
1

University College London

Department of Greek and Latin

Epic Journeys:

Studies in the Reception of the Hero and Heroism

in Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica

A thesis submitted to University College London

For the degree of Doctor of Philosophy

by

Bellini Boyten

September 2010



2

Declaration

I, Bellini Boyten confirm that the work presented in this thesis is my own. Where

information has been derived from other sources, I confirm that this has been indicated in

the thesis.



3

Thesis Abstract

Quintus scholarship has experienced something of a renaissance over the last decade.

However, it is now seventy years since the last monograph that focused on the Homeric

heroes of his epic (Mansur, 1940). It is time for a reappraisal and this thesis, which utilizes

modern theoretical techniques and methodologies, seeks to meet this need. My study is

predominantly concerned with the reception of the hero in Quintus’ Posthomerica, but I

also use these receptions to explore Quintus’ epic poetics. Unlike Mansur, I explore not

only Homer’s heroes but also heroes that did not feature in the Iliad, including the narrator

himself. In my Introduction, I consider central questions relating to Quintus and his poem;

for instance, who was he? when was he working? did he have access to the Epic Cycle?

and did he engage with Latin literature? A brief summary of my thesis chapters is also

included.

The five chapters are sequenced in such a way as to suggest thematic developments in my

study, and Quintus’ work. Each chapter begins with a character study of the eponymous

hero, I then view the characters as signifiers – embodiments of centrally important ideas,

regarding epic and beyond. Chapter I: Penthesileia - after exploring Penthesileia’s

aristeia, I consider wider issues of women, gender and epic anomaly. Chapter II: Achilleus

- I view Achilleus in action, as the model for other heroes and in reminiscence. Chapter

III: Nestor – Nestor (with other gerontes, like Priam) becomes a paradigm for multiple

meanings of ‘diminishment’, and traditional inter-generational degeneration is inverted.

Chapter IV: Neoptolemos – Achilleus’ son challenges the negative portrayals which

dominated the tradition and shows himself to be more than a worthy heir both to Quintus’

and to Homer’s Achilleus. Chapter V: Primary Narrator - Quintus’ Narrator reveals

himself as poet-hero throughout. I explore his language, learnedness and character, as

Neoptolemos’ heir.
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General Introduction:

Beginning the Journey

The focus for my thesis is Quintus Smyrnaeus’ Posthomerica. An important aim of my

project is to explore Quintus’ receptions of the hero. In four of my five chapters I begin

with Quintus’ characterization of key figures, and the models which he invokes by, and

for, the construction of character(s). Thus, I explore Quintus’ intertextual engagement

with previous authors as well, especially Homer. The heroes are: Penthesileia, Achilleus,

Nestor and Neoptolemos. The scope of my study, however, goes beyond the delineation of

character. I also view the selected heroes as ‘signifiers’1 of wider phenomena, both intra-

and meta-textual. For instance, I explore Penthesileia’s character construction, and her

portrayal as emblematic of Quintus’ treatment of women and gender more generally. In

this way I show how Quintus also makes use of the conventions of epic on a metapoetic

level. This reading strategy is perhaps most apparent in my final chapter on the Primary

Narrator, whom I (like Quintus) treat as a hero of sorts.

Quintus’ Reception2

Quintus, like his heroes, has had a chequered past. Excluding references to the Vision of

Dorotheos,3 no other ancient references to him survive. Eustathius and Tzetzes name him

in the twelfth century, and in a thirteenth century scholium of the Geneva manuscript, he is

cited as Kointos ho poietes, author of Ta meth’ Homeron.4 Baumbach and Bär note that,

“the text of the Posthomerica as such came down to us in some twenty manuscripts of

which three put it between the Homeric epics.”5 So, its Middle Age transmission - being

1 For use of this term, see Saussure (2006), 74: “To signify means both to provide a sign with an idea and to
provide an idea with a sign”.
2 For Quintus’ reception, I make particular use of Baumbach and Bär (2007), 15-25.
3 See below, Quintus in Context(s).
4 Schol. Gen. Il. 2.119: ‘You must know, then, that Achilleus finishes him [= Thersites] off, as Quintus the
poet (my translation) reports in his Posthomerica’, noted in Baumbach and Bär (2007), 15n.70. See The
Historical Author, below.
5 Baumbach and Bär (2007), 16; see too their footnotes, 16ns.71 and 72, relating to transmission.
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sandwiched between the Homeric epics - may indicate its status.6 From the Renaissance to

the Enlightenment, the poem enjoyed positive attention. Equally, it is telling that Quintus’

poem survived and flourished “through late antiquity to the Byzantine Middle Ages”,

surviving as “the only full-scale poetic narrative in Greek of the war’s main events”

(James, 2005, 364).7 The fifteenth-century Byzantine scholar Constantine Lascaris

describes Quintus as consummately Homerikotatos: Quintus “was a very good poet and

aimed to imitate Homer on a large scale by taking over everything from him, (...) which

makes him look like a perfect poet (teleion poieten). As he was so much like Homer

(Homerikotatos), he wanted to do in a Homer-like way what had been left over by Homer

from the Iliad.”8 In the Renaissance world, such comments were not negative. Rather,

they communicated Quintus’ abilities as a worthy Homeric heir.9 Later, in the nineteenth

century, Quintus was equally well received. For instance, Gottfried Hermann states that

“Quintus’ epic poem is the best after Homer’s.”10

Quintus’ more recent reception was less positive. In the twentieth-century, Lloyd-Jones

comments: “Among the late Greek epic poets Quintus is by far the worst .... ,”11 and that

“the anaemic pastiche served up by Quintus is utterly devoid of life” (1969, 101; review of

Combellack’s translation). There have even been articles that overtly address his poetic

merits, or lack of them, such as Schmidt’s, ‘Quintus von Smyrna – der schlechteste Dichter

des Altertums?’ (1999). Quintus’ artistry has also been called into question. Keydell

comments that Quintus shows “lack of imagination”, and that his “style is determined by

deficiency in linguistic creativity”.12

6 Or, perhaps, its functional, rather than literary, qualities.
7 See Quintus and the Epic Cycle, below.
8 Baumbach and Bär (2007), 16 and 16n.74.
9 Quintus also alludes to his own ability to buck the epic trend of inter-generational degeneration, see Ch.III.
Throughout my study, ‘Ch’. refers to the Chapter; Parts within that Chapter, simply the number. So: Ch.I.1
= Chapter I, Part 1, etc.; just ‘1’ = Part 1 of the Chapter, etc.
10 Hermann (1840), 257, cited in Baumbach and Bär (2007), 24; also positive comments of Paley (1876), 7,
in Baumbach and Bär (2007), 24-25.
11 As in Baumbach and Bär (2007), 23.
12 Keydell (1963), 1293, as Baumbach and Bär, ibid. For further twentieth-century critiques, including
Vian’s, see Baumbach and Bär (2007), 24.
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Recently, however, there seems to have been a positive shift in the way that Quintus is

being received. An international conference on Quintus was held in Zurich in 2006,13 and

its proceedings published the following year (Baumbach and Bär, 2007). Such attention is

a rarity indeed, as the budding Quintus scholar will know – cast your eye through the Index

of many texts of classical literary scholarship, and you will find a conspicuous gap

between ‘Propertius’ and ‘Sallust’; if occupied by any ‘Qs’, it is far more likely to be

Quintilian than Quintus; the same can be said for the learned shelves of classical libraries,

where little more than half a dozen books on Quintus (including Vian’s set,14 and three or

four translations), are sandwiched between the more accepted ‘heavyweights’. Thus

Baumbach and Bär’s Quintus Smyrnaeus: Transforming Homer in Second Sophistic Epic

(2007), is a welcome and much needed literary addition – as the ‘gap’ between the Iliad

and the Odyssey needed filling, so too modern scholarship on Quintus. James and Lee

published a commentary on Posthomerica V (2000); James published a new English

translation (2004); Gärtner’s monograph on Quintus and Virgil (2005). In 2008,

Carvounis completed her commentary on Posthomerica XIV, and, most recently, Bär

published part of his thesis on Posthomerica I (2009).15 Thus Quintus is again

experiencing something of a renaissance. This thesis locates itself firmly within the

contemporary re-evaluation of Quintus, while offering a complementary line of research

which focuses firmly on the hero.

Quintus in Context(s)

i) The Historical Author

Quintus is famously located in Smyrna (modern Izmir) on the West coast of Asia Minor on

the basis of the autobiographical passage (Post. XII.306-13).16 The locale has poetic

13 In the Classical Association Annual Conference (Liverpool, 2008), Bär, Boyten, Carvounis and Maciver
[panel organizer], focused on Quintus: ‘Quintus of Smyrna with and without Homer’.
14 His parallel texts (1963/2003; x3), Recherchés and Manuscrite (both 1959), and (with Battegay) Lexique
(1984).
15 Also, Gärtner, Jahn and König (all 2009); Carvounis, Sánchez Hernández, and Maciver’s completed thesis
on intertextual engagement in Quintus (all 2008).
16 This, and other aspects of Quintus in Context(s), are discussed in Ch.V.
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Quintus’ date is significant because it has direct bearing on the poetic purpose. Two

passages in the poem stand out as possible evidence.25 In Posthomerica VI.532-36,

reference is made to the use of wild beasts in the arena for public executions. Next, in

XIII.336-41 it is noted that Aeneas is destined to go to the Tiber, and found a great city and

empire. Both examples locate Quintus’ work within Roman times. The latter reference

may well indicate a terminus ante quem because the centre of power shifted to

Constantinople in 330 AD. A work that Quintus could well have influenced, Triphiodoros’

Alosis Iliou, is dated no later than the mid-fourth century AD because of a papyrus

fragment.26 A terminus post quem of 180AD seems likely because Quintus appears

indebted to Oppian’s didactic Halieutika in two fishing similes (VII.569-75 and IX.172-

77), and in a digression on a fisherman killed in battle (XI.56-5). The Halieutika is dated

between 176-180 AD by its dedication to Marcus Aurelius and Commodus.

A papyrus codex that was published in 1984 could also help with Quintus’ date.27 In it is

contained a Greek hexameter poem of approximately 630 lines. The piece is entitled The

Visions of Dorotheos, and it claims to be an autobiographical record of a Christian’s vision

in ‘the house of god’. Its story of persecution and punishment may be reference to

persecutions in the early church. Its language is mainly Greek epic, with many words and

phrases recalling Homer. However, at l.300 the author calls himself Dorotheos Kuntiades,

‘Dorotheos, son of Quintus’;28 the Greek for Quintus is Kointos, thus Kuntiades is the

Greek equivalent of the Latin Quintiades, ‘son of Quintus’ (presumably, ‘Quintus’ would

have been a common name under the Empire, but these other factors noted above and

following, though not necessarily conclusive, suggest a fairly persuasive argument for

origin). This patronymic style is epic in nature, and perhaps alludes to the Posthomerica

poet’s focus. Furthermore, the following colophon occurs at the poem’s end: ‘the end of

the vision of Dorotheos son of the poet Quintus’.

25 See James (2004), xvii-xx.
26 The Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 2946, vol. 41 (1972), 9-10, James (2004), xxxvii n.7.
27 Bodmer Papyrus 29, Vision de Dorotheos (1984), ed. Hurst, Reverdin, and Rudhart (James, 2004, xxxvii
n.10.)
28 Perhaps a ‘gift’, indeed, considering the lack of evidence.
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Trojan War, role of the gods, and pursuit of glory, etc.). The poem thus appears a natural

and purposeful link between the two Homeric works. This, in itself, is extremely

important. In form, the poem sits comfortably alongside Homer, and one could think of it

almost as the third Homeric epic, because it bridges the gap between both Homeric works.

Although it covers the chronological divide between the Homeric epics, to think of the

Posthomerica as a mere ‘filler’ would be to overlook a simple but crucial fact. Even in a

cultured age, composing thousands of hexameters is an arduous task. Had Quintus simply

wanted to cover the story linking the end of the Iliad with the beginning of the Odyssey, he

could have chosen a more compressed form, such as that used by Ovid in his

Metamorphoses, or Apollodorus/ Pseudo-Apollodorus’ mythographic Library. While

there is an unmistakable episodic structure to the Posthomerica,35 Quintus’ choice of

subject and genre (like Virgil, but more so)36 and (for all the differences) the monumental

scale of the composition align him extremely closely with Homer. This is a large and bold

project. In addition, Quintus also makes abundant use of Homeric compositional

techniques, from epic hexameter and Homeric characterization, to type-scenes (such as

arming, and individual and group laments). So, Quintus’ ‘Homeric’ narrative coverage

and manner of coverage overtly reveal his self-conscious effort to align himself with

Homer, the ‘Poet’. Thus perceived, the poem communicates Quintus’ ambition to do more

than add some interim narrative information. In a sense, it exploits Homer himself as a

signifier, not only of the Iliad and Odyssey, their characters, narratives and themes, but

also as the paradigm of literary excellence. Such alignment also impacts on the later poet

himself.37

However, although Homer is the dominant influence through whom Quintus conveys his

heroes and narratives, the different genres through which his characters and themes were

filtered in the centuries which intervened between Homer and Quintus, mean that other

intermediary texts inevitably impact on his presentation of character and context. Again

this is more than just an issue of narrative content. The poetic tradition came to Quintus

35 See The Epic Cycle and Quintus below.
36 Although written in epic hexameter, with many Trojan War heroes and similar heroic themes, the Aeneid
was composed in Latin, and its central focus is Aeneas, his adventures post Trojan War and Rome.
37 In this regard, it is also helpful to bear in mind Virgil and his Aeneid.
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But, as I argue in Chapter II, the Posthomerica is not without its own form of cohesion.

Unity is attributed to the Iliad because of the unifying theme of Achilleus’ menis.45 Yet,

Quintus’ Achilleus also acts as a cohesive force, dominating the first five books, and then

re-emerging especially as Neoptolemos (as I discuss in Chapter IV), and a host of other

heroes throughout. Thus, like Callimachus, Quintus ‘plays’ with epic forms and genres,

and in true Hellenistic style, offers novel renderings of established forms. I also show that

assumptions are made on Quintus’ part, with reference to the learnedness of his readers (a

Hellenistic trait). This is apparent from the high degree of allusivity throughout. Yet the

text can be appreciated on a more superficial level, too, as, simply, the “the only full-scale

poetic narrative in Greek of the war’s main events”46 (this in itself, also marks their

importance) - that is, from the end of the Iliad to the beginning of the Odyssey.

Above I have discussed aspects of Quintus’ ambition, regarding Homer and later writers,

and noted the narrative coverage associated with Homer. However, in view of the

narrative content one cannot ignore the importance of the Epic Cycle in Quintus’ project.

The Epic Cycle and Quintus

Quintus covers the narrative of the Trojan Cycle,47 the Trojan War ‘stories’ that constitute

part of the so-called Epic Cycle. The Trojan Cycle consisted of eight poems including the

Iliad and the Odyssey.48 Much of the story covered in the Cypria (from Zeus conferring

with Themis about the Trojan War, and Peleus and Thetis’ ill-starred wedding, to the

seduction of Helen and Greek expedition to Troy) deals with events leading up to the Iliad.

The poems which cover the narrative following on from the end of the Iliad to just before

the beginning of the Odyssey are as follows (number of books based on Proklos’

45 See Aristotle, Poet. 1459a-b, and 1451a.
46 James (2005), 364.
47 On Quintus and the Epic Cycle, see James (2004), xvii-xxi On the Epic Cycle, Burgess (2005; 2001);
West (2003), 2-4; OCD (2003), 531; Davies (2001), 1-10. Also helpful are Griffin (1977), and Willcock
(1997).
48 In sequence: Cypria, Iliad, Aithiopis, Ilias Mikra, Iliou Persis, Nostoi, Odyssey, Telegony. See the OCD
(2003), 531.
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summaries are in brackets):49 Aithiopis (5); Ilias Mikra, ‘Little Iliad’ (4); Iliou Persis,

‘Sack of Ilion’ (2); Nostoi, ‘Returns’ (5).

Subdivisions of individual Cyclic books are as follows (with Posthomerica coverage). I

make use of West’s numberings for the Cycle,50 and these numberings reflect cyclic

sequence:51

i) Aithiopis (five books): Penthesileia’s arrival, aristeia; and death at the hands of

Achilleus (Aith. Arg.1; Post. I); the same for Memnon (Aith. Arg.2; Post. II); Achilleus’

death (Aith. Arg.3; Post. III); Funeral Games for Achilleus (Aith. Arg.4; Post. IV) and the

beginning of the Hoplon Krisis (Aith. Arg.4; Post. V);

ii) Ilias Mikra (four books): awarding of arms, and Aias’ suicide (Il. M. Arg.1; Post. V);

recruitment of Neoptolemos (from Skyros)/ arrival and aristeia of Neoptolemos (Il. M.

Arg.3; Post. VII)/ death of Eurypylos (by Neoptolemos) (Il. M. Arg.3; Post. VIII); the

Wooden Horse (Il. M. Arg.5; Post. XII);

iii) Iliou Persis (two books): Sack of Troy (Il. P. Arg.2; Post. XIII) – including deaths of

Priam (by Neoptolemos); sacrifice of Polyxena (Il. P. Arg.4; Post. XIV);

iv) Nostoi (five books): departure of the Greeks (Il. P. Arg.3; Nost. 3)/ destruction of Greek

Wall (and many Greeks because of the lesser Aias’ sacrilege [rape of Cassandra at

Athene’s altar])/ scattering of surviving Greeks (including Odysseus) (Il. P. Arg. 2; Post.

XIV).

Closer analysis reveals further elements that ‘match’ Quintus’ (such as the recruitment of

Philoktetes, and appearance of Achilleus’ ghost). But this is not the point. The episodes,

self-contained mini-narratives, generally dictate those covered by Quintus, in terms of

49 Proklos notes the number of Trojan Cycle books (and authors). See West (2003): Aith., pp. 110-11; Ilias
Mikra, pp. 120-21; Iliou Persis, pp. 142-43; Nostoi, pp.154-55.
50 West (2003).
51 The Cypria is also relevant but for epanalepsis: West Cyp. Args.1-12.
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‘So in this respect, too, compared with all other poets Homer may seem ...

divinely inspired, in that even with the Trojan war, which has a beginning and

an end, he did not endeavour to dramatize it as a whole ... As it is, he takes

one part of the story only and uses many incidents from other parts ... the

others, on the contrary, all write about a single hero or about a single period or

about a single action with a great many parts, the authors, for example, of the

Cypria and the Little Iliad.’ (Poetics, 1459a-b)56

Hellenistic writers, like Callimachus,57 also express criticisms of the episodic narratives.

Thus, it can be seen that many years before Quintus, limitation and rejection of cyclic

narratives were voiced. This is relevant, because it indicates some reason for their

diminished circulation and scarcity, some six hundred or so years later, in the third-century

AD.

But, it is evident that, in some form, Quintus had access to Cyclic material; it is the precise

form(s) of the Cyclic material that is the enigma, though, not only for Quintus scholarship

(of course, this need not necessarily be restricted to text, as other art forms, such as

iconography, conveyed Cyclic episodes, and it had been thoroughly covered in tragedy).58

Baumbach and Bär note, in reference to Quintus and the Epic Cycle that, “we do not know

with certainty whether these texts were still accessible or already (partially) lost in the third

century A.D.”59 The poem did not need to have disappeared completely; it might simply

be that the long-term lack of demand (evidenced in the lack of papyrus fragments) had

resulted in limited availability of texts. Then again, it may simply be that the Epic Cycle

could be found but was no longer read, thus offering Quintus an opportunity - and an

adventure, if he was addressing a narrative sequence he knew not to be popular.

56 Unless otherwise stated, I use Fyfe’s translation for the Poetics (1953).
57 See Ambition, above,
58 See Gantz (1996), esp. chs. 16 and 17; on the visual arts, Scherer (1964); Woodford (1998); Carpenter
(1996), esp. ch. 9.
59 Baumbach and Bär (2007), 1.
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In order to get a clearer idea of Quintus’ project, it is worth revisiting once more the

question of date. If, as now commonly believed, Quintus worked in the third century AD,

he is not ‘merely’60 bridging the gaps between the Homeric poems, he is also substituting

the ‘missing’ (if not literally, then metaphorically) corpus – the Cycle. There are further

reasons for such composition during this period. Epic genre represents an ancient Greek

voice under the Roman Empire. So, in this sense, renewed interest in the Cycle indicates a

cultural presence, and reaffirmation of Greek primacy.61 Unlike Homer, Quintus shows a

certain partisanship for the Greeks, as Virgil had for the Trojans; for instance, Quintus’

‘hapless’ (dusammoron) Sinon appears the victim to barbaric Trojans (Post. XII.360-73;

cf. Aen. II.73ff.), and his Neoptolemos is far less ‘degenerate’ with Priam than Virgil’s

Pyrrhus (Post. XIII.213-50; Aen. II.526-58).62

Epic Journeys

Quintus’ characters come to him with a long history, and are mainly recognizable in that

they bear many similarities to their Homeric counterparts. Quintus most often conveys

their essences through recourse to the Homeric prototypes; for example, defining

characteristics (Achilleus as ‘angry’; Odysseus as ‘wily’; Nestor as old), type-scenes

(duels; laments), and motifs (arming), strongly suggests certain heroes. Of course (as with

inscription in vase-painting), ‘labelling’ (= naming) is the key identifier. The poem is

saturated with such examples, dealing with (as Homer) the Trojan War, and its heroes.

However, Quintus also tampers with these configurations, not only with regard to

characters who echo ‘themselves’ (e.g. earlier representations of that same hero), but also

of those where a hero evokes a different hero (e.g. Quintus’ Penthesileia recalling Homer’s

Hektor).63

In its simplest form, taking Achilleus as an example, Quintus’ Achilleus can recall his

Homeric counterpart (as expected, most usually (though not exclusively) this applies to the

Iliadic Achilleus). Name initially marks both ‘Achilleuses’ as the ‘same’ hero; yet similar

60 See Ambition, above.
61 See ‘Second Sophistic’ below.
62 For detailed discussion, see Ch.IV.1.3-5.
63 See Ch.I.1.1.
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action, speech and description further reinforce their oneness. Though we know this is not

Homer’s Achilleus, it is still Achilleus; the close similarities between these models create

the illusion that this is the same Achilleus (and indeed, Homer’s Achilleus, at times). This

has important implications for the text and poet, too. Quintus’ Achilleus may also evoke

other Homeric heroes, and, indeed, other literatures, and figures in literature, and so on.64

In principle, this can also be applied to groups; for instance a type-scene, such as group

laments, that could evoke the same in Homer (the Iliad), though the context (and

characters) may well be very different. In Chapter I, I show this to be the case, with

recourse not only to Homeric laments, but also to laments from the Greek tragedians. Such

reconfigurations, not only of Homer, but also of intervening post-Homeric models, are

central to Quintus’ poetic technique. It is the complex interplay between these various

models (characters) and texts (narratives) that give the Posthomerica its high degree of

allusivity.

Finally, it is also worth considering that marked similarity between works is not the only

way that authors can engage with other texts. Equally effective can be a deviation from a

model to show engagement; for instance, in an arming-scene involving Penthesileia,65

Quintus’ deviation from the Homeric norm (substituting the double-sided axe for the more

conventional spear) is not suggestive of ignorance on the receiver’s part. Rather, it

conveys his familiarity with the earlier model. In this I am not suggesting that in each

different version there is necessarily a connexion or knowledge. Instead, each case should

be judged individually.66

This is perhaps an appropriate moment to add a word of caution. Quintus was writing

almost a millennium after the monumental composition of the Homeric poems, and he

lived in a rhetorical age. In this context it is over-simplistic to begin from questions of

64 E.g. as I discuss in Ch.II.1: after his killing by Apollo, Achilleus is lamented, like the Iliadic Patroklos, for
his ‘gentleness’; so too, his ghostly demand for Polyxena echoes Euripides’ Hekabe; and his ghostly warning
to Neoptolemos recalls Herakles’ warning to Neoptolemos in Sophocles’ Philoktetes; see Ch.IV.1.3.
65 See Ch.I.1.4ii.
66 See James (2007). See below, Quintus and Rome.
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representational realism and psychological insight.67 When I explore Quintus’ heroes, I

view them on the terms that make sense of his work: Quintus, as I hope to show, is

predominantly interested with the effects of the reception of his heroes, for instance, in

evoking earlier texts and models, and communicating ideas; so, how ‘realistic’/‘believable’

his characters are is of secondary importance. I am more interested, accordingly, in

exploring the reception of the hero and heroism in Quintus on these grounds, as signifiers,

not those of ‘realism’.68

Quintus and Rome

For anyone composing Trojan War epic under the Empire Homer’s was not the only

shadow; there was another, Virgil. James comments: “It seems to have been unusual, in

spite of widespread bilingualism and overwhelming influence of Greek literature on Latin,

for a Greek to make creative use of Latin poetry.” This, and Quintus’ perceived merits (or

lack of them),69 are the key reasons why it has often been considered that Quintus would

not have engaged with Latin literature.

Vian (1959;70 1963, 1966, 1969) argued that Virgil and Quintus made use of ‘hypothetical

lost sources’.71 Thus, any similarities were not based upon Quintus making use of Virgil

directly. In his commentary on Posthomerica XII (the ‘Wooden Horse’ episode), M.

Campbell (1981) follows Heinze72 and Vian, concerning engagement with Latin sources.

Gärtner’s monograph on the use of Virgil in the Greek literature under the Empire (2005),

explores possible engagement (similarities, for instance in Priam’s death-scene); she notes

that her findings are inconclusive – it is not clear whether Quintus made use of Latin

sources. Keydell (1931),73 argued that Quintus was directly influenced by Virgil; for

instance Quintus’ use of the testudo (Post. XI.359-64) recalling the same in Virgil (Aen.

67 Cf. Homer’s Achilleus; on which, see Zanker (1997), esp. chs 3 and 4; also, Nethercut (1976), which
inspired my title.
68 On characterization, Pelling (1990); Gill (1998), on Platonic and Aristotelian views, 99-107.
69 The author does not agree with this. See Quintus’ Reception.
70 Vian (1959), 17-109.
71 Erbse (1971), 567-68, quoted by James (2007), 148.
72 Heinze (1915), 63-91, as noted in James (2007), 146.
73 James (2007), 147.
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IX.505-18). There is convincing logic in Erbse’s review of Vian’s 1969 Bude edition of

the Posthomerica: “The burden of proof rests with anyone who argues that Virgil could

have been ignored by an epic poet of Quintus’ time who treated the fall of Troy.”74

Regarding Quintus’ engagement with Rome,75 I consider possible correspondences in my

studies on Penthesileia (Ch.I), Neoptolemos (Ch.IV), and the Primary narrator (Ch.V); for

instance, the manner and response evoked by Penthesileia’s/Camilla’s initial battle charge:

women marvel (thaumazon,76 Post. I.404; miratur, Aen. VII.813). Both ride their horses

into battle (Post. I.171; Aen. VII.804), and are killed on them (Post. I.612; Aen. XI.827);

function to activate warring responses from other women (thus explore gender boundaries;

Post. I.403-48; Aen. XI.891-95).77 Similarly, both are faulted in their over-estimation of

their fighting abilities – they both promise to face the mightiest opponents (Achilleus and

Aeneas) alone (hupescheto, *mega phroneous’, Post. I.93ff.; *audeo ...78 promitto ...

solaque ... contra, Aen. XI.502-04). The prominence of an unusual weapon in

Penthesileia’s arming scene is also noteworthy. Quintus follows the Homeric arming

motifs closely in terms of objects and sequence: greaves, breastplate, sword, shield,

helmet.79 However, whereas Homer caps each of the four arming scenes with the spear(s),

Quintus gives Penthesileia an amphitupon bouplega, a ‘double-sided axe’ (Post. I.159);

this exotic weapon has meanings within the text as it conveys Penthesileia’s ‘otherness’

(foreign, woman, female warrior, etc.).80 Such an unusual weapon, given such profile

marks the object and its wielder: double-sided axe + battling female = Amazon Queen

(Penthesileia). The equation maps easily onto Virgil: double-sided axe + battling female =

Volscian Queen (Camilla), where Camilla’s weapon is a bipennem (Aen. XI.651). In the

Aeneid, Virgil also tells us, ironically, that Camilla is modeled on the Amazons (Aen.

74 James (2007, 148), quotes Erbse (1971), 567-68.
75 See James for Quintus and Virgil (2007), 149-57; James and Lee for Quintus and Ovid (2000), esp. 80-82,
91-93.
76 There is a possible pun here: thaumazon/ Amazon; this is given significance through context on a number
of levels: on the page, gunaikes immediately precedes thaumazon, and, in the story, the women are ‘amazed’
by the Amazon.
77 War = men’s work/ wool and distaff = women’s work is used in connexion with both (Post. I.445-46; Aen.
VII.805-07), although this has an obvious precedent in Hektor‘s famous lines to Andromache (Il. VI.490-94).
78 mega phroneous’ ‘too much desire’ and audeo ‘I dare’ are also particularly noteworthy, and they convey
the idea of pride.
79 Iliad III.330ff., XI.17ff., XVI.131ff. and XIX.369ff.
80 See Cartledge (1993), esp., chs. 1-5.
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XI.648-63). In this context, the irony is that Penthesileia passes through a Latin

intermediary to become, again, her Greek self.

Priam’s death-scene is another case in point (Post. XII.213-50). Priam’s meeting with

Neoptolemos, in this episode, clearly evokes that between Priam and Achilleus from Iliad

XXIV. Virgil’s engagement with the same Iliadic scene further complicates the allusion

(Aen. II.). However, various aspects link the versions: recourse to Priam’s ill-fate (kakon,

Post. XIII.250; fatorum, sorte, Aen. II.554, 555); reference to seeing the burning of Troy

(Post. XIII.232-33; Aen. II.554-55); Priam’s fall from greatness – ‘once lord of so many

tribes and lands, the Monarch of Asia’81 (Aen. II.556-57)/ ‘(Priam’s) wealth and lineage

and his numerous offspring’82 (Post. XIII.246). A strong contrast is drawn between

Priam’s’ present state (dead), and that of the prosperity of his past. In this there are further

similarities. Both episodes’ note Priam’s’ decapitation (Post. XIII.241-45; Aen. II.558);

although Virgil does not include description of the actual decapitation itself.

I make a similar case for Roman influence in the Primary Narrator (Ch.V), including

reference to the Empire (Post. XIII.336-41; cf. Aen. I.286-88), the testudo passage (Post.

XI.359-64; Aen. II.438-68, IX.505-18) and the Games (VI.531-36). For these and the

above reasons, I consider Quintus to be directly engaging with Virgil, Latin literature, and

Rome in some form.

Methods, Approaches and Aims

As noted, Quintus has had his fair share of criticism. And, while there seems to be a very

healthy interest now in Second Sophistic in general,83 and also in Quintus’ work,84 there

has not been a substantial study of Quintus’ characters since M. Mansur (1940). These

81 Unless otherwise stated, I follow Fairclough’s translation of the Aeneid (1920 and 1960).
82 Unless otherwise stated, I follow James’ translation of the Posthomerica (2004).
83 The so-called ‘Second Sophistic’ (c. 50AD-250AD) marked a resurgence in expressing Greek cultural
identity. On the Second Sophistic and being Greek under the Empire, see, Whitmarsh (2008), ch. 7, (2008);
Goldhill (2001); Swain (1996); OCD (2003), 1377. On Quintus and the Second Sophistic, see Baumbach
and Bär (2007), Introduction, especially 8-15; also, in the same volume, Schubert, 339-55; Hadjittofi, 357-
78; Shorrock, 379-91; Usener, 393-409.
84 See Quintus’ Reception above.
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character studies, however, are very brief, and Mansur focuses on Homeric characters

only. Vian considers Quintus’ reception of heroes, especially in his Recherchés sur les

Posthomerica de Quintus de Smyrne (Paris, 1959) and his three volume edition of the

poem, Quintus de Smyrne, La suite d’Homere (Paris, respectively 1963, 1966, 1969; repr.

2003). Again, the character studies are very brief, and Vian concentrates more on possible

Quellenforschung.

My research differs from the above in important ways. I extend the scope of Mansur, by

exploring characters that do not feature in Homer or appear only indirectly or in passing

(namely, Penthesileia and Neoptolemos; I also analyze Quintus’ use of the Primary

Narrator), and expanding the depth of analysis. I further extend the scope of Mansur’s

work, by applying more modern theoretical approaches.85 Unlike Vian, I am more

interested in the dynamics of reception than in the identification of possible sources;

although this does not mean that I necessarily preclude the consideration of sources, if I

believe such analysis beneficial to my studies.

Within the focus of heroism in Quintus, two overriding themes unite my research: how

heroes are appropriated, and the impact of this reception. The former entails consideration

of the methods that Quintus uses to evoke such characters; and the latter, what the effects

of these receptions are, and possible reasons why? Here, I challenge the way that Quintus

himself has been largely received, arguing that (as many other more ‘acceptable’ classical

authors) his work is highly allusive, and, as such, benefits from, and indeed requires,

consideration of these factors to be better appreciated.

In each chapter I take the reception of a specific hero as the initial focus, and then consider

themes associated with them. In this way, I am exploring each hero as ‘signifier’, a

representation of a hero, but also much more. So, for instance, in my chapter on Quintus’

reception of Penthesileia, initially I explore how (models and methods made use of in her

reception) and to what effect (dynamics produced by such receptions) she is characterized.

85 Such as narratology, and intertextual readings. On modern literary theory and ancients texts, see Schmitz
(2007a).
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As a female warrior, a key consideration of Penthesileia’s characterization is the question

of gender within (and without) epic. Next, I extend this scope by exploring women more

generally in the Posthomerica. As traditional modifiers of heroism, they should reinforce

gender stereotypes (e.g. women should stay at home, and not fight), and therefore the

actual convention of epic, yet Quintus uses them to challenge these very conventions. I

then explore the implications of Quintus’ treatment of women for the presentation of men

in the Posthomerica also: in this sense, Quintus’ exploration of gender in epic embodies a

highly allusive approach to epic itself, and, indeed, the art of its construction. Through

this method, I hope to show how close readings of characters in Quintus convey his

approach to (and challenge of) epic, and poetics. This is why I view it as helpful to

explore the characters as signifiers – the specific conveys the general. I examine models,

to consider Quintus’ exploration of models. In this respect, too, my research expands

significantly on previous studies of character in Quintus.

Though my theme is not narrative as such, I make extensive use of narratological methods

in my research. I use this methodology because it is through analysis of the manner of

Quintus’ telling, that his characters, and therefore interests, can better be appreciated. In

this context, I make use especially of S. Richardson’s (1990), and de Jong’s (1987, 1997a,

2004a)86 narratological studies on Homer, and Hunter’s study on Apollonius Rhodius

(2004). I apply such readings throughout, for instance in exploring Quintus’ approach to

narration, e.g. his use of focalization (Ch.I, Andromache’s concern for Penthesileia),

internal and external analepses and prolepses (Ch.II, Achilleus’ ‘biography’), and the

poet’s voice (Ch.V, the Primary Narrator’ dominant voice).

I also explore Quintus’ engagement with tropes of the epic genre, for instance arming

scenes (Ch.I, Penthesileia, which strongly evokes such scenes in the Iliad), laments (Ch.I,

male and female laments, evoking Iliadic and tragic laments), and duels (Ch.I: Achilleus

and Penthesileia, strongly reminiscent of the Iliadic duel between Achilleus and Hektor;

and, similarly, Ch.II, Achilleus and Memnon). Furthermore, I make use of inter-

86 And, therefore, Genette (1983).
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/intratextual readings throughout my studies.87 This is a fundamental aspect of my

approach, and, although (as noted above) my focus is not on literary source, I show that

evocation of certain models, texts and authors (including those actually in the

Posthomerica, too) has a profound impact on the characterization of the heroes in the

Posthomerica.

Summary

Chapter I: Penthesileia

Initially, I look at Penthesileia, Amazon Queen and Hektor’s replacement. Quintus uses

the heroine to explore issues of gender. Traditionally, war is the male preserve, so her

presence can be understood to have multiple meanings in the text. Based on Homer’s

Hektor in many ways, Penthesileia is also striking as the femme fatale. Her presence

threatens not only Achilleus’ masculine heroism, but also the social structure through her

impact on women en masse. I explore Penthesileia’s characterization (especially through

her battle with Achilleus). Then, I consider further facets of her characterization, such as

her arming-scene, where this type-scene recalls Homer, but with important differences.

This can be understood to represent her ‘otherness’. I then extend my study to view gender

issues more widely; for instance the Tisiphone/Theano episode (Post. I.404-76), arguing

that the anomaly, Penthesileia, impacts upon the text in a broader sense, as Quintus uses

her presence to explore gender issues. This study is further extended as I show a

continuation of this trend through analysis of, this time, the male in Quintus, and,

specifically, his tendency for lament where previously, e.g. Iliad, this sphere was largely

occupied by the female. Thus, I argue, Penthesileia’s presence and its consequences can

be understood in a wider context as exploration not only of, and challenge to, gender, but

also with regards to other forms of convention, including genre itself.

Chapter II: Achilleus

Achilleus poses different problems for Quintus. This huge Homeric figure threatens to

dominate any text in which he figures, as he does the battlefield. Quintus conveys the

87 See Sharrock (2000), ch.1; Hinds (1998); Pucci (1995); Martindale (1993).
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magnitude of his heroic reputation through extremes in his characterization; for instance,

much reference is made to Achilleus’ gigantic size. Such amplification extends to his

unusually protracted and violent death-scene - Achilleus continues to kill even whilst

dying. Achilleus’ ‘end’ takes on further meaning, as it is something that not even Homer

achieves.88 Achilleus’ impact is great indeed, as Quintus chooses to focus on his Homeric

ferocity as his essential characteristic; this is brought to the fore through amplifying the

trait. Quintus’ Achilleus thus loses his Iliadic complexity, although his ‘essence’ is

entirely recognizable. Having established his Achilleus, I show how Quintus’ Achilleus

impacts on other pre-eminent heroes in the Posthomerica (e.g. Memnon, Neoptolemos,

Aias). It becomes clear that Quintus’ received model is internalized, and then employed as

a type of heroic archetype to characterize his other heroes. Thus, Quintus reconfigures the

Homeric hero, and signifier of Homer and the Iliad, again engaging with and challenging

the earlier model. Through such reconfiguring, it can be understood that Quintus himself

explicitly engages with early epic in the most overt of ways, firmly locating himself within

the genre via the most pointed marker of Homeric ‘epic-ness’. This also applies in Ch.V,

where I show that Quintus stakes further claim to Achilleus in his portrayal of a substantial

amount of his heroic biography. Quintus achieves this in numerous ways, namely through

secondary characters’ songs of Achilleus’ heroic biography, and the primary narrator’s

reminiscences of his deeds through reference to his war booty. The illusion of Achilleus’

full biography is thus created using allusion to events both within and beyond the

Posthomerica’s timeframe. Consequently, Quintus makes Achilleus very much his own,

as he aligns himself with the most Homeric of heroes. This can also be understood as

Quintus ‘writing’ himself into epic.

Chapter III: Nestor

Ch.III shares much with Ch.I. I begin with a character and explore associated ideas. I then

extend this approach to explore more widely related issues. Nestor is my initial focus, and

Quintus’ approach to ‘age’ the theme. I choose Nestor because he is the embodiment of

old age (as Achilleus is the hero), link with the past, memory, etc. Through analysis of the

geron, I show how Quintus explores representations of the past – this can be seen to have

88 The metapoetic implications are also explored; see Ch.II.1.2ii.
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meaning for his approach to epic; e.g. Nestor speaks far less in the Posthomerica. This can

be understood as comment on Nestor’s great agedness. Yet, it also indicates a diminishing

of other sorts – the impact of the past at a meta-literary level. Further studies reinforce this

premise, as I explore gerontes like Priam and Phoenix, and, finally, the ‘Golden Age’ of

heroes. Regarding the latter, the attribution of preternatural size and power to Quintus’

heroes like Achilleus, Memnon, Aias and Neoptolemos, and significant reduction in

exempla (where previously recourse to a glorious past and glorious heroes had featured in

Homer), can be understood to both diminish the impact of the heroic past (the previous

generations of heroes), and consequently elevate the heroic present (the heroes of Troy):

put simply, this means that the Trojan War heroes are shown to at least match the deeds of

the previous generation of heroes. This, I argue, has implications also at the level of text –

a severance of reliance on previous heroes/heroic epochs for inspiration, can be read as

meta-literary comment: i.e. the poem (Posthomerica) and poet (Quintus) are a literary

‘match’ for previous poems and poets (especially the Iliad/Homer). This much anticipates

my next chapter.

Chapter IV: Neoptolemos

Neoptolemos, like Penthesileia, allows Quintus a different kind of scope to that of Iliadic

heroes like Achilleus. As Penthesileia, Neoptolemos is an epic figure in outline, whom

Quintus ‘fleshes out’. I show that Neoptolemos ‘carries the banner’ for Quintus. He is the

new warrior, but exhibits innate brilliance. At multiple levels, Neoptolemos’

‘completeness’ is shown; e.g. in his mature prowess whilst practising war on Skyros, and

in the numerous recognition scenes that remind the reader that he really is heir to

Achilleus. Quintus takes him further, though. It is made clear that the young warrior is the

perfect substitute for Achilleus and more. Not only is he a match for his father physically,

conveyed through exceptional prowess and size (e.g. the ‘ease’ at which he wears

Achilleus arms), but he also has a level of sophistication and temperance which is at odds

with Achilleus – Posthomeric and Iliadic. This also has more profound meaning: Quintus’

hero (and poet) par excellence matches, and perhaps, surpasses the best that Homer can

produce. However, the charge directed at Quintus that he tends to idealize his heroes is

most apparent in Neoptolemos, whose more traditional negative portrayal is greatly
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diminished. This is especially evident in Priam’s death-scene. Here I compare Quintus’

version with Virgil’s: in Quintus, as Virgil, Neoptolemos kills Priam, but Priam’s desire to

die in the Posthomerica, and other factors, such as the Greek’s (rather than the more usual

Neoptolemos’) killing of Astyanax significantly reduce Neoptolemos’ more common

unsavoury portrayals. Quintus also omits allusion to Neoptolemos’ negative post-Troy

biography; e.g. his subsequent murder for killing Priam at Zeus’ altar. The effect, as with

Achilleus, amplifies the essential features of Quintus’ hero. Consequently, the portrayal

can also be read metapoetically as comment on the text, its poet, and its (Neoptolemos’)

multi-dimensional sophistication.

