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Mary R. Bachvarova
Regional Loyalties in the /liad: The Cases
of Zeus, Apollo, and Athena

In the lliad Zeus, Apollo, and Athena are the only gods portrayed as existing in multi-
ple local versions. Moreover, only they are called upon by name in prayers.’ In this
contribution, I first discuss how Late Bronze Age Syro-Anatolian narratives, evoca-
tions, treaties, and prayers dealt with regional instantiations of supralocally recog-
nized divine personalities. I then apply these findings to the use of toponymic
epicleseis in the prayers addressed to these three Greco-Anatolian gods, to shed light
on how commonly recognized divine personalities were imagined to operate when
humans on both sides of a conflict could claim the loyalty of one of their regional
instantiations. In the process, I recover details of earlier versions of the Trojan War
story and examine the consequences in the Iliad of blending storylines that were orig-
inally attached to separate regional gods via a shared supralocal divine role.

Hittite texts famously attest to a plethora of regional versions of “divine morphol-
ogies,” to use the terminology adopted by Gian Franco Chiai,? especially storm-gods,
KAL-gods and ISTARs.? Local storm-gods were typically linked to mountains that were
local weather-makers.* KAL-gods (tutelary deities, Schutzgdtter) were also place-
based, attached to specific towns, natural features, and wild spaces more generally,
An indigenous Anatolian divine type whose cult extended at least to the Aegean
coast, they were hunters equipped with bow and hawk, often shown standing on a
stag; their ability to protect may have arisen from the notion that they were masters of
wild spaces and fauna.® More complex is the reason for the many Ishtars. By the time
Hittite scribes became aware of the divine type, the Mesopotamian goddess probably
had already been equated with more than one divinity with whom they were familiar,
and she accordingly had multiple residences.® The under-differentiation of goddesses

—
1 Three times all three are called on by Achaeans in a formulaic line: of y&p Zed Te mivep kai
ABnvain xai ‘AmoAdov (2.371, 4.288, 7.132). On one occasion all the gods are described as being
called on by hoth sides (15.368), and Nestor calls on the gods once (23.650). Hector prays to Zeus
and the other gods about his son, a prayer implicitly refused (6.476). On the occasion of Patroclus’
cremation, Achilles calls on the winds in a prayer presented in indirect speech (23.193-195).

2 Or, Gesamtbezeichnung (Chiai 2020, 246, 267), from Brelich 1958, 285-312. Allen 2015, labels the
phenomenon “divine multiplicity.”

3 When transliterating Hittite cuneiform, all capitals are used for Sumerograms and italicized capi-
tals for Akkadograms.

4 On the multiplicity of Anatolian storm-gods, see Allen 2015, 76-80; Chiai 2020, 250-255;
Schwemer 2008, 17-24.

5 On the KAL-deity, also transliterated LAMMA, see Collins 2010. On his/her multiple instantia-
tions, see Allen 2015, 80-86.

6 See Allen 2015, 87-94; Beckman 1998; Wegner, 1981.

3 Open Access. © 2022 the author(s), published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
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as compared to gods also played a role; while gods were categorized primarily by
their specific duties (e.g., storm-god, sun-god, moon-god), the most important feature
of goddesses appears to have been their gender role.” Thus, local adult female deities
were liable to be equated with Ishtar and to stand in for her in local versions of narra-
tives. In Hurro-Hittite narrative songs, for example, the Akkadogram ISTAR stands for
Hurrian Shawushka of Nineveh and Hittite Anzili.® Similarly, Ishtar’s place in the epi-
sode of Epic of Gilgamesh VI in which Gilgamesh rejects her offer of marriage is taken
by the virginal warrior Anat in the Ugaritic Aghat epic and Aphrodite in Iliad 5, with
concomitant changes to the episode due to the goddesses’ differing personalities.’
Such a replacement of one divinity with another somewhat equivalent local one
in a famous narrative sequence should not be considered syncretism or identification
of the gods, but prayers and rituals reveal the real-world effects of subsuming a local
divinity under a supralocal divine type. Because gods were not omnipresent, it was
necessary to attract them from one place to another, and the worshippers were com-
peting for the god’s attention against other worshippers. Thus, nearness equaled re-
sponsiveness, and a key argument was, “We worship you the best,”'? Particularly
elaborate were the “come from wherever you are” evocations, which were brought to
Anatolia by the Hurrians via north Syria, as evinced by their use on the Syrian Cedar-
gods and ISTAR of Nineveh. In these rituals the god was lured towards the worship-
pers by nice smells, sounds, and sights, while the performer exhaustively listed all the
towns and lands where the divinity might be. In the case of ISTAR, this even included
Wilusa (Troy)." At Ugarit, Hurrian-language incense prayers similarly used fragrant
smoke to attract gods from a series of cities, starting with the one considered to be
their original home. Only El, whose home was heaven, had no home city on earth.?
In Hittite treaties, the Hittite gods, listed according to their divine type, then sub-
divided according to toponymic epiclesis, were called to witness the agreement and
implement its conditional curses as necessary.”® The parallels with Cretan treaties
from the Hellenistic period and the treaty between Philip of Macedon and Hannibal
(PIb. 7.9.2-3) suggest that the listing of partisan local gods as witnesses and enforcers
in treaties was widespread. The practice would have spread by means of international

—
7 Cf. Asher-Greve / Westenholz 2013, 133-135.

