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ABSTRACT

Homeric epic contains many ambiguous images of the entity that inhabits Hades. In
one way, Homer gives different names to this inhabitant: namely, vexvg, yoyr, and idwAov.
In another way, the ghost appears seemingly contradictory. In the Nekyia, the shades, at some
moments, seem almost human and corporeal: they can drink, run, speak, and recognise the
living by themselves. By contrast, at other moments, they are insubstantial, they screech like
bats, and they cannot communicate with the living without drinking from a pool of blood.
Scholars have suggested that these diverse descriptions are the product of compositional
strata, metaphorical models, or poetic license. But few of these studies concentrate
sufficiently on how the poet or characters try to make sense of the dead through these

ambiguous presentations.



In this thesis, I propose that a phenomenological and psychological model, “aspect
perception”, can disambiguate these seemingly confusing and contradictory descriptions of
the wraith. Coined by Ludwig Wittgenstein, aspect perception is the idea that properties of a
stimulus inform our perception of the percept. Wittgenstein uses Jastrow’s duck-rabbit image
to show how the Gestalt’s properties lead us to think that the picture is either of a duck or of a
rabbit. Inspired by this study, my aim is to show that the ghost’s characteristics impel both
the poetic narrator and characters not only to form diverse conceptions of the wraith, but also
to describe the shade inconsistently as human and inhuman. In order to demonstrate this, I
argue that the inhabitant of Hades is an entity that has opposing qualities. It is a shade that
can appear simultaneously corporeal and incorporeal, sentient and insentient. It is these
properties, and ultimately this mode of perception, which account for these inconsistencies

and ambiguities.
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INTRODUCTION

Homeric epic contains many diverse presentations of the ghost that goes to Hades. Consider,
for example, the way that Homer presents death as a transition from the mortal world to the
underworld. The proem of the /liad describes Achilles sending many of the heroes’ ipOyuot
youyai to Hades. The yoyoi of Patroclus and Hector also leave the mortal world and travel to
the underworld; however, it is not always the yvyai who make this journey. In Odyssey 9.523-
525, Odysseus threatens to send Polyphemus to Hades, deprived of his yvuyn and aiov. In
Theoclymenus’ scene with the suitors (20.355f), the prophet sees the suitors’ €{dwia going
towards Erebus. In /liad 7.131, Nestor suggests that it is the 6vpdc that leaves the limbs and
transitions to the other world; and at the beginning of Agamemnon’s aristeia, 11.52-55, the
primary narrator says that it is the {pOipot keparai who travel to Hades.

In Odyssey 11, the descriptions of the inhabitants of Hades are also diverse. The ghosts,
for example, appear as non-human entities: they approach Odysseus with shrill cries,! they
float like physically-insubstantial shadows,? they lack cognitive abilities,> and they cannot
communicate with him without drinking from a pool of blood.* And yet, at the same time, they
appear humanlike. The ghosts of Elpenor and Achilles speak to Odysseus by themselves,’
Achilles runs like his living self,® Minos can communicate with the dead, Orion is able to hunt,
and Tityus, Tantalus, and Sisyphus receive torture.’

The tendency in recent scholarship has been to view these descriptive inconsistencies
as the result of poetic licence or metaphorical models.® Cairns, for instance, suggests that the

inconsistencies are characteristics of a metaphorical process: we give life-like properties (the

1'0d. 11.42-43, 605.

2.0d. 10.495, 208.

3 Cf. Od. 10.493-495, 11.475-476.

40d. 11.140-149.

SCf. 0d. 11.57,472.

 Od. 11.538-540.

7 Cf. Od. 11.568-600.

8 Cf. Vermeule 1979: 29 and Cairns 2003: 65; Heath 2005; Cairns 2014.



known domain, the “source domain”) to the insubstantial yoyn (the unknown domain, the
“target domain”). Cairns explains that the “insubstantial yoyn” is the “official” conception.
He argues that this notion is not sustained because we rely on a model of embodied beings to

describe the wraith:®

The passages in Iliad 23 and Odyssey 11 which emphasize the conception of the post-
mortem survivor as an insubstantial yvyn do create a dissonance with other passages
in which the survivor has substantial corporeality; but this is a dissonance between a
yoyn that is supposed to be evanescent and one which possesses considerable
materiality, not between yvyn and something else. The ‘official’ conception of the
survivor as an insubstantial yoyn is not sustained, but this does not mean that it is not
intended to be definitive. Any conception of personal survival after death will be
vulnerable to the same inconsistency, because the only model of personhood that we
possess is based on our experience of living, breathing, thinking, feeling, embodied

human beings — the practice of personification has a logic of its own.

But this analysis of metaphorical and poetic devices fails to consider the role of the
narrator in these scenes. Cairns’ discussion presupposes that the inconsistent descriptions are
characteristics of metaphorical mapping and not of the internal narrator’s cognitive
dissonance. Take, for example, the ambivalence about the wraith’s substantiality in the
Nekyia. 1t is not the case that the secondary narrator, Odysseus, is making a metaphorical
translation when he describes the shades having materiality. On the contrary, when he is in

Hades, Odysseus believes, momentarily, that the dead are substantial: he presumes that his

® Cairns 2014: §29. Many of Cairns’ arguments in this article are repurposed from his 2003 review of Clarke’s
monograph. In this 2014 version, Cairns looks at the metaphoric value of the yvyr and the Oupog in both Homer
and Plato. On Platonic comments on Homer’s yuy, see Plat. Rep.4.441b-d and Phd.94d-e. Also useful is Claus
1981.



mother can be physically embraced.!® Odysseus gua narrator recounts his meetings with the
dead by describing what he saw when he was in Hades. It follows then that the descriptions
of the shades’ physical actions are to be understood as literal in meaning. After all, the
narrator is basing his descriptions of the dead on what he believed he witnessed at the time he
was in the underworld. The fluctuation between the substantial and insubstantial ghost then
needs to be understood as Odysseus’ inability to fully come to terms with the state of the
dead, not as an imperfect effort to describe an “official conception” of the immaterial
wraith.!!

Cairns also argues that many of the names for the ghost are metaphors for the yoyn:
“there is no reason to assume that, when the dead and Hades are described as vékveg/vekpot,
given corporeal existence, depicted perceiving, conversing, and showing emotion, they are
anything other than yvyai. They are, after all, eldwla: very convincing €idwha indeed.”!? In
Cairns’ view, the inconsistent descriptions of the “life-like” and “witless” dead are attributes
of the yoyn.

Cairns is right that these characteristics of the ghost are attributes of the yoyr.!? But
the problem is that his analysis fails to consider the epistemological stance of the secondary
focaliser. The names for the dead, vékveg/vexpoi and €idwAa, appear exclusively in character-
descriptions of the inhabitant of Hades.!* These may be metaphorical; but it is not clear that
the yoyn is the target domain of these modes of expression. Consider, for instance, Achilles’
reaction to the ghost of Patroclus’ disappearance in /liad 23.103-104% (& noémot 1y pé Tig €611
Kai lv ATdao dopotst / yoyn kai €idmwAov). The combination of yuyn and eidwiov suggests

that the two conceptions are combined to describe the inhabitant. Notice that Achilles uses

10°Cf. Od. 11.204-208.

1 On the general topic of immateriality, see Thalberg 1983: 105-113. On immateriality and the dead in Homer
see Renehan 1980: 105-138.

12 Cairns 2014 §28 = 2003: 63.

B Cf. 1. 23.65f ~ 99-101, 103-107; Od. 11.37-43, 141-145.

4 Cf. Il. 15.250; Od. 10.518, 526, 536, 11.83, 214, 12. 383; Lfi-gE s.v vékvug BIL



the noun yoyn to describe the dweller in Hades. Achilles’ ability to use this noun suggests
that the yoyn is not the image in the “target domain,” as Cairns’ analysis suggests, but the
image in the “source domain.” In other words, the yvyr is one conception that the internal
focaliser uses to make sense of the entity that exists in Hades. What Cairns’ analysis has then
failed to consider is how this metaphorical model complements the focalisers’
epistemologically distinct attitudes to the dead in Homeric epic.

The purpose of this thesis is to find a model that disambiguates the contradictory
presentations of the wraith and that utilises the metaphorical and narratological devices in
Homer’s presentation of Hades. In so doing, I argue that these metaphors and conflicting
descriptions of the ghosts are exercises of aspect perception: the mode of perception in which
an observer sees a likeness between two objects by examining their properties. In this way, I
suggest that the ambiguities of the wraith emerge, not because of issues of composition or
poetic difficulties, but because the ghost, as an incorporeal image of the embodied living
person, has a combination of life-like and deficient characteristics. We shall see that the
incorporeal ghost has, mysteriously, the stuff of bodily strength. The shades have both
sentience and insentience: they fly like a wisp of air and somehow simultaneously express
emotions as the living person might. In character speeches,'> we shall see that the post-
mortem survivor that journeys to Hades has the same “I”” as the embodied person.

I propose that these properties induce the primary narrator, secondary narrator, and
internal focalisers to have many diverse conceptions of the ghost’s state of being. In one way,
these traits impel these focalisers to rely on various conceptual metaphors, €ldwAov, corpse,
yoyn, or Bopdg, to describe the entity that resides in Hades. In another way, I posit that the
narrator of the Nekyia describes the inhabitants contradictorily as lively and witless,

substantial and insubstantial entities, because his focalisation fluctuates between these

15 For a more general study on speech presentations in Homer, see Beck 2012.



opposing characteristics of the shade. This aspect perception model, I argue, reveals
epistemological differences between the primary narrator’s and secondary focalisers’
presentations of the wraith. The former, we shall see, fluctuates between describing the
inhabitant as a wraith or as a corporeal being after observing various aspects of the ghost’s
character. The latter, by contrast, rely on more diverse imagery, such as the metaphors
gldwiov, youyn, Bupog, and corpse, once they have recognised one of the wraith’s traits.

As summarised above, scholars have sought to explain away the inconsistent
descriptions of the dead by arguing that different conceptions belong to different strata of
composition. This is the analyst argument. Aristarchus, Aristophanes, and Zenodotus
athetized various descriptions of the dead as later additions because these descriptions
seemed to contradict other forms of Homeric accounts.'® Sourvinou-Inwood suggests that
Homeric epic contains “two strands of beliefs” from different historical periods which
account for why the dead appear sometimes as life-like and at other times witless.!”
Tsagarakis, similarly, proposed that the reason the dead appear inconsistently as corporeal
and incorporeal is because the Nekyia contains different historical attitudes to burial rites,
inhumation and cremation.'®

Clarke, however, suggests that these seemingly inconsistent descriptions of the dead
were not an amalgam of various cultural or historical attitudes to the afterlife, as Sourvinou-
Inwood suggests. Instead, he proposed that these diverse presentations of the wraith were
integral to the way in which we understand Homer’s conception of Hades.! Cairns tries to
advance Clarke’s approach by applying cognitive metaphor theory to the study of the dead.

He argues that, while there is much to be admired in Clarke’s thesis, he does not reap the

16 Cf. Schol. bT ad /1.1.3, schol. A ad II. 1.4; Petzl (1969): pt i. passim.

17 Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 78-83.

18 Tsagarakis 2000: 110-117.

19 See: Clarke 1999: 208, 211. For a more detailed summary of Clarke’s argument and approach, see pages 41-
43,
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lessons of metaphor theory. He is aware of the approach,?® Cairns says, but he does not “deal
with the role of metaphor in concept-formation in general”.?! One of Clarke’s arguments is
that there are conflicting conceptions of the dweller in Hades: it is sometimes a corpse,
sometimes a yoyr, and sometimes an £idwlov.?? Cairns suggests, however, that such
conceptions are not conflicting: rather, the application of metaphor theory indicates that these

images are all designed to make sense of the yoyn.

There is merit to Cairns’ approach: cognitive metaphor theory is integral to the way in
which we make sense of abstract objects.?® The issue, however, is that conceptual metaphors
do not preclude Homer from presenting conflicting conceptions of the ghost. On the contrary,

cognitive metaphors have the potential to present “rival conceptions™?*

of a subject in the
target domain. Consider the introduction to the 1956-1958 live-action Superman TV series:?®
two people in distress look up to the sky to see a flying object. The woman shouts “it’s a

"’

bird,” and the man next to her says “it’s a plane!” Here the onlookers are using two
metaphors to describe the subject in the target domain (Superman): the bird and the plane.
The two conceptions are incompatible (a bird is not the same as an aeroplane), and so these
metaphors conflict with one another in an effort to describe the target image. Based on this

example, we cannot say, as Cairns does, that cognitive metaphors prevent us from seeing two

rival conceptions of a subject in the target domain.

20 See Clarke 1999: 106-109, 109 n. 122.

2L Cairns 2003: 42, esp. 65.

22 Clarke 1999: 207-208, 211.

23 On wider applications of cognitive metaphor theory in Homer, see Horn (2015) and Zanker 2019.
24 Cairns 2003: 64.

25 See “'50s Adventures of Superman - Intro.” YouTube, YouTube, 24 Jan. 2007,
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q214bz1FT8U.
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This brief and rather trivial example already indicates a possible compromise
between Clarke’s and Cairns’ approaches. Some of the descriptions of the dead may be
metaphorical, as Cairns suggests; but these metaphors signify that there are contradictory
conceptions of the dweller in Hades, as Clarke proposes. In fact, in the example above, the
bystanders make these metaphors and various conceptions by utilising our proposed model,
aspect perception. After all, these two people reach for the images “bird” and “plane” once

they notice a property of the silhouetted figure in the sky: the quality of flight.

My original contribution therefore is to advance Cairns’ and Clarke’s approaches by
applying this aspect perception model to the study of the dead in Homeric epic. I suggest that
this perceptual phenomenon is capable of explaining how these various conceptions of the dead
appear in Homeric epic and how the primary and secondary narrators utilise cognitive
metaphors when describing the shade. Clarke’s analysis only goes so far in showing us that the
Homeric dead, particularly in the Nekyia, are highly complex, ambiguous, and indeterminate.
My aim is to go a step further than Clarke. I argue that these diverse conceptions emerge
because the incorporeal wraith has certain characteristics of the living person. Aspect
perception induces the primary and secondary focalisers to recognise these properties and,
consequently, to perceive the shades differently. In short, my analysis goes further than
Clarke’s because I identify the model of perception that allows these different images of the
dead to come to the fore, while at the same time developing Cairns’ metaphorical approach in
two significant ways.

First, Cairns’ analysis of metaphor theory does not sufficiently explain how the primary
and secondary narrator are able to map various metaphors to the yoyn in the target domain. By
applying aspect perception to the analysis of the representation of the dead, we will see how

the properties of the ghost enable focalisers to make metaphorical mappings. In addition, the

12



aspect perception model will allow us to see that focalisers use contradictory metaphors of the
dead by examining different characteristics of the shade.

Second, Cairns’ metaphorical model, as I state above, is problematic because it fails to
take into account the epistemological values of the focalisers. The phenomenological model I
will employ will advance Cairns’ approach since this mode of perception will make explicit
the differences between primary narrator’s and secondary focalisers’ views of the dead.

It is reasonable to ask: “what is the significance of examining the contradictory
descriptions of the dead?” We might answer that any discussion of the Homeric dead will
inform the way in which we make sense of Homeric epic as a whole. For instance, the
contradictory presentations of the shade have sparked wider theories about how the epics
were composed, about Homer’s ontological attitudes, and about the cognitive linguistic
devices used in Homeric world-building. Thus Denys Page, in The Homeric Odyssey, used
the diverse conceptions of the dead as evidence for distinct compositional strata preserved in
Homeric epic;?® Stocking and Clarke have suggested that the imagery of the dead explicates
Homer’s conception of selfhood;?” while Cairns uses the imagery of the Homeric dead as one
example of how Homer utilises cognitive metaphors in the epics. 28

But the specific significance of this thesis’ examination of the dead is twofold. First,
the study will rebut a common analyst position: namely that the dead are incoherent because
the poem is made up of diverse compositional strands. We shall see that, regardless of
whether we accept the analyst hypothesis, the poet(s) try to present a coherent presentation of
the shades by utilising aspect perception. This discussion will thereby seek to settle a long-

standing technical problem of how to interpret the confusing descriptions of the shades.

26 Page 1955: 21-25. Cf. Combellack 1956.
27 See Clarke 1999: 157-158; Stocking 2007: 61, 67.
28 See Cairns 2003 and 2014.
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Moreover, it will give us more reason to look for coherent meaning in the Homeric texts
without needing to be concerned by issues of composition or authenticity.

Second, the study will show that we need to be conscious of the epistemological
distinctions between primary narrators and secondary focalisers when examining seeming
problems in Homeric epic. This study, in other words, will help us to appreciate the different

degrees of knowledge that are available to the primary narrators and secondary focalisers.

Aspect Perception: its uses and its literary applications

A summary of Wittgenstein’s model

Aspect perception (also referred to as seeing-as) can broadly be understood as the ability to
see something as something else. Ludwig Wittgenstein coined the term “seeing-as”; it was a
perceptual phenomenon that dominated most of his philosophical discussions.?” The first
example he draws our attention to in his Philosophy of Psychology Fragments is our ability to
look at a face and see it as someone else.> For example (this is my own example), I might
look at a photo of a boy with dark hair and oval glasses and think that it is a picture of Harry
Potter. Wittgenstein’s most famous example of aspect perception is Jastrow’s duck-rabbit

image: we can see it either as a rabbit or as a duck.’!

29 Cf. TLP 5.5423; NB 9.11.14; BB 162-79; PI 11 193-22 PPF §113 - §226; RPP 1 & Il passim; LW 1 passim;
LWII 12-17.

30 PPF §113.
31 PPF §118.
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The image of the duck-rabbit does not change, and yet we see it differently.
Wittgenstein calls this experience “noticing an aspect.”*? Aspect perception comprises two
actions: noticing an aspect and making and internal relation. The way we see an aspect, he
tells us, is by making an internal relation.*3 That is to say, we notice an aspect when we
recognise an apparent similarity between one object and another.>* For example, when I see a
poster of a boy and perceive it as Harry Potter it may be because I notice apparent similarities
between the two children: that they both have long dark hair and oval glasses.*

There are two types of aspect perception: continuous seeing-as, and aspect dawning.
The former refers to an ability to see the object in just one way. Thus, when we see Jastrow’s
duck-rabbit, we may only see the picture as a rabbit and nothing else.*® Aspect dawning, or
the “change of aspect”, by contrast, refers to the moment that a person sees the image as one
thing and then as another.?” We might, for instance, look at the duck-rabbit image, see it at
first as a rabbit, and then as a duck.

There are also two types of aspects: conceptual and optical.’® The first is an
interpretation that is based on knowledge, not on our ability to recognise the properties of an

image. Glock states that: “at one end lie ‘conceptual’ aspects like those of the duck-rabbit,

2 Cf, PPF §113, LW I §493.
33 Ms 138, p. 5a.

34 Thus, there is an internal relation between the pentagram and the human hand when Wittgenstein says in
LFM, (p. 73) that “the hand has the same number of strokes as the pentagram has points”. Macha (2015: 12)
suggests that “internal” means something close to “apparent”. Wittgenstein seems to suggest that internal
relations are improper, when he contrasts them what he calls “proper” external relations, see TLP 4.122. See
also PPF §247; RPP I §§27, 169; RPP II §§544-5; LW I §§451, 488, 612.

35 Cf. Macha (2015: 90) who suggests the resemblance between two faces is an internal relation; though this is
more to do with the similar facial shapes than the facial features.

36 PPF §118. Mulhall (1990: 20.) suggests that continuous aspect perception was Wittgenstein’s main interest.
Baz (2020: 107) summarises one theory in which continuous aspect perception is said to be the first “state” of
perception.

37 This type of perception is very similar to what Gestalt psychologists commonly refer to as multistable
perception, see Schwartz ef al 2012: 896-905. See also Hans Keller 1951: 401.

38 On optical aspects, see RPP 1 970. On conceptual, see RPP 1I 509.
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which cannot be expressed solely by pointing to parts of the picture-object, but require
possession of the relevant concepts.”® In other words, we can only say that Jastrow’s picture
is either of a duck or of a rabbit based on our knowledge and mental images of those animals
and their shapes.

Optical aspects are interpretations that we get by looking at the parts of a picture.

Take Wittgenstein’s double cross example:*

We may either see it as “a white cross on a black background” or “as a black cross on
a white background” depending on the property of the picture we first notice, the black tone
or the white tone.*!

Wittgenstein’s aspect perception is both a state of seeing and an act of interpretation.
On the one hand, Wittgenstein suggests that seeing is a state that has a duration: a beginning,
a middle, and an end.*?> Aspect dawning is fundamentally similar to seeing: there is only so
long that we notice the duck-rabbit as a duck before changing aspect and seeing it as a rabbit.
On the other hand, Wittgenstein tells us that when we make an interpretation, we may form
hypotheses which prove false.** By this definition, noticing an aspect is also an act of

interpretation. Consider Wittgenstein’s face paradigm.** We can see a stranger’s face as the

3 Glock 1996: 38.
40 Cf. PPF §212.

41 Cf. PPF §212-215.
42 CF. PPF §248.

43 PPF §249.

44 PPF §143.
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face of a friend, but we realise that this noticing of an aspect is false: the person I thought was

my friend was in fact just a stranger.*®

Wittgenstein argues that there is a connection between aspect perception and
experiencing the meaning of a word.*® He does this by drawing a comparison between a
person who is aspect-blind (a person who is unable to see a change of aspect) and the person
who has meaning-blindness (someone who may know that a word has multiple meanings, but
will never be able to tell if a word has one meaning or another when he hears the word in
isolation).*” Thus, someone who is aspect-blind cannot switch between perceiving Jastrow’s
picture as a duck and then as a rabbit. He might appreciate why someone sees the image as a
rabbit, but cannot actually see that for himself. A person who has meaning-blindness knows
that a word has been used in a certain way, but still thinks that it is strange that someone
might use it in that context. Schroeder suggests that “Such a person would feel about
language in roughly the way we feel about recently learnt code words”.*® Consider

Wittgenstein’s example in PPF §263:

Suppose I had agreed on a code with someone; “tower” means bank. I tell him “Now

'7’

go to the tower!” — he understands me and acts accordingly, but he feels the word

“tower” to be strange in this use; it has not yet ‘absorbed’ the meaning.

45 On further similarities between seeing-as and sight, see PPF §248; RPP I §8, 1025; RPP II §§388, 547. On
other links between seeing as and interpretation, see PPF §254; RPP 1 §§27, 169; RPP II §544-5; LW 1 §451,
488, 612.

46 Cf. PPF §261.
47 Cf. RPP I §§202, 232, 239, 242, 247, 250.

48 Schroeder 2010: 370.
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By contrast, the person who can experience the meaning of a word can understand its
multiple uses when it is said in isolation. Wittgenstein informs us that a person who hears the
word “till” can hear it in any of its meanings: as a noun (a checkout), as a conjunction (until),
and as a verb (the act of raising crops).*’ Similarly, the person who hears the word “march”

can hear it as an imperative verb, or as a day of the month.>°

We can already gauge from this discussion why aspect perception is useful for our
purposes. The meanings of words and the objects of seeing-as are precisely the types of
representation with which this thesis is concerned. In chapter two, for instance, we examine
the meanings of the language that the primary narrator uses to present the shade. In chapters
three and four, we focus on how the living interact with the dead in a dream and in the
underworld. We can use this model to show how the living directly engage with the shades.
In short, Wittgenstein’s model applies not only to visual images but also language; it is an

interdisciplinary model.

Aspect perception, definition and applicability to the thesis argument

This thesis is interested in how the ghosts in Hades can be seen as substantial, as
insubstantial, as phantom images, and as the dead men themselves. The main argument of
this thesis is that the primary and secondary focalisers have diverse conceptions of the yoyn
because they notice differing characteristics of the shade. This means that seeing-as can work
as a model for our argument.>! After all, aspect perception concentrates on how we see
objects differently based on their properties. Kohler argued that we perceive stimuli as

organised wholes.>? Wittgenstein agreed with this, but argued that this organisation does not

49 PPF ii §8.

30 Cf. PPF §271.

SUCE. LW 1510 and RPP 1 961. See also Schroeder 2010: 360. Cf. PPF §247, §254.
52 Cf. Kohler 1947: chapter 5.
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solve the puzzle of seeing an object as something else.>® He clarifies this in the first volume

of his Last Writings:>*

You notice the organisation of an object (an object of perception). Or rather: you

notice something about its organisation; a feature of this organisation.

When we, for example, look at a triangle with a line at the top ( A ), we can see the
shape as a whole, but this cannot explain why we might see the shape as a “standing triangle”
or as a “hanging triangle”.>> Wittgenstein’s example emphasises that we create concept-laden
perceptions of aspects once we have noticed a feature of the object we are seeing.’® For
example, I might look more closely at the line on the triangle and be reminded of clothes
hangers. This concept in turn makes me think that the triangle is hanging. On the other hand,
I might look at it and be reminded of a church spire and think that the triangle is standing up.

Both of these conceptions have been gleaned from my ability to see a quality of the shape.

Wittgenstein, however, reminds us that conceptual aspects cannot always be noticed
from the features of certain stimuli. It is for instance not possible to take a “bare triangular
figure for the picture of an object that has fallen over,” by looking at its properties.” On the
contrary, seeing this aspect requires imagination.>® However, I would argue that, for the most
part, noticing a conceptual aspect requires noticing properties of the stimulus. Wittgenstein
argues that we cannot say that Jastrow’s picture is of a duck simply by pointing at parts of the

image, unlike the double cross.>® This is where I disagree: as a general rule, we notice

S3LPP 102.

S4LWI510.

55 LPP 102.

56 Cf. Wollheim 1980: 220; Schroeder 2010:360; Fodor 2014: 561 on the relations between perception and
concepts.

57 PPF §217.

8 PPF §217. Cf. PPF §114.

59 PPF §215.
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conceptual aspects by recognising a stimulus’ properties or features: namely not just its
shape, but also its expressions, traits, and behaviours. For example, I may say that Jastrow’s
picture is of a rabbit by telling someone to look at the indent just above the neck. I might then
explain that that is the rabbit’s mouth. On the other hand, I might see the duck aspect by
recognising that the so-called top ear is larger than the other. I then see that feature as a beak,
not as an ear. This property leads me to finally notice Jastrow’s duck aspect. The “conceptual
aspects” or interpretations we made have depended on our ability to notice different features

of the object. Consider also Wittgenstein’s face example:°

I contemplate a face, and then suddenly notice its likeness to another. I see that it has

not changed; and yet I see it differently. I call this experience “noticing an aspect”.

This ability to “notice an aspect” depends on our ability to select the properties of the
face. For example, the other day, I went to my local opticians and saw a poster of a woman
smiling. I recognised that the woman had dyed red hair and oval glasses. When I recognised
these features, I thought momentarily that it was my friend Cate (who at that time did have
red hair, and a similar pair of oval glasses). My ability to recognise these facial features led
me to “notice an aspect”: the image is of Cate. However, when I noticed that that woman had
different coloured eyes from my friend, I had a change of aspect: “that’s not Cate, that’s
someone else.” Another example of this so-called “property noticing” in aspect perception is
evident when we examine the “seeing dashes as a face” in Wittgenstein’s Brown Book.5! To
illustrate, I see a series of dotted lines and I say “that’s a face.” Someone might ask: “why do

you think that?” I explain: “the dots at the bottom form a crescent shape, they look like a

60 PPF §113.

SIBBII §16 p. 164.
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smiling mouth, the two dots above that are the eyes.” I can rely on my knowledge of faces,
and thereby notice a “conceptual aspect”, by looking at the layout of the dashes and pointing
to a particular pattern. Jastrow’s duck-rabbit, the double cross, and the dashes all have certain
properties that allow us to notice aspects and to see the stimuli as one thing or as another. The
aim of this thesis is to show how properties of the ghost induce the focalisers to describe the
dead as one thing or as another. Therefore, I restrict my analysis of aspect perception to

objects whose properties allow us to see them as one thing and/or as another.

In this thesis, I intend to apply aspect perception to the interpretation of mental
images. | argue that characters, both the living and ghosts, have different conceptions or
understandings of the yuyai because they are working from a mental image in which the
shade has characteristics of the living person and from a schema in which the incoming
resident in Hades has the same selfhood as the embodied person. Wittgenstein does not “want
to say that an aspect is a mental image. Rather, that ‘seeing an aspect’ and ‘imaging
something” are related concepts.”®? However, I would argue that the two are so closely
related that we are entitled to label the interpretation of mental images as an exercise of
seeing-as. Consider Wittgenstein’s discussion of seeing-as in geometrical shapes:®3

Take as an example the aspects of a triangle. This triangle

Yoo

can be seen as a triangular hole, as a solid, as a geometrical drawing; as standing on

its base, as hanging from its apex; as a mountain, as a wedge, as an arrow or pointer,

62 RPP II §543. See also PPF §254.
% PPF § 162.
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as an overturned object which is meant, for example, to stand on the shorter side of

the right angle, as a half parallelogram, and as various other things.

We can mentally picture this shape just as easily as we can see it.%* No matter whether we
imagine or see this triangle, we come out making similar interpretations. If I imagine this
triangle, and I have to describe it to someone, I would switch descriptions in the same way |
might change aspect when describing the shape. Thus, I might say that this shape I am
imagining looks like a mountain, a wedge, an arrow or pointer. Imaging and aspect
perception are both subject to will.5> Noticing an aspect is an experience where we see
differently an object that has not changed. Likewise, the shape which we have imagined does
not change, we can still see the triangular shape the same way. However, each time we
attempt to describe it, the mental image is different. Wittgenstein asks us to imagine the

illustration of a cube:%®

One could imagine the illustration appearing in several places in a book, a textbook
for instance. In the accompanying text, something different is in question every time:
here a glass cube, there an upturned open box, there a wire frame of that shape, there
three boards forming a solid angle. Each time the text supplies the interpretation of
the illustration. But we can also see the illustration now as one thing, now as another.

a So we interpret it, and see it as we interpret it.

64 Cf. PI §141. See also §§ 261, 366, 386.
65 Cf. RPP II §80 ~ §545.
66 PPF §116.
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But we do not just have to look at the illustration in the textbook to interpret it as one
thing and then as another. We can easily imagine the cube shape and provide different
interpretations of what it might be when I describe my mental image to someone: I can
(metaphorically) see it as an upturned box and as a glass cube. Seeing-as seems to be the
basis for understanding more abstract concepts. Consider Lakoff and Johnson’s metaphorical

principle:¢’

UNDERSTANDING IS SEEING; IDEAS ARE LIGHT-SOURCES; DISCOURSE IS

A LIGHT-MEDIUM

We express our ability to understand information by drawing from the source domain of
sight. This means that the experience of meaning and the imaging of objects are understood

as a kind of seeing-as. Take this rather trivial example from the Free Dictionary:®

Growing up, whenever my mom talked about my cousin being in the Navy Seals, I

always saw him as a literal seal wearing a military uniform.

The boy expresses his understanding of his mother’s description as a seeing-as.
Seeing-as is a model for understanding the interpretation of language. For instance, I might
use Wittgenstein’s own example about the multiple meanings of the expression “right turn”.®
I see it either as an instruction to turn in a certain direction or I see it as an instruction to turn
in any direction “right, turn!”. This means that Wittgenstein’s seeing-as can be the

fundamental basis to understand not just visual objects, but also mental and linguistic

phenomena. This gives us the justification to label seeing-as as an interpretation of schema

67 Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 85.
%8 See "see as (something)." Farlex Dictionary of Idioms. 2015.

89 Cf. PI §506.
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and information. Let us restructure some of Wittgenstein’s examples of seeing-as to help
explain how we notice aspects or meanings from schemata. When we remember the word
“march” and “till”, we can still alternate between their meanings. We can also appreciate the
act of noticing aspects from schemata when we examine Wittgenstein’s examples of the
language-game: “Giving orders, and acting on them.” 7° We experience the meaning of these
words, or notice their aspects, from schemata. [ might act on an order to tell the truth. This
order is a cognitive script: [ have always been instructed to tell the truth. But each time, my
understanding of this script can change: I might see this simple order as an instruction to
make confessions of my wrongdoings, or I see it as an instruction to snitch on others.
Imagine, also, a student, who studies politics and sees on the whiteboard the instruction: write
an essay on western democracy and labour unions. The student remembers this instruction
and has a mental image of it when he sits down and starts writing the paper. However, he has
various experiences of the paper’s meaning: he (metaphorically) sees the paper’s topic
differently each time he remembers the instruction. He at first thinks that the essay should be
about Margret Thatcher and the coal miner unions. He then changes and thinks that it is about
the electoral system in America and the Illinois labour unions.

Another core part of our argument is that characters make diverse metaphoric
constructions to describe the dead because the shade has some characteristics of the living,
and some of the incorporeal wraith. I propose that aspect perception is the reason why these
metaphors come to the fore. In Chapter Two, I will suggest that the secondary focalisers use
Bopdg, eldwAov, and corpse as conceptual metaphors to describe the wraith that appears, in
some sense, like the living person, but, in another sense, completely insentient and

immaterial. I suggest that the ability to construct metaphors is an ability to “notice aspects” of

the yoym.

70 PT §23.
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Scholars have examined the similarities between the reception of the metaphor and
the use of seeing-as.”! This is an analytic philosophical approach to the study of metaphor.
However, Lakoff and Johnson, who founded conceptual metaphor theory, have since
established that metaphors are conceptual modes of expression: they are essential means to
describe everyday concepts and activities.”> When we construct metaphors, we create maps:
we use our knowledge of known phenomena (the source domain) to describe abstract
concepts, physical sensations, or salient events (the target domain). Thus, with the metaphor
THE MIND IS A MACHINE, we use our knowledge of machines (the source domain) to
understand how the mind functions (the target domain). Cognitive linguists have attempted to
explain what motivates such metaphoric mappings to be created. Lakoff, Johnson and Grady
have proposed that “experiential motivations™ are the basis for metaphoric constructions.”
However, Grady since mentions that such experimental motivations cannot explain how we
can map the concept of thieves onto the target death in the metaphor DEATH IS A THIEF."
Likewise he criticises that we cannot use our own experiences to motivate the creation of the
metaphor ACHILLES IS A LION or BRAVE PEOPLE ARE LIONS.”

I argue that aspect perception is essential for the construction of conceptual
metaphors. I suggest that an internal relation is the essence of mapping. Consider, for
example, the metaphor MAN IS WOLF. We use our understanding of the animals (the source
domain) — their traits, their habits of survival — to understand the traits of the man in the

target domain. But this mapping presupposes that there is an internal relation, an apparent

" Cf. Hester 1966, 1967; Ricoeur 1977: 245-254; Davidson 1978: 46-47; Taylor 1989; Kemp 1991; Agam-
Segal 2014: 49; Méacha 2015: 187-190. See also Johnson (1981) for a comprehensive overview of the history of
classic metaphor theory and its relationship to philosophy. On metaphor and phenomenology more generally,
see Yoos 1971 and MacCormac 1982.

72 Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 18-20. On the cognitive linguistic approach to metaphor, see: Lakoff and Kdvecses
1987; Gibbs and Steen 1999; Gibbs 2008; Kovecses 2010; Macha 2016: 93-115, 2019: 2247-2286. See Zanker
(2019: 61-165) on conceptual metaphor in Homer.

3 Cf. Lakoff and Johnson 1980: 19, Grady 1997.

* Grady 2007: 320.

5 Grady 2007: 324.
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similarity between both the man and the wolf in order for the metaphor to be effective: both
must be predators, both survive best in social groups, and both can be aggressive. These
internal relations enable us to use the animal as a source to make sense of the target.

Conceptual Blending has since been seen as a model that can explain the meanings of
metaphoric constructions.’® Grady, Oakley, and Coulson, for instance, draw our attention to
the metaphor THE SURGEON IS A BUTCHER.”” The metaphor usually means that the
surgeon is bad at his job. By conceptually blending, we are combining two incompatible
images to create a new conceptualisation. Thus, in the blend, we project the butchers’ sloppy
actions onto the fastidious surgeon and thus get the meaning of the metaphor.

However, aspect perception is at the heart of this mapping scheme. Before we can
make this blend, we need to see an internal relation, an apparent similarity between the
butcher and the surgeon: they both cut bodies, and they dissect and remove parts of the body.
The internal relation in aspect perception seems cognate to the generic space in blending
theory: both describe what the source and the target domain have in common. However, in
most recent studies, the generic space in blending is considered an artifact of mapping.”®
Brandt and Brandt note: “In the case of animal metaphors (like: “Achilles is a lion) the
shared structure would be extremely meager; the ‘generic’ space would contain something
like the following: Some agent... The claim to such meager spaces demonstrates how
artificial a construct it is.””® Wittgenstein’s internal relation, by contrast, works as a better
mapping construct because it highlights more specific characteristics of the source and target:
they are both aggressive, they are predators, they are both fearless. In other words, the

internal relation helps us to see apparent similarities between the images in the source and

76 Cf. Fauconnier and Turner 2002. See also Pagan Canovas 2011; Zanker 2019: 14-18.
"7 Grady, Oakley, and Coulson 1999. Cf. Zanker 2019: 16.

8 See Oakley and Pascual 2017: 438 §26.8.

7 Brandt and Brandt 2005: 247 n 26.
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target domain, not just artificial ones. For this reason, aspect perception is indeed useful as a
mapping device.

Consider also Jastrow’s duck-rabbit image. Wittgenstein reminds us that, when we
see the image, we rely on our knowledge of the shapes of rabbits and/or ducks to help us
notice either aspect. Here we provide an internal relation: we know that the shape of the
figure in the picture is apparently similar to a duck and or a rabbit. From this, we provide a
conceptual map. We have relied on our knowledge of rabbits and ducks (the source domain,
the known domain) to understand the target domain, Jastrow’s picture. In other words,
reporting and noticing an aspect involve making metaphoric maps and constructions
respectively. Take this example from Kemp:®°

A child, reclined on a grassy bank, who says of a passing cloud that it is a bird, is not

making a metaphor; he is merely exercising his capacity for aspect perception.

When we apply cognitive metaphor analysis to this example, we see the child is
noticing an aspect and making a metaphorical construction. It is not possible to separate
seeing an ambiguous figure as something else from making a metaphoric construction. On
the one hand, the child is familiar with the shape of birds and is able to notice an aspect in the
cloud, much like the person who notices the duck and rabbit aspects by knowing the shapes
of the animals. On the other hand, the child’s description is entirely metaphorical. The child
presumably knows that there is a difference between a black bird and a fluffy cloud. When
the child says that the cloud is a bird, he knows that it is not an animal but something which
resembles an animal.®! By noticing the bird aspect, the child is making a metaphorical

translation: he gives bird-like properties (the source domain) to the cloud (the target domain).

80 Kemp 1991: 86.
81 Cf. PPF §235.
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This suggests that we will use metaphoric constructions when we report noticing
aspects. Consider, for example, Jastrow’s duck-rabbit image. When we look at this drawing,
we know that it is not literally a rabbit (which has fur) or a duck (which has a yellow beak).
When we notice an aspect, what we mean is “that photo looks like a rabbit.” However, when
we report this aspect, we use the metaphorical construction “it is a rabbit.” We rely on our
knowledge of rabbits’ shapes (the source domain) to make sense of the image in front of us
(the target domain).3?

This process of metaphoric mapping is a process of aspect perception. Seeing-as, as
we have defined it, involves noticing properties of a stimulus and foregrounding it over
others. Thus, for example, when we look at the double cross, we suggest that the white is the
foreground of the shape and put the other tone into the background. This is the same process
that we use when making metaphoric mappings. Metaphor involves a selection from the
many available properties of a subject in the source or target domain in just the same way that
noticing an aspect can involve selecting properties of the stimulus over others. Consider

Kovecses’ list of PEOPLE ARE ANIMALS metaphors:®?

PEOPLE ARE ANIMALS

That man was a brute, he spent the little he earned on drink.

You are putting the men down, and they don’t like it; they think you are being a bitch.
... a bunch of fat cats with fast cars and too many cigars.

AllT could hear was the producer screaming, “What the hell does the silly cow think
she is doing?”

I’ve had my eye on her. Stupid cow, she thinks I don’t know what goes on.

82 Cf. PPF §216.
8 Kovecses 2010: 153.
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He is a complete pig to the women in his life.
Look at the things that have been done by these swine.
Tell me what you did with the money, you swine.

The vermin are the people who rob old women in the street and break into houses.

It is important to notice that these conceptual metaphors emerge because the speaker
highlights, or foregrounds, the subject’s behaviour to use the animal metaphor. The producer
who calls the woman a “silly cow” does so once he recognises and pays attention to a feature
of her behaviour: her conduct is inappropriate. Likewise, with the example “I’ve had my eye
on her. Stupid cow, she thinks I don’t know what goes on”, the metaphorical expression
occurs because the speaker has noticed a feature of the woman’s character: that her
awareness is lacking. This process of metaphorical mapping occurs from our ability to
exercise aspect perception. That is to say, the writer or speaker manages to make these
metaphorical constructions by making an internal relation: he first observes how the
characteristics of the subject in the target domain are similar to that of an animal. Cows are

for instance considered unintelligent, swine untrustworthy and greedy, and vermin dirty.

Aspect perception and the dead in Homer

There are noticeable parallels between the objects of aspect perception and the
contradictory presentations of the dead. Wittgenstein tells us that we notice an aspect when
we see, for instance, a likeness between two faces. Achilles, after he wakes up from the
dream, notices how the ghost he met was strikingly like the dead man himself (yoyn

8QEOTNKEL YOOWGA T€ pupouévn te, / kai pot koot éméteddey, fikto 88 Ofokelov antd.).3

This means, by Wittgenstein’s understanding, that Achilles notices aspects of the shade.

84 11.23.106-107.
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The dead can switch between talking about themselves, at one moment, as a ghost,
and at another moment, as a corpse.®> Likewise, in the Nekyia, Odysseus presents the dead at
one moment as life-like and substantial and at the next insubstantial and witless. This
alteration seems similar to aspect-dawning: we change our views of what the dead are in just
the same way as we switch between thinking Jastrow’s picture is of a duck and of a rabbit. In
addition, there is a similarity between the observer who reports seeing an aspect and the
primary and secondary focalisers who use the metaphors to describe the residents in Hades.
For example, we suggested that the bystanders notice the “bird” and “plane” aspects and use
these as metaphors to describe Superman flying away. Similarly, when the ghost of Anticleia

flies away, Odysseus wonders if what he sees is his mother or an £{dmAov.3

There are also similarities between Wittgenstein’s double cross and the folk-model of
the dead in Hades. The former is an image that comprises opposing tones, black and white.
The shades also appear to have conflicting features. In character speeches, the dead person
has opposing properties: it is able to die and be beaten down just like the corporeal being, but
it can also travel to Hades like the incorporeal wraith.?” Notice also that the yoyn appears to
have conflicting characteristics when it appears as an illusory image of the once living
person. In the proem of the /liad, the yuyai, who are usually characterised as insubstantial

and disembodied entities,®® have the bodily strength of the living, {pOipot.%’ Similarly, when

8 Cf. 11. 23.71, 75-76; Od. 11.71-73.

8 0d. 11.207-215.

87 Cf. 11. 3.332, 5.646, 11.263, 20.294, 21.47-48; Od. 3.410, 6.11, 11.276-277.

8 Cf. 11. 5.696-697, 9.408-409, 14.518, 16.856-857, 22.362, 467, 23.99-101; Od. 11.222. Insubstantiality is a
characteristic both of the yoyn qua life-force soul and yoyn qua wraith. Thus, in /liad 1.3, the sense that the
ghost has opposing properties still appears whether we translate ip6ipovg yoydg as meaning “strong soul” or as
“strong wraith”. In Chapter One, pages 92-93, we will see that there is a conceptual link between the two
meanings of yoyn. On the meaning of yoyn in this passage, see note below and discussion in Chapter Two.

8 Cf. Lfi-gE s.v. {pfipog on the meaning of physical strength. This commendatory epithet for the yuyr| has
puzzled scholars. Apollonius read moAAdg o' ipBipovg kepaag Aidt mpoioyeyv, similar to /7. 11.55 and Hes. Cat.
Fr. 204. 118 M-W. However, we shall see that Apollonius’ reading is syntactically impossible. We shall explore
this passage further in the second chapter of this thesis. For discussions of 1.3 see Pagliaro 1956: 21-23, Pfeiffer
1968: 147 and n. 4; Warden 1969: 154-156; Redfield 1979: 101-103; Cairns 2001: 464-466. See Chapter Two
for further analysis of this passage.
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the shades of Patroclus and Hector depart, they appear to have both sentient and insentient
characteristics. On the one hand, the shades have sentience since they can express emotions
(yoowoa) like the living. On the other hand, the shades appear insentient since they fly away
like wisps of air (§x peBéwv nrauévn).”® Odysseus recognises that the yuyn appears just like
his mother yet, conflictingly, the wraith does not have the same cognitive abilities as she once
had.”! So too, when the ghost of his mother evaporates, she disappears like an insubstantial
shadow or dream, but still seems corporeal enough to make Odysseus think that she did not
stay still.”2All of this suggests that the characteristics of the shade are opposing, much like the
object that can be seen as one thing and then as another. These apparent correlations between
the presentations of the dead and the objects of aspect perception encourage us to explore
whether or not we can apply seeing-as to the study of the dead.

Aspect perception can also be illusory.”> We need only look at Wittgenstein’s face
paradigm to prove this. Even though we see a stranger’s face as someone we might know, we
realise that this perceptual experience is an illusion. The yvyn is an illusory image of the
dead, an idwAov.”* It appears just like the once living person, but it is without substance and
is merely a spectre.”> However, Romdenh-Romluc also emphasises that aspect perception
attempts to make sense of stimuli that cannot confidently be said to be one thing or another.

We cannot, for example, say whether or not the duck or rabbit aspect is a true or false

90 Cf. 1. 16.468-469, 23.880; Od. 10.163, 19.454. Here I follow Bortolotti and Harris’ understanding of the term
“sentience”, summarised by Scerri and Grech (2016: 14) as “the capacity to have experiences and react
internally to external stimuli.” By this definition, the wraith is both sentient and insentient: it has the emotional
capacity to react to external factors since it mourns the journey to Hades (sentience). But it is physically
insubstantial through its flight and cannot physically experience other stimuli (insentience). On the discussion of
insentience and sentience see Bortolotti and Harris 2005: 68-75.

oL Cf. Od. 11.140-144.

2.0d. 11.207-210.

93 Pace Romdenh-Romluc 2018: 100. She tries to argue that Wittgenstein’s aspect perception is not like Meleau-
Ponty’s Gestalt Perception because the former is not an illusory perception. But this distinction is based solely
on Jastrow’s duck-rabbit image. Romedenh-Romluc does not consider the other examples of seeing-as in her
discussion such as the face paradigm where we, mistakenly, look at someone’s face and see it as someone else.
For illusory perceptions, see: Travis 2004 and Merleau-Ponty 2013.

%4 Cf. 11.23.72,99-101, 103-107; Od. 11.83-84, 207-208, 391-393.

95 Cf. 11.23.99-101; Od. 11.207-208, 222.
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representation. Aspect perception can determine whether seeing something as something else
is false or indeterminate. This kernel of truth is precisely the reason why Wittgenstein’s
model is useful for our purposes. For example, Circe and Teiresias inform Odysseus that the
dead are insubstantial and witless.”® Yet Odysseus is indeterminate as to whether the dead are
witless or life-like, substantial or insubstantial. He talks to Ajax as though the ghost can
recognise and understand him,”” and he assumes the ghost of his mother is substantial when

he attempts to embrace it.”® The figures are, in Odysseus’ perception, not truth-apt.

There is also a similarity between the dead and objects of aspect-dawning. Consider

this example that Wittgenstein provides us:*’

I have a theme played to me several times and each time in a slower tempo.
Eventually I say “Now it’s right”, or “Now at last it’s a march”, “Now at last it’s a

dance”. In this tone of voice the lighting up of an aspect is also expressed.

The person alternates between aspects when the quality of the theme changes. This
theme has not changed, but the observer notices that the tempo has. This is useful for our
understanding of the dead. In the Nekyia, for example, the state of the dead reportedly does
not change; they are replicas of the once living person but they are in a constant state of
floating.!?° However, Odysseus, like the listener, notices that qualities of the shade can
change. He can see a shade display emotions. Achilles can, for instance, lament at one

moment but be happy at another.!?! If the listener can still hear the melody as something else

% Cf. Od. 10-493-495, 11.146-149.

97 Od. 11.553-562.

% 0d. 11.207-208.

% PPF §209.

10 Cf. 0d.10-493-495, 11.146-149, 11.222.
101 Cf. Od. 11.472 and 540.
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when the sound quality is prone to change, then we can also propose that the dead, whose

qualities of behaviour change, can also be seen as one thing and then as another.

I will argue that Odysseus sees the dead as the living in much the same way as a
bystander sees a stranger as someone else. Both notice aspects by looking at visible
properties. These properties inform the way they see the person as cognitively active or
unconscious. For example, sometimes we can see a resemblance between two faces, and
think that the stranger is someone we know. We make the assumption from these visible
similarities that the stranger (whom we presume to be someone else) has all the mental and
character traits of the person for whom we have mistaken them. Consider as well what
happens when we look at someone who is asleep or in an induced coma. For the former, we
may hear the person talking in his sleep, we may hear a groan and the sleeper moving. When
we witness these behaviours, we, momentarily, perceive the sleeper as awake and cognitive.
Similarly, when I saw my grandmother in a coma, I noticed muscle spasms, her eyes
sometimes moved around the room, and sometimes she looked at me before she went back to
sleep. These qualities led me to perceive my grandmother, if only momentarily, as alert,

awake, and mentally functional.

This example of aspect perception is similar to the one that Odysseus has when he is
in Hades. Teiresias and Circe inform him that the dead are witless, much like the nurse who
informed me that my relative is in an induced coma. But regardless, the life-like qualities
urge Odysseus to think that the dead are mentally functional. Notice that Odysseus qua

focaliser speaks to Ajax as though the ghost is angry because the shade remembered him:!%2

Alav, mod Tehopdvog apdpovog, ook dp’ Euedlec

12°:0d. 11.553-555.
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00d¢ Bavav AncecBon Epol yOAov giveka TELYEDV
OVAOUEVOV;. .. GAL™ drye dedpo, Gvas, tv' Emog Kai pdbov dkovorg
NUETEPOV: dApacov 0 HéEvog Kai dyrvopa Bupov.

Odysseus appears to recognise two features of the ghost’s behaviour. He notes that
the shade is angry (y6Aov) and that it is standing away from him (&AL’ &ye 6edpo). These
traits lead Odysseus to make an internal relation: he recognises that the ghost is angry with
him just like Ajax when he was alive. By recognising these similar characteristics, Odysseus
“notices an aspect” of the shade: he sees the ghost not as a witless being incapable of
recognising the living (as Teiresias tells him), but as a shade that has the same cognitive
abilities as the once living person. First, the ghost’s anger and decision to stand away from
the hero leads Odysseus to the view that the yoyn of Ajax is angry at him. This in turn impels
Odysseus to think that the ghost of Ajax can remember his victory over the armour. In other
words, the actions of the shade induce Odysseus to think that the ghost has the capacity for
memory. In this way, the focaliser, by recognising these traits, has a change in aspect: he no
longer sees the wraith as mentally deficient, but as a being that has all the same mental

properties as the living person.

Odysseus presents the dead’s consumption of the blood inconsistently. Teiresias
informs Odysseus that all the dead must consume this offering in order to recognise him and
speak to him.!%* But we note that Achilles and Elpenor do not need to consume the blood to
speak to Odysseus. My aim is to argue that this inconsistency represents how Odysseus qua

narrator shifts from the “witless” aspect to the “cognitive” aspect.

103 On Teiresias’ role as a prophet, see Torres Guerra and José Bernardino 2014.
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Vermeule, Tsagarakis, and Heath, however, argue that it is implied that Achilles does
drink from the blood.!** The reason, according to these scholars, for the lack of clarity is that
the poet wishes to avoid what Heath describes as “mind-dulling repetition.”!% However, I
will argue that the narrator does not mention the imbibing because Odysseus qua focaliser
perceives the dead as cognitively active at the time he interacts with them. We will explore
this issue more fully in Chapter Four, but some brief examples can support this argument.
Odysseus qua narrator suggests that the ghost of Elpenor speaks to Odysseus by itself
without consuming the blood &¢ £pauny, 6 8¢ p' oiudEag RueiPeto pod).!% This life-like
presentation of the wraith occurs at the moment Odysseus gua focaliser believes that the
ghost has the capacity to understand him and to respond to his question (EAnfjvop, nég RA0eg
oo {Ogov Nepdevta; / EeOng meloc iov i éyd obv vii pehaivn.).!?” Likewise, the ghost of
Achilles is not said to drink the blood when engaging with Odysseus (£yvo o0& yoyn pe
nodmkeog Alakidao / kai p” dhopupopévn Enea trepdevto tpoonhda).'%® Note that the
narrator presents the ghost as cognitive and active when Odysseus qua focaliser marvels at

how the ghost is still as capable as his living self.!%

What these examples show, I argue, is that Odysseus narrates the Nekyia through
embedded focalisation — that is, the narrator Odysseus describes the dead through the
cognitive filters he has at the time he was in Hades. This is intended to be a reductio ad
absurdum argument against Tsagarakis, Heath and Vermeule. The defence that these scholars
have for their reading is that omission is a narrative device. If we can prove instead that the

narrative device — embedded focalisation — is responsible for the way the secondary narrator

104 Vermeule 1979: 29; Tsagarakis 2000: 108-109 n. 456; Heath (2005).
105 Heath 2005: 393.

16 Od. 11.59.

107°0d. 11.57-58.

198 0d. 11.471-472.

199°0d. 11.484-486.
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presents the dead, then the narrator does not mention the imbibing because the focaliser sees

the dead as lively.

A helpful example of this embedded focalisation occurs when Odysseus narrates his
encounter with Ajax. Indeed, the secondary narrator presents the view of the focaliser who
has exercised his capacity for aspect perception. Consider the overture to Odysseus’ speech

to the ghost of Ajax in 11.543-546:

oin & Alavtog yuyn Tehapmviddao
VOGOV AQECTIKEL, KEYOAMUEVN elveka VIkNG,
TV Hv €Yo viknoo StkalOIeEVOg Topd VILGL

TeEVYXESY AU AyAfjog: €0nke 6& TdHTVIO PnTNp.

Just like the focaliser, the narrator suggests that Ajax’s anger and decision to stand
away from Odysseus is on account of the ghost recognising him and remembering the
competition over Achilles’ armour. The narrator, in other words, presents the same view of
the dead as Odysseus does when he “notices” that the shade is mentally active. In this way,

the narrator’s presentations of the dead reflect the focaliser’s capacity for aspect perception.