Chapter V: The Primary Narrator

This idea is extended in Ch.V. Though anachronistic, the ‘renaissance’ qualities that

Neoptolemos exhibits are echoed in part in the ‘character’ of the primary narrator, where a

strikingly post-Homeric figure emerges. I show that Quintus’ narrator is markedly

different from the Homeric narrator; e.g. the Posthomeric narrator is the dominant voice in

the epic, as opposed to Homer’s loquacious heroes. Quintus also blurs the boundaries

between narrator and character (in a sense like Penthesileia: male/female), as distinct

Homeric character/narrator-text merge. Furthermore, the relatively high proportion and

tone of gnomai visibly deviate from Homeric patterns, where Homer’s narrator leaves the

aphorisms to his heroes. My test-case analysis of Quintus’ use of interactional particles

(e.g. pou) highlights this feature and shows affinity with Hellenistic narrators, such as

Apollonius). Overt allusion to non-mythic phenomena, like the gladiatorial games and

Roman Empire, also contribute to this markedly different epic narrator. I explore the

noteworthy beginning and ending of the Posthomerica, the highly unusual delayed

invocation to the Muse, and Quintus’ famous ‘biography’ passage in Book XII. Here the

narrator all but steps out from behind his epic anonymity, revealing himself to be also a

reader of Hesiod, Herodotus and Callimachus. It is perhaps in this final, and rather

unusual, character study, that Quintus’ approach is most striking.89

89 Although ‘gentle’ Neoptolemos, gives him a run for his money. See Ch.IV.
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Pre-Script

Superficially, the ‘character’ of Quintus’ epic seems to be a fusion of Homeric

characterizations mapped onto Cyclic narratives. However, such broad outline grossly

underestimates Quintus’ project. Taking on the Cycle and Homer is no small task, and

these factors (whether or not and in what form the Cycle ‘remained’), reveal great ambition

on the part of the poet; perhaps more so when also considering the time at which he

worked (during the Imperial Period).

At the level of detail I show that through engagement with Homeric heroes, and over a

thousand years of other literatures, set within the general story frame of the Trojan Cycle,

Quintus is actually doing something far more creative than simply uniting epeisodia with

ethos. Through close focus on the hero(-ine), I hope that my study of Quintus will reveal

less an “anaemic pastiche ... utterly devoid of life,” but more of his art. And that, in his

own way, Quintus was ‘divinely inspired’, too.
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Chapter I: Penthesileia

Death and the Maiden

‘But go to the house and busy yourself with your own tasks, the loom and the distaff,

and tell your handmaids to ply their work: and war will be the concern for men …’

(Il. VI.490-92)90

Introduction

In this chapter I examine Quintus’ reception of Penthesileia.91 She is unusual in her place

as a woman amongst men. Nothing similar occurs in the Iliad.92 I will show that she

represents a larger engagement by Quintus with the issues of gender and more generally

with the nature of epic and conventions, in a broader sense. For these reasons, Penthesileia

is extremely important: she embodies Quintus’ most striking expression of tradition and

change, and is therefore a key character in understanding considerations that are central to

Quintus.

Initially, I will explore the representation of Penthesileia in the Posthomerica, and the way

Quintus creates this literary hybrid. I will take as my main focus her confrontation with

Achilleus. Secondly, I will move on to analyse significant expressions of heroism relating

specifically to gender portrayals largely occurring in Book I. Finally, I will explore more

general gender representations throughout the Posthomerica, through examining the theme

of expressions of lament and Quintus’ reshaping of the relationship between mourning and

gender.

90 Hektor instructing Andromache. Unless otherwise stated, I follow Wyatt’s translation of the Iliad (1999
and 2001); and Dimock’s for the Odyssey (2002 and 2004).
91On Quintus’ Penthesileia, see Vian (1959), 18-25, and Vol. I (2003), Introduction and Notice; Schmiel
(1986); Sánchez Barragán (2001); (and with Thersites) Schubert (1996); See Gantz (1996), 621-22. On
‘Amazons’, see Dowden (1997); Hardwick (1990); Lindblom (1999).
92 The goddesses are literally another story; cf. too Helen as cause terrible. However, perhaps, at least, one
should bear in mind Virgil’s Camilla; see following, 1.3.
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Hektor on numerous occasions, but most significantly, by Andromache (Il. VI).100 In her

Iliadic appeal, Andromache had warned Hektor that his might (menos) will be his doom

(Il. VI.407ff.). Immediately following Penthesileia’s ‘promise’ (see below, 1.2-3),

Andromache’s appearance is telling (Post. I.100-14).101

Quintus’ Andromache refers to Hektor’s death at Achilleus’ hand, his supremacy (over

Penthesileia), and that Penthesileia’s over-confidence (mega phroneous’, Post. I.100), as

opposed to Hektor’s ‘might’ (menos, Il. VI.407),102 will be her undoing: paraphrased,

‘Achilleus was better than Hektor, so is far better (pollon huperteros, Post. I.105) than you

(Penthesileia)’. However, in Quintus, Andromache’s concern is focalized but (unusually

for an extensive and detailed reflection) not vocalized:103 thus, Penthesileia is not privy to

this information. This adds to the drama of Penthesileia. Like Andromache, we know that

she is doomed, but she does not. In this sense, too, Penthesileia is out of place: she doesn’t

fit into the epic schema, unlike the attentive reader and Andromache, who know what has

gone before.

If Andromache’s Posthomeric concern for Penthesileia echoes her Iliadic warning to

Hektor, what does this make Penthesileia in relation to Andromache? If a shadowy

Hektor, then this amplifies Hektor’s reverberations in Penthesileia, and further

masculinizes the heroine. There is a further bond between Hektor and Penthesileia, this

time implicit, created by the subtle intertextual relationship between Iliad VI (Homer) and

Posthomerica I (Quintus). The primary narrator’s reference to ‘Eetion’ (Post. I.115)

reminds us of another feature of the Iliadic scene – Andromache reminds Hektor that

Achilleus had killed Eetion (Il. VI.407); the allusion, evident to the reader, is, again, lost

on Penthesileia, and further enhances the element of dramatic irony in the exchange.

100 Patroklos by Achilleus, Il.XVI.83-96.
101 See Calero Secall (2000), 195-96.
102 Although note, memenas is used by Andromache, in the Posthomeric passage (Post. I.103). This indeed
links Penthesileia with Hektor.
103 See de Jong, (1997a; 2004a). On ‘voice’ in Quintus, see Ch.V.



35

Like Hektor (and Patroklos), Penthesileia is ominously unaffected by others’ warnings.

Consequently, she, like Hektor, is slain by the superior Achilleus (Post. I.594ff.; Il.

XXII.326ff).104 It seems, then, that the over zealous warriors, in Homer and Quintus, are

blinded by their desire for glory, and, lacking restraint, ‘foolishly’ pursues their end. In

terms of critical errors in their battling judgment, nepios is applied to Patroklos (Il.

XVI.46, 833), Hektor (Il. XXII.333), and Penthesileia (Post. I.96, 134, 374); significantly,

she is termed nepios more than any other character in the Posthomerica.

Penthesileia’s opening physical assault echoes that of Hektor, too. Her spear, like

Hektor’s, ‘glanced from’ (apeplagchthe) Achilleus’ shield, causing him no harm (Post.

I.549; Il. XXII.291;). Apeplagchthe is used in exactly the same form (only here, in Homer)

and metrical position in the verse,105 and in exactly the same context, describing the

missile’s deviation from its target: Achilleus. The responses to the failed assaults on

Achilleus, further link the two: they feel their attacks are ‘fruitless’ (etosion, Il. XXII.292;

etosia, Post. I.573), and both are right.

When this fated end approaches, Penthesileia, like Homer’s Hektor, expresses a dilemma.

Hektor considers the best options before confronting Achilleus (Il. XXII.98-130). His

thoughts can be divided into five main parts: i) flee and be rebuked, 98-107; ii) fight

Achilleus, 108-10; iii) negotiate with Achilleus the return of Helen and her booty, 111-21;

iv) self-awareness of dilemma and predicament (note self-awareness of danger of

supplication/feminization, 123-28), 122-28; v) conclusion to fight, 129-30.

Penthesileia’s dilemma, however, is less complex. Already wounded by Achilleus she

considers, i) drawing her sword and fighting, (Post. I.600-02), and ii) begging for mercy

with ransom, for she longs to escape (eeldomene per aluzai, 609). This contrasts sharply

with her earlier (over-)confident state, and therefore heightens her demise. Further, the

verbal echo creates great pathos and dramatic irony as Penthesileia came longing for war

(eeldomene polemoio, Post. I.20); that she also ‘longed’ to reinstate her honour and rid her

104 Similarly, Patroklos is killed by Hektor, Il. XIV.818ff.
105 Beginning on the first foot, on the second short syllable.
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‘grief’ (penthos, 23)106 for accidentally killing her sister Hippolyte (I.20-5), adds to

Penthesileia’s tragedy: her exit (like Camilla’s, see below, 1.3), as her entrance, is

tarnished by failure.

Hektor can also be seen in Penthesileia’s end. Unusually ‘pity’ (oikteirantes, Post. I.782)

compels the Atreidai to return their enemy’s corpse to Priam, as it did Achilleus (oikteiron,

Il. XXIV.516). Furthermore, the verb katedapse (‘consume’) is both applied to Hektor at

the Posthomerica’s opening (I.2), when his body is consumed by the funeral pyre and, in

the same context, to Penthesileia at her Posthomeric departure (I.793). There is a sense of

completeness – she begins and ends with, and like, Hektor. Even the ‘wine’ used to ‘quell’

the Iliadic Hektor’s ‘pyre’ extinguishes the Posthomeric Penthesileia’s pyre – the telling

elements being pyrkaien, sbesan and oino (Il. XXIV.791; Post. I.795).107

1.2 - Hektor ‘Plus’

However, Quintus’ heroine appears far more aggressive than Homer’s Hektor. And, this is

where important deviations from Homer’s text can be seen. For example, Penthesileia

purposefully seeks out Achilleus (and Aias) (amphoteron hormese katantion, Post. I.540),

initiating the attack (547ff.). Penthesileia is compared to a leopard (pordalis, 541);108 and

a lioness (leaina, Post. I.315) – ‘lion-like’ being the ultimate simile for the male

promachos).109 It is also a simile whose connotations of wildness are activated twice later

– in Paris’ comments on the wild reception Achilleus’ corpse will receive from the Troades

(Post. III.202), and in Cassandra’s raving (Post. XII.530).110 The effect is to emphasize

the unusual degree of aggression. With reference to Penthesileia, the term hupeireche,

‘surpass’, is also noteworthy. It is first used to convey how she ‘surpasses’ all of her

Amazons (Post. I.36); then applied to Posthomeric Achilleus (I.167), Memnon (II.298),

106 Quintus takes the opportunity to pun on Penthesileia’s name. See too ‘Ilioneos’ in Ch.III.2.2 and
Ch.IV.1.5; ‘Neoptolemos’, Ch.V.2.2; ‘Aglaia’, Ch.V.2.3i.
107 The ritual is similar, also (Post. I.794-99; Il. XXIV.791-96). This also applies to Patroklos (Il. XXIV.791-
96 = Il. XXIII.237-44), as noted by James (2004), 275n.794-9.
108 So too Post. I.480.
109 See Moulton (1977), esp. ch. 3.D. On unusual lion similes in Quintus, see Chs.II.1.1v, III.1.1 and IV.3.1
110 On the ‘double-headed axe’ of Penthesileia and Cassandra see following, 1.4ii.
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etc.); unfortunately, for Penthesileia, she is the last one to see this truth – the drama of her

‘fall’ is heightened when, after being mortally wounded by Achilleus, she realizes her

limitations and contemplates begging for mercy.

The gap between Penthesileia and Hektor is reinforced by a telling silence. When Hektor

is finally subdued, he utters a death-prophecy (Il. XXII.358-60).118 Hektor (like Patroklos)

prophesies that his vanquisher’s death is close at hand, and names that new vanquisher

(Achilleus-Apollo/ Paris).119 Such death-prophecy in Posthomerica would make sense –

Achilleus, both Hektor’s and Penthesileia’s killer, will die soon after killing Penthesileia.

Thus, Penthesileia’s death (coming after Hektor’s) also symbolizes that Achilleus is that

much closer to his own death. The omission of a prophecy, then, is marked. In part, it

distances Penthesileia from Hektor, yet, as with Quintus’ opening,120 it also blurs the

boundaries between the two texts and their authors: Hektor’s Iliadic prophecy still stands,

and Penthesileia is part of this process. In these ways, the omission speaks volumes.

1.3 - Camilla

Penthesileia clearly challenges the traditional portrayal - a female should not be present on

the battle-field, the males’ “sphere of existence”.121 This role was dictated by an epic

tradition which went back beyond Homer, namely the oral myths that eventually formed

the Cycle. Such myths found written expression in the posthomeric Aithiopis. There is

however another possible intertext intermediate between the Cycle and Quintus.

Virgil’s earlier Camilla certainly shares something of Penthesileia’s characterization.122 R.

Williams notes that Camilla was, “Virgil’s own creation, not heard of before him or again

after him” (1999b, 226n.803f.). In a sense this is true, as she features in no other text.

However, Virgil’s Camilla had a model in earlier epic. Virgil knew Penthesileia (Aen.

I.490ff.), and her story either from the Aithiopis or from intermediate sources. But in

118 So too Patroklos (Il. XVI.851-54).
119 So too Hektor-Achilleus, in Patroklos’ death-prophecy (Il. XVI.851-54).
120 See Ch.V.1.1.
121 See below, 2-2.1.
122 See General Introduction: Quintus and Rome.









43

opens up an area of doubt which is absent from Penthesileia. However, the content of the

over-confident claim further suggests an intertext: taking on the enemy i) en masse, and ii)

alone.

Although one cannot prove that Virgil is the intermediary, the similarities are highly

suggestive. Furthermore, Virgil was an established classic in the Roman world long before

Quintus.136 Finally, the likelihood that the Cycle was not much read in Quintus’ day137

makes it likely that for both Quintus and his audience the most obvious intertext was the

Aeneid. If so, Penthesileia migrated from archaic epic to Quintus via Roman epic and

brought with her associations acquired en route.

However, it can be seen that Quintus’ Penthesileia is in fact a more striking model and

presence in the Posthomerica, than Camilla is in the Aeneid. The action is more noticeably

centred around Penthesileia. Also, her impact on the characters is far more marked; for

instance, she has a major impact on the women138 and Achilleus.139 Furthermore, she

affects the tone of text at a profound level: namely, in that as Penthesileia communicates

the idea of a challenge to the convention of ancient epic, one can also understand

something of the concerns that are central to Quintus and his poem.

1.4 - A Man’s Place

Quintus’ approach to Penthesileia is also evident in the ways he makes use of gendered

stock episodes and motifs.

i) A Hero’s Reception

S. Reece (1996), in his study of the stranger’s welcome in the Iliad and the Odyssey, has

divided the epic welcome into twenty-five parts. These range from the “Arrival” (II),

“Reception” (VII) and “Feast” (IX), to “Identification” (XI), “Bed” (XVII) and “Departure

136 On Virgil’s reception, see especially Tarrant (2000); on Virgil and Quintus, James (2007), and Gärtner
(2005).
137 See General Introduction: The Epic Cycle and Quintus.
138 See following discussion on Theano and Tisiphone below, 2.1.
139 See following discussions on Achilleus’ response to Penthesileia’s death, and Thersites’ critique of
Achilleus’ response, where Quintus highlights ideas of sexual ‘love’; both below, 1.5.
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However, there are striking differences in Penthesileia’s arming scene, and these are of

great significance.

Firstly, Penthesileia’s arms include an item not found in the similar Iliadic arming

scenes.147 Penthesileia’s bouplÁg’ ¢mf…tupon, ‘double-sided pole-axe’ (Post. I.159) is an

exceptional weapon (note, too, Camilla’s bipennem, ‘double-sided battle-axe’, Aen.

XI.651). In the Iliad, we find bouplex only once (Il. VI.135). Diomedes informs Glaukos,

in their xenia exchange, that mighty Lykurgos wielded the ‘pole-axe’.148 (The brutal

double-headed battle axe (in the form of the sagaris) is strongly associated with being

foreign and the Scythians, in our Greek sources; for instance, Herodotus (Hist. 1.215, 4.5,

70, 7.64.). Originating from the wild Thracian land, like Penthesileia, there is much

mythology documenting the god-challenging hero who, ultimately, met a savage death

himself; in the Iliadic account, Lykurgos is first blinded by Zeus, following his terrorizing

of Dionysus and his entourage, and dies swiftly afterwards (Il. VI.130-40).149 Thus, like

Penthesileia, Lykurgos’ savagery and ‘otherness’, epitomized by his weaponry,150 brought

about his own fall. Also, like Penthesileia, Lykurgos’ wrath was ill-directed, and hubristic,

angering those clearly his superior.

The bouplex occurs more frequently in the Posthomerica than in Homer, but never again in

the context of the arming-scene.151 There is, however, a striking similarity in its form at

Post. XII.571, with Cassandra’s frenzied (maimoos’, 570) attempt to destroy the Horse

(¢mf…tupon bouplÁga).152 So: this weapon represents anomaly – the ‘madness’ of women,

and the danger and wildness of ‘other’ – this includes not only women, but also foreigners,

and opposites, such as nature and culture, and man and beast. Here, the bouplex

amphitupon can also represents deviation from traditional epic.

147 See Griffin (1983), ch. I.
148 Cunliffe defines the bouplex as, “an ox-whip or –goad; perh., a pole-axe” (1963), 73.
149 See too Schol. (D) Il. VI.131 ((27) in West (2003), 244-47); Virgil (Aen. III.14ff.); Hyginus (Fab. 132);
Apollodorus (Lib. III.V.I).
150 On “significant objects” as indicators of character, see Griffin (1983), ch. I.
151 Post. X.218, XI.190.
152 See Calero Secall, (2000), esp. 191-93.
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and Chryseis and Briseis are the cause of the two central quarrels (Il. I.121ff.).184 Yet, in

the Posthomerica, male and female involvement and gender concerns are expressed in an

entirely different way in the climactic battle between the sexes, when Penthesileia and

Achilleus literally clash. It is also noteworthy that the more typical hero’s aspirations for

battling renown are somewhat inverted in the case of Penthesileia, who aims for glory

through her violent engagement with the opposite sex, namely Achilleus: usually man

fights man to win kleos.185

Numerous references to her beauty, though, serve to ‘glorify’ Penthesileia in a different,

gendered way. And, indeed, noteworthy females are evoked by Penthesileia: the simile

applied to Penthesileia’s entrance, likening her outstanding beauty to that of Dawn over the

Seasons, evokes the same for Nausicaa, with reference to Artemis and her nymphs (Post.

I.48-51: Od. VI.102-09);186 and her comparison to ‘the blessed immortals’ is also said of

Helen (Post. I.662: Il. III.158).187 Penthesileia is also compared to Athene battling the

Giants (Post. I.179), which is significant because such similes usually apply to heroes, in a

male-dominated context; for instance, Achilleus and Memnon are compared to Giants and

Titans (Post. II.518).188

A quite different slant on heroism, with particular reference to gender representation, in the

Posthomerica is provided by Thersites, as he rebukes the love-torn Achilleus.189 Perhaps

we can debate whether Achilleus, the wrathful killer of the Iliad (and beyond),190 is

himself feminized by his response to Penthesileia.191 Nowhere does Achilleus himself

verbalize his feelings. Yet this point is communicated by the primary narrator (Post. I.671-

184 Hekabe and Andromache are important as well, as are the Troades en masse, in their laments and prayers.
See below, 3.1-2.
185 Here, then, kleos can be won by the female, more typically the ‘stumbling block’ for the hero, as she can
divert his attentions. E.g. again note the potential threat to the hero’s kleos, with particular reference to
Hektor and the women of Iliad Book VI.: Hekabe (258ff.; see too, XXII.79-92) Helen (354ff.), Andromache
(407ff.) – all of whom try to dissuade Hektor from fighting.
186 As noted by James (2004), 269n.48-51. See Post. I.663-35 and Od. VI.102-09 for further evocation of
Nausicaa, as James, 274n.663-5.
187 Ibid. 274n.662.
188 E.g. Ch.II.2.1i and Ch.II.1.4
189 See Schmiel (1986); Schubert (1996).
190 E.g. cf. Achilleus in Euripides’ Iphigeneia in Aulis.
191 See Thersites’ critique, Ch.II.1.3i .
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embodiment of danger to man and tradition. For these reasons, there is a ‘gender-bending’

poignancy that she is the preeminent vehicle used to challenge convention. It is not so

much that gender is of central concern to Quintus. Rather that through exploring gender,

issues of convention and anomalies (in wider contexts) are being brought to the fore:

Penthesileia and gender are markers of change, and these novel frictions help smooth the

way for Quintus.

Part 2 - A Woman’s Place

Such explorations of gender, through Penthesileia, also provide Quintus with the

opportunity to explore different aspects of heroism.198 Typically in Greek epic, a woman’s

place is in the oikos; a man’s on the battle-field. This spatial and activity-based gender

division is most clearly defined in Hektor’s address to Andromache (Iliad VI.490-93).199

In this encounter between Hektor and Andromache more conventional ‘spheres’ of

existence are challenged.200 However, it is Hektor who threatens to transgress initially; he

is the warrior at home, physically absent from battle, the ‘place’ where he should be.

Although the narrative justifies Hektor’s return to the city of Troy and his home (Il.

VI.85ff.), his absence challenges Hektor’s function in war. Therefore, Homer conveys

possible divergences within more typical roles; the suggestion that Hektor is ‘out of place’

here is also conveyed through Astyanax’ response – he is scared by his father’s helmet (Il.

VI.466-70).

Hekabe asks Hektor why he has left battle and come ‘home’ (Il. VI.254).201 The gender-

specific role of the warrior is further shown to be under threat, as she requests that Hektor

stays and drinks wine (258ff.); Hektor rejects this offer, ‘lest you cripple me, and I be

forgetful of my force and valour (¢poguièsVj, 264-65). The epic, however, is not disrupted,

198 On female heroism, see Lefkovitz (1981); women in general in Quintus, Calero Secall (1992a).
199 See opening quote, and 1.3 on Camilla.
200 On gender “spheres” in Iliad VI, Hammond (1987), xxvii-xxx; Arthur (1981). On women in Homer,
Beye (1974); Farron (1979); S. Blundell (1999), I. 4.
201 ‘Home’is implied as Hektor is being addressed at Priam’s house.
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prays to the goddess to break Diomedes’ spear and save the Troades and their children (Il.

VI.305-10). So, war is not entirely new to her. Nor, in a way, is she out of place textually,

as her particular presence in Iliad VI and here, in Posthomerica I, further binds the

episodes.

These two spokespeople for women in the context of war, present opposite views on the

woman’s place. Through both, Quintus refers back to the Iliad, and the gender-roles of

ancient epic. At one level, Theano restores the norm, with regard to gender portrayals.

The Troades are persuaded by her logic, and concede to her, not Tisiphone. The women

accept their typical role in epic as non-combatants at home; the men are fighters outside.

However, the accuracy of Theano’s perception can be called into question as she concludes

that the tide of battle is changing: the Achaeans are failing, quickly; the Trojans’ (male)

might grows. Ergo: ‘there is no desperate need for women to join in fighting’ (Post. I.473-

74). This is not the case, because the Trojan heroes are not containing (and cannot

contain) the Greeks. So, the issues raised by the gender subversion (Tisiphone: ‘women

can fight’, etc.), seemingly addressed (Theano: a) ‘women cannot fight’; ‘women do not

need to fight’), are not entirely resolved (primary narrator/ narrative: ‘women need to

fight’; and, in fact, they will fight). This throws a different light onto the resolution of

Theano. Furthermore, it presents Quintus in an interesting way. Regarding gender

representations, Quintus seems to i) initially challenge epic convention, ii) then to

conform, and iii) finally to reject those norms. Of course, there is something of an irony

here, too: much of his innovation is based upon engagement with the epic model.
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2.2 - Further Expressions of Gender

i) Gendering Battle

The Posthomeric Neoptolemos articulates the traditional male approach to war when he

challenges the heroic legitimacy of Odysseus’ Horse-ploy:223 ‘Kalchas, strong men stand

and face their foes when they fight ... ’ (Post. XII.67ff.); only Neoptolemos and Philoktetes

feel uneasy about this battle tactic (Post. XII.84-6). Similar spatio-gender considerations

have already been expressed when, again, Philoktetes moralizes:

‘Aeneas, do you imagine that you are the bravest, when all your work is from
the towers the place where feeble women fight their foes. If you are a man,
come outside from the wall with your arms ... .’ (Post. XI.491-94)224

Philoktetes’ observation also closely echoes that of the Posthomeric Theano, and the

Iliadic Hektor, although the context differs - this interlude is not between allies. It smacks

of extreme ridicule, and constitutes the greatest insult to the hero: you fight like a woman.

However, even this stereotype is no longer applicable in the same way. We have seen

Penthesileia and her Amazons fight. Also, the possibility of further disruption, with

reference to the place of women in the epic (Tisiphone, et al.), has now been realized, and

cannot be entirely undone (although, it is to be remembered that Penthesileia and her

Amazons are ultimately subdued). Therefore, a type of disruption has already occurred.

Furthermore, the Troades’ active involvement in battle towards the end of the

Posthomerica (and Troy’s resistance) is the fulfilment of the gender deviation initially

implied in Book I. In these senses, women, in Quintus, no longer entirely conform to their

epic gender stereotypes.

223 On Neoptolemos’ ethics, see Ch.IV.1.3.
224 Minor adaptations of James. Both Posthomeric critiques of spatio-gender cowardice evoke Diomedes’
criticism of Paris, for shooting him from behind a rock (Il. XI.385ff.). See Thucydides on the civil war in
Corcyra: women hurl tiles from rooftops, showing unnatural bravery. (Hist. 3.74). Wiedemann (1983)
comments that when Thucydides records the women’s “active intervention” in the events, he suggests that
the event is “odd” – “that it lies outside the ‘norms’ of his subject-matter”, 163. In their attack on Plataea
(431B.C.), the women scream, and hurl missiles from the roof (2.4.2), 169. Also (Wiedemann), in Corcyra,
Thucydides says their behaviour is par¦ fÚsin. So, when women appear in Thucydides, except in a passive
role, they highlight the “non-rational factors”.
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ii) Paris: Heros to Eros

In the Iliad, there are two key instances of the male occupying a space, which challenges

his more usual sphere of existence within ancient epic. Paris is twice found in the City,

when he should be on the battlefield (Il. III and VI). But, even more significant than this is

his particular place in the City: the ‘bedchamber’ (en thalamo: Il. III.391; VI.321): in Iliad

III, Paris is whisked away by Aphrodite to save him from being killed in his duel with

Menelaos, and, so Aphrodite seductively tells Helen, he appears more like the dancer than

the defender (III.390-94); in Book VI, as Troy suffers particularly from Diomedes’

onslaught, Paris busies himself with his beautiful arms (perikallea teuche heponta, Il.

VI.321). Here, Paris’ alignment with Helen and her handmaids is especially telling –

simultaneously, they busy themselves with their beautiful handiwork (perikluta erga) (Il.

VI.321-224). On both occasions, the anomaly of Paris’ absence from battle/ presence at

home is confirmed by Iliadic characters (rebuke by Helen, III.428-36; Hektor, VI.326-31).

Thus, Paris’ extremely inappropriate presence is polarized, and he is used to express where

man should not be in war. Like Homer, Quintus uses Paris to represent deviation, but this

expression also communicates much more.

In Posthomerica X, Paris is mortally wounded in the groin (boubonos) by Philoktetes

(240ff.).225 The traditional epic passivity of the female is inverted, however, as the dying

Paris supplicates Oenone, the only one who can save him:226 pesen para possi gynaikos

(Post. X.272).227 Here, the gyne is empowered. This passage also evokes traditional

(male) battle scenes, where the vanquished hero begs for mercy.228 Thus, war and love are

comingled overtly. Parallels can also be drawn with the Penthesileia/ Achilleus interlude

in Book I, where romance seeps into battle, and epic. Although Oenone does not kill Paris,

as Achilleus does Penthesileia, neither does she save him. It is also noteworthy that Paris

begins, O gynai (Post. X.284), as Achilleus had to Penthesileia (Post. I.575), although the

tone of the rhetoric is very different – respectively, lover’s appeal; enemy’s reprimand.

225 See Hopkinson (1994), 105-20.
226 See Calero Secall (2000), 198-202. On this Paris/ Oenone myth, see Parthenius 4, and Gantz (1996), 637;
cf. Ovid, Heroides V. See too P. Knox (2000), 140-70.
227 Expressed thus, Paris’ alliteration (‘p’) is noteworthy
228 E.g. Lykaon, Il. XXI.65.
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The extreme duration of Paris’ death scene, prominence of ‘romance’ and centrality of this

episode in Book X invites comparison with the Achilleus-Penthesileia climactic interlude

of Book I.229

The scene is further gendered in Paris’ supplication. Instead of the traditional hero appeal

to hero (the offer of ransom, etc. = concrete time), Paris cites his inescapable destiny

(Keres, 286) as the cause of his affair with Helen (Post. X.284ff.). Significantly, in his

recourse to their ‘bed’ (lecheon) and ‘wedded love’ (kouridies philotetos, 290), as reason

(emotional ransom?) for her mercy (epion, 291), Paris substitutes the erotic for the heroic.

This also has significance in a wider context – at the level of genre. Eros is, at this date

(third century AD), more at home in the novel than in epic.230

Quintus does make use of Homer in this scene; for instance, Paris’ wish to have died

before becoming involved with Helen (Post. X.287-88), and the comment that he left

Oenone at home against his will (ouk ethelon, 287), recall Helen’s self-reproach in Iliad VI

(344ff.). Also, Oenone’s wish to devour Paris (Post. X.315-16), recalls Achilleus’ words

to Hektor (Il. XXII.346-47).231 But, the ‘masculine’ lines are voiced by the female, and the

‘feminine’ by the male: these represent gender inversions. Through the marrying of these,

and numerous other elements, expressed in Paris, Quintus, reconfigures the heroic. In

these senses, this Paris/Oenone episode (as Penthesileia/Achilleus) is used to ‘gender epic’.

Furthermore, that Paris’ (a man) salvation depends upon Oenone (a woman), conveys an

epic rarity;232 this factor makes Penthesileia, a ‘light to the Trojans’ (i.e. women and men

en masse),233 even more marked.

229 I explore a further similarity, the unusual length of Achilleus’ and Paris’ death-scenes, in Ch.II.2.4.
230 Regarding the Greek Novel, E. Bowie notes: “It is uncertain what features should be seen as
characterizing the genre,” (1999), 124. Bowie explores the extant Chariton, Xenophon of Ephesus, Longus,
Achilles and Heliodorus (1999, ch.6). However, he continues, “the plot is one element of unity.” This
incorporates: boy and girl of aristocratic background falling in love; being separated shortly before/ after
marriage; subjected to melodramatic adventure; travel; reunited. All of these elements feature in this
protracted episode (Post. X.270-331; 411-89), which, just as Penthesileia with Achilleus, locate the Eros
theme as far more central to epic than was traditional. As well as Bowie, see Schmeling (1996); Swain
(1999). On “gender” and “genre”, see Hinds (2000).
231 And Hekabe’s wish regarding Achilleus (Il. XXIV.212-13).
232 Cf.: Homer’s Odysseus and Calypso (Od. V); Apollonius’ Jason and Medea (Argon. III). Oenone’s
potion (pharmak’, Post. X.292) required to save Paris, may recall Medea’s pharmakon required to help Jason
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‘and by his side (the others) set singers, leaders of the dirge, who led the song
of lamentation – they chanted the dirge, and to it the women added their
laments. And among these white-armed Andromache led the wailing ...’
(Iliad XXIV.720-23)240

Alexiou notes that the distinction between the threnos and the goos is most clearly defined

in Homer: “the threnos of the professional mourners … was a proper song, and the goos of

the kinswomen … was merely wailed”, (12).

Quintus inherited a mass of literature, yet, it is in the epic female threnos “(ritual) dirge”

and goos “lament” of Homer that we can see the outline for the model of male lamentation

he uses in the Posthomerica. This is not to say that the male lament was non-existent, but

it was certainly neither typical nor prevalent in ancient epic. Although males grieve in

Homer, the developed threnos is a female affair. However, as will be discussed, gender-

specific utterances filtered through other genres, such as tragedy, found expression in less

conventional ways. Homer does provide noteworthy examples of male lamentation, but

they are rare: Achilleus for Patroklos (Il. XVIII.22-27); Priam for Hektor (Il. XXII.416-

28); their shared lamentations (Il. XXIV.507ff.); Agamemnon for Menelaos (Il. IV.155-

82).241

The term threnos is used nowhere in the Posthomerica. Also, surprisingly, for a work in

which major heroes die with such frequency, there is relatively little particular focus on

extended coverage of funerals and formalized lament (e.g. for Penthesileia (Post. I),

Memnon (Post. II) and Eurypylos (Post. VIII)); in contrast, Hektor’s funeral and laments

dominate the last hundred or so lines of the Iliad (Il. XXIV.707-804). However, although

there is not a threnos, and thus no antiphonal lament as such, Quintus makes great use of

the threnos-like structure, and goos and physical manifestation of lamentation in ways that

engage with Homer. In the Iliad, the major lament (both in terms of coverage and

organized structure) is for Trojan Hektor.242 In the Posthomerica, however, the main

240 Noteworthy, however, is the very similar structural role Achilleus’ plays in the lament for Patroklos: ‘So
he (Achilleus) spoke, and they raised their voice of wailing all together, and Achilleus led’ (Il. XXIII.12).
241 On Agamemnon’s (“pseudo-gÒoj”) lament, see Tsagalis (2004), 112ff.
242 Though laments for Patroklos also provide key examples of epic grief.
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Noteworthy too, is the phrase gÒon d’ ¢l…aston. The Achaeans’ ‘ceaseless grieving’ (Post.

III.400) for Achilleus’ death and their fears (400ff.), acts as another type of textual link

between the laments for Hektor in Iliad XXIV, and the Posthomeric laments for Achilleus.

In response to Hekabe’s wailing for Hektor, the Trojans grieve ceaselessly (gÒon d’

¢l…aston, Il. XXIV.760). So, use of this phrase in this context is marked, as its Iliadic

placing (lament for Hektor) was female dominated. In the Iliad, the Trojans (e.g. male and

female), grieve. In the Posthomerica the males alone grieve. Thus its presence in the text

at this point is telling. GÒon d’ ¢l…aston is part of the Iliadic threnos scene. So, its use in

the Posthomeric lament for Achilleus recalls this scene, and creates a closer bond between

the female lamenters of the Iliad, and the male lamenters of the Posthomerica.

The same patterns of echo and reversal can be seen elsewhere. With reference to the

Greek males (the army), the primary narrator focalizes their response following Achilleus’

death. Every Greek is devastated, and recalls their: parents (tokeon), wives (gynaikon),

and children (nepiachois) (Post. III.403ff.). Parallel concern is expressed by the Troades

in Homer. When Hektor returns from battle, they smother him, asking about their: sons

(paidas); brothers (kasignetous); friends (etas); and husbands (posias) (Il. VI.238-40).

These are, in fact, inversions: all categories of Greek heroes (son, husband, etc.) recalls all

categories of non-heroes (parent, wife, etc.); whilst all categories of Trojan women

(mother, sister, etc.) recall all categories of Trojan heroes (sons, brothers, etc.).

Quintus’ heroes express similar concern to Homer’s women. Furthermore, the frequency

of such occurrences in this context, the lament for Achilleus, the major lament in the

Posthomerica, as was Hektor’s in the Iliad, is, therefore, highly suggestive. (In such a

work, one would also expect a play on ‘penthos’, with regard to Penthesileia. Quintus

does not disappoint: soon after her death (Post. I.629), it is noted that Ares felt ‘penthos’

for his daughter (Post. I.675); immediately after her death, the primary narrator states that

the Troes (Trojan males) were overwhelmed with penthos (I.632). Here, the latter is

especially relevant as it shows men, en masse, lamenting for a woman.247)

247 Cf. The Troades for Hektor (Il. XXIV.722), and the handmaids for Patroklos (Il. XVIII.28-31).
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she must have been goaded by the Fates to ‘abandon women’s work (gunaikon erga) and

go to war (polemon)’ (Post. I.652-53). Penthesileia’s death realigns the anomaly of the

battling woman. And, consequently, traditional ancient epic is reinstated: it is a ‘man’s

world’, almost.272

Through such disruptions in the narrative of the more typical ancient epic conventions,

Quintus’ heroes also challenge gender more universally in Book I. For instance, as we

have seen with reference to the rhetoric of Theano and Tisiphone, and the responses of the

Troades, and Achilleus to Penthesileia’s death, spheres of existence become blurred. This

impacts upon the text in general, as the reverberations are not dependent upon the

representation of Penthesileia alone, nor solely of Book I. Quintus also disrupts the

gender-specificity of the typical epic lament, as the more usual lamentations dominated by

the epic female spill over into the male narrative throughout the Posthomerica. Particular

lament structures, such as the rare Homeric threnos, find voice in Quintus, not as literal

echoes, but through types of content-based and structural imitation. Whilst fused with the

lamentations of tragedy (already where more traditional gender-specific expressions had

been challenged and reconfigured), Quintus takes us back to the earliest narratives through

his choice of the most ancient of genres: epic.

Therefore Penthesileia is striking for the early and sustained impact that she makes in

Book I, and throughout the Posthomerica. Her early and bold entrance draws the readers’

attention to distinctiveness of the Posthomerica, not merely a Homeric sequel, but

something novel and highly rhetorical. Achilleus notes that Penthesileia should not be

there, but she is. And, from her initial appearance, she challenges the heroes to rethink

heroic convention. In a sense, even when she is subdued by Achilleus, she will not go

away – he (according to Thersites), has already fallen in love with her; the Troades have

been inspired to the call to arms; and men will cry - like women. For these reasons,

Penthesileia can be seen as something of a champion for Quintus and his poem.

272 Cf. above, on women fighting, and men lamenting. See Hinds (2005); Papaioannou (2007).
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Chapter II: Achilleus

The Epic Journeys of Achilleus

‘He was the tallest and the strongest man that I ever slew:’ (Il. VII.155)273

Introduction

As discussed in my General Introduction,274 the broad structure of the Posthomerica

follows the major events of the Cycle. For this reason, the Posthomeric books seem to be

self-contained narratives, epeisodia. This kind of narrative structure, already criticized by

Aristotle (Poetics, 1459a-b), receives one of its most famous critiques in the Hellenistic

writings of Callimachus, who notes that he ‘hates’ poiema to kuklikon (Epigram XXX).275

However, though lacking the Iliad’s unifying theme (Achilleus’ ‘anger’, menis, Il. I.1ff.),

Quintus avoids the ‘well-trodden, common path’276 of cyclic epic through his use of

Achilleus; though Quintus appears to follow much of the structure of Cycle, in fact

manifestations of Achilleus’ character saturate the poem, bind the narrative and provide

cohesion. Therefore, Achilleus is an extremely important figure in Quintus’ poem, not

only as the Greeks’ greatest hero, but also as the signifier of heroism, epic and Homer.

Firstly, I will explore Quintus’ characterization of Achilleus and show how he engages

with previous models of Achilleus. Often Quintus amplifies Achilleus’ most Iliadic

characteristics, although Achilleus’ narrative is extended beyond that of the Iliad. In part,

this creates the effect that Homer’s Achilleus’ is imported into this new text.

Metaphorically, Achilleus bears the burden of the Iliad277 on his extremely278 broad

shoulders; at least initially.279 However, facets from other heroes are also woven into

273 Nestor speaking of his battle against Ereuthalion.
274 Under: The Epic Cycle and Quintus.
275 Ibid.: Ambition.
276 Callimachus, Epigr. XXX.
277 By burden, I mean the challenge of ‘worthy’ epic post Homer.
278 As will be shown, Quintus enjoys hyperbole, especially with reference to Achilleus.
279 See 2, on Achilleus’ impact on others’ characterization, e.g. Aias (2.3) and, especially, Neoptolemos
(Ch.IV.2-3).
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Achilleus’ Posthomeric construction. These act to extend Achilleus’ range beyond that of

a gargantuan blusterer, and also open channels for more complex allusions on Quintus’

part.

Then, I will explore the ways that Quintus engages with Achilleus to develop the

characterization of other heroes in the Posthomerica. This is important because it shows

how central Achilleus is to Quintus’ epic. Often behind the most heroic acts of other

heroes stands the Iliadic Achilleus, although Quintus does have recourse to other models

for Achilleus, too. So, it is important to explore these characters who collectively can

reveal more about Achilleus, and, therefore, the way that Quintus engages with this hero

and much associated with him.

