similarly frames δηὖτε as ‘self-reflexive annotation’. The adverb
frequently appears in the first line of a poem, reinforcing its resumptive force:
Bernsdorff (2020) ii 455.

189 Cf. Xen. Symp. 9.4 where the symposiasts call for an ‘encore’ (αὖθις). On poetic re-
performance: Morrison (2007b), (2011a); Hunter and Uhlig (2017). Budelmann
(2018a) 194 further notes the possible connection ‘with other pieces performed at the
same symposion (an occasion for eroticised discourse)’.

190 Mace (1993) acknowledges these other examples but relegates them to a footnote (350–
1 n. 50) and an appendix (362–4). In addition to the below, cf. the extremely fragmen-
tary and uncertain Alcm. fr. 69 († με δ᾿ αὖτε † φαίδιμος Αἴας); Sapph. fr. 5.15 (αὖτ’), fr.
83.4 (δηὖτ’), fr. 99b.14 = Alc. fr. 303Ab.14 (δηὖτε); Alc. fr. 33c.1 (δαυτ.).

191 For attribution to Anacreon: Bernsdorff (2014) 7–10, (2020) 842–3; cf. Borrelli et al.
(2019) 48.

192 Cf.Miller (2018) 140–1 on Anac. frr. 356a and 356b: the repeated δηὖτε ‘implicates the
tradition of re-enacting “Anacreon” in the actions of the individual speakers’; cf.
Palmisciano (2019) 23.
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So too in political and military contexts. Archilochus asks how
(or where) the hapless army is assembled ‘this time’ (δηὖτ’, fr.
88). Anacreon narrates how somebody ‘again plucks (i.e. mocks)
the blue-shielded men of Ialysus’ (δηὖτ’, fr. 349) and claims that
he has ‘again’ put his hand through a Carian-made shield-strap
(δηὖτε, fr. 401).193 And Alcaeus talks of a wave coming ‘again’
(αὖcτε), larger than the ‘previous’ (πbρcοτέρḅω), evoking and
recalling his own tradition of nautical imagery for political disrup-
tion (fr. 6: §iii.3.3). The world of lyric is repeatedly marked by an
awareness of repetition and recurrence.
In other cases, poets even sum up the essence of their own lyric

subgenres as acts of repetition. For iambus, Hipponax claims that
he must ‘once again’ take the otherwise unknown σκότος (‘swind-
ler’?) Metrotimus to court (Μητροτίμῳ δηὖτέ με χρὴ τῷ σκότῳ
δικάζεσθαι, fr. 122), an admission that has been interpreted as an
ironic reference to his arch-enemy Bupalus, elsewhere called a
‘mother-fucker’ (μητροκοίτης, fr. 12.2).194 His statement thus
hints at the frequency with which he clashes with Bupalus in his
iambics.195 Similarly, in Pindar’s second Olympian, the poet pic-
tures himself preparing his poetic quiver and asks ‘at whom do we
shoot, launching arrows of fame this time from a gentle heart?’
(τίνα βάλλομεν | ἐκ μαλθακᾶς αὖτε φρενὸς εὐκλέας ὀϊστοὺς ἱέντες;Ol.
2.89–90).196 Appropriately, he summarises the essence of his
epinician activity with a common epinician metaphor.197 In a
hymnic context, meanwhile, Sappho bids the Muses ‘come
again’, leaving a ‘golden’ location, perhaps the house of Zeus
(δεῦρο δηὖτε Μοῖσαι χρύσιον λίποισαι, fr. 127), a request which
highlights the frequency of Muse invocations not just in the

193 Fr. 349 may refer to the invective of another poet: Giangrande (1971) 108. Cf. too
Anac. fr. 371, where the poet appears to claim that ‘this time I am not steadfast nor
easy-going with my fellow-citizens’ (δηὖτ’), following Page in reading Schneidewin’s
οὐ δηὖτ’. But now see the arguments of Bernsdorff (2020) ii 514–15 for preferring
οὐδ’ εὖτ’.

194 Gerber (1999a) 455.
195 Bupalus and Hipponax: Rosen (1988). Bupalus features in Hipponax frr. 1, 12.2, 15,

84.18, 95 (three times: vv. 3, 4, 15), 95a, 120 and possibly also frr. 77.4, 79.12.
196 Cf. Willcock (1995) 164.
197 Athletic metapoetics: Lefkowitz (1984); Nünlist (1998) 142–61. The bow is a common

metaphor for Pindar’s poetry: Simpson (1969) 449–73. Cf. Monbrun (2007) 31–81 on
the frequent association of bow and lyre.
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literary tradition, but also in her own poetry (cf. fr. 128: δεῦτέ νυν
ἄβραι Χάριτες καλλίκομοί τε Μοῖσαι).198 In all these cases, the poet
marks out key features of their lyric subgenre, self-consciously
highlighting its core and recurring attributes: abuse, praise and
Muse-invocation. Far from simply serving as a tool of character-
isation, as Mace argued, αὖτε and δηὖτε nod knowingly to the
established norms and traditions of lyric poetry.

Intertextual Repetitions

Taken together, these various ‘agains’ highlight a distinctly generic
self-consciousness, situating each poet’s work within a pre-existing
genre, defined by a series of repeating and recurring topoi. But it is
worth asking whether we can see the establishment of any more
precise intertextual connections here. It may be tempting to trace a
neat literary history of gradual development from a primarily generic
self-consciousness in archaic lyric to a more distinctively intertextual
self-consciousness in later literature. But given the more specific
intertextual connections we have already identified in epic and lyric
more generally, it is worth pushing a little further. If epic poetry can
employ self-conscious markers of inter- and intratextual iteration
(§iv.2.2), why not lyric? The extremely fragmentary nature of most
of our texts makes it difficult to identify any such cases, but we can
find some hints of potentially ‘iterative’ relationships, especially
within an individual poet’s corpus. Here, we shall explore possible
examples from Sappho, Bacchylides, Pindar and Stesichorus.
Our first case is Sappho fr. 1, the poet’s prayer to Aphrodite, which

has an incessant interest in repetition. The poem was most likely
positioned at the start of the Alexandrian collection of Sappho’s
works, presumably in recognition of its programmatic qualities.199

Scholars have long recognised its engagement with epic traditions,

198 Cf. Terpander fr. 697 PMG (ἀμφί μοι αὖτις ἄναχθ’ ἑκατηβόλον ἀειδέτω φρήν, ‘let my
heart sing again about the far-shooting lord [i.e. Apollo]’). This hymnic opening
acknowledges Terpander’s close association with Apollo at Delphi and in Sparta (cf.
Quattrocelli (2007); Kivilo (2010) 135–66) and also ‘dramatizes the serial reenactment
of the persona of its legendary composer, Terpander of Lesbos, by the citharodes who
assume the “I” of his prooimion’: Power (2010) 195. On this fragment, see Gostoli
(1990) 128–32; Beecroft (2008) 229–30; Metcalf (2014). Cf. too Hh. 31.1 (Ἥλιον
ὑμνεῖν αὖτε . . . ἄρχεο Μοῦσα, ‘begin again, Muse, to sing of Helios’).

199 Prodi (2017a) 572–82; Budelmann (2018a) 115–16; Prauscello (2021) 222–3;
D’Alessio (2022) 177–84. Dale (2015) 23–4, 29–30 expresses caution, but his
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but here my focus will be on its connections to Sappho’s own
oeuvre.200 Sappho calls on Aphrodite to come and support her if
the goddess has ever responded to her appeals on a previous occasion
(κἀτέρωτα, fr. 1.5) and legitimises her request by recounting such an
earlier time when the goddess did in fact visit (fr. 1.15–20):

ἤcρε’ ὄττι δbηὖτε πέπονθα κὤττι
δηcὖτε κbάλημμι

κcὤττι bμοι μάλιστα θέλω γένεσθαι
μcαινόλᾳ bθύμῳ· τίνα δηὖτε †πείθω
.c. σά̣γην† bἐς σὰν φιλότατα; τίς σ’, ὦ

Ψάcπφ’, bἀδικήει;

You asked what I had suffered this time and why I was calling this time, and
what in my raving heart I most wanted to happen to me: ‘Whom should I
persuade this time . . . to bring to your love?201Who wrongs you, O Sappho?’

As on that occasion, Sappho concludes by asking Aphrodite to
‘come to me now too’ to free her from distress (ἔλθε μοι καὶ νῦν, fr.
1.25). Such temporal framing is a typical part of cletic hymns,
justifying present action through a past relationship (da-quia-
dedisti).202 And Sappho’s incessant repetition of δηὖτε here con-
tributes to the characterisation of her relationship with Aphrodite:
even on this previous visit, the goddess was complaining about the
frequency of her summons! When set against the literary back-
ground that we have traced above, however, this repetition also
gains a further indexical resonance, situating her poem squarely
within the genre of erotic love poetry.203 Indeed, this iterative

alternative placement is unconvincing: the space is already filled by fr. 9: West (2014b)
2; Obbink (2016a) 24, (2016b) 40; D’Alessio (2019) 24–6. One wonders whether the
poem may have already played an important proemial role for Sappho herself: cf. Clay
(2011b) for the possibility that the ordering of Alexandrian editions may be indebted to
pre-existing poetically designed structures (with a focus on Pind. Ol. 1–3).

