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ATHENA AND TELEMACHUS

In memoriam J. A. Notopoulo quidquid hoc qualecumque

A.r OUR PRESENT STAGE of knowledge about
Homeric composition and poetry, it is
especially necessary to understand and re-
apply one of Aristarchus’ cardinal dicta,
7 & s Aéfews Mows. It is, of course, para-
doxical that the great Alexandrian critic
himself (as well as certain of his contempo-
raries and many of his followers up to a
period as late as the end of the nineteenth
century) at least occasionally may be said
to have neglected this sane injunction.
Alexandrian literature on a wide-scale, gen-
eral basis attempts to probe psychologically,
to find meaning in “the inner soul” of man;
and yet Alexandrian and later scholarship,
when it finds the same sort of psychological
probing in pre-Alexandrian literature, seems
incapable of dealing with it.! Homer, be-
cause he was chronologically archaic, was
also automatically presumed and almost
required to be primitive in depicting char-
acter, and yet in his diction to be consistent
with later, written Greek. And when he
presented in his own oral style a character
or facet of character which did not fit a
critic’s rather rigid, preconceived notion of
7fos (“character”) and logic, the line or
passage was surely suspected, if not simply

1A good example of this fact is Aristarchus’
athetization of Telemachus’ words to Penelope,
Od. 1.356-359, or of 6.244-245, Nausicaa’s hu-
manly girlish stage-whisper about Odysseus as a
prospective husband. The objections to the latter
were countered by G. M. Calhoun, REH 4 (1934)
3 f., a model of excellence for this sort of “seeking
the solution from the text.” In the Iliad cf. the
similar objections, e.g., on 3.414-425 (of Aphro-
dite) or 6.431-439 (of Andromache). Such exam-
ples are common.

excised, without any real attempt to ‘“seek
the solution from the text.” This highly
analytic methodology (which attacked ap-
parent flaws of meter or diction or %6os or,
not infrequently, of all) was elaborated
and followed, especially after F. A. Wolf’s
Prolegomena ad Homerum in 1795, until
the first decade or two of this century. It
is one more chapter—always an interesting
and often a profitable one—in the history
of Homeric scholarship, but now much
closer to being a closed chapter,? because
the invaluable work of Parry, Notopoulos
and others® in the field of oral style has
added impetus to a new sort of basically
unitarian approach to the poems.

Among certain previously questioned pas-
sages in the Odyssey, prime psychological
and thematic importance must be attributed
to Athena-Mentes’ advice to Telemachus

2There are still a few exceptions, notably (for
Od. 1.271 £, the topic of this paper) Denys Page,
The Homeric Odyssey (Oxford 1955), p. 52 f.
Page’s discussion of the passage is built on a num-
ber of earlier discussions. His soliloquy-para-
phrase, 55-56, is somewhat theatrical and mislead-
ing and by no means strengthens his arguments.
But even so sensitive a critic and poet as Robert
Fitzgerald, in his translation (New York 1961),
feels compelled to omit 1.275-278. G. Kirk, Tke
songs of Homer (Cambridge 1962), p. 229 f.,
largely re-echoes Page.