This embedded focalisation means that aspect perception can also explain the
inconsistent descriptions between whether or not the dead are substantial or insubstantial.
Odysseus qua focaliser, for instance, realises that his mother disappears like an insubstantial
dream, and yet her movements appear so life-like that he makes three attempts to embrace
her. This reflects the focaliser’s ability to see the dead as both life-like and insubstantial.

With seeing-as experiences, the subject’s skills and mental scripts inform the way he
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perceives the world.!'? For example I might walk around in a field daily and see rabbits. This
experience informs the way I see the rabbit aspect in Jastrow’s picture. Odysseus goes
through the same seeing-as experience since his scripted actions of talking and engaging with
his mother leads him to the perception that she can physically engage with him. This
experience can explain why the dead’s insubstantiality is so inconsistently represented by
Odysseus in the Nekyia: the narrator’s presentation of the shade represents the way in which
Odysseus changes aspect and sees the shade, at one moment, as life-like and, at another
moment, as insubstantial. Consider Gestalt Perception, Merleau-Ponty’s cognate model of

seeing-as, and his example which we shall call the sunlight-stone:!'!!

I see the illusory stone in the sense that my entire perceptual and motor field gives to
the light patch the sense of a ‘stone on the lane’. And I already prepare to sense this

smooth and solid surface beneath my foot.

We may be convinced that the patch of light is in fact a stone. However, when we try
to step on it, we realise it is immaterial and see it as a patch of sunlight on the ground.
Odysseus and the walker here both face similar perceptual problems: Odysseus’ perceptual
field makes him see the ghost of his mother as a corporeal being that has the substance to be
embraced. However, when he realises, like the observer, that contact is impossible, his view
of it changes and he realises eventually that it is a yuy1 that he has encountered.!'? Odysseus,
like the observer, uses his knowledge of humans (their substance) so that when he sees the
dead appear characteristically human in every other respect, he is misled again and thinks that

they do have substance.

110 See Romdenh-Romluc 2018: 102. This seems similar to what Minchin (2001: 78) refers to as a cognitive
script.

1 Merleau-Ponty 2013: 310.

12.0d. 11.222.
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In the course of this thesis, it will be argued that the dead and characters describe the
ghost in contradictory ways because they are basing their descriptions on a mental image in
which the shade has incompatible properties. Take for example the way that ghost of
Patroclus speaks about itself when it demands Achilles to bury his corpse in lliad 23.71:

Banté pe 6t tdyota, THAAG ATdao TEPNCW.

The wraith, at one moment, attaches its “I” to the corpse (8dnté pe), and at the next
attaches it to the yoyn that goes to Hades (mepnjow). My aim is to suggest that these
contradictory presentations of the dead are dawning aspects: the dead alternate between
seeing themselves as a corpse and as a wraith in just the same way that the observer
fluctuates between seeing Jastrow’s picture as an image of a duck and of a rabbit. I suggest
that the observer and the ghost of Patroclus are similar because they are working from mental
images. The observer changes from the duck aspect to the rabbit because he has a mental
image of the shape of ducks and rabbits, he knows that their shapes are similar. In the same
way, the dead switch between describing themselves as corpses and wraiths because they are
working from a schema, a mental model, in which the entity that journeys to Hades has the

same identity as the corpse. Take for example this passage from Iliad 3:'"*

TOV 800G amoeOipevov ddvat dopov A1dog elcm

Notice that the entity has some characteristics of the corporeal dead man since it can die
(dmo@Bipevov), and some of the wraith which can journey to Hades. This suggests that the
wraith and the corpse have, according to this mental image, the same identity relationship in

just the same way that the duck and the rabbit have the same shapes. What I shall argue, then,

113 71.3.322. Cf. 11. 5.646, 11.263, 20.294, 21.47-48; Od. 3.410, 6.11, 11.276-277.
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in chapters three and four, is that it is this mental image that allows for the ghosts to switch

between talking about themselves as corpses and as shades.

We have suggested that we make diverse interpretations, or aspects, of the ghost
because the characters are working from a mental image in which the inhabitant of Hades
continues to have the same “I” as the living. A parallel of this process of these
conceptualisations appears when we consider Fauconnier and Turner’s discussion of the
mental image (conceptual blend) of the ghost-brother in Spiegelman’s Maus II, a Survivor’s

Tale:''*

Art: I wonder if Richieu and I would get alone if he was still alive.

Francoise: Your brother?

Art: My Ghost-Brother, since he got killed before I was born. He was only five or six.
I didn’t think much of him when I was growing up. He was mainly a large blurry
photograph hanging in my parents’ bedroom. The photo never threw tantrums or got
in any kind of trouble. It was an ideal kid, and I was a pain in the ass. I couldn’t

compete. They didn’t talk about Richieu, but that photo was a kind of reproach.

Art creates a blend here with the formulation “Ghost-Brother”. We note from the
input Ghost that this sibling is dead, absent, now immaterial, incorporeal, and an object. And
yet, the other input of this blend, the input “Brother,” makes us imagine the once corporeal,
living, breathing sibling. Here we see that Art notices aspects of his sibling from the inputs of
this blend. Notice that the subject of the first sentence is the “Ghost-Brother’; but, in the

epexegetic clause (since), the subject is not the immaterial inhuman ghost; on the contrary,

114 Fauconnier and Turner 2002: 265.
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this is the corporeal being that once lived. How does Art go from imagining his brother as a
non-entity to then imagining him as a corporeal material being? Aspect perception seems to
be at the heart of this descriptive change. Art focuses on the brother component of the Ghost-
brother integration. This consequently leads him to switch aspect: he does not see the ghost
brother as a ghost, but as the living person who was once alive. The ghost again takes on the
identity of the once corporeal person. When Art says “I didn’t think much of him when I was
growing up”, we note that Art is talking about the ghost-brother, the absent brother.
However, he assigns the ghost the gender “he” of the once living, breathing sibling. In the
next sentence, the blend allows for a different match: Art informs Frangoise that his brother is
a photograph. Now we see a process by which the brother is imagined differently. He no
longer has human features, he is a photograph. Here the ghost input of the blend is given
most attention. Art no longer describes his brother as a gendered person but objectifies him:
“it was the ideal kid.” The illusive connotations of the “ghost” input lead Art to see his
brother as a non-person, an entity that is incapable of misbehaving, a photograph that “never
throws tantrums or got into any kind of trouble.” Art can change aspects, and shift from one
conceptualisation to another from the mental image in which the ghost-brother have the same
identity relationship. We are entitled to see how the dead in Homer, who also have the same
identity as the embodied being, can change aspects and talk about themselves inconsistently

as an incorporeal shade, and a corpse.

The discussion above does suggest that there are similarities between the dead in
Homer and the objects of aspect perception. Throughout this thesis, I will argue that the
descriptions of the dead are exercises of this mode of perception. However, the inquiry of this
thesis may seem “question-begging.” It may, for instance, seem unjustifiable to seek out a
theory of eschatology in Homeric epic. After all, the poems are not centred on making sense

of the paranormal. On the contrary, Odysseus needs to talk to the dead, not to explain the
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nature of the afterlife. This is a similar problem to the one which Stocking addresses when he
talks about his theory of selfhood in Homeric epic. His discussion potentially implies that
Homer presents an “ontological theory of the self” in poems which are not “philosophical

tracts.” Stocking addresses this issue by making the following admission:'!?

I do not wish to argue that the epics themselves provide us with a theory of the self
(for obviously, the poems have nothing to do with the work of theory as such - with
the work, that is, of making assumptions explicit, considering rival claims, drawing
out implications, etc.). The poems provide us rather with certain images and
characterizations of the self which it is our task to theorize. It is for us to make
explicit the poems’ assumptions about selthood, to defend a certain version of the
way those assumptions fit together to form a coherent whole, and to see what those

assumptions and their “fit” consequently imply.

Similarly, I do not wish to suggest that the Nekyia or Homeric epic presents an
eschatological theory. Rather, the poems provide us with certain presentations of the ghost
which it is our task to understand. I will draw attention to the many diverse descriptions of
the dead. Moreover, I will maintain that a certain cognitive model, “aspect perception,” is the
reason that these heterogeneous presentations of the ghosts fit together to form a coherent
whole.

However, in order to make this argument, I need to demonstrate that these ambiguous
presentations of the wraith are part of an “eschatological folk-model.” That is to say, I need
to show that these diverse characterisations of the dead are part of a poetic schema, a
conceptualisation of the ghost that was deep-rooted in the tradition inherited by Homer. This

demonstration will show us that these various presentations of the dead are not the product of

115 Stocking 2007: 57.
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incoherent compositional strands. Rather, they are a series of motifs in a poetic format that
present a coherent image of the entity that travels to Hades. The passages we have just
examined indeed indicate that the ambiguous imagery of the wraith conforms to these poetic
guidelines. Notice that we have just cited six passages in which the ghosts, who resemble the
living, are conflictingly deficient in terms of mental and physical substance. These sections of
the text do not present the ghost through prescribed verbal expressions; nevertheless, they do
present the same fundamental understanding of the shade: namely that the wraith has
contradictory features. In going forward, I will need to show that the other diverse
characterisations of the ghosts are part of this folk-model of the afterlife. By making this
demonstration, I will show that the ambiguous presentations of the dead are employed into
the epic to form a comprehensive image of the shade. We will turn our attention to this folk-

model in the following section.

The unitarian method and the eschatological folk-model

In the previous section, I proposed that we see a series of different conceptions of the entity in
Hades because this entity has conflicting characteristics. This basic argument, however,
presupposes that the different descriptions are designed to work together and are deliberately
employed within the epic. In other words, I have offered a fundamentally unitarian reading of
the text. To defend this, it is now necessary to explain why we should consider these
descriptions together, as a comprehensive whole.

Much of my argument is modelled on Clarke’s unitarian method of analysis, as
discussed in Flesh and Spirit in the Songs of Homer. Clarke opposes an analyst reading of the
text and, in so doing, suggests that the descriptions of the dead are not an “amalgam” of

different historical and cultural traditions of “life after death.” Instead, he explains that the
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images of the dead are so intricately “merged” that it is impossible to isolate the conception of
the dead as vékvg/vekpog (“the corpse”) from the yoyn (“flitting wraith”). Instead, he argues
that the inconsistent descriptions of the ghosts in Hades are “inherent in the tradition inherited
by Homer.”!® The vékvc, according to Clarke, is the name for the dead man “proper”.!!” These
vékveg can additionally do the things which the wraith cannot: namely, hunt, run, and
physically engage with the environment.!'® The yvy1 is the name for the “wraith”: the entity
that is physically insubstantial and “flits and wafts along the air.”!!® Clarke also suggests that
there is “a deeper ambiguity as to whether the inhabitant of Hades is the man himself, or
something we could call a wraith.”?° He suggests that ambivalent descriptions of the dead are
“combined strands of imagery” that form a “coherent whole.”!?! In other words, for Clarke, the
“ambivalence” of these descriptions provides “the key to understanding what the afterlife
means.” Clarke’s final interpretation is that the nature of death, in Homer, is as ambiguous and
indeterminate to the characters as it is to the scholars examining the text.!??

Clarke’s approach to the Homeric text is insightful and one which I shall adopt
throughout this thesis. However, my approach differs in two ways.

First, Clarke suggests that the ambiguous descriptions are merely inherent in the
tradition inherited by Homer. By this, Clarke means that different “traditions” are merged
together “full of ambiguities and unresolved contradictions.” According to him, there are
different “types of narrative” that account for the entity in Hades appearing as a corpse or as a
shade.'?’ By contrast, I suggest that all of these ambiguous descriptions of the dead derive from

a single folk-model. Simply, I argue that the ambiguous descriptions complied with a canon

116 Clarke 1999: 219. For a broader discussion, see 211-225.
17 Clarke 1999: 191.

18 Cf. Clarke 1999: 191, 222.

119 Clarke 1999: 194.

120 Clarke 1999: 191-192.

121 Clarke 1999: 208.

122 See Clarke 1999: 207-211.

123 Clarke 1999: 219.
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that was present in the epic throughout the Homeric oral tradition: namely, that the imagery of
the shade needs to be diverse and contradictory in order to articulate the existing folk-theory
of the dead (THE INCORPOREAL SHADE IS A DEFICIENT REPLICANT OF THE ONCE
LIVING PERSON AND HAS THE SAME SELFHOOD AS THE EMBODIED PERSON)
and to present the living characters’ inability to understand the ghosts.!** The problem with
Clarke’s position is that it opens him up to analyst criticism. After all, a later poet might have
wished to introduce a new narrative type not to present a comprehensible image of the wraith,
but to make explicit his own conceptions of the ghosts. If we instead argue that these ambiguous
presentations of the wraith are part of a single poetic format, then we can say that all of these

2

descriptions, whether “spurious” or “authentic,” attempt to adhere to a guideline: that the
ghosts must be ambiguous. In this way, we can avoid the arguments for “authenticity” and
“compositional amalgamation” entirely.!?> In other words, by arguing for the existence of this
folk-model, we are justified to suggest that these diverse descriptions of the dead form a
coherent concept of the ghosts.

Second, Clarke suggests that there are no epistemological differences between
secondary focalisers’/narrators’ and the primary narrator’s descriptions of the dead.!?° This is

128

a common position also among “pre-Genettian”!?’ narratologists.!”® However, 1 take a

fundamentally opposing stance to Clarke. I argue that this Homeric folk-model draws a clear

124 T use “folk theory” and “folk-model” interchangeably to refer to a mental template, a model or guideline that
is used to formulate metaphoric expressions. On this definition, see Lakoff and Johnson 1999: 60; Kovecses
2010: 325-326;

125 T should note that there is another type of analyst argument available: that some lines were interpolated or
removed to smoothe away existing inconsistencies. I will address these arguments when we are presented with a
particular textual criticism. I will defend these removed verses, when appropriate, by examining both supporting
wider evidence and the way in which a line is syntactically and semantically essential for us to read the passage
efficiently.

126 Cf. Clarke 1999: 138 n. 12, 190 n. 69.

127 That is to say, narratologists whose analysis predates Genette’s studies on internal focalisation (see 1983:
192-194).

128 See Auerbach 1953: 7. Auerbach calls the unique perspectives of the internal focaliser “subjectivistic-
perpsectivistic procedure.” This epistemological phenomena, Auerbach argues, is “foreign to the Homeric
style”. Effe (1975: 135-157) also dismisses this kind of figural narration in Homeric epic. Her arguments are
summarised nicely in de Jong 1997: 312-313.
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distinction between the primary narrator’s and secondary narrator’s/focalisers’ descriptions of
the dead. This eschatological folklore, I shall argue, invites us to examine internal and external

focalisers’ descriptions separately.

Unitarian analysis and the shifting conceptions of the dead

To commence, I justify my unitarian approach by explaining why we should read the
descriptions of the dead as a unified whole. By this term, I do not mean that there existed an
“authentic” version of Homeric epic, composed by one poet in the Archaic period.!?® Rather,
by “unified whole,” I mean that these seemingly inconsistent descriptions of the dead complied
with a guiding principle that was embedded in the Homeric poems throughout the oral tradition:
the dead, as images of the living, must not only have conflicting properties, but also have many
various names. By using such diverse imagery to describe the shade, the supposed later poets
were adhering to this guideline when making their putative additions to the Nekyia and other
parts of Homeric epic.!*® Hence, we need not seek an explanation relating to compositional
strata to elucidate the seeming “inconsistencies” in the descriptions of the dead. On the

contrary, we shall see that there is good reason to argue that the passages in these type scenes

129 For a comprehensive explanation of the Homeric Question, see Dodds 1954 and West 2011. See also Kahane
2012. On the analyst and unitarian issues in the Odyssey, see Bona 1966. On the unitarian need to explain
inconsistencies in Homeric epic, see Scodel 1998(a): 4. On ancient receptions of Homer, see: Heracl. Homeric
Problems.1.5-7; Plat.Rep.2.364d-e; Nonn.Dion.25.265; esp. Plut. On Homer. 54B 127. Nilsson 1950: 621;
Hunter 2004: 235. On the Homeric oral tradition, see Parry 1971; Nagy 1980, 1990: 7-82; Scodel 1998(b);
Kahane 2012: 60-68; Wolf (2014 edition).

130 Sourvinou-Inwood’s analyst explanation in fact gives us more reason to read the text as a unified whole. She
for instance debunks Heubeck’s (1992: 352-353) traditional unitarian reading: namely that Odyssey 24 is
“authentic” because of the thematic similarities between Odyssey 24 and earlier parts of the epic. She states
instead that: “the notion that the Continuation picks up themes prepared for in the earlier parts of the poem is far
less decisive. For an adequate Continuator would have done precisely that, would have interwoven his
composition in precisely such a way into the main body of the Odyssey” (Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 97). This
argument may discourage us from arguing that the text is “authentic” because of similar themes present in
different parts of Homeric epic. Nevertheless, she has highlighted that later poets did not want to break the
consistency of the text. Sourvinou-Inwood’s discussion greatly informs my understanding of textual “unity”, but
I will suggest below that the inconsistencies in descriptions of the dead are not the result of a later poet trying to
keep to the existing descriptions of the dead but of later poets keeping to an integral motif in this folk-model.
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are interpolated. Composition, however, is less crucial since the putative interpolating poets
keep to this folk-model and, so doing, ensure the inhabitant of Hades remains an intrinsically
ambiguous entity that characters interpret and perceive diversely.

This is clearly evident in /liad 23.65-101 and the Deuteronekyia in Odyssey 24.1-204.
Aristarchus athetised the latter (Odyssey 24.1-204) for a variety of reasons, three of which we
shall briefly review here.!3! First, Hermes is given the unusual office of psychopomp. Second,
the unburied suitors can enter Hades, a privilege which the ghost of unburied Patroclus does
not have in lliad 23.71-76. Third, the narrator describes how the dead go past a number of
locations which we do not see in the Nekyia: the gates of the sun, the land of dreams, and the
white rock.!3? The different attitude to burial rites, the unusual locations, and Hermes’ unique
position as psychopomp might encourage us to argue that Odyssey 24 was authored by either
a continuator of the Odyssey, or a putative “B-poet.”!3* Despite these different attitudes to
death, however, notice that the poet of //iad 23 and the continuator, or “B-poet,” both draw on
the same inconsistent imagery of the dead. On the one hand, the wraiths can interact with each
other and resemble the living;!3* on the other hand, they appear as witless flitting shades when
they transition from one world to the other.!3> The similarities reveal that both putative poets
are committing to a rule in which the primary narrator describes the dead man as a yvy1 who
appears both witless and lifelike.

Notice also that these ambiguous presentations of the dead are a common motif in

character descriptions. Characters present different views concerning the entity that survives

131 See Stanford (1954: 409-410) on Aristarchus’ issues with the Deuteronekyia and the scholiasts’ objections to
his claims. For more detailed discussion of the issues surrounding the composition of Odyssey 24, see Heubeck
1990: 353; Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 94-95f.

132 On the presentation of the white rock, see Nagy 1973.

133 On the narratological objections to Aristarchus’ interpretation, see page 55.

134 Cf. 1. 23.65-67 and 73 ~ Od. 24.14-204.

135 11, 23.99-101 ~ Od. 24.6-9.
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death by combining formula-patterns. This structure makes the analyst explanation seem
redundant. Consider, for example, Nestor’s speech in Iliad 7.129-131:

TOVG VOV €l mtdooovtag b  “Extopt mhvtog dkovoat,

TOAAG KeV dBavdrtolot pilag dva xeipag deipat

Bopov amo perémv dodvat dopov Atdog elocm.

In this passage, unusually, it is the Buudc that journeys to Hades, not the yuoyn.
Moreover, the passage contains a unique combination of formulaic phrases. This is, after all,
the first and only time we see the formula Qupov and perémv appear alongside the predicate
formula ddvar d6pov 'Aidog elow. This strange description led Bruno Snell to two hypotheses:
either this description came from a later poet “who did not know the Homeric usage,” or, “more
likely” it came from a rhapsode “who confused several sections of verses in his memory.”!3¢
Kirk suggests that this combination of formulae is “casual” and “careless.”!3” On the contrary,
this novel combination of formulaic phrases is a common motif in the characters’ descriptions
of the dead. Consider Odyssey 9.523-524:

‘ol yap o1 yuyig e Koi aidvog og dvvaiuny

gOVIV TOMG0G TERYaL Sopov Aidog elcw. ..

Odysseus threatens to send Polyphemus to Hades, bereft of yoyn and ai®v. Here again
we see a contradictory presentation of the entity that survives death. It is not the yoyn that goes
to the underworld, but the man himself. Odysseus, just like Peleus, creates this novel image of
the dead by combining formula-patterns.!3® This is one of the rare occasions where we see a

privative formula, yoyfic te xai ai®dvdg, and the formulaic phrase dopov "Aidoc elow occur

136 Snell 1953: 11.

37 Kirk 1990: 252 ad I1. 7.131.

138 According to Sourvinou-Inwood, Odysseus combines two formula-patterns to produce a vaunt which
contradicts the Homeric narrator’s belief about the survivor in Hades. See Clarke 1999: 138 n. 12.
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together in Homeric epic.'*” Consider, also, Hector’s memory of his near-death experience in
lliad 15.251-252:
Kol On &yay” €pauny vékvag kol ddp Afdao
Auott td’ Eeobau, énel pilov &iov Nrop.
This passage is similar to the description we see in Odyssey 9.523-524. It is not the

)140 where

yoyn, but the dead man who makes the journey to the house of Hades (ddp” Aidao
he is deprived of a life faculty (pilov diov frop.).!4! Hector creates an unusual image of the
dead by combining the privative formula ¢ilov &iov ftop with the formulaic variant Sdu’
A180.0.'*? Consider, also, Theoclymenus’ prophetic words in Odyssey 20.355f:

0LV 0& TAEOV TPpABupov, mhein d¢ Kol adAN,

lepévov "Epefocde vmod {opov

This passage does not contain an especially unusual combination of formulaic phrases;
however, it does suggest that the entity that goes to Hades is an €{dwAov. At no point in Homeric
epic, however, does the primary narrator ever state that the entity who travels to Hades is an
gldwlov. On the contrary, the primary narrator only calls the entity a yoyn €idwlov when it is

actually resident in the underworld (8vBa € vaiovot yoyod, eldoia kapdviov).'+?

139 1t is not necessarily the appearance of this particular privative formula that is unusual. After all, this formula
occurs only in two places, here and //. 16.453. Rather, it is the combination of this privative formulaic pattern
and the formulaic description of the journey to Hades that is idiosyncratic. See below.

140 Cf. Od. 12.21. It needs to be stated here that, like in Od. 9.523-25, the character uses a formulaic phrase
which occurs in only one other part of the epic. The formula d®p" Aidao occurs only in Odyssey 12.21. The
privative formula yoyfig te kol ai®vog only occurs in one other passage, 16.453. At first, we may think that
these formulae were imperfectly inserted into these speeches and are not part of a motif. However, we should
not linger over? this point for much longer. The d®dp” Aidao formula is a variation of other formulaic phrases
which talk about the being that journeys to Hades. Cf. /1. 3.322, 5.646. It is not the formula which is unusual; it
is the formula pattern which is novel.

141 For the formulaic phrase ¢ilov fitop, see: 11. 3.31, 5.250, 364, 670, 8.437, 9.705, 10.107, 575, 13.84, 15.166,
182, 554, 21.114, 201, 389, 425, 24. 50, 24.585; Od. 1.60, 114, 316, 2.298, 4.481, 538, 703, 804, 5.297, 406, 7.
269, 287, 8.303, 9.256, 10.198, 496, 566, 12.277, 16.92, 428, 17.514. 18.153, 19.136, 20.22, 22.68, 147, 23.53,
205, 345.

142 Cf. 1. 11.53-55. The primary narrator does hint, at one point, that the being which survives death is
corporeal; but this character description is different from the primary narrator’s description of the being that
survives death. The primary narrator never gives us the same detail as the internal focalisers, who state that this
corporeal being is a corpse deprived of life faculties.

43.0d. 24.14.
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These passages emphasise that it is a common motif for the shade to appear
ambiguously in the epic. This means that there is nothing to be gained by positing different
compositional strands of Homeric epic to explain the dead’s state of existence. Each passage
follows a folk-model whereby the secondary focalisers each present their own unique
conceptions of the ghost. In chapter two, we shall argue that these conceptions are reached
because of the characters’ ability to exercise aspect perception.

Let us now examine how these ambiguities feature in a type-scene. In Iliad 23 and the
Nekyia, we see a fundamentally similar narrative-type in which the living interact with the
dead.'** When we examine these scenes, we shall see that the two secondary focalisers /
narrators conform to the rule that the shade is simultaneously witless and life-like. This motif
reinforces the principle that these ambiguities do not emerge through issues of composition or
cultural amalgamation. Let us examine then Sourvinou-Inwood’s analyst argument. She
suggests that there is a distinction between the poet’s and the internal focalisers’ descriptions
of the dead in Hades.!* This is an important observation and one which will be given a great
deal of attention at a later point in this thesis. However, this narratological distinction suggests
that cultural amalgamation is not responsible for the heterogeneous descriptions of the dead,
as she argues.!*® Consider Achilles’ speech after the yoyn of Patroclus disappears:!4’

& momoL | Pé tic dott xoi giv Atdoo dopotct

Yoy Koi 0mAoV, ATap Ppéveg 00K EVi TAUTAY:

navvoyin yap pot [atpoxifiog dethoio

Yoy €PECTNKEL YOOMGA TE LVPOUEV TE,

Kot pot Ekaot’ énéteddeyv, Eikto 0¢ BEokedov aOTd.

144 On the broader topic of the hero descending to Hades, see Shapiro 1983: 7-18 and Dova 2012. On ghost
stories in antiquity, see Felton 1999. See also Kriick 2005.

145 See Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 78 and Clarke 1999: 138 n. 12.

146 Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 78, 84.

147 11, 23.103-107.
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According to Sourvinou-Inwood, this passage does not reflect Achilles’ conversation
with the ghost of Patroclus because the shades in /liad 23.72-73 were not witless. As a result,
she suggests that verses 103-104 were a character’s speculation:!48

In Iliad 23. 103-107 Achilles expresses that there exists in Hades a psyche and an
eidolon atar frenes ouk eni pampan. This view is not given any special authority in the
poem; it is presented as a surmise derived from his limited experience with the dead.
But it is interesting that he expresses this view as though it followed from his encounter
with Patroklos, while it does not. On the contrary, the shades who prevented Patroklos’
shade from crossing the river and entering Hades (Z/. 23. 72-73) do not belong together
with the same concept of witless shades. That is, the latter image was not articulated by
a poet in whose assumptions the shades were witless. Thus, in this episode two different
perceptions of the nature of the shades are juxtaposed... One context in which this can
be made sense of is if we suppose that in the poet’s and audience’s assumptions shades
were “lively”, so that nothing problematic registers with regard to the shades’ actions
as reported by Patroklos, and Achilles’ statement that the shades have no phrenes was
perceived as one character’s speculation.

Sourvinou-Inwood speaks as though the contradictory descriptions of lively and witless
shades exist between lliad 23.72-3 and 103-107. But these ambiguous presentations of the dead
also exist within 103-107. Let us consider the latter passage in more detail. Sourvinou-Inwood
seems to take @péveg ovk &vi maumav to mean that the dead in Hades are devoid of wits and

mental substance.!*® If we accept her interpretation, then we see that such inconsistent

148 Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 78.

149 Much has been written about the meaning of @péveg in /1. 23.104°. Some suggest the word means intelligence
(see Aristonicus and Schol. bT ad II. 23.104; Mazon 1942: 223-224; Rieu 1950: 414. Cf. Eustathius ad
0d.11.476.), while others claim that it describes the ghost’s lack of physical substance (Schol. ZYQX ad /.
23.104; Bohme 1929: 95-96 n 3; Sullivan 1988: 50; Richardson 1993: 178; Zaborowski 2003: 298 n 32.). I will
discuss the meaning of this word and this passage in the third chapter of this thesis. However, I feel it is best for
now to accept Sourvinou-Inwood’s translation in order to provide a reductio ad absurdum argument against her
analyst stance.
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descriptions cannot be, as she argues, the result of an amalgam of different cultural or historical
attitudes to the afterlife. For example, in 105-107, the shade of Patroclus seems “lively”:
Achilles explains that the ghost displayed emotions and could speak just like Patroclus himself.
This explanation occurs just after Achilles states, in 103-104, that the dead completely lack
mental substance. This juxtaposition means that the two contradictory beliefs, the “lively” and
“witless” shades, are intimately linked. This intimacy does not occur elsewhere in other forms
of cultural amalgamation. Kirk, for instance, argues that Homeric epic contains a “cultural
amalgam” of historical weapons. He is able to make his case by isolating the passages in which
the primary narrator describes Mycenaean and neo-geometric armour.'>° Snodgrass observes a
number of isolated passages that describe different marriage practices.!>! These isolated
sections of the text lead him to conclude that these nuptial customs were “derived from a
diversity of historical sources.”!>? By contrast, in 23.103-107, the contradictory descriptions
appear within the shift of a single line. Such a sudden change means that we cannot separate
the belief surrounding the witless shades from the lifelike shades, as we could with the
descriptions of nuptial practices and historical weaponry in Homeric epic. Therefore, the
contradictory descriptions of the dead cannot be the product of an “amalgam” of various
historical and cultural conceptions of life after death. Rather, the sudden shift of conceptions
indicates that these ambiguities of the wraith were inherent in the tradition inherited by Homer.
We need to understand that the shade is, somehow, simultaneously lively and witless in this
scene.

The problem we find with Sourvinou-Inwood’s analyst stance is that it is difficult to
claim, based on the above argument, that the Nekyia is an amalgam of different cultural

attitudes to the afterlife. After all, the Nekyia and Iliad 23.65-107 are structurally similar. Both

130 Kirk 1962: 179-188, esp.181-182, 188.

151 Snodgrass 1974: 115 n. 16 and n. 17. On similar suggestions of conflation in Homer, see Gray 1947: 109-
121; Sherratt 1990: 807-824.

152 Snodgrass 1974: 118.
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episodes describe how the living internal focalisers interact with the dead for the first time. In
addition, both Odysseus and Achilles retrospectively describe their encounters with the ghosts.
If Achilles presents the wraith as simultaneously life-like and witless, then Odysseus, in the
Nekyia, will also present the ghost as both mindless and cognitively active. Moreover, if
Odysseus has, like Achilles, never interacted with the dead before his catabasis, then
inconsistencies would be expected because the entity in Hades is fundamentally abstract to
him. There is certainly every reason to argue that Odysseus does, in fact, adopt the same
position as Achilles in liad 23. Let us consider Odyssey 11.37-43:153

yoyoi vreE Epéfevg vekdmv Katatedvnotwv.

vopeot T” NiBeot 1e ToAOTANTOL TE YEPOVTES

napBevikai T dtadal veomevBéa Bupov Eyovaoat,

TOALOL 0™ 0VTApEVOL YOAKN PESY EYYEINOLY,

dvopeg apmipartol fePfpotopéva tedye” Eyovreg:

ol moAlol mepi BOOpov époitmv dAroBev dALOG

Oeomeoin oyt ue 0 yAwpdv d€og fpet.

Odysseus, like Achilles in 23.104%-107, presents the shades as simultaneously witless
and life-like. At the start, the dead appear to have the same emotions as they did in life
(mopBevicai T dtaiai veomevOéa Bopov Exovcar). At 42, however, they make the witless
screeching sound that is typical of the yuyn once it escapes from the dead man.

Aristarchus and modern scholars have often argued that the Nekyomanteion and

Catabasis present two different views of the inhabitant of Hades.!>* According to them, the

153 Alexandrian scholars regarded this passage as spurious because the dead approach the blood in a group,
whilst the other dead come one at time. But it is difficult to athetize the passage on these grounds. After all, in
the Catalogue of Women, the heroines come to the blood in a group before Odysseus urges them to drink one at
a time (Od. 11.228f). Agamemnon comes alongside the people that died around him (Od. 11.387-389) and
Achilles approaches Odysseus with his comrades Patroclus and Ajax (11.467-470). On other objections to this
Alexandrian argument, see van der Valk 1949: 258.

154 The bibliography for this issue is huge. On the analyst stance, see: Wilamowitz 1884: 199-226; Schwartz
1924: 319; von der Miihll 1938: 3-4; Page 1955: 26-27; Kirk 1962: 236-237; Tsagarakis (2000: 123) concludes
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former episode is narrated by a poet who believed that the dead were witless and needed to
consume blood in order to speak with the living. The latter is by a later poet who thought the
dead were lifelike. However, the passage above suggests that the two beliefs of “lively” and
“witless” dead were not separate, but intimately linked. After all, within five lines, Odysseus
goes from describing the dead as lively, to describing them as witless beings that screech. This
passage is, as we stated above, similar to Achilles’ description because the dead are described,
almost simultaneously, as both lifelike and witless. This suggests that the heterogeneous
descriptions were not only part of a folk-model but were also part of a type-scene in which the
internal focaliser or secondary narrator sees the wraith as having diametrically opposing
properties: cognition and mindlessness. Moreover, like Achilles, Odysseus assigns different
names to the survivor (yvyn, eidwiov, and vékvc) in order to understand the dead man’s state
of being. Indeed, Odysseus’ reference to the dead man as an €idwAlov reflects how he initially
perceives the dead as &idmia (1] i pot eldwiov 108° dyawn Iepoepdveio / Gtpov’).!>> In
addition, both Achilles and Odysseus have the same preconception that the survivor is
physically substantial. After all, they both rush to embrace Patroclus and Anticleia respectively,
only to realise that contact with the dead is impossible.!°

The similarities between Achilles and Odysseus problematise the suggestion that the
contradictory images of the dead are a cultural amalgam of eschatological beliefs. If Achilles
tries to comprehend the inhabitant of Hades by providing a variety of ambiguous descriptions
of its state of being, then it is plausible that the similarly ambiguous descriptions of the dead
present in the Nekyia are the result of Odysseus struggling to understand the wraith’s state of
being. Thus, Odysseus qua narrator and Achilles gua focaliser both confront the same problem:

they have to recount their experiences with the dead by providing diverse descriptions of the

that the two narratives, the Nekyomanteion and the Catabasis, are responsible for the contradictory images of
the dead. See also Schnaufer (1970) for useful discussions on the dead in Homer.

155.0d. 11.213-214 ~ 11.83.

156 1. 23.99-101 ~ Od. 11.206-208. See Galhac 2017: 84-85 for a comparison of the two scenes.
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ghosts. The similarities between the two characters enable us to see that the ambiguous
descriptions of the dead are part of a narrative type-scene.

The ambiguities of the wraith were a feature of a folk model that existed throughout the
epics’ oral transmission. The task in front of us now is to show how aspect perception is part
of this poetic format. Moreover, we need to demonstrate how the epistemological differences
between the primary narrator’s and secondary focalisers’ presentations of the shade are a part
of'this folk-model. I will now turn my analysis to //iad 23 to demonstrate that aspect perception
and the various epistemologically distinct views it induces are part of this traditional folk-

model.

The epistemological distinction between primary narration and character descriptions

We have now established that the ambiguous descriptions of the dead are a motif in this folk-
model. Let us now demonstrate that aspect perception and the epistemologically distinct views
of the dead it produces are part of this poetic canon. We can begin this demonstration by first
acknowledging that secondary focalisers/narrators present the shade in ways which are distinct
from the primary narrator’s descriptions. We have mentioned, though without fuller comment,
that it is common for internal focalisers to have conceptions of the dead person which differ
from the primary narrator’s descriptions. For instance, characters imagine the entity that
journeys to Hades is either a yoyn, €idwiov, or Buude. These diverse descriptions of the dead
do not appear in the primary narrator’s portrayal of the shade. We can, then, already begin to
acknowledge the epistemological differences between primary and secondary narration when
we examine imagery related to the dead.

We can begin to see this distinction by comparing the Nekyia and Second Nekyia.

Clarke argues for the “authenticity” of the latter book by providing a comprehensive
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comparison of the two episodes.'”” However, impressive though this analysis is, what Clarke’s
study actually reveals is that there are epistemological differences between the primary
narrator’s and secondary narrator’s presentations of the dead in both Nekyias. He rightly
acknowledges at the start of his discussion that “the dead of the Second Nekyia are always
referred to as yoyai, never as vékveg/vekpoi.”!® But this is also true in Iliad 23.65-101. The
name vékvec/vekpot for the inhabitant of Hades is completely absent in this episode. In fact,
this name for the shade only occurs in character speeches.!>® This lexical choice already draws
a distinction between the primary narrator’s and secondary focalisers’ descriptions of the
inhabitant of Hades. We note other lexical distinctions between the primary and secondary
focalisers’ descriptions of the wraiths’ movements. Consider also the bat simile when the yoyai
of the suitors travel to the underworld:!®°
...Tai 8¢ Tpifovcat €movro.

a¢ 0" Ote vukTePideg puyd dvipov Becmesiolo

tpilovoar motéovtat, Enel K€ TIC Amonégnoty

oppafod €k métpng, Avé T AAANANCY ExovTat,

O¢ ai TeTpryvion G’ ficav.

Clarke makes the important claim that this imagery is distinct from that which we see
in Odysseus’ Nekyia:'°!

The imagery of the bat simile does seem to draw on aspects of Homer's image of the

youyn, but in its visual precision is unlike anything in Odysseus' Nekuia or in the /liad:

this suggests strongly that the poet of the Second Nekuia is drawing on the more

baroque image of the yvyn actually taking on the form of a bird (see Ch. 1, p. 5).

157 Clarke 1999: 225-228.

158 Clarke 1999: 226.

159 Cf. 11. 15.250; Od. 10.518, 526, 536, 12. 383; LfirgE s.v véxdg BIL
160.0d. 24.5-9.

161 Clarke 1999: 227.
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This is a useful comparison, but Clarke’s analysis overlooks the differences between
the primary and secondary narrator’s descriptions of the dead. For instance, the precision of
this simile suggests that the primary narrator can visualise the journey to Erebus, and describe

the wraiths’ voices more clearly than Odysseus in his narration.!¢?
y Yy

Indeed, Odysseus admits
that he does not know how the wraith of Elpenor came to Hades,!% and also admits to Circe
that he is unclear how to journey to the underworld.'®* Odysseus gua narrator is only able to

say retrospectively that the wraith travels to Hades, !

after the ghost of Elpenor describes this
journey.'® In other words, the “baroque image” indicates that the primary narrator has a more
authoritative voice than the secondary narrator about the journey to the other world. Moreover,
notice that Odysseus’ simile for the noise that the dead make is less precise: they do not sound
like bats that move in a cave, as the primary narrator tells us; but rather sound like birds.'®” In
addition, the secondary narrator attributes these sounds not to the yvyai, as the primary narrator

r 168

does, but to the véxvec/vekpoi.'®® Furthermore, the secondary narrator’s acoustic imagery is

even more imprecise than that of the primary narrator: Odysseus merely refers to the sound of
the dead as an “awful screeching” (Osoneoin iayf).'®

In fact, one of Aristarchus’ arguments for interpolation, which Clarke tries to rebut,
suggests that the secondary and primary narrator have access to different knowledge of Hades.
Clarke posits that the contradictory topographical descriptions do not prove that the Second

Nekyia is an interpolation. On the contrary, he observes that the wraiths take a different route

from that which Odysseus takes to reach Hades: “Odysseus’ route was hardly the usual one

162 pgce Clarke. The absence of this detailed simile in /liad 23.99-101 is irrelevant. We can see that the two
primary narrators both use the same word to describe the wraiths’ sounds, tpifm. In addition, both primary
narrators grammatically attribute this sound to the yvyoi. This particular lexical choice and grammatical
construction is exclusive to the primary narrator’s descriptions and never present in character-descriptions.
16.0d. 11.57.

164 0d. 10.501-502.

165°0d. 10.559-560.

166 0d. 11.64-65.

17.0d. 11.605.

168 0d. 11.605, 632-33.

199 Cf. Od. 11.43 ~ 633.
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taken by the dead.”!” This argument may undermine Aristarchus’ reading, but it does not
necessarily prove that the Second Nekyia is authentic. In fact, Clarke reveals an important
narratological feature: the primary and secondary narrator have distinct views of the afterlife.
After all, secondary narrator cannot possibly describe the same places as the primary narrator,
because the two narrators follow different routes to Hades. The two narrators, therefore, have
different access to knowledge of the underworld. Clarke’s argument, in other words, highlights
that the primary narrator and secondary narrator have very different conceptions of Hades.

These are only a fraction of the issues Clarke addresses, and we shall address the other
concerns at a later point in the thesis. For now, it is important to observe that the differences
between the first and second Nekyia are explained by the epistemological variations between
primary and secondary narration.

This discussion establishes that there are differences between the primary and
secondary narrator’s conceptualisations of the dead. We now need to show that these various
conceptions emerge because of the shade’s novel combination of properties. We now need to
show how this characteristic of metaphorical mapping and aspect perception is present in other
scenes in Homeric epic. This will enable us to see that aspect perception is part of this folk-
model in the Homeric tradition.

I proposed that the yoyai’s opposing characteristics induce the primary narrator and
secondary focalisers to have varied conceptualisations of the ghost. These properties impel
the poet to describe the entity as a wraith or as a bodily being. By contrast, these features of
the ghost impel the secondary focalisers to see the dweller of Hades as a yoyn, eldwhiov, or as
a corporeal being. Let us now examine how these properties of the ghost emphasise
epistemological differences between the primary narrator’s and secondary focalisers’

conceptions. Consider the scene with the ghost of Patroclus and Achilles in //iad 23. Notice

170 Cf. Clarke 1999: 227.
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that the yoyn has both corporeal and incorporeal properties. The shade after all has all of the
life-like and corporeal features of Patroclus:!7!

MA0e & £mi woyn) MatpoxAfiog dedoio

Tavt avT® péyefog te kol dppota KA ikvia

Kl povNV, Kai tola mepi ypot elnata £oTo.

However, at the end of the scene, the wraith appears primeval and disembodied,
disappearing like a puff of smoke and screeching:!7?

O¢ Apa povnoag apé&ato xepoi eiknow

o0d” Ehafe: yoyr ¢ Katd yBovog nite Kamvog

MYETO TETPLYLIOL.

These properties of the shade impel both the primary narrator and secondary
focalisers to have similar, but varied conceptions of the wraith. The life-like characteristics of
the shade induce the primary narrator to describe the ghost as the man himself. Notice that
the dative masculine pronoun ot signifies the once living, breathing Patroclus that had the
capacity for speech (pwvrv). After the wraith speaks like Patroclus, the primary narrator uses
the masculine pronoun to refer to it:!7?

TOV O’ AmapePOUEVOC TPOGEPT TOJOS MKVG AYIAAEDG

In this way, the life-like traits of the wraith induce the primary narrator to describe the
inhabitant as the bodily being. These seemingly human properties of the shade also impel
Achilles to see the ghost as a corporeal entity. After the ghost of Patroclus speaks to him,
Achilles believes that the ghost has the substance to be embraced:

‘Tinté po1 Moein kepoin dedp” eiiniovbog

Kol pot tadta €kaot Emtéddent; adTap yM TOL

171 1. 23.65f.
172 11. 23.99-101.
173 1. 23.93f.
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névto PaA’ EKTEAE® Kol TelcopoL MG OV KEAEVELS.

GALG pot Gocov oTiifL nivovld mep dpeiPordvTe

aAAMAovg 6Aoolo tetaprndpesta yoo1o0.

It is noteworthy that Achilles makes two references to Patroclus’ ability to speak
(émréddear... kehevelg) before he comes to the presumption that the inhabitant has the
materiality to be embraced (pivovod mep apeifarovie / aAiniovg). These consecutive
clauses emphasise that Achilles believes the inhabitant is a bodily being after he
acknowledges the shade’s human characteristics. In this way, the life-like properties of the
wraith encourage Achilles to see the entity as the corporeal Patroclus. However, Achilles’
presentation of the ghost varies from the primary narrator’s modes of expression. For
example, it is this entity’s combination of living and witless characteristics that results in
Achilles’ confusion and his subsequent need to call the inhabitant by two distinct names:
yoyn (shade) and idwAov (phantom image). The primary narrator, by contrast, never uses the
eldwlov as a name for the dweller in Hades. Aspect perception, in other words, is the mode of
perception that allows the secondary and primary focalisers to describe the wraith in unique
ways. The distinct nature of these descriptions informs us that both focalisers have varied
ways of conceptualising the resident in Hades.

The evidence we have collected in both of these sections emphasise that aspect
perception is indeed at the heart of the various descriptions of the dead in Hades. Moreover,
the discussion above highlights that aspect perception reveals the epistemologically distinct
views of the ghosts in primary narration and secondary focalisation. In the rest of this thesis, I
hope to show that this model of perception accounts for the other seemingly ambiguous and

metaphorical descriptions of the dead.
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PART ONE

THE WRAITH AND THE JOURNEY TO HADES.

Chapter One

The coherence of death

Introduction

In the introduction to this thesis, I argued that the diverse presentations of the dead resulted
from metaphoric and narratological differences in aspect perception. But this argument
fundamentally assumes that these seemingly contradictory presentations of the dead arise out
of a coherent conception of the ghost’s state of being. Before I can make my argument, I first
need to demonstrate that Homer presents a coherent view of death. This will pave the way for
us to argue, in the following chapters, that the many presentations of the wraith attempt to
articulate a folk-theory of the yuyn (THE INCORPOREAL SHADE IS A DEFICIENT
REPLICANT OF THE ONCE LIVING PERSON AND HAS THE SAME SELFHOOD AS
THE EMBODIED PERSON).

The purpose of this chapter is to show that the diverse presentations of a person’s
death form a comprehensive whole and that death involves a remnant transitioning from the
mortal world to Hades. This discussion will be essential not only for justifying this thesis’
methodological approach, but also for justifying my basic argument. So far, my argument has
been grounded in the assumption that there is a single conception of death in Homeric epic:
namely that the yoyn leaves the body and journeys to Hades when the person dies. But there

are various presentations of death in Homer which at first seem at odds with this attitude: that
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the yoym perishes upon the person’s death, and that death occurs when chthonic deities grasp
the individual. We will need to show how these images form together to present a coherent
whole. By showing that these presentations harmonise with the conception DEATH IS A
JOURNEY TO HADES, we are more inclined to argue that the diverse representations of the
ghost, in Homer, are efforts to describe a single conception: namely that the ghost has
conflicting properties. This, in turn, will allow us to investigate how aspect perception is the
model that unites these various presentations of the wraith.

The first part of this chapter aims to examine how the presentations of death as a
seizing and as a fated moment are coherent. I begin by explaining where these two
representations of death feature in the series of events surrounding the person’s death.!7* I
argue that there are three stages that the Homeric man goes through when he dies. He begins
by entering a process of dying: he starts to deteriorate and begins to lose his faculties.!” The
person dies when he completely loses functionality and his faculties are irreversibly
destroyed. There is then the post-mortem existence: the dead man’s remains transition from
the mortal world to Hades after the faculties no longer function. I will suggest that death as a
fated moment and death as a grasp fit in this sequence by representing the moment that the
person dies. I will then go on to suggest that these two representations are coherent because
they attempt to follow a basic metaphoric schema: SALIENT EVENTS ARE

ENCOUNTERS.

For the second part of this chapter, I examine the role of the yoyn in these death
scenes. I argue that the descriptions of its destruction and disappearance complement the
conception that the yoyr leaves the mortal world and journeys to Hades. Specifically, I argue

for a metaphoric and metonymic reading of the yoyn in Homeric death descriptions. My aim

174 For further useful discussions on death in Homeric epic, see Griffin 1980; Garland 1981; Morrison 1999.
175 ¢f. 11. 2.106, 4.522-526, 24.742-745.
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is to show that the descriptions of destruction are hyperbolic in these various metaphorical
constructions. By extension, [ argue that these metaphoric constructions do not conflict with
the conception that the post-mortem yvyr journeys to the underworld. This line of argument
will help us to demonstrate that there is coherency in Homeric ontological descriptions and
that these descriptions, no matter how diverse, all adhere to a single conception of the

afterlife.

A way we can begin to argue for a coherent system is by suggesting that Homer
presents a comprehensive sequence of events that occur when the person dies. Let me begin
by first drawing a distinction between dying and death. I will then suggest that the death
scenes involving Bdavatoc, kfjpeg, or poipa present the moments leading up to the death, the
point at which the person dies. I will also argue that death as a fate refers to the moment
when this lethal embrace occurs.

We can begin by suggesting that dying is a process of losing a life force, and death is
the result, the terminal point at which life is completely lost. Temporally speaking, death
extends from the moment that the wraith leaves the body and journeys to Hades. Dying by
contrast refers to the span of time that the person begins to lose functionality. I define dying
in this chapter as the point at which the person begins to deteriorate and begins to lose his
faculties.

Death, by contrast, comprises two different stages: the moment at which the person
dies (he completely loses functionality and his faculties are irreversibly destroyed) and the
post-mortem state (his remains transition from the mortal world to Hades after the faculties
no longer function.

We can see this graduation between dying and death in the examples below. Dying is
the process of losing functionality. In this dying process, the person can still do some of the

living activities moments before his death. Death is the endpoint where all functionality is

62



gone for good, and the dead man is a mindless corpse. A dying person falls

(bvrioxovteg Timtmot)!7® yet he can also engage with others.!”” Andromache, for instance, is

bitter that her husband died in battle and that he could not reach out to her whilst dying:'”8
guol 8¢ paiota Aelelyetat dhyso Avypd.

oV Yap pot Bvriokav Aeyéov ék xeipag dpegag,

008¢ Ti pot glmeg TUKIVOV Em0g, 0D T KeV oiel

HERVIUNY VOKTAG T€ Kol HHOTO dAKPL YE0VTOL.

Andromache suggests that dying involves her husband having the cognition and
awareness to reach out to his wife. We see a similar scene in Agamemnon’s narration of his
death. Agamemnon, dying with a sword plunged in his chest, is able to raise his hands before
striking them on the ground: avtdap £yd moti yain yeipag deipov / Baiiov dnobvriokwv mepl
paocyave.!” Consider also the way in which the 6vpdg is in the process of leaving the dying
man in /liad 4.522-526:

0 & UHmTiog €v Kovinot

Kanneoev dpeo yeipe PIAOIC £TAPOIOL TETAGGOG

Bopov dronveimv: 0 6 Enédpapev OGP EParév Tep

Ieipoog, ovta 88 dovpi map” dUPAASV- &k & &pa TicoL

YOVTO Yool YOAAdES, TOV € 0KOTOG HGGE KAAVE.

Notice that the dying person still possesses some of his faculties. The present
participle anonveiov signifies that the Qupog has not yet departed; the person still retains it,
but it is in the process of leaving the individual. Indeed, the victim is seen as having the
ability to reach out to his loved ones. Here, we see that dying involves a separation of the

faculties.

176 J1. 1.243. On falling in Homeric epic, see Purves 2019: 37-67, esp. 26, 38.
77 Cf. 11. 2.106.

178 [1.24.742-745

179°0d. 11.424. Cf. Heubeck 1990: 103 ad Od.11.422-426.
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Death, on the other hand, occurs from the moment the person dies and he thereby
loses all functionality. Achilles, for instance, alludes to death when he says that the yoyn (the
conditio sine qua non of life) cannot come back either plundered or captured once it has
passed the teeth’s barrier: dvdpog 8¢ yuym méhv €Al obte Agiotn / 000 Ehetn.!8? Hector
describes Achilles’ death as a loss of the Buuog:!8!

tic 8" 010" &1 K* Ayihedg OT1d0g mic fvkdpoo

@O €ud VIO dovpi TVTTElS GO Buudv OAEoco,

Similarly, death is imagined as a “loss of life”, specifically the loss of the aimv (Gvep
an’ ai®vog véog dAeo).!8? Death is the moment a person is destroyed: the Achaeans will
either live or meet their destruction (f pdAo Avypog SAedpog Ayaroig fe Prdvar.). '3

We also see that the post-mortem state is signified most clearly when the person
travels to Hades: Note Nestor’s speech in Iliad 7.328-330:

ToAAOL YOp TeBVACT KAPN KOpOwVTEG AYOnol,

6V VOV aipa kehavov &bppoov duei TkapavSpov

€okédac’ 0ELG Apng, wouyal o "Aidog d¢ KathiAbov

The Achaeans are dead (tebvaot), their blood is scattered beside the river, and their
youyai have gone to Hades. The primary narrator also states that Patroclus is now dead after
his yoyn left the body and journeyed to Hades in 16.856-858:

yoyn & &k pebéwv mropévn "Atdog d¢ PePriket

ov motHoV Yodwaa Mmods” avopotiita Kol iny.

1OV Kol 16y dto tpoonvda paidyog "Extop

180 7. 9.408-4009.

181 71.16.860-861.

182 1. 24.725. Cf. Briigger 2017: 261 ad loc.

183 1. 10.174. On the unparalleled noun and infinitive construction after iotatol, see Hainsworth 1993: ad /. 10-
173-174.
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The concessive force of the adverbial kai indicates that Patroclus is now dead and
deprived of mental faculties, so that any attempt from Hector address the corpse is futile. In
addition, a person is classed as dead when he resides in Hades (1] 01 t0vnke xai
eiv Aidao dopoiot.). 34

Homer distinguishes between the moment the person dies and their post-mortem
survival in Odyssey 9.523f.:

al yap O yuyf|g e Kol aidvog og duvaiumv

goVIV TOmc0G TERYaL Sopov Aidog elcw. ..

Odysseus tells Polyphemus that he wishes he could send him to Hades, having
deprived him of yuyn te kol aidv. The privative yoyiic 1€ Kol ai®dvog stands as a metonym
for life lost. The aorist participle momoag emphasises that Polyphemus’ journey to Hades is
post-mortem and that the life faculty’s departure, the moment the person dies, precedes this
journey. A similar sequence is evident in /liad 16.453ff.:

avTAp EMNV O TOV Y€ A yoyn T€ Kol aimv,

TEUTEWY Ly BAvaTdv 1€ QEPEY Kol VIOLIOV DITVOV

€ig 6 ke o1 Avking evpeing dfjuov tkovtar,

&vld € Tapyboovot kaciyvnrol te Eton te

TOUP® T€ GTAAN TE°TO Yap YEPAG €Tl BavovTwv.

The stages of Sarpedon’s death are mapped out for us. The formulaic expression Ainn
Yoyn 1€ Kol aidv is a metonym for the endpoint that Sarpedon dies: these vital attributes have
gone, they no longer function and cannot return. After Sarpedon dies (én1v), the post-mortem
events occur: Sleep and Death are imagined to be sent to take the corpse away to Lykia where

it will receive a burial.