200 Iliadic allusions: Krischer (1968) 12–14; Di Benedetto (1973); Svenbro (1975);
Rissman (1983) 1–29; Winkler (1990) 169–76; Blondell (2010) 373–7. Allusions to
epic motifs and type scenes: Budelmann (2018a) 115; Kelly (2020) 271–7.

201 Or, translating Lobel’s emendation, ‘Whom should I persuade this time to bring you
back to her love?’ ([ἄ]ψ ̣ σ’ ἄγην ἐς ϝὰν φιλότατα). For discussion and other interpret-
ations, see Saake (1971) 54–9; Tzamali (1996) 72–8; Hutchinson (2001) 156–7;
Burzacchini (2007) 83–9; Caciagli (2011) 77–88; Furley (2021).

202 Pulleyn (1997) 16–38; cf. Burzacchini (2005) 13–18.
203 Mace (1993) 360 has seen in the poem ‘a witty and self-reflexive allusion to the

independent motif of “Eros . . . me, again!”’ Cf. Hutchinson (2001) 155; Budelmann
(2018a) 119.
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emphasis adds to the programmatic nature of the fragment, mark-
ing her poetry within a long-standing tradition of erotic
discomfort.204 Sappho’s hymnic appeal offers a generic case of
never-ending love writ large, highlighting the constant merry-go-
round of lyric love.
Besides this generic self-consciousness, however, fr. 1 also

seems to mark itself as an intertextual repetition of specifically
Sapphic poetry. We have previously noted Sappho’s tendency to
reflect on connections between her broader ‘song cycles’ (§iii.3.3;
iv.3.1), and such a possibility is equally likely here. Indeed,
Obbink has previously proposed such an interpretation, arguing
on papyrological grounds that Sappho’s appeal in fr. 1 may point
back to an earlier poem. He notes evidence of a further text
preceding fr. 1 on P. Oxy. 2288 and suggests that this could have
been another Sapphic poem ‘which Aphrodite alludes to and partly
quotes’ in fr. 1.205 This is an alluring suggestion, but the papyro-
logical arguments are not particularly compelling on their own:
even if it came from the same papyrus, the preceding text in P. Oxy.
2288 could just as well be prefatory material or part of a later
column in the papyrus (depending on which way it had been
rolled).206 Moreover, a recent study has convincingly demon-
strated that this extra layer in fact derives from a completely
separate papyrus that has been added to reinforce the Sappho
roll.207 And in any case, Obbink’s concern with the fixed ordering
of Sappho’s Alexandrian collection is anachronistic when consid-
ering her poetry’s original reception in the archaic period.208 Yet
even so, I would argue that Obbink’s intuition was right, and that a
stronger case can be made for seeing fr. 1 as a ‘repeat’ of other
Sapphic poetry.
This case depends on the numerous thematic and verbal paral-

lels between fr. 1 and other extant poems from Sappho’s corpus.
Aphrodite is a frequent feature of Sapphic song, mentioned or

204 Cf. Prodi (2017a) 581.
205 Obbink (2011) 33–8 (quotation p. 36). On this deeper layer, cf. Turner (1973) 25.

Obbink further adduces evidence for variation in the ordering of Sappho’s poems in
antiquity: cf. Yatromanolakis (1999) 194–5.

206 Cf. Furley (2021) 2 n. 10; D’Alessio (2022) 177–84. 207 de Kreij et al. (2020).
208 I am also unconvinced by Obbink’s detailed reconstruction of the earlier poem, which

presupposes too mechanical a process of ‘copy and paste’: Obbink (2011) 38.
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referred to in over twenty-five fragments; and in many of these
Sappho invokes or converses with the goddess in a similar manner
and with similar language to fr. 1.209 Fr. 60, for example, contains a
similar mixture of calling, wishing, fighting and persuasion,210

while fr. 86 is another prayer to the goddess which likely looks
back to another past situation ([κλ]ῦθί μ’̣ ἄρας αἴ π[οτα κἀτέρωτα],
‘hear my prayer if ever before’, fr. 86.5 ~ 1.5). Most emphatic,
however, are the numerous parallels with Sappho’s newly reconsti-
tuted Kypris Poem (fr. 26): as in fr. 1, Sappho directly addresses
Aphrodite with a question and indefinite relative clause, complain-
ing about the power and sufferings of love.211 Audiences of fr. 1
who were already familiar with the Kypris Poem could easily
suppose that such a song lies behind Aphrodite’s repeated δηὖτε;
we have indeed heard Sappho complaining to the goddess before.212

Of course, this is not to argue that theKypris Poem is the precise and
only precedent lying behind fr. 1. We have already noted possible
connections with other far more fragmentary Sapphic poems (frr.
60, 84), and we could doubtless identify evenmore if we had access
to her now-lost corpus. Yet even from what we have, the scenario
envisioned in fr. 1 seems to be a recurring Sapphic situation, and one
which Aphrodite’s repeated δηὖτε foregrounds.213

Moreover, fr. 1 is not the only Sapphic poem to index its
iterative nature in this way. When desire ‘again’ flies around in
fr. 22 (δηὖτε, 22.11) and prompts Abanthis to be ‘all aflutter’ at the

209 Cf. Snyder (1997) 7–25; Schlesier (2016) 369–76; Swift (2021) 203–8. Invocation: frr.
2, 5.18, 15, 33, 86, 101. Dialogue: frr. 26, 35, 101, 134, 159 (possibly also frr. 60, 65,
133b).

210 θέλ’, 60.2, θελήση[ς], 60.6 ~ θέλω, 1.17, ἐθέλοισα, 1.24; [τέ]λε̣σον, 60.3 ~ τέλεσσαι, 1.26,
τέλεσον, 1.27; κάλημι, 60.4 ~ κάλημμι, 1.16; θῦμον, 60.5 ~ θῦμον, 1.4, θύμῳ, 1.18; ἔμοι
μάχεσθα[ι], 60.7 ~ σύμμαχος ἔσσο, 1.28; πίθεισα[, 60.8 ~ πείθω, 1.18.

211 ἄσαιτο̣, 26.1 ~ ἄσαισι, 1.3; θέλοι μάλιστα, 26.3 ~ μάλιστα θέλω, 1.17; πάθαν̣,̣ 26.3, πάθη[ν],
26.10 ~πέπονθα, 1.15; φίλ̣[̣ησι]/φίλ̣[̣ησθα], 26.2 ~ φίλει, φιλήσει, 1.23; εἰ̣μέρῳ λύσσ̣αντι, 26.6
~ μαινόλᾳ θύμῳ, 1.18 (cf. Obbink (2017) 130–1); perhaps also κά̣λ[̣εσσαι], 26.3 (suppl.
Schlesier (2016) 389–90) ~ κάλημμι, 1.16; [κωὐ] θέλοι, 26.3 (suppl. Prodi inObbink (2016a)
26) ~ κωὐκ ἐθέλοισα, 1.24. In addition, ὀν̣έερξα̣ι/ὀν̣έερχ[̣θ]αι, 26.8 (see Burris (2017); Obbink
(2020) 231) bears military overtones (Lardinois (2018b) 4), paralleling σύμμαχος, 1.28. Cf.
Boehringer and Calame (2016) 357–60; Schlesier (2016) 391–5; O’Connell (2021) 174–5.

212 Cf. O’Connell (2021) 174–5.
213 As ever, such repetition also allows meaning to be drawn from pointed changes: see

e.g. Schlesier (2016) 394–5 on the differing focalisations of fr. 1 and the Kypris
Poem.
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sight of Gongyla’s dress (ἐπτόαισ’ ἴδοισαν, 22.14), we may be
invited to detect Abanthis’ replay of the physiological response to
love so memorably described in fr. 31 (ἐπτόαισεν, 31.6; ἴδω, 31.7).
Even more strikingly, in the very first line of the Kypris Poem,
Sappho similarly talks of ‘often’ being overwhelmed by love
(θαμέως̣,̣ fr. 26.1) and later recalls beseeching Aphrodite ‘many
times’ (γονωμέν̣α̣ι̣ [̣δὲ] | πόλλ̣α̣, fr. 26.6–7) when the goddess was
not ‘previously’ hostile to her (οὐ πρότ̣ερ’ ἦσ[θ’ ἀπέχθης], fr.
26.7, suppl. Obbink (2020)).214 Just like fr. 1, these remarks
highlight the cyclical concerns of Sappho’s poetry and could
even look back to fr. 1 itself as a ‘former’ attempt to beseech the
goddess (cf. λίσσομαί σε, 1.2). On a number of occasions, Sappho’s
poems thus index their repetitive nature, establishing a world of
incessant and recurring ideas. Fr. 1 and the Kypris Poem, in
particular, exhibit a number of close connections which allow
each to be interpreted in the light of the other. Sappho’s poetry is
an echo chamber of interconnected and reverberating themes.
Such self-conscious repetitions are even more prevalent in epi-