8 Bachvarova 2013.

9 Bachvarova 2016b, 325-326.

10 E.g., prayer of Arnuwanda and Ashmunikal, translit. and trans. Rieken ef al. 2015 ff. Cf. Aesch.
Sept. 304-319, Eur. IT 1086-1088.

11 Evocation ritual for ISTAR of Nineveh: translit, and trans. Fuscagni 2009 ff.; for the Cedar-gods:
Haas / Wilhelm 1974, 180-209.

12 Shawushka: KTU 1.54; Ishhara: 1.131; Kumarbi: L.44; El: 1.128; Dietrich / Mayer 1994; Dietrich
2004; Bachvarova forthcoming, 164.

13 Schwemer 2006, 243-253,
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treaty-making." Similarly, Hittite royal prayers asking the gods to protect their coun-
try could not only appeal to their full assembly in general terms, but also list the indi-
vidual gods exhaustively according to their type and location to make sure none were
missed.” Certainly, the concern that a city under attack would be abandoned by its
gods was common throughout the Mediterranean; a topos of Sumerian liturgical la-
ments was the image of the patron goddess, usually Inanna, abandoning her city.'®
Thus, we can begin with the surmise that toponymic epicleseis for Greek gods were at
home in Archaic Greek genres that wished to invoke a deity’s regional loyalty, not
only treaties but also prayers against a foreign enemy.

In the Iliad the Anatolian storm-god, the KAL-deity, and Anatolian goddesses
who had been subsumed under the Ishtar-type were equated with Zeus, Apollo,
and Athena, both narratologically and in the epic’s original real-world Greco-
Anatolian context. The identification of the Greek god Zeus with local Anatolian
storm-gods is well-established,” and it has been accepted by specialists that in
Anatolia Athena was equated with the indigenous goddess Maliya. Although not
very well attested in Hittite texts, in one case Maliya was associated with carpen-
ters, which helps to explain the equation. Also key would have been Athena’s role
as chief guardian of the polis, which would have allowed for her syncretism with
Maliya as the goddess overseeing a particular polis, whether characterized by the
term “poliad” or by a toponymic adjective, at, e.g., Phaselis (attested 5™ cent.), Ped-
asa (Hdt. 8.104), Pergamon (attested 4™ cent.), lalysus (attested Imperial period),
and Lindos (attested Hellenistic period).!®

At Troy, the relevant goddess may have been worshipped already at the beginning
of the Iron Age in the West Sanctuary where in the Hellenistic period Cybele received
worship, for in the Geometric period we find here, within the re-used walls of a Bronze
Age building, evidence for cult activity directed at a statue, behind which stood the
remains of the Bronze Age walls of Troy.! While we do not know how (or whether)
these worshippers identified themselves ethnically, by the Late Geometric period some
28 paved circles pressed up against the ruined walls show that people living at or visit-
ing Troy were engaging in the same clan-based practices commemorating ancestors
found in mainland Greece,? and it is possible that some considered themselves to be

—
14 Barré 1983, 100-103; Burkert 1992, 67-68. See Quick 2017, on treaty ceremonies as vectors for
transmission of curse patterns within the Near East. Chaniotis 1996, 68-76, discusses the gods by
whom Cretan treaties were sworn.

15 Schwemer 2006, 253-254,

16 See note 50.

17 Chiai 2020; Rutherford 2020b, 54, 197-198.

18 Tiiner Onen / Yilmaz 2015, 123; Payne / Sasseville 2016; Rutherford 2020a; 2020b, 54, 74,
194-195. Athena Polias at Lindos: I.Lindos 134, ca. 185 BCE (Badoud 2015, 229). On Athena as guard-
ian of the city on Rhodes, see Paul 2016,

19 Aslan 2019, 83-99, 258-263.

20 Aslan 2019, 117-122, 266—267.
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descended from the Dardanid house.? Whereas the Romans connected themselves to
Troy via Aphrodite, mother of their ancestor Aeneas, in the Trojan War legend she
failed to take on the role of angered city goddess, despite absorbing other narrative
topoi attached to Inanna/Ishtar, It may be that she was blocked from doing so because
Athena as city goddess had already been linked to the indigenous patron goddess of
Troy. Moreover, it appears that narrative strands involving a goddess instrumental in
the fate of Troy and its house were interwoven, two of which were attached to Aeneas
and Paris, another to the divine statue destined to be stolen by the Greeks,