184 0d. 4.834.
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Death as a seizing and death as a fated moment present the endpoint when the person
dies. We note from the examples above that a person dies (completely loses his life-faculties)
before the corpse or remnants journey away. Polyphemus, for example, is imagined to lose
his faculties before going to Hades. Similarly passages indicate that a person is seized (killed)
or has met his fate before going to Hades. A good example to start with is when Agamemnon
kills the sons of Antenor (11.263—4):

&v0’ Avtivopog vieg v’ Atpeidn PaciAdi

noTUOV AvamAncavteg E6vv dOpoV ATdog elom.

The sons of Antenor go towards Hades after having completed their fate. The aorist
participle avamincavteg makes it clear that the fulfilling of fate precedes the journey to
Hades, in the same way that the person dies before journeying to the underworld. We note a
similar construction in Odyssey 6.11: 1%

AL’ O pev f1on knpi dapeic A1doode Pefnrket

The aorist dapeig emphasises that the seizing occurs before the victim goes to Hades.
These metaphors, death as a seizing and death as fated moment, all seem to occur before the
wraith or remnants go to Hades. We note likewise that the faculties leave when the person
dies, before the journey to the underworld takes place. This then leaves us to consider that
death as a fate and death as a seizing express the moment the person dies.

This evidence allows us to see where these images feature into this sequence. This, at
the least, informs us that they are part of a coherent sequence of events. First, the dying
person begins to lose his faculties. Second, he dies and thus meets his fate, is seized, and

loses all functionality. Third, his remains then journey to Hades.

850d. 6.11.

66



Dying: The person dies:

post-mortem events:

he loses all functionality,
his faculties cannot return,

they are destroyed. The
victor or deities seize the
(Cf l. 2106, 4522-526, person (”9408-409,

24.742-745 ) 10.174, 24.725)

the person begins to lose
functionality, but is still

the remnant travels to and
resides in Hades:

(/1. 7.328-330,, 16.856-858,)

conscious.

Fig 1. Mapping the distinction between dying and death.

A good example of this sequence is in Patroclus’ death. Patroclus begins to lose his
functionality; his Qoo is taken away.!3¢ Yet he still retains consciousness: he is able to
speak to Hector and warn him of his death.'®” Death then covers him and Patroclus dies, he
can no longer speak: Mg dpa pv eindvta téhog Bavdrolo kdAvye. It is only when his yoym

goes to Hades that he is considered dead and deprived of all mental faculties.

The coherent presentation of death

The aim of this section is to demonstrate how clashing presentations of death form a coherent
whole. I begin this discussion by demonstrating where these conflicting descriptions feature
into the coherent sequence that we mentioned above. In the section, above, I suggested that
these metaphors represent the endpoint at which the person dies. I here aim to show that these

metaphors are coherent because they are interchangeable. That is to say, Homer switches

186 71. 16.828.
187 1. 16.843-855.
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from articulating death as a fated moment to suggesting death seizes the individual, all in the

space of a few lines.

Homer presents salient events diversely. He presents sleep, for example, sometimes as
a phenomenon and at other times an agent. Lloyd notes that these representations seem at
first “incompatible.” However, he argues that the combination of images in a single passage
helps us to reconcile these conceptions and to class them as complementary, rather than

alternative views of sleep:!®®

None of these can be considered /e definitive description of sleep. Each image
illustrates the phenomenon under a different aspect, though each, if pressed, would
seem to imply a slightly different conception of the nature of sleep. But the fact that
no difficulty was experienced in reconciling these different images is shown by the
way in which they may be combined in a single passage. They should, then, be treated

as complementary, rather than as alternative, conceptions of the same phenomenon.

Clarke tries to advance Lloyd’s argument by stating that presentations of sleep are not
only “complementary” but also “indistinguishable.”!®® He looks at the soporific god’s speech

in lliad 14, where Sleep describes how he pours over the sleeper (fjtot £yo pev EleEa Aldg

191 %

)10 &t ebdel /

voov aiytoyoto / viidupog duotyvbeic)'”” and how he covers Zeus in a soft sleep:
Zg0c, émel oD@ £y0 polakov mepi kdp' ékdAivya.!? The indistinguishability between sleep

as a phenomenon and sleep as a god leads Clarke to argue that death as a phenomenon and

death personified are also indistinguishable:!*3

138 Lloyd 1966: 202.

189 Clarke 1999: 237, further quotes are from pages 237-239.
190 17, 14.252-253.

Y1 Lloyd 1966: 202.

192 11, 14.358-359.

193 Clarke 1999: 239.
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This is the principle that must inform our approach to death. We cannot split Oavazog
or knp into two parts and call one an abstract noun and the other a personification: to
understand the Homeric realities, we will need to study how individual images take

shape in different ways on the shifting ground between those polar extremes.

But this kind of argument is difficult for us to make when examining the role of death. Unlike
the god Sleep, there is no part of Homeric epic where the chthonic god, Death, speaks about
being both a fated phenomenon and a predator that seizes the victim. Rather, we see
periphrastic expressions of death: it metaphorically seizes or pours over the person.!** Clarke
notes that he is aware of this problem on page 243: “These roundabout expressions naturally
prevent us from fixing the image as sharply as we do when the personal Thanatos walks onto

the stage at Sarpedon’s death.”

My intention is to show that Homer’s presentations of death as a fated moment and
death as an agent are indistinguishable. Death as a seizing suggests that the victor or
murderer brings the victim to this fated moment. Here we see how the two presentations are
closely unified. An example of this coherent link appears when we examine the ghost’s

speech to Achilles in Iliad 23.77-79:

oV pev yap {wol ye pikov dmdvevbev Etaipmv

BovAdg £COpevol fovievoopiey, GAL U eV KNP

Aueéyove otuyepn, I Tep Adye yryvouevov mep

The shade tells Achilles that the two can no longer sit together because k1p, which was given

to him when he was born, gaped around him. Notice that xp combines the two images of

194 ]1.5.553,9.416, 11.451, 16.502, 22.361.
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death into one. In the first clause, kfp is the entity that gapes around (Gueéyave) Patroclus.'?>

This already suggest that we are bearing witness to the conception DEATH IS A SEIZING.
However, in the second clause, knp is a predetermined fate. The antecedent of 1j is the knp,
the death that is said to be “one's day of death or doom is fixed at birth ”.1°® The two
representations are so closely connected that they are indistinguishable. Once we have
examined the language of this passage, the two images form a coherent understanding of
death. Death, for Patroclus is a fated day, and when that day comes, death gapes around him.
In other words, death is both a terminal destination and a seizing.

The link between death as a seizing and as a fated destination is made explicit in
Hector’s dying speech in 22.297ff.:

& momol ) pbka 31 pe Ogol BAvaTovdE KGAeosoy:

AnipoPov yap Eyoy’ €pauny fipoa Tapeivar:

GAL™ O pev 8v telyel, Eug 8 é€amatnosgy ABnv.

VOV 8¢ o1 £yyvot pot Bdvatog Kakog, ovd” ET dvevbey,

008" GAéN 1| Y&p po mhhon T6 ye piltEpOV HEV

Znvi & kol Atdoc vit ExnPoro, of pe mépog ye

TPOPPOVEG EipHoTo: VOV adTé e poipa Kiydvel.

U pov 4omovdi ye kol dkheldg dmoloiumy,

AL péya pé€ag Tt Kol Eacopévolot TuhEésOat.

We see from the adverb 8dvartovde in the first sentence that death is a fated
destination; it is where the gods are summoning him towards (pe 6eol Odvatovoe kdheooav).

And yet we notice a variation of the idea that death is a seizing. Notice that the poipa

195 Here I follow Clarke that “the x7p in question is the death which seized Patroclus on the field of battle before
he made his way to Hades” (Clarke 1999: 249 n. 40.)

196 Richardson 1993: 174 ad 23.78-79.
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approaches Hector (pe poipa kiydvet) and evil death stands near him (vdv 6& o1 €yy00t pot
Bavarog kakog) as he is dying. The personification of death seizing the individual
presupposes that it is a being that can approach and stand near the victim. In this instance we
see that the personification of death seizing the victim corresponds to the death as a
destination. Hector approaching death (6dvatovde kdAecoav) and thus dying (in the restricted
sense defined above) corresponds to death standing near the individual. It is only when death
engages with Hector, and covers over him, that Hector actually dies (1élog Bavdtoro
KAAVYE).

A more subtle articulation of this intimacy between the two image groups appears in
Odyssey 11.134-136:

Bavatog 8¢ Tot €5 AAOG avTd

APANYPOG LdAa Tolog Elevoetat, g KE og TEQVT

YNpa V1o Mmap@d dpnuévov
Teiresias prophesies to Odysseus that he will die of old age (ynpg Vo AMmapd dpnuévov).
Death is already indicated as a fated moment. And yet, at the same time, it is an agent: Death
encounters (éhevoetar) Odysseus, and it slays him (néevn). Already this passage shows that
the two forms of imagery are intimately linked. We see here that on the day Odysseus is fated
to die, death will slay him. This unites the descriptions “death as a seizing and “death as
meeting one’s fate”. Moreover, it suggests that the predetermined day the person dies is the
day that death grasps the individual.

So far, we have examined examples of metaphor where death is personified as a being
that can grasp the victim and presented as the moment that the person dies. We see these
representations also in metonymic expressions as well. When we examine Sarpedon’s
prospective death in 16.433ff., we see how death as a seizing and death as a meeting of one’s

fate represent the same moment that the person dies. Consider Zeus’ words in 433-434:
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‘@ pot €ydv, 6 1€ pot Zapmnddva eidtaTov dvopdV

poip’ vmo Iatpdxkiolo Mevortidadoo dapijvat.

Here the noun referring to death as a destined moment, poipa, is made the subject of a
verb of subduing. On the one hand, death is presented as a grasp through a metonym:
Patroclus’ ability fo overpower (dapfjvor) Sarpedon stands for the moment that Sarpedon
dies. We get from the noun poipa that this moment where Sarpedon dies was fated; it was a
predetermined moment.

Hera’s words in /liad 16.440 ff. make explicit how these representations all work in
the sequence we have proposed above:

aivotate Kpovion moiov 1ov udbov Eeumeg.

‘vopa BvnTov €6vta mhlot TeEnpmpEVoOV aion

ay £0éhelg Bavatolo dvonyéog eEavarvoat,

gpd - atap ol ol mavteg Emavéopev Beol GALOL.

dALo O¢ Tol €pEm, oL O’ €Vl Ppeai PAAAEO GTioV:

al ke Cov mTéEpyme Zapnnodva ov 6& dopov O,

epbaleo pn t1g Enerta Oe®dv £0€ANGL Kol GAAOG

TEUTEY OV GIAOV VIOV A0 KpaTEPTC VOUIvNG:

moAlol yap mepi dotv péya [prapoto pdyovton

viéeg ABavATOV, TOIGY KOTOV 0iVOV €VIOELS.

G €1 Tol gihog doti, 10V & dLo@vpeTOL TTOP,

ot pév pv €acov Evi kpatepf) Dopivy

yépo’ Umo [Matpoxhoro Mevortiddao dapfjvar:

avTap EMNV O TOV YE A yoyn T€ Kol oimv,

TEUTEWY Ly Bavatdv 1€ QEPEY Kol vIdLIOV DITvoV
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We first notice that Sarpedon’s death is presented as a fated moment. Hera, alarmed at Zeus’
proposal to intervene, reminds him that Sarpedon has long since been doomed by this destiny
(méhan mempopévov oion).'”” She then urges Zeus to let Sarpedon be beaten down under the
hands of Patroclus (ITatpdxioio Mevortiddao dapfjvar). Again, we see the intricacy between
the representations of death as a fate and as an attack: it is fated that Sarpedon will die by
Patroclus’ hands. The ability to switch from one articulation to another marks that these two
presentations are harmonious. Consider also the juxtaposition between 452-453:

yépo’ Umo [Matpoxioro Mevortiddao dapfjvar:

avTap EMNV O TOV e A yoyn T€ Kol aimv,

We see in the first line the metonym that the victor’s attack stands for the person’s
death. But in the succeeding line, we notice that the privative formula we have seen a
moment ago also represents Sarpedon’s death. The juxtaposition shows us that two distinct
images can stand for a salient event: the death of the individual. In other words, death as a

grasp corresponds to death as the loss of faculties. We see this correspondence elsewhere in

lliad 13.671-672:

OV BEL” 1o yvadpoio. kol odatoc: dxo 88 Bupdg

OYeT’ amd perév, oTuYEPOC 8 Epo PtV GKATOG EIAEV.

Here we see a combination of two different representations: the separation of the
faculty Bupodg, and the okdtog capturing the individual. The metaphor DEATH IS A
CAPTURE corresponds to the point at which the person loses his life faculties. This

combination of metaphorical and metonymic presentations also appears in 16.502-505:

O¢ Apa pv gimdvta T€hog Bavatolo Kaivyev

197 See Briigger 2017: 209-210 ad /1. 16.441.
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O0PBaALOVG Pivac 07 0 8¢ A év otBeot Paivav
€K po0g EAKE dOPL, TPOTL OE PPEVES VTG EMTOVTO-
1010 0" Gua youynv te kol Eyyeog E£€puo” aiyunv.

Here we see a similar combination of presentations. Death fully embraces the
individual and covers him. This metaphor, we have already said, suggests that the dying
person is now dead. In conjunction with this incorporation, the dead person has also started to
lose all vital faculties: the yoyr| and the ppéveg both depart. This link also occurs when
Anticleia describes her death. She meets her fate (0AOuNV Kai TdTHOV EMéomov) which we
hear later involves her being deprived of her Bvuodg (Bupov anndpa). Likewise in 11.260-263,
Coon’s loss of function in the limbs (ADoe ¢ yvia) corresponds to him meeting his fate
(motpov avaminoavteg). This gives us the impression that the descriptions of separation offer
us different perspectives on the moment that the person dies. The close relationship between
the metaphorical and metonymic presentations is illustrated by the noun-epithet for death:
auoi 8¢ oi Odvarog yvto Ovpopaiotic.'”® Death is characterised as the “Oopdg breaker”!®? at
the point it auoi ... ybto (“envelops”) the person. This suggests that the faculties separate in
conjunction with death’s approach.

The representations of death are diverse, but the examples we have listed do suggest
that they are intricately linked and represent the same stage within a coherent larger
sequence. We have seen that, when the person is dying, his faculties start to fail and,
concurrently, death and its agents are imagined standing around the victim. When the person
finally dies, the victor, darkness, death, or gods grasp the victim and, in conjunction, the

faculties are seen to make their final departure.

198 11, 13.544.
199 Cf. Chantraine 1999: 446 s.v. 00poc.
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We can now say that death as a seizing and death as a meeting of one’s fate are both

expansions of a conceptual model:
SALIENT EVENTS ARE PRESENTED AS ENCOUNTERS

We have noted, in the discussions above, that death stands close to the victim (viv 8¢ on
gyy00t pot Bavatog kokoc).2% The person dies the moment that death and its agents seize
him.?°! Death, in other words, encounters the victim the moment that he dies. This is
presented in other passages as well. Similarly, Odysseus presents death as an encounter: he
tells his opponent that death will run him down and that he cannot avoid meeting it (901 o¢
téhog OavaTolo kyyfpevov, ovd” dmdivéac).??? We see that this personification follows this
basic cognitive principle when we observe how one avoids death. Sarpedon reminds Glaucus
that many «fjpeg stand near them, and there is no escape:**

VOV & Eumng yap kfipeg épeotacty Bavdtolo

uvpiat, 6c ovk £otL QLYELV fpotoOv 008 VIoAVEWL. ..

Here, Sarpedon imagines a scenario where they will encounter the agents of death and not be
able to get away from them. A person who stays alive is the person who avoids encountering
death.

Death as a fated moment is also based on this metaphoric principle that SALIENT
EVENTS ARE ENCOUNTERS. Odysseus warns Socus that death and destruction are
approaching him (& S&id' | pého 81 oe krybvetar oindg dAedpog, 11. 11.441). The victim
meets fate (mdtpov Enionng), sometimes along with death (Bdvatov kai ndtpov Eniony).
Thetis tries to hide Achilles from this fated encounter in /liad 18.464f.:

ol yap pv Oavéroro Suonyioc dde Svvaiuny

VOGOV amokpOyal, OTe LV LOpog aivog ikavot.

20077, 22.300. Cf. Od. 18.133.

21°0d. 2.100, 3.238, 4.517, 11.134-136, 13.59-60, 19.145, 22.413, 24.135.
20271, 11.451.

203 71.12.326-327.
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We note that fate (L6pog) is supposed to approach Achilles and encounter him. Fate
as well draws a man to meet his death (tov &' &ye poipa Kokt Oavdarolo téhocde).2% It also
leads the victim to meet his killer (6ALG & poipa. / 7y’ énucovpricovta petd Mpiapdv te ko
viog.).2%All of these constructions seem to follow a principle whereby a salient event is an
encounter. This makes our point: that the various presentations of the shade follow a guiding
principle.

The discussion establishes that many heterogenous presentations adhere to the same
view. First, the representations of death as a fated phenomenon and as an agent signify the
person’s death. These presentations are also coherent because Homer switches from
presenting death as a fated destination to then presenting it as an agent in a space of a few
lines. However, more essentially, we have noted that these descriptions all follow a basic
conception, a basic metaphoric principle that suggests salient events are encounters. [ will
now examine the contradictory presentation of the yuyn when the person dies. In the next
section, I will argue that the yuyn which is dissolved is a product of metaphorical
highlighting and so emphasises that the yvy1 no longer functions when it journeys to Hades
when the person dies. This will show that conflicting presentations of the yoyn can present a
coherent conception of death. This enables us to argue that the contradictory presentations of

the ghost articulate a basic conception.

The coherent presentation of the yoyn
The aim of this section is to suggest that the presentation of the yoyn’s destruction and
departure metaphorically highlight that the yoyn ceases to function when it goes to Hades.

Specifically, I suggest that the yoyn’s dissolution and the privative formula of the yoyn

204 71, 13.602.
205 71.5.613-614.
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departing with the Bupdg and pévog all follow a metaphoric principle: THE MIND IS A
BRITTLE OBJECT. The meaning of the word yuyn ranges from breath, life that is lost or put
at risk, to wraith. I argue that this metaphoric principle is present when the yvyr means life-
force and breath.

Let me begin by first offering a brief overview of the yoyn’s meaning. As well as the
name for the resident of Hades, the yuymn denotes breath and life lost. For example, it is
something which a person breathes out when they are unconscious. It is the faculty that is the
most valued possession and integral for them to remain alive. These range of meanings occur
because the yoyr has undergone what Cairns refers to as “metonymous extension”.?% We
can begin to map out the metonymical process by which yuyn comes to be seen as a life-
force faculty within the individual. We note first that the yoyn shares it stem (yvy-) with
ydyoc and yoypog, and the verbs yiyewv and amoyvyew, all of which, as Clarke convincingly
demonstrates, have in common the meanings of “coldness, breath, and blowing.”?” It comes
as no surprise then that the yoyn can be the thing which is breathed out. Andromache for
instance breathes out her yoyy in a moment of swooning in Iliad 22.466-467:2%%

TV ¢ Kot 0pOaAUdY EpePevvi) VOE EkGAVYEY,

fpute 8° €€omicm, Amd O yuynVv Ekdmuooe.

Likewise, Sarpedon experiences a similar syncopal moment in //iad 5.696ff.:
OV & EMme youyn, Kot & dOAAUGY KEYLT AYAVG:
avTIc & Gumvodn, mepi 8¢ mvomy Bopéao
Loypel Emmveiovoa Kak®dg kekaenota Bupdv.
We note from these passages that the yuyn is the breath that one breathes out and not a life-

force in this context. First, both survive even after breathing out their youyn. Second,

206 Cairns 2003: 48 =2014: §12.
207 Clarke 1999: 144. For an impressive discussion of this etymology, see Clarke 1999: 144-147.
208 Cf. Bickel 1926: 52-58 on the yoyf’s swoon.
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Sarpedon is able to breathe back in the yuyn (odtic 8 dumvoon), indicating that he was still

alive when it left him. But the yoyn meaning breath soon becomes a metonym for life. We

note first that Homer emphasises the exhaling of breath when a person dies.?”® And indeed,

when Achilles tries to explain that his life cannot come back, he says that yuyn cannot return

once it passes through the barrier of the teeth.?!® Here then we see how yoyn goes from

meaning breath to meaning life: it is the yoyn qua life that leaves the mouth never to return.
The word yuyn has undergone metonymous extension and begins to mean a life-

faculty. Agenor makes it clear in 21.568-570 that the yoyn means life in the person:

Kol yap Onv To0T® Tp®TOG XPMG OEET YOAK®D,
&v 0¢ o youyn, Ovntov 8¢ € pac’ dvOpwmot
gupevor antap ol Kpoviong Zedvg kbdog omalet.

Agenor explains that Achilles is mortal. He mentions that his skin might be torn by
the spear, that there is only one yuyn in him, and that people say he is mortal. The passage
above also indicates that yoyr is not a quality of life, but it is also integral to the living
person. Achilles only having one (ia) yoyn in him emphasises that it is not just something
which the living person has, but it is the most essential possession for someone that is alive.
Here, we see that the youyn is a valued property within the living person, without which the
person cannot hope to stay alive. It stands to reason, therefore, that the yvyn stands for the
faculty that preserves the person’s life. One such example is in Hector’s dying plea to
Achilles in /liad 22.338:

Mooop' \eEp Youyfic Kol Youvmv GOV T€ TOKN®V

It is Achilles’ life that Hector wants his opponent to swear by.

209 Cf. 1. 5.585, 13.398-401, 570-475, 21.181-182.
21071, 9.408-409.
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However, it becomes difficult to know which meaning of the word yuyn we see when
we examine what happens to it when the person dies. We hear from the primary narrator and
characters that the yoyn separates from the body to journey to Hades.?!! However, there are
many descriptions in which the yuyn is said to be destroyed when the person dies.?!? On
other occasions, the yoyn is said to depart along with other faculties that do not make the
journey to Hades. This confusing, seemingly contradictory clash of descriptions has led a
number of different scholarly interpretations to develop about the meaning of the word yoy.

Consider Bruno Snell’s suggestion for how to understand the yuy1 in Homeric epic:?!'?

“There is no justification here for assuming two different connotations of psyche, for
although we shall have occasion to translate it as 'life', that is not its true meaning.
The psyche which is the prize of battle, which is risked, and saved, is identical with

the soul which departs from a dying man.”

Warden, however, suggests that the yoyn has two different presentations: when the
youyn leaves the individual, we are dealing with a “death-description.” In this type-scene, the
yoyn simply means “life,” and does not have eschatological significance. By contrast, we can
say that we are examining what Warden calls a “Totengeist usage,” when the yuyr appears to
signify the being that lives a physically insubstantial life as a wraith in Hades. !4

Thomas Jahn goes a step further and distinguishes three meanings of the word

yoyn.2!° First, the yoyr denotes “the principle of life, or sometimes life itself.”?!® Second, it

211 71.1.3, 5.654, 7.330, 11.445, 16.625, 856, 22.362; Od. 10.560, 11.65, 24.1-10.
212 11.5.296, 8.123, 315, 13.763, 22.325, 24.168.

213 Snell 1953: 8.

214 Warden 1971: 95-103, esp. 95.

215 Jahn 1987: 28-38.

216 Cf. Jahn 1987: 28-31 §3.1.
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is an entity which travels to Hades.?!” Third, it is a being who, once in Hades, is a ghost and
represents the deceased person.?!®

Clarke on the other hand, resists such distinctions. He suggests that the yoyn which is
lost at death is the cold breath which the dying man breathes out before he dies, of which the
yoyn as a survivor of Hades is a homonym: “the shade and the last breath relate to the
substance of the dead man in distinct and unconnected ways.”?!” Cairns also proposes that the
yoyf which is destroyed is the same as the yoyn which lives on to survive in Hades. 22

My approach to this problem incorporates elements of all of these arguments. Like
Snell, Jahn,??! and Cairns, I argue that the yoyn which disappears and the yoyn which lives
on in Hades are the same thing. I similarly, however, agree with Warden that the descriptions
of the yuyn’s disappearance are devoid of eschatological content. Nevertheless, I emphasise
(this is not a point that Warden makes) that its disappearance and destruction is another way
of asserting that the yoyn leaves the body and journeys to Hades. Warden suggests that there
is a “semantic distinction”??? between the death descriptions and the Totengeist usage. Here I
take a different stance: I suggest that the primary narrator is not saying that the yoyn means
something different from the being which goes to Hades when he describes the yoyn’s
destruction. Rather, I suggest that the destruction describes a feature of this journey, the
moment that the yoyr no longer functions within the individual when it goes to Hades. This
suggestion, if correct, means that there is no difference between the yvyn which is destroyed
and the yoyn which lives on its life in Hades as a wraith. This analysis will help us to
determine that seemingly contradictory descriptions of the yuyn can articulate the same

conception. This in turn will give grounds for our suggestion that the contradictory

217 Jahn 1987: 32-36 §3.2.

218 Cf. Jahn 1987: 37-38 §3.3.

219 Clarke 1999: 205, see also 148. Cf. Cairns 2003: 51.
220 Cairns 2003: 52-56.

221 See Jahn 1987: 32 §3.2.

222 Warden 1971: 95.
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presentations of the yvyn qua wraith are compatible and should and present a coherent view
of post-mortem survival.

The problem with many of the current studies of the word yoyn is that scholars do not
seem to factor in the epistemological differences between primary and secondary focalisers’
descriptions. That is to say, scholars do not seem to distinguish between the external
narrator’s and internal focalisers’ descriptions of the yvyr. For example, Odysseus’ threat to
send Polyphemus to Hades, bereft of yuyr, encouraged Warden to suggest that the yoyn has
two usages, the “Totengeist usage™ and the usage in “death-descriptions.”??* But Warden has
based an argument on a character’s threat; a character who, for all we know, was not fully
aware until he went to Hades that the inhabitant of the underworld is a yoyn.

Clarke’s analysis also faces similar difficulties. He suggests that the conception of the
youyn’s extinction as a last breath is “irresistible” if we consider Odysseus’ threat to
Polyphemus.??* But this reading can only be “irresistible” if we assume that the poet and the
characters have exactly the same knowledge about the inhabitant of Hades. There is,
however, no reason for us to make this assumption. The primary narrator, for instance, is
fully aware that the wraith exists in Hades, and yet the internal focaliser, Achilles (in /liad
23.103-104%), is shocked to find that the wraith exists in the underworld (& momor 7 Pé Tig
goti Kol €iv A1dao dopotst / yoyn xai idwiov). Achilles’ speech underlies that the characters
are not aware that the yoyn survives death. This means that we cannot rely solely on
character speeches alone to determine whether the yoyn has two different meanings.

Cairns says that Odysseus’ threat was the “one exception” to his hypothesis that the
survivor of death is a yoyr|. Cairns attempts to make sense of this passage by supposing that

“two senses of the yoyn — that which animates the individual and that which survives death —

223 Ibid.
224 Clarke 1999: 137.
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diverge, Odysseus emphasizing the former while ignoring its normal relation to the latter.”?%>

He admits that this reading is “undeniably awkward”; but this special pleading is not even
necessary, if we consider that Odysseus does not know (at the time he delivers this speech)
what exists in Hades.

This is not to say that Odysseus’ speech in Odyssey 9.523-525 or other similar
passages are unimportant. On the contrary, these speeches give us a great insight into the
characters’ preconceptions about the survivor in Hades. The problem occurs when we
automatically treat the characters’ speeches as doctrinal descriptions about what exists in the
underworld. These characters have never been to Hades at the time they make these threats.
Therefore, for this discussion, we shall keep in mind the epistemological differences between
the internal and external focalisers’ conceptions of the yoyn. I should stress also that I am not
seeking out a definition of the word yvuyr|. Many scholars have examined the semantic value
of this word,??¢ and it is very possible that yuyn can have multiple meanings. Rather, my aim
is simply to show that these descriptions of the yuyn's destruction and departure do not
support the idea that yoyn which leaves the person is something different from the yoyn that
goes to Hades.

To achieve this, I will examine the passages in which the yoyn means “last breath”
and “life-force.” I suggest that the former meaning is used as a metonym for “life lost”, while
the latter is an ontological metaphor that presents the loss of life.??” These various meanings
and constructions, I argue, indicate that the yoyn, either when it means breath or life, is not

imagined as dissolved or annihilated when Homer says it is destroyed.

225 Cairns 2003: 61 n. 44.

226 Some very useful discussions on this word are Otto (1923: 23-21); Rohde (1925: chapter 1, esp. pages 4-10);
Bohme (1929: 102-106 and 114-126); Regenbogen (1948); Clarke (1999: esp. 53-60); Carins (2003: 45-56).

227 Here I define an ontological metaphor as a metaphor that makes abstract, non-physical targets knowable by
presenting them as physical objects and substances. See Lakoff and Johnson (1980: 48-59) and Kovecses 2010:
38-39.
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My argument here intends to expand Cairns’ metaphorical approach. Cairns applies a
cognitive metaphor model to the study of the yvyn. In his review article of Clarke’s 1999
monograph, Cairns argued that the yoyn which is taken away is the same as the yoyn that
descends to Hades:*?8

We have seen that the yvyr can [mean] more than just the cold breath of death; it can

be a valued possession that the individual strives to retain, that he risks when facing

danger, and that his opponents seek to take from him as their prize. In this sense, the
yoyn that is in the man is clearly identified with the yvyr| that descends to Hades in

the phrase gdyog époi ddacew [vel doing], yoymv &' At kKAvtonmdlw (lliad, 5. 654, 11.

445, 16. 625). As in lliad 9. 408-9, 22. 159-61, and Odyssey 1. 5 (above), yoyn here is

the life that is the prized possession of the individual or the prize to be won by his

opponent; in this case the recipient of the prize is Hades, which is a metaphorical way
of confirming that the yoyn that resides in the person in life descends to Hades in
death.

Cairns provides a wealth of evidence to support this notion. However, his analysis
does not factor in two important presentations of the yoyn. First, he does not examine the
formulaic passages that describe the yoyn departing alongside faculties that do not survive
the journey to Hades (tod & a0t 00N woyr te pévog te; similarly: Gupod wod yoyfig
kekadmv).??? Second, his analysis fails to consider the passages that suggest the yoyr is
destroyed. This means his interpretation is open to criticism. For these presentations suggest
that the yoyn is dissolved along with the other faculties. Cairns’ metaphorical reading, while
helpful, is limited by the formulaic passages. In addition, it is easy to look at the passages that

portray the yuyn’s destruction and to think that they present an alternative view to the one

228 Cairns 2003: 54.
229 Cf. 11. 5.296, 8.123, 315, 11.334; Od. 21.154, 171.
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where yuyn, meaning life, is given to Hades. Cairns’ application of metaphor theory does not
explain how we make sense of yoyn as life that is given to Hades and life that is destroyed.

I instead wish to develop Cairns’ model further by concentrating on two parts of
metaphor theory: metaphorical highlighting and metonymic constructions. I suggest that the
descriptions of the yuyn’s destruction are what Lakoff and Johnson refer to as “brittle object
metaphors” — the idea that intangible (mostly psychological) entities are understood as
objects capable of breaking. These metaphors, I suggest, are present when we understand
yoyn either as an ontological metaphor for life or as a metonym for life lost. I will first
explore how yuyn comes to mean breath and how it stands as a metonym for life. I will argue
that this metonym contains the “brittle object” metaphor. Second, I aim to show how yuyn as
meaning “life” uses the “brittle object” ontological metaphor.

The significance of looking at this “brittle” metaphor is that it does not imply that the
yoyn is actually extinguished or suggest that we are dealing with conflicting conceptions
about the fate of the wraith. Rather, the metaphor suggests that the yoyn ceases to function
when it leaves the Homeric man. In this regard, the metaphorical construction allows for us to
see a coherent presentation of the wraith and the afterlife. Kovecses, for example, observes
that the metaphor THE MIND IS A BRITTLE OBJECT can highlight and hide what “we can
call ‘psychological strength’— or, in this case, the lack of it.”*° When I use the metaphor “I
am shattered”, I am highlighting that I am not able to function; I am exhausted mentally and
physically (presumably from editing this thesis). However, by making this metaphorical
highlight and using the brittle object metaphor, I am also hiding other aspects of my mental
and physical capabilities:?*! that I can walk to my bedroom and that I am capable of

recognising it is time to go to sleep. In other words, the yuyn’s destruction as a brittle object

20 Kovecses 2010: 92.
231 On the significance between metaphorical highlighting and aspect perception, see Chapter Two.
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metaphor highlights that the yvyn is no longer functioning in the person. In addition, the
yoyn’s destruction, as a brittle object metaphor, suggests that Homer is hiding the youyn’s
descent to Hades. In this way, the brittle object metaphor means that the yoyn exists in
Hades.

However, it may seem that we are overestimating the extent to which the brittle object
metaphor can express the lack of functionality. Lakoff and Johnson argue that the MIND IS
A MACHINE metaphor denotes the lack of psychological functionality. By contrast, the
MIND IS A BRITTLE OBJECT, they argue, does not express the kind of psychological
dysfunctionality that we are proposing. Consider the following discussion:?*

The MACHINE metaphor gives us a conception of the mind as having an on-off state,

a level of efficiency, a productive capacity, an internal mechanism, a source of

energy, and an operating condition.” The brittle object metaphor is not nearly as rich.

It allows us to talk only about psychological strength. However, there is a range of

mental experience that can be conceived of in terms of either metaphor. The examples

we have in mind are these:

He broke down, (THE MIND IS A MACHINE)

He cracked up. (THE MIND IS A BRITTLE OBJECT)

But these two metaphors do not focus on exactly the same aspect of mental
experience. When a machine breaks down, it simply ceases to function. When a brittle
object shatters, its pieces go flying, with possibly dangerous consequences. Thus, for
example, when someone goes crazy and becomes wild or violent, it would be
appropriate to say “He cracked up.” On the other hand, if someone becomes lethargic
and unable to function for psychological reasons, we would be more likely to say “He

broke down.”

232 T akoff and Johnson 1980: 53.
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Yet functionality does underpin both of these metaphors. We see this when we
examine the MIND IS A BRITTLE OBJECT metaphorical expressions. “The experience
shattered him” brings to mind that the experience has left the person weak, physically and
mentally unable to function to normal standards. Likewise, “His mind snapped” presupposes
that the person’s mind is not in the proper working condition and is dysfunctional. All of this
means that the brittle metaphors “yvyr| destroyed, yoyn loosed” can imply a lack of
functionality when the wraith leaves the person to journey to Hades.

We notice that certain metonymies contain this brittle object metaphor. In the “my
heart is broken” metonym, we observe that there is a metaphorical construction: the heart (the
target domain) is understood as a physical object that is capable of breaking (the source
domain). But the expression itself follows a metonymic principle: PROPERTY FOR
SALIENT EXPERIENCE. When we appreciate the role of metaphor in metonymic
expressions, we start to read the actions in these idioms less literally. We do not, for instance,
believe that a heart is capable of actually breaking. I will argue that the formulaic
descriptions of the yoyn breaking and dissolving are metonyms and that these descriptions
are hyperbolic and do not conflict with the predominant conception that the yoyn travels to

Hades.

The yvoyn qua breath as a metonym for life lost and the privative formulaic

pairings of yoy1, Oopoc, and pévog.

To show that there is evidence that the brittle object metaphor is present in these paired
formulas, we need to address these passages head-on. Let us begin this analysis by first
addressing the extracts which describe the yoyn’s destruction. One formula suggests that the

yoyn dissolves along with the pévoc when the person dies: tod §” a0t AVON YoM t€ Pévog
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1¢.233 The meaning of Ao is wide ranging.?** It describes the action of unbinding,?*> of

releasing and setting someone free from confinement,?*® of setting someone or something

237 238 239

free for a ransom,**’ of unyoking horses,**° of settling debates,*>” of destroying something
into pieces,?*” and of dissipating vital faculties.?*! Clarke acknowledges that A0 yoyf
means the yoyn is dissipated.?*?> However, he takes this to mean that it is destroyed.
According to Clarke, if the yuyn and pévog are paired together, then the yoyn here does not
journey to Hades, but is destroyed. After all, if the pévog does not journey to Hades, then
there is supposedly no reason to assume that the yoyn does as well:>#

Consider the formula tod §” a0t AVON YoM t€ pévog te (v. 296 = VIII. 123 = 315),

narrating a death: since pévog cannot survive death, the pairing suggests that what is

referred to here is not a flight to Hades but the disappearance and extinction of the
final breath.

Sullivan similarly says that: “at the moment of death yoyn either leaves the man and
goes to Hades or is itself loosed.”*** Sullivan speaks as though two contradictory
presentations of the yvyn exist, one in which the yoyn makes a journey and the other where it
is simply loosed. But these two descriptions are not necessarily contradictory. We may

compare the departure of the yoy| to the other faculties lost at death. Notice that the limbs

are loosened at death (Aboe 6¢ yvia) just like the yoyn and pévog (AOON yoyn te pévog). It is

233 11.5.296, 8.123, 314. See also /1. 17.298.

234 Cf. LfirgE sv. MWw on the verb’s extensive semantic range.

B5Cf 1. 4.215,14.214, 16.804, 17.318; Od. 2.418, 3.392, 5.459, 10.47, 11.245, 13.77.

86 Cf. Od. 4.422, 8.345, 347, 360, 9.463, 10.298, 385,387, 11.296, 12.53, 163,193.

BTCf 1. 1.13=372, 20, 29, 10.378, 11.106, 17.163, 21.42, 80, 24.76, 116, 118=146=195, 137, 175, 237, 502,
555, 561, 593, 599, 685.

38 Cf. 11. 8.433, 5.369, 10.480,498, 11.620, 18.244, 23.27, 24.576 ; Od. 4.35,39, 7.6, 23.7,11.

239 Cf. 11. 14.205=304 ; Od. 7.74.

240Cf. 1. 2.118=9.25,2.135 ; 0d.12.421, 13.388, 22.186.

241Cf. 11.5.176, 7.6, 12, 13.85, 360, 16.332, 805, 17.29, 18.31, 21.114, 425; Od. 4.703, 5.297=406=22.147,
14.69,236, 18.212, 238, 242, 341, 22.68, 23.205, 24.345,381.

242 Clarke 1999: 137.

243 Clarke 1999: 137.

244 Qullivan 1979: 32.
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widely acknowledged that, for the former, the passage is a hyperbolic metonym for death; it
is at no point assumed that the limbs are literally scattered away. Rather, the term serves as a
way of expressing that the limbs are now no longer functioning within the individual. By the
same token, there is no reason to assume that, when the yoyn is said to be loosed along with
the pévog, the phrase means anything more than simply the loss of working faculties at death.
In other words, the yoyn being dissipated does not contradict the conception that the yoyn
departs for Hades. On the contrary, it metaphorically highlights one aspect of the yoyn’s
journey, the point at which the yuyn no longer functions in the living individual.

Nevertheless, the yoyn appears to be paired with other life-faculties which do
extinguish. We have argued against Clarke’s literal reading of the yuyn’s destruction because
the formula is a hyperbolic expression, not a literal translation. But we cannot assume that
similar privative formulas are so exaggerated. On the contrary, it is very possible to apply
Clarke’s argument above to other formulaic pairings. Take, for example, //iad. 11.333-335:

ToVG eV Tuoeldng dovpuchertdg Atopnong

Bopod kol Yyouyiic kekadmv KAVTO Tevye’ anndpa

Tnnddapov 0° ‘Odvoeds kai Yreipoyov é&evipiéev.

Notice that the yoyn and Bvpodg are paired together as the faculties which leave the
individual at death. But the Bvpdc is never said to travel to Hades. If we went by Clarke and
Sullivan’s line of argument, it is possible to suggest that the yoyn also does not make the
journey to the other world. In fact, Clarke comes very close to making this line of argument
(in 133-137). He notes that this formula “suggests that in death the meanings of these two
words are very close to each other, with no decisive dividing line between them” (134). From
this, he proceeds to list several examples that show the yoyn is imagined as the entity that is
lost at death and as the entity that someone can take away. He notes that these descriptions

are similar to the Buudc’s departure. This, in turn, leads him to the suggestion that, if the loss
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of the Bupdg is imagined as the expiration of the last breath, then the loss of the yvyr also

means the dying air that is breathed out and annihilated:

Together, the two groups of passages recall the usual pattern for the loss of Bupog: to
die is to lose it, to kill is to win it from the foe, and since victory is the foe's death it
becomes a sign of the prize for which they struggle. All this suggests that in essence
the loss of yuy is the same event as the loss of Bupudc, the sudden expiration of the

last breath (135).

It is true that the yoyn and Bvudg have similar departures since they can leave through
the mouth and wound at death.?*> However, we cannot take from this argument the literal
understanding that “the loss of yoyn is the same event as the loss of Qupog, the sudden
expiration of the last breath.” For, if we were to do this, we would be doing exactly what
Clarke criticises Regenbogen of: “emphasizing what seems logical rather than what Homer
actually says.”?%¢ On the contrary, the loss of the yvuyf| involves the journey to Hades. This

much is made clear in Patroclus’ and Hector’s death scenes:

yoyn & &k pebéwv mropévn "Aidog o Pefriket

OV ToTpHOV Yodwoa Mmodo” avdpotiita Kol finv.

This passage provides the greatest support for our argument: the yoyr does not just
leave the body, never to be heard of again, but makes a departure to Hades. We cannot then
assume that the loss of the yuyn is the same as the as the loss of the Bupdc. Clarke suggests
that this passage is creative and is made up from the conception that yoyn is, first and

foremost, the last breath. But by looking at other pieces of evidence, we can see that the two

245 Cf. 11. 9.408-409~16.468, 14.518~12.386.
246 Clarke 1999: 47.
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faculties are not to be imagined as extinguished. There is a clear dividing line between the

yoyn and Bopdg and this is made explicit in Anticleia’s speech in Odyssey 11.218-222:

aAL” atn Oikn éoti fpotdv, dte Tig Ke BAavnov:
0¥ yap £TL 6hpKog TE Kai OGTEN Ve EXOVGLY,
AL TO PEV TE TVPOG KPATEPOV LEVOGS aiibopévolo
dapvad, énel ke TpdTa Aimn Aevk’ dotéa Bupde,
Yoy & NOT’ Bvelpog AmOTTAUEVT] TEXATNTOL.

On the one hand (név), the fire burns the body as soon as (énei ke TpdTa) the Bupog
left the bones; but on the other hand (3°), the yoyn is in a state of floating [in Hades], having
flown away [from the body] like a dream. The syntax of this passage suggests that the Gopdc
which leaves the individual has a very different fate to the yoyn. Clarke is the first to admit
that this passage “flies in the face” of his interpretation because “an unparalleled distinction
would be set up between loss of Bupdc and of yoyn, with the Bopdc leaving the bones and the
yoyn going to Hades.” Clarke tries to resolve this glaring problem by suggesting that verse
221 is part of a digressive sequence of ideas from 219-221 in which the departure of the
Bopdg is supposedly not contrasted to the movements of the yoyn in 222. But, as we shall see
in chapter four, this digression cannot work. The particles énei ke mpdta show that 221 is
sequentially linked to 220: the fire destroys the corpse as soon as the Bupudg leaves the limbs.
But in 220, a contrast is presented between what happens to the yoyn and the body through
the co-ordinating conjunctions pév...0¢: these (sinews, bones and flesh) are destroyed by fire
as soon as the Buuog leaves, but (0¢) (as this cremation takes place) the yoyn is already in

Hades in a state of floating, having flown away. This means that the fate of the yvyn is in
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direct contrast to the events that happen in 220-221. This, in turn, means that the yoyr and

Bopdg are in contrast to one another.

Let us show this contrast more explicitly by demonstrating how the yuyn has its
existence in Hades in this passage:

yoyn & NOT’ Bvelpog AmomTOUEVT] TEXATNTOL.

Cairns suggests that this passage “joins the others considered above in reinforcing the
view that the yoyn that is expired on death becomes the yuyn that dwells in Hades.”?*7
agree with Cairns that the yoyn, which is supposedly breathed out, is in fact the inhabitant of
Hades. However, I argue that Anticleia does not even suggest the yoy is expired in this
passage. Cairns argues that if we assign a perfective meaning to tendtnra, “is gone”, then
Anticleia suggests that the yoyn “is gone” because it has “flown off” (dmomtapuévn). “Is
gone” is a possible rendering of mendtnran, but it does not make sense in this context.

Anticleia is attempting to explain to Odysseus why she flew away from him like a physically

insubstantial dream (pot €k yelp®v oxf eikelov 1 kKai oveipw / Entat’). We need the stative

reading of memdtntan “in a state of floating” to show why Anticleia is in the same physically
insubstantial state in Hades as she was when she flew away (drontapévn).2*® The polyptoton
amomtapévn memdtnTon reveals that the yoyn, which departs from the dead man
(dmomtapévn), now has its existence in Hades in a similar state of flight (merdtnrTan).

Besides, the description of the yvyn’s departure to Hades in 11. 222 is a variation of a
formulaic phrase in which the ghost flies away from the body to journey to Hades. Notice
that the polyptoton yoyn & (0T’ dvepog dnontapévn memdtnton echoes the formulaic

description that the yoyn departs from the body and, instead of evaporating, travels to Hades:

247 Cairns 2003: 56.

248 On uses of the perfect, see Wackernagel 1924: 166-171; Chantraine 1953: 197-201; Kiparsky 1968: 35;
Ruijgh 1971: §215, §217; Friedrich 1974: S16-22, esp. 16; Sihler 1995: 572-579; Wackernagel 2009: 193. See
also Duhoux 2000: 406-414.
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yoyn & &k pebéwv nrapévn ‘AidocdE Pepriket. This evidence informs us that Anticleia cannot
indicate that the yoyn expires through the perfect or through this formulaic phrase.

Anticleia, in other words, emphasises that the youyn which flies away from the dead
man (&romtapévn) continues to exist in Hades in a state of flight.>*° This enables us to see
that other passages, which describe the departure of the yoyn from the dead man, indicate

that the yoyn not only departs from the individual but lives on in the other world.

We have now suggested that the yoyr and 60pog have different fates when the person
dies. This suggests that the privative formula, in which the yoyn and 8vpog depart together,
should not be taken literally. Indeed, the formulaic pairing suggests that we are bearing

witness to a metonym. Consider Odyssey 21.152-156:

® @ilot, 00 pev &yd Tovow, Aaféto 68 Kol dALOG.

TOALOVG YOp TOOE TOEOV APLOTH G KEKAONGEL

Bopod koi youyfic, &mel 1) TOAD pépTepdV doTt

1e0vapev §) {dhovtag auopteiv, ovd’ vex’ oiel

€vOao” opAéopev, TOTIOEYLEVOL HUOTOL TTAVTOL.

The formulaic expression kexadnoet Bupod kol yoyfig describes the physiological
effects that are supposed to stand for the life that is lost. But contained within this metonym
is a metaphorical construction where the Bupdc and yoyr|’s ceasing to function (the target
domain), is described as a deprivation, kekaonoet (the source domain). This means that the
expression does not emphasise a conflicting eschatological view of the yoyn’s fate; it simply
highlights that it ceases to function. Other metonyms appear to contain similar metaphoric

constructions. Cairns convincingly applies Lakoff and Kévecses’ cognitive model of anger to

249°0d. 11.207-208.
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Homeric Greek.?>* We note, for instance, that the kpadin in the Homeric man swells: dALG

not oidaverar kpadin yor 6mmot ékeivwv.?’! Here again, we see metaphoric construction in

the metonym: the kpadin (the target domain) is imagined as a substance that becomes larger
(the source domain).?>2 We also note a number of instances where Homer follows the
principle: A PERSON’S PHYSIOLOGICAL SYMPTOMS STAND FOR A SALIENT

EVENT.

In Odyssey 11.562 Odysseus pleads to Ajax not to be angry at him by telling him to
restrain his Boudg: ddpacov 0 pévog kai dynvopa Bupov. This is a metaphorical
construction: we understand the Bupog and pévog (the target domain) as animals that can be
restrained (the source domain). This adds to the notion that the metonym kexadnoet Bupod
kai yoyfg does not tell us that the yoyn fails to survive the journey to Hades, it simply is a

metaphor that presents its lack of functionality in the person.

The yoyn qua life’s destruction and the brittle object metaphor

We have argued that the yoyn’s destruction is not meant to be read literally, in light of its
metonymic role and formulaic pairing with other faculties. Let us now demonstrate how the

youyn’s destruction is also metaphorical when we understand yoyn to mean “life.”

The yuyn can be imagined as the life that is taken away from someone (dcn
Kappoviny, oy 8¢ yoynv aeéhmuar).2>* Achilles, for example, strives to take Hector’s yoyn
when he chases after him (&AL mepi yoyfig 0¢ov “Extopog inmoddporo.).2>* But even then

these meanings can overlap. Characters, for instance, imagine that they give the yoyn qua life

230 Cf. Cairns 2003: 73 n. 67. Cf. Lakoff and Kovecses 1987: 195-221.
31 11.9.646,

252 Cf. Cairns 2003: 72-73.

233 11.22.257. Cf. Od. 22.444.

254 11 22.161.
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away to Hades (e0y0¢ éuoi ddoetv, yoymv &' Aidt khvtondio) after having taken it from the
person.2> After all, if the victor can imagine taking the deceased’s “life” away, then he can
also conceive of giving that life force to another person. Both meanings of yuyn (wraith and
life) have the potential to overlap. Note, for instance, the metaphor in the proem to the /liad
1.3: moAAdg o™ 1pBipovug yuydg Aidt mpoioyev. The word yoydg refers to the ghosts, but it is
understood from the verb mpoioyev that Achilles had taken away these yoyai qua ghosts
from the living before he hurled them to Hades, much like the person who takes away yoyn
qua life force. In this way the meanings of life and wraith can be closely interconnected
within the word yoyn.

The evidence above suggests that the concept of yoyn qua life and yoyn qua wraith
are similar: both can be understood as metaphorically handled by the victor and both can be
given to Hades. However, there are a number of other presentations which give the
impression that the yoyn qua life is annihilated once it leaves the body: the yoyn is destroyed
at death (yoyfic dkiotoc drebpog),2>® and those who die are yoyoac OAécavtes.?’ These
passages fly in the face of our desire to seek a coherent model of death. For if the yoyn can
be imagined as destroyed at death, then we are to understand that it does not survive the
journey to Hades. If it does not survive the journey to the other world, then we cannot say
that there is a coherent presentation of the yoyn or, by extension a coherent view of death.
This in turn undermines the main premise of our argument to seek a coherent presentation of
the shade.

I argue that these presentations do not actually suggest that the yoyn vanishes into
non-existence. On the contrary, if we pay close attention to the Greek, we see that these are

brittle object metaphors that denote the yvyn no longer functions in the Homeric man. It is a

235 J1.5.654, 11.445, 16.625.
236 17, 22.325.
257 11.13.763, 24.168. On dAécavteg connoting destruction, see Clarke 1999: 137.
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common motif in Homeric epic to talk about a faculty as destroyed or as annihilated when it
ceases to function. Take, as an example, Nestor’s admission of his age in /liad 7.157. He
wishes that he was as young as he was when in battle, and wishes to have continuous
strength:

€10” dg Pmoyu, Pin 8¢ pot Eumedog ein

Nestor’s admission of age informs us that his strength is, at the least, dysfunctional.
We learn later from Diomedes that Nestor’s strength is conceptualised as something which no
longer exists, it has dissolved (o1 8¢ Bin Aélvton, yodendv 8¢ oe yijpag Omdlet).>>® Ares
angrily imagines that he could either be dead or be living a strengthless existence after being
wounded by the spear (5.885-7):

..M Té Ke dnpov
aOTOD TNUAT EMACYOV £V OUVIIOV VEKASECTLY,

1 ke Lag apevnvog &a yoAkoio Tumfiot.

Ares equates his weakness with the idea that he lacks strength completely. The same
is true with mental faculties as well. In /liad 15.129, Hera accuses Ares of being deranged of
wits and says that his mind and sense of reverence are destroyed: v6oc 6™ dmdAmAe Kol 0idDC.
Likewise, Paris, alarmed by Antenor’s argument, thinks that the gods have destroyed his
wits: &€ Gpa 81 tot &merra 0ol ppévag drecav avtoi.?>® All of these expressions are, of
course, hyperbolic, but they do emphasise that, in Homeric epic, a faculty is described as
non-existent if it ceases to function.

This hyperbolic language is not just a feature of character descriptions, but also of the
.260

primary narrator’s imagery. Hector loses the strength in his knees and faints:

avtic 8 dEomicm mAfito yOovi, Td 8¢ oi dcoe

238 71, 8.103.
239 11.7.360.
260 71.14.438.
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V& gkdloye pélova: BErog d” Ett Bupov Edauva.

Darkness covers Hector’s eyes, and the stone overcame his Qupog (Bopov £dduva),
just like with the person that dies. But we note that Buudg’ destruction cannot be literal here
since Hector does not die until eight books later. Rather, the metaphor of the subdued Bvpog
makes explicit that it momentarily ceases to function. This brittle object metaphor also
appears in the formula ADoe 6¢ yvia. As mentioned, we do not assume from Adoce that the
limbs in the person are actually loosened. Rather, we get from this expression that they now
no longer are a working body part for the dying man. The same is true when the primary
narrator says that the limbs and the heart were loosed (A0to yovvata kai gilov firop).26!
These faculties still exist in the person, but they now do not work.

All of this suggests that the yoyn qua life-faculty can be presented as destroyed when
it leaves the Homeric man. We note that the yoyn, when it is in the person, performs as a life
faculty. This as much is made clear when Agenor says that there is only one yoyn in
Achilles. .22 However, Clarke maintains that the “basis of the image is its [the yuyfi’s]
loss”.26% But the yoyn as a lost faculty does imply that it preserves life when it is in the
individual. This suggests that life ceases to function when it leaves the person. We come back
to Sarpedon’s death when it is imagined that the yoyn ¢ kai aidv leave him. When these two
have left him, he is considered dead. This already makes explicit the schema “out = dead and
a lack of functioning life”. This means that the yvuyn’s destruction can metaphorically

highlight its lack of functionality when the life force is said to leave the body and be given to

Hades (g0yoc &poi Sdaoetv, yoyny &' Aidt KATOTOA®. ).

261 Cf. 11. 21.114, 425; Od. 4.703, 5.297, 406, 22.68, 147, 23.205, 24.345.

262 See Otto 1923: 25, Snell 1953: 9; Adkins 1970: 14, Richardson 1993: 101 ad 11.21.568-570; Cairns 2003: 49,
Cairns 2014: §17.