Finally, I will discuss how Achilleus himself is remembered and reconfigured after his

death in the Posthomerica. As with the way that Quintus engages with Achilleus the

character and Achilleus’ characteristics, this section explores how, to what effect and why

Quintus characterizes Achilleus the way that he does. However, the fundamental

difference is that Achilleus now dead, is present merely as an echo of his Posthomeric self.

I explore the way that this echo reverberates, through reminiscences, including song, other

verbal and non-verbal recollections, and objects particularly associated with him. By

examining these phenomena, I will show how Quintus extends the scope of Achilleus, and

his relationship with epic.

Part 1 - Achilleus’ Death280

1.1 Dying to End a Good Story

Superficially, the broad structure of Achilleus’ death corresponds with that of other

prominent Iliadic and Posthomeric heroes: Sarpedon, Patroklos and Hektor (Iliad), and

Penthesileia, Memnon, and Achilleus (Posthomerica), are fatally overpowered following

brilliant aristeiai and verbal exchanges with their assailants.

280 See Vian (2003), vol. I, Livre III, Notice, esp. 98-102, 169-70; also Burgess (2009), esp. chs. 2 and 5.
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From the fatal blow’s initial impact, to that of death itself, the account of a hero’s death

assumes a fairly uniform length, approximately thirty-five lines: Patroklos (Il. XVI.821-57)

and Hektor (Il. XXII.327-63); Sarpedon is approximately a third less (Il. XVI.481-503, =

twenty-three lines). Patroklos’ and Hektor’s deaths are particularly noteworthy for their

striking similarities: number of lines (thirty-seven, each); content; structure and

formulae.281 Like these Homeric heroes, Penthesileia’s demise is covered in almost

exactly the same number of lines (Post. I.594-629, = thirty-six lines); although Memnon’s

demise is noticeably brief (Post. II.542-44), as opposed to his lengthy battle with

Achilleus,282 the pattern so far is that Quintus, as Homer, attributes less than forty lines to

the hero’s death (including fatal wounding) in battle.

Regarding Achilleus, there are fundamental differences in Quintus’ representation of his

dying process and actual moment of death. Up to and including Posthomerica III,

Quintus’ Achilleus proves to be a dramatic exception to the general pattern of textual space

allotted to such death-scenes.283 From the fatal impact of Apollo’s shaft, to the actual

moment of death, the account occupies over one hundred lines (Post. III. 62-176, = one

hundred and sixteen lines; to line 179 (one hundred and eighteen lines) if including the

Fall284), approximately three times the textual space of the Iliadic Patroklos and Hektor

(more than five times longer than Sarpedon’s), and Quintus’ own Penthesileia. Thus, the

duration of Achilleus’ death and dying scene is hugely extended.285

The scale of this death-narrative is highly unusual in Greek epic; especially when

considering the possible upper word limit such narrative could have occupied in the

Aithiopis. The Aithiopis constituted five books,286 and covered the deaths of Penthesileia,

Antilochos, Memnon and Achilleus; the burials of Antilochos and Achilleus (and his

281 See Willcock (1984), 244n.830-67, 296n.330-67; Janko (1999), 415-20; N. Richardson (2000), 139-43.
282 See below, 1.3i, and 2.1i.
283 Cf. Paris’ Posthomeric death/dying, below, 2.4.
284 See following on conventional order of events.
285 On ‘duration’, see S. Richardson (1990); Genette (1983), 86.
286 For summaries of the contents of the Epic Cycle, see West (2003), 14-19.
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funeral games); and the quarrel between Odysseus and Aias over Achilleus’ divine armour.

The longest Iliadic book is no more than nine hundred lines;287 therefore, it is unlikely that

the Aithiopis would have exceeded four thousand lines in total. In an epic of this length

with so much to cover, it is probable that Achilleus’ death would have occupied far fewer

lines than it does in Quintus.

We could ask ourselves, why is Achilleus portrayed in such a way? And what is the effect

of such a portrayal? In the first instance, Quintus is breaking away from the norm. For the

reader attuned to epic conventions, such ‘misdirection’288 is marked: we could expect a

death-scene like that of Patroklos or Hektor, for a major hero. Then, such intertextual

‘misdirection’ creates tension between ‘our’ (the reader/ receiver) expectation and the

actual episodes. Therefore, Quintus creates a ‘space’ to inject something into a hero who

has been so comprehensively explored. Equally, by ‘borrowing’ overwhelming character

motifs from the Iliadic Achilleus (i.e. rage and battling brilliance), Quintus’ Achilleus is as

unmistakably Achillean in representation as in name (the marker of character).

That Quintus’ Achilleus rages so could also be due to the finality of the episode – the ‘final

performance’: in a biographic (and narrative) sense, Achilleus’ time is fast coming to an

end. This is his (and Quintus’), last opportunity to make a significant impression worthy

of such a character, and his illustrious Homeric lineage. So, Achilleus’ dying is

proportionate to his status in the epic tradition: ‘great’ in numerous senses; whilst at a

narrative level, both engaging with, and rejecting, the Iliadic models. Put simply, Quintus’

handling of Achilleus’ death shows how he intends to spotlight this scene, and is a strong

indicator of his reception of the greatest Trojan War hero and epic.289

It is worth briefly looking at the most significant warrior deaths in the Iliad and the

Posthomerica to appreciate how Quintus extends this narrative episode.

287 897 lines, Iliad XXIII; cf. the Posthomerica (830 lines, Book I).
288 See Morrison (1995).
289 Whether or not the Aithiopis was extant/available to Quintus, the point holds: Quintus spotlights
Achilleus’ death. On the Cycle’s circulation, see General Introduction: The Epic Cycle and Quintus.
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Deaths of Patroklos and Hektor (Iliad):

Content (1) Patroklos (Il. XVI.821-57): Hektor (Il. XXII.327-63):

Mortally Wounded (821) (327)

Falls (822) (330)

Simile (823-26) -

Victor’s Rhetoric290 (830-42) [a) 331-36; b) 345-54]

Answer291 (844-54) [a) 338-43; b) 356-60]

Death (855-57) (361-63)

Here we can see how Homer ‘fills’ (i.e. textual space = number of lines allotted to the

whole death-scene and each element) the narrative of the death-scene. Major differences

become apparent when considering the main elements in Achilleus’ death in the

Posthomerica. The pattern in the Posthomerica is similar:

Deaths of Penthesileia, Memnon and Eurypylos (Posthomerica):

Content (2) Penthesileia (Post.I.612-24): Memnon (Post.II.542-46): Eurypylos (Post. VIII.200-05)

MW292 (612) (542) (200-01)

Falls (622) (545-46) (204-05)

Simile (625-27) - (204-06)

VR293 -294 - -

Answer - - -

Death (624) (544) (202-03)

Death of Achilleus (Posthomerica):

(The schema for the death of Achilleus however is as follows (the underlined headings

below indicate addition of the element in Quintus, i.e. they are absent in the Iliadic

examples above.)

290 Pre-killing.
291 See ii) Victim’s Rhetoric, below.
292 Mortally Wounded.
293 Victor’s Rhetoric. Again, see ‘Victim’s Rhetoric’, under Death of Achilleus, below.
294 Here, the equivalent of the ‘Victor’s Rhetoric’ occurs after the death (Post. I.644-53).
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Content (3) Achilleus (Post. III.62-179)

Mortally Wounded (62)

Falls (i) (63-6)

Simile295 (i) (63-6)

Victim’s Rhetoric296(i) (68-82)297

Removal of weapon (83-4)

Dying (i) (85-7)

Narrative Shift298

Gods on Olympos (87-138)

Narrative Return

Fighting thoughts (i) (138-40)

Simile (ii) (142-46)

Fighting thoughts (ii) (147-48)

Aristeia (149-63)

Dying (ii) (164-65)

Victim’s Rhetoric (ii) (167-69)

Simile (iii) (170-72)

Death (175-79)

Falls (ii) (177)

Simile (iv) (177)

Falls (iii) (179)

295 On the similes in this episode, see 1.1v.
296 This differs from the ‘Answer’ above as the headings suggest: ‘Answer’ is a response to the ‘Victor’s
Rhetoric’; whereas, ‘Victim’s Rhetoric’ is more akin to the tone of ‘Victor’s Rhetoric’/ rhetoric of hero
during aristeia, e.g. Achilleus (mortally wounded) vaunts like the battling, not subdued, hero.
297 NB. the significant omission at this point (following the victim’s ‘Fall’) of the ‘Victor’s Rhetoric’.
298 ‘Narrative’, in this context, means the focus of the telling, the subject of what is being told; see Genette
(1983), 161ff., ‘Mood’, and Lowe (2000), esp. chs.1 and 2, and his Glossary. See too S. Richardson on
‘narrative time’ and ‘story time’ (9ff.). The narrative focus moves from Achilleus to the gods on Olympos.
By introducing a shift of focus, Quintus is introducing simultaneity into this death-scene which is not present
in the similar Homer scenes. This extends Achilleus’ dying, and the scale of the scene. Regarding this
episode, consider especially Hera’s reproach of the anti-Achillean Apollo (Post. III.98-127), echoing that of
Il. XXIV.55-63 (and Hera with Zeus, Il. IV. 49-55); see James (2004), 282n.96-127.
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It is clear that the Posthomeric episode is packed with many more elements than the

Iliad.299 Also, the structure of the Iliadic (and other Posthomeric) episodes (six parts),300

appears relatively simple in comparison to that of Quintus’ eighteen for Achilleus, where

the chronology of the Homeric prototype has been tampered with.301 As with

Penthesileia’s arming scene,302 Quintus has made significant changes to generic scenes,

which appear all the more marked for this engagement with, then rejection of, the norm.

Each of the elements in Achilleus’ death-scene is worth close analysis. However, with

particular reference to the textual space allotted to this scene, certain elements specifically

stand out.

i) Repetition and Doubling

Quintus expands Achilleus’ death by revisiting elements already covered in this episode.

Achilleus ‘falls’ in a death stupor not once but three times; has fighting thoughts twice

(likewise his battling rhetoric); and we are told that he is dying twice. With the exception

of Achilleus and Hektor,303 where they are engaged in a brief verbal exchange, repetition

of death-scene elements is uncommon. Such ‘doublings’ play an important part in

Achilleus’ death-scene as they account for over one third of the textual space allotted (just

over forty lines). They are a key factor in extending the duration of the scene. One can

also view them as a continuation of theme, a type of narrative ‘trick’. So, for example,

though Achilleus’ first falls at Post. III.63-6, he is still falling over one hundred lines later

(179). This repetition can create the effect of magnitude and continuity, although he does

pick himself up in the interval (e.g. anorouse, 149): ‘what a fall, a rise, and fall again!’

Furthermore, the multiple ‘falls’, punctuated by Achilleus’ continued onslaughts

emphasize how truly exceptional he is – he just will not die, and, in-so-doing, briefly

defies Apollo, and epic convention.

299 For example, Quintus adds the ‘victim’s rhetoric’, ‘removal of weapon’, ‘dying’, ‘gods on Olympos’,
‘fighting thoughts’, and ‘aristeia’, though ‘victor’s rhetoric’ and ‘answer’ do not figure; therefore, two out of
the six Homeric elements differ.
300 Seven, if considering the double ‘Victor’s Rhetoric’ and ‘Answer’ in ‘Hektor’.
301 Quintus has ‘shuffled the pack’, and added a few of his own ‘cards’ (sometimes more than once).
302 See Ch.I.1.4ii.
303 See Death of Hektor, ‘Victor’s Rhetoric’ and ‘Answer’ above.
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ii) Victim’s Rhetoric

Although both Patroklos and Hektor are involved in verbal exchanges with their subduers,

they do not instigate their rhetoric like Quintus’ Achilleus does. Much of what the Iliadic

pair says is in response to their subduers’ battling vaunts. Here Achilleus differs. He

spends fourteen lines (Post. III.68-82) in a monologue which is more in response to the

mode of attack, than directed at a specific attacker. Certainly a key part of this is that,

unlike Patroklos and Hektor, Achilleus does not face his foe, Apollo:

‘Who was it shot a dreadful arrow at me by stealth? Let him have the courage
to face me openly, to have his black304 blood and all his bowels gushing out
around my spear, to send him off to sorrowful Hades ... ’ (Post. III.68-71)

(Achilleus’ threat, to send his enemy to Hades (Post. III.71) perhaps echoes the opening of

the Iliad, where his menis is most pronounced, Il.I.1-3; and his angry response at stealth,

having been hit in the ankle, may invite comparison with Diomedes’ critique of Paris,

following Diomedes’ wounding in the foot, Il. XI.375-95.305) Compare Lucan’s Scaeva,

who is fatally attacked but continues to kill (Civil War, VI.192-206). I am not arguing here

that Quintus was necessarily influenced by Lucan (though the similarity is suggestive).

Rather, that Quintus chooses to embellish his poem in melodramatic ways that bear

similarity to Roman literature, and the effects in the Achilleus’ death-scene seem to owe

something to the penchant for the grotesque dating from Roman Imperial times.306

Achilleus continues in bellicose fashion, more suited to battle rhetoric than the dying

hero’s last words. This includes moralizing on how not to conduct oneself on the battle-

field (Post. III.76), and musings over Thetis’ prophecy (78ff.). Thus, even in death’s

clutches, Achilleus is most unusually loquacious; his rhetoric far outstripping that of the

304 My translation.
305 For neoanalytic readings of this and other Iliadic episodes, see Willcock (1997), esp. 188. Burgess
provides a useful definition: “In more general terms neoanalysis can be described as a willingness to explore
the influence of pre-Homeric material on the Homeric poems” (2001), 62; also 61-4. On neoanalysis, see
too, Kakridis (1949), Pestalozzi (1945), Kullmann (1960, 1981), Clark (1986).
306 Also, Seneca’s gory handling of Hippolytus’ death (Phaedra, 1093ff.; cf. Euripides’ less severe Hipp.
1236-39). Dihle’s comments on Lucan’s work seem applicable to Quintus: “Lucan’s contemporaries
evidently loved art that was bizarre, shocking, or exaggerated, seeing this as the best way to escape the
compulsion to produce and consume progressively refined imitations of canonized models” (1994), 118-19.
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‘Victims’ in the equivalent Iliadic scenes. Nearly one hundred lines later, Achilleus still

berates the Trojans. In fact, in his second monologue (167-69), Achilleus outdoes personal

death-prophecies of the Iliadic Patroklos and Hektor, when foreshadowing that ‘all’

(pantes, 168) shall pay the price for his death (168-9).

iii) Narrative Shift

The narrative shift at Post. III.87ff. is another anomaly. In the Iliadic death-scene, the

focus does not move from the location of the battle-field, and the duelling figures under the

spotlight, once fatally wounded.307 Yet Quintus’ Apollo seems to act as the vehicle for the

focus shift; transporting ‘us’ to Olympos, the dying hero is left for over fifty lines (87-

138). Thus, Quintus creates room to heighten this drama. The narrative device, the

‘delaying tactic’/‘retardation’, is not uncommon in Homer.308 More specifically, these

types of narrative shifts occur in similar battling contexts with Sarpedon, Patroklos and

Hektor. In Sarpedon’s case, we ‘cut’ to Olympos just before he is fatally wounded (Il.

XIV.413ff.), Hera and Zeus discussing his fate. Regarding Patroklos, we learn that the

gods desert him (XIV.794ff).309 With reference to Hektor, in a scene highly reminiscent of

that with Sarpedon, Zeus plus another immortal (here Athene; with Sarpedon, Hera),

argues the merits of Hektor’s case (i.e. should he live or die?). This begins well before

Hektor is mortally wounded (XXII. 166ff.); there is a further narrative shift, again before

the mortal wounding, when the focus briefly moves from the battle to Zeus and his ‘golden

scales’ (209-13). In all of these Iliadic scenes, the narrative shift occurs prior to the actual

wounding. This narrative shift, occurring where it does (unusually after the wounding),

enables Quintus to extend Achilleus’ dying way beyond the textual point that such an

episode typically occupies, with the overall effect that he is indeed taking longer to die.310

307 The Sarpedon shift from battle plain to Olympos, occurs before he is mortally wounded (Il. XVI.426ff).
308 On such digressions, see de Jong (2004), 22-3, who cites the story of Odysseus’ scar (Od. XIV.393-466).
As de Jong shows, the digression can relieve or contribute to the tension.
309 Perhaps this is not exactly the same in principle, as the narrative shift does not take us to Olympos
explicitly, however, mention of the gods disrupts the presentation of events as purely earth-based.
310 Quintus also takes the opportunity to recall various myths relating to Achilleus (the Wedding of Peleus
and Thetis, Post. III.99ff.), and others (Laomedon, 109-13), whilst foreshadowing Neoptolemos’ coming
(119-22).
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indicate that Quintus favours the later tradition that the heel/ankle is the (if not the only)

vulnerable spot.

Quintus has already shown that his Achilleus is not invulnerable (earlier Memnon grazes

his arm, during their duel (Post. II.409-10), in similar fashion to Asteropaios, Il. XXI.166-

67).342 James (2004, 278n.409-10) notes that this is interesting because it is “incompatible

with the late tradition that his mother has made him invulnerable except in the left heel”.

Quintus does not refer to this (vulnerable heel) tradition overtly. However, that injury to

the heel causes Achilleus’ death certainly evokes the heel motif. But why should Quintus

wish to evoke the heel as Achilleus’ weak-spot? In a sense, this is a marked anachronism:

Quintus’ Achilleus exhibits, to a significant degree, his Homeric rage; yet, the famous

Achillean heel locates him much later. If one takes the literary allusions as Quintus’

starting point, then it could be argued that his Achilleus is somewhat problematic. The

later addition of the heel as his weak spot jars with Homer, who does not acknowledge

invulnerability of any sort; in fact, quite the opposite - Achilleus needs armour, and this

‘immortal armour’ (ambrota teuchea, Il. XVII.174, 202; Post. V.2), rather than merely

elevating the wearer, also draws attention to the wearer’s mortality.343

Perhaps some of the answer is that the heel acts as an allusive trigger. By locating the heel

as somehow central to Achilleus’ demise, Quintus evokes not only the more explicit

versions of this myth, but many other versions, too, such as those of Achilleus’ in/-

vulnerability,344 his death, and those involved in his death.345 In this way, reference to the

heel encourages his audience to recall much more of Achilleus, his heroic biography and

other texts.

342 See Memnon and the Asteropaios, below, 1.3i.
343 Papaioannou (2007), 65.
344 E.g. Thetis, almost, immortalizing Achilleus in ambrosial flame (Apollonius, Argon. IV.869-79); waters
of the Styx (Statius, Ach. 1.268-70).
345 See below.
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between gods and man,354 but subverts the norm by incorporating this in his threat: God,

know your place (Olympos, and as inferior to me), or else! ... . By rejecting the

conventional confines in which heroes normally operate (challenge men, but not gods),355

Quintus’ Achilleus challenges epic and extends his own boundaries, much in the same way

that his Posthomeric self has shown himself to be the superlative bellicose Achillean

model. Quintus’ Achilleus is like a superconductor here, as his hubristic response is an

amalgam of receptions from the Iliadic Apollo, Diomedes, Patroklos and Achilleus.

However, on one level, epic is reinstated by the more conservative ‘far-shooter’, who

swiftly dispatches the fatal dart; here, Achilleus ultimately conforms – as specified in the

Iliad, there is a divide between man and gods, and those who overstep the mark are

punished.356 This is reinforced when Apollo (just before shooting) notes that Achilleus

‘has taken leave of his mind’, and that not even Zeus, ‘or anyone else can tolerate such

insane defiance of the gods’ (Post. III.57-9). Thus, the epic model of Troy’s greatest hero

is deviating dangerously from established epic norms. All, including Achilleus, the gods,

and Quintus are challenging the Homeric models.

So, Quintus’ focus on Achilleus’ actual death (as much as in his dying) is on a type of

inflated Iliadic model. Excluding superficial structural deviations in his death-scene (i.e.

compare the elements of Achilleus’ death with those of particularly Patroklos and Hektor

above, 1.1), Achilleus blusters uncontrollably (physically and verbally), when he should be

dying. When he finally dies, he is presented as an object far more gigantic than anything

Iliadic; a tree (‘normal’ hero) is dwarfed by a mountain (Achilleus). In this, and other

contexts regarding Quintus’ characterization of Achilleus, ‘size does matter’: magnus,

rather than magnanimity, defines Quintus’ model.357

354 Previously, Apollo warned Diomedes of the immortal/ mortal divide (Il. V.440-43).
355 Cf. Achilleus’ apparent rejection of the heroic code, e.g. Il. IX.308.
356 Consider Patroklos’ punishment by Apollo (Il. XVI.698ff.), he chose not to heed Achilleus’ warning to
stop at the ships, 83ff.
357 For the extremes of Quintus’ Achilleus, see K. King (1987), 133-38; similarly, on Statius’ Achilleus,
Dilke (1963); cf. the Iliad’s Achilleus, Zanker (1997), ch. 5.
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Yet, Achilleus’ death also has important implications in other ways. As noted, Quintus’

choice of Apollo (a major deity) as Achilleus’ killer confers further greatness on the

greatest of the heroes of Troy. So, Achilleus’ death can be seen to have extra meaning,

when considering its place in, and centrality to, the Posthomerica. Quintus does what

Homer merely alluded to: he kills Achilleus, and in this, like Apollo, he claims a mighty

scalp.358

1.3 The Quintessential Achilleus?

i) In Battle

In full flight, on the battlefield, Achilleus reveals his most Achillean traits: superhuman

rage and magnificence: aristeia. In the Posthomerica’s first line, we are reminded of

Achilleus killing Hektor; then his ominous destructiveness is ‘recalled’ (mnesthentes, Post.

I.15). By Posthomerica II, Achilleus is already engaged in his second ‘major’359 duel - this

time with Memnon.360 Homer’s audience have to wait for twenty books (over 80% of the

epic) to ‘see’ Achilleus fight.361 And, arguably, his central duel is against Hektor (Iliad

XXII.273ff.).362 Although Quintus is bound by the cyclic narratives, this does have the

effect of cutting to the chase so that we see Achilleus, in all his battling glory, very early

on: belligerence is central to Achilleus’ presence, and presentation, in the Posthomerica; in

contrast, in the Iliad, the absence of Achilleus’ violent action allows for a different type of

character development, as martial prowess is a characteristic only on display for a small

part of the Iliad.363

358 Although, in another sense, Quintus has brought Achilleus back to life, and immortalized him. See
apotheosis below, 1.4
359 Major in the sense that Achilleus is fighting the Trojan defence, and ‘best’ warrior; doubles for Hektor,
then, become apparent: Penthesileia; Memnon. See Ch.I.1.1 on evocation of the Iliadic Hektor and
Hektor/Achilleus duels.
360 On Achilleus’ first duel (with Penthesileia), see Ch.I.1.1
361 Prior to this, they have only ‘heard’ about the great man’s great deeds from the secondary narrators (e.g.
Il. I. 162-66, VI.414-24, IX.328-32). The ‘seeing’ for the audience/ reader comes from the primary narrator.
362 Cf. Achilleus with Aeneas (Il. XX.259ff); Asteropaios (Il. XXI.161ff.); and Hektor (Il. XX.438ff.).
363 (Achilleus), the, “greatest of the heroes becomes the most obdurate anti-hero; but the heroic life provides
no practice in opting out of wars, and by opting out of this war, Achilles exposes himself to contradictory
feelings, which he expresses by contradictory actions” (Silk, 1999, 91); see too G. Zanker on Achilleus’
characterization and personal ethics, especially ch. 5, Achilleus’ ‘Magnanimity’ (1997).
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The Iliadic Achilleus seeks out Hektor specifically for killing Patroklos. In the

Posthomerica, Achilleus directs a specific assault against Penthesileia (Post. I.545), but a

personal assault against Memnon (II.398ff.).364 The scene with Penthesileia shares many

similarities with that between Achilleus and Hektor in the Iliad, but a major difference is

that Penthesileia, unlike the Iliadic Hektor, has not caused Achilleus personal grief, so

Achilleus’ violent anger can no longer be attributed to the achos caused by Patroklos’

killing: against Penthesileia we learn, ‘Those two warriors were likewise ready for

Penthesileia’ (Post. I.545); whereas, at Iliad XVIII.90-3, Achilleus articulates his

compulsion to act out revenge on Hektor for Patroklos’ death). In the Iliad we see

Achilleus kill not only Hektor, but also other Trojans (including sacrifice),365 only after

Patroklos’ death; thus his Iliadic battling is as a direct result of Patroklos’ death: this

raison d’être is fundamentally tied to Patroklos and the multifarious complexities of

Achilleus’ character that Patroklos’ death activates. This is important, because the

Posthomeric Achilleus and his battle actions become particularly callous now, i.e. in

Quintus, as Achilleus’ motivation lacks substance. This has a profound effect on his

characterization. Achilleus chides Penthesileia briefly (575ff.), and injures her promptly

(594ff.); delivering the fatal second blow impales Penthesileia and her horse (612ff.). As

the Iliadic scene with Hektor, Achilleus also continues to rebuke his slain foe in cruel

fashion: ‘Now lie there in the dust, food for dogs and fowl, wretched one’ (644-45; cf. Il.

XXII.335-56, 354).

Here, Quintus has focused on all of Achilleus’ most violent Iliadic traits; the violence

seems all the more hyperbolic because the narrative does not justify such personally

directed vitriol: unlike Hektor, Penthesileia has not killed Achilleus’ closest friend (or even

his second closest friend).366 Thus, a more ‘savage’ Achilleus emerges. Quintus’

Achilleus is more just a killing-machine, significantly separated from his profound Iliadic

364 As below, Achilleus’ motivation for fighting Memnon (who killed Antilochos) is modeled, in part, on the
Iliadic Achilleus’ assault on Hektor (for Patroklos). See Ch.IV.3.2 on Neoptolemos’ duel with Eurypylos (=
Achilleus/ Memnon) for parallels.
365 I.e. Achilleus’ mass slaughter of the Trojans in the river Xanthos (Il. XXI.17ff.), and his unmerciful
treatment of Lykaon (XXI.97ff.) and the twelve Trojans (XXIII.175-76); also XVIII.336-37 and XXI.26-32,
as noted in N. Richardson (2000), 56n.26-32.
366 Cf. Memnon and Antilochos following.
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Hektor), in Achilleus’ armour appeared Achillean. Ultimately, both were inadequate.380

The sheer frequency of such hyperbole applied to Achilleus communicates the most

quintessential characteristics of the hero in his full splendour. This is especially so in his

battle with Memnon.

More in keeping with the dominant model in the Posthomerica, is Achilleus’ response to

Thersites’ challenge to his masculinity (Post. I.723-40) and, therefore heroism, and epic

status: Achilleus’ heart is overwhelmed with anger (perichosato thumo), and he

immediately smashes Thersites’ jaw and teeth in (742ff.); he even reprimands his dead

‘colleague’, as he would an enemy on the battlefield: keiso nun en koniesi ... (757ff.). This

reminds us of Achilleus’ anger, and ‘who’ he is in epic: it is acceptable for Achilleus to

have cholos, and even menis, but a heart that is gunaimanes (‘women mad’) is abhorent.

Furthermore, even the enraged Iliadic Achilleus stops short of killing a fellow Greek

(Agamemnon, Book I). This restaint, and the ‘quarrel’ (neikos) is evoked when Achilleus

nearly comes to blows with Diomedes (Post. I. 767-81). Finally, the unusual pity and

respect shown to an enemy, and his (her) corpse, returning it unstripped for cremation,

finds expression in the Posthomerica through Atreus’ sons (782ff.). This evokes the same

for the Iliadic Achilleus with regard to, respectively, Priam (oiktos, Il. XXIV.516), and

Eetion (sebassato, VI.416-19), and is a far cry from Thersites’ critique, with its implied

accusation of necrophilia,381 and rape.382

Quintus, however, takes the opportunity to communicate something of the greater

complexity of the Iliadic Achilleus in the events immediately following Penthesileia’s

death. He feels ‘unremitting remorse in his heart’, aliaston heo eneteireto thumo (Post.

I.571); this echoes his conciliatory words to Priam, ‘do not grieve ever ceaselessly in your

380 Reference to Achilleus’ trademark divine armour (Post. I.550) and Cheiron’s spear (Post. I.593; Il. XVI.
143-44; noted by James (2004),273n.593.), in his Penthesileia battle, and his duelling supremacy, clearly
locate Achilleus in his literary epic past – the Iliad . These ‘concrete’ Achillean expressions reverberate with
other heroes that overtly ‘fill the gap’ left following Achilleus’ Posthomeric death. See below Aias, 2.3;
Neoptolemos, Ch.IV.2.2. The arms act, for Achilleus between epics (Iliad to Posthomerica), and his heirs, as
super-charged signifiers of character; heroic batons, so to speak.
381 James (2004), 274n. 723-40, notes Eustathios on Il. II.200.
382 On Achilleus’ ‘rape’ of Deidameia, see Schol. (D) Il. XIX.326, Cyp. fr. 19 in West (2003), 98-9; also,
Statius (Ach. I.639ff.), and Ovid (Met. XI.264ff.), as noted in Dilke (2005), 126n.642.
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Also, in an epic so saturated by laments (gooi),387 Quintus’ choice to convey minimal

sadness for his closest Posthomeric friend’s death (rather than being surprising) is actually

in keeping with this Achilleus: ever the violent warrior. The impact on Achilleus is

significant – in the Posthomerica, where others lament more, he laments less (the pattern

of Achilleus’ characterization is inverted, although this ties in with his reduced

complexity). This juxtaposition makes Achilleus seem even more violent. Contrastingly,

Homer’s Achilleus is not predominantly characterized by his physicality (battling or

otherwise) alone. Instead, the Iliadic Achilleus is also highly perceptive/sensitive. These

characteristics are evident in the Iliadic scenes with Thetis (I.348ff., XVIII.70ff.), and the

embassy (e.g. IX.308ff.), and the sense of development of his character is conveyed in the

highly emotive episode with Priam (XXIV.507ff.), where Achilleus exhibits great

gentleness (eka, 508), pity (oikteiron, 516) and compassion – ‘magnanimous’ indeed.388

Telling, too, is the immediacy of and nature of Achilleus’ response to news of Antilochos’

death. At Post. II.395, Achilleus is distraught; by 396 he is looking to kill Memnon. In the

Iliad, Achilleus requires four books to avenge Patroklos’ death; here only a hundred or so

lines (this communicates another meaning of his ‘swift-footedness’, as he propels the

story, whilst appearing more anger-driven). The intensity of feelings and dramatic

techniques that Homer employs to enliven the Iliadic Achilleus are almost absent from

Quintus’ Achilleus here.

Partly, Achilleus’ swift response is in keeping with Iliadic and Odyssean heroism. The

Iliadic Achilleus is renowned for intense emotions which drive his actions; e.g. if not for

divine intervention, he might have avenged Agamemnon’s insults (I.188ff.); to news of

Patroklos’ death, his emotional response is intense and immediate (Achilleus is

overwhelmed with grief, casting dust over himself, and lying ‘huge and hugely fallen’ in

the dust; XVIII.22ff.). So, when hearing that Memnon has killed Antilochos, such

response is understandable, as Antilochos is second only to Patroklos (Od. XXIV.78-9).

Quintus’ Achilleus seeks out Memnon (Antilochos’ killer) in hybrid fashion, combining

387 See Ch.I.3.
388 On Achilleus ‘pity’ and ‘magnanimity’, see, respectively, Kim (2000), and Zanker (1997), esp. ch. 5.



109

elements from Homer’s hero (he is angry and vengeful, Iliad; he is very close to

Antilochos, Odyssey).

A key difference, though, is that in the Posthomerica Achilleus’ rage utterly overwhelms

his sorrow (though the Iliadic Achilleus is consumed by rage up to a significant point, his

character reveals many more depths: he laments uncontrollably at Patroklos’ death; his

great humanity emerges through mourning with Priam). This emphasises that anger is the

Posthomeric Achilleus’ overriding characteristic. Concentration on this anger conforms

with much post-Homeric literature, where anger and violence are Achilleus’ defining

characteristics (e.g. Hek.93-5; Aen. I.453-87; Met. XII.73-165, note 162-63).389 Although

the context is exactly the same as that of the Iliad, the Trojan War, Achilleus is

fundamentally different in Quintus’ portrayal as, although he echoes key character traits of

the Iliadic model, extreme amplification of such traits makes Achilleus at the same time

both unmistakeable and alien.

1.4 Transportation of the Corpse

In Proklos’ summary of the Aithiopis fighting over Achilleus’ corpse follows his death:

(2) ‘When they encounter (each other), Antilochos is killed by Memnon, then
Achilleus kills Memnon … ’. (3) ‘(Achilleus) is killed by Paris and Apollo.
A fierce battle develops over his body in which Aias takes it up and carries
towards the ships, with Odysseus fighting the Trojans off.’ (4) ‘Then they
bury Antilochos, and lay out the body of Achilleus. Thetis comes with the
Muses and her sisters, and laments her son. And presently Thetis snatches her
son from the pyre and conveys him to the White Island. When the Achaeans
have raised the grave mound, they organize an athletic contest … ’
(Aith., Args.2-4)

Quintus disrupts the sequence of events after Achilleus’ death by choosing to have

Antilochos buried (Post. III.4ff.; = Aith. Arg.4) well before Achilleus (Post. III.736ff.; =

Aith. 4); in fact, Achilleus continues to fight after Antilochos’ burial. Thus, on a

metapoetic level, Achilleus is given more (textual) space; narrative-wise he is ‘bigger’.

389 For further primary bibliography, see Achilleus: -anger of, -brutality of, -prowess of, -as vengeful, in K.
King’s Character and Place Name Index (1987), 323-25.
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as a distinguishing feature between a greater past and the (lesser) present;395 here Achilleus

is already superhuman among his own generation.396

Allusion to Achilleus’ afterlife also significantly departs from what we may expect from

the Homeric poems. Homer’s Achilleus leaves us in no doubt regarding the finality of

death: (to Odysseus) ‘a man’s spirit should come back when once it has passed the barrier

of his teeth, neither pillage avails nor winning’ (Il. IX.408-10). If not, then time and kleos

would not drive hero.397 In the Underworld, too, Achilleus’ spirit bemoans the tragedy of

loss of existence (Od. XI.488ff.). The Posthomeric narrator notes that Achilleus (like

Peleus and Neoptolemos) is to be whisked away to the Elysian Plain, makaron epi gaian,

‘the land of the blessed ones’ (762). Furthermore, Quintus’ Achilleus will not be subject to

the darkness which fills all the Homeric and Posthomeric laments,398 as Poseidon consoles

Thetis, for, ‘he won’t be dwelling with the dead but with the gods, like Dionysus and

Herakles. He won’t be kept in darkness either by fearful Fate of by Hades, but soon shall

rise to Zeus’ light’ (Post. III.771-74). Significantly, Achilleus shall be deified: (Poseidon)

‘And I will present him with an island fit for a god, in the Euxine Sea, where your son shall

be a god forever. The tribes that live around shall greatly glorify him and with desirable

sacrifices honour him no less than me’ (775-79).399 This apotheosis not only exceeds the

Homeric view of mortality; it also goes beyond the Cycle. Removal to Leuke may involve

immortality, but it does not bring Achilleus among the gods; he is not elsewhere like

Dionysus or Herakles.400

Quintus’ choice of Achilleus’ apotheosis reflects a marked deviation from the theology of

the Homeric world. However, this episode of Achilleus’ biography in the Posthomerica

clearly owes much to the cyclic version: ‘And presently Thetis snatches her son from the

395 See Ch.III, esp. part 3.
396 On which, see Achilleus’ klea andron below, 3.2-3.
397 See Sarpedon on noblesse oblige (Il. XII.310-28), and the rest of Achilleus’ full reply to Odysseus (Il.
IX.308-429); on which, Hainsworth (2000), 99-119.
398 See Ch.I.3.
399 Such deification ties in with Farnell’s comments on the cults of the heroes: “Now the chief and earliest
attested centre of Achilles-worship was the Black Sea, in the island of Leuke ...” (1921, 286); and 285-89 for
Achilleus’ cult.
400 See Burgess (2009), ch. 7. See too Neoptolemos’ apotheosis, Ch.IV.1.8
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pyre and conveys him to the White Island’ (Aith. Arg.4). Essentially, Quintus’ Achilleus

has been predominantly Iliadic in his characterization, albeit through accentuated portrayal

(greater anger, etc.), and, in his burial, we see intertextual engagement with the Homeric

poems, too. So, through choosing to then refer to the cyclic account of his apotheosis,

Quintus again introduces an element of surprise into the narrative. Furthermore, we can

understand Achilleus’ deification and immortalization also as metapoetic comment on

Quintus’ poem.401

1.5 Shadow of Former Selves: ‘Gentle’ Achilleus

At the end of Posthomerica III there is no doubt about the (un-Homeric) afterlife awaiting

Achilleus. In Book XIV we are reminded of this and much more when Achilleus makes

his final appearance, but this time in ghostly form.402 As often the case, the scene clearly

borrows from the Homeric poems, where the characters echo their Homeric predecessors,

and the narrative follows the outline of the Cycle. Here, the appearance of Achilleus’

shade to Neoptolemos, recalls Patroklos’ ghostly visitation to Achilleus (Il. XXIII.62ff.);

though the narrative is a fusion of cyclic accounts:

‘And Odysseus fetches Neoptolemos from Skyros and gives him his father’s
armour; and Achilleus appears to him.’ (Ilias Mikra, Arg.3)403

In the Ilias Mikra (Arg.4), the wooden horse is built, and in (Arg.5), the horse is taken into

Troy, by the Trojans; thus, Quintus has deviated from this chronology, as Achilleus’ ghost

appears after Troy has been breached by the wooden horse. Why? By positioning

Achilleus after the Fall, he is able to associate Greek departure more closely with sacrifice

to Achilleus, the ‘god’ and thus emphasize his heroic status.

The following cyclic accounts further show elements that Quintus fuses:

‘Then they (the Greeks)404 set fire to the city, and slaughter Polyxena at
Achilleus’ tomb.’ (Iliou Persis, Arg.4)

401 See too, Neoptolemos, Ch.IV., Conclusion.
402 On this episode, see also Ch.IV.2.2.
403 See following for Achilleus’ deification and demands.
404 My addition in parenthesis.
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‘When Agamemnon’s party is preparing to sail, Achilleus’ ghost appears and
tries to prevent them by foretelling what will happen.’ (Nostoi, Arg.3)405

On the whole, Achilleus’ ghost differs greatly from the living model previously seen,

sophrosyne and gentleness being central characteristics of the imago. Immediately before

his speech, even his affectionate kissing (kusse ... aspasios) of Neoptolemos (Post.

XIV.183-84),406 appears out of character from his earlier Posthomeric self. Achilleus

recalls his apotheosis and advises on particular qualities: e.g. being foremost (promos,

189), good sense (euphrona, 191) nobility (amumonas, 192), goodness (agatha, agathon

194), so too will be your deeds (ergon, 194). Core aspects of this speech recall Phoenix’

words to Achilleus in Iliad IX: ‘(Peleus) sent me to instruct you in all these things, to be

both a speaker of words and doer of deeds’ (IX.442-43).

Posthomerica XIV.201-09 proceeds in similar vein to lines 185-94. The emphasis is on

attaining glory (kudimos, 201), and exercising restraint (201-03): Achilleus continues, ‘So

cover yourself with glory and have sufficient wisdom to neither to tear your spirit with

grief because of misfortune nor to be too happy with luck’ (201-03). In part, this (and lines

185-88) evokes Achilleus’ consolation to Priam (do not grieve ceaselessly, Il. XXIV.549).

‘Gentleness’ figures highly in Achilleus’ thoughts, too, as he advises his son to be gentle

with friends (epios, Post. XIV.203; meilichos, 209), and mortals in general. Recourse to

gentleness recalls Quintus’ earlier Achilleus (see Post. III.424-26). This appears similarly

incongruous as violence characterizes Achilleus thus far. However, we have seen striking

examples of Achilleus’ exceptional compassion only elsewhere: (as above) eka (Il.

XXIV.508); oikteiron, (Il. XXIV.516). This incongruity is dramatically heightened with

Achilleus’ final Posthomeric request.

Achilleus’ instruction to Neoptolemos has occupied his speech so far, and cannot prepare

us for his following request even if we consider the Iliou Persis (4) and Euripides’ Hek.

93-5: ‘Now tell this to the Argives, especially (malist’) to Atreus’ son Agamemnon: if truly

they remember all my work round Priam’s walls and all that I plundered before we reached

405 Quintus could also have referred to Euripides’ Achilleus (e.g. Hek. 37-43).
406 See Ch.IV.1.2.
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the land of Troy, Now let them (the Greeks) meet my desire by bringing to my tomb, out

of Priam’s treasure, well-dressed Polyxena to sacrifice her at once, because my anger

(choomai) with them is even greater (mallon) than earlier over Briseis’ (Post. XIV.209-

216). This counters the claim of the Iliadic Achilleus, following Patroklos’ death, that the

‘girl’ (Briseis) was not worth his anger (XIX.56ff.). As James notes (2004, 342n.215-16),

“Its obvious precedent is Achilles’ undertaking at Iliad 18.336-7 to satisfy his anger over

the killing of Patroklos by sacrificing twelve Trojan captives on the latter’s pyre”. There is

more to this speech, however, because it also evokes Achilleus’ quarrel with Agamemnon

(Il. I.1ff.), including Achilleus’ sense of being exploited by Agamemnon, winning much

for the king, but ultimately losing out himself. Consequently, Achilleus appears even more

angry than his Iliadic self, and even more unfair than the Iliadic Agamemnon. Death

intensifies these elements: Achilleus killed even when dying;407 now he continues to kill

even though dead. Nothing, it seems, can stop his wrath. Achilleus threatens numerous

storms, and that the Greeks will remain marooned in Troy until they make sacrifice, and

‘pour libations to honour me’ (Post. XIV.216ff.). Demand for libations again marks

Achilleus as different from Homer’s - the deification of the hero is now complete. Such

presentation is more in keeping with the cyclic, than the Homeric epics.