3For references, c¢f. CJ 63 (1967) 1, n.1. The
general failure, before these men, to take into
account Homer’s oral narrative technique often
accounted for the failure also to detect his particu-
lar mode of characterization and depiction of
psychology. Cf. further p. 112-113 and notes 8
through 11, infra. While much of both poems may
be traditional and pre-Homeric, it is no longer
possible to say that much is #on-Homeric.
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(1.271-305). We should now reexamine
this passage from the point of view of the
text itself—that is, of the style and context
in which it is found—and, indeed, of #fos,
but not rigidly preconceived, inhumanly
logical #fos. When we first encounter
Telemachus, he is a discreet, sensitive youth
under tremendous pressure, trapped in a
static situation in which we find him day-
dreaming of his absent father and incapable
of combatting the arrogant suitors (1.113
f.). He is about twenty years old, still more
a child than an adult, as he himself later
realizes: “éyo & érv vifmos fa-/viv . . . &y
péyas épi. . . % Tt has already been or-
dained by the gods that he is to be reunited
with his father (whose arrival is imminent),
to be, in effect, acknowledged by woAirpowos
Odysseus, to plan with him vengeance on
the suitors and to fend off their outraged
kinsmen. He could, of course, simply be
told by Athena (without disguise) or some
other deity that Odysseus will soon return
to Ithaca. After all, the gods do not always
deceive others and mince words. Hermes’
trip to Calypso in Ogygia (book 5) proves
this fact only too clearly. But in order to
be prepared for all that is to come, Telema-
chus will have to develop on his own, to
mature quite quickly; he will, in fact, have
to experience his own sort of “odyssey.”
And such experience can come only away
from the suitors, away from the confines of
the palace and Ithaca, and with the people
and mentality—dorea and vdov, as con-
nected with Odysseus in 1.3—of that Tro-
jan War generation already known to his
father: specifically with Nestor in Pylos
and with Menelaus and Helen in Sparta.
He will also, of course, learn from Nestor’s
son, Peisistratus, who has undergone a more
normal development. In little more than a
month® then, Telemachus must obtain

42.313-314; cf. 18.229, 19.19, 20310 and
Athena’s admonition at 1.296-297: “You should
not have childish thoughts, for you are no longer
of such an age.”

5 The chronology is not certain, but according to
W. B. Stanford, intro. to his second edition of the
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firsthand knowledge from the world of the
past in order to prepare himself for the
future: the return of his father and the
actions subsequent to that return.®
Telemachus’ journey, therefore, will not
and need not literally aid Odysseus’ return,
which has already been provided for in the
first council on Olympus (1.76 f.) and will
be reemphasized in the second (5.21 f.).
Yet before this return (effected a week
later by Hermes’ instructions to Calypso),
Athena resolves to send Telemachus off to
Pylos and Sparta, to put “strength” (uévos,
1.89) in his heart (repeated and joined with
“courage” [fdpoos, 1.321]) in order that
“good repute may come to him” (uw xAéos
éfrov . . . éxyow, 1.95). Her purpose is so
specific and so strong that when, in book
13, Odysseus questions the need for his son’s
journey, Athena simply says, “Don’t worry.
I escorted him myself so that he might win
good repute by going there” (iva xAéos
éabrov dpovro / keio’ eNbav, 13.421-3). This
reply suffices, and Odysseus, satisfied, says
no more. Hence, whatever may be said to
the contrary, Athena is determined to send
Telemachus abroad and to allow him to
gain uévos, Odpoos and (ultimately) xAéos:
all those necessary assets which he has con-
spicuously lacked up to this time and which
he will soon need as a Homeric noble and as
the son of Odysseus and the counterpart—
perhaps even the mythological doublet —of
Orestes. (The comparison with Orestes was
already suggested at 1.40-41, is restated at

Od. (London 1965), p. x—xii, Telemachus is gone
for thirty-six days. Strangely, Stanford does not,
in his notes, discuss the suspicions which have been
levelled against the passage in question.

6 While the so-called “Telemacheia,” books 2—4
and 15, cannot be dealt with specifically here, it is,
I think, illuminated and further justified by this
paper. The most recent discussion I have seen is
that of H. W. Clarke, AJP 84 (1963) 129 f. Also
cf. p. 114 infra and my “Telemachus and Nau-
sicaa,” CJ 63 (1967) 1 f., for a discussion of
Telemachus and his development. Long after this
paper was finished I was pleased to find several of
my points cogently substantiated by G. P. Rose’s
“The quest of Telemachus,” TAPhA 98 (1967)
391 f.
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1.298-300 and is closely followed through-
out Telemachus’ ensuing development, cul-
minating with the slaying of the suitors,
who are the collective counterpart of Cly-
temnestra’s paramour, Aegisthus.)