263 Clarke 1999: 59.

96



Let us now observe how the brittle-object metaphor applies to the yoyn when it is
said to be destroyed. One passage in particular that suggests the yoyn is not annihilated at

death but lives on in Hades is lliad. 22.324-329:

Poiveto 8 N kKAnideg dm’ dpov avyév’ Exovot

Aavkaviny, tva te yoytg dkiotog dAeBpog:

™ P’ émi ol pepadt’ Elac’ Eyyet Slog Ayiled,

AvTIKPY 0° amaAoio U avyévog AV’ dxkmkn:

ovd’ dp’ an’ docpdpayov pelin Tape yohkoBapeta,

dpph ti v potieinot dpePopevog Enéecoty.

It is the throat where the yoyn is most quickly destroyed. Clarke seems to take this
passage as an indication that the yoyr faces destruction at death.?** But we see that the phrase
Yuytig dkiotog dheBpog cannot be taken literally. On the contrary, Achilles casts his spear at

the throat and it is once the contact is made that the yoyn eventually departs and journeys to

Hades:

yoyn & &k pebéwv mropévn "Atdog d¢ PePriket
ov motHOoV Yodmwaa Mmods” avopotiita Kol iny.

This passage provides us with the strongest evidence for our brittle-object reading.
The yvyn’s destruction highlights that the yoyn ceases to function, and hides the shade’s
journey to Hades: it leaves the person’s manhood and youth (AMwodo’ dvopotijta kai §fnv).
This evidence enables us to see that there is not necessarily a difference between the yoyn

which dissipates at death and the one which lives on its existence in Hades. Rather, the

264 Clarke 1999: 137.
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descriptions of destruction metaphorically highlight the yvyn’s lack of functionality in the

Homeric man.

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter was to demonstrate how other inconsistent eschatological
presentations, in Homeric epic, present a harmonious understanding of what happens to a
person when he dies. The aim was to provide more ground support for our main argument
that the inconsistent descriptions of the ghosts, in Hades, all should be read as a coherent
whole. We have explored several of the ways in which Homer presents death. We have
arrived at the conclusion that all of these diverse descriptions adhere to the view that, after
the person dies, part of them journeys to Hades.

We first established that these presentations represent a specific stage in a dying
process, a coherent sequence. In the introduction, for example, we gave an overview of how
death as a seizing and death as a fate present the endpoint that the person dies, and how the
descent to the underworld follows. By showing where these contradictory presentations fit
into this sequence, we have demonstrated that inconsistent eschatological descriptions, in
Homer, can present a coherent understanding of what happens to the person when he dies.
This discussion enables us to argue, in the following chapters, the diverse presentations of the
wraith are efforts to articulate a coherent view of the ghost that resides in Hades.

Once we examined where these representations of death featured in this sequence, we
argued that death as a fate and death as a seizing could not be dismissed as alternative
incompatible conceptions. On the contrary, we saw that the death, in one line, is presented as

a fated phenomenon, and, in the succeeding line, as an agent that seizes the individual. This
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shift from one articulation to another emphasises that the two presentations are intricately
linked and are meant to be read as a coherent whole.

We have also established that the contradictory presentations of death are not
incompatible but are efforts to follow a coherent metaphoric principle. That is to say, the
various representations of death (as a seizing and as a fate) all articulate a basic conceptual
model: SALIENT EVENTS ARE ENCOUNTERS. This part of the chapter was particularly
important for our argument because it invites us to explore how the diverse presentations of
the ghost in Hades follow a basic folk-model: yuyn-¢idwiov has some characteristics of the
once living person, and some of an insentient being.

In the second section of this chapter, we maintained that the inconsonant descriptions
of the yuyn’s destruction do not present an alternative view of death. Rather this presentation
metaphorically highlights the point at which the yuyn ceases to function when it journeys to
Hades. We argued that this presentation was a brittle object metaphor. We demonstrated that
this metaphor appeared when the yoyn served as a metonym for life-lost and when it was
understood as meaning life.

All of this evidence has given ground for us to investigate how the diverse
presentations of the shade can present a coherent view of post-mortem existence. Let us now
move to the next chapter where we shall demonstrate that characters attempt to describe a

single conception of the ghost by using aspect perception.
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PART ONE

THE WRAITH AND THE JOURNEY TO HADES.

Chapter Two

The wraith when it journeys to Hades

Introduction

This chapter seeks to examine the presentation of the shade when it travels to Hades. As
noted at the start of the introduction, the shade is presented contradictorily as the remnants of
a corpse, as a Bupog, and as an gidmwAiov. I will argue that these presentations capture what
Wittgenstein refers to as “aspects”. Characters, I suggest, notice these aspects by making a
selection, foregrounding (and thereby utilising and highlighting these terms in constructing
metaphors)?%> some properties of the shade and hiding others. I will then suggest that, when
they foreground these properties, they notice an “internal relation”,?¢ an apparent similarity
between the yvyn and other entities such as the dead man, the Bvpdc, and the €idwiov. When

the secondary focalisers report these aspects, they use the €idwAov, Bopde, and corpse as

cognitive metaphors to describe the yoyf. 267

265 Utilisation is a specific term in metaphor theory. It describes how some parts of the source domain are used,
and other parts are left out. For example, in the metaphor PEOPLE ARE ANIMALS only certain characteristics
are used to describe the target domain. Thus, when we say “he’s a pig”, the pig in the source domain is used
because the pig is characterised as greedy and self-serving, but in this metaphor we leave out the other behavior
traits of the animal. Thus we do not mean that the person we call a pig rolls around in dirt and eats apple cores.
See Kovecses 2010: 329. On its target domain counterpart, see ch. 1, page 83.

266 On this Wittgensteinian term, see page 14, and n. 33.

267 On one word serving as a conceptual metaphor for the subject in the target domain, see Lakoff and Johnson
1980: 85-86 LOVE IS A PHYSICAL FORCE (“I could feel the electricity between us”, “There were sparks™.)
LOVE IS MAGIC (“the magic is gone”); Lakoff and K&vecses 1987: 198 ANGER IS THE HEAT OF A
FLUID IN A CONTAINER (Keep cool.”) Cf. Kévecses 2010: 153 PEOPLE ARE ANIMALS (“you swine...
He’s a complete pig... Those vermin steal from homes”).
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A visual example of this conceptual aspect perception is Rubin’s Vase: 268

When we look at the image, we treat one tonal property as the foreground and the
other as the background. If we, for instance, treat the white tone as the foreground, we notice
the aspect has a shape. We rely on our knowledge of similar patterns, and realise the shape
looks like a vase. When we notice this aspect, we then report it by using the cognitive
metaphor: “it is an image of a vase.” Aspect perception, here, is an essential component of a
mapping scheme. We first make an internal relation: we note the similarities between the
white shape and the vase. When we do this, we use the vase (the source domain) to describe
the white shape (the target domain). I aim to show that this mapping process is evident when
characters notice aspects of the shade.

I structure my argument in the following way. I first establish that there is an internal
relation between the character’s presentation of the post-mortem survivor and the wraith that
descends to Hades. I then suggest that characters use the conceptual aspects, the €idwAov,
Bopdg, and corpse, as metaphors and also use a metaphorical utilisation, a kind of selection
that takes place in figure-ground perception we see above. Metaphorical utilisation is when
certain features in the source domain are selected to make sense of the target domain.

Utilisation of this kind means that other properties of the source domain are hidden. Kdvecses

268 Ejlan 2013: 1.
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provides a good example of how this utilisation works in ARGUMENTS ARE

BUILDINGS:?%

Notice that many aspects of our concept of building are not used in the metaphorical
comprehension of arguments. Buildings typically have rooms and corridors; they have
a roof; they are equipped with chimneys; they can be found on streets or roads; there
are people living or working in them; they often have other houses next to them; they
have windows and doors; they are built in a particular architectural style; and so on. It
seems that all this information remains unutilized when the argument is a building

metaphor is applied.

This utilisation is a feature of aspect perception. When we for instance claim to see the cloud
as a bird, or see Jastrow’s picture as a duck or as a rabbit, we are using metaphorical
utilisations. We for instance use the image of the bird, the source domain; but we also hide
other properties of the bird, the fact that it squeaks, that it has feathers, and flies away. What
we shall claim then is that characters who notice aspects of the shade that journeys to Hades
will select certain properties of the image in the source domain and hide others.

In the first section, I establish that there is a schema in which the shade is imagined as
having incompatible characteristics. I suggest that the primary narrator presents the
incorporeal shade as having some features of the corporeal man (emotions and physical
substance). I then examine the character-descriptions of the dead man travelling to Hades.
We shall see that, in this schema, the dead person has some qualities of the corporeal dead
man, and some of the wraith.

In the second part of this chapter, I will argue this mental image of the shade allows

for characters to see the post-mortem resident in Hades as the remnants of the corporeal man.

269 Kovecses 2010: 93.
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Specifically, I suggest that these characteristics of the dead man lead secondary focalisers to
see the “corpse” aspect. This in turn allows for Odysseus and Hector to present the residents
in Hades as remnants of the corpse.

The third part of this chapter looks at how Theoclymenus sees the shade as an
eldwlov. I suggest that this noticing of an aspect occurs because the prophet is able to make
an internal relation between the qualities of the yvyai, as we see in Patroclus and Hector’s
death scenes, and the €idwAov. Specifically, I suggest that he notices similarities between the
youyn’s and €idwAov’s movements.

In the fourth and final section of this chapter, I examine the presentation of the wraith
when it descends to Hades in the Deuteronekyia. In this section, the shades go to Hades
screeching like bats. A common suggestion is that this is a Mycenaean conception in which
the wraith is a winged creature. I will argue that there is no reason to assume that we are
bearing witness to an old historical belief about the shade in this passage. I argue instead that
the simile in this passage informs us that the primary narrator just sees a resemblance
between the yuyai and the bats. My aim is to show that the simile in this scene indicates that
the primary narrator uses aspect perception to present the dead.

Scholars who have examined Homeric post-mortem existence have sought to
determine what exactly makes the journey to Hades. There are a numerous number of
passages in Homer where it is said that the named individual makes its descent to the
underworld. Rohde argues that these passages where the man is said to depart to Hades
simply indicate that the yoy is a second self, an inward image. He notes however the

difficulties in suggesting where Homeric selfhood resides:?”°

270 Rohde 1925: 6.
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Those who draw from these phrases the conclusion that either the body or the psyche

[credited as the positions of Nagelsbach and Grotomeyer respectively] must be the

‘real man’ have, in either case, left out of account or unexplained one half of the

recorded evidence”.

Clarke, however, examines the beginning of Agamemnon’s aristeia and concludes
that “the kepalai of this passage are the dead men themselves: bodily substance is what goes
down to Hades as in the standard pattern that we have observed in other allusive or rhetorical
passages.”?’! By rhetorical and allusive passages, Clarke is referring to the character speeches
where, in most cases, the wraith has the same “I” as the bodily being.?”? Cairns, on the other
hand, takes the opposing stance:?’3

It is true that there are many passages in which the named individual is said to make

the journey to Hades, but these are compatible with the specification that it is qua

yoyn that s/he does so; this is in fact the only specification that is offered - it is never
specified that the physical body of the dead person makes that journey. Homer’s
characters and his audience know that corpses do not descend to Hades; they know
that the physical bodies are cremated; but this awareness coexists with beliefs which,

taken literally, might be thought to suppose a physical post mortem existence.

Cairns, however, is aware that Odysseus’ speech to Polyphemus is the one exception to his
view that the post-mortem survivor is the yoyn.2’* The problem with many of these
suggestions is the question on which their analyses are based. By claiming that the corpse or
the wraith survives the journey to Hades, these scholars are making arguments against the

grain of evidence. For Cairns, it is Odysseus’ speech to Polyphemus that goes against his

271 Clarke 1999: 175.

272 Clarke 1999: 168-170.
273 Cairns 2003: 60-61.
274 Cairns 2003: 61 n. 44.
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hypothesis, while Clarke’s claim is countered by the evidence where characters suggest that
the survivor of Hades is the wraith.

What I hope to do instead in this chapter is to address a different question. Rather than
ask “what survives the journey to Hades” I aim to establish how characters come to see the
post-mortem survivor in such diverse ways. I argue that aspect perception is the underlying
reason for these inconsistent presentations to appear in Homeric epic. Indeed, we see that
aspect perception plays an important role in the presentation of the wraith when it descends to
Hades in Odyssey 24.1-9:

‘Epuiic 8¢ yoyoc Kvliqviog é€exaleito

AvOp@OY Lynotpmv: €xe 6& PAPOOV LETA YEPTLV

KOATV xpuoeiny, T T avopdv Sppata OEAyeL

OV £€0éAet, Tovg 8 adte Kai VvdovTag Syeipet:

T p° dye Kivnoag, tal 6¢ tpilovoat Enovro.

a¢ 0" Ote vukTePideg puyd dvipov Becmesiolo

tpiovoar motéovtat, Enel K€ TG Amonméonow

oppafod €k métpng, Avé T AAANANCY ExovTat,

¢ ai TeTpryvion G’ ficav.

The use of the simile informs us that the primary narrator sees the yoyai as bats when they
descend to Hades screeching. Wittgenstein tells us that we notice an aspect when we see a
likeness between one face and another.?’”> By using the simile, the primary narrator expresses
a likeness between the wraith and the bat. The primary narrator notices this bat aspect
because there is an internal relation between the way that the dead screech when they move
(tpifovoat Emovro... ¢ ai teTptyvion dp’ fjicav) and the way that the bats fly in their caves

(g & dte vukTepideg poyd dvtpov Beonecioro / tpilovoan motéovrat).

275 PPF §113.
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This is a basic example of how the primary narrator uses aspect perception to describe
the visible qualities of the wraith, its movements and its sound. However, most of this
discussion examines aspect perception from a different perspective. Apart from
Theoclymenus and his vision in Odyssey 20.351-358, there is no evidence that suggests that
the character looks at the wraith as it descends to Hades and then sees it as something else.
What we shall suggest instead is that we can notice aspects from schema, or mental
images.?’”® We can, for instance, remember a word and have multiple interpretations of what
it might be. We know that we have to see an internal relation between two objects in order to
notice an aspect.

As we said in the introduction, we can notice aspects from mental images. When we,
for instance, have a mental image of Wittgenstein’s triangle or cube, we can imagine them,
respectively, as a mountain or as a box. When we imagine these aspects, we are making an
internal relation: we know that these shapes are similar to the objects we are imagining them
to be. When we describe these imaginative aspects, we are forming a metaphorical
construction: we are using the mountain and boxes as source images to describe the target

shapes.

The folk-model of the shade
Homer presents a default folk-model in which some properties of the living continue to be
properties of the yuyn when it journeys to Hades. The /liad opens with Achilles sending

many of the ghosts of the dead soldiers to Hades:?"’

276 Cf. PPF §254. Wittgenstein reminds us that: “The concept of an aspect is related to the concept of
imagination. In other words, the concept ‘Now I see itas . ..’ is related to ‘Now I am imagining that’.”

277 A similar construction also appears in Iliad 11.55 (mohrag ipipovg kepoAdg). Apollonius took issue with the
fact that the ipBipor yoyai made the descent to Hades in 1.3-5 and not the dead men proper. According to
Apollonius, Achilles sends not the ip8ipovg yoyog to Hades, but the ipfipovg xepodrag in the proem (cf. schol.
bT ad 1.3. See also schol. bT and A ad 7.330.). However, the issue with this reading is that it does not make
sense of the opposition between verses 3 to 4. The reflexive pronoun avtovg already denotes the corporeal dead
men that are left behind. The suggestion that the dead men ipBipovc kepaAac descend to Hades, but the dead

men (avtovg 6¢) are left behind as scraps for animals is syntactically impossible. Apollonius’ version might
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ToAMIC O 1pBinovc wuydc "Aidt Tpoioawev

NPO®V, aOTOVG & EADPLA TEDYE KOVESTLY

olmwvoiot te mdot. ..
The yvyai, who are incorporeal, have the physical strength, ipOipor, of the living person.
Warden seems to suggest that the yuyr means “soul” and that {pO1pog in the proem describes
the “seedy” nature of the yuy1.2’® But this seems like an insufficient solution. First, the aorist
npoiayev marks that the yoyoi’s descent is completed, they are now inhabitants of Hades and
thus “wraiths”, no longer “souls”.?’”® Second, there is nothing in the Homeric evidence that
suggests yoyn is associated with the seed or marrow. The word ip6ytog does appear
predominantly to refer to the bodily strength of anatomical parts of the Homeric body,*° but
it does not make sense that the yoyn qua soul should be associated with strength. On the
contrary, ipOyog is never attributed to any other vital-force that sustains a person’s life. The
word 1pOiog does occur in metonymic expressions, whereby the strong part of the body
stands for the person himself.?8! But 1p0wog yuy1 as meaning “strong souls” cannot be a
metonym for the person himself descending to Hades. On the contrary, the reflexive pronoun
avtovg in lliad 1.4 indicates that the person’s sense of self is tied to the corpse that stays
behind. It does not semantically make sense for the primary narrator to suggest through this
metonym that the person descends to Hades, but also remains as a decaying corpse in the
mortal world. The accusative ipBipovg_establishes that this strength is a characteristic not of
the heroes (who are in the genitive 1pd®v) when they were alive, but of the post-mortem

yuyoi. The syntagm “physically strong wraiths”, although syntactically and semantically

work if we omit verses 4-5, as Zenodotus suggested (Cf. schol. A ad 1.4.), but this is hardly a solution. The
proem sets up the main theme of the Iliad, Achilles’ wrath. We need verses 4-5 because Achilles’ mistreatment
of the dead alludes to his mistreatment of Hector’s corpse (Cf. //. 1.3-5,22.509 and 23. 21.); we need these
verses to establish the thematic importance of the /iad.

278 Warden 1969: 154-156.

27 Though the two are conceptually linked: see Chapter One and Cairns 2001: 466.

280 77, 3.336, 15.480, 16.137, 18.204. See Onians (1951: 194) for an impressive catalogue of instances.
281 Qee 11. 11.55, 23.260.
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unusual, seems to conform to the motif that the shade has some characteristics of the living
person. Indeed, we see in 16.856f and 22.363f that the yvyr| has the unusual ability to show
emotions:

yoyn & &k pebéwv mropévn "Atdog d¢ PePriket

ov moTHoV Yodwaa Mmoo’ avopotiita Kol iny.

On the one hand, the yoyn is incorporeal: it flies out of the body, leaving behind all forms of
manhood and youth, and, as a result, it appears almost non-human. And yet, on the other
hand, the yoyn has the characteristics of the living: it is capable of showing emotions,
grieving for the life it will have once incorporated into Hades.

A variation of this folk-model appears in character speeches. Characters, like the
primary narrator, seem to suggest that the post-mortem survivor of Hades has incompatible
properties. But whereas the primary narrator suggests that the incorporeal yoyn has the same
characteristics as the living, the characters have a mental image in which the incoming
resident in Hades has the same “I” as the once living person. Consider /liad 11.262-63:

&v0’ Avtivopog vieg v’ Atpeidn PaciAdi

nOTUOV AvamAncavteg E6Vv dOpOV ATdog elom.

The post-mortem survivor that goes to Hades (£6vv d6pov "A1dog €icm) has the same identity
as the corporeal dead man who met his fate (nmdtpov dvanincavteg). After all, the subject of
the participle dvaninoavteg is the sons who died. Consider also /liad 5.644-646:

o0d¢ ti oe Tpoeoov dlopon dAkap Ececbon

EMBOVT’ €k Avking, ovd’ el pdda KoptePOg €601,

GAL” O’ épol dunBévta moiag Adoo mepNoELy.

Here again we see that the there is an identity relationship between the living and the
post-mortem wraith. The subject of dunbévta is og, the man who is imagined to be beaten

down by the victor, but the infinitive meprioewv also marks that the subject’s identity continues
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when he is a wraith that makes its descent to Hades. This same continuity of identity is
present in Iliad 20.294: 6¢ téya [Inieiovi dapeic A1do0cde kdtelol. A similar image also
appears in [liad 3.322: tov 60¢ amoeBipevov ddvar d6pov Aidog elocw. Both subjects of the
infinitive 6Ovon and verb kdreiot and of the participles dmo@bipevov and dapeic are the men
now dead or beaten down. In other words, the person, who is defeated, is the same as the

entity that journeys to Hades. This is also the impression that we get in Iliad 16.326-329:
O¢ TO eV 0010101 KOGTYVATOIGL SAUEVTE
v &ic "EpePog Zapmndovog €660l £Taipot
vigg dovTiotol Acmddpov, &g pa Xiporpav
Opéyev AUOLOKETNV TOAEGTY KOKOV AvOp®OTOLIGLY.

The brothers go to Hades (Britnv €ig "Epefog) after being beaten down (dapévre). In other
words, the person that is beaten down is the same as the entity that goes to Hades. Likewise,
Hector states boastfully that no one (his living self) shall beat him down to Hades: ov ydp tig
' omEp aicav avip At poidyet.?8? Notice also the way that Andromache speaks about her

late husband:*%3
VOV 8¢ oU pev Atdao d6povg KO KeVBEST Yaing
gpyeat, avtap EUe oTuyep® EVi TEVOET Aeimelc,

YNPNV €V ueydpoiot. ..

The subject that goes to Hades is 60, Hector, who left Andromache Agineig as a

widow. The participle and the pronoun both indicate that the entity that descends to Hades

282 11, 6.487.
283 J1.22.482-483.
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has the same selfthood as the embodied person. A similar presentation of the post-mortem

survivor appears in Iliad 6.420-424:

o1 ¢ pot énta kaociyvntot Eoav &v Heyapoloty

ol P&V mavteg i® kiov fuott 'Atdog eicm-

navtog Yop KaTénepve Todapkng 810¢ AYIAAEDS

Bovoiv €n” elMmddecol Kol ApyeVVG 01eaat

eboElg, avTap Eueio Aehacpuévog Emien AyIALeD.

Andromache imagines her siblings (ol... kactyvntot) making the journey to Hades.
There is no distinction made between the wraith and the dead man proper in this speech. The

epexegetic particle yap emphasises that those that go to Hades are the same as those that are

killed by Achilles. A similar presentation of the dead person appears in lliad 14.454-457:

00 o oot dim peyadopov Movooiduo

YEPOG Gimo otiPapiic GAov mndficat dxovra,

AL TIg Apyeiwv KOoE xpot, Kol pv 6lm

avTQ oKkNrTopEVOV Katipev dopov 'Atdog eicwm.

Polydamas imagines that it is the Argive himself (a0t®) that goes to Hades.
Polydamas also makes this point clear when he says that the spear which fatally wounds the
Argive (4ALG Tig Apyelov kOpioe ypot) can be used as a stick to support the dead man on his
journey (ki pv 6to / avtd oxknmropevov). The condition of the embodied person will be the

same as the post-mortem survivor.

This continuity of identity is also evident in burial requests. Achilles, for example,
states in 23.50 that he wants Agamemnon and his comrades to get everything that is fitting

for a man to have when journeying under the gloom and mist:
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VAV T d&épevar mapd 1€ oV 000 EMEIKES
vekpov &yovta véesBat Vo (OPov NepdevTa,

The expression Vo (6@ov NepdevTa is a metonym that stands for Hades.?®* Achilles
imagines that the person in Hades has the same “I” as the corpse, since he believes that the
inhabitant of Hades will reap the benefits of the corpse. Likewise, he imagines that through
burial, the dead man will go to Hades (§tapov yap audpova méun' Aid6cde.). 28 The
speakers, in these examples, all have in common the idea that the identity of the living person

continues as the wraith in Hades.

We have now been able to establish how there exists, in Homer, a model of the shade
that has opposing characteristics. It is an incorporeal being that has some of the corporeal
characteristics of the living. We have suggested that a variation of the folk-model appears in
character speeches: the “I” of the living person that is beaten down continues to Hades. The
onus is now on us to show how characters notice aspects from these mental images. This will

be the focus of the next section.

Noticing the dead man aspect

In this section, I explain why characters see a continuity of identity between the embodied
living being and the post-mortem survivor. First, I look at how the shades have some
characteristics of the living, such as the bodily strength and the basic cognitive ability to

show emotions. These characteristics, I will argue, lead the characters to make an internal

B4 Cf. 11.15.191; Od. 11. 57, 155. See also Od. 10.512, 12.379-383, 11.14-19, 93-94, 12.81, 20.356-357. On the
topographical descriptions of Hades’ darkness, see Hes. Theog. 755-825; Nagy 1973: 139-140; Panchenko
1998: 396-398; Marinatos 2001: 389-390, 397-398; Nakassis 2004: 224-225; Marinatos 2009 185-187. On
wider studies on early Greek epic cosmology, see Stokes 1962; Arrighetti 1966; Northrup 1979; Ballabriga
1986; Alford Garth 1991; Johnson 1999; Anghelina 2008, 2011; Grey 2019.

285 1. 23.137.
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relation between the shades’ emotions and the emotions that are said to be coterminous with
the living person’s state of being. This internal relation, I propose, is the reason why the
focalisers see the shade as the dead man himself.

In the second part of this section, I examine Odysseus’ and Hector’s conceptions that
the post-mortem survivor is the man bereft of life faculties. I will suggest that Odysseus and
Hector have made a specific conception from an ambiguous mental image in which the living
person’s identity continues when in Hades. Specifically, I argue that both Odysseus and
Hector have noticed conceptual aspects from a mental image: the post-mortem survivor has
some characteristics of the corpse, some of the wraith. I conclude that the two characters,
when they notice this aspect, they select certain characteristics of the source domain image
(dead man, deprived of life faculties), and hide the other features of this source domain (that
the corpse does not travel to Hades, that it is buried after death, and that it leads a separate
existence from the wraith that journeys to Hades).

In the section above, we listed a couple of examples where characters imagine that the
wraith which journeys to Hades has the same identity as the man who is threatened with
death. Here we shall see that it is the properties of the yvyai that induce the characters to see
the wraith as the man himself. Specifically, I argue that they see the post-mortem resident in
Hades as the dead man himself because the shade has some of the life-like characteristics of
the living person. Consider Deiphobus’ presentation of post-mortem existence when he
vaunts over Hypsenor in /liad 13.414-416:

00 iy ot &Titog kel Actog, GAAG & gnpt

€1 A106¢ mep 16VTO TUAAPTOO KPOUTEPOIO

ynonoew kot Bopodv, Enel pa ol droca TOUTOV.

Deiphobus here suggests that Asios’ “I” descends to Hades. Not only that, the dead

man himself, going to Hades, has mental faculties (ynfMoewv katd Bupov). How is it that this
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character imagines the shade to be the man himself with all of the mental faculties that the
living have? We shall argue that this conceptual aspect is noticed from the folk-model that
the shade continues to have some of the fundamental cognitive abilities of the living. We see
this when the shades of Patroclus and Hector descend to Hades mourning their fate: yoyn o
€k pebéwv mrapévn Aidog 6¢ PePrket / Ov mdtpov yoowasa. This basic cognitive ability invites
characters to see the post-mortem resident of Hades as the man himself because there is an
internal relation, an apparent similarity between the living and the shade: they can both
display emotions. When Achilles, for instance, remarks that his late friend is a yoyn, he
remarks that he is exactly like the man himself because he could speak, lament, and instruct
Achilles in exactly the way the living person would have done.?*¢ This emphasises that
Homeric selfhood does not reside in cognitive abilities. Nevertheless, it does suggest that a
person’s cognitive abilities — the ability to talk, the ability to show emotions — can easily
convince a person that they are speaking to the man himself. That being the case, we can
argue that the characters get the impression the man himself resides in Hades because they
recognise that the shade has some cognitive abilities of the corporeal being.

Stocking introduces the idea that strength is coterminous with the person’s selthood
because the word for strength replaces the name for the person.?®” But this kind of argument
also means that the Homeric man’s sense of self also resides in his mental state as well.
Consider, for instance, the presentation of inner thoughts in Homeric epic. In Iliad 2.3f,
Zeus ponders how he might bring honour to Achilles (4AL™ 6 ye pepunpile Katd @pévo AC
Ayiiijo / Tyunon, 0Aéom o0& moAéag émtl vnuoilv Ayoudv.). However, in Odyssey 20.38-40, it is
not Odysseus, but his Bvpog that is deliberating:

GALG T pot T00e Bupog évi peot pepunpilet,

286 17, 23.107.
287 See Stocking 2007: 62-63.
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OmnG ON PLVNOTHPSLY AVOIOEST XETPAG EPNOW,

podvog €mv: ol 8™ aigv doAréeg Evdov Eaot.

The Bupog is treated as the real subject of the deliberating, which Homer elsewhere
ascribes, as we see in lliad 2, in 20.41 (npog &' &1t Kol 160 peilov évi ppeoi pepunpilm), and
elsewhere in the epic to the person himself.?%® This is also the case at the beginning of the
lliad. Where we might expect Achilles himself to be the subject of the actions of hurling
(mpoionyev) and placing pain among the Achaeans (8Ays' £€0nxe), it is instead his anger that,
personified (ovlopévny, 1)), is responsible for these actions. I should stress, I do not take this
evidence to mean that Homer presents a Cartesian dualism, but it does suggest that a person’s
sense of self can be represented by his mental state and emotions.?*® This explains how the
living can see the yvyr| as the dead man himself. The folk-model does suggest that the yoyn
can retain some mental characteristics of the once living person as we see in lliad 16.857 and
22.363. This means that there is an internal relation between the yoyn that has some mental
characteristics of the living person and the person whose selthood is represented by his
mental faculties.

Let us now examine how characters can see the incoming resident of Hades as a dead
man deprived of life-faculties. In Odyssey 9.523-525 Odysseus is about to sail from the island
of the Cyclopes, he tells Polyphemus that he wishes he could kill him:

al yap O yuyf|g e Kol aidvog og duvaiumv

gOVIV TOMG0G TERYaL SOpov Aidog elcw. ..

Odysseus seems to claim that it is not necessarily the youyn which journeys to Hades. Rather,

it is the person himself. A similar presentation of post-mortem existence occurs when Hector

88 0d. 2.93 =24.128, 1.427, 10.438, 11.204, 22.333.

289 On dualist selfhood in Homer see: Rohde 1925: chapter 1, esp. page 6. On the indeterminacy of Homeric
selthood, see: Snell 1953: 18-22; Friankel 1975: 80. On the criticism of Cartesian dualism in Homer, see: Clarke
(1999); Haines 2005; Stocking (2007). The bibliography on dualism is vast, but see: Descartes (1968) and
Mounce 2010: 401-410.
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thought that he was going to go to Hades, after he breathed out his fjtop in Iliad 15.251-
252290

Kol On &yay” €pauny vékvag kol ddp Afdao
Auott td’ Eeobau, énel pilov &iov Nrop.

Hector suggests that what goes to Hades is the man himself that is deprived of his
life-faculties.

Odysseus’ speech, in particular, has been the subject of much debate among
scholarship. We have briefly reviewed some of these discussions in chapter one. However,
we have only examined how the yvuy| is presented in this character speech, not the post-
mortem survivor. But the interpretations that have been offered so far do not sufficiently
explain why Odysseus, and even Hector, offer such conflicting views.

Warden, as we said, tries to suggest that the yvyr| has no eschatological significance
here and simply means the life that is lost.?’! This seems a correct reading of yoyn in this
context, but it still fails to explain why the monster bereft of his life-force is imagined as
going to Hades. After all, the yoyt| qua life is imagined to make the journey to Hades (g0yog
guoi ddoety, yuynv &' Aidt kKhutondAm). 292

Clarke welcomes Odysseus’ presentation of the incoming resident in Hades and uses
it has his main evidence to suggest that what exists in Hades is the bodily form of the living
man.?*3 But this, as I mentioned, presupposes that Odysseus has the same understanding of
the underworld as the primary narrator. 2%4

Cairns tries to suggest that two senses of the word the yvyn are present in Odysseus’

threat:2%°

290 On the alternative MS reading of 8yeoOan in place of #ec0at, see van Thiel and West ad loc.
21 Warden 1971: 95.

22 1. 5.654=11.445=16.625.

293 Clarke 1999: 137.

294 See pages 80-81.

295 Cairns 2003: 61 n. 44.
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Polyphemus is imagined as proceeding to Hades minus his yoyn; this does exclude
the hypothesis that it is qua yoyn that the named individual descends. At the same
time, however, it does not go so far as to suggest that the physical corpse descends.
To accommodate this passage in my approach, I need to suppose that here, at any rate,
the two senses of yvyr| — that which animates the individual and that which survives
death — diverge, Odysseus emphasizing the former while ignoring its normal relation

to the latter.

What Cairns seems to be arguing for is a metaphoric device known as highlighting,
where qualities of the target yoyn are highlighted and the yoyn qua life-force is ignored. But
this is, as he says, “undeniably awkward” and a case of special pleading.

What I aim to argue here is that this kind of presentation can be explained as a
conceptual aspect. The characters see (imagine) the incoming resident of Hades as the man
bereft of life-faculties because they are basing their conceptions on a model, a schema in
which the wraith has some qualities of the dead man. Characters are able to make an internal
relation between the quality of the person’s descent to Hades and the quality of the corpse’s
condition. This relation allows for Odysseus and also Hector to see the post-mortem survivor
as the dead man bereft of life-faculties.

In the section above, we have looked at examples of a mental image where the living
person’s selfhood continues to exist in Hades. We note that the entity that goes to Hades is
also the person whose fate is fulfilled motpov dvanincavtec, and who is beaten down
(0unBévta and dapeic). These presentations lead to an internal relation between the post-
mortem survivor and the dead man deprived of life-faculties. As we have noted from the last
chapter, the corporeal man’s death is presented as the meeting of a fated moment. This
internal relation leads to a mapping scheme that allows for Hector and Odysseus to see the

post-mortem survivor as the dead man himself deprived of life-faculties. For instance, we see
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from Anticleia that she met her fate (0AounV kai moTHOV €néomov) by being deprived of a life-
force (Bupov dmnopa):>*6

oDT® yap Kol Eydv OAOUNV Kol TOTUOV EMEGTOV:

oVt gué Y’ €v peyapotov £HoKomog ioyEapa

01 &yovoiG PEAEECTIY £MOLYOUEVT KOTETEQVEY,

obte TIC 0DV pot vodoog EmMAvdey, 1 te péiiota
TNKEOOVL 6TLYEPT] HeAéwV EEgideTo Bupdv:

AALG pe 60¢ e TOB0C 6d TE PNdea, eaidyt’ OdvooceDd,

oN T Ayovo@pocuvn peAmdéa Bupov dmnopa.

Likewise, Hera reminds Zeus that it is Sarpedon’s destiny to be killed (&vopa Bvntov 6via
ndAon menpopévov aion / dy €0€Le1g Bavatoto dvonyéoc E€avardoat) and to be deprived of
life-faculties (avtap iy o1 OV ye Mimn yoyn te kol aidv).??” We see that the deprivation of
faculties is a periphrastic description of the moment the dead person meets his fate. We may
then argue that it is this particular property of the living that invites Odysseus and Hector to
see the incoming inhabitant of Hades as the dead man who is without life-faculties.
Tlepolemus uses the aorist participle oun0évta to mark that the person who goes
down to Hades is now beaten; he is the shell of the man. When a person is beaten down, he is
imagined as losing his life faculties: éu@ 8 V7o dovpi Sapévra / £0yog Epol dcety, yoyny &’
"Aidt kKAvtondA.2® This kernel of truth also appears in Iliad 10.452: £i 8¢ k' £ufic vnd
xepoi dopeig amd Bopov dAéoonc. Likewise, Hera believes that Sarpedon, beaten down by
Patroclus, loses his yoyn 1€ xai aicdv (fjror pév v €acov €vi kpatepfi Vopivy / xépo™ Vo

[Moatpoxhoro Mevortiddao dapfjvar: / aotap €y o1 TOV ye AMan youyn T Kol aidv...).

2%.0d. 11. 197-203.
27 Cf. 1. 16.441-453.
298 J1.5.653-654.
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When therefore a character speaks about the being having been beaten down and going to
Hades, it is not surprising that Hector and Odysseus imagine this to be the dead man that is
deprived of life faculties. Aspect perception is at work here. There is an internal relation
between the post-mortem survivor that goes to Hades and the corpse that lacks vital forces.
This in turn makes Hector and Odysseus see the post-mortem survivor as deprived of life-
faculties.

This means that the corpse can be a useful image in the source domain to make sense
of the post-mortem survivor. However, this conceptual aspect suggests that metaphorical
utilisation is at work. Odysseus and Hector use the image of the corpse, deprived of life-
faculties, to make sense of the post-mortem survivor. However, they select only certain
features of this source domain image to comprehend the ghost. The concepts of the dead man,
for instance, which are not used in this comprehension of the post-mortem survivor, are that
the corpse does not actually journey to Hades, it remains on the earth,?® it is cremated,? it is
a carcass that can be feasted on by birds and prey.*°!

In this section, what we have shown is that aspect perception is at the heart of this
metaphoric construction. The characters notice an internal relation between the wraith in the
folk-model and the corpse. This leads the characters to make a metaphoric translation, using
the embodied living or dead person as a source image to make sense of the incoming resident

of Hades in the target domain.

Noticing the Ovpog aspect
In 7/. 7.129-31, Nestor talks about the post-mortem survivor as a Bopdc:

TOVG VOV €l mtdooovtag b  “Extopt mhvtog dkovoat,

29 See 11. 7.328-330; Od. 11.53; Od. 24.187.
300 Cf. 1. 1.52, 6.418, 22.510-512; Od. 11.220.
01 71.1.4-5.
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TOALG KeV dBavdrtolot pilag dva xeipag deipat

Bopov amo perémv dodvat dopov Atdog elocm.

The passage has been open to scholarly interpretation. Otto suggested that the Bupog
is here used metaphorically meaning that the person’s “life” goes to Hades.?*> Bremmer
argued that the speech was rhetorical >* Clarke and Cairns both suggest that this presentation
of the shade manifests from the conception that the person breathes out his or her last breath

when he or she dies.’%*

The semantic range of words within Homeric epic makes many of these views seem
unlikely. For instance, we see a number of passages where names other than Bvudg and yoym
describe the last breath. For example, Hector talks about his near-death experience as
breathing out his fjrop: éneil pidov &iov Qtop.3*> The onus is on Clarke and Cairns to explain
why the ftop is never said to journey to Hades, if it is the case that the post-mortem survivor
manifests from the last breath. Otto’s explanation is not so inconceivable. We note, for
instance, that characters imagine yoyf| qua life as a faculty that goes to Hades (£0yog époi
ddoetv, Yoy 8' Aidt kKhvtondiw.).%® The problem, however, is that characters are then
clearly aware that the yoyn is a life-faculty can journey to Hades, which makes Peleus’
suggestion that his Qupog qua life goes to Hades seem even more unnecessary and
inexplicable on these grounds.

My aim is to suggest that aspect perception is at the heart of this presentation of the
shade. What we shall argue is that the Qupog is a conceptual aspect that Nestor presents

Peleus as noticing because there is an internal relation between the 6vpog and yoym.

392 Otto 1923: 44.

303 Bremmer 1983: 75.

304 Cairns 2003: 54 n. 31.

305 17, 15.252.

306 1], 5.654 = 11.445 = 16.625. On reading yuyn as life see Cairns 2003: 54.
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Specifically, we will propose that Nestor presents Peleus as seeing the yoymn as a Bupog
because there is an apparent similarity between their quality of flight. We note that the Bupudg
elsewhere leaves the limbs (ék peAéwv Bouodg mtdro) in a similar manner as the yoyr when it
flies away (8k peBéawv mrouévn).>*” The yoyr and the Bopog also depart from the mouth: 3%
Zopmndav & avTtod PEV annuPpote Sovpi GOEVRD
devtepov opunbeic, 0 8¢ [Indacov obtacev inmov

Eyyel deE10v dpov: 8 8 EBpaye Bupodv dichwv,

K40 0" &€mec’ &v Kovinol paxk®v, amd & Entato Buude.

In this passage, the link between flight and lacking physical substance becomes clear.
The Bvuodg flies away (and & €mntato) in just the way that one breathes out (dicOwv) the life-
force. Just like the Bupog in this scene, the secondary focaliser, Achilles, calls the yoyr| the
last breath which can never return to the person once it passes the teeth’s barrier:3%

AvopOc 0¢ Youym TaALY €AV oUte AgioTn

o000’ éhetn, €mel Gp kev auelyetat Eprog OOOVTMV.

Here we see that the Bupdc and the yoyr are conceptually similar in their ability to
leave the person’s mouth when he dies. There is further similarity between the two faculties.

)310

The Bvudg departs from the pébea (Toyog N Paradv pebéwv €k Boudv EAntar)’'” just as the

yoyn leaves the péBea of Patroclus and Hector. Moreover, just as the upog leaves the limbs

)311 ),312

(nerémv €€eileto Bupov) ' and bones of the dead person (Ainn Agvk’ dotéa Bupde s0 too
the yoyn exits through the fatal wound of the dead person:3!3

0 6¢ AA& v ot Beot Paivav

30771, 23.880.

398 71.16.466-469.

39971, 9.408-409.

31071, 22.68.

311°0d. 11.201. See also Od. 15.354.

312.0d. 11.221. See also 11. 12.386, 16,743, 20.406; Od. 3.455, 12.414.
313 71.16.505.
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€K po0g EAKE dOPL, TPOTL OE PPEVES VTG ETOVTO-

1010 0" Gua youynv te kol Eyyeog E£€puo” aiyunv.
This suggests that the Bupdc and yoyn can be imagined as entities which are both breathed
out upon death and leave the mortal wounds (Aimn Aevx” dotéa Bvpdc). In addition, the yoym
and the Oopoc are said to be destroyed at death (Bupov OAéoon)?!* and death is considered the
destroyer of the Bopdg (dpei 8¢ oi Bavatog yHTo Buuopaicthc).’!> The internal relation
between the upog and yoyn means that it is possible for Peleus to imagine seeing the yoyn
that flies away as a Bupog. This internal relation means that the Qupog can be regarded as a
conceptual aspect.

The suggestion, however, that there is an internal relation between the yoyn’s
departure in Hector and Patroclus’ death scenes and the Bupudg’ flight in 22.68 is called into
question when we consider Leumann’s and Snell’s positions on the meaning of €k peféwv in
Patroclus and Hector’s death scenes. They suggest that the word means “from the face” or
“from the mouth,” in Hector and Patroclus’ death scenes, but it means “limbs” in 22.68.31¢ If
pebéwv has a different meaning in each of these contexts, then we cannot say confidently that
Peleus is seeing the yoyn as a Bupog based on the apparent similarity between the location
from which they both depart.

Clarke attempts to link the Bupudg and yoyn by claiming that the yoyn means nothing
more than the cold breath which a person loses at death. One of the main pieces of evidence
he gives to support this interpretation is Patroclus and Hector’s death, in which the yoyn is
said to leave through the péfea. Clarke follows an Aeolic and Attic tragedian interpretation of

pébog as “face.”®!” Clarke has provided some good arguments against Leumann and Snell’s

31417, 1.205.

315 17, 13.544.

316 Snell 1953: 9-10. See also Leumann 1950: 218-222.

317 Clarke 1999: 133. On péBog meaning face in the singular see Soph. Ant.529; Eur. HF.1205; Schol. A and bT
ad I1.22.68, Schol. A ad 11.16.856; Schol. bT ad 22.362. On the semantic range of péBog see Frisk 1966: 291-
294. See Janko 1994 ad Il. 16.855-8.
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reasons to read péfea as “limbs.” For Snell, péBea cannot mean “mouth” or “face” in 22.68
since the Buudg is not “expected” to leave from this area.’!® Clarke rightly observes that “the
argument of Snell and Leumann depends on the view that Bupdg cannot be lost as breath,
which throughout this study we have found good reason to reject.”!? Indeed, we have it from
16.468-69 that the Bupdg can be conceptualised as something which is blown out of the
person. While Clarke’s argument does invalidate Leumann and Snell’s proposed readings, it
does not make the meaning of péBea any easier to understand as “face” or “limbs.” If the
Bupog can leave through the person’s mouth as well as the limbs, and the yuyn can depart
through mortal wounds as well as the mouth, then péfea still has an ambiguous meaning
which is unlikely to be settled anytime soon. Notwithstanding this ancient problem, the
evidence which we have collected does suggest that the yoyn and Bopdg are conceptually
similar.

We have argued that Peleus imagines the yuyn as a Bupog because he has selected the
insubstantial characteristics as a focal point, but we need to also suggest that Peleus concept
consciously involves the life-like characteristics. We know that the yoyn, while insubstantial,
still has some remnants of consciousness: it can display emotions (6v mdtpov yodwasa). The
semantic range of Bupdc means that it cannot only represent the insubstantial wisp of air, but
also be the seat of emotions. A person can feel sorry in the Bopdc (ywopevov kot Bvpov
g0 mVo10 yovaikog).>? It is the place where anger is stored (koi para wep Oopu@d
keyohwuévov).32! It is also where a person feels sorrow (&ym &' tye' xpira Boud).*?? We note
as well that the yoyn, while insubstantial, is personified by being said to mourn as it goes to

Hades. This means there is yet another internal relation between the upog and the yoyn

318 Snell 1953: 9-10.

319 Clarke 1999: 134.n 5.

320 71.1.429. Similarly 3.139, 6.486.
321 71.1.217. Similarly, 2.223, 4.494.
322 11.3.412.
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since the former is personified. The Bupdc can debate (6AAQ Tin pot tadta @ilog dreré€ato
Bopnog).32 It is capable of feeling sorrow (OAAvuévmv Aavadv dho@vpeTaL &V
opeoi Oopdg).3?* Here we see how the Buudg is a conceptual aspect of the wraith that goes to
Hades. The internal relation between these two faculties is that they both make a similar
departure and both are faculties which can be personified. Peleus then, we can argue, sees the
yoyn as a Bopdg because of the internal relation (the apparent similarities) between the two
faculties.

Here again, this noticing of an aspect involves metaphoric utilisation. By noticing the
Bupog aspect, Peleus is hiding the fact that the Bupog usually does not make the journey to
Hades. We are reminded of Od. 11.221-222:

émel ke mpdTO Mmn Aedk’ 00Téa Bupdg,

Yoy & NOT’ BveEpog ATOTTOUEVT] TEXOTNTOL.

According to Onians, the juxtaposition of these two lines emphasises that yoyr and
Bopog are separate entities.’>> However, it is worth noting that this juxtaposition also
indicates just how conceptually related they are. Anticleia here tries to explain to Odysseus
the events surrounding the death which lead up to her lack of physical substance in Hades.
The juxtaposition does suggest that the yoyn and Bupodg are separate entities: the former just
disappears at death whilst the latter survives death and lives in Hades. Nevertheless, the
juxtaposition shows that the two entities are faculties which exist inside the person and leave
the individual at the point of death.

All of this establishes that there is an internal relation, an apparent similarity between
the yoyn and the Bopdc. This again establishes that the Buudg can be a useful image, in the

source domain, to make sense of the target yoyn. As we argued in the last section, noticing a

323 71.22.122.
324 11.8.202.
325 Onians 1951: 94.
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conceptual aspect involves a kind of selection that we see in metaphorical utilisation. When
we report these conceptual aspects, we utilise properties of what we claim to see, and hide
others. Here Nestor-Peleus seems to do the same. Peleus hides the other characteristics of the
Bopog: that it is dissipates at death, that it is capable of residing in a particular part of the

Homeric man, that it can be breathed back inside the man.

Noticing the gidwlov aspect
When the suitors laugh uncontrollably and eat blood spattered food, the prophet
Theoclymenus makes this remark (20.351-7):

a Sethoi, Tl kakdv T6de MAGYETE; VUKTL PEV DpEmV

eilvatan keparoi e TpOSOTA TE VEPDHE TE YOOV

olpmY"| 0 d€dME, deddkpuvTal O mapeLod,

aipati o” éppadoatot Toiyot Kaloi T PecOdpaL:

0LV 0& TAEoV TpdBupov, mhein d¢ Kol adAN,

lepévov "Epefocde vmod {opov- fEMog o

oVpavod EEATOLmAE, Kok & EMOESPOUEV AYADC.
He sees the suitors’ eid®Aa filling the porch and going to Hades. Theoclymenus’ speech is
the first and only time we hear about the incoming residents of Hades as €idwAa. On top of
that, the prophet appears to be seeing multiple layers of reality: he notes the suitors are
presently in front of him (& Sethoi, ti kakdv 16de mdoyete), he sees their future as ghosts
(eldOAwV 6¢ TAéov TpoBupov, Theln 6¢ Kai avAn, / iepévov "Epepocde vmd (6¢pov), and he

sees events that never take place, such as the sun perishing (néA10¢ 8¢ / oOpavod EEamdrmAe,
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Kok O émdédpopev ayAvg.) and the suitors being covered in darkness (vokti pev Opémv /
gilMdaton keparoi 1 Tpdomnd te vEpDe Te yodvar).32°

The purpose of this section is to examine Theoclymenus’ presentation of the shade
and the effects his vision has on his perception of the dead. I will argue that Theoclymenus’
vision gives him access to the yuyai’s journey to Hades in Odyssey 24. From there, I suggest
that Theoclymenus is able to perceive the wraith as the primary narrator does, but he sees the
shade as an €idwAov. The reason, I argue, he perceives the shades as €idwAia is because
Theoclymenus notices an internal relation between the €idwAa and the yoyai’s quality of
flight. To make this argument, I first look at the way in which the word &idwAov is used
throughout the Homeric corpus. I highlight the similarities and differences between the two
entities. I then compare Theoclymenus to Achilles and Odysseus, since all three have special
access to the world of the dead. I suggest that the quality of flight convinces the latter two
that the wraiths are eidwAa.

What we can see is that Theoclymenus has access to what the primary narrator
subsequently sees: that the yoyn has some characteristics of the once living person, but is
altogether insubstantial and incorporeal. For example, Theoclymenus has the unusual ability
to follow the €idwAa’s journey to Erebus and sees that the sun disappears in this vision:

E0OAOV... iepévav "Epefocde 0o (opov: néA0G d&

oVpavod EEATOL®AE, KakT & EMOESPOUEV AYADC.

This information anticipates the primary narrator’s description that the yvoyai of suitors go
down to Hades, down the dark paths, past the gates of the sun:*?’

‘Epuiic 8¢ yoyoc Kvliniviog é€exaleito

AVOPAOV LVNOTHPO®V...

326 On the ecstatic nature of Theoclymenus’ prophecy, see: Dodds 1951: 70; Russo 1992: 124-125 ad Od.
20.351-7; De Jong, 2004: 502 ad Od. 20.345-86.

327 Od. 24.1-13. On the role of prolepsis in Theoclymenus’ prophecy, see Gartziou-Tatti 2010: 24. On
Theoclymenus’ supernatural ability to see ghost’s journey, see Clarke 1999: 150.
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ai tetpryvion G Hicav: Apye 8 dpo cev

‘Eppetog axaxknta kat' edpodevia kKEAgLOa.

nap & ioav Qkeavod te poig kol Agvkdada TETPNY,
Nno¢ map’ HeAlowo morog kal dfjpov oveipwov

ficav.

By envisioning the suitors’ deaths, Theoclymenus can follow their ghost’s Journey to
Erebeus (iepévav "Epefodcde vmo (6@ov) to much the same extent as the primary narrator can
see that the shades go down the dark ways (evpmevta kélevba), These correspondences
suggest that there is a connection between Theocylmenus’ perception of the ghosts as €idwia
and the yoyai in Odyssey 24 who make the descent to Hades. The latter are beings that follow
Hermes whilst screeching incomprehensibly: oi tetpryvion Gu’ ficav- npye 8 dpa ooy /
‘Eppeiog dxdaxnrto kot’ edpoevta kéhevda.>?® The task in front of us is to explain how and
why Theoclymenus sees these screeching ghosts as €idwAla. Clarke presumes that the term is

synonymous with yvyai (the brackets are my own):3%°

He [Theoclymenus] calls them empty images, €idwAa, synonymous in Hades with
woyai. With his supernaturally heightened vision, the prophet looks beyond the visible

world into the unseen realm of the dead.