This speech really conveys a super-compressed character and narrative, with numerous

aspects evoking the complexities of the Iliadic hero. In terms of the Posthomerica, this

Achilleus can be understood as a shadow of his former (Posthomeric and Iliadic) self.

Here, he is a phantom, an anomaly. His rhetoric contrasts with his earlier portrayal (in the

Posthomerica): conversely, that living self bears little relation to his past (Iliadic) self.408

However, if we really want to ‘see’409 examples of, for instance, ‘Achillean’ gentleness

and pity, we need to look beyond Quintus’ Achilleus to other Posthomeric heroes who

express such qualities, ironically, by strongly evoking the Iliadic Achilleus. So too, we

need to look beyond Quintus’ Achilleus to these characters, to gain a sense of something of

407 See above, 1.1iv.
408 E.g. in his ‘lament’ for Antilochos, 1.3ii.
409 Primary narrative, as opposed to secondary narrative (being told). On the latter, see Achilleus
‘remembered’, 3.
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the complexity of the Iliadic hero. In this way, as will be shown, a more ‘complete’

Achilleus emerges through other heroes.

Part 2 - Achilleus: the ‘Driving’ Force

In this section on Quintus’ Achilleus, I will explore the ways Quintus uses Achillean

model(s) to ‘drive’ other heroic characterizations (I use the term ‘drive’ to mean inform,

inspire, serve as model for) to suggest the centrality and prominence of Achillean motifs,

such as ‘anger’, in the configuration of other heroes. I will show how aspects of Achillean

characterizations are embedded within the text, and used to create other heroes. Thus,

Quintus dissects (deconstructs) Achilleus, employing his fragmentary remains

(reconstructed) to create an air of ancient epic.410 Related to this is another central

consideration, regarding Quintus’ reception of Achilleus. Achilleus, either the Iliadic or

Posthomeric, frequently acts as the model on which other heroes are constructed: Quintus

internalizes the Iliadic Achilleus, and his (Quintus’/ the ‘new’ Achilleus’) reconfiguration

drives the major heroes of the Posthomerica. This, in turn, has metapoetic implications, as

Achilleus (the epic, Homeric and Trojan War signifier) represents more than himself.

I will now consider five Posthomeric heroes, who exhibit unmistakeable Achillean

characteristics: Memnon, Aias and Neoptolemos; and Podaleirios and Paris.

2.1 Memnon411

i) A Battle Made in Heaven

No hero offers Achilleus as much battling resistance in epic as Quintus’ Memnon.412 On

close inspection, the reasons for this become clear: Quintus has largely based Memnon on

Achilleus. This is shown particularly in his battle with Achilleus, and his engagement with

Nestor.

410 For Achillean de-/reconstructions, see Papaioannou (2007).
411 Also, see above on the Quintessential Achilleus, 1.3.
412 Cf. Achilleus’ battle with the apparently invulnerable Cycnus: in Ovid (Ovid, Met. XII.84ff.).
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Following the “brilliance” of Achilleus applied in the simile as Achilleus moves among the

Argives with Titan-like the strength (Post. II.204-05), we learn Memnon proceeds in

similar (ìj) illustrious manner among the Trojans as Ares (Post. II.212). In fact, for the

duration of their aristeiai, also before they meet, Quintus’ heroes seemed to be engaged in

similar battling; each attaining similar attention for similar deeds, performed at similar

times. At 228ff., Quintus focuses on Achilleus’ aristeia, as he subdues Thalios and ‘noble’

Mentes; many others follow; the devastation Achilleus brings is likened to that caused by

an earthquake (230-32).413 •Wj ... aÛtwj (235 and following), Memnon wreaks havoc on

the Argives. Again this use of ìj intratextually links the manner and time of Memnon’s

aristeia with that of Achilleus’, and its place in the text, immediately following on from

Achilleus’ rampage, implies a further closeness, or parallel of characterization; they do

things in the same way, simultaneously.

Both Memnon and Achilleus share immortal ancestry, and these heroes are well matched

physically. Memnon strikes first with a boulder, which crashes down onto Achilleus’

shield (Post. II.401ff.).414 The stone hits its mark, ‘godlike’ Achilleus; although the blow

causes little damage to him. Achilleus quickly responds, striking Memnon with his spear,

but, unusually, Achilleus’ attack is not decisive,415 and his goddess-sprung adversary

continues the assault. In fact, it is Memnon who draws first blood; Memnon grazes his

arm through spear-attack, and Achilleus bleeds (Post. II.409-10). Regarding Achilleus,

such wounding is something of a rarity, and also indicates that he is not invulnerable.416

A Memnon owing much to Achilleus can also be seen in their second onslaught: ‘That

said, he (Achilleus) grasped his huge sword, and Memnon did the same.’ (Post. II.452-53).

Such similarities are numerous throughout this episode, so their proximity to each other (in

this narrative), and the battling context evokes particularly strongly Achillean

413 James notes that this earthquake simile may well be original (2004), 277n.230-32; see too Post. III.63-5.
414 The boulder, or, more precisely, a boundary stone, is not hurled for the first time here. Homer’s Athene
hits Ares with such a rock in Iliad XXI.403-06, whilst Virgil’s Turnus’ attempt against Aeneas, falls
pathetically short (Aen. XII.896-907); see James (2004), 278n.401-04.
415 Compare, e.g., Hektor’s injury (Il. XXII326ff.), and Penthesileia’s (Post. I.592ff.), at Achilleus’ ‘man-
slaying’ hands.
416 See 1.2i.
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characteristics. This proximity (physical and metaphorical) is highlighted as the plumes of

their helmets brush against each other (456-57);417 Zeus favours both, increasing their

strength (458), endurance and size, and makes them seem godlike (459-60); also, in their

battle strategies, there is an echo of Achilleus’ attack on Hektor: ‘… so shone a gleam

from the sharp spear that Achilleus brandished … as he devised evil for noble Hektor …

but there was an opening where the collarbones part the neck and shoulders, the throat’ (Il.

XXII. 319-25); ‘In eager fury these swiftly thrust out the spear to reach the throat between

shield and crested-helmet’ (Post. II. 460-62).

They ‘repeatedly’ (amoton) strike each other and each other’s shields (Post. II.454ff.).418

Significantly, these shields were both forged by Hephaistos. ‘Divinely-crafted’ armour

was one of the hall-marks of the Iliadic Achilleus (Il. XVIIIff.). and its exceptional

craftsmanship implies much about its wearer.419 This unmistakeable Achillean motif, now

applied to Memnon, is mentioned on two occasions during Achilleus’ battle with Memnon

(Post. II.455 and 466). Thus, as heroes can be characterized through what they wear,420 so

such use of arms for characterization can also recall previous (intertext) and present

(intratext) models.

Indeed, it seems as if Memnon will also be impervious to fatal attack as the ‘immortal

armour’ (Post. II.466ff.) deflects assault after assault. Memnon, too, is compared to a

tireless Giants and powerful Titan (518-19). So, the i) super-human and ii) superhuman

qualities usually associated with the battling i) Iliadic and ii) Posthomeric Achilleus, are, in

this instance, seemingly shared. Regardless of being struck, neither concedes (520-21).

And, it appears, Quintus’ Achilleus has met his match, as both adversaries resist decisive

injury.

417 As in Il. XIII.131-33, when the Aiantes fight in unison; so James (2004), 279n.456-57.
418 Cf. the Iliadic Hektor and Penthesileia noted above, who offer little resistance.
419 See Griffin (1983) on ‘Significant Objects’, ch. 1, esp. 36-7 for Achilleus’ armour.
420 Note Patroklos wears Achilleus’ armour, but cannot wield his spear (Il. XVI.139-44); Penthesileia arms as
the Iliadic hero, but wields a double-edged axe (Post. I.159). On Penthesileia’s arming, see Ch.I.4ii.
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evokes his exceptional compassion, and thus invites us to reconsider the striking Iliadic

model; and, perhaps, other renderings of this episode. There were two tragedies derived

from this scene: Aeschylus’ Achilleus play Phryges,432 and Sophocles’ lost Priamos or

Phryges.433 Thus, this did have a significant impact, and arguably the compassion was

recognized as a marked feature of Achilleus, though generated, initially, by Homer.

2.2 Shared Lament:434 Podaleirios

Regarding the centrality of Iliadic Achilleus to Memnon’s characterization, one notices

that Quintus used numerous methods; e.g. evocation through recollection and manipulation

of ‘heroic’ scenes peculiar to Achilleus, such as shows of super-human prowess in the

duel, and engagement between hero and geron. Now I will extend this approach to briefly

survey other Posthomeric heroes who prove to be something of Achillean heirs.

Though for different reasons, both Achilleus and Podaleirios are removed from battle

(Achilleus is on ‘strike’; Podaleirios is tending the injured), and by their ships (neos, Il.

XVIII.3; Post. VI.456) when learning of these deaths. Whereas Hektor killed Patroklos (Il.

XVI.818ff.), Eurypylos killed Machaon (Post. VI.429). This is significant because the

context is evoked: leading Trojan hero killing Greek; expanded lament scene follows; also,

both victims (Patroklos and Machaon) pronounce death-prophecies, stating that their

vanquishers do not have long to live, and that death/ fate stand close by (Il. XVI.851-54;

Post. VI.426-28); so the episode is also suggestive of Hektor.

Whilst Podaleirios is Machaon’s brother, Achilleus and Patroklos are as brothers, being

brought up together as children by Peleus (Il. XXIII.84-90). Thus, the brother-like

closeness of the Iliadic pair is formalized in Quintus’ Podaleirios/Machaon. However,

whereas the Iliadic Achilleus is consumed with grief immediately, the Posthomeric

Podaleirios immediately seeks revenge for the killing (Post. VI.458ff.); in fact, the swift

432 The third of his lost Achilleus trilogy, the first two being Myrmidons and Nereides.
433 Both playwrights noted in Gantz (1996), 617-18. On Aeschylus’ Phryges, see Sommerstein (1996), esp.
344-47
434 On Laments, see Ch.I.3.
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response is more in keeping with the Posthomeric Achilleus, who, as discussed above, is

driven more by anger than grief.435

Many aspects of the Posthomeric Podaleirios’ lament for his dead brother (Post. VII.21ff.),

Machaon, recall those of the Iliadic Achilleus for Patroklos (Il. XVIII.22ff.).436 This is not

surprising as Quintus frequently employs striking Homeric motifs, although (re-)applying

them differently. Like the Iliadic Achilleus for Patroklos, Quintus’ Podaleirios refuses to

eat (Il. XIX.209-10, 305-08, 319-20; Post. VII.21); Podaleirios’ rejection of edetus ‘food’

in this context recalls the same for Achilleus (Il. XIX.320). The actual lament is displaced

in the Posthomerica, as Podaleirios joins the battle first. However, expression of the

lament is similar to that of Achilleus for Patroklos, and it is spotlighted: Podaleirios lies in

the dust, moaning aloud (Post. VII.21-2; so Achilleus: rolling in dust (Il. XVIII.26-7);

moaning aloud (Il. XVIII.35)).

Podaleirios also refuses to leave Machaon’s grave: ‘He would not leave the graveside

(sema) of his brother’ (Post. VII.22-3). Whilst the refusal to leave he side of his dead

beloved may evoke the Iliadic Achilleus, ‘and the whole night long swift Achilleus ...

wetted the ground (where Patroklos was cremated), calling ever on the spirit of unhappy

Patroklos’ (Il. XXIII.218-21), it also bears a close similarity to the Posthomeric Achilleus,

who lies prostrate at Patroklos’ grave: ‘Both (Achilleus and Aias) lay prostrate at the grave

(sema) of Menoitios’ son; recalling their comrade, one groaned on this side, one on that’

(Post. I.378-79).

Elements that further evoke Achilleus and his grief include Podaleirios’ thoughts of

suicide, (Post. VII.23-4; Il.XVIII.32-4); other expressions include restlessness, inability to

sleep, and continued weeping (Post. VII.31ff.; cf. Il.XXIV.2ff). Also, Nestor’s

intervention, with regard to Podaleirios’ potential suicide, recalls the same function that

Antilochos performs in hindering Achilleus’ suicide. Podaleirios’ lament to Nestor also

evokes Achilleus’ to Thetis: both note that they no longer have the will to live because of

435 I.e. for Antilochos.
436 See Laments, Ch.I.3.
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their losses (Il.XVIII.90-3; Post.VII.64-5). The Posthomeric scene also invites comparison

with that between Achilleus and Priam in Iliad XXIV. As Nestor consoles Podaleirios

with recourse to the good and evil fortunes (Post. VII.70ff.), we are reminded of Achilleus’

consolation to Priam, regarding Zeus’ good and evil urns (Il. XXIV.525ff.).437 For

Podaleirios, as Achilleus, this lament shared with a geron who has experienced a recent

loss proves cathartic.

2.3 Brothers in Arms: Aias

Following Achilleus’ death, another Achillean character emerges. Quintus finds, in Aias,

the most suitable replacement for the Greeks. Here Quintus draws on the tradition which

makes Aias second only to Achilles.438 As Neoptolemos later,439 Aias almost immediately

replaces Achilleus in the text: ‘Achilleus, though, was not abandoned by godlike Aias, who

‘swiftly’ (thoos = Achilleus’ oka) ‘bestrode’ (peribe) him and with his ‘very long lance’

(dourati macro = Achilleus’ Pelian spear) drove them all away from him’ (Post. III.217-

19). A density of allusion here aligns the heroes, as Aias briefly fills Achilleus’ heroic

shoes. The evocation, however, is not wholly new. Such allusion to Achilleus has, in fact,

been gaining momentum as Achilleus’ death draws closer. In Posthomerica I, Aias and

Achilleus lament Patroklos, (briefly) face Penthesileia with Achilleus, and Achilleus claim

that he and Aias are by far the greatest. While protecting and ‘bestriding’ (peribas) a

fallen hero evoke Menelaus for Patroklos (Il. XVII.80), the mention of swiftness and the

very long spear, combined with the growing parallels between Aias and Achilleus, suggest

great closeness between the two (Achilleus and Aias), especially, as Aias takes centre

stage.

The duel-scene, with Aias, also follows quickly on. So far, in the Posthomerica, the only

duels have involved Achilleus. This is further clear example of Aias’ substitution for

Achilleus. Against Glaukos, Aias asks (as the Iliadic Achilleus had regarding Lykaon and

Hektor, and the Posthomeric Achilleus had with Penthesileia) if he is aware how much

437 See too discussion on gnomai, Ch.V.2.3i.
438 E.g. Il. II.768-70 and Od. XI.550-58, as Kirk (2001), 241n.768-70; so too Nagy (1981), 31. Also Ai.418-
26, and Met. XIII.11-12.
439 See Ch.IV.2.1
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greater (pherteros) Hektor was than he (Glaukos, III.253-54). Here Aias refers to his

Iliadic battle with Hektor, who was outmatched (Il. VII.244-72). And close reference is

made to the famous xenia scene between Diomedes and Glaukos (Post. III.258-60; Il.

VI.119-236), yet also the Iliadic Achilleus is recalled through Aias’ rhetoric as he

comments that Glaukos shall not escape (fuges, Post. III.261) for a second time from a

Greek warrior. These points echo those of the Iliadic Achilleus with Lykaon (again)

(escape, Il. XXI.57; gifts/ransom, Il. XXI. 99). Evocation of Achilleus’ most frenzied

Iliadic aristeia is cemented with the simile comparing Aias, like Achilleus earlier, to a

‘(whale or) mighty dolphin’ and the Trojans to terrified ‘fish’ (ichthues ... keteos ...

delphinos ... megaloio, Post. III.271-72; delphinos megaketeos ichthues, Il. XXI.22).

In places, Quintus is more explicit. In Achilleus’ Funeral Games, Thetis, herself

‘doubling’ for Achilleus as overseer and prize-giver of the contests (Post. IV.115-17; Il.

XXIII.262ff.), is struck by Aias’ similarity to Achilleus: ‘The sight of Aias reminded her

(Thetis) of her beloved son’ (Post. IV.498-99). Again, if a character is reminded of (here)

Achilleus, so are we. Thus, a mother’s recognition serves a particularly powerful

intertextual function.440 Also, Thetis spoke to Aias ‘away from the other Danaans’ (nosph’

allon Danaon, Post. IV.96), and told him that the games would be held in Achilleus’

honour. Excluding Achilleus, Aias is the only other hero who speaks to Thetis alone

(before Neoptolemos’ arrival), and Aias’ comment that they were separate from the other

Greeks recalls the intimate Iliadic scenes involving Achilleus and Thetis at the sea’s edge

(hetaron ... nosphi, Il. I.70ff.; XVIII.348ff.). These indicate the special relationship Aias

also has with her.

Aias’ prize of Memnon’s ‘immortal armour’, at the Funeral Games for Achilleus also

implies that Aias possesses Achillean attributes. These arms, like the Iliadic Achilleus’ are

both given by Thetis and crafted by Hephaistos. Aias (until Neoptolemos later), like the

Iliadic Achilleus, is the only hero megas and powerful enough to wear them (457ff.). The

size association between these two is not new, as Achilleus, awaiting Hephaistos’

440 So does a father’s; see Ch.IV.2.4.
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armour,441 comments: ‘No other man do I know whose glorious armour I might put on,

except for the shield of Aias’ (Il. XVIII.192-93).442 The Iliadic Achilleus is not supersized,

though. However, that the Posthomeric Achilleus is, reinforces this close link between

these two, and Aias’ hugeness: Aias tells Odysseus in Quintus’ Hoplon Krisis,443 ‘You

haven’t even the strength to wear this444 solid armour of the warrior grandson of Aiakos or

hands that can wield his spear. For me they are all a perfect fit, so that it’s fitting for me to

wear such splendid armour ...’ (Post. V.224-27).445

Papaioannou, in her study of Ovid’s Achilles (Metamorphoses XII), notes that Aias’ post

Armorum Iudicium ravings evoke Achilleus’ ‘anger’ in his ‘quarrel’ with Agamemnon in

Iliad I.446 (Here, as Achilleus’ lingering menis from the grave (Post. XIV.132), Aias’ anger

is inappropriate.) The same can be argued for Quintus’ Aias, whose anger at the Greeks

(choloumenos, Post. V.352; because he is not granted Achilleus’ arms), recalls Achilleus’

Iliadic anger with Agamemnon/the Greeks in the Iliad’s opening; Aias’ violent dilemma

and divine deflection from killing Odysseus further evokes the same, where Athene

hinders Achilleus killing Agamemnon (Post. V.355-60; Il. I.188-221).447

Dead Aias is also compared to giants Orion (Post. V.404), and Typhon (485), recalling

Achilleus’ description as Tityos-like in death.448 With Achilleus Aias is compared to the

raging Otos and Ephialtes (Post. I.516-19).449 Even Odysseus’ response evokes the Iliadic

Achilleus: following Aias’ Hoplon Krisis defeat and suicide, Quintus’ Odysseus laments

the danger of excessive (Aias’) rage ‘cholos’ over the arms (Post. V.574-77), this recalls

Achilleus reconciliation with Agamemnon at (Il. XVIII.107-11).450

441 Hektor having taken Achilleus’ from dead Patroklos.
442 As K. King (1987), 134.
443 See James and Lee (2000).
444 Achilleus’ immortal arms; understand the second arms, forged by Hephaistos.
445 Perhaps the last line is also a further clue as to why Quintus omits Paris from Achilleus’ killing.
446 Papaioannou (2007), ch.5, esp. 166-69.
447 Also, Ai.42ff.
448 Noted above.
449 As K. King (1987), 135.
450 As James (2004), 300n.574-77.
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Regarding Aias’ and Achilleus’ endgames, both heroes are illustriously honoured by being

carried by the basilees (respectively, Post. V.612; III.385). The enormity of both carried

corpses further links these two: Aias is megan (V.614); Achilleus, apeiriton (III.386).451

The construction of Aias’ bier echoes Achilleus’, too (respectively, V.655-56; III.739-

42):452 Achilleus’ cremated remains inhabit a sema pelorion (‘huge tomb, III.740), Aias’

mound is apeiresien (‘boundless, V.656); Aias’ apeiresien also recalls apeiriton for

Achilleus’ corpse (III.385). Allusion to apotheosis features too, linking Aias with

Achilleus and with Herakles: ‘Or as his living limbs were consigned to consuming fire by

Herakles under the torment of Nessos’ trick … his spirit passed into the air to be numbered

with the gods’ (V.643-48).

2.4 Paris’ Death and Neoptolemos’ Birth

Like Achilleus’ death in the Posthomerica,453 the duration of Paris’ death is marked for its

exceptional length (Post. X.240-363).454 Paris’ death is protracted, as, like Achilleus, he

does not die straight away; and also, a ‘narrative shift’ and narrative return’ occur (see

below). That these two alone share such unusually long deaths evokes their relationship on

multiple levels: Achilleus as slayer of men; Paris/ ‘Alex/andros’ as ‘protector of men’.

Also, although Paris does not neutralize Achilleus in the Posthomerica, he proves a match

for the hero through the epic space he occupies when dying.455

Furthermore, Oenone’s wish to devour Paris (Post. X.315-16) recalls both Hekabe for

Achilleus (Il. XXIV.212-13),456 and Achilleus for Hektor (Il. XXII.346-47). In Paris’

death, the embassy to Achilleus in Iliad IX is also evoked: Paris’ plea to Oenone for mercy

recalls Aias’ to Achilleus (Post. X.291; Il. IX.639), and Oenone’s response to Paris,

451 See above, 1.3i.
452 As James notes (2004), 301n.655-56.
453 See, 1.1-2.
454 See Hopkinson (1994), 108-15.
455 See, 1.1. Quintus has used such ‘displacement’ in other parts of his epic; for instance, in the Diomedes/
Ilioneos killing scene, which is brutal in a way we would expect (but do not receive) in the Neoptolemos/
Priam killing scene; see Ch.IV.1.3.
456 As James notes (2004), 312n.315-16.
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regarding Helen, echoes Achilleus’ response about Agamemnon and Briseis (Post. X.310-

11; Il. IX.336-37).457

The most extreme example of Achilleus’ character as the basis for other heroes (excluding,

of course, the Posthomeric Achilleus with reference to the Iliadic Achilleus), can be seen

in the characterization of Neoptolemos, which I explore in detail in a Chapter IV.

Neoptolemos is first mentioned in Posthomerica III.760, only half a book after Achilleus

dies. Though Achilleus continues to dominate the text overtly (he is the focus through

eulogy, song and arms, etc.) until the end of Book V, Neoptolemos, following Aias’ death,

most markedly picks up Achilleus’ mantle: e.g. his striking physical resemblance, and

battling prowess, etc. As noted, Aias becomes the ‘second’ Achilleus, until just before

Neoptolemos’ entrance into the poem. In this way, the Achillean line remains virtually

intact.

In each of these instances, ironically, Quintus’ reconstruction of Achilleus does not

necessarily need to rely solely upon the Homeric texts, nor the Homeric archetype for the

illusion of his Iliadic characterization.

Part 3 - Reconstructing Achilleus: Remembrance of Things Past

Next, I am going to explore Achilleus as a ‘recalled’ figure; the ‘remembrance’ of the hero

and his heroic deeds by both the primary and secondary narrators.458 Here, Achilleus is

reconstructed through narratives (words) about him, rather than what he does (deeds) in the

text. The narrators’ construction of Achilleus is also very significant as their constructs

express an ‘ideal’. Further, this ideal epic model of the epic hero communicates the

centrality of Achilleus to epic and epic heroism. In these recollections, Achilleus again

represents more than himself: Achilleus is epic. Thus, his narrators (from secondary

457 Hopkinson (1994), 112-13.
458 On Homer and narratology, see especially de Jong (2004a, 1997a).
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narrators like Nestor et al. who have shared relations,459 to the primary narrator/ Quintus)

are also his creators, and epic heirs.

Throughout these narratives, Quintus makes use of two very Homeric techniques; external

and internal analepses (therefore, intertextual and intratextual engagements will also be

considered).460 This analysis contrasts with my two previous studies of Achilleus, where

the focus has been on the characterization of an Achilleus who is actually present in the

primary narrative461 - even if this is by ‘default’; i.e. through manifestations of his

character that drive others’ characterizations. Importantly, the secondary narratives, even

if delivered by the primary narrator, often as eulogy, recall an Achilleus who has already

died.462 Therefore, we are privy to another method in Achilleus’ Posthomeric

characterization. Also, these remembrances of Achilleus take the hero beyond the

narrative-frame in which the Posthomerica is set and, in so doing, import episodes from

his mythic past. This creates the effect of an Achilleus with a ‘history’; a biography. By

considering such ‘secondary’ memories, and narratives stretching beyond the narrative

scope of the Posthomerica, I will further show how Quintus reconstructs Achilleus, and the

type of hero that emerges.

3.1 Heroic Recollections: Old Memories

In Posthomerica IV, dominated by the funeral games for Achilleus, Nestor begins his song

(hymnos, 129; 128-70). He sings of Thetis, her wedding to Peleus, etc. and events pre-

Achilleus (therefore, pre-Iliad and pre-Posthomerica). This narrative, as that regarding

parts of Achilleus’ heroic eulogy, is example of external analepsis. At 146, in the ‘midst

of the assembly’, the focus shifts to the main subject of his song (melpe, 147), Achilleus

459 Cf. Neoptolemos, who activates memories of Achilleus; e.g. Ch.IV.2.2.
460 See de Jong (1997a), 309ff. See following for discussion of analepsis (flashbacks) and prolepsis
(foreshadowing); on which, see S. Richardson (1990), especially, ch. 4, ‘Order’, including Events Retold, pp.
95-9 and Retrospection, pp. 100-08; and Foreknowledge, pp. 132-39. On prolepses and analepses in
Quintus, see too Chs.III.3.3; also, Schmitz (2007b). On ‘foreshadowing’ in Quintus, see Duckworth (1936).
461 By ‘primary narrative’ I mean the running commentary on events as they occur within the text;
alternatively, ‘secondary narrative’ implies the recollection of events which have already occurred in the text,
and/ or previously, e.g., external and/ or internal analepsis.
462 The primary narrator’s descriptions of the dead Achilleus, and the appearance of his ghost, are important
exceptions to this rule.
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and his heroic deeds; I note the context (assembly’s midst), as not only does this context

echo Homeric precedents (e.g. Phemius, Od. I.154, and, especially, Demodocus, Od.

VIII.43ff.), it also locates Achilleus’ ‘song’ (recollection of heroic deeds) as worthy of an

(important and vast) audience,463 and of the most brilliant singers - Nestor, at one level,

Quintus, at another. Furthermore, there is a significant interpretative point that Achilleus

himself, who once delighted his heart and ‘sang of the glories of men (heroes)’ (aeide …

klea andron, Il. IX.189.), is now the subject of such song - he is the hero other heroes sing

of, in the epic in which he was present (compare the klea andron of Od.VIII.73, where

Demodocus recalls a dead Achilleus from beyond the parameters of the poem = external

analepses). Achilleus has now, actually in Quintus’ epic, won kleos aphthiton, ‘immortal

glory’ (Il. IX.413). As Agamemnon tells Achilleus in the Underworld in Odyssey XXIV,

‘You were very dear to the gods. So, even now you have died, you have not lost your

name (su … oude thanon onom’ olesas, Od. XXIV.93),464 but always among all men your

fame shall be great (aiei … ep’ anthropous kleos essetai esthlon, 94-5), Achilleus’ (92-

5).465

Before considering the material covered in Achilleus’ eulogy, it is worth noting its mode.

Nestor’s ‘song’ is not is really his. Melpe ‘he sang’, the primary narrator informs, then he

(the primary narrator) proceeds to tell of his (Nestor’s) song. This reported/indirect

method of narrating, echoes Homer, where, the singing of Demodocus (Od. VIII.73ff.) and

Phemios (Od. I.154-55), is recounted by the primary narrator.466 In form, Odysseus’ fairly

detailed recollections to Penelope (Od. XXIII.310-41; Odysseus précised each of his

deeds), bare similarity to those of Quintus’ Nestor. Except, at points, Nestor’s song

stretches beyond the narrative frame of the text in which it figures (external analepsis).

The Posthomeric narrator permits his characters far less expression in general, as he

frequently intercepts their secondary narratives, with his précised accounts. Nestor’s song,

as the bard’s (see following), recounts Achilleus’ heroic past (both internal and external

463 Ranging from the ‘most kingly’ (basileutatos; Post. IV.126) Agamemnon, to the Greek army (laos, 147).
464 Cf. Odysseus’ living ‘Nobody’, Od. IX.366.
465 Translation based on Lattimore (1975).
466 See, Ch.V, on the primary narrator; also, de Jong (1997a), 310.
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analepsis), as reported speech. And, while the context (funeral games honouring

Achilleus), clearly echoes the same for Iliadic Patroklos (Il. XXIII), the narrative form of

the recollections (klea andron) and the mode (indirect speech) recall those of the Odyssey.

Furthermore, while these contexts and modes of expression appear Homeric hybrids, the

subject matter within the songs themselves fuses Iliadic narratives with those of the Cycle,

and the Posthomerica, as Quintus includes Achillean narratives also figuring in his own

text.

Nestor’s klea andron covers the following Achillean episodes,467 which draw their primary

and secondary inter-/intratextual narratives mainly from the Iliad, the Epic Cycle, and the

Posthomerica: sackings of cities (Post. IV.150-51);468 vanquishing of Telephos and Eetion

(Post. IV.152-53);469 the killing of Cycnus, (Post. IV.153)470 Polydoros (Post. IV.154),471

Troilos (Post. IV.155) and Asteropaios (Post. III.609-10);472 bloodying the river Xanthos

with numerous corpses (Post. IV.156-58);473 the killing of Lykaon (Post. IV.158-59),474

Hektor and Penthesileia, and Memnon (respectively, Post. IV.160; Post. IV.161).475

Though presented largely in summary form (as the Cycle, episodic), the reported nature of

the narratives and breadth of narrative covered creates the impression that much of

Achilleus’ heroic past is conveyed; and, through this, that the Achilleus we now have

comes with footnotes and full curriculum vitae. The primary narrator also creates this

effect with his recollections of Achilleus’ heroic deeds, except that Quintus uses the story

for each of the arms (won by Achilleus),476 given as prizes for the winners of the funeral

games, to drive the narratives.

467 On Achilleus’ heroic biography, see Gantz (1996), 230-31; Vol. II (1996),576-659.
468 See Il. I.163-68, VI.414ff.; Cyp. (Args. 7, 9, 11, 12); Post. I.13-4, III.544-46.
469 For Telephos (though cf. Post. IV.172ff., where Achilleus heals Telephos), cf. Cyp. (Arg.7); for Eetion, Il.
VI.414-20; Post. III.544-46.
470 See Cyp. (Arg.10).
471 See Il. XX.407ff.
472 For Troilos, cf. Il. XXIV.257, and Cyp. (Arg.11); for Asteropaios, Il. XXI.139ff..
473 See Il. XXI.1ff.; Post. I.10ff.
474 Il. XXI.34ff.
475 For Hektor, see Il. XXII.326-63, Post. I.1ff., etc.; for Penthesileia, Aith. (Arg.1), Post. I.569ff.; for
Memnon, Aith. (Arg.2); Post. II.396ff.
476 See 3.4.



131

3.2 Songs My Fathers Taught Me

Many of the aspects of Nestor’s song feature in the bard’s ‘song’ (aeide, Post. XIV.125;

121-42). The song, as Nestor’s, is also reported. Furthermore, much of the subject

matter, like Nestor’s, deals with Achilleus’ legendary past (127ff.), such as his sacking of

cities (128-29); his deeds against Telephos and Eetion (130); his subduing of Cycnus (131;

cf. above); the dragging of Hektor (133), and vanquishing of Penthesileia (134), and

Memnon (Tithonos’ son, 135). Thus, through the secondary narratives, aspects of

Achilleus’ heroic past are again recalled; sometimes, as in Nestor’s song, the narratives are

external analepses (sackings, etc.); sometimes, once again as in Nestor’s song, internal

analepses (e.g. Penthesileia, Memnon).

So, in terms of the content of Nestor’s song, there are many parallels. However, the bard

omits certain features present in Nestor’s eulogy, such as Achilleus’ killing of Troilos and

Asteropaios, and he includes narrative summaries that had been absent. Of these one is

hugely significant for the reconstructing of Achilleus. The ‘anger of Achilleus’ (menin

Achilleos) is recalled in the bard’s song at Post. XIV.131-32. For all his ravings in the

Posthomerica, nowhere else is menis applied to Achilleus.477 This overtly recalls the

opening of the Iliad, the Iliadic Achilleus (and, consequently Homer). As noted,

Achilleus’ anger is the central unifying theme in the Iliad, so, recourse to it is extremely

loaded. While, as noted, Quintus’ poem lacks the cohesive theme of the Iliad, Achilleus,

evoked in numerous ways, provides the cohesion, making the epic more than series of

episodes. In a sense, the entire Iliad is contained in this one term (menis), so Quintus’

fleeting ‘quote’ both reduces the Iliad and Achilleus to their bare minimum, while also

signifying the complete Iliadic story, and the complete (and complex) Achilleus. Viewed

so, it can be seen that the ‘real’ Achilleus, i.e. most true to his Iliadic self, is more apparent

as a memory than he actually was as a hero present in the Posthomerica.

The bard, however, fails to include an Achillean narrative so comprehensively covered by

the primary narrator: Achilleus’ death. It has been noted that Quintus often presents an

477 Cholos is the preferred term. See 1.
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‘idealized’ Achilleus, and one based on hyperbole:478 he is Achilleus ‘plus’; more violent;

more indestructible (Apollo alone kills him); more ‘romantic’ (Penthesileia); more

philosophical (as in his ghostly form). As primary narrative the episode was so well

documented, Achilleus taking hundreds of lines to die, that it appears strange that this is

omitted from the secondary narratives, except if we consider that perhaps Quintus was

saving the ‘best’ lines for himself, and that mention of Achilleus’ death in secondary songs

of his heroic deeds somehow detracts from them: the essence of heroic songs (for

secondary narrators, too) is the glory of success, not failure. Also, perhaps a précised

account shatters the illusion that we are witnessing Achilleus’ ‘epic’ biography: being so

long and stylized, a ‘report’ is inappropriate.

3.3 Epic Tales

Key episodes that do not figure in either Nestor’s or the bard’s songs are woven into

Quintus’ text in other ways, thus further creating the impression that, in the Posthomerica,

we are privy to Achilleus’ full heroic life. All of the following are secondary narratives:

Thetis recalls her ill-starred relationship with Peleus (Post. III.613ff.).479 Whilst her

laments echo those for Patroklos in Iliad XVIII.429ff., and the Cycle (Aith. Arg.4), these

recollections also create the effect that another episode in Achilleus’ biography (albeit

technically pre-Achilleus), features; as is the case in the Iliad too. Heroic recountings

continue with Phoenix’ lament, when he recalls his involvement in young Achilleus’

childhood (Post. III.463ff.; e.g. nepieesin ... stethea ... chitonas, 475-76). Again this

echoes Phoenix’ speech in the Iliad (IX.434ff.; stethessi chitona ... nepiee, 490-91);480

itself going beyond the narrative time-frame of its text (external analepsis); Phoenix tells a

similar tale to the young Neoptolemos much later (Post. VII.642-66).

478 See Mansur (1940).
479 See Il. I.5 scholia in West (2003), Cyp. (fr.1), and Il. XVIII.434ff; also, Apollonius. Argon. IV.865-79.
480 Cf. Il. XI.830-32, where Cheiron taught Achilleus; like the Cycle, Quintus makes no such reference in this
context); further on Cheiron/Achilleus, see Gantz (1996), 231; e.g. Hesiod, Precepts of Cheiron, and art (e.g.,
neck amphora of Protoattic period; Berlin, CHA9).



133

Achilleus’ youthful time in Skyros, so well documented by Statius in his first-century AD

Achilleid, acts as further narrative ‘filler’ of Achilleus’ mythic past;481 this part of

Achilleus’ mythic biography receives only fleeting reference in the Iliad. Though

Neoptolemos is named as Achilleus’ son (Il. XIX.326-27), there is no mention of

Deidameia.482 Achilleus notes that Neoptolemos is in Skyros, (Il. XIX.331-33; Schol. (D)

Il. XIX.326483 = Peleus hides Achilleus (disguised as a girl) on Skyros; Odysseus, Phoenix

and Nestor are sent to find him, and both Deidameia and Neoptolemos are mentioned; in

the Ilias Mikra, Odysseus fetches Neoptolemos from Skyros … (Arg.3). However, little is

recalled with regard to this episode. No mention is made of Achilleus ‘raping’ Deidameia

(cf. ephtheire, in the Schol. (D); Statius, Ach. I.639ff.; Ovid, Met. XI.264ff.). This

omission, as his choice to include Apollo as Achilleus’ killer, serves to present the hero in

a more positive light. Equally, a further addition to this list could have included

Penthesileia.484 In the Skyros episode (Post. VII.169ff.), Odysseus’ and Diomedes’

presence catalyse Deidameia’s485 memories of young Achilleus; these are also focalized by

the primary narrator (242ff.). And, her time with Achilleus is recalled, as she foreshadows

her son’s doom (268ff.).

Returning from Skyros, Achilleus’ heroism is recalled as the recruiting Greeks ‘delighting’

(terpeskon) him (Neoptolemos) ‘telling’ (enepontes) ‘stories’ (muthoisin) of his father’s

deeds’ (erg’, Post. VII.378).486 The secondary narrator’s narrative covers Achilleus’

accomplishments on his long voyage (380), in the land of Telephos (381), and in his

assaults on Troy (Priam’s citadel, 382). So, as with the songs (also indirect speech) of the

secondary narrators, Nestor and the bard, the secondary narratives of the Greeks surpass

the narrative frame of the Posthomerica, whilst including events within Quintus’ text. This

recalls more of Achilleus than literally figures in the text, and gives a grand sweep of the

Trojan War. At a text-internal level too, such narratives serve an interesting purpose. The

481 On Statius’ Achilleid, see Dilke (2005), esp. Introduction; also Ch.IV, esp. 2.1.
482 Nor in the Odyssey, but Odysseus tells Achilleus he recruited Neoptolemos from Skyros (XI.505ff.)
483 Cyp. (fr.19).
484 However, regarding Penthesileia, for necrophile allusions see above, 1.3i.
485 And the readers’.
486 My translation.
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Greeks, like Odysseus and Phoenix, reconstruct the absent father for Neoptolemos. This is

important as it presents another Achillean aspect (as parent), that is all but missing from

the Iliad.487

3.4 Concrete Expressions of Abstract Constructs: Presence in Presents

Immediately following on from his song in honour of Achilleus and his heroic deeds (Post.

IV.171ff.), Nestor is first to receive a prize for his accomplishment (brilliant singing). The

prize, Telephos’ steeds (172ff.), also marks the beginnings of the primary narrator’s

recollections of Achilleus’ heroic past, which so closely matches that of Nestor’s

secondary narratives in content. The narratives, recalling Achilleus’ deeds, range from the

early sackings of cities, where Achilleus captured many women (Briseis included), to

Memnon’s slaughter. As Nestor’s song, the primary narrator provides coverage of

Achilleus’ narratives involving: Eetion; Cycnus; Polydoros; Troilos and Asteropaios; and

Lykaon. Furthermore, Nestor’s song (and the bard’s) creates the effect that we see more of

Achilleus than is so.

The booty, given as prizes for victory in these games, activates Achillean narratives. To a

lesser extent this is so in Iliad XXIII, where brief reminiscences (e.g. Achilleus’

announcement that Eumelos shall receive Asteropaios’ bronze corselet), recall his heroic

deeds stretching beyond the Iliad’s time-frame (558-62). Two major differences here (in

the Iliad) are that much more of the narrative is spoken by the secondary narrators, and

many prizes have no ‘story’ whatsoever; e.g. for the charioteers, Achilleus sets out a

woman, a tripod, and a mare, etc. (Il. XXIII.262ff.); for the boxing, a mule (XXIII.653ff.),

etc. Narratives are occasionally connected with the games’ prizes (silver mixing bowls for

‘fleetness of foot’, given by Euneos to Patroklos as ransom for Lykaon, XXIII.740ff.): of

the eight contests (Quintus has ten, excluding Nestor’s), only four of the many prizes (and

two of these are for the wrestling alone, XXIII.798-810) recall previous narratives.

487 See Ch.IV.2.2.
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With the exception of the uncontested prize (‘won’ by Aias for the game of ‘fists and feet’,

Post. IV.479ff.),488 each gift presented to the victorious competitors has an Achillean tale

of conquest attached that the primary narrator recalls; particularly noteworthy is that

associated with Herakles, the huge lump of metal (solon perimekea, 436 and following).