nician poetry, enabled by the cyclical nature of the Panhellenic
athletic circuit: the same poets constantly competed to celebrate
success at the same series of games, and this success was often
achieved by the same recurring individuals and families. In such a
context, epinician poets frequently mark their poems as self-con-
scious repeats, following in the tracks of previous ones. In
Bacchylides’ twelfth epinician, for example, the poet bids the
Muse Clio steer his mind now ‘if ever you did before also’ (εἰ δή
ποτε καὶ πάρος, Bacchyl. 12.4). As in Sappho fr. 1, this hymnic
clesis extends beyond its religious function, inviting the Muse
and audience to recall earlier poetry in which Clio had been
invoked (e.g. Κλεοῖ, Bacchyl. 3.3, 468 bce; Κλ̣ε̣ιώ, 13.9, Κλειώ,
13.228: 480s bce).215 In Bacchylides fr. 20c (470 bce?), the poet
similarly intends to send a song for Hieron ‘if ever before I sang
the praises of Pherenicus who won the victory with his swift feet
both at Delphi and by the Alpheus’ (εἰ κ[αὶ | πρ]όσθεν ὑμνήσας τὸν
[ἐν Κίρρᾳ θ’ ἑλόντα | πο]σσὶ λαιψ[̣η]ρο̣[̣ῖ]ς Φερ[ένικον ἐπ’ Ἀλ-]|φ[̣ε]ῷ

214 Cf. too πόλλα λίσ̣σεσθαι ̣(fr. 10.10); στεναχίσδω θαμέως (fr. 58c.7).
215 Cf. Spelman (2018a) 226. Dating of Bacchyl. 3: Cairns (2010) 129–36.
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τε ν[ί]καν, Bacchyl. fr. 20c.7–10). This retrospective glance may
well look back to Bacchylides 5 (476 bce), a poem that similarly
celebrated the horse’s double victory and unmatched speed (esp.
Bacchyl. 5.37–41: Φερένικον | Ἀλφεὸν παρ’ εὐρυδίναν | πῶλον
ἀέλλοδρόμαν | . . . νικάσαντα . . . | Πυθῶνί τ’ ἐν ἀγαθέᾳ).216 The
opening of Bacchylides 4 (470 bce), meanwhile, sets itself firmly
against a tradition of earlier celebrations: the city of Syracuse is
‘still’ loved by Apollo (ἔτι, 4.1); Hieron is ‘hymned for the third
time’ at Delphi (τρίτον . . . ἀ[είδε]ται, 4.4–5); and the poet claims
that ‘the sweet-voiced cock of lyre-ruling Urania’ has already
‘cried out once before’ ([ποτέ], 4.7–9, suppl. Maehler) – another
possible back reference to Bacchylides 5.217

Pindar, too, makes such self-reflexive cross-references. He begins
Pythian 6 by explicitly marking his act of repetition (Pyth. 6.1–4):

ἀκούσατ’· ἦ γὰρ ἑλικώπιδος Ἀφροδίτας
ἄρουραν ἢ Χαρίτων
ἀναπολίζομεν, ὀμφαλὸν ἐριβρόμου
χθονὸς ἐς νάϊον προσοιχόμενοι·

Listen! For indeed, we are again ploughing the field of rolling-eyed Aphrodite
and the Graces, approaching the sacred navel of the loud-roaring earth.

The emphasis on iteration here looks back to the proem of Paean
6, the only other extant song in which Pindar associates Aphrodite
and the Graces, and in which he similarly ‘approaches’
(προσοιχόμενοι, Pyth. 6.4 ~ ἦλθον, Pae. 6.9) ‘the navel of the
earth’ (ὀμφαλὸν . . . χθονός, Pyth. 6.3–4 ~ χθονὸς ὀμφαλόν, Pae.
6.17).218 The invocation of the goddesses invites an audience to
recall Pindar’s earlier poem, here marked not by a temporal adverb
but the iterative prefix ἀνα-.219 The opening injunction to ‘listen’

216 Cingano (1991); Maehler (2004) 251–2; Spelman (2018a) 227, further suggesting that
ἐμ̣οὶ τότε κοῦραι (̣fr. 20c.13) ‘looks like a reference to past inspiration from the Muses’.

217 Maehler (1982) ii 71, (2004) 103; Morrison (2007b) 88; Spelman (2018a) 227. Contrast
Catenacci and Di Marzio (2004) 74–6. Cf. Bacchyl. 6, which contrasts previous songs
(ἄεισάν ποτ’ Ὀλύμπίᾳ, 6.6) with the present (σὲ δὲ νῦν, 6.10).

218 Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1908) 345; Gentili (1988) 278 n. 60; Hubbard (1991) 38–9;
Liberman (2004) 143 n. 219. Contrast Fennell (1893) 225, who suggests that Pindar
‘had perhaps already composed an ode in honour of Xenokratês’.

219 ἀναπολίζειν/ἀναπολεῖν means ‘literally “to turn over the ground (i.e. plough) again”,
and figuratively “to go over (the same ground) again”, “repeat”’ (Schein (2013) 310 on
Phil. 1238; cf. Nem. 7.104). Even if the verb ‘simply reflects the ordinary practice of
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(ἀκούσατ᾿) further alerts an audience to pay attention, to be ready
to spot the reference.220 Through this self-conscious iteration,
Pindar adds authority to the poem that follows, presenting himself
as an experienced singer, familiar with the terrain of the Muses.
At the start of Isthmian 6, meanwhile, Pindar explicitly marks

his celebration of Phylacidas’ boys’ pancratium victory as a sequel
to Nemean 5, his previous poem for Phylacidas’ older brother
Pytheas: he mixes a ‘second mixing bowl of the Muses’ songs’
(δεύτερον κρατῆρα Μοισαίων μελέων, 6.2) and ‘now again’ cele-
brates a victory (νῦν αὖτε, 6.5), just as he had ‘first’ at Nemea (ἐν
Νεμέᾳ μὲν πρῶτον, 6.3).221 In this case, the iteration is reinforced
by a number of verbal echoes ofNemean 5’s opening,222 as well as
the insistence that Phylacidas is the ‘youngest’ of Lampon’s sons
(παίδων ὁπλοτάτου, 6.6), mirroring the chronological relation-
ship between Pindar’s epinicia: just as Phylacidas follows the
precedent of his older brother, so too does Isthmian 6 follow on
from Pindar’s older poem.223 This initial emphasis on repetition
augments the praise of Phylacidas and his family, highlighting
their ongoing athletic successes, as does the later mention of the
family’s other past victories, including those by the boys’ uncle
Euthymenes (6.56–64).224 But there may also be more at stake in
this opening: Pindar’s insistence on the close connection between
his two poems may be an attempt to efface the memory of
Bacchylides, who had also celebrated Pytheas’ original Nemean
victory (Bacchyl. 13).225 Pindar makes no explicit mention of his

ploughing, that is, going over a field several times’ (Finley (1951) 61–2; cf. Farnell
(1932) 184; Radt (1958) 91 n. 1), this still contains the inherent idea of repeated action
(Gentili (1988) 278 n. 60).

220 The imperative echoes the cry of a herald: cf. ἀκούετε λεῴ, Ar. Ach. 1000; Susarion fr.
1.1 K–A, etc. Thus Gildersleeve (1885) 316; Gentili et al. (1995) 541.

221 Privitera (2009) 203; Spelman (2018a) 226–7.
222 Λάμπωνος . . . γενεᾶς, 6.3 ~ Λάμπωνος υἱός, 5.4; στεφάνων, 6.4 ~ στέφανον, 5.5. On the

intertextual connections between the epinicians for Lampon’s family, see Morrison
(2011a) 237–50.

223 This mirroring extends to the embedded myths of each poem: Nemean 5 focuses on
Peleus, and Isthmian 6 on his younger brother Telamon: Burnett (2005) 82; Morrison
(2011a) 249.

224 Esp. οἵαν μοῖραν | ὕμνων, ‘what a share of poems!’, 6.62; cf. Nem. 5.41–6, 50–4; Isth.
5.17–19. On these catalogues of past victories: Pfeijffer (1995) 319–22; Fenno (2005).