Athena immediately goes down to Ithaca,
disguised as Mentes, almost certainly a
doublet of Mentor, whose appearance the
goddess assumes as Telemachus’ guide on
the journey to Pylos, where Peisistratus
takes over. Significantly, the names “Men-
tes” and “Mentor” are both derived from
the stem MA- (MAT-, MAN-), which pro-
vides such words as uévos, pijris, pdvris,
wvipn in Greek and mamneo, moneo, mens
and memini in Latin. Hence Athena the
prophet, who facetiously tells Telemachus
that she is no prophet (udvris, 1.202), and
who (like her mortal counterpart, Odys-
seus) is preeminent for her intelligence
(pimis), comes to Telemachus in order to
give him pévos and to remind (vmw-éuvnoer,
1.321) him still more of his father. And she
calls herself the sea-traveller Mévrys, son of
wise-hearted (8af¢pwv, used of Odysseus at
1.48 et passim) “Sea-Dweller” (Anchi-
halos [*Ayxudhow], 1.180). In other words,
the goddess has aptly made herself as much
like Odysseus as possible by means of fea-
tures prominently associated with him: wis-
dom, mental agility, the sea and (to put it
charitably) distortion of the truth. Athena-
Mentes, resembling Odysseus, now con-
fronts an inexperienced, ineffectual Telema-
chus, who must be made ready (as he is not
now) to stand beside the returned Odysseus
himself.

Athena’s lies, of course, are necessary to
her disguise and, as Stanford notes on
1.179, are generally not atypical of Homer’s
gods and heroes. But, in addition, Athena
is having a bit of gentle fun with Telema-
chus’ naiveté, as when she disavows knowl-
edge of prophecy (1.200 {.); or promises to
“tell the whole truth and nothing but”
(1.179); or in supposed innocence asks
what is happening in the palace, whether
there is a party or a banquet or a wedding
feast, since it is clearly not a potluck picnic
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(1.225-226); or takes Telemachus’ very
words, pdha kaddv (of a guest-friendship
gift offered sincerely, if a bit pompously,
1.312), and throws them right back at him,
mysteriously and mischievously adding, “It
will be well worth your while” (1.318).
This teasing, however, is not intended to be
really malicious or sadistic on Athena’s part,
but is part of her larger plan to jolt Telema-
chus out of his stupor, to make her appear-
ance more unusual in his sight, especially in
retrospect, after she has dramatically flown
off.

To see Telemachus so treated, of course,
does appeal to our knowledge, since we, at
least, can see the humor that escapes him;
but it also underscores Homer’s characteri-
zation of this intense, ever wervvuévos (‘‘sen-
sitive, discreet”) youth, trying so hard—in
what is almost certainly the first opportun-
ity in his life—to act like an adult. Yet
teasing, by itself, is not enough. Therefore,
when Athena comes to give her real advice,
lines 271 £., there is a stronger element in
her tone, in addition to humor. In effect,
this crucial advice of hers breaks down into
four clearly demarcated sections, which
may be paraphrased in the following man-
ner: (a) “Tell the suitors to leave your
palace at once” (271-274); (b) “If Penel-
ope really wishes to do so, let her marry”
(275-278); (c) “Go to Pylos and Sparta
for news about Odysseus, so that, if he is
still alive, you can endure the wait and the
suitors’ kubris for the time being” (279-
288); (d) “If, however, you learn that
Odysseus is dead, perform proper funeral
rites and give Penelope to some awjp; then
kill the suitors” (289 f.). Denys Page has
remarked of this whole speech, “Now what-
ever judgement we may later pass on the
facts, it would be trifling with the truth to
deny that this is a wonderfully incoherent
series of events.”” In spite of the mislead-
ing word “events,” Page’s evaluation is cor-
rect—but, I think, for the wrong reasons
and, as a result, clearly with the wrong

70p. cit., p. 55.
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conclusions. If Page and the nineteenth-
century analysts like Adolf Kirchhoff, to
whom he refers warmly and extensively,
had attempted properly to “seek the solu-
tion from the text”—that is, from the style,
context and characterization—they would
have seen, not tampering with the text and
later interpolation by someone ‘“absolutely
incompetent” (Page, p. 53), but Homer’s
masterly characterization and depiction of
psychology, as well as Athena’s highly in-
tentional efforts to jar, confuse and activate
Telemachus out of his present inactive state
of agnosticism and pessimism. (Of course,
these efforts are successful. The very next
evening Telemachus does leave Ithaca, ex-
actly as Athena has foreordained.)