The iron recalls the contest at Iliad XXIII.826-49, but whereas the Theban Eetion had used

the iron for training, the Posthomeric metal has a far greater ‘history’. The giant Antaios

exercised with the mass, until subdued by the greatest hero Herakles. This, subsequently,

he gave to Peleus, and Peleus to Achilleus. Such transmission confers something further

on Achilleus (and Aias), here closely associated with Herakles; in fact, in a way, heirs

through objects. The massy iron is hurled furthest by the greater Aias, who receives the

armour which Achilleus took from Memnon after subduing him. The primary narrative,

then, recalls Achilleus’ heroic deed, and adds further information which elevates his heroic

stature (that the sight of Aias reminds Thetis of Achilleus, and moves her so is also

significant (Post. IV.498-99).489

The primary narrator also manipulates the actual contents of the narratives, triggered by

the histories of the prizes. Achillean deeds are recalled through primary reference to

arms/booty for numerous vanquished heroes (Cycnus, Post. IV.468ff.; Polydoros, 586;

Memnon, 458, etc.). However, the arms (or anything else for that matter) of Hektor and

Penthesileia, are not recalled by the primary narrator. Possibly because, in the Iliad,

Achilleus brought Hektor back to camp after subduing him, and Penthesileia was returned

to the Trojans (presumably ‘clothed’, i.e. for the sake of (feminine) modesty, still wearing

her battle gear (Post. I.784ff.).490 Similarly, the primary narrator omits reference to

Achilleus’ deeds involving the river Xanthos (IV.156-58 in Nestor’s song), except if we

consider his reference to Lykaon on Lemnos as cryptic reference (384).

488 See Iliad, XXIII.884-94: Achilleus gives Agamemnon an embossed cauldron for uncontested supremacy
in spear-throwing and power.
489 See 2.3.
490 See Ch.I.
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As in Achilleus’ death-scene,491 this narrative is dramatically extended. The primary

narrator’s Achillean narratives, stretch over four hundred lines - many times more than

those of Nestor or the bard. Although the narratives of these funeral games, as for those

for Achilleus’ death-scene, change focus (they cover the events of the games themselves),

the actual narratives specifically about Achilleus are much more detailed in many places;

e.g. all we learn of the Achilleus/Cycnus ‘story’ from Nestor and the bard is, respectively,

‘how he killed Cycnus the son of Poseidon with his spear’ (IV.153-54); ‘how he killed

proud Cycnus’ (XIV.131). In contrast, the primary narrator notes that, ‘He (Agapenor)

was given the beautiful armour492 of Cycnus by Thetis. After killing Protesilaos Cycnus

had taken the lives of many before being killed by Achilleus. That first loss of the

champion shrouded the Trojans in sorrow’ (IV.468-71); four lines of primary narrative

relating to Achilleus’ heroic deed, as opposed to one and a half of Nestor, and one for the

bard.

The Achillean narrative involving Troilos is even more marked. Nestor tells only that,

‘handsome Troilos’ (Post. IV.155) had been killed by Achilleus’ spear; Troilos does not

figure in the bard’s narratives of Achilleus ‘heroic deeds. In the primary narrator’s

account, however, we learn that, ‘To him (Teukros) the spouse of Peleus presented the

beautiful armour of godlike Troilos, far the best of the bachelor sons of Hekabe in holy

Troy, but from his beauty he had no benefit, because the deadly strength behind the spear

of Achilleus robbed him of his life …’ (IV.418-220). The narrative continues, however,

with an extended simile of a poppy or blade of grass cut short (423-29),493 including more

mention of Achilleus at 431; the Troilos narrative ends at 435.

Like the secondary narratives discussed above, Achilleus’ reconstruction is very

comprehensive in the Posthomerica.494 For instance, the primary narrator glosses over

491 See above, 1.1.
492 See Ovid, Met. XII., on Cycnus’ ‘ornamental armour’; cf. Achilleus’ and its functions – wearer ‘special’
distinct, but also vulnerable.
493 This recalls Il. VIII.306-07. See James (2004), 292n.423-9.
494 If, sometimes incongruous and artificial; e.g. remembered as ‘gentle’, though especially violent; his
demand for Polyxena sacrifice and advice to Neoptolemos.
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many of his pre-Posthomeric narratives right from the beginning of the text. In the first

fifteen lines, the narrator recalls Achilleus’ heroic deeds: subjugation of Hektor (Post. I.1);

numerous Trojan killings in the Skamander (9-10), and around Troy’s walls (11); again

Hektor, dragged round the city (12); slayings on the sea (13); Achilleus’ first Trojan

killings (14). The primary narrator focalizes all of these ‘memories’ mnesthentes (15); the

first four deeds relate back to events actually in the Iliad, whilst the sackings, though noted

by Achilleus at Iliad IX.328-29, fall beyond its narrative scope, as does Achilleus’ first

killing at Troy (according to the Cycle, Cycnus, Cypria [Arg.10]), which is not recounted

in Homer.

Conclusion

At one level, Quintus’ Achilleus is far more simplistic than his Homeric counterpart; he is

a blusterer, extremely violent, and rage-fuelled. However, through numerous allusions, the

overall picture of Achilleus is actually far more complex. As the hero present within the

text, we see an Achilleus who is predominantly bellicose – an observation that can

reasonably be made about the Iliadic model. In fact, most of Achilleus’ violent traits

evoke Homer’s hero. He can be cruel verbally, too, again, as Homer’s Achilleus. Yet, for

all the parallels that can be made, Homeric Achilleus shows a level of depth, and, there is a

true sense that he ‘develops’ in a way that Quintus’ Achilleus does not. The Posthomeric

Achilleus weeps for Patroklos (and Antilochos), he is sad for Penthesileia (as Briseis, and

Patroklos). So, central aspects of his character find voice in the later model. Character

traits even make recourse to ‘gentleness’, and the ability to forgive.

Further aspects of the Homeric Achilleus are manifested in different ways. Striking

episodes and characteristics are evoked also in other heroes, in their words and deeds.

Memnon’s encounter with Nestor recalls arguably the most emotive scene in the Iliad –

Priam/Achilleus (courtesy to the enemy is most peculiar in the violent world of epic).

Achilleus’ pre-eminence is particularly suggested in Aias and Neoptolemos. As a

‘memory’ in the poem, a more diverse heroic biography is implied: ironically, the idea of

Achilleus is more compelling than the real thing. Absence, so the cliché goes, makes the
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heart grow fonder. And the selective process in the memorizing of numerous characters

eulogizes the man. In this respect, there is a convergence, as the primary narrator

euhemerizes Achilleus; so too the heroes themselves.

Little of Achilleus is left unexplored, but one must piece him together rather like a

shattered statue. In outline, we recognize the image, although fragmentary. This is the key

difference between Homer’s and Quintus’ Achilleus. Yet this does not mean that

Achilleus’ reception is necessarily ‘unsuccessful’. Through the deconstructions and

reconstructions Quintus makes Achilleus into an epic journey. By presenting Achilleus in

the ways that he does, Quintus invites his audience to re-explore the hero, too. Whilst his

excessive physicality in the Posthomerica produces the effect of a more primitive hero, it

is through Achilleus that Quintus paves the way for more sophisticated renderings of

heroism and epic. As the Trojan War hero, Achilleus is the signifier of epic and much

more.

Though Achilleus dominates the first three books, Apollo kills him in Posthomerica III.

Major laments, funeral games in his honour, and allusion to Achilleus’ great deeds occupy

the remainder of Book III, and Books IV and V. Yet Achilleus, although absent early on,

arguably dominates the text; and Neoptolemos, especially, picks up his mantle from

Post.VI.495 Achilleus’ shadow looms ominously in the Iliad even after he has removed

himself from battle; so too Quintus’ Achilleus continues as the dominant force, for

numerous ‘Achillean’ qualities are manifested through other heroes. Here, Achilleus, to a

striking degree, is not only embedded in Quintus’ text, but also represents ancient epic and

is the ‘model’ hero. Therefore, Achilleus represents far more than himself. In embedding

his Achilleus so firmly in the text, though differently from Homer, Quintus shows himself

an astute Homeric reader. Also, he signals his proximity to Achilleus, and his capacity to

vary this model. Finally, in using the Homeric Achilleus in so many ways in a poem

which is cyclic in content, Quintus tacitly claims to unite the divided epic tradition to

create a new synergy. So, Quintus’ Achilleus is hugely significant.

495 For Neoptolemos, see Ch. IV.
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Chapter III: Nestor

Dreams of Gerontius

‘We declare ourselves to be better men by far than our fathers …
So do not ever place our fathers in the same honour with us.’ (Il. IV.405-10)496

Introduction

For my third chapter, I explore heroic representations of age; for instance, age in relation to

the hero (e.g. the aged (= old) hero), and age in relation to the heroic age (e.g. the heroic

age before the Trojan War). I consider the characteristics of age, both positive and

negative; but also their larger narrative roles as links to the (heroic) past.

Firstly, I consider the portrayal and function of old age initially through analysis of Nestor,

the archetypal old man of epic, who bridges the gap between three generations (Il. I.250-

52). As the dominant model of great age in Homer, Nestor embodies, often to an extreme,

much that is associated with the geron (e.g. his exceptional loquacity, numerous

reminiscences, and link with the past). Thus, analysis of Quintus’ Nestor is an ideal place

in which to begin such a study in the Posthomerica.

Next, I extend this study to consider Quintus’ reception of further gerontes. I view Priam,

with particular reference to two other epic models: Iliad XXIV, supplicating Achilleus;

Aeneid II, confronting Neoptolemos. In Homer, both old men (Nestor and Priam) are

caught up in the brutality of war, but whilst exemplars and stratagems typify one, the

pathos of a father and king under siege convey the other. I also consider Phoenix,

Achilleus’ surrogate father, and the gerontes more broadly (e.g. their portrayal en masse).

Finally, in this section, I consider Quintus’ portrayals of the opposite extreme: babies/very

young (nepiachoi/nepia tekna).

496 Sthenelus reprimands Agamemnon.
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in battle also recalls the part he plays in Iliad XI, when he coaxes Patroklos into both

encouraging Achilleus back to battle (Nestor reminds Patroklos of Menoitios’ advice to

‘counsel’ him (Achilleus); Il. XI.786ff.), and to battle (in Achilleus’ armour) himself

(798ff.): though too old to fight, mellifluous Nestor can manipulate and incite others.

Posthomerica IV’s Games (181ff.) echo those of Iliad XXIII.262ff. In Quintus’ boxing

contest, none challenge Idomeneus in respect for his older years (geraiteros, Post.

IV.287),527 and following Phoenix’ invitation to the younger men (neoi andres, 297), still

none respond. The silence that follows is broken by Nestor, who reprimands the heroes

that skilled fighters should not avoid fame-winning contests (IV.303-05). These thoughts

are echoed by Nestor again at the end of his speech when he notes that young men (neo

andri) should win glory (kudos) in contests (IV.320-22). Such thoughts are punctuated, as

with Memnon, by Nestor’s wish (hos eith’ ... ) that his limbs were as strong as in his

glorious past (IV.306-07ff.). This closely recalls Iliadic Nestor (Il. XXIII.629ff.).528

Similarly, Nestor bemoans the onset of grievous old age (geras epeisi … algea, Post.

IV.320; again as in Iliad XXIII). Once more Nestor reminds his youthful audience of his

great deeds and youthful abilities - which he now lacks. Furthermore, as with Memnon,529

such reminiscences are used to shame the youthful listener into action – they act as

exemplar: the psychology seems to work, as Epeios, then Akamas, take the bait. In tone

this is not dissimilar from the reprimand of Sarpedon to his Lykians (Il. XVI.421ff.); nor is

it dissimilar to the manipulations of the Iliadic Nestor who, as noted above, goads

Patroklos into battle.

Such goading is evident in Posthomerica XII, but with variation. As the Greeks are on the

verge of boarding the Horse, Nestor recalls his old exploits, prowess, and old age, and

great Argonautica expedition (Post. XII.266ff.). However here he intends to fight (at least

he claims this) – a nod to the future, rather than the past. Nestor begins his rhetoric of

reminiscence in typical fashion, ‘I only wish my body still had such great strength as at the

527 Also Idomeneus’ honour-gift, in respect for his years (progenesteron, Post. IV.296).
528 For hos eith’, see above.
529 Memnon’s aidos precedes anything Nestor says.
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and the scene takes on something of a comic tone if the audience sees the astute

psychology of the wily Nestor: in his allusion to his Argonautic story, Nestor’s

involvement was checked, apparently against his will – though he was young. Yet, now,

though old, he will fight. His present claim, however, seems to replicate his Argonautic

one, with Neoptolemos’ timely comments that he should not fight because of his age. In

both instances Nestor does not fight, but his story manipulates others to do just that.

The Iliadic model is more loquacious, although loquacity is still a key feature of Quintus’

Nestor. Also, the Iliadic context (above) is different from that of the Posthomeric scene.

Nestor’s Iliadic speech is spoken from his hut, away from the battle itself, and addressed to

a colleague, Patroklos, as opposed to the enemy, on the battlefield; this Iliadic episode also

includes the famous scene, narrated by the primary narrator, of old Nestor easily (amogeti,

Il. XI.637) lifting his beautiful cup – another man could barely lift it (632-37). I note this

as Nestor’s Iliadic strength, here still more than another man’s, contrasts with his

Posthomeric frailty, which curbs his action.532

As documented in Chapter II,533 Nestor sings in honour of the dead Achilleus. However,

before the narrative begins, we are again reminded of his aged state, and his age-related

qualities:

‘First of all the son of Neleus stood up in their midst, not from any desire to

exert himself in the boxing or in the exhausting wrestling, because long since

his limbs and joints (guia kai apsea) had been worn out by grievous age

(lugron katedamnato geras).534 But firm (empedos) still in his breast

remained his spirit and mind. No other Achaean could contend with him

532 Cf. the Odyssey: old Laertes joins his son (Odysseus) and grandson (Telemachos) in battle. With
Athene’s help, Laertes seems to turn back the heroic clock, and actually kills Eupeithes – father of the slain
suitor Antinous (Od. XXIV.521-25). The nature of Homer’s epics is different, though: the Iliad centres on
menis and polemos; the Odyssey, nostos. Odysseus’ ‘return’ involves a reinstating of identity, so Laertes –
the old hero, now rejuvenated through battle. Thus, Quintus’ Nestor represents an alternative reading of the
geron, and a fusion of Homer’s poems.
533 Ch.II.3.1.
534 Cf. chalepon … geras, above.
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Part 2 – Gerontes: Decline and Fall

Now I will consider further portrayals of gerontes. Whilst Quintus’ Nestor strikes a more

diminished figure through marked reduction in his rhetoric, and remembrances of the past,

other gerontes, such as Phoenix, Priam, and the old Trojans en masse, convey a further

kind of diminishment. In the extreme, many of these figures die. Thus we can understand

severances with the past, and what these represent; for instance, the replacement of old

heroes with new ones. As Sarpedon famously tells Glaukos, the generations of men are as

leaves (Il.VI.146-49). Yet the hero is immortalized through his great deeds: this equally

applies to the epic poet trying to establish his own (in Achilleus’ words) kleos aphthiton

(Il. IX.413).539

2.1 Phoenix Rising

In Quintus old Phoenix is also important as a signifier of the past. Here, I will show he

functions on a dual level: he is a link with Achilleus, and he is, therefore, a link with the

Iliad. The significance of the Iliadic Phoenix is established in the embassy to Achilleus, in

Book IX. He reminds Achilleus of his father in terms of what Peleus asked Phoenix to do

– make Achilleus a speaker of words and doer of deeds (Il. IX.443); and he reminds

Achilleus of his father as a type of ‘surrogate’ in Peleus’ absence, noting how he (Phoenix)

helped wean Achilleus as a baby (485-91), and that he could not bear life without him near

(434-38, 444), and through offering his own advice; Phoenix also attempts to motivate (in

the rambling way associated with the geron) with the Meleagros fable (529ff.), and his

recollection of his (Phoenix’) past youth (444ff.).

Although Phoenix also features in several other Iliadic books (Il. XVI.196, as the fourth

leader of Achilleus’ Myrmidons; Book XVII.555-61, as a ‘checking’ device to make

Menelaos defend Patroklos’ corpse; Il. XIX.311-13, to console Achilleus for Patroklos’

death; Book XXIII.360, to umpire the horse-race in the funeral games for Patroklos), it is

in Book IX that he performs his most significant function, as Achilleus’ ‘surrogate’

539 Which is exactly what Achilleus does in the Posthomerica. On Achilleus becoming a legend in his own
lifetime, see below 3.2-3, and Ch.II.3.1-2.
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father.540 The nature of Phoenix’ appeal to Achilleus, his ‘surrogate’ qualities and his

Meleagros-exemplar tale affect the tone of the Book and Achilleus in profound ways –

heroism comes to the fore, as do further dimensions to Achilleus: child, son, protector.

Whilst other accounts centre on Cheiron as young Achilleus’ mentor,541 the effect would

be altogether different in the Iliad had Homer followed this line:542 “Kheiron would have

been unacceptable to Homer … Kheiron was a centaur … whom Homer banishes to the

sidelines of the Iliad” (Hainsworth, 2000, 121n.442). Thus Phoenix’ primary (entire?)

function is his relationship to Achilleus.

As Homer’s Phoenix, Quintus’ features in a number of books (Post. III, IV, VII, IX). The

Iliadic Phoenix’ direct speech lasts for nearly two hundred lines (Il. IX.434-605), and is

confined to only one book, whilst in Quintus he receives just over seventy lines (Post.

III.463-89; IV.294-299; VII.642-66). Phoenix speaks less, like Nestor, and this could be

viewed as diminishing his role in the epic. However, he is actually more significant in

Quintus overall as a narrative device. Or, viewed slightly differently, what Phoenix

represents is more central to Quintus’ epic: age = vulnerability = pathos.

As noted, the Phoenix of Iliad IX serves a number of narrative functions, most of which

are associated with his age in some form; e.g. link with Achilleus’ past, including

evocation of Peleus. Quintus achieves similar effects, often clearly engaging with the

Homeric model; although the increased frequency of the scenes in which he is significant

alone makes Phoenix seem different. This has an impact on the representation of age as

portrayed through him.

540 See Hainsworth, who notes that Phoenix occupies a central role in Iliad IX (2000), 57, 85-86n.182, 119.
541 See Gantz (1996), 96, 231; on Phoenix by Sophocles, Euripides and Ion, 618; also, Hesiod’s Precepts of
Cheiron, Pindar Nem. III.43-53.
542 Homer mentions Cheiron four times: Il. IV.219; XI.832; XVI.143; XIX.390, but it is only in Book XI that
any reference is made to his tutoring of Achilleus. Hainsworth notes on Il. XI.831-32 (2000, p.310), that “the
poet alludes without further explanation to a well-known corpus of ‘knowledge’ ... the saga of Achilleus,
beginning with his birth education.”
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and reflects suffering, but this suffering is a consequence of past memories. Furthermore,

Phoenix’ roles are greatly diminished in Posthomerica IV and IX, where he, respectively,

notes the honour-gift to Idomeneus for wrestling, and, finally, in his accompaniment of

Neoptolemos and the Myrmidons, following the visit to Achilleus’ tomb. Still, in each

episode, age is noted: for Idomeneus, the honour-gift for the ‘older’ man (progenesteron,

IV.296); for Neoptolemos, the ‘aged’ (geron, VII.64) Phoenix. In these Posthomeric

instances, Phoenix’ importance is heightened. Bestowing Idomeneus with the geras

communicates Phoenix’ place of honour, too. Like Achilleus in the Iliadic funeral games

for Patroklos, Phoenix now occupies the role of overseer (albeit brief). And, like the

highly regarded geron Nestor, Phoenix attempts to provoke action through inspiring kleos.

Similarly, Phoenix is significant in Posthomerica IX as a signifier of Achilleus’ past and,

now, Neoptolemos. Only he, Neoptolemos and a dozen Myrmidons visit Achilleus’ tomb

– so all are markers of Achilleus. Yet Phoenix is the one ‘groaning bitterly’ (lugron

anastenachon, IX.64-65). This is further example of the suffering associated with memory

of the past. As the Posthomeric Priam, old Phoenix’ lament recalls his Iliadic self, but that

earlier model had not yet experienced the son-like loss that now characterizes his sorry

state.

The Posthomeric Phoenix is clearly a hybrid, fusing, particularly, earlier epic models of the

geron: namely, the Iliadic Phoenix of Book IX, Peleus, and Priam. By engaging with these

models, Quintus accentuates Phoenix’ agedness. It is not shown whether Phoenix fights in

the Iliad (although he leads the Myrmidons, Il.XVI.196), and Quintus’ Phoenix never

fights (this contrasts with Nestor, who fights in Quintus).552 This amplifies Phoenix’

association with Achilleus, as this is his primary raison d’être. Though actually having far

fewer lines than his Iliadic self (where he functioned largely as surrogate father to

Achilleus, a substitute for old Peleus), Phoenix seems to have a more significant role,

overall, in the Posthomerica, always closely associated with Achilleus. Quintus’ Phoenix

challenges his Iliadic portrayal, not in his crossing of physical boundaries, as had the

Posthomeric Nestor, and the Iliadic Priam, but in the more significant role he plays

(indicated by his direct speech), in a number of scenes.

552 See above, 1.1.
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which Quintus builds. His Priam receives the torch from his Iliadic self, yet it must burn

less brightly because his beginning is the Iliadic Priam’s end.

In his gestures, words and thoughts, Priam’s pathetic Posthomeric state is made absolutely

clear: in prayer for Penthesileia’s martial success, Priam raises much-suffering hands

(Post. I.181-82); he prays for her safe return, asking Zeus to consider all the evil he has

suffered, losing his children, and devastation to Troy, ending by begging for some respite

for the city and Trojans (I.192-97). Sight of a screeching eagle holding a dove dying in its

talons, however, convinces him of Penthesileia’s and (by implication) Troy’s doom;

Priam’s heart is struck by fear at this omen (thumo tarbese), and he thinks to himself that

he shall not see Penthesileia alive again (I.198-202).558 Thus, he is left in no doubt that

Penthesileia’s fate will be as Hektor’s. The tone clearly recalls the Priam of Iliad XXII,

who shall never see Hektor alive again; though, as James notes, “Priam’s unsuccessful

prayer to Zeus for victory is an adaptation of the successful one made by him, on Hekabe’s

advice, for safe return from the Greek camp at Iliad 24.287-321.”559 The end of this scene

is also telling, as the primary narrator notes, ‘Such in truth was the work to be done that

very day by Fates unseen, which broke his grieving heart’ (achnuto thumon eagos, Post.

I.203-04).560

This tension is briefly resolved with news of Memnon’s arrival. In answer to ‘old’

Thymoites’ concerns (he recommends fleeing Troy, Post. II.10-25), Priam appears

strangely optimistic (Post. II.27ff.): Memnon will come, Priam tells, in answer to his

request for help expressing ‘the great anguish of my heart’ (meg achnumenos peri thumo,

II.35ff.). As opposed to the ill-omen which prompts his thoughts on Penthesileia’s doom,

Priam believes that Memnon will ‘accomplish all I asked’ (panta telessai, II.37)561 – this,

in effect, will serve to heighten Priam’s tragedy, as his hopes are dashed in Memnon’s fall.

558 On the eagle as an ill-omen, see Il. XII.200-07.
559 James (2004), 270n.182-204.
560 Slightly modified version of James’ (2004) translation.
561 Cf. Memnon’s humility, when he arrives; see Ch.I.1.2.





158

as the primary narrator notes that, ‘(Priam) would have given it to his son next’, but this

will not happen (II.144-45).566

The decline of Priam is particularly marked in the third of these recruited warrior’s arrival

scenes. Priam is conspicuous by his absence, at Eurypylos’ arrival. Paris instead plays the

epic host (Post. VI.133ff.); it is Paris too who praises the visiting warrior’s brilliance, and

anticipates such effectiveness in battle (Post. VI.298ff.). It is clear that Priam’s role is

diminished further, as the primary narrator notes that, ‘Priam and the other sons of Troy’

(Priamos te kai alloi Troioi huies) took turns to beseech Eurypylos to cause mass

destruction to the Argives (VI.182-85): Eurypylos’ ‘promise’ (to cause mass destruction)

evokes the earlier scenes between Priam and Penthesileia (I) and Memnon (II). But this

contrasts markedly with the Priam of Books I and II, because Priam alone commanded the

warriors’ attention, made the war request, and sought to safe-guard the ‘promise’

(hupescheto). This type of usurpation is significant, because it shows Priam’s diminishing

role in the epic. This too conveys his growing resignation. Once Troy’s primus, Priam’s

last appearance will be as king of ‘suffering’.

Quintus’ Hekabe is actually called the wife of ‘much–suffering’ (polutletoio) Priam when

she finds out that Paris is dead (Post. X.369).567 Contrastingly, Priam is oblivious to this

son’s death because he continued to weep (as Achilleus for Patroklos) around the tomb of

Hektor, whom he held in the highest regard (X.386-87). Yet, both characters’ laments

spill over into the Posthomerica: Achilleus is found still lamenting Patroklos at the

beginning of the Posthomerica, and Priam still laments Hektor approaching the

Posthomerica’s close. This shows how Quintus makes use of Iliadic pathos, which is

central to his epic.568 With this in mind, it is worth looking at Quintus’ use of polutletos

(‘much–suffering’). This adjective features thirteen times in Quintus.569 In Homer, it

features only once. On his trip to Hades, Odysseus witnesses many poor souls. One

566 The shared admiration (Priam’s, Post. II.131-32; Memnon’s, II.146-47) in this xenia scene, between old
man and young warrior, also recalls that of the Iliadic Priam’s meeting with Achilleus, Il.XXIV.628-32.
567 As is used of the spirits of the gerontes in the underworld (Odyssey, XI.38).
568 For Laments, Ch.I.1.
569 Post. I.135, 182; II.341; V.45, 361; VIII.411; X.369; XI.25; XIII.319, 477, 544; XIV.267, 557.
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unfortunate group are termed polutletoi. Significantly, they are gerontes (Od. XI.37). In

Quintus’ hands, polutletos becomes something of a gerontological epithet.570 In general

terms, it is applied to the suffering of men.571 It is also applied, specifically, to old Nestor

(Post. II.341) and Anchises (Post. XIII.319) – these are noteworthy, recalling the great

suffering of Homer’s old men in the Odyssey. The majority of its applications, though, are

applied to Priam (x5).572 Quintus’ narrative associates old men especially with being

much-suffering, and, Priam in particular.

Equally, poludakrutos (‘much-weeping’) is marked in its application to Priam. This time,

however, the term features more frequently in Homer: Od. (x3).573 It features only once in

the Iliad (XXIV.620) (as in the Posthomerica), and as in the Posthomerica (XIV.348) it is

applied to Priam. It’s use in Homer (Iliad) appears particularly poignant because it is used

by Achilleus to characterize the profound degree of suffering that he anticipates Priam will

experience when he takes Hektor back to Ilios. This is indeed the case, but it has special

significance to the reader of the Posthomerica, as this great suffering becomes the essence

of Priam’s characterization. As noted above: where Homer’s Priam ends, Quintus’ Priam

begins.

As the meeting between Achilleus and Priam in Iliad XXIV is the climax of the poem, so,

in many ways, is the confrontation between Neoptolemos and Priam in Posthomerica

XIIII, with particular reference to Priam’s decrepit characterization: Priam no longer

wishes to live, and is utterly resigned, in fact welcoming death – the end to his woes.

Recourse to the latter stages of the Iliad highlight how Quintus has imbued his Priam with

very different characteristics. When the Iliadic Priam learns of Hektor’s death he

immediately attempts to leave the confines of the city to ransom Hektor’s body from

Achilleus (Il. XXII.412ff). In the Iliad, Priam actually utters something akin to warrior’s

rhetoric when he wishes Achilleus were as loved by the gods as by him, then unburied, he

570 On epithets in Quintus (and compared to Homer), see Mansur (1940), 73-78.
571 Post. I.135; V.45; XIII.477; XIV.557; cf. XI.25.
572 Post. I.182; VIII.411; X.369; XIII.544; XIV.267.
573 Each time, applying to Penelope: Od. XIX.213, 251; XXI.57.
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heightened further, for Priam continues to groan (mega muzousa, 244) even in death, as his

head rolls away.

There is also similarity in the primary narrators’ (Virgil’s and Quintus’) summary of

Priam’s final scene.

Virgil:

‘Such was the close of Priam’s fortunes; such the doom that befell him – to
see Troy in flames and Pergamus laid low, he once lord of so many tribes and
lands, the monarch of Asia. He lies a huge (ingens)577 trunk upon the shore,
the head severed from the shoulders, a nameless corpse.’ (Aen. II.554-58)

Quintus:

‘With a loud moan his head went rolling over the ground, far away from the
limbs that enable a man to move. In his black blood he lay among the rest of
the slain (lacuna) … for his wealth and lineage and his numerous offspring.
The glory of man is never undiminished for long and disgrace can quickly
catch one unawares. So Priam was caught by his doom and forgot his many
troubles.’ (Post. XIII.244-50)

Both narrators take the opportunity to recall Priam’s former glory, that contrasts with his

present ‘tragic’ fall,578 once so powerful, and prosperous interestingly reinforced in

Quintus by his lying among the slain - just one of a mass; the part the fates/ destiny play in

man’s ‘life’; and the separation of the head from the body. However, it is significant that

whilst Virgil attributes great size to Priam’s corpse, nothing similar is mentioned by

Quintus;579 adding to the physical dissimilarity, and therefore, particular decrepitude of his

Priam. Also, while Virgil’s focuses on Priam’s lack of identity (virtue of the decapitation),

Quintus concludes that Priam has, at last, respite from his troubles. (One could draw the

parallel that both convey some form of relinquishing.)

577 That Virgil uses such an adjective and Quintus does not, is telling, as, whilst Virgil’s Priam is
emboldened, Quintus’ appears the more pathetic.
578 The ‘classical’ definition is apt here: one having fallen from a position of great prominence.
579 Here Virgil’s Priam anticipates Quintus’ Achilleus (see Ch.II.1.4), as the greatness of the character is
represented by size even in death; as noted above, however, Quintus exploits this technique (further
characterization after death), by noting the great (cf. Quintus’ mega, with Virgil’s ingens) moaning of the
headless corpse.
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through the concern of the gerontes (and, closely associated in terms of helplessness, the

women):

‘The women of Troy were watching from the walls the ghastly struggle of
their menfolk, all their bodies trembling as they uttered prayers for husbands,
fathers, sons and brothers. At their sides sat gray-haired elders watching with
them, their spirits gripped by anguish for cherished children.’
(Post. IX.138-43)

Now, in Quintus, the old Trojans are beginning to be drawn into the war more directly.

Their psychological state is focalised by the primary narrator. This is compounded with

comment on their key physical characteristics. As a result, greater pathos is added to the

scene.

The Trojans’ dire straits are also highlighted by the response of the gerontes to the

mounting pressure of the Greeks: the ‘aged father’ (geraios) helps his hero son arm (Post.

IX.120-21), encourages him to yield to no one (IX.122-23), and show his old war-wounds,

‘signs’ (semat’) of ‘old battles’ (palaies deiotetos) (IX.123-24) – a type of exemplum, a

physical expression of a Nestorian reminiscence, designed to inspire. This shows a marked

deviation from the collective old Trojans of the Iliad, who are not so directly involved in

the war. In the assistance with arms, the old Trojans are more closely locating themselves

again in the world of the hero, but this also reflects the imminent danger – i.e. as with the

women, their active involvement is a sign of breakdown. 589

Quintus extends this theme this when his Aeneas advises warrior, child, and old fathers

(gerarois paterressi) to fight together in Troy’s defence (Post. X.39-40).590 This necessity

is justified by their predicament – Troy is under exceptional threat (Post. X.35ff.). Thus,

the rise of the gerontes communicates the extreme danger: again, the old are not supposed

to fight. When they deviate from their traditional roles it is for exceptional reasons. And,

589 For women in war, Ch.I.2-2.1, and young children, below.
590 Cf. the geras, guardians of the wall, on Achilleus’ shield (Iliad XVIII.515), and, similarly, Aeneid
XII.131-33, where invalidi(que) senes (and mothers and the unarmed) take their battle positions – though
physical boundaries are still evident, as the ‘new’ recruits go to towers, roof-tops, and gates. Also, for roof-
top escapades for the untypical combatants, see Thucydides’ women (III.74).
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these reasons appear more dramatic for the geron is not really equipped for the task.

Rather, as shown with Priam, Peleus and even Nestor, conventionally, it is the geron who

requires help, not of whom help is required.

Quintus’ choice of narrative coverage permits the Greeks to breach Troy, in the Trojan

War the old man’s locale. So a form of transgression has occurred; rather than the geron

himself challenging his physical locale (as with the Iliadic Priam, and Posthomeric Nestor

who ‘function’ differently from the ‘normal’ geron), the actual locale of the geron is

penetrated, forcing the world of the hero on to that of the old man.

Quintus’ old Trojans never entirely deviate from the epic norm. However, although they

reinforce, at one level, the ‘place’ of the geron, at another Quintus challenges the

convention. The aged Trojans are bound by Troy’s walls, in the narrative, and through

epic norms. Yet as the Trojan War approaches its end, a shift occurs in their place in

conventional epic, as they involve themselves more fully in battle; even if, initially, it is

only through offering advice, and helping the young warriors’ arm; Aeneas’ words

intensify the need for the Posthomeric geron to respond to change. As the narrative takes

the Greeks inside the Trojan fortress, the place of the Trojan geron again appears

challenged, as he is made to confront the young hero’s world.

2.4 The Young: Children of Troy

At the opposite end of the age spectrum, Quintus employs ‘young children’ (nepiachos,

etc.) to communicate great pathos. As noted, like the old men and women, young children

have represented vulnerability from Homer onwards. In the Iliad, Agamemnon’s

ruthlessness (the ruthlessness of any powerful aggressor-king?) is expressed through his

desire to kill even the unborn child (gasteri mater kouron ... pheroi, Il. VI.57-60).591 Such

rhetoric even goes beyond the killing of the young child; although neither the slaying of

the unborn or born child actually occurs in Homer, this communicates extreme hatred in

this war.

591 See Kirk (2000), 161n.7-60; also Exodus I.16, 22.



167

The idea of infanticide is further expressed in Homer in Andromache’s lament (Il.

XXIV.734-39.). Consequently (and because Astyanax is the son of the hero who killed so

many Greeks), Andromache concludes, Astyanax’ death will follow. Later, Andromache

offers graphic detail of Astyanax’ doom (Il. XXIV.734-35). This passage is strongly

evoked by Quintus when Astyanax is hurled from a tower, because of Greek anger at

Hektor’s prowess (Post. XIII.251-55), where Quintus builds on the repugnant idea of

infanticide in the single act of Astyanax’ death.

The accompanying simile (Post. XIII.258-63), comparing Astyanax to a calf cut off from

its mother’s ‘milky udder’, and driven over a cliff by wolves, communicates cruelty,

vulnerability, and therefore, pathos in the extreme. As James notes,592 the simile of a cow

lamenting the loss of its calf to wolves recalls Deidameia’s response to Neoptolemos’

departure (Post. VII.257-59). Deidameia’s Posthomeric response itself evokes the lion

looking for its cub at Iliad XVIII.318-22 – Achilleus’ response to the loss of Patroklos.

The proximity of the killings of Astyanax and Priam is also striking. Astyanax’ death

follows on immediately after Priam’s (Post. XIII.251ff.). This in itself, with the death

also of Ilioneos, is very significant, too: here Priam and Ilioneos particularly represent

‘old’ Troy and its past glories; similarly, Astyanax (‘lord of the city’)593 was to be Troy’s

future. We know this because, as the geron represents the past, the nepios represents the

future: Hektor articulated this in the Iliad when he wished for Astyanax’ pre-eminence

even over him (Il. VI.476-80). The same symbolism is clearly conveyed in Virgil, when

Aeneas carries his father, and leads his son (Aen.II.721-24); and, there appears a close

parallel in Quintus where Aeneas does the same (Post. XIII.317-24). One can also see a

connexion between Astyanax and Priam in the defensive void that Hektor leaves when he

dies: the defence gone, past and future are obliterated.

Astyanax’ death is also significant in that his (and other Trojan children’s) doom is

anticipated in Homer, but realized in Quintus. Although the narrative, geared towards

592 James (2004), 336n.258-63; 308n.257-59.
593 Il. VI.402-03. Also see Il. XXII.506ff. See Kirk (2000), 212-13n.402-03.
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evokes the vulnerability of Astyanax alone, most doomed and marked of all of Troy’s

children. Yet, in Quintus, it is applied to the collective group of the Trojan young. This

intensifies the pathos because it recalls the Iliadic Astyanax from Books VI and XXIV.

The Iliadic Astyanax’ foreshadowed vulnerability and doom now looms over all Trojan

young.

Though one can see Astyanax’ death, like Priam’s, as the climax of the tragedy for which

group they are represent (e.g. children; the old), Astyanax’ death does not mark the end of

Quintus’ focus on the suffering of young children. Like the Jews under siege by the

Romans at Masada,597 the Trojans take the life of their own children rather than have the

enemy kill them (Post. XIII.443-44); the barbarity of such an act is famously expressed in

Euripides’s Medea as well, when Medea commits infanticide (Med. 1279-92);598

infanticide (ekthesis, expositio, ‘putting outside’/‘exposing’) features in other myths, like

Oedipus, Cyrus and Romulus and Remus, and, in historiography, Polybius (36.17).599

Also, the chaos of war is further conveyed as the Troades’ frantically rush back to save

children, still in their beds, that they had deserted in their panic: both mothers and children

are crushed to death under falling, Trojan, rubble (Post. XIII.453-56).

In the Posthomerica’s last book, following Troy’s Fall, there is still no let up for the Trojan

children. Trojan mothers lament for their young as they both begin their exile (Post.

XIV.32ff.) - the accompanying simile compares the wailing of their mothers with

squealing of white-tusked sows and their tiny piglets, when they are moved from their

pen.600 During this exile, again closely associated with their mothers, the primary narrator

informs that grief-stricken mothers clasped their children, who were too young to

comprehend their bondage and this disaster, and were more concerned with their mothers’

breasts (= being fed). Quintus takes this opportunity to attach a suitable gnome: the

primary narrator states that the young child’s heart is carefree (Post. XIV.386-89). Finally,

597 See Josephus, BJ. VII.275-406.
598 The motivation is different, but the barbarity and act are similarly shocking. For further famous
infanticides, see Page (1952) on the Medea passage (and Ino), 172n.1284.
599 As noted in OCD (2003), 757; on infanticide see too Sallares (1991), and Boswell (1998).
600 See James (2004), 341n.33-36.
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echoing the ‘mercy killings’ of Book XIII, Trojan mothers rejoice in their deaths as the

Greek fleets are destroyed, embracing their children as they sink to their doom (Post.

XIV.541-43).

A cursory glance at children’s terms such as nepiachos (‘young child(ren)’) suggests a

similar pattern. The term features fifteen times in Quintus,601 but only three times in

Homer (all in the Iliad).602 Whereas the idea of the very young was used to inspire the

warrior to protect his home and family (both in the Iliad and Posthomerica), in Quintus

these children become far more prominent and active in a real sense, as Troy’s doom

approaches and the narrative progresses. Not only do young children suffer and die, they

also activate the maternal instincts in women: these range from inspiring martial resistance,

to (literally) smothering with love. Thus, Quintus makes his children work harder to bring

out the greater tragedy in his epic.

Part 3 - The ‘Golden Age’ of Heroes603

3.1 The Power of Now

‘But listen to me … For I once joined with warriors who are better (¢re…osin,
260) men than you … Such warriors have I never since seen, or shall see, as
Peirithous ... and Theseus, son of Aegeos, peer of the immortals. Mightiest
(k£rtistoi, 266) were these of all men reared on the earth; mightiest
(k£rtistoi, 267) were they, and with the mightiest (k£rtistooij, 267) did they
fight, … but with them no man of all mortals that are now (nàn, 272) on the
earth could fight. And they listened to my advice and heeded my words.’
(Il. I.259-73).

So the Iliadic Nestor reminds Achilleus and Agamemnon, hoping to shame them into

reconciliation; if better, and the mightiest ever, warriors listened to me, so should you, i.e.,

though mighty, lesser men. This is the definitive articulation, in either Homeric poem, of

601 See Vian & Battegay (1984), 323.
602 See Cunliffe (1963), 279.
603 Technically, this term applies to the first generation of mortals, when Kronos ruled (Hes. Works, 109).
However, I use it in the more modern sense, i.e. the ‘glorious’ past. For Hesiod’s definition of the ‘fourth’
generation (the Theban and Trojan age), see Works, 156ff.; on which, see West (1996), 178-93.
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the superiority of the previous heroic age (i.e. the heroic age before the Trojan War), and

its heroes; so too Nestor at Iliad VII on his youthful confrontation with Ereuthalion, whom

none of his peers had the courage to face: ‘He was the tallest (m»kiston) and the strongest

(k£rtistoj) man that I ever slew’ (155).604 The point behind Phoenix’ recollection is also

similar, when he recalls Idas (in his Meleagros story), ‘who was the mightiest (k£rtistoj)

of men who was then on the face of the earth and who took up his bow against the king

Phoebos Apollo … ’ (Il. IX.558-60).605 In these instances, the ‘function’ of recourse to

past heroes is to act as a type of exemplar.