As for Apollo, he shares important characteristics with the “KAL.LIL or tutelary
deity of the steppe. This divine type was already receiving worship by both Myce-
naeans and Anatolians in Late Bronze Age Miletus (Milawatta), as demonstrated by a
fragment of a Mycenaean-style krater (LH IIIB-C, 1230-1190 BCE) that preserves a
piece of the Hittite-style horned headgear of a god who holds a hawk, only the beak of
which remains. Cult continuity into the Iron Age is indicated by the iconography of
Apollo Philesios at nearby Didyma, whose statue held a stag in the palm of its hand
(Plin. HN 34.75). Indeed, KAL-gods could bear a version of Apollo’s name, as shown
by a Hittite plague ritual carried out by an augur from Aegean west Anatolia (Arzawa),
in which the god is called Appaluwa. The parallel with the augur Calchas diagnosing
Apollo’s anger as the cause of the plague striking the Achaean army in Iliad 1 is ines-
capable. Finally, at Wilusa the surely related Appaliuna was the most important god,
as shown by the fact that he is featured in the god list of the treaty between Muwatalli
II and Alaksandu of Wilusa (ca. 1275 BCE).2

As with Milawatta, there is evidence for mixing with Mycenaeans at Wilusa, at
least at the elite level, because, although allied with the Hittites, the city had a king
named Alaksandu. Thus, the Iliad reveals deep continuity of memory at Troy by ac-
knowledging that Apollo has a particular allegiance with Troy and the Troad and by
using the dynastic name Alexander for Paris. In my opinion this is not proof of the
historicity of the Trojan War, but of the tenacity of legends about the fall of Troy, and
it indicates that indigenous inhabitants of the Troad were instrumental in developing
the legends that are now only preserved for us in Greek sources and through a Greek
lens. I therefore think in terms of a shared yet contested Greco-Anatolian legendary
history centered on Troy, in which Apollo would have been a central figure. Obvi-
ously, this tradition would have been a key means for transmitting Near Eastern narra-
tive topoi to the Greek epic tradition, particularly ones about the destruction of a
famous city, and including the one I will show was applied to Athena: the goddess
abandoning her city.” Thus, we find that Troy in particular, because of its complex

21 Bachvarova 2016a, 55; 2016b, 328-329, 435-437. Olsen 2012, 5-9, while thoroughly discussing
the evidence for historical Aeneids, is skeptical of their existence.

22 Herda 2008; Bachvarova 2016b, 241-250; Rutherford 2020b, 109-113, 120-123, 143. Parallel with
lliad 1: Hégemann / Oettinger 2008.

23 Bachvarova 2016a, 60-70; 2016b, 349457,
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Greco-Anatolian cultural heritage and because stories telling of a shared yet contested
Greco-Anatolian past were already attached to it, was a place particularly suited for
narratives that pondered the conflicted loyalties of deities. I hypothesize that at some
stage in the period during which epics about the fall of Troy were being orally per-
formed by bards (and perhaps not at the same stage for each god) their audiences
would have been aware that Zeus, Athena, and Apollo had Anatolian analogues, and
would have noticed - perhaps even expected — allusions to their multiple, even di-
vided, loyalties.

We begin with Zeus. The toponymic epithet that presents Zeus as neutral ob-
server is “residing in heaven,” used by Agamemnon before what at that point looked
like it would be the opening battle of the epic, when he asks Zeb k08iote pgyiore,
KeAawep£s, aibépt vaiwv, not to let the sun set before he strikes down Priam’s
house and Hector, who has laid low so many of his companions (2.412-418). Here we
can imagine Agamemnon to be appealing to Zeus as impartial judge by presenting
him as not having a home base; like El in the Hurrian incense incantation he is pres-
ent throughout heaven where he can survey the doings of all humans. With regard to
his toponymic epiclesis ‘OAdpmog, it places him at a distance from Troy, for when
Hera makes her way from Mt. Olympus to Lemnos, off the Troadic coast, she must
complete the journey in a series of stages (14.225-230), and Ares is unaware that his
son has been killed while he is confined there by Zeus’ order (15.110-118). The moun-
tain is not without descriptors: it is cloudy (16.364), snowy (18.616), with many folds
or necks (e.g., 8.3, 411), and in or near heaven (e.g., 1.497, 16.364-365). But, its most
important attribute is the houses of the gods (e.g., 1.18), including Zeus’ bronze house
where they assemble (21.438).% Thus, the adjective ‘OAvpmiog is not exclusive to Zeus,
but can refer to the collective of gods. It may be that when Hera demands of her Olym-
pian husband that he swear an oath (19.108), she is asserting he may be primus, but
still inter pares. Context shows the term also has a panhellenic perspective, referring
to the systemization of the Greek pantheon with Zeus at its peak, for Achilles refers to
the other gods as Olympians when he points out to Thetis that when praying to Zeus
she regularly makes mention of an episode of the succession narrative in which she
saved Zeus from Poseidon, Hera, and Athena (1.398-400).” So, when Thetis appeals
to 'OAdpmie pnrieta Zeb (1.508), asking him to punish the Achaeans by tipping the
scales of battle as long as Achilles refuses to fight, she perhaps means to allude to
their shared history, but the human listener would appreciate that this was an epithet
which Nestor is the only human to use, and specifically in a prayer stressing the
Achaeans’ long-term relationship with the Olympian (15.372-376); Agamemnon after
Menelaus is wounded similarly makes use of the epiclesis when he asserts confidently

24 For discussion of Olympus in the Hliad, see Schironi 2018, 323-329, Aristarchus considered it to
be located in Macedonia (% ad 11, 8.19).
25 See Slatkin 2011.
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that sooner or later the Olympian will punish the perpetrators (4.160-161). Therefore,
ironically, the epiclesis “Olympian” should trigger Zeus’ partisanship for the side that
Thetis is asking to suffer harm.