225 See esp. 13.67–8, 190–1. Mann (2001) 192–3 suggests that these odes commemorated
different victories, but see the caution of Cairns (2010) 129–31. On the relative and
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rival’s poem226 and instead wishes for a ‘third’ libation at Olympia
(τρίτον, Isth. 6.7–9): he wishes to achieve a monopoly over all
celebrations of Lampon’s family, past (Nemean), present
(Isthmian) and future (Olympian). In self-consciously marking
his poem as a sequel, Pindar establishes a continuous but claustro-
phobic literary history limited to his own songs.
Repeatedly in epinician poetry, therefore, poets acknowledge

their previous work as a starting point for the present, not only
emphasising the enduring success of their laudandi, but also assert-
ing their own impressive credentials and growing canon of songs.
As a final example of such literary repetition, however, let us turn to
Stesichorus’ Palinode, a notoriously controversial text whose pre-
cise nature and arrangement are uncertain. Based on conflicting
ancient testimony, scholars disagree whether we should conceive
of one or two Palinodes and whether one (or both) of these should
be regarded as identical to the Stesichorean poem elsewhere called
theHelen.227 The issue is irresolvable on current evidence, and any
proposed solution depends on how one weighs up a mass of
inconsistent, unclear and unreliable sources.228 For our purposes,
however, we only need note that Stesichorus produced different
poems (or portions of a single poem) that offered contradictory
views on Helen. In the first (which I shall call the Helen), she was
the archetypal adulterer of the epic tradition, one of Tyndareus’
polygamous and unfaithful daughters (διγάμους τε καὶ τριγάμους
. . . | καὶ λιπεσάνορας, fr. 85.4–5); in the second (which I shall call
the Palinode), she was recast as blameless, having neither set sail
on Paris’ ships nor arrived in Troy. It was in fact only a phantom
(eidolon) of Helen that Paris took to Troy, while the heroine herself
stayed behind with Proteus in Egypt (fr. 90.11–15). In a terse

absolute chronology of these poems: Maehler (1982) ii 250–1; Pfeijffer (1995); Cairns
(2007); Fearn (2007) 342–50.

226 Though he may subtly incorporate it: his reference to Heracles’ defeat of the Nemean
lion epitomises part of Bacchylides’ poem (Isth. 6.47–8 ~ 13.44–54; N.B. ποτ’, 6.48),
while his account of Ajax’s origins expands a passing Bacchylidean detail (esp. παῖδα
θρασὺν ἐξ Ἐριβοίας, 6.45 ~ Ἐριβοίας | παῖδ’ ὑπέρθυμον, 13.102–3).

227 For discussion: Bowra (1963); Sider (1989); Kelly (2007c); Bowie (2010c); Davies and
Finglass (2014) 308–17.

228 Wright (2005) 87–110 offers a particularly damning survey of our evidence. On the
biographical focus of Chamaeleon, cited as a key source for the existence of two
Palinodes (fr. 90.10–11): Schorn (2007).
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fragment, the poet famously acknowledges his departure from
tradition (fr. 91a):

οὐκ ἔστ’ ἔτυμος λόγος οὗτος,
οὐδ’ ἔβας ἐν νηυσὶν ἐϋσσέλμοις,
οὐδ’ ἵκεο Πέργαμα Τροίας·

This story is not true: you did not go on the well-benched ships, nor did you
come to the citadel of Troy.

As it stands, this is a radical revision. Stesichorus not only recants
his earlier account in the Helen but also rewrites the whole epic
tradition – undermining one of its core moments, the very event
that catalysed the entire Trojan war.229 In language that pointedly
appropriates epic phraseology (especially the common noun-
epithet phrase νῆες ἐΰσσελμοι), Stesichorus sets himself against
the likes of Homer and Hesiod, the major epic poets who preserved
the traditional account.230

The recantation itself, whether it formed an independent poem
or a new section of a larger work, apparently began with an
invocation to a goddess (fr. 90.8–9):

δεῦρ’ αὖτε θεὰ φιλόμολπε

Come hither again, goddess, you who love song and dance.

The identity of this goddess is unclear from the fragment alone, but
given the adjective φιλόμολπε, it is most likely a Muse, rather than
Helen herself.231 What immediately concerns us here, however, is
the temporal specificity of the adverb αὖτε: like Sappho and the
epinician poets, Stesichorus asks a goddess to visit him ‘again’.
As with the Sapphic fragments (frr. 1, 127), this αὖτε could be little

229 It is unclear whether Stesichorus invented the eidolonmotif. According to a Byzantine
paraphrase of Lycophron’s Alexandra, he was pre-empted (and inspired?) by Hesiod
(fr. dub. 358), but there are strong grounds for doubting this: Davies and Finglass
(2014) 302–3.

230 Cf. Beecroft (2006) 67: ‘boarding a broad-benched ship metonymically means entering
the epic tradition . . .Ultimately, the logos that is not etumos is the epic tradition itself.’
On the poem’s generic rivalry with epic: Beecroft (2010) 144–70, esp. 164–70.

231 Bowra (1963) 246. Though if Helen were addressed (cf. the second-person address in
fr. 91a), this would support the arguments of Carruesco (2017) that Helen adopts the
role of the Muses in this poem and of Kelly (2007c) that the Palinode involved an epic-
style epiphanic encounter with Helen.
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more than a reciprocal prayer formula, recognising the generic
frequency of such invocations, as Malcolm Davies and Patrick
Finglass suggest. For them, the adverb ‘acknowledges that the
poet regularly invokes the Muse, and implies his hope that she
will assist him now as before’.232However, given the more specific
context of the Palinode, explicitly following and correcting the
version of events in the Helen, there are strong grounds for seeing
αὖτε here as a specific back reference to Stesichorus’ ‘traditional’
presentation of his protagonist in the Helen.233 In so doing,
Stesichorus would be casting the Palinode as secondary and deriva-
tive, directly linking it to his previous treatment of the myth, just as
Hesiod appears to correct his Theogonic description of Eris at the
start of theWorks and Days – and as the Epigonoi follows on from
the Thebaid, again with an adverbial αὖτε.234 In short, Stesichorus’
αὖτε marks his return to and reversal of (πάλιν-) the same topic in
another ode (-ᾠδή) – a pointedly intertextual case of allusive
iteration.
However, it is unnecessary to choose between the generic and

intertextual significance of αὖτε. Both are surely active at the same
time in this poem. On the one hand, Stesichorus explicitly sign-
posts his revision of his earlier Helen, but he also signals the
traditionality of Muse invocations in general, reinforcing his
appropriation of the epic tradition. Although Stesichorus may
refer primarily to his own Muse invocations (e.g. fr. 277a), an
awareness of the trope’s traditionality cannot but evoke the epic
genre, in which the Muses played a significant role. Stesichorus’
iterative emphasis may thus also nod to epic tradition at large,
setting himself against the habits of Homer and Hesiod.235 Indeed,
the papyrus commentary which preserves this verse claims that
Stesichorus explicitly opposed himself to Homer in one Palinode
and Hesiod in another ([μέμ]φεται τὸνὍμηρο[ν] . . . τὸνἩσίοδ[ον]
μέμ[φετ]αι, fr. 90.1–6). This – of course – does not prove that these

232 Davies and Finglass (2014) 331. 233 Bowra (1963) 246; Feeney (1991) 15.
234 Hes. Op. 11–26, Theog. 225–6: §i.2.3. Epigonoi fr. 1 GEF: §iv.2.3.
235 Cf. Simon. fr. eleg. 11.23–4: the poet asks the Muses to ‘prepare this honey-sweet

ornament of our song too’ ([ἔντυνο]ν ̣καὶ τόνδ[ε μελ]ίφ̣ρονα κ[όσμον ἀο]ιδῆς | [ἡμετ]έρ̣ης
. . .), a request which not only looks to the Muses’ former support of his own poetry
(Spelman (forthcoming)), but also to their former patronage of Homer (cf. fr. eleg.
11.15–18).
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foremost representatives of the epic tradition were mentioned by
name in the poem(s), given that an ancient commentator could
have simply interpreted them as the implicit target of Stesichorus’
critique.236 But Plato’s narrative of Stesichorus’ blinding does at
least suggest some direct competitiveness with Homer: whereas
Stesichorus discovered the cause of his blindness by being
μουσικός and resolved it by recanting his Helen (he was not
ignorant: οὐκ ἠγνόησεν), Homer remained unaware (οὐκ ᾔσθετο)
and blind (Pl.Phaedr. 243a). If this derives at all from Stesichorus’
poem, as has been plausibly argued, we would thus have a clear
case of Stesichorean poetic one-upmanship.237 In asking the Muse
to come ‘again’, the poet not only contrasts the Palinode’s account
with that of his earlier Helen, but also with the epic tradition as a
whole: the Muse comes again, as she repeatedly does, but now for
a very different purpose.
In any case, however we decide to interpret this iterative

marker, questions must remain over the sincerity of this opposition
with epic. After all, Stesichorus’ οὐκ ἔστ’ ἔτυμος λόγος οὗτος (fr.
91a.1) is strikingly close to Penelope’s words in theOdysseywhen
she (wrongly) refuses to accept the reality of Odysseus’ return:
ἀλλ’ οὐκ ἔσθ’ ὅδε μῦθος ἐτήτυμος (‘but this is no true story’, Od.
23.62). As Jesús Carruesco has argued, this ‘textual allusion to
Penelope’s manifestly false words in the Odyssey undermines the
assertion “this is not a true story” and leaves open the possibility of
viewing the Palinode as a dissoi logoi structure, where truth and
untruth are not as clear-cut as we are being told’.238 Like the
Muses in Hesiod’s Theogony, who can so readily mix truth and
fiction (Theog. 27–8: §ii.2.4), so too here the Muse whom
Stesichorus invokes seems very capable of blurring the truth. In
calling the sameMuse to return and legitimise a radically different
version of the Helen myth, Stesichorus problematises the tensions
inherent in the Muses’ authority – how can we trust them if they
can tell such varied tales? Stesichorus challenges the distinction of
truth and falsity. Poetry and tradition repeat themselves, and in so
doing, the true story can easily get lost.