In Hesiod’s Works (109ff.), there is also a sense that, with each new generation, the race of

man is degenerating; though the heroic age (the fourth generation, in which the Theban

Wars and Trojan War are located) is something of an anomaly, its men (heros, 159) being

‘nobler’ (dikaioteron) and ‘better’ (areion) than the bronze (third) age (156ff.), the pattern

of decline is re-established for the fifth (present, and iron) age (169c).606 Thus, each heroic

age, in general, views its predecessor(s) in a more positive light; as the Trojan War in

relation to the previous heroic age (see Nestor above), so too the present age in relation to

that Trojan era. For instance, we learn that Diomedes lifts a stone that none could lift

‘now’ (nun, i.e. in the narrator’s time, and, therefore, after the events recalled) (Il. V.302-

04); this comparative (and formulaic) comment is echoed in a number of places,

reinforcing the premise. 607 Commenting on one of these other instances (Il. XII.445-49),

Hainsworth makes a point which has important implications for Quintus’ take on epic and

the heroic age: “The hurling of large rocks is one of the rare breaches of realism in the

Iliad and one of the few indications that the heroes were thought to possess preternatural

strength. There is no indication at all that they were thought to be of preternatural size.”608

This is not so in Quintus, where his pre-eminent heroes buck the trend, outperforming their

ancestors.609

604 See Kirk (2000), 255.
605 On this, the Meleagros ‘fable’, and the genealogies of the kings of Pleuron and Kalydon, see Hainsworth
(2000), 130ff.
606 Line references apply to Evelyn-White (2000).
607 Il. XII.445-49; XX.285-87; and, similarly at XII.381-83
608 Hainsworth (2000), 364n.449.
609 Cf. Carvounis (2007).
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Against Neoptolemos Eurypylos hopes that his killing of so many would, ‘exhaust the

strength of that huge (pelorion) figure’s arm’ (Post. VII.554-55).616 As with Aias,

Neoptolemos’ abnormal size is indicated by him being the only one (now Aias is dead)

large (and strong) enough to wear the arms of preternaturally huge Achilleus (Post.

VII.445ff.). Allusion is also made to Neoptolemos’ great size at Post. VII.538, and

IX.313; in both instances, Achilleus is the bench-mark noted. Quintus’ general penchant

for extremes, here in relation to size, becomes more apparent when considering that both

Patroklos and Hektor wore the original arms of the Iliadic Achilleus’; neither of whom was

attributed with super-human stature. Excess, then, here with regard to size, is the hallmark

of Quintus’ Trojan War heroes, as it was of Nestor’s pre-Trojan heroes.

The imagery of immense size features with reference to Trojan allies too. In their duel, the

physical representation of Memnon and Achilleus is virtually indistinguishable: Achilleus

draws his polumeketon ‘very long’ sword, so too Memnon (Post. II.452ff.); Zeus gave both

great strength size until, they resembled gods (458ff.);617 and both appear as Giants

(Gigantas) or Titans (Titenas) in combat (518-19); so too Aias in his death-fall, compared

to the Titan-related monster, Typhon (V.485-86); and the giant, Orion, twice (368 and

404).

There are a number of other references to Giants and Titans in the Posthomerica, and,

though not always used to characterize heroes specifically, as those above, recourse to

them, and their frequency are telling. Tit»n, in its various forms, occurs in nine

instances,618 as opposed to once in Homer;619 G…gaj features in Quintus on five

occasions,620 but only three times in the Homeric poems, and all of these are in the

Odyssey.621 Quintus uses the collective terms ‘Giants’ and ‘Titans’ themselves on many

more occasions than they feature in the Homeric poems.

616 Ibid.
617 Ibid.
618Post. I.714; II.205, 519; V.105; VI.271; VIII.461; X.163; XII.180; XIV.550.
619 Il. XIV.279.
620 Post. I.179; II.518; III.725; XI.416; XIV.584.
621 Od. VII.59, 206; X.260. Tityos, as noted, features once in Quintus, and twice in the Odyssey (VII.324;
XI.576), though not in the Iliad. Orion, the giant, is mentioned three times in Quintus (see above), including
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However, when Quintus refers to the Giants and/or Titans, collectively or individually, on

the majority of occasions, unlike Homer, it is to enhance the portrayal of his heroes, and,

within this, most usually in relation to their preternatural physicality (size, strength and

prowess); thus, the primary focus, of which the narrative is also a key part, is rarely

allowed to deviate from the heroes of the Trojan War period, the Trojan War period itself,

and, specifically, his rendering of those heroes in that heroic age. Whilst the Homeric

giants, etc., and their narratives, stand separate, preserved in a distant and separate past

within the Homeric poems, Quintus’ giants pervade the text as similes, subordinate to, and

subsumed by, the characters that they enhance. Thus in Quintus when recourse is made to

the past, via the preternaturally endowed Giants/ Titans, it is used not to “shame” the

present age of heroes (unlike the Iliad), but rather to enhance their characterizations.

I will now extend the above approach, taking into account a significant pre-Trojan War

episode as a test-case: the first Theban assault (Seven Against Thebes). Below are lists of

the heroes (and the places) who are associated with these two major epic episodes,

showing the frequency that their names occur in the Iliad622 and the Posthomerica.623

once as the constellation (i.e., not as a giant, VII.304), his appearance in the Iliad follows this latter use only
(as a name for the star-cluster; XVIII.486, 488; XXII.29.), while in the Odyssey his presence is both more
frequent and versatile (Orion is the constellation once, then twice as a giant, and finally, as a mortal hunter).
V.121 (mortal hunter), 274 (constellation); XI.310 (giant, on which it is noted that Otus and Ephialtes are the
tallest (mekistos) after Orion), 572 (pelorion). Typhon (also known as Typhoeos) features twice in Quintus
(as ‘Typhon’, see above, and XII.452), he is absent in the Odyssey, but features twice in the Iliad (as
Typhoeos, II.782, 783). The Titan, Atlas, is mentioned once in Quintus (XI.419), not all in the Iliad, and
twice in the Odyssey (I.52; VII.245.
622 I have included Odyssean occurrences in the footnotes.
623 Shared names are clarified in parentheses, as are, in the case of the Epigonoi, characters’ ancestry.
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First Assault on Thebes (The ‘Seven’):624 Iliad Posthomerica

Thebe(s) (Boeotian)625 6 0

Adrastos (of Sicyon) 626 3 1

Amphiaraos627 0 1

Kapaneus628 7 3

Mekisteos (son of Talaus)629 3 0

Parthenopaeos 0 0

Polynices630 1 0

Tydeus631 110 37

Total 130 42 ( = 3.3:1)

These statistics show that Quintus makes far less reference to heroes from the previous

heroic age than Homer does in the Iliad. When taking into account the differing lengths of

both epics (verses: Iliad, 15,000; Posthomerica, 9,000), the findings are still marked; e.g.

Total references to heroes in the Theban Assault: 130 (Iliad)/ 42 (Posthomerica). At this

rate, even if the Posthomerica were three times longer (27,000 = nearly twice the length of

the Iliad), the occurrence of heroes from the previous heroic age would still be more in the

Iliad (Il., 130/ Post., 126). Also, the number of names cited by Homer and Quintus differs

greatly too: of the eight names (Thebes-Tydeus), all but two feature, compared to Quintus’

reference to only four. Even if the names are not noted by these authors in a specific

context, the anomistic allusion is activated, although less so in Quintus’ case.

624 The ‘seven’ sometimes varies; e.g. Hippomedon (as jn Aeschylus) and Eteocles (son of Iphis). See Gantz
on the Seven Against Thebes (1996), 510-19; Aeschylus (Septem); Apollodorus (Epit. III.vi.3); Statius
(Thebaid); on the Theban Cycle, West (2003), 4-9.
625 Il. IV.378, V.804, VI.223, X.286, XIV.114, XXIII.679; Od. XV.247. Boeotian Thebes is also noted at Il.
IX.383, XIV.323, XIX.99, and Od. XI.363, 365, 275, X.492, 565, XI. 90, 165, XII.267, XXIII.323, but not
in relation to either expedition.
626 Il. II.572, XIV.121, XXIII.347. Post. IV.572.
627 Od. XV.244, 253. Son of (= Amphilokos), Post. XIV.366.
628 Il. II.564, IV.403, V.319. Son of (= Sthenelos), IV.367, V.108, 109, 241. Post. X.481. Son of (=
Sthenelos), IV.566, XI.338.
629 Il. II.566, XXIII.678. Son of (= Euryalos), VI.28.
630 Il. IV.377.
631 Iliad ‘Tydeus’ x41, ‘son of Tydeus’ x69; under which see Index Nominum, in Monro and Allen, Vol. II
(1986). Od. III.167. Son of (= Diomedes), III.181, IV.280. Post. I.773. ‘Son of-’, ‘child of-’, etc. ‘Tydeus’
x36; under which, see Vian and Battegay (1984).
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Why should this be so? By reducing the reference to key heroes and episodes associated

with their legendary exploits, Quintus creates a world that, in a sense, reduces

indebtedness. This may appear peculiar when considering the epic tradition of recourse to

past, greater heroes and ages. However, this relative silence produces the effect of a set of

heroes, and an age, which is by no means inferior to their past. Exemplary reference to

previous heroes/ ages that had been so popular with the old heroes of the Homeric poems,

who bridged the gap between the two (or more in the case of Nestor) ages, is largely

omitted by Quintus, as his heroes are the benchmark, and legends in their own lifetime.632

3.2 Heros Theos633

In Quintus, the frequency of recourse to both apotheosis and the afterlife shows a number

of Trojan War heroes at least on a par with the greatest heroes from the previous heroic

ages (this can be understood to have implications for Quintus and his text in relation to

Homer as well).634 Poseidon consoles Thetis that, like Dionysus and Herakles, Achilleus

shall dwell with the gods. Furthermore, he shall live as a god on an island in the Euxine

Sea, and be worshipped as a god (Post. III.771-79); at Post. XIV.186ff., Achilleus’

apotheosis has already been effected, and he returns to the Elysian Plain shortly after

(XIV.224-26).635

As noted,636 reference to the afterlife is more in keeping with the cyclic handling of

Achilleus.637 James comments on Posthomerica III, that “771-4 reflects the post-Homeric

tradition of Achilles’ apotheosis”,638 and it sharply contrasts with the bleak outlook of the

mortal Achilleus in the Odyssean Underworld (Od. XI). It also serves to reduce, rather

than increase, the impression that the present is inferior to the past. Again, however,

632 See Achilleus (Ch.II.); Neoptolemos (Ch.IV.).
633 So Pindar refers to Herakles (Nem.III.22). With special reference to Herakles, see Burkert on heroes
crossing the Chthonic-Olympian boundary (2004), 208ff.
634 See below.
635 On the ‘Achilles-cult’, see Farnell (1921), 285-89.
636 See Ch.II.1.4.
637Aith. Arg.4; Ilias Mikra, Arg.3; Nostoi, Arg.3. Though, the emergence of Patroklos’ ghost (Il. XXIII.65ff.)
raises interesting questions, especially if we view his appearance as a ‘real’ event, as opposed to the product
of Achilleus’ subconscious; on Achilleus’ musings of the afterlife, see the same at 103ff., and N.
Richardson’s comments on these lines (2000), 177-79.
638 James (2004), 288.
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more significantly, in this utterance, Quintus’ Odysseus challenges the Iliadic tenet that the

past was supreme: recourse to prosthen (‘past’, 205), and that no man had seen their like,

echoes references of the supremacy of the previous heroic age (e.g. by the Iliadic Nestor

and Phoenix).643 Yet here the rhetoric is clearly applied to, and evocative of, the recent

past, of which, technically, they are still part.

3.3 Old Narratives and Narratives of the Old

The old (especially Nestor) are key figures linking previous ages with the present. Nestor

recalls the heroic past (always associated with his youth)644 in a number of places in the

Iliad (I.259ff.; VII.133ff.; XI.670ff.; XXIII.627ff.). The heroic age before the Trojan War,

is evoked with reference to great men and stories (Nestor himself always features in the

action): Theseus, et al. and battles with the Centaurs (Il. I.266ff.); Ereuthalion, and Pylian

battles (VII.133ff.); Pylian battles, and Herakles (XI.682ff.); Pylian Games in honour of

Amarynkeos (XXIII629ff.).

As noted above, Nestor’s rhetoric in the Posthomerica retains a number of these essential

features (lament for his lost youth, great deeds that he performed, etc.), although they are

far shorter. For the purposes of discussion here, however, it is the reference (and indeed,

lack of reference) to other figures and events from the heroic past that is significant.

Against Memnon, Nestor laments his lost youth, and battling prowess. But, surprisingly

does not name-drop, as he had in the Iliad. In fact, we learn little of the heroic past here,

where, perhaps, we would expect a more Homeric Nestor to recount various exploits he

was involved in. His stock phrase, ‘I only wish I had my strength intact … ’ (Post. II.323-

24), a key feature of his Iliadic rhetoric, is, unusually, not followed with specific battles

and heroes’ names; similarly, at 328-29, when Nestor recalls his (lost) prime, we would

expect something along the Iliadic lines of ‘such were the men I fought … ’. Yet, these

heroes are never mentioned. Here the heroic past is given less attention than usual,

creating the effect that the ‘present’ of Quintus’ heroes is more central, and, therefore,

643 See above.
644 See above, 1.1-2.
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‘great’; if the heroes’ raison d’être is kleos (as in Achilleus ‘song’ of Iliad IX), such

relative silence, regarding previous exploits and heroes, surely speaks volumes.

In part, the more typical Iliadic pattern is established later, in Posthomerica XII, when

Nestor bemoans his aged state – he is now too frail for war (here, the Horse ruse); he

recalls a previous heroic age, referring to the Argonauts’ expedition: ‘Aison’s son’ (267);

‘his speedy ship from Argo’ (268); ‘Pelias’ (270). In Quintus’ account, Nestor was to be

part of the Argonaut’s expedition, yet is stopped from going by Pelias (his uncle), the

usurper of Aison’s (and therefore Jason’s) throne; presumably, here, Pelias blocks Nestor’s

progress to protect his nephew from the dangerous voyage.645 Association of the youthful

Nestor with the Argonauts is exceedingly rare (no mention is made of this in Homer, the

Epic Cycle, Pindar, Apollonius of Rhodes, Ovid or Apollodoros, though a number of these

chronicle the Argonauts),646 and rarer still is his actual inclusion in the expedition as in

Valerius Flaccus’ first century A.D. Argonautica (I.434-35). Whilst the crew (and indeed

times and reasons for the expedition) of the Argonautica, as most myth, is not fixed,647

there is a common body usually associated, of which Nestor is not part. Such toying with

this important epic episode offers an alternative to the more typical heroic biography of

Nestor (e.g. as in Homer).648 The deviation is short-lived, however, as Nestor quickly

extricates himself (Pelias’ objection). Reference to, and the link with, the heroic past is

made, although allusion to such exploits is kept to a minimum. Again, this contrasts with

the much more detailed accounts of the heroic age recalled through the Iliadic Nestor.

Previous heroic exploits are recalled, to a greater degree, in Posthomerica IV (Nestor’s

eulogy for Achilleus; see Book XIV also). However, the focus of such reminiscences may

be hugely significant for understanding the part played by the heroic past and its heroes.

Though the narrative time-frame extends beyond the Posthomerica (external analepsis), in

places, recourse, taking Achilleus as its subject, is mainly to the very recent past. As such,

the generational time lapse required for the distant heroic past, a requisite of greatness, and

645 If the story is true, or manufactured by Nestor as another exemplum.
646 On which, see Gantz (1996), 341ff.
647 Ibid.
648 See the Homeric references above.
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tries to console the grieving Podaleirios: ‘Always hope for better things (¢re…ona), rather

than dwelling on painful thoughts … ’;655 m»kiston does not feature at all in Quintus.

Conclusion

Quintus makes use of age in multiple ways. At one level, gerontes link not only epochs,

but also epics, as old men like Nestor and Priam recall their earlier models. Yet, changes

in their portrayals affect both the mood of the text (i.e. Priam’s great pathos), and its mode

of expression (i.e. Nestor’s reduced direct speech). Babes, like their opposites (the old)

represent extremes and the tragic circumstances in which they find themselves amplify the

tragedy of war, and their new roles in new narratives. The amplification of the pre-

eminent heroes’ prowess, and diminished centrality of previous heroic ages, impacts

further, as Quintus ‘writes himself’ into the ancient canon. Rather than a lyre-playing

Achilleus singing about the klea andron of an heroic past, Quintus writes a poem that

communicates a glorious ‘present’, in which his hand ushers in superior change.

Largely through Nestor, a tenet that pervades the Iliad is that the previous generation were

superior to those of the present. The glorious past is referred to on a number of occasions,

often to shame the Iliadic heroes into action (see Nestor to Achilleus and Agamemnon, and

Phoenix to Achilleus above). This is not the case in the Posthomerica, where Quintus’

heroes are more than a match for their epic predecessors. Extremes in characteristics,

where Posthomeric heroes are gigantic in stature, superhuman in battling feats, and deified

in death, further emphasize the fact that traditional degeneration does not apply.

When the past is recalled, it is often used to enhance the heroes of the present – simile

taking precedent over exemplum. On occasions where brilliant exploits of a previous

generation dominate, as in the case of Herakles and the ekphrasis of his shield, the focus is

as much on the ability of the artist to ornament his cadenza, as on the subject of that piece.

Furthermore, the tendency of Quintus to refer far less to major exploits of the previous

655 Ibid.
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heroic generations also indicates a relative diminishing not of the qualities in the present,

but the significance of the past – this is also substantiated by the singing of the glorious

deeds of the present generation (Achilleus, Aias, the Fall of Troy, etc.), while there is a

noticeable omission of an Iliad-like scene, where Achilleus sings of the glorious deeds of

the past. Quintus’ pre-eminent heroes are more than a match for those of the previous

generations; they are not shamed by the past; and, therefore, there is not the same sense

that they are deteriorating.

It can be understood in a metapoetic sense that Quintus’ text becomes a sort of

paradigm.656 Through his heroes, who show themselves to excel even their namesakes,

and previous heroes, and through others, the old men of epic, Nestor and his

chronologically challenged peers, Quintus creates an epic microcosm. Paradoxically much

contained within itself, the Posthomerica also engages with established models, of

characters both literary and real. But, whilst Homer’s old make recourse to past conquests

for paradigmatic purposes, Quintus glorifies his mythic present; and although the

legendary past of Homer’s Trojan heroes shines brilliantly, it is ultimately overshadowed

by his giant, Neoptolemos,657 who towers over Homer’s giant, Achilleus. In this, the ‘past’

represents not only myth (conveyed and recalled through, and by, Nestor et al., the Trojan

War and heroes), but also genre and poet (Homer, epic and beyond). Thus, Quintus makes

his text the exemplar.

cedite Romani scriptores, cedite Grai.
nescio quid maius nascitur Iliade.
(Propertius, Elegies, II. XXXIV.65-66)658

656 On mythological paradeigma, see Willcock (1964).
657 The subject of Ch.IV.
658 So Propertius praises Virgil’s Aeneid.
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Chapter IV: Neoptolemos

On the Shoulders of Giants

‘For this reason he sent me to instruct you in all these things,
be both a speaker of words and a doer of deeds.’ (Il. IX.442-43)659

Introduction

The son of Achilleus is far more amiable in Quintus than previous mythological accounts

would lead us to expect.660 In fact, the prevalent tendency in the Posthomerica is for

Neoptolemos to be portrayed against type in a positive light.661 Quintus manipulates the

narrative and the characterization of Neoptolemos, and those involved with him to achieve

this effect. In Part 1, I will consider this tendency in the Posthomerica in general. Then, I

will focus on a specific instance which highlights this point; the killing of Priam.662

Finally, to avoid oversimplifying Quintus’ treatment of the young hero, I will consider the

rather more ambiguous portrayal, the Polyxena sacrifice episode, followed by a brief

biography of Neoptolemos’ post-Troy narrative. Through making extensive use of

intertextual readings, I aim to illustrate how Quintus portrays a Neoptolemos who differs

markedly from more traditional representations.

In Parts 2 and 3 of my discussion on Quintus’ Neoptolemos, I will explore the sense to

which Neoptolemos is something of a ‘legacy’. He shows himself to be fully prepared for

war before his arrival in Troy, and the recognition scenes of characters he meets, and the

primary narrator serve to reinforce this. Locale shifts (Skyros to Troy), make little

difference to Neoptolemos’ innate maturity, but the constant reaffirmations can be seen to

communicate that Neoptolemos is both already fully prepared for war, and unequivocally

Achilleus’ ‘son’.663 The overall reading that emerges, through consideration of various

659 Phoenix reminds Achilleus of the requisites of the ‘ideal’ hero.
660 On Neoptolemos’ positive portrayal, see Boyten (2007). On Neoptolemos in general, Gantz (1996), 581-
82, 615, 622, 636-37, 639-41, 649-59, 687-94, 713; as a cult figure, Farnell (1921), 311-21.
661 See especially Calero Secall (1998).
662 See especially Gärtner (2005).
663 I use inverted commas to draw attention to the multiple meanings implied by a progeny, as I note in this
paragraph.
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episodes that address these themes (e.g. Quintus’ portrayal of Neoptolemos’ war-practice

on Skyros; significant recognition scenes, involving characters and locales central to the

Iliadic Achilleus, from to Phoenix and Briseis, to Achilleus’ ‘camp’ and Achilleus

himself), is that Neoptolemos represents more than reception at the level of character.

Quintus also uses Neoptolemos to assert his (Quintus’) place in the epic tradition: thus

Quintus’ exploration of Neoptolemos’ exceptional qualities communicates his (Quintus’)

own challenge to epic, and what has gone before. The significance of the ‘Achillean heir’,

with its strong association with Homer and the Iliad, then, takes on meta-poetic meaning.

Such a reading forms an important part of his chapter.

Part 1 - More ‘Parfit Gentil Knyght’664 than ‘Hyrcanian Beast’665

1.1 Getting to the Point Quickly666

At the point, half-way through the Posthomerica (VII), in which Neoptolemos makes his

debut, he is not the typical of the major hero we would have expected in Quintus’ epic;

where excessive physicality (often in the form of extreme violence), is central to the

characterization.667 Nor, indeed, is Quintus’ Neoptolemos what we would have expected

based on his previous negative mythologies. Though associated with Achilleus (as

frequent use of his patronymic indicates),668 and equally adroit in battle, Neoptolemos is

more complex than his Posthomeric father. The young hero also expresses an awareness

of others, sensitivity and wisdom that sets him apart from his Posthomeric peers, Homeric

heroes, and his own traditional portrayal in ancient Greek and Roman epic. In fact, to

some extent, Neoptolemos shares these unusual features with Virgil’s Aeneas.669

664 Chaucer, General Prologue, 72. On the Knight’s qualities, see Hodson (1969), 75.
665 Shakespeare, Hamlet, II. II.446. For “Hyrcanian”, read “wild”/ “savage”. See Jenkins (1990), 263n.446.
666This section was prompted by suggestions made by Dr M. Cuypers and Professor A. James at the Zurich
Quintus Conference, 2006, for which I would like to thank both.
667 I.e. see Ch.II where extreme size/violence are central to Achilleus.
668 In the Posthomerica, Neoptolemos is so named seventeen times; however, he is ‘son of Achilleus’ sixty-
one times; this contrasts with the Iliadic Achilleus, where the pattern is reversed: Achilleus is so named
three-hundred and one times, as opposed to his patronymic, ‘son of Peleus’ (one-hundred and ten). This is
but one example of the great impact Achilleus has on Neoptolemos’ characterization in the Posthomerica.
See 2-3 below.
669 Aeneas is referred to in numerous instances following, that draw attention to his ‘sophisticated’ heroic
qualities (i.e. as more egalitarian than the usual Homeric hero), and his meta-literary use (i.e. as
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The Iliadic Achilleus proves himself to be a speaker of words and a doer of deeds (Iliad,

IX.438-43). Not so Quintus’ Achilleus, whose amplified bellicosity is countered by his

diminished rhetoric and the aggressive nature of his speech.670 In contrast, Quintus’

Neoptolemos is more like his Iliadic father; greatly skilled in both areas.671 It is apparent,

however, that Neoptolemos’ speech exhibits restraint in manner and length.672 The brevity

of Neoptolemos’ speech is marked, even in an epic which reduces rhetoric to

approximately half that of its Homeric predecessor.673 And, this factor gives further clues

as to the type of hero Quintus wants his Neoptolemos to be.

It is immediately evident that Neoptolemos already possesses the rhetoric of a hero. In his

Posthomeric debut, Neoptolemos welcomes the Greeks sent to recruit him (led by

Odysseus and Diomedes) with the confidence Telemachos shows at his best moments

(Post. VII.179-81; cf. Od. I.123-24).674 In many of Telemachos’ speeches, however, it is

evident that he is not yet entirely prepared for the role thrust upon him – to be the young

hero. This does not apply to Neoptolemos, whose preparedness is communicated by his

short speeches. Neoptolemos never bursts into tears of frustration.675 Furthermore,

Neoptolemos does not ask for or need advice;676 nor is he shown to speak

inappropriately.677 This is not to say, however, that Neoptolemos’ speech is reduced to

such an extent that he appears, like his Posthomeric father, more just a doer of (violent)

deeds. Instead, Neoptolemos’ speech is measured: he speaks when he needs to speak, and

communicating the ‘worthiness’ of Virgil and Rome, as, respectively, heirs of Homer and Greece). On
Aeneas as a paradigm, see Nisbet (1990); as a ‘stoic’ ideal, see Bowra (1990); also, on Aeneas, G. Williams
(1983), esp. ch. 1.1; on the ‘purpose’ of the Aeneid, see R. Williams (1990), and Virgil’s relationship with
Homer, Knauer (1990). Also, for ideas on cultural assertions, see Whitmarsh (2008), esp. Part One.1
(‘Second Sophistic’) and 2; Erskine (2003).
670 See Ch.II, on Achilleus.
671 E.g. Achilleus’ responses to the embassy (Il. IX); his diplomacy in Patroklos’ Games (Il. XXIII).
672 On Aeneas’ ‘taciturnity’, see Feeney (1990), ch.8. See Friedrich and Redfield (1999), on speech as a
personality symbol, with reference to Achilleus especially, on ‘poetic directness’: “Sometimes this reduces to
a simplicity, as in his response to his dream of Patroclus (XXIII.103-7). But this same simplicity becomes a
strength when it enables him to go straight to the hard facts,” 243.
673 See James and Lee (2000), 16; Character-text: Posthomerica (24 per cent), Iliad (44 per cent), Odyssey
(56 per cent). On character/ narrator-text, see Ch.V.
674 Further on the Telemachos-Neoptolemos relationship, see 1.2, and Parts 2 and 3.
675 Cf. Telemachos, Od. II.81.
676 Cf. Telemachos, Od. I.252-305. See Achilleus’ advice/instruction to Neoptolemos, 1.7 and 2.3.
677 Compare Telemachos who makes foolish claims about what is and what is not possible (Od. III.225-38);
and Odysseus’ bragging to Polyphemos (Od. IX.492-536).
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Neoptolemos is what his speech indicates: the complete hero, also with an air of

sophistication and humility. Furthermore, the brevity of his rhetoric represents his

temperance. He is restrained, fully in control of himself, as of his words; compare the

longer rantings of Athene-maddened Aias (Post. V.451ff.), and the overly bellicose

Achilleus in his death-scene with Apollo: ouk alegize theou (Post. III.45ff.).684 By

appropriate speech (in terms of content and context), Neoptolemos can proceed with battle,

and, as his foes shall find, get to his point, quickly.

1.2 What’s in a Kiss?685

It is significant that Nestor kisses Neoptolemos (Post. XII.282; both his hands and head),

following Neoptolemos’ well chosen words, including his volunteering to enter the

Horse686 (Post. XII.275-80). Kissing (kuneo, phileo; here, ekusse, and its other forms,

including amphikusas)687 is more frequently associated with Neoptolemos than any other

character in the Posthomerica, and gives us another clue as to the type of hero Quintus

wants him to be.

Neoptolemos is kissed on five occasions (this figure includes Deidameia,688 who lavishes

Neoptolemos’ spear, and any other of his possessions, with kisses, phileeske; Post.

VII.342); and kisses twice (Deidameia, VII.328, and Achilleus’ tomb-stone, IX.47). Those

kissing Neoptolemos, also include Nestor (XII.282), Phoenix (VII.640), Lykomedes (his

grandfather, and Deidameia’s father; VII.312), and Achilleus (in the form of a ghost;

XIV.183). The list, with the exception of Nestor, really constitutes Neoptolemos’ family –

Phoenix being ‘surrogate’ father (again).689 His kissing of Deidameia is especially

marked. He kisses her mala muria (‘innumerably’, Post. VII.328); the infinite, or the

excessive, in Quintus is more usually associated with the hero’s killing or size (for

684 See Ch.II.1.2ii, on Achilleus.
685 I would like to thank Dr. C. Maciver for asking the significance of this question (Zurich, 2006).
686 Neoptolemos is, in fact, true to his word, and more, as he is first to enter the Horse (314-15). This ‘pole
position’ further enhances Neoptolemos’ positive characterization. The number of Greeks, order in which
they enter, and names of those involved is by no means set. See Gantz (1996), 649.
687 See below for amphikusas, Post. VII.328. See Vian and Battegay (1984), 281 for all kuneo references.
688 Further on Deidameia’s, Achilleus’ and Phoenix’ relationships with Neoptolemos, see 2 and 3.
689 As he had been to Achilleus (Iliad IX.437ff.); on discussion of Quintus’ Phoenix and Neoptolemos see
following 2.2; and Quintus’ Phoenix and Achilleus, Chs.II.3.3 and III.2.1.
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instance, the number of men Neoptolemos kills is beyond counting, muria, VIII.230),690

than with affection shown toward or by him. In this way, Quintus applies hyperbole again,

but here it emphasises gentleness as opposed to brutality.691

In the Homeric epics, kissing (kuneo) occurs eighteen times in the Odyssey, and on three

occasions only in the Iliad;692 this frequency, and the nature of the scenes in which kissing

occurs, is an important factor, and (though the context of the Posthomerica is superficially

closer to the Iliadic world (conflict) than that of the Odyssey (reunion)) somewhat reduces

the centrality of the Iliad as source for Neoptolemos’ epic characterization. Of its

Odyssean instances, it applies to Telemachos four times,693 and Odysseus thirteen times.

With reference to Telemachos, he is kissed on each of these occasions. He never kisses.

This is significant as it helps to portray the Telemachos as a less mature, more passive and

vulnerable figure (at least at certain points) in the epic, as opposed to Quintus’

Neoptolemos, who, as above, occasionally returns the favour. However, there are obvious

similarities in the high association of kissing with the hero’s (Odysseus’ or Achilleus’)

young son where great affection is evoked.

Eumaios’ kissing Telemachos (Od. XVI.15-21), somewhat anticipates the kissing of

Quintus’ Neoptolemos by Phoenix (Post. VII.640), where he is kissed on his head and

chest, and that of Nestor with Neoptolemos (Post. XII. 282; both hands and head). Here

(Eumaios/ Phoenix), the intertext is especially marked as the geron shows affection to the

son of the absent father he so adored, and was instrumental in his upbringing. Quintus’

Achilleus kisses Neoptolemos’ neck and sparkling ‘phaea’ (eyes, Post. XIV.183).694 This

more emotive welcome recalls Penelope’s for Telemachos (Od. XVII.39), as she too kisses

his sparkling eyes, and head;695 again, the mother’s engagement with the hero evokes his

690 Also, Achilleus’ corpse is gigantic (Gigantos, III.725).
691 For further instances of hyperbole in Quintus, see discussions of laments (Ch.I.3); Achilleus’ death
(Ch.II.1.1); the presentation of gerontes (Ch.III.1-2). See below for meilichos, 1.7.
692 See Cunliffe (1963), 241-42.
693 Od. XVI.15, 21, 190; XVII.39.
694 Cf. the more restrained reunion between Odysseus and Telemachos (Odyssey XVI.190); and for the
Neoptolemos/ Achilleus reunion, 2.3
695 Telemachos’ fifth kiss is from Odysseus’ maids (Od. XVII.33-5; head and shoulders).
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gentler side.696 On each of these occasions in the Odyssey, the characters kiss the young

man because they are delighted at his return. Similar expressions of delight at

Neoptolemos’ arrival (‘debut’ rather than ‘return’) therefore invite comparison with the

epic antecedent. (Deidameia’s kissing, however, instead forms part of her lament at

Neoptolemos’ departure;697 although, this still conveys the same: affection for the young

hero.)

The use of kuneo is marked in the Iliad, when Hektor kisses his small son, Astyanax (Il.

VI.474), following the young child’s tears at the sight of his father in his helmet; again, the

scene is a tender one, between familiars, often involving father/ surrogate father-figures.

Neoptolemos’ association with these actions, then, recall emotive representations from

Homer, and distance him slightly from the brutal world of battle, and, especially, his

particularly brutal previous characterizations and narratives.

1.3 Degeneration?

Traditionally, Neoptolemos’ biography is most violent:698 having killed Eurypylos (and,

presumably, many Trojans) he kills Priam, who had fled to Zeus’ altar for safety;699

himself decides to dispatch Astyanax; sacrifices Polyxena; and is killed, for his hubris

(killing Priam at Zeus’ altar) on his return at Delphi.700 Thus, Quintus had certain pre-

mapped mythic parameters in which to work. However, myth was always in Greek

literature a malleable medium and within the prescribed limits Quintus was very creative in

the way he manoeuvred Neoptolemos so as to depict him in the most positive light.

696 As Thetis with Achilleus (Il. I.357ff. and XVIII.70ff.).
697 Deidameia’s lament for the living hero perhaps recalls the ominous foreshadowing of Andromache for
Hektor (Il. VI). However, in Deidameia’s case, this is unfounded. See Deidameia’s concerns, 2.1.
698 See discussion following. On the sources and alternative versions for those killed by Neoptolemos see
Gantz (1996), 640-41, 650-59; for his Trojan War ‘afterlife’ (including his being killed), see Gantz 687-94;
Cancik and Schneider (2000) 830-31.
699 This sacrilegious act is often cited as reason for Neoptlemos’ eventual murder; see following.
700 On the killings of Astyanax and Polyxena, see below, respectively 1.5, 1.6-7; on Neoptolemos’ ‘afterlife’,
1.8.
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(violent words and deeds). Neoptolemos slaughters Priam’s son, Polites, before him.711

Priam offers pathetic physical resistance, and chides Neoptolemos for his wickedness (Aen.

II.535ff.; cf. a similar scene in Quintus, where Memnon kills Antilochos in front of his

father, Nestor, Post. II.243ff.712).713 For witnessing this murder, Priam invokes the curse

that foreshadows the traditional fate of Neoptolemos – punishment by the gods for such

terrible deeds. Priam’s juxtaposition of Achilleus’ integrity when they met (Aen. II.540-

43),714 is itself juxtaposed with the few positive portrayals of his (Achilleus’) son, as in

Sophocles, and Quintus.715 Similarly, the crimes (tristia facta, 548)716 of Virgil’s

Neoptolemos’ make him almost unrecognizable as Achilleus’ son, as Priam previously

articulated.717

Neoptolemos’ reply incorporates particularly vindictive rhetoric, as he announces that old

Priam shall bear such news to his dead father (Achilleus), and, illi mea tristia facta/

degeneremque Neoptolemum narrare memento/; nunc morere, ‘tell him, be sure of my

sorry deeds and his degenerate Neoptolemos. Now die’ (Aen. II.547-550). Finally,

Neoptolemos drags the trembling (trementem, 550, and following) Priam through Polites’

blood, making his way specifically to the altar (altaria, 550) to kill the old man, this will

be the traditional cause of his undoing in his post-Troy biography. Furthermore,

Neoptolemos’ dispatch of Virgil’s Priam is noticeably tactile, as he winds the old man’s

hair around his hand (Aen. II.552) just before decapitating him at the altar. As will be

seen, Neoptolemos’ killing of Priam in Quintus, seems much less personal; for instance,

the rhetoric of Quintus’ Neoptolemos makes it clear that he is treating Priam as any (i.e.

Priam is not distinguished from other foes) enemy.718 In fact, Quintus’ Neoptolemos and

711 James (2004, 335n.214) notes that this is the only record of Polities being killed by Neoptolemos
immediately before Priam.
712 See Chs.II.1.3ii and III.1.1 for fuller discussion of Antilochos’ death.
713 Perhaps Aeneas’ killing of Lausus in front of Mezentius is also evoked (Aen. X.846ff.).
714 And for the archetype, the famous Iliadic meeting between the two (XXIV.472ff.). On which especially,
Macleod (1982), and N. Richardson (2000), 320-47.
715 See below.
716 These are Neoptolemos’ mocking words.
717 Again, see Neoptolemos in Sophocles, and Quintus, following.
718 Having said this, decapitation does mark the killing as slightly unusual; less so though in this episode (as
Virgil). See Servius ad Aen. II.506. See Austin (1980), 196n.506-58.
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Neoptolemos, the Greeks can now leave Troy. Therefore, though Quintus exploits the

drama of Polyxena’s sacrifice, and its build-up, Neoptolemos’ depravity is greatly reduced,

even if inescapable because of the role he does play; and Quintus does much to resolve the

tension between excessive idealization and excessive pathos.775 One could also read the

episode as variation on the largely idealized Neoptolemos, so avoiding monotony.

Regardless, Neoptolemos’ legitimization comes in the form of a number of characters,

including Achilleus, the Greeks, and the primary narrator, as will be further shown next.

1.7 Killing with ‘Kindness’?

In a scene which centres around reunion between father and son, and instruction,

Achilleus’ advice to Neoptolemos to be ‘gentle’ (me…licoj) is significant.776 This may

recall Andromache’s concerns for Astyanax’ (¢meil…cou, ‘violent’) future, following

Hektor’s death (Il. XXIV.734).777 If viewed as a warning, though, as much as fatherly

advice, Achilleus’ divine suggestion to be ‘gentle’ could be as allusively ominous in the

Posthomerica, as Herakles’ tip to his ‘piety’ (eusebein) in Philoktetes. Furthermore, it

could emphasize the contrast between multi-talented son and violent father (¢meil…ktou,

Post. XIV.268). However, Quintus’ particular choice of me…licoj is hugely suggestive in

another way.

In Iliad XVII, Menelaos notes that Patroklos was always ‘gentle’ (meilichos, 671); so too

Briseis, on hearing of Patroklos’ death (XIX.300). M. Edwards comments, “(Patroklos) is

the only person to whom me…licoj is applied … . Patroklos’ gentleness is unique in the

language of the poem … ”.778 Furthermore, in a sense the reference to me…licoj in this

context also frames this narrative, and impacts on Neoptolemos’ characterization regarding

Polyxena’s sacrifice. After executing Achilleus’ request (Polyxena’s sacrifice), Achilleus

fulfils his promise. Nestor tells the Greeks that Achilleus’ spirit has been appeased, the

775 See Laments, Ch.I.3.
776 I would like to thank Dr. Carvounis for providing me with her unpublished commentary, and paper on
Post. XIV (2005).
777 Ibid., n.209.
778 M. Edwards (1991), 127n.669-73; cf. meilichos’ use with a negative at Il. XXIV.739 (127n.669-73); see
too 270n.300.
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waters stilled, and that the sailing winds are gentle (meilichoi, Post. XIV.344). Thus, it is

time for the Greeks’ ‘return’ (nostos, 345) home (340-45).

Neoptolemos is, then, not only to be gentle; he also serves the function of bringing calm.

This directly affects the Greeks’ prospects of return in a positive way.779 His sacrificing of

Polyxena, immediately bears fruit for the Greeks; “the greatest good for the greatest

number” – even if that ‘good’ necessarily involves some ‘bad’ (this also recalls Sophocles’

Neoptolemos in Philoktetes).780 Of the four times that this very rare Homeric word

features in Quintus,781 then, me…licoj is very closely associated with Neoptolemos twice.782

Perhaps one could add that, while in Philoktetes we are left with the ominous allusion to

Neoptolemos’ demise,783 the last act which marks Neoptolemos in the Posthomerica is one

that secures the well-being of his army: more an act of necessity that requires brutal

violence;784 rather evolution, than degeneration. Regarding Neoptolemos’ Trojan

existence, then, it can be seen that Quintus’ omissions are very significant, creating the

effect of a hero far less barbaric, and in fact much ‘better’ (the latter point with reference

not only to previous narratives of Neoptolemos, but also with regard to other heroes in the

Posthomerica and beyond). As will be discussed, this has meta-literary implications, too.

1.8 Post Script: Neoptolemos’ Afterlife

Traditionally Neoptolemos’ post-Troy afterlife is also distinguished by its many negative

associations. Though Neoptolemos’ post-Troy biographies differ, he meets his death soon

after leaving Troy.785 Elements range from Pindar’s VIth Paean, where Apollo kills

779 The storm that does follow is as a result of the lesser Aias’ sacrilege (Post. XIV.435ff.).
780 On Sophocles’ Neoptolemos’, see Bellinger (1939), 6.
781 Post. III.564; VII.90; XIV.209 and 344.
782 Achilleus is described by Thetis as me…licoj a„ën (Post. III.564); cf. the primary narrator’s eulogy for
Achilleus (Post. III.424-25), especially ºp…ou (‘gentle’, 424), which recalls the aforementioned eulogies for
the Iliadic Patroklos, with the key difference that me…licoj is avoided; on which, see Ch.II.1.5. Finally, at
Post. VII. 21ff./ 90, again the context is also suggestive of the Iliadic Patroklos: Podaleirios’ extreme lament
for Machaon (Post. VII.21ff.) = Achilleus for Patroklos (Iliad, XVIII.22ff.); see Chs.II.2.2.
783 See above.
784 See M. Blundell on Philoktetes (1988), 146n.1440-443.
785 See Gantz (1996), 690-94.
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will be discussed below, that Quintus’ representation of Neoptolemos goes way beyond his

traditional negative reception, actually writing his apotheosis into his mythic life,

communicates striking meta-poetic implications for Neoptolemos, the poem and the poet.

Of other major heroes from Troy,793 who have marked futures, Quintus is not silent.794

Whilst the primary narrator’s reference to Agamemnon’s leading away of Kassandra (Post.

XIV.20) may only be suggestive of his terrible fate at Argos,795 the imprecation of the mad

Aias has far stronger connotations: he curses the Greeks, but especially Agamemnon (Post.

V.472-75),796 and Odysseus (Post. V.470-72). The latter’s damning is further evoked at

the Posthomerica’s end, as Athene rejoices in Lokrian Aias’ punishment, but also laments

Odysseus’ sufferings (Post. XIV.628-31).797 Although Odysseus eventually overcomes his

problems, there are no such heavily pointed dark forebodings in the case of Neoptolemos.