In contrast, when Achilles prays that Patroclus might gain glory and return
home safely after fighting in his stead around the Achaeans’ ships, he makes very
clear that the Zeus he is invoking is not the Zeus of all Achaeans who might be con-
cerned about their welfare, but the Zeus of his household. As he stands at the god’s
altar in his fenced yard, he prays:

Zeus, lord, Dodonian, Pelasgian, residing faraway, protecting stormy Dodone; and around the
Selloi reside, your attendants who wear no sandals and sleep on the ground. Indeed, as once
you heard my word when I prayed, honoring me, and you struck down the host of Achaeans,
50 now also still carry out for me this desire. (16.233-238)

The mention of the Selloi - or is it Helloi (0" "EAAoi)? - is a recondite detail,”® and
Achilles further signals his in-group status by showing he knows the relevant lore
about the archaic practices of this faraway Zeus’ priests, who served an oracle
which at least in later times claimed to be the oldest (Hdt. 2.52). The emphasis on
ancient ties is further underlined with the reference to Zeus as Pelasgian. According
to Herodotus, the Pelasgians were in Greece before the Greeks arrived, as well as in
Samothrace and Lemnos,” and Homer too views them to be a people that occupied
both sides of the Aegean, including them not only among Achilles’ contingent
(8oooL 16 MeAaoyikdv Apyog &vatov, 2.681), but also among the Trojan allies (2.840,
10.429). Perhaps Homer also considered them to a be a pre-Greek people? In that
case, when Achilles invokes Zeus with this epithet, he is speaking specifically to a
Zeus who did not put the Achaeans first, Wide-seeing Zeus (16.241), however, only
grants one of his wishes, his sights set on his larger plan that will lead to the death
of Hector, Achilles’ own death, and finally the end of the Trojan war.

With these preliminary observations, we turn to the Zeus of Mt. Ida. The nearby
mountain is well characterized. At the edge of the Ilian plain with Zeleia at its base, it
is the place of origin of the men who founded Troy (21.558-559, 2.824, 20.215-218). A
single formulaic verse is enough for to a god to reach Troy from Ida: Bii 8¢ kat’
T8alwv dpéwv eig "Thiov ipry (11.196, 15.169). Thickly wooded and well-watered by
several named rivers (4.474-476, 11.183, 12.19-22, 23.114-120), its epithet “mother of
wild animals” (14.283) speaks to a Phrygian element in the mountain’s cult, by way
of the Phrygian Matar, who was associated with mountains. On Mt. Ida Zeus has a
shrine, as befitted Phrygian and more general Anatolian practices, one served by a
Trojan priest (16.604-605). Both here and at Troy Hector made many sacrifices to
Zeus, as the god regretfully notes when he realizes Hector’s inevitable death is nigh

26 Later writers used the form Helloi; cf. Aristarchus ad loc. (Schironi 2018, 657). For the geo-
graphic issues with this prayer, see Janko 1994, 348-350.
27 On Herodotus’ treatment of the Pelasgians, see Munson 2005, 7-13.
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(22.169-173). Additionally, Mt. Ida has hosted eatlier episodes from local myth; here
is where Aeneas was conceived and born (2.820-821), here he tended herds like his
father had, and here he was almost killed by Achilles in an earlier raid (20.188-194).

Thus, it is natural for Priam to pray to Zeb ndrep "I8nOev pedéwv, kodloTe pe-
ytote (24.308-313), who, as Hecuba notes, “oversees all of Troy” (24.290-291). The
commonly used “father” as epithet speaks to the ideal relationship between god
and worshipper, with the god offering love and nurturing to his human depen-
dent.” The terms “most glorious” and “greatest” when coupled with the toponymic
epiclesis insist that it is this Zeus who is supreme - for these worshippers. Zeus sits
on nearby Ida not only because it gives him a good view; his proximity signals his
support of the Trojans. Thus, Zeus thunders or launches a storm from Ida to give
victory to the Trojans (8.170-171, 17.593-596), or sends other gods to intervene for
the Trojans (15.220-238, Apollo; 11.182-185, Iris).

However, this support is not unequivocal. Although in Books 15-17 both Hector
and the Danaans are quite sure Zeus is actively supporting the Trojan side (e.g.,
17.626-627, 645—647), the narrator makes clear that, while Zeus is indeed urging on
the Trojans, even pushing Hector from behind, the god was only giving honor to
Hector to carry out Thetis’ wish, and not for much longer, “for already Pallas
Athena was rousing against him the fatal day through the strength of the son of
Peleus” (15.613-614). But, when Zeus sees the Danaans continuing to have difficulty
protecting Patroclus’ body, he feels compelled to intervene by sending Athena
down from Mt. Ida (17.543-546). And in fact, we are left to wonder for whom Zeus is
signaling support when he thunders from Mt. Ida after Nestor prays to him as Zei
matep . . . OAvpme (15.372-376), but it is the Trojans, unaware of Nestor’s appeal,
who react with enthusiasm,

Indeed, we should expect that both sides would be aware that even the locally
resident Zeus could be swayed to support invaders. Thus, the Achaeans appeal to
the local Zeus directly before moments of single combat, upon which in theory the
entire course of the war should depend; they pray to Zeus before Ajax and Hector
duel using the same formulaic line that Priam had (7.202-205). Although wishing
for Ajax to win, they do acknowledge that it is likely the god prefers Hector, in
which case, let them reach a draw. Similarly, after the ground for the duel between
Paris and Menelaus has been prepared and lots are about to be drawn for who will
throw the first spear, both sides are portrayed as making the same prayer to a Zeus
characterized by the same string of epithets (3.320-323).