There are indeed notable similarities between the two which means it is understandable why
we might suggest the words are synonymous. Indeed, the yoyn and €idwAov are both
physically insubstantial. After the ghost of Anticleia flies away, Odysseus mistakes what he

witnessed as an £idmiov.**° The yuyn appears physically insubstantial at the moment that it

328.0d. 24.9-10.
329 Clarke 1999: 150.
30.Cf. Od. 11.206-214, esp. 213-214.
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departs (yoymn 6’ MOT° dvelpog amontapévn terdtnTo) and so too the €idwAov goes through
the doors’ bolt into a gust of wind when it moves in a dream:3!
¢ eindv otabpoio mapd KANda Adodn

£G TVOL0.G AVELL®OV

Likewise, the €idwAa are attributed with having the same witlessness as the yoyoi in
the Nekyia (8vOa 1€ vekpol / appadéeg vaiovot, Ppotdv eidwla kapodviwv).>3? This does
suggest that the yoyn and an €idwAov are conceptually analogous. But there are also notable
differences between the two entities that mean they are not completely synonymous. The
primary narrator never calls the shades €idwAa; it is always yvyai. Indeed, the only time we
see the primary narrator use the word is when it appears to be in apposition to describe the
youyai in Hades (8vBa te vaiovot yoyai, eidoia kapodvimv.). By contrast, living characters,
such as Theoclymenus, do not see the two as quite so appositional. Odysseus for example
calls his mother an idwAov after she fails to embrace him. Anticleia however corrects him
that what goes to Hades is not an &idmAov forged by Persephone (] ti pot gidmAov 168 dyann)
[Tepoeodvera / dGtpov’), but it is the yoyai that flies away in the same insubstantial flight as it
did when it went to Hades (yoyn 0” 0t dvepog dmontopévn memrodtntat.). In fact, if we look
at Anticleia’s explanation in greater detail, we see that the youyn and idwlov are not

synonymous:

@ pot, Tékvov EUOV, TEPL TAVIOV KAUUOPE POTAV,
ov 11 og [Tepoepdveia Adg Buydtnp drnapioket,

GaAL” abtn oikn oti Bpotdv, dte Tig Ke BAvnow

31 0d. 4.838-839.
32.0d. 11. 475-476 ~ 10.493-495.
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Anticleia clarifies that what Odysseus witnessed, the shade’s physically insubstantial
flight, was not an €idwAov that Persephone created, rather her lack of substance is a condition
that occurs when the person dies (adtn dikn €oti BpotdV, O1€ Tic ke OAvnow). The
juxtaposition and the generalising temporal construction (4AL™ abtn 6ikn €oti fpotdv, dte Tig
ke Bdvnow) makes it clear as well that this is not an €idwAov, a replica of the person that
Persephone creates, but what Odysseus witnessed (attn dikm) is what happens whenever a
person dies. In other words, the yoyn has the same selthood as the dead man. By contrast, the
eldwiov does not have the same identity relationship. For example, Odysseus is aware that
gidwAa are fashioned by Persephone (1] ti pot £idwlov 168° dyawn Iepoepdveia / dtpvv’) and

that it is not the person himself (tov 8¢ pet’ eicevonoa Binv ‘Hpaxinginy, / eldwiov: adtdg 6&

uet” abavdroiot Ocoiot / tépmetan &v Baking koi £xel kaAlicpupov "HPnv,).>3? In addition, the
youyn has its own existence: it automatically flies away to go Hades as soon as the person
dies.>** By contrast, the idwMov is created by a third party. Athena creates the £idwlov of
Penelope’s sister (4.795-8):

&vO’ avt’ 8L’ dvomoe Oed, YAokdmig A0

eldwlov moinoe, dépag & HIKTo Yuvouki,

Tebiun, kobpn peyointopog Tkoapioto,

v Ebuniog dmuie @epiig Evt oikia vaiwv.
Likewise, Apollo is responsible for creating the an €idwAov of Aeneas (/I. 5.449-53):

avTap O EI0®AOV TEDE’ ApyvpdToE0G ATOAA MDY

avTd T Alveig Tkehov Kol Te0YEGL TOT0V,

apei 8 ap’ idmiw Tpdeg kai dlot Ayorol

dnovv dAMA®V duel otnbecot Pogiag

333.0d. 11.601-603.
34 Cf. 11. 7.328-330, 16.856-858, 22.363-365.
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Aomidog EVKVKAOVG Ao 18 TE TTEPOEVTAL.
It is clear then that the yoyn is not simply a counterfeit image, an €idwAov, it is the same as
the dead person. This means that we need to explain why Theoclymenus would see the
shades of the suitors as €idwAa, if he has the same ability to see the shades’ journey as the
primary narrator does. Indeed, both the yuyoi and the €idwia can be physically insubstantial
and life-like, but there is no mention in Odyssey 24 of their life-like or immaterial state. The
reason behind the prophet’s perception becomes clear when we consider /liad 23.99-104%:

O¢ Apa povnoag apé&ato xepoi eiknow

ovd” Ehafe: yoyr 6¢ katd xBovog Nite Kamvog

GYETO TETPLYLIO: TOPAOV O™ AVOPOLGEV AYIAAEDG

¥ePOi 1€ cuUTAATAYNGEY, EM0G O™ OAOPLOVOV EmEy

‘® momoL 1 Pa. TL €Tt Koi &iv Aldao dopoiot

Yoy Koi e0mAoV...
Notice that Achilles only realises what he saw was, in some sense, an €idwAov after the ghost
of Patroclus flies away screeching (-yoyn 0¢ katd ¥8ovog fite Kamvog / dyeto TeTpLyvia).
The manner in which Patroclus’ ghost moves is the same as the suitors who shriek (ai
tetpryvion du’ ficav). The €idwAov indeed, as we have seen above, is created by an external
force, unlike the yoyn which leads its own independent existence. Nevertheless, the sounds,
the insubstantial flight, and the life-like appearance of the ghost, leads Achilles to see an
internal relation between the ghost of Patroclus and the idwAov that flies away
insubstantially and looks remarkably like the living person. In other words, theses apparent
similarities between the ghost and the €idwAov encourage Achilles to see the shade as a

phantom image, despite the fact that the ghost is not controlled by an external force, unlike
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the €idwlov.>*> By envisioning the ghosts’ departure to Hades, Theoclymenus appears to be
calling the dead €idwAa, that is “images”, like Achilles, because he realises that the flight is
inhuman and not characteristic of the suitors themselves. Indeed, Theoclymenus can see the
shades flying to Hades (iepévov "Epepocde vmd (6¢@ov), a very inhuman quality indeed. In
fact, Theoclymenus is similar to Achilles and also Odysseus: all three witness the ghosts’
flight and all three see the shades as €idwAa from their movements. It then seems to be that
the living characters perceive the ghosts as such because there is an internal relation between
their modes of flight. Indeed, the ghost of Anticleia moves away like an immaterial
substance, a shadow or a dream. Likewise, Patroclus moves away like a puff of smoke. This
is, as we noted above, similar to the €{dwlov of Iphthime which goes through the door bolt
into a gust of wind. In other words, there is an apparent similarity between the flight of the
eldwiov and the flight of the yoyn. It is this internal relation that means Theoclymenus sees
the suitors’ yuyai as €idwio. However, by noticing this aspect of the shade, Theoclymenus
appears to be metaphorically hiding other characteristics of the shade, namely that the £idwAa

are usually created by an external force and are not the man himself.

Noticing an aspect or a cultural influence? The simile of the yvyoi’s departure

In Odyssey 24.5-9, Hermes waves his wand and the yvyai of the suitors, following him,

descend to Hades, gibbering like bats:

335 A further internal relation between the yoy and eidwhov appears when we look at wider Homeric accounts.
While the yoyn may not be created by an external force, it arguably can be controlled by one. For example, the
yoyn of Teiresias is given the power of voog and intelligence by Persephone in Od. 10.494-495 (1@t kol
1eBvmdtL voov mtope Tlepoepodveta / oimt menvdobar). Likewise, in Od. 11.385-386, Persephone is able to
disperse the ghosts (avtap €mel yoydg pev dneckedas’ GAALG GAANY / ayvr [epoepdveto yovork@dv
Onivtepdv). CE. Od. 11.213-214 (1} i pot eldwrov 168 dyovn epoepdveta / dtpuv’, dop’ ETt LGALOV
0dvpopevog atovayilm). However, there is no evidence in /liad 23 that Achilles is aware that the ghost is
controlled by a third party.
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T p° dye kivnoag, tal 0¢ tpilovoat Enovro.

a¢ 0" Ote vukTePideg puyd dvipov Becmesiolo

tpilovoar motéovtal, Enel K€ TG Amoméon o

oppafod €k métpng, Avé T AAANANCLY ExovTat,

O¢ ai TeTpryvion Gu” ficav

In the introduction to this chapter, I argued that this simile was an exercise of aspect
perception: Homer presents the shades as bats because there is an internal relation between
the way both of them screech. In this section, I aim to suggest that this presentation of the
shade does not occur from a cultural model in which the wraith is imagined to be a winged
creature. Rather, I suggest that, by using the simile, the primary is just highlighting an
internal relation between the sound of the animals and the ghosts. To make this argument, I
aim to argue against the view that this simile is connected to the artistic tradition of the

winged yoyn.

The winged-yuyn seems to belong to an artistic tradition.>3¢ The earliest recording of the
image appears in the 13th century BC Mycenaean Tangara coffin. The imagery here may,
prima facie, make us think that this description in Odyssey 24 derives from a tradition in
which the wraith is imagined to be a winged creature. This is indeed the position which

Vermeule takes when she examines the Tanagra coffin:33’

One of the big Tanagra coffins shows this image flying tentatively on batlike wings from

its coffin house to its new home while the mourners sway and scratch their bloody cheeks

336 See Vermeule 1979: 65 and fig. 13, 18-19 and figs. 12-13, 58-9 and fig. 14, 111-12 and fig. 27, 9-10 and
figs. 4-5, 26 and fig. 19, 31-2 and figs. 23-4, 160-2 and figs. 14-15; Halm-Tisserant, 1988: 223-44; Peifer, 1989;
Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 325 n. 99, 328, 336-7, 340-1; Vollkommer LIMC 8. 1 (1997), Suppl. pp. 566-70, s.v.
Eidola. On the Egyptian influence see, Vermeule 1979 74-7; Tsagarakis, 2000: 16; Martin 2016.

37 Vermeule 1979: 65.
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around the body (fig. 23). The leathery flanges of wing along the arms, unfeathered, look
like earlier imaginative models for the famed Odyssey simile in which the suitors pass to

the underworld squeaking like bats, disturbed and fluttering in a huge cavern (xxiv.6)

Clarke is aware that we cannot use supporting archaeological evidence to help us understand

the appearance of the wraith.?*® Consider his discussion on page 5 of his monograph:

The bird-souls on the fifth-century pots are very likely based on a reminiscence of
Homer that was little less imaginative than those of modern readers; and there can be
no guarantee whatever that a coincidence of imagery between Mesopotamian or
Egyptian material and the Greek poets reflects a real connection in the ways that the
two cultures conceived of death. To understand this poetry we ought to try to listen as
its first audience would have done, and accordingly it is within the Homeric corpus
that we will look to draw meaning from the key word mtapévn, which is the only real

suggestion of birdlike flight in our passage.

Clarke’s approach seems sensible: we must look first and foremost at the language of
the text, before we resort to archaeological support. But I want to approach this from another
perspective. Clarke’s aim seems to be to show that the shades’ movements are not about
wings, but about insubstantial flight. I want, however, to suggest that there is no influence of
the artistic tradition when Homer presents the shades’ sounds as birdlike. I argue instead that
the similes that present these sounds are aspects. I do this by looking at the function of the
simile and the presentation of the shades in wider parts of Homeric epic. I suggest that there

is nothing which indicates that the winged yuyn influences this portrayal of the shade.

338 Clarke 1999: 6.

132



Cairns acknowledges that the winged yvyn is not a Homeric conception.
Nevertheless, he cites several examples of this artistic tradition. This leads him to suggest

that this tradition would have influenced the audience’s interpretation of the text:3*°

There is good reason to believe that the notion of the winged yuyn extends beyond
the Homeric poems and existed at a time before those poems became canonical texts;
if it did, then it would have influenced audiences’ interpretation of the relevant
Homeric passages. The image of the flying yoyn, as Clarke is right to point out, is not
the Homeric conception, but it is unlikely to be an occasional elaboration, and the link
which it presupposes between the yoyn that leaves the body and that which is resident

in Hades is not an ad hoc one.

In his 2014 article, Cairns maintains the same point that the simile is under the influence of

archaeological evidence:3*°

The mythologizing of the yuyn as a winged creature that flies from the body and
enters the underworld is obviously a metaphor of a more developed sort than those
which present it as a valued possession, a prize in a fight to the death, or even just an
object in a container. This conception occurs not only in these two passages
(regarding Patroclus and Hector), but also in the first and second Nekyiai of the
Odyssey. We see the influence of this tradition in the description of the soul’s
departure at death at Timaeus 81d, and, though there are many important differences,
it clearly bears at least minimal comparison with the winged soul in the chariot-myth
of the Phaedrus. It also forms a link between the Homeric poems and a set of religious

beliefs that antedate their establishment as canonical fixed texts, for the image of the

339 Cairns 2003: 58.
340 Cairns 2014: §20.
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winged yoyn, either as a bird hovering in the vicinity of the corpse or as a winged
image of the deceased, appears, no doubt under oriental or Egyptian influence, in
Greek art in isolated examples from the Mycenaean period and with greater regularity
from the mid-seventh century onwards. The image of the flying yvoyr is not the
Homeric conception, but it is not just an occasional elaboration either. It enjoys an
extensive extra-Homeric existence in art and cult, and the link which it presupposes

between the yoyn that leaves the body and the one that is resident in Hades is regular.

The problem with this line of argument, however, is that even if we were to get an idea of
how the audience interpreted the text, it is unlikely they would have got the winged-yuym
interpretation from the text. The simile in the Deuteronekyia, for instance, resembles the
ghost’s departure in //iad 23.100-101, where it vanishes into a puff of smoke screeching:
yoyn 8¢ katd x0ovog nite kamvog / dyeto tetpryvio. **! In this Iliad scene, there is no
evidence to suggest that we are bearing witness to the winged yoyn. It seems much more
plausible that the primary narrator is influenced by this epic tradition in which the shade

screeches away when it moves insubstantially, than by the artistic tradition of the winged-

yoxi.

Furthermore, the kind of simile that occurs in the Deuteronekyia suggests that there is
just a similar characteristic between the bats and the yvyai, it does not indicate that the
wraiths are influenced by winged figures. Notice that there are three components to the simile

in the Deuteronekyia. The yuyoai are the tenors of the simile (tai 6¢ tpilovcat €novto), the

341 pace Heubeck 1992: 859 ad Od. 24.5. Nothing in this verse suggests that the sound is the sound of shades’
“fluttering”. For instance, in /liad 23.100-101, the ghost of Patroclus screeches (yoyn 8¢ kot yBovog niite
Kkamvog / Gyeto teTpryvia) but nothing in this passage suggests that the shade has a murmuring flutter, it after all
disappears like smoke. Likewise the bird-like sound in the Nekyia ( Od. 11.43 = 633 ~ 605) is (Pace Heubeck
1990: 80 ad Od. 11.43) not the sound of the “whirling” or “fluttering”, the dead, we only know, move like
shadows (Cf. Od. 10.493, 11.207) which do not make sounds. Cf. Focke 1943 208. Richardson (1993: 177 ad II.
23.100-101) says it best: “the souls of the suitors are like squeaking bats”. On the Egyptian influence of the
dead’s voice, see Griffith 1997. On cross-cultural comparisons between Homeric and Ugaritic depictions of the
dead’s condition, see West 1997: 162-164.
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bats are the vehicle (0g 8™ dte voktepideg puyd dvipov Beonesiolo / Tpilovcat Totéovan),
and then we see, in the resumptive clause how the shades are like the bats (¢ ai TeTpryvion
&y’ ficav).>*? This simile construction merely suggests that the dead and the bats perform the
same actions, not that the shades have an exact likeness to the animals as winged figures.

Consider, for instance, Iliad 17.755-759:

TV 6" OC 18 Wop®dv vEpoc Epyetol NE KOAOIDV

oDAoV KekAMyoveg, &te mpoidwoty 16vta

Kipkov, 6 & GUIKPTIGL POVOV PEPEL OpViBeTTLY,

O¢ ap” v’ Atveiq te kKol “Extopt kodpot Ayoudv

oVAov kekMyovteg ooy, AROovTo 88 xépung.

The vehicle and the tenor, in the resumptive clause, do the same actions: The
Achaeans shout terribly fleeing Aenaeas and Hector in the same way that starlings shout
terribly whenever they see a hawk coming. This construction is very similar to the simile we
see in the Deuteronekyia. However, it is at no point assumed that the Achaeans have the form
of starlings; rather it suggests that there is an apparent similarity between their actions.
Indeed, the simile in Odyssey 24 seems similar to the one that appears in Odyssey 22, where

the suitors are compared to fish (22.383-389):

T0VG 0¢ 10ev pdha Tavtag &v aipatt Kol Kovinot

TENTEDTAG TOAAOVG, BoT iyBvaG, oVG B aAeg

KOTAOV £G aiyloAOV ToALTg EkToo0e Boldoong

KTV EEEPLOAY TOAVOTD: 01 O TE TAVTES

342 See Richards (1936: 96-101) for terminology.
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KOpo® aAOg moBéovteg éml yapdboiot kKéyvvror:
TV pév T 'HéMog paébav E€eileto Bupdv:
O TOT” Apa PvNoThpeg &n” AAANLOIGL KEXLVTO.

The only thing in common that the suitors have with the fish, in this simile, is that
they are both heaped on each other (oi 8¢ te mhvteg / KOpa® aAOg ToBEovTeg éml Wapdboiot
KEYLVTAL... OC TOT Apa pvnotipeg En’ aAAnrotot k€yvvto). The bat simile in Odyssey 24
also shows that the dead and bats are similar only in so far as they sound similar. These are
resemblances, but they are kinds of resemblances that seem similar to Wittgenstein’s
examples of imagination. He tells us that, when we see a triangular shape as a mountain, we
are noticing this aspect from imagination, not from a striking similarity between the two.3*?
In the same way, the primary narrator notices the bat and fish aspect because, like the
triangle, there is an internal relation, an apparent but altogether vague similarity between the

suitors and the animals. 34

This so far suggests that the baroque bat simile is a characteristic of aspect
perception, not a cultural influence. However, when we look at other types of similes
concerning the dead, we see that aspect perception is at work. Indeed, the bird-like imagery
of the shade in Homer can be seen as an exercise of aspect perception, not of artistic

influence. Consider Odyssey 11.605-606:34

343 Cf. PPF § 162.

344 In fact, one could even say the simile in Odyssey 24 simply highlights an internal relation similar that
Wittgenstein notes in LFM (p. 73) where he says that the pentagram and hand have an internal relation, five
strokes. This bare similarity is also present in the kind of simile constructions that we see in Homeric epic.
Indeed, the bats and the shades are only remotely similar because of their sounds. This is internal relation that
allows the narrator to notice a likeness between the ghosts and the animals. This is then a construction of aspect
perception, not of cultural influence.

345 LFM, (p. 73).
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auei 88 Py Khoyyn vekvov NV olovéy @, / tavtos” dtulopévov.

In this simile, the kAayyr| of the dead is likened to that of bird. Here it is the noise of the dead
that is similar to the birds, not their movements. The internal relation that allows Odysseus to
see this likeness between the dead and the bird is made clear from the word kAayyn, which
communicates the sharp piercing sound of birds.?*¢ Other passages as well do not suggest that
there was any connection between Homer and the artistic tradition. Consider the way the
dead approach Odysseus in 11.36-43:
ai o’ dyépovrto

yoyoi vreE Epéfevg vekdmv Katatedvnotwv.

vopeot T” NiBeot 1& ToAOTANTOL TE YEPOVTES

napBevikal T dtadal veomevhéa Bupov Eyovaoat,

TOALOL 0™ 0VTApEVOL YOAKN PESY EYYEINOLY,

dvopeg apripartol fePfpotmpéva tedye” Eyovreg:

ol moAlol mepi BOOpov époitmwv dAroBev dALOG

Oeomeoin oyt 1 0 yAwpdv d€og fpet.

Heubeck suggests that the dative ioyfj signifies “the fluttering and whirling of the
dead, rather than the cries”.**’ But this will not work: nothing in this passage suggests that the
shades are fluttering. The verb époitwv describes human actions,**® and the phrase £poitwv

dAloBev dAlog is formulaic and describes a living person’s movements from one place to

346 171, 3.3-5.

347 Heubeck 1990: 80 ad Od.11.43.

348 Cf. 11.2.779, 3.449, 5.528, 595, 9.10, 12.266, 13.760, 14.296, 15.686, 20.6, 24.533; Od. 2.182, 9.401, 10.119,
12.420, 14.355, 24.415.
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another.’* Besides, the dative iayfj and the synonym fy1 describe noises.*>* Odysseus is
terrified from their sounds as they move around the blood. This again suggests that Homer is
following a tradition where the dead are not winged, but life-like and only seem to make
certain noises when they move. It is this shrieking noise of the shade that leads both the

primary narrator and Odysseus to see the bird aspect.

Conclusion

In this chapter, we have explored the various presentations of the shade when it makes
its journey to Hades. I have suggested that the presentations of the wraith are conceptual
aspects. I have argued that characters have seen the post-mortem survivor as a bodily being,
as a Bupdc and as an idwAov because they made an internal relation between the properties
of the yuym and the properties of this entity.

In the first section, I established that there was a folk-model present in Homer in
which the primary narrator presents the incorporeal yoyn as having some characteristics of
the living (physical substance or basic cognitive display of emotions). I also suggested that
characters have a mental image of the shade, in which the post-mortem survivor has some
characteristics of the corpse, some of the wraith. This section helped us to establish that
characters, when presenting the shades, were working from a model in which the incoming
resident of Hades has some properties of the living corporeal person. This meant that aspect
perception was helpful since we can notice aspects from the memory of mental images.

In the second section, we determined that there are three internal relations between

the post-mortem survivor as a corpse and the yoyn. We first suggested that the corpse-wraith

9.Cf. 0d. 9.401, 10.119, 24.415.

330 Cf. 1. 4.456, 12.144, 14.1, 15.275, 384, 396, 16.366, 373, 17.266. See also Cunliffe 1924: 194 s.v. ioyn;
LfrgE s.v. ioym.For yn see 11. 2.209, 8.159, 12.252, 13.834, 837, 15.355, 590, 16.769, 23.21; Od. 3.15. See
Cunliffe 1924: 184; ; LfrgE s.v fiyn. See Chantraine 1948: 139-140 s.v. ioyn.
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conceptual blend is a model that invites the character to see the post-mortem survivor as a
being deprived of faculties. We argued that, in this blend, the corporeal being, input, allows
for an internal relation, a match, between the figure in the blend and the man who loses his
life-faculties. We then suggested that there is an internal relation between the shade that has
physical substance and the dead man himself. We suggested that physical strength can be
coterminous to the Homeric man’s sense of selfhood and that this mental image allows for
characters to see the entity that journeys to Hades as the man himself. We also suggested that
the shade, having the same basic emotional faculties as the living, allows another internal
relation to be made. We for instance saw that mental faculties substitute the name for the
person himself and can easily represent the person’s sense of selfthood.

In the third section, we examined how the wraith can be imagined as a Bupdc. We
proposed that this aspect occurred because there were a number of apparent similarities
(internal relations) between the departure of the Bupog and youyn and between the yoyn qua
wraith having emotions and the Bvudg being responsible for emotions.

In the fourth part of this chapter, we examined the presentation of the shade as an
eidwlov. We argued that Theoclymenus’ vision resembles a hallucination and that he has
access to the primary narrator’s knowledge of eschatology. I suggested that Theoclymenus is
able to perceive the wraith as the primary narrator does, but he sees the shade as an gidwiov.
This aspect perception, I argued, occurred because there was an internal relation between the
life-like and insubstantial properties of the two entities.

Finally, we examined how the shade is presented as a bat and as a bird. I argued that
this presentation was not influenced by the artistic tradition of the winged yvyr|, but because
the primary narrator and Odysseus could notice a resemblance between the sounds of the
birds and the ghosts’ noises. I suggested that it was this internal relation that led both

focalisers to see a likeness between the ghost and the animals.
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This chapter has established how the mental image of the wraith is imagined in
different ways through the ability to exercise aspect perception. Characters call the dead by
different names because they can notice different aspects of the wraith. In the next chapter,
we shall establish how the living interact with the dead and how they reach these

interpretations of the shade by using Wittgenstein’s model.
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PART TWO

THE INHABITANTS OF HADES

Chapter Three

Iliad 23 and Patroclus’ ghost.

Introduction

We have examined how Homer presents the yoyn that leaves the corpse and travels to the
underworld. In the last chapter, I argued that characters have a mental image in which the
shade that goes to Hades has the same “I” as the embodied person. The primary narrator also
has a conception that the wraith has the same characteristics as the living person. It is this
schema that allowed the characters to make an internal relation and see use metaphoric
constructions to describe the wraith. In so doing, I suggested that aspect perception was
integral to a mapping scheme that allowed us to see the yvyr in such diverse ways.

In this chapter, I aim to show how this phenomenon of aspect perception is also
crucial for Achilles to make sense of the entity when it resides in Hades and for the primary
narrator to present the ghost. In order to make this case, I shall examine three topics.

First, I explore the relationship between the dream state and the presentation of the
shade. I compare the dream scene in //iad 23 to other dream episodes in Homeric epic.

The purpose of this comparison will be twofold. I first look at the dream scenes in
Homer in order to show that the ghost of Patroclus is elusive. Achilles encounters the ghost
in a dream and, after he wakes up, describes the condition of the yvyr|. However, Homeric
characters, as we will see, speculate that the dreamer does not have the same cognitive

capabilities as the waking person and is imagined as easily misremembering the dream when
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he wakes up. My aim is to show that Homer presents Achilles and other dreamers as in fact
having the same mental capabilities as the person who is awake. This will indicate that
Achilles’ reactions are the same as someone who is cognitively sound and emphasise that the
ghost of Patroclus is intrinsically elusive.

The second purpose of this comparison is to show that the dreamer tries to make sense
of the illusory figure in the dream by exercising his capacity for aspect perception. This will
establish broadly that aspect perception is at the heart of how characters in Homeric epic try
to make sense of illusory entities, such as phantoms or disguised gods. In this way, I suggest
that dreams provide a conceptual framework for how the living make sense of the dead in
Hades.

In the second part of this chapter, I explore the ways in which the inhabitant of Hades
is seen as having both life-like and deficient characteristics. I argue that these characteristics
invite both the primary narrator and the living character, Achilles, to provide different
conceptions of the inhabitant of Hades. I begin by examining characters’ preconceptions of
the wraiths. I posit that, in character descriptions, the ghost is a witless flitting wraith. By
contrast, the primary narrator’s descriptions suggest that the wraith in Hades looks like the
living person in appearance and voice. I then go on to explore how the various descriptions of
the ghost of Patroclus in /liad 23 are exercises of aspect perception. I defend this perceptual
model further by claiming that the ghost’s life-like behaviour leads the primary narrator to
present the yuyr| as dead man proper. I suggest that Achilles sees the wraith successively as a
corporeal being, a wraith, and an €idwlov. I also suggest that Achilles uses the phrase ppéveg
ovK &vi Taumav as a conceptual metonym to describe the non-human characteristics of the
wraith when it disappears. This metonym, I suggest, has the same cognitive model as Radden
and K&vecses’ “brain for intelligence” example (CATEGORY FOR SALIENT PROPERTY)

since the @péveg is a bodily organ that stands for the animal-like intelligence of the wraith

142



when it evaporates.®>! I aim to show that this metonymic imagery invites the secondary
focaliser who has encountered the dead to see the wraith as both life-like and witless.

In the third section, I shall examine the role of burial in regard to the inconsistent
presentations of the wraith. In this section, we shall see that scholars have often tried to make
sense of the heterogenous descriptions of the dead by looking at the symbolic importance of
burial rites. Many are of the view that the dead in Hades, who are unburied in the mortal
world, are in a liminal state and that, as a result, they retain some life-like qualities and
fluctuate between two modes of self-description. That is to say, the unburied supposedly
fluctuate between talking about themselves as corpses and then as wraiths because they are in
a state of betwixt and between. I will compare the presentations of the buried and unburied
dead and I aim to conclude that burial cannot explain the conflicting descriptions of the
dead’s variously life-like and mindless state of being. In other words, this discussion
indicates that burial does not affect or change the ontological state of the dead. This
discussion will help us pave the way to show that it is instead aspect perception that explains
the many inconsistent descriptions of the dead.

The fourth and final part of this discussion looks at the inhabitants’ sense of selthood.
In this section, I shall explore the way in which the inhabitant attaches his “I”” indeterminately
to the corpse and to the wraith. I shall argue that these contradictory descriptions are aspect
changes. Specifically, my aim will be to show that the ghost has the same sense of selthood
as the embodied dead man. I argue that this similarity between the shade’s “I”” and the
embodied person leads the ghost of Patroclus to make an internal relation between the wraith
and the corpse. I then suggest that this internal relation means that the ghost Patroclus
changes between talking about itself as (i) the wraith that has the same cognitive abilities as

the embodied person and (i) as the mindless corpse.

351 Cf. Radden and Kovecses 2007: 344.
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Many of the examples which we shall examine in this chapter have already been
discussed, though briefly, in the introduction of this thesis. However, my analysis there of
these pieces of evidence has deferred consideration of some interpretative cruces. For
example, I accepted that the phrase in 23.104b (ppévec 0Ok &vi mdumav) means that the ghost
of Patroclus is devoid of wits. Yet this is a debatable interpretation.>>?> We will then need to
examine the phrase, Achilles’ speech, and the context of the speech thoroughly in order to
give sufficient attention to this character’s description of the wraith. Although I concentrate
on previously analysed passages, I do not wish to repeat my discussion, but I will bring in
wider evidence form Homeric epic and more detailed scholarly discussions in order to avoid

circular reasoning.

Iliad 23 and the dream state in Homeric epic

In this section, I explore how Achilles interacts with the ghost of Patroclus in the dream
scene. The yoyn rebukes Achilles for neglecting his dead body and for not providing him
with a burial. The ghost requests specific burial rites and Achilles promises that he will fulfil
the shade’s desire. He attempts to embrace the yoyn, but it evaporates into the earth

screeching, and Achilles, waking up, realises that it was just a yoyn.

At first glance, this dream scene seems to suggest that the ghost is illusory: it can
speak like Patroclus, yet it lacks physical substance. Achilles’ interaction with the shade
seems to be about the same as Odysseus’ meeting with the yvyai in the Nekyia: (i) both the
living encounter ghosts for the first time; (ii) both are under the misconception that the

ghosts, who are so life-like, can be embraced.?>® This indicates that Achilles behaves as the

352 See page 49 n. 149.
333 Cf. 11 23.99-101~0d. 11.207-208.
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living do when interacting with the shade and that the humanlike appearance of the yoyn is
deceptive. But the extent to which the ghost itself is elusive is called into question, when we
consider that Achilles’ interaction took place in a dream. There are some instances in Homer
in which the dreamer is said to lack full waking competence. We hear, for instance, from
characters that a person’s memory is impaired when in a dream-like state (tod note
pepvioecOar dtopon &v mep dveipw).>>* Penelope also thinks that it is even more unusual for
the dreamer to express emotions (adtdp &y®d KAaiov kai ékmdkvov &v mep dveip®).®>® The
concessive force of the particle mep emphasises that the dreamer is cognitively weaker when
he is dreaming than he is when awake. Notice also that the dreamers do not necessarily
question things which seem startlingly strange to the awake person. For example, Penelope,
when seeing the eagle talking to her in Odyssey 19.541-550, does not question in the dream
how strange it is to encounter a talking animal. This evidence presents problems for our
analysis. For if the dreamer, Achilles, is in a cognitively weaker state, then we are left to
wonder whether the ghost is an ambiguous entity in itself, or the dreamer is simply witless

and unable to realise that the shade is an incorporeal being.

I argue that Achilles, in this scene, is cognitively sound when he is interacting with
the ghost of Patroclus. Specifically, I argue that in other dream scenes the cognitive abilities
of the dreamer are never an issue. One important example is that Achilles in the dream,
unlike Penelope in Book 19, does question the strangeness of Patroclus’ appearance in the
dream in //. 23.93, which suggests he has his wits about him. Rather, I suggest that the dream,
in Homer, is a platform for the living to engage with immaterial entities, such as ghosts,

phantoms, and to interact with undercover gods.>

34 0d. 19.581, 21.79.
335.0d. 19.541.
356 Cauer 1923: 530.
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Scholars have debated the extent to which Achilles’ cognitive and emotional state
affects what he sees in his dream. Wilamowitz suggested that the dream represents Achilles’
longing for Patroclus.?” Hundt posits that the dream reflects Achilles” mood.>>® Kessels
argues against the suggestion that the dream reflects Achilles’ psychic state: “Furthermore
it seems improbable to me that Achilles after having made arrangements for the funeral
should now receive instructions from the personification of his ‘Sehnsuch’. If the dream did
really indicate Achilles’ psychic state, the words of Patroclus would mean self-reproach for
forgetting or postponing the funeral.”*>® Devereux, whose approach is overtly Freudian,
examines the way in which the shade of Patroclus, in the dream scene, evaporates. He
suggests that the “degradation of Patroclus’ spectre cannot be due to a growing awareness of
the dead man’s faults.” Rather, the degradation reflects Achilles’ growing awareness of his
own misconduct.”%° Harris, however, suggests that the dream is a truth-telling one: “When
the image of Patroclus gave Achilles instructions about his burial, that was probably thought
of as a truth-telling dream (though Homer uses no such expression).”3¢!

This psychoanalytic interpretation of the dream, which Wilamowitz, Hundt, and
Devereux provide, problematises our suggestion that Patroclus’ ghost is intrinsically elusive.
After all, if the dream reflects Achilles’ psychic state, then the appearance of the ghost is a
figment of his imagination, not an accurate reflection of the state of the dead. Fortunately, we
do not need to be concerned by these arguments. Kessels, cited above, convincingly

dismisses Wilamowitz’s and Hundt’s notion that the dream signifies Achilles’ emotional or

mental state. Devereux’s argument is also, he admits, “speculative”.3®? Psychological

337 Wilamowitz 1920: 111.
358 Hundt 1935: 61.

339 Kessels 1978: 55.

360 Devereux 1978-1979: 11.
361 Harris 2009: 128.

362 Devereux 1978-1979: 12.
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reconstructions may not be “impossible,” but nothing in //iad 23 suggests the character’s

cognitive or emotional state changes the dream.

There is, however, an impression that the dreamer is in a cognitively unsound state
when dreaming. Consider Heubeck’s commentary on the dream scene between Penelope and

the €idwAov of Iphthime:3¢?

There is a tactic assumption that the sleeper’s senses are alive and active; but the
dreamer is usually more passive than Penelope is here, though there is some
conversation in Achilles’ dream; significantly, Achilles, like Penelope, is in a highly

disturbed state when sleep overtakes him.

But if Achilles is in a disturbed state when he sleeps, we are left to wonder whether
his mental condition is the reason that he has contradictory conceptions of the ghost of
Patroclus. According to Heubeck, the conversation in //iad 23.65-107 indicates that Achilles
is less passive than other characters in these dream scenes. But this suggestion raises more
questions than it provides answers. First, to what extent is Achilles cognitively active and
engaged when he interacts with the ghost? Second is Achilles any different from other

characters in dreams who, supposedly, are “passive”?

To begin to answer these questions, it would be helpful to compare the dream scene in
1lliad 23 with others in Homeric epic. Here I will argue that there is no reason to assume that
the dreamer in Homeric dream scenes is thought of as cognitively less able when he is in the
dream or when tries to remember it. This will help us to establish that Achilles’ reaction to

the ghost of Patroclus is perfectly reasonable in the dream and an indication that the wraith is

363 Heubeck 1988: 242 ad Od. 4.7951f.
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fundamentally unknowable because it has a combination of life-like and deficient

characteristics.

The dream state, in Homeric epic, is ambiguous (1] Tot u&v dveipot épnyovor
akprropwbor / yiyvovr’).3* A person may believe a dream presents truthful information or
they might suspect that the dream is deceptive.’®> In Homeric epic, the gods often visit the
dreamer in disguise. For example, the god Dream visits Agamemnon, disguised as Nestor, in
lliad 2.20-22:

ot & &p’ Vrep keparic Nninio vit otkdg

Néotopt, OV pa pahota yepdvtov 11 Ayapépvov:

@ [y €€10duevog Tpocepavee Belog Gvelpoc.

Athena, we see, sends an €idwAov of Iphthime to Penelope. In Odyssey 6.21-24,
Athena visits Nausicaa in a dream, disguised as Dymas’ daughter:

oth & &p’ Vmep KePUATG, Kal puv Tpog pobov Eeumey,

€100EVT] KOVPT VOWGIKAELTOT0 ADULOVTOG,

1 ot opunAkin pev €nv, kexdpiroto o6& Bupud.

T pv €E1GOUEVT] TPOGEPT YAALKOTIG ABNVY. ..

This is similar to Achilles’ dream scene. The primary narrator mentions that the

wraith strikingly resembles Patroclus himself. Here the visitants are supernatural: they are

3%°0d. 19.560-561.
395 Cf. Od. 19.560f.
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gods or ghosts taking a certain form. Take also //iad 24.679-691 in which Hermes,

supposedly disguised,*®® visits Priam in a dream: 3¢’

AL’ oy Eppeiav éprodviov dmvog Epapmtev
oppaivovt’ ava Bopov dmwg [piapov faciifo

VoV Ekmépyele Aabav iepovc TLAAMPOVG,.

oth O &p” VmeEp KeEPOATS kol pv Tpdg pdbov Eeumey. ..

This all suggests that the dream provides a platform for the divine and the
supernatural to interact with the living. However, when we examine further scenes, we notice
that the dreamers interacting with the divine is modelled on the way in which those with
waking competence engage with the gods. This suggests that there is little reason to question
Achilles’ cognitive competence in his interaction with the ghost of Patroclus. All of these
scenes are similar in that the divine being either instructs the visitant to fulfil a task or gives
the visitant information. This is a significant point to raise. For it suggests that the visitant,
whether asleep or awake, is expected to remember and act on these instructions, or
understand the information which has been given to them. This means that the cognitive
competence of the dreamer is never an issue in Homer. For instance, Zeus sends the god
Dream to instruct Agamemnon to arm the Achaeans.’®® Athena visits Nausicaa in a dream
369

and gives her a series of instructions for her to accomplish when she is awake.

Agamemnon is even able to recount everything that happened in his dream.?”° Most

366 Cf. Gunn (1971: 15-16 n. 15) and Redfield (2013: 5) who suggest that it might be assumed that Hermes
comes to Priam in his earlier disguised form that we see in /1. 24.347, 348. See also /. 24.461.

367 On this scene following a formal dream type-scene structure see Briigger 2017: 247 ad 11. 24.677-695. See
also Lévy 1982: 23-41; Morris 1983: 39 n. 1. Contra Richardson (1992: 347 ad II. 24.677-686) who says that it
is “surely not the case” that Hermes comes to Priam in a dream in this episode. Nevertheless, Richardson
acknowledges that this episode resembles the build-up to Agamemnon’s dream-scene in //iad. 2. On the type-
scene in Homer, see Arend 1933: 61-63; Gunn 1971: 15; Morris 1983; Redfield 2013.

368 11, 2.8-12.

399°0d. 6.21-49.

370 11, 2.55-71.
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impressively, Agamemnon can quote the god’s instructions verbatim.?”! In addition, the
dreamer is very capable of experiencing emotions. The €idwAov of Iphthime, for instance,
acknowledges that the dreamer Penelope is in a state of sorrow (ebdeig, I[Inveddmeia, eidov
tetmuévn frop).>”? Penelope questions the Iphthime-£idmAov’s desire to stop this sense of

grief:373

Kol pe kédeatl movcacOot 01L0og o™ 6dLVVA®Y

noAAéwv, ai 1 épéfovot katd ppéva kol KoTd Bupov.

The dreamer believes that she is in the same cognitive state as she was when she was
awake. Likewise, in Odyssey 20.86-90 Penelope remembers that she felt joy when she
thought that the dream figure was Odysseus:

avTap Epol Kol ovelpat’ €nEccevey Kokd daipmy.

THdE yap ab pot vokti mopédpadev gikelog odTd,

1010¢ £V 010¢ NeV e oTPATd: oVTAP £UOV Kip

yoip’, émel ovk Epaunyv dvop Eupevat, AL Vmop 1Hon.
Notice also that the god Dream believes that Agamemnon has the mental faculties to
remember everything he has said:*"*

aALQ oV ofiowv &xe epect, undé oe ANnon

aipeitm e0T’ 8v oe peAMppwv Bvog dvi.

The god is aware that Agamemnon can retain this information; however, he also
acknowledges that Agamemnon is capable of forgetting what has happened in the dream. But
the dreamer is only forgetful affer the dream takes place. This informs us that the dreamer is

not necessarily in a mentally unsound state whilst he is dreaming, but rather he struggles to

37 Cf. 1. 2.26-34 and 60-70.
372.0d. 4.804.

373.0d. 4.812-813.
37411.2.33-34.
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remember the vision after he has woken up. But, even then, characters do remember the
dream. Agamemnon, for instance, remembers his instructions and Dream’s speech. Penelope
as well can remember the dialogue she had between the eagle and herself and remember the
vision of Odysseus. A further clue that indicates the dreamers are cognitively active is the
formulaic construction (tinté + 6edp' Avbeg). The formula appears when the dreamers,
Achilles and Penelope, ask the visitants why they have come to see them. Achilles asks the
ghost of Patroclus why he came and promises to do everything that it asks in //. 23.94-96:

‘timté pol Nhein keeadn dedp’ sidnrovbac

Kol pot tadta €kaot Emtéddent; avTap y® TOL

névto PaA’ EKTEAE® Kol TelcopoL MG OV KEAEVELS.
Likewise, Athena asks the €idwAov the same question and explains that her sister lives far
away:

Tinte, Kaotyvnn, dedp’ fHAvbeg; ob Tt Thpog ye

TOAE", €nel pOAo TOAAOV ATOTPodL ddpata Voielg

The construction, at first, suggests that the speakers are not aware that they are
dreaming. For example, when Penelope asks this question, she addresses the phantom as her
sister (kaotyvitn). Likewise, Patroclus uses the word xepair|, a metonym that stands for the
person themself.3”°> Both of the characters do not think, at this stage, that these are illusions.
However, this is a misconception which the living have as well when they encounter an

eldwlov or a disguised god. Apollo, for instance, in I/iad 5.449-450 fashions an gidwAov of

375 Cf. Clarke (1999: 174 n. 29.) who provides an impressive explanation of the use of this word. Schol. Arn/A
argues that 10gin kepon_was a term of address that younger characters gave to older ones. Since Patroclus is
younger than Achilles, we might read this name epithet as an indication that Achilles is using language
incorrectly and that he does not have his wits about him in the dream. However, there is no reason for us to
assume this, it is common in the /liad for Achilles to use Homeric formulae in unconventional ways. This
passage is no exception, and an indication that Achilles has the same cognitive capabilities in the dream as he
has when he is awake. See Parry 1956; 53-54; Claus 1975; Friedrich and Redfield 1978; Martin 1989: 152-179;
and Russo 2020.
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Aeneas to deceive the soldiers.?’® Similarly, in Iliad 21.600f Apollo disguises himself as
Agenor in order to draw Achilles away. This gives us no reason to assume that Penelope or
Achilles are somehow less able by asking this question. Moreover, the question also indicates
a great deal of awareness from both Achilles and Penelope. The two are aware that it is not
possible for these spectres to visit them. Penelope in the dream remembers that her sister
lives far away. This shows she is capable of recognising the surreal nature of the dream.
Likewise, Achilles seems to show signs that contact with the dead in Hades is impossible
when he uses the concessive adverbs ki and mep in his address to the dead.?”’

This suggests that Achilles is not cognitively incompetent when he confuses the
wraith of Patroclus with the living breathing person in his dream. Notice also that Achilles
does not forget what Patroclus asks of him. He does as he was instructed and gives Patroclus
a cremation. Indeed, Achilles’ state of mind is never called into question.?’® This indicates

that Achilles remembers well enough what he saw in the dream.3”

So far, we have established that the dreamer is imagined to be cognitively active. The
visitor in the dream assumes that the dreamer has the capacity to understand his or her
instructions and remember them once awake. This means that there is no reason to question

Achilles’ mental state when he encounters the ghost of Patroclus. This gives us further

376 Cf. Kirk 1990: 107-108 ad 1l. 5.449-50.

377 See 11. 23.19, 179, 24.593.

378 That being said, the construction in 23.82 suggests that the wraith believes that it is unlikely for Achilles to
obey his commands (dAAo 3¢ To1 Epém Kol Epnoopot of ke TiOnat). However, doubt does not signify that
Achilles is cognitively weak in the dream. The ghost rebukes Achilles that he is forgetful of him (avtap Eueio
Aehaouévog Emhev Axilhed), and that he is careless of him when he is dead (o0 pév pev {dovtog axndes, aGAa
Bavovtoc) since he has not provided him with a burial. Verse 82 seems to be part of a series of scornful
accusations that Achilles is careless of his buried state. The line, then, does not suggest that Achilles is in a
cognitively weaker state when he is in the dream. This means that Achilles’ confusion of the ghost’s state
emerges because the shade is fundamentally ambiguous, not because Achilles is cognitively incapable.

379 See 11.23-103-107 ~ Od. 20.86-90 on dreamers remembering seeing look-alikes of their loved ones.
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license to argue that it is the shade’s characteristics, not the cognitive state of the dreamer,

which is responsible for the many different conceptualisations of the shade.

In fact, however, lliad 23 is predominantly different from other dream sequences. For
instance, the phantom of Iphthime and the god Dream imply that they are not what they
appear to be. The phantom and god tell the dreamers that they are messengers of the gods.3*°
By contrast, the ghost of Patroclus is not an imposter, but has the same selthood as the

embodied living person. Indeed, the shade is so convincing that it recounts details of

Patroclus’ childhood.?8!

While this suggests that the wraith has the same selfthood and is not a counterfeit, like
the €idwAov, we note that Iliad 23 is primarily similar to other dream sequences in two ways.
One, the visitant is often an illusory image of someone else. Two, the spectre commands the
dreamer to act on its instructions when he is awake. This indicates that the dream-scene
provides a conceptual framework for the dream episode in //iad 23. But, in the introduction,
we have said that the life-like characteristics of the shade induce the living character to see
the ghost as the dead man himself. We have argued that aspect perception accounts for
Achilles’ different conceptualisations of the shade. Since we have suggested that the dream
scenes provide a framework for the presentation of the dead, we need to show that characters

in other dream scenes utilise aspect perception when engaging with the visitant.

Let us begin by first looking at some of the dream sequences in which the visitant is
said to be in disguise. Consider, for instance, Agamemnon’s account of the god Dream’s

appearance in lliad 2.56-71:

380 71, 2.63-64~0d. 4.829.
381 See 11. 23.87-90.

153



‘KADte pidor Bl pot évomviov NADev dvelpog

apppocinv du vikta: pdaioto 8¢ Néotopt diw

£100¢ t€ uéyefdc 16 QLAY T EYY1oTo EMKEL

oth O &p’ Vmep keQaAfig kol pe Tpog pdbov Eeumev:
‘ebde1g Atpéog vig daippovog immoddpoto:

oV p1 Tavvoylov DoV BovAneopov dvopa,

® Mool T mreTphpaton kol To6oa PépmAe:

viv 8’ éuélev Evvec dka Adg 8¢ tot Eyyeldg i,

0¢ oed dvevbev €wv péya knoetal o’ Eleaipet:

Bopii&al oe Kéhevoe Kdpn KOUOMVTOS AYOOVS

TaveLdin: viv yép kev ELotg TOA eDpLAyLLOY

Tpowv- ov yop &1 apeic Olduma dopat” Eyovteg

aBdvartol palovtal: EmEyvopuyey yop Gmavtog

“"Hpn Mocopévn, Tpheoot 6¢ knode’ Epfimran

€K A10G: GALQ oV oTiov &xe Epeciv: MG O UEV eimmV

Gyet’ amomtduevog, e 0€ YALKLG DTvog Avijkey.

Notice that Agamemnon admits to seeing Dream as Nestor in the first few lines.

(MABev Sverpog / dpfpociny S vikta: pdoto 8¢ Néotopt dig / £106¢ e péyeddc te ey T’

dyyota émket). But he changes aspect when the dream finishes and he acknowledges several
character traits of the visitant, traits which impel him to see the divine visitor not as Nestor,

but as something resembling Nestor. First, Agamemnon remembers Dream’s admission: that
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it is not Nestor with whom he is speaking, but a messenger of Zeus (A10¢ 6¢ Tot &yyehdg gipn).
This admission is confirmed when Dream describes the current state of the Gods in Olympus

(0v yap €t dueic OAduma ddpat” Eyovieg / aBdvator epalovta). Second, Dream

demonstrates the inhuman ability to fly away (¢yet’ dmontduevoc). It is these features of

Dream’s character, his explanation and his disappearance, that lead Agamemnon to the view
that this is a spectre. In other words, aspect perception is at the heart of Agamemnon’s ability
to realise who visited him in the dream. The same phenomenon is also present in Penelope’s
dream in Odyssey 4. Notice that Penelope is convinced she is speaking at first to her sister
instead of a phantom (tinte, KaoryviTn, 80p' fiAvbeg;).>? But when the idwlov admits that
she is a messenger for the gods (] viv pe mpoénke telv 148e pudycacOar), Penelope indicates
that she is bearing witness to a god: €i p&v on 8e6g oot Be016 1€ EKhveg adONV. Again, we see
that a feature of the phantom, its speech, impels the dreamer to see the spectre no longer as
her sister, but as some divine being that is in contact with the gods. In this way, the dreamer
interprets the figures in the dream by utilising aspect perception. If we are then correct in
suggesting that dream scenes provide a conceptual framework for the scene in /liad 23, then

we can also say that aspect perception is indeed at the heart of making sense of the ghost.

This discussion has shown us that there are fundamental similarities between the
scene in Iliad 23 and other dream scenes. First, structurally, //iad 23 and certain other dream
episodes follow a narrative structure: a divine being visits a mortal and provides him or her
with instructions. Second, the dreamers in /liad 23, Iliad 2, and Odyssey 4 comprehend the
figures in the dream by utilising aspect perception. However, we have acknowledged that
Achilles and the ghost of Patroclus differ from the other characters in these episodes. Unlike

Penelope, Achilles never considers, when he is in the dream, that the ghost of Patroclus is an

382.0d. 4.810.
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incorporeal shade; by having the same identity relationship with the living Patroclus, the
wraith convinces Achilles that the ghost is a corporeal being that can be embraced. Unlike the
other dream visitors, the ghost is able to reminisce about Patroclus’ life, as though the shade
were Patroclus himself. This means that there is a deeper ambiguity surrounding the identity
of the shade which we need to understand. This suggest that aspect perception is employed in
the scene in ways which differ from the scenes in //iad 2 and Odyssey 4. We have already
mentioned that the ghost’s capacity to speak like Patroclus convinces Achilles that he is
speaking to the dead man himself. Let us now move onto the next section where we shall

explore Achilles’ and the primary narrator’s capacity for aspect perception in further detail.

Aspect perception and the epistemological differences between the primary narrator’s

and living characters’ accounts of the ghost

Scholars have accepted that the descriptions of the inhabitants of Hades are contradictory.
However, many have suggested that the official conception is that the ghosts are witless and
that the life-like characteristics are, by contrast, merely minor inconsistencies. Consider

Edmonds’ statement:3%3

The Homeric epics present a mixed picture of what happens to an individual after
death, but scholars have focused on one element in that picture as the standard view
of the afterlife, not just in Homer but in Greek religion more broadly. This supposedly
standard view is that the souls of the dead lack all mind or force; once a hero leaves
the light of the sun, only a grim, joyless and tedious existence awaits, with no

particular suffering but no pleasure either. Such a view is supported by a few key

383 Edmonds 2014: 5 §9. See also Edmonds 2013: 252.
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passages in the epics: the meeting of Achilles with the shade of Patroklos in the //iad,

the meeting of Odysseus with his mother in the Underworld in the Odyssey.

Edmonds does not reference the scholars who support this “standard view” of the
dead. Nevertheless, he is right to say that scholars standardise the conception of witless
shades and undervalue the notion that the dead are /ively. In the introduction, for instance, I
began my discussion by first stating how Cairns views the immaterial wraith as the “‘official’
conception.”# In addition, Heath, as we have seen in the introduction, tries to explain away
the contradiction of the blood ritual in the Nekyia. For Heath, Vermeule, and Tsagarakis, the
poet leaves out the description of the imbibing because he wished to avoid repetition. But this
presupposes that the “witless” wraith is a standard conception of the dead.?®® This same
presupposition appears in Briigger’s commentary on liad 24.592-593. Briigger suggests that
there are occasional descriptions of the “lively” dead, descriptions which contradict the view

that the dead lack mental faculties:38¢

The lack of certainty as to whether the dead can perceive the living is repeatedly
offered as a reservation in Greek literature (Macleod with examples and
bibliography); cf. 7/. 23.19 = 179. At any rate, at 22.389 and Od. 11.475f. Achilleus
explicitly notes that the souls of the dead lack the ability to think or recall (Z/. 23.103f.
is difficult to interpret, see Richardson ad loc.), and in the Nekyia Teiresias alone is
endowed with reason (Od. 10.492-495); the other dead can recognize and talk to
Odysseus and display emotion only after partaking of the sacrificial blood (Od.

11.147-149, 152—-154, 387-391). On the (occasionally contradictory) notions

384 Cairns 2014: §29.

385 The Nekyia offers the most detailed description of the dead in Homeric epic. For this reason, we shall
examine these descriptions of the dead in the final chapter of this thesis.

386 Briigger 2017: 220 ad loc.
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surrounding death in Homer in general, Schnaufer 1970, 58—70; Sourvinou-Inwood

1995, 78-83, 89-92, 106 f.; Johnston 1999, 7-11.

The scholars whom Briigger cites discuss the contradictory descriptions of the dead’s
cognitive abilities. When Briigger, therefore, talks about “the “occasionally contradictory”
notions surrounding death,” he is referring to the inconsistent descriptions of the dead in the
afterlife. But the word “occasionally” presupposes that the wit/ess dead is the predominant
conception. These scholars, however, do not seem to acknowledge that these descriptions
come from characters. This then begs the question: do these descriptions represent a
predominant conception of the afterlife in Homeric epic or, do they represent the characters’
views of the dead?

In this section, I provide an answer to this question: these descriptions of the witless
dead belong exclusively to character descriptions. We shall see that primary narrator offers a
very different image of the inhabitant of Hades compared to the secondary focalisers’
conceptions. The former, we see, views the being that lives in Hades as a phantom image of
the dead person, “a very convincing image indeed”. The wraith can speak, wear armour, and
do the very things which the dead person could do when he was alive. It is only when they
move that the illusory image is broken and they are seen as flitting wraiths who screech. By
contrast, the characters in the epic are of the preconception that the shade is witless.

Let us begin this discussion by first looking at how the primary narrator presents the
shade. In [liad 23.65-67, the primary narrator makes it clear that the inhabitant of Hades is a
wraith that is the spitting image of Patroclus in terms of appearance and voice:

NA0e & &mi wouyn MatpoxAfiog deihoio

vt avT® péyefog te kol dppota KA ikvia

Kol povNV, Kai tola mepi ypot elnata £oTo.
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The ghost wears the same armour and can speak just like Patroclus himself. The
image is striking; however, the primary narrator makes it clear that this is merely an illusion
when the ghost evaporates from Achilles in 23.99-101:

O¢ Apa povnoag apé&ato xepoi eiknow

o0d” Ehafe: yoyr ¢ Katd xBovog nite Kamvog

MYETO TETPLYLIOL.

The same image is present in the Deuteronekyia. The ghosts who inhabit Hades are
now images of the dead men (£vBa te vaiovot yoyai, eidwia kapdviwv). It is only when the
wraiths move that the illusion breaks and the wraiths appear non-human, shrieking like bats
(tai o0& tpilovoar Emovto...d¢ ai teTpryvion dp’ ficav). We have already drawn upon these
examples in the introduction. However, it is important here to review these examples in order
to establish how the characters’ descriptions of the wraith differ.

Indeed, secondary focalisers do not necessarily perceive the inhabitant as a duplicate
of the once living person. On the contrary, many internal focalisers present the belief that the
being is a witless remnant of the once living person. In 22.389-390, for instance, Achilles is
of the mindset that the dead in Hades forget one another:

€1l 6¢ Bavovtov mep KataAnBovt’ giv Aidoo

avTap &y® kol ke idov pepvioop’ Etaipov.

This preconception is also evident in Achilles’ prayer to Patroclus in 24.592-595:

un pot ITatpokie oxvdpovépey, ol Ke Toonot

etv 'A1d0¢ mep v 611 “Extopa diov Elvca

natpl O, Emel oV pot dekéa SDKEV dmotva.