Thus one could conclude that omission of reference to Neoptolemos post-Troy, ‘good’ or

‘bad’, is fairly exceptional and highly significant.

Quintus’ overriding tendency in the Posthomerica is to portray Neoptolemos in a positive

fashion. This tendency is marked not only in his dealings with his fellow Greeks, such as

Nestor, but also even in his engagement, or noticeable absence of it, in relation to the

Trojans, too. Quintus renders his Neoptolemos different from his more traditional self, by

excluding him from certain negative portrayals completely, such as the killing of

Astyanax, and by diminishing his part in less favourable narratives; for instance, his killing

of Priam, in which the old king’s demands for death fundamentally impact upon the

characterization of the young hero. A further key tendency of Quintus’, to exaggerate

pathos in order to add greater drama to his narrative, creates tension at points, particularly

with reference to Neoptolemos. The hero cannot, at the same time, be characterized

793 Note Antiphos, saved from Eurypylos, only for the Cyclops, after Troy (Post. VIII.124-27); as in Od.
II.17-20, noted by James (2004), 312n.124-7.
794 On foreshadowing and flashback, see Chs.II.3 and III.3.3; also Schmitz (2007b), 65-84, and Duckworth
(1936).
795 See Agamemnon, 1431-447.
796 This curse also recalls the same in Aias, 841-42; on which, see James (2004), 299n..65-81. See too James
and Lee (2000), 131n.474-75.
797 See Od. I.11ff., which, as the end of the Iliad to Quintus’ opening, is anticipated in the Posthomerica’s
close. See Ch.V.1.1-2, on the Posthomerica’s beginning and ending.
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positively, when the role he performs in the narrative suggests otherwise. Quintus’

handling of Polyxena’s sacrifice and Neoptolemos’ involvement in it is perhaps one of the

most pertinent cases in point, where this problematic is notably marked. Even here,

though, Quintus does much to reduce Neoptolemos’ negativity, albeit less successful than

in other episodes; and, perhaps the key to Neoptolemos’ involvement is that he is

responsible for bringing about the Greeks’ nostos, in effect, the end of the War.

Diminished involvement in certain narratives, sometimes extending to complete omission,

is also matched by Quintus’ silence on Neoptolemos’ post-Troy afterlife. So universally

negative are the traditions of Neoptolemos’ afterlife that mere mention of them could cause

Quintus’ parfit knyght to buckle under the strain, and the old beast leap forth. In this

section, I have intended to show that while Quintus’ Neoptolemos is not characterized in a

purely positive way (which the weight of tradition renders difficult), his more traditional

negative depiction is greatly reduced. As my title on this discussion indicates: more parfit

gentil knyght, than Hyrcanian beast.

Part 2 - The Budding Hero

2.1 Skyros and Beyond

The Posthomeric Neoptolemos is first encountered not in Troy, but in Skyros: initially, he

is mentioned just after Achilleus’ death798 by the primary narrator (Post. III.754, where

Skyros is noted); then by Kalchas (VI.65-7; again Skyros is noted); finally Neoptolemos

features at Skyros (VI.169-70). Introduction in this locale is significant for various

reasons. Skyros plays a part in Achilleus’ pre-Troy biography (Il. IX.666-68, XIX.326-

333; Od. XI.506-09), although Homer does not wish to draw too much attention to it,

unlike Statius (e.g., Ach. 5).799 So, whilst the narrative focuses on Neoptolemos, mention

of the locale also evokes Achilleus, and therefore the close link between the two – going

beyond the fact that they share a father/ son relationship.

798 For the structural significance of Neoptolemos being mentioned so soon after Achilleus’ death, see below,
3.2.
799 See too Schol. (D) Il. XIX.326; Cyp. Arg.7; Ilias Mikra Arg.3. On Achilleus’ ‘youth’, see Ch.II.3.3;
Achilleus was educated by Phoenix (Il. IX.438ff.), not Cheiron; though cf. Il.XI.832.
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With reference to Neoptolemos and the Skyros, a further significant point to consider is

that the locale is Neoptolemos’ home, and the only place he has known. Again, the

significance goes beyond the superficial. For Neoptolemos, Skyros also signifies the

divide between youth and adulthood. For the young hero, this is incredibly important, as,

traditionally, maturation is hampered by the things of one’s youth; this includes home.

Telemachos is perhaps the best epic example of this point, as his heroic development is

hindered by remaining on his patria, Ithaka. He must leave to develop, to fulfil his heroic

potential; and to find out about his absent father. In part, Neoptolemos shares this heroic

necessity, and Quintus evokes Telemachos at points. However, there is a fundamental

difference between the two: whilst Telemachos needs to leave home to practise being a

hero, it is made clear that Neoptolemos already possesses these skills, i.e. at home. A key

part of Neoptolemos’ characterization, then, is not so much the process of acquisition, as

the process of revelation. As will be discussed, this is important because Quintus uses

Neoptolemos’ revelatory process to communicate ideas about his epic.800

Quintus, however, toys with issues raised in previous texts, concerning the epic journey of

the young hero. Heroic maturation is threatened by women, the mothers: like Thetis in

Statius (Ach. I.31ff.),801 Deidameia wishes to protect her son from Troy (Post. VII.254ff.);

though, in the Posthomerica, Thetis (with Neoptolemos and the other Nereids) is

overjoyed (kecharonto, 353) by the prospect of her grandson leaving Skyros for Troy.

Furthermore, maternal tears for the young hero, which, of course can also be used to divert

the child from his heroic path, feature in Neoptolemos’ Skyros, and Telemachos’ Ithaka

(Od. II.372-76). Like Telemachos, Neoptolemos shrewdly wishes to keep news of his

departure from his mother (Post. VII.235-37).

Deidameia and Penelope are afraid that they will lose their child, as well as the child’s

father (regarding the fathers, these fears are legitimized because they have already been

realized) (Post. VII.242-52; cf. Od. IV.724-34). A difference, though, is that while

Telemachos does not tell his mother that he will leave his home, Neoptolemos does.

800 See below, and 3.
801 See Dilke (2005).
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Quintus shows the concerns of the young hero to be well founded. On discovering that

Neoptolemos is to leave, Deidameia, weeping, begs him to stay (Post. VII.254ff.).802

Quintus also expresses Neoptolemos’ maturity in a novel way:

‘He (Neoptolemos) was already intent on war the cause of tears though still a
boy (paidnos), still beardless (achnoos)803 It was his courage and strength that
spurred him on. He hurried from his homeland (patres)… .’
(Post. VII.356-58ff.)

Neoptolemos bucks the usual relational trend between youth (paidnos, achnoos, Post. VII.

357) and martial prowess (polemoio, 356; alke, 357; menos, 358); the beardlessness

normally a symbol of immaturity (as it was of Statius’ Achilleus), though, as Neoptolemos,

the juxtaposition between youth and heroic maturity is heightened to show just how

brilliant the young hero is. The idea has also found expression in Homer’s Odyssey, where

Telemachos’ maturity (in more than just a physical sense) is equated with facial hair

(geneiesanta, Od. XVIII.176, 269). It needs to be considered, though, that Telemachos’

new found ‘maturity’ is not apparent from his first appearance. Rather, his more mature

state takes a time to evolve, the above references to his ‘beard’ coming many books after

his debut, a debut in which there is a huge disparity between being young and being

prepared. Telemachos needs to get a beard to be a ‘man’. Neoptolemos does not. Again,

this indicates that Neoptolemos is already endowed with qualities far beyond his youth and

experiences. It is further marked in that these words are the primary narrator’s. This

reference also impacts on a meta-literary level, when, in the much awaited epic invocation,

the primary narrator alludes to his poetic prowess before he had a beard (prin ... ioulon,

Post. XII.309).804 I discuss the ‘character’ of primary narrator in Chapter V, but it is worth

considering this particular similarity which strongly suggests the affinity Quintus’ narrator

shares with his super-hero, Neoptolemos. As Aeneas in Virgil’s Aeneid, Neoptolemos’

marked pre-eminence in the Posthomerica, communicates more than just the brilliance of

802 This invites comparison with Andromache’s pleas to Hektor: (Post. VII.289-91; cf. Il. VI.487-89), as
noted by James (2004), 308n.289-91.
803 My italics. Compare Statius’ Achilleus, ‘Nor yet is his first youth changing with new down’ (Ach. I.163),
and Pindar’s child-hero Achilleus (Nem.III.43ff.).
804 Further on Neoptolemos’/primary narrator’s ‘beardlessness’, see Ch.V.3.1, Age.
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the hero. It also suggests a poetic assertion: previous heroes had certain qualities; my

heroes match and surpass these. Thus, I (narrator/ poet) am a worthy heir (e.g., to Homer).

Neoptolemos is also shown as unusually mature in other ways. Not only was he already

practising the art of war when the Greeks arrived at Skyros, he was doing this in spite of

the grief he felt for his father’s death (Post. VII.170ff.). Thus he practices sophrosyne

(restraint), both way beyond his tender years, and absent from many more ‘mature’ heroes;

such as the Iliadic Achilleus.805 This intellectual maturity is also evident in the weighty

burden Neoptolemos accepts, regarding the desperate need the Greeks have for him (Post.

VII.220ff); again, this can be sharply contrasted with the Iliadic Achilleus, who abandons

the Greeks to their own doom, in fact worse – he is the destructive catalyst (Il. I.1ff.).

Furthermore, whereas lesser806 heroes, like Telemachos,807 frequently doubt (sometimes to

the great annoyance of the gods) that they are up to the task,808 these vacillations do not

feature in Neoptolemos’ psyche; his heroism is sound. Taking these factors into account,

this begs the question, if Neoptolemos already seems to be an unusually mature young

hero, unlike say Homer’s Telemachos, who is his recognition really for?

Whilst the Odyssey focused on the return (nostos) of the father, Quintus now concentrates

on the ‘return’ of the son; though the return here is fundamentally different, as it is more a

debut. As discussed above, Neoptolemos’ maturity is already evident when arriving at

Troy; he has the skills of a great hero, but, up to this point (Troy), merely lacks the stage

on which to exhibit them. Regarding his father, as Telemachos, Neoptolemos’ learning

shall be a longer and more protracted process. Key differences, though, are that

Telemachos needs Odysseus not only as a father, but also as a hero to safeguard his home,

Ithaka. In contrast, Neoptolemos cannot literally find his father, as he is dead, and, he

already possesses the heroic attributes to accomplish what is required in battle context.

805 Cf. Iliad I.193-98: Athene stops Achilleus killing Agamemnon
806 In terms of being less prepared/ less able to act independently.
807 And Apollonius’ Jason, e.g. Argon. I.460-71. On Jason’s heroism, see Hunter (2004), 15-25.
808 E.g. Od. III.226-28 = Telemachos’ doubt; III.230ff., = Athene’s critique of these doubts.
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Having left Skyros and now approaching Troy, the contingent, of whom Neoptolemos is

part, witness the dire straits that the Argives are in – Eurypylos is pressing their

fortifications hard. This sequence differs from that in Proklos’ summary of the Ilias Mikra

(Arg.3), where Neoptolemos’ arrival precedes that of Eurypylos. By using an alternative

sequence, Quintus heightens the drama (rather as Achilleus with Hektor in the Iliad, the

absence of the preeminent Greek means the Trojan forces, and their greatest hero, begins

to encroach on the Greek territory). The hero’s Troy-debut, however, is eagerly awaited

by all (including the reader and audience, as well as the characters of the story), who could

legitimately ask whether Neoptolemos will be ‘up to the task’. The delay itself maximizes

the impact of Neoptolemos’ entrance, but its narrative positioning also demarcates its

centrality. Furthermore, early allusions to Achilleus, and therefore the Iliad, in

Neoptolemos’ portrayal, plus the sense of debut on numerous levels (e.g. Neoptolemos’

arrival in Troy, ‘first’ battle, and test as Achilleus’ progeny) add to the anticipation and

prominence of Quintus’ (super-)hero.809

Significantly, Neoptolemos’ journey from Skyros helps establish his lineage. As a

narrative device, Quintus uses this to communicate the development of his hero –

Achilleus’ son, who, by journeying from his patria, will move into his pater’s most

illustrious territory. This ‘journey’ can be understood literally and metaphorically, as Troy

is the signifier of Achilleus and the Iliad. Neoptolemos has much baggage, then, and

weighty tasks as he accepts the epic challenge. Not only will he show himself to be his

father’s son, but he is also Quintus’ supreme challenge to epic as he (Quintus) attempts to

live up to his poetic ‘ancestor’, Homer.

Famous ‘fathers’ (literal and metaphorical), however, can be hugely problematic for their

children, especially male heirs.810 Deidameia tells Neoptolemos that, ‘Not even your

father could escape the doom of death but was destroyed in action, who was better

809 On Neoptolemos as Quintus’ ‘super-hero’, see 3.
810 As discussed below, especially regarding Neoptolemos as Quintus challenge to Homer; e.g. 3.3.
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(prophereske, Post. VII.274) than you … ’ (272ff.).811 Though not accurate in the sense

that Neoptolemos is not inferior to Achilleus in the Posthomerica, Deidameia’s concern

incorporates significant implications. In a sense, this is a (perhaps ‘the’) defining point for

Neoptolemos. Deidameia’s claim expresses fundamental issues regarding Neoptolemos.

At the level of text, ‘we’ (the readers) know that he is Achilleus’ son. Yet, ‘we’ do not

know whether Neoptolemos is up to the task of fulfilling the role left absent by his dead

father in this fictional world, and, therefore by implication, whether Quintus’ construct can

hold the narrative together. Since Homer’s Iliad, the narrative of ancient epic had been

galvanized through the centrality of particular heroes: the Iliad had Achilleus; the Odyssey,

Odysseus (and Telemachos in his absence in the narrative); the Argonautica, Jason; the

Aeneid, Aeneas. So, when Deidameia articulates concern for Neoptolemos, one is also

made aware of the problematic facing the epic lacking a dominant model through which to

propel the narrative.

Deidameia’s claim, that Neoptolemos will not measure up to Achilleus, not only adds to

the dramatic immediate tension in the Posthomerica; that of a mother’s sadness for losing

her son (echoing that of Thetis for Achilleus in the Iliad, and in Statius), and the issue

raised of whether Neoptolemos will (can) emulate his father. It also invites the reader to

recall, and engage with, other of Neoptolemos’ narratives. Neoptolemos’ ‘idealization’

(or, at least, the negative in his portrayal being reduced), has been discussed in Part 1. But,

it is worth recalling this traditional negative biography. In one sense, Quintus’ Deidameia

is an astute critic of Neoptolemos’ character; but not the Posthomeric one. Thus, an

intertextual reading of Deidameia’s claim also reminds us that Neoptolemos had not been

an adequate substitute for Achilleus. In fact, far from it; he had been degenerate, much less

than his father.812

811 Not being able to escape death echoes Achilleus’ words regarding himself and Herakles (Il. XVIII.117-
18), and himself and Patroklos (to Lykaon, XXI.107-13); the latter also communicates the idea, as
Deidameia, that Patroklos was ‘better’. Cf. Andromache’s concerns for Penthesileia, which, unlike
Deidameia for Neoptolemos, prove to be well-founded (Post. I.100-114). See Ch.I.1.1.
812 See 1 for précis of Neoptolemos’ traditional negative portrayal.
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heroism, revealing his true supernatural nature (Il. XIX.15-18). One needs to bear in mind,

that whilst Achilleus had spent nearly ten years at Troy, Neoptolemos has just arrived.818

Prior to the symbolic locale shift from his home on Skyros to the battle fields of Troy,

Neoptolemos’ talents are immediately apparent; this, however, will be reinforced to an

even greater extent, as Neoptolemos’ narrative shifts stage to Troy. In this way, the

character is inseparable from the narrative, and vice versa. Thus to completely fulfil his

major role in epic, Neoptolemos must be recognized through his Trojan presence.

Unlike Telemachos, at a similar life-changing point (both must prove their maturity and

heroic worth), Neoptolemos does not appear to require supervision. This is evident from

his first appearance. The primary narrator’s focalization of what they (the men sent to

recruit him) see, and through what Odysseus says, qualify Neoptolemos’ heroic maturity.

When the Greeks (at Skyros) first see Neoptolemos they are struck by how like his

Achilleus he is, physically and in his behaviour (Post. VII.170-77). Therefore,

Neoptolemos’ ‘stock’ is both unmistakeable and unquestionable. The primary narrator

notes ‘Achilleus’ son’ (Post. VII.170)819 is found shooting arrows and spears, and

exercising his horses; thus, already behaving as a hero.820

When Odysseus tells Neoptolemos they are friends of Achilleus, euptolemos, ‘(the) skilled

warrior’ (Post. VII.183), the father’s nature is recalled, and more. Connexion between

who the father was, and who Neoptolemos is (could be), is evident in Odysseus’

announcing that they are friends of ‘mighty Achilleus’: euptolemos (/ = Neoptolemos), the

pun being significant. However, Odysseus touches a raw (heroic) nerve as he challenges

Neoptolemos’ identity: ‘Whose son men say you are … ’ (184). But, such ‘fighting talk’

818 Cf. Evander’s lament on Pallas killed in his battling debut (Aen. XI.152-81).
819 Important in itself because his lineage is recalled.
820 Here Neoptolemos more appropriately fits Pindar’s ‘natural’, than does Telemachos; ‘inborn valour’
(suggene‹ ... eÙdoxiv), as opposed to nurture, marks the true hero (Nem. III.40ff.). Pindar is also useful here, in
providing a brief account of Achilleus’ early brilliance. A child (pais, 44) in Philyra’s (Cheiron’s mother)
home, he performed mighty deeds (megala erga, 44); like Quintus’ Neoptolemos.
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would appear to be in line with other Odyssean manipulations.821 The opportunity to

confirm his identity quickly presents itself as Odysseus asks Neoptolemos to have pity on

them, and rescue the Argives by coming to Troy (Post. VII.191-92): in short, to fulfil the

function of Achilleus (see Odysseus’ appeal to Achilleus, Il. IX.225ff.).

These striking similarities between heroic father and inexperienced son, again have

Odyssean antecedents, namely, in the form of Telemachos.822 Neoptolemos’ innate

abilities and heroic maturity are emphasized by closely associating him with Achilleus. It

is the recognition by others (secondary characters directly, and focalized recognition by the

primary narrator), that creates this effect, and Quintus frequently employs this method

throughout the Posthomerica.823

Odysseus also fulfils this function (together with other heroes), telling Neoptolemos heroic

tales of Achilleus as they sail for Troy. These educational tales cover his father’s heroic

biography from sailing to Troy, to his battle with Memnon (Post. VII.377-81); one notes a

similar function being performed in the tales Telemachos hears of his father, Odysseus.824

(Furthermore, perhaps there is a significant echo in the telling of great heroism beginning

with Achilleus’ lengthy voyage, whilst Neoptolemos too sails to Troy.) This obviously has

the desired effect, as the primary narrator notes, by inspiring Neoptolemos to greatness like

Achilleus (Post. VII.382-83). But it is with the arrival in his new world, Troy, and facing

new challenges and characters that Neoptolemos really begins to demonstrate who he is.

Neoptolemos receives a hero’s welcome after his first battle at Troy (Post. VII.679ff.).825

As with Achilleus in his return to the fighting, in Iliad XIX.243-48,826 Neoptolemos is

showered with gifts. Neoptolemos’ response to these recall his Skyros reaction having

821 E.g. see Il. IX.225ff.; Phil. 54ff.; Stanford (1992), esp. chs.II and V; Detienne and Vernant (1978);
Murnaghan (1987).
822 Helen recognises Telemachos almost immediately (Od.IV.138ff.). Cf. Nestor (Od. III.122-23), and
Menelaos (Od. IV.60-4), who initially are not sure who their visitor is. Quintus’ Neoptolemos is
fundamentally different as there is no doubt of his ancestry.
823 See following.
824 E.g., Nestor (Od. III.120ff.), and Menelaos (Od. IV.106ff.).
825 For arrival/reception of other heroes in Quintus, see 1.4i.
826 On which, see James (2004), 311n.679-83.
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heard tales of his father:827 ‘At these the heart of Neoptolemos glowed with joy’ (Post.

VII.684). However, this is a step further in his development. The gifts, though in a sense

as ‘up front’ payment for his heroic services, are no longer merely promises of honours (as

Odysseus in Skyros) that he will receive.828 The young warrior has now realized some of

his potential in his initial onslaught at Troy (474ff.); his abilities, and their maturity, were

never in doubt, but now they find expression in their appropriate context – war itself.

This can be shown virtually every time he figures in the text – as a character in his own

right or as acknowledged by another. As the Greeks, the Trojans note his heroic

appearance (mistaking him for Achilleus). However, this illusion is maintained far longer

than in the Iliad, where Patroklos is initially mistaken for Achilleus at Iliad XVI.278-82.

Yet, this identity is questioned by Sarpedon at XVI.423-24, and known by Glaukos at

XVI.543. Neoptolemos is first mistaken for Achilleus in Post. VII.537-39,829 and the

confusion over his identity still continues into Book IX, where Trojan Antenor prays that

‘Achilleus’ (or one looking very much like him), is turned from Troy (Post. IX.9-13). The

idea that perhaps Achilleus did not die has meta-literary implications, in that Neoptolemos

all but ‘becomes’ him as the figure that Quintus stresses is certainly a worthy substitute

and (as Quintus for Homer) heir.830

Phoenix’ focalized recognition of Neoptolemos and his speech in Posthomerica VII serves

the function of characterizing Neoptolemos for the reader too. This scene recalls the

exceptionally close relationship between Phoenix and Achilleus in the Iliad. Embracing

Neoptolemos ‘as a father would a son’, reminds the reader of Phoenix’ ‘surrogate’ role,

standing in for Achilleus’ absent father, Peleus. Furthermore, Phoenix’ closeness to

Neoptolemos is also implied in Cyclic accounts of Phoenix calling him ‘Neoptolemos’

(because Achilleus was ‘young’, neos, when ‘warring’, polemein), as opposed to

827 See above.
828 On objects as register of worth, see below, 2.3.
829 A distinction needs to be made between being mistaken for Achilleus (as in the Trojan case), and being
just like him (e.g. as noted by Odysseus, Briseis, Phoenix, etc.). In the former, Neoptolemos’ true identity is
not known; in the latter, it is.
830 See also, 3.
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captive women and Briseis) also recalls Posthomerica III.544ff., where the dead, and death

of, Achilleus was initially bemoaned. Thus, a Posthomeric episode engages with a

previous Posthomeric episode, which had itself exploited another text. This fusion of

inter/intra-texts shows how Quintus internalizes and then reconfigures models, to present

them as his own.834

This also has interesting implications, as Briseis, like Neoptolemos’ mother Deidameia,

was Achilleus’ lover. So (as Deidameia), Briseis’ response is especially important, and,

perhaps, raises interesting questions regarding the absence of Neoptolemos’ parents;

Briseis appears a type of surrogate parent to Neoptolemos that Phoenix was to Achilleus,

and is now to Neoptolemos. In this way, Neoptolemos has a type of quasi-family at Troy.

Also, what is the nature of Neoptolemos’ relationship with his father’s captive women,

including, particularly, Briseis? And are there any sexual implications? If so, is there

something of the ‘Oedipus’ here? Neoptolemos does not literally kill his father; although

he renders him unnecessary. Still, he moves onto his patch, and takes his woman.835

The arms serve the function of an early and significant material prompt at Troy as to who

Neoptolemos is. Concerning the arms, accounts vary as to who ultimately receives them.

In the Odyssey, though Odysseus informs Achilleus of Neoptolemos’ brilliance, no

mention is made of him giving the arms to Neoptolemos, only that Odysseus wins them

(Od. XI.545-46). In part, this seems to agree with Philoktetes, where Odysseus appears to

keep them (Phil. 62ff., 362ff.).836 On the other hand, the Ilias Mikra had Odysseus pass

them to Neoptolemos (Arg.3; and Apollodoros notes that Odysseus gives them to

Neoptolemos ‘willingly’, hekontos, Epit. v.11). Quintus’ version of the ownership of arms

says a great deal about Neoptolemos and his incontestable status as his father’s heir and

equal.

834 See, esp., Achilleus, Ch.II.2.
835 See following, ‘The ‘Neoptolemos’ Complex’, 3.3.
836 On which, see Webster (1970, 73n.62), who cites a red-figure cup (c. 490 BC), which, on the inside, has
Odysseus handing the arms to Neoptolemos.
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The ease with which Neoptolemos receives the arms is as effortless as the manner in which

he proves his mettle: again, his transition from youth on Skyros, to hero on Troy, is

virtually seamless. Almost immediately Neoptolemos is decked in Achilleus’ armour,

which, the primary narrator notes, makes him look exactly like Achilleus (Post.

VII.445ff.); it fits perfectly, another indication of proximity with his (at this stage literally

unknown by its new wearer) father. This invites comparison with the same in the Iliad,

where Patroklos wears Achilleus’ arms (Il. XVI.130ff.), and is mistaken for Achilleus

himself by the Trojans (Il. XVI.278-83). However, noteworthy differences are Patroklos’

inability to wield Achilleus’ mammoth spear (Il. XVI.140-144); Neoptolemos not only

wields this (presumably the same Pelian-ash spear), but he also does it with ease (rhedios,

Post. VII.451); ‘rhedios’ reverberates later with Priam,837 perhaps aligning the ease with

which Neoptolemos ‘becomes’ Achilleus, with his ability to kill. The spear is also a

paternal legacy: from Peleus to Achilleus (Il. XIX.387); Achilleus (by proxy), to

Neoptolemos. Also, this is Achilleus’ second set of arms, not that lost in Patroklos’ battle

with Hektor, but its supernatural replacement, forged specifically for Achilleus by

Hephaistos (Il. XVIII.457-61; Post. VII.446-50). Furthermore, Neoptolemos (unlike

Patroklos in Iliad XVI),838 is no substitute leader, and he takes the initiative independently,

leading the Greeks into battle,839 to defend their wall (Post. VII.474ff.). In this sense, too,

he behaves more like a seasoned warrior than someone ‘new to war’.840

Further examples help crystallize the importance of physical signifiers of character:

namely, Neoptolemos’ visiting of his father’s quarters (Post. VII.708ff.); his ‘tomb’

(tumbos, Post. IX.46ff.); and, then the climactic visitation by Achilleus’ himself (Post.

XIV.180ff.). The visit by the son to locales and markers extremely closely associated with

the deceased father has important implications for Neoptolemos. The place serves the

function of bringing Neoptolemos symbolically closer to dead Achilleus, the parent he can

837 See Priam’s death, 1.4.
838 Achilleus musters the army, initially (Il. XVI.198ff.), as is always apparent as the Myrmidon leader,
giving commands, even when not fighting. This is not to say, however, that Patroklos does not lead (cf. Il.
XVI.268-74), rather that he is never ‘the’ leader.
839 Cf. Aeneas, Aen. X.310ff.
840 In defiance of his name.



219

no longer meet. Although Troy is the grand backdrop for this, these smaller locales are

more personal, thus intensifying the shadowy reunion to maximum effect. Important

antecedents include Orestes’ visit to Agamemnon’s tomb841 and Aeneas to Anchises (Aen.

V.76). Though not father-son visits to tombs, similar emotiveness is evoked with

Achilleus’ visit to Patroklos’ tomb (sema, Il.XXIV.16),842 and even Quintus’ own

Achilleus and Aias for Patroklos (sema, Post. I.378; which recalls Il. XXIV). Proklos’

account is unclear regarding who visits Achilleus’ tomb (taphon; Iliou Persis (Arg.4 – see

above).843

In Posthomerica IX, after a truce is called so that the Greeks and Trojans can bury their

dead, Neoptolemos takes the opportunity to pay his own respects to his dead father, by

visiting his tomb. Neoptolemos’ rhetoric, emotions (and actions), either focalized or

primary, dominate the scene. This intensifies the drama, and makes the scene that much

more personal; it also anticipates the climactic encounter of Posthomerica XIV, when the

son and father are literally reunited;844 although Achilleus is unable to touch his friend, and

here, Neoptolemos can only kiss his father’s grave marker (Post. XIV.47). At this point,

this is the closest Neoptolemos can get to his father.

Neoptolemos greets his absent father: ca‹re, p£ter (Post. IX.50; cf. Aeneas’ salve, sancte

parens, Aen. V.80); this welcome is very important, though Neoptolemos must wait for

five books for his father’s reply. He also notes that he shall not forget Achilleus, even in

death (Post. IX. 50-1); the father, in fact, that he has only ‘met’, to date, in fragmentary

form (through associated locales, other’s rhetoric, his innate abilities). Furthermore, he

imagines the heroic deeds they would have performed together at Troy (Post. IX.52-4); so

too Achilleus for Patroklos (Iliad XVI.97-100; which heightens the pathos, communicates

great closeness between the two (although they have never met), and offers an alternative

841 E.g. Aeschylus, Choph. 1ff.; Sophocles, Elektra, 51ff.; Euripides, Elektra, 90ff.
842 On Patroklos’ ‘tomb’, see N. Richardson (2000), 275n.14-18, and references.
843 On Polyxena’s sacrifice, see 1.6-7.
844 See following.
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gentler ‘reading’ to Neoptolemos).845 In contrast, Telemachos actually joins forces with

Odysseus firstly in his scheming,846 and then in battle.847

However, Neoptolemos has obviously internalized the degree to which he resembles his

father, and, thus, is fulfilling his potential. When visiting his Achilleus’ tomb,

Neoptolemos acknowledges:

‘But even with you far away among the dead your spear and your son in the

fray are filling the foe with terror, while the Danaans rejoice in the sight of

one who is like (enaligkion) you in body (demas) and spirit (phuen) and deeds

(erga).’ (Post. IX.57-60)

As with the lion simile at Post. VII.715-20,848 Post. IX echoes Homer, but makes

Neoptolemos the focus of the piece. Reference to Achilleus’ spear (son doru, 58) is

pointed, too, as the peculiar Achillean instrument of war. In Hades, Odysseus informs

Achilleus of his son’s brilliance at Troy, and notes the father’s proud response on being

told of his prowess (Od. XI.506-40). This is an inversion of the son wishing to learn of the

father, but no such report is necessary in Quintus, as the father and son actually meet. Not

only is there father-son reunion, but also Achilleus tells Neoptolemos the type of hero that

he should be.849 Furthermore, that Neoptolemos is firmly located within the epic himself,

is indicated and reinforced by the single and peculiar presence here of a Myrmidon

contingent, and Phoenix; always directly linked to Achilleus in the Iliad; and Posthomerica

(Post. IX.63-5).850 Quintus will provide, however, further unmistakable indicators of

Neoptolemos’ place in the Trojan epic.

845 On ‘gentle’ Neoptolemos and his more positive portrayal, see 1.
846 E.g., Od. XVI.235ff., etc.
847 Od. XXII.91ff., and Od. XXIV.506ff.
848 See below, 3.1.
849 So too the dead Anchises with Aeneas (Aen. VI.896-92).
850 See discussion of Phoenix above, 2.2.
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Neoptolemos ‘surpass’ his father, not in character drawing,858 but in terms of the

comprehensiveness of his attributes. In this sense, the ghostly instruction of Achilleus in

Book XIV has perhaps come too late (we could say, at least, that the instruction was not

really required, i.e. for Neoptolemos himself);859 for, from the first appearance of

Neoptolemos, we have seen their fulfilment. For instance, Achilleus tells Neoptolemos to

keep his sorrow in check, and be inspired (literally) by him (Post. XIV.185-88). However,

on Neoptolemos’ debut in Skyros, seven books earlier, we learn that the Greeks found him

practising war, despite grieving for Achilleus (Post. VII.170-75). Teiromenos ker

(‘distressing the heart’) at Post. XIV.187 evokes the same at Post. VII.174; the difference

being Achilleus continues amph’ emethen, whilst, in Book VII, amphi patros ktamenoio

immediately follows. This shows Neoptolemos’ maturity before Achilleus’ instruction,

but also the how these heroes evoke each other.

Perhaps, then, we could read Achilleus’ instruction to Neoptolemos as a type of summary

of the young hero’s conduct to this point; similar, in a way, to Nestor’s recap of Achilleus’

heroic exploits in his song (Post. IV.146-68), and the bard’s song of the Trojan War

(Posthomerica XIV.125-42).860 The nature of the rhetoric is significant, though. Rather

than a retrospective account (although, in fact, this is what it mainly is), the rhetoric

concentrates our attention on the reunion of father and son; the paternal guidance which

Neoptolemos had literally been missed. This, I believe, is Quintus’ focus here. In this

sense, then, what Achilleus says is less significant, perhaps, than to whom he is speaking.

In a sense, then, it is Neoptolemos who is constructing an unknown (and increasingly

unrealistic) father, and relationship with him. Neoptolemos states: ‘But as it was you

never set eyes on your son, nor did I see you alive as I longed to do’ (Post. IX.55-6). The

imagined deeds they would have performed together allow Neoptolemos the fantasy of

858 One could reasonably ask, ‘who has?’
859 This raises the question, then, ‘why have this scene/ the instruction?’. It seems, the answer is the dramatic
and literary, rather than practical (i.e. in the sense that Neoptolemos does not ‘need’ it) function it serves: it
reunites the son with missing father; impacts upon the characterization of Achilleus and Neoptolemos;
provides Quintus the opportunity to moralize.
860 On both songs, see Ch.II.3.1-2.
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their relationship, and also stand to elevate his heroic status: he is talking like a hero. But,

more is also happening here. Through the reconstruction of Achilleus, as is applies to

Neoptolemos (e.g. in unmistakable recognition by others, and the primary narrator’s

portrayal), Neoptolemos also represents Quintus’ most concentrated efforts at aligning

himself with Homer, as Achilleus’ progeny metaphorically extends the link between

Homer (‘father’) and Quintus (‘son’). And, all that this could represent, i.e. that

Neoptolemos is the worthy heir, and more.

Part 3 – Superhero: His Father’s Son?

3.1 Lion-like Neoptolemos: Similar through Simile

As discussed, the occupation (not only at the level of text, but also in a meta-literary sense)

of places particularly connected with Achilleus activates especially poignant associations.

M. Edwards notes, “the greatest hero of a tale is likely to be compared to the most

dangerous predator”.861 This comment applies to the Iliadic Achilleus. Of the forty

occurrences of lion similes in the Iliad,862 five apply to Achilleus;863 of the thirty five

occurrences of lion similes in the Posthomerica (thirty eight if we include lioness similes),

four apply to Neoptolemos.864 It is, however, not so much the quantity865 as the qualities

of the similes that are particularly noteworthy; Quintus’ lions are less predictable than

Homer’s, though they will bite (if they still have teeth).866 The idea of the lion’s cub

(skumnos) is also important. With the meaning of ‘lion’s cub’,867 skumnos features only

once in the Iliad (nowhere in the Odyssey), where it is applied to Patroklos (Iliad

XVIII.319); the same features twice in the Posthomerica (VII.468, 717), one of which

applies to Neoptolemos (717).

861 M. Edwards (1991), 184n.318-22.
862 Lion similes only occur seven times in the Odyssey. For a list of both, see D. Lee (1964), 65.
863 Iliad XVIII.318; XX.164; XXII.262; XXIV.41, 572. For a useful discussion of all of these similes, see
Moulton (1977), 105-14.
864 Post. VII.464; VIII.238; IX.241, 253.
865 Achilleus is matched by Hektor in the Iliad; Neoptolemos is surpassed by Aias and Achilleus in the
Posthomerica.
866 See especially my discussion on Achilleus’ ‘roaring’ lion (Ch.II.1.1v), and Nestor’s ‘old’ lion (Ch.III.1.1).
867 It is also used to mean the young of an animal, i.e. not necessarily a lion’s cub; Post. VII.507.
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(ther) over the loss of its young in Posthomerica V.371-78.870 Here, the beast simile

(though not lion), applies to the maddened greater Aias, following the Hoplon Krisis; this

again recalls that at Iliad XVIII.318-22;871 a circuitous root back to the raging Iliadic

Achilleus. Furthermore, the highly unusual ‘roar’ and ‘wild eyes’, referring to

Neoptolemos in the above extract, also closely recall that of the dying Achilleus (Post.

III.142-46).872

Both extended Posthomeric lion similes evoke particular aspects from Iliad XVIII. Even

superficially the lion-cub reference is marked, although, as noted, Quintus’ Neoptolemos

fulfils both roles at different points, and to different effect. This does indicate, however,

the importance Quintus attached to the hallmark lion simile of the Iliadic Achilleus, in

terms of Neoptolemos’ characterization.

Neoptolemos’ qualities are recognized by those (like Odysseus and Diomedes) who knew

his father particularly well: Agamemnon (Post. VII.689-99); Briseis (and the captives 722-

27); Nestor (XII.287-96); Priam (XIII.222ff.); Achilleus’ immortal horses (VIII.36-8). The

recognition scenes, involving all of the characters listed above, share certain features. The

characters, who had particularly close ties with Achilleus, also often tell Neoptolemos not

only of his striking similarity with his father, but also what now is his task. The heroic

deeds of the father, and his biography, are recalled, thus filling part of Neoptolemos’ ‘lost’

youth. This ‘background’ information gives Neoptolemos a context while, at the same

time evoking the heroic spirit which will inspire Neoptolemos to great deeds himself. Or,

paraphrased: ‘What an illustrious father you had; show us that you are his illustrious son!’

This sense of ‘lineage’ substantiates Neoptolemos for the reader too, and its meta-literary

significance pervades Neoptolemos throughout.

870 James (2004), 310n.464-71.
871 See James (2004), 299n.371-78.
872 See James (2004), 283n.142-46. On Achilleus’ lion’s ‘roar’ in Quintus, see Ch.II.1.1v.
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Neoptolemos’ duel with Eurypylos also recalls that in the Iliad between Achilleus and

Hektor (Il. XXII.273ff.). (Perhaps one is also invited to consider Patroklos’ wearing of

Achilleus’ arms in Iliad XVI; the wearer, as with Neoptolemos in Quintus, appearing to be

Achilleus himself. Key differences, though, are that these (the ones Patroklos wears) are

not the immortal arms,877 and that Patroklos is unsuccessful against his foe, Hektor, while

wearing them. But, perhaps, these are the points. Or, put simply, allusion to this Iliadic

scene reinforces just how adequate a replacement Neoptolemos is.) These instances locate

Neoptolemos as not just a second Achilleus, but also an adequate substitute; possibly more.

Certainly, the relative brevity of the second duel in the Posthomerica (Neoptolemos and

Eurypylos) could imply this; for instance, Neoptolemos takes far less textual space to

dispatch Eurypylos, than Achilleus does Memnon.

Quintus also raises Neoptolemos’ profile through structural manipulating. As noted,

Neoptolemos is first mentioned in the Posthomerica when Thetis, in particular, is

mourning the loss of Achilleus. The primary narrator informs us that Achilleus’ immortal

steeds will delay their return to their divine home to await the arrival of ‘Achilleus’ fleet-

foot son’ (Post. III.753-54). He features again, almost immediately, when his apotheosis,

as his father’s (noteworthy in itself), is anticipated (Post. III.760ff.).878 Thus, in terms of

narrative place, Neoptolemos follows swiftly on in the footsteps of his father, where focal

and narrative transition between father and son is virtually seamless.

Yet, in a sense, Neoptolemos is ‘new’ to the reader in Quintus, coming after the

Posthomeric father in the narrative: Achilleus dominates Posthomerica I-IV; even in death

he looms large, as in the laments of Book IV; cf. Neoptolemos, Post. VII-XIV. (Here, the

Odyssey makes an interesting comparison, where the epic is initially dominated by the son,

Telemachos (Telemacheia, Od. I-IV); from Odyssey V, however, Odysseus becomes

central.) Viewed thus, however, it can be seen that Neoptolemos has the lion’s share of the

text overall. In another way, Neoptolemos is also new as a secondary figure, always in the

877 See above, 2.2-3.
878 See 1.8.
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shadow of Achilleus in classical literature in general, and, most significantly for Quintus,

as a hero far less documented.

However, in a number of instances the literal879 place of Neoptolemos’ emergence also

amplifies the importance of the young hero. Achilleus’ death brings great strain for the

Greeks. This is exacerbated by the death of Aias, and, particularly, the arrival of

Eurypylos, who shall enjoy such success, whilst the Greeks lack adequate defence.

Eurypylos arrives in Posthomerica VI – (a book) before Neoptolemos.880 This contrasts

with the Ilias Mikra, where Neoptolemos arrives first.881 Quintus’ choice of sequence

creates greater drama because this highlights the present deficiency and vulnerability of the

Greeks, and, therefore, the need for a super-Greek - formally expressed by Kalchas later to

be Neoptolemos (Post. VI.64-6). Thus, Neoptolemos’ grand entrance is set, but his

delayed arrival and Eurypylos’ devastating aristeia (for one book) further intensifies the

magnitude of the impact he has. Furthermore, the respective brilliance of both

Neoptolemos and Eurypylos suggest a climactic confrontation between the two, as the

supreme heroes from each side gravitate towards each other. This feature also echoes that

of the Iliadic Achilleus and Hektor (XX, XXII), and the Posthomeric Achilleus with, first,

Penthesileia (Post. I) and then Memnon (Post. II).