Moreover, Agamemnon himself calls on this Zeus when listing the gods over-
seeing the truce before the duel:

—
28 Prayers to Zeus with “father” as the only epithet: 3.365 (Menelaus), 7.179 (bystanders to lots
being drawn to fight Hector), 8.236 (Agamemnon).
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Zeus father, protecting Ida, most glorious, greatest, and Helios, you who oversee all and hear
all, and the rivers and earth, and you below who punish men who have died, whoever swears
and, you be witnesses, and guard the oaths so they are trusty. (3.276-280)

It has long been recognized that the list of divine entities called as witnesses parallels
the ones that appear in earlier and contemporary Near Eastern treaties, with the ap-
peal to the all-seeing sun-god, mention of natural features that represent the land(s)
in question, and the merism of heaven, earth, and underworld.? Such passages are
standard for Hittite treaties, which, as was noted above, represent by far the most
well-attested treaty tradition from the Near East. However, it was not the norm to in-
voke only the opposing side’s god in treaties. How do we explain Agamemnon calling
on this local Zeus instead of Olympian Zeus or Zeus residing in heaven as he had
done before? This would have allowed him to emphasis the three-fold division of
gods called upon, working from heaven down to the underworld. And, compare the
oath concluding the peace ceremony, in which hoth sides address Zeb xvBIOTE pé-
YW0TE, Kol GBdvartol Beol GOt (3.298). Here, the goal is to express the totality of all
gods, from Zeus on down, impartially committing to punish anyone from either side
who violates the agreement, Finally, Agamemnon’s deference to the local god is not
consistent with the portrayal of the Greeks at this late stage of the war, disillusioned
with their own cause and vicious towards their enemies.

We may be able to use the epithet to add details to our knowledge of an earlier
version of this episode, which after all belongs to a much earlier stage of the war,
as made clear by the Teikhoskopia scene, in which Helen explains to Priam who is
who on the Achaean side, as if he has not had a chance to figure it out over the
course of the last ten years!’® Indeed, the only line that would need to be expunged
from Book 3 to make it fit the very beginning of the war is 112, which explains that
the enthusiasm of the fighters on both sides for the suggested duel is because they
anticipate an end to the fighting at long last:

G Epad’, oi & Eydpnoav Axool te Tpaieégte
EAndpevol maoaoBat 6iupod moAépoo.
kai p” fnmoug pév EpuEav éml otiyag, & 8 #Bav adol. (3.111-113)

So he spoke, and both the Achaeans and the Trojans rejoiced,
expecting to cease from bitter war.
And they drew the horses into rows, and themselves got down,

This line includes the Homeric hapax 6iGupod moAépoto and the rare £Amépevol,®! and
would leave no gap if removed. If this entire episode were placed close to the

29 Bowie 2019, 37-39.

30 West 2011, 59, 127-128, 131-132.

31 Also 14,422, 16.281 with infinitives. Other examples of 1e ending a sentence and verse, joining
two nominatives governing a plural verb: 1.177, 4.456, 15.413,
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beginning of the war, then we could have a good explanation for Agamemnon’s def-
erence to the local Zeus. Not yet frustrated by a decade of inconclusive fighting, in
this first contest on enemy turf Agamemnon would be very careful to present himself
to the god of the land as justified in his actions, and therefore he would call on
Idaean Zeus specifically to witness that the Greeks are acting perfectly correctly, ac-
cording to the practice of calling upon the local gods to witness the justness of one’s
cause when beginning an attack on the enemy, as described by Irene Polinskaya.?

We turn now to Apollo, whose regional instantiations may tell us about the perfor-
mance contexts for early versions of the Trojan epic. In the Iliad Apollo is called on
without Zeus and Athena only by Anatolians. When doing so they further sub-divide
him into Troadic (1.37-42, 451-456) and Lycian (4.101-103, 119-121, 16.514-526) instan-
tiations. The first designation occurs in a section of the text that has been argued to
originate in a separate hymn to Sminthean Apollo;* the second can be connected to
an early Panionic phase when the Iliad was performed at Miletus, whete Apollo was
the city god and Lycian Glaucids were founding heroes.’* The first example comes
from Chryses’ prayer to Apollo demanding the Achaeans be punished for refusing to
return his captive daughter, calling upon the Apollo “who haunt[s] Chryse, and very
holy Killa and rule[s] Tenedos with strength, Smintheus” (1.37-39). The final epithet
deployed by Chryses as he calls on his patron god (omitted in Chryses’ counter-prayer,
1.451-456) has often been interpreted by modem critics — who follow the scholia — as
an indigenous term for Apollo as plague god, rather than a toponym. However, a Lin-
ear B text from Thebes mentioning a Smintheus in a set of tablets that includes other
Anatolians also designated with toponyms supports the ancient counter-view that it is
a toponymic adjective.” In any case, the term might have been so rarified that it sig-
naled to Homer’s audience first and foremost in-group status, as with Achilles’ refer-
ence to the Selloi in his prayet to Dodonian Zeus. The narrator, on the other hand,
signals the justice of Chryses’ prayer by giving the god when he responds the neutral
epithet Phoibos.