236 Cf. §i.2.3. West (1985) 134; Carruesco (2017) 178 n. 3; Rawles (2018) 24. Though cf.
Corinna fr. 664a (μέμφομη): §i.2.3 n. 197.

237 Kelly (2007c). 238 Carruesco (2017) 192.
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Stesichorus’ Palinode thus offers the most extreme case of a
larger trend of repetition and recurrence in Greek lyric. Our extant
fragments are dominated by an iterative poetics, in which the
repetitive nature of poetic composition and key generic topoi are
stressed. Awide range of lyric poets highlight both the repeatabil-
ity of generic conventions and the potential reperformance of their
own poems. But on occasion, they also foreground the repetition
of specific themes, motifs and even specific poems, displaying a
growing sense of a distinctive cycle or sequence of song.

iv.3.3 Poetic Predecessors

Besides these allusive temporal markers, some lyric poets also went
further than their epic counterparts in directly acknowledging and
citing their literary forebears. Thanks to the less detached voice of
lyric, these poets could actively refer to their predecessors with an
epigonal self-awareness, both naming them approvingly as a source
of authority and citing them antagonistically as in need of correction.
In Chapter i, we have already discussed lyric poets’ direct naming of
their forebears (§i.2.3). Here, I shall focus instead on vague appeals
to anonymous predecessors, a loaded gesture of epigonality which at
times even conceals the citation of specific texts. Temporal relations
in lyric poetry were not just elaborated in the world ofmyth itself, but
also explicitly between these poets and earlier generations of singers.

Following Predecessors

In some cases, poetic πρότεροι are cited as a source of authority,
whose example a poet readily follows. This phenomenon is especially
prevalent in Pindar. In Nemean 6, the Theban poet closes his descrip-
tion of Achilles’ victory overMemnon (Nem. 6.49–53) with the claim
that he follows the ‘highway of song’ that was found by ‘older poets’
(καὶ ταῦτα μὲνπαλαιότεροι | ὁδὸν ἀμαξιτὸν εὗρον· ἕπομαι δὲ καὶ αὐτὸς
ἔχων μελέταν,Nem. 6.53–4). The poet marks his epigonal relationship
to the epic tradition, especially that of the Aethiopis (arg. 2d GEF),
with a firm sense of belatedness.239 Similarly in Nemean 3, the poet

239 Nisetich (1989) 22; Gerber (1999b) 75; Rutherford (2015) 456; Spelman (2018a)
250–1, (2018c) 192–4. For the metapoetic resonance of following footsteps: Nelson
(forthcoming a).
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intersperses his account of Achilles’ life (Nem. 3.43–63) with the
claim that ‘The story I have to tell was told by my predecessors’
(λεγόμενον δὲ τοῦτο προτέρων | ἔπος ἔχω, Nem. 3.52–3). Here
too, this gesture marks the traditionality of the whole account,
both the preceding details of Achilles’ upbringing (Nem. 3.43–52)
and the following highlights of his military career, which – as in
Nemean 6 – include his Aethiopic clash with Memnon (Nem.
3.56–63).240 Pindar pictures his predecessors as a monolithic
block, acknowledging the authoritative weight of the epic
tradition.
As with indexical appeals to hearsay, however, generalised

plurals can also conceal a reference to specific literary predeces-
sors. In Pythian 3, for example, Pindar cites his πρότεροι for a
statement which scholars both ancient and modern have read as a
reference to our Iliad (Pyth. 3.80–2):

εἰ δὲ λόγων συνέμεν κορυφάν, Ἱέρων, ὀρθὰν ἐπίστᾳ, μανθάνων οἶσθα προτέρων
ἓν παρ’ ἐσλὸν πήματα σύνδυο δαίονται βροτοῖς
ἀθάνατοι.

But if you know how to understand the true essence of sayings, Hieron, you
know by learning frompredecessors that the immortals apportion to mortals
a pair of evils for every one good.

If Hieron can understand the true meaning of sayings, Pindar
claims, hewill know the lesson of theirπρότεροι, that the immortals
apportion to humans a pair of evils for every good. Since antiquity,
this gnomic statement has plausibly been interpreted as a reference
to Achilles’ famous description of the jars of Zeus in Iliad 24: δοιοὶ
γάρ τε πίθοι κατακείαται ἐν Διὸς οὔδει | δώρων οἷα δίδωσι κακῶν,
ἕτερος δὲ ἑάων (Il. 24.527–8).241 But while most other ancient

240 Cf. Bury (1890) 55; Huxley (1975) 19; West (2011b) 60; Agócs (2011) 207–8;
Rutherford (2015) 459 n. 49. ἔπος may once more signal specifically epic precedent:
cf. §iv.3.1 n. 161. Pfeijffer (1999) 350–1 suspects that the preceding account of
Achilles’ miraculous youth is Pindaric invention, but see Rawles (2018) 38 n. 44 on
the traces of such a tradition in iconography. Pfeijffer may be right, however, to see
Achilles’ youth here foreshadowing Achilles’ future exploits as known in the Iliad
(Pfeijffer (1999) 213), fitting the ode’s larger interest in the consistency of an individ-
ual’s virtue across a lifetime (Nem. 3.70–5).

241 Macleod (1982) 133; Cannatà Fera (1986); Robbins (1990) 313–14; Mann (1994) 318–
23; Fearn (2007) 73 n. 142; Morgan (2015) 287–8; Spelman (2018a) 92–3. Differently:
Luppino (1959); Currie (2005) 390–2.
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commentators interpreted the passage as referring to two jars, one of
evil and one of good (e.g. Pl. Resp. 2.379d; Plut. Quomodo adul.
24a–b), Pindar appears to have creatively misread the text to make
two parts of evil for every one part of good, a ratio which chimes
with the ode’s larger concern with the ‘preponderance of pain’.242

Of course, there are no precise verbal echoes between these specific
lines, and Pindar does not evenmention jars, which might lead us to
suspect that he is simply referring to a more general gnome. Yet the
ensuing paradigmatic presence of Peleus in both texts reinforces the
connection: in each poem, the hero enjoys unsurpassed prosperity
(ὄλβον ὑπέρτατον, Pyth. 3.89 ~ πάντας γὰρ ἐπ’ ἀνθρώπους
ἐκέκαστο | ὄλβῳ τε πλούτῳ τε, Il. 24.535–6) and marries the divine
Thetis (Pyth. 3.92–6 ~ Il. 24.537), but suffers because of the
misfortune of his only child (μόνον, Pyth. 3.100–3 ~ ἕνα, Il.
24.540).243 In both cases, moreover, the moral is the same: one
must accept one’s lot (Pyth. 3.103–4 ~ Il. 24.543–51). Given this
series of parallels, it is thus tempting to see verses 81–2 as a pointed
variatio (andmisreading) of the Iliadic sentiment, suited to Pindar’s
larger consolatory goal, co-opting the authority of his Homeric
predecessor. Moreover, besides the appeal toπρότεροι, this allusion
is further triggered by a string of nearby indices, including Pindar’s
emphasis on words (λόγοι) and understanding (ἐπίστᾳ, οἶσθα),
alongside the footnoting λέγονται that introduces the account of
Peleus (Pyth. 3.88). This accumulation of indexical markers encour-
ages us to look to the specific Iliadic intertext underlying Pindar’s
rather vague gesture to his πρότεροι. Behind the generalised ‘pre-
decessors’, we find a precise reference to the greatest of them all,
Homer himself.
Such epigonal awareness is even clearer in the opening of

Isthmian 2, as Pindar sketches out his own literary history by
drawing a contrast between the behaviour of former poets (‘men
of long ago’, οἱ μὲν πάλαι . . . φῶτες) and modern-day hirelings
obsessed with a profit. Whereas the former freely shot forth
pederastic hymns at beautiful boys, the Muse of Pindar’s day has
now become a greedy labourer (Isth. 2.1–11):

242 Misreading: Ford (1997) 97–8; cf. Σ Pyth. 3.141a. ‘Preponderance of pain’: Robbins
(1990) 313–17.

243 Robbins (1990) 313; Mann (1994) 319–20.
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Οἱ μὲν πάλαι, ὦ Θρασύβουλε, φῶτες, οἳ χρυσαμπύκων
ἐς δίφρον Μοισᾶν ἔβαινον κλυτᾷ φόρμιγγι συναντόμενοι,
ῥίμφα παιδείους ἐτόξευον μελιγάρυας ὕμνους,
ὅστις ἐὼν καλὸς εἶχεν Ἀφροδίτας
εὐθρόνου μνάστειραν ἁδίσταν ὀπώραν.

ἁ Μοῖσα γὰρ οὐ φιλοκερδής πω τότ’ ἦν οὐδ’ ἐργάτις·
οὐδ’ ἐπέρναντο γλυκεῖαι μελιφθόγγου ποτὶ Τερψιχόρας
ἀργυρωθεῖσαι πρόσωπα μαλθακόφωνοι ἀοιδαί.
νῦν δ’ ἐφίητι <τὸ> τὠργείου φυλάξαι
ῥῆμ’ ἀλαθείας <◡ ―> ἄγχιστα βαῖνον,

“χρήματα χρήματ’ ἀνήρ” ὃς φᾶ κτεάνων θ’ ἅμα λειφθεὶς καὶ φίλων.