Again, from the point of view of the text
there are no insurmountable linguistic or
metrical difficulties in the speech, and the
anacoluthon in 275-276, which is by no
means unprecedented in Homer, will be dis-
cussed presently.® A number of key words
and themes, as we should expect, reappear:
for example, kAéos in 298 (cf. 300 and 302;
in 283 it is ambiguous and may mean
“news,” “report”); the answer (289 f.) to
Telemachus’ words at 239 f. about burial of
Odysseus; the mention of 86Aes, a key
Odyssean trait (296); the reminder that
Telemachus is no longer a child (296-297) ;
the Orestes parallel and the Aegisthus par-
allel (298-300) ; the reciprocation (301) of
Telemachus’ address, ¢idos, in 158; the
compliment about Telemachus’ fine appear-
ance (301, as at 207-209) ; and the injunc-
tion to be dixipos (302), that is, to have
pévos and bdpoos. In addition, the words in
305, “kal éudv éumrdleo pibov,”’ exactly repeat
those used at 271, thus rounding off the

8 For the problem connected with the interpreta-
tion of oi, éedva, etc., see Stanford and Merry-Rid-
dell on verse 277. Stanford reasonably translates,
“They [ie., Penelope’s family] will provide the
wedding feast and arrange (or settle) the suitors’
gifts.” Page (63-64 and n. 9) dogmatically inter-
prets the line, then rejects it, though he earlier
acknowledges its ambiguity (74, n. 4). The prob-
lem, at any rate, is one connected with use (or
misuse) of formulae. Cf. notes 3 and 11.
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passage in the typically Homeric fashion of
“ringcomposition.”®

Another major Homeric trait, called Aééis
elpopévy by Aristotle and clearly shown by
Professor Notopoulos!® to be inherent in
the Homeric style and mentality, is para-
taxis: the “strung-out” style, which coordi-
nates one idea with another, as opposed to
the later hypotaxis, which subordinates one
idea to another. Not coincidentally, I think,
each new section of Athena’s advice (verses
271,275,279 and 289) is introduced by &¢,
a common particle of parataxis. That is,
the four parts of the advice, though pre-
sented paratactically and cobrdinately, ac-
tually offer Telemachus four possibilities
or, at least, two pairs of possibilities. More-
over, ¢ (“if”) in verses 275, 287 and 289
lends a further vague, disjunctive tone to
Athena’s words, since the first ¢ renders
distinctly conditional the first two possi-
bilities, as does el for the fourth possibility
in verse 289. The €l in 287, however, is only
an afterthought to the third possibility,
which is fully stated before (280-286). In
effect, then, Athena is saying, “If the suit-
ors will leave . . .; if Penelope wishes to
remarry . . .; go on the voyage; if Odys-
seus is alive . . .; if he is dead. . . .” The
only suggestion which is positive, hopeful,
really possible and not directly conditional
is “Go on the voyage.” Athena can present
all four possibilities in an equally straight-
forward manner, because she, as goddess of
wisdom and foresight, has already arranged
for Odysseus’ successful return to Ithaca
and vengeance on the suitors. She knows,
as do we, that only one of the alternatives—
Telemachus’ trip abroad—can actually ma-
terialize to the letter. It is appropriate now
to examine the advice in greater detail,

9 For a discussion of this characteristic trait of
Homeric style, see J. A. Notopoulos, TAPhA 82
(1951) 97 f., with further bibliography.

10 Art, cit., 87 f.; also TAPhA 80 (1949) 1 f.
and HSCP 68 (1964) 58 f. Page’s paraphrase (55
f.) is misleading, because the alternatives with 8¢
at 275 f. and 289 {. are each clearly set off from,
and balanced by, uév in 274 and 287, respectively.
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remembering that two facts have already
become obsessively clear to Telemachus:
he cannot control the suitors, and he neither
understands nor is able to communicate
with Penelope.