Part of a sequence of actions that repeats in miniature the larger plot of the Tro-
jan War, the unjust refusal to release a captive leading to terrible harm for the of-
fending community,*® the episode inverts the two sides in the Trojan conflict and
allows the local god to protect his worshippers. Although clearly derivative of the
Trojan War story, it has no necessary connection to the war itself, being secondarily
linked via Agamemnon’s retaliation against Achilles. That then sets in motion a se-
quence of events in which Hector for a brief time before his death is deluded into

—
32 Polinskaya 2010.

33 Faraone 2016.

34 Bachvarova 2016b, 438-453. Also note 39.

35 TH Av 106.3; X ad II. 1.39; Bachvarova 2016b, 231, 345-346, 450. Palamidis 2019, has recently
argued that the interpretation of Smintheus as “mouse-god” is erudite Hellenistic speculation.

36 Bachvarova 2016b, 400-402.
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believing himself to be the star of the story, the Trojan hero failing to realize that
this is all Zeus’s plan, the mention of which at the very opening of the epic (1.5)
signals to the audience how a famous independent hymn to a Troadic god will be
subordinated to the Trojan War narrative in a masterstroke of repurposing.

The first appeal to Apollo Auknyevii; concludes the episode begun with the truce
in Book 3. Menelaus has clearly beaten Paris, but the Trojan prince has been rescued
by Aphrodite. Book 4 opens with the gods in council, drinking nectar and observing
Troy from afar. Zeus riles up Argive Hera and Athena AlaAkopevr|ig; although “protec-
tors of Menelaus,” they have kept their distance from the battle, while Aphrodite, who
constantly watches over Paris, has saved him from certain death (4.7-11). Zeus taunts
them with the prospect that the conflict could end peacefully with Troy intact. Athena
silently sulks, but Hera answers bitterly, provoking Zeus to rebuke her for her un-
founded hatred for Troy. He accepts that Troy must fall, but warns she in turn will
have to stand aside when he desires to destroy one of her cities. Aristarchus, who
thought that Zeus’s reproach supported his theory that Homer did not know the Judg-
ment of Paris, explained Hera’s enmity as stemming from her patronage of a rival city,
signaled by the epithet “Argive.”>” Yet, in the epic’s most chilling demonstration of
divine indifference for human suffering, Hera retorts that she will be happy to sacrifice
any of three cities of which she is the patron goddess - Mycenae, Argos, or Sparta —
so long as Athena can intervene (4.51-67).

Zeus does not resist, but sends Athena to provoke the Trojans to violate the
truce. Pallas Athena dashes down to the battlefield as a dazzling meteor, a portent
whose meaning is a source of speculation on both sides: does it signify renewed war
or peace at last? Then, disguised as a Trojan, she approaches Lycian Pandarus to per-
suade him to shoot Menelaus, alluring him with a picture of the reward that would
be heaped on him by Alexander and the other Trojans: “But go on, shoot glorious
Menelaus and pray to Apollo, born in Lycia, famed for his bow, that you will sacrifice
a glorious hecatomb of first-born rams when you have returned home to the city of
holy Zeleia” (4.100-103). Pandarus, likely assuming that her intervention is con-
nected to the omen just displayed, pronounces the prayer, draws his bow - the very
one given to him by Apollo — and shoots, and he would have actually killed Menelaus
if the Spartan king had not been protected by Pallas Athena. Pandarus surely imag-
ined that his Apollo has heard him, as we know he heard Chryses. Instead, what is
put into operation is again the plan of Zeus, but now through the hand of Athena,
implacable enemy of Troy.

37 Zad Il 24.25-30, justifying athetizing the mention to the judgment. See Schironi 2018, 662-665.
West 2011, 33, 139-140, 412, is skeptical about whether the Iliad’s author knew the Judgment of
Paris.