Those men of long ago, O Thrasybulus, who used to mount the chariot of the
golden-circleted Muses, encountering the famous lyre, readily shot their
honey-sounding songs of love at any beautiful boy whose sweetest late-
summer bloom could woo fair-throned Aphrodite. For in those days the
Muse was not yet a lover of profit, nor a working girl; nor were sweet, soft-
voiced songs sold off with silvered faces by honey-voiced Terpsichore. But
now she instructs us to bear in mind the Argive’s sayingwhich comes . . . very
close to the truth: ‘Money, money makes the man’, said he who lost both his
possessions and friends.

Here too, a vague reference to earlier men (οἱ . . . πάλαι . . . φῶτες, v.
1) bears a specific poetic resonance, recalling earlier literary tradi-
tions, reinforced by the indexical reference to these poets’ ‘famous
lyre’ (κλυτᾷ φόρμιγγι, v. 2). The scholia cite Alcaeus, Ibycus and
Anacreon as the kinds of predecessors that Pindar must have in
mind,244 and Pindar’s language supports this inference. Already in
antiquity, scholars noted specific echoes of both Anacreon and
Alcaeus: the former wistfully recalls a time when ‘Persuasion did
not shine all silver’ (οὐδ’ ἀργυρῆ κω τότ’ ἔλαμπε Πειθώ, Anac. fr.
384), comparable to Pindar’s nostalgic reminiscence of a time before
the silver-faced songs of his own day (οὐδ’ . . . κω τότ’ ~ οὐ . . . πω
τότ’, v. 6; ἀργυρῆ ~ ἀργυρωθεῖσαι, v. 8), while Alcaeus is also
recorded as citing the proverb of Aristodemus in Sparta, presumably
the same person as Pindar’s ‘Argiveman’ (fr. 360 ~ vv. 9–11).245But

244 Σ Isth. 2.1b. This trio are commonly cited as erotic poets (e.g. Ar. Thesm. 161–2):
Woodbury (1968) 532 n. 6.

245 Σ Isth. 2.13; Σ Isth. 2.17. On the Alcaean link, cf. Santoni (1983) 97–104; Nafissi
(1991) 345 n. 2; Spelman (2018a) 273 n. 51. Bergk’s conjecture of τὠλκαίου for
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there is more besides these long-acknowledged intertexts. One of the
few earlier poetic appearances of the noun ὀπώρα is Alcaeus’ τερένας
ἄνθος ὀπώρας (‘the flower of tender late-summer’, fr. 397 ~ ὀπώραν,
v. 5), a fragment whose floral imagery suggests a potentially peder-
astic context.246 More generally, the erotic flavour of these verses is
reinforced by the degrading prostitution of the Muse Terpischore:
ἐργάτις (v. 6) here suggests ‘courtesan’ (cf. Archil. fr. 208), and
ἐπέρναντο (v. 7) aurally evokes the role of the πόρνη,247 while the
description of silver-faced songs (v. 8) recalls the white-painted faces
of Greek prostitutes in addition to the payment of silver coins.248

Through his vague reference to ‘men of long ago’, Pindar conjures
up a whole genre of pederastic poetry – and potentially even specific
poets – as a foil for the epinician poetry of the modern day.249 His
reference to οἱ πάλαι φῶτες marks his allusive interaction.

Challenging Predecessors

In other cases, however, Pindar and his fellow lyric poets cite their
predecessors in a more agonistic mode, polemically positioning
themselves against what has come before. Commonly cited in this
regard is Pindar’s Olympian 1, in which the poet explicitly speaks
out against his forebears by ‘correcting’ their version of Tantalus’
banquet with the gods (υἱὲ Ταντάλου, σὲ δ’ ἀντία προτέρων
φθέγξομαι, ‘son of Tantalus, I shall talk of you contrary to my

τὠργείου (Isth. 2.9: cf. Liberman (1999) 245) is unnecessary, since Pindar is more
likely referring to the Argive Aristodemus (as Alcaeus does explicitly: Ἀριστόδαμον).
Intriguingly, Alcaeus himself attributes this ‘saying’ to tradition (φαῖσ’, fr. 360.2, cf.
ποτ’, fr. 360.1). Pindar is engaging in a pre-existing and ongoing tradition of citing and
appropriating this adage.

246 Other pre-Pindaric uses of the noun: Il. 22.27;Od. 11.192, 12.76, 14.384; Alcm. fr. 96. For
Alcaeus’ pederastic poetry: Barner (1967) 25–6; Buffière (1980) 246–9; Vetta (1982).

247 Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (1922) 311 with n. 1; Thummer (1968–69) ii 40; Rawles
(2018) 136 n.8.

248 Bowra (1964) 355–6; Simpson (1969) 471 n. 65; Nicholson (2000) 241. Cf. Kurke
(1999) 175–219 on the economic associations of the πόρνη. Σ Isth. 2.9a detects a
Pindaric attack on Simonides in these lines; cf. Rawles (2018) 133–54.

249 Cf. Maslov (2015) 259–66. There may thus be some point in the fact that Pindar
composed a pederastic poem for Thrasybulus, the addressee of this epinician (fr. 124).
There is much debate about the precise significance of this opening contrast: Woodbury
(1968); Nisetich (1977); Cairns (2011); Kurke (2013) 208–22; Phillips (2017) 152–9;
Stehle (2017); Spelman (2018a) 268–76.
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predecessors’,Ol. 1.36).250 In the traditional version more familiar
to us from later sources, Tantalus was invited to a banquet of the
gods and served his own dismembered son to his hosts in a caul-
dron; the goddess Demeter (or in some versions Thetis) inadvert-
ently consumed the boy’s shoulder while distracted with grief for
her daughter Persephone; and after the gods realised the trick,
Hermes revived Pelops, who was given a new ivory shoulder
crafted by Hephaestus to replace that which had been eaten.251

Pindar’s polemic clearly presupposes the pre-existence of this trad-
itional version, as does the Pindaric scholia’s attribution to his
contemporary Bacchylides of a tale in which Rhea was responsible
for restoring Pelops by lowering him into a cauldron (Bacchyl. fr.
42).252 Rather than accept this account, however, Pindar proposes
an alternative version, in which Poseidon fell in love with Pelops
and took him away, just as Zeus later did Ganymedes;253 Tantalus’
punishment was for stealing ambrosia and nectar from the gods, not
serving his own son to them (Ol. 1.54–66); and Pelops’ ivory
shoulder was simply a defect with which he was born (Ol. 1.26–
7). Just as Stesichorus revised the fate of Helen (§iv.3.2), so here
Pindar rewrites that of Pelops.254 The mainstream account, he
asserts, is a malicious invention of envious neighbours which has
managed to infiltrate the literary tradition.255

Far from cashing in on the prestige of his literary predecessors,
therefore, Pindar here antagonistically opposes them (as he does
the ‘talk of mortals’ more generally: βροτῶν φάτις, 1.28–9). He
asserts his own authority by highlighting the inadequacies of those

250 Pini (1967) 359–67; Köhnken (1974), (1983); Howie (1983); Hubbard (1987b);
Krummen (1990) 205–11 = (2014) 237–44; Vöhler (2005); Most (2012) 267–71.

251 E.g. Eur. IT 386–8,Hel. 388–9; Lycoph. Alex. 152–5; Ov.Met. 6.403–11; Hyg. Fab. 83.
252 Cf. Instone (1996) 102, who suggests the episode might have also featured in the

Hesiodic Catalogue, which included Pelops and his descendants (Hes. frr. 191, 259);
cf. Gerber (1982) 122; Howie (1983) 278–81.

253 Pindar acknowledges his ‘true’ version as a doublet of the myth of Ganymedes (note
the temporal index: δευτέρῳ χρόνῳ, Ol. 1.43): Kakridis (1930b).