“Tell the suitors to leave your palace at
once.” At the present time this statement is
meaningless for Telemachus, as he himself
knows and as Athena knew when she first
proposed it (1.88-95). Nonetheless, he will
try; in fact, he will try twice: the very same
day (1.368 f.), then again the next day
(book 2 passim). The suitors will, of
course, refuse arrogantly, angrily, thus in-
creasing their already great guilt in Telema-
chus’ eyes and in ours and further necessi-
tating the young prince’s journey. But
since they will not leave at Telemachus’
bidding, as he perfectly well knows, they
will have to be appeased and then dispersed.
Therefore, an alternative to the first possi-
bility would be to let Penelope marry one of
them, if (e, 275) she really wishes to. The
word “if” is indeed telling, because Telema-
chus has just finished lamenting to Mentes
about what is, for him, his mother’s irra-
tional wvacillation of attitude: she is, in
effect, unable to say either no or yes to the
suitors (249-250; cf. her significant dream,
19.535 £.). Clearly, then, it is not a matter
here of her express desire to remarry; the
problem is whether she has any such desire.
Telemachus’ puzzled and hurt irritation
about his mother is perfectly understand-
able and is perhaps what causes Athena-
Mentes, very dramatically and effectively,
to change constructions asyntactically from
“Tell your mother to leave” to the less
harsh “As for your mother, let her leave,”
giving the construction unrépa . . . &y lro
(275-276), with the isolated accusative
(pnépa for the more regular pijryp). 1t At

11 The problem here, as in 277 (cf. n. 8), may
well be one of formulae. Bentley proposed to read
{uer for i7w, so that the accusative and infinitive
would depend on drwx6:, to be supplied from 274.
(It is possible that Zuev, a comparatively rare form,
was the original reading, which a copyist under-
stood to be an infinitive used as imperative in the
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any rate, this second possibility, too, must
be rejected until it is known for certain that
Odysseus is dead and that Penelope does
wish to remarry; and it (like the first)
makes the journey abroad for news and
possible help all the more urgent. More-
over, Telemachus’ doubt about Penelope’s
devotion to Odysseus, like his doubt whether
Odysseus is still alive (166 {., 234 {.) and
whether he is even the son of Odysseus (215
f.), is part of Homer’s characterization of
Telemachus at this stage in his rather frus-
trated development, not any indication of
actual fact. Athena and we, at least, see
Penelope’s all too human loneliness. She
may, indeed, be unwilling to realize that her
“little” son is now a sensitive adult (cf. 342
and 360 f.) and she may even tease the suit-
ors by her occasional guarded appearance in
the hall, but there never is really any doubt
about her unfailing devotion to Odysseus,
even after that extraordinary separation of
twenty years.

Third, Athena-Mentes tells Telemachus
to travel to Pylos and Sparta for news
about his father. And if Odysseus is alive,
Telemachus should wait and endure the
suitors, even for a year, if necessary.'?

light of ér7wvr and dvwx6:, hence wrongly changed
to {rw, the “lectio facilior.”) But the colloquial
anacoluthon is far better dramatically, I think,
though Page dismisses it as “clumsy,” n. 3, p. 74.
In this same note Page presents the few minor lin-
guistic objections, which are unconvincing largely
because they resort to the dangerous “argumentum
ex silentio” about kapax legomena. And he him-
self admits (p. 81, n. 15), “This sort of evidence
proves nothing about authorship”!