Regional Loyalties in the lliad: The Cases of Zeus, Apollo, and Athena =—— 115

The rare epithet “born in Lycia” asserts that Apollo’s connection to Lycia is pri-
mary. This does not mean, however, that this Apollo is necessarily a stranger to the
Troad, for according to the catalogue of Trojan allies the Zeleian Lycians are a subset
of Trojans (2.824-827).%8 I have argued elsewhere that the catalogue belongs to a dif-
ferent Iliad than we have, one in which the Lycian heroes Glaucus and Sarpedon,
treated so sympathetically by Homer, did not play a role. Listed last in the catalogue,
these two heroes are clearly tacked on. Their importance is evidence for a stage in
which the key place of performance for the Iliad was Miletus, for among the heroes
claimed to be its founders were the Glaucids and Sarpedon. In this I follow Douglas
Frame, who postulates that Miletus was the original place where the Panionia was cel-
ebrated.®® That is, the prominence of Sarpedon and Glaucus belongs to a stage after
an already well-established Iliadic tradition was coopted from predominantly Aeolic
performers in the Troad to become a Panionic song and before it reached Panhellenic
status.*’ Apollo as Trojan, Troadic, and Milesian god served as the fulcrum allowing
for the transfer of the Iliadic story from the Troadic festival circuit of the Panaeolian
Dodecapolis, to which the town of Cilla mentioned by Chryses belonged, to a festival
that was based quite far away from the Troad. Secondly, we can resolve the apparent
contradiction between the two Lycias by postulating that the place name, already at-
tested in Hittite texts as Lukka, originally applied more broadly to west Anatolia. For
the Hittites, the term certainly encompassed a larger area than the Greek designation
Lycia, and we are talking here of course of exonyms, not what the indigenous termi-
nology was.*' This conforms with the modern judgment that the duel between Paris
and Menelaus was an episode pulled out of its temporal context because it was an
established crowd-pleaser; it would already have been in existence when the term
Lycia was still being used in its broader sense.,

Finally, Glaucus’ prayer to Apollo after the death of Sarpedon nicely calls atten-
tion to the shifts in the toponym’s scope and in performance venue with his specu-
lation concerning the god’s location:

Listen, lord, you who are somewhere in the fertile land of Lycia or in Troy; you are able to listen
everywhere to a man who suffers, as now suffering has come on me. For I have this grave
wound, and my hand is pierced all around by sharp pains, nor is my blood able to dry up, and
my shoulder is weighed down under it, and I am unable to hold my spear firmly, nor to fight,
going against the enemy. And, the best man has perished, Sarpedon, son of Zeus, nor did he
help his son. But, you at least, lord, cure this grave wound and soothe the pains and grant me

38 Pandarus describes himself as leading “Trojans into lovely Troy as a favor to shining Hector”
(5.211). Apollo Lykegenés is discussed by Aristonicus ad 4.101a: He says that Homer distinguishes
Zeleian Lycia from the other Lycia on the Xanthus river by using no qualifier for the latter (Schironi
2018, 298, 302).

39 Frame 2009, 17-18, 515-647.

40 Bachvarova 2016b, 450-457; West 2011, 64, considers them to belong to a “late stratum.”

41 Bryce 2006, 149; Bachvarova 2015, 151-152.
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strength, so that by calling on them I may urge on my Lycian companions to fight, and I myself
may fight for the dead body. (16.514-526)

Glaucus means to make a pointed contrast between Zeus, who ignored the plight of
his own son, and his patron god, but the Lycian hero still seems to betray some
worry that Apollo might be more concerned with Troy than his own plight. Herein
lies the problem with a god with more than one loyalty. Thus, a side effect of com-
bining different local strains of the epic tradition is cleverly exploited to character-
ize Glaucus’ feelings of despair and helplessness.

However, it is the character of Athena whose dual roles as implacable enemy of
the Trojans and patron goddess of Troy are the most difficult to merge and originate
most obviously in originally separate storylines. Athena is called on several times
successfully by Odysseus or Menelaus, without any epithet that can be construed
as toponymic (10.278, 462, 23.770; 17.561). This suggests that in her uncharacterized
form she is aligned with the Greeks. But, Diomedes also successfully appeals to her
using the recondite epithet Atputdvn,*? and she is called Atputwvn by Hera on
three occasions when she urges her to intervene against the Trojans on the battle-
field, using the same formulaic line (2157, 5.714, 21.420). As modern editors have
pointed out, if we agree the epithet’s meaning is “unwearied,” there is no reason to
capitalize it.*> However, the very reconditeness of the term suggests a local flavor,
meant to trigger a regional loyalty. Similarly, she is referred to with the obscure,
possibly toponymic, epithet AAaAkopevnic (4.8, 5.908) in episodes bringing atten-
tion to her loyalty to the Achaeans, in both cases paired with “Argive Hera,” a
straightforward toponymic epiclesis.** These epithets, even if they are not topo-
nyms but rather regionalisms, suggest Homeric hards were aware Athena was
claimed as protector by multiple cities; thus, the possibility of having conflicting
loyalties was built into her character, as it was with Zeus and Apollo.

Her conflicting loyalties come to the fore in the only scene in which she is
prayed to by the Trojans. Certainly, Pallas Athena was well-established as a god-
dess ready to protect Troy, as shown by the brief allusion to an earlier episode in
Trojan history when she and the Trojans built a bulwark to guard Heracles who had
come to save the city from a sea-snake (20.145-148). But, Book 5 had closed with
the image of Argive Hera and Athena AMalkopevnic halting Ares’ rampage against
the Achaeans (5.907-909). Now the humans are left to fight on their own, and Hec-
tor, advised by the seer Helenus to put a stop to Diomedes’ terrifying ascendency
on the battlefield by propitiating Athena, returns to the city. At his direction Hecuba
gathers together the old women of the town and goes to her storeroom to find an

42 1. 5.115-120, 10.284-294; Od. 4.762 (Penelope), 6.324 (Odysseus).