254 Cf. Σ Οl. 1.58d, which glosses the poem as a ‘palinode’ (παλινῳδίαν), like Stesichorus’
poem.

255 West (2011b) 67 compares Pindar to a textual critic, ‘giving his story of how a
postulated corruption came about’. Pelops’ dismemberment ‘limb by limb’ (κατὰ
μέλη, 1.49) also serves as an analogy for Pindar’s deconstruction of the traditional
myth: Hubbard (1987b) 14 with n. 60, noting the pun on μέλη (‘limbs’/‘songs’).
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who have come before him.256 Naturally, there are clear advan-
tages to his sanitised version of the myth. Not only is it in keeping
with the positive sensibilities of epinician poetry, allowing him to
speak well of the gods (cf. 1.35, 52–3), but it also enhances the
paradigmatic value of the Tantalus myth for the present poem. In
rewriting tradition, Pindar stresses the civilised decorum of
Tantalus’ feast: it is εὐνομώτατον (‘most orderly’, 1.37) and his
homeland Sipylus is φίλαν (‘friendly’, 1.38). The result is a far
more effective parallel for the poem’s laudandus, Hieron, whose
own table was earlier described with the same adjective (φίλαν,
1.16).257 Yet for all this reframing, traces of the older myth still
linger. Besides Pelops’ ivory shoulder (1.27), his emergence from
a cauldron (1.26) and the neighbours’ malicious talk of cannibal-
ism (1.47–51), we also hear that Tantalus could not ‘digest’ his
good fortune (καταπέψαι, 1.55), a loaded alimentary metaphor.258

Pindar acknowledges and alludes to the traditional version of the
myth, while simultaneously deauthorising it. Pindar’s appeal to his
predecessors is not simply a legitimising act or allusive marker,
but a means for the poet to situate himself and his version of a myth
against what has come before.259 In this case, the plural πρότεροι
may well encompass prior tradition as a whole, but it could also
perhaps conceal a specific reference to Bacchylides’ own treat-
ment of the myth (fr. 42) if that poem were produced earlier – a
means for Pindar to dismiss his rival’s version as passé.260

Such an agonistic mode is also visible in elegiac poetry. In
Xenophanes’ elegy on the well-ordered symposium, the poet

256 Cf. Athanassaki (2004) 339–41: Pindar implicitly claims the Muses’ favour as his
exclusive prerogative; his πρότεροι only had access to Charis, ‘Grace’ (1.30).

257 Cf. Gerber (1982) 75–6.
258 Cf. too κόρῳ (‘satiety’), 1.56; ἕψοι (‘boil’), 1.83; Nagy (1986) 85–6; Griffith (1990)

200. For the ethical implications of this alimentary language, see Burgess (1993);
Steiner (2002); cf. Morgan (2015) 237–9 for further tyrannical and Sicilian
associations.

259 We should be wary of accepting Pindar’s posturing too innocently, however: the
language used to describe his predecessors’ deceitful embellishments parallels that
used of his own poetry elsewhere: Ol. 1.29 (δεδαιδαλμένοι ψεύδεσι ποικίλοις) ~ Οl.
1.105 (δαιδαλωσέμεν), Nem. 8.15 (πεποικιλμέναν) and fr. 94b.32 (δα̣ιδάλλοισ’ ἔπεσιν):
Feeney (1991) 18 with n. 49. Cf. Stesichorus’ similar confusion of truth and falsity in
his Palinode: §iv.3.2.

260 For Pindar’s polemical engagement with Bacchylides elsewhere, cf. §iv.3.2.
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dismisses the battles of Titans, Giants and Centaurs as the ‘fabri-
cations of our predecessors’ (fr. 1.19–24 IEG):

ἀνδρῶν δ’ αἰνεῖν τοῦτον ὃς ἐσθλὰ πιὼν ἀναφαίνει,
ὡς ᾖ μνημοσύνη καὶ τόνος ἀμφ’ ἀρετῆς,

οὔ τι μάχας διέπειν Τιτήνων οὐδὲ Γιγάντων
οὐδὲ < > Κενταύρων, πλάσμα<τα> τῶν προτέρων,

ἢ στάσιας σφεδανάς· τοῖς οὐδὲν χρηστὸν ἔνεστιν·
θεῶν <δὲ> προμηθείην αἰὲν ἔχειν ἀγαθήν.

Praise that man who brings noble thoughts to light after drinking, so that there
may be recollection of and striving after excellence. And do not treat261 the
battles of Titans or Giants or Centaurs, the fabrications of our predecessors,
or violent factions: there is nothing of use in them. But always have good
forethought about the gods.

Here too, Xenophanes’ πρότεροι highlight poetic precedent:
Xenophanes’ dismissal of the chaotic battles fought by Titans,
Giants and Centaurs evokes the warring world of epic, especially
those poems in which such primeval conflicts took centre stage:
Hesiod’s Theogony (Theog. 617–720) and the Cyclic
Titanomachy. But other epics also invoked such subjects in pass-
ing: the Centauromachy features on Heracles’ shield in the
Hesiodic Aspis (Scut. 178–90) and is also cited by Antinous in
theOdyssey (Od. 21.295–304: §iv.2.1) – appropriately enough for
the sympotic context of Xenophanes’ fragment, a tale itself con-
cerned with the dangerous excesses of wine.262 Xenophanes’
reference to the ‘battles of Titans or Giants or Centaurs’ thus
emblematises epic poetry as a whole, summing up the essence of
the genre and its tumultuous depiction of the divine. This generic
association is reinforced by the very language of these verses: the
rare adjective σφεδανός (‘violent’) has a distinctively epic ring,263

while πλάσμα<τα> τῶνπροτέρων offers a playful variation on the
epic phrase κλεῖα προτέρων ἀνθρώπων (Theog. 100).264 In add-
ition, the closing mention of ‘forethought’ (προμηθείην, 24) may

261 διέπειν suggests both ‘tell of’ and ‘emulate’: Adkins (1985) 184.
262 Cf. Thgn. 541–2 for the ὠμοφάγοι Centaurs as an exemplum of hybris in another

sympotic context.
263 σφεδανός occurs previously only three times in Homer (Il. 11.165, 16.372, 21.542) and

again later in several hexameter poems (Euphorion fr. 11.10; Nic. Ther. 642; Dionysius
19 fr. 9 v. 15 GDRK).

264 Ford (2002) 58. Cf. Lesher (1992) 50 n. 7.
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allude to the hybristic Prometheus, another negative exemplum
from the hexameter tradition (Theog. 507–616; Op. 47–105).265

Just as Pindar’s predecessors in Isthmian 2 were pederastic poets,
so too Xenophanes’ πρότεροι are epic singers.
Yet Xenophanes is particularly dismissive of his πρότεροι here,

especially in his description of their πλάσματα, ‘fabrications’. The
precise nuance of the noun is not entirely clear in this context,
given that this is by far its earliest attestation. In later literature, it
became a technical term for ‘fiction’, the narration of unreal but
plausible events, set in opposition to both ‘myth’ and ‘history’.266

We should be wary of importing too much anachronistic baggage
here, but given that early instances of its cognate verb πλάσσω
convey a sense of deception and trickery, an association with
fictionality certainly seems likely.267 Alongside the dismissive
οὐδὲν χρηστόν in the following line, Xenophanes’ sympotic stric-
tures form part of his larger criticism of epic poetry and its main
protagonists, Homer and Hesiod (cf. D8 L–M). In contrast to epic,
ἀρετή and ἐσθλά have very little to do with strife and conflict in
Xenophanes’ world view.268

In these past two examples, Pindar’s and Xenophanes’ refer-
ences to predecessors appear to act primarily on a generic level,
evoking tradition as a whole, even if we have detected possible
links with the likes of Bacchylides and Hesiod. Both poems,
moreover, seem to derive from a Syracusan context, perhaps
reflecting a broader intellectual culture of scepticism towards
traditional myth at Hieron’s court.269 Yet as with Pythian 3’s
Iliadic citation, such polemical references to πρότεροι can also
convey a more precise intertextual reference. In one of

265 Collins (2004) 150; Mackenzie (2021) 60.
266 See e.g. Sextus Empiricus, who contrasts πλάσμα with μῦθος, the narration of what is

false and has never happened, and ἱστορία, the narration of what is true and has
happened (Adv. Math. 1.263–5). Cf. Plutarch’s criticism of Herodotean ψεύσματα καὶ
πλάσματα (‘lies and fictions’, De Her. mal. 854f).

267 E.g. Hes.Op. 70; Semon. fr. 7.21; Aesch. PV 1030; Soph. Aj. 148,OT 780; Eur. Bacch.
218. Cf. Timon of Phlius’ sarcastic use of this word in his description of Xenophanes
(ὃς, τὸν ἀπ’ ἀνθρώπων θεὸν ἐπλάσατ’ ἶσον ἁπάντῃ, 834.2 SH). On Timon’s appropri-
ation of Xenophanes’ language more generally: Clayman (2009) 84. Note too the
implicit parallel with false anthropomorphic images of gods: Ford (2002) 58.