12 Here, too, Page is misleading. He paraphrases,
“Go abroad in search of your father; at the end of
a year (or soonmer, if you learn that he is dead)
come home . ..” (p. 55). What the Greek must
mean, rather, is “Go abroad to learn of Odysseus.
If he is alive, you might (should be able to) en-
dure the wait and the suitors, even for a year, if
you must.” Athena knows, of course, that it will
not be nearly so much as a year’s wait. She is
simply trying to instill wéves and 6dpoos in a
youth who now sadly lacks these qualities. Page’s
paraphrase concludes, “. . . and give your mother
to a husband,” to which he objects, since it pre-
cedes the order to kill the suitors. But this is
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Suddenly the long resisted pressure becomes
too much for the youth: he sees what he
must do, the only thing he can do. He can-
not now control the suitors by himself; he
cannot understand his mother at all, nor she
him; he meets an interesting and kind
stranger—a rarity in this suitor-controlled
palace—who resembles and knows his
much-needed father and urges a journey
like the exciting one (182-184, 309, 315-
317) he himself is on. Moreover, the stran-
ger’s first suggestions make Telemachus see,
at last, how futile and impossible it would
be to try to remedy the present situation by
himself. Thus, quite naturally and hu-
manly, he leaps at the only reasonable sug-
gestion: to get away, to gain a proper
perspective, “to learn about his father.”
Suddenly this is all Telemachus can think
of. This is exactly what Athena proposed
in the first council; it is exactly what she
will reiterate in the second council (5.18-
20) and to Odysseus in book 13. Every-
thing else is intentional subterfuge and con-
fusion (cf. the vague raéra, 293), like the
proverbially ambiguous Delphic responses.
But Athena realizes that even though she is
“forcing a card” on Telemachus, he must be
allowed to think that he has made the deci-
sion by himself. He has been bullied by the
suitors and alternately babied and ordered
by Penelope (cf. 1.328 f.) and even Eury-
cleia (cf. 1.428 f. and 2.361 {.) far too long.
Now he must learn, as the true son of Odys-
seus, to act on his own and like a man. On
the non-mythic level, moreover, the goddess
Athena does represent Telemachus’ own
“athena,”'® his own maturing, intelligent

exactly what will happen, because the husband to
whom Athena refers obliquely will be Odysseus
himself, not (as Page supposes) one of the suitors.
In fact, Penelope will be given to the winner of the
contest of the bow. Then will come the death of
the suitors.

13 This semi-symbolic aspect of deity in the
rather non-abstract Homeric poems is clear in the
figure of, e.g., Aphrodite or Ares in the Iliad and,
in the Od., Athena for Odysseus, as for his son.
For Odysseus’ “athena,” one may well compare
5.426-428 and 436-437 or 9.316-318, to mention
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power of reasoning, which is restlessly run-
ning over a number of possible courses of
action, only the third one of which can pos-
sibly turn out to be literally true. That this
possibility seems to Telemachus to be the
only one available is significantly shown by
the end of the book, verse 444: “BodAeve
¢peoiv fow 680v Ty wéppad’ *Abyyy,” where
Boteve corresponds to wéppad(e), and ¢peaiv
fow to *Abjwy, all focused on the central
word 634y, “journey.”

There is one final suggestion, as seem-
ingly impossible as the first two, for
Telemachus is told, “If you learn that
Odysseus is dead, perform proper funeral
rites and give Penelope to some dwijp;*
then kill the suitors.” Athena, knowing
that Odysseus is soon to leave Ogygia, has
already (1.196 f.) told Telemachus that his
father is, indeed, still alive. Thus the first
part of this final instruction is already
meaningless, in which case the next two
parts are also voided. Yet, of course,
Telemachus will pretend (20.339 f.; cf. his
pretense at 21.128 {.) to the suitors that he
has completely despaired of his father’s re-
turn, so that rites must be performed for the
dead, as he suggests as early as 1.239-240.
Then he will set up the contest of the bow
and the axe-heads and give Penelope to
some dwijp: to her own dwijp, in fact, to Odys-
seus, who is in the very palace in disguise.
As a matter of fact, Penelope will be given
to the man who will complete the contest of
the bow: Odysseus. Then, very logically
and sequentially, the suitors will be killed
both “with guile” and “openly” (1.296).

no other examples. Poseidon, too, partly repre-
sents for Odysseus the spell of the angry sea,
which would always torment such an adventurous
traveller.