60l & o Y0 Kol T®VS’ dmoddccopl 866" ETEOIKEY.
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Achilles urges Patroclus not to be angry (u pot ITadtpokie oxvdpovépey). The
apodosis might suggest that Achilles views the dead as cognitively active beings; but the
protasis reveals that Achilles is unsure whether the dead can learn anything at all.

The concessive force of the particle mep (giv A166¢ mep) informs us that Achilles thinks it is
very unusual for the inhabitants of Hades to learn anything.

Other characters, even those with a heightened knowledge, also present the
conception that the wraith in Hades is a witless being. We see this in Circe’s description of
Teiresias in Odyssey 10.492-495:

Yoyt xpnoopévoug OnPaiov Tepeoiao,

Havtnog aAaod, Tod te Ppéveg Eumedot giot:

1@ Kol 1ebvndTL voov mope Tlepoepovera,

ol menvdohat, Tol 8¢ oKlol Aicoovoty.

Circe informs Odysseus that Teiresias’ wits remain. She stresses, through the
adverbial kai and the perfect te6vn®t, that it is very unusual for the dead to have the mental
faculty voog. This again reinforces the point that, in character descriptions, the inhabitant of
Hades is imagined to be deprived of mental substance. The point is again made clear when
Circe stresses that Teiresias is the only one to have intelligent thought (oi® nemvdcOar).
Achilles’ speech at Patroclus’ funeral presents a similar conception that the shade is witless.
Achilles bids farewell to Patroclus though he is in Hades (xoipé pot @ Ilatpokhe xoi
elv A1dao d6poior).*®” The concessive force of the kai emphasises that Achilles believes it to
be futile to address Patroclus: the shade will not understand his words or hear them. Another
preconception, from characters, also seems to be that the inhabitant of Hades is physically
insubstantial. Circe suggests that the inhabitants of Hades are like physically insubstantial

shadows (1ol 6¢ okl dicoovowv). This notion is in keeping with the primary narrator’s

3771.23.19=23.179.
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presentation of the wraith. After all, the primary narrator describes how the shade of
Patroclus evaporates like a puff of smoke. But the living secondary focalisers are all of the
conception that the inhabitant, once in Hades, does not retain cognitive abilities, but is
fundamentally witless.

These examples provide us with our first epistemological distinction between the
primary narrator’s and living character descriptions. The former’s descriptions present the
inhabitant as a wraith who has both life-like and non-human characteristics. The latter
descriptions come from living characters who, with the exception of Odysseus, are not in
Hades and believe the inhabitant to be a witless being. This epistemological distinction is
basic and rudimentary. However, upon closer analysis, we see that further epistemological
graduations can be made between these two presentations of the ghost. Notice that the
majority of these character descriptions are, to borrow terms from Dickie’s analysis,
“declarative” statements or “conditional” statements.>®® Achilles, for instance, uses the
conditional construction in //iad 24 when he suggests that the ghost of Patroclus cannot learn
anything in Hades. Achilles also uses the conditional construction in 22.389-391 when he
describes how the ghosts of the dead are forgetful.*® Achilles makes the declaration in
23.103-104 that the shade and wraith exists even in Hades, and Achilles also presents
declarative statements and use the concessive kai or mep to emphasise the preconception: the
dead in Hades are witless and insubstantial.

What is most intriguing about all of these conditional and declarative statements is
that they present a character’s uncertainty about the inhabitant of Hades. Achilles in //iad 24,
for instance, does acknowledge that the shade in Hades cannot know what he is saying.

Nevertheless, he speaks to Patroclus as though the wraith has cognitive abilities. In the

388 Dickie 2014: 3-8.

389 Richardson (1993: 146 ad II. 22.389-90) reads the passage as a conditional construction. The particle
combination &i 8¢ seems to signify the same concessive clause as koi i does in Classical Greek. Cf. Boas 2019:
558-559 § 49.19-21.
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Nekyia scene, Odysseus is aware that it is unusual for the shades to embrace the living in
Hades since Circe told him in 10.495 that the shades lack substance. But, despite this
briefing, Odysseus still asks why the shade of his late mother cannot embrace him. In /liad
22, Achilles is aware that the dead cannot remember one another, and yet he believes that he
will be able to remember Patroclus when he dies. Achilles assumes that the dead lack
cognitive abilities; yet this preconception does not discourage him from thinking that he will
have the same mental faculties as the living. All of this evidence suggests that secondary
focalisers (with the exception of Circe) are uncertain about the condition of the dead in
Hades. This uncertainty occurs before and after the living interact with the dead. Achilles’
hesitant speech in 22.389 shows us that he is not certain about what happens to the inhabitant
of Hades. His speech in 24.594f also suggests that this uncertainty about the dead’s cognitive
ability persists even after meeting the ghost of Patroclus. If Achilles is still confused about
the condition of the dead in Hades, even after meeting the ghost of Patroclus, then we are left
to wonder what are the ghost’s characteristics that make it persistently ambiguous. For if
Achilles is still confused about the inhabitant after speaking cogently with the shade of
Patroclus, then it suggests that the dweller in Hades is fundamentally ambiguous and
imperfectly knowable to the living.

This so far suggests that living characters preconceive that the resident in Hades is
witless, and this also indicates that they are uncertain whether their assumption of the dead’s
abilities is correct. By contrast, the primary narrator is familiar with the characteristics of the
shade: it is an incorporeal shade but it behaves, looks, and acts just like the real person. This
again highlights an epistemological difference between the primary narrator’s and the living’s
presentation of the wraith. However, when the ghost starts to engage with the living, the
poet’s and the living character’s conceptions begin to overlap. That is to say, both the poet

and Achilles see the shade not as a wraith, but as Patroclus himself.
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We have already argued in the introduction that the ghost’s life-like appearance and
incorporeality make the shade of Patroclus imperfectly definable to both the primary narrator
and internal focaliser. The primary narrator, for instance, appreciates that this entity is in the
form of the wraith; however, the life-like components of this shade mean that there is an
internal relation between the yoy and the Patroclus himself: §A0g & émi yoyn MotpokAfjog

dethoio / mhvt antd péyedoc te kol dupoto kdd' €icvio / Kol @oviy, Kol Toio TEpl ypot

einata €oto. These life-like qualities encourage the narrator to describe the shade as the dead
man proper (tov 6~ drapelPopevog Tpocséen todoc dkvg Ayxidieng). This is a similar aspect
that Achilles notices when he engages with the shade of Patroclus. Indeed, after the ghost
speaks just like Patroclus, Achilles is convinced that the wraith, with whom he is speaking, is
the man himself, the bodily being that can be embraced:

Tinté pot 0ein kepain dedp’ eikAovBog

Kol pot tadta €kaot Emtéddent; adTap Y® TOL

TavTo LA’ EKTEAEM Kol TEIGOUOL OC GV KEAEVELC.

GALG pot aocov oTiifL uivovld mep dueiBoidve

AAANA0VC OAOOT0 TETAPTOUEGDN YOOL0.

Likewise, at the end of his speech, Achilles realises with hindsight that what he
interacted with was not Patroclus, but a wraith that looked incredibly like him. He mentions
in 23.105-107 that the ghost could speak just like Patroclus himself: movvoyin yép pot
[Matpoxifiog detholo / Yoy €PecTNKEL YOOMGA T€ LOPOUEVN TE, / Kol Lot EKOOT EMETEAAEV,
gikto ¢ Béokelov avtd. Stocking observes how this phrase gives the first impression that

Homeric selfhood is tied to the body:*°

3% Stocking 2007: 58-59.
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This turn of events prompts a shocked Achilles to exclaim that “there is indeed
something in the house of Hades,” é ra ti esti kai ein Aidao domoisi (XXIII1.103); as to
the exact nature of this psuché, however, Achilles can only conclude that it was
“amazingly /ike the very self” of his dear friend," eikto de theskelon autéi
(XXIIL.107); which is of course to say that, whatever this fully conscious and
intelligent “entity” may have been, it was simply not Patroclus — it was not the man
himself. Manifestly, genuine Homeric selfhood is to be grounded in something other,

something more than mere acts of self-conscious intellection.

However, in Achilles’ speech, the dative avt® suggests that Homeric selfhood is
represented when the person displays a form of consciousness. For instance, it is the wraith’s
appearance and voice that convinces Achilles that he is speaking to the corporeal Patroclus:
Kol pot Ekaot' Eméteddev, &lkto 0 Béokelov avt®. All of these characteristics, therefore,
entitle the character to notice an internal relation between the wraith and Patroclus when he
was alive. This explains why Achilles sees the inhabitant not as the wraith, but as Patroclus
himself prior to its physically insubstantial disappearance in Iliad 23.99-101. In this way, the
character is utilising aspect perception: the characteristics of the ghost, its voice and

appearance, convince Achilles he is speaking to the dead man, not the wraith.

This discussion so far suggests a point of similarity between the primary narrator’s
and character’s presentation of the wraith. Achilles, after waking up, eventually recognises,
like the primary narrator, that the inhabitant of Hades is a yoy. Likewise, both the primary
narrator and Achilles also notice the same aspect when the ghost and Achilles converse: they
see the wraith as Patroclus himself. However, we see that Achilles recognises more

Wittgensteinian aspects of the wraith than the primary narrator does once he has woken up.
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First, notice that, at the end of the scene, Achilles calls the inhabitant of Hades yuyn
Kol eidwlov in 23.103-104a. The primary narrator suggests through the formulation yvyad,
eldwia kapdviov (Evha te vaiovot yuyal,eidmia kKapoviov, Od. 24.14) that the yoyn and
eldwlov are appositional: there [in Hades] the wraiths, phantoms of those that are dead live.
Achilles too sees the names as appositional; but the kai in 23.104a, as a connecting particle,
suggests that Achilles uses yvyn and idwAov as two separate names to describe (for
Achilles) the ill-defined dweller in Hades: “there is something in Hades, a yoyn and an
eldmAoV”.

This interpretation seems sound when we read yoyn kai eidwiov as epexegetic of the
pronoun Tt in 23.103.%°! Leaf reads 11 as the predicate of the sentence and makes the idwlov
surplus to requirement: “the soul is something even in Hades; it is not entirely annihilated.”>%?
But this interpretation presupposes that Achilles is interested in what exists in Hades, when in
fact 105-107 is a personal admission that the wraith was just like Patroclus. These two verses
indicate that Achilles is more concerned with his personal encounter with the shade, rather

than necessarily the issue of what is annihilated at death.>*?

For this reason, I prefer the
epexegetic reading because it makes explicit Achilles’ shock at the dream. Achilles, prior to
the dream, addresses the inhabitant of Hades as Patroclus himself in 23.19 (aipé pot @
[étpoxie kai eiv Aidao S6poiot). However, after the ghost evaporates, Achilles realises what
he saw was the wraith that looks like the embodied person (£ikto d¢ Béokelov avT®). The
reading “something exists even in Hades” emphasises Achilles’ astonishment at the wraith’s

resemblance to Patroclus and that he made contact with the dead. Achilles, in other words,

does not know what inhabits Hades, and uses the aspects of yoyn xoi eldwAov (it is a yoym

391 On the textual variation Tic, its meaning, and the alternative meaning of 11 in 23.103, see Richardson 1993:
178 ad 1. 23.103-104; Clarke 1999: 209 n. 96.

392 Leaf 1900 ad 23.103-104.

393 For other criticisms of this reading see Clarke 1999: 209 n. 96, who labels this reading “version (a)”.
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and an €idwAov) as source domain images to articulate the imperfectly definable resident in
Hades “something exists in Hades” 3%

Second, we see that the primary narrator and secondary focaliser, who describe the
living’s encounter with the shade, notice different aspects of the shade when it moves. The
primary narrator, for instance, says that the shade evaporates and screeches, but never
comments on whether this non-human appearance is a sign of mental deficiency.’*> By
contrast, we shall see that Achilles relies on his own preconception of the ghost’s mental
state, witlessness, to describe the non-human characteristics of the wraith when it evaporates
in front of him in /7. 23.99-107:

¢ apa pwvnoag dpé&ato yepoi eiAncy

ovd” Ehafe- yoyr ¢ Katd yBovog Niite Kamvog

AYETO TETPLYLIO: TAPDV O AvOPOVGEV AYIALELG

¥ePOi 1€ cuUTAATAYNGEY, EM0G O” OAOPLOVOV Emey

‘® momoL 1 Pa TL €Tt Koi &iv Aldao dopoiot

Yoy Kol 0mAoV, ATap Ppéveg 00K Evi TAUTAY:

navvoyin yap pot [atpoxifiog dethoio

Yoy €PECTNKEL YOOMGA TE LVPOUEV TE,

Kol pot Ekaoct’ énéteddeyv, ikTo 08 BEcKke OV OTO.

Achilles attempts to embrace Patroclus in the dream, but the shade evaporates like a
puff of smoke and goes into the ground screeching. Achilles wakes up and announces in
23.104b that the shade, while incredibly life like, lacks @péveg (ppéveg 00k &vi maumav). The

meaning of this phrase is obscure. One school argues that it means the ghost of Patroclus

394 On characters who are familiar with the conceptions yoy and eidw)ov, especially in relation to Hades, see
1l. 5.654,7.328-330, 11.445, 16.625; Od. 11.213-214, 20.355.
395 Cf. 1. 23.99-101 ~ Od.24.5-9.
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lacks wits and mental substance.>*® The other side of this discussion has argued that this
phrase, in fact, suggests that the inhabitant of Hades lacks physical substance.**” The latter
reading is tempting because it does not make sense to call the ghost of Patroclus witless when
it has conversed cogently with Achilles.’*® T should stress that I do not wish to provide a firm
translation of this word as scholars have done; my aim here is simply to ascertain what
quality of the shade Achilles is referring to when he uses the phrase @ppéveg ovk &vi Taumayv.

However, Clarke suggests that the two meanings are intricately linked:**’

This [phrase @péveg ovk &vi maumav] cannot simply mean that it [the ghost of
Patroclus] was without wits and intelligence, since what it told him was fully cogent;
rather, Achilles must mean that the wraith lacked the concrete substance that a living
and thinking man carries in his breast, since only this will explain what happened
when he tried to embrace his friend (see also above, Ch. 4, pp. 74—5 with n. 30). But
his use of the word @péveg suggests that the vocabulary of physical weakness and
mental weakness are bound up together, so that the one is expressed in words that

would be equally appropriate to the other.

I fundamentally agree with Clarke that both physical and mental substance are bound
up in the meaning of ppévec 0Ok &vi mhpmav. The contrast between Od. 10.495a and 495b
(ol memvioBau, ol 8¢ ool dicoovoty) does indeed highlight that the mind and body are
intimately linked. After all, the opposition can only make sense if mental and physical

existence are bound together. This does, at the least, encourage us to think that the mind and

3% See Schol. bT ad II. 23.104; Mazon 1942: 223-224; Rieu 1950: 414. Cf. Eustathius ad Od.11.476; Russo
2020: 218-220.

397 Schol. ZYQX ad 7/. 23.104; Bohme 1929: 95-96 n 3; Sullivan 1988: 50; Richardson 1993: 178; Zaborowski
2003: 298 n 32.

398 Schol. bT argued that the adverb méumav indicates that Achilles meant his wits were not “there completely”.
This would neatly explain why the ghost, coherent though it is, accuses Achilles of being neglectful when he is
making funeral preparations. Sadly, this interpretation will not do since there is no instance where mépumoav with
a negation means “not altogether”.

399 Clarke 1999: 207.
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body are also unified in the phrase ppéveg ovk &vi maumav. But this reading of 10.495, while
helpful, does not definitively tell us what the phrase in 23.104b means. We must examine the
passage itself to understand the phrase’s meaning. Clarke’s interpretation of @péveg 0Ok &vt
ndumav is partially based on his argument that there is a lexical unity in Homeric words.
This aspect of his methodology is questionable when we consider the counter-argument

presented by Cairns:*%

The argument from “lexical unity” (p. 190) that Clarke applies to vékvg / vekpog, is
precisely the sort of argument that he excludes with regard to the yoyn. The French
“le mort”, both “cadaver” and “dead person”, is a lexical unity: but though /e mort

can = le cadavre, when a Frenchman envisages les morts in some form of post-

mortem existence he is not necessarily imagining the survival of the cadaver.

Cairns is referring to the lexical unity of vékug / vekpog. However, his argument
seems equally applicable to the meaning of the @péveg phrase. There may indeed be a unity
between mental and physical strength in 23.104b; but this does not automatically mean that
the two meanings are coterminous in character speeches. When a character, for instance,
claims that a person is devoid of ppéveg, he is not necessarily saying that the person also
lacks physical substance.**! Rather, this word acts as a conceptual metonym to describe the
person’s mindless state.**? It follows a metonymic principle: CATEGORY FOR SALIENT
PROPERTY .*» In the English phrase “he has no balls in him” the lack of a body part stands
for the person’s lack of courage. Similarly, the ppéveg appear as internal organs that can be

stripped out of the person (k ypodg eikke 56pv, moti 8& Ppéveg avTd Emovo);*** that are

400 Cairns 2003: 60.

401 Cf. 11. 6.352,7.360, 9.377, 12.234, 15.128.

402 On further reading on the Greek psychology, see Padel, 1992, see also Teffeteller 2003.Also useful is
Vernant 1965.

403 Cf. Radden and Kévecses 2007: 344.

404 7. 16.504.
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enclosed in the chest (8v0' Gpa te ppévec Epyatan aue' advov kiip);**° and that hold other
parts of the body together (801 ppévec fimap Exovot).*% It is these anatomical parts that can
stand for salient events. Thus, Helen accuses Paris of lacking courage by claiming his @péveg
do not remain sound in //. 6.352 (to0t® &' 0T Gp VOV Ppéveg Eumedol ovT dp' Omicom). So
too, in Alcinous’ speech, “&vi 8¢ @péveg 860Aai” stands for Odysseus’ charm.*"” We cannot
then say that mental and physical substance are bound together in ppéveg ovk &vi maumav
based solely on the supposed lexical unity of Homeric words. What we can say, however, is
that the ppévec is regularly a conceptual metonym that characters use in an attempt to
describe salient experiences. Indeed, 23.104b is structurally similar to //iad 14.141 in which
Poseidon uses @ppéveg to convince Agamemnon of Achilles’ lack of empathy (énei 0¥ ol &wvt
epéveg ovd' Patai). The similarities between the two passages urge us to read gpéveg in
104b as a metonym that also stands for a salient event. Indeed, if we consider the context of
this speech, then we can say that ppéveg stands for the salient property: the inhuman
behaviour of the wraith. This means that the two meanings of ¢ppéveg (witlessness and
insubstantiality) are bound together within the phrase. Clarke is, for instance, right when he
says that Achilles, in 103-104, is reacting to the ghost’s evaporation.**® The phrase & nomot
indeed underlies that Achilles is shocked by the ghost’s disappearance.*®” But if Achilles in
103-104 is reacting to the insubstantial nature of the shade’s departure, then @péveg 0Ok vt
ndumov attempts to describe the witless and insubstantial condition of the inhabitant of
Hades. After all, when the ghost disappears, it not only appears physically insubstantial, but

also makes a screeching sound:

405 77 16.481.

406 04.9.301.

47.0d. 11.367. Cf. Heubeck 1990: 100 ad loc.

408 Clarke 1999: 208-209.

49 Cf. 1. 2.272, 337, 8.352, 13.99, 15.286, 20.344, 21.54, 17.171, 629, 20.293, 22. 168, 297, 373.
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O¢ Apa povnoag apégato yepoi eiknow

o0d” Ehafe: yoyr 6¢ Katd xBovog nite Kamvog

MYETO TETPLYLIN

The yvyn, in other words, appears fundamentally non-human in terms of both
physical and mental substance: it shrieks loudly and it disappears like a puff of smoke. The
shrieking tpilw is a characteristic of animalistic behaviour.*!? Achilles here relies on the
cognitive metonym @pévec ovk &vi mdpumav to describe this non-human appearance of the
wraith. If this interpretation of 104°is correct, then the juxtaposition of the so-called “human”
and “inhuman” conceptions of the dead exists between 23.104b-105ff. We may argue that the
living internal focaliser, Achilles, understands this non-human appearance by making a
metaphorical translation. Achilles attempts to describe the non-human cognitive and physical
appearance of the wraith (the domain of the unknown, the target domain) by relying on
phrases that describe the Homeric man’s physiology and mental state (the known domain, the
source domain). Aspect perception, here, helps Achilles to make this metaphorical mapping:
he is able to make this metaphorical construction after recognising the fundamentally
inhuman aspect of the ghost’s character. Indeed, the internal relation between the shrieking of
animals and the shrieking of the ghost allows for Achilles to see the shade not only as
inhuman, but also as witless. Polyphemus, for example, implies that the ram is cognitively
less capable than he is.*!! Circe, likewise, suggests that, by transforming Odysseus’ comrades

into swine, their mental capabilities will also be affected.*

410 Cf. [1. 2.314 and Od. 24.4-9.
411 Cf. Od. 9.456. Cf. Heubeck 1990: 37 ad loc. See Pelliccia 1995: 103-105.
412 Cf. Od. 10.325-329.
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A further indication that Achilles uses @ppéveg to describe the animalistic behaviour of
the shade’s insubstantial departure appears when we compare //iad 23.103-107 to Odyssey

20.87-90:

avTap ol Kai ovelpat’ €nEcoevey Kakd daipmy.
THdE yap ab pot vokti mopédpadev gikelog odTd,
1010¢ v 010¢ eV G oTpaTd: adTAp EUOV KTip
xoip’, émel ovk E@dunv Svap Eupeval, AL Hmap Hom.

Penelope realises that what she saw in her dream was not actually Odysseus, but something
like Odysseus (gikedog avT®), the dream itself. Here the yoyn and dream are indeed very
similar. But whereas Penelope realises she did not see Odysseus but a dream, Achilles
realises that he did not see the embodied Patroclus, but a disembodied yoyn that looks
incredibly like the embodied person. Note also that Agamemnon’s dream ends with the god
flying away (Qyet' dmontauevog, Sue 8¢ yAukdg Brvog aviikev),*'* much like the yoyn of
Patroclus (¢yeto teTpryvia- tapmv &' avopovcev Ayxidievg). The only difference between the
end of the dream and the yvyn’s departure is that the latter makes the incomprehensible
shrieking. This is the distinguishing factor that allows Achilles to realise that he has not had
any dream; he has encountered the dead whose insubstantial departure signifies mental and
physical deficiency. It is this property then that leads Achilles to describe the dead as witless

through 23.104b.

In this way, the properties of the ghost invite Achilles to provide different,
fundamentally contradictory views of the dead. The hero describes the non-human

characteristics of the ghost by drawing from the source-domain image: the absence of wits

4371271,
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(ppéveg). This metaphorical description is in keeping with the other internal focalisers who,
as we have seen above, view the dead as mindless. And yet, in Achilles’ description, the life-
like characteristics of the shade are attributed to the yoym. This description is, as we have

seen, similar to the primary narrator’s descriptions of the shade.

What we see, however, is that Achilles changes aspects after the dream. Achilles
knows after the dream that the survivor of Hades is a wraith who looks deceptively like
Patroclus himself: &ikto 6¢ Béokehov avtd. That having been said, this aspect changes and

Achilles addresses Patroclus again as the man himself in 23.179ff.:

“xaipé pot @ IMatporde koi eiv Aidao dopoiot:

névta yap 101 tot TeEAE® T Thpodey HEaTnV,

dwdeka pev Tpowv peyabopuwv vicog E60hovg

TOVG dipa 6ol mhvtog mop Ecbiet. ..

Indeed, the referents of coi and ITdtpoxie is both the deficient corpse, who is engulfed in the

flames, and the inhabitant of Hades (xai eiv A1da0 dopoist).

We can conclude, for this section, that the epistemological differences between the
primary narrator’s and secondary focalisers’ descriptions are made explicit from their ability
to use aspect perception. For instance, we have seen that the life-like characteristics of the
shade (the ghost of Patroclus’ ability to speak and appearance) lead the primary narrator and
Achilles to see the shade as Patroclus himself. However, the inhuman characteristics of the
shade lead Achilles to change aspects. The shrieking sound of the ghost’s departure leads
Achilles to notice the “witless” aspect of the shade’s appearance. The primary narrator by

contrast makes no comment on the shades’ cognitive ability when it appears inhuman. We
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have also suggested that Achilles sees the shade as an indefinable being in 23.103-104a since
he does not see that the yoyn and €idwAov are as appositional as the primary narrator, but as
two images in the source domain that describe the indefinable ghost “something exists even
in Hades.” In addition, we have seen that Achilles changes aspects more frequently than the
primary narrator. Achilles after all sees the shade not as the embodied person, but as
something that looks like the corporeal being. But when he is about to cremate the corpse, it
“dawns” on him that the ghost is the embodied person. In this way, Achilles, just like the

primary narrator, has utilised aspect perception to present the wraith in such diverse ways.

The role of burial for the status of the wraith

This section seeks to examine the role of burial in the presentation of the shade. I first explore
burial’s role in granting the shade access to Hades. I highlight some passages in which the
inhabitant of Hades is imagined as being witless and insubstantial. This at first presupposes
that there is an orientation schema in which “in” signifies a lack of consciousness, and
outside signifies cognition. I then show that these passages and the schema have led scholars
to mistakenly think that there is a distinction between the cognitive abilities of the unburied
shades (who reside out of Hades) and the witless buried residents of Hades. I argue however
that this is a mistaken interpretation and that the ghosts, whether buried or unburied, are
broadly thought of as being residents in Hades.

In the second part of this discussion, I will examine how scholars try to apply the
concept of liminality to the discussion of the dead. We shall see that scholars try to suggest
that the dead’s lack of burial puts them in a liminal state, and so they are considered life-like,

whilst the buried dead remain witless. I argue that no distinction exists in Homer. This
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dismissal of the burial argument will pave the way to show that aspect perception is needed

to explain away the inconsistent presentations of the shade.

In the previous section, we examined a few character descriptions in which the
inhabitant of Hades is imagined to be a physically insubstantial, witless shade. Achilles, for
example, says that the yoyn kot €idwiov which is in Hades does not have wits or physical
substance (1] pé Tt 6Tt Kai eiv Adao S6potot / yoyr kol eldwmAov, dtdp Ppévec odK Evt
ndumav). In addition, when Achilles presumes that Patroclus is witless, he says that he is in
Hades.*'* Likewise, he says that those in Hades are forgetful.*!> These presentations seem to
indicate that there is a non-propositional logic in which “in” equates to being witless and
deficient.*!® That makes it tempting to say that the opposing orientation, “out”, equates to the
opposing condition of being alert and capable. However, if we are to say that, then we are
suggesting that the buried and unburied dead have different capabilities in Hades. For
instance, we see from /liad 23.71-74 that the unburied dead are not permitted to access
Hades. If these dead are not permitted to enter into the other world, then logically they do not
belong to the group that are witless and insubstantial. In other words, this passage and the
orientation schema indicate that the unburied dead are lively, and the buried dead are not.
This reasoning is evident when we look at Pelliccia’s brief discussion of the dead (comments
in square brackets are my own):*!”

...perhaps cremation, as a definitive form of exsanguination, prepares the shade for

admission to Hades by depriving it of the faculties of consciousness

44 Cf. 1. 23.19, 179, 24.592-593.

415 Cf. 11.22.389.

416 On this schema, see Johnson 1987: 19-40, esp. 30-31. Johnson uses the example (30) of coming out of a
sleep to indicate that the “in” orientation can sometimes equate to being unconscious and out to being alert.

See also Cairns (2003: 49-50) who applies this schema, though in a different way, to describe the function of the
yoyn. See chapter one.

417 Pelliccia 1995: 104-105.

174



etc.[IN = WITLESSNESS]; since the shades are already separated from the bodies,
this would seem to be illogical - but by this logic the disposition of the corpse
should not have any bearing whatsoever on the fate of the shade,
which it explicitly has).
Pelliccia is cautious about accepting this kind of logic, but his argument highlights that this
orientational scheme is parsimonious. Johnson, for instance, takes a more confident stance of
the in-out schema (my own comments are in brackets):*!8
Homer knows of some members of the dead, however, who are able to interact with
the living precisely because they have not yet crossed the river that Anticleia
mentions [OUT = CONSCIOUS AND COGNITIVE]. The dead Patroclus reappears
to Achilles and complains that he cannot cross the river and find peace because he has
not yet received burial rites. Similarly, the ghost of Odysseus’ companion Elpenor,
who is among the first to arrive at the pit, and who is able to recognize and speak with
Odysseus even without drinking the blood has not yet been admitted into the

underworld because his body has not yet received funerary rites [IN = WITLESS].

I have many problems with the suggestion that the buried and unburied dead have
different mental abilities. However, the immediate issue is that scholars seem to use the in-
out schema to make their arguments. But Johnson in particular has taken the descriptions of
Hades too literally. Characters genuinely do not think that the ghost being inside or outside of
the gates of Hades affects its cognitive status. Achilles, for example, learns that the ghost of
Patroclus needs a burial before it can be admitted past the gates of Hades (8dnté pe 6ttt
Tayota, TOAag Aldao mepnom). Yet despite learning this, he does not see his unburied friend

as somehow more cognitively active than the other shades or as less of a resident of Hades

413Cf. Johnston 1999: 8-11.
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than the buried dead. Indeed, before the dream and during Patroclus’ cremation, Achilles
addresses the unburied shade as though it is witless and an inhabitant of Hades (‘yoipé pot @
[Tatpoxhe kai giv Atdao dopoiot).*!? Other characters seem to be of the view that Hades
encompasses both the region within and outside the gates. For example, Odysseus in the
Nekyia remains outside the gates of Hades. He sees Minos passing judgement by the gates
(v’ 1 Tor Mivwa i8ov, A1dg dyladv vidv, / ypdoecov okijmtpov Exovta, Ospiotedovio
vékvoow, / fuevov, ol o€ pv auel dikag eipovto dvakra, / fUEVOL £0TAOTEG TE KOT

g0pVLALC "Aido¢ 8®.),**” and he sees the shades walking away from him into Hades:**!

A eapévn yoym pev €Pn dopov "Aidog eicm
Tepeoiao dvaktoc, Enel kotd 0écpat” Elelev:
avTap EYyOV aTod PEVoV EUmEdoV

Yet despite his position, Odysseus still says that he is in Hades (3¢ppa kai eiv Aidao
oihag mepi xeipe Parovie / Gueotépm kpvepoio tetapmdpecda y6010).4?? Likewise, Elpenor
speaks as though Odysseus is in Hades (even though he is not within the gated area) when he
asks for a burial: 0ido yap Mg évOévSe ki dopov & Aidao vijoov &g Alainv oynoelg dvepyéa
vijo..*?3 Elpenor’s words are quite telling, the preposition &€ makes it clear that to be out of
Hades is to be in the mortal world and away from the underworld. This means that characters
do not imagine that the unburied dead lack basic residency in Hades and do not distinguish

them from those who reside in the gated region.

H971.23.19=179.

4200d. 11. 568-571.

10d. 11.150-152. See also Od. 11.628.
422.0d.11.211-212.

423.0d. 11.69-70.
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Nevertheless, scholars have tended to look at the role of burial to explain the seeming
ambiguities and contradictions in the descriptions of the ghosts in Hades.*** The reason, for
instance, why some of the dead can talk to Odysseus by themselves, while others cannot, is
supposedly because different burial statuses provide the ghosts with different abilities.
According to this view, the unburied dead are able to talk to Odysseus because their lack of
burial puts them in a liminal position: they are not fully separated from the world of the
living, but not fully incorporated into the world of the dead either. As a result, the unburied
dead man still has the same abilities as he had when he was alive. Consider the role of the
blood sacrifice. Teiresias infers that the ghosts must drink the blood in order to both

recognise him and speak meaningfully to him:**

OV Tva pév Kev €0 vekhmV KaToTefvm®dTomv

aipatoc Aocov ipev, 6 8& Tol vuepTeg éviyet-

O 8¢ K’ meBovénge, 6 8¢ ot TAALY £lGY OTIGCW.

However, the ghost of unburied Elpenor can recognise and speak to Odysseus without
drinking the blood.**® So too, in the Iliad (23.71-76), the ghost of Patroclus, who is also
lacking a burial, can speak to Achilles in a dream without needing to drink from a blood
offering. By contrast, the buried dead, who are fully incorporated into Hades, supposedly do
not have the same cognitive abilities as their unburied peers and, therefore, must drink from
the offering.

The problem with this approach, however, is that Homer never claims that the buried
dead have different abilities from the unburied dead. For one thing, the ghosts of buried Ajax

and Achilles can recognise and speak to Odysseus much like the ghosts of Elpenor at the

424 Cf. Sullivan 1988: 51; Heubeck 1990: 80 ad Od. 11.51-54; Pelliccia 1995: 105; Johnson 1999: 8; Bouvier
1999: 63.

425 0d. 11.147-149.

426 0d. 11.51-59.
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beginning of the Nekyia and the ghost of Patroclus in //iad 23. These buried dead can
apparently interact with the living without needing to consume the blood offering.**” In
addition, none of the focalisers suggest that the unburied and buried dead have different
cognitive abilities. In the passage above, Teiresias generalises that any one of the dead (dv
Tva pév Kev €06 vekbmv katatedvnotmv) will recognise and speak to Odysseus after he or
she consumes the blood. Here, the speech implies that all of the dead lack the capacity to
recognise Odysseus, not just the buried dead. In addition, Circe claims that Teiresias is the
only one to retain his mental faculties, while the other dead are witless, physically
insubstantial shadows.*?® She does not distinguish the buried dead from the unburied dead.
After Achilles meets the ghost of unburied Patroclus, he concludes that the dead lack the very
faculty (dtap @péveg 0Ok Evi Tapumov)**® which Teiresias manages to retain (tod te @péveg
gumedot eiot).** Furthermore, the youyn of Patroclus suggests that it and the buried dead have
the same cognitive abilities. After all, the ghosts in Hades can both recognise that Patroclus is
unburied and ostracise him.*!

This argument suggests that there is no distinction between the state of the buried and
unburied dead in terms of abilities. That being said, there is still the temptation to think that
burial affects the status of the wraith when it is in Hades. Clarke, for instance, rightly
dismisses the suggestion that burial changes the dead’s state of being.*3? But despite this,

Clarke ends up agreeing that burial does affect the way in which the living view the dead. He

27.0d. 11.471-472, 543-545. On Achilles’ burial, see Od. 24.35-94. On Ajax’s burial, see Od. 11.549, Little
lliad frag. 3 in Bernabé 1987.

428 0d. 10.493-495.

429 11.23.104.

430°0d. 10.493.

$1]1.23.72-73.

432 Clarke 1999: 180-189, esp. 186. Cairns refers to the unburied dead as entities that are in a “liminal state”.
Liminality, as defined by van Gennep (1960: 11), is a transition from a phase of separation (preliminal state) to
an incorporation into another (postliminal) state of being. On liminality and the role of burial, see van Gennep
1960: 146-165, esp. 148-149. See also Hertz 2004: 29-76. On further reading of liminality, see Turner 1967,
1974, 1977; Petersen 2011; Thomassen 2014. On applying liminality to the study of the dead in Homer see
Martin 2014. See also Hume 2007: 105, 110-112.
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argues that Achilles only addresses Patroclus as a wraith because the corpse has now turned
to ash.*>3 As a result, “the ‘I" of the dead man is now firmly assigned to the mythical

Underworld.”:

In one sense Achilles’ friend lies stretched before him; in another sense he is already
in Hades. When the man can no longer be seen in fleshly form, as after burial or
decomposition, the unity between him and his body can no longer be sustained, and
the dead man continues as himself only if his identity is pinned on the survivor in the

mythical Hades.

Clarke’s argument at first seems persuasive. Indeed, Achilles does address Patroclus
by name before the cremation begins; but this argument presupposes that correlation equals
causation. But, just because Achilles calls Patroclus by name before the cremation, and refers
to him as a wraith after the burning, does not suggest that the cremation plays any important
role in Achilles’ perception of the dead man’s state of being. After all, Achilles knows before
the cremation that the survivor in Hades is a wraith who looks deceptively like the embodied
Patroclus himself: &ikto 6¢ Béokehov avtd. This means that Achilles is in some sense aware
that the wraith is a survivor in Hades, but he gravitates to the preconception, in 23.15, that the
dweller in Hades is the embodied person when he addresses the corpse as the wraith. Indeed,
we see that Achilles’ view of the ghost changes after he wakes up from his dream. Achilles
imagines that it is now the embodied Patroclus who is about to be cremated that lives in the

underworld:**

“dipé pot o IMétporie kai eiv Aidao d6poiot-

433 Clarke 1999: 162.
43471, 23.179-180.
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névta yap 101 tot TeEAE® T Thpodey HEoTnV,

dwdeka pev Tpowv peyabouwmv vicog E60hovg

Tovc dua ool whvtog wop £cdict...

There is no reason for us to think that cremation plays a role in Achilles’ perception of the
dead man’s state of being. On the contrary, we note that, even after Patroclus’ cremation,
Achilles views the cremated inhabitant of Hades as an embodied person. We can see this
when we re-examine /liad 24.592-595:

un pot ITatpokie oxvdpovépey, ol Ke Toonoat

etv "A1d0¢ mep v 611 “Extopa diov Elvca

natpl P, Emel oV pot dekéa SDKEV dmotva.

60l & o Y0 Kol TOVS’ dmoddccopol 8667 ETEOIKEY.
Notice that Achilles still doubts that the cremated inhabitant of Hades is able to understand
him, just like he did when in 23.15 when Patroclus was unburied. This indicates that the
burial does not affect Achilles’ perception of Patroclus’ state of being. Furthermore, Achilles
seems to suggest that Patroclus’ selthood, even after cremation, is still tied to what remains of
the corpse. The referent of the indirect object coi is the inhabitant of Hades, but it is also still
the embodied Patroclus since Achilles can only give the spoils directly to the remnants of the
corpse. In lliad 22.512-513, Andromache also attaches unburied Hector’s “I” to the corpse
and the ghost: dAL’ fjTo1 Td Ye TaVTO KOTAPAEE® TVPL KNAEWL, / 0VOEV GOl Yy’ dPelog, Emel OVK
gykeioeoot avtoic. Andromache does not believe that the burning offering will benefit
Hector, since he will not be buried within them. Already this suggests that the dative oot for
Hector is the corpse that is deprived of the offering, and the shade who will not reap the
benefits in Hades. In short, Achilles stills ties his late friend’s selfhood to the remnants of the

corpse, in much the same way that Andromache addresses the unburied Hector as a corpse.
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Another issue as well is that the evidence which Clarke uses does not suggest that
Achilles sees the wraith differently after the corpse is cremated. Clarke for example cites
lliad 23. 220-224 as evidence that Achilles “no longer addresses the man himself, but calls on

the ghost which visited him in his sleep” (162):

01vOV BQUGGOEVOS YOUAdIG YEE, dedE 8 Yooy
yoynv kikAnokov [Hotporiijog dethoio.

oO¢ 8¢ matnp oL modoc ddVpeToL dGTEN Kolmy
vopeiov, 8g 1€ Bavav de1lovg axdynoe ToKT oG,
DG AyAeng £T0pO10 OOVPETO OGTEN KOL®V,

But we do not actually know from this passage what Achilles said. On the contrary, the
primary narrator is simply reporting the series of libations that Achilles carries out for the late
Patroclus. This indicates that the primary narrator is using his own knowledge of post-
mortem survival to present Achilles’ ritual performances, not that Achilles views the
inhabitant of Hades as a yvoyn after the cremation. We might compare this passage to the
proem of the /liad, in which the primary narrator reports that Achilles sent the heroes’
ipBipovg youyds to Hades. But this report does not suggest that Achilles thinks the entity
which travels to Hades is a yoyn; he is after all shocked that the wraith should be in Hades at
all (‘& momor N Pé Tl 8ot Kad giv Atdoo S6potst / yoyn koi eidmiov). There is no reason, then,

to assume Achilles sees his late friend differently after the corpse is cremated.

In this section, we have examined the extent to which burial affects the status of the
dead man in Hades. We have concluded that it does not change the wraiths’ sense of
selthood. In the first section, we made clear that the dead, who need a burial to go past the

gates of Hades, are still considered residents of the underworld just like the buried dead. We
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have also established that none of the characters see a difference between the shades of the
buried and unburied dead in terms of cognitive abilities. Lastly, we have indicated that there
is little evidence that suggests the living thinks that the wraith’s sense of selfhood changes
after the corpse has been cremated. This discussion has largely focused on the way in which
the living characters perceive the dead. In the next section of this chapter, we will examine

how the ghosts perceive themselves and use seeing-as to articulate their sense of selthood.

The selfhood of the wraith and the changes of aspect

In this section, I examine the way in which the dead in Hades speak about themselves. We
shall see that in /liad 23.71-90, the ghost of Patroclus talks about itself as the corpse at one
moment, but then as the wraith at another moment. I argue that this contradictory way of
speaking occurs because the entity that travels to Hades is imagined to be simultaneously a
corpse and an incorporeal shade. I argue that there is, for the wraith, a continuity of identity
between the embodied person in the mortal world and the incorporeal shade. I suggest that
this similarity of identity makes the shade’s selfhood comparable to Jastrow’s duck-rabbit
image. The duck and rabbit have, Wittgenstein tells us, the same concaves and shapes, and it
is this similarity that makes the observer change aspect. Similarly, I suggest that shades are
forced to speak about themselves, at one moment, as corpses and then, at others, as wraiths,

because the corpse and the wraith have the same identity.

Let us begin this discussion by first examining the verses in which the inhabitants of
Hades talk about themselves and the scholarly interpretations of these passages. Where does
the “I” of the deceased go after death? An answer to this question appears in //iad 23.71 and

75-76 when the ghost of Patroclus demands a burial from Achilles:
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0anté pe 6t Tdyota, THAAG ATdao TEPHCW.

Notice that the referent of e is the corpse which needs a burial, but the subject of the
verb mepnfoo is the incorporeal wraith which wanders near the wide-gated house of Hades
(6AL" adTmg dAdAnpot v’ DpLTLALG Aidog 0@.) after being ostracised by the yuyai eldmAa
Kapovtov in 23.72-74. The same strange image of the wraith’s “I”” that we see in 71 appears
at the end of his request in 75-76:

Kai pot 80¢ TV ¥&ip’ - dhogvpopat, 0b yap £ aTIC

vicopan €& Atdao, EmMv pe Tupog AeAdyNTE.

The pot and the subject of dAopOpopor and vicopon is the wraith, the incorporeal
being, but we see in the next line that the referent of e is the corpse. The ghost of Patroclus
then requests Achilles to have their bones mixed together in an urn:*%

dALo 0¢ ot €pém kai oot of Ke midnot:

un €ud oV amdvevde TIOueval 6oTé” AYIAAED. ..

Notice that it is not just in 23.71 and 75-76 where the ghost of Patroclus talks about
itself as a corpse and then as a wraith. Here in verse 82, the subject of épéw and épncopan is
the incorporeal wraith; but, in the subsequent line, the gud is the corporeal Patroclus who has

bones which Achilles must not abandon.

Sourvinou-Inwood suggests that the unburied shade fluctuates between talking about
itself as the wraith and then as the corpse, whereas the buried shade’s “I”’ is coterminous with

the wraith:*3¢

It is clear both from the Homeric usage in the relevant passages, and from the beliefs

articulated there, that until burial, the “I” of the deceased consists of the shade and the

435 11.23.82-83.
436 Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 57.
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corpse; one or the other is identified with “I”, depending on the focus of
articulation... At burial the corpse is handed over symbolically to the netherworld;
first it is consumed by fire and then what remains is sealed away into the earth. What
remains of the deceased in the world of the living is a sign marking his grave which...
is also a sign of the deceased and the focus of his memory in the world of the living.
After burial the “T” of the deceased — if we leave aside his survival in memory — is

coterminous with his shade in Hades.

She cites 23.71 and 23.72-73 as her example when she says that the unburied dead

6619’ 13

man’s consists of the shade and the corpse; one or the other is identified with “I”,
depending on the focus of articulation.”3” She appears to be making this claim based on the
way in which the shade of unburied Patroclus talks about itself as a corpse at one moment but

then as a wraith. In 23.72-73, the focus of articulation is the wraith, the being whom the other

shades ostracise:

THAE pe glpyovot yoyai eidmia KOpOVTOV,

000¢ pé T pioyesBot VEP motapoio EDOLY,

By “focus of articulation” Sourvinou-Inwood seems to be referring to the way in which the
speaker now attaches its “I”” to the wraith to articulate how it is banished from the other yuyai

eldwAa KapOVIOV.

The ghost’s speech at 23.71-76 indicates that characters do present different
“focus[es] of articulation” when they attach their “I” to the corpse or the wraith; but the other

unburied dead contrast their “I” with the corpse and wraith. We see, for instance, that the

437 Sourvinou-Inwood 1995: 57 n 130.
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ghost of unburied Amphimedon does not tie its “I”” to the body and then to the wraith. Rather,

he sees his and the suitors’ corpses as parts of their selthood (24.186-7):

&G MUElS, Aybuepvov, dnmioued’, dv &t koi viv

ochpot’ axndéa keltat Evi peydpotg ‘Odvotog

The genitive ®v, whether possessive or partitive, indicates that the unburied ghost’s sense of
selthood is not coterminous with the body. We see the opposite presentation of the wraith in
Odyssey 11.64-65. The ghost of unburied Elpenor does not attach its “I” to the shade as we
see with Patroclus and Amphimedon; rather the wraith speaks about the yvyr in the third

person (11.64-5):

€K 0¢ pot avynV / aotpaydrmv £y, yoyn 6 A1d6cde KatAbs.

Indeed, the “I” is the wraith for Amphimedon, and the body for Elpenor. This evidence so
far suggests that the unburied dead man’s “I” is indeterminate, and we cannot claim that this
somehow shows that the buried and unburied dead have different ways of talking about
themselves. Likewise, just because the buried dead do not fluctuate between the corpse and
the wraith in their self-description does not mean that their sense of self is not also tied to the
embodied person. Consider, for instance, Agamemnon’s description of Achilles’ funeral. The
attendants have cremated Achilles and now place his bones in the same urn which contains

Patroclus’ bones:*3?

&V T@ To1 KETTo AgVK’ OoTén, Qaidy” AytAred,

uiyda 6¢ IMatpodxioto Mevortidoao Boavovtog.

%.0d. 24.76-77.
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Notice that the ghost of Agamemnon talks to the ghost of Achilles as though the latter’s
selfhood is attached to the bones even after the cremation. The use of the possessive dative
tot and the present verb keitan indicates that Agamemnon still identifies the ghost of
Achilles, at the present moment, as someone whose sense of self is tied to the remnants of a
corporeal being. If the bones can still be said to belong to the inhabitant of Hades, then the
selfhood of the buried dead is still tied to the bodily being. Consider also the ghost of buried

Agamemnon’s self-description in Odyssey 11.424-426:4°
...1 08 KUVOTIG
voooicat’, 000 pot ETAn iovtL ep gig Aidao

¥ePOL KAt OQOaALOVS ELEEY UV TE OTOW EpEioal.

Notice that the ghost’s selthood resides with both the bodily being and the shade. The
dative pronoun pot and participle i6vtt indicate that Agamemnon’s “I” is attached to the yoyn
that goes to Hades. However, the pot is also a possessive pronoun with 6@8aipovg and
otop’, which suggests that the ghost still identifies with the bodily being that has the same
corporeal faculties, such as eyes and a mouth. Patroclus’ ghost’s selthood also attaches to the

incorporeal wraith and the corporeal man in 23.69-70:

eboEIg, avTap Eueio AeAacuévog EmAen AyALeD.

oV pév pev Loovtog aknoELs, ALY BovovTog

The perfective force of Aelaopévog and the imperfect Emhev indicates that Achilles was

forgetful of Patroclus before the dream and is still forgetful of him as the dream begins. This

439 On Agamemnon’s burial and burial rites, see Od.4.584; Aesch.4g.1555, LB.90-92, 324-330, 332-335;
Soph.E1.893; NM623 and 624, Dickinson (2005). Cf. Od. 24.296, in which the closing of the eyes is regarded as
a custom for the dead man. See also Alexiou (2002: 5) for the ritual tradition of closing the dead man’s eyes.
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means that object of the participle, éueio, Patroclus’ “I”, is tied both to the corpse before the
dream and to the incorporeal yoyn speaker. In verse 70, the shade says that Achilles was not
neglectful of him when he was alive (uev {dovtog), but in death (dAAd Bavdvtog). The
genitives {dovtog and Bavovtog are most telling about the ghost’s sense of selthood: the
former indicates that the shade’s selthood resides with the embodied living person. On the
other hand, the genitive Oavdvtog shows that the ghost is attaching its “I” to the corpse that is

left by the funeral pyre.

This means that burial cannot explain why the ghost attaches its selfhood to both the
ghost and the corpse. Are there other ways to make sense of this self-description? Rohde
highlights these incongruous modes of expression in the //liad more widely. He acknowledges
that, in the proem of the /liad, the “1” of the dead person is attached to the corpse even when
the yuyn descends to Hades. On the other hand, he recognises that the name of the dead
person is assigned to the wraith that journeys to the underworld. For Rohde, these ways of
talking about the shade underline that the yoyr is a second self that exists in the body and

continues to exist in Hades after the person has died:**

Both the visible man (the body and its faculties) and the indwelling yoyn could be
described as the man’s self. According to the Homeric view human beings exist twice
over: once as an outward and visible shape, and again as an invisible ‘image’ which

only gains its freedom at death

Rohde in fairness is not discussing the presentation of the wraith we see in 23.71 or 75-76 in
particular; however, his second-self model cannot explain why the shade’s “I” should be

attached to the corpse.**! Rohde looks at Achilles’ reaction to the dream in liad 23.103f

440 Rohde 1925: 6.
441 Rohde 1925: 44 n 3.
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which he says “proves the existence of an alter ego in man”.**? He seems to interpret this
passage by reading the xai, in the locative modifier (kai eiv Aidoo d6poiot), as a
supplementary adverb (my italics): “there yet lives in Hades’ house a psyche and a shadowy
image (of man).” This supplementary adverb (there are three in the original German

“wirklich auch noch”)*3

and the preposition €iv seem to imply that the yoyn xoi €idwAov live
in the person as an invisible image as well as in Hades. But, as Clarke notes, this reading
does not work since it “is not Homeric”. After all, it is not said anywhere else that an idwiov
resides inside the Homeric man.*** Indeed, the only other piece of evidence that supports
Rohdes’ reading is a fragment from Pindar, and, even then, Rohde admits that the fragment

does not present Homeric views.**?

The second issue I take with Rohde’s interpretation is that it suggests the “second
self” and the €idwAov of the dead are the same. For example, in page 8, he says that “what the
dreamer sees prove(s) the existence of an alter ego.” But what Achilles sees in the dream
does not represent the shade’s sense of selfhood. Achilles sees that the wraith of Patroclus
has the ability to show emotions and speak just like the living person. But this image of the
dead is quite different from the wraith’s selfhood which is, at times, attached to the mindless

corpse that needs a burial.

Clarke examines 23.71 and argues that the corpse’s burial and the entrance into Hades
present the same process. According to him, “the two half-line membra juxtapose two
renderings of a single event: in the world of mortals he will be given his burial, so that by the

same token he will pass into the mythological Hades.”**¢ He argues the burial and the

442 Rohde 1925: 8.

443 Rohde 1898: 8.

444 Clarke 1999: 212 n 96.

45 Cf. Rohde 1925: 7. For the debate around this fragment, see Holton 2022: 112-48.
446 Clarke 1999: 211.
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entrance into Hades are “two parallel ways of looking at the same process of going down into
the earth and staying in the nether world.”**” However, he suggests that the descriptions of
the inhabitant as a corpse and wraith are “irreconcilable” and that the “indeterminacy” is part

and parcel of the Homeric conception of the afterlife.*48

My argument in this thesis, as I stressed in the introduction, is similar to Clarke’s.
After all, I take the stance that the presentation of the dead is highly ambiguous. However, |
would suggest that these contradictory descriptions are not necessarily “irreconcilable” as
Clarke would argue. On the contrary, I posit that these fluctuations are what Wittgenstein
calls changes of aspect. Wittgenstein, for example, mentions that we change aspects when we
notice an internal relation.*** When we for instance change aspect and see the duck-rabbit
image as a duck, and then as a rabbit, we do this because we know that there is an apparent
similarity: the two animals both have the same shapes in the picture (the ears as drawn have
the same shape as a beak). So far, we have mentioned that the ghost has the same selfhood as

the embodied person in //. 23.69-70 and in Od. 11.424-426. But consider also //. 23.77-79:

oV pev yap {wol ye pikov dmdvevbev Etaipmv

BovAdg £COpevol foviedoopey, GAL EUE PEV KNP

apeéxave otuyepn, i mep Adye Yryvouevov mep

In this counterfactual construction, the ghost of Patroclus imagines that it will not sit with
Achilles as it did when the embodied living Patroclus did when alive ({wot). The first person
plural Boviedoopev and participle Eopevor emphasise that the ghost of Patroclus sees itself

as having the same kind of selthood as the embodied Achilles. The referent of the object &ué

447 Clarke 1999: 212.
448 Clarke 1999: 207 and 211.
449 PPF §244.
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and participle yryvopevov indicates that the ghost’s selfhood is the same as that not only of
the embodied living person, but also of the dead person, whom k1p engulfs. This means that
the ghost’s selthood is apparently similar to that of the embodied person in the same way that
the duck and the rabbit have similar shapes in Jastrow’s picture. In this way, there is an

internal relation between the corpse and the wraith: both represent the embodied person.

But while Patroclus is aware that his “I”” is the same as the embodied living person,
the yoyn is a different being from the corpse (much like the duck is from the rabbit).
Patroclus for instance knows, in verses 72-74, that the residents in Hades are yvyoai €idmia
Kapoviov (thAé pe gipyovot yoyol eidoia kapovimv) and identifies with them as a shade,

but one that cannot be allowed to cross the river or the gates (until he is buried):

THAE pe elpyovot yuyoi eidmio Kapoviay,

000¢ pé T pioyesOot VEP motapoio EDOLY,

AL ot GAGANUOL AV’ DPLTTVAEG "ATOOG 0.