43 Kirk 1985, 133.

44 Shrine for Athena in the Boeotian town Alalkomenes/Alalkomenai: Paus. 9.33.5; cf. Str. 9.2.36,
mentioning II. 4.8; from alké “force, combat’? See Lalonde 2020, 110-112.
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especially splendid robe, made by women brought from Sidonia by Paris when he
came home with Helen. They then 80 to Athena’s temple on the acropolis. The
priestess Theano opens the doors of the temple. The old women raise their hands
and cry out, and Theano takes the robe and places it on the knees of the seated
statue. She prays,

“Lady Athena, protector of cities (puaimnTold), shining one of goddesses, break the spear of Dio-
medes, and grant that he himself will fall on his face in front of the Scaean gates, so that for
you right away, now, we may sacrifice twelve unbroken yearling heifers in the temple, if you
take pity on both the city and the wives of the Trojans and the infant children.” So she spoke,
praying, but Pallas Athena shook her head. (6.305-311)

The refusal, g épar’ ebyopévn, dvéveve 6: TaAAdg ABrvn (6.311), alters the formu-
laic positive response to a prayer, 6 Epat’ ebydpevog, Tod Exhue IMoAA&g ABrvn,
and the hiatus created by the negation draws attention to the change.*®

There are several interpretative problems with this scene. Firstly, the Trojans
seem strangely oblivious to the enmity Athena and Hera harbor towards them,¢ a
sign that this episode originates in a version that did not presume that the Judgment
of Paris was the precipitating event for the war. And, it is strangely inopportune to
call on Athena to defend them precisely against a hero with whom she has a special
relationship, as demonstrated in the preceding action of this book and Book 5 (which
itself has often been suggested to have existed as a separate lay in praise of Diomedes
before being incorporated into the Iliad). Therefore, Homer’s audience need not have
been surprised when she decisively rejects their plea, even though no motive is
given. Modern scholars have been more concerned, struggling to find a fault in the
sacrifice to which she could take offence — a bad choice of robe? but this presupposes
the Judgment of Paris — rather than wondering why in the first place a city Homer’s
audience knows she hates would consider to her to be rusiptolis.*”

The problems are solved if we postulate that the scene originally belonged to a
different version of a story focusing on the losers rather than the winners. Based on
peculiarities involving the formulas referring to the Trojans and to Troy William Mer-
ritt Sale has suggested that the epic tradition was recast at a relatively late stage to
present a more positive view of the Trojans, and that this scene giving us a glimpse
inside the walls of Troy belongs to the later stage.*® In my earlier work I have gone
farther and postulated that the Iliad actually merges two separate versions of events,
one told from the Achaean point of view and one from the losers’ point of view. The
latter drew especially on narrative sequences found in Mesopotamian city laments

45 IL 5121 (Diomedes), 23.771 (Odysseus); variation at II. 10.295 (Odysseus and Diomedes); Od.
3.385 (Telemachus), 6.328 (Odysseus).

46 Cf. the scene from Book 4 discussed earlier, and 20.313-317, Hera speaking.

47 Graziosi / Haubold 2010, 25-29, 165; Stoevesandt 2016, 110--111.

48 Sale 1994.
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and texts drawing on the city lament tradition, such as the Curse of Agade and the
Cuthean Legend of Naram-Sin. This particular scene has obvious parallels to the city
lament topos of the goddess abandoning her city, for reasons which are never ex-
plained other than that the city’s time had come. The topos was typically paired with
the violated statue motif, which corresponds to the theft of the Palladium, as told in
Ilias Parua 4 and Iliou Persis 3 West. When the narrative sequence was transferred to
the Trojan War story, it was assigned to Athena because of her established function
as “protector of cities,”*” in Anatolia and perhaps at Troy specifically.>°

The weaving together of originally separate plotlines created an ironic incon-
gruity with analogies to Hector’s fate. The Trojan hero fails to realize he is no longer
the star of the story, while we who are privy to Zeus’ plan know he has been subor-
dinated to the storyline of Achilles’ anger, which serves as the framework for the
epic’s story about a few weeks in the tenth year of the Trojan War. That failure adds
great poignancy to Hector’s characterization, as we are hoth deeply moved and ex-
asperated by his wrong-headed insistence that he is the one whom Zeus loves best
(6.318, 8.493, 10.49, 13.674); he cannot accept that he is simply a pawn in Zeus’
larger plan to gratify Achilles, a plan that has served throughout to join together
originally separate and not always perfectly compatible episodes.” In Book 6, the
rejected sacrifice scene, when embedded in the storylines of Achilles’ anger and Di-
omedes’ prowess, does more than simply underline the inevitability of Troy’s de-
struction; it epitomizes the deepest fear of worshippers living in a world full of
regional gods united into supraregional archetypes. Like Hera, Athena has no com-
punction about betraying one of her loyal cities to aid other loyal worshippers.

Abbreviations
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