14 Page (p. 55-56) feels that this is meaningless
advice after 275 {.; however, in the earlier passage
Athena is saying, “Let Penelope remarry, I she
wishes ; but you’ve just said she can’t make up her
mind.” By contrast, in 292 the goddess is hinting
that Penelope’s lack of resolve, if she has any, will
be remedied when she is given (i.e., reunited, re-
married) to her one and only dwip, Odysseus
himself.
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We know all of this now, from the very
start; Telemachus, on the other hand, will
learn it and work it out in due time, after
Odysseus’ return, reunion and planning
with his son. This reunion and this plan-
ning, however, can be accomplished success-
fully only with a more experienced Telema-
chus. And such experience can, in such a
short time, be gained only by the journey to
Pylos and Sparta, toward which everything
(to our way of thinking and to Telema-
chus’) points. It is clear, therefore, that for
the present all Telemachus can think about,
for a number of reasons, is getting away
from the palace and Ithaca as quickly as
possible. Everything else right now seems
too remote, difficult, confusing. And this
is exactly as Athena has planned it, with the
approval of Zeus. Her advice, clear and
meaningful for us (if we care to take the
trouble to ponder it), is, indeed, for the
young man intentionally and “wonderfully
incoherent,” not only because of the Ho-
meric style, often necessarily paratactic, but
also because of her own clear purpose.
Soon after Athena’s departure Telema-
chus seems to blurt out to the suitors what
he intends to tell them the next day in the
assembly. This action might be attributed
to his understandable excitement at realiz-
ing that he has just been visited by a deity
and to the fact that he is still rather imma-
ture (as is indicated by the scene at the end
of the book, when he is still tucked in bed
by Eurycleia). On the other hand, he cer-
tainly seems to have acquired suddenly
greater poise and control when he speaks
to Penelope (346-359), who (like the suit-
ors, 381 f. and book 2 passim) is amazed at
the change. Perhaps, then, this blurting out
(which is certainly defensible, though Page
sees in it, too, a further sign that the end of
the book has been changed and tampered
with) is calculated for its deceptive, irritat-
ing effect on the suitors. Since Telemachus
knows that his words will have no positive
effect, he can afford to be premature (con-
sciously or not) in uttering them. Finally,
if the suitors are forced to think irritably
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about these words, Telemachus will be able
to secure more easily his real goal—the
trip abroad—as an alternative to their
departure.

It should be emphasized that the pre-
ceding analysis squares away well with the
facts and statements presented in book 2,
where we learn of Penelope’s unwillingness
to remarry (verses 50, 88 f., 110, 130 {.);
the suitors’ lack of codperation and Telema-
chus’ admission that he cannot now cope
with them (51 {., 60 f., 123 {.); the impos-
sibility of the first two “possibilities” of-
fered by Athena-Mentes (113 f., 139 f. =
1.374 f,, 195 {.); and the second pair of
possibilities (212 {.), which (since they are
mentioned in the presence of the suitors)
must omit Athena’s words about killing the
suitors. As in book 1, Telemachus’ voyage,
with approval or not, is the only point em-
phasized. After the suitors balk at this
plan, Telemachus prays for help with the
voyage (262 f.) and is encouraged and
promised help (270 {.) by Athena, disguised
as Mentor, the counterpart of Mentes in
book 1. Thereafter he uses subterfuge (as,
it was suggested above, he does at the end
of book 1) in seeming to reply feebly to
Antinous, who has hypocritically and sar-
castically taken Telemachus’ hand as a
pledge of good will (301 f.). Though
Telemachus says that he will try to book
passage on someone else’s ship (310 {.), in
fact plans have already been secured for his
sure departure that very same night. He
naturally reacts with deception to the pa-
tronizing evasiveness of the suitors (whom
Page, 57 f., 61 {., apparently believes im-
plicitly at face value).

All of this, of course, has been determined
already by the gods, even though Telema-
chus has been forced necessarily to make
the decision, as he thinks, on his own. The
action now progresses, after the static,
seemingly hopeless situation at the begin-
ning of book 1, and presently Hermes will
be able to go to Calypso with the Zeus-sent
order which, in about a month, will bring
Odysseus to Phaeacia, then home. When
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we understand Athena-Mentes’ appearance
and advice in the preceding manner—that
is, when we ‘“seek the solution from the
text”—we gain further insight into the
character of Telemachus and see one more
demonstration of Homer’s narrative oral
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art and of that shrewd knowledge of non-
primitive, very human psychology which
pervades the entire poem.
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