Quintus’ choice to cut from the main narrative of Trojan plain to Skyros (Post. VII) also

directs the attention away from Achilleus to Neoptolemos, as the locale most commonly

associated with him shifts. It serves further functions too, as the reader is introduced to his

domestic environment. Here the budding hero appears as a more naïve882 version of the

self which will emerge in Troy; he is not literally fighting, and connexion with his mother,

Deidameia, delays his heroism; in contrast, the Trojan champions, at Troy, are delayed by

their Trojan welcomes.883 Neoptolemos fights first (Post. VII.474ff.) and then receives his

879 I.e. he is physically present in the episode, as opposed to merely being spoken of.
880 As in Dictys, IV.14-15.
881 Arg.3.
882 Although perhaps only naïve in terms of not having proved himself at Troy – all is evident already at
Skyros.
883 For Penthesileia, Memnon and Eurypylos, see Ch.I.1.4i.
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hostile hordes and famous city of Priam, because you are like (eoikas) your
father’ (Post. VII.689-95).

Agamemnon’s response, including that he has high hopes that Troy will fall (Post.

VII.692ff.), contrasts markedly with that earlier, when he was inconsolable over Achilleus’

death: ‘I cannot think that this war’s goal will be attained with Achilleus dead’ (Post.

III.502-03). Such internal engagement, on the part of the text (intratext), implies how

Neoptolemos resolves Achilleus’ absence (also, menos (Post. VII.690), has especial

significance when uttered by Agamemnon, as recourse to the cause of Achilleus’ Iliadic

anger shows (Il. I.1); and reference to the spear evokes this model, too (egchei, Post.

VII.693). This is done again, when, in Posthomerica I, the primary narrator states that

Achilleus is ‘matchless’ (hypertatos, 97) in war (Post. I.96-7). This is ‘answered’ below,

six books later, in Neoptolemos’ fearless response. The primary narrator notes the Greeks’

response to Diomedes’ war cry, compared to that of Neoptolemos’. Whilst the laoi are

terrified (tromos, Post. VII.432), Neoptolemos is fearless (thrasuphronos, Post. VII.433),

as (eokei, Post. VII.433-34) Achilleus.

Furthermore, Phoenix’ words to Neoptolemos, that he shall be as superior (hypertatos,

Post. VII.665-66) to Eurypylos as Achilleus was to Telephos (Eurypylos’ father) affirms

Neoptolemos’ attributes and his exceptional link with Achilleus (the echo of hypertatos

from Post. I, further reinforces this). The gods too, reaffirm Neoptolemos’ credentials.

Hera notes that the ‘Trojans’ labour will not be ‘lighter’, even though Achilleus is dead,

because Neoptolemos will quickly (thoos, 120) show himself to be Achilleus’ equal (Post.

III.118-22). Troessin elaphroteron evokes Penthesileia’s boast to Achilleus (Post. I.556-

57), which, in turn, strikingly evokes the same by Hektor to Achilleus (Il. XXII.287).

Quintus’ choice of diction, and context is significant too, as Hera’s foreshadowing

immediately follows Achilleus’ death; as, in fact, will Neoptolemos, as ‘ideal’885

replacement. Finally, Achilleus’ own horses are happy to carry Neoptolemos, so similar in

appearance and qualities to Achilleus (Post. VIII.36-8).

885 Ideal in multiple senses: he is Achilleus’ son; he shows great qualities (e.g., physical, psychological and
moral; see discussion in l); and he serves Quintus’ purpose of communicating his own place as Homeric heir.
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Quintus also creates the effects that Neoptolemos is an adequate replacement for Achilleus

through other means; for instance, when he focalizes the emotional response Neoptolemos

evokes in others, with reference to joy for Neoptolemos matching sadness for Achilleus.

The joy (terpet’, 183) Thetis experiences at the sight of Neoptolemos slaughtering Trojans

equals (hoson, 183) her sadness (achnuto, 183) at Achilleus’ death (Post. IX.181-83).

Something similar occurs in Book VII, when Phoenix is overcome with joy (charma, 632,

634) and sorrow (algos, 632, 633): ‘Sorrow because he was reminded of fleet-foot

Achilleus and joy at the sight of a sturdy son’ (Post. VII.632-34); so too Briseis (egetheen,

724; achnut’, 725). Considerations of the manner in which Neoptolemos is welcomed (as

Achilleus, VII.674ff.), and the fear he evokes in the Trojans, forcing them to remain in

Troy’s walls (IX.6ff.; as Achilleus had, I.3ff.), are just two more of numerous examples

that merely prove this point further. However, there is much to suggest that Neoptolemos

is shown to be superior to Achilleus; at least, the Posthomeric one. Quintus reconfigures

the heroes to convey the overwhelming certainty that the progeny is worthy: thus the

limitations of his Achilleus and brilliance of his Neoptolemos, also redress the divide

between Homer and Quintus.

Posthomeric Achilleus is characterized as a raging killer. So much so (e.g. even when

dying),886 that when he is presented differently, the portrayal appears incongruous. The

primary narrator’s reference to Achilleus’ being ‘gentle’, ‘never cruel or arrogant’, and

surpassing all in ‘forbearance as in strength’ (Post. III.424-26), is problematic when

applied even to the Iliadic Achilleus; to the Posthomeric one, it is almost completely

incomprehensible. Equally, this applies to the ghost rhetoric of Achilleus (Post. XIV.185-

222). Where has the Posthomeric Achilleus exhibited emotional restraint or concession to

elders? And where has he indicated concern for a reputation of good sense, the importance

of honouring ‘constant’ men and that being ‘gentle’ is paramount? Agamemnon’s

comment that Neoptolemos is truly Achilleus’ son, with all of his physical and mental

qualities (Post. VII.689-91) takes on an entirely different meaning: Phrenas is a wide-

ranging term, but if we consider it to imply ‘discretion’/ ‘wisdom’, then it is reasonable to

886 See Ch.II.1.1iv.
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challenge its application to Quintus’ Achilleus.887 Agamemnon’s praise really applies

more to Quintus’ Neoptolemos than Achilleus.888 Only in his demand for Polyxena’s

sacrifice, do we recognize Quintus’ Achilleus.

In Posthomerica VII, the primary narrator informs that Neoptolemos’ ‘strength was equal

to that of a river that never fails, which the onset of an enormous fire can’t put to flight … ’

(Post. VII.586ff.). This recalls the Iliadic Achilleus/ Skamandros confrontation

(XXI.136ff.; 212ff), and Hephaistos saves Achilleus. In Quintus, Neoptolemos’ strength

matches the river’s. Metaphorically, he becomes the river. And, is so powerful, unlike in

the Iliadic episode, that not even the ‘fire god’s strength’ (Post. VII.589) can subdue him

(Neoptolemos’ ‘river’); an example of the traditional father-son-degeneration trend that

Quintus’ Neoptolemos rejects.889

To this one should also consider the scars of battle which indicate heroic action,890 and

vulnerability. Achilleus is physically injured three times in Homer and Quintus; first

against Asteropaios in the Iliad, Achilleus’ right forearm is grazed, the ‘black blood’

gushing out (Il. XXI.166-67). This injury is strongly evoked when Achilleus meets

Memnon (Post. II.409-10).891 Finally, he receives the mortal wound from Apollo

(Post.II.62).892 However, in his battle with Eurypylos (Post. VIII), which closely recalls

that between Achilleus and Memnon (where Achilleus received a flesh wound),893

Neoptolemos emerges completely unscathed. In Book VII, the primary narrator notes that

Neoptolemos, though in the thick of fighting, receives no wound (Post. VII.595-97). This

also confirms Odysseus’s report to Achilleus in the underworld (Od.XI.535-37).

887 See Ch.II.1, for Achilleus’ Posthomeric limitations.
888 Brief summary of Achilleus’ instruction exhibits this. Advice was not required by Neoptolemos at any
stage; e.g. Neoptolemos has already shown himself to be the indomitable Greek from the moment he landed
in Troy (Post. XIV.189; Post. VII); wise (Post. XIV.190-91; Post. VII.705), and restrained (Post. XIV.201-
03; Post. VII.174-75).
889 For Quintus’exploration of ‘age’, see Ch.III.
890 And act as mnemonic devices, e.g. the old Trojan’s battle-wounds (Post. IX.120-24; on which, see
Ch.III.2.3; also Odysseus’ ‘scar’ (Od. XIX.388ff.).
891 See II.1.3i.
892 See II.1.2ii.
893 See above, 3.2.
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It is important to raise these points because they highlight the incongruity in Quintus’

Achilleus, and impact upon his Neoptolemos, who, if we take Quintus’ Achilleus as

‘father’, appears not so clearly Achilleus’ son; or, at least, the son of Quintus’ Achilleus.894

So, in a sense, when Quintus has his characters recognize Achilleus in Neoptolemos, we

could also challenge the accuracy of their observations;895 although, as character

indicators, they do reinforce Neoptolemos’ status.

In certain respects, though, Neoptolemos does show himself to be the son of Quintus’

Achilleus. When the news of Patroklos’ death reaches Achilleus (Iliad XVIII.22ff.), he is

overwhelmed with grief, and does not return to battle until Book XX. Although awaiting

the immortal arms, Achilleus spends much time lamenting his beloved friend. Like the

Posthomeric Achilleus in response to Antilochos’ death,896 Neoptolemos does not hang

around, taking the battle field almost the moment he steps onto Troy. Neoptolemos, as his

Posthomeric father, is not overwhelmed by grief. However, it is important to bear in mind,

as noted previously, that Neoptolemos restrains the grief he feels for his father; shown, for

instance, in war-practice on Skyros, regardless. This temperance, however, also distances

Neoptolemos from the Posthomeric Achilleus, who, it seems, cannot be contained, and is

not sophisticated enough to practice restraint. The effect of such a response, rather than

diminishing the pain he feels for the loss of his father, instead heightens Neoptolemos’

sophrosyne.

However, Neoptolemos can destroy, like Achilleus (Homeric and Posthomeric), but not so

indiscriminately. Achilleus slaughters relentlessly when returning to war, in revenge for

Patroklos: he is merciless with Lykaon (Il. XXI.97ff.), and exceptional in his sacrifice of

twelve Trojans (Il.XXIII.175-76). But he will not stop until he exacts revenge on

Patroklos’ killer, Hektor. Neoptolemos has mythic limitations: he cannot be reunited with

894 See Bellinger (1939, 11), on Neoptolemos in Sophocles’ Philoktetes, and Euripides’ Achilleus from
Iphigeneia in Aulis: “I think we may safely conclude that, artistically, Achilles is descended from Achilles’
son.” For us, we could consider, that Neoptolemos is not entirely the son of Neoptolemos’ father.
895 Read thus, Deidameia’s critique that Neoptolemos is less than Achilleus could be understood as an elusive
compliment; see 2.1.
896 On Achilleus’ response to Antilochos’ death, see Ch.II. 1.3ii.
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his father, and is not allowed the luxury of an apprenticeship (as Telemachos). Equally,

Neoptolemos cannot avenge the slaughter of a loved one because Achilleus’ killer

(Apollo), unlike Patroklos’ killer (Hektor), is inaccessible. This does not mean, however,

that Neoptolemos’ hands are tied.

Both the rage Achilleus experienced and the revenge he exacted on Hektor for Patroklos

are recalled by Quintus:

‘His spirit could never have enough of deadly conflict and he was intent on
avenging his father’s lamented death.’ (Post. VII.602-04)

Technically, Neoptolemos cannot be satisfied, because there is no culprit on which to vent

his sadness and frustration; again, no ‘Hektor’. However, Eurypylos fulfils this function,

as Neoptolemos seeks him out, like Achilleus had Hektor. Here Quintus imparts

something of the personal. Though, they are bound to meet by tradition (they fight in the

Cycle), an extra significance is given to this meeting when Neoptolemos delivers the death

blow which recalls the same for Hektor in the Iliad: ‘At last the great long Pelian spear cut

through the throat of Eurypylos after all that toil’ (Post. VII.199-201). As James notes,

“Neoptolemos drives his spear through Eurypylos’ throat much as Achilles drives the same

spear through Hektor’s throat at Iliad 22.326-7.”897 Eurypylos doubles for a Hektor who

cannot be found; it is not only Neoptolemos who proves himself a worthy substitute. In

this way, Quintus satisfies Neoptolemos and his readers.

Conclusion

Neoptolemos can perform the super deeds of the exaggerated Posthomeric Achilleus; yet,

also has the ‘best’, non-violent characteristics of the Iliadic Achilleus, such as the ability to

speak well, empathize, and show consideration for others. But, it is the unusual

combination of these two Achilleuses, with Quintus’ general tendency to exaggerate key

characteristics, that takes Neoptolemos beyond either model: thus, the hybrid Neoptolemos

matches his Iliadic father in nature (phusis), but his Posthomeric father in bellicosity

897 James (2004), 313n.199-201.
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(aristeia). In both, we see Quintus’ penchant for excess, as he (Quintus) recalls the

Achillean models (inter/intra-textually) by amplifying their key character traits.

Neoptolemos, however, becomes more than the sum of his parts. When Quintus wants to

portray other aspects of his Neoptolemos, he uses further models who embody specific

characteristics: namely, ‘fatherless’, young Telemachos; and ‘gentle’, inadequate

Patroklos.

At the level of narrative, too, Quintus elevates his Neoptolemos. His model is mentioned

almost immediately after Achilleus’ death; he follows Eurypylos (thus emphasising the

great need for him); and he is first into the Horse (Post. XII.314-15); he is immortalized

through song whilst living (Post. XIV.137);898 and, he executes Polyxena’s sacrifice,

required for the Greeks’ Trojan return – a highly significant act, with the Horse ruse, which

shows that Neoptolemos is key to bringing about the end of Troy, as a nation and a

narrative, and, something that Achilleus cannot achieve. Also, Neoptolemos is the only

hero who does not disappoint: Achilleus and Aias die, and the Trojan contingent

(Penthesileia, Memnon and Eurypylos) are no match in their duels.

Quintus makes it clear that Neoptolemos is absolutely central. Whilst Achilleus’ menis

bound the Iliad, Neoptolemos’ emergence is the Posthomerica’s cohesive force following

Achilleus’ death. In terms of Neoptolemos’ reception of Achilleus, this has great

significance. Neoptolemos not only surpasses the Achillean models of the Iliad and the

Posthomerica (the former in deeds; the latter in words), he also accomplishes this

naturally, i.e. without being trained. Thus, the function Achilleus serves, for Neoptolemos,

is redundant; the son has outgrown the father.

In these senses, Neoptolemos is the hybrid supreme, the Posthomerica’s super-hero. And,

through Neoptolemos’ numerous proofs of heroism, we can understand Quintus’ most

striking articulation to be, himself, a worthy successor to Homer – both progenies, literal

and metaphorical. Quintus makes Neoptolemos an extremely useful ally. However, the

898 Something that not even Achilleus can claim; see Ch.II.3.1 – Achilleus receives kleos aphthiton just after
his death.
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alliance is mutually beneficial. Through finding so central a place for such a

comprehensively developed hero, Quintus ultimately communicates his own pursuit of

epic glory and heroic ambition.
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Chapter V: The Primary Narrator

Poet-Hero

‘and him they found delightng his mind with a clear-toned lyre … With it he was delighting his
heart, and he sang of the glorious deeds of warriors;’ (Il.IX.186-89)899

Introduction

In the previous four chapters, I have focussed on specific heroes within the Posthomerica.

Each has been explored as signifiers, embodiments of engagements with particular aspects

of epic. Now I turn to the more unusual figure of the primary narrator himself. As with

the heroes within the narrative, Quintus’ primary narrator evokes Homer, but also like

Quintus’ heroes, the reception of the Posthomeric narrator communicates far more,

revealing numerous other influences and meta-literary considerations. In fact, it is the

character of the primary narrator who poses the greatest challenge to Homeric convention.

This Chapter views the primary narrator through three discussions: I begin with the

‘beginning’ and ‘end’ of the poem. These are very significant because they are the

extreme points of narrative convergence. The external analepses (for the beginning) and

external prolepses (for the ending) show marked but complex engagement with Homer.900

In the next section, I will explore the character of the poet under a number of headings that

help convey the sense of his multiplicity. The ‘Homeric’ voice (the anonymous narrator of

heroic myth) is only one aspect of the complex persona created by the poem. I end this

study with two further instances that spotlight Quintus’ narrator, but in very different ways.

Firstly, I look at the primary narrator’s ‘star’ moment in Posthomerica XII – his

autobiographical passage. This is important because of the unusual overtness of the heroic

epic narrator, and the character of that poet. Finally, I consider the meaning of the

899 The embassy to Achilleus find him singing of heroic deeds.
900 On analepses and prolepses in Quintus, see Chs.II.3.1 and.III.3.3; also Schmitz (2007b); Duckworth
(1933). In Homer, de Jong (1997a), ch. 13 and (2004b), 81-90; S. Richardson (1990), Retrospection, 100-08
and Foreknowledge, 132-39.
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narrator’s super allusivity in the heroic songs of Nestor and the bards. Although less

marked than his autobiography, the narrator’s précised cantos have profound significance.

In Homer, the voice of the primary narrator stands largely silent behind his narratives, and

only very rarely are we made overtly aware of his presence.901 The relatively high degree

of character-text (45% for the Iliad and 67% for the Odyssey),902 means that the narrative

is coloured by the characters (heroes) themselves. In this sense, the narrative is embedded

in the heroes903 – by what they say (character-text).

On Homer’s approach to epic, Aristotle comments:

‘The poet (ton poieten) should speak as seldom (elachista legein) as possible
in his own character (auton), since he is not representing (mimesis) the story
in that sense.’ (Poetics, 1460a)

In contrast, Quintus’ primary narrator dominates the narrative. As with Apollonius, the

narrator-text in Quintus is far greater than that in the Homeric poems. Narrator-text in the

Posthomerica accounts for 76%904 of the epic; the Argonautica, slightly less at 71%.905

So, Quintus’ primary narrator is far more a ‘character’ in the poem. Significantly, we can

also say more about the type of character he is, by virtue of the fact that he says more.

However, it is the nature of his speech that is most telling.

Part 1 - Contact

1.1 Beginnings: First Impressions

The opening of any work of art is a key moment. And for an ancient audience familiar with

the conventions of heroic epic narrative the first words of the Posthomerica must have

come as a striking surprise, for Quintus does not open his epic with the traditional and

901 See de Jong (2004a).
902 And 47% of the Aeneid. Figures from Hunter (2004), 138. The (primary) narrator-text equates as
follows: Iliad, 55% and Odyssey, 33%; Aeneid, 53%.
903 We could say that character = plot.
904 Based on James’ figures of 24% for character-text in the Posthomerica, (2004), Introduction, XXV. My
own findings are similar: approx. 25% character-text for Books I-III.
905 Hunter (2004, 138), notes 29% character-text for the Argonautica.
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Yet we can still reasonably ask why Quintus omits the actual Muse invocation for such a

considerable extent of his poem? If the Posthomerica is a continuation of the Iliad, as

implied by its opening, then perhaps the Muse has not abandoned the poet, but is immersed

in the text and the narrative. For instance, we can ‘read’ the opening of the Posthomerica

not as the ‘beginning’ of a new poem, but, instead, as the continuation of another (older)

poem (the Iliad). Read this way, the Posthomeric narrator assumes something of the

Homeric narrator’s mantle.

The care which Quintus has taken to interlock his narrative inseparably with the Iliad can

be seen from the subtle epanalepsis which opens the poem. For what looks at first sight

like a mechanical continuation of Homer’s story is in fact a sleight of hand. The

Posthomerica begins with recourse to Hektor’s death, cremation and burial (I.1-2). In the

Iliad, Hektor has been cremated, his bones collected and buried under a mound (Iliad

XXIV.787ff.). So, there is a sense of Quintus going over the same ground. Therefore,

Quintus’ beginning is not quite so entirely sequential. Further disjunctions are evident in

the opening verses of the Posthomerica. The primary narrator notes that the Trojans

remembered (mnesamenoi) Achilleus’ mass slaughters. These focalized reminiscences of

the Trojans function as a ‘way in’ for the primary narrator’s narrative flashback (compare

the mnesomai of Apollonius’ primary narrator, Argon. I.2).

In the following narrative sequence, Roman numerals (‘i’, etc.), apply to the

Posthomerica; Arabic numerals (‘1’, etc., outside the parentheses), apply to the Iliad.

Narrative Sequence: Posthomerica

This includes (in the order recounted in Posthomerica I) those: i) Hektor killed and his

funeral (1-2); ii) Trojans killed before (proteron) around the Skamandros river (9-10); iii)

fleeing below Troy’s (lofty) walls (11); iv) Hektor killed and dragged around Troy (12); v)

those killed by Achilleus at sea 13); vi) his first (prota) slaughter in Troy (14).
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Narrative Sequence: Iliad

Something of a ‘concertina’ effect is achieved here. The order should read: 1 (not v), those

killed by Achilleus at sea; 2 (not vi), his first slaughter in Troy; 3 (not ii), Trojan slaughter

around the Skamandros river/ fleeing below Troy’s walls; 4, Hektor killed and dragged

around Troy.

Quintus tampers with the narrative sequence,913 but also expands and contracts the

narrative to give a broader sweep to an opening that seems, at first merely consecutive.

Broadly, some of these mini-narratives recall Iliadic events; some fall outside; for instance

(in the chronological order in the Iliad), the (in-)famous Skamandros slaughter/ fleeing

(Iliad XXI), Hektor’s slaughter (Iliad XXII), yet, his ‘dragging’ is not a single event, as it

is spread over two Iliadic Books (XXII and XXIV; Achilleus defiles Hektor in Book

XXIII, but not by dragging him). The deaths at sea, and first slaughter at Troy fall outside

of the narrative covered within the Iliad. They refer, respectively, to Achilleus’ sea-raids

pre-Troy (referred to in the Cypria, and Iliad, I.366-69, etc.), and Achilleus’ killing of

Cycnus (covered in the Cypria; though reference to ‘first’, ‘killing’ and ‘Troy’, could also

evoke the Greek, Protesilaos, the very first (protos + laos) killed at Troy = the very

beginning of the Trojan War).914 As Redfield shows in his article on the proem of the Iliad

(2001), such dense manipulation of sequence, including allusion to events that precede the

beginning of the narrative (external analepses), has been used before, by Homer.

Rather than just picking up from the very end of the Iliad (‘in this way they held the

funeral for horse-taming Hektor’, Il. XXIV.804), Quintus disrupts the seamlessness of the

narrative with this retrospective disjuncture: in a sense, Quintus is superimposing himself

onto a pre-existing narrative. Although the events to which Quintus alludes have already

taken place, i.e. in the Iliad, the Posthomeric narrator presents them in a different

sequence. In this new sequence, the primary narrator greatly compresses these events/

narratives, but their new chronology is almost unnoticeable. One could view this as

Quintus importing (albeit condensed) the end of the Iliad into and onto his poem. Yet,

913 Also on manipulation of sequence, see Ch.IV.1.5 and 2.1.
914 On Protesilaos’ killing, see Il.II.698-702, noted by S. Richardson (1990), 103-04.
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verses, these post-Homeric authors merely split hairs: in this case, verse 804a (Hektor

departs, the narrative and text) with 804b (Penthesileia arrives in the narrative and text).917

The presence of Quintus’ primary narrator is also felt through the delayed opening

speeches of his characters. Not only do the primary narrators of Homer, Apollonius and

Virgil bow to the authority of the Muses from the off. With the exception of Apollonius,

the heroes’ direct speech is swiftly introduced into the epic: Iliad, Chryses (I.17); Odyssey,

Zeus (I.32); Aeneid, Juno (I.37). Apollonius’ characters do not speak until line 242 of

Book I, when laoi marvel at the Argonauts. In this respect, Quintus is more in keeping

with the Hellenistic poet.

There are three possible points at which we could say Quintus’ characters first speak. All

the following references are to Posthomerica I. Firstly, Priam offers up prayer to Zeus

(186). The preceding 185 lines had been occupied with the primary narrator’s setting the

tone with his external analepses (as noted), and references to Hektor and Achilleus,

immediately followed by the splendid arrival of Penthesileia. However, whilst setting the

heroic scene, the primary narrator has silenced the heroes themselves. In this way, Quintus

has appropriated them as signifiers (i.e. of the Iliad and Homer), but silenced them to

spotlight himself. This early pattern is consistent throughout the whole of the poem.

Secondly, one could view Andromache’s rhetoric, with regard to Penthesileia, as the initial

character-text (Post. I.100). Yet, the speech is focalized by the primary narrator. In fact,

Andromache ‘says’ nothing, except in the sense of ‘speaking to her heart’ (99 and 115).

The speech, then, is internal monologue, given ‘wings’ by the primary narrator’s ‘special

abilities’918 – he can read, or better hear, thoughts.

917 On Penthesileia/Hektor parallels, see Ch.I.1.1-2. For Quintus’ access to the Cycle, see General
Introduction: The Epic Cycle and Quintus.
918 See S. Richardson (1990), ch. 5.







248

And, although historically Homer’s Odyssey predates Quintus’ Posthomerica, in the

imaginary mythic world of epic, Quintus’ poem (story) precedes Homer’s. Thus Quintus’

primary narrator appears to anticipate, rather than echo, the story of which the Odyssey is

concerned, and, therefore, the Odyssey itself. On a metaliterary level, Quintus’ primary

narrator actually assumes the guise of Homeric precursor, thus writing himself into the

epic tradition from the earliest point. Of course this narrative tension can be seen to work

both ways, meaning that Quintus’ clear continuation of the Iliad (as opposed to just the

continuation of the Epic Cycle following the Iliad) equally suggests his role as authorial

heir.

Through such means, Quintus is making a strong statement about aligning himself not just

with the characters of Homer, but also with his narratives. Furthermore, it is Quintus’

primary narrator that has ‘the last word’, with reference to Troy; e.g.923 he,

metaphorically, dispatches Achilleus (Post. III. 60-179),924 builds the Horse (XII.121-56),

sacks the citadel (XIII.61ff.),925 kills Priam (XIII.220-50),926 sends the Greeks home

(XIV.370ff.) and destroys their wall (XIV.632-66).927 In short, he does what Homer did

not do. And, if the poet is judged by the deeds of his heroes and events of his narrative,

then Quintus’ primary narrator is most heroic, indeed.

Part 2 – Hearing Voices

2.1 Scholar

Now I consider a less Homeric phenomenon, which I refer to as the ‘Scholar’. I use the

term ‘Scholar’ for the following discussion in order to mark the prominence and self-

consciously learned nature of the narrator. Such ‘learnedness’ evokes Hellenistic writers

923 See General Introduction: Ambition.
924 See Ch.II.1.2ii.
925 As does Virgil (Aen. II). See Erskine (2001).
926 See Chs.III.2.2 and IV.1.3-5.
927 Which ‘completes’ Il. VII.445-63; see James (2004), 346-47n.632-55.
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such as Apollonius, Callimachus and Aratus – the latter two, especially, being associated

with the ‘scholar-poet’.928

i) Myth into History: Epic Anachronisms

I begin with the issues of narrator-time and narrative divide. The exact mythic time(s) of

which Homer’s narrator sings is difficult to detect; so too the narrative divide (the contrast

between the time of the telling and the time of the tale). This effect is achieved through

avoidance of time-specific phenomena that would firmly locate (and confine) any elements

of the epics. Such examples include the primary narrator’s reference to Diomedes’

impressive feat to lift a stone that two men would not be able to lift ‘now’ (nun, 304; Il.

V.302-304).929 Such vague allusion to ‘then’ and ‘now’ means that the time at which

events occur in these epics could be anytime: that Diomedes lifts a stone heavier than two

men could manage ‘now’ is non-specific, in that the ‘now’ is not located in any particular

time. Thus, in a sense, this passage means the same to ‘our’ generation as it did to

Homer’s: men were stronger than they are now, but this ‘now’ could be anytime – the point

being simply that men were stronger in the epic past (which is elusive). Thus, we can say

that the Homeric poems are “omnitemporal”930 – divisions between narrative-time, and

narrative divides are not explicit.

Quintus’ primary narrator makes use of such techniques, too (e.g. kai nun, Post. II.646; eti

nun, X.131, nu, 133). But, he also makes references to specific phenomena that overtly

locate his epic. These epic anachronisms shatter the illusion of the epic past, and are

marked because their inclusion draws attention to the distinction between the time of the

imagined world (the tale), and that of ‘real’ time (the telling). Consequently, this draws

attention to the artificiality of the narrative, and the persona of the primary narrator. In

Posthomerica VI, the Atreidai are surrounded by Trojans. As James notes, “The

encirclement of Agamemnon and Menelaos by the enemy is reminiscent of that of

928 See Fantuzzi and Hunter (2004), on Apollonius and Callimachus; Aratus’ Phainomena, 224-45. For
Callimachus as ‘scholar-poet’, see Harder (2004). This learned nature of the primary narrator could also be
reason for the absence of the Muse. See Muse, 3.1.
929 So too Il. XII.445-49 and XX.285-87. See M. Edwards (1991), 324n.283-87.
930 On Homeric omnitemporality, de Jong (2004a), 14.
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Odysseus at Iliad XI.401-20”, where the hero is “likened to a boar surrounded by hunters

and hounds”.931 However, the primary narrator’s simile that is used to convey the scene

also evokes the Roman Games:932

‘Those two were in the middle turning this way and that like boars or lions in
an enclosure, on a day when rulers gather people together and cruelly shut
them in to meet a dreadful death from savage beasts that are penned in there
with them to tear apart any slave who happens to come to close.’
(Post. VI.531-36)

Elements such as rulers gathering people in enclosures, and death from savage beasts

strongly evokes the Roman Games, a phenomenon that postdates Troy’s mythic past by a

thousand or so years. Such a time discrepancy highlights not only this temporal

disjuncture, but also draws attention to the divide between myth and reality (so too

compare Virgil’s equestrian display of young nobles (= ludus Troiae), Aen. V.545-603).933

Furthermore, that this statement is in the form of a simile enhances these divergences

because this mode of narrative telegraphs authorial intervention.934 The allusion to the

Homeric simile also alerts the reader to the artificiality of the primary narrator’s construct

– Quintus’ well-read narrator is inspired by Homer’s narrator. Something similar can be

said of Apollonius’ engagement with the simile, and hence Quintus’ evocation too of

Apollonius and his (Apollonius’) relationship with Homeric epic.935

In Posthomerica XI, Odysseus’ men,

‘arranged their shields for the war god’s business, placing them above their
heads to overlap with each other, all joined with a single movement. You
would have thought it was the protecting roof of a hall, solid enough to stop
the mighty blast of a wet wind coming through or a deluge of rain from Zeus.’
(Post. XI.359-64)

931 James (2004), 305n.527-37.
932 See Vian, Vol. II (2003), 88-89n.3; James (2004), xix. On animal/man confrontations in the Roman
Games, see Kyle (2001), ch. 3, especially Gladiators and beast-fighters, 79-90; Noxii, 91-95.
933 See Suet. Aug. 43, as noted in R. Williams (1999a), 433n.545f. On Virgil’s time-specific comments, see
G. Williams (1983), 186ff.
934 On the effect of Homeric similes in this context, S. Richardson (1990), 64-69.
935 On Apollonius’ similes, see Hunter (2004), 129-38. On Quintus’ engagement with Apollonius’ similes,
see Vian (2001), 287-88.
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Again, the image is an epic hybrid that also stands out for its anachronistic inclusion. The

Homeric simile at Iliad XVI.212-14 expresses the compactness of the Greek ranks, ‘like

the wall of a high house’ to avoid winds. At Argonautica II.1072-88, the Argonauts

protect themselves from the aerial attack of the birds of Ares’ Island. The interlocking of

their shields is compared to close-fit roof-tiles compactly positioned to protect a house

from rain.936 However, Quintus’ contraption (the close-knit shields) bears a close

resemblance to the Roman military manoeuvre known as the testudo (‘tortoise’): “a screen

or penthouse formed by shields held above their heads and overlapping by soldiers

advancing to the attack of a fortress”.937 James notes that “there is no earlier mention of it

in extant Greek poetry”, although the Argonautica passage seems to have influenced

Quintus.938 He presents a strong case for Roman (and Virgilian) allusion when he argues:

“The subsequent course of action, however, with the Trojan defenders first pelting the

testudo with stones and other missiles and achieving nothing, and later Aineias breaking it

up with a huge rock and more stones, is so closely parallel to the narrative at Aeneid 9.505-

18 of how Trojan defenders first fail and finally succeed against a Volscian testudo that it

is impossible to deny direct influence of that passage”.939 The testudo features also in a

variety of historical writings on warfare, e.g. Frontinus (Stratagems 2.3.15, 23);940 Arrian

(Tactica 11);941 Cassius Dio (Roman History 75.7).942

The last overt anachronism that I will explore concerns the prophecy for Aeneas. Here it is

one of the secondary narrators, the Greek seer Kalchas, who speaks:

‘It is destined by the glorious will of the gods that he shall go from the
Xanthos (Trojan river = myth/fantasy)943 to the broad-flowing Tiber
(eurureethron, 337; Roman river = history/reality), to found a sacred city, an
object of awe to future generations, and be the king of a widely scattered

936 See Vian, Vol. III (2003), 63n.1.
937 Cassells’ English Dictionary, 1165.
938 James (2004), 326n.358-407.
939 Ibid.
940 B. Campbell (2004), source 150, p. 121.
941 Ibid., source 167, p. 131.
942 Ibid., source 193, p. 142. On Greek and Roman warfare, also see Montagu (2006).
943 My parenthetical additions to highlight the signifiers of myth/fantasy and history/ reality.
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people. The rule of the line descended from him shall later extend to the
rising sun and its external setting.’ (Post. XIII.336-41)944

This further presses the boundaries dividing the mythic world of archaic epic from reality.

The foreshadowing is obviously reference to the Roman Empire. This method, historical

allusion couched in myth, taken with the subject (the foundation of the ‘awe-inspiring’

Roman Empire), has been employed before. Virgil’s Aeneid is saturated with such

references.

The following Virgilian passage is marked for its allusion to historical reality, and also its

focus on the magnitude of Rome’s Empire. This may strongly suggest Quintus’

engagement with Roman literature, and especially Virgil.

‘From this noble line shall be born the Trojan Caesar, who shall limit his
empire with ocean, his glory with the stars, a Julius, name descended from
great Iulus.’ (Aen. I.286-88)945

Such non-traditional convergence (myth becoming history) contrasts with Homer’s

handling of Aeneas’ ‘destiny’. Of Aeneas’ fate Poseidon comments:

‘it is fated for him to escape so that the race of Dardanus may not perish
without seed and be seen no more .../and now surely will the mighty Aeneas
be king among the Trojans, and his sons’ sons who will be born in days to
come.’ (Il. XX.302-04/ 307-08)946

The prolepses of both Virgil’s and Quintus’ accounts of Aeneas’ destiny differ markedly

from Homer, since in the detail of their foreshadowings, they actually refer to a historical

reality, the Roman Empire. The Empire had not been established by ‘Homer’s’ time. The

mythical founding date is 753BC947 (early enough for Homer) but it is no more than that;

and Homer may be referring to a clan in the Troad which claimed descent from Aeneas.

Even if we accept a reference to an historical dynasty, the external prolepsis of the

Homeric passage remains unfixed in time and space. Thus, it the general omnitemporality

944 See Vian, Vol. III (2003), 228-29ns. 4-5.
945 Similarly, Aen. I.267-79; VI.794-97. See James (2004), 337n.336-41.
946 See M. Edwards (1991), 326-27n.307-8.
947 On Rome’s founding, OCD (2003), 1322.
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of the Homeric epic that distinguishes him from the epics of Quintus and Virgil. Their

mythical allusion to the Roman Empire anticipates events post-dating the Troy myth. So,

the narrators teleport ‘us’ (i.e. the audience) to a later reality, not an earlier fiction. This

shatters both the traditional illusions of epic past and impersonality, as the descriptions are

couched in contemporary reference. Therefore, the text, like its primary narrator, takes on

a decidedly ‘self-conscious’ character, more in line with Hellenistic poetics (and Virgil),

than Homer. With reference to this technique in Virgil’s Aeneid, G. Williams notes that,

“The poet has so composed the Aeneid that a reader, aware that he is set among events that

took place within a few years in the latter part of the twelfth century B.C., is nevertheless

always conscious of the historical Rome ... ”.948 Like Virgil, this can be said of Quintus,

but not Homer.

ii) Interactional Particles

I will now explore interactional particles in Quintus, to further highlight the learned nature of the

Posthomeric narrator; I make use of Cuypers’ (2005) study of interactional particles in Apollonius

and Homer, with minor emendations. Unless otherwise stated, my Posthomeric findings are based

on the TLG. Cuypers defines interactional particles as particles that, “address the intentions,

beliefs attitudes, emotions, expectations, commitment or knowledge (general and contextual) of the

speaker and/ or his addressee (in epic: the narrator and the narratees) with respect to the message

exchanged, and so modify the communication between them.”949

948 G. Williams (1983), 132; ch. 6, of which this citation forms part, is especially useful.
949 Cuypers (2005), 35.
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Interactional Particles: Table:

Text Narrator-text950 Character-text Total N : C

g£r Post.

Argon.

Il.

Od.

283

128

251

83

206

101

514

574

489 1.37 : 1

229 1.27 : 1

765 0.48 : 1

657 0.14 : 1

ge Post.

Argon.

Il.

Od.

52

185

220

87

26

78

334

407

78 2.00 : 1

263 2.37 : 1

554 0.66 : 1

494 0.21 : 1

d» Post.

Argon.

Il.

Od.

16

124

166

95

12

67

312

401

28951 1.33:1

191 1.85 : 1

478 0.53 : 1

496 0.24 : 1

dÁqen Post.

Argon.

Il.

Od.

0

3

0

0

0

5

0

0

0 -

8 0.6 : 1

0 -

0 -

Ã Post.

Argon.

Il.

Od.

17

15

6

2

23

35

186

136

40 0.74 : 1

50 0.43 : 1

192 0.03 : 1

138 0.01 : 1

nu Post.

Argon.

Il.

Od.

33

19

20

6

66

23

73

55

99 0.50 : 1

42 0.83 : 1

93 0.27 : 1

61 0.11 : 1

pou Post.

Argon.

55

18

24

10

79 2.29 : 1

28 1.80 : 1

950 Terms:
i. ‘Narrator-text’ = primary narrator’s speech;
ii. ‘Character-text’ = characters’ speech;
iii. ‘N : C’ = ratio of ‘Narrator-text’ to ‘Character-text’; thus pou: ‘Narrator-text’ (55) divided by ‘Character-
text’ (24) = 2.291 : 1.
951 Figures based on Vian and Battegay (1984).
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Il.

Od

7

4

60

91

67 0.17 : 1

95 0.04 : 1

poqi Post.

Argon.

Il.

Od

0

2

1

0

1

4

7

13

1 0.00 : 1

6 0.50 : 1

8 0.25 : 1

13 0.00 : 1

As is immediately apparent from my findings in this representative study, there is a marked

difference between the ratios for each interactional particle. The pattern that emerges is

that Quintus frequently inverts the pattern established in the Homeric poems: in numerous

cases, Quintus’ primary narrator uses these particles more than his secondary characters,

often to a considerable degree. In this tendency, Quintus is more in keeping with

Apollonius than Homer. Yet, even here, Quintus’ inversion is often greater. That the

Homeric poems are longer than the Posthomerica952(Iliad, 15,000 lines; Odyssey, 12,000

lines; Posthomerica, 9,000 lines) further highlights these differences.

Pou

Quoting Sicking (1993, 59), Cuypers notes: “with pou a speaker presents his statement as a

surmise whose accuracy he does not vouch for (“perhaps”, “I suppose”) so that disputing it

need not impair the basis for an understanding between the two partners in the

conversation.”953 This explains the near total absence of pou in the narrator-text of the

Homeric poems: “In the overarching communicative fiction of the Iliad and the Odyssey,

the narrator does not compose the narrative on his own authority, but ‘relays’ what the

Muses have told him. This fiction requires that he does not argue but state, and not

surmise but know.”954

Pou occurs eighteen times in Apollonius. In four instances, it is used in a similar way to

Homer, “in the vehicle of a simile.”955 The remaining fourteen occurrences (Cuypers

952 And the Argonautica (6,000 lines).
953 Cuypers (2005), 41.
954 Ibid.
955 Ibid., 42.
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includes poqi once) are more noteworthy, “even disturbing.”956 On eight occasions, pou

features in narrator-text on “motivation, feelings or thoughts of characters.” Such

focalization, which expresses uncertainty, challenges the traditional omniscience of the

epic narrator (and, as Cuypers notes, is more in keeping with the historian).957

For instance, hypothesizing on a speech, Apollonius’ primary narrator muses,

‘And I suppose (pou) one Argonaut said to another in delight, through wetted
lips’: …’ (Argon. IV.1457)958

A second example from Apollonius shows a further use of pou in the narrator-text: an

“assumed story detail” is conveyed:

‘For I guess (pou) these terrible monsters, too, had been kept by Zeus’s wife
Hera as a labour for Herakles.’ (Argon. I.996-97)959

Such uncertainty is very much part of Quintus’ primary narrator too.

Pou in Q.

The frequency of pou in the narrator-text in Quintus is striking, far outstripping its

frequency for the same in Homer, and even in Apollonius (see table above).

The following are noteworthy examples:

i. When Thrasymedes (Antilochos’ brother) and Phereos attack Memnon (Antilochos’

killer),

‘Their tips were turned aside from his flesh, no doubt (pou) deflected by the
goddess Dawn.’ (Post. II.289-90)960

The primary narrator’s uncertainty alerts the reader to issues of authorial omniscience.

Traditionally, the primary narrator knows what his characters cannot. A similar scene in

956 Ibid, 43. The following points on pou in Apollonius are based on Cuypers, 43ff.
957 On pou (and kou) in the historians Herodotus and Thucydides, see Sicking (1993, 57-9). On
Herodotus/Historian, see below.
958 Cuypers (2005), 44; and 42n.14, for translators used.
959 Ibid, 44.
960 See too Post. IV.200, and James’ note (2004), 290-91n.200-05.