The yoyai eidwia kapdvimv, as Patroclus characterises them, have cognitive abilities:
they can ostracise the ghost of Patroclus and recognise that he is lacking a burial. This means
that the wraith in Hades is quite different from the mindless corpse that decays in the mortal
world. Between 23.71 and 75-76, then there is an evident change of aspect, an identity shift:
the ghost of Patroclus goes from identifying itself as a wraith that has cognitive abilities (one

that can pass the gates of Hades, and that recognises rejection) to speaking about itself as the

inanimate corpse.*>°

What we have so far suggested is that these contradictory modes of self-description

are exercises of aspect perception. However, we have also seen that the ghost of unburied

450 See next chapter for Elpenor’s selthood in 11.71-76.
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Elpenor speaks about the yoyn, and, in Odyssey 24.186, the ghost of unburied Amphimedon
does the opposite and attaches his “I” to the wraith and not to the corpse. These descriptions
are not indicative of aspect dawning since the ghost does not shift from one identity to the
other. Nevertheless, I will argue that Odyssey 24.186—7 does signify that Amphimedon is

exercising his capacity for aspect perception.*’!

Oc Muelc, Ayduepvov, dnmldped’, dv Ett kol viv
ochpot’ axndéa keltan Evi peydpotg ‘Odvotioc. ..

Clarke has suggested that “Amphimedon's words come exceptionally close to
articulating a body-soul dichotomy, and might therefore reflect a post-Homeric development
in death-lore.”*>? Clarke, however, does not believe this passage to be “un-Homeric” because
the difference between this use of the word cdpa here and in Od. 11.51-54 is small.
However, we cannot ignore the crucial difference between the copa in Od. 11.51-54 and
24.187. The former passage is spoken by a living person who can, retrospectively, see that
there is a difference between the inhabitant of Hades and the corpse in Aeaea. It is, however,

unusual for the wraith to make this distinction between the “I”” and the body.

Clarke is trying to argue for the “authenticity” of the Deuteronekyia. We are not here
concerned with the same problems as Clarke. We are not necessarily arguing for a non-
dualist reading of Homeric epic, nor are we trying to read the descriptions as unified through

the filter of “authenticity.”

Instead, I would argue that this speech suggests that Amphimedon is not only

exercising his capacity for aspect perception, but is also indicating that he is in a pitiful

431 On a discussion of Od. 11.65-66, see next chapter.
452 Clarke 1999: 226.
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condition. It first needs stressing here that this passage does not in fact differ from other
Homeric descriptions, and that Amphimedon is not, in fact, presenting a unique image of the
inhabitant. On the contrary, the body—self dichotomy is a common image in Homeric epic
when the person is either a) purposefully neglected by another, or b) no longer a working
bodily whole. Indeed, we might say that this conceptual division between the self and body
also appears when a character envisions that he will no longer be a living-working whole.

Notice that the last two lines, 341-342, are formulaic and appear in Iliad 7.771t.:

€l L€V KeV EULE KEVOG EAT TOVONKET YOAK®D,

TEVYEN CLANGOG PEPETM KOTANG EML VA,

odpo 0¢ olkad™ €Uov dopevat TaAy, depa TVPOG LE

Tpdeg koi Tpowv dAoyor Aehdywot Baviova.

Hector imagines that Zeus will take him (éué keivog €An). Notice that in the protasis,
Hector’s selthood is coterminous with his living condition. But in the apodosis, where he is
imagined as losing his life, he talks about his body as a possession, not as something that is
coterminous with his selfhood (c@dpa 6¢ olkad™ Euov dopevar mtdAv). The body-self
dichotomy is particularly evident when a person is neglected or in a pitiful condition. Notice

that we see a somewhat similar image to Od. 24.187 appear in [liad 24.107-108:

Evvijuap o1 veikog €v abavdrtoloty dpwpev

"Extopog apei vékot kol AYIAA{T ttolmdpOo

The genitive "Extopog informs us that the body is no longer coterminous with Hector.
However, notice that, in this particular context, Hector’s corpse has been neglected by
Achilles. The son of Peleus leaves the corpse to rot. The modifier évvijpap emphasises the

amount of time that Hector’s body has been neglected. Consider also that the same body—self
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dichotomy comes to the fore when Hector prays to Achilles that he will not let him be marred

by the dogs in 22.338ff.:

‘Mocop’ VEP Yuytg Kol YoOOVeVv o®dV 1€ TOK®V

un pe o mapd viuoi kovag kotoddwor Ayoidyv,

GALQ OV HEV YOAKOV TE BAIC YPLCOV TE 0E0EE0

d®dpPa. Té To1 SOCOVGL TATNP Kol TOHTVIL URTNp,

oduo 8¢ otkad” €uov douevar T, depa TVPOG LE

Tpdeg koi Tpowv dAoyor Aeddywot Baviova.

Here we see that the body—self dichotomy appears when a character’s death is seen as
neglectful. All of this is to say that it is common in Homeric epic for a character to talk about
the body as something separate from the his “I” when the speaker brings to the fore a pitiful
image of the dead man. Amphimedon’s description is similar. The ghost uses the genitive Gv
and the copa to paint a pitiful image of the dead suitors in the mortal world: their relatives

have not been able to give their rites of burial or lament them:*>

0V Yap o icact eidot Katd SO’ EkdoTov,

ol k™ amoviyoavteg pédava Ppotov €€ aTelhémv

KaTOEUEVOL YOAO1EV: O YOp YEPOS £0TL BavOvImV.

This discussion so far gives the impression that Amphimedon is not presenting a
unique image of the wraith’s state of being. Rather, the wraith is simply drawing attention to

the lamentable nature of his death. Indeed, the tone of Amphimedon’s speech is tragic. The

453 0d. 24.188-190.
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ghost informs Agamemnon that the suitors’ death was bitter (fuetépov Bavdrtolo kokov).+>*
Likewise, he claims that Penelope set them up (\uiv gpalopévn Bévatov kol kfipa péravay).
This tells us that Amphimedon’s self-description in 24.186 is a Homeric motif in which the
speaker is emotional.

The emotional tone of Amphimedon’s speech seems to imply that the ghost is also
exercising his capacity for aspect perception in 189. We may begin by suggesting that this
passage is one of three instances in Homeric epic in which a character utilises aspect
perception when he is in an emotional state. Achilles, as we have seen, sees the ghost of
Patroclus as a corporeal being that can be embraced. Achilles’ exercise of aspect perception
occurs at the moment that he is also emotional: pivov0d ep apeiBaidovte / GAARA0LS OL00Ti0

tetapnopecsta y6010.4%° Similarly, in Odyssey 11.206, after the ghost of Anticleia speaks,

Odysseus sees his mother as a bodily being, and is emotionally driven to hug her (éAéewv 1€
ne Bouog dvmye). This gives us reason to think that Amphimedon’s emotional speech is also
an exercise of aspect perception. Notice that Amphimedon attaches his “I” to the wraith that
can recall all of the things that happened (uéuvnuon T4de mavta, Sotpesc, M dyopevelg).+>
In the characters’ schema, the dead person’s “I”” continues as the wraith in Hades.*’
However, within the character’s mental schema is also the conception that the wraith is a
separate entity from the corpse.**® By attaching his “I”” to the wraith, Amphimedon can make
an internal relation, and he realises that he is the same entity as the disembodied yvyr that
journeys to Hades. By making this internal relation, Amphimedon can see himself as one of

the disembodied shades. It is for this reason that the shade does not see its identity as

coterminous with the corpse. All of this indicates that aspect perception is part of this

4540d. 24.124.

455 71. 23.97-98.

436.0d. 24.122.

45T Cf. 11. 5.646, 6.422, 6.487 ; Od. 6.11. See chapter two for this folk model.
458 Cf. 11. 5.654, 7.328-330, 11.445, 16.625.
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conceptual mapping that leads Amphimedon to this description of his selthood. In this regard,

aspect perception is at the heart of the ambiguous ways in which the shade presents itself.

Conclusion

Let us review the argument of this chapter.

In the first section, we examined the extent to which Achilles dream-state affected the
presentation of the dead. We concluded that the scene between Patroclus and Achilles shared
similar motifs with other dream sequences. However, we concluded that the dream did not
affect Achilles’ cognitive competence during the dream, or his memory of it. We established
that Homeric characters are not only expected to remember the information in the dream, but
are also expected to remember the instructions given to them. This meant that the dreamer
Achilles is expected to have the same cognitive abilities as his awake self. What this
discussion helped us to establish was that Achilles’ confusion over the wraith’s state of being
was not a result of the dream state. This helped us to pave the way to argue that the shade is
highly ambiguous.

In the second section, we have seen that there are evident epistemological differences
between primary and secondary focalisers’ descriptions of the inhabitant of Hades. The
former, we have seen, present the ghost as a wraith who appears fundamentally life-like but
also physically insubstantial and inhuman at the point of movement. The latter, by contrast,
present the inhabitant as a witless being. We have also observed that, in character
descriptions, characters are also uncertain whether or not the inhabitants of Hades have
cognitive abilities. We have arrived at the conclusion that the life-like and non-human
characteristics of the ghost in //iad 23 lead focalisers to see an internal relation between the

cognitive abilities of animals and humans. This internal relation means that Achilles then
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uses the ppéveg as a metonym to describe the non-human aspect of the wraith. This has led us
to conclude that Achilles utilises aspect perception when he describes the yuyn’s condition
and state of being.

For the second part of this chapter, we acknowledged the alternative view that the
dead are witless and life-like because their burial statuses provide them with different
abilities. We have removed any doubt about the symbolic importance of burial rites. We have
argued that this rite of incorporation does not affect the status of the wraith. We have seen
that both the buried and unburied are imagined as being both witless and cognitively active.
This has allowed us to see that the contradictory descriptions of the wraith cannot be
explained through particular rites of passage. In other words, this has paved the way for us to
suggest that the properties of the wraith are at the centre of this ambivalence.

The final part of this discussion has focused on the seemingly contradictory ways the
dead talk about themselves. We have noticed that there are several instances in which the
inhabitant attaches its “I”’ to the wraith or to the corpse. We have come to the conclusion that
these contradictory descriptions of the dead occur because characters notice and change
aspects of a mental image in which the incorporeal wraith has the same “I”” as the embodied
person. This continuity of identity reveals an internal relation, by having the same “I”” as the
corporeal embodied person, the shade is capable of seeing itself as the corpse and change
between seeing itself as a wraith that has the cognitive abilities of the living person, and the
mindless cadaver. This has meant that the wraith must shift between the image of the corpse
and the image of the wraith in order for the dead to describe their state of being. In other
words, the contradictory ways of speaking about the wraith, we have argued, are an exercise
of aspect perception.

This chapter has primarily enabled us to see the differences between the way the

ghosts, living characters, and primary narrator present the wraith. The first, as we just stated
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above, presents the inhabitant as either a corpse or a wraith. The second also fluctuates
between thinking that the ghost is a corpse or a wraith and is unsure whether the ghost has
cognitive abilities. The third group presents the inhabitant as a wraith with life-like
characteristics and a non-human appearance when it moves. In the next and final chapter, we
shall examine how these properties of the wraith encourage Odysseus, like Achilles, to
fluctuate between seeing the inhabitant as life-like and witless as well as substantial and
insubstantial. This will then help us to establish that Odysseus himself uses aspect perception

to make sense of the dead.
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PART TWO

THE INHABITANTS OF HADES

Chapter Four

The Nekyia

Introduction

So far in this thesis, I have examined how the living see and interpret the dead diversely. In
Chapter Two, we looked at how the folk model of the dead (THE DEFICIENT GHOSTS
HAVE THE SAME LIFE-LIKE ABILITIES AND SELFHOOD AS THE EMBODIED
LIVING PERSON) leads characters to use aspect perception to interpret the dead. They see
the shades as beings who take on the appearance of the dead man himself deprived of life-
faculties, as €ldwAa, and, in one instance, as the life-faculty upog. In Chapter Three, we have
suggested that this folk model is also the reason for these diverse presentations. The ghosts in
Hades have the same selthood and appearance as the embodied living person. This life-like
appearance encourages the primary narrator to present the shade as the dead man himself, and
encourages Achilles to see the shade as his friend. These heterogenous and metaphoric
presentations of the wraith have all, we have argued, been constructed from the focalisers’
capacity to exercise aspect perception. That is to say, the internal relation in aspect perception
has allowed for these metaphoric constructions to appear and for the dead to change aspect

and thus see themselves as corpses and wraiths.
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In this chapter, I aim to show that this folk-model also operates in the Nekyia and that
the shades and Odysseus himself, both as a narrator and as a focaliser, use aspect perception
to comprehend the ghosts in Hades. Specifically, I suggest that the narrator and characters
use both conceptual and optical aspect perception.*>”

I start by examining the epistemological value of the Nekyia’s presentation of the
dead. I argue that the Nekyia must, first and foremost, be treated as a living character’s
subjective account of Hades. In so doing, I propose that we should not make any assertions as
to whether or not the dead are actually capable of physically engaging or communicating
with the living. Instead, my aim is to suggest that the contradictory presentations of the
dead’s abilities must be seen as interpretations of Odysseus’ sensory perceptions of them
when he is in Hades.

Once I have done this, I shall argue that Odysseus uses aspect perception when he
engages with the dead. I first argue that Odysseus qua narrator notices conceptual aspects.
That is to say, he reports how he saw the shades as the dead men themselves who have bodily
faculties. I suggest that the narrator arrives at this interpretation when he notices their life-like
movements. From there, I argue that Odysseus qua narrator presents the perceptions that
Odysseus had as a focaliser during the encounters themselves. This kind of embedded
focalisation, I will argue, emphasises that Odysseus, as a focaliser, uses aspect perception to
make sense of the dead. I suggest that Odysseus’ qua focaliser capacity to see the dead as
life-like explains why he indicates qua narrator that some of the ghosts appear capable of
speaking without consuming from a pool of blood. I also suggest that Odysseus uses aspect
perception when he engages with the ghost of his late mother: the focaliser sees the shade as

the dead woman herself and as an €idwiov. My aim is to show that the conflictingly life-like

459 See page 15 for an explanation of this term. On optical aspects, see RPP I 970. On conceptual, see RPP 11
509.
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and insubstantial nature of the shade’s movements explains why the dead appear at times
substantial and, at other times, insubstantial. I suggest the reason for this is that Odysseus is
foregrounding the life-like properties of the shade over the deficient characteristics.

In the second part of this chapter, I examine the role of internal relations when the
dead describe themselves and when Odysseus as a narrator presents the shades. I first suggest
that the ghosts in Hades have the same sense of selthood as the embodied living person. This
I argue means that there is an internal relation between the selthood of the shade and the
corpse. I go on to argue that this internal relation forces the ghosts to alternate between
talking about themselves as wraiths that have cognitive abilities and as mindless corpses.
This shift, I argue, is the same change of aspect that we see when an observer examines
Jastrow’s duck-rabbit. Once I have explored this topic, I go on to look at the names the
narrator assigns for the dead. Specifically, I examine Clarke’s and Cairns’ opposing
interpretations of the names for the dead. The former, we shall see, argues that these names
represent a change in conceptions whilst the latter suggests these names are all efforts to
articulate a single conception: that the resident in Hades is a yoyn. I argue that there is a
compromise between these two interpretations. Like Cairns, I suggest that Odysseus notices
at first that the ghost in Hades is a yoyn, which has both deficient and life-like characteristics.
However, I suggest that eventually these names for the dead present different conceptions of
the ghosts. I argue that aspect perception allows us to go from seeing the ghosts as wraiths to
then changing aspect and seeing them as phantoms and “corpses,” as Clarke calls them.*¢° In
short, I suggest that Wittgenstein’s model resolves an issue of interpretation when it comes to
the presentation of the wraith.

What I am essentially aiming to show in this chapter is that the ghosts in Hades

encourage us to notice two types of aspects, optical and conceptual. To begin this discussion,

460 Cf. Clarke 1999: 191.
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let us first draw a comparison between examples of these two types of aspect perception and
the presentations of the ghosts in the Nekyia.

With regards to optical aspect perception, Wittgenstein draws our attention to two
objects that we can see in different ways. In the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus,
Wittgenstein mentions that we may have different interpretations of which side of a cube is

meant to be the front of the shape:*®!

To perceive a complex means to perceive that its constituents are related to one
another in such and such a way. This no doubt also explains why there are two

possible ways of seeing the figure

as a cube; and all similar phenomena. For we really see two different facts. (If I look
in the first place at the corners marked a and only glance at the s, then the a’s

appear to be in front, and vice versa).

The other example that he draws our attention to is the double cross in the Philosophy of

Psychology Fragment.*%?

461 TLP §5.5423.
462 See pages 15-16.
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When we look at this image, we may either see it as “a white cross on a black background”
or “as a black cross on a white background”. The ghosts in Hades are similar to the double
cross: both comprise conflicting properties. Indeed, the dead in Hades have both life-like and

deficient characteristics. Take, for example, Odysseus’ narration of his first interaction with

the dead in 11.37-43:

ai o’ dyépovrto

yoyoi vreE Epéfevg vekdmv Katatebvnotwv.

vopeot T” NiBeot 1e ToAOTANTOL TE YEPOVTES

napBevikal T dtadal veomevhéa Bupov Eyovaoat,

TOALOL 0™ 0VTApEVOL YOAKN PESY EYYEINOLY,

dvopeg apripartol fePpotopéva tedye” Eyovreg:

ol moAlol mepi BOOpov époitmwv dAroBev dALOG

Oeomeoin loyh

The ghosts gather near Odysseus (dyépovto) and as they do so, they look remarkably life-
like. They appear like old men, maidens, and unmarried youths; they can show emotions, and
the soldiers even wear bloodied armour. Yet, whilst they approach and appear human, they

also seem, opposingly, inhuman, moving around the blood making an awful screeching sound
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(ol moAAoi epi BOBpov Epoitmv dAlobev dAlog / Beomeoin ioyf). Similarly, the ghost also

appears life-like and deficient when it moves insubstantially:*®3

TPIG HEV E@pun Ny, ELEEY TE pe Bupog dvoyet,

TPig 0€ pot €K YEPDV oK elkelov Tj Kol Ovelp®

gntot .
Anticleia is deficient: she moves from Odysseus’ hands like a shadow or a dream. And yet,
her movements are so life-like that Odysseus makes three attempts to embrace her. Likewise,
Odysseus seems to suggest that the dead in Hades have a life-like appearance, but,

conflictingly, have deficient mental abilities. Consider his description to Teiresias of his late

mother’s ghost:*64
UNTPOS THVS™ OpO® Yuynv Katatedvnuing:
18 dcéovs’ foton 6yedOV aipatog, ovd” £V VIOV
ETAn €odvta 10TV 00O TpoTivOncacOaL.
elmg, avos, mdg K€V pe dvayvoin Tov ovia;

Odysseus recognises that the shade looks just like his mother and is capable of doing the
same life-like activities, such as sitting down (fjotar). And yet despite this appearance, the
ghost is conflictingly not like her living self: the shade does not recognise her son (&varyvoin)
and does not seem to speak (mpotipvOncacOa). Teiresias explains that whomever Odysseus
allows near the blood will speak meaningfully to him, but whomever he rejects will go

away: 463

463.0d. 11.206-208.
4640d. 11.141-144.
465.0d. 11.147-149.
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OV Tva pév Kev €0 vekhmV KaToTefvmmdTomv
aipatoc Aocov Ipev, 6 8¢ Tol vuepTeg éviyet-
O 8¢ K’ meBovénge, 6 8¢ ot TAALY £lGY OTIGCW.

Teiresias recognises Odysseus’ problem, that the shade lacks the capacity to recognise
him, and explains that the blood will allow the dead to speak with him. The cognitive
characteristics of the dead are conflicting here. On the one hand, Teiresias acknowledges the
dead’s inability to remember and to speak with the living, which makes them seem witless.
And yet, at the same time, the ghosts have the basic cognitive ability to recognise that the
blood offering is in front of them, that Odysseus is allowing them to come forward, and that
he is denying them access to the blood. The dead maybe witless and lack the capacity for
memory, but they are still expected to have the same basic cognitive abilities as the living.*6°
The same presupposition is made when Circe instructs Odysseus on how to prevent the dead
from the blood in 10.536-37: und¢ v vekvv duevnvel kdpnva. / oipatoc aocov ey, mpiv
Tepeoino muBécBar. These dead that Circe describes are still believed to have the cognitive
ability to obey his non-verbal commands. Indeed, we see from Odysseus’s own encounter
with his mother that the dead have the cognitive ability to follow non-verbal basic
instructions (84-9):

MA0e & &mi woym uNTpog Katatedvnuing,

AvTtolvKoL BuydTnp peyaAnTopog Avtikiela,

v {onVv katéheumov imv ic "Thov ipnv.

TV HEV &Y® daKkpuoa 10V EAENGA T€ Buud-

GAL" 000" O¢ elwV TPOTEPNV, TLKIVOV TTEP AYEVL®V,

466 On the restorative abilities of the blood offering, see Hentze 1908: 146 ad Od. 11.148; Rohde 1925: 1.36-37;
Biichner 1937: 111-112; Vermeule 1979: 63; Garland 1985: 2; Bouvier 1999: 61 and n. 3; Johnson 1999: §;
Heath 2005: 389-401. On blood and sacrifice in wider cultural contexts, see McCarthy 1969: 166-278.
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aipatoc accov ipev, mpiv Tepesioo mvoichon.

Odysseus learns later that his mother is incapable of remembering or speaking to him
without the blood. Nevertheless, the narrator acknowledges that she, in some sense, is still
cognitively active since she does as Odysseus commands, by waving his sword, not to come
near the blood. The very fact that the dead can recognise the sword stands for the instruction
“do not come closer” presupposes a basic form of cognition. The overture to the catalogue of
women also shows us that the dead have some of the properties of a cognitive living being
(225-34):

v pev g énéesotv apePoped’, ai 68 yovaikeg

fAvBov, dtpuvev yap dyavn [lepoepodvera,

docat dplotov droyot Ecav o BOYaTPES.

ol & aue’ aipa kehavov doAdéeg NyepéOovro,

avTap &y® Podievov OTmg Epéoyut EKAGTNV.

10¢ 8¢ pot katd Bupov apiom eaivero fovAn:

OTAGOALEVOG TOVONKESG BOp TOYE0G TAPAL UNPOD

oV glov mivey B0 Taoag oipo KeEAUVOV.

ai 0& mpopvnoTtivol Ennoay, o€ Ekdo

OV yovov €Eaydpevev: €yd & épéetvov amdoag.

We see that the dead are indeed cognitively able to follow non-verbal instructions. By
drawing his sword, Odysseus orders them to drink the blood one at a time. And indeed, the

dead women follow these instructions and each (éxéotn) of them approaches.

This suggests that there is a similarity between the ghosts in the Nekyia and the
double cross whose opposing tones allow us to notice aspects: both entities comprise

incompatible characteristics. This gives us the ground to say that Odysseus, like the observer
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of the images, notices selective aspects of the shade. We will put this theory into practice in

this chapter.

The epistemological value of the Nekyia: subjective narration and aspect perception

In the Nekyia, we see a number of seemingly contradictory presentations of the dead. On the
one hand, the dead are capable of performing life-like activities. The ghosts of Achilles,
Elpenor, and Agamemnon (&yve &' aly' &ug kgivog, énel idev dpOaipoiot) 7 are said to
communicate with Odysseus by themselves, Sisyphus can push a rock up a hill, Tityus can
have his organs plucked by birds, and Achilles can run like his living self.**® On the other
hand, the dead are deficient: they cannot remember the living unless they drink from the
blood offering, they screech, and they lack the substance to engage with the living. Teiresias,
as we have seen above, explains that all the dead need the blood to regain the power of
speech, the ghost of Anticleia cannot recognise her son without drinking from this blood, and
her and Agamemnon’s ghosts are also physically insubstantial, unable to make physical

contact with Odysseus.

In Chapter Three, we looked at one school of thought that argues the burial, or lack
thereof, determines whether the dead are life-like or deficient. We argued that the dead
person’s burial does not affect the shade’s status or abilities in the other world. However, my
argument so far only dismisses the suggestion that burial affects the cognitive abilities of the

dead. But those who follow this anthropological approach also argue that the shade may be

467 See Heubeck 1990: 100-101 ad Od. 11.390 on the reading “&yvo §” aiy’ &’ dkeivog, émel miev oipo
kehavov” as an ancient conjecture. Cf. Schwartz 1924: 147.1; Focke 1943: 220. 2; van der Valk 1949: 177,
Erbse 1972: 28. 64. For the defence of &yvo 8" aiy’ &1’ ékeivog, émel miev oipo kehawvov see Merkelbach 1969:
190.2.

468 Cf. Od. 11.59, 390, 471-472, 569-600.
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substantial if its corpse does not received a cremation. Consider the ghost of Anticleia’s

explanation as to why she lacks physical substance in 218-222:4°

GaAL” abtn oikn éoti Ppotdv, dte Tig Ke Bavnov:

00 yap £TL 6hpKog TE Kai OGTEN Ve EYOVGLY,

AL TO PEV TE TVPOG KPATEPOV LEVOCS aiifopévolo

dapvad, énel ke TpdTa Aimn Aevk’ dotéa Bupde,

Yoy & NOT’ Bvelpog AmOTTOUEVT] TEXATNTOL.
Robb, Gonzalez Merino, Finn, and Gazis have interpreted Anticleia’s speech as an indication
that the ghost becomes immaterial only after the cremation.*’® But this interpretation will not
work. First, the temporal construction attn dikn éoti fpotdv, dte Tig Ke BAdvnoty makes it
clear that the shade’s lack of substance is a condition of death, not of burial. Second, the co-
ordinating particles pév... 8¢ indicate that the shade is already floating in a physically
insubstantial state in, or at least en-route to Hades when the dead man is cremated. In his
examination of 11.82-83, Tsagarakis claims that the reason the ghost is corporeal is due to his

lack of burial; 47!

Elpenor may be an eidolon, but he still occupies space, thus claiming corporeality. As
long as his body remains unburied (vv. 52ff), i.e. uncremated, the dead man is

imagined to be “real.”

Tsagarakis seems to be alluding to an earlier argument where he says that the ghost of

Elpenor appears to be corporeal since he can sit and, thus, occupy space.*’? But this does not

469 For further reading of this passage see Stanford 1947: 381, 389; Warden 1971: 96; Sullivan 1979: 32;
Heubeck 1990: 90; Albinus 2000: 32 n. 20; Tsagarakis 2000: 112; Meyer 2008: 13.

470 See: Robb 1986: 345 n 10; Finn 1997: 59; Merino 2013: 73; Gazis 2018: 123. Cf. Sideri 1976 ad Od.11.219-
222; Kazantzakis and Kakrids 2015 ad loc. See also: Stob.Anth.1.49.50.45-55 Apollod. (FHG) Frg.10.54; Eust.
ad Od.11.218-222; Plut. De Facie. 30.

471 Tsagarakis 2000: 117-118.

472 Tsagarakis 2000: 105-106.
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indicate that Odysseus sees a distinction between the buried and unburied dead in terms of
substantiality. Indeed, the ghost of Anticleia, who hints that she is one of the dead to receive
a cremation,*’? can also sit near the blood silently (1] §” dxéovs” fioton oYedov aipatog).*7*
The role of burial, then, cannot explain the strange contradictory presentations of the dead’s

movements in Hades.

In the introduction, we have also looked at other schools of thought that have
attempted to explain these diverse presentations of the dead. We have briefly noted how these
presentations have been explained as products of compositional strata and metaphoric
models. What many of these explanations have in common is the presumption that Odysseus
is an authoritative narrator. Sourvinou-Inwood and Tsagarakis do not sufficiently consider, in
their analyses of Odyssey 11, that these inconsistencies could be explained as Odysseus’
attempts to present the shade. Clarke’s unitarian reading also dismisses the notion that
Odysseus is presenting a subjectivist view of the shade.*’> Likewise, Cairns’ metaphoric
model makes the presumption that there is an “official conception” in the Nekyia, that the
dead are insubstantial. All other life-like descriptions are simply metaphorical. But this again,
as we have stressed, presupposes that Odysseus, as a narrator, is aware of this “official”

conception of the dead.

Narratological examinations of the Nekyia have also failed to consider the
epistemological difficulties that the secondary narrator might face presenting the shade. De
Jong, in her Narratological Commentary on the Odyssey, makes no mention of how
Odysseus tries present the shades that appear, as we see, both life-like and deficient through

the best of his cognitive abilities.

473 Cf. Od. 11.218-220.
474 0d. 11.142.
475 Clarke 1999: 190 n 69.
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Gazis, in his monograph Homer and the Poetics of Hades, highlights that many of
Odysseus’ descriptions of Hades are based on his sensory perceptions of the world of the
dead. Gazis has shown how Odysseus has the special ability to see into Hades, a world which
1s invisible and shrouded in darkness. As a result, the Homeric narrator is able “to access
issues and air stories that were otherwise inaccessible to the epic narrator.”*7¢

Although this analysis is important in understanding the way in which Odysseus
serves as a narrator, Gazis focuses on how the hero’s ability to see into Hades helps us to hear
stories from the epic past. But much of his argument suggests that Odysseus acts as a
substitute for the Muses or Helios who are all-knowing.*’” Yet Odysseus is very different
from the two divine beings. Unlike the omniscient Muses and Helios, who know the world
below them,*’® the secondary narrator confronts a world which he does not know. He tells

Circe that he does not know how to reach Hades*”?

and he is uncertain why the ghost of his
mother cannot recognise him*° or embrace him.*8! In other words, Gazis does not
concentrate on how Odysseus, as a narrator, tries to understand and describe a fundamentally
unknowable state of being and what image emerges of the dead as a result of this narration.
In this section, my aim is to provide a conservative reading of the dead in the Nekyia.
That is to say, I do not wish to make assertions about what the “official” conception of the
shade is in Odysseus’ Nekyia. Rather, my aim is to simply concentrate on what Odysseus
reports himself as having seen when he encountered the shades in Hades. In so doing, |
suggest that Odysseus, both as a focaliser and as a narrator, uses aspect perception to make

sense of the dead. This model, I argue, explains why we see the dead so inconsistently as life-

like and witless, substantial and insubstantial.

476 Gazis 2018: 83.

4717 Gazis 2018: 13-14, 88, 91-92.
418 Cf. 1. 2.485, Od. 11.1009.

479 0d. 10.501-502.

480 0Od. 11.140-144.

81 0d. 11.210-214.
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Let me begin by first explaining why we should read the Nekyia as a living person’s
subjective presentation of the dead. From there, I will argue that the focaliser notices
conceptual aspects of the shade and that the narrator presents these aspects through embedded
focalisation. Consider Alcinous’ praise to Odysseus in the Intermezzo:*3?

® Odvoed, 10 pév ob ti 6” dickopev eicopdmvTec,

Arepontid T’ Euev ko énikhomov, 0lé te TOALOVG

Booxket yaio péLava ToAVoTEPENS AVOPDOTOVC,

yevded T aptdvovtag 60ev k€ Tig 000E 1dotTo-

coi &’ &m pe&v popon Enémv, &vi 8¢ Ppéveg EcOAL.

udbov &” MG 6T A010G EMOTAUEVDG KOTEAEENG,

ndvtov T Apyeiov 6€o T avtod KNndea Avypd.

AL Brye pot tOde elme Kol ATpek€ms KATAAEEOV,

el Tvag avtiBéwv ETapmv 10eg, of Tot dp’ adTd

"TAov gig dip’ €movto Kol avTod TOTHOV EMEGTOV.

Alcinous contrasts Odysseus with the many men (moAAovg... avBpdmovg) who lie: he
is not considered a cheat or a deceiver (Yrepomfd v Euev koi Enikhomov).*®* Alcinous’ words
hint at the idea that Odysseus’ narration is a report of his own interpretations. Alcinous
compliments the hero by claiming that they do not think he is dishonest, based on what they
have seen (¢iokopev gicopowvtec). The expression (€ickopev eilcopdémvteg) here emphasises
that sight is indeed the basis for interpretation, and Alcinous asks Odysseus to describe the
people he sees (€1 Tivag dvtiBémv £tdpwv 1deg). What this means is that Odysseus’ narration
is his own interpretation of events in Hades that is based on his capacity for sight.

This, I will argue, means that Odysseus narrates through embedded focalisation.

482.0d. 11.363-372.
483 Cf. Heubeck 1990: 99 ad Od. 11.364-366.
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Let us look at other examples from the Apologoi where this type of narration occurs. We
might compare the blood drinking to Odysseus’ realisation that his comrades are swine.
Notice that Odysseus gua focaliser is informed by two authoritative characters, Circe and
Teiresias, about the uncanny phenomena. The latter explicitly tells Odysseus that the dead
need the blood in order to speak to and recognise the living. The former is shocked to learn in
10.325-329 that the potion, which turned his friends into swine, did not affect Odysseus’
mind:

Tig TO0eV €ig AvOpdV; OO TO1 TOMG NOE TOKTEG;

Bodpd 1 Exet g ob TL AV TAdE Qappok’ £0EAy NG

000E Yap 0VOE TIG GAAOG Avip TAOE PApHOK’ AVETAN,

0¢ ke min Kol TpdTOV ApeiyeTal EPKOG OOOVTMV.

ool 6¢ T1g év oTBesov AKNANTOG VOOG €0TiV.

Circe marvels at how his voog cannot be charmed. This seems to imply that the drug
changed not just the state of his comrades’ bodies but their mental state when they
transformed into pigs. Indeed, after Odysseus learns as focaliser about his comrades’ warped
mental state, he describes as narrator how the comrades turned back to their former selves
and were then able to recognise Odysseus: &yvocav 0¢ pe Keivol EQuv T' €v xepoiv EKaoTOG.
This is not so different from what we see in the Nekyia 145-158. Odysseus asks Teiresias
how the ghost of his late mother can recognise him. The authoritative figure Teiresias
informs Odysseus qua focaliser that the dead need to drink the blood. It is after the focaliser
learns this that the narrator stresses that the ghost of Anticleia could recognise Odysseus after
she drank the blood. Odysseus, the narrator, presents information which he has learned as a
focaliser from the authoritative figures. These passages underline that the narrator introduces

certain descriptions after the focaliser has made a newly found discovery about the
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supernatural world. This suggests that Odysseus narrates through the cognitive filters he had
at the time he encountered the mystical elements in the Apologoi.

This means that Odysseus, as a narrator, will emphasise the character’s interpretation
of the dead. Here we will argue that Odysseus, as a focaliser, exercises his capacity for aspect
perception when he encounters the shades and interprets their state of being. Indeed, the
reason for applying Wittgenstein’s seeing-as to Odysseus’ narration becomes clear when we
consider that our hero narrates by describing what it is that he sees.*3* Whatever presentation
of the dead we get in Odysseus’ narration, it is acquired from Odysseus’ ability qua focaliser
to interpret his perceptions of the dead.

The best example of seeing-as, which we have discussed in the introduction, is when
Odysseus meets with the ghost of Ajax. The narrator presents the shade as though it has the
cognitive ability to recognise Odysseus and to remember the contest for Achilles’ armour
(543-06):

oin & Alavtog yuyn Tehapmviddoo

VOGOV AQECTNKEL, KEYOAMUEVN elveka VIKNG,

TV LV €Yo viknoa StkalOHeEVOG Tapd VLGt

TEVYXESV AU AyAfjog: E0nie 08 mOTVIOL PTNpP.

The narrator’s presentation of the shade reflects the way in which Odysseus qua
focaliser sees the shade as someone who has the same cognitive abilities as the living person.
Indeed, it is the life-like characteristics of the yvyn which encourages Odysseus qua focaliser
to perceive and address the ghost as Ajax himself who has the cognitive abilities to
understand the living (553-5):

Alav, mod Tehopdvog apdpovog, ovk dp’ Euelleg

484 Cf. Od. 11. 235, 260, 266, 271, 281, 298, 305-306, 321, 326, 329, 371, 566-567,568, 572, 576, 582, 593,
601.
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000¢ Bavav Ancechat Epol xoAov giveka TeELYE®V

OVAOUEVOV;

Indeed, Ajax’s life-like emotions convince Odysseus that the ghost has the capacity
for memory (000 Bovarv AMoecBat) as well as the mental faculties to restrain his anger:
dapacov 8¢ pévog kai aynvopa Bopdv. Here we see a type of embedded focalisation in which
the narrator presents the dead as cognitive as a result of Odysseus’ capacity to exercise aspect
perception. The focaliser has the ability to look at the life-like characteristics of the shade and

see it as the dead man himself.

This is also a conceptual aspect that the narrator notices when he describes the

sinners.*8> Consider Odysseus’ description of Orion (572-5):

1OV 0¢ pet’ ‘Qpilova tedmplov eicevomoa

Ofipag opod eidedva KAt AGPOSEAOV AUV,

TOVG AOTOC KATETEPVEV £V 01OTOLOIGLY OPECTL

YEPCIV YOV POTOAOV TTOYYAAKEOV, OV AOYES.

Orion manages to do life-like activities: he can run and hunt his prey. The narrator
says that he perceived (eloevonoa) these qualities. This perception leads him to present Orion
as the man himself, avtog. As the scene proceeds, Odysseus claims to have noticed the life-
like qualities of the shade and, from this perception, presents them as corporeal beings
instead of incorporeal shades. Look at Tityus’ torture scene (576-581):

kai Trroov eidov, Caing épucudéog viov,

Kelpevov €v damedm: 0 & én” évvéa keito mélebpa,

yOme 88 v EkdrepOe Tapnuévm Hmap EKEPov,

485 On a very detailed discussion of the mythological background of this scene, see Sourvinou-Inwood 1986.
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déptpov Ecm dHVOVTEG, 0 & 0VK ATAUOVETO YXEPCT
Odysseus saw (gidov) two vultures come towards the sinner and Tityus cannot ward off the
creatures with his hands. The movements from both the birds are so life-like that Odysseus
views both the birds and the sinner as substantial and corporeal. Indeed, the animals’ actions
encourage Odysseus to think that Tityus has the same bodily faculties as his living self, a
Séptpov and fimap. These actions encourage Odysseus to perceive the ghost not as the shade,
but as the embodied dead man himself.

The same conception of the dead emerges when we see Sisyphus walking up a hill
carrying up a boulder (593-600):

Kol pnv Zicveov eicelidov kpatép’ dAye  Exovia

Adav Baoctdlovia TEADPLOV AUPOTEPCLV.

7 TOL O P&V GKNPITTOUEVOS YEPGTV TE MOGTY TE

Adav veo dBsoke ot AOPOV: AAL” dte pEALOL

dicpov vEPPOrEELY, TOT AMOGTPEYACKE KPATOLIG:

avTig Enetta TEd0vSE KLAVSETO Adloig Gvaudng.

avTap O 7’ Ay AGOUCKE TITOVOUEVOG, KOTA O 10pAGS

gppeev €k peAémv, kovin &’ €k KpaTdg OpMPEL.

Sisyphus’ actions are so life-like that Odysseus says that he perceived (gicgidov) the
inhabitant as the corporeal being that has the stuff of limbs (katd d° 1dpmg / Eppeev €k
ueréwv). All this indicates is that Odysseus as the secondary narrator presents the aspects that
the focaliser noticed at that time.

A good example of this embedded focalisation occurs when Odysseus meets the ghost
of Elpenor. The ghost approaches Odysseus first among the shades (51-8):

npd 82 Yuym EAnvopoc nAfev étaipov:

oV Yap Tt £té0amto VIO YBOVOG EVpLOdEING:
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odpo yap &v Kipkng peybpo xateleimopev UElS

dichavtov Kol dbomtov, Emel mdvog dALog Emerye.

TOV HEV €Y daKpLoa 10V EAéNcd te Buud,

Kol v oVvNoog Emen TTEPOEVTO TPOCTVOWV*

"EAnfivop, nédg RA0ec V1o {Opov NepdevTa;

EpOnc meCog iav f| éyd oV yni peraivy.

Notice that the focaliser first perceives the ghost as deceased since he weeps when he
sees Elpenor (tov pév €ya ddkpoca idmv éréncd te Bupud,). And yet, in a space of a few
lines, the character addresses Elpenor as though he is a being who has the cognitive abilities
of the living person. We see that Odysseus’ narratorial descriptions of the wraith’s approach
mirror his shifting perception as focaliser. Indeed, Odysseus qua narrator presents Elpenor as
dead by calling him a yvyn; but the yoyn quickly shifts and the narrator sees the wraith as
the dead man himself, tdv. The demonstrative pronoun marks a form of embedded
focalisation, since Odysseus qua focaliser addresses the ghost not as a wraith, but as Elpenor
himself (EAnfjvop).

This narrator’s ability to shift from the feminine to the masculine also marks the
focaliser’s ability to see the shade as the dead man himself. Consider Clarke’s observation on
Teiresias’ movements. The ghost approaches Odysseus holding a sceptre (90-91):

MA0e §” &mi woym OnPaiov Tepesioo

xpOGEOV GKNTTPOV EYmV, EUe & Eyvm Kol TPOGEEITEY!

Clarke notices the gender shift between the feminine yoyn and the masculine participle &ywv:
“this shift between verbal patterns is part of a deeper ambiguity as to whether the inhabitant

of Hades is the man himself or something we could call a wraith.”*3¢ But if we accept this

486 Clarke 1999: 192. 1 do not however want to push the gender distinction too far since many of these examples
can be explained away as economical efforts to keep to the meter.
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interpretation of the gender shift, then Odysseus’ narration of Teiresias involves aspect
perception. Notice that Odysseus uses this gender of the dead person proper when the ghost
looks to be holding the sceptre. Here we see how the life-like qualities of the shade induce
the narrator to see this ghost as the man himself.

All of this suggests that the narrator presents the kind of conceptual aspects that
Odysseus qua focaliser notices when he engages with the dead. This gives us the grounds to
argue that the Nekyia is not meant to be an authoritative account of what lurks in Hades, but a
subjective one. Odysseus narrates his encounters with the dead through the cognitive filters
he had at the time he was in Hades.

In the introduction to this chapter, I argued that the dead are similar to Wittgenstein’s
double cross because both the image and the shade have conflicting intrinsic properties. What
we have, up until now, shown, however, is that Odysseus notices conceptual aspects from the
dead. It would, at this point, be helpful to find an image that utilises optical and conceptual
aspect perception. Here, we will draw our attention back to Chapter Two, where we
compared the dead to Rubin’s Vase.*®” The latter requires us to see both optical and
conceptual aspects. We first notice either the black tone or white tone as the foreground or
background, as we do with optical aspect perception. Once we have done this, we then notice
conceptual aspects from the image. Indeed, by foregrounding the black tone, we see the
image as two faces or, by foregrounding the white shade, we see the picture as a vase.

We can see that the dead are fundamentally similar to Rubin’s image, when we
examine Odysseus’ reaction to the ghost of Anticleia’s flight. The shade tells Odysseus about
the nature of her death and, after considering her speech, makes three attempts to embrace her
in 204-205:

O¢ &pat’, avtap EYyo v E0elov ppeai pepunpi&og

487 See page 101.
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UNTPOG EUNG WuynV EAéey Katatedvnoing.

Odysseus is driven to embrace his mother after she has explained how she died. The drive to
contact her is emotional, but, even then, this drive to see the ghost as the same bodily being
as her living self is an exercise of aspect perception. The participle pepunpi&og is
retrospective and suggests Odysseus wanted to embrace her after he considered her words.
This means that the ghost’s ability to speak like Anticleia herself induces Odysseus to see her
as the bodily being. From there we see that the shade has conflicting characteristics. It
exhibits, as we established in the introduction to this chapter, insubstantial flight, but the
insubstantial movements are so life-like that Odysseus persists in trying to embrace her. This,
as we have said, makes Anticleia’s movements comparable to the double cross, but it also
makes the shade comparable to Rubin’s vase since both have conflicting properties. Indeed,
like the observer of Rubin’s vase, Odysseus goes on to make two conceptions of the ghost
because of its conflicting life-like and deficient characteristics:

ufjtep un, T vo 1 ov pipvelg EAésy pepodta,

dopa kai elv Aldao eilag mepi yeipe Pardvte

AUPOTEP® KPLEPOTO TETAPTAOUESHA YOO10;

7 i pot £idwov 168 dryawn Iepoepdveia

dtpov’, 89p” &L paArov 6dvpduevog otevayilw;

When the shades’ insubstantial movements appear life-like, Odysseus appears to
notice not only optical aspects but conceptual ones as well. Consider the question he asks
after the ghost flies away: ti vO p’ o0 pipvelg Eréev pepadra, / depa kol eiv Atdao gilag
nepl xeipe Parovie / Apeotépw Kpvepoio teTaprdpesta yooro. On the one hand, the question
suggests that Odysseus notices optical aspects of the shade. That is to say, Odysseus
foregrounds one characteristic, the life-like movement, of the shade, over the shade’s

insubstantiality. Indeed, Odysseus does not seem to acknowledge that the shade, at first, is
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insubstantial. On the contrary, the life-like movements are so convincing that Odysseus
thinks the ghost is not staying still for him (o0 pipvelg éAéewv). This optical aspect — that is,
the ability to foreground the life-like property of the shade— leads Odysseus to notice a
conceptual aspect: namely, he sees the ghost not as a wraith, but as the dead person herself.
The use of the dual participle faidvte and the first person plural tetapndpesOa suggests that
his mother is the same as him, a bodily being who has the capability to embrace the other
person and to show emotions.

However, Odysseus then proceeds to ask whether or not what he has witnessed is an
eidwlov sent by Persephone. Here again the question seems to imply that Odysseus notices
optical and conceptual aspects. On the one hand, the €idwlov is a conceptual aspect. The
gidmAov is characterised as an insubstantial but life-like replica of the living person.*® By
noticing this conceptual aspect, Odysseus seems also to notice an optical aspect — that is, he
foregrounds the insubstantial nature of Anticleia’s movements, and sees the life-like nature of
the movements as peripheral. Odysseus still recognises that the shade’s movements are life-
like, but he sees these as the characteristics of an insubstantial €idmAov. The idwAov seems
to be life-like in movements but ultimately is immaterial. This is an aspect that Odysseus qua
narrator presents when Odysseus as a focaliser sits across from the ghost of Elpenor in 11.81-
83:

VL pev O¢ Enéesotv apePoréve oTuyEPOicLY

Hued’, &yd pev dvevbev €¢° aipatt pdoyavov ioywv,

eldwlov &” £tépwbev Etaipov TOAL dydpevev

Here Odysseus gua narrator presents the shade as an €idwAov, but the first person
plural fjpeBa and dual participle dpeifouéveo suggest that the eidwAov has the same life-like

abilities as Odysseus. Similarly, Odysseus qua narrator presents the eldmAov aspect that the

488 Cf. 11. 5.449, 451, 23.104-107; Od. 4.796-839, 824, 835,11.83, 602-607, 20.355.
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focaliser notices in 214-215. Odysseus wonders whether or not the shade that he sees is sent
by Persephone: €idmAov 166 dyavn [epoepoven / dtpuv’, dep’ £t pdAlov ddvpduevog
otevayilm. This aspect of the shade, that it is an illusion created by Persephone, is brought to
the fore in Odysseus’ narration shortly after the Intermezzo:*%°

avTap EMEL YuyaG LEV AmeckEdas” GAALOLG ALY

ayvn [epoepdvela yovak®dv OnAvtepdov
All of this adds to the suggestion that Odysseus qua narrator presents his ability to exercise
aspect perception when he was in Hades.

Embedded focalisation then emphasises the living focaliser’s capacity for conceptual
aspect perception. But this only so far suggests that Odysseus notices conceptual and optical
aspects from the dead’s movements and flight. I will now argue that the inconsonant
presentations of the shade’s cognitive abilities represent Odysseus’ capacity to use optical
aspect perception. That is to say, Odysseus foregrounds some properties of the shade over
others. I will start to show this by first examining the contradictory presentations of the
wraith’s ability to recognise and speak to the living after consuming the blood. The ghosts of
Elpenor, Agamemnon, and Achilles can speak to and recognise Odysseus without needing to
consume the offering, whilst Anticleia and most of the other dead, according to Teiresias (8v

Tva P&V Kev &3¢ VEKD®V KaTatedvndtov / oipatoc aocov Ipev, 6 8¢ tot vueptsc éviyet),

need to rely on the blood to engage meaningfully with the living.

Scholars have sought to explain why these inconsistencies appear in the epic.
Macchioro attempted to explain these inconsistencies as an indication that there are two types
of narrative in the Nekyia. He labels these A and B, the former referring to the so-called

original Nekyia (specifically verses 51-234, 385-537, 627-635) and the latter referring to a

49°0d. 11.385-386.
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supposed Orphic interpolation (verses 235-327, 538-626).**° According to Macchiaro, the
reason the dead do not need to drink the blood in the Orphic version is that the shades are
now images of the dead: “le anime appaiono come persone vive e non bevono il sangue.”*!
But the problem with this interpretation is that Achilles and Elpenor are not said to drink the
blood and yet they are characters in narrative A (the narrative where the dead do need to
consume the offering). The narrative distinction which Macchiaro proposes is then hard to
reconcile with the text.

Biichner suggested that the reason why some of the dead drink the blood while others
do not is that one group approaches the offering while the other shades appear life-like
because they are only seen when Odysseus peers further into the underworld.**? This
distinction, however, is not easy to make either since the topographical details of Odysseus’
position are unclear. Likewise, the problem remains that Elpenor, who approaches Odysseus,
is imagined to be outside Hades and yet can just as easily recognise and speak to Odysseus as
those who supposedly lurk deeper in the underworld.

Clarke dismisses the contradictory presentations of the blood drinking as a minor
inconsistency:*%

Elpenor is not the only wraith for whom the poet ignores the requirement of drinking

the blood; and given the shifting character of the death lore of the whole Nekuia, there

is no good reason to invent doctrinal subtleties to explain such minor inconsistencies
as this.
By the term “shifting death-lore” Clarke appears to be alluding to his later argument in which

he argues that conflicting folk-lore is responsible for the inconsistencies:***

490 Macchioro 1928: 239-249, esp. 241-242.
491 Macchioro 1928: 241.

492 Biichner 1937: 111-112.

493 Clarke 1999: 189 n 67.

494 Clarke 1999: 226-227.

220



It makes sense that the dead called up in necromancy should be seen as wispy and
insubstantial images, while the dead during a journey into Hades itself are more
substantial and more in control of their shadowy existence. This might also explain
why the drinking of the sacrificial blood is remembered in some of Odysseus’
meetings and forgotten in others, since that offering belongs in the story-pattern of a

necromantic ritual rather than a journey inside the land of the dead.

But this again is problematic because there is no evidence in the Nekyia that suggests
Odysseus moves from outside the gates of Hades to inside the underworld. There is also no
indication that the ghost of Elpenor is any less “substantial” than the dead who are living in
Hades, especially since he is imagined to sit opposite Odysseus and chat with him in 11.81-

83.

Vermeule, Tsagarakis, and Heath have, as we discussed, suggested that Achilles’
imbibing is omitted to avoid careless repetition.**> This explanation seems the most tempting,
since it immediately takes into account Odysseus’ necessity to move the narrative along and
to report to Alcinous the people whom Odysseus meets.**¢ T agree that the narrative
requirements are indeed an important factor to consider, but as I have said the narrative
requirement is for Odysseus gua narrator to present what he interpreted when he was a
focaliser in Hades. We shall see now that the lack of imbibing is Odysseus’ interpretation of

the shade’s striking resemblance to the living person.

495 Vermeule 1979: 29; Tsagarakis 2000: 108-109 n. 456; Heath 2005: 391-393. See also West (1997: 162) who
says that the dead “have lost the power of human speech (except when poetic convenience requires them to
make conversation).”

496 Cf. Od. 11.370-372.

221



Teiresias, for instance, implies that the dead need the blood to recognise and speak to
the living. Yet, we see that the ghost of Achilles is in fact capable of recognising and
speaking to Odysseus by himself without consuming the blood:*’

NA0e & &mi woym IIAniddem Ayihfjog

kai [TatpokAf|og kai apopovog Aviiddyolo

Afavtdog 0°, O &protog Env £160¢ T Sépac Te

1OV ALV Aavadv pet’ apdpova [nieiova.

£yvo 08 yuyn ne modmxkeoc Alokidao

Kai o’ OAo@upouévn Enen TTEPOEVTA TPOGNVOO. ..

This strange presentation of the shade seems to represent the focaliser’s capacity for
aspect perception. Odysseus claims to see the shade as being just as capable as his living self
(482-6):4%

0€10 &°, AytAdeDd,

oD 115 avnp Tpomdpoife pokdptatog oVt dp’ OMIGC.

mpiv p&v yap oe {oov étiopey ioa Beoioty

Apyeiot, VOV aiTe PEY0 KPOTEEIG VEKDEGGLY

EvBao” emv: T@ un Tt Bavav dxoyilev, AythieD.

According to Odysseus’ speech, the ghost of Achilles appears to still have the same
life-like characteristics: he wields power over the dead, just as he did in life. This likeness
between the living Achilles and the yoyr leads Odysseus qua narrator to present the shade as
capable of recognising the living without the blood.

This embedded focalisation also explains why the ghost of Elpenor is said to

recognise Odysseus by itself. The ghost appears before Odysseus and looks just like Elpenor

¥7.0d. 11.467-472.
498 On Achilles’ honorific death and burial, see Od. 24.35-93. See also Edwards (1985). See also Schmiel (1987)
for the opposing view of Achilles’ honoured death.
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(mpddTn 82 Yuyn "EAmvopoc nA0ev étaipov). Odysseus sees a likeness between the ghost and
Elpenor himself. It is by noticing this aspect and the ghost’s life-like characteristics that
Odysseus proceeds to see the shade as having the same cognitive abilities as the living
person. Indeed, he asks as though the ghost is able to understand and respond to his
question:*”?

"EAnfivop, nédg RA0ec V1o {Opov NepdevTa;

EpOnc meCog v 7 éyd ovv vni peraivn.’

It is after Odysseus notices the life-like aspect of the wraith that the narrator then says the
ghost is able to recognise Odysseus and respond to his question without needing to consume
the blood: 3%

AG £pauny, 0 ¢ 1 olpm&ag Nueifeto pod
This so far provides us with an explanation as to why the dead appear seemingly cognitive at
times and at others incapable. The narrator mentions that the ghosts can recognise the living
without consuming the blood when Odysseus qua focaliser exercises his capacity for aspect
perception and so sees a likeness between the shade and the living person.

Let us now explain how and why optical aspect perception can explain the seemingly
inconsistent descriptions of the dead’s movement in Hades. Achilles, Orion, Tityus, and
Sisyphus can, as we have noted, do the same life-like movements in Hades as they could in
the real world; whilst Agamemnon and Anticleia appear insubstantial and unable to engage
with the living. Aristarchus and many subsequent scholars saw the life-like actions of the

dead, the sinners’ ability to suffer pain, as conflicting with the view that we see earlier in the

49°0d. 11.57-58.