268 Cf. Mackenzie (2021) 27–46 on Xenophanes’ broader relationship with hexameter
poetry.

269 Cf. Gostoli (1999).
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Mimnermus’ elegiac fragments, the poet attributes his knowledge
of a brave, unknown Smyrnaean to his predecessors (fr. 14):270

οὐ μὲν δὴ κείνου γε μένος καὶ ἀγήνορα θυμὸν
τοῖον ἐμέο προτέρων πεύθομαι, οἵ μιν ἴδον

Λυδῶν ἱππομάχων πυκινὰς κλονέοντα φάλαγγας
Ἕρμιον ἂμ πεδίον, φῶτα φερεμμελίην·

τοῦ μὲν ἄρ’ οὔ ποτε πάμπαν ἐμέμψατο Παλλὰς Ἀθήνη
δριμὺ μένος κραδίης, εὖθ’ ὅ γ’ ἀνὰ προμάχους

σεύαιθ’ αἱματόεν<τος ἐν> ὑσμίνῃ πολέμοιο,
πικρὰ βιαζόμενος δυσμενέων βέλεα·

οὐ γάρ τις κείνου δηίων ἔτ’ ἀμεινότερος φὼς
ἔσκεν ἐποίχεσθαι φυλόπιδος κρατερῆς

ἔργον, ὅτ’ αὐγῇσιν φέρετ’ ὠκέος ἠελίοιο

Not such were that man’s might and heroic spirit, as I learn from my prede-
cessors, who saw him routing the Lydian cavalry’s packed ranks on the plain of
Hermus, wielding his ash-spear. Pallas Athena never at all faulted his heart’s
fierce might, when he rushed among the front-fighters in the conflict of bloody
war, defying the enemy’s sharp missiles. For no man among his foes remained
his better at going about the task of harsh war, when he sped <with his bronze
armour shining like> the rays of the swift sun.271

On the face of it, this opening simply highlights the source of
Mimnermus’ eulogistic account, ascribing it to the authority of his
elders. Yet it may also trigger recognition of an intertextual parallel
that underlies the whole fragment. As Grethlein has highlighted,
these verses engage extensively with the account of Diomedes’
aristeia at Troy familiar to us from the Iliad.272 Not only does the
opening opposition of sight and hearing, alongside Mimnermus’
appeal to ancestral knowledge (vv. 1–2), echo Agamemnon’s simi-
lar words when chiding Diomedes (Il. 4.370–5),273 but the follow-
ing description of the warrior’s successes also mirror those of the
Iliadic Diomedes. In particular, verses 3–4 echo the Iliadic simile in
which the torrent-like hero routs the Trojans (ἂμ πεδίον, Il. 5.87;
πυκιναὶ κλονέοντο φάλαγγες |, Il. 5.93, ἂμ πεδίον . . . κλονέοντα

270 It is uncertain whether this fragment derives from the Smyrneis (Szádeczky-Kardoss
(1968) 945; Steffen (1973) 64) or from a separate exhortatory elegy (Jacoby (1918)
293–6; Allen (1993) 9–10). See Vetta (1983a) xxiii; Allan (2019) 128.

271 Translating West’s supplement: <εἴκελα χαλκείοις τεύχεσι λαμπόμενος> (West (1989–
92) ii 90, comparing Il. 22.134–5).

272 Grethlein (2007) 105–8.
273 Cf. Jacoby (1918) 288; Massa Positano (1946) 361–2.
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φάλαγγας |, Il. 5.96 ~ πυκινὰς κλονέοντα φάλαγγας | Ἕρμιον ἂμ
πεδίον, vv. 3–4). Alone, these verbal parallels may not be sufficient
to suggest a connection with this specific mythical episode, espe-
cially given the formulaic nature of the language involved.274 But
Mimnermus’ subsequent description of the warrior resonates more
specifically against the fortunes of Diomedes: whereas the Iliadic
hero was chided byAthena for avoiding battle (Il. 5.800–13), we are
told that this Smyrnaean warrior never received such criticism from
the same goddess (v. 5), while he is also said to defy his enemies’
‘bitter missiles’ (πικρὰ . . . βέλεα, v. 8), unlike the Iliadic Diomedes,
who could not avoid being struck by the ‘bitter arrow’ of Pandarus
(πικρὸς ὀϊστός, Il. 5.99; βέλος ὠκύ, 5.106). To these parallels noted
byGrethlein, we could also add the fact that this Smyrnaean warrior
was better than all his enemies (vv. 9–10), just as nobody could rival
the Iliadic Diomedes (οὐδέ τίς οἱ δύναται μένος ἰσοφαρίζειν, Il.
6.101). Taken together, these echoes suggest that Mimnermus’
poem engages directly with the fabula of Diomedes’ aristeia at
Troy, an episode which Mimnermus and his audience would have
likely known, either via a version of the Iliad or some other epic
treatment. After all, Mimnermus apparently treated Diomedes’
unhappy nostos elsewhere (fr. 22), and in another fragment he
makes a possible allusion to Iliad 6.146–9 (fr. 2), an episode in
which Diomedes also plays a prominent role; the poet was evidently
familiar with the hero and his story.275 By stressing his reliance on
the talk of his πρότεροι at the start of this fragment, Mimnermus
invites his audience to recall what they too have heard from the epic
past and to spot the underlying allusion.276

Crucially, however, this epic parallel involves a game of antag-
onistic one-upmanship: Mimnermus’ unnamed Smyrnaean proves
superior to the Iliadic Diomedes, since he emphatically receives no
censure from Athena at any time (οὔ ποτε πάμπαν, v. 5) and averts
multiple πικρὰ . . . βέλεα (v. 8), whereas Diomedes was struck by a
single arrow. He surpasses his epic predecessor as much as he does
his contemporary foes (vv. 9–10). We cannot be certain of the wider

274 πυκινὰς κλονέοντα φάλαγγας: cf. Il. 4.281, 11.148, 15.448; Hes. Theog. 935. ἂμ πεδίον:
cf. Il. 6.71, 23.464; Od. 5.329; HhDem. 17; HhAp. 228; Pind. fr. 172.4.

275 Grethlein (2007) 106. On fr. 2’s possible allusion: §i.2.3.
276 Cf. Grethlein (2007) 108: ‘the πρότεροι of v. 2 can be identified with the epic tradition’.
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context of this fragment, but it most likely involves an unfavourable
contrast between this stellar Smyrnaean and the present spirit of
Mimnermus’ contemporaries (οὐ . . . τοῖον, vv. 1–2).277 In that case,
the warrior fulfils a role parallel to the Iliadic Tydeus, a paradigm of
past excellence for a lacklustre present. It is thus surely not a
coincidence that Diomedes is the allusive model underlying this
intergenerational synkrisis: as we have seen, he is a major paradigm
of epigonal thinking in the Iliad, and Agamemnon’s censure in Iliad
4 is a major moment when he is first set against his father (§ii.2.2;
iv.2.3). Mimnermus seems to pick up on these intergenerational
tensions from the epic tradition and adapt them for his own context.
But there remains an underlying competitive edge to this reworking.
Mimnermus’ new subject matter even surpasses Diomedes, an
implicit assertion of his supremacy in the face of the epic tradition:
the recent historical present outdoes the mythical past.278 The
appeal to πρότεροι in verse 2 thus introduces a competitive nod to
epic predecessors, whose accounts of Diomedes fall short of
Mimnermus’ Smyrnaean hero.
Lyric poets, therefore, not only employed temporal adjectives

and adverbs to mark their allusive engagement with earlier tradi-
tions but also cited their literary predecessors explicitly. Such
epigonal references were often considerably antagonistic, as with
the cases of Mimnermus, Xenophanes and Pindar’s firstOlympian
Ode. But they were also a means to point to specific moments in
earlier traditions, as in Mimnermus and Pythian 3. What had
remained an implicit mode of figuring epigonality in archaic epic
gradually transformed into a direct and active trope. With a keen
awareness of their literary heritage, Greek lyric poets appealed to
their predecessors as a source of authority and contention; and in
so doing, they marked out their own distinctive place in the map of
literary history.

277 Thus Jacoby (1918) 287–9; Allan (2019) 129. For other possibilities, see Bowie (1986)
29; Grethlein (2007) 103–5; Swift (2015a) 101.

278 Grethlein’s acceptance of Meineke’s conjecture ὥς for οἵ in verse 2 would reinforce
such antagonism (‘I have not heard of his strength and brave spirit, such as they were,
from my elders, since I have seen him’). Mimnermus then emphasises his own direct
witnessing of the warrior, in comparison to Agamemnon’s reliance on hearsay or epic
poets’ dependence on the Muses (Il. 2.486): Grethlein (2007) 109.
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iv.4 Conclusions

In archaic epic and lyric, temporality frequently serves as an index
of allusion. We have seen how temporal adjectives and adverbs
repeatedly signpost engagement with earlier mythological and
poetic traditions, often inviting an audience to supplement bare
references with their wider knowledge of tradition. Yet in addition,
both corpora of poetry exhibit a strong interest in the iterative
aspects of poetic composition: Homeric epic frequently marks
cross references within individual poems as acts of repetition,
while lyric poets flag their compositions as self-conscious replays
of tradition or even specific prior poems.
Such temporal indices bear an implicit sense of epigonality, as

epic and lyric poets situate their poetry against a wider, pre-exist-
ing tradition. But such an anxiety of influence particularly comes
into play surrounding the discourse of πρότεροι. In epic, intergen-
erational tensions in the mythical world serve as a model for the
poet’s own relationship with his tradition, while in lyric, this
concern becomes explicit, as poets repeatedly evoke their
πρότεροι directly, at times even pointing to specific texts.
The various categories of temporal indices with which we

began, therefore, can already be found throughout archaic Greek
poetry, reinforcing the conclusions we have drawn from our
explorations of indexical hearsay and memory. Archaic Greek
poets already display a strong sense of literary history, situating
their present against the poetic and mythological past and figuring
this relationship through a range of temporal indices. Indexical
temporality was deeply embedded in archaic Greek poetics from
the very start.
Given the recurring prominence of indices in archaic Greek

poetry, it is time to turn to some broader conclusions. These will
be the concern of the Epilogue.
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