500 0d. 11.59. In verse 82, Odysseus does actually say that he was guarding the blood with his sword while they
were talking. It is tempting to suggest that this implies Elpenor did not drink from the blood, but the scene
between Elpenor and Odysseus is the same as the ones we see between the hero and the ghosts of Achilles and
Ajax: Odysseus qua narrator says that the ghosts do not need to drink the blood when the focaliser believes they
are strikingly like the living person. The inconsonant presentations represent Odysseus’ use of aspect
perception.
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book in which the shades are imagined to be immaterial.>*! Denys Page agreed with
Aristarchus that these presentations of the shade signified compositional strata (my italics):>%
It seems indeed very improbable that one person should declare two contrary
opinions about so important a matter as his own destiny after death; and that he who
took so much trouble to keep within the law at the beginning should break it so
openly at the end.
Page noted that these presentations are “foreign to Homeric tradition,” and uses the example
of the sinners having “substantial bodies™ as evidence of this.>%}
Tsagarakis, however, takes the view that the two views of the dead - the fact they
seem substantial and insubstantial - are not so mutually exclusive as Page suggests; rather

they are superimposed onto one another:>%*

The two views are, as we will see, not mutually exclusive. It does not help to find
ingenious explanations for the presence of the “non-Homeric” view, suggesting
among other things that the activities and the sufferings of the dead are merely
“copies” of living conditions in the upper world. It is doubtful whether there is an
“Eidolon-Vorstellung” in this view or whether there are hints at a “continuity of
personality” which some see in the reaction of Aias, Achilles or Agamemnon. It is
even more doubtful whether the “urge” of the ghosts to drink blood presupposes
“drives” and “capabilities” of bodily beings that contradict the view of a shadowy
existence. For the ghosts simply react to the blood (vv. 36f.) and it is only after they

taste blood that they can display emotions. There is no contradiction. There is a new

501 See Wilamowitz 1884: 199-226; Schwartz 1924: 319; Merkelbach 1969: 177, 189-190; Kirk 1985: 236-237.
For a summary of this issue, see Heubeck 1990: 111 ad Od. 11.569-627.

502 page 1955: 25.

393 Page 1955: 48 n. 6 (2).

504 Tsagarakis 2000: 106-107.
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view, best expounded by Anticleia’s words, super imposed upon an older one, with

some traces of its nature still showing through.

Clarke meanwhile tries to explain the difference between the substantial and
insubstantial dead as a sign Odysseus’ journey further into Hades: “It makes sense that the
dead called up in necromancy should be seen as wispy and insubstantial images, while the
dead during a journey into Hades itself are more substantial and more in control of their

shadowy existence.”>

When we apply aspect perception to this analysis, we begin to see that Odysseus’ qua
narrator presentations are what Wittgenstein calls optical aspects and are not in fact
contradictory. That is to say, Odysseus, as a narrator, foregrounds the life-like movements of
the shade and hides the deficient characteristics similar to the way in which Odysseus qua
focaliser foregrounds the life-like movements of the shade when he wonders why she did not
stay still for him. A good example of the narrator’s capacity for optical aspect perception is
when the ghost of Achilles runs away in 11.538-540:

A¢ Epauny, yoyn o0& modwkeog Alakidoo

eoita paxpd Bipaca kot Acpodelov Asiudva,

1MBocHvn 8 oi vidv Epnv dpideiketov eivat.

The shade runs away from Odysseus, joyful at the news of his son’s achievements. This
presentation foregrounds the life-like behaviour of the shade over deficient characteristics.
Indeed, in the introduction to this chapter, we noted that in 36-43 the shade can look like,
move, and display emotions, much like the living person, but also deficiently screech in an
animal-like manner. Here however, the deficient properties are not brought into focus.

Indeed, the narrator, by noticing optical aspects, foregrounds the life-like characteristics of

395 Clarke 1999: 216-217.
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the shade, and, in so doing puts out of focus the deficient characteristics. Furthermore,
Achilles’ speech and his ghost’s life-like behaviour, its ability to display joyful emotions,
lead Odysseus to perceive the shade as one that has the capacity for memory.

In contrast to some of the scholarly views we cited above, the presentations of the
dead’s movements are not actually conflicting: one of the intrinsic properties of the shade is
that it has the same life-like characteristics as the living person. The dead who approach
Odysseus in 41 do so wearing armour and carrying weapons; the €idwiov of Elpenor and the
youyn of Anticleia appear to sit. In addition, the dead who appear to have the substantial
ability to drink the blood, to run, hunt, and push objects up a hill, are not different from the
shades who lack the ability to engage physically with Odysseus. After all, none of the shades
make any attempt to engage with Odysseus. Odysseus simply reports what he sees. Indeed,
he sees Anticleia sat down (unTpog THVS Opd® Yoymv Katotedvnuing: 1 8 dkéovs’ fotat
oxedOV aipatog), he perceives Orion penning his prey (gicevonoa / fjpag opod eidedvia),
and Tityus having his organs plucked (kxai Titvov £idov, Taing &pcvdéog vidv. .. ydme 8é pv
éxdepOe mapnpéve fmap Exepov, / Séptpov Eom dHvoveq). It is only when Odysseus
engages with the dead first-hand that he learns of their lack of physical substance.>% This
again draws our attention back to the importance of aspect perception. Odysseus sees the
dead’s actions as substantial in movement, but it is when he engages with them that the
illusion breaks.

Consider also the dead’s capacity for speech without the blood. The dead gather
around Minos and ask him questions:*"’

&v0’ 1 o1 Mivoa 1dov, A1dg dyAadv vidv,

xpOoeov okfjmTpov Eyova, Bepuctedovio vEKLGGLY,

96 Cf. Od. 11.207-222, 391-393.
7°0d. 11.568-571.
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fiuevov, ot 8¢ pv dpol dikag eipovto dvaxta,
HUEVOL £0TOOTEG TE KAT ELPLTVAEG ATO0G 0.

Odysseus begins this narration by emphasising what it is that he saw (idov). This
suggests that the dead’s capacity to sit, and to ask Minos questions is an interpretation that is
based on sight. Furthermore, there is no indication that Odysseus hears the conversation
between Minos and the dead. Indeed, the dead positioning themselves around him (g apet)
leads Odysseus to the interpretation that “they asked him for dikai” (Sikag £ipovto).°*® In
other words, by noticing the optical aspect of the dead— the ability to sit around Minos —
Odysseus credits the dead with cognitive abilities, such as the ability to speak. In so doing, he

also hides the deficient characteristics of the shade, such as the fact they screech

unintelligibly.

The self-description, continuity of identity, and aspect perception

So far, in this chapter, we have examined how aspect perception can explain away the
inconsistencies surrounding the dead’s activities: namely their ability and inability to speak
and recognise the living, as well as to physically engage with their environment.

The purpose of this section is to look at conceptual aspect perception and how the ghosts and
Odysseus go from viewing the dead in Hades as bodily beings to then seeing them as wraiths.
In so doing, I look at Wittgenstein’s role of internal relations in aspect perception.

I first examine the speeches of the dead and I explore how they present a continuity of
identity. I argue that the shade’s continuity of identity means that there is an internal relation
between the yoyn and the embodied person. This apparent similarity, I propose, leads the

ghost of Elpenor to change aspect and describe itself as a cognitive wraith, at one moment,

308 See Heubeck 1990: 111 ad Od. 11.570.
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and then the mindless corpse at others. I then go on to look at how the continuity of identity
leads the ghost of Anticleia to describe her lack of physical substance by drawing on images
of a corpse’s cremation and a shade’s insubstantial flight.

I then explore Odysseus’ decision gua narrator to name the ghosts in Hades as yoyai
and €idwAa. I explore Clarke’s and Cairns’ interpretations as to what these names signify
about the ghost in Hades, and propose a compromise between these scholars’ interpretations.
I argue, similarly to Clarke, that the ability to shift from one name to another signifies a shift
in conceptions. However, I suggest that these shift in conceptions occur because the shade in
Hades, as Cairns suggests, has some of the characteristics of the embodied person. I argue
that aspect perception is the model that can settle these two scholars’ conflicting suggestions.

When the ghost of Agamemnon speaks to Odysseus, he explains the nature of his
death and journey to Hades (424-426):

1M 0 KUVAOTIG

voooicat’, 000 pot ETAn iovtL ep gig Aidao

¥ePOL KaT OQOaALOVS ELEEY UV TE OTOW €peioalt.

In the previous chapter, we used this as one of many examples where the “I”” of the
dead person continues to exist in Hades. After all, the dative pronoun pot attaches to the
incorporeal wraith that travels to Hades (pot £tAn i6vti mep gig Aidao) as well as to the bodily
being that has eyes and a mouth (pot... 0pBaipovg Eréey ovv te otop” épeicar). Odysseus as
well seems to suggest that the person’s selfhood continues to exist in Hades when he speaks
to the ghost of Epicaste in 277-280:

N 9" &P eig Aidao TuAapTOO KpATEPOTO,

ayapévn Bpoyov aimov ae’ vynAoio perddpov,

O Byl oyopévn: 1@ & dlyesa kKéAMT dmicow

TOAAG LAA", Ooca e pNTpog Eptvieg éxtedéovoty.
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The subject of the &P is the wraith that descends to Hades, but in the succeeding lines, the
subject of the participles ayoapévn and oyopévn is the dead woman when she was alive. The
continuity of identity is also made clear through the first-person narrations of the memory of
the dead. Consider Achilles’ mournful speech to Odysseus (498-503).

0V Yap &y®V EnapmyOoc VT avydg neAioto,

10l0g £, 010¢ Mot évi Tpoin evpein

TEPVOV AoV dploTtov, dpudvev Apysiototv:

€1 t01000" EABoyu pivovld mep €¢ Tatépog OG-

1@ K€ TE® oTOEA HEVOG Kol YETpag AdmTouG,

ol kelvov Promvtal £pyovctv T° Amd TIURC.

Achilles confesses to Odysseus that he is not able to defend his father from certain
threats. According to Stocking, Achilles admits that he is fundamentally deficient and
ineffective.’” There are aspects of Stocking’s arguments which I contest. For example, at the
start of the speech, Achilles is not so much admitting that he is a deficient version of himself
when he starts to express concern about his father’s welfare. Rather, he is confessing that he
is in Hades and so cannot hope to bring help to his father (o0 yap éyav Emapwydg D" avyag
neriowo). Nevertheless, Stocking is, for the most part, right in saying that Achilles’ speech
reveals how he is a deficient semblance of his former self. Achilles wishes that he could
approach the people who commit hubris against Peleus in the same manner (t01066’) as he
did when he slaughtered the soldiers at Troy. This particular future less-vivid conditional
sentence performs like a contrafactual construction: Achilles wishes to do harm to his father’s
attackers, but he realises this wish is impossible and the outcome unreachable. The phrase
tolog v, 010¢ tells us that this ghost is still Achilles but without the effectiveness of being

the helper that he was when he was alive. Indeed, Achilles confesses that he is not the person

509 Stocking 2007: 67.
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that he once was in the mortal world: Toiog v, 016¢ ot évi Tpoin evpein / TéQvov Aadv
dpiotov. Yet the subjects of the aorist tépvov and otdv&ayu is the counterfactually revenant
once-living corporeal being who could physically engage with the environment and interact
with others In other words, despite admitting he is fundamentally deficient and lacking any
ability to destroy his father’s enemies, he still ties his “I” to the corporeal being who used to
be able to fight.

The same identity relationship between the shade and the embodied person appears in
Anticleia’s description of her death to Odysseus (197-203):

oDT® yap Kol Eydv OAOUNV Kol TOTHOV EMECTOV

oVt gué Y’ €v peyapotov £6oKomog ioyEapa

01 &yovoiG PeAéEcTTY EmOLYOUEVI KOTETEQVEY,

odte TIC 0DV pot vodoog EmAvdey, 1 te pdiiota

TNKEOOVL 6TLYEPT] HeAéwV EEgideTo Bupdv:

GaALG pe 60¢ e TOB0G 6d TE PNdea, eaidyt’ OdvooceDd,

oN T Ayovo@pocuvn peAmdéa Bupdv dmnopa.
Anticleia here suggests that her selthood is tied to the bodily being (obtw yap koi Eyav
oAOuNY kol otuov Enéonov). However, Anticleia attaches her “I” to her former corporeal
self. The referent of £yav, éué and pot is the living bodily being who did not die from disease
or from painless arrows. This again establishes that the named individual in Hades is tied
closely to the embodied being who is able to feel the effects of death. She proceeds to explain
that it was longing for Odysseus which finally killed 4er. The passage resembles Achilles’
mournful words to Odysseus. The pe is both the living Anticleia who was once able to feel
suffering (m600¢) and the deficient incorporeal shade who is deprived of the life faculty

(Bopov ammopa). Here the “T” of the deceased is tied both to the corporeal being that has life-
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like characteristics and to the incorporeal wraith. This continuity of identity is also evident
from Elpenor’s demand for a burial:>!°

ofud té€ pot yedou moAtf|g émi Owvi Bokdoong,

AvopOC SLOTNVOL0 Kol E600UEVOLGTL TLOEGHAL.

TaDTA T€ pot teAécot ol T éml TopPw EpeTudv,

1@ Kol (0O Epeccov EmV HeT’ EUOTG £TAPOLGLY
Here the dative of interest pot suggests that Elpenor’s “I” is both the wraith and the corpse.
On the one hand, dative “for me” refers to the current speaking ghost Elpenor who makes the
request. On the other hand, the dative of advantage seems to imply that the burial will also
benefit the corpse. Let us remember that Elpenor’s “I” is also attached to the living being
which Elpenor once was (59-65):

AG £pauny, 0 8¢ 1 olpd&ag Nueifeto podo:

‘droyeveg Aoeptiddn, moivpunyay’ ‘Odveced,

0cé pe daipovog aico Kokt Kol 60écpatog oivog.

Kipxng 6’ év peybpm xatadéypevog ovk Evonoa

dyoppov kotaPivar idv &g KAMPOK LoKpnV,

AL KATOVTIKPY TEYEOS TEGOV: €K O LOL QOYNV

AoTpayGAV EQyn, youyn 0  "Aid0cde KoTHADE.
The referent of pe is Elpenor, the living breathing being who was intoxicated by wine.
Elpenor describes his past self as the person who did not consider (évonca) the ladder as he
went down from Circe’s roof. He also is able to narrate how he fell from the roof as well
(méoov) and narrate the moments leading up to his neck-breaking death. Already we see that

the “I” of the person is attached to the cognitive and substantial corporeal being moments

S10°0d. 11.75-78.
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before his death. However, Elpenor’s memory of the event suggests that his “I” is tied
primarily to the embodied person.

What this so far suggests is that the yoyn’s selthood is the same as the bodily being.
Rohde and Cairns take similar passages as evidence that the person’s selthood continues in
Hades as the yoyn.>!! Clarke is of the stance that post-mortem existence is tied to the bodily
being.>!2 However, I suggest that the ghosts are simply aware the yoyr has the same identity
relationship as the bodily person, and that they are aware the yoyn is not the same as their
bodily self. This, I argue, is the same kind of acknowledgement that the observer has of
Jastrow’s duck-rabbit: he knows that the animals in the picture have the same shape, but the
rabbit is different from the duck. This internal relation, their similarity in shapes, is
responsible for the observer alternating between the duck aspect and the rabbit aspect.’!3
Likewise, I suggest that the similarity in identity between the yvyr and the embodied person
leaves the ghost to alternate between talking about itself as the yvymn and as the corpse. I
argue then that when the shade speaks about its existence in Hades as a wraith, and then its
existence as a corpse, they are changing aspect. Consider the last few words of Elpenor’s
narration in 11.64-65:

€K 0¢ pot avynV / dotpaydrmv £dyn, yoyn 6 "A1d6cde KathAbs.
The decision to present the yoyr in the third person suggests that Elpenor knows that there is
a distinction between his corporeal self and the wraith that lives in Hades, in the same way
that we know that rabbits are distinct from ducks when we look at Jastrow’s picture. Indeed,
the yoym, being syntactically tied to avyrv, then suggests that Elpenor sees the wraith as a
part of him that goes to Hades, but it is not himself that goes to the otherworld. By seeing the

wraith as something separate from his sense of selthood, Elpenor emphasises that his “I”

11 Cf. Rohde 1925: 6, 44 n. 3; Cairns 2003: 60-61, 2014: §23.
312 See Clarke 1999: 137, 180, 190, 198.
313 Cf. PPF §§130-131, 137, 216, 247.
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belongs to the bodily stuff that has a neck and vertebrae which he can feel are broken. This
means that in verse 75, Elpenor realises that his “I”” as a wraith is the same as his bodily self,
but he appreciates that the yvyn and corporeal person are distinct. By making this distinction,
Elpenor is the same as the observer who knows that the duck and the rabbit have the same
shape in Jastrow’s picture, but are distinct beings.

Elpenor’s distinction between the body and the yoyn, then, invites us to see a change
of aspect when the ghost speaks about itself. Consider then the way the ghost of Elpenor begs
Odysseus to remember him and not to let his corpse be unburied:*!*

&vba o’ Emerta, dvas, kéhopot pvnioacOot Epeio.

u 1 dxhovtov dBamtov iov Omibev Kataleine

Voo P1G0Eis.

The subject of kéAopaun is the yoyn, the being who does the imploring. The ghost’s “T”
suddenly shifts and the referent of e is the corpse awaiting burial (u1q p” dxAlovtov Gamtov).
This suggests that there is an evident change of aspect when Elpenor attaches his “I” to the
ghost and to the corpse. Clarke examines Elpenor’s role at narrating his own death and takes
verses 64-65 and 71-72 as signs that the shade’s “I” is attached to the undivided bodily man

(my italics):>!?

Here the ‘I’ in the wraith’s mouth attaches to his bodily substance; so that by
following this thread, when he narrates the actual death he speaks of the wraith in the
third person...Again, when he demands a funeral the 'T' of the speech is the corpse,

who must here be completely distinct from the wraith which is speaking:

S14°0d. 11.71-73.
315 Clarke 1999:198.
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Clarke is right to acknowledge the importance of the third person use of yvyr| in Elpenor’s
narration. But the problem is that it does not suggest that the “I”” of the dead person is
attached wholly to the bodily being. Rather there is alternation between the “I”” of the shade
that is a yoyn and the “I” of the corpse. By referring to the yoyn in the third person, Elpenor
is showing an awareness that the wraith descends to Hades. But the ghost then quickly

proceeds to talk about itself as the wraith:>!°

ViV 8¢ og TV dmiBev youvalopat, o0 TOPEOVI®V,
TPOG T  AAOYOV Kol TaTpog, & 6° ETpepe TVTOOV EHvTaL,
TnAeudyov 6°, 6v podvov évi peydpotov Ereimec:
01da Yap ¢ vOEVE K1y dopov &€ Aidao

vijoov &g Alainv oynoelg évepyéa vijo

Indeed, in verse 69, the subject of 0ida is the resident in Hades, the place which Odysseus
will eventually leave (kiov dopov €€ Aidao). Here the specific subject of this verb is the
youyn, not necessarily the bodily being, since the Elpenor shows an awareness that it is indeed
the yoyn that leaves the body to reside in Hades in verse 65. This means that there is an
evident shift in aspect between Elpenor identifying himself as the wraith to then as the

corpse.

By having the same sense of selfhood as the embodied person, we can see that the
ghosts can alternate between speaking about themselves as wraiths and corpses. This internal
relation, we shall argue, explains why the ghost of Anticleia uses the corpse’s cremation and

the wraith’s flight to describe the ghost’s lack of substance:>!”

316.0d. 11.66-70.
S17°0d. 11.217-222.
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oV ti og [Tepoepdveia Adg Buydtnp arnapioket,

aAL” ot oikn éoti Bpotdv, dte Tig Ke Bavnov:

00 yap £TL 6hpKoG TE Kai OGTEN Ve EYOVGLY,

AL TO PEV TE TVPOG KPATEPOV LEVOCS aiibopévolo

dapva, énel ke TpdTa Aimn Aevk’ dotéa Bupde,

Yoy & NOT’ Bvelpog ATOTTOUEVT] TEXOTNTOL.

Clarke takes issue with this passage, arguing that it places an unusual emphasis on the
role of cremation as the cause for the dead person’s lack of physical substance. Clarke, as a
result, argues that the yép is digressive, and that verse 222 offers a direct answer to the
statement in 218.%!® For Clarke, the attn is retrospective and refers to the physically
insubstantial disappearance that Odysseus has witnessed moments before his speech.’!® This
alternative interpretation, however, presents more problems than it does solutions. As Cairns
mentions, 11.222 cannot be resumptive of 218 because 222 is syntactically linked to verse

220 through the co-ordinating particles pév... §¢:32°

This will not work. It is true that atytrn is not wholly prospective — it is indeed the
dikm €oti Bpotdv that one cannot embrace a dweller in Hades, but the reason why is
that shades are incorporeal: the ydp-clause supplies this reason; and the clause
beginning yuymn 6" in 222 cannot be resumptive, for this leaves ta pév in 220 entirely
out of account. We need the traditional interpretation, in which the yép-clause,
explaining why one cannot embrace a shade, draws a contrast between the cremation

of the body and the flight of the yuyn to Hades.

518 See Chapter One, pages 89-91.
319 Clarke 1999: 203-205.
320 Cairns 2003: 55-56.
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Cairns is right that what he calls the “traditional interpretation” of this passage makes best
sense of the Greek. Indeed, this particular passage does emphasise that the wraith is
physically insubstantial because it is incorporeal. This is emphasised through the co-
ordinating particles pév... 6¢. On the one hand (puév), nothing of the corporeal being exists:
the cremation destroys the body.*?! On the other hand (8°), the wraith is incorporeal because
the yoym has left the body and now is in a state of floating in Hades. Incorporeality and the
lack of a working unity of bodily elements are at the heart of this passage. However, the
internal relation between the selthood of the bodily being and the shade resolves Clarke’s
concern without changing our reading of the Greek. By having the same identity as the bodily
being, the shade is able, as we have seen with Elpenor, to see itself, at one moment, as a
corpse, and then at another as the yvyr|. This means that, when the ghost needs to describe its
own state of being, it also relies on the corpse aspect and the yvyn aspect to explain why the
shade is incorporeal. In short, the shade uses the image of the cremated corpse as a
conceptual aspect to explain the shade’s lack of substance.

It is the shade’s capacity to exercise aspect perception that also leads Odysseus qua
narrator to present the ghost as the dead man himself. Indeed, note that the ghost of Anticleia
explains her lack of substance by drawing on imagery from the source domain, the state of
the bones, flesh, and sinews (o yap &1t 6dpkac Te kol dotéo iveg Eyovoty).’?? This leads
Odysseus to notice the ghost of Agamemnon as the dead man himself when the shade
attempts to embrace him (392-4):

mTVOG €lG e yelpoac, OpéEachat peveaivov:

GAL" 00 yap ol &t v ic Eumedoc 008E T Kikvg,

oin mep mapog EoKev €V YVOUTTTOTOL LEAEGTL.

521 On Homeric cremation, see /1. 23.238-240; Od.2 4.71-72. See also II. 7.334, 9.456; Mylonas 1948: 63.
Burkert 1985: 51; Vernant 1991: 69. Cf. FGrHist 10 F 10. On archaeological evidence for cremation and
funerals, see Kurtz and Boardman 1971: 99 and Alexandridou 2016. See also Laser 1983: S3.

322 On the sinews, see Bolens 2000: 24-25.
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As Clarke mentions,*** the word ndpoc suggests that Odysseus qua narrator presents
the ghost as the person who once had the sinewy stuff of strength, but it is now devoid of all
form of physical substance. Here we see that the ghost’s selthood is attached to the being
who had the corporeal properties, but it is simultaneously incorporeal since it lacks the stuff
of physical substance.

What we have argued so far is that the continuity of identity leads shades to make a
number of internal relations and, consequently, alternate between aspects in their self-
description. The shade of Elpenor, for instance, changes from attaching its “I” to the
cognitive yoyn who has the capacity to speak and remember Odysseus, to the mindless
corpse that remains on Aeaea. This continuity of identity as well is the reason that Anticleia
presents the shade as a corpse that needs a cremation but subsequently as a shade that leads
an insubstantial existence in Hades.

Let us now move onto the way in which Odysseus qua narrator presents the shade in
Hades when he refers to them as yvoyai, €idwAa, and vexveg. Clarke sees these the names for
the dead as an indication that there are shifting conceptions in Homer about what exists in
Hades,>?* whereas Cairns contests the view that we should see these names as an indication
that the conceptions shift. All of these phrases to describe the dead are compatible, he says,
with the conception that the post mortem resident in Hades is a yoyn.>?>

I argue that there is a compromise between Clarke’s and Cairn’s interpretations. Like
Cairns, I suggest that Odysseus and the dead are aware that the post-mortem survivor is a
yoyn that has the characteristics of the €idwAov and vékvg. But I suggest, similarly to Clarke,
that €idwAov and vékug become alternative and conflicting conceptions that attempt to make

sense of the wraith. What I aim to show is that aspect perception is the model that allows

523 Clarke 1999: 195.
524 Clarke 1999: 191 - 195.
525 Cairns 2003: 63 = 2014 §28.
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Odysseus and the dead to go from seeing the ghosts in Hades as yvyai to then as €idwia and
vekvec. Let us start by looking at the alternative readings that Clarke and Cairns provide of
11.36-43:
...0l 0" dyépovto

yoyoi Ve Epéfevg vekdmv Katatedvnotwv.

vopeot T” NiBeot 1e ToAOTANTOL TE YEPOVTES

napBevikal T dtadal veomevhéa Bupov Eyovaoat,

TOALOL O™ 0VTApEVOL YOAKN PESY EYYEINOLY,

dvopeg apripartol fePpotopéva tedye” Eyovreg:

ol moAlol mepi BOOpov époitmv dAroBev dALOG

Beomeoin loyf: Eue 6& YAmpov 6o fipet.

Clarke points out that, in verses 36-37, the ghosts “are literally ‘wraiths of dead corpses’ but
from 38-41 “immediately the image shifts... Now they are the people themselves—girls,
youths, old men, children, and warriors.”?® Cairns takes on the opposing reading of this

passage:>?’

The inextricable closeness of the two supposed conceptions (inhabitants of Hades as
youyai and vekveg) is illustrated by the very phrase yoyoi vekdwv katatebvnodtov.
These yvyai are then immediately identified with the individuals whose existence
they continue, young men and women, old men, girls, and warriors both wearing their
blood-stained armour and bearing the wounds of which they died... These are yvyai,
but they have the appearance of the corpses that were cremated and, somehow,

sufficient corporeality to wear armour.

526 Clarke 1999: 191.
527 Cairns 2003: 62 = 2014 §§24-25.
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This along with other evidence (see below) leads Cairns to arrive at his conclusion: >
If a yoym qua yoyn can wear clothes and armour, exhibit wounds and scars, perceive,
converse, and show emotion, then there is no reason to assume that, when the dead in
Hades are described as vékveg/vekpoi, given corporeal existence, and depicted
perceiving, conversing, and showing emotion, they are anything other than yuyoi.

They are, after all, €idwAa: very convincing idmAa indeed.

I agree with Cairns in so far as verses 38-41 are appositional to verses 36-37 and that the
characteristics of the bodily dead are characteristics of the yuyai. That being said, however,
the construction yuyoi vekdwv katatedvnotwv does not determine that the names
vékvec/vekpol and yoyai are always appositional. We might compare this to Wittgenstein’s

explanation of aspect perception (my italics) in PPF §128:

I’'m shown a picture-rabbit and asked what it is; I say “It’s a rabbit”. Not “Now it’s a
rabbit”. I’'m reporting my perception. - I'm shown the duck—rabbit and asked what it
is; I may say “It’s a duck-rabbit”. But I may also react to the question quite
differently. - The answer that it is a duck-rabbit is again the report of a perception; the
answer “Now it’s a rabbit” is not. Had I replied “It’s a rabbit”, the ambiguity would

have escaped me, and I would have been reporting my perception.

Wittgenstein points out that if we were to see Jastrow’s picture as “duck-rabbit” we would
still be reporting a perception. Odysseus is similar to the observer in this scenario. By using
the construction yuyoi vekdwv katatedvnotwv, Odysseus is aware that the ghost and the
corpse have the same characteristics, in just the same way that the observer realises the image

has the same shape as the duck and the rabbit and hence calls it ambiguously a duck-rabbit.

528 Cairns 2003: 63 = 2014 §28.
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But this does not necessarily mean that the vexvec/ vexpot and yoyai present the same
conception; both can present different aspects. Consider Wittgenstein’s further comment in

PPF §§130-131:

The expression of a change of aspect is an expression of a new perception and, at the
same time, an expression of an unchanged perception. I suddenly see the solution of a
puzzle-picture. Where there were previously branches, now there is a human figure.
My visual impression has changed, and now I recognize that it has not only shape and
colour, but also a quite particular ‘organization’. — My visual impression has
changed a what was it like before; what is it like now? — If I represent it by means

of an exact copy — and isn’t that a good representation of it? — no change shows up.

By this understanding, someone who first notices the duck-rabbit aspect as a
perception is likely to change aspect and see Jastrow’s picture as a rabbit or as a duck. The
image may not have changed, but still the observer sees it differently. This change of aspect,
or conception, is evident in Odysseus’ narration. Indeed, Odysseus goes from attributing the
life-like and witless characteristics to the shade to then seeing yoyai as lively and the vexveg
as deficient.

Odysseus qua narrator proceeds to present the shade similarly to the primary narrator:
the yoyn is a being that can perform the same cognitive activities as the living person.>?’.
When the shade appears life-like, Odysseus describes it as a wraith, much as the primary
narrator does. Notice that the primary narrator attributes life-like characteristics to the wraith

in Odyssey 24. The shade of Agamemnon can, for instance, recognise the ghost of

529 Interesting to note is Alcinous’ praise to Odysseus. The king says that Odysseus is like that of a bard. the
simile ®g 81° d0130¢ creates a conceptual divide between Odysseus’ narration and the descriptions from the
primary narrator: Odysseus has told his story skilfully /ike the narrator, but it is not the same as what we might
expect from the primary narrator’s descriptions. On Odysseus’ likeness to the primary narrator, see Od. 17.518-
521, 21.406-409. See also Thalmann 1984: 170-173. On Homeric Narration, see Peradotto 1990; Richardson
1990. On other useful discussions of bardic narration in the Odyssey, see Austin 1975 and Biles 2003.
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Amphimedon: &yve 8¢ youyn Ayouépvovog Atpeidao / maida gilov Mehavijog (102-3). He
can also speak to it: OV Tpotépn Yoy tpocepdveev Atpeidao (105). The yoyn of Patroclus
also has all of the life-like characteristics of the living Patroclus (//. 23.65-7):

NA0e &8 émi woyn [atpoxAfiog deihoio

vt avT® péyefog te kol dppota KA ikvia

Kl povNV, Kai tola Tepi ypot elnata £oTo.

Here we see that Odysseus’ focalisation qua narrator involves imagery similar to the
primary narrator’s descriptions. The ghost of Agamemnon, for instance, approaches
Odysseus in a state of grief (11.387-8): QA0 &’ &nl yuym Ayauépvovog Atpeidao / dyvopévn.
The yuyn of Achilles expresses emotions and can recognise and speak to Odysseus:>3°

&yvo 8¢ yuyn pe moddkeog Alaxidao

Kol p’_0loupouévn Enea TTeEPOEVTO, TPOSHOL
And his departure, his running, and his joyful reactions are all attributed to the yuyn:>*!

O¢ Epaunyv, youyn o0& moddkeog Alakidao

@oita paxpd Bifaca kot AcPodelOv Asludva,

1MBociivn 8 oi vidv Epnv dpideiketov giva.
Likewise, those who approach Odysseus and can ask him questions without the mention of
imbibing are yoyai: yoyoi vekOdmv Katatedvnodtev Eotocay ayvoueval povto o0& knoe’

ékaot.>*? Ajax who is angry, the narrator says, is a yoyn: oin 8° Afavtog yoym

Tehopmviddao / vooety deeotikel, kexodopévn eiveko vikng. >
By contrast, the vek0eg and vexpoi are terms that the secondary narrator uses to

present the dead when they appear inhuman or incompetent.

30°0d. 11.471-472.
331 0d. 11.538-540.
332.0d. 11.541-542.
333 0d. 11.543-544.
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Indeed, the dead who are devoid of pévog (006’ glwv vekvV dpevnva kKapnva /oitatog
dccov ipev,) and who sound like birds (Gpei 8¢ pv Khayyn vexdmv v olovédy &g) are
vekveg. 34 Similarly, the dead who screech around Odysseus at the end of the Nekyia are
vekpoi (6AAG Tpiv émi E0ve’ dyeipeto popia vekpdv / xR Oeomeoin).>*> So too, Achilles tells
us, the vekpot are mindless (8vBa e vekpoi / appadéeg vaiovot).>3¢ Odysseus also calls the
dead who are overpowered vexbeg when he says that Achilles rules over the shades: viv avte
uéya kpotéelg vekveoowy.>’ Likewise, Achilles uses vekveg derogatorily to refer to the dead
who are supplicants:*38

‘un o1 pot Bdvatov ye mapavda, eaidy’ Odvooed.
BovAoiuny k™ Emdpovpog Env Ontevépey GAA®,
avdpi map” Apw, @ p Plotog moAdg &in,

1| TOGV VEKDESGL KOTOQOIEVOLGTY AVAGGELY.

Minos also is said to show his power over the vekbec in 568-571:

&v0’ 1 o1 Mivoa 1dov, A1dg dyAadv vidv,

ypOoeov okfmTpov &yovra, Oepuotedovia VEKLGOLY,

fiuevov, ot 8¢ pv dpol dikag eipovto dvaxta,

TUEVOL £0TOOTEG TE KAT ELPLTVAEG ATO0G 0.

Aspect perception explains why these names should represent conflicting conceptions
of the shade. Wittgenstein says that when we notice an aspect, the stimulus remains the same
but we see it differently.>3® Here the vexveg and vekpoi are the same as the yoyai: the former
in 11.569-570 ask questions (vékvootv, / jevov, ot 6€ pv apol dikag eipovto dvaxta) in just

the same way as the yuyoi ask about the fate of their loved ones to Odysseus (yvyoi vekvmv

334 Cf. Od. 11.49-50 and 605. On duevnva being o-privative of pévog, see: Risch 1974: 100.
35.0d. 11.632-633.

36 0d. 11.475-476.

$370d. 11.485.

38 0d. 11.488-491.

539 PPF §113.
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Katatedvnotov Eotacav ayvouevat €ipovto o8 knoe’ €kaotn). Likewise, the dead who
screech at Odysseus in 632-633 (GAAd piv €l EBve™ dyelpeTo popia vekpdv / Nyf Oeomeoin)
are the same as the yuyai vekbdov katatedvnatov who come out of Erebus and screech
around the blood (ot moAAdoi wepi BOOpov Epoitmv dArobev GAlog Beomeain iayh). But despite
these similarities, Odysseus and the characters see the shades not as life-like replica of the
living person, but as vexvec who are characterised as deficient beings. Consider, for instance,
Achilles’ speech in 11.475-476:

TG ETANG A10660e KateAbépev, EvBa te vekpol

appadéec voiovot, Bpotdv AN KAUOVI®OV;

The ghosts in Hades are, in one way, mindless (vekpol / appadéeg vaiovot), but in
another way they are images of the dead (Bpotdv €idwia kapdviwv). Cairns argues for a
metaphorical reading of this passage in which the vexpoi and €idwAa are interchangeable
ways of describing the yoyn:>4°

This yoyn has (at least some of) the properties of the living man, and is able to talk

about itself as a member of the class that can be called indifferently vexpoi and

eldmAa.

This reading, however, is problematic. It is true that the yoyn has the properties of the
living Achilles, as Cairns observes from the overture to Achilles’ speech: &yvw 8¢ yoyn e
nodmKeog Alaxidao / kol p” dAopupopévn Enea nrepdevta tpoonvda. But the yoyn of
Achilles is not talking “about itself as a member of the class that can be called indifferently
vekpol and €idwAa.” On the contrary, at no point does Achilles suggest ke is one of the
mindless dead.

Clarke and Cairns have fundamentally opposing readings of this passage. The former

argues that Achilles’ speech is just one of many instances in which the conceptions of the

340 Cairns 2003: 63 =2014: §27.

243



survivor of Hades change within a single line: “A single sentence can slip from one
articulation to the other.”>*! By looking at this passage through the lens of aspect perception,
the passage begins to make more sense and we begin to see that there is a compromise
between Cairns’ and Clarke’s readings. Cairns is fundamentally right when he says that the
“yoyn has (at least some of) the properties of the living man.” Indeed, the yvyr in Hades is
both life-like and mentally deficient. The shades in verses 36-43 are life-like in that they
show emotions and wear armour, but they are deficient of human speech since they screech.
Likewise, the ghost of Anticleia is, by all accounts, like the living person except that she
lacks the capacity to speak and is unable to recognise her son. It is not unreasonable for
Cairns to suggest that these names for the dead, vexpoi and €idwAa, attempt to describe the
wraith that has incompatible characteristics. But this does not preclude us from thinking that
the two names represent a shift from “one articulation to the other.”

We might compare this description from Achilles to Odysseus’ encounter with the
shade of Anticleia when she appears both insubstantial and witless. As we have said earlier,
when the ghost appears insubstantial, she appears both deficient and life-like, she lacks
materiality but her life-like appearance and movements convince Odysseus that what he has
seen is the dead woman herself. When he has this encounter, he changes aspects and sees her
as possibly the bodily being, or as an €{dwAov. These two conceptions rival each other, but
they are an effort to articulate the insubstantial yoyn that flies away from Odysseus. We
might say that Achilles is doing the same in this passage. Indeed, as we just said above, the
shades appear life-like, but at the same time mentally deficient, screeching and unable to
communicate or recognise the living. Achilles seems to be like Odysseus in that he is
attempting to describe the wraith that has incompatible characteristics. This indicates that

Achilles, like Odysseus in 213-215, shifts between calling the wraith vexpoi and €idwAa, in

341 Clarke 1999: 192.

244



the same way that Odysseus wonders if his deficient mother is the dead woman herself or an
eidwlov. Odysseus as we have argued uses aspect perception when he reaches for this
interpretation, and changes aspects when he refers to the ghost as his mother and then as an
eidwlov. The similarities between Odysseus and Achilles’ efforts to articulate the shade
indicate that Achilles is also changing aspects when he describes the ghosts as vexpoi and

cidmAaL.

Conclusion

The purpose of this chapter has been to show how aspect perception is at the heart of
Odysseus’ narration of the dead in the Nekyia. We have established this in a number of ways.

In the first section, we explored how Odysseus narrates the Nekyia through his limited
capacity of sight. We argued that all of the presentations of the dead are interpretations that
are based on what Odysseus sees as a focaliser. We were able to show that, as a focaliser,
Odysseus exercises his capacity for aspect perception to make sense of the dead. By reporting
what the focaliser sees, the narrator’s conflicting presentations of the shade as witless and
cognitive, and as substantial and insubstantial are all representations of the focaliser’s change
of aspect.

In the second section, we examined the ghosts’ selthood in the Nekyia. We argued
that the yoyn has the same selfhood as the embodied person. I suggested that this made the
shade’s selfhood comparable to Jastrow’s duck-rabbit which have the same shapes, but are
entirely different animals. I argued that the ghosts were aware that the yoyn is, likewise,
different from the embodied person. I suggested that the similarity between the shape of the
duck and the rabbit encourages the observer of Jastrow’s image to change aspects and see the

picture as that of a duck, at one moment, and then that of a rabbit at others. I argued that, by
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the yuyn having the same “I” as the embodied person, the ghost can alternate between talking
about itself as a wraith and as a corpse. In this section, I also examined the role of aspect
perception for the names of the dead. I argued that Odysseus’ ability to go from describing
the ghosts as yuyal vekbov katatedvndtov to then as youyoi and vékvec/vekpol is the same
as the observer of Jastrow’s duck-rabbit, who first sees the picture as a duck-rabbit but then
alternates between thinking of it as a duck and then as a rabbit. By applying aspect perception
to the examination of the dead, I have attempted to resolve an interpretative issue between
Clarke and Cairns as to how to make sense of the many diverse names of the dead. Moreover,
by applying this model, I have attempted to resolve the interpretative difficulties of Homer’s

presentation of the ghosts in the Nekyia.
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CONCLUSION
This thesis has set out to address two research questions. First, what is it within Homeric epic
that makes the dead so fundamentally ambiguous? Second, if the characters and primary
narrator view the dead differently, what causes these different metaphorical descriptions to
come to the fore?

My original contribution in this thesis has been to answer these questions. I have,
throughout this thesis, maintained that there is a model which can disambiguate the diverse
presentations of the dead and that can also utilise metaphor theory. Many of the distinct
presentations of the dead are, I have proposed, formed from the primary narrator’s and
characters’ capacity to exercise aspect perception. We have come to realise that the
heterogenous presentations of the dead are not the result of compositional strata, poetic
license, or even simply metaphorical models. Rather, the many images of the dead are all
products of a perceptual and cognitive phenomenon which both the primary and secondary
focalisers use to present and make sense of the dead in Hades.

In the introduction, I outlined my basic argument and my original contribution to the
study of the dead in Homeric epic. I argued that a new model of perception, aspect
perception, can disambiguate the seeming inconsistencies of the dead’s actions and names. I
established my original contribution by setting my argument against Douglas Cairns’
metaphorical approach. His application of metaphor theory, I suggested, failed to consider the
epistemological differences between the primary narrator’s and secondary focalisers’
conceptions of the dead. I argued that aspect perception is a model that makes use of the
metaphorical and epistemologically distinct presentations of the wraith. I began this
methodological part of my discussion by first summarising Wittgenstein’s model. I then
explained how aspect perception could be applied to the study of metaphor theory and

mapping. I then gave several examples where the dead in Homer were similar to objects that
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Wittgenstein said could be seen as one thing and then as another. I then went on also to
explain why the analyst explanation for the conflicting presentations of the dead could not
work. Indeed, I argued that there was a folk-model, throughout the Homeric tradition, in
which the dead are presented diversely by the primary narrator and characters. This
discussion meant we were open to explore the extent to which aspect perception could
explain away these contradictory presentations.

Before I examined the role of aspect perception in my thesis, I needed to establish that
the premise of my argument was sound: that the diverse presentations of the ghost are efforts
to articulate the folk-theory THE SHADES ARE DEFICIENT REPLICAS OF THE LIVING
PERSON. The purpose of Chapter One was to provide further support for this basic premise.
I argued that many of the diverse presentations of death all articulated a coherent folk-theory:
DEATH IS A JOURNEY TO HADES. I began by demonstrating that there was a coherent
sequence of events surrounding death. This comprised three stages: dying, death, and post-
mortem existence. Two metaphoric presentations in particular - DEATH AS SEIZING and
DEATH AS A FATED MOMENT - represented the stage at which someone dies. Both of
these presentations, I argued, were not conflicting products of compositional strata, because
the line-by-line articulation of this salient event meant that the two presentations are
indistinguishable. I suggested that death qua fate and death qua seizing are various
articulations of a metaphoric principle: SALIENT EVENTS ARE ENCOUNTERS.
Similarly, I suggested that the yoyn as an entity that can be destroyed adhered to the
conception that DEATH IS A JOURNEY TO HADES. To show this, I argued that the
presentations of the yvyn’s dissolution were brittle object metaphors that highlighted one
aspect of the wraith’s departure to Hades: the moment that the yoyn ceases to function in the
Homeric man when it departs. I did this by suggesting that the MIND IS A BRITTLE

OBJECT metaphor was present when we understood yvyn qua breath as a metonym for life
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lost and yvyn qua life as an ontological metaphor. This discussion was particularly useful for
my argument in the following chapter. After all, the basic premise of the second chapter’s
argument is that various presentations that the wraith, in Homer, are efforts to articulate the
same conception: that the ghost in Hades has the same selthood as the living person and is a
deficient replica of the living person.

Chapter Two concentrated on how the primary narrator and secondary characters use
aspect perception as a mapping device when describing the entity that travels to Hades. I
suggested that the internal relation between the dead man’s and the yoyn’s characteristics and
selfhood induced the characters to use conceptual metaphors to describe the wraith’s state of
being. I began by looking at the folk-theory THE DEFICIENT SHADE HAS THE SAME
CHARACTERISTICS AND SELFHOOD AS THE LIVING PERSON. In the following
section, I argued that the internal relation between the living and the shade’s selthood invites
characters to conceptualise the wraith as the dead man deprived of life-faculties. This aspect
of the discussion proved most useful for the analysis I provided in Chapter Three and Four in
which I explored how the dead in Hades have the same selfhood as the living person. In the
third section, I examined how the ghost’s insubstantial departure led Peleus to imagine the
post-mortem survivor as a Qupog. In the section after that, I posited that the flight of the shade
encourages Theoclymenus to see a likeness between the yoyn as an €idwAov. In the final
section, I examined the way in which the primary narrator uses the simile to compare the
dead’s screeching to that of bats. I suggested that this simile underlies that the primary
narrator uses aspect perception to present that shade. I did this by suggesting that the primary
narrator simply notices an internal relation between the screeching of the shade and the
screeching of the bats. I argued against Vermeule and Cairns that this particular simile does
not suggest Homer was influenced by an artistic tradition in which the yoyn is imagined to be

winged. Rather, I argued that the simile simply makes explicit a similar characteristic
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between these animals and the wraiths. The overall discussion in chapter two provided us
with a premise for one of the arguments in chapters three and four: namely that both the
primary and secondary narrators utilise aspect perception when attempting to make sense of
the dead.

In the third chapter of this thesis, I analysed the presentation of the shade when it
inhabits Hades. Specifically, I examined //iad 23’s presentation of the ghost of Patroclus and
Achilles’ reactions to the shade. My aim in this chapter was to show how the shade’s life-like
and deficient induce the primary narrator and secondary focalisers to notice aspects and
thereby form conceptualisations of the inhabitant of Hades. I argued that, overall, Homer was
not concerned with the dreamer’s cognitive state and that Achilles is imagined as having
fundamentally the same cognitive abilities as a person that is awake. This discussion helped
us to maintain the overall thesis argument that the shade’s characteristics are responsible for
these ambiguities. In the second section, I suggested that characters, unlike the primary
narrator, preconceive the shade in Hades to be witless. I then suggested that the inhuman
characteristics of the ghost of Patroclus highlights an internal relation between the shade and
animals that seem mentally deficient. This internal relation, I argued, meant that Achilles
relies on the preconception of mindlessness to make sense of these inhuman traits of the
ghost. In the third section, I argued against the school of thought that suggests the
inconsistencies of the dead can be explained by the symbolic importance of burial rites. I
argued that characters and the primary narrator do not see a difference between the buried
and unburied dead in terms of ability. This helped establish that aspect perception is the
preferred model to explain away these conflicting presentations.

In the final section of this chapter, I explored the ways in which the inhabitant
describes itself contradictorily as a shade and as a corpse. I argued that the ghost ability to

fluctuate between talking about itself as a corpse and as a wraith is an exercise of aspect
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perception. I maintained that the shade has the same selthood as the embodied person. This
internal relation, meant that the shade and can indeterminately talk about itself, at one
moment as the wraith and, at the other moment, as the corpse. This part of the discussion also
provided a useful premise for my discussion in Chapter Four: that the ghosts of Elpenor,
Achilles, and Anticleia use various contradictory images of the corpse and the wraith to
describe the inhabitant of Hades’ state of being.

The fourth and final chapter examined exclusively the Nekyia’s presentation of the
dead. I began by first drawing a comparison between the way in which Odysseus sees the
dead and the way in which the observer looks at Wittgenstein’s double cross. I argued that
both are able to acknowledge that the shade has conflicting characteristics. In the following
section, I examined how these conflicting characteristics led Odysseus, as a focaliser, to
foreground the life-like and deficient characteristics of the dead. I then went on to argue that
Odysseus, as a narrator, uses embedded focalisation to present his views of the dead. As such,
he presents the shade inconsistently as life-like and deficient because the focaliser changes
aspect and foregrounds, at times, the life-like characteristics of the shade and, at other times,
the deficient characteristics.

In the second section, I examined the wraith’s selfhood and the names that the
secondary narrator assigns to the dead. I examined examples from Elpenor’s speech in which
the shade attaches its “I”, at one moment, to the corpse and, at another moment, to the
immaterial wraith. This fluctuation is, I argued, a characteristic of aspect perception. I
suggested that there is a similarity between Jastrow’s picture and the shade’s selthood. For
the former, the duck and the rabbit have the same shapes and concaves and, for the latter, the
wraith and the embodied person share the same sense of selthood. It is this similarity of
shapes, this internal relation, that leads the observer to see the image, at one moment, as a

duck and, at another moment, as a rabbit. The similarities between Jastrow’s picture and the
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selthood of the shade led me then to argue and conclude that the ghost changes aspect when it
describes itself as a wraith and as a corpse.

I also proposed that aspect perception provides a compromise to Clarke’s and Cairn’s
interpretations of the dead. Like Cairns, I argued that Odysseus does see the characteristics of
the bodily being as characteristics of the yuyn. I compared this perception to Wittgenstein’s
observer of Jastrow’s duck rabbit, who sees the images as a duck-rabbit. Both Odysseus and
the observer, I argued, see that the two have the same characteristics. However, I suggested,
like Clarke, that the names for the dead, vexveg and vekpoi, indicate that the characters,
Odysseus and the ghosts, shift their conceptions of the dead. I argued that the change of name
signifies what Wittgenstein calls a change of aspect. Odysseus and the dead still see that
vekveg and vexpot and similar to the yoyai, but they see them differently. Indeed, the vexbec
and vekpot are the names assigned to the dead who are more incapable and witless.

We have placed a considerable amount of importance on the role of aspect perception
to the study of the dead. But Wittgenstein’s model also has wider implications for how we
make sense of Homeric epic.

First, our argument indicates that this analytic and cognitive theory can provide
analysts with the tools to look for coherency in Homeric epic. After all, aspect perception
invites us to examine how later poets attempted to form coherent presentations. For example,
we have noted that the internal relation in aspect perception is responsible for the primary
narrator presenting the dead diversely. Our analysis of this perceptual phenomenon, then,
suggests that the poets were acting out of cognitive necessity when they presented the dead in
diverse ways. This implies that later poets were prone to describing the dead contradictorily
because they noticed different constituent parts of Homer’s description of the yvyai. The
implication of this study is that cognitive and phenomenological approaches can explain how

later poets arrived at different interpretations of the Homeric text. This means that further
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research needs to be done on how cognitive theories can disambiguate conflicting
descriptions that were the product of compositional strata. Homeric compositionality has not
been the focus of this thesis and we have been unable to explore this issue in further detail.
Nevertheless, the application of aspect perception invites us to see how cognitive theory can
explain how later poets create diverse images in an effort to be coherent.

Second, aspect perception can be a model that can help us make sense of Homeric
similes. In Chapter Two, for instance, I looked at the baroque simile in Odyssey 24.5-9 where
the dead that go to Hades are compared to bats. This simile, I argued, was a “basic” example
of aspect perception. However, this discussion raises other research questions which are
worth exploring: namely, to what extent can all similes be products of aspect perception?
After all, noticing an aspect, Wittgenstein tells us, involves seeing a likeness between
something and something else and indeed we see a likeness between two entities in a simile.
Aspect perception, then, potentially has a deeper role in Homer’s presentations and one that
is worth examining in greater detail.

My overall argument is that the contradictory presentations of the dead are images
which emerge from the narrator’s and characters’ ability to utilise aspect perception. This
wider argument is however limited by the fact that there are other descriptions in Homeric
epic which are seemingly contradictory. In the introduction, I suggested that the descriptions
of the dead belong to a special group that is different from some of the other contradictory
descriptions we have seen in Homeric epic. On the one hand, I mentioned that the
contradictions are so intricately merged together that we cannot isolate the witless dead from
the lively dead in the way we could with nuptial practices. On the other hand, I have
suggested that the brief descriptions of the dead all conform to a guiding principle whereby
the ghost must appear contradictorily through the poets’ ability to merge together different

formulaic phrases.
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This line of argument has been useful for avoiding analyst objections. Nevertheless,
there are, for instance, other ambiguous presentations of the dead which aspect perception
cannot explain. Analysts who observe these passages may find reason to doubt the
application of aspect perception as a model. We note the confusing description of Teiresias
drinking the blood in the Nekyia:>**

NA0e §” &mi woym OnPaiov Tepesioo

xpOGEOV oKNTTPOV EYV, EUe & EYVm Kol TPOGEEUTEY:

‘droyeveg Aaeptiddn, moivunyay’ ‘Odveced,

tint’ odt’, @ dVotnve, MOV Pphog Heiolo

HAvbec, depa 101 vékvag Kai dtepméa ydPov;

GaAL” dmoydleo BOOpov, dmicye & phoyavov 6&V,

atpatog dppa miom Kai ot vnueptén inwm.

It is noted in 147-153 that the dead need to drink the blood to recognise and speak to
Odysseus. But contradictorily Teiresias, who, according to Circe, retains his wits, drinks the
blood to speak meaningfully to Odysseus. This is a strange presentation of the prophet which
our aspect perception model cannot explain. There is, after all, no feature of Teiresias’
character that leads Odysseus qua narrator to this view. Likewise, Heracles’ appearance at the
end of the Nekyia (601-630) cannot be explained as an exercise of aspect perception.>** So
too, there are notable differences between Iliad 23 and the Nekyia that our model cannot
explain. We have for instance said that the dead, in the Nekyia, speak to Odysseus by
themselves when he gua focaliser sees the dead as embodied life-like beings. This is not the
case in /liad 23: there is no indication that the ghost of Patroclus speaks independently

because Achilles saw the dead as lively. As we mentioned, it is not the case in Homer that

542 0d. 11.90-96.
543 On this part of the Nekyia, see Karanika 2011: 1-27.
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characters are said to be lucid dreamers and it is assumed that the primary narrator sees the
shade as a replica of the living person in almost every way bar bodily substance.

These are the limitations of the model, and it is not the case that seeing-as can resolve
all of the interpretative difficulties surrounding the dead. Nevertheless, the model does go a
long way to explaining why the dead are presented so diversely in Homeric epic. Achilles
sees the ghost of Patroclus as the embodied person because there is a likeness between the
ghost and the living Patroclus. Odysseus sees the ghosts inconsistently as lively and as
witless because the shade, like Wittgenstein’s double cross, has conflicting intrinsic
properties. The dead can see themselves, at one moment, as wraiths, and, at another moment,
as corpses, because the dead have the same selfhood as the living person. This means that the
dead are similar to Jastrow’s duck-rabbit since both animals have the same shape, in just the
same way that the ghost and the corporeal person have the same identity relationship. What
we have come to conclude from this thesis is that aspect perception can help us to understand
how the Homeric characters and the primary narrator make sense of the uncanny Homeric

underworld